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�
Call to Order





Chairman Doug Blinn called meeting nineteen of the Data Communications Committee to order at 8:36 a.m. on February 20, 1997 at the Embassy Suites Hotel in San Antonio, Texas. The agenda is shown as attachment 1; the attendance list is shown as attachment 2.  There were no membership changes.





The minutes of meeting eighteen were approved as published.





Report Package/Data Dictionary Construction Summary





Doug Blinn distributed the Report Package/Data Dictionary Construction Summary (attachment 3).  Doug pointed out that he has changed the format of the “Report Package Status” column to give more detail about which versions of the report packages are in use.





Kathy Haskell asked Doug about the possibility “waiving” the requirement for beta testing for certain minor, non-controversial data dictionary changes.  Doug explained that the procedure that he has been using when making changes to existing data dictionaries is that an e-mail is sent to all DCC members soliciting comments regarding the changes to be made.  The recipients are given a certain amount of time to make comments or suggestions (which may include the suggestion that a full beta test needs to be done or that a particular change should not be made).  Beta testing is considered to be completed if: 1) no comments of any type are received by the deadline; 2) the comments or suggestions are received and have been acted on; or 3) an actual full beta test is conducted.





Kathy Haskell asked Doug if the TMC could send out a summary of the reasons for any changes that were to be made.  It was the consensus of the panel that it was not really the business of the DCC to care why changes were necessary.  Each company has a representative on the body that requires any change (the Surveillance Panel) and it is the responsibility of each company to maintain the necessary communication between their DCC and Surveillance Panel representatives.





Doug was asked about the status of OSCT beta testing.  He explained that beta testing for OSCT is currently on hold due to the major forms changes made during a conference call involving the Surveillance Panel chairman and the test engineers.  





Mark Slepsky pointed out that in the Internet directories, there occasionally appear data dictionary versions that have no date associated with them.  He asked Doug about the significance of this.  Doug explained that the betas with no date are TMC working copies in the process of having changes made.  These are only put out so that users may view the work in progress and make comments to Doug.


�
TMC Report on Number of Telecommunicated Tests





Doug distributed attachment 4 listing (by test area) the number of tests telecommunicated to TMC from 8-1-96 to 1-31-97.





HTCT, GI, and TEOST Beta Test Team Reports





Mark Griffin distributed the HTCT beta test timeline (attachment 5).  Highlights he pointed out included the change to a single CMIR number per test and the “Reason for Test Termination” field.





Mark then distributed  the GI and TEOST (attachments 6 and 7) and made comment only to the total time taken for each beta test; there were no other points of interest.





1K/1N, M11, and 1P Beta Test Team Reports





John Rivenburgh distributed the beta test timeline for 1K/1N (attachment 8) with no points of interest noted.





John reported that a bit of controversy surrounds the M11 report package;  two competing versions of the M11 exist.  John explained that the Surveillance Panel approved one version of the M11 but that EG&G, Southwest Research, and Lubrizol already had a different version in production.  Dave Hood requested that the description “production” (particularly as used in attachment 9) be restricted to refer to Surveillance Panel approved, beta tested report packages and suggested that the report package used by EG&G, Southwest, and Lubrizol is merely “in use”.  The panel conceded that this was a fair distinction.  John further explained that the Surveillance Panel is currently in the process of reconciling the two report packages. The beta testing timeline is shown as attachment 9.





John then distributed the timeline for 1P (attachment 10).  Kathy Haskell took this opportunity to suggest that tests in development have the test name appended with a “D” to indicate development (i.e. “1P(D)”).  None of the other panel members expressed any interest in the notion.





Priorities for Beta Testing





Becky Grinfield reported that the OSCT Surveillance Panel is expected to consider major forms changes in the near future and suggested that perhaps beta testing for OSCT should be put on hold.  None of the panel members were interested in beta testing, putting changes into production, then making more changes all in rapid succession.  During a break, Don Lind (the TMC engineer responsible for OSCT) was contacted.  Don explained that the changes being talked about are only proposed changes; they may not receive support or happen at all and even if they occur, it will not be soon (Don estimated a time frame of six months or so).  He recommended that the DCC proceed with the beta testing of the OSCT in its current form.  Doug Blinn said that he would put OSCT out on Internet and give the DCC members one week to review it and express their opinion as to whether beta testing should proceed or not.





Scott Parke (who admits no personal interest in the subject) questioned the worth of placing M11 ahead of 1P and T9.  He reported that 1P testing is well underway while T9 is currently having problems that may require a delay in testing and M11 has neither a boost spec nor an adequate parts supply.  Scott was advised that he was misinformed; EG&G has started an M11 matrix test just this week.  The panel will leave M11 as the highest priority but will move 1P ahead of T9.





Discussion of the recent changes made to the L-42 led to the decision that report packages already in production should have the highest priority in beta testing.  Thus, for Mark Griffin, L-42 and L-33 will be bumped ahead of VGC, FOAM and EVLO.  Mark will have to develop L-42 and L-33 flat files before testing can proceed.  A revised priority table reflecting all of the above discussions is shown below:








Priority Level�
SR�
EG�
AL�
�
1�
L-42�
M11�
OSCT�
�
2�
L-33�
1P�
�
�
3�
VGC�
T9�
�
�
4�
FOAM�
�
�
�
5�
EVLO�
�
�
�






The “Test Sponsor” -vs- “Test Purchaser” Controversy





The recent B9 edict that “Test Sponsor” should be changed to “Test Purchaser” has caused a dilemma over how to implement the change.  Presenting various arguments, some users did not like “Test Purchaser”; others did not like “Test Sponsor”.  Should both the descriptions and the mnemonics “TSTSPON1” & “TSTSPON2” be changed (with all the programming changes across all test areas that this would entail) or is it adequate to change the description only (and what should the description be changed to)?  Dave Hood suggested that the most expedient solution would be to change “Test Sponsor/Test Purchaser“ to “Conducted For”.  This would have the collateral benefit of more closely matching the label that actually appears on the form.  Considering the magnitude of changes that would be involved in renaming the mnemonics, Dave proposed leaving them as “TSTSPON1” & “TSTSPON2”.  Mark Griffin seconded this motion and the panel approved it unanimously.  Since this is a change to a “core mnemonic”, section 1.12 of the Test Report Transmission Model will also be changed.


�
Field Naming With Respect to Unit of Measure Changes





With the recent VE measurement change from mils to microns, the panel wanted to consider whether a standardized across the board way of handling this should be made part of the Test Report Transmission Model.  Several different approaches are taken by the panel members.  Some simply convert all old unit data to new unit data and discard the old unit data.  Others create a backup or additional field to continue holding the old unit data.  After discussion, the panel decided that there was really no need for a standardized method and all labs would continue to handle this internally.





Considering the various debates that occur regarding mnemonic names, Doug Blinn asked the panel if they would be interested in replacing mnemonic names entirely with some sort of numerical designation (perhaps sequence number).  The panel was not immediately interested but agreed that they would take the idea home with them and consider it for future discussion.





Surveillance Panel Approval of Data Dictionary





Mike Sutherland proposed that only report forms and not data dictionaries be presented to the Surveillance Panels for approval.  His point being that, generally speaking, the Surveillance Panels don’t/shouldn’t care about the minutia of the data dictionary as long as the forms and the data appearing on them are to their liking.  Therefore the data dictionaries should be the domain of the DCC.  Mike was reminded that while his read of the Surveillance Panels may be accurate, the fact remains that everything that appears in a procedure must be approved by the Surveillance Panel.  Doug Blinn proposed that a change be made to the way TMC engineers present the data dictionaries to the Surveillance Panels for approval.  Report forms populated with template data will show the field lengths and what data filling those lengths would look like on the form.  The Surveillance Panels would then use this to judge field lengths and data types and the actual data dictionary should then be pretty much rubber-stamped.  The panel agreed that this was a good approach.





Data Dictionary Description Standardization 





Kathy Haskell pointed out that in many cases, descriptions are not standardized from data dictionary to data dictionary.  For example, some dictionaries use “Date reported” while others use “Reported date”.  She asked if it would be worthwhile to examine all parallel fields in all dictionaries and standardize the descriptions to the one most commonly used.  Given the enormity of the task for the benefit to be gained, interest in this was scant.





Additional Data Types With Permissible Data Restrictions





Kathy also expressed a desire to expand the “A” data type to control other types of data formatting.  No one wanted to corrupt the “A” data type as it is currently defined but a couple of the panel members said that they wouldn’t mind if some other new data type was defined that would allow for data formatting restrictions.  Discussion on this topic went no further.





Review of Scope and Objectives





The objectives were revised as follows:





�
OBJECTIVES�
PRIORITY�
STATUS�
COMPLETE DATE�
�
1�
Stabilization of Data Dictionaries�
HIGH�
ON GOING�
�
�
�
1K/1N�
�
Complete�
9-16-97�
�
�
HTCT�
�
Complete�
12-12-96�
�
�
GI�
�
Complete�
1-6-97�
�
�
TEOST�
�
Complete�
2-14-97�
�
�
M11�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
1P�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
T9�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
L-42�
HIGH�
Re-testing�
8-97�
�
�
L-33�
HIGH�
Re-testing�
8-97�
�
�
VGC�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
FOAM�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
EVLO�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
OSCT�
HIGH�
�
8-97�
�
�
Sequence IIIF�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
�
Sequence IIE�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
�
Sequence VG�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
�
KA24E�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
2 �
Electronic Test Scheduling�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
3�
Digitized Photographs�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
4�
Digitized Signatures�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
5�
EDI - Feasibility Study�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
6�
Functional Acknowledgment�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�
7�
Encryption Feasibility Study�
LOW�
�
11-97+�
�



High = 6 - 9 months


Medium = 9 - 12 months


Low = 1 year +


“Re-testing” indicates beta necessitated by revisions made to a previously existing report package








New Business





Dave Hood asked Doug Blinn about increasing the use of the TMC’s web page.  Dave was specifically interested in having the attachments to the meeting minutes added (currently only the main body of the minutes is posted).  Doug agreed that this was an admirable goal but fraught with logistical problems.  Scanning the attachments into some graphics format is probably the least impractical method to achieve this but is still beyond the current manpower capabilities of the TMC.   Dave was asked if he would be willing to chair a subcommittee to develop specifications.  Dave said that he would review his work load and discuss this further with Doug.





Mark Griffin spoke for a majority of the panel in asking Doug if the “30-day-rule” was still in effect and why it was not observed in the case of the recent VE mil-to-micron change.  Doug explained that while the rule is still in effect and every effort is made to adhere to it, there are (and will continue to be) occasions when the Surveillance Panels need for changes to be made more quickly.  The VE mil-to-micron change was one such instance.  Doug added that in an effort to give the DCC members as much time to make changes as possible, he would in the future send e-mail to notify DCC members as soon as an information letter affecting a report package is ready to go out.  Doug reminded the panel that beginning work on changes before an information letter is fully voted on and approved carried the risk that the work may be for naught if the information letter is not approved.  The panel was unanimous in their willingness to accept that risk.





Next Meeting





The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for September 25, 1997.





Adjournment





The meeting was adjourned at 14:49
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