
Materials Management TAG Minutes – September 29, 2009

Opening:

Meeting called to order by TAG Asst Coordinator, Mark Higdon, who welcomed everyone to the meeting.  Member roll call was taken.

Members or proxies in attendance (List of Names and corresponding agency)
1. Arkansas, Mitchell Archer

2. Florida, Proxy - Steve Carter

3. Indian, Proxy - Sheri Meyerhoff

4. Kentucky, Mark Higdon

5. Louisiana, Beth Roberts

6. Michigan, Proxy - Cliff Farr

7. Mississippi, James Williams

8. Missouri, Denis Glascock

9. Nebraska, Rhonda DeButts

10. New Brunswick, Proxy - Janice Collette

11. South Carolina, Cindy Von Nyvenheim

12. Texas, Stewart DeWitt

13. Vermont, Proxy - Stephen Gilbert

Other Attendees: (List of Names and corresponding agency or organization)
1. Brad Finch, Nebraska

2. Trevor Hasenkamp, Nebraska

3. Pam Schmidt, Mississippi

4. Jennifer Kiihnl, Mississippi

5. Jim Johnson, AASHTO

6. Kevin Martin, Iowa

7. Gus Wagner, Minnesota

8. Mike Ondrak, Nebraska

9. Tom De La Portilla, Texas

10. Ben Browning, Arkansas

11. Norma Stephens, Info Tech, Inc.

12. Lori Greer, Missouri

13. Wilma DeGraffenreid, Missouri

14. Celina Sumrall, Mississippi

15. Russ Barron, Info Tech, Inc.

16. Diane Menz, Info Tech, Inc.

17. Gina Merseal, Info Tech, Inc.
18. Tim Lindberg, South Carolina

19. Andres Marin, Info Tech, Inc.
Total Attendees = 32
Mission Statement 

The mission statement was reviewed.  Denis Glascock from Missouri made a motion to keep the mission statement as posted below.  Cindy Von Nyvenheim from South Carolina seconded the motion; motion carried.

· Provide guidance, coordination, and oversight for the development, implementation, and maintenance of a modern comprehensive materials information management system within the framework of a total transportation information system.

Short term goals: 

The short-term goals were reviewed.  Denis Glascock from Missouri made a motion to keep the short-term goals as posted below.  Janice Collette from New Brunswick seconded the motion; motion carried.

1. Prioritize known issues for correction and/or enhancement.

2. Continue to identify areas of concern.

3. Support materials management web development, by providing user business requirements to the Technical Review Teams.

Long term goals: 

The long-term goals were reviewed.  Denis Glascock from Missouri made a motion to keep the long-term goals as posted below.  Beth Roberts from Louisiana seconded the motion; motion carried.

1. Review current and changing regulations and methods to insure that the AASHTO Trns•port products support the function necessary to comply with all regulations and evolving methods.

2. Monitor the maintenance of the Materials management functions and pursue the resolution of problems identified by SiteManager users.

3. Facilitate the implementation of the Materials Management and Laboratory Information Management System (LIMS) functionality in web Trns•port.

Meeting minutes from 2008

The minutes of the 2008 meeting were reviewed.  Beth Roberts of Louisiana made a motion to approve minutes as posted.  James Williams of Mississippi seconded the motion; motion carried.

Election of officers

2008 - 2009 TAG Coordinator, Dave Bernard of New York

2008 - 2009 Assistant TAG Coordinator, Mark Higdon of Kentucky

2009 - 2010 TAG Coordinator, Dave Bernard of New York

2009 - 2010 Assistant TAG Coordinator, Mark Higdon of Kentucky

Updates from past year

No updates were made since last year.

TMR Discussion 

See detailed meeting minutes in appendix.

TMRs - 12

· Endorsed - 10108

· Endorsed - 10377

· Endorsed – 10442

· Endorsed – 10445

· Endorsed – 10527

· Endorsed - 11482

· Opposed - 10165 (4 Agencies opposed)

· Opposed – 10494 (4 Agencies opposed)

· Opposed – 10920 (4 Agencies opposed)

· Opposed – 10933 (4 Agencies opposed)

· Remove from ballot, but do not delete TMR – 10233

· Discussion (No opposition or endorsement voted on) - 10444

Ballot items:

No additional ballot items were added.

Resolution:

No resolutions were made.

Items from Floor

· Jennifer Kiihnl of Mississippi: When a sample is copied, go to Contract tab in SiteManager Version 3.8, delete contract and add another, process whole thing and save, cannot duplicate it, but sometimes if you do a Find Sample, that old contract, it pulls up that old record that you changed it from.  There are two or three different tables.

· MN: That’s an orphan record and it’s not getting deleted with the parent. 

· KY: Would have assumed it would be in t_cont_smpl.

· MO: If you set up CS&TR, it will allow you to associate contract on contract tab.  If you move contract on CS&TR it will remove it from showing up, but will still be associated.  If you don’t want CS&TR to apply, then you need to remove manually before taking those CS&TR out.  Made customization to pop up a message indicating to not delete until CS&TR has been addressed. 

· MS: Don’t think it messed with CS&TR.

· MO: Fact is that info is in the table but there is no supporting architecture to display it on the Sample Record. It’s weird and took us a long time to figure out what it was.  Can recreate it in five minutes in your system.  Ensure it’s not in t_cont_smpl.  Found it via a third party query tool. 

· MS: The sampling checklist will fill those requirements but you cannot find sample for it except in Find Sample.

· Tim Lindberg as Chair of TRT: The Materials TRT has been working pretty hard and want to commend them for that. Hope you get to talk with them and express gratitude.

· Tim Lindberg as Representative from TTF: For moving forward, it is with the TTF to reconstitute the TRT. Encourage all existing members to stay on TRT but also solicit new members for resumes for TRT; submit resumes and letter of support from agency.  Next phase is detail of requirements and possibly test the system in person. 

· Mark Higdon indicated that as member of the MTRT, it is lots of work and requires a lot of time.  On the other side it is a lot of fun.  You will make a lot of close friends.  You make good contacts too.  Not all hard work, but do work hard.

· Tim added that there are professional benefits too. 

· Gina commended Tim as someone who is from Construction, was on the Construction TRT, and was brought over to the MTRT to chair that team. Tim researched, studied, trained himself, and dug deep to learn materials so that he would be an effective Materials TRT Chair. He has done an excellent job.

A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Beth Roberts of Louisiana and seconded by Cindy Von Nyvenheim from South Carolina.
Materials Management TAG - Meeting Minutes (APPENDIX A)
Date:  Tuesday, September 29, 2009
Time:  8:00 AM Central to 11:30 AM Central
Location: Omaha, Nebraska

51. Attendance and Contact Information


51.1 Materials Management TAG Member List (2009)


51.2 Member or Proxy Attendance


61.3 Additional Attendees


71.4 Attendee Contact Information (Sign-In Sheet)


82. Mission Statement and Goals


82.1 Mission Statement


82.2 Short Term Goals


82.3 Long Term Goals


83. TMRs


83.1 TMRs


93.1.1 TMR 10108 (Opposed = 0)


93.1.2 TMR 10165 (Opposed = 4)


103.1.3 10233 (Remove from ballot, but not TMR)


103.1.4 10377 (Opposed = 0; See full discussion in two sections below)


113.1.5 10442 (Opposed = 0)


113.1.6 TMR 10444 (Discussion - No opposition or endorsement voted on.)


143.1.7 10445 (Opposed = 0)


153.1.8 10494 (Opposed = 4)


153.1.9 10527 (Opposed = 0)


163.1.10 10920 (Opposed = 4)


173.1.11 10933 (Opposed = 4)


183.1.12 11482 (Opposed = 0)


183.1.13 10377 (Continued from earlier discussion)


184. Additional TAG Business


184.1 Meeting Minutes from 2008


194.2 Election of Officers


194.3 Items for Floor


194.4 Updated from past year


194.5 Resolution


204.6 Wrap Up


205. Action Items





1. Attendance and Contact Information
8:07 AM
· Mark Higdon called the meeting to order.

· Dave couldn’t be here, budget wouldn’t allow it. Mark gave a handout to all of the TAG coordinators. 

1.1 Materials Management TAG Member List (2009)

· Following is the list of 2009 Materials Management TAG members.

	
	Agency
	Member Name
	Email Address

	1
	Alabama
	Charlie Brown
	brownc@dot.state.al.us

	2
	Arkansas
	Mitchell Archer
	mitchell.archer@arkansashighways.com

	3
	Connecticut
	John Giannini
	john.giannini@po.state.ct.us

	4
	Florida
	Allen Hughes
	allen.hughes@dot.state.fl.us

	5
	Georgia
	Terry Callahan
	terry.callahan@dot.state.ga.us

	6
	Indiana
	Steve Fisher
	sfisher@indot.state.in.us

	7
	Kentucky
	Mark Higdon
	mark.higdon@ky.gov

	8
	Louisiana
	Beth Roberts
	bethroberts@dotd.la.gov

	9
	Michigan
	Marty Foster
	fosterm@michigan.gov

	10
	Mississippi
	James Williams
	jwilliams@mdot.state.ms.us

	11
	Missouri
	Denis Glascock
	denis.glascock@modot.mo.gov

	12
	Montana
	George Cornelius
	gcornelius@mt.gov

	13
	Nebraska
	Rhonda DeButts
	rhonda.debutts@nebraska.gov

	14
	New Brunswick
	Melanie Douglass
	melanie.douglass@gnb.ca

	15
	New Jersey
	Michael Schillaci
	michael.schillaci@dot.state.nj.us

	16
	New York
	Dave Bernard
	dbernard@dot.state.ny.us

	17
	Oklahoma
	Dave Conaway
	dconaway@odot.org

	18
	South Carolina
	Cindy Von Nyvenheim
	vonnyvencc@scdot.org

	19
	Tennessee
	Richard Weber
	richard.weber@state.tn.us

	20
	Texas
	Stewart DeWitt
	sdewitt@dot.state.tx.us

	21
	Vermont
	Bob Atchinson
	robert.atchinson@state.vt.us

	22
	Virginia
	Joe Bouchey
	joseph.bouchey@vdot.virginia.gov


1.2 Member or Proxy Attendance

8:08 am

· Mark performed a roll call for members or their proxies.

· Members in attendance.
1. Arkansas, Mitchell Archer

2. Florida, Proxy - Steve Carter

3. Indian, Proxy - Sheri Meyerhoff

4. Kentucky, Mark Higdon

5. Louisiana, Beth Roberts

6. Michigan, Proxy - Cliff Farr

7. Mississippi, James Williams

8. Missouri, Denis Glascock

9. Nebraska, Rhonda DeButts

10. New Brunswick, Proxy - Janice Collette

11. South Carolina, Cindy Von Nyvenheim

12. Texas, Stewart DeWitt

13. Vermont, Proxy - Stephen Gilbert

· Agencies not in attendance.

1. Alabama

2. Connecticut
3. Georgia

4. Montana

5. New Jersey

6. New York

7. Oklahoma

8. Tennessee

9. Virginia

1.3 Additional Attendees

· Additional attendees introduced themselves by giving their name, the agency they work for, if they use SiteManager Materials, and if they are interested in being a Materials Management TAG member.
1. Brad Finch, Nebraska - Use SiteManager Materials
2. Trevor Hasenkamp, Nebraska
3. Pam Schmidt, Mississippi
4. Jennifer Kiihnl, Mississippi
5. Jim Johnson, AASHTO
6. Kevin Martin, Iowa - Don’t license SiteManager Materials, but interested in SiteManager Materials.  Will wait till later to decide if interested in joining the Materials TAG.
7. Gus Wagner, Minnesota - Use SiteManager Materials 

8. Mike Ondrak, Nebraska
9. Tom De La Portilla, Texas - Use SiteManager Materials when Stewart allows me to. You already have the best of the best; Stewart.

10. Ben Browning, Arkansas, Use SiteManager Materials.  Mitchell is doing great job.

11. Norma Stephens, Info Tech, Inc., On-site with ALDOT.  Working with Alabama on SiteManager Materials.
12. Lori Greer, Missouri - Use SiteManager Materials. Interested as voting member very soon.  Denis mentioned to imprint her face.  It will be after today’s business,

13. Wilma DeGraffenreid, Missouri, Use SiteManager Materials, but mostly Construction.
14. Russ Barron, Info Tech, Inc.
15. Diane Menz, Info Tech, Inc.
16. Celina Sumrall, Mississippi
17. Gina Merseal, Info Tech, Inc.
18. Tim Lindberg, South Carolina

19. Andres Marin, Info Tech, Inc.

1.4 Attendee Contact Information (Sign-In Sheet)
8:16 am

	
	Name
	Agency
	Email Address
	Contact #

	1
	Jim Johnson
	AASHTO
	Jim.Johnson@aashto.org
	850.570.4935

	2
	Ben Browning
	AHTD
	Benjamin.Browning@arkansashighways.com
	501.569.2122

	3
	Mitchell Archer
	AHTD
	mitchell.archer@arkansashighways.com
	870.743.2100

	4
	Steve Carter
	FDOT
	steve.carter@dot.state.fl.us
	850.414.4251

	5
	Kevin Martin
	IADOT
	Kevin.Martin@dot.iowa.gov
	515.239.1195

	6
	Sheri Meyerhoff
	INDOT
	smeyerhoff@indot.in.gov
	317.234.3079

	7
	Andres Marin
	ITI
	amarin@infotechfl.com
	352.381.7037

	8
	Diane Menz
	ITI
	Diane.Menz@infotechfl.com
	518.485.2786

	9
	Gina Merseal
	ITI
	Gina.Merseal@infotechfl.com
	573.645.2622

	10
	Norma Stephens
	ITI
	norma.stephens@infotechfl.com
	334.206.2351

	11
	Russ Barron
	ITI
	Russ.Barron@infotechfl.com
	352.381.4566

	12
	Mark Higdon
	KYTC
	Mark.Higdon@ky.gov
	502.564.3160

	13
	Beth Roberts
	LADOT
	bethroberts@la.gov
	225.248.4107

	14
	Cliff Farr
	MIDOT
	Farrc@michigan.gov
	517.322.6039

	15
	Gus Wagner
	MNDOT
	Gus.Wagner@state.mn.us
	651.366.4237

	16
	Denis Glascock
	MODOT
	denis.glascock@modot.mo.gov
	573.248.2472

	17
	Lori Greer
	MODOT
	lori.greer@modot.mo.gov
	573.751.8490

	18
	Wilma DeGraffenreid
	MODOT
	wilma.degraffenreid@modot.mo.gov
	660.886.9702

	19
	Celina Sumrall
	MSDOT
	csumrall@mdot.state.ms.us
	601.359.7114

	20
	James Williams
	MSDOT
	jwilliams@mdot.state.ms.us
	601.359.1798

	21
	Jennifer Kiihnl
	MSDOT
	jkiihnl@mdot.state.ms.us
	662.563.4541

	22
	Pam Schmidt
	MSDOT
	pschmidt@mdot.state.ms.us
	601.249.5267

	23
	Janice Collette
	NBDOT
	janice.Collette@gnb.ca
	506.856.2000

	24
	Brad Finch
	NDOR
	Brad.Finch@nebraska.gov
	402.479.3686

	25
	Mike Ondrak
	NDOR
	Mike.Ondrak@Nebraska.gov
	402.479.4453

	26
	Rhonda DeButts
	NDOR
	rhonda.debutts@nebraska.gov
	402.479.4760

	27
	Trevor Hasenkamp
	NDOR
	trevor.hasenkamp@nebraska.gov
	402.479.3670

	28
	Cindy Von Nyvenheim
	SCDOT
	vonnyvencc@scdot.org
	803.737.6305

	29
	Tim Lindberg
	SCDOT
	lindbergtw@scdot.org
	803.737.1656

	30
	Stewart DeWitt
	TXDOT
	sdewitt@dot.state.tx.us
	512.416.2462

	31
	Tom De La Portilla
	TXDOT
	tdelapo@dot.state.tx.us
	512.506.5943

	32
	Stephen Gilbert
	VTRANS
	stephen.gilbert@state.vt.us
	802.828.0181


2. Mission Statement and Goals

2.1 Mission Statement

8:16 am

The mission statement was reviewed.  Denis Glascock from Missouri made a motion to keep the mission statement as posted below.  Cindy Von Nyvenheim from South Carolina seconded the motion; motion carried.

· Provide guidance, coordination, and oversight for the development, implementation, and maintenance of a modern comprehensive materials information management system within the framework of a total transportation information system.
2.2 Short Term Goals

8:17 am

The short-term goals were reviewed.  Denis Glascock from Missouri made a motion to keep the short-term goals as posted below.  Janice Collette from New Brunswick seconded the motion; motion carried.
1. Prioritize known issues for correction and/or enhancement.

2. Continue to identify areas of concern.

3. Support materials management web development, by providing user business requirements to the Technical Review Teams.
2.3 Long Term Goals

8:18 am

The long-term goals were reviewed.  Denis Glascock from Missouri made a motion to keep / modify the long-term goals as posted / copied below.  Beth Roberts from Louisiana seconded the motion; motion carried.
4. Review current and changing regulations and methods to insure that the AASHTO Trns•port products support the function necessary to comply with all regulations and evolving methods.

5. Monitor the maintenance of the Materials management functions and pursue the resolution of problems identified by SiteManager users.

6. Facilitate the implementation of the Materials Management and Laboratory Information Management System (LIMS) functionality in web Trns•port.
3. TMRs

3.1 TMRs

8:19 am

· Mark included TMRs in the handout. There are 13 TMRs this year that we need to review and talk about.  There are seven that are recommended to be removed and as of last night they are still there. (Only the agency who submitted them can have them removed)

1. Administration, 2172: Sorting of sieve data makes rows display incorrectly -- display as entered 2/13/1998 Info Tech Low Obsolete

2. Administration 2191: Electrode Group field would benefit from the addition of a pulldown menu 11/10/1998 MDDOT Low Obsolete

3. Administration 2192: Electrode unit is not applicable. 11/10/1998 MDDOT Low Obsolete

4. Administration 2193: Material thickness field has only two possible values 11/10/1998 MDDOT Low Obsolete

5. Administration 2194: Material Unit field is not applicable. 11/10/1998 MDDOT Low Obsolete

6. Administration 2195: Electrode Size field should be renamed Electrode Type 11/10/1998 MDDOT Low Obsolete

7. Administration 10249: Add On-line Help for SM LIMS windows 7/23/2008 Info Tech Low TTF Approved, OK to remove
3.1.1 TMR 10108 (Opposed = 0)
8:22 am

· Title: Add remark "Types" to samples on Sample Information window and LIMS
· Description: Sample remarks should be enhanced to include user-defined Remark Types, like DWR and P/S. These remark types should also be available in the LIMS area of SiteManager, where Sample Remarks are accessible
· Diane: New York is looking for what the remarks on the Sample Record is; general remarks.  Proposing to put in differing types of remarks like you do in SiteManager, like lab submitting sample and have agency define remark types.  Not only get remark types in SiteManager but also in LIMS.  LIMS itself has remarks put in and looking for remark types.  

· MO: How do you perceive this with disposition remarks? 
· Diane: They are not looking for any changes to the disposition remarks.

· IN: There are two different areas; two different code tables for sharing?  

· Diane: Sharing of the remarks; Sample window and LIMS application. Anything seen in Sample Window is seen in LIMS and vice versa.

· MN: Identify as sample type or general LIMS type? 

· Diane: Don’t think they were looking to distinguish between them.  One remark type. They do have a need that if someone is looking from the lab they get the information back from someone who submitted the sample; so seeing same remarks.

· MO: Remark Types being code table so you could see as many as you want.

· Diane: Yes.

· MO: That’s the solution to one of the types (e.g., remark from lab, remark from field, and remark from supervisor).

· Diane: Yes.

· Vote to endorse?  
· IN: Brought to group automatically endorses it, should vote on it.  If endorse as a group, then vote.  If deletion, agency has to concur. If anything brought forward today, TAG needs to approve before placing in ballot. Need to decide if we should endorse it. There are 13 of them. 

· Anyone opposed? No.
3.1.2 TMR 10165 (Opposed = 4)
8:28 am

· Submitted by Dave Conaway of Oklahoma.

· Title: Add Termination Comment capability to Superpave Mix Design window
· Description: It would be quite beneficial to be able to document the reason for termination (not just the termination date) of an authorized mix design in the Superpave mix Design window.
· KY: Do not use that window.
· MO: Is there a remarks balloon on that window?  If there is a place there for a remark, then it could be potentially addressed there. 
· LA: Yes, there is a remark area for the SUPERPAVE Mix Design window. 
· MO:  It’s probably defendable, and a counter is Remarks Type (see TMR 10108). 

· NB: As you terminate the mix design, does it delete the record? 
· MO: No, gives you termination date.  You could indicate why with remarks.

· Anyone opposed? 4 opposed.  Everyone else says additional options.  
· MO: Someone should counteract with ODOT explaining other options.  
· AI – In reference to TMR 10165, Mark Higdon will contact Oklahoma to let them know of the Remark Type concept to be taken into account as a potential resolution (see TMR 10108).  For clarification, add the remark before termination.  
3.1.3 10233 (Remove from ballot, but not TMR)
8:34 am

· Title: LIMS data tables and functions not populated in SiteManager 3.9 Training
· Description: The LIMS data tables and functions are not populated in the SiteManager 3.9a Training version updates. New features of the Sample Information window are included, such as the Lab Control Number and Lab Reference Number fields, the Print Label function, the Mix ID search list updates, and the additional OTHTYPE codes.   The System Operational Parameter "Enable LIMS Application" is set to 'N". If an agency changes the parameter to 'Y' in the training version, the LIMS Services menu options and toolbar buttons will be enabled on the Sample Information window, but the reference data needed for LIMS is not populated. SiteManager 3.9a Training will not work in concert with NYSDOT LIMS Training version (and training materials) due to changes in the SiteManager tables, custom test templates, and the absent LIMS data and settings
· LA: Already created a training database. 
· KY: Don’t know why the vendor would not do that on their own anyway.  

· MO: Asked Tim to talk about perspective of TTF on training database, when it’s released, and being capable of training.

· KY: When SiteManager Training was released, LIMS tables weren’t populated.

· TTF - Tim: The TTF addressed this TMR and the direction was to put the TMR in there.

· IN: Suggest looking on the Cloverleaf for an update.

· KY: Looked on Cloverleaf for an update during the meeting and didn’t see an update.

· TTF - Tim: TTF did approve this TMR on August 7, 2009.

· IN: Recommend remove from ballot, but not remove TMR.

· LA: Beth concurs.
3.1.4 10377 (Opposed = 0; See full discussion in two sections below)
8:39 am

· Title: SM LIMS - Contract ID not on View-Only Sample Information window
· Description: On LIMS View-Only Sample Information window (upper pane), the Contract ID column is missing. It is included in all other LIMS windows.
· Diane: What New York is looking at is in LIMS View Only Sample Information window, the Contract ID column is missing.  You can filter on it, but you cannot see it.  It was included on all of the other LIMS windows, but not this one.
· MO: What was the rational in not including it in the first place?

· Diane: Think it is performance.  

· MO: Is that resolved? 

· Don’t know.

· IN: Are there any notes?

· MO: Performance would be the only reason I’d be opposed to it.

· KY: Thinks Kentucky does have that and it isn’t an issue, but cannot swear to it.  Could check on the break.  Will place this TMR Discussion on hold until after the break and discuss it again. AI – In regards to TMR 10377, Mark Higdon will check to see if Kentucky has this customization already (Contract column in LIMS View-Only Sample Information window).

~ Continued until end of TMR review. ~

3.1.5 10442 (Opposed = 0)
8:43 am

· Title: LIMS - Send Test Back to Lab - Review Sample window
· Description: Modify the Review Sample window to send one or more test(s) back as the Sys Parm indicates (81), then check to see if an Alternate Workflow exists that would affect each test being assigned to the Sys Parm test status (81). Further, the window should check Test Triggered Events, to see if other tests are affected by this Send Back action. If a test is marked Send Back to Lab, and is also triggered from another test, the Send Back workflow would take precedence.   This functionality should be further modified to respect Alternate Workflow and Test Triggered Events. Current functionality sends a test back via Alternate workflow, if records exist in the Alternate Workflow table, even if the test did not arrive via Alternate Workflow, e.g., a failing test, which ignores Alternate Workflow. If no records exist (in table, Alt Wk Flow? or Sample Test Log?), then the test gets sent back with a Test Status 81 (for example), or other test status, as currently allowed by Sys Parm.
· Diane: This TMR is bundled with another TMR. This is in regards to send back to lab, already on Sample Review window, looking at results and on Sample Review, when you send it back to review from sample, you have to individually mark at one time. Want to mark multiple tests to send back to lab.  Have chain reaction you have to deal with.  Want to send multiple back instead of one.  Done some with alternate workflow so that test triggered events could be used.
· IN: How many agencies are using LIMS? (no answer)
· SC: Cindy mentioned there are remarks on this TMR in Cloverleaf.

· Accept as High Enhancement Item. Urgent and Critical items are what gets addressed.

· MO: Question wasn’t answered about who is using LIMS. 

· NY, KY, and VT are in production with LIMS. LA will be very soon, and NJ is in implementation stages.

· MO:  Can we get a comment from anyone else who is using this regarding functionality.

· VT: Cannot check multiples; have to do one at a time.  It does the highlighted row.  That may be related to this.  
· LA: That would be nice.

· Diane: Probably related to it.  The other thing is that they did combine a couple together.  Alternate workflow so user doesn’t have to check all, have option to do either one.

· Anyone opposed? No.

3.1.6 TMR 10444 (Discussion - No opposition or endorsement voted on.)
8:51 am

· Title: SM LIMS - Review Test Screen Should Not Re-compute Template Data
· Description: To ensure data integrity between test runs, and between the time of test completion and test review, LIMS should not re-compute template data during test review, but take data from the database as it was saved at the time of test completion. This would alleviate issues seen during ReTesting.   An example of this issue is where functions go out and fetch data from other templates for the latest reportable run. If Test B relies on Test A for some data, and Test B is “Out of Spec”, requiring a re-test of Test A, when Test B comes back for review, both runs of Test B will be the same, as they pulled the same data for Test A, i.e., Run 2. The data saved at the time of test completion is lost.
· Diane: In templates, columns compute information, sometimes from related tests or data out there.  Instead of storing inspectors last set of data, it would recomputed and they are looking for change that whatever they say is complete, it should stay as when it was marked complete. 
· IN: Why would it change?

· Diane: It could.  Column for retrieve would recalculate.  If retrieving from other tests, then…
· VT: On screen or in table? 

· Diane: Just screen, not table.

· IN: Why are they changing the data?

· Diane: It could happen when running tests in another lab, and then when the save it and the other test is being updated, it views information as re-computing.  Does not save back because read only.  

· If template A and B is done, shouldn’t be able to change template A. 

· MO: It is enforcing the rule which would believe in.  If one changes the other, then should be revisited. No indicator that it’s different.  A fundamental change in the templates for calculation to be recorded in the database instead of the equation being recorded.  Right now it’s real time.

· Diane: Correct.

· IN: Concern is if you incorporate this and Template B is changing to template A, and you change A, and you have audit issue.  

· MS: Not using LIMS, but if understand correctly, could have paper copy of test approved, have auditors in system and indicate paper doesn’t match system. Would be a huge issue.

· IN: Probably a better way to handle it.  Seems like a parent child dependency.  Revision or void out first test.
· MO: Source data needs to be in authorized condition until taken into new template or realize that it is a moving target.

· Diane: As user option, indicate when you are there that you want it to recomputed or not. Based upon template by template.

· MO: Ten years ago, yes. 

· KY: We don’t have a dog in the fight. 

· MO: Yes you do.  You have a dog.  Need to look at this.

· MO: Cannot affect life.

· IA: Is there a concept of having preliminary report on test results, then if something changed, have a revised report if test results are changed? 

· MO: That’s essentially built into the system. Have interaction between two windows and they are both fluid, want to lock down one step while the other is in motion. Personally don’t agree with that, but don’t want to influence. 
· When did that start?  (laughter)

· IN: Sample record, revised record when changing data.  Revise it with a new record and have old information intact.

· MO: Realize and agree with the problem, but don’t think this is the solution.

· Diane: Paper copy showing up and is totally out of sync. Reflecting what is in the database could be out of sync too.  Maybe something to indicate this data is no longer current.

· NE: Archive of events, protected?

· MS: Workflow issue, 2 labs running independent tests, that sample is not approved or authorized until both of those templates from both labs are complete.  Work side is even though lab runs the test; the sample is not authorized until tests are complete.  

· IN: If everything is in the same sample record, but pulling from other areas of the database, is agency decision on how fluid it is?  Locked or not locked.  Remarks are always editable (example was given). 

· VT: Remarks had an issue, it’s hit or miss, but at the testing template, enter data, but somehow computed data isn’t saved, passed to Review Tests, it shows correct, looks great, approve it, goes to next level, then it pulls from the database and it isn’t correct.  Have to kick it back, force it for review again. You are seeing data in the screen that looks good but the data in the database isn’t correct.  

· Diane: It is more of a window issue, not a field.

· VT: How do they fix it? The data viewed should be correct.

· Diane: That is the problem.

· TX: Saving calculated results in the database?

· Diane: Yes, t_tst_results table.

· TX: It’s always saved the calculated results?

· NE: If calculated results is checked, it will be saved.

· Diane: True.

· KY: As per inserting a field in PowerBuilder. 

· Diane: Correct PowerBuilder field doesn’t get saved.

· TX: When you view template how does the system know? 

· Diane: It doesn’t, it always recalculates.  

· TX: That’s the issue.  Calculations are being off because?

· Diane: Piece of data changed.

· IN: If you change the template, then new calculation.

· TX: If you go into SiteManager without LIMS it calculates results.  
· Diane: Believe it recalculates it and saves it back.  Locks it down.  Not until it’s authorized.

· TX: What if it is authorized? 

· VT and MO: You open it up, fetches data, recalculates.

· TX: Saves but you can review it later and the data changes.

· MO: If you use SQL to change data in template, and reopen the template, it will recalculate.  Problem is connecting to another record that doesn’t have any control on it. 

· TX: It should pull saved calculated results.

· MO: That’s not the way it’s designed.

· TX: If you are saving calculated results, that’s what should be displayed.

· IN: Shouldn’t be changing data.

· TX: Want to save record as to pass/fail.  Anytime you come back that’s the data you should save and retrieve.

· IN: If that record is locked down, you shouldn’t change it anymore.

· TX: Agreed.  Thousands of data isn’t important right now, should save data when it’s reviewed.

· Diane: They have scenarios showing data via the template. In LIMS you can see in Grid and Template views.  They are built differently. 

· KY: One is query and the other is just calculations. Don’t know if they want the data changed.

· IA: from outside standpoint, why would you have a template that you are doing test result review but recalculate? Why wouldn’t it display what is there? 

· Diane: That’s what this is saying. Don’t recalculate.

· MO: Like an Excel spreadsheet, change raw data, and data changes.  In Excel there is a way to lock field, after calculates it won’t do it again, and probably not as easy in PowerBuilder as in Excel.  Fundamental to templates.  Comfortable with function triggered with sample record authorized.  Open to some alternatives on this.  

· MS: Still see as business issue. Template A using data off of Template B then you have huge audit issue.  SiteManager is our official record now. Paper isn’t anymore.

· IN: In templates you need to be very aware of what you are pulling and know what the data is.  

· MS: If you sever that dependency upon templates, may resolve it.

· VT: You are saying what is in database is the real thing, but recalculates.  Think if display, display what is in table, not recalculate.

· IN: Shouldn’t be changing what would change result either. Don’t lock A until B is locked, don’t change data.  Wouldn’t change record if dependent upon another record.

· VT: If one completes before the other, how could you know to lock one before the other if they are working at the same time.  How would you resolve that?

· IN: Communications.

· MN: Agree.

· KY: Bottom line is that agree with this being an issue.
· TX: If rely on calculated results, then why save results?  You can lock it down all you want.  If someone tweaks data in database, it’s changed too.  Already see example here.

· IN: If fluid needs something to indicate it’s fluid or locked.

· KY: All agree there is an issue, 

· IN: Is this something the TRT could look at for future product?

· KY: There are many approaches to many resolutions.  

· IN: Is this something the TAG could get together on and hash out a different resolution? 

· KY: Don’t think it would happen in time to be incorporated into the ballot and get into condition to be voted on.  

· IN: Can keep it in the ballot. If people want to vote for it, they can, if not then they won’t.  If TAG wants to meet with New York and write up something to work for everybody…

· MO: Over the years, had this happen historically where had this kind of discussion and then it shows up in the system and then do a Homer Simpson; Doh! There it is. 

· KY: Be aware that it could be voted on. 

· IN: Regardless of the ballot, if there is time to hammer it out, have a teleconference and discuss it.  We’re (MTAG) aware of it.  People can read it in the minutes. 

· MO: Major objection at this time, is to fundamentally change the template in SiteManager for a reason for LIMS.  LIMS process has created the problem that was never there for us.  It was working and if you make auto calculable fields to not recalculate, then huge problem.

· TX: Do you want it to update in report?

· MO: Yes.

· VT: Goes with what is in database.

· Diane: Right in that there is a difference in SiteManager and LIMS.  In regards to what Review Tests is doing with templates.  Don’t affect SiteManager proper, just for LIMS templates.  

· KY: Taking the opportunity to talk to TRT who are all in here in attendance of the meeting.

· TX: That’s detail design.

· KY: Anymore discussion on this item before break? Leave it alone as is. The discussion is documented in the notes. 

~Break 9:30 AM to 9:45 AM~

· Announcement from Jim Ferguson. Afternoon outings start at 12:30. Meet in the lobby at 12:30.  The 1:00 part was for demos.  They are no longer occurring.  Second floor. Lunches are in room where you had breakfast (Lewis and Clark).
3.1.7 10445 (Opposed = 0)
9:48 am

· Bundled with 10445, 10250, and 10442.  Already addressed. We already talked about 10442. New York would like all three of them put in there together. Not voting on them together, just taking them into account with each other.  So that people are immediately aware. 

· KY: Any other discussion? No

· Any opposed? No.
3.1.8 10494 (Opposed = 4)
9:55 am

· Title: Enable Print Label button after tests assigned to Sample
· Description: There should also be a requirement that the print label option (the icon on the toolbar and the option on the Services menu) should never be enabled for a sample that does not have tests assigned and saved or for voided samples. 
Using the Assign Tests icon, once tests are assigned to the sample, and saved, the print label icon should become enabled. This should be independent of the sample window’s sample lock settings so any user (Office Levels 1-4) can print labels after tests are assigned and saved.
· Diane: Print label button, option should never be enabled for sample without tests assigned or for a voided sample.
· VT: Would that only be for LIMS Assign Tests or assign in SiteManager?

· Diane: Regardless of SiteManager or LIMS.

· KY: It is but Assign Tests function is only LIMS function.

· AR: What’s the down side of that? 

· Diane: Confusing to the users. Labels are very expensive and they could use up labels.  

· KY: New York purchased special labels. We just print on piece of paper.

· MO:  If you have LIMS installed, you still have option of going to Tests tab and adding tests that disables going to LIMS, so looking at tests assigned regardless of Assign Tests process?

· Diane: yes.

· KY: Think what Denis is referring to is if not using LIMS, print button would be beneficial of using LIMS or not, but if tests are assigned whether in LIMS or SiteManager.

· MO: If you create Sample Record and not use Assign Tests button, 

· KY: Shoot the person.

· MO: Start a Sample Record, option to Assign Tests, still go to Tests tab and place test on Sample.  

· VT: That’s the first paragraph.  If you are just using SiteManager Tests tab, that button would not be enabled until you assign tests.

· MO: What on that label is dependent upon assign tests?

· KY: Nothing is.

· Diane: Looking for valid point in time when you assign tests.  They are looking at Assign Tests for that action.  New York doesn’t use Test tab.  Could reply back.

· Norma: Printing label with sample to where it is going to be tested?

· Yes. 

· Sometimes they don’t know what tests are assigned and they need a label to push forward. Is this a Sys Op Parm solution?

· VT: Don’t know for sure if print label after assign test or when saved message.

· Diane: Not auto but in training materials to print label. They don’t want them printing labels until they are ready to send the sample to the lab and they are using that functionality.

· Any other comments? 
· Opposed? 4 are opposed (LA, SC, IN, AR).
3.1.9 10527 (Opposed = 0)
10:04 am

· Title: Contract S&T Window missing Contract Authority
· Description: All windows in SiteManager that have Contract as a key appear to have contract authority except for the Contract Sample & Testing Requirements. Contract Authority is missing on this window. With all contract authority revoked on my User ID, I can still select and edit data on the Contract Sample and Testing window.   The window should have Contract Authority enabled to limit what can be edited by contract authority. NY Construction staff will be maintain data on this window and they don't want all their users being able to update all records
· Diane: Contract Sampling and Testing Requirements doesn’t have contract authority.
· IN: Sent list serve question. From those, there are agencies that perform this action.  From responses, it wouldn’t harm them but wouldn’t help them either. It would help Indiana.  They usually have someone of higher level access to do this. 

· KY: As far as we are concerned it wouldn’t hinder us either.  Any other thoughts or concerns?

· TX: If for whatever reason have Field Inspector in one area office, have PM, if you tie that guy down for materials purposes, and have inspector for one contract, have one to manage a district… 

· MO: Would have to have a different User ID. Agree with Stewart.
· TX: In MTRT, would have two roles. Don’t know if they thought through this process.

· MO: Closing door for some and opening it up for others.  That adds complexity.  Add existing security then easy, but if what Stewart is suggesting, it’s not easy.

· TX: Assign materials group, this be contract authority, move it down one level off the user… you could have flexibility. But when you start doing this stuff…At least you know, but once you turn that on, you’ve really limited what he can do elsewhere.

· VT: Log into SiteManager, district manager, contract authority assigned to that group, but another group and assign office wide to that group, depending upon what is managing… 

· TX: That’s what we want in web Trns•port.

· IN: Everyone has office wide or you don’t.  

· TX: Go into Contract Authority and add them to each individual.

· VT: Assign user to groups, and assign office wide.

· MO: But that’s talking about user. Higher and user be regional wide.  

· TX: Limit what users see in CST&R.  If have another role that doesn’t have access then you are limiting them. Materials Inspector control CS&TR, create user district and area office. How are you going to limit users in contract.  

· IN: Set up each one in Contract Authority.
· TX: Okay, that’s a workaround. Just want to bring to attention.

· Any other comments for discussion?

· Any opposed? No
3.1.10 10920 (Opposed = 4)
10:14 am

· Title: Save all template fields to database in LIMS (even when no user entry)
· Description: Results are not saving to the database in LIMS, unless you click into and modify at least one entry-field. When an “LB” template is used, which acts as a “report” summarizing the data from the other test templates for that sample record. There are no data entry fields, except for comments. LIMS will not save results unless the user clicks into a comment field and types at least one character (even if they subsequently delete that character) then save.  NJDOT believes this was/is not an issue under Site Manager Materials.  Furthermore, if you mark a test complete without entering data in at least one entry-field, no results are saved to the database and the template drops off the “Enter Test Results” queue, but does not show up in Review Tests
· VT: Can relate. Open up template, have calculated fields, shows them on the screen. If say yes, save it, doesn’t write to table unless you click on it.  
· IN: Cannot set default data on materials side right? 
· Yes.

· KY: When template first opens up, you want it to save with no results?

· VT: You would if it’s pulling in data from elsewhere as a report. It doesn’t save.

· Any other comments? No
· Any opposed? 3
· MS: There was an issue with test templates a couple of years ago. Didn’t want test template out there with no data in it. Oklahoma didn’t want test template with no data saved with fear of test being complete and has data in it.  They are using template as a report.

· VT: That’s what happens now. 

· TX: Oklahoma wanted to capture data with no test results, oh someone completed a test, but didn’t record test data.  

· MO: This is a fundamental change.

· VT: No, don’t think so, you can add save and it doesn’t save anything.  But if there are calculations on there, it won’t save them.  If nothing changes, it won’t ask you to save, but if you hit save it will save. In LIMS if you hit save, it won’t save. 

· Diane: They have this in New York too.  Comparison to third party test, no one is entering data on template, but they want to save that back for comparison.  You cannot get it to save because there are no enterable fields to save.

· MS: Guess they could do something to that template.

· VT: When you hit save, you should be able to hit save.

· MO: That is a fundamental change.  Have users go into and look and hit save with no changes and don’t want to create additional rows when no changes.  Don’t know how you identify unique to others. Calculated fields on the template no user input possible therefore save.  Could live with that.  

· VT: In other areas of SiteManager, when there isn’t any data to save, you don’t want data saved.  If you are in MS Word click save and it saves.

· MO: This occurs in other areas of the program.  New mode, even if no action was taken, it won’t really save. 

· Diane: This did change field values, but not saving.  Prompt user to save as possible solution.

· TX: But there is nothing to compare it to. Face that it doesn’t save because there is no data, really should save zero.  Technically he’s right and should save it. They may be empty rows, but there isn’t anything to compare it to.

· MO: What that forces you to do, is if you have data analysis, you cannot differentiate between zeros and zeros. Just saying it’s a fundamental change to the way it works.  Yes, clicking save should save.  

· MS: There is a work around for the state without expense of fixing the product.  That’s where I would have an issue.

· TX: Workaround is clicking in the field. You have to create at least one field that lets a user update the record.

· MS: Option of having a Review Button, as an alternate Save.

· TX: Prompt to user indicating there is no data to save. As it would be determined by the application is all that is necessary.
· Second vote for opposed? 4
3.1.11 10933 (Opposed = 4)
10:28 am

· Title: f-fields that are hidden and in the summary band do not get saved
· Description: f-fields that are hidden (checked not visible) and in the summary band (Reserved Fields for NJ), do not get saved in t_tst_rslt_dtl. In our case fields f2 - f10 (f1 and f11 are in the detail band and visible) have no rows saved in results. This will be a problem if NJ ever needs to use any of these fields, as it may cause problems accessing legacy data (new template has field, but no results were saved in DB for legacy records).
· KY: Have F fields in hidden bands and like the fact that they didn’t get saved.  Dragged them below the line.
· VT: If visible does the same thing. If not visible, doesn’t save them.

· KY: This would force me to change 200+ templates.

· VT: Why wouldn’t you want it to save?

· KY: Junk rows of data in the database.

· VT: May want to hide, but later reference it for a report. Other issue is just marking field as not visible, or adding calc not visible, hiding for condition, change color, put anything in visible calculation it won’t save. Check box for visible itself is not checked. Have something else to make it visible.  Just hiding the field, could see if don’t ever want to see it, but if it’s based upon a calculation and it’s in a template, that’s where it is an issue.

· Any other questions, comments, or concerns? No
· Any opposed? 4 (KY, SC, MS, MO)
3.1.12 11482 (Opposed = 0)
10:32 am

· Title: Not able to void sample in LIMS due to blank acceptance method field
· Description: User has a sample that has had testing canceled and needs to be voided. Clicks on Services->Void Sample then Save, a dialog box with “Enter Required Field” appears. All required fields are completed, however. The System Operational Parameter for Acceptance Method for Void is set to Blank and SiteManager needs to have an entry in for the parameter. The acceptance method should not be updated by System Operational Parameter value. The acceptance method should remain as selected during sample authorization
· KY: What it’s looking for is, difference is, assign Acceptance Method when creating the sample.  LIMS wants to add the Acceptance Method when authorizing sample.  Looking for particular Acceptance Method for all samples when void a sample.  In Kentucky want acceptance method to be what was assigned when creating the sample.  Could be many different things.  Customized it so that it ignored the requirement; doesn’t look at Acceptance Method anymore; doesn’t go to code table and push what is in that field.  So any of you guys who assigns Acceptance Method up front you could have this issue.
· VT: Haven’t noticed this.  

· KY: What in Sys Op Parms have you assigned to Acceptance Method when you assign sample?  

· Don’t know.

· VT: Set up so that Sample Type and Acceptance Method assigned to Sample.  

· KY: It was definitely an issue for Kentucky.

· Any other questions or comments? No

· Opposed? No
3.1.13 10377 (Continued from earlier discussion)
10:37 am

· KY does not have Contract showing up, so don’t know if it is a performance issue.  It still may be, don’t know. 
· Any other comments on this one other than potential performance issues?

· Any other discussions anyone was saving and couldn’t wait.

· VT: If contract shows up in bottom? Yes.  Just doesn’t show up in top. 

· Opposed? No
4. Additional TAG Business

4.1 Meeting Minutes from 2008

10:39 am

· Any discussion to be brought forward concerning minutes? Motion to approve so moved by Beth Roberts of Louisiana. Second from James Williams of Mississippi.
· All in favor say I please. I Please. (laughter)
· Any opposed? No.
4.2 Election of Officers

10:40 am

· Coordinator: Dave Bernard was elected last year and has a two year term. Mark Higdon spoke with Dave and Dave agreed to stay as long as he can travel.
· Assistant Coordinator: Mark asked for nominations from the floor.  Sheri Meyerhoff of Indiana nominated Stewart DeWitt of Texas, Cindy Von Nyvenheim of South Carolina seconded, and Stewart DeWitt declined.   Beth Roberts of Louisiana nominated Mark Higdon of Kentucky. Stewart DeWitt of Texas seconded it, and Mark Higdon accepted the nomination. No other nominations were made. 

· All those in favor? Yes

· Opposed? No
4.3 Items for Floor

10:45 am

· Jennifer Kiihnl of Mississippi: When a sample is copied, go to Contract tab in SiteManager Version 3.8, delete contract and add another, process whole thing and save, cannot duplicate it, but sometimes if you do a Find Sample, that old contract, it pulls up that old record that you changed it from.  There are two or three different tables.

· MN: That’s an orphan record and it’s not getting deleted with the parent. 

· KY: Would have assumed it would be in t_cont_smpl.

· MO: If you set up CS&TR, it will allow you to associate contract on contract tab.  If you move contract on CS&TR it will remove it from showing up, but will still be associated.  If you don’t want CS&TR to apply, then you need to remove manually before taking those CS&TR out.  Made customization to pop up a message indicating to not delete until CS&TR has been addressed. 

· MS: Don’t think it messed with CS&TR.

· MO: Fact is that info is in the table but there is no supporting architecture to display it on the Sample Record. It’s weird and took us a long time to figure out what it was.  Can recreate it in five minutes in your system.  Ensure it’s not in t_cont_smpl.  Found it via a third party query tool. 

· MS: The sampling checklist will fill those requirements but you cannot find sample for it except in Find Sample.
· Tim Lindberg as Chair of TRT: The Materials TRT has been working pretty hard and want to commend them for that. Hope you get to talk with them and express gratitude.

· Tim Lindberg as Representative from TTF: For moving forward, it is with the TTF to reconstitute the TRT. Encourage all existing members to stay on TRT but also solicit new members for resumes for TRT; submit resumes and letter of support from agency.  Next phase is detail of requirements and possibly test the system in person. 

· Mark Higdon indicated that as member of the MTRT, it is lots of work and requires a lot of time.  On the other side it is a lot of fun.  You will make a lot of close friends.  You make good contacts too.  Not all hard work, but do work hard.

· Tim added that there are professional benefits too. 

· Gina commended Tim as someone who is from Construction, was on the Construction TRT, and was brought over to the MTRT to chair that team. Tim researched, studied, trained himself, and dug deep to learn materials so that he would be an effective Materials TRT Chair. He has done an excellent job.
4.4 Updated from past year

10:53 am

· None
4.5 Resolution

10:53 am

· None
4.6 Wrap Up

10:54 am

· Reviewed action items.

· Beth Roberts of Louisiana moved to adjourn.

· Cindy Von Nyvenheim from South Carolina seconded.
5. Action Items

9:55 am

1. In reference to TMR 10165, Mark Higdon will contact Oklahoma to let them know of the Remark Type concept to be taken into account as a potential resolution (see TMR 10108).  For clarification, add the remark before termination.

2. In regards to TMR 10377, Mark Higdon will check to see if Kentucky has this customization already (Contract column in LIMS View-Only Sample Information window).

a. COMPLETE
~ End of Meeting 10:55 AM Central ~

Written by Gina Merseal, PMP
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