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MONDAY, OCTOBER 19 – WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2009
OPENING COMMENTS – CLOSED
1.0
CALL TO ORDER / QUORUM CHECK
The Nonconventional Machining & Surface Enhancement Task Group (NMSETG) was called to order at 8 a.m., 09-Oct-09. 
It was verified that only SUBSCRIBER MEMEBERS were in attendance during the closed portion of the meeting.  Sue Margheim from Rockwell Collins agreed to be the Secretary for the Pittsburgh Meeting.
A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:

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

	
	
	
	
	

	*
	Ken
	Abrams
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	*
	Silvia
	Baeza
	Vought Aircraft Industries Inc
	

	
	Zeljko
	Calija
	Goodrich
	

	
	David
	Day
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Bill
	Fitzgerald
	Northrop Grumman Corp.
	

	*
	Mark
	Gleason
	GE Aviation
	

	
	Cristina
	Gonzalez
	EADS CASA
	

	*
	Paul
	Graham
	Airbus
	

	
	Brain
	Hann
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	*
	Glen
	Heide
	The Boeing Company
	

	
	Wyane
	Hillstead
	309th Maintenance Wing-Hill AFB
	

	*
	Serge
	Labbé
	Heroux Devtek
	

	
	Denis
	Leduc
	Bombardier Inc.
	

	
	Cordian
	Majewski
	309th Maintenance Wing-Hill AFB
	

	*
	Susan
	Margheim
	Rockwell Collins Inc.
	

	
	Gary
	Maxwell
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	David
	McCallister
	UTC/Pratt & Whitney
	

	
	Gudrun
	Muelbauer
	MTU Aero Engines GmbH
	

	
	Jerry
	Nanni
	Bell Helicopter Textron
	

	*
	Scott
	Patterson
	Goodrich
	Vice-Chairperson

	
	John
	Pfeiffer
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Jeremy
	Phillips
	Cessna Aircraft Company
	Chairperson

	
	Patrick
	Rozzi
	UTC/Pratt & Whitney
	

	*
	K.T.
	Quader
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Angelie
	Vincent
	Spirit AeroSystems
	


	*
	Paul
	Woolley
	Rolls-Royce plc
	


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

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Dave
	Barkley
	Electronics Inc.
	

	
	Tom
	Brickley
	Electronics Inc.
	

	
	Jack
	Champaigne
	Electronics Inc.
	

	
	Jerry
	Colombo
	Precise Machining & Mfg.
	

	
	Steve
	Connally
	Metal Improvement Corporation
	

	
	Jorge
	DellaCosta
	Chrome Plus International
	

	
	Denis
	Emond
	Tecnickrome Aeronautique Inc.
	

	*
	Dave
	Jones
	Nex-Tech Processing
	

	
	George
	Karelas
	Master Metals Finishers
	

	
	Jody
	Kuykendall
	Graphel
	

	*
	Ed
	Mayer
	Meyer Tool Inc.
	

	
	Simone
	Murphy-

Fickenworth
	Chrome Plus International
	

	
	Mike
	Nosek
	Micro-Tronics Inc.
	

	
	Dave
	Osenar
	Pako Inc.
	

	
	Steve
	Robinson
	Haynes International Inc.
	

	*
	Tim
	Scarlett
	Danville Metal Stamping Co Inc.
	

	
	Karl
	Schmidt
	Graphel
	

	*
	Rick
	Scott
	Rich Technology International
	

	
	Gigi
	Streeter
	Barnes Aerospace
	

	*
	Yoshiomi
	Sukesada
	Asahi Kinzoku Kogyo Inc.
	


PRI Staff Present 

	John
	Cammett
	Auditor

	Sarah
	Jordan

	Jennifer
	Kornrumpf

	Richard
	Sovich

	John
	Tattersall
	Auditor


1.1
Review of Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest
A review of Antitrust, Personal Code of Ethics, Conflict of interest and NMSETG Operating Rules were reviewed.

1.2
NMSE Vision Statement

Jeremy Phillips reviewed the NMSETG vision statement.  The statement was accepted with no additions or comments. It was stated that this vision would be reviewed annually for updates and revisions.
1.3
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes

Motion made to approve the minutes from the July 2009 Nadcap meeting. Motion Passed

The minutes from July 2009 were approved as written.
1.4
Call for New Members / Review Current Roster
The NMSETG unanimously voted Gudrun Muehlbauer of MTU AeroEngines to be a Subscriber Voting Member.
2.0
NMC METRICS / STAFF REPORT / TG PARTICIPATION / OVER 90 DAYS - CLOSED 
· It was pointed out that since we have so few initial audits, most fluctuation in cycle time occurs in this area and special care is needed to assure these audits meet cycle time goals.  
· Staff Engineer cycle time, appears to be stable and meeting cycle time goals throughout 2009 even though the goals reduced to 10 days total from a 2008 goal of 30 days total.  
· Percent of eligible processors with merit have stepping up to 91%, up 1% per month since May 2009; reversing a downward trend from May 2008.
· Subscriber balloting of corrective actions was reviewed and showed good participation. Notable improvement was from Northrop Grumman, Bombardier, Spirit, Boeing, Honeywell, Heroux Devtek, GE and Airbus.  Requested more participation from Rolls Royce, Hawker Beechcraft, Cessna and Goodrich. 
· Audits and auditor capacity looks good, but gross numbers may not reflect the need for unrestricted auditors.  Surface Enhancement (SE) has nine of fifteen auditors whom are unrestricted.  In Nonconventional Machining (NM), four of the eleven are unrestricted.  Four is likely low for the number of audits and one auditor was identified as having some experience and is willing to be trained for NM.  Rick Sovich has also identified additional NM candidates and will be set up auditor interviews. 
· To date the NMSE had solid performance with only 2 audits exceeding 90 days total time in 2009.
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich is to set up auditor interviews for NM candidates. (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-09)
2.1
Delegation Report

· Joe Barr has 99.1% concurrence over 2009 with a oversight review of 60%. 
· Marcel Cuperman has 100% concurrence over 2009 with an oversight review of 100%.  He is reviewing very few audits because he is performing international SE audits as an auditor.
· Rick Sovich has 100% concurrence over 2009 with a oversight review of 76%. 
· All reviewers have exceeded the minimum requirement of 10% oversight review.
3.0
NMSE RAIL REVIEW – CLOSED 
All action items were closed with exception of: Jul 09 (#17) Machine Software Control Issue.  The supplier who raised this issue has not been attending meetings and the NMSETG decided to table the issue. Jul 09 (#20 review of NTGOP – 001 appendix 13, was also moved to Feb 2010 as an annual review.
4.0
REVIEW OF ECD AUDITS - CLOSED

Rick Sovich reviewed the first ECD audit with the NMSETG and although 6 findings were written, the audit went well.
5.0
NEW BUSINESS – CLOSED
· Paul Graham expressed a concern about ambiguous requirements on technique sheets. For example, masking can be vague. Are they using tape? One layer or four layers? What type of tape? The auditor present at the meeting commented that he observes for the masking for adequacy and verifies effectiveness of the masking to the parts being audited.
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich will review the specific observed audit with Paul Graham and provide alternate verbiage for checklist questions to address the concerns and instruct the auditor to look for complete masking requirements in the Technique Sheet and adequacy of the instruction as evident on the part being audited. (DUE DATE:, 30-Nov-09)
· Paul Graham also expressed concern about nozzle wear. The checklist doesn’t define calibration, but only asks about wear.  How the nozzle is measured is not defined.  The auditor present reported that he often sees a go, no-go gage (as suggested as a best practice in the handbook), but officially leaves it up to the supplier to determine. Intensity readings would be a flag for worn nozzles. 
6.0
CHECKLIST AND AUDIT HANDBOOK REVISION BREAK-OUT SESSION – OPEN
· Open Session was declared and introduction made with general guidelines reviewed. 

· NM breakout leader Mark Gleason and SE breakout leader Jeremy Phillips conducted a separate review of checklist questions that were unclear, ineffective, or could be better written for the international supplier.  
· Handbook comments were also reviewed line by line to for the same as well as any that appeared to introduce a new requirement. This was scheduled as the major action for the meeting and was not completed in the allotted time.
· The handbook activity will continue as an agenda item during the February 2010 meeting in Rome, Italy. 
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich will summarize the changes made to the checklist and handbook to date and provide this to the respective leaders. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10) 

ACTION ITEM:  Mark Gleason will send a mass email to the NM population with the current AC7116 revisions and request comment on further suggested revisions on questions or handbook clarification not addressed in the October 2009 meeting. Comments will be collected and organized as a starting point for the February 2010 meeting discussions. (DUE DATE: 14-Jan-10)
ACTION ITEM:  Jeremy Phillips will send a mass email to the SE population with the current AC7117 revisions and request comment on further suggested revisions on questions or handbook clarification not addressed in the October 2009 meeting. Comments will be collected and organized as a starting point for the February 2010 meeting discussions. (DUE DATE: 14-Jan-10)
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich will add back to the AC7116 checklist, the general “catch all” quality system question, as a revision. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10) 
· MTU raised a concern in AC7116/3 that pressure gage calibration was not specifically required. Decided to leave question as is and can be added to the Subscriber specification if needed. 
· Additional concern about the EDM facility type/OEM of the equipment/Manufacturer name needed in the work instruction requirements. 
ACTION ITEM:  Gudrun Muehlbauer will provide the wording to Rick Sovich addressing the concern about the EDM facility type/ OEM of the equipment/ Manufacturer name needed in the work instruction requirements, for inclusion into the AC7116 checklist revision. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
ACTION ITEM:  Gudrun Muehlbauer will also provide EDM machine parameters (for the AC7116 Handbook paragraph 4.6.1–a) to Rick Sovich including those deemed “significant”. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
ACTION ITEM:  Gudrun Muehlbauer will also provide wording to Rick Sovich for a Handbook note for the metallographic section 6, to include MTU specification MTV325 and MTP 293 for the AC7116 Handbook. MTU is to also consider if the clarification should also be included in the ECG and Laser sections. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
7.0
OPENING COMMENTS – CLOSED
7.1
Call to Order / Quorum Check


It was verified that only Subscriber Members were in attendance during the closed portion of the meeting.  Quorum was established.
7.2
Review of Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest
8.0
SE LOSS OF MERIT STUDY- CLOSED

Since this study contained data from auditors, all attending auditors were asked to leave the room while for this segment.  Bill Fitzgerald presented on loss of merit study for SE suppliers.  On the whole there did not seem to be a correlation with the auditor base as a whole. However, some indications did exist and will be further investigated back to specific checklist questions to assess if any improvements can be made or if auditor training is warranted.

ACTION ITEM:  Bill Fitzgerald and Rick Sovich will review the checklist questions from the loss of merit study and report if there is a correlation to checklist questions strong enough to warrant further analysis. (DUE DATE: 24-Feb-10)
9.0
COMPUTERIZED WET BLASTING USING AC7117/2 – CLOSED 
Paul Woolley raised a concern that there is no way for screening equipment to return 100% as required by paragraph 4.3 of AC7117/1.  NMSETG agreed that AC7117/1 is the best place for Computerized Wet Blasting and that a not applicable (N/A) with an Auditor Handbook notation should be added.  The AC7117/2 has 9.3.6 which covers the wording.

ACTION ITEM:  Paul Woolley and Rick Sovich will add N/A to 4.3 in AC7117/1. Also add a question similar to 9.3.6 from AC7117/2 and Handbook guidance explaining that 100% is not possible with wet blasting. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
10.0
SATURATION CURVE ISSUES – CLOSED
John Cammett discussed concerns over one point verifications (AC7117/2, paragraph 9.4.9) and very dated saturation curves (AC7117/2, paragraph 9.4.8).  KT Quader agreed this is a gap in the checklist questions.
ACTION ITEM:  KT Quader and John Cammett will create a new checklist question to assure no one-point verifications are allowed and some minimum time period is imposed to rerun saturation curves. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich will notify Neil Tinsley of the KT Quader and John Cammett action item. (DUE DATE:, 01-Jan-10)
ACTION ITEM:  KT Quader and John Cammett will review the intent of “Established Verification Value” and “Intensity Verification Range” and recommend clarification to be implemented into 9.4.9 of AC7117/2. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
11.0
CLOSED SESSION TOPICS – CLOSED
· Tumble Peening was raised as a concern by Ken Abram.  The wording of the AMS standard does not clearly state what equipment styles or methods for holding parts is allowed.  AMEC meeting attended by Nadcap representatives and the committee agreed the standard is not clear.  Revision R is forthcoming to clarify.  KT Quader explained that certain types of “tumbling” are controlled and fixture should be considered with the uncontrolled and free moving tumble peen process. The NMSETG position is that uncontrolled or barrel-type tumble peening is out of the AC7117 scope and not allowed to be used in a job audit.  
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich will send an Auditor Advisory that uncontrolled or bulk tumble peening is outside the scope of Nadcap accreditation and not to be used as a job audit. (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-09)
· The succession plan was implemented and Scott Patterson will step up as the Chairperson for NMSE effective 01-Jan-2010. Call for the Vice Chairperson was acted upon by Angelie Vincent with unanimous concurrence of the NMSETG.  The Secretary position currently remains unfilled.
· A special closed session was held to hear feedback from a supplier on an auditor issue. Further investigation is forthcoming.
12.0
OPENING COMMENTS/INTRODUCTIONS – OPEN
12.1
Call to Order/Opening Comments

Review of Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest

13.0
DEFINITION OF SIULTANIOUS VS SEQUENTIAL MACHINING - OPEN
Simultaneous and Sequential Machining was discussed by Mark Gleason and Ed Mayer. The need for a better definition had grown out of an audit finding. The goal was to make the requirement clearer for suppliers and auditors. The sub-team decided to provide examples of simultaneous and sequential for the Audit Handbook.  Examples would be to simultaneously cut 10 parts stacked being cut by wire, as opposed to holes being drilled in 10 stacked parts sequentially from top to bottom.

ACTION ITEM:  Ed Mayer and Mark Gleason will determine which paragraphs in the Audit Handbook the examples for simultaneous and sequential will be posted and will send the information to Rick Sovich. (DUE DATE: 01-Jan-10)
14.0
WHY SUPPLIERS LOSE MERIT DEEP DIVE – OPEN
Loss of Merit Deep Dive was presented by Rick Sovich. Consistently, 87-91% of the suppliers in NMSETG achieve merit.  Study of each NM and SE found several significant factors why suppliers loose merit: 
· too many findings

· too many cycles
· changes in key personnel.  
For EDM and LBM, compliance to work instructions was shown to be a common finding. Good practice was stressed to assure merit is maintained included: 
· establishment of a culture of quality, 
· maintenance of requirements

· maintenance of process.  
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich to start a repository of clarifications he issues that can be presented to the NMSETG for the February 2010 Nadcap meeting. (DUE DATE: 24-Feb-10)
15.0
SSC REPORT / PLANNING AND OPS REPORT
· Supplier Support Committee Report was presented by David Jones. He discussed that the SSC is the voice of the suppliers to Nadcap Subscribers and PRI.  Participation is vital for all suppliers.  There will be new leadership next year and the SSC vision and goals will be revisited.  Percentage of suppliers voting for both NM and SE is higher than the entire commodity average.  But NM has dropped from last year and that will be addressed.
· Planning and Ops Report was presented by Ed Mayer.  There was discussion on how testing and related specifications are listed and there is clarification needed for redundancy be eliminated.  The Standardization Sub-Team has discussed how to assure up-to-date specifications are utilized.  Auditor training, skill levels and cultural differences were concerns discussed at length and the vast majority of Task Groups were please with auditor performance.  Meeting facilitation feedback form was reviewed.




[image: image1.emf]Feedback Form


ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich to add review of Subscriber Audit Oversight to the standing agenda for each NMSETG meeting. (DUE DATE: 24-Feb-10)
ACTION ITEM:  Rick Sovich to add Meeting Facilitation Feedback review to the standing agenda for each NMSETG meeting. (DUE DATE: 24-Feb-10)
16.0
SUPPLIER TRAINING DEVELOPMENT – COST OF NOT PREPARING FOR AN AUDIT – OPEN
What does an NCR cost? A discussion was lead by Mark Gleason.  Can suppliers calculate their cost to respond to an NCR, implement new training, change workstation instructions, etc?  This can be used for suppliers’ discussions with their management, etc.  It may be difficult to quantify audit preparation since that is a year-round or on-going effort.  We may need to collect hours vs. dollars since labor and salaried costs will differ by region.
ACTION ITEM:  Gigi Streeter volunteered to provide costing information for the “Cost of Not Preparing for an Audit” study, and forward to Mark Gleason. (DUE DATE: 15-Jan-10) 

17.0
MACHINE SOFTWARE CONTROL 
Comparison of computer controlled as automatic discussion will be tabled for the February 2010 meeting as the presenter could not attend this meeting.
18.0
SHOT PEENING STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY “STATE OF THE UNION” – OPEN
This presentation was added to the agenda due to the availability of Jack Champaigne.  AMEC-SE committee activities and SAE specifications revision work include: 
· Status of ballots for J443, J442, J2277, J2597, AMS 2430, AMS 2431, AMS 2432, and AMS-S-13165
· New technology including promising nondestructive testing for surface stress development
· New types of peening processes was updated
19.0
rcca of top 5 findings for NMSE – OPEN  
Rick Sovich presented the five most common audit findings for initial and reaccreditation audits in both NM and SE. Several planned Supplier Training topics were not discussed due to lack of Supplier attendance.

20.0
NEW BUSINESS – OPEN   
There was no new business raised in open session.
21.0
DEVELOP FEBRUARY AGENDA FOR ROME, ITALY – OPEN

February agenda topics were summarized. 

ADJOURNMENT – OCTOBER 21, 2009 – Meeting was adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

.

Minutes Prepared by: Susan Margheim from Rockwell Collins, srmarghe@rockwellcollins.com
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Nadcap Meeting Facilitation Feedback

Name (Chair person and staff): Jeremy Phillips —Cessna/ Richard Sovich - PRI
Name of meeting:___October, 2009, Pitisburgh Date:__10/20/2009

1. As a participant did you find all the information required to follow the meeting
easily and quickly? Y£5
2. Did you find the Nadcap New Attendees Guide & Assistance document
helpful? Y&35
30" Were you introduced or did the facilitator give you an opportunity-to-introduce -

yourself? V&S, (witodensTrov's Wl HELOD AT EfcH Ak S o

4. Were the agenda items adequately intr oduced and explamed?

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

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

V£S5, Tt Mbtflnky <£WW@ &7 4 bows AREE
TV R 2 R AV, SE£2 6D

7. Was the facilitator clear in starting the meeting punctually, announce breaks,
and return meeting on time?

VES

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

ALl M’Y‘Mﬂéé& &%ﬁ Méuw . f%fm/a/av

Did the facilitator actively seek your concerns and perspective adequately
considered during the meeting?

Yﬁs ,tfé ASM-@ Forl. QuibsSTians o/ AANLEARS

N

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

Please suggest 3 meﬂmds of improvement;

oggest 3 melbols ST MOV - o o M1LiTtE AT T A
2.
3.







