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We went through the presentation from Jed regarding the status of the QAP and plans for the coming months:

 

Tech Editor is "working in the background" still. Jed expects he will get an update from her this week.

QAP is expected to be signed by 22-Mar-2008.

"Management & Site Orientations" March 22-31, 2008. It was suggested that this be upper management, and not the whole Lab. It is too early to train the entire Lab (e.g. there will be no implementation plan at that point).

The question was raised regarding software QA, and how the Lab is going to handle. It was acknowledged that this is still to be determined.

The question was also raised regarding providing opportunity for divisions/sections to provide "official" feedback. It was suggested that this take place after the revisions from the Tech Editor are incorporated. [action item - Bob Grant to send the QAP to divisions/sections for their comment]
Validation of QAP by Assessments and Gap Analysis March - December 2008 (this is the application of the graded approach).

Deliver revised QAP to DOE October 2008. This version would be approved by December 2008.

 

Graded Approach document:

Needs to be reviewed by a sub-team, and the plan is to get it signed by February 25, 2008.

 

The issue was raised regarding that OQBP did not send anything to the QDT before it was sent to the DOE. In particular a schedule was sent to the DOE without feedback from the QDT - this is a substantial concern because commitments are being made to the DOE for things which the QDT have not vetted, and this is not how we think business should be done; commitments cannot be made to the DOE in "a vacuum", they really should be a collective effort if the work required to implement them requires a collective effort. In addition, what impact does the budget crisis have on the schedule? How set in stone is the schedule? What happens if (when) we don't meet the milestones defined in this schedule?

The question was raised about the ongoing time commitment required for the QDT members, apart from the budget crisis. This needs further discussion.

 

The DOE review of the QAP is primarily being done by the Deputy (Jon Cooper) and the Facility Reps.

 

One of our action items is to review "customer product" and how it is handled at the Lab. The specific issue is how "customer product" impacts the S/CI program (e.g. if product is coming onsite from universities, we need to control it regarding suspect/counterfeit items).

On the topic of S/CI, Berline pointed out that our reporting mechanism needs to also include the IG. It was agreed that this needs to be reviewed when we work on the S/CI procedure; the recent Contractor Assurance assessment impacts this as well, since it is believed that there is a finding related to this. When we look at the S/CI procedure, we also need to think about how it is integrated with other documents/systems (e.g. FESHM 3010).

 

One of the suggestions from Berline (included in the Word document sent around) was to include a reference to the "Employee Concerns" chapter in FESHM in section 1.4 of the QAP; the FESHM chapter is 1060: http://www-esh.fnal.gov/FESHM/1000/1060.htm
 

NOTE: in an offline conversation Berline showed Jamie a marked-up version of the QAP in which she went through the QA Order and Guide and verified that all requirements have been addressed in the QAP. This is not intended for publication, but could provide very good information to describe to management how the requirements have been addressed.

 

There was conversation over which tasks are part of the QDT and which tasks are part of implementation. It was generally agreed that we need to have a well-defined distinction between development and implementation, but that we have not yet converged on this; currently there are a number of views on the specifics on this topic, e.g. is the gap analysis part of development or implementation?

Development work should be centered around getting a implementation plan put together, and we should keep this in our mind when we are thinking about tasks for the QDT to complete.

 

"Beating a dead horse": we seem to be repeating history here. Last year the overall response to the end-of-year commitment to deliver a QAP to DOE was poor. People were frustrated that it was very late in the game by the time the QDT was put together; people felt like obligations were made in isolation without division/section input. The schedule that was sent to the DOE on 30-Dec is repeating this problem, since commitments were made without division/section input. This way of doing business needs to change if we want this project to succeed.
 

It was pointed out that the "to be" documents are not part of the current schedule. We need to figure out how to incorporate them (implementation? Pre-implementation? Who's involved?).

 

It was generally agreed that we need to get the graded approach document completed first, and then we would reassess the schedule/plan. It does seem that most people on the QDT may want to participate in the rewrite of the graded approach document. Irwin talked about the general approach to the graded approach document; right now it presents itself that there is a substantial burden to assess a process to determine the grade. Our approach should be more along the lines of the hazard analysis, in that it needs to allow for an easy (e.g. just a mental exercise) way to grade many processes to 1. This gets into the "filters" which we apply first when evaluating a process.

 

It seemed to be generally agreed that the entire QDT be part of the initial conversations about the graded approach. The goal of that first conversation would be to "wrap our hands around" the general approach to the graded approach. After we converge on our general approach, then a smaller team can revise the document.

 

We had a lengthy discussion over our to manage our time. Can we pursue certain task in parallel? We want to make sure that people who want to participate in multiple sub-committees are able to do that, so we need to consider how we schedule meetings. Some proposals were:

 

1)

· Monday is a general meeting in which everyone is involved.

· One week the second meeting (probably Wednesday) would be on one topic, and then the next week the second week would be another topic.

 

2)

· Monday is a general meeting in which everyone is involved.

· A second meeting would be on one topic (Wednesday perhaps a half day), and a third meeting would be on another topic (Friday perhaps a half day).

 

Regarding audits, we need to factor in the assessments completed by "internal audit", so that we are not needlessly  replicating work.

 

The current plan is that Jed will receive the QAP from the Tech Editor by the end of Tuesday. We will plan on meeting all day on Wednesday. If the QAP is ready for review, we will start with that. If it's not, we will talk about the graded approach. If the QAP is not ready Wednesday, we will meet on Friday to review it (we have the Req Room). The end result either way is that it will be sent to divisions/sections by Monday 14-Jan; we need to make sure they have at least 2 weeks for review - this means the schedule has already slipped by at least a week.
 

We need to book meeting room on Wednesday's and Friday's through May. Jack will book the Req room, and then whatever days that is not available Ed will work with the Directorate folks.

 

 

