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Notes (taken by Irwin Gaines and Jamie Blowers)

Two things have changed since last meeting: Jed put latest version of tables into the procedure; and included risk mgmt strategy appendix (based on recommendation of subteam).  Jed also rev'd the spreadsheet before including it in the tables.  "Blue" items (quotes from order in first column) were removed. These have not yet been mailed around to team (A7 of spreadsheet, A12 of procedure).

We need a better definition of items in table 2, now says "unacceptable unmitigated risk in areas identified by one or more of the QA criteria". We also argue about use of the word "requirement" in table 2.  Jed insists that it must stay in, and that we have already watered things down as much as he could tolerate.

We concur with removing the words "as identified by selection criteria" in overview of step A in the procedure.

We correct the reference to table 2 (should be appendix 1) in step C2.

Looking at the reference to table 2 in step C2 of procedure, we agree that we should leave the title of the table as requirements.  We try adding a sentence to C2 describing how you first select relevant QA criteria before going to table 2 (instead of using 2 "relevents" in the same sentence.  This seems to read better.

We go back to table 2 to work on title and definition.  Change titles of columns to "QA criteria" and "required topics to address" and changed the definition to "relevant topics for applicable QA criteria to address for risk under review" this is not liked, we try "topics to be addressed for risk under review based on applicability and relevance" maybe it would be better to have no definition at all but instead point back to text.

 

We try incorporating latest definition into the title of table, which now reads: "Topics required to be addressed for each risk under review based on applicability and relevance". We actually argue about whether or not we should put a little note in the table referring back to section C2 where its use is defined. We finally put "per section C2" in title of table.

We look at a demo of Irwin's web form; people view it favorably.

After break we go thru risk management appendix and approve with minor changes.

Then discuss how to include some form in the procedure. This leads into a heated discussion of what QA activities will begin before there is an actual project plan.  Jed talks about how Jeff told us that we would be starting to do data gathering using the graded approach procedure very soon.  irwin strenuously 
objects and says that we will not be doing anything (beyond the QDT) until we see a real resource loaded project plan and have buy in from divisions and sections. We leave a placeholder for the form in the document, we will put something there.

We agree to accept all changes in current version of graded approach procedure document
(into version A12), and we will then do our final markup on the latest version; only thing missing is the form.

 

We continued reviewing version A12 of the document:

Introduction: should we still use the statement "level of quality controls"? Probably not, since we don't have levels anymore, so we removed the words "level of".

We discussed whether or not we should make a reference to table 1 in the paragraph about the base controls and no grading to zero. It was decided that it wasn't necessary.

Procedure Steps: it was suggested that we spell out "steps B and C", instead of referring to the steps (might be easier to read this way, since a person wouldn't need to go somewhere else to read what B and C are). The majority liked leaving it as-is, so that's what we did.

We removed "Personal" from the fourth bullet of the selection criteria.

It was reiterated that OQBP/Directorate will review and approve the selection criteria thresholds (see also notes from 14-Mar-2008).

We discussed the last sentence in step 1 (the sentence about when a risk is deemed to be mitigated). Is this what we really want to say, i.e. is less frequent than once/year appropriate for all quality risks (this was added on 12-Mar-2008)? It was agreed that this requirement does not supersede the safety thresholds; should we state that? There were some on the team which believe this frequency statement should be removed; how would it actually be applied? Someone has to judge how often a failure might happen, and someone who judges once every 14 months would be off the hook, and someone who judges once every 10 months would have to do something.

Two wording  options:

"A risk is deemed to be mitigated when the likelihood of a negative outcome, as identified in in the selection criteria, is less often than once per year."

 

"A risk is not considered to be mitigated if the likelihood of a negative outcome, as identified in the selection criteria, is more frequent than once per year." 

This likelihood frequency does not supersede frequencies defined in other requirements documents (e.g. FESHM).

 

The team liked the second option, so we put that into the document. The caveat statement was approved by the team.

 

It was suggested that, after we complete the graded approach document, we review the slides/comments that Jeff provided us. After we do this then we should meet with Jeff again to review them together (we'd like to meet with Bob G. as well, but he is on furlough this week and on vacation next week).

 

We added the sentence "When choosing a risk management strategy:" before two dashed bullets in step C.2. about considering activity lifetime and connections to other activities.

 

We changed the language "pass through" to "meet" when talking about the selection criteria thresholds. We added the word "thresholds" to the sentences, since it's the thresholds that are "passed".

 

We agreed that the phrase "QAR team" is there because we don't have a specific title yet for that group/committee. It might end up being something like the Lab Quality Committee (analogous to the Lab Safety Committee), but we don't know yet. We left it as-is.

 

Step D:

We changed the sentence "Three kinds of activities pass through the selection process" to "All activities evaluated using this procedure fall into one of the three following categories". We reminded ourselves of why we added these statements in the first place, which was to try and explain the focus of the documentation for the various outputs of the grading analysis (this was added in revision A9 of the procedure around 29-Feb-08).

 

Step E:

How will we address approvals in the web form? We don't have an answer at this time. Currently the Lab does not have a standard for implementing electronic signatures.

 

Table 1 "Baseline Requirements":

Should "Medical Fitness" be in this table? This is a reference to the WAAF, and in general the team agreed it was a base requirement, but we figured out that it is covered by FESHM 5310 which is already listed a few lines prior. We moved the reference to 5310 to the line which says "Medical Fitness".

A FESHM chapter (somewhere in the 8000's) makes reference to MT&E, so should it be included in the baseline list? In was generally agreed that we should not, since it is very specific to environmental controls. We acknowledged that we have not made any references to the ISO14000 system in any of our QA documents. We added a new item for this to the parking lot.

 

Table 2 "Topics Required to be Addressed for each Risk Under Review Based on Applicability and Relevance per Section C2":

A few of the team members are reserving comment on this title until after further pondering.

 

Appendix I "Risk Management Strategies":

This will also be reviewed by a few team members offline.

We did change "educated guess" to "estimate".

 

We added a link to Irwin's prototype web form in appendix 2: http://home.fnal.gov/~gaines/Activities.html. We then reviewed the updates made to the form since this morning's review.

Some ideas:

· Related documents can be referenced in any of the text fields.
· Ability to save the form when it's partway finished.
· Approval, likely via certificates.
 

So we are very close to having a completed document. A few folks will review a few things (stated above), and we can discuss them on Friday. We'll hopefully be able to talk with Jeff on Friday. Jed will arrange the time let the team know.

 

Here is the latest version of the procedure (A12):

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach-Procedure_Rev_000_A12.doc
