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Notes (taken by Jamie Blowers)

Since out last meeting Bakul put the 2002 list of major processes into a more readable/reviewable format:

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/QAMajorP2002.xls
 

We talked briefly about the QAR job description. There was some discussion regarding the differences between a job description and position qualifications. There was agreement that the team should come up with a job description, but there was not agreement that we need to get into defining qualifications, as this is part of the job requisition process. Here is some information from LSS:


Compensation guidelines for writing a job description. It consists of two parts:

1.  Duties:  An overview of the job describing the overall goal of the position.  (One to three sentences.)

2.  Responsibilities:  A listing of specific tasks for which the incumbent is responsible.

For reference, this is the job description for the "QA Officer":
http://wdrs.fnal.gov/job_descript/quality/qa_officer.html
 

We agreed that we will take this topic up again on Wednesday.

 

Graded approach:

The objective is to turn the document into version "B1", which represents that it has been vetted by the QDT and is ready for Directorate & OQBP review/approval.

 

There was agreement that having "the list" as part of the selection criteria is a good idea, but there was some reservation of having a "to-be" document referenced in our first "real" document. After some discussion we changed the wording to:

"Major processes identified on lists of major processes defined by each laboratory organization."

 

Question: what is the mechanism going to be for managing said lists? We don’t have a definitive list, but it will likely involved guidance from OQBP. Talking to OQBP about this was added to the action item list.

 

Regarding the absolute and relative schedule delays:

The current statement does not convey to a reader, who was not in the room at the time it was made, what we meant by the statement (it was also discovered that there was not even agreement amongst those that were part of the conversations).

There was general agreement that we intended this schedule statement to cover activities which have a major impact on the laboratory. One suggestion for wording was:

"Reasonable likelihood of a 3-month (or two months for projects of duration less than 9 months) of the laboratory's schedule."

The intent of this statement is to still address the concern that just a 3-month delay does not address shorter projects which still have an impact on the lab. After further discussion the team agreed this was much improved over the previous version; there was some sentiment to the effect that "we can live with it, but it doesn't really help."

We had some discussion over using the term "activity" instead of the term "project"; we agreed to leave it as "project." There was a question regarding whether or not "project" means the same thing to everyone.

We accepted all changes, and made the document version B1:

http://tdserver1.fnal.gov/blowers/projects/QA/QDT/Graded_Approach-Procedure_Rev_000_B1.doc
