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Notes (taken by Jamie Blowers and Irwin Gaines)

We had some discussion over how the information in the "graded approach exercise" spreadsheet should be incorporated into the procedure and subsequently managed. The experience with some folks is that tables in MS-Word can be problematic, so they think it would be easier to manage the info in MS-Excel and then refer to or copy it into MS-Word. Others suggested that the technical issues can be worked out, and that we're better off maintaining the information in a single document.

 

We began reviewing the procedure (version A10). We changed references to the FQAP to the FIQMP. We also added "centers" to any place where we originally said "divisions/sections".

 

We continued our discussions regarding the selection criteria and prioritization. We agreed that we need to make sure the procedure clearly states that this process has "vertical and horizontal" integration. We added a remark in the Introduction section that it applies to all levels. We talked about how we might further capture the idea that we think this will flow down to all levels, similar to the Hazard Analysis. Do we add some statements in a similar vein to the ones in FESHM 2060? At this point we agreed that we don't, because we want this first release to be manageable and we don't want to bite off more than we can chew. It is envisioned that this will eventually make its way through the entire organization in a similar way to HA, but that needs to evolve over time.

There seemed to be general agreement that prioritization of what activities should be graded when should certainly be done, but it should be done outside this procedure. The procedure should describe how a person performs their grading, not how management determines which activities should be graded according to a certain schedule.

Do we add some specific remarks about hierarchical prioritization? It could be helpful to provide the users some guidance regarding how lower-level activities fit into higher-level activities/systems.

We talked through some ideas on how we might make sure that the document clearly describes that the lab's major business processes are all going to be graded (i.e. they will all pass through the selection criteria). We (re)agreed that we should start by having a conversation with Jeff to make sure he understands that we believe all major processes will be graded.

What do we do about the idea of activity lifetime and its impact on this whole process? We agreed that it needs to be factored in, and so we added the idea to the section on the risk management strategy decision (section C.2.). We also agreed that it needs to be factored into decisions on how/when additional QA controls are implemented (which is outside the scope of the procedure, so we added it to the parking lot).

We reiterated that fact that the selection criteria thresholds are our recommendations, and that they certainly will be approved by the Directorate (and perhaps reviewed by the Assurance Council beforehand?). They also will be reviewed and possibly changed (likely lowered) at some frequency; this may be how the lab handles the business about vertical/depth integration.

In addition to the lifetime, are there other considerations we should enumerate when determining risk management strategy? We added a remark about the interdependency to other activities (i.e. we should consider the impact of a risk management strategy of the activity in question on other dependent activities).

Section C.2., we discussed the statement about the QAR ensuring the controls listed in the applicability matrix are addressed. We now have two lists, one of base requirements, and one for "additional controls to be addressed". For now we'll call them "table 1" and "table 2".

 

Changes were made to the last bullet of C.2. (about expectations of QAR review).

We slightly modified the language in A to refer specifically to table 1 (the required baseline controls).  We discussed what documentation is required for activities that do not met the selection criteria.  For now we continue to maintain that no documentation, even a list of activities, is required for
activities that don't meet the selection criteria, and that the QAR has no role in reviewing activities that do not meet the selection criteria.
There was some concern raised about lack of documentation for things that don't meet the selection criteria.  The majority of those present wanted to maintain the current approach of not requiring documentation. It was pointed out that the demonstration that things meet the required baseline 
controls (like ITNA, like procurement manual) has nothing to do with the graded approach.

We added the phase "graded approach documentation" about what is not required for activities that don't pass selection criteria.

We added sentence in section C that the QAR verifies baseline controls for things that do pass selection criteria.

The team reviewed the stand alone sentences (see sub-team notes from 14-Mar-2008) and incorporated some of the thoughts into the procedure, at the end of section C (the idea of it applying to residual risk was not included). 

Regarding applicability, it was asked if just checking an N/A box is sufficient. It was generally agreed that it is sufficient.
 
We worked on incorporating the language into part C of GA procedure, as a new bullet. We decide that better than a new bullet is to include this in the second bullet of C.2., and such language was inserted.

We also added a case to step D for instances where the baseline controls would be adequate to mitigate risk but are not properly implemented.  Here the documentation needs to indicate the required corrective action (necessary action to be taken, based on existing controls).

We now seem to be ready to move back to the form and make sure it includes all of the cases and all of the details we need.

Next week we can review Jed's straw man appendix X (risk management strategy), look at a new form that will be sent around by Bakul, and maybe met with Jeff.

A sub-team will meet Wednesday 19-Mar to incorporate the latest version of the table (formerly the applicability matrix) and form into the procedure.  Jeff and Bob will get a current version of the procedure with the caveat that it is not finished.

 

Here's the latest version of the procedure:

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach-Procedure_Rev_000_A11.doc
