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TUESDAY, OCTOBER 18 – THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2011

1.0
OPENING COMMENTS – CLOSED

1.1
Call to Order / Quorum Check

The Conventional Machining as a Special Process Task Group (CMSPTG) was called to order at 8:00 a.m., 18-Octr-11. It was verified that only SUBSCRIBER MEMBERS were in attendance during the closed session of the meeting.
A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:

Subscriber Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)

	
	NAME
	COMPANY 


	

	*
	Ken
	Abram
	Honeywell Aerospace
	Vice-Chairperson

	*
	Zeljko
	Calija
	Goodrich
	

	
	David
	Day
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Caroline
	Des Landes
	Bombardier
	

	
	Philippe
	Durand
	Eurocopter
	

	*
	Vincent 
	Dutilh
	SAFRAN
	

	
	Brian
	Hann
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	*
	Wayne
	Hillstead
	309th Maintenance Wing – Hill AFB
	

	
	Will
	Macias
	Goodrich
	

	
	Iris (Hongli)
	Niu
	Goodrich
	

	*
	John
	Pfeiffer
	GE Aviation
	Chairperson

	*
	Alex
	Pohoata
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	
	Sunder
	Rajan
	Raytheon
	

	
	Angelie
	Vincent
	Spirit AeroSystems
	


Other Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)

	
	NAME
	COMPANY NAME


	

	
	Larry
	Corsetti
	Westinghouse Electric Company
	

	*
	Tim
	Crowe
	Hunting Dearborn
	

	*
	Brad
	Gould
	Hunting Dearborn
	

	
	Severine
	Guitton
	Composites Atlantic Ltd.
	

	*
	Jim 
	Jensen
	Moeller Manufacturing Co.
	

	
	Steve
	King
	Westinghouse Electric Company
	

	
	David
	Osenar
	PAKO Inc.
	


PRI Staff Present 

	
	Linda
	Bliss
	
	

	
	Sarah
	Jordan
	
	

	
	Justin
	McCabe
	
	


1.2
Review of Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest

The Antitrust presentation was reviewed.   The Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest, and Task Group Operating Rules were also reviewed.
1.3
Call for New Members / Review of Current Roster


Caroline Des Landes was confirmed as a CMSPTG Subscriber Voting Member.  

1.4
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes
The minutes from June 2011 were approved as written.  
2.0
DISCUSSION ON AUDITOR CONFERENCE – CLOSED


The Auditor Conference went well with seven auditors/candidates trained.  The topics covered included technical clarifications, auditor advisories, and a review of recent NCR’s.  Subscribers from Rolls Royce, Honeywell, GE Aviation, and SAFRAN conducted in depth training on their specifications.  In depth presentations on Tool Control and Grinding Injury were also covered.  
Action Items from the Auditor Conference were reviewed.  For 2012 the Task Group intends to stay with the current one day format.  

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to put additional job audits in the Word copy of the checklist so that auditors have an easier time of printing the necessary checklists.  (DUE DATE: 30-Jan-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to February agenda the topic of Outline 2012 Auditor Conference.  (DUE DATE: 11-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram to appoint a leader and sub-team for 2012 Auditor Conference.  Suggested topics include new mandates and for each Subscriber to review how to go through their system to determine the latest version of the specification.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

3.0
AQS AUDIT CRITERIA - CLOSED

David Day, Chair of Aerospace Quality System (AQS) and AQS liaison to CMSPTG, presented an overview of AS9100 and AC7004.  
4.0
OBSERVATION AUDITS and NUCAP – CLOSED

There were no observation audits and no NUCAP issues since the last meeting.  Subscribers were encouraged to schedule observation audits and the process to do so was explained.  
5.0
REVIEW OTHER AGENDAS – CLOSED


Sarah Jordan presented the agendas from the Task Group Chair & Staff Engineer Roundtable, Planning & Operations and Supplier Support Committee meetings.  
6.0
SUBSCRIBER CLARIFICATIONS - CLOSED
The CMSPTG discussed questions of interpretations that had been raised in recent audits.  Several clarifications were flowed to the Audit Handbook.  
This is a list of topics discussed included:
· Audits without currently running parts are an issue.  Though not preferred paper audits or audits of scrap parts are permitted.  
· The clarification on the question regarding reaction to process alarms is that the intent is to also look at the evidence as it relates to historical events and not only the job audit involved.

· A clarification was made that N/A on approving the tool reconditioning supplier applies if the tools are supplied and returned to the customer for that process.  However, the tool control procedure should detail what does occur.   
· If process monitoring is not in scope of the audit, then the process monitoring questions do not need audited even if the equipment has process monitoring capability and it is in use.  

· For indexable inserts the Task Group expectation is that there is documentation for the operator to define their use.  One insert edge is considered equal to one cutting tool and does not need tracked unless it is used for more than one part. If the wear is not easily visible on a used insert cutting edge it is necessary to have a method to prevent improper reuse of a given edge.

· The expectations regarding fixture set-up were discussed.  At this time, refer to customer requirements.  
· Chamfering is considered burr removal as is secondary burr removal on the chamfered surface.  Auditors are to keep vigilant for “incidental” burr removal such as the use of emery cloth or Scotch Brite by the operators as this is an area prone to not being documented.  At this time edge treatment will be maintained in the current format (e.g. in AC7126/1 and AC7126/6).  
· CMSPTG decided that AC7126/1-/6 5.5.1.1 “Is the process running on an approved machine or approved alternative if required by the customer?” may include the use of a customer approved machine to use or details of how to qualify the machine.  The auditor needs to refer to the customer’s requirements.  GE has noted that they do not require the use of running processes on approved machines except on holemaking.

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to get guidance from Tim Sowa on the details of their requirements regarding the set up of fixtures and to discuss at next meeting.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to send Auditor Advisory of the Subscriber Clarifications discussed.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

7.0
AUDITOR SCREENING EXAM – CLOSED

The CMSPTG is satisfied with the current screening methodology.  They do not intend to create an initial screening exam at this time but will leave it as an item in the Parking Lot for consideration when the number of audits and auditors is larger.  
8.0
JOB TRACKER – CLOSED

The CMSPTG discussed the proposed job tracker.  It is felt it would be useful to implement now so that the data is available in the long term.  

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to check with other Task Groups regarding other job trackers to determine if there is any planned common format and report out at the next meeting. (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to modify job tracker as discussed and send to the Task Group for ballot. (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

9.0
METRICS – CLOSED
Sarah Jordan presented CMSPTG metrics including Subscriber participation, NCR’s per auditor, and auditor ratings.

The delegation metrics were reviewed for the June-September period: 

· Delegated Staff Engineer (Sarah Jordan): 100% concurrence of NCR’s and Task group oversight was 27% of NCR’s

· Non-delegated Staff Engineer (Rick Sovich): No audits reviewed during this period.
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to contact Subscriber voting members at risk of not meeting participation and ensure they attend the next meeting. (DUE DATE: 15-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to report out on the NCR metrics comparing before and after auditor training.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Linda Bliss to include a reminder in the next ballot regarding the rules for participation on letter ballots. (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

10.0
CLOSED NEW BUSINESS – CLOSED

The CMSPTG succession plan was discussed.  Effective October 20, 2011, Ken Abram, Honeywell was approved to be Chair; Nicolas Batista, SAFRAN, was approved to be Vice-Chair; and Caroline Des Landes, Bombardier, was approved to be Secretary.  

The recommendations on New Auditor Training were presented.  It was felt that due to the size of CMSPTG that there was no need for the creation of detailed CMSP new auditor training.  The current process of Subscriber led WebEx training on a case by case basis appears effective and permits the training to be customized to the individual’s needs.

The recommendations on Auditor Consistency were reviewed.  At this time the CMSPTG is going to maintain the current approach to data analysis due to the small population of auditors and audits.  

A recent request was made for an executive summary of CMSPTG.  Since no such document currently exists, the existing Supplier guidance was used. Because there continues to be some confusion as to the Task Group’s scope, it would be useful to have a document summarizing the group for executives at aerospace companies and authorities.  

The suggestion to form a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Non-Conventional Machining (NM) was put in the parking lot until further information was available.  

ACTION ITEM:  Linda Bliss to send m-frm-01 to Nicolas Batista regarding Vice-Chair appointment.  (DUE DATE: 15-Dec-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to ballot NTGOP-001 Appendix regarding recommended change to include NMC Supplier Voting member and Supplier Support Committee (SSC) member to list regarding length of terms and to reword to indicate a biennial review and not firm term limit. (DUE DATE: 15-Dec-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to review Audit Handbook Appendix A to determine if checklists are compliant to NMC vision statement and report any discrepancies at the next meeting. (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to review existing MOU’s and present summary of precedents at February meeting due to Honeywell request to consider MOU with NM related to EDM/Laser roughing followed by CMSP finishing.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  John Pfeiffer to create CMSP executive summary and to review at next meeting.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

11.0
OPEN SESSION OPENING COMMENTS – OPEN

11.1
The Antitrust, Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest, and Task Group Operating Rules were reviewed for the open session.
11.2
Call for New Members / Review of Current Roster


Brad Gould, Hunting Dearborn, was confirmed as a CMSPTG Alternate Supplier Voting Member.  Jim Jensen, Moeller Manufacturing Company Inc., was confirmed as a CMSPTG Supplier Voting Member.  
12.0
CLOSED MEETING DEBRIEF – OPEN


John Pfeiffer presented major discussion points of Closed Meeting.
13.0
MEETINGS REPORT – OPEN


John Pfeiffer gave a summary of Task Group Chair & Staff Engineer Roundtable, Planning and Operations, and NMC meetings.  
14.0
GRINDING AFTER HEAT TREAT – OPEN

A determination was made to leave the definition of the scope of “Grinding after Heat Treat” up to the individual Subscribers.  The intended content includes any grinding after carburizing, nitriding, hardening, and titanium or other materials susceptible to cracking or phase transformations.  

The questions submitted by Raytheon were reviewed but further work is needed on the topic.  

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to send proposed draft grinding after heat treatment questions to the CMSPTG for additional input.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  John Pfeiffer to discuss issue with Marco Cherubini and to review at next meeting.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to review the relevant industry standards to determine if they are fully covered and to review at next meeting.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add “Grinding After Heat Treat” topic to next agenda including determination as to if this can be addressed through clarification of the audit scope.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sunder Rajan to ask Heat Treat Task Group if there are any additional interested participants.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sub-team (John Pfeiffer, Marco Cherubini, Sunder Rajan, and Zeljko Calija) to create proposed questions via conference calls and then present at January conference call.  (DUE DATE: 30-Jan-12)

15.0
BASIC MACHINING – OPEN

The goal of the CMSPTG activity surrounding the creation of a basic machining accreditation is to provide a baseline accreditation for those Subscribers without specifications, to facilitate development of CMSP Suppliers, and to have a meaningful audit for those Suppliers without current CMSP specification work.  

The base AC7126 has been reviewed at the June 2011 meeting to establish the baseline procedural and system expectations.  There is a need for a job audit so the slash sheet AC7126/1 was reviewed through #5.5.1.1 to obtain the questions intended for a basic machining job audit.  The factors considered were if it was reasonable for the Supplier, beneficial to the Subscribers, and able to be audited by the auditor.  Questions marked “not generic” are intended to be removed in a basic audit.  After the review of AC7126/1 is completed, the process specific questions in the other checklists will also be reviewed.  
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ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to next meeting agenda to continue reviewing AC7126/1 for basic machining job audit criteria.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to contact auditors for input as to what method of job audits they feel would be most effective for a basic machining audit and report out at conference call.  (DUE DATE: 30-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  CMSPTG to determine where basic job audit will be located: within AC7126, in a new AC7126/7, or within each of the existing slash sheets.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

16.0
BALLOT MANAGER – OPEN


Shariq Parvez, Software Engineer at PRI, gave presentation on the new eAuditNet Ballot Manager feature.

[image: image3.emf]Ballot Manager


17.0
STAFF REPORT AND RAIL – OPEN


Sarah Jordan presented an update on CMSPTG including metrics.  The action items from the previous meeting were reviewed.  All items except four from the June meeting were closed.  The target dates for the open action items were revised.  Still open action items include John Pfeiffer to review abrasive flow as it applies to AC7126/6, Nicolas Batista to send PRI list of Suppliers, John Pfeiffer to complete Appendix A for AC7126/2-/6, and Vincent Dutilh to provide PRI with Turbomeca specification once it is translated to English.  

Tim Crowe, Hunting Dearborn, was confirmed as the CMSPTG Supplier Voting Member to NMC.  

[image: image4.emf]Staff Report


ACTION ITEM:  Linda Bliss to send m-frm-01 to Tim Crowe regarding appointment as NMC Supplier Voting Representative for CMSPTG.  (DUE DATE: 15-Dec-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Caroline Des Landes to send PRI a copy of the Bombardier specifications.  (DUE DATE: 15-Nov-11)

18.0
CHECKLIST TRANSLATION – OPEN

The CMSPTG approved the French translation of AC7126/1 which had been translated by a team of Nicolas Batista, Vincent Dutilh, Philippe Durand, and Caroline Des Landes.  
The translation of CMSP checklists into other languages was discussed.  
ACTION ITEM:  Linda Bliss to format French version of AC7126/1 and ensure it is published in eAuditNet.  (DUE DATE: 31-Dec-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to contact Nicolas to create a plan regarding translation to French of AC7126/2-6 where preference for /2 and /3 has been expressed by the Task Group.  (DUE DATE: 31-Dec-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Liu Le of PRI and Iris Niu of Goodrich to verify the Chinese translation of the CMSP checklists.  (DUE DATE: 31-Dec-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Han Liyong and John Pfeiffer of GE Aviation to address any comments submitted regarding the Chinese translation of CMSP checklists.  (DUE DATE: 10-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to submit completed Chinese translations to CMSPTG for approval.  (DUE DATE: 10-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram and Caroline Des Landes to investigate translation of CMSP checklists into Spanish and to report out at next meeting.  (DUE DATE: 10-Feb-12)

19.0
AUDIT HANDBOOK STATUS – OPEN


There have been no significant changes made to the Audit Handbook since the last meeting.  The next version will not be issued until a review at the February 2012 meeting.
20.0
CHECKLIST REVISION PLAN – OPEN


John Pfeiffer reviewed the planned actions for the grinding after heat treat and basic machining.  The goal is to finish those at the February 2012 meeting so that they can then be balloted.  In addition the list of other suggestions will be reviewed at the February meeting for potential inclusion. 

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to next meeting agenda to review the list of suggested checklist revisions. (DUE DATE: 15-Nov-11)

21.0
OPEN NEW BUSINESS – OPEN

Alex Pohoata and Angelie Vincent discussed the soft skills presentation used in their auditor training.  The suggestion to create a long term Job Audit Policy similar to NMSE was put in the parking lot.  The suggestion on having a tool-making checklist was left in the parking lot.  A sub-team is to be formed to investigate beginning discussions with toolmakers at the October 2012 meeting.
The Technology Survey results were reviewed.  Lapping and honing may be incorporated into the discussion on grinding after heat treat.  Spline-making is also in the parking lot under there are Subscriber requirements available.  There is no interest in Stripping of coatings as it was felt this should be handled by coating.  There was debate on Water Jet Cutting as to whether this was nonconventional (NM) or conventional (CMSP) but there was insufficient interest at this time.  

Bombardier raised the topic of specifically controlling the machining of composites.  
The CMSPTG discussed their expectation for grouping.  The issue of a CMSP industry standard was discussed.  CMSPTG finds the current agenda format acceptable.  The NMC Sub-Team presentation on Smart Checklists was reviewed.   The Drop Scope proposal on revising procedures to address removing a scope from an in-process audit was reviewed.
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to obtain soft skills training from Rick Sovich to give to all non-NMSE CMSP auditors. (DUE DATE: 15-Nov-11)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add agenda topic for Task Group discussion regarding the value of incorporating requirements on perishable tooling manufacturing and potentially inviting toolmakers to October 2012 meeting.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Caroline Des Landes to conduct a gap analysis of the Bombardier composite machining specifications as compared to the CMSP checklists.  (DUE DATE: 28-Feb-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to schedule a conference call with Nonconventional and Composites Task Group Chairs, Staff Engineers, and key Task Group members to develop plan on incorporation of composite machining.  (DUE DATE: 2-Jan-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to schedule a conference call with interested parties from Rolls-Royce Corp. regarding creation of an industry standard for CMSP.  (DUE DATE: 2-Jan-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to send Task Group members the reference number of existing machining standards for CMSP.  (DUE DATE: 2-Jan-12)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to send Task Group feedback on Smart Checklists and Drop Scope proposal, and grouping to the appropriate parties.  (DUE DATE: 2-Jan-12)

22.0
PLAN NEXT MEETINGS – OPEN

The CMSPTG will meet in San Diego on Tuesday February 21 through Thursday February 23, 2012.  Teleconferences are planned for the end of November and mid-January.
23.0
REVIEW PARKING LOT – OPEN


Sarah Jordan reviewed the items currently in the CMSP parking lot.  No actions taken at this time.
24.0
REVIEW NEW ACTION ITEMS – OPEN


The identified action items were reviewed.  
25.0
SUPPLIER TRAINING: TOOL CONTROL – OPEN


John Pfeiffer presented to the suppliers the tool control presentation given during the Auditor Conference.

[image: image5.emf]Tool Control


ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to put presentation on Tool Control on eAuditNet.  (DUE DATE: 2-Dec-11)

26.0
FORUM FOR SUPPLIER Q&A – OPEN

Suppliers gave positive feedback regarding the Revision A version of the checklists.  It was indicated that they were clearer and less redundant.  The Audit Handbook Appendix A was deemed to be an invaluable reference.  
ADJOURNMENT – OCTOBER 20, 2011 – Meeting was adjourned at 3.15 p.m.

Minutes Prepared by: Vincent Dutilh from SAFRAN, Vincent.dutilh@turbomeca.fr. 
	***** 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
	Sarah Jordan
	12/15/11
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NOTE THIS IS NOT AN OFFICIAL COPY OF THE AC7126/1 Rev A CHECKLIST AND IS OFFERED ONLY AS A STARTING POINT FOR THE SUPPLIER TO CREATE A WORKING SELF-
AUDIT TOOL. BY ACCEPTING AND USING THIS DOCUMENT, THE SUPPLIER ACCEPTS ALL RESPONSIBILITY TO ASSURE THE INFORMATION ENCLOSED IS THE SAME AS THE
OFFICIAL CHECKLIST AND ITS SUBSEQUENT REVISIONS.
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AUDIT CRITERIA FOR HOLEMAKING

1.0

2.0

21

2.2

EDITORIAL REVISION TO PARAGRAPHS 5.3.8.6 AND 5.5.1.3 ON 23-MAY-11
SCOPE

This checklist is to be used as a supplement to PRI AC7126 for suppliers seeking accreditation for the
manufacturing of Holes deemed critical to aerospace design and safety.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Questions noted with (Info) are asked for information purposes only. For (Info) questions, “NO” answers
do not require the issuance of a Nonconformance Report (NCR) or an explanation.

N/A (Not Applicable) answers to questions will be permitted only to the extent defined in the Auditor
Handbook.

The number of job audits depends on the scope of the audit. See the Audit Handbook for additional
details. In all cases a minimum of 2 job audits are required.

Audit Scope

The scope of this audit includes AC7126 and the manufacturing of holes.

Methods

Methods are the sub-scopes selected for this audit. The method is to be indicated in each job audit. The

methods for AC7126/1 include Holemaking, Holemaking with Process Monitoring, Abrasive Flow Post
Finish, Jig Grinding Post Finish, and Hone Post Finish.

PRI operating procedures provide that "This report is published by PRI to advance the state of technical, engineering, and quality
sciences. The use of this report is entirely voluntary, and its applicability and suitability for any particular use, including any patent
infringement arising therefrom, is the sole responsibility of the user."

PRI invites your written comments and suggestions.

Copyright 2011 Performance Review Institute. All rights reserved.

t-frm-15

01-Jan-11
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3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

4.0

4.1
4.2
5.0
51
51.1
51.1.1

5112
51.1.3

NOTE: Holemaking with Process Monitoring applies when the Supplier is requesting qualification to a
specific Prime requirement for Process Monitoring. Some primes have certain Classes within their
controlling specifications that require the use of specific process monitoring systems (e.g. power monitors,
speed monitors, etc.), and have requirements for the use and calibration of those systems. In those
cases the audit questions related to "Process Monitoring" are to be measured against those Prime
requirements (see prime controlling specifications and the Handbook for details).

In the absence of such requirements, supplier equipment may still include process monitoring systems.
For example, coolant flow monitors are common on modern machining centers. If those systems are not
intended to satisfy a prime's requirements for Process Monitoring, select only "Holemaking" as the
method.

DEFINITIONS
Holemaking

The manufacture of holes by conventional machining as a special process. Holes may be round or
shaped in profile and may be through or "blind". Holes are typically produced using a rotating tool,
including, but not limited to, drills, mills, reamers, and single-point boring tools. Unless otherwise specified
by the customer, the holemaking operation includes any associated feature such as edgebreaks?*,
counterbores, and spotfaces. Features such as shaft bores that are produced by turning are not
considered holes, although the initial operation (e.g. gundrilling) may be controlled as a holemaking
operation. In such cases consult the handbook or customer documentation for guidance as to which
features and operations are to be included under this audit. *The auditors need to check customer
requirements to verify if a separate edge treatment audit is also required.

Holes
Except where otherwise described by the customer, a "hole" includes any associated edgebreaks,
counterbores, and spotfaces. Where these associated features are produced on the same machine as
the hole, audit questions apply to each operation/cut. If they are produced at separate workstations
(including handbench), repeat applicable questions at each workstation.
Additional Definitions
For definitions and interpretations see the Conventional Machining as a Special Process (CMSP) Task
Group Audit Handbook. This and other pertinent data can be found and downloaded from eAuditNet
under Resources/Documents/Public Documents.

TRAINING N/A

N/A if the supplier does not have customers with specific holemaking training
requirements.

Does training content for holemaking meet the customer requirements? YES NO
Does training include all personnel referenced per the customer requirements? YES NO
JOB AUDIT

Customer Requirements

Job Details

Select the Job’s status
Completed [] In Process [
Date job was completed if a historical job.

Select the Method audited:

[Comment [K1]: Move to Base
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51.1.4

5115

Holemaking []

Holemaking with Process Monitoring []
Abrasive Flow Post Finish []

Jig Grinding Post Finish []

Hone Post Finish []

Select whether the Supplier indicated that the part audited was Export Controlled
(ITAR/EAR):

Yes, Export Controlled []
Did not indicate Export Controlled []

Informational: If the job audit does not cover the “Holemaking with Process
Monitoring” Method, please check to indicate if the equipment used for the job audit
was capable of process monitoring and if it was in use during the job audit.

Complete the following information.

51.2

5121
5.1.2.2
5123
51.2.4
5.1.25

5131
5.1.3.2
5.1.3.3
5134

51.4.1
5.1.4.2
5143

5151

5.2

521

5.2.2

Job Audit Properties

Customer/Prime Contractor

Unique work Order # or Lot #

Quantity

Serial Number of audited part(s)

List the details of the processes and equipment audited

Job Identification

Drawing #/Part Number/Rev.

Purchase Order Number/Rev.
Operation Sequence Number
Class (if applicable)

Reference Specifications

Customer Specification/Rev.
MIL/Industry Specification/Rev

List source of holemaking requirements (purchase order, drawing,
fixed/frozen process documentation, internal specification, etc.)

Flow Down

Have quality and technical requirements been flowed down?
Process Approvals

N/A applies if process approvals are not required by the customer.

Does the process approval document (technical plan, manufacturing plan, data sheet,
etc.) contain all of the information per customer requirements?

Is there objective evidence of customer approval for the holemaking process(es)
being used?

YES NO

N/A

YES NO

YES NO
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5.2.3 Are all features controlled by customer engineering requirements accounted for inthe ~ YES NO
process approval document?
524 Are all operations performed on the controlled features accounted for in the process YES NO
approval document(s)?
NOTE: Give special consideration to operations not performed as part of machining.
For example, manual deburr, handbench, and separate edgebreak operations.
5.3 Document Control
5.3.1 Is the drawing and revision number on the customer’s purchase order/documentation ~ YES NO
the same as the drawing and revision number on file and in use at the supplier?
EXPECTATION: TO CHECK ON ALL JOB AUDITS AT A MINIMUM
5.3.2 Does the supplier have copies of customer and/or industry specifications at the YES NO—MN/A
correct revision level?
Not just CMSP specs. Could include general machining specs.
5.3.3 Is the process being performed per the current revision of applicable approved YES NO
P g p p pp pp
| customer requirements or industry specifications?
5.3.4 Are process records maintained as specified on the drawing, purchase order (PO), or YES NO
other customer requirements?
5.35 Are the Work Instructions at the workstation the same revision as the approved YES NO
process and does that planning have all changes properly incorporated?
L
5.3.6 Are changes to the process proposed by the supplier approved by the customer and YES NO N/A
design authority prior to incorporating the change when required?
5.3.7 Work Instruction General
53.7.1 Are Work Instructions detailing each operation available at each work station and do YES NO
they show evidence of approval, revision level and date?
5.3.7.2 Are the Work Instructions being reviewed before starting the machining process andis YES NO
the operation performed per the Work Instruction?
Are all operations that are performed included in the Work Instructions? YES NO
Is there objective evidence of Work Instructions approval in accordance with the YES NO
supplier’'s requirements and the customer requirements if any?
Do the Work Instructions indicate that the operation is frozen to the extent required by YES NO
the customer?
|5.3.7.6 Do the Work Instructions include all of the information required by the customer’s YES NO N/A
specification, including all required documents?|
5.3.8 Work Instruction Adequacy
.3.8. 0 Work Instructions identify specific features (or the entire operation) to which the
5.3.8.1 Do Work Instructi identi ific feat th ti tion) to which th YES NO
Customer requirements apply??
.3.8. re all of the controlled features detailed on the customer’s drawing accounted for?
5‘382 Are all of th trolled feat detailed on th 1 ’s drawi ted for? YES NO
.3.8. 0 Work Instructions direct that approved process parameters may not be overridden
5.3.8.3 Do Work | i di h d b idd YES NO

(or are locked-out)? Is there a system in place to ensure that controlled/approved
process parameters are not changed by the operator? Examples: feeds, speeds.

Comment [K2]: Consider moving to the base.
Ask auditors if this would be preferred.

Comment [K3]: Consider moving to the base.
Ask auditors if this would be preferred.

Comment [K4]: Not generic (ddelete or
collapse)

Comment [K6]: Not generic. Delete “by the
customer and add N/a.

[Comment [K5]: Not Generic. ]
[l‘ [K7]: Not generic ]
[Comment [K8]: Not generic ]

Comment [K9]: Needs internally approved at
a minimum. Change word “approved” to
“controlled/approved”. Could change to
Procedure. Need to reword to be broader than
work instructions.
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| Might be in training, work instruction, procedure or locked out.

5.3.84 Do Work Instructions describe all controlled cutting tools and abrasives such thatthe ~ YES NO
operator can verify they match the approved process?

Note: This requirement may be met by a physical description of all controlled features
(including geometry, material, and coating, if any) or by reference to a drawing,
catalogue, crib or other number/code that uniquely describes the tool.

5.3.85 Do Work Instructions include change intervals or wear criteria for each controlled YES NO
cutting tool or abrasive?

5.3.8.6 Does the Work Instruction list the operations performed, establishing a manufacturing YES NO
sequence/chronological order?

5.3.8.7 Are customer stock removal requirements, if any, documented in the Work Instruction ~ YES NO N/A
and performed?

5.3.8.8 Do Work Instructions indicate the cutting fluid flow range if required by the customer? ~ YES NO N/A

5.3.8.9 Is there evidence that the tool change point or wear criteria for each controlled cutting  YES NO N/A
tool or abrasive has been approved by the customer during substantiation, if required?

5.3.9 Work Instruction Holemaking Details

For each individual process in making a given hole:

5.3.9.1 Do the Work Instructions describe the layout and positioning of coolant delivery YES NO N/A
nozzle(s) so that it can be set-up repeatedly for each cutting tool and machining
stage?

5.3.9.2 Do the Work Instructions specify the machines approved for use and is this consistent YES NO

with customer requirements?

5.3.9.3 Do Work Instructions list values or ranges for all parameters required to run the YES NO
process?

5.3.94 Do the Work Instructions detail how to set up cutting tools? YES NO

5.3.9.5 Do the Work Instructions include all holding devices and fixtures where required by the YES NO N/A

| customer?

5.3.9.6 Do the Work Instructions include all information required by the customer to be inthe ~ YES NO N/A
Work Instructions?

5.3.9.7 For hand bench operations on controlled features, do Work Instructions describe the YES NO N/A
devices (e.g. air motor), cutting tools and abrasives approved for processing the
features?

5.3.10 Other Documentation

5.3.10.1 Is the shop traveler (including equivalent paper or electronic record) used to reflect YES NO

sequence of operations, inspection points, identification of the individual(s) performing
the work and date properly completed?

5.3.11 Work Instructions for Process Monitoring N/A

N/A for Suppliers who do not have customers who require process monitoring. See

[ Comment [K10]: Not generic. ]

Comment [K11]: Delete. (in all checklists)
Covered by 5.6.3

Comment [K12]: Move to section 5.8.2. Not
generic.

Comment [K13]: Remove N/A. Reword to If
coolant is used,..... If not using coolant and not
needing to. Still is Yes.

[Comment [K14]: Delete. 5.5.1.1 ]

Comment [K15]: Delete N/A and “where
required by the customer”. All slashsheets.

[ Comment [K16]: Not generic. ]

Comment [K17]: To make generic. Delete
N/A. If there are handbench.

[Comment [K18]: Whole section Not Generic. ]
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handbook for the definition of process monitoring.

5.3.11.1 Do Work Instructions for process monitoring communicate the process limits/alarm YES NO
level(s)?
5.3.11.2 Are alarm limits (e.g. power, torque, force, flow, etc.) developed consistent with YES NO

customer requirements?

5.3.11.3 Are monitoring thresholds determined for each part, each type of cutting tool, and YES NO
each machining condition when required?

5.3.11.4 Have the process limits/alarm level(s) been approved per the customer requirements? YES NO

5.3.11.5 Do the Work Instructions state how to arm the process monitoring system and how the YES NO

operator is to react to an alarm condition?

5.3.11.6 Is there evidence that alarm events are properly managed per customer YES NO N/A
requirements?

5.4 Operator Qualification

54.1 Is there evidence that the operator(s) received the required training before performing YES NO
controlled operations?

5.4.2 Is the operator’s training current per the required interval? YES NO

5.5 Equipment Qualification

55.1 Equipment Adequacy

55.1.1 Is the process running on an approved machine or approved alternative if required by YES NO N/A
the customer?|

55.1.2 Does the machine have the capability to monitor the cutting fluid flow rate or/and YES NO N/A
pressure per customer requirements?

55.1.3 Does the machine have the capability to interrupt the machining operation when a YES NO N/A
process parameter exceeds a defined range if this capability is required by the
customer?

55.14 For processes that require cutting fluid flow or pressure sensing, is there a separate YES NO N/A

sensor for the through-spindle cutting fluid branch (where used)?

5.5.15 Are all gages and process monitoring equipment identified as to their calibration YES NO
status and current?

Note: Refer to AC7126 question 9.1.6 regarding procedural requirements.
Gages/readouts that are used by the operator to set controlled process parameters
or to set alarm limits must be calibrated. Gages/readouts associated with machine
functions (e.g. hydraulic pressure, air pressure, lubrication levels, etc.) need not be
calibrated unless specific prime requirements exist.

5.5.1.6 For process monitoring, does the time threshold of the process monitoring system YES NO N/A
meet customer requirements?

55.2 Equipment Qualification

55.2.1 For each function requiring periodic qualification per customer requirements, is the YES NO N/A

qualification current, within the allowable limits, and visible at the machine?

Comment [K19]: Delete “or approved
alternate”.

Add to base. Is there a system to identify which
machines can be used for specific jobs
including flow down of any customer
requirements?

5.5.1.1 is not generic.
Remove N/A.






NOTE THIS IS NOT AN OFFICIAL COPY OF THE AC7126/1 Rev A CHECKLIST AND IS OFFERED ONLY AS A STARTING POINT FOR THE SUPPLIER TO CREATE A WORKING SELF-AUDIT
TOOL. BY ACCEPTING AND USING THIS DOCUMENT, THE SUPPLIER ACCEPTS ALL RESPONSIBILITY TO ASSURE THE INFORMATION ENCLOSED IS THE SAME AS THE OFFICIAL
CHECKLIST AND ITS SUBSEQUENT REVISIONS.

PRI AC7126/1 Revision A -7-
5.5.2.2 Have all machine and process monitor calibrations required by the customer been YES NO N/A
performed after any maintenance related to those systems or monitored machine
functions?
5.5.2.3 Does documentation exist that process-monitoring systems have been tested and YES NO N/A
approved within the required interval?
5.5.3 Equipment Maintenance
5531 Has the preventive maintenance program been completed as per schedule and are YES NO
records available to verify completion?
5.6 Cutting Fluid
5.6.1 Does the cutting fluid in use match the documented cutting fluid? YES NO
5.6.2 Is the cutting fluid approved by the Customer if required? YES NO N/A
5.6.3 Does the cutting fluid delivery method, including pressure/flow match the documented YES NO N/A
and approved process and the requirements of the Customer?
5.6.4 Has the supplier performed cutting fluid monitoring and maintenance per their YES NO N/A
documented procedure?
5.6.5 Is there a system in place to signal the operator of a significant interruption in the YES NO N/A
cutting fluid flow during the machining operation per customer requirements?
5.7 Process Performance N/A
57.1 Is the correct version of the NC program in use? YES NO N/A
5.7.2 Do the actual parameters match the Work Instruction/approved values or range? YES NO
5.7.3 Are parameters in use within customer requirements, if applicable? YES NO N/A
574 Is the use of Speed and Feed override controls consistent with the customer YES NO N/A
requirements?
5.7.5 Is all information requested on the manufacturing sheets, quality and production Work  YES NO
Instruction documents, and any associated documents clearly marked off by relevant
parties and properly filled out?
5.7.6 Is there evidence that local procedures for handling Special Cause Events are known  YES NO
to the operator?
5.7.7 Does the actual process match the approved process? YES NO
5.7.8 Process Monitoring Process Performance N/A
N/A for Suppliers who do not have customers who require process monitoring
5.7.8.1 Is automated process monitoring in use per the customer’s requirements? YES NO
5.7.8.2 If a monitored parameter exceeds the approved range (e.g. "Process Alarms") is YES NO
there objective evidence that the event was reported, documented, and evaluated per
supplier and any customer requirements? If no such events have occurred, is the
operator aware of the proper response to process alarms?
5.7.8.3 If a process alarm is the result of a machine or system malfunction, is there objective ~ YES NO N/A

evidence that maintenance and requalification were performed before resuming
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production?

5.7.8.4 Are monitor thresholds determined for each machined feature, cutting tool, and/or YES NO N/A
process condition when required?

5.7.85 Are power, force, torque, flow, or other process monitoring limits developed in a YES NO N/A
manner consistent with customer requirements?

5.7.8.6 Do actual process monitor alarm limits match the approved values (if applicable)? YES NO N/A

5.8 Cutting Tool Usage

5.8.1 Cutting Tool Adequacy

5.8.1.1 Do cutting tools and abrasives in use at the workstation match the approved process YES NO
and Work Instructions?

58.1.2 Do the tools and abrasives in use meet the customer requirements? Refer to YES NO N/A
handbook for specifics.

5.8.1.3 Is each cutting tool/tool supplier pairing in use approved by the customer? YES NO N/A

5.8.1.4 Are there controls in place to prevent mixing of approved and unapproved cutting YES NO
tools and abrasives at the workstation?

5.8.15 Does the supplier’s internal system assure that correct cutting tools and abrasives YES NO
are issued to the workstation?

5.8.1.6 Does the operator or person performing tool set up verify that the cutting tools and YES NO
abrasives match the work instructions/approved process?

5.8.1.7 Are cutting tools handled in a manner to prevent potential damage to either them or YES NO
the part being machined?

5.8.1.8 Are cutting tool markings or package labeling (if packaged until use) sufficient to YES NO
assure that the cutting tool can be uniquely identified and verified against process
documents, the Work Instructions, or the customer approved process?

5.8.2 Cutting Tool Change and Tracking

58.2.1 Do criteria for evaluating cutting tool or abrasive wear and determining tool change YES NO N/A
intervals meet the customer requirements?

5.8.2.2 Is the operator following the procedure to assure that worn cutting tools and YES NO
abrasives are not inadvertently re-used?

5.8.2.3 Do actual cutting tool and abrasive change intervals not exceed the approved limits, YES NO
including tracking across multiple parts where the approved change interval exceeds
one part?
NOTE: If the approved tool change exceeds one part/feature, there must be a written
or electronic (for example within CNC code) system for tracking tool usage.

5.8.2.4 Are finish cuts made with a new cutting tool or cutting edge where required by the YES NO N/A
customer?

5.8.25 Is there objective evidence that tool wear measurement or media/abrasive condition YES NO N/A
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evaluation is performed in accordance with customer requirements?

5.9 Hole Finishing

5.9.1 Do burr removal processes meet the customer requirements? YES NO N/A
5.9.2 Do hand finishing processes meet the customer requirements? YES NO N/A
5.10 Hole Inspection

5.10.1 Are visual and NDT inspections performed in accordance with customer YES NO N/A

requirements?
5.10.2 Are visual and NDT inspection criteria and methods documented? YES NO N/A

5.10.3 Are finished machined surfaces inspected for surface anomalies (rebond, orange peel, YES NO N/A
waviness, etc.) per customer requirements?

5.10.4 If the Customer specifies stock removal requirements, are measurements made to YES NO N/A
verify compliance, except where stock removal is controlled by fixed tool diameters?

5.11 Identification and Traceability
5.11.1 Is traceability of product maintained according to the supplier's documented YES NO
procedure?

5.11.2 Is traceability of product maintained in accordance with customer requirements? YES NO N/A
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Objective & Overview

Objective

 Introduce Task Group participants to the
functionality of Task Group Documents

Overview

» Accessing Task Group Documents
 Document List

 Work Area

* Responding to a Ballot






Accessing Task Group Documents

To get started click on the Task Group drop down. Select the Task Group and go
to Task Group Documents.

. Home | AboutUs | ContactlUs | FAQ | Logout
eAuditNet

Revolutionizing the way you do business

Resources = Supplier Applications = | TaskGroup =

Madeap NOT Tagk Group b Task Group Documents

(U DT ———————
The home screen displays current ballots by Task Group. Ballots are organized by

voting status ( — ballots requiring a response are listed first), then by
deadline (ne
" Nadcap NDT Task Group - Ballots and Resou

Home
Document Rev Ballot Stait Ballot End  Ballot Status  Your Vote Approve Disapprove Waive
ACT001 A 16-Sep-11  30-Sep-11  Letter Ballot (14 day) Open  Approve 25 3 Z
NOP-005 0873172011 31-Aug-11 15-Sep-11  Affirmation Ballot (14 day) Closed Comment Only
ACT126 B 31-Aug-11 15-Sep-11  Letter Ballot (14 day) Closed Disapprove 10 20 1

3
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Document List

The Document List will shows all active documents by task group. The drop downs
are used to search for previous revisions, ballots, etc. Click on a document to view
rolling comments made against the document. Click on previous revisions of the
document to see ballot history, etc.

**Please note that ballot information prior to the release of the balloting system,
7/19/2011, is not saved in the system**

Home | AboutUs | ContactUs | FAQ | Logout

e.A u d i t N e t Revolutionizing the way you do business

Resources = Supplier Applications  — Task Group -

Document List

Status Document Type m

All Active documents w All £

Displaying 10 of 10 records.

Document Revision Title Type Status Date

E Madcap Audit Criteria for NonDestructive Testing (NDT) Suppliers Accreditation Program Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT1144 E Madocap Audit Criteria for MonDestructive Testing Facility Penetrant Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT11411S F Madcap Supplemental Audit Criteria for MonDestructive Testing Facility Penetrant Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT114/2 E Madcap Audit Criteria for NonDestructive Testing Magnetic Farticle Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT114/25 F Madcap Supplemental Audit Criteria for MonDestructive Testing Magnetic Particle Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT114/3 F Madcap Audit Criteria for NonDestructive Testing Facility Ultrasonic Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT114/35 F Madocap Supplemental Audit Criteria for MonDestructive Testing Facility Ultrasonic Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT114/4 E Madcap Audit Criteria for NonDestructive Testing Facility Film Radiography Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT114/45 F Madcap Supplemental Audit Criteria for MonDestructive Testing Facility Film Radiography Survey Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11
ACT1145 F Madcap Supplemental Audit Criteria for MonDestructive Testing (NDT) Suppliers Accreditation Program Audit Checklist Completed 16-Jun-11

I__.s_] 1l E:xcel
Za |
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Document List Continued

Rolling Comments to be incorporated into future ballots should be sent to your
Commodity Staff Representative. Contact information can be found using the
‘Contact Us’ link on eAuditNet. Click on Doc Workarea to discuss, add files or
folders about the document.

“Madcap NDT Task Group . AC7114

Document Doc Main

Document Detalls Recent Activity
Document Id 883 Date Type
16-Jun-11 10:17 AM Completed
Document Name ACT114
E
Revision Other revisions of this document
Naocap Auca Cr for NonDast i Tosting
Tite o Creria for HonOssuchve Tesdng ) Document Name Reviston Status Date
(NDT) Suppliers Accreditation Program
877 CcT11 Obsolete 18-Jul-11
Status Compisted an C7114 B Obsolete 18-Jul-11
205 ACT114 C Obsolete 18-Jul-11
Scope Nadeap Audit Critarta for NonDestructive Testing 879 G 0 Obsolete 18-Jul-11
(NDT) Suppliers Accredaation Program 895 AC7114 Obsolete 14-0ul-11
Rationale
Estimated Ballot Dato

Rolling Comments (Revision Proposals)

Paragraph: 14.2
PascalBlondet 18-Oct-11 1:05 PM (ET)
Comment:

Flease revise the question to be maore descriptive

Incorporated in Next Ballot : Yes Resolved on:
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Work Area

The work area allows members of the task group to collaborate on different task
group functions. Folder (folder symbol), files (document symbol), and topics
(balloon symbol) can be added and responded to.

To view the contents of a folder click on the folder to open it, then re-click the folder
to return to the work area. To add a folder click then enter the required
information.

Home | AboutUs | ContactUs | FAQ | Logout

EAUd |tNet Revolutionizing the way you do busin

Work Area

Workarea for: Nadcap NDT Task Group

Instructions: Click the folder to open the folder, Re-click the folder to close the folder.

E ACT114 Supplement Committee

E ACT114/1 Committee
E ACT114/2 Committee
Xerd

| AT 114432 Committee

bl

Add File Add Folder | Add Topic

Posted

MDT Auditor Guide
18-Jul-11 3:57 PM (ET) By Randi Brown ll

pst

rig Parvez
ul-11 8:51 AM (ET}

ee Discussion]

£ 3 MDT Auditor Guide Revisions 1
: 18-Jul-11 3:55 PM (ET) By Randi Brown

di Brown
ul-11 3:55 PM (ET}

Shared VWorkareas from other groups:

Madcap Chemical Processes Task Group

Madcap Coatings Task Group

[
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Work Area Continued

To view a file click on the file name. To discuss the document click
. To add a file click then enter the required infor

. Home | AboutUs | ContactUs | FAQ | Logout
eAuditNet

Revolutionizing the way you do business

Resources - Supplier Applications —  Task Group —

Work Area

Workarea for: Nadcap NDT Task Group
Instructions: Click the folder to open the folder, Re-click the folder to close the folder.
E_ ACT114 Supplement Committee
| ACT114/1 Committee
| ACT114/2 Committee

| ACT 11413 Committes

AddFile | AddFolder Add Topic

Posted

Replies Latest
NDT Auditar Guide
. . Sharig Parvez
- x kR i "By oW
13-Jul 1_1 35 '_D[']_I'ET" By Randi Brown 1 19-Jul-11 8:51 AW (ET)
See Discussion
£ NET Auditor Guide Revisions ’ Randi Brown
: 18-Jul-11 3:55 PM (ET) By Randi Brown 18-Jul-11 3:55 PM (ET)

Shared Workareas from other groups:

Madeap Chemical Processes Task Group

Nadeap Coatings Task Group
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Work Area Continued

To view a message thread click on the topic name. Then reply to any of the
messages and start an email notification so you are aware when others respond.
To add a topic click then enter the required information.

Home | AboutUs | ContactUs | FAQ | Logout

eAuditNet

Rezourcez — Supplier Applicationz = Tazk Gro

Revolutionizing the way you do business

Work Area

Workarea for: Nadcap NDT Task Group
Instructions: Click the folder to open the folder, Re-c|

E_ ACT114 Supplement Committee

| ACT1141 Committee

ST

| ACT114/2 Commitiee

E ACT114/3 Committes

Add File  Add Folder |Add Topic

Posted Replies Latest

MDT Auditor Guide
18-Jul-11 3:57 FM (ET) By Randi Brown
See Discussion]

Sharig Parvez
19-Jul-11 8:51 AM (ET)

1

MDT Auditor Guide Revisions
18-Jul-11 3:55 FM (ET) By Randi Brown

Randi Brown
18-Jul-11 3:55 PM (ET)

& 1

Shared Workareas from other groups:

Madcap Chemical Processes Task Group

Madecap Coatings Task Group
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Work Area Continued

Click the Post Reply button to add a new discussion to the thread. Or click the
Reply To button on the thread that has already started to reply directly to that
specific thread. Click the Start Email Notification button to receive notification
when a response is posted to the thread.

. Home | AboutUs | Contactls | FAQ | Logout
eAuditNet e

Revolutionizing the way you do business

Rezowrces —  Task Group —  Internal Applications —

This is just a test - please ignore

Procedural Yiorkares Discussion - Workarea Forum for Madcap Internal Audit
Madcap Internal Audit- Warkarea Forum

CAUTION: eAudittlet farums have been pravided for professional and objective discussions. THE FORUME ARE PART OF THE PERMANENT RECORD AMD DISCUISZIONS SHOULD BE COMDUCTED 1M ACCORDANCE WITH
PROFESSIOMAL JUDGEMENT AT ALL TIMES AS MODIFICATIONS TO FORUM POSTINGS CANMOT BE MADE. PLEASE REFRAIN FROM ALL POETIMNGE THAT COULD BE OFFEMSIVE, SLANDEROUS, OR DEROGATORY. [TAREAR
information shall not he posted. Ifthis type of information is required, please contact PRI for alternate method of submittal. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

O replies on 1 page(s). Last post 13-0ck11 210 PM (ET) [Randi Brown)

ﬁ. Post Reply =¥ Start Email Notification

Backto the previous page
=
Randi Browm 13-0ct11 210 PM (ET) R LA L Reply To

This is just atest - please ignore

Performance Review nstitute Please disregard

Backto the previous Page






Work Area - Shared

Work Area displays shared Task Group work areas. In shared Task Group work

areas responses can be made to discussions, but the abilities to add a File, Folder
or New Topic are not available.

. Home | AboutUs | ContactUs | FAQ | Logout
eAuditNet

Revolutionizing the way you do business

Resources — Supplier Applications —  Task Group —

'Nadcap NDT Task Group - Workarea

Work Area

Workarea for: Nadcap NDT Task Group
Instructions: Click the folder to open the folder, Re-click the folder to close the folder.
E_ AC7114 Supplement Committee
| ACT114/1 Committee
| ACT114/2 Committee
| ACT114/3 Committee

AddFile  Add Folder Add Topic

Posted

Replies Latest
NOT Auditor Guide
_ . ; Sharig Parvez
18-Jul-11 3:57 PM (ET) By Randi Brow 1 o \
y . ) .I' ' andisrewn 19-Jul-11 8:51 AM (ET)
See Discussian

:} ¥ MNOT Auditor Guide Revisions ’ Randi Brown
e

18-Jul-11 3:55 PM (ET) By Randi Brown 18-Jul-11 3:55 PM (ET)

Shared Workareas from other groups:

Madcap Chemical Processes Task Group

Madecap Coatings Task Group
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Responding to a Ballot

When a ballot is issued an automatic email notification is sent containing the ballot
information and the deadline. To review open ballots click on the Task Group drop
down. Select the Task Group and go to Task Group Documents.

Home | AboutUs | ContactlUs | FAQ | Logout

EA U d i t N Et Revolutionizing the way you do business

Resources —  Supplier Applications - Task Group
L4 FH ¥

Document Rev Ballot Start Ballot End Ballot Status Your Vote Approve Disapprove Waive

ACT114 F 189-Jul-11 02-Sep-11

Open Mot Voted

1 ERI'Website

7 @

2 NOT Auditor Guide
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Responding to a Ballot Continued

Once in the ballot click the Doc Main tab to review the rolling comments and
previous ballots. The Ballot Details tab shows current results of the ballot, and

provides the ability to vote and comment against the ballot.
eAuditNet

Home | AboutUs | ContactUs | FAQ | Logout
Revolutionizing the way you do business
Supplier Applications — Task Group —

Nadcap NDT Task Group

Ballot Details

Overview Document

Type 45-days Letter Ballot ACT114 Rev F - Nadcap Audit Criteria for NonDestructive Testing (WD T) Suppliers Accreditation Prograrm
End Date 02-Sep-11 Summary

Attachments Test Document.doc

MNadcap Audit Criteria for NonDestructive Testing (MDT) Suppliers Accreditation Program

Recipients

Trackings
Madcap NDT Task Group{Primary)
All roles

Date Time Type

A9-Jul-11 12:42 PM Task Group Ballot
A9-Jul-11 12:4Z2 P

Project Started

Ballot Results

Total Voting Members Approve
69

Disapprove Participation

orsa

0%

Your Vote :

O Approve (O Disapprove ) Waive

Comments

(To ensure your concerns are properly addressed, please include proposed verbiage)
Type: 2 Informational 2 Technical

Remove comment
Scope: ) Overall Comment (O Comment on Paragraph ||

Add additional comments
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Conventional Machining Task Group
Cutting Tool* Control

Tool Control Scope:

e The supplier is responsible to utilize a tooling control plan which
ensures that the customer’s controlled machining processes and/or
features are only manufactured with tooling matching the
customers’ approval documentation.

« |If there are no specific Customer requirements for control of
perishable tooling, the supplier shall have work instructions and

provide objective evidence of perishable tool control @ the work
station.

* All “tool” references in:this document refer to cutting tools, rather than tooling/gaging/fixturing






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

Basic elements of a Supplier’s tool control process:

e The tooling control plan shall be documented.

e The plan shall describe how tooling is procured.

 How the procurement instructions, specifications, and drawings
are controlled (creation, revision, and approvals).

e Flowdown of Customer requirements shall be clearly
communicated to persons involved in procurement, distribution
and use of tooling, specifically restrictions on changes to tooling

- Without prior customer approval, where required
- Without process re-qualification, where required






Conventional Machining Task Group

Tool Control

ltems to be addressed in the plan (at a minimum):
e Top Level
- What is the purpose?
- Who is involved (function rather than names)?
- Who owns the plan?
- What is the outline of the plan and how is the plan organized?

« Each element shall address who/what/when/where/why/how?
e Who is responsible?
e What is the responsible person responsible for?
« Where is it performed or the results stored?
e Why is it being performed (helps with training and understanding intent)?
e When is it performed? What's the frequency? (as applicable)
» How is it to be performed? (logistics, step by step with appropriate detail)






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

ltems to be addressed in the plan (continued):

e |dentification/Nomenclature/Documentation
- Standard/stock vs. custom
- New vs. re-grinds?
- General use vs. fixed process tools?

e Procurement:

- Who reviews what to determine perishable tooling requirements?
- How is spec and fixed process compliance assured? By who?

- How are tool sources and changes to the sources controlled?

- How are cutting tools requested?

- What must be specified on tooling requests?






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

ltems to be addressed in the plan (continued):

e Tool Design
- How are new tool designs initiated?
- Who creates the new design and how is it done?
- How are the designs approved and documented?

e Who can change tool designs?
How is compliance to specification/fixed process requirements

assured prior to implementing a tool change?

- What are the approval requirements?
- How is revision history documented?

« Documentation (requests, designs, approvals, change history, etc.)
- How are documents processed and stored and who is responsible?

- What is the record retention policy?
How is spec’and fixed process compliance assured? By who?






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

ltems to be addressed in the plan (continued):

e« “Tool Room” Management
- Process for incoming tool verification against purchase requirements
Inspection/verification of custom tool characteristics
System to feed back non-conformances to tool suppliers
Regrinds
e Requirement flowdown & verification (internal & external regrind)
e Ordering, receipt, and stocking (external)
Tool storage and security

e Distribution:
- How are tools distributed to the shop floor?
- How are worn tools collected and handled?
o Regrind.vs. Disposable






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

ltems to be addressed in the plan (continued):

e End Use / Operator:
- How is specification/fixed process compliance assured? By who?
- How do operators obtain cutting tools?
» How do they know what to obtain and how many?
« How do they identify tools?
« What verification/inspection/traceability/documentation is required?
- How are used (or partially used) tools handled (e.g. marked/stored)?
- How are Tool Change Points assured/monitored/documented






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

ltems to be addressed in the plan (continued):

e End Use / Operator:
- How are incorrect tools handled? (wrong tool, wrong size, mis-labeled,
etc.)
- How are tool breaks during operation handled?
» Are the broken tools retained for analysis?
« Who is notified?
e How is the event documented?
« What inspections/remediation are required before resuming
machining (e.g. inspect for machine or toolholder damage)
- Assure that procedures are consistent with Customer specification /
fixed process requirements for tool breaks, if any.
- Assure that procedures are consistent with Customer specification /
fixed process requirements for Special Cause Events, if any.






Conventional Machining Task Group
Tool Control

Summary:
- Assure the customer approved/validated/frozen tool is used each time
e Right tool purchased
« Right tool received/verified
« Right tool delivered to the workstation and verified

- Assure the tool is used appropriately
e Handling of worn tools

e Control / verification of regrind

... the result of Procedures and Systems
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Supplier Voting Members

* Currently 1 Supplier Voting Member
company

* Do not have a NMC Supplier Voting Rep
* Do not have an SSC Rep






Supplier Voting Member

Participation Review

« NTGOP-001 5.2.5 To maintain Subscriber or Supplier
Voting Member privileges the following criteria shall be
met unless the Task Group Chair determines that other

circumstances warrant retention:

- Voting Member shall not be absent without approved
alternate representation from three consecutive regular
Nadcap Task Group meetings.

- Voting Member, or approved alternate representation,
shall not miss a vote on 2 consecutive letter ballots. A
waive shall count as a vote. (NIP 4-01)






Results

¢ Attendance
— No Issues

 Consecutive Letter Ballots
— No Issues

— As a reminder that if all 7 checklist go out at
once that this counts as 7






Audit Criteria Changes

;-

« All Checklists Rev A =
— Became effective June 12 e~
— No major issues %}J
* Audit Handbook since last meeting

— Clarifications from last meeting
— Prime References provided






Key Document Changes

« eAuditNet Ballot Manager went into effect
* NIP 7-02 clarified practice for second NCR
against gquality system for nonsustaining NCR

« NOP-008 Merit

— Satellites and main to get the shortest length
achieved by all facilities.






NOP-006 Supplier Advisory

*The Supplier has seven (7) calendar days from issuance of a Nadcap Supplier
Advisory (type P or C only) to provide a response. The mandatory Supplier
response shall include at a minimum the following elements: a positive
statement regarding the investigation of the potential or confirmed product
Impact; a confirmation that all customers have been notified; and a
statement of rationale based on the Supplier’s investigation as to the impact
to the product. Form t-frm-06 shall be attached with appropriate responses.
Responses will be noted under the actual advisory located in eAuditNet.
Note: Contractual requirements for customer notification earlier than seven
(7) calendar days may apply.

*When the Supplier fails to respond to a Supplier Advisory within the seven (7)
calendar days, PRI shall forward a Supplier Advisory Update to all
recipients of the original Supplier Advisory noting the lack of Supplier
response.

*Subscriber Members shall be responsible for the review and use of Supplier
response data as it may relate to their company investigations-fe}
Supplier Advisories. N, %






NOP-008 on Supplier Merit

 Effective Jan 15, 2012

« NMC Ballot in process to tie 18 month
merit to cap on NCR'’s

— No more than 50% of major and 60% of total
NCRs allowed for failure threshold in NOP-
011 will be permitted and still achieve merit.
This number shall not be less than one.
Where the percentage of major and total
NCRs.is.not a whole number, the value shall
be rounded up.) %






Recent eAuditNet Changes

* Primes
— Improved Company Search function
« Suppliers
— Export Control Warning
— “You are About to Export Information”






2011 Audits Scheduled

Americas 23 29 3
0
Asia 12 7 b (@0
of plan)
Europe 6

*Values as of 21-September-11






Cycle Time

Task
SE Supplier Group
Number Review Review Review
Period of Audits Days CSR Days Days BEVE Total
GOAL:
<14 <1 <=8
Feb 9 6.6 0.4 29.4 8.1 445
2011
March-
May 9 3.9 1.2 185 8 316
20011
June-
Aug 10 3.3 0.5 27.1 3.4 44.3
2011 L p






Merit

* Goal Is to have 80% of Eligible Suppliers
on Merit.

* No suppliers yet eligible.






Mandates

GE Aviation in March 2010
Goodrich on a business case basis
Honeywell expected in 2011
Snhecma expected in 2011

Others still working on their plans for
mandating or acceptance of Nadcap
audits.






Review of RAIL

* Rolling Action Item List
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Superseding AGHE26

TO BE USED ON AUDITS STARTING ON OR AFTER 42-dun-1%
Nadcap
AUDIT CRITERIA FOR CONVENTIONAL MACHINING AS A SPECIAL PROCESS
(HOLEMAKING, BROACHING, TURNING, MILLING, GRINDING, EDGE TREATMENT)

1.0 SCOPE
These Audit Criteria are intended for use to survey a facility seeking accreditation by Nadcap for
Conventional Machining As a Special Process (CMSP) processes. These criteria are supplemented by
process Audit Criteria for specific machining processes to be accredited.

The purpose of these Audit Criteria is to provide a means to verify and document that systems are in place
to control processes, and that the process procedures are being followed.

2.0 GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

21 Instructions for the Auditors
In completing this assessment, auditors are instructed to respond with a “YES” or “NO” to address
compliance with each statement of requirement. For any negative responses, the auditor must clearly
indicate if the “NO” reflects noncompliance with respect to existence, adequacy, and/or compliance.
Existence relates to evidence of a documented procedure or policy, adequacy relates to the completeness
of the procedure or policy, and compliance relates to evidence of effective implementation.
All negative responses require a Nonconformance Report (NCR) or explanation.
All “Not Applicable” (N/A) responses must be explained.
The audit results should not include any customer proprietary or International Traffic in Arms
Regulations/Export Administration Regulations (ITAR/EAR) information, as it may be viewed by any
Nadcap subscriber.

2.2 Instructions for the Supplier

221 Prior to the Audit

PRI operating procedures provide that "This report is published by PRI to advance the state of technical, engineering, and quality
sciences. The use of this report is entirely voluntary, and its applicability and suitability for any particular use, including any patent
infringement arising therefrom, is the sole responsibility of the user."

PRI invites your written comments and suggestions.

Copyright 2011 Performance Review Institute. All rights reserved.
t-frm-15 01-Jun-11
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2211

22111

22112

22113

2212

22121

22122

2.2.1.23

22124

2.2.1.25

2.2.1.2.6

222

The supplier shall complete a self-audit to AC7126 and applicable process checklists in preparation for
this audit. All internally identified nonconformances should be corrected prior to the actual audit. All not
applicable (“N/A”) answers must be explained. Nonconformances identified as part of the Nadcap audit
with potential product impact may, at the Task Group’s discretion, require a follow-up audit at the
supplier’s expense.

The supplier shall forward the following information, as directed by PRI, 30 days prior to the scheduled
audit:

General Data

Number of employees

Number of quality department personnel

List of current quality systems approval (Registrars, customers, expirations, etc.)

Machining Data

List of Customers - Primes for which the supplier is approved for the audited processes and relevant
specifications (military, government, industry, and customer) to which the supplier is working or if the
processes are frozen.

List of processes to be approved and list of existing parts and features to which Nadcap requirements
apply.

Applicable procedures pertaining to the process(es) being audited.
Copy of a work instruction or equivalent.
List of any delegated authority.

Number (quantity) of process equipment for each process and number of personnel per process to which
Nadcap requirements apply.

During the Audit

The supplier shall provide for an in-briefing with the auditor. Key members of the applicant’s staff should
attend the in-briefing so the audit purpose, methods, and assessment processes can be discussed.

Working space for the auditor with desks or tables, chairs, telephone, etc. shall be made available.
Clerical, typing and reproduction services are to be provided, as required. This is not a full time
assignment.

Auditor shall verify the scope of accreditation and modify it in eAuditNet as required in agreement with the
Supplier.

A final out-briefing shall be conducted at the completion of the audit. Each nonconformance and
observation will be reviewed and the supplier will be given the opportunity to discuss proposed corrective
action or to provide any additional information.

NOTE: The CMSP Task Group may, upon review, change the auditors’ determination of a finding or observation.
Suppliers shall provide a written response to each nonconformance identified by the auditor.

223

Following the Audit

In accordance with Nadcap procedures, the supplier has 21 calendar days from the close of the audit to
submit a corrective action plan and identify affectivity dates for each NCR. The response must address
the immediate action taken to resolve the discrepancy, the root cause of the nonconformance from a
systems management approach, and the actions taken or to be taken to preclude reoccurrence.
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Acknowledgments to Observations are required. When objective evidence is required, it shall be
submitted within 21 calendar days from the close of the audit.

PRI Staff or the Task Group may, after review of the audit report, require additional information or may find
cause to issue additional findings.

Nonconformances identified as part of the Nadcap audit with potential product impact may, at the CMSP
Task Group’s discretion, require a follow-up audit at the supplier's expense.

NOTE: Final authority over the audit report, acceptability of corrective actions, and accreditation recommendation rests
with the Task Group.

2.3

2.4

24.1

24.2

243

244

245

2.4.6

Job Audits

A minimum of two job audits are normally required for each slash sheet. If there are multiple methods
checked for a given slash sheet, then one job audit is done per method. If there is a satellite audit, then
two job audits per method are done at the satellite location unless otherwise arranged with the staff
engineer. See the Audit Handbook for more details.

Definitions

Frozen Process

A Customer Approved Process/Sequence where specific manufacturing process parameters (such as
speeds, feeds, tool material, etc.) & sequence of process steps cannot be changed without prior customer
approval. Also known as a fixed process.

Procedures

A procedure requires that the process in question be established; documented via procedure, work
instruction, or other method; implemented; controlled; and maintained.

Standard Cutting Tools

A cutting tool with characteristics defined from a supplier catalogue and purchased to a reference number
or description from a catalogue.

Special Cause Event

An event where an abnormality occurs during the processing of a component that may lead to a
manufacturing induced anomaly. This includes but is not limited to the following:

Variation in acceptable spindle speed

Power interruption

Cutting tool/fixture breakage

Interrupted, irregular, reduced or misdirected cutting fluid flow
Reaching or exceeding the process alarm limits.

Tool

Also referred to as cutting tool, abrasives, or “perishable tooling”. This is the device used to remove the
metal from the work piece. Examples include: drills, end mills, abrasive mills, abrasive paper, carbide
inserts, ceramic inserts, etc. Where appropriate it may include the tool pair, i.e. the insert and the insert
holder combination. In this document, tool does not refer to fixtures that hold the component or other
manufacturing aids.

Work Instruction

The controlled paperwork required internally to process a given job. May include work instructions, shop
travelers, routers, in-process documentation, etc. Work instructions may be in an electronic format.
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247 Additional Definitions
For additional definitions and interpretations see the CMSP Task Group Audit Handbook. This and other
pertinent data can be found and downloaded from eAuditNet under Resources/Documents/Public
Documents.

3.0 SUPPLIER INFORMATION

3.1 General Information

Company: Audit Date(s):

Division: Phone:

Address: Facility:
City/State/Zip:
Nature of Business:

In-House Products Only (Captive):__ Accepts Outside Work:
Total Employees: # of QA Personnel:

# of CMSP Personnel :

Facility Size (Square Footage): Number of Operating Shifts:

Comments:

3.11 Audit Contacts

Identify the primary contact for the audit.

| Name | Title/Position |

| \ |

3.1.2 CMSP Machines

List the Type and number (quantity) of CMSP machines at the supplier’s location.

Machining Process Type* Number*

*Only those machines which are used for Nadcap Conventional Machining as a Special Process need to

be included.
3.1.3 Supplier Control of CMSP
3.1.31 Does the Supplier have a Complete List of Prime Customers? Attach list of Prime YES NO
Customers
3.1.32 Is a document (drawing or detailed list) available which defines the equipment used YES NO

for processing those parts for which Nadcap accreditation is sought?

3.1.33 Is a document available which defines those parts currently covered by the scope of YES NO
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the Nadcap CMSP audit? The list needs to include at a minimum the Prime, Part
Number, Operation(s), Specification, Class as they apply to the controlled machining.

3.2 Audit Scope
The scope of this audit includes AC7126 and the following processes:
[J Holemaking Utilize AC7126/1
[OJ Broaching Utilize AC7126/2
[0 Turning Utilize AC7126/3
O Miling Utilize AC7126/4
[0 Grinding Utilize AC7126/5
[0 Edge Treatment* Utilize AC7126/6

*Edge Treatment is to be audited separately (AC7126/6) only when the Supplier is requesting qualification
to a specific Prime specification/requirement document. In general, the machining operations that produce
edgebreaks (e.g. chamfers on a hole, transitions between turned surfaces, etc.) are audited as part of that
machining process. For example, a chamfermilling operation used to produce an edgebreak on a hole
would be evaluated as part of the AC7126/1 audit for holemaking.

3.3 Quality System Approvals

Identify any current approvals related to quality system compliance in accordance with Nadcap NOP-002.

Auditing/Certifying Agency Audit Criteria Certificate Issue Date Certificate Expiration Date

The Nadcap CMSP Task Group recognizes PRI AC7004 and/or and Nadcap approved quality system in
accordance with Nadcap NOP-002. If the supplier has been audited and has an approved quality system
in accordance with the requirements of Nadcap NOP-002, then no further assessment for quality systems
will be required. Although specific audit criteria for evaluation of the general quality system is not included
within the text of this checklist, the requirements of the supplier's approved quality system do form a part
of the standard used in the Nadcap CMSP Accreditation program. As such, auditors may identify and
record nonconformances related to the quality system. These nonconformances must be addressed by
the supplier in order to obtain Nadcap Accreditation.

This checklist includes process-focused criteria that test the quality system for compliance relative to
conventional machining as a special process.

If there is no evidence of an AS/EN/JISQ9100 or an AC7004, then an AC7004 audit will be included in
conjunction with this audit.

4.0 GENERAL QUALITY SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

4.1 During the course of the audit, was compliance with the existing quality system YES NO
demonstrated?

4.2 For re-accreditation audits, are corrective actions from previous audit findings YES NO N/A
implemented?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: N/A only applies if there have been no
Nadcap audit findings in the previous CMSP audit or if this is an initial audit.

5.0 GENERAL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

5.1 General Conventional Machining as a Special Process
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6.0

6.1

Is there a system to identify those parts and features which call for compliance to the YES NO
customer requirements being audited?

Does the supplier have a documented procedure detailing how to qualify controlled YES NO—N/A
machining operations?

LCompliance Assessment Guidance: All suppliers need to determine during contract [Formatted: Font: Bold

review if the machining needs controlled and if it needs qualified. If the given
customers have requirements on how to qualify their parts the procedure needs to

Does the supplier have documented approval to perform each conventional machining YES NO
process for which authorization is required?

Does the supplier have a procedure to assure that prior to implementing any changes YES NO—N/A
to process parameters or customer approved documents, that the changes are 1)

internally reviewed to determine if a new substantiation is required, 2) maintained as

records even if only administrative, 3) submitted to the customer if needed, 4)

approved by the customer if needed?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: The Supplier must define their system. In

addition if there are any customer requirements they must also be incorporated into

the procedure. Also, the auditor is to verify the system by investigating a process that

was changed or if no changes have been made verify that personnel are aware of the

procedure.

Is there a documented procedure assuring that changes to controlled processes are YES NO
reviewed and approved by authorized individual(s) as defined by the supplier or the

customer requirements?\ [l‘ [K1]: Former question 6.1

SUBCONTRACT PROCESSES

Does the supplier have a procedure detailing the process to subcontract machining YES NO
which ensures any subcontracted CMSP processes still meet the customer
requirements?

[ Formatted: Font: Not Bold

>
(o)}
o
N

Subcontracted Processes N/A

| 65.2.1

- [ Formatted: Font: Not Bold

N/A applies to section if there are no subcontracted Nadcap CMSP processes.

Are facilities used for subcontracted machining processes approved per customer YES NO
requirements, by either the Customer or by the supplier if customer has delegated that
authority?

Has the supplier documented flow down of customer requirements including if YES NO
applicable the latest copy of Customer specifications to any sub tier suppliers?

When# sub-suppliers are used for any portion of a process is the process data YES NO—N/A
reviewed and approved as—required-by-the-eustomer-priorto-furtherprocessing?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: The data needs to be reviewed by authorized

individuals as defined by the Supplier or if applicable the customer.
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61
62
63
7.0 CUTTING TOOL AND ABRASIVE CONTROL
7.1 Procurement Procedure
7.1.1 Is there a documented cutting tool and abrasive procurement procedure? YES NO
Compliance Assessment Guidance: The requirements of AS9100/AC7004 section
7.4 need applied to cutting tools and abrasives. The Supplier needs to assure that
only tools that match the approval document and customer requirements are
purchased, that they are verified upon receipt, who is responsible for the process, etc.
7.1.2 Is there a documented procedure to approve tool and abrasive manufacturer/suppliers YES NO—N/A
when as-required by the customer?
7.1.3 Does the documented tool and abrasive procurement procedure detail systems to YES NO
verify that incoming tools and abrasives meet purchase requirements for new and
reground tools and abrasives?
7.1.4 Is there a documented procedure to ensure that non-standard tools, if used, are YES NO-NA
procured to the correcteurrent revision of the drawings?
Compliance Assessment Guidance:The Supplier needs a procedure to address
non-standard tools even if only catalogue tools are used.
7.15 Do tool drawings flow down all Primeeustemer requirements? YES NO-NA
Compliance Assessment Guidance: Even if only standard tools are used, there
needs to be a system in place to identify Prime requirements and to address tool
drawings.
7.1.6 Does the documented tool and abrasive procurement procedure ensure the tool is in YES NO—MN/A
compliance to the PO and/or Prime requirement-reguire-toel-and-abrasive-
Compliance Assessment Guidance: Certificate of compliance (CoC) is one method
but not the only method. However, verifying the CoC may be required by some
Primes.
7.1.7 Is there a documented procedure assuring that any foreseen changes to customer YES NO—N/A
approved cutting tools are communicated in advance to their effective date to the
supplier by their tool vendors when-f required by the customer?
Compliance Assessment Guidance: If there are no customer requirements there
needs to be a procedure to verify this during contract review.
7.2 Tool Control Procedure
7.2.1 Is there a documented cutting tool control procedure that assures only the correct YES NO

cutting tools and abrasives are issued to the workstation?

|

Formatted: Don't keep lines together, Tab
stops: Not at 1.25" + 1.72" + 3"+ 5.25"

|

Formatted: Don't keep lines together, Tab
stops: 0.5", Left

A J

Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", First line: 0",
Don't keep with next, Don't keep lines together,
Tab stops: 0.5", Left + Not at 0.56" + 1" +
1.25" + 1.72" + 3"+ 5.25"
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7.2.2

7.2.3

724

| 7.25

7.3

731

7.4.3

7.5

7.4.1

7.4.2

743

If particular cutting tool / abrasive (tool types, tool materials, coating, etc.) are
prohibited by the customer, is this documented and followed?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: N/A applies only if none of the Primes have
prohibited specific tools.

Is there a documented change management control procedure for cutting tool
drawings?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: Even if all tools/abrasives are standard/catalog
items, a system to address tool drawings is still needed.

Is there a person or function responsible for cutting tool and abrasive compliance to
customer requirements?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: This needs explicitly documented such as in a
procedure or job description.

Do tool drawings identify all critical characteristics, including- cutting tool material and
regrind limits (where applicable)?

Worn Cutting Tools and Abrasives

Is there a documented procedure to assure that worn cutting tools and abrasives are
dispositioned (either disposed of or reconditioned) and not inadvertently re-used?

Reconditioning In-House

N/A applies if reconditioned tools for the processes being audited are not

reconditioned In House.areretused-fortheproeess{es)beingaudited

Is there a documented procedure to assure tools reconditioning requirements are

identified and flow down internally-are-+recenditioned-te-the-supplier's including, and if

applicable to the customer’s, critical characteristics?

Are the reconditioning criteria requirementsfrem-custemers incorporated into the
regrind work instructions/drawings and followed?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: The Supplier needs to regrind to the original
geometry and or the specific requirement from the Prime, e.g. max number of times or
length, and flow this information down.

Reconditioning Outsourced

N/A applies if reconditioned tools for the processes being audited are not outsourced
for reconditioning.

Is there a documented procedure to assure tools are reconditioned to the supplier’s,
and if applicable to the customer’s, critical characteristics?

Are the reconditioning criteria requirements incorporated into the purchase
requirements/drawings and followed?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: The Supplier needs to regrind to the original
geometry and or the specific requirement from the Prime, e.g. max number of times or
length, and flow this information down.

Does the supplier have a documented procedure for approving sources for cutting tool

YES NO N/A

YES NO-N/A

YES NO-N/A

YES NO-N/A

YES NO

N/A

YES NO

YES NO—N/A

YES NO-N/A

N/A

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO
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7.4.4

8.0

8.1

8.1.42

8.1.53

| 8.1.64

8.2

8.2.1

8.2.2

reconditioning?

Are cutting tool reconditioning sources approved per the supplier's documented
procedure?

CUTTING FLUID CONTROL
N/A applies if cutting fluid is not required for the processes used.
Procurement Procedure

Hrequired-by-the-eustemer-isls there a documented procedure to approve the cutting
fluid manufacturer/suppller when required by the customeras-pereustemer-

Compliance Assessment Guidance: The requirements of AS9100/AC7004 section
7.4 need applied to cutting fluids if the customer has requirements on the cutting fluid.
If there are no specific cutting fluid requirements, there needs to be a system to
identify this during contract review.

Is there a documented procedure to ensure the cutting fluid manufacturer/suppliers
are allowed by the customer?

Is there a procedure to notify the customer of the cutting fluid for process approval?

Do the cutting fluids purchased meet theeustemer requirements?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: The requirements may be either those of the
customer or the supplier. Examples include being on QPL, chemical content of fluids,
etc.

Does the Supplier assure changes in the composition of customer approved cutting
fluid are communicated to them by their cutting fluid vendors/manufacturers, whenif
required by the customer?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: Even if there are no customer requirements,
there needs to be a system it verify and flow down this requirement if applicable.

Does the supplier verify alt the requirements, including all customer requirements, for
cutting fluids have been met prior to their release for production use?

Cutting Fluid Control Procedure

Is there a documented procedure for cutting fluid maintenance that covers the
necessary elements for the cutting fluid(s) in use including frequencies of testing?
Specific tests and frequencies will vary depending on the fluid in use. For this
question, the exact tests and frequencies are up to the discretion of the supplier so
long as the listed points are considered, documented, and followed.

* Assigned responsibility for control

* Concentration or chemistry check/maintenance (water-based fluids)
* Make-up water quality/hardness (water-based fluids)

* Viscosity and particle concentration (cutting oils)

* Tramp oil control (maximum allowed concentration)

* Cleaning requirements prior to re-charge

* Systems or procedures to prevent fluid contamination

Does the documented procedure for cutting fluid maintenance meet manufacturer’s
recommendations and if applicable any customer requirements?

YES NO

N/A

YES NO-N/A

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO-NA

YES NO-N/A

YES NO-N/A

YES NO

YES NO
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9.0 EQUIPMENT
| 9.1 Equipment QualificationCalibration
9.1.1 Does the supplier have a documented procedure for equipment qualification, YES NO
including re-qualification intervals?
9.1.2 Does the documented procedure for equipment qualification, including re-qualification YES NO-N/A
intervals, meet or exceed customer requirements?
Compliance Assessment Guidance: Even if there are no customer requirements,
the Supplier must set and maintain the qualification requirements for equipment.
| 9.1.3 Are there documented procedures in place to assure equipment is re-qualified after YES NO—N/A
maintenance to any spindle, axis drive, or monitoring systems before the equipment
is returned to production?
9.14 Are |nstruments/gages used to quallfy equment part of the Suppller s approved YES NO-N/A
calibration system
and—traeeable—te—a—ﬁa&enal—s{andwm
9.1.5 Are there documented procedures or templates to test the functionality of each YES NO N/A
monitor/alarm system function?
Compliance Assessment Guidance: This applies to alarms on cutting fluid, spindle
speed, etc. in addition to process monitoring system alarms. Not applicable applies if
the equipment used has no alarms.
9.1.6 Does the documented procedure identify which gages do not require calibration, i.e. YES NO
reference-only gages, and how they are to be identified?
9.1.7 Arels tool wear measurement dewcesequmem included as part of the Supplier's YES NO—N/A
approved calibration system
Compliance Assessment Guidance:This applies to tool wear measured at any
point. If no tool wear measurements are made, there needs to be a system in place
to ensure tool wear measurement and calibration will occur when required.
9.2 Equipment Maintenance
9.2.1 Is there a documented maintenance plan which clearly communicates all actions YES NO
required to keep the equipment in good working condition including the following
points:
* Lubrication procedure
* Cleanliness procedure
* Moving parts degradation inspection
* Responsibility and frequency
* Cutting Tools holders inspections
* Part holding fixtures and cutting fluid nozzles?
9.2.2 Does the malntenance tralnlng program |nclude the specifics for CMSP machine YES NO-N/A
923 YESNONA
9.2.4 Are records maintained for all maintenance actions, preventive and otherwise, for YES NO
each machine and cutting fluid system?
9.25 Are cutting fluid Pressure or Flow levels evaluated as part of preventive maintenance ~ YES NO

(P/M) or equipment calibration?
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10.0 WORKSTATION AUDITS

10.1 Does the supplier have a documented procedure requiring workstation audits to YES NO
verify compliance to process and equipment requirements including any audit details
required by the customer?

10.2 Does evidence exist to show workstation audits have been performed in accordance  YES NO
with the supplier's documented procedures and any customer requirements?

11.0 PROCESS DEVIATIONS

11.1 If there is a failure to comply with a customer required validated condition, is this YES NO
identified, comprehensively documented and reported to the customer for analysis?

11.2 Does the supplier have a documented procedure requiring that operators are to notify YES NO
the authorized personnel and cease machining if any unusual appearance of part,
tool, or chip occurs?

11.3 Is there a documented procedure describing how Special Cause Events are to be YES NO
handled and is it consistent with customer requirements, if any?

11.4 Are Special Cause Events managed per internal procedures and specific customer YES NO
requirements, including evaluation/disposition of the hardware? Verify consistency
with customer requirements.

11.5 Does the supplier have a documented procedure that assures the functionality of the  YES NO
machine is thoroughly checked and, if necessary, restored after an unanticipated
Special Cause Event and prior to the restart of production?

12.0 TRAINING AND EVALUATION OF PERSONNEL

12.1 Are there documented training procedures that assure personnel performing YES NO
conventional machining and associated quality and test functions are qualified to
perform assigned tasks?

12.2 Is there a determination of the effectiveness of training CMSP testto-evaluate- YES NO—N/A
applieable personnel, including understanding of the “customers controlled" process
procedures and requirements administered-as-part-of- persennel-qualification?

12.3 Is there a pass/fail criteria and re-testing process defined for machining training YES NO-NA
effectiveness and does it also meet any customer requirements?and-evaluation-ef-
persennelwhererequired-by-the-eustomer?-

12.4 Does the supplier have a documented procedure defining the circumstance for the YES NO
loss of operator qualification?

12.5 Do records indicate that operators qualified to perform conventional machining and YES NO
other personnel as required by the customer have met all training and qualification
requirements?

12.6 Does the supplier assure periodic training and qualification (where required) are YES NO-N/A
performed at the required intervals?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: There needs to be a system to initiate the
training.
13.0 SOFTWARE QUALITY ASSURANCE N/A

N/A applies if the supplier does not use equipment such as CNC’s which have part





PRI AC7126 Revision A -12 -

specific programs.

NOTE: For the purpose of this checklist, “software” is intended to only cover part-specific process control software (e.g.
CNC Programs). This section applies to suppliers and processes where the approved process controls are based, at least
partially, on a stored and retrieved program or program listing. Typically, these programs are loaded and executed on the
machine.

13.1 Is there a documented procedure for the control of CNC software? YES NO
13.2 Is each program uniquely identified? YES NO
13.3 Is there a revision history maintained of changes to a program? YES NO
13.4 Is there an approval process for new and modified programs? YES NO
13.5 Is new or changed program validation (1% piece) approved by quality and maintained ~ YES NO

for record purposes?

13.6 Is a back up of all programs done on a timely basis (at least once per month or other YES NO
interval if approved by the customer) and are back-ups in a secure location?

13.7 Is there a process in place to protect against unauthorized changes to a program YES NO
after first piece inspection has been completed and approved?

13.8 Is there a process in place to prevent access to obsolete software? YES NO
14.0 REWORK
14.1 Is there a documented procedure for performing rework and is it consistent with YES NO

customer requirements?
15.0 FROZEN PROCESSES

15.1 Does the supplier have a documented procedure detailing the roles and YES NO
responsibilities to propose, implement, and internally approve frozen processes both
initially and any changes?

16.0 OTHER REQUIREMENTS

16.1 If testing (e.g. metallography, fluid chemistry) is required by the customer, is it YES NO—N/A
performed by a source that meets customer requirements?
Compliance Assessment Guidance: The Supplier must define their system as to
how they ensure this occurs.






