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We began by reviewing the feedback/changes to the FQAP:

 

The name was changed to the "Integrated Quality Management Plan".

The Centers are now included explicitly when the document references "divisions/sections/centers". There was a concern that the Center leaders have not been given the document to review; and will they have representation on the QDT and/or implementation team?  The statement relayed from Bob (via Jed) was that the Associate Head responsible for the Centers has seen this; this issue was added to the list of things to talk with Bob about.

 

Regarding the role of the Chief Engineer, it was suggested that it be bracketed like the "to-be" documents. It was stated that OQBP does not want this role in brackets. The compromise was that an additional statement was added: "The FEMP will be managed by Office of Chief Engineer, at the time of creation of this office."

 

 

We had a lengthy discussion regarding the paragraph on Preventive and Predictive Maintenance. We converged on the understanding that this paragraph mostly pertains to the programmatic/process equipment, and so it should be described differently than the facilities maintenance section (subsequent conversations resulted in the understanding that it actually does refer to facilities as well). The main point is that we mean the "stuff" for which divisions/sections are responsible. We ended up adding "their", and then a statement about records:

"The organization performing or coordinating the maintenance is responsible for ensuring maintenance records are kept."

We also 

Jamie will take this back to the TD maintenance folks to see if they are OK with it.

 

We added a brief explanatory remark to 5.2.3 "Functional Responsibilities" to help readers understand why this section is organized the way it is.

 

We had a discussion over software and the design chapter. It was agreed that the design chapter was written with "stuff" in mind, not software. It was agreed that the lab needs to have a software QA/Management plan, and that it will be very difficult to pull off. We talked about adding the word "hardware" to the first sentence to try and capture our intent of the scope. There was some discussion over whether or not the readers of this document will understand that hardware means everything that is not software (including facilities, etc.). Some folks felt the inclusion of the word is misleading. We ended up adding a note at the end of the first section:

 

NOTE: Software design is outside the scope of this chapter.

 

We finished reviewing the proposed changes to the document formerly known as the FQAP. Jamie has some additional comments from TD folks, but they are in hard-copy on his desk. He will make sure they get to Jed.

 

We went on to reviewing the graded approach document (version A3).

 

We talked about whether or not we should have responsibilities for the QAR enumerated in this document. Even though we don't have a master QAR responsibilities list (it's in the parking lot), it was agreed that it would be OK to have some of their responsibilities spelled out in the procedures.

 

We had discussions about whether or not this document is a procedure or a set of principles. It was generally agreed that having principles (like ISM) is a good thing, but that we still need to hold people accountable for implementing the procedure. We want to make sure, however, that the procedure is not too prescriptive on the "how's". It was pointed out that the FIQMP has a statement about graded approach principles. We left it that the first paragraph adequately captures the principles of the graded approach. If we want to add some principles, here are our thoughts:

 

Some possible graded approach principles:

· QA is not one-size-fits-all
· People planning/performing the work are in the best position to understand the risks
· QA controls are commensurate with the risks
 

We had some discussion over the intent of the "Activity Identification" step. It was understood that this section is the step to choose the (few) activities which will require the full grading process. It was not clear that the title of the section adequately convey that message. We didn't make any changes to it. In this same section it was agreed that we have the correct thoughts regarding which activities are required to be graded and that all activities must follow the standard QA rules; it was agreed that the current wording should be improved, but we'll take that up later.

 

We decided to make the three different risk management strategies a bulleted list.

 

We settled on (for the moment) the wording "…potential impacts and perceived likelihoods…" in C.2.

 

We had a good discussion about how we identify/extract/determine the appropriate control(s) to mitigate the risks. In theory this is done using "appendix y", but it was generally agreed that the current list of controls is QA-ize, and is insufficient for most people. It was also agreed that this list cannot possibly enumerate all the different possible controls. It is worth noting that the Hazard Analysis procedure does not attempt to do this. It was also mentioned that the present framework has taken us away from determining an actual grade, which means we have gotten away from defining actual QA requirements; it's all up to the user to determine which controls should be used. So what can we do? Can/should this be covered in training? Can/should this be covered through the QARs?

 

We converged on a different approach: the group performing the grading defines  the controls they think will mitigate the risks, and then the QAR reviews their analysis and compares it to the FQAP and 10 criteria, and determines if there are additional things that should be considered. We had a lengthy discussion about whether or not the QAR should map the group-defined controls to the QA controls which we're trying to capture in appendix y (the table formerly known as the "applicability matrix"). We came up with a number of positive reasons for doing this exercise:

· It might help us consider what may have been overlooked
· It might help us understand our level of compliance
· It might help the QARs share the approach used to manage the risk, so perhaps it would be easier to have other orgs use similar controls
· The map could be provided back to the group which performed the analysis so that they gain a better understanding of the QA requirements (perhaps move towards becoming less reliant on the QAR)
 

This is the document we ended up with at the end of the day:

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach_draft-subteam_A3_2008-02-04.doc
