

ELECTRONICS
OCTOBER 2009


UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

OCTOBER 19-23, 2009
SHERATON STATION SQUARE
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA, USA
These minutes are not final until confirmed by the Task Group in writing or by vote at a subsequent meeting.  Information herein does not constitute a communication or recommendation from the Task Group and shall not be considered as such by any agency.

Monday, 19-Oct-09 to Thursday, 22-Oct-09
1.0
OPENING COMMENTS

1.1
Call to Order / Quorum Check

The Electronics Task Group (ETG) was called to order at 8:10 a.m., 19-Oct-09
It was verified that only SUBSCRIBER MEMBERS were in attendance during the closed portion of the meeting.
A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:

Subscriber Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
	
	NAME
	COMPANY NAME
	

	
	Tho (Tom)
	Bui
	Honeywell
	

	
	David
	Burger
	Rockwell Collins
	

	*
	Eric 
	Lacourt
	Thales
	

	*
	Natalie 
	Le Tran
	Airbus
	

	*
	Natalie
	Lefevre
	Safran
	

	
	Ed
	Lewis
	Goodrich
	

	*
	Scott
	Meyer
	Goodrich
	

	
	Mark
	Northrup
	GE Infrastructure
	

	*
	Phillipe
	Pons
	Airbus
	Chairperson

	
	Gerald
	Rose
	GE Transportation
	

	*
	Richard
	Rumas
	Honeywell
	Secretary

	*
	Suzanne
	Steketee
	Ball Aerospace
	

	*
	Steven
	Webster
	Hamilton Sundstrand
	

	*
	Mark
	Whalley
	Goodrich
	


Other Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
	
	NAME
	COMPANY NAME
	

	*
	Cristiano
	Bazzi
	Somacis
	

	*
	Johnny
	Blackwell
	Cortec
	

	
	Hugh 
	Cullin
	Fabrinet
	

	
	Sarah
	Fuqua
	Kearfott Corporation
	

	*
	Mark
	Kasting
	Cortec
	

	
	Ishwar
	Mathur
	IEC Electronics
	

	
	Rachel
	Matthews
	Vanguard EMS
	

	
	James
	Monarchio
	TTM
	

	
	Ampon
	Rojanabenjakur
	Fabrinet (Thailand)
	

	
	Marianne
	Tanton
	IEC Electronics
	


PRI Staff Present 

	Jim
	Bennett

	Randi 
	Brown 

	Don
	Grimley (Auditor)

	Stan 
	Revers 


1.2
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes / Chairperson Report – OPEN

Mark Whalley (due to the temporary absence of the Chairperson) presented the Chairperson’s Report. This included a review of the Code of Ethics and Conflicts of Interest.

Scott Meyer was elected Timekeeper.

Richard Rumas was elected as Secretary.

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the Chair Presentation.

Motion made by Richard Rumas and seconded by Suzanne Steketee to approve the ETG July 2009 minutes as written. 


Motion Passed
· Sub-Team representatives, conference calls and participation was discussed.

· First time attendees were introduced.

· Ed Lewis from Goodrich was identified as a proposed alternate for Mark Whalley and will be voted in at the February 2010 meeting. Ed will be joining the AC7120 as co-chair with Mark Whalley.

· Codes of Conduct and Conflicts of Interest were presented and discussed. 

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to add Ed Lewis to the AC7120 Sub-Team List. (DUE DATE: 19-Oct-09)
2.0
PRI REPORT – OPEN

Staff Engineer (SE) Jim Bennett presented the PRI report.

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the Staff Report Presentation.


Rolling Action Item List (RAIL) was discussed during agenda item 3.0.
ACTION ITEM: Jim Bennett to ensure sufficient time is given for the RAIL, by adding specific agenda item for future meetings. (DUE DATE: 13-Nov-09)
3.0 
AUDITOR TRAINING – OPEN

SE Jim Bennett presented a summary of the Auditor Training session that took place on Sunday. 

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents to review the Auditor Training Presentation.

4.0
PRI STAFF OTHER BUSINESS ITEMS– (OPEN)

NIP 6.01 Appendix ELEC reviewed following comments received from Task Group review, 
Comments were discussed and changes made accordingly.  One major discussion point was if 
the auditors required certifications to the standards for which they audit. The decision of the Task 
Group was that only experience would be necessary.


Motion made by Scott Meyer and seconded by Mark Whalley to accept NIP6-01 Appendix ELEC. 


Motion Passed 

Actions pertaining to this document are already addressed within the RAIL, therefore no additional 
action items added.

RAIL – Reviewed. 

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the RAIL.


NCR report data presentation per the process mapping system is to be reviewed during the CLOSED meeting.

A number of action items identified against Dewey Whittaker are outstanding. Due to Dewey’s absence, Richard Rumas contacted him to obtain update. Actions still ongoing, however Task Group to move on and identify recommendations to the checklist (namely AC7119).

Suzanne Steketee brought up the RAIL item regarding “raising the bar”.  SE to give presentation on the baseline and raising the bar during the closed session. Suzanne suggested reviewing items closed as of the last meeting.  This will be included as part of the RAIL agenda item for the next Task Group meeting. SE reminded all regarding the expectation of reviewing the RAIL which is posted in eAuditNet on the 15th of every month. 

Suzanne Steketee questioned the configuration control utilized at PRI to address eAuditNet, Checklists and Handbooks in terms of revision status for technical and editorial changes. The current process was explained. Following issues identified regarding editorial changes the Task Group does not want changes made to the checklist of an editorial nature until the new procedure is in place (Nadcap Internal Procedure NIP 4-03 Balloting and Publication Process) or an official ballot is issued.
ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to notify the Task Group when the NIP 4-03 is approved and released. (DUE DATE: 31-Dec-09).

Discussion surrounding RAIL items being too general in description.  RAIL items will be more specific, as allowed (e.g. still no supplier names).
MANDATES – Discussed following questions relating to the purpose of the Electronics program and what benefits the supplier to become accredited. Hamilton Sundstrand and Goodrich working with Suppliers towards getting them Nadcap accredited.  Hamilton Sundstrand mandate is already out (18 month exemption, ~ 6 months left).  Goodrich is discussing mandating Electronics, however checklist maturity has been an issue. P-frm-10 is a document that identifies the Subscriber Voting Member (UVM) status in terms of Accepting or Mandating Nadcap in the three regions (Americas, Europe, and Asia). This document is available online, www.pri-network.org.  
5.0
AC7120 – (OPEN)

Update from AC7120 Sub-team lead (Mark Whalley), given:
· Revision A released.

· Revision B and C issues identified in the proposed changes spreadsheet.
· Audit Handbook discussion:

· All handbooks eventually will be combined.

· AC7120 handbook will be released first as a standalone handbook and then combined with AC7119 then AC7121 (i.e. stepped release).

Audit Handbook Issues Discussion:

· SE gave an overview of the AC7120 audit handbook proposal. Jim recommends having one document for the handbook, allowing easier management to control changes. 
· Audit Handbook is designed to be a temporary repository of comments and changes, until the Checklists are updated.

· Audit handbook modified to remove duplication that already exists within the PRI General Auditor Handbook.
· Question was asked regarding the need to identify the origin of requirements identified in the checklist. A matrix for the references has been created in the AC7120 handbook template. This is an old action item that is still open and requires resolution from the AC7119 and AC7120 sub teams. Sub teams need to provide the references to the origin of the checklist questions. Note that the action to provide AC7121 question references has been completed since April 2009. Due date for update to matrix: in parking lot for now until other AC7120 priorities are discussed at this meeting. Note that this due date was not revisited at this meeting.


Motion made by Mark Whalley and seconded by Scott Meyer to keep the current matrix 
as-is (i.e. not complete) without modification to the AC7120 handbook.   

Motion Passed (not unanimous 5-2) 
· Formatting issues identified with the handbook.
· Long term goal is to include the handbook information in the checklist and have a Compliance Assessment Guidance paragraph underneath the checklist question to clarify the expectation / intent.



Motion made by Mark Whalley and seconded by Scott Meyer to have Compliance 
Assessment Guidance (CAG) contained in the checklist (clarifications / expectations taken 
from the Audit Handbook) for AC7120.  

Motion Passed
ACTION ITEM: Mark Whalley to create Compliance Assessment Guidance (CAG) for AC7120 Rev B. (DUE DATE: 31-Jan-10).
ACTION ITEM: Jim Bennett to email out to the Task Group handbook for any last minute comments. (DUE DATE: 19-Oct-09).
· ETG agreed to work with the “all-in-one” handbook.  If this doesn’t work, they will be broken into three handbooks.

AC7120 Revision B:
· Last sub-team teleconference call reviewed all open comments for AC7120 to determine whether they would be implemented into revision B or revision C.

· Sub-team wants to have all comments closed for revision B, so it can be released in Q1 of next year.

· ETG review of this sub-team action.
· Spreadsheet “AC7120 Proposed Changes Rev B Document” captured discussion.

· Some items to be addressed tomorrow during Suzanne’s presentation regarding “raising the bar” items (closed session).

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the AC7120 Proposed Change.


Schedule for AC7120 sub-team teleconference calls discussed. It was agreed that three meetings 
would be scheduled to discuss the proposed changes. 18-Nov-09, 15-Dec-09, 19-Jan-10, two 
hours beginning at 10am (EST).

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to schedule AC7120 sub-team teleconference calls to discuss the proposed changes. Dates - 18-Nov-09, 15-Dec-09, 19-Jan-10, two hours beginning at 10am (EST). (DUE DATE: 02-Nov-09).

6.0
PRIME USER DISCUSSION – (CLOSED)

Stan Revers presented to UVM’s audit #132249 which is currently under failure ballot (agreed by Task Group Chair). Group reviewed the content of the responses and an understanding of the situation that led the audit being recommended for audit failure per NOP-011 mode D (too many cycles) and mode E (non-responsiveness). Audit is also a few days short of the 120 days review cycle. During review of the audit, it appeared eAuditNet failed to send out a notification to the UVM’s of the audit in Task Group Review for Failure ballot. 

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to investigate why eAuditNet failed to issue an email to the Task Group notifying that audit #132249 was submitted for Audit Failure per NOP-011. (DUE DATE: 22-Oct-09).

ACTION ITEM: UVM’s to review Audit Failure recommendation for #132249 and vote accordingly in eAuditNet. (DUE DATE: 28-Oct-09).

Discussion ensued regarding number of qualified NO’s in the checklist and scope of accreditation.  It was agreed in order to address qualified NO’s, the auditor is to issue a Minor Nonconformance with a request for the UVM’s to disposition. This will drive the Task Group to monitor the issues and improve the checklist content. 

Suzanne Steketee questioned the process for resolving questions / clarifications associated with audit report packages. SE explained the audit process and the various forums available within eAuditNet to address such issues. Comments identified by the UVM’s during the audit report review process (prior to Task Group review) are to be captured in the NCR (if applicable) or via e-mail to the Staff Engineer. Once the audit is posted in Task Group review, comments are to be identified in the Task Group postings forum (to address general comments or process improvements) or a note in the actual ballot (e.g. Accept Subject to Staff Engineer obtaining additional objective evidence of training for NCR 3). To ensure consistency within the current or new UVM’s, this information is to be captured in the ETG eAuditNet training for audit report reviewers.

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to modify ETG eAuditNet training for audit report reviewers to include the expectations in regards to adding questions / clarifications in eAuditNet during the audit report review process. (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-09).


To assist in the UVM’s ability to review audit report packages as soon as they have been 
submitted a request was put forward to PRI Staff to request that UVM’s receive the same 
Audit 
Report Submittal emails received at PRI. 
ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to investigate the possibility of having Audit Report Submittal emails sent to the UVM’s, allowing them to review the audit report package upon immediate submittal. (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-09).

Reviewed other audits and discussed auditor consistency.  In particular audit #131848 – NCR 2. Is 
it required to have baking logs include time in and time out? This was recorded as a Major finding. 
Discussion ensued.  This specific question has been added to the AC7120 action list (i.e. AC7120 
Proposed Changes Rev. B Document) for review / change.


The description content of NCR’s in general needs to improve in terms of where the requirement 
comes from. The checklist is generic and does not provide a location on where the requirement can 
be found.  This has been discussed (see section 5.0 above) and the sub-teams are addressing the 
open action.  Feedback was given to the auditors as part of Auditor Training (Sunday) and also 
during the general Auditor session on the Saturday.  Staff Engineer will be scrutinizing NCR’s for 
this going forward.


Baseline and Raising the Bar was discussed following questions regarding the presentation 
information that Jim Bennett forwarded 05-Oct-09. SE Jim Bennett gave the presentations to clarify 
the intent and expectation of creating a single ‘Base’ checklist and where necessary supplemental 
criteria for UVM’s requirements. 

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the Baseline Checklist and Checklist Vision Presentations.


This information provided clarification following lengthy discussions during previous meetings 
(dating back to October 2008 at least) and teleconference calls.  This long term action is now 
believed to be closed and the Task Group can look towards modifying the checklists to address the 
intent. The UVM’s agreed this presentation should be given to the whole Task Group.
Steve Webster expressed his interest in this methodology which falls into his long term goal of having supplemental criteria, or if the Task Group agrees includes certain requirements into the Baseline Checklists. Steve requested time during the meeting to present the Hamilton Sundstrand supplemental detail during the AC7119 review.

Richard Rumas reminded the ETG regarding Honeywell’s involvement in IPC (Richard Rumas and 
Dewey Whittaker). ETG comments and issues can be communicated to the IPC task groups 
regarding the IPC standards.

It was reiterated that revamping checklists should include the entire ETG, not just the sub-teams.
NCR Process Review – Suzanne Steketee gave a presentation on the findings recorded during the ETG audits from 01-Jan-09 to date (Due to the nature of the information, the data cannot be presented in an OPEN forum and is not attached to the minutes). The presentation comprised of spreadsheets containing the number of counts a particular question has been identified as a nonconformance and the descriptions. Due to the number of AC7120 audits and NCR’s written, this checklist is the focus of the group. The top paragraph call outs were placed in a table and UVM’s were allocated two paragraph call outs to review and recommend a proposed change, whether it is a change to the checklist or audit handbook. 
Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the Table of Paragraph Responsibilities.

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to email AC7120 NCR Counts by Questions data to the UVM’s.  (DUE DATE: 20-Oct-09).
ACTION ITEM: UVM’s to review AC7120 Counts by Question table and propose recommendations to either the checklist or audit handbook.  (DUE DATE: 03-Nov-09).
ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to schedule a teleconference call (18-Nov-09) to discuss the proposed changes identified by the UVM’s to address the AC7120 Counts by Question table. (DUE DATE: 30-Oct-09).
7.0
SUPPLIER SYMPOSIUM – (OPEN)
Discussion ensued regarding a Supplier Symposium being held in Rome, February 2010.
What will the Supplier Symposium accomplish?  Some suppliers indicated confusion for the purpose. 

Task Group agreed to postpone symposium until Pittsburgh 2010, but information is still valuable to new suppliers looking to be accredited. Information will be placed on the website as soon as the presentations are ready. Some points to consider for the symposium:

· Would be value added to include where questions come from, and how to comply with the checklist question. 
· Looking for auditor training for their own internal supplier auditors. 
· Understanding the process and compliance sections of the checklist. Why split into two sections?

· Qualified NO’s and the most common NCR’s should be discussed at the symposium.
· Suppliers do have a say in how the checklists are developed


SE presented draft agenda, including general Nadcap and ETG information, checklist discussion, 
key Nadcap procedures and available resources, supplier perspective, preparing for the Electronics 
audit and how to respond to NCR’s, etc. 

Actions are already in place for the Supplier Symposium, the due dates however have been 
extended out (refer to RAIL) for 31-Jan-09 due date. These presentations will then be discussed at 
the February 2010 meeting.
8.0
AC7119 – (OPEN)
Disadvantage from Dewey Whittaker’s absence is noted (sub-team leader for AC7119).  Dewey recommended reviewing information the sub-team already had put together and discuss at the meeting.  No new information will be provided right now.
AC7119/3 has been out for comment for some time.  No comments were received and a ballot will be sent out by the end of next week.

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to determine if the length of the AC7119/3 audit is affected in any way based on this additional checklist. (DUE DATE: 04-Dec-09).
AC7119 Proposed Changes spreadsheet – reviewed by the Task Group. See spreadsheet for captured changes and discussions.
Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the AC7119 Proposed Changes.

AC7119, para 12.3.2 – discussion ensued regarding direct metallization. PRI to determine how often section 12.3 has been answered N/A as the suppliers present during the meeting had a limited understanding of direct metallization.  This could be a lower priority based on this action, and the comment resolution can be deferred until a later revision.
ACTION ITEM: PRI to determine how often section 12.3 of AC7119 has been answered N/A as the suppliers present during the meeting had a limited understanding of direct metallization. (DUE DATE: 11-Nov-09).

AC7119, para 15.2.5 – discussion ensued. 

Motion made by Richard Rumas and seconded by Johnny Blackwell to accept the changes proposed for this (AC7119, para 15.2.5) contained in the AC7119 Proposed Changes Spreadsheet.  

Motion Passed
Discussion ensued regarding certification of inspectors to IPC-A-600.  Related to final validation questions (AC7119, 20.0). Is it necessary to add only certain questions, where there are many (possibly 100’s of final validation requirements) that are left out?  Should no questions be added (and possibly require IPC certified inspectors)? The first option is not generally accepted, but neither is requiring IPC certification.  This topic tabled back to sub-team with above recommendations.
ACTION ITEM: PRI to schedule next AC7119 conference call to address comments from the proposed changes spreadsheet for AC7119. PRI to contact Dewey to determine how many teleconference calls to hold. (DUE DATE: 06-Nov-09).

Steve Webster presented a Hamilton Sundstrand specific checklist associated with Printed Boards. 
This checklist is based on lessons learned and process controls to prevent escapes. Discussion 
ensued regarding process controls / engineering vs. compliance / quality.  Does the ETG want to 
include these types of questions into the checklists? Questioning continued regarding how the 
Electronics checklists should be and what it should contain. SE explained the intent of the 
checklists in terms of content and discussed the Checklist Vision Team chartered by the NMC.
ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to obtain Checklist Vision Presentation to give to the Task Group. (DUE DATE: 22-Oct-09).

Steve Webster’s presentation needs to be reviewed for possible incorporation into the checklist.
ACTION ITEM: Steve Webster to review his checklist (Hamilton Sundstrand) and compare to AC7119 for possible incorporation into the checklist. Once completed, the checklist is to be sent to PRI for distribution to the Task Group. (DUE DATE: 11-Dec-09).
SE presented the Baseline and Checklist Vision presentations to the whole Task Group (i.e. what goes in a checklist).  
Discussion ensued regarding baseline checklists vs. supplements, auditor feedback on length of audits (from auditor training the feedback is that they are maxed out for time), etc. Philippe Pons reminded the ETG to keep in mind the Nadcap Baseline rules for checklists (refer to presentation below and in agenda item 6.0) considering potential supplements for UVM unique requirements. 

Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the Checklist Vision Presentation.

Also some discussion associated with ETG members wishing to create an ETG Mission Statement. SE indicated the general mission statement flowed down from the NMC (ref: presentation given during the NMC Meeting) would suffice for this Task Group; however the consensus (not unanimous) was that the ETG wants to have their own.

Motion made by Johnny Blackwell & seconded by Mark Kasting to hold a teleconference call to put together a mission statement for the ETG. 
Motion Passed
Questions to be considered when creating the mission statement:

· What do we need to do and how does the TG want to control Electronics?

· How does the Subscriber Nadcap for Electronics? Used as part of an initial approval with that Subscriber or a means of maintaining an approval with that Subscribing User?

· How much of the industry inspection / validation requirements need to be in the checklist? 

· What is the criteria for job audits in terms of Industry Standards?

· What assumptions are being made when creating the checklist?

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to request the Task Group to provide feedback associated with the expectation of the Mission Statement and the expectation of the Program (e.g. How to control suppliers) prior to the scheduled teleconference call. (DUE DATE: 02-Nov-09).

ACTION ITEM: Task Group to provide feedback to PRI Staff associated with the expectation of the Mission Statement and the expectation of the Program (e.g. How to control suppliers) prior to the scheduled teleconference call. (DUE DATE: 13-Nov-09).

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to schedule teleconference call (24-Nov-09, 10-12 EST) to address the proposal of putting together an ETG mission statement. (DUE DATE: 06-Nov-09).
Discussion continued on the efficiency of the Task Group Sub-teams to resolve comments and update checklists and handbooks. Philippe Pons reminded that the Sub-Teams work to resolve comments and to propose potential changes or updates for checklists and handbooks to the whole Task Group; the TG reviews them and ballots; the objective of this approach allows preparation and data/proposals to minimize the lengthy discussions with the Task Group. The Task Group agreed that Sub-Team approach with Leaders and voluntary engaged members was currently the best approach.
9.0
MEETING CLOSURE ITEMS – (OPEN)


Counterfeit Parts Mitigation discussed. Scott Meyer agreed to propose Counterfeit Mitigation questions for AC7120 inclusion.
ACTION ITEM: Scott Meyer to propose Counterfeit Mitigation questions for AC7120 inclusion. (DUE DATE: 31-Dec-09).
ACTION ITEM: Philippe Pons to provide Scott Meyer with a European standard that addresses Counterfeit Mitigation so that this can be included in the AC7120 proposed questions. (DUE DATE: 13-Nov-09).
The ETG priorities was reviewed (refer to attached presentation). 
Please go to www.eAuditNet.com – Public Documents – Electronics – Nadcap Meeting Presentation to review the Priority Listing Presentation.

AC7121 – Richard Rumas provided a brief update. Based on Honeywell mandate suppliers are scheduling audits (including one scheduled for January).  Also, Honeywell Toronto will be conducting its site audit with the AC7121 checklist.  Feedback will be reported at the next meeting.  
ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to add agenda item for AC7121 to be discussed at the February 2010 meeting. (DUE DATE: 13-Nov-09).
ACTION ITEM: Richard Rumas to provide update on AC7121 following audits conducted. This is to be presented at the February 2010 meeting. (DUE DATE: 24-Feb-10).

February 2010 Task Group Meeting (Rome) – discussion ensued regarding meeting length. Due to 
the discussion topics associated with the checklists and difficulties closing discussion items outside 
of the face to face meetings, it was recommended that a five day meeting be held.

Motion made by Richard Rumas & seconded by Mark Whalley to hold a five day meeting in Rome, February 2010. 


Motion Passed

Agenda to comprise of the following:

Monday - Closed all day


Tuesday – Closed for the first two hours. Open the remainder of the day.


Wednesday – Open all day


Thursday – Open all day


Friday – Open all day

A comment was received from a Supplier regarding the Supplier Orientation Presentation given by the Supplier Support Committee (SSC). Electronics Suppliers not familiar with the Nadcap process do not see information pertaining to Electronics (metrics and audits). PRI Staff asked to look into this matter. 

ACTION ITEM: PRI Staff to investigate why the Supplier Orientation Presentation does not contain information pertaining to Electronics. Feedback to be given to the Task Group. (DUE DATE: 13-Nov-10).

Nadcap Feedback Form was reviewed (for facilitators – SE and Chair).

[image: image1.emf]Nadcap Feedback  Form October 2009.doc


Richard Rumas noted that he is co-chair for the new IPC-630 committee (electronic box build).  This is for long term action, as the new committee won’t be releasing a standard for some time.


Motion made by Suzanne Steketee & seconded by Richard Rumas to adjourn. 


Motion Passed
ADJOURNMENT – (22-Oct-09) – Meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m.

Minutes Prepared by: Richard Rumas Richard.rumas@honeywell.com and Jim Bennett jbennett@sae.org 
	***** For PRI Staff use only: ******

Are procedural/form changes required based on changes/actions approved during this meeting? (select one)

YES*    FORMCHECKBOX 

                                    NO     FORMCHECKBOX 

*If yes, the following information is required:



	Documents requiring revision:
	Who is responsible:
	Due date:

	NIP6-01
	PRI STAFF – J Bennett
	12-Nov-09


1

_1319891449.doc
Nadcap Meeting Facilitation Feedback

Name (Chair person and staff): 
Philippe Pons & Jim Bennett


Name of meeting:
Electronics TG Meeting



   Date:___19 – 22 October 2009________________

1. As a participant did you find all the information required to follow the meeting easily and quickly?

YES

2. Did you find the Nadcap New Attendees Guide & Assistance document helpful?


YES

3. Were you introduced or did the facilitator give you an opportunity to introduce yourself?

YES


4. Were the agenda items adequately introduced and explained? 


YES

5. If there were items during the meeting which were not clear did you speak to PRI staff or the Chairperson?


YES

6. Did the facilitator effectively use the time span from the start of the meeting to the end of the meeting?

YES

7. Was the facilitator clear in starting the meeting punctually, announcing breaks, and returning to the meeting on time?

YES

8. Was the facilitator sensitive to attendees who do not speak English? In addition, did the facilitator speak to fast or allow others to speak too fast?

YES


9. Did the facilitator actively seek and/or consider your concerns and perspective adequately during the meeting?

YES


10. Did the facilitator display a professional, constructive and positive approach during the meeting?

YES


Please suggest 3 methods of improvement:


1. None to report










2.











3.











SE was told from a couple of representatives the meeting went much smoother and the long term item associated with the baseline ‘raising the bar’ issue was effectively presented and understood by the Task Group.


