
 Drinking Water Challenge Grant Conference Meeting Minutes
October 1, 2003, 2:30pm – 4:00pm EST

Participants



	· Dan Burleigh New Hampshire

· Pat Bickford New Hampshire

· Phil Royer, New Jersey

· Jean Nicolai, Vermont

· Jerry DiVincenzo, Vermont

· Rich Amirault, Rhode Island

· Deb LaFleur, Rhode Island

· George Mills,  Vermont
	· Bob Peterson, Maine

· Mike Corbin, Maine

· Ellie Kwong, EPA

· Ed Kim, EPA

· Leslie Latt, Maine

· Doug Timms, enfoTech

· Sara Liu, enfoTech

· Rob Willis, Ross & Associates


Action Items



· Doug will email the group a link to the UCMR Reporting Guidance

· Rob will email and post to the website the NH System Design Document for the registration process

· Each state will prepare an outline of their proposed registration process by October 20 and email the document to Rob.  Rob will compile the document and distribute a document by Oct 21.

· Doug/Laurie will ask Jeff Bryan for the criteria used by SDWIS state for registering samples.  
Meeting Minutes


Agenda Review
The group reviewed the agenda without modification

Action Item Review
The group reviewed the action items from the last bi-weekly call.  All action items were completed.  Doug Timms updated the workgroup on the progress being made with the IPT and the ongoing coordination with the EPA.
Advisory Committee Update

Rob Willis, Phil Royer, Ellie Kwong, and Doug Timms briefly summarized the September 12th Advisory Committee Meeting.  They indicated that the Advisory committee call was successful and that all but three of the participants were on the conference call.  The purpose of the call was to introduce the data elements document to the Advisory committee, to put the document into context, and to clarify the expectation of the Advisory Committee.  The Advisory committee, while engaged, was still working to understand the overall goal of the challenge grant project and as a result didn’t fully understand the purpose of the data elements document.  The next Advisory committee call is scheduled for Friday, October 31st and the call will include a demonstration of NH’s data submission system.  The new co-chairs, Dave Paris from Manchester Water Works, and Harvey Klein from Garden State Labs did a great job in moderating the telephone call.  
IT Centric Conference Call Update
Dan Burleigh reviewed the proposed content for the IT centric conference call.  Dan indicated that he is planning on presenting a demonstration of NH’s proposed approach for registration.  The group indicated that it would be very useful to see this demonstration.

As a means for moving forward with submission system implementations and ground-truthing the Best Practices document, it was proposed that the group begin outlining some of the basic documentation for implementation and review the documents collectively.  There was general support for this approach.  For the October 22nd full group conference call, each state is going to present an outline of a proposed registration process.  The participants agreed to e-mail Rob their proposed approaches by October 20th and Rob is going to combine the documents and distribute it to the group prior to the conference call.  In preparation, the workgroup asked what documentation is available to assist during the development of the registration processes.  Ellie suggested that the UCMR reporting guidance might be useful.  Doug volunteered to email this to the workgroup following the call.  The group also asked to see Dan B. system design document for NH’s registration process.  Dan B will provide that document, when completed, to Rob for distribution.
Missing Data Elements (SDWIS/EDI to Data Elements List)
Doug Timms reviewed the latest version of the Data Elements document.  Doug requested that the workgroup review the data elements document for the appropriateness of mapping from the data elements document to the SDWIS state fields.  

Phil Royer gave an update on NJ’s activities surrounding SDWIS.  Currently, SAIC is working on creating a map between e-NJems and SDWIS State.

ME is currently involved in a FedRep pilot project, with FL. The purpose of the Pilot is to move data from SDWIS State to SDWIS Fed using FedRep.  One potential product of this pilot effort is a Schema for SDWIS State to SDWIS Fed.
Best Practices

Doug Timms reviewed the proposed Submission Process outlined in the best practices document.    For section 4.5.2.2 Doug indicated the submission process has three categories; accepted, accepted but flagged, and rejected.  Doug asked the group about how many repeat submission should be allowed and what should be done for repeat submissions.  Ellie Kwong added that the group should think about how much historical data needs to be captured.  Rich Amirault suggested that the maximum number of repeat submissions should be three.  Ellie asked the group if anybody knew how CROMERR dealt with this issue.  Doug identified that the CROMERR rule does not address the issue of repeat submissions.  George Mills agreed with Rich that the maximum number of repeat submission should be three and that following the second submission the business process should probably include some type of feedback loop.   Rich also added that another refinement to business process that is likely to reduce the number of repeat submissions is requiring the data be QA/QC’d prior to submission.  
Ellie brought up the issue of requirements for record retention.  Doug indicated that the requirements for record retention are spelled out in CROMMERR and the best practices document would be modified to include this.   Doug summarized the comments from the submission process best practice and indicated that the proposed approach seems doable and that major modifications going forward involve making the process less stringent.

George asked if the submission process should have some provision for the recall of a submission.  Doug indicated that it is likely that the recall of the data submission could be added to option #2 (Accepted but flagged).  This has implications for how data is validated – How do you validate and what constitutes a suspicious submission.  NH indicated that for all submissions will first be put into an interim resting spot while awaiting validations.  Mike Corbin asked that Jeff Bryan be contacted to get the criteria for rejecting samples for SDWIS State.  

Doug Timms will post the latest copy of the Best Practices document on the Website following the call.
Rob reviewed the action items and reminded everybody that the upcoming calls are as follows:

IT Centric Call:
October 15th
Project Team Call: October 22nd 
