

COATINGS
JUNE 2010
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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.

MONDAY, JUNE 21 to THURSDAY, JUNE 24 
1.0

OPENING COMMENTS

Call to Order / Quorum Check

The Coatings (CT) Task Group was called to order at 9:00 a.m., 21-Jun-10.

It was verified that only SUBSCRIBER MEMBERS were in attendance during the closed portions of the meeting.

A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:

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

	
	Astrid
	Colon-Tirado
	Lockheed Martin
	

	*
	Fabrice
	Crabos
	SAFRAN Group (Turbomeca)
	

	*
	Jon
	Higgins
	Rolls-Royce plc
	

	*
	Robert
	Nixon
	Vought Aircraft Industries
	

	*
	Clark
	Okawa
	Pratt & Whitney
	

	*
	S. Roaidi
	Rokik
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Jack
	Saunders
	Honeywell Aerospace
	Chairperson

	
	Chi Chong
	Wong
	Rolls-Royce Singapore Pte Ltd
	

	
	Hong
	Xia
	Rolls-Royce Asia
	


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

	
	Tze Kang
	Ang
	I.E.C.O.
	

	*
	Dale
	Harmon
	Cincinnati Thermal Spray
	Secretary

	
	Yong
	Kong
	SAM
	

	
	Weihong
	Li
	AVIC Shenyang Liming
	

	
	Eikichiro
	Nishimatsu
	Asahi Kinzoku Kogyo
	

	
	A. Suresh
	Pillay
	I.E.C.O.
	

	
	Nara
	Reth
	I.E.C.O.
	

	
	Mayumi
	Shori
	IHI
	

	
	James
	Tan
	I.E.C.O.
	

	
	Ye 
	Tian
	AVIC Shenyang Liming
	

	
	Soh
	Tian Seng
	I.E.C.O.
	

	
	Santosa
	Wong
	I.E.C.O.
	


PRI Staff Present 

	
	Jim 
	Lewis
	
	


1.1

Task Group Tutorial – OPEN 
Jim Lewis presented a tutorial to explain the functions of Nadcap and the Coatings Task Group, including the Code of Conduct and Ethics and Conflict of Interest, to participants.  
1.2
Agenda Review – OPEN

The agenda for the meeting was reviewed.

1.3

Expectations – OPEN


Attendees were given the opportunity to identify expectations to be addressed during the week of meetings. Expectations beyond agenda items included reviewing the AC7109 checklist for a technical change; necessity of checking powder certifications for each lot; measuring time of indentations when performing hardness tests on abradable coatings; supplier participation in auditor training.

1.4

Approval of Minutes – OPEN


The minutes of the February, 2010, meeting held in Rome, Italy, were approved without change.

1.5
Review Action Item List – OPEN


The Action Item list was reviewed and updated for actions completed.


For specific details please see the Coatings Task Group Rolling Action Item List (RAIL) posted at www.eAuditNet.com.

2.0

REVIEW OF DELEGATION OVERSIGHT – CLOSED
Data was reviewed for Task Group concurrence with Audit Report Reviewer decisions. Jim Lewis and Bob Lizewski, delegated Staff Engineers, met the criteria of over 10% audits reviewed and greater than 90% concurrence. Delegation is maintained. Jerry Polidor met the initial delegation criteria of reviewing audits for over one year and maintaining above a 90% concurrence rate. Delegation was granted by the Task Group.

3.0

REVIEW AUDITOR EVALUATIONS AND SUPPLIER FEEDBACK – CLOSED
The Auditor Evaluations and Supplier Feedback for all audits conducted between 1-FEB-2010 and 30-JUN-2010 were reviewed. All No’s in Supplier Feedback with each comment were also reviewed. There were no negative trends or issues which required further action.
4.0

MEMBERSHIP STATUS REVIEW - NEW MEMBERS – CLOSED
Jon Higgins (Rolls-Royce plc) was given proxy from Tim Pruitt (Rolls-Royce Corp).


Roaidi Rokik (GE Aviation) was given proxy from John Nerz (GE Aviation).
The voting records and meeting attendance for Task Group Voting Members, Subscriber and Supplier, were reviewed for compliance to the requirements for maintaining membership. The requirements state that to maintain membership, a member must not be absent without approved alternate representation from three consecutive regular Nadcap Task Group meetings and the member, or approved alternate representation, shall not miss a vote on 2 consecutive letter ballots. The Task Group Chair is allowed to waive these requirements if other circumstances warrant retention.

All Voting Members met the requirements for meeting attendance. Three Subscriber Voting Members had not voted on the three or more of the last letter ballots for Coatings. The Task Group Chair approved these members maintaining their voting privileges, due to meeting attendance and participation and that there have been no letter ballots to the Task Group since the last meeting. These members were reminded and encouraged to vote on future ballots.

There were no new members.

5.0

NUCAP DEVIATION REVIEW – CLOSED
There were no new NUCAP Deviation requests to review.

6.0

TASK GROUP RESOLUTION ISSUES – CLOSED
6.1

Audit 133473

NCR 8 of audit 133473 was reviewed where the supplier was not performing any leak rate check. The supplier submitted data to show that the leak rate was controlled by determining a correlation between leak rates and gas flow rates and then monitoring the gas flow rates. The Task Group determined that this was not sufficient to monitor the leak rates and that the NCR was valid and needed to be addressed.
7.0

NEW BUSINESS – CLOSED
7.1

Staff Engineer Auditor
Coatings Staff Engineer Bob Lizewski was approved as a Coatings Auditor Trainee, waiving the interview. A limitation of only thermal spray as a coating process was applied.
8.0
       NMC Metrics – OPEN
The NMC metrics were presented by Jim Lewis and reviewed by the Task Group. All metrics exhibiting an acceptable green stoplight condition except Task Group Cycle Time for Reaccreditation Audits (yellow) and Percent of Eligible Processors with Merit (red). There were no initial audits closed during the latest period.

Although the Percent of Eligible Processors with Merit metric is only at 56% of those eligible as compared with a goal of 80%, this has been increasing over the past year (47% for the same period in 2009). The Task Group has initiated several actions to improve this.

9.0

Auditor Evaluation Report Out – OPEN
Jim Lewis led a review of data from PRI staff and supplier evaluations of auditors. There are no significant issues or negative trends; overall, feedback has been positive.

10.0
PRIME JOB AUDIT GUIDELINE UPDATE – OPEN
Rolls-Royce plc has the only guidelines in use; this was quickly reviewed to demonstrate the initiative to attendees. Rolls-Royce Corp. and Bombardier guidelines have been reviewed by the staff engineer and returned for modification.

11.0
FUTURE TASK GROUP INITIATIVES REVIEW – OPEN
The Task Group reviewed the list of proposed agenda items to be addressed in future efforts. Getting contact information regarding export control from Subscribers was added to the list. Anyone can send suggestions for consideration to Chair Jack Saunders or Staff Engineer Jim Lewis.

ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis will send an email to Task Group Subscriber Voting Members requesting contact information for export control questions for their companies that can be posted. The information will be requested to be submitted by 31-AUG-10. (DUE DATE: 15-JUL-10)

ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis will post any information received regarding export control contact information to eAuditNet. (DUE DATE: 31-OCT-10)
12.0
Supplier Support Committee Report – OPEN
Dale Harmon, Coatings representative to the Supplier Support Committee (SSC), presented an overview of the SSC and items of interest from the SSC meeting held the previous afternoon. For complete details, see published minutes of the SSC meeting posted on www.pri-network.org.
13.0
Nadcap Management Council Meeting Report – OPEN
Chair Jack Saunders updated the Task Group on items from the Nadcap Management Council (NMC) meeting earlier in the day. For complete details, see published minutes of the NMC meeting posted on www.pri-network.org. 

14.0
Discussion of Planning and Ops Meeting Output – OPEN
Jack Saunders and Jim Lewis briefed the Task Group on the Planning and Ops meeting from the previous day.

Task groups voted to no longer permit auditor acceptance of minor findings during audits, although the Coatings representatives spoke in favor of keeping the option. This was in support of the Task Group decision to continue to accept findings on site.
The Checklist Criteria created by NMC are to be included in a procedure. There were significant concerns in the Task Group based on the very limited number of industry specifications which are available for coatings, especially as most of these are not used by the Subscribing Members of the Task Group.
The Task Group was also informed of the NMC decision that auditors will only verify corrective actions from the previous audit and will not review major nonconformances from two audits prior, as Coatings auditors had been doing.
15.0
AUDITOR TRAINING TOPICS – OPEN
Topics for annual auditor to be conducted in October 2010 were reviewed, and assignments were made. Ensuring complete audit scopes - include non-standard coating evaluations (Ben Evans); revised checklists (Task Group); prime JAG update (Tim Pruitt); top NCR’s (Jim Lewis); top NCR variations among auditors (Jim Lewis); and general question and answer. Dale Harmon formally requested on behalf of suppliers that suppliers be permitted to attend at least some of the auditor training; it was pointed out that some Task Groups permit this, demonstrating it need not be detrimental to the training process.

ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis will research and assist Jack Saunders in determining if suppliers will be permitted to attend auditor training in October. (DUE DATE: 31-AUG-10)

16.0
REVIEW OF NTGOP-001 APPENDIX IX – OPEN
The appendix relating to Coatings Task Group was reviewed. A ballot will be sent with the revisions.
ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis to Ballot the proposed revisions to NTGOP-001, Appendix IX once NTGOP-001 has been revised. (DUE DATE: 31-OCT-10)
17.0
MICROANALYSIS CHECKLIST TEAM PROPOSAL – OPEN
The team co-leaders were not present at the meeting, and no progress was reported.

18.0
REVIEW OF NON-STANDARD COATINGS EVALUATIONS – OPEN
The Task Group reviewed non-standard tests performed to evaluate coatings. Non-standard refers to there being no specific questions regarding the evaluation currently in the AC7109/5 checklist. The list was created during the February meeting and with input from Task Group members. It was decided to add the tests to the scope of AC7109/5 but not to create audit criteria for any of them until data can be collected from audits over the next year or two to determine the number of processors performing the evaluations and therefore the value of creating specific questions.
19.0
REVISION OF COATING CHECKLISTS – OPEN
Comments received during the affirmation balloting of AC7109/3 Revision C, AC7109 Revision C, and AC7109/5 Revision D, were reviewed and dispositioned by the Task Group. AC7109/3 and AC7109/5 saw only editorial changes and will be sent to the NMC for balloting. AC7109 had one technical change and will be sent for another affirmation ballot to the Task Group.

AC7109/4 for Stripping was reviewed for revision and is ready for Task Group balloting.

AC7109/6 for Plating was reviewed for revision and will be ready for Task Group balloting pending adding possible requirements regarding XRF for solution analysis.

AC7109/7 for Heat Treatment of Coatings review was started at this meeting; the review of this checklist will be completed at a future meeting.

AC7109/1 and AC7109/2 will be reviewed at the Pittsburgh meeting in October; revision of AC7109/7 will be completed if time permits. It is intended that AC7109/1 and AC7109/2 will be the priority for the October meeting.

20.0
REVIEW EXPECTATIONS/NEW BUSINES – OPEN
Expectations were reviewed, and items not addressed in the meeting yet were discussed.

20.1
Adding Stripping Scope

Instead of adding stripping as a scope under AC7109, it was decided to add it the scopes of AC7109/1, AC7109/2, and AC7109/3.

ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis will add Stripping as a scope to the Coating Preliminary Questionnaire (s-frm-10) for AC7109/1, AC7109/2 and AC7109/3. (DUE DATE: 31-AUG-10)
20.2
Thermal Spray Powder Certificate Review

It was discussed that for larger shops, especially those that perform other processes besides coatings, it is more difficult to review each powder certification as not all of the incoming inspectors are qualified to review them. It was questioned as the coating suppliers are typically approved by the prime and certify to the specification that a periodic in depth review of the cert may be sufficient. However, a supplier brought up that they recently received a powder which was certified to the specification but the certification identified values that were outside of specification requirements. With this information, it was decided that review of all powder certifications will be continued.

20.3
Determination of Dwell Time

For some abradable coatings, the dwell time for hardness testing is longer than the two to six seconds recommended by ASTM E 18. ASTM E 18 requires that the dwell time be recorded if it is outside of the two to six second range. With older hardness testing machines, it may be hard to determine the actual time of the application of force (dwell time). As this is a requirement of the standard and ASTM E 18 is flowed down by many primes, the dwell time must be determined and recorded in accordance with the standard when testing to the standard.
20.4
Waivers of Specification Requirements

Generally, the Coatings Task Group will accept email waivers from primes/customers during audits; these do not have to be part of the purchase order. However, prime specification requirements override this, and additional documents may be required by a prime.

21.0
REVIEW NEW ACTION ITEMS – OPEN 
Action items were documented by Secretary Dale Harmon. For specific details please see the Coatings Task Group Rolling Action Item List (RAIL) posted at www.eAuditNet.com.

22.0
faciltator feedback – OPEN
The Task Group Facilitator Feedback form was completed. All felt that the meeting went well and the facilitators performed well.


[image: image1.emf]Nadcap Facilitator  Feedback Form CT-0610.pdf


23.0
AGENDA FOR OCTOBER 2010 MEETING – open
Next meeting will be October 18-21, 2010 in Pittsburgh, PA, USA. Proposed agenda items other than the standard items include: checklist revisions (AC7109/1, /2, and /7); update on microanalysis checklist requirements; and compliance to the new vision for checklist requirements. The agenda will be posted and accessible through the PRI website.

Adjournment – 25-JUN-10 – Meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m.
	***** 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:

	NTGOP-001, Appendix IX
	Jim Lewis
	31-AUG-10

	s-frm-10
	Jim Lewis
	31-AUG-10
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_1341209389.pdf
Nadcap Meeting Facilitation Feedback

Name (Chair person and staff): __Jack Saunders and Jim Lewis

Name of meeting:__Coatings Date: 24-Jun-2010

10.

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

Did you find the Nadcap New Attendees Guide & Assistance document
helpful? N/A

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

Were the agenda items adequately introduced and explained?
Yes

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

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

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

Was the facilitator sensitive attendees who do not speak English? And did the
facilitator speak too fast or allow others to speak too fast?
Yes, No

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

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

Please suggest 3 methods of improvement:
1. More meetings in Singapore
2. Get More Suppliers and Primes to meetings

3.







