
 Drinking Water Challenge Grant Conference Meeting Minutes

September 10th, 2:30pm – 4:00pm EST

Participants



	· Laurie Cullerot, New Hampshire

· Dan Burleigh New Hampshire

· Pat Bickford New Hampshire

· Pete Tenebruso, New Jersey

· Jean Nicolai, Vermont

· Rich Amirault, Rhode Island

· Mike Corbin, Maine
	· Bob Peterson, Maine

· Ellie Kwong, EPA

· Ed Kim, EPA

· Leslie Latt, Maine

· Doug Timms, enfoTech

· Rob Willis, Ross & Associates


Action Items



· Laurie Cullerot and Doug Timms will contact Jeff Bryant to solicit participation on the IPT group. 

· Doug Timms will post a new version Data elements document to web following the call

· Doug Timms will post best practices document to the web following the call

· Rob and Doug will continue to work on the Best Practices document

Meeting Minutes



Agenda and Action Item Review

The group reviewed the proposed agenda and the action items from the previous call.  The only action item not completed is the proposed best practice concerning the use of chemical ID.  The group requested that they receive an update on the CROMERR rule.  

Doug Timms informed the group that CROMERR has yet to release guidance.  They are still discussing the rule creation prior to drafting an Implementation plan.  Peter added that CROMERR is not going to meet their winter deadline because during rule drafting the language for e-auth became contentious and was just completed.  Peter speculated that final rule probably would not be completed until spring.  

Ellie Kwong asked about the SDWIS State Web Release if anybody knew when it would be released.

Mike Corbin responded that the next version of SDWIS will be web-enabled.  The current version is client-server, you have to be within the LAN to move information, but the web-enabled will allow you to move information over the browser.  

Doug Timms added that it would be useful to get a response from a SDWIS state how they think this next version will affect the submission of information from Lab.  Mike added that if they come over the web using XML, the states will have to convert to EDI ASCII.  Mike reiterated that it is important that we keep in contact with this group.  Laurie and Doug have been working on getting Jeff Bryant (SDWIS) on the IPT calls and will continue coordinating with him.

General Project Updates

Update #1 -- Rob Willis gave an update on the Advisory Committee.  The Advisory Committee call is scheduled for 230pm EDT on Friday.  The purpose of the call is to introduce the context and content of the data elements document.  Additionally, the group will be introduced to their new co-chairs; Harvey Klein from Garden State Labs and Dave Paris from Manchester Water Works.  

Update #2 -- The group was informed that on Oct 7th Laurie Cullerot will be speaking at the ASDWA conference.  enfoTech will also be at the conference and will be there to assist Laurie during Q & A.  enfoTech will also have a booth.   Laurie has been asked to give a thirty minute presentation on our project.  The entire afternoon of the first day will be dedicated to similar efforts.  Molly O’Neill from ECOS, Louisiana, and Jeff Bryant (SDWIS) will also be speaking.  Additional conference information is available on the ASDWA website.

Update #3 -- Dan Burleigh mentioned that he has posted ‘code’ from NH’s .pdf form submission system.  He informed the group that the ASP pages were on the web and would have to be renamed once downloaded.  Dan made the Bacteria Form (completed and on the web) available and informed the group that the Chemical Monitoring Form in under development.  

Update #4 – Doug Timms informed that group that the Data Elements document has been cleaned up (took out some extraneous columns) and regrouped it to be consistent with the latest version of the Schema.   The header and the details page have been combined but the grouping has remained.   Doug will post a new version to web after the call.  Also, enfoTech compared the list with the SDWIS sampling for EDI form to identify the crosswalk.  Doug Timms clarified that about five fields missing that aren’t in the data elements list and the group needs to discuss this on a subsequent conference call (AN ITEM FOR THE NEXT CALL).  In the short run the strategy is to focus on the Best Practices and then move to the schema and data elements once Lab Standard group is out with the Lab Standard.  Pat informed the group that the Lab Data Standard is about a month behind.  

Best Practices Document
Doug Timms reviewed that most recent changes to the Best Practice Documents.  For the Registration chapter Doug added that those entities who certify results can have two options:  1. They can restrict who is allowed to submit information on their behalf (the water systems would have to identify who they would allow (at the lab level) to submit on their behalf.)  Option 2 – Open certifier that says anyone who is a certified lab for the state can submit on the behalf of the Water system.   Regardless of the options all state certified labs have to sign a Electronic Signature Agreement.  

Rich Amirault mentioned that he is interested in assuring that the Lab – Water System relationship is affirmed.  Rich feels it is important to make sure that the Water System actively confirms that the data submitted on their behalf is OK. Rich thinks that verification should happen at the submission level not the laboratory level this is especially important catch errors.

Doug felt that maybe the place to address Rich’s issue is during the feedback process – the question, however, is what is the mechanism?  For instance, in rural Water Systems don’t have email how are they going to be able to receive feedback?  Doug added that the labs might have the ability to submit but the water systems may not have email to verify.  Rich indicated that he doesn’t believe this to be an issue

Ellie Kwong indicated that she thinks that Maine will be the state most likely to have an issue?  The group then posed that question whether for the purposes of the Best Practice the feedback process be state specific?  Another option would be to make the transient labs outside the feedback loop.  New Hampshire asked the group two questions; shouldn’t resolving this issue be a question addressed in the PATs and does the feedback submission always have to be electronic?


Rich added that if the feedback doesn’t have to be electronic then that is a good work around.  Rich also is a little concerned about the liability shift onto Labs off of the Water System.  He doesn’t think that the Lab will take on the responsibility bolstering the need for a feedback process.  Ellie doesn’t see the liability because of the existing contracts between the Water Systems and Labs -- if the labs aren’t doing what they said they will do it will be a breach of contract not assumption of liability.

Jean added that if water systems use a Health Department Lab that they don’t need Water System certification.  Vermont doesn’t think that this will be an issue.  Maine indicated that are probably going this direction, too.  Leslie thinks that we will have in issue with the Water System if we ask them to validate.   Doug Timms indicated the current processes only allows Water Systems to be report certifiers.  Rich reiterated that the we cannot allow the Water System to write off their responsibility.  Ellie responded that it won’t shift the burden of responsibility because of the existing contracts between Water Systems and labs.  Leslie asked if this should this become an Advisory Committee Issue?  The group agreed that this discussion would benefit from feedback from the Advisory Committee.  

Doug has also added a section to the best practices called extension to State Laboratory Certification Process (3.1) and language to the account user section.  Doug added language to the Account Management section for e-reporting -- subsections called account suspension, account deactivation, and trial period.   Doug indicated that he will remove section 3.4 Water system certification and fold that into the feedback loop.  

The next section in the best practice documents that needs attention is section 3.5, legal Authority to receive electronic data.  The group felt that for Section 3.5 simply clarify that this includes CROMERR and that is the legislative authority to receive information.

Doug reviewed the updated sections on the Submission model.  The group did not have comments.

Rob asked the group how the State would like to receive their chemical Ids.  The group agreed that for Drinking Water information, the only ID’s needed are the SDWIS Codes and CAS#s.  The group also indicated that this information should also be a part of the trading partner agreement.   

Meeting Wrap-up

The group finished the meeting by reviewing the upcoming call dates:

Oct 1st – Bi-Weekly Conference Call

Oct 15th – IT-Centric Conference Call

Oct 21st – Bi-Weekly Conference Call
Oct 31st – Advisory Committee Conference Call

