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Barbara Scruggs provides opening remarks about the TRT’s work

Started April 2007 

Began with spreadsheet listing functional areas

Started with subgroups for different areas

3 on-site meetings

Using FitNesse today to capture user stories

Listserve used to get input from user community when TRT can’t reach consensus or needs additional information

Jeremy Kampeter provides more details on the TRT’s processes.

Discusses the initial master backlog spreadsheet – tabs represented functional areas and listed what is needed in wT

Then, the TRT moved to using FitNesse – capturing the user stories on the wiki pages.

Janet demonstrates FitNesse for group.  Approval section is displayed and Jeremy explains how members note their approval.

Minimum functionality and “wish list” functionality is captured for each functional area.

Phase 1 – minimum functionality

Weekly conference calls are held – about 1.5 years ongoing

Russ – moderator for calls

Sonya – recording the requirements as defined by the TRT

If no consensus is reached by the TRT, items are placed in Parking Lot.

Webinars are being used in order to display FitNesse and/or applications to the members during the call.

Jeremy urges everyone to respond to the list serve messages.

Jeremy urges everyone to contact TRT members if they have areas of interest, suggestions, etc.  The TRT Members are listed on Cloverleaf.

Jeremy urges everyone to review Preview site for wT.

Question – Is FitNesse available for all to see?  No. Only for TRT members.

Question – Are the TRT members the only ones developing user stories?  Yes.  David explains the diversity on the TRT and how both products (SM, CAS and FM) are represented.

Perhaps in the future there will be way to share the requirements with the community.  

Areas worked on the most:

Accessories

Change Orders

Contract Administration

Contractor Payments

DWR/Diaries

Some requirements defined but needs more work:

System Administration

Contract Management

Jim Hanley comments that he is surprised that System Administration (SA) wasn’t defined first.

David Debo asks if the IT TAG should be looking at the SA functions.  TRT members explain that the Construction TRT will be consulting with the IT TAG.

Don Grayson comments that the TRT’s work is defining the necessary functionality for the system – it is a “big responsibility”.  This is needed up-front in order to scope the effort.  “Super critical” for the wT effort.  Don also urges people to respond to the list serve messages.

Question from Minnesota - Gus Wagner asks if it is difficult for the group to step outside of what they know and what the systems currently do in order to define the new requirements for wT.

· Some TRT members and Russ comment that the team is doing well at looking beyond what the systems currently do. They are defining what they NEED and aren’t sticking to what the systems do now.  They are looking at best practices.

· TRT is not focusing on what the screens will look like or how it will be designed – they are focusing on the business. (Sheri)

· Barbara explains that starting with the effort they decided to forget SM, FM and CAS – they decided to just talk about what they need and want the new system to do.

Question from Minnesota - MN tracks critical path by activities, not items. Originated from the design-build practices. Gus wonders if other agencies do this and asks if the TRT is looking at this.  Must always have a 2-week look ahead for the schedule.

· MS does this (ties work to phases).  MI looked at doing this but moving away from it.

· VA ties their work to activities (not just on design build projects).  They use generic fields on DWR for inspectors.  Looking to pass that information along to Primavera. 

Question and comments from Arkansas - Kevin Thornton (Arkansas) asks about other external applications and the ability for data to be pulled into wT.  Specifically, he is interested in a way to know planned work for subcontractors based on specific items and locations.  He would like this information to be available in wT Construction.  For example, the inspector filling out the DWR would have a pre-defined selection of subcontractor and locations based on the work planned.  

· May be an overlap with CRLMS (?). 

Gus elaborates on this topic, asking about linking to GPS, Bentley software, CADD systems, etc. – TRT has not progressed far enough in defining minimum requirements yet. 

Janet shows some of the FitNesse pages.  For example, she shows the Create Estimate page which includes many minimum requirements and some Wish List functionality.  She also highlights the Discussion section where notes and additional information is captured.

Reports will be addressed later – after the business functionality is addressed.

Comment from Kentucky - Bob Lewis comments that KY can’t activate a contract until the DBE subcontracts are approved.  He would like the contractor to be able to send in the information electronically. 

Comment from Minnesota - Gus Wagner – need to tie inspector’s daily information (about staff on-site) to submitted payroll records from Contractor 

PARKING LOT ITEM (probably already covered by CRLMS but TRTs need to combine functionality)

Question from Texas - David Debo asks if the TRT has figured out how to draw the line between the Construction TRT and the CRLMS TRT and the requirements being defined by each group.  There are obvious overlaps – subcontracts, payrolls, DBE tracking, etc.  

Russ comments that the Construction TRT will focus on core needs.  TRT will evaluate what the Precon and CRLMS TRTs have already defined and what those systems will include.  Functionality may have to be modified/extended based on specific construction needs.

Comment from Minnesota - Gus comments that his agency is interested in pushing discrepancy information to executive management and other parties besides the PM/Superintendent of the construction job.  Sheri gives example of Attention Flags on DWRs (requirement for wT Construction) and how that will aid in this effort.

Russ comments that External Access requirements are already being addressed by the other TRTs – Construction TRT will piggy-back on this. 

PARKING LOT ITEM:  Montana (Lisa?) – brings up issue of Quality Assurance; tests can be by both the contractor and by labs within the agency; payments will be stopped if tests aren’t passing; they have a QA program that must be used (it does a lot of graphing) but they also have to track samples in SiteManager.

Lisa wants to see wT include a way to tie this information together so that line item adjustments can happen based on the QA results and sampling data. 

Gus asks about some kind of “tickler” feature. 

Question from Arkansas - Kevin Thornton – Arkansas must go through a final review of the contract.  Used to be tracked on paper.  How are other agencies doing it now with the electronic system?  Missouri uses Key Dates.  

Some of the checks must be at the item level, however.  Arkansas is currently pulling the item data out of SM and their staff is checking them off on custom reports/forms.  

· PARKING LOT ITEM: Want ability to check the data on a contract at any time.  For Arkansas, this includes every line item posting on every DWR.  (Can sort by location, stationing, etc.) Change Orders also need to be checked.  Any critical records (e.g., Diaries, letters) linked to the Contract.  

· Scott Bickford (Maine) comments that compiling this information into something like a “book” is ideal, rather than having to open and close multiple records to review the data.

Standalone and handheld functionality has not been addressed yet. 

Different agency reps express their experiences with laptops, handhelds, etc. Several have discovered that handhelds are not liked by the inspection staff.  

Michigan testing the Bentley interface with FieldBook (proof-of-concept effort by Info Tech).  

Florida tried the palm pilots for a year.  Very difficult.  Even the young, computer-skilled staff could not use SitePad effectively.  They moved to laptops for the inspection staff.

Steve (Florida rep) comments that Bentley just increased the licensing fees dramatically.  For Florida, from $650,000 to about $2 million. 

Florida going to LANDXML – supposed to be a global standard.

TRANSXML – NCHRP effort.  Stalled now because no agency has taken on the cost and responsibility.  Todd Bergland knows much about this and the current status.  

Question from New York - Jim Hanley asks Steve from Florida about pipelining.  Jim comments that the pipeline can take 30 – 40 minutes for NY.

Steve says about 5 minutes to pipe about a week’s worth of DWRs. 

Florida is not pipelining any materials data.

Arkansas (Kevin T.) has had issues with data verification when pipelining occurs.  (When connectivity drops, not all the data may make it from one location to the other.)  PARKING LOT ITEM:  He hopes some hand-shaking occurs with the function (data transfer between server and standalone) in wT.

Question from Janet W. to Tony Bianchi - Is there a way to capture all the minimum requirements in FitNesse today and share them with the user community?   Tony B. explains that this has come up before and we need to protect the intellectual property.  Opening up the information to the broader audience is a concern and not something we can do.   The TRT should continue to use the List Serve as much as possible to gain input and feedback from the user community.

Bob Lewis (KY) expresses that the TRT should consider the needs and experiences from the other agencies that are not participating on the TRT.  

TRT agrees.  Barbara suggests that there could be future webinars where the other agencies are invited.  

Question from Arkansas - Kevin asks if the approved minimum requirements from FitNesse could be shared with the user community.  Tony Bianchi explains again that this is not in the best interest for protecting the intellectual property.  Webinars would be a better forum.
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