
 Drinking Water Challenge Grant Conference Meeting Minutes
December 3rd, 2:30pm – 4:00pm EST

Participants



	· Laurie Cullerot, New Hampshire

· Dan Burleigh New Hampshire

· Pat Bickford New Hampshire

· Pete Tenebruso, New Jersey

· Phil Royer, New Jersey

· Leslie Latt, Maine
· Bob Peterson, Maine 

· Rich Amirault, Rhode Island


	· Deb LaFluer, Rhode Island

· Jerry DiVencenzo, Vermont
· Jean Nicolai, Vermont

· Ellie Kwong, EPA

· Ed Kim, EPA

· Doug Timms, enfoTech

· Rob Willis, Ross & Associates


Action Items



· The workgroup will review the best practices document and provide comments on the next conference call.
· Rob Willis will email the workgroup the logistics for December 9th’s IPT conference call
Meeting Minutes


Agenda and Action Item Review

The workgroup reviewed the agenda items and the action items from last weeks call.  The uncompleted action items; Bob Peterson obtaining an electronic version of the FedRep design document and final agenda for the Face-to-Face meeting will be completed before the next call; and the action item to send official invitations to non workgroup members for the Face-to-Face meeting will be completed once the IPT meets and determines if they will attend the meeting.

Schema Issues
Laurie Cullerot provided the workgroup with an update on the schema development progress.  On the previous IPT call, Laurie indicated that Jeff Bryant was open minded and sensed the importance of one schema but Ed Katrell and SAIC still needed to be convinced of one schema.  Ed and SAIC have already done significant work in developing a schema.  Rich Amirault indicated that SDWIS State states need to voice their opinion about the importance of having one schema.  

Doug Timms thanked Laurie and Rich for their comments and agreed that it was a good sign that there was a meeting and more encouraging that Jeff Bryant understands the things the workgroup did.  Ellie Kwong indicated that she thought the meeting was good for both groups because there isn’t an understanding about each others work.  

The next IPT call is on Tuesday December 9th at 11am. 
Laurie reiterated that the ramification of not having one schema is that SDWIS State states would have to do some work twice.  On 11/20 and 11/21, Laurie was at a meeting and Sherry Driber who tried to pin Jeff Bryant down on what the expectations are supposed to be for SDWIS State schema implementation.  
Ellie asked the SDWIS State States what pressure they are under.  New Jersey replied that they are migrating into SDWIS by 2/2004 not participating in OW XML schema development and have only recently became aware of this schema.   

Doug clarified that both Schema are reasonably close and the last IPT call identified the major differences

The major difference is scope.  The DWR Schema is larger in scope.  Another difference is in how the elements are named.   The Data Elements Naming Convention DWR used is from EPA data standards, SDWIS data standards naming convention Sampling Via EDI was used for the SDWIS State Schema.  The other major difference is the data grouping.  The DWR Schema is based from EPA data standards while the SDWIS State schema is grouped via EDI.  Lastly, the SDWIS State schema contains constraints.  The EWR does not have data type constraints.  The SDWIS State Schema is restrictive because it is used to load data into a data system.
Ellie indicated that she thought that the most important goal for the next IPT call is to a conceptual agreement that we will work together to merge the two Schema.  Rob Willis asked if the workgroup felt comfortable with this and all agreed.  Laurie asked and received permission to use the states on our workgroup as leverage for one schema.  Rob Willis will email the group the logistics for the December 9th IPT call.  
Best Practices Document
Doug reviewed the validation chapter of the Best Practices Document and asked that the workgroup review the document for the next call. 

Mike Corbin asked how would the data type validation occur if the schema only lists the value type as string.  Doug replied that a technique for doing this is to separate your schema into data fields and data constraints.  For our purpose, however, we don’t want to get into restricting field length, but when a state does they can use the core XML schema and apply an additional layer of schema that has all the constraints on it.  This approach offers the maximum Schema usability.  Doug also indicated that as part of the marrying effort between the two Schema, the data typing in the SDWIS State schema could potentially use this approach to streamline the harmonization.  Doug offered to demo this technique.  Mike asked if this approach can handle nulls/not nulls.  Doug indicated that it could.
Dan asked Doug if the approach described above could handle precision.  Doug answered that it probably could.  Laurie asked a follow up question about validating MCLs.  Doug indicated that if you have the MCL available as a parameter, you can validate and send the information back to the state but this is a very aggressive thing to do.  
Face to Face Meeting Update
Rob asked the workgroup to indicate who would be attending the Face-to-Face meeting.  From NJ 2 folks will be attending and can only participate for two days.  From Maine,  Mike, Bob, and Leslie will be attending.  From Rhode Island it will either be two or three and can only participate for a two day meeting. For Vermont, Jerry, Rod, and Jean will be attending and again only available for two days.   From New Hampshire at least two attendees.  From the EPA Region probably two attendees.
Ellie asked if there is going to be a need for Face-to-Face meeting on the IPT.  Laurie indicated that it would be determined by the next call if a F2F was necessary.  Leslie volunteered to participate if there was going to be a Face-to-Face meeting for the IPT.
Scheduling through the Holidays and into the New Year

The group discussed the schedule for the last part of December.  Laurie indicated that the group deserved a break and the next conference call is on January 7th.    Call end.
