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April 13, 2000


Reply to: Frank M. Farber

ASTM TMC

6555 Penn Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 15206


fmf@tmc.astm.cmri.cmu.edu

Data Communications Committee

Members and Guest:

Attached for your review and comment are the unconfirmed minutes of the Data Communications Committee meeting held at the Homewood Suites in San Antonio, TX on October 21, 1999.  Please direct any corrections or comments to my attention.

Sincerely,

Frank M. Farber

Attachments

Data Communications Committee Meeting #24

Thursday, October 21, 1999

San Antonio, TX

8:30 –
Call to Order

F. Farber called the twenty-fourth meeting of the Data Communications 

Committee to order.


Introductions were made at this time.

8:32 –
Agenda Review

Conducted by F. Farber.

8:34 –
Membership Changes


Additions:



Maryse Schull from Ethyl as a voting member



Jill Morrison from Infineum as a nonvoting member



Jay Pennington from RSI as a nonvoting member

8:35 – Approval of April 22, 1999 meeting minutes


F. Farber motioned to accept the minutes.


M. Griffin seconded the motion.


All agreed.

8:36 – Data Dictionary Construction Status


VG – M. Griffin


M. Griffin stated the VG needs to be rebeta tested.


A recommendation was made to add the transformed, severity adjustment, 

correction factor, and corrected transformed results of the oil screen sludge and 

the number hot stuck rings to the summary of results form.

The comments and downtime page also need to be added.  However, form 7 may end up being blank due the comments being recorded on the downtime form.

M. Slepsky reminded us that the varnish results need to be added.

A proposal to remove Form 7 was rejected due to M. Griffin’s opposition.  M. 

Griffin suggested that this proposal be presented to the surveillance panel first.

M. Eischen questioned the necessity of the transformed, severity adjustment, 

correction factor, and corrected transformed results of the number of hot stuck 

rings on the summary of results form.

8:46 – IVA – M. Griffin

Ambient air temperature was brought back to the report packet.  Since it is recording the same result no field name change was needed.

8:48 – EOAT – M. Griffin

The questions from the subcommittee meeting before the last DCC meeting were in regards to the repeating fields on form 4.

The changes were made and approved.

8:52 – 6V92 – M. Griffin

Only a few alphanumeric changes were needed.  They were implemented and beta testing was closed.

8:54 – VIA & VIB – M. Eischen

Beta committee was handled via email and the VIA & VIB beta versions were approved.

8:55 – BRT – M. Eischen


Beta committee was formed and no comments were received.


This area has been set aside due to the urgency of other test areas.


M. Eischen will be putting together a test file shortly to distribute to the team.

8:56 – L38 – M. Eischen


M. Eischen will be constructing a team in the next few weeks to review this area.

M. Griffin asked F. Farber what changes to expect with the L38.  F. Farber replied that there is a change in the piston ring part number.

8:57 – K. Haskell asked whether the IIIF test area was started.

F. Farber noted that the surveillance panel was reviewing the IIIF in November.  He foresees changes in the piston ratings at that time.

8:58 – Report Form Data Dictionary Status Sheet


IIIF

K. Haskell does not remember the IIIF being approved.


M. Eischen does remember the team voting on it.


It was decided to blank out the DCC approval date and then reform another beta 

test team after the surveillance panel meeting in November.

M11

Questions regarding the extended hour test were brought up.  Are the forms going to be changed to reflect the extended hour test?  When will the changes be made?  F. Farber addressed those questions by stating the surveillance panel was not interested at this time in changing the procedure since the extended hour test is not an ASTM approved procedure.  The issue has been brought before the panel several times and F. Farber is not sure that they are going to resolve this issue any time soon.

OSCTM

M. Griffin asked about the plans for the matrix portion of the OSCT test area.  F. Farber stated that the surveillance panel would address the matrix portion at their meeting in December.

TC1, TC2, TC3

The TMC’s two-cycle engineer should work on the data dictionary and forms over the next year.

9:10
Beta Testing Priority


Beta testing priority was distributed and ranked as follows:






Southwest Research

EG&G


1



VG



L38


2



EOFT



BRT


3



EOWT



IIIF


4



T10



1Q


5



TC1, TC2, TC3

M11-EGR

9:21
Electronically Transmitted Tests


K. Haskell asked when to expect the surcharge for the GF-3 tests to begin.


F. Farber said that they should begin December 1, 1999.

D. Hood would like to see the list of electronically transmitted tests on the TMC website.  F. Farber said that the TMC would post that information under the DCC subdirectory on the website.

The question regarding the time frame of the bench test surcharge arose; however, no definite answer was given at this time.  F. Farber will find out the answer when he returns to the TMC and then he will pass on the information to the DCC.

9:26
Discussion of Functional Acknowledgment

M. Griffin seems to believe that the receipt acknowledgment testing seems to be finished.  However, no one has begun working on the error checking.

The committee agreed to table the error checking for the time being and revisit it in one year.

9:32
Discussion on Encryption


Encryption was tested over the last six months between M. Griffin and M. Kahn.

M. Griffin reviewed the needs of the encryption software from the last DCC meeting.

M. Griffin and M. Kahn are both using PGP on an NT workstation.  M. Griffin used PGP v5.0 and M. Kahn used PGP v5.5.5.  M. Griffin believed that it was pretty easy to use due to the icons PGP provides.  M. Kahn felt the same way.  When M. Kahn downloaded M. Griffin’s public key, icons were added to his Outlook software and again it was simple to decrypt messages.

They started testing with a text file, a VIB flatfile.  M. Griffin stated that it was quick to encrypt.  They also sent a .jpeg file.

Questions regarding the automation of PGP arose.  At this time M. Griffin and M. Kahn have only tested PGP manually.

The cost of PGP was a concern of K. Haskell.  M. Eischen stated that there was a shareware version that should be inexpensive.  M. Griffin gave an approximate cost of $100.

J. Pennington gave some information about PGP and the international forum that he pulled from their website.  They have an international version that should be available for Windows, MAC, OS, UNIX and a couple other platforms.

It was decided to review PGP v6.0 for April.  M. Griffin and M. Kahn will continue to test PGP for April.  Participation in testing was extended, EG&G and RSI are tentatively stepping in.

9:49
15 minute break called

10:10
Review of ETRTM


F. Farber reviewed the changes to the ETRTM from the last DCC meeting.

J. Oswald brought up the issue of the measurement interval group name in section 2.10.6 being non existent.  M. Griffin gave the following example of the correct use of the measurement interval group name from the repeating document:

field_name
parent_field_name
measurement_interval_name

hours_needed

TST_Hxxx
TST_Hxxx
TST_Hxxx

NEW
024
048
072
096
120

AGWMHxxx
TST_Hxxx
TST_Hxxx

NEW
024
048
072
096
120

ALWMHxxx
TST_Hxxx
ALWMHxxx

NEW
024
072
120

PBWMHxxx
TST_Hxxx
TST_Hxxx

NEW
024
048
072
096
120

SIWMHxxx
TST_Hxxx
ALWMHxxx

NEW
024
072
120

The parent field in this block of repeating fields is TST_Hxxx (it is the upper left-hand field in the block on the form).  So the first measurement interval group should be TST_Hxxx, since it follows the first pattern of hours needed (NEW to 120 by 024 hours).  The second field, AGWMHxxx, follows the same pattern of hours needed (NEW to 120 by 024 hours), so its measurement group interval is also TST_Hxxx (the originator of this pattern).  The third field, ALWMHxxx, however, does not follow the same pattern of hours needed (NEW 024 072 120), hence it begins a new measurement interval group.  Since SIWMHxxx also follows the pattern, NEW 024 072 120, its measurement interval group is ALWMHxxx.  The TMC will work to get this corrected as the test areas are updated.

J. Oswald also saw a problem with the example given in section 2.10.5.  Since DOWNHxxx should be specifying hours (because of the Hxxx), it should not be used as an example of the sequential number repeater.  M. Kahn moved to change the Hxxx fields to Rxxx fields where appropriate.  K. Haskell seconded the motion.  All agreed.  Section 2.10.5 would be changed from DOWNHxxx to OCOMRxxx.

K. Haskell moved to have DOWNRxxx as a core field.  Since there is a set of mnemonics directly connected to DOWNRxxx the motion was denied.

10:41
K. Haskell found that the fields that are pass/fail parameters and are also part of a repeating field do not follow the repeating field mnemonic format.  A suggestion to specify an exception in the ETRTM document should be determined for the April meeting.

10:45
The following addition needs to be added to section 4.2.2, “During the review, the dictionary should be validated against the ETRTM standards.”  (see 11:20 – New Business)

10:53
M. Slepsky would like to see a consistent root field name for parameters across the quality index, minimum, maximum, and average results fields.  For example:


Mnemonic today


Mnemonic per change


APOWER



APOWER

IPOWER



IPOWER

XPOWER



XPOWER

QPWR

(

QPOWER

“When multiple statistical summaries are applied to multiple data sets of the same specific quantity, field names should be constructed of three parts.  1) A one character prefix used in any type of statistical summary, such as, A, I, X.  2) Up to six characters should be used to specify the specific quantity, such as RPM or POWER.  3) A one character suffix used to indicate the data set, such as 1 for stage 1.”  This text, supplied from an engineer through M. Slepsky, should be added to section 1.18.  (see 11:20 – New Business)

10:55
Form Format Discussion


M. Griffin talked about form formats.  He reported back to the Southwest Research Institute directors that the DCC concluded that form changes should not be made by the DCC but by the surveillance panel and any changes they would like to see should be presented to the surveillance panel by the requestor.  The Southwest Research Institute upper management felt that the DCC was driving the construction of the forms and thought that the DCC could help amend some of the issues.  One issue that seemed to recur was the font size of the fields.  This was a result of the field name vs. the field result being legible on the form.  Can this be taken care of as test area updates are made?  A second issue that reappeared was the date format.  The Southwest Research Institute upper management found the current date format (YYYYMMDD) somewhat confusing.  They said it was too similar to a field holding numeric data.  Several ideas were tossed around; however, no conclusion was made at this time.  F. Farber stated that these issues could be brought in front of the surveillance panel but the surveillance panel may think there are bigger issues to tackle.

11:10
Review of Scope & Objectives


The group believed that the scope of the DCC still holds but would like to see it on the TMC website.


The following tables reflect the changes to the objectives:

Stabilization of Data Dictionaries – High Priority

Test Area
Beta Team Leader
Status
Expected Completion Date


SR
EG



L38

1

11-1999

BRT

2
Pending L38
01-2000

VG
1

Pending S.P.
12-1999

EOFT
2


01-2000

EOWT
3


02-2000

IIIF

3
Pending S.P.
01-2000

T10
4

Pending T.F
03-2000

1Q

4
Pending T.F.
03-2000

TC1/TC2/TC3
5


04-2000

M11EGR

5
Pending T.F.
05-2000

Medium – Low Priority
Address Date

Format Transmission (Encryption & X.400 Longevity)
04-2000

Functional Acknowledgment
10-2000

Digitized Photographs
10-2000

TMC WWW Page
04-2001

Electronic Test Scheduling
04-2001

Digitized Signatures
04-2001

11:20
New Business

M. Slepsky’s issue of root field names remaining consistent over statistical results had been previously addressed, however, the method of implementation had not been decided.  After some discussion, it was decided to only change those names on newly created test areas.  A second look at where the ETRTM text should appear resulted in the movement of the text from section 1.18 to section 4.1.

The text referring to the validation of the current data dictionary against the ETRTM standards was also moved from section 4.2.2 to section 4.1.3.

11:37
Time & Location of Next Meeting

The next meeting location was decided on Pittsburgh, PA on Thursday, April 27, 2000.

11:40
Adjournment

Meeting charges were collected and the meeting was adjourned.

� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���








[image: image2.wmf]_992332534.doc
[image: image1.png]100 YEARS

100 Barr Harbor Drive w West Conshohocken, PA 19428-2959
Telephone: 610-832-9500 w Fax: 610-832-9555 m e-mail: service@astm.org w Website: www.astm.org

Committee D02 on PETROLEUM PRODUCTS AND LUBRICANTS

Chairman: N DAVID SMITH, North Carolina Dept Of Agric, 2 West Edenton St, PO Box 27647, Raleigh, NC
A PROVEN PARTNERSHIP 27611, (919) 733-3313, FAX:919-715—0p524, EMg;l: david_smith@ncdamail.agr.state.nc.us
First Vice Chairman: SUSAN E. LITkA, UOP Research Center, 50 East Algonquin Road, PO Box 5016, Des Plaines, IL
60017-5016, (847) 391-3390, FAX: 847-391-3330
Second Vice Chairman: KURT H. STRAUSS, 69 Brookside Rd, Portland, ME 04103, (207) 773-4380, FAX: 207-775-6214

Secretary: KENNETH O. HENDERSON, Cannon Instrument Co, PO Box 16, State College, PA 16804-0016,

(814) 353-8000, FAX: 814-353-8007, EMail: kenohenderson@worldnet.att.net
Assistant Secretary: W JAMES BOVER, Exxon Biomedical Sciences, Mettlers Rd Cn2350, East Millstone, NJ 08875-2350,
(732) 873-6318, FAX: 732-873-6009, EMail: james.bover@ere.exxon.sprint.c
Staff Manager: EARL R. SULLIVAN, (610) 832-9709, EMail: esulliva@astm.org







