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Tim talked through thought for the day, Evidence for Confidence.

 

We went through the action items. The first one about the QDT making decisions and informing our div/sec mgmt updates on the QAP resulted in some remarks that this approach is very much contrary to how the Lab operates. Bob agreed, and reiterated that we do not have the time to follow our "normal" methods. He also said that senior Lab managers are being informed; Div/Sec heads were invited to two AC meetings and "they didn't show up". Bob's answer to the question of why the QDT started so late when the Lab knew it had to deliver a program by the end of CY2007: EG&G was tasked with writing a strawman document (seen as more efficient than throwing a completely blank slate at the QDT), and then they all were shifted to the LHC RCA report, which took 17 weeks away from the QAP development, and thus 17 weeks away from the QDT process. Bob did have a conversation with Joanna last week about delivery of the QAP, and the result was that Joanna still expects to receive the QAP on 31-Dec, and she also agreed we do not need to have the whole document reviewed, and that we could send her an update after the QAP has been fully reviewed (timing phrase was "next couple of months"). Bob said we can send him what we have on 21-Dec. He will be here between Christmas and New Years, and invited others who are here to participate in the review at that time.

 

There was additional conversation over the question about how much of this document is new policy/procedure, and how much is to reflect current practices. Despite the continued discussion there still appears to be a disconnect between some thinking we are trying to document what we currently do (and fill in any gaps between what we do now and the order), and others thinking we are creating a plan that certainly fulfills the requirements of the order, and it also includes new things were are expected to be beneficial to the Lab.

 

On the topic of OQBP coordinating reviews, this was talked about and OQBP expects to coordinate most external reviews, but acknowledges that it won't be everything. The Assurance Council should at least be aware of all the reviews.

 

Regarding the Issues Mgmt System (IMS), it was generally accepted that we should not focus any energy on this, and simply make sure the section on "quality improvement" states that we need to have system(s) to track issues to closure.

 

Regarding the use of "EG&G QA Manager" for making small changes to the QAP, Jed proposed to change it to "OQBP or designee". This was accepted.

 

We have a couple of org charts to review (one has Directorate names, the other has no names). The one with names was a better looking chart, but it needs a little work to put the CFO and Finance Section in the correct place, and remove Finance Section from under Operations Support. Bill James will follow up on this.

 

Ed gave an overview of what is meant by "quality improvement" (ppt slides); "improvement via detection, prevention and learning are the focus for systems supported by fact-based decision making (i.e. date)", "Professionals do things until they cannot do them wrong".

 

Ray and Jamie volunteered to review the acronym section for errors, oversights, etc.

 

We dove into the new chapter 3 "Quality Improvement".

Tim pointed out that nowhere have we mentioned creativity or innovation; it was agreed that this should be incorporated (not necessarily in this chapter), so it was added to the parking lot. [parking lot idea - incorporate creativity/innovation into the QAP]
 

There was much discussion over "quality objectives", and what they mean and whether or not they should be in full-view of the DOE or if some are only for local use; there was fear that any measurable objective is going to eventually be elevated to be added to the contract. There was a suggestion that the quality measures described in this section are the "key" measures as defined by the application of the graded approach, approved by the Assurance Council and Directorate, and flowed down to the appropriate Divisions/Sections. Since we could not agree on a general philosophy for how to handle this, it was agreed to put it into the "parking lot" and make an action item to talk with Bob Grant [action item - talk to Bob Grant about "measurable quality objective"] [parking lot - phrase of "measurable quality objective" in the chapter on quality improvement]. NOTE: CD stated that the inclusion of the word "measurable" could spoil the entire document (i.e. a decision made by Bob Grant might not be accepted by CD).

 

On the new section 4.3 "Planning", we are not familiar with the terminology used here (e.g. FTP), so Ed will validate this [action item - validate terms in section "planning"].

 

Irwin described the strategic planning process that Computing Division started using a few years ago. It connects the Lab Strategic Plan to a CD Strategic Plan, which flows down to Departments/Groups. It is intended to ensure traceability between Lab strategic goals and the work to be done in each Group of CD. An output of this process is the budget request. This planning process takes a much different view than the current planning process in other parts of the Lab, where the primary goal is a budget presentation (which is not explicitly connected to the Strategic Plan). We should go back to our Division Heads, show them this wording, and see if they are OK with it.

 

It was agreed that the "Management Review" is a substantial system, and that the Lab is going to need to figure out how it is to be done. Are the frequency and scope of it really up to the QDT? It was agreed that this section is really for the Directorate to review and approve [action item - Ed will check this with Bob Grant].

 

[action item - is there a lab-wide Project Management document? Check with OPMO.]

 

There was quite a bit of discussion over whether or not there should be a single "Process Improvement" procedure (which would include the corrective action process), or if we have two documents one for "Process Improvements" and one for "corrective actions".

 

It was decided that the terms "Program", "Project" (both with capitol letters), and "escalate" to the glossary.  [action item - talk to Dean Hoffer about what the Lab means by Program and Project].  Also a suggestion to review 413 for definitions.
 

And with that "Quality Improvement" is done (with the exception of the paragraph on quality measurements).

 

[action item - Jed will incorporate the various referenced documents in the "Policies & Documents" section]

 

We will start the chapter on "Work Processes" on Wednesday. We will defer "Documents and Records" until Heath O'Connell is available.

