QAR Team Meeting 12/17/2008 
Attendance
	First
	Last
	Organization
	Present

	Bakul
	Banerjee
	CD
	

	Frank
	Cesarano
	BSS
	X

	Nicole
	Gee
	WDRS
	

	Tom
	Gehrke
	OQBP / EG&G
	X

	Jed
	Heyes
	OQBP / EG&G
	X

	Tom
	King
	OQBP / EG&G
	X

	Kurt
	Mohr
	OQBP / EG&G
	X

	Jim
	Rife
	TD
	X

	Don
	Rohde
	AD
	X

	Keith
	Schuh
	PPD
	X

	Ed
	Vokoun
	OQBP / EG&G
	X

	Rod
	Walton
	FESS
	X

	Jim
	Wollwert
	FI
	

	Jamie
	Blowers
	TD
	X



Meeting locations for future QAR meeting locations

Starting in January - ALL Monday meetings in WH15SW (Aquarium)

Exception to regular Monday meeting locations

WH2SE 1/12/2009

Comitium 3/9/2009

ALL Wednesday and Friday meetings in WH4NW (current location)

From Previous Meeting(s) - Action Items:
· Disclaimer on web page re: working papers versus published papers. – Jed H – message sent
· Take “pipeline” diagrams to next level - End product will be a hierarchical list of processes – the ultimate product is a hierarchical list – this does not have to follow pipeline structure – QARs/QAEs
· Approval of Corrective Action Plan procedure, before end of 2008 – Bob G/Jed H - open
· Software for Quality Audits – Jed H

· TeamMate internal audit software reviewed.
· OQBP System Analyst looking at Harrington Groups package and others.
· Need meeting between OQBP & site DOE on 2006 audit to clarify points and interpretations within findings.  This is planned for Jan 8 with BG, JH, DP – John Adachi probably not attend
· Keith to research job descriptions for science centers (on web with HR – no org chart – here is one URL: http://wdrs.fnal.gov/job_descript/scientific/scient1.html )
· Sub team for science, Tom K., Keith, Bakul to plan how to engage & then to engage science personnel.  Need to engage Peter Garbincius and Jeff Appel regarding the To Be guideline document for Science at Fermilab.  Bakul, Keith, Jed & Tom K. to meet with Peter & Jeff.  For projects may also need input from Dean Hoffer.

· Draft a formal charge document for B. Grant to review and to define the scope of the “as-is” activity.  Rod & Bakul 

· Bakul to bring examples of ITIL (ISO 20000 initiative) processes & overview

TODAY 12/17/2008
Reviewed previous meeting minute’s action items.

Rod reported completion a draft on Charge Document action item which was sent to Bakul to update
Completed status from each QAR on processes discovered within their area
· Rod – identified list of processes, some are and some are not in “major” process list, not in hierarchical order yet, Randy involved and familiar with what is done

· Keith – identified several major processes that can easily be broken done into many other processes, these are in experiments, planning, operations, ES&H, … items in the critical path.  Next will be looking for ranking of major processes.

· Don – identified accelerator processes as the major processes with mgmt. ID safety with the beam delivery, what are the quality measures and maintain good beam, support of beam, any part that have to send back to other users, stats and review, and long term concerns (component PM).  If AD subdivided each of these, it is a bit more confusing, but would do this for on accelerator to see where it goes.  Prioritized list forthcoming with a better look at next level down.
· Jim – identified design, production and test, and then broke there down and will look at seem project from cradle to grave.  

· Frank – identified many processes initially, but decided it could be covered with 3: ESH, mgmt, and services, but also have the next level of processes.
The review raised some questions during the above status discussions
· Question – are we looking for major processes that require corrective actions on a divisional or site wide scope? Discussion/decision - while we need to look for issues site-wide it is also divisional
· Question – what are considered the most major processes?  Example power, this is a major process that everything is depend upon, but chances of risk and disruption are low because of controls and mitigation. Discussion/decision - we are looking for all major processes, but those that should be ranked highest are those with the greatest risk
· Question – what comes out of the graded approach if we are in the As-Is and already creating CAPs.  Discussion/decision – we expect a hierarchal approach to rank major processes with largest gaps to determine what resources will be applied to the CAPs developed during the As-Is through To-Be.

· Question – how can we develop CAPs with an informal use of the Graded Approach.  This was not the QA approach plan discussed by the QDT nor is it the proper way to implement a QA program; it should be formal application of the Graded Approach.  Tabled this discussion to complete status discussion. 

Pilot Assessment – several expressed concerns about 1, 2 or 4 pilot As-Is assessment trials and the manageability and logistics with a group of more than 3 individuals “ganging” up on one process-owner/SME.  
· Frank offered up an idea that might be more manageable.  He might be able to orchestrate a potential BSS departmental process assessment with an SME allowing the entire QAR/QAE team to benefit from a single group involvement – need approval of this first.
Tours were left as a TBD, but most felt that time would be better served doing other activities.  If any kind of tour the virtual tour, using website and site maps, should provide the greatest benefit
Jed announced that ES&H will have at least an extended QAR (expect this to be Tim Miller).

Reviewed item 4 from benefits of assessment with Bob Grant - “Potential Side Benefits of As-Is for Other Fermilab Stakeholders” -  item 4) Cost Savings - Identification of waste, rework & duplication of effort / inefficiencies).  The item was removed.
ACTION ITEM

Orchestrate a potential BSS departmental process assessment with an SME – Frank






