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We had additional discussions regarding the sections on maintenance. We agreed that the section 5.4.2 should be called simply "Maintenance", since we don't get into any details about the kinds of maintenance (and because the QA order does not spell it out either), and we eventually converged on these words:

 

5.4.2    Maintenance

 

Divisions/sections/centers are responsible for ensuring maintenance is performed on facilities and equipment under their care. FESS is the primary maintenance service provider for facilities and the laboratory’s infrastructure and these services are agreed upon between FESS and the divisions/sections/centers. Maintenance plans are documented by divisions/sections/centers. The organization coordinating or performing the maintenance is responsible for ensuring that records of maintenance are kept.

 

 

Jamie will send these to the TD folks to get their feedback. It was agreed that if these words are not satisfactory to TD, then we will request that additional TD folks attend part of Friday's meeting.

 

Bob Grant and Jeff Cotton attended a portion of today's meeting. We talked about the inclusion of the centers. It was stated that the FQAP was sent to the Associate Lab Directors, but not directly to the Heads of Centers. It was also stated that the next time the document is sent out it the distribution will include the Centers.

Another topic was the effect of the furloughs on our schedule. How should we proceed when members of the team are not present? Since the QA Program implementation was part of the contract bidding process (i.e. we have a contractual obligation to fulfill), it is not likely that we'll be able to defer all work on this until furloughs end. It was agreed that we don't have fully workable solution, but it was agreed that at minimum the schedule is going to be substantially delayed.  Our initial approach will be to try and agree in advance upon the topics of each week to try and minimize the times when we talk about something that a furloughed person is very interested in. It was also agreed that we cannot meet three days a week for much longer, and Bob was OK with us going down to meeting one day a week. He stated that he will fully support the decisions of the QDT regarding what we can accomplish under our own schedule. Bob also mentioned that assessments could be contracted out, if that were helpful.

We also talked about the fact that a number of team members are not regularly attending the meetings. Bob agreed that this is a problem and that it will be dealt with.

We also had a lengthy discussion on the project schedule. In summary, we agreed that having a "validation" period prior to the full-blown approval of the plan makes perfect sense. We also agreed that collectively we are not yet all on the same page as to what validation looks like. Does it necessitate implementing the graded approach for a certain number of major processes? It seems that OQBP thinks "yes", and the QDT is not yet able to see how that can be done over the next 6 months or so (it is generally thought of as part of implementation of the program). It was agreed that OQBP and the QDT need to converge on this in the near future, and that we will try to tackle this (along with an overall schedule) after we get through the rest of the graded approach procedure.

It was agreed that resources are an issue, and that we need to understand what the needs are so that the lab can decide what to do regarding implementation of the QA program.

 

After lunch we picked up looking at the graded approach document.

 

At out last meeting we came up with a new approach to the control selection process: the people performing the analysis should come up with controls in their own language (i.e. they don't try to force their controls into the list of QA controls). The QAR then performs the mapping between the defined controls and the QA criteria. It was agreed that this was a very good approach, so we will run with it.

 

We talked about whether or not we should have some sort of management review/verification that the chosen controls are likely to mitigate the risks. We converged on including controls in the statement "The final choice of risk management strategies and controls must be reviewed and approved by line management."

 

We had a lengthy conversation about the role of the QAR in the graded approach process. It was agreed that they provide guidance on how to perform the grading/risk analysis. The main question was around whether or not the QAR should have a more active role in reviewing the analysis from a QA perspective. It was agreed that QA needs to be implemented in each division/section that is applicable (and useful) for helping them fulfill their mission. It was also generally agreed that the QAR should be involved in the grading process. In the end we agreed that this message is OK:

 

It is expected that the QAR either participates in the risk analysis or reviews the output.

 

We'll take it up again on Friday.

 

Here's the current version of the procedure:

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach-Procedure_Rev_000_A4.doc
