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Jed showed us a spreadsheet "Req Signatures V21" (from Connie) which shows the roles which need to approve requisitions. There is another list (or set of lists) which define who can sign for each particular task number (these may only be maintained at the division/section level). It was suggested that we not reference the Req Signatures spreadsheet in the FQAP because it only covers part of the requisition controls. It was suggested that it might be very helpful to collect all the controls and put them into a "Requisition Manual" (something along the lines of the Procurement Manual).

 

There was a general agreement that the idea of renaming the FQAP to the "Integrated Quality Management Plan" was a good one, and that this should be carried forward. Jed remarked that this should be vetted through the divisions/sections. [action item - consider renaming FQAP to Integrated Quality Management Plan]
 

We had a discussion about the overall grading process, and there was general agreement that what Bill sent on Friday (linked in the previous minutes), along with the bulleted points which connect the pre-filter to the risk analysis (also linked in the previous minutes), provides a very good framework for the grading process. And although we didn't converge during our Minerva example last time, we agreed that the process was working and that the granularity was "falling out" as a result of the discussions.

 

It was also agreed that the parallelism to the HA process is a very good thing (i.e. mental exercise, level of documentation expected, etc.).

 

It was suggested that the QARs will help to assure that the granularity of the risk analysis is somewhat consistent across the lab (e.g. regular meetings which would allow them to talk through what they've done and learned from the gradings completed in their divisions/sections).

 

It was also mentioned that the recent (December 2007) CAS assessment pointed out that the safety risk assessments are not currently done consistently across the lab; it referenced the phrase "what keeps you up at night", and stated that this is not a structured risk-based process. In thinking about our graded approach process in light of this, we agreed that we have more quantified items (e.g. the pre-filters), and so our approach would likely pass this sort of assessment.

 

Regarding the inclusion of the phrase "failure to meet its goals (as defined in the prime contract)", we had a lengthy discussion. After it was all said and done, we seemed to converge on an approach that the phrase would be removed from the pre-filter; in addition, the idea of not meeting contractual goals would be captured in another paragraph which explains how the graded approach would be applied in different areas of the lab (e.g. "the Directorate would look at the ways in which the lab may not meet its contractual goals", "Task Managers would look at ways in which the schedule would not be met", etc.).

 

The question was raised regarding when a change should result in a re-evaluation of the grading. It was agreed that a substantial change in the risks or failure modes would naturally result in feedback which would trigger a re-evaluation.

 

It was collectively agreed that the next step in our journey is to form a sub-committee to (re)write the graded approach procedure document. It was suggested that Jed and Ed put something together which they then pass through a sub-committee. After some further discussion, it was agreed that a couple of other folks would help to write the document.

 

One concern was raised that a person may be able to break down their processes to a level which would never pass through the pre-filters (i.e. if they make things small enough they will never have the impact which would pass through the pre-filters). Although this is true, it was also stated that this is true for almost every system, and that overall people have not actually done this. Perhaps we simply have a paragraph in the document which touches on this.

 

The sub-team met and began to the process of putting everything into a concise document. We will continue on Friday morning at 8:30am.

This is the current (very draft) document:

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach_draft-subteam_2008-01-23.doc
