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QAP review:

There are a lot of "musts" & "shoulds" & "shalls", which we had tried to remove later in the process. We need to search the document for these (this was completed over lunch).

 

It was pointed out that the org chart in the QAP is not consistent with the text; this is also true for the Directorate web pages (e.g. who are the assistant directors?). Also, the CMS Center is not linked under the Fermi At Work section of the web.

 

It was generally agreed that links to other documents & web pages inside the QAP are not really maintainable, so we should remove them [action item]. Part of this includes the link to the WAAF in section 2.2.

 

It was pointed out that it is an expectation that auditors receive a simple way of getting to the documents referenced in the QAP. It was also agreed that this is probably under the category of "BP" in OQBP.

 

We should be consistent when we refer to other chapters in the QAP; we will call out the title and it will be normal text. The "standard" applied is that reference titles for internal documents will be lower case and normal text, and reference titles to external documents will be lower case and italics. It was also acknowledged that we currently do not have references to the DOE orders in the Policies & Procedures sections; there was no heartache voiced over this, so we left it as-is.

 

The topic of "Centers" was brought up. There was a general agreement that Centers are in the scope of the QAP, but early on OQBP had requested that references to Centers be removed. It was also agreed that Center is implied in the use of the words "divisions/sections".

 

We also need to remember to locate the signature authority matrix which is managed by the Budget Office. It should be added to the reference documents in chapter 8 [action item].

 

We also discussed whether or not the appropriate Director's Policies should be referenced in each of the chapters of the QAP. There was not complete agreement on this. It was recommended that if policy references are added that we review the policy to see if it's current; we would prefer not to reference policies which we know are incorrect. It was agreed that we put this all in the parking lot.

 

What about the phrase "Diligence for Excellence"? This phrase came from the head of corporate quality for EG&G. It was agreed that it should be removed, so we did.

 

We finished the QAP review and edits, and "accepted all changed. Yeah! This became version "B". It will be sent out to the divisions/sections for their review/comment. It was generally agreed that the team members will send the QAP to their management, and that this will be an informal review. It was agreed that there needs to be a formal review request from the Directorate.

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Fermilab_Quality_Assurance_Plan_Rev_000_B.doc
 

Regarding the DOE review, it was generally agreed that we should let the DOE folks have the latest version of the QAP. It will not be an "official" transmission from the Directorate to the DOE, but simply a courtesy to allow them to work from the version which has been "cleaned up". It was also agreed that Bob Grant should be informed of this.

 

We talked about the idea of changing the water mark from "DRAFT" to "Graded Approach", which we had also discussed at a previous meeting. There was not complete agreement as to whether or not this should be done.

 

On to the Graded Approach:

We had some discussion over the pre-filters, and specifically talked through the issues related to having a safety-related pre-filter. With a fully-functioning and well-documented ES&H program, is this filter necessary (or appropriate) for the quality graded approach procedure? We are required, by DOE, to integrate safety and quality. We all agreed that the additional controls that "fall out" through applying the graded approach are quality controls, not safety controls. We will not attempt to replicate the ES&H program.

 

One thought that was voiced was that perhaps we're trying to force all processes through the same grading criteria, and this may be a faulty approach. Perhaps we should consider having grading criteria/filters which are applicable to the type of process (e.g. designing things, operating things, support functions, Projects (capital P), project (lower p),…).

 

It was also stated that we should follow the safety control model, which is to train people on hazard identification and mitigation, and "turn them loose". The problem with this approach is that it is not a method which is uniformly implemented across the organization. We really do want a means to apply quality controls consistently across the laboratory.

 

After it was all said and done, we converged on the approach which is in line with our current pre-filters, and in addition a manager can always require grading being completed based on their judgment (even if the pre-filters do not apply).

 

Additions to the pre-filters:

Item is deliverable to an external organization.

Repetitive failures.

Judgment of line management.

 

There was collective agreement that the list of pre-filters, although not perfect, are close enough to continue onto the next step. It will be an iterative process to refine what we've already put together.

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach_PreFilter_000_A.doc
 

It was agreed that we need to make sure that we avoid making this a huge administrative burden; it needs to be an aid to the lab, not a burden.

 

The next step is to define the process (a.k.a. "crank") which guides a person on the grading of their process (which ends at the applicability matrix). We'll take this up on Wednesday.

