Resolution of JAM Comments on DMP dI


(1) Section 1.0 - P-050 was incorporated into P-015.

· Accepted

(2) Table 4-1 - I don’t understand why these miscellaneous records have a longer retention time than records that are clearly important to the project, such as design requirements documents?

· This table attempts to condense the ~102 records types and requirements into a more manageable 7 classes and perhaps some liberty was taken in the requirements.  I suspect that the confusion is that the “project completion” mentioned for DOE record type is meant to be “construction project completion” since these plans essentially address only the construction project.  I will revise the table to be more specific.

(3) Section 5.3.2 – I assume that concept numbers go from 01, 02, 03, etc.

· Correct.  However, this level of detail is not appropriate in the DOC or DMP since the Pro/INTRALINK Users Guide (ES-DRFT-002) contains this detail.

(4) 
Section 5.3.2 – Sketch numbering scheme =>Are six characters required? Note, if not, that there can be a drawing with the identifier SE112-001 and a sketch with the identifier S-E-112-001, where the only differences are the extra dashes in the sketch number.

· Accepted.  Discussions with Tom Brown have resulted in revised numbering scheme => S TB 112-XXXXXX, where “S” indicates the NCSX Project, “TB” is the first and last initials of the creator of the sketch, “112” is the three digit WBS identifier, and “XXXXXX” is a floating alpha numeric descriptor of the subject of the sketch (e.g., “flange”, etc.).  I will change the Pro/INTRALINK Users Guide accordingly.

(5) 
Section 5.3.2 – Prototype numbering scheme => This makes the assumption that the default is that a prototype will become a final production unit. However, prototypes typically test a concept. A more intentional process should exist to convert a design (or a piece of hardware) from prototype to production. Instead, I would recommend always assigning a prototype drawing number for drawings associated with prototypes and having a more formal process to convert a prototype to actual use, which, in turn, would result in the “P” being dropped from the drawing number.

· You bring up a good point.  I will change the wording to reflect that the prototype is typically not what is expected to be the final production unit.  Prototype drawings that will be converted to final production units will undergo the normal FDR process (needed for all final fab drawings) and will be converted.  I will clarify the wording here in the DOC and DMP and change the Pro/INTRALINK Users Guide accordingly.

(6) 
Section 5.3.2 – As Built Drawings => What about the following situations: 

(a)
Six items are procured per a drawing. Three of them do not meet the requirements of the drawing and an NCR is generated to document this. Fixes are made or the items are accepted as it. 

 (b)
One item is procured per a drawing that does not meet the requirements of the drawing. An NCR is generated to document this and engineering decides to make corrections to the one item but procure all future items to the original drawing. Why change the drawing to reflect the as-built condition? Why not just indicate on the drawing that NCR xxx exists for this drawing? Then the reader could review the NCR to identify the specific items procured or fabricated according to the drawing were associated with the NCR and what was done.

· Accepted.  This may be an instance of sloppy wording.  I will clarify the wording here and in the Pro/INTRALINK Users Guide to reflect that an “as-built” drawings will only be required if the item with the NCR determination to “use as is” will impact an interface.  If the “use as is” determination only results in a self-contained impact, then the highest level model will be annotated to indicate that this component/model has an existing NCR against it.  Just because a component, etc., is accepted “as is”, a new AB drawing is not required.

(7)
Section 5.3.2.9 - I think “maintained” is a better term since this is an uncontrolled and dynamic document.

· Accepted.

(8)
Sections 5.3.3.4 & 5.3.3.5 - For example, if a welding specification, you might want the Welding Engineer or John Boscoe to concur. Their knowledge is valuable here. Adding the word “concurrence by” does not force the cog manager to have any, but serves as a reminder that concurrences might be valuable.

· Accepted.

(9)
Section 5.3.4.1 - Who is this person [Design Integration Manager]? Is this title defined in the formal project organization chart? Just as a side issue, I saw similar problems in other plans. It is important that titles listed in the plans or procedures are consistent with the formal org chart.

· SEMP Draft E and Org Chart on the Engineering Web Page shows this is Tom Brown.  I believe that we are consistent with the latest org chart.  Also corrected naming convention reference to 5.2.3.

(10)
Section 5.3.4.3 - ENG-033 specifies the calculation checking form. It does not specify the naming convention of the file(s) containing this form or the associated data. We need to define this.

· ENG-033 Attachment 1 is indeed the Calc format form as well as the space for the checker.  Section 5.3.4 provides the naming convention for NCSX calcs.  I am not aware of any lab-wide guidance in this area.  Are you?

(11)
Section 5.3.4.5 - Where are the records associated with the design review stored? On what naming convention? Records include design review presentation package, record of who attended, chits (completed and in-process).

· As indicated in the table (as revised), all technical documentation associated with a design review will be stored on the Engineering Web page with the exception of drawings – these will be stored in the Pro/INTRALINK database.

(12)
Section 5.3.4.6 - The Draft CMP indicates that these CCB members acts as advisors only, so concurrence is too strong a term here.

· Accepted.  Changed “concurrences” to “reviewed”.

(13)
Sections 5.3.5.1 through 5.3.5.3 – The NEPA documentation will be filed electronically and therefore should have a naming convention identified.

· Accepted.  Sections modified accordingly.

(14) 
Section 5.3.6.1 - QA has already determined its retention period for these records using the RIDS requirements as an input but, in many cases, being more conservative. Don’t specify this information here. First, it is a duplicate. Second, if we change the requirements, we would modify QP-002, not necessarily remember to do this document also. 

· Accepted.

(15)
Section 5.3.7.1 - HR should specify this [documents retention requirements].

· Accepted.

(16)
Section 5.3.8.1 - We MUST talk about this. Procurement does not consider itself to be the storage place for these files. See QA-003 for the official PPPL position on this.

· Accepted.  Modified accordingly to reflect that Procurement only keeps direct contract-related documentation.  Contract deliverables kept by Project and/or QA.

(17)
Section 5.3.8.2 - Delete. These are C-Specs. The info here conflicts with the C-Specs info.

· Rejected.  SOWs and Specs serve different purposes although there are many similarities.  Per ENG-006, “A statement of work (SOW) is a detailed description of the work to be performed and the codes, standards, procedures, etc. to be followed during the performance of the proposed services such as fabrication and installation.  Whenever appropriate, the SOW indicates criteria and/or steps that will determine whether the requirements are satisfied.”  Per Eng-006, “A specification is a concise set of requirements to be satisfied by a product, a material, or a process.  Whenever appropriate, the specification indicates criteria and/or steps that will determine whether the requirements are satisfied.”  The major difference, in my opinion, is that the SOW addresses in depth more of the requirements (codes, standards, QA, etc.) that need to be satisfied as part of execution of the contract.

· Modified format section to reflect guidance of ENG-006 and to recognize any unique NCSX requirements.

(18)
Section 5.3.9.1 - Isn’t this the same as ¶ 5.3.4.4?

· Rejected.  Certainly Design Memoranda (covered by 5.3.4.4) is a subpart of this wider category.  This was intended to be a “catch all” not specifically covered by other sections.
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