Explanatory remarks on Draft B:

1. I ran into trouble bringing in pieces of drafts from different documents that had change tracking on.  As a result, I had to turn of change tracking in Draft B.  My apologies.

2. I took out required reviewers and added a statement that the approval authority is responsible for ensuring that all appropriate reviewers have formally reviewed the document.  The required reviewer list was too short.  For non-unique documents, a generic list is inappropriate.

3. [JM] To reduce the workload on NCSX staff, have you considered using the Operations Center as the official storage location for your paper records?  I removed references on HOW we are going to effect document and drawing control.  The place for this is in the Data Management Plan (DMP) and Configuration Management Plan (CMP).  We need to work out how we will do this and who will be responsible.  Maybe we should consider asking Cheryl Such to be the NCSX Document Administrator in addition to her responsibilities in the Operations Center.

4. [JM] Who assigns the spec numbers? How? Cognizant WBS Managers will assign the spec numbers sequentially for each Level 4 WBS.

5. [JM] Over the years, PPPL has developed formats for specifications and statements of work that, due to years of experience and improvement, work well. Suggest that instead of developing a new type of document, we use these. See ENG-006. If you think these procedures are not adequate, perhaps we can change them lab-wide.  Let’s talk about this. Note that per policy P-032, Lab-wide policies and procedures take precedence over project ones.  The purpose of a format is to define the elements that need to be covered.  In any event, all of the elements in the spec format identified in ENG-006 would be explicitly addressed in a tailored MIL-STD-490a format – no argument there.  In that sense, we would be in compliance with ENG-006.  I need review the differences and identify the value added of going down the proposed path.

6. [JM] For NSTX, we worked with Drafting to identify the best way to number the drawings so that they could be easily, hopefully, found within the formal system. This was complicated by the fact that some drawings were updates to already existing TFTR drawings, not an issue for NCSX since, I believe, we have few drawings for the PLT/PBX area (shame on us). I don’t know enough about Pro/E and our drafting system, but we should think about how we control and file drawings. Currently, the PPPL system requires signed, approved drawings for all work (procurements or in-house). Field work will always require some type of approved drawings. Suppliers need some confidence that the drawings they are using for their work are approved. Let’s discuss after the holiday.  This is a major open issue, but not for this document.  The Data Management Plan (DMP) is the place these processes would be described.  The processes will probably be cast in subordinate procedures.  I have spoken to Tom Brown about spearheading an effort to resolve these issues.  I know he plans to involve Jim Chrzanowski, Bob Ellis, and Mike Cole (ORNL) to get a range of perspectives.  I will ask that he involve you as well, if you are willing, to get input from someone who is process-oriented with a quality perspective.

7. [JM] When possible, we want people to reference national standards, such as an ASME standard instead of developing their own material specs. When a non-standard specification is required, can we use the PPPL specification format?  I agree completely that we want to make maximum use of national standards.  The attraction of the tailored MIL-STD-490a approach is that the specification format for a specific material should not be the same as the specification format for the design of a stellarator.

8. [JM] While I know that this numbering scheme has been in use by your group for a long time, it is extremely difficult to find information if you don’t know the date of the memo and the name of the individual generating it. The naming convention contains no information on content or subject, which is my normal search field.  The WBS entry does provide a good bit of information on content/subject.  However, I think we should be looking to provide a search capability in stored documents rather than an elaborate keyword list or other such features that create a lot of work for the administrator and have not worked well in the past.

9. [JM] Need to get current reference. I sent an email to Regina Worthy. Regarding the training manual, please let me know if the reference is different than Training Manual (OCT-01)

10. [JM] The appendix defines, for any particular type of record, its retention requirement. This section can, therefore, provide guidance only and need not be too detailed. I left this section in just to give a flavor of the documents we will eventually include.  Let me know if you think it is too much.

11. [JM] I was unaware of this. Shouldn’t there be one already for the pre-CDR stage?  There should be but there isn’t (or wasn’t).  We have a draft circulating as we speak.  

12. [JM] This duplicates the information contained in Appendix A in another format.  Agreed.  Removed duplication in Draft B.  Table 4-1 identifies the Record Key and retention requirement for each document type.  For each document, there is a record key assigned that implicitly identifies the retention requirement per Table 4-1.

