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Notes (taken by Irwin Gaines and Jamie Blowers)

Several people (Ray, Irwin, Rich, Johny on Friday) are out next week.  We will want to polish graded approach and plan for future activities. Following week only Johny is out.  We filled in a bunch more absences during April and May.

Jed updates the graded approach procedure with headers and table of contents.

We discuss whether or not the steps in the procedure should remain labeled as A-E or if the labels would be replaced by 4.1-4.5 as they are shown in the table of contents.  We agree that we should leave then as A-E and get the ToC to leave out the 4.1 section numbering.  Jed will try to get the section numbering in chapter 4 to be letters rather than numbers, Bakul will help.

Johny raises the issue of how the QA program (and graded approach in particular) deals with MOUs, SoWs and other collaborative agreements.  We feel that this is covered by language in the FIQMP that says it applies to all work done for FNAL, and language in the GA that says you must analyze activities from the point of view of the customer.  We put into parking lot the issue of revising the lab MOU procedures to state that FIQMP applies (just as ES&H procedures apply today).

We began looking through the parking lot list.  We are looking for red flag items that are important but have not been done yet.  We find many that can be removed but no red flags.

We reviewed the long list of action items. A few were closed out.

The topic of software QA was briefly discussed.

One noteworthy item is that there is an official project is just starting up for looking at the engineering systems and trying to formulate the FEMP. It is expected that the project will be lead by Jay Theilacker, with participation from numerous other engineering folks and the contract "Chief Engineer".  It was reported that an e-mail went around to the engineering community, but there is not any official documentation published at this point in time.

The Director's QA policy was updated to (re)incorporate a statement about S/CI.

 

We have not received "final" official feedback from the DOE on the FIQMP.

 

So what is next for the QDT? We're going to take a look at the schedule. It was (re)stated that this schedule needs to be reviewed/updated, and made into a resource-loaded schedule in a format which Lab can comment on (i.e. move it into MS-Project, or some equivalent, and give serious consideration to the resources necessary to complete each action).

We also thought we might want to spend some time framing the various "to-be" documents. This could be developing a list of bullets that is consistent with and builds upon what is stated in the FIQMP.

We also need to develop an overall project plan and implementation plan (these may end up being one plan).

We still haven't converged on an agreement of what the "gap analysis/data gathering" is and involves.

It was suggested that the team put together what we think is the right approach for moving forward; activities, resources, schedule, et cetera. We can then use this to have a dialogue with OQBP. It was agreed that this is the right (and best) thing to do next.

 

Mid-morning Jeff was able to come and meet with us to review where we stand with the graded approach. Two comments:

1. He believes that we need to document the decision that an activity was reviewed and it was determined that the formal grading is not necessary. This is so that we don't have to revisit the decision when someone asks "show me the record of the review/decision".

2. Consistent evaluation of risk: how is this accomplished?

 

Responses:

3. The level of documentation depends on how we view how many activities each division/section/center has, and what level in the organization the graded approach thinking is implemented. We don't want to get into the business of making a list of all the activities done at the Lab; we want to focus on the high-level activities, and over time the lower-level activities may be looked at by group leaders (but they may not perform a formal graded approach analysis).

It was also mentioned that we tried to make this system similar to the safety hazard analysis process; there are "mental" HA's, and then some smaller number of written HA's (based on thresholds).

We were all in agreement that if we put the boundary of requiring documentation to be the list of "major processes", then we are all OK with this. If we take this approach, then do we keep the selection criteria? The general consensus was yes, because they provide a good framework for people to understand the level of activities considered.

Maybe we need to revisit the idea of codifying what we mean in terms of "entry point" for identifying activities; perhaps we point to a list of the high-level activities. "It is our intent that…". We also then need to alter the wording about documentation requirements (i.e. documentation is required for all "major processes", whether or not they meet the selection criteria).

This means we now have an understanding and agreement on the definition of "everything" (see notes from 12-Mar-2008).

 

4. We reviewed the prototype graded approach form (http://home.fnal.gov/~gaines/Activities.html). Jeff remarked that we he didn't see the thresholds; e.g. how does a person know when the risk warrants performing the graded approach analysis? We should try to take out the subjective decision-making as much as possible. Our answer is the thresholds defined in the selection criteria, and Jeff wondered if they are sufficient (e.g. we should consider if the thresholds should include percentages as well as absolute numbers).

Jeff agreed that the use of the form, in conjunction with the appropriate thresholds, is a good thing and is a big help in assuring consistency.

 

We explained that we think consistency is assured by the following four items:

a. Step C.1. enumerates standard risk analysis methods

b. We added the statement regarding frequency of likelihood of failure and when risks are considered mitigated.

c. All activities with residual risk need to address the QA controls listed in Table 2.

d. All graded approach analysis results go through the QAR committee and OQBP for their review.

 

Jeff agreed that these items, along with the guided form, provides a good level of consistency. This means we converged on this front. It was agreed that the tool needs to be put under change control (just like the procedures). The plan is to get the right folks together in the near future to talk about how to take the prototype guided form forward to a "production" system. This would include at least Irwin, Jed and Jeff who will meet next week to discuss.
 

Other remarks:

Jeff mentioned that he spoke with Joanna Livengood last week and one of the topics was the fact that the full implementation of the QA program is likely to take a good three years. At the end of the meeting there was understanding that this is reasonable and acceptable.

 

We talked about general thoughts on defining a project schedule for implementation, which will include assessments/updates on how implementation is going (in regards to meeting the schedule as well as its effectiveness). A concern was raised that we need to make sure the schedule is adequately connected to the folks which are responsible for implementing it so as to minimize disconnects and embarrassment in not meeting the schedule. It was mentioned that the fellow that is leading 4 of the 5 areas from the LHC RCA, Marland Stanley is a physicist and project manager.

 

We mentioned to Jeff that our idea for the next task is to develop an overall plan for future work. Jeff said that we should talk with Bob about this. He also mentioned that we should spend some time revising the list of major processes. It was agreed that this needs to be done, but also that this is one piece of a larger puzzle; perhaps we should have a clearer picture of the "big picture" before we take this exercise further.

 

After Jeff left we attempted to finish the new and improved wording regarding the documentation for "major processes", and the fact that our intent is that the major processes will all be evaluated and there will be documentation of each evaluation (both for activities which pass the selection criteria and for ones which don't pass them).

 

We all agreed that it will be a very good idea to do what we can to have a "graceful transition" between the QDT and the implementation team. This should include, among other things, having a much clearer understanding of the big picture and the tasks and resources necessary to proceed with implementation. Jed mentioned that we might consider making one of the tasks to be to create an "ownership matrix", which would connect the QA criteria to the various organizations across the lab.

 

Here is the latest version of the procedure (A13):

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach-Procedure_Rev_000_A13.doc
