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MEETING MINUTES 
 

DATA COMMUNICATIONS COMMITTEE  
 

HELD OCTOBER 10, 2002 
EMERYVILLE COURTYARD MARRIOT, EMERYVILLE, CALIFORNIA 

 
THIS DOCUMENT IS NOT AN ASTM STANDARD; IT IS UNDER CONSIDERATION 
WITHIN AN ASTM TECHNICAL COMMITTEE BUT HAS NOT RECEIVED ALL 
APPROVALS REQUIRED TO BECOME AN ASTM STANDARD.  IT SHALL NOT BE 
REPRODUCED OR CIRCULATED OR QUOTED, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, OUTSIDE 
OF ASTM COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES EXCEPT WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE HAVING JURISDICTION AND THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE SOCIETY.  COPYRIGHT ASTM, 100 BARR HARBOR DRIVE, WEST 
CONSHOHOCKEN, PA 19428-2959 ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. 
 
 

8:30  CALL TO ORDER 
 
 Chairman Frank Farber called the meeting to order and ran through a quick membership review. He 

noted that Ethyl did not have a representative present and explained that recent reorganizations are 
currently affecting Ethyl’s participation in DCC activities. The minutes of the previous meeting (April 
25, 2002) were accepted as written. The committee’s scope was also briefly reviewed and remains 
unchanged. The agenda for this meeting is shown as attachment 1, the membership as attachment 2, 
and the attendance as attachment 3. 

 
8:42  REVIEW OF ACTIONS FROM LAST MEETING 
 
 The action items from last meeting were: 
 
 TMC 1) Remove obsolete test areas from the Report Form/Data Dictionary Status 

Report.  
2) Work with OSCT Surveillance Panel to revise report forms to facilitate 

telecomming test data.  
3) Implement Mark Griffin’s proposed changes to handle “cross-over” two-

cycle tests. 
 
 PerkinElmer 1) Sally Lloyd - Work with Charlie Leverett to revise the IIIF forms and then 

have Charlie present the revisions to the Surveillance Panel for its 
approval (or rejection). 

 
 SSL SSC 1) Hold conference call to discuss progress in mid-June, 2002. 
 
 All  1) Complete migration away from JetForm to Adobe .PDF by August 1, 

2002. 
 
 TMC items 1 & 3 are complete. The OSCT Surveillance Panel has not yet met to act on TMC item 2. 

The PerkinElmer and SSL SSC items are both complete. 
 
 Regarding All item 1, Frank Farber reported that the TMC has created Microsoft Word versions for 

all active test areas. The next step in the process is to create .PDF format versions of these documents 
and place fields on them. TMC is approximately 5% completed with this mapping. Mark Griffin 
requested that the .PCL format files on the TMC website be replaced with the .PDF’s and that the 
.TXT format files for the data dictionary information be retained as-is. This is what TMC has been 
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slowly migrating toward. Response to the .PDF’s that the panel has seen posted so far was favorable. 
 
 Regarding TMC item 1, Mark Griffin proposed that in addition to obsolete test areas, obsolete data 

dictionaries also be removed from the Report Form/Data Data Dictionary Status Report 
(ftp://ftp.astmtmc.cmu.edu/datadict/data_dict_construction_summary.xls). Frank Farber is 
investigating how best to implement such a change while ensuring that all necessary documentation is 
maintained. 

 
9:00  TELECOM TRANSMISSION REPORT 
 
 Frank Farber presented the Reference Oil Test Transmission Summary shown as attachment 4. He 

noted that with the exception of OSCT, all tests are now 100% telecomming. 
 
9:05  DCC OBJECTIVES REVIEW 
 
 Frank reviewed the DCC objectives (attachment 5). There were no changes. 
 
9:08  SSL SSC REPORT (ATTACHMENT 6) 
 
 SSL SSC chairman Dave Hood asked each organization for an update on progress made toward SSL 

implementation.  
 
 Oronite has a development system running on a shared server (not a production server) and has file 

transfer almost fully automated. When a client puts files in a specific location on his machine file 
download/upload will automatically occur whenever connection is made to the server. 

 
 Lubrizol reported that they will be starting their efforts in earnest the week following this meeting. 

They have a server configured for SSL file transfer use and they are working on procuring SA Fileup. 
 
 Infineum is committed to a conversion to web methods in the long term when the need becomes 

imminent but has not yet made much headway. Lika Barnabishvili has been assured of the necessary 
resources when that time arrives. Infineum is confident they will be able to react quickly at that point. 
Dave Hood cautioned Lika that his group received the same corporate response but chose to develop 
their own resources (in the person of Jeff Robinson) in order to move forward. 

 
 PerkinElmer and Southwest Research have been working with Oronite on system debugging. Mark 

Griffin said that in the course of this testing some incompatibilities have arisen between the system 
and certain browser versions. In light of this, Southwest is interested in developing a browser-less 
system and has been experimenting with different software packages to allow this (“IP Works” being 
one). Jeff Robinson clarified that he’s sure that the browser incompatibilities are caused not by 
anything inherent in any of the SoftwareArtisans or other software but rather are caused by something 
in the code he’s written. He felt confident that the code could be made to work properly if the need 
arises. 

 
 TMC doesn’t anticipate doing anything prior to June, 2003. Jody Fromer expressed a preference for 

keeping the data transfer system the way it is and others concurred. Mark Griffin suggested keeping 
SMTP and FTP as allowable alternatives to SSL. 
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 RSI/ERC has a deadline of January 1, 2003 to be “paperless”. ERC is up to speed to meet this 
deadline but RSI doesn’t anticipate doing anything soon. 

 
 John Rivenburgh asked for clarification as to just what the “standard” was to be. Is it explicitly SSL 

or merely that the system be “web-based” or “form-based”? Dave Hood explained that it was, indeed, 
SSL that is the requirement.  

 
 Frank Farber asked Dave Hood if he could produce an ETRTM-like document to outline all of the 

requirements of SSL implementation. Dave agreed that he would and felt that it would most 
appropriately be included as an appendix to the ETRTM. All agreed to this approach and added that 
less detail in the requirement was better than more. It was, in fact, suggested that a good approach 
might be to just replace all instances of  “X.400” with “SSL”. Echoing Mark Griffin’s earlier 
comment, Sally Lloyd suggested adding “SSL with form-based upload” to “X.400” instead of 
wholesale replacing it until participation in SSL is stronger. The panel agreed. Dave said that once 
Oronite finalizes their system they will layout all of the requirements of the system and let the panel 
choose which of them they wish to adopt as mandatory and which can be discretionary. He suggested 
that this mandatory subset of requirements then be accepted as the aforementioned ETRTM appendix 
(refer to page 3 of attachment 6 for an example of some of the things that will be included). Again, all 
agreed. Dave committed to having a draft document to circulate to the panel by the end of November.  

 
10:54  RSI “CONFORMANCE STATEMENT” ISSUES 
 
 On behalf of John Beck, Dave Hood presented attachment 7 which is a request from RSI to add 

mnemonics to all data dictionaries to facilitate reporting of data presented on RSI’s “Conformance 
Statement”.  Mark Griffin stated that Southwest (and likely other labs as well) has already added 
mnemonics to their RSI-reported transmissions. He also pointed out that the mnemonics additions 
suggested by John do not conform to ETRTM rules nor does the form on page 2 of attachment 7 
match the proposal on form 1. Mark felt that the form used for ERC tests was better. Frank Farber 
reminded the panel that all report form changes need to be initiated by the surveillance panels 
overseeing the respective tests.  

 
11:09  DIGITAL PHOTO TRANSMISSION AND ELECTRONIC TEST SCHEDULING AS DCC 

OBJECTIVES 
 
 Some test types have photographs as part of the test report. Consequently, digital photo transmission 

has been on the DCC objective list nearly since its inception. Little progress has been made in this 
area. Frank Farber asked the group whether or not photograph transmission should remain on the 
objectives list. Much discussion ensued about the “paperless” office of the future and what legal 
implications there might be for signature-less documentation. At end, the panel agreed that digital 
photograph transmission/storage would be removed from the objectives. Further, the panel agreed to 
consult with their company management and legal representatives in preparation for future 
discussions of “paperless” test reporting. 

 
 Frank pointed out that electronic test scheduling has also been a longtime DCC objective with little 

progress. The panel expressed little interest in the topic and agreed to remove it from the objectives. 
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11:35  HEADER DATA DICTIONARY REVISIONS 
 
 With the telecom system as currently constituted, upon receipt of a transmission, the TMC sends the 

sending lab an acknowledgment that the transmission has been received. The recipient of this 
acknowledgment is one individual and is the same individual regardless of test type. Increasingly, 
TMC is being requested to send acknowledgments to multiple recipients or to different recipients 
depending on test type. In order to facilitate these requests, Frank Farber proposed that the header 
data dictionary be modified to add a field for the acknowledgment recipient address. This would 
allow multiple recipients and by-test-type recipients. In fact, the transmitting lab could change 
acknowledgment recipients however best suited their individual needs.  

 
 The panel expressed much reluctance toward altering something as fundamental as the header data 

dictionary. After some debate, the panel concluded that the addition of this field was probably 
worthwhile. Lika Barnabishvili, however, added that her support was contingent on the field being 
added as the last field in the header. Jody Fromer and Jeff Robinson were quick to interject that they 
could only support the addition if it was anything but the last field in the header. After some more 
discussion everyone concluded that they really needed to check their code in order to verify the 
impact of the proposed change before they could vote intelligently. Frank agreed to submit the 
proposed changes to email ballot in the coming weeks.  

 
 Frank’s proposal included one other header data dictionary change as well. The mnemonics 

OILCODE and CMIR usually appear in the test area data dictionary as well as the header data 
dictionary. Over the years, the multiple occurrences of these mnemonics within the same flatfile for a 
single test has been the cause of some confusion. Frank proposed combining OILCODE and CMIR 
into a single TESTKEY mnemonic that would be used regardless of whether the test was a reference 
or candidate or whatever. Support for this idea was not enthusiastic. Frank agreed to defer action and 
include this part of the proposal in the aforementioned email ballot as well. 

 
13:26  STANDARDIZATION OF TEST AREA NAMES 
 
 After a brief recess for lunch, Mark Griffin proposed devising a list of standardized names for test 

types not monitored by TMC or, barring that, at least a set of guidelines or some system for naming 
these tests (attachment 9). Dave Hood doubted the need to do this. Sally Lloyd suggested that this was 
best handled in other ways. The discussion went into DCC involvement in non-TMC monitored or 
proprietary tests. Frank Farber explained the organization of ASTM (attachment 10). Frank explained 
that if the need exists, that need can be presented to the Test Monitoring Board (TMB) who can 
authorize DCC participation. Frank added that a means to fund that participation would, of course, 
also have to be devised. Some discussion followed but no action resulted. 

 
14:10  RECAP OF MOTIONS MADE 
 
 Frank Farber reviewed the proposed header data dictionary changes that will be email balloted to be 

certain everyone shared the same understanding before investigating the impact on their data 
transmission systems (attachment 11). 

 
14:26  ADJOURNMENT 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 14:26. 
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ACTION ITEMS 
 
 Dave Hood 1) Produce a draft of an appendix to the ETRTM that specifies the 

requirements for SSL implementation by the end of November 2002.  
 
 Frank Farber 1) Remove digital photo transmission/storage and electronic test scheduling 

from the DCC objectives. 
   2) Submit email ballot to DCC members regarding proposed header data 

dictionary changes. 
 
 All  1) Consult with company management and legal representatives in 

preparation for future discussions of  “paperless” test reporting. 
 














































