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All the work from the technical editor has been incorporated into version A13-0 of the QAP. We will plan to discuss these changes on Monday. It was questioned whether or not OQBP is going to send the QAP to the divisions/sections for "official" review and comment. At this point Bob Grant is out sick, and it is unknown when he will return. Jed recommended that each team member send it to their division/section management to begin this process. It was reminded that we would like to have 2 weeks for this review, which has an impact on the published schedule. It was also mentioned that due to the work on the budget crisis, two weeks may not be long enough.

 

It was recommended that the QAP which goes to divisions/sections should not include the acronyms/definitions, since the team has not reviewed them. It was generally agreed that work on the graded approach is more important than wordsmithing of the acronyms/definitions. It was also generally agreed that review of the acronyms/definitions should probably be done by a sub-team. All this was agreed upon by the team; we will send the QAP sans the acronyms/definitions to our management by early next week. And it may turn out that the acronyms/definitions are not included in this version of the QAP; there were some team members which believe this appendix adds no value, and may even detract from the document. It was also mentioned that the feedback from the divisions/sections may indicate whether or not the acronyms/definitions appendix is going to be useful.

It was generally agreed that our approach should be that the QAP will not include the appendix unless we are able to appropriately review and vet the appendix (i.e. it will remain in the parking lot).

 

It was also reiterated that we are frustrated with the schedule being published without our input (see also "beating a dead horse" from our previous meeting).

 

On to the graded approach…

 

We were reminded that the lab is likely to interpret the term "risk" as ES&H-centric, so we need to either use a different term/phrase (e.g. "quality category") or educate the lab that the term is used in the broad sense (the "outside" world uses the phrase "risk management" to mean all risk, broad sense, associated with a task/project/do-wa).

 

We had some discussion over "pre-filters"; these would be questions which would automatically kick out some number of tasks/processes so that a full grading is not required. We all agreed that we should have these. The methods used for the application of the pressure vessel code - "these requirements apply to everything which is above threshold X". These thresholds are analogous to the pre-filters.

 

We looked at table 1b in the draft graded approach document; "Consequence Code". It was generally agreed that the pre-filters would apply somewhere around consequence code 3. It was generally agreed that we would like to have less "Risk Areas" or currencies for the pre-filters (e.g. Personnel safety, radiation safety, etc.). It was proposed that we begin our thinking by starting from "Programmatic Impact", and the "sub-currencies" would feed-down from that. It was generally agreed that something close to the current detail in the "Consequence Code" table will be necessary for the full-blown grading process.

 

Possible "Risk Areas" for the pre-filters:

Mission Impact - currencies could include programmatic delay (i.e. schedule), money, personal injury

ES&H

Cost & Schedule

 

It may turn out that ES&H and Cost & Schedule are subsumed by Mission Impact. However, we don't want to convey an incorrect message that ES&H is important because of its impact on mission; ES&H is important in and of itself because we value human life and the environment.

 

There was a lot of discussion trying to wrap our minds around mission impact. We could not converge on anything, so we proceeded to talk about ES&H.

 

A possible trigger:

Are the personal safety hazards greater than those generally accepted in an industrial environment?

 

We looked at the trigger list in the TD ORC policy, and we looked at the list of triggers in the FESHM HA chapter. Neither were collectively deemed as helpful for our efforts to determine pre-filters.

 

Possible wording for our pre-filters:

· Reasonable likelihood of delaying the Laboratory schedule by 3 months, failure to meet its goals (as defined in the PEMP), or a significant reduction in the public trust.
· Project cost exceeds $500K or the impact of a failure exceeds $25K.
· Personal safety or environmental hazards, liabilities or risks greater than those generally accepted in an industrial environment.
 

It was agreed that we would break for the day and pick this up again on Monday when everyone can attend.

