Minutes QDT Meeting 2008 Jan 30

Banerjee Bakul joined the group as a new CD member (implementation team until ILC re-launched) for the first time today.   Thirteen (13) members met to discuss the graded approach document draft developed by the sub-team draft. The morning was spent discussing how much “how” should be included as opposed to the “what’s” that are required. The applicable selection criteria table was removed and replaced with narration in the risk evaluation and control choice statements.   The group discussed the possible impact of the furlough on the groups operation. Jed solicited the unavailability of each member and will work to schedule meetings around the absences. Many voiced the likelihood that their availability will be indirectly affected as well since most will have to cover for co-worker absences during this period. Additional negative impact will occur if and when a reduction in force is implemented at the laboratory. Jed outlined the next steps for the team which include writing the project implementation plan, finishing the graded approach and finishing the QAP draft for final approval by the lab and DOE. It is clear that the current level of effort will have to continue if the projected implementation schedule is to be met. The implementation team will then follow.  Nine members were available for the afternoon session and discusses the following:

1. Revision to the Criteria-Controls Chart (aka Applicability Table) - specifically it was noted that there is little difference between the additional requirements of category 2 (aka moderate risk) and category 2 (aka high risk) so category 2 was hidden, and we highlighted the additional controls shown in category 3 but not in category; 2 with BOLD. This was to be consistent with the thoughts that we were no longer considering multiplying a product of consequence and likelihood and coming up with a summary category of Acceptable, Moderate, and Unacceptable Risk. Instead we were attempting to say we either have the current controls or we add additional controls which are selected from the additional controls column depending on what activity is being graded. Example - First we grade and determine that we have activities which meet the selection critiera (formerly pre-filter) and must be evaluated. Then we determine that more controls are required for the activity. If design is being graded then one or more of the addtional controls from the design criterion would be applied. If procurement is being graded, then one or more of the additional controls from the procurement criteria would be applied. 

2. A considered effort was put forth to provide application guidance to ensure consistency of application across the laboratory. A recurring issue was establishing a balance between prescriptive application requirements and a general application approach.

3. Gap analysis was discussed somewhat and there appears to be a difference between EG&Gs understanding of the scope of this upcoming activity and it’s timeline as opposed to the committee. The committee’s understanding is currently a gap analysis of the ten criteria as opposed to existing processes/practices. EG&G members attempted to clarify that the Gap Analysis under discussion is a the application of the graded approach to key processes and determining the gaps between exisiting controls and those required by the application of the graded approach. These gaps then provide input to the QA implementation plan. More detail by Jeff Cotton in the future.

4. The draft graded approach remains in process and continue next session. Wording was added to the procedure that a result of the grading and choice of controls must be documented and the reasons for the choice of controls given. (Why the controls are expected to be effective at reducing the negative outcome associated with the risk identified for the activity).

5. The next meeting is Friday in the Req Rm, WH 4th floor.
