
 Drinking Water Challenge Grant Conference Meeting Minutes
March 3, 2004   2:30pm – 4:00pm EST

Participants



	· Laurie Cullerot, New Hampshire

· Dan Burleigh New Hampshire

· Pat Bickford New Hampshire

· Pete Tenebruso, New Jersey

· Jerry DiVincenzo, Vermont

· Richard French, Maine

· Matthew Seica, Maine
	· Bob Peterson, Maine

· Ellie Kwong, EPA

· Ed Kim, EPA

· Rich Amirault, Rhode Island

· Eva King, Rhode Island

· Doug Timms, enfoTech

· Rob Willis, Ross & Associates


Action Items



· Doug Timms will draft language for the IPT Co-Chairs on the remaining Schema Issues (Microbial/Non-Microbial handling).
· Laurie Cullerot will poll workgroup states and IPT states about the remaining Schema Issues. 

· Rob Willis will post the Face-to-Face Meeting Minutes to the Website.
· Rob Willis will schedule the Next Advisory Committee Meeting
· Rob Willis will distribute the PAT Template and the workgroup will review it and provide comments via email.
· The Workgroup will email Rob copies of the presentations they gave at the Face-to-Face Meeting.
Meeting Minutes


Agenda and Action Item Review
The workgroup reviewed the agenda items and the action items from the Face-to-Face meeting.

Face to Face Meeting Follow-up

Rob Willis reviewed the meeting minutes and the asked the workgroup for comments concerning the face-to-face meeting notes.  The group had no comments and Rob will post the minutes to the Websites.  The group was asked to email Rob any presentations they gave in Concord.

Schema Update

Doug Timms gave the workgroup an update of the e-DWR IPT progress.  Doug reported that the IPT is making great progress and has met twice since the workgroup’s Face-to-Face meeting.  The big news is that on April 1st the Schema is ready.  The most recent meeting was very intense meeting and the schema will go to TRG on April 1st.  It will be a draft but the states can use the Schema to build to.

The SDWIS State V9 (SWIRL) is going to be released summer 2005.  This is the first time there is an XML infrastructure for SDWIS and when that comes out there is going to be an updated Schema.  enfoTech plans to have the internal draft by 3/16 that gives the IPT and group time to review this and put it through the XML review process.   The review process is to verify compliance with CRM, XML guidelines.  There is one open issue and the co-chairs will be deciding on that issue.
Laurie will send a poll out to the states about the outstanding issue.  Doug explained that the outstanding issue is with micro/nonmicrobial results and how labs handle this.  Is M/NMC lumped together or do the labs treat these differently.  Should their be two different result blocks for M/NMC?  SIAC’s concern is the LT2 rule’s impact of this decision.  Doug will create an email with a writeup about the issue for the co-chair and the co-chairs will email a poll and compile the responses.  The co-chairs decision is based on what the poll results are.

Eva indicated that she isn’t sure why there is so much controversy as the M/NMC aren’t inherently different.

Doug responded that SIAC’s argument is that the data tracking is different, two additional fields:  Interference and Microbial Count, are needed.  

Eva indicated that this could be handled through the QC module.

Doug Timms responded that this was a compromise to SIAC.
Eva added that for simplicity reasons I wouldn’t recommend to separate them out.  

Doug indicated that a benefit to splitting them allows you to put more validation into the schema.  This is an advantage, but it isn’t totally inline with the ESAR approach.

Laurie indicated that it is important for OW to hear the comments and asked that the states please respond to her email poll.

QA/QC  
Doug Timms provided the group with a review of the QA/QC document distributed prior to the call.  Doug indicated that the Schema is capable of handling most everything and can be generalized into four levels of QA/QC:
· Level 1: No QC information is reported

· Level 2: Report whether or not analysis results meet general data quality criteria (basically, Yes or No), and if not why.

· Level 3: Report the analyte specific QC information, such as analytical precision, bias, and control limits for each analytical result

· Level 4: Report the analytical result for every QC Sample that is run (in addition to reporting the analytical results of ‘regular’ samples)

Pat Bickford added that for the Level 2 QCSummary data block, the fields already exist in SDWIS State

Ellie asked Doug if all of the Schema fields are optional.  Doug responded that the trading partner agreement will include what level of QC is going to be acceptable for the state-to-state exchange.   Ellie asked Doug to compare the efforts to produce level 3 and level 4 data.
Doug speculated that there is a big jump.  In level 3, you are only reporting precision and bias.  In level 4, you are submitting the results of all your QC samples.   I don’t know how ready the labs are in providing this information.

Pat added that level four is an option for programs who want to get more complicated.  This is because the Schema will be used potentially by people outside of DW.  
Rich Amirault indicated that the Schema looks like it covers everything we need.

Eva cautioned, however; that the Schema does fall short of defining all QC.
Laurie as if this something we want to run by the Advisory Committee.  

Rob Willis felt as if the labs may freak out because they are afraid of having to do level 4.  Rob proposed that we don’t send out to the Advisory Committee but rather we present this to them during our next call.
Rob asked the group if we want to select one of the four levels and make it a best practice?
Doug added that we have technically solved the issue of the QA/QC, what do we want to put in the Best  Practice?
Eva indicated that the QC information required depends more on what the state can receive.  Pat agreed with Eva – New Hampshire cannot accept QA/QC data.  The PAT is where the information can exist.

Eva added that maybe the EPA should recommend to the states what level they want to receive.  Ellie indicated that she thinks that the EPA is going to be moving to a higher level.  

The group decided that the Best Practice is that state decides the appropriate level. 
Participation Agreement Template
Rob Willis reviewed with the group a draft PAT.   The group asked that Rob distribute an electronic copy and the group will review it and provide comments via email.
Meeting Wrap-up
The group decided that the next conference call would occur on March 31, 2004 from 230-400pm EST.  
End Call.
