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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.

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2009
Call meeting to order & record attendance

The following representatives were in attendance:

NMC Voting Member in Attendance:
	Pascal
	Blondet
	Airbus

	Robert
	Bodemuller
	Ball Aerospace &Technology Corp.

	Mark
	Brown
	Braddock Metallurgical Inc.

	Christian 
	Buck
	SAFRAN

	David
	Burger
	Rockwell Collins Inc.

	Mark
	Crevier
	Pratt &Whitney

	Alan
	Fertig
	United Space Alliance

	John
	Haddock
	BAE Systems-Military Air Solutions

	Tim
	Hayes
	Hawker Beechcraft Corp.

	Frank
	Mariot
	Vought Aircraft

	Edward
	Mayer
	Meyer Tool Inc.

	John
	McBrien
	GSA

	Robin
	McGuckin
	Bombardier Aerospace

	Heathery 
	Meyer
	Cessna Aircraft Company

	Don
	Missel
	Lockheed Martin Corp

	Jay H. 
	Park
	Northrop Grumman Aerospace Systems

	Michel 
	Pierantoni
	Eurocopter

	Alberto 
	Portal
	EADS-CASA

	Mark 
	Rechtsteiner
	GE Aviation

	Dave
	Soong
	Hamilton Sundstrand

	Vern
	Talmadge
	Howmet Thermatech Coatings

	Kevin
	Ward
	Goodrich


Task Group Chairs in Attendance:

	Michael
	Bemis
	Goodrich Aerostructures

	Mark
	Covert
	Honeywell Aerospace

	Alessandra
	D'Ambrosia-Furman
	Cessna Aircraft Company

	Phil
	Keown
	GE Aviation

	Manuel
	Koucouthakis
	Honeywell Aerospace

	Bob
	Koukol
	Honeywell Aerospace

	Ralph
	Kropp
	MTU Aero Engines GmbH

	Doug 
	Matson
	Boeing

	Jeremy 
	Phillips
	Cessna Aircraft Company

	Philippe 
	Pons
	Airbus

	Jack
	Saunders
	Honeywell Aerospace

	Verl
	Wisehart
	Rolls-Royce Corp


Other Attendees:

	Jon
	Biddulph
	Rolls-Royce Plc

	Mike
	Brandt
	Alcoa

	Tom
	Bui
	Honeywell Aerospace

	Michael
	Coleman
	Boeing

	Kevin
	Dowling
	Spirit AeroSystems

	Martha
	Hogan-Battisti
	Boeing

	Roy
	Malott
	United Space Alliance

	Gary O.
	Maxwell
	Boeing

	Tim
	Myers
	Honeywell

	Mitch
	Nelson
	Cessna Aircraft Company

	John
	Pfeiffer
	GE Aviation

	Jerry
	Satchwell
	Rolls-Royce Plc

	Andy 
	Statham
	Rolls-Royce

	Kathy 
	Storie
	United Space Alliance

	Laurie
	Strom
	Honeywell Aerospace

	Steve
	Tooley
	Rolls-Royce

	John 
	Woodward
	Honeywell Aerospace


PRI Staff in Attendance:
	Jerry
	Aston

	Mark
	Aubele

	John
	Barrett

	Jim
	Bennett

	Rebekah
	Braun

	Nigel
	Cook

	Marcel
	Cuperman

	Phil
	Ford

	Susan
	Frailey

	Mike
	Graham

	Mike
	Gutridge

	Arshad
	Hafeez

	Rob 
	Hoeth

	Sarah
	Jordan

	EJ 
	Kegerreis

	Ericha
	McLaughlin

	Mike
	Ploucha

	Keith 
	Purnell

	Stan
	Revers

	Glenn
	Shultz

	Lisa
	Shultz

	Ian 
	Simpson

	Rick
	Sovich

	Jon
	Steffey

	Kevin
	Wetzel


1.0 Opening Comments
· Intro

· Code of Ethics  & Conflict of Interest

· Review Agenda

· Approval of Minutes

· Discussion on Quarterly vs. Monthly Scheduling
The Nadcap Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest and the agenda were reviewed. 

A motion was made to approve the July 2009 Planning and Operations minutes. This motion was seconded and the minutes from the July 2009 Planning and Operations meeting were approved as written.
The item regarding Discussion on Quarterly vs. Monthly Scheduling was tabled.
2.0 Review of Open Action Items from Previous Meeting  

· Conduct conference call to discuss Captive Lab and Independent Lab Perspective regarding scope of testing.


Jim Lewis reported there are currently two issues regarding the scope of testing. The issues are as follows:

1. Clarity with which Testing is covered under audits is identified in the scope of accreditation

2. Similar Testing Methods may be described within different Task Group checklists without any specific requirements.


ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis to send email to all Staff Engineers and Task Group Chairs asking them to advise how their task group identifies testing in its scope of accreditation. Responses are due by October 31, 2009.

For more details please see the attached presentation.


[image: image1.emf]Testing Scope


3.0 Deep Dive
· Standardization

· Industry Specs: Guidance to the Auditor
Kevin Ward reported on Industry Specs and Guidance to the Auditor. It was noted that guidance to the auditor should be as straight forward as possible. The Purchase Order should specify the Spec and Revision. If the supplier can provide documentation that satisfies the auditor’s questions, then no further action is needed. If time constraints associated with the audit, time zones, etc. prevent the supplier from providing the auditor the needed documentation, then the auditor should write and NCR.



ACTION ITEM: PRI to send an Auditor Advisory regarding Industry Spec Auditor 



Guidance.



For more details please see the attached presentation.




[image: image2.emf]Industry Spec


· Formalized Validation Process (Discussion)

Kevin Ward discussed a Formalized Validation Process. The Standardization Sub-Team is working to have a filtering tool to pick the projects on which the Sub-Team works. A request form and the filter are currently being developed and a small team is working to try and finalize the form and filtering tool. 

· Auditor Training Feedback – (Discussion) What worked, didn’t work, suggestions for improvements.
NDT – Phil Keown advised the task group focused all attention on the technical aspect of the checklist and didn’t touch upon auditing skills, time management, people skills, or investigative skills. The task group is working on small regional WebEx meetings to help auditors. The task group did discuss Auditor Diversity and cultural differences that would impact an audit.

ACTION ITEM: Auditor Skills Training Evaluation to be developed by PRI to include how to conduct audit, best practices, etc. 

COMP – Mike Bemis reported that the Task Group invited its auditors to attend the first few days of the Task Group meeting to see how the resolution of ballot comments impacts the task group.

NMSE – Jeremy Phillips advised the task group had identical presentations presented by the Primes and looked at cross training the Non-Conventional Machining auditors and the Surface Enhancement auditors.
SLT – Ali D’Ambrosia reported the task group had a Q&A session and spent time looking at test samples for Sealant Surveillance. 

CP – Bob Koukol advised the task group looked at pictures to help train the auditors and had samples of what items should look like. The task group also used scenarios and lectures as well as provided training on technology and task group expectations.

AQS – Mark Covert reported the task group had auditors speak as well as used humorous skits to train the auditors.

WLD – Ralph Kropp advised the task group emphasized getting good written NCRs and used scenarios to train the auditors.

CT – Jack Saunders reported the task group need to improve on getting prime support to help train the auditors.

SEALS – Manny Koucouthakis advised the task group used the handbook to train the auditors. Pictures were also used to train and the Industry Standards were reviewed.

MTL – Verl Wisehart reported the task group needs more prime support to help train the auditors. A roundtable was held with the auditors to let the auditors voice concerns and get questions answered.

ETG – Philippe Pons advised the task group did not have specific auditor training but had auditors review checklists and give feedback to the task group.

HT – Doug Matson reported the task group broke the auditors into groups and had brainstorming sessions. It was mentioned that the task group feels its auditors are becoming complacent and not writing quality NCRs. This information was shared with the auditor base and it was noted that the Chair plans to observe 1 audit per quarter. 
ACTION ITEM: The NMC to evaluate observation audit criteria but advised all members to encourage their task group members to go on at least 1 observation audits per year.
It was recommended that the Oversight Sub-Team should focus on this issue for 2010 and could possibly roll this into the Standardization Sub-Team.

· Prime needs in line with the economy (Discussion)
Arshad Hafeez discussed the Prime needs in line with the economy. What are the Primes needs and how can PRI help? The Primes advised that Data Mining and Reporting would be beneficial. It was also noted that Mexico, India, China, Turkey, and Singapore are being targeted for more business.

· Decrease in voting activity of suppliers

Dave Michaud advised that the SSC is seeing a decrease in supplier voting activity. The SSC asked the task groups to encourage their supplier voting members to vote. For more details please see the attached presentation.


[image: image3.emf]SSC - Voting


4.0 Other issues / New business/ Discussion 
· Meeting Feedback

The NDT task group asked that the NMC implement or look at the feasibility of an auditor mentoring program.

ACTION ITEM: NMC to look into the feasibility and implementation of an auditor mentoring program.

The Chair Meeting Facilitation Feedback was reviewed. The Task Groups were advised that they are expected to turn their feedback in at the end of the meeting.


[image: image4.emf]Chair Feedback


A motion was made to adjourn. This motion was seconded and the meeting was adjourned.
5.0
Adjourn

Minutes prepared by:

Lisa Ippolito
ippolito@sae.org 
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Industry Spec Feedback

Guidance to the Auditor







Scenario’s







Guidance to the auditor should be as straight forward as possible:



		The purchase document (PO) specifies the spec and revision: If the supplier is using something other than the revision specified in the purchase document, the supplier should be asked to provide contractually valid direction to use any revision other than that provided in the purchase document

		The purchase document is silent on the Spec revision: The supplier should provide documentation from the respective prime on how they are to proceed with regard to revisions e.g. prime letter or copy of a prime document stating their policy/direction on how the supplier determines and applies the correct revision

		The specification on the PO is cancelled or superseded: The supplier should provide documentation from the respective prime on how they are to proceed.



19-OCT-09

*







Outcomes

 

		If the supplier can provide documentation that satisfies the auditor's questions, then no further action needed. 

		If time constraints associated with the audit, time zones, etc prevent the supplier from providing the auditor the needed documentation, then the auditor should write an NCR.



 

19-OCT-09

*







Next Steps



		Provide “Guidance to the Auditors” to the Task Groups



      

*Present in Planning & Operations



		Issue an Auditor Advisory 



19-OCT-09

*







Questions?

19-OCT-09

*
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			NMC Standardization Action Item #106 - Industry Spec  - Provide Guidance to Auditors


			Michael Bath			Although I recognize it's outside the scope of this action item, the cleanest solution would be for the primes to agree to a common process to flow specs and revisions. Consequently guidance to the auditor should be pretty straight forward and could be formatted in a decision tree or table outlining the potential scenarios, what the auditor should ask for, and what the supplier should be expected to provide. For example:

-  The purchase document specifies the spec and revision: If the supplier is using something other than the revision specified in the purchase document, the supplier should be asked to provide contractually valid direction to use any revision other than that provided in the purchase document.

-  The purchase document is silent on the Spec revision: The supplier should provide documentation from the respective prime on how they are to proceed with regard to revisions e.g. prime letter or copy of a prime document stating their policy/direction on how the supplier determines and applies the correct revision. As an example Dave Day from GE talks to their policy that the supplier implements the revision as of the date of the purchase order; in this case the supplier to be able to show documentation from GE of this direction.

If the supplier can provide documentation that satisfies the auditor's questions, then no further action needed. If time constraints associated with the audit, time zones, etc prevent the supplier from providing the auditor the needed documentation, then the auditor should write an NCR. Closure would be when the auditor is satisfied the supplier knows how to handle prime requirements and has the supporting documentation.


			David Thornhill			GDATP's position is that the supplier is required to be working to the customer's purchase order requirements or have documentation allowing them to deviate from those requirements. Also, the supplier is responsible to incorporate any changes to customer's requirement based on the affectivity of the change. If not, the auditor should issue a NCR.


			Jay Park			When there is no clear flow down from the prime, the default is to rely on an industry common expectation, that is, the latest revision or the superseding spec.  should be utilized. So, if the supplier is found not to follow this approach, an NCR should be written against the supplier


			Frank Mariot			Vought’s purchase orders terms and conditions require the supplier to utilize the latest revision in effect at the time of contract award (inclusive of superseding specs).  That said, most of our suppliers should be AS9100 3rd party certified, as such they are required to perform initial contract review and understand their obligations relative to product configuration requirements.  If the revision of the specification to use is unclear then the supplier should have requested direction from their customer.  I would guide our auditor to issue the finding to the supplier relative to their inadequate contract review process.


			Mark Rechtsteiner			GE's position is that the supplier needs to be following the spec revision in place at the time of the PO


			John McBrien			Our view is that the revision in effect at the time the purchase order or contract was issued is the document to be followed unless there is some reason that changes that.  The general practice here is that the specification issue called for is put into the item purchase descriptions.


			Mark Crevier			Pratt & Whitney's position is as follows:

If a specification revision level is specified on the purchase order then that specific revision applies

If the revision is not specified then the latest revision applies at the time of purchase order, including superseding documents.


			Greg Sayler			MDHI's position is as follows:

If a specification with revision level is specified then that specific revision applies

If the revision is not specified then the latest revision applies, including superseding documents


			Kirk Whalen			HD's position is the same as MDHI's


			Michael Schleckman			Voss' position is the same as MDHI's
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Industry Spec 


Action Item #106
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Nadcap SSC Chairperson Report – 10/2009 

David Michaud, SSC Chairperson

	

		2009 Survey

		Preliminary report at SSC meeting in October 2009, full analysis in February 2010



		Supplier Voting

		64% average last period down from 71% average in previous period.

		SSC will continue to monitor but requests Task Group assistance: what rules govern SVMs? How can Task Groups stabilise and improve this? (see next slide)



		SSC Leadership Team status - terms for 6 members expire at the end of 2009 

		New members have been recruited and transition is taking place between October 2009 – February 2010



		SSC Outreach activities ongoing

		Supplier Tutorial revisions

		Supplier webpage updates & enhancements



Key actions and activities of the SSC 



*
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Nadcap Chairperson Meeting Facilitation Feedback

Name (Chairperson and staff): 

Mark Rechtsteiner



Name of meeting:Planning and Operations  Date:_October 20, 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 the PRI staff  or Chairperson?



No comments made










                                    
 

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, announce breaks, and return meeting on time?



yes














                          


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



yes














                         
  

9. Did the facilitator actively seek your concerns and perspective adequately considered 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.
no suggestions made   







2.











3.












Nadcap Special Process 
with Testing Scope 

October 20, 2009

Pittsburgh, PA





Team

Muriel Auzanne (MTL), Airbus

Mike Bemis (COMP, NMMT), Goodrich

Pascal Blondet, Airbus

Doug Matson (HT), Boeing

Kevin Ward, Goodrich

Jim Lewis (CT, CP, MTL), PRI

Kevin Wetzel (MTL), PRI





Issue 1

Clarity with which Testing covered under audits is identified in scope of accreditation



In some TG, when Testing Methods are used, MTL or NMMT checklists are called-up.

HT: AC7101/3 (mechanical testing) + AC7101/4 (metallography/microhardness)



In some TG, some Testing Methods checklists are developed under the TG AC series.

COAT: AC7109/5 (coating evaluation laboratory practices)

WELD: AC7110/13 (metallographic evaluation of weld)

HT: AC7102/5 (hardness)

CP: AC7108/4 (independent testing labs in support of chemical processing)



In some TG, some Testing Methods requirements are described within the TG ACs.

COMP: AC7118 includes questions on Testing in chapter 10. 

CP: AC7108 appendix B is used for captive lab tests





Point 3 does not always allow a clear visibility of Testing Methods that are in the supplier accreditation scope.





Current Work

Chemical Processing has recently revised the scope of accreditation under AC7108 to identify testing

Composites is working on reorganizing the AC7122 series of checklists so that select slash sheets may be used with captive laboratories





Issue 2

Similar Testing Methods may be described within different TG checklists without any specific requirements.



These redundancies generate:

Time waste for TG

Extra-cost for suppliers when multiple accreditations

Risk of divergence between checklists requirements when new revisions.





Proposed Way Forward

Request that all Task Groups identify if their testing falls into categories 1, 2, 3 or a combination of these and how they identify testing in the scope of accreditation

The goal is to have all testing covered in the scope of accreditation identified clearly



Further investigation is still required for Issue 2 and testing covered across more than one Task Group

If there is overlap, what are the costs?  What are the risks if changes are made?
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