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UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

FEBRUARY 23-25, 2010
HOLIDAY INN – EUR PARCO DEI MEDICI
ROME, ITALY
These minutes are not final until confirmed by the Conventional Machining Task Group in writing or by vote at a subsequent meeting.  Information herein does not constitute a communication or recommendation from the Task Group and shall not be considered as such by any agency.

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23 – THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2010 

1.0
OPENING COMMENTS – CLOSED 
1.1
Call to Order / Quorum Check

The Conventional Machining Task Group (CMTG) was called to order at 9:00 a.m., on 23-Feb-10.  
It was verified that only Subscriber Members or invited participants were present during the closed portions of the meeting.
A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:

Subscriber Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member) 

	
	NAME
	COMPANY NAME
	

	*
	Ken 
	Abram
	Honeywell
	Vice Chairperson

	*
	Nicolas
	Batista
	SAFRAN
	

	
	Richard
	Blyth
	Rolls-Royce plc
	

	*
	Mark
	Crevier
	UTC – PW
	

	
	Mark
	Gleason
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Wayne
	Hillstead
	309th Maintenance Wing – Hill AFB
	

	
	Serge
	Labbé
	Héroux-Devtek
	

	*
	Scott 
	Maitland
	Goodrich
	

	
	Sue
	Margheim
	Rockwell Collins
	

	
	Donald
	Missel
	Lockheed Martin Corp.
	

	*
	John
	Pfeiffer
	GE Aviation
	Chairperson

	
	Sunder
	Rajan
	Raytheon
	

	
	Angelie
	Vincent
	Spirit AeroSystems
	


Other Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member) 

	
	NAME
	COMPANY NAME
	

	*
	Marco 
	Cherubini
	Avio SpA
	

	
	Richard
	Haberbosch
	Aerotech Peissenberg GmbH – Co UG
	

	
	Heinrich
	Kuchlbauer
	Aerotech Peissenberg GmbH – Co UG
	

	
	Mark
	Singer
	Kessington Machine
	


PRI Staff Present 

	Sarah  
	Jordan

	Rick 
	Sovich


1.2
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes

The minutes from October 2009 were approved as written.  

1.3
Review of Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest


The Personal Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest statements from the Nadcap Attendee’s Guide were reviewed.  

1.4
Call for New Members / Review Current Roster


This was the first official meeting as the Conventional Machining Task Group (CMTG).  John Pfeiffer, GE Aviation, was confirmed as the CMTG Chairperson.  Ken Abram, Honeywell was confirmed as the CMTG Vice Chairperson. Nicolas Batista, SAFRAN; Mark Crevier, Pratt & Whitney; Wayne Hillstead, 309th Maintenance Wing – Hill AFB; Scott Maitland, Goodrich; John Pfeiffer, GE; and Ken Abram, Honeywell were confirmed as CMTG’s initial Subscriber Voting Members. Mark Gleason was confirmed as the Subscriber Voting Member Alternate for GE Aviation.  Marco Cherubini, Avio SpA was confirmed as the CMTG’s initial Supplier Voting Member.
2.0
REVIEW OF MILESTONE PLAN AND NEXT STEPS – CLOSED 

John Pfeiffer reviewed the agenda.  He reviewed the Milestone Plan which was shown to be on schedule.  Since the October meeting, pilot audits were conducted at Meyer Tool and their satellite, Unison Asheville, and Rich Technology.  The seven checklists were balloted to the NMC and passed.  Subscribing to the CMTG was discussed.  GE Aviation is sending mandate letters to their supplier base shortly.
ACTION ITEM:  Each Subscriber Member subscribing to CMTG needs to coordinate with Julie Rubright to update their subscription agreement.  Report out at June 2010 Meeting.  (DUE DATE: 21-Jun-10)

3.0
REVIEW OF RAIL – CLOSED 

All action items from the previous meetings were closed or were completed during this meeting.   
4.0
REVIEW OF NCR REQUIREMENTS – CLOSED 
Sarah Jordan gave a presentation on the audit review process.  The meanings of Accepted, Accepted with comment, Disapprove, and Waive were reviewed.  Until the Staff Engineers are delegated, a minimum of 3 Subscriber Voting Members must vote on each audit package.   
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to send eAuditNet training appointment to all Subscriber Voting Members. (DUE DATE: 1-Mar-10)
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5.0
REVIEW OF NCRS FROM PILOT AUDITS – CLOSED  

The CMTG reviewed the NCRs from the pilot audits.  All NCRs as submitted were accepted by the CMTG Voting Members except for one which was voided.  

The follow up plan decisions were postponed to the next CMTG conference call.
ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram and Sarah Jordan to use the voided NCRs as examples in Auditor Training in order to clarify the CMTG intentions.  Report out at June 2010 Meeting.  (DUE DATE: 21-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to the agenda of the next conference call the topic “Determining Required Follow-up Plans for Pilot Audits”.  (DUE DATE: 1-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to review all changes to checklists since each pilot audit and bring to the team those that are not clearly an administrative change.  (DUE DATE: 1-Apr-10)

6.0
REQUIREMENT FOR CURRENT AUDITORS – CLOSED  
All auditors require additional training as to the CMTG’s intended focus and on the new checklists.  Based on their experience, the CMTG waived some requirements for the auditors as detailed in the attached document.  John Cammett was designated a trainer auditor.   
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ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram to conduct WebEx training prior to the first audit.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan and Jennifer Eckels to implement decisions made on auditors regarding interviewing, T1, and T2 training audits.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to June 2010 Nadcap agenda the topic of observation audits for the initial pool of auditors.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jun-10)

7.0
TOPICS REQUIRING TASK GROUP DECISIONS – OPEN 
Several items were reviewed which resulted in clarifications for the draft CMTG Handbook and/or adding to a list of questions consider for future revisions.
ACTION ITEM:  Sub-Team of John Pfeiffer and Mark Crevier to define the scope of each job audit, i.e. addressing multiple features and multiple processes that are machined on a given component, including what must be observed by the auditor.  To report out at next conference call.    (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to discuss with CM Auditors and Trainees as to what they believe to be the job audit scope.    To report out at next conference call.    (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to check content of AS9130 regarding requirements of minimum record retention (for PM records in this case).    To report out at next conference call.    (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sub-Team of Marco Cherubini and Scott Maitland to read through AC7126/5 Grinding to identify if an extra section or additional questions are needed to cover the Belt Grinding Process. To report out at next conference call.    (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

8.0
AUDIT LENGTH/SCOPE – OPEN 
The CMTG determined the audit length per scope based on the pilot audits.  It was decided that the baseline AC7126 would be 1.5 days and that each slash sheet would be 0.5 days with partial days rounded up.  The minimum audit length is 2 days and the maximum is 4 days.  Satellites will add 0.5 days per slash sheet.     
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to the agenda for the October 2010 meeting to revisit the Audit Length/Scope topic when there is additional data.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jul-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to ballot/publish s-frm-16 to add CM scopes.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

9.0
N/A AND STANDIZATION – OPEN 
The discussion on Not Applicable (N/A) responses and standardization was tabled.   
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to the agenda for the October 2010 meeting to revisit the topic of N/A and Standardization when there is additional data.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jul-10)

10.0
AUDITOR TRAINING – OPEN  

Ken Abram gave a presentation outlining Auditor Training needs.  All Auditors and Trainees require additional training.  The goal is to focus them on critical process parameters and abusive machining.  WebEx training will be conducted during the roll-out.  There will be one day of training held Monday during October’s Auditor Training.     
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ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram will create content for a 2-3 hour WebEx training for auditor highlighting the critical parameters and top 20 questions. (DUE DATE: 22-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  John Pfeiffer and Marco Cherubini to provide existing training as appropriate to Sarah Jordan and Ken Abram. (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram and Sub-Team (TBD) will create training for October Auditor Training, based on Ken’s outline of topics. Report out at June 2010 Meeting. (DUE DATE: 22-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram and Sub-Team (TBD) will create training for October Auditor Training, based on Subscriber specifications. Report out at June 2010 Meeting. (DUE DATE: 22-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram and Marco Cherubini will go through the checklists to determine the most essential for highlighting during Auditor Training.  Report out at June 2010 Meeting. (DUE DATE: 22-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan will create a presentation for Auditor Training on items such as voided NCRs, most common findings, and common questions.  Report out at June 2010 Meeting. (DUE DATE: 22-Jun-10)

11.0
BALLOT COMMENTS – OPEN  

The CMTG reviewed and resolved all NMC ballot comments.    
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to the agenda for the October 2010 meeting to revisit the topic of N/A and Standardization when there is additional data.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jul-10)

12.0
TASK GROUP DOCUMENTS – OPEN  

The CMTG discussed the CM NTGOP-001 Appendix.  The criterion for Staff Engineer Delegation was set at 25 audits.  Two additional metrics of NCRs/question and NCR/auditor were requested.  Minimum criteria to vote on audit packages and term limits were established.      

The CMTG edited NIP 6-01 appendix and a-frm-04-CM.  
ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to make revisions as outlined to the CM NTGOP-001 Appendix and send for ballot.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to add to February 2011 agenda to revisit CMTG NTGOP-001 Appendix.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to ballot/publish NIP 6-01 appendix and a-frm-04 for CM.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

13.0
AUDIT HANDBOOK DEVELOPMENT – OPEN 
The CMTG continued to work on the Audit Handbook.  Several items were added to the list of possible changes for the next checklist revision.  
ACTION ITEM:  All Subscriber Voting Members to provide any company specific references or additional comments for inclusion in the CM Audit Handbook to Sarah Jordan.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to send the CMTG the current draft of the Audit Handbook for any comments.  (DUE DATE: 10-Mar-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan split paragraphs of when N/A is allowed from any other notes.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

14.0
PLAN NEXT MEETINGS – OPEN 
CMTG will be meeting in Singapore Tuesday, June 22 – Thursday, June 24, 2010.  A brief supplier training is planned.  The Pittsburgh meeting is October 19 – 21, 2010.

Conference calls will be held at 10 a.m., 7-Apr-10 and in May (TBD).


ACTION ITEM:  All Subscriber Voting Members to give status concerning their attendance to Sarah Jordan by the next conference call.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Ken Abram to present supplier training (awareness, overview of checklist structure, any mandates at that time) based on the October 2009 Auditor Training.  (DUE DATE: 1-Jun-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Any Task Group members who have non-confidential pictures of abusive machining that can be used in training to send to Sarah Jordan.   (DUE DATE: 15-May-10)

15.0
PARKING LOT – OPEN 
The Parking Lot items from prior meetings were reviewed.  Several items remain open in the Parking Lot for future consideration.  Items on the potential for checklists on “cutting tools” and “mechanical transmission parts” were added to the parking lot.
ACTION ITEM:  John Pfeiffer to create a checklist section for finishing of holes by hone, abrasive flow, or jig grind for inclusion in AC7126/1 (next revision).  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to check with Composites Task Group to see if they are planning to address the subject of Machining of Composites.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Jordan to survey the CMTG to evaluate interest in a potential slash sheet specific to gear making such as hobbing, shaping splines, etc.  (DUE DATE: 7-Apr-10)

16.0
MEETING FACILITATION – OPEN 
Ken Abram reviewed the meeting Facilitation Feedback Form.  See attached.   
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ADJOURNMENT – FEBRUARY 25, 2010 – Meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

Minutes Prepared by: Nicolas Batista from SAFRAN, nicolas.batista@snecma.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-01 CM appendix
	Sarah Jordan
	7-Apr-10

	NIP 6-01 appendix 
	Sarah Jordan
	7-Apr-10

	a-frm-04-CM
	Sarah Jordan
	7-Apr-10

	s-frm-16
	Sarah Jordan
	7-Apr-10
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Technical Staff Review

* Reviewed for Completeness and
Adequacy

e RCCA Process

— Immediate Corrective Action/Containment
— Root Cause

— Impact

— Action Taken

— ODbjective evidence required






Subscriber Audit Reviewers
Subscriber Reviewer requires familiarity
with eAuditNet
Training March 18 at 10-11:30 am EST

TG Subscribers encouraged to review
audits for all suppliers, not just their own

Review Audit reports early in the process
for impact or other potential issues

Until Staff Engineer is Delegated, 3 people

must review. 14 days unless TG says 7






Procedure Map Summary

NIP 7-06

N|P 7-05 |Ssuemeque8t Pre-Assessment

Subscriber Cert Audit NOP-007

greemen Audit Observers

NIP 7-04
| _ PRI Audit | NIP 7-07
TG Review PostAudit
o Scheduled ITAR/EAR
q NOP-011 Audit Review NIP 7-01
2 NIP 7-03 NIP 601
< . uditor
; NOP-008 ReVIeW NOP-003 Auditor éelde::tion Balloting
. Delegation

E Merit Supp“er J NIP 7_02 Assigned NIP 4-03
g NOP'OO6‘ % Audit Process %)S:(i)r:/ue?:]em
a Advisory eview Audit NIP 8-01

Auditommpleted

NIP 4-01/| NIP 4-02

NOP-001

NOP-002

NOP-004

Doc Control

Records

Nadcap OP

TG OP

NMC Oversight






Documents (Main Screen)

eAuditNet
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Task Group Review — Process
at This Meeting

* Review audit report package and NCR’s
for compliance to Task Group expectation

* Vote on audit report packages (for
accreditation or failure)






Task Group Review -

Expectation

— Accept

 Audit report package is accepted as presented and
NCR closure agreed. No additional action required
by staff or supplier






Task Group Review -
Expectation

— Accepted with comment

 This status will require a review and approval of
the suppliers corrective action by the PRI Audit
Report Reviewer and, if required, the applicable
Task Group Representative(s), as directed by the
Nadcap Task Group, prior to issuance of
accreditation (Staff engineer works to address
comments to Task Group satisfaction. This is
documented in the NCR and/or the Task Group
Forum)






Ballot Comments

* It Is not mandatory to place a comment

— Comments agreeing accreditation, merit, NCR
acceptance / closure, not required

« Comments need to be pertinent to the
review Iin terms of actions to be taken.

— Accreditation should be based on facts, not
feelings, assumptions or experience with
supplier

— No bias
— Be specific






Task Group Review -
Expectation

— Disapprove

 This status will require additional corrective action
to assure compliance. This condition will require a
review and approval of the suppliers’ corrective
action by the Nadcap Task Group prior to issuance
of accreditation

« Staff should be notified ahead of a disapproval
— Walve

 Member has responded to the ballot and has
elected not to exercise their vote (conflict of
Interests, new reviewers, outside of expe *






Future Items to be Aware of

« Supplier Merit

— Nadcap grants 12, 18 & 24 month accreditation periods.

— A supplier will undergo a minimum of three audits (one initial and two
reaccreditation audits) before 18 month accreditation may be
considered

 Failure Policy

— Mode B (excessive number of NCR’s) won't be determined until at
least 30 audits

» A Verification of Corrective Action Audit (VCA Audit) is
directed by the Task Group whenever there are significant
findings in areas such as compliance jobs, customer flow-
down, or systemic corrective action system issues which
would indicate that effective corrective action must be
verified on-site prior to granting accreditation.






Questions







_1331971012.pdf
Category | Name Interview T1 T2 Classification
1 John Waived based on Waived based on pilot | Waived based on pilot participation. | Trainer Auditor
Cammett | attendance at Oct. participation. Conducted Unison Asheville
meeting Observed at Meyer December 9-11, 2009 which was
tool Pilots December observed by John Pfeiffer, GE.
1-4, 2009.
2 Pete Waived based on pilot | Waived based on pilot | Waived based on pilot participation. | Auditor
Sjostrom | participation participation Conducted Meyer Tool Pilots
December 1-4, 2009 which was
observed by John Pfeiffer, GE and
Ken Abram, Honeywell.
2 Rick Waived based on pilot | Waived based on pilot | Waived based on pilot participation. | Auditor
Pollak participation participation Conducted Rich Technology pilot
January 19-21 which was observed
by Staff Engineer Sarah Jordan.
3 John Waived based on Waived based on Needs done Trainee
Tattersall | attendance at Oct. auditing experience.
meeting
4 Arthur Needs done (prioritize | TBD after interview Needs done Trainee
Corfe as he attended Oct Candidate
’09 auditor training for
CM)
4 Nai Puay | Needs done TBD after interview Needs done Trainee
Guan Candidate
4 Chee- Needs done TBD after interview Needs done Trainee
Soon Lum Candidate
4 Jo Bezant | Needs done TBD after interview Needs done Trainee
Candidate
4 Glenn Needs done TBD after interview Needs done Trainee
Piper Candidate
5 Sarah Waived for Staff Waived based on pilot | Needs done Trainee/Staff
Jordan Engineer participation. Engineer

Observed Meyer Tool
and Rich Technology
pilot audits.






Rick Waived for Staff Waived based on pilot | Needs done Trainee/Staff
Sovich Engineer participation. Engineer
Observed Meyer Tool
Colerain and Unison
Asheville pilot audits.
Marcel Needs done TBD after interview Needs done Trainee
Cuperman Candidate/Staff
Engineer
Future Standard Practice Standard Practice Standard Practice N/A
New

Auditors
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CM
Auditor Training - October

Outline for review & comment
24 February 2010






CM - Pilot Audit: Lessons Learned

e Auditors unfamiliar with Primes’ Specifications

e Auditors focus: shop floor/workstation

- In process gage calibration, setup & some tooling
reviewed

e Minimal audit focus on critical process parameters - E.g.

Checking of CNC program - speeds, feeds, RPM, etc.

e No apparent review for flowdown for overall control of
tooling, cutting fluids, machine maintenance, operator

training, etc.






CM -Expand Auditor’s Scope
Understanding of Abusive Machining

e All Auditors should obtain a general knowledge of what is
considered “Abusive Machining” and their potential effects.
- Abusive Machining is not always identifiable visually.

- Abusive Machining can basically be broken down into three categories:
« Visual - e.g. surface roughness chatter marks, discoloration, etc.
« Surface Damage - tears, cracks, gouges, re-deposited material, etc.
e Sub- Surface - HAZ Heat Affected Zone, Slipped/Deformed Grains, Pulled

Carbides, Residual Stress, etc.

e In all cases Abusive Machining will degrade Material Properties -

resulting in a significant reduction the life of components.






CM -Expand Auditor’s Scope

High Level Process Control

Auditors will require an overall understanding of the 4 key
elements of the machining process that can influence the potential
for “Abusive Machining”.

- Tooling

- Cutting Fluid

- Process Parameters

- Operator

Each one of these 4 Key elements require control from:

Flow down of customer’s requirements
Procurement

End use






CM - Tooling Control

Perishable Tooling

e Tooling Control: the auditor should be able to follow the control of
the customer’s approved Perishable Tooling through the following
steps.

- From Customer Approval, procurement to end use
e Controls on Purchase Orders
» Internal receiving verification - C of C’s

« Tool dispensing - Point of Use
« Tool Change Point @ Workstation

- Tooling Identification

- Change Management

- Reconditioning/Refurbishment
- Disposal

e Assignment of a person or function within the supplier for overall
responsibility. Auditor should be able to identify a system for the
supplier’s oversight on customer’s approved perishable tooling






CM - Cutting Fluid Control

Control & Maintenance

The auditor should be able to identify the following:

« Systems that provide control for the Cutting Fluid Systems that produce
the customer’s controlled feature.
- From the Customer’s Approved Cutting Fluid System the auditor should be able
to indentify.

» The compliance of the cutting fluid flow/pressure
« The compliance of the cutting fluid application method
- # of nozzles

- Configuration of the nozzles - setup repeatability verification between setups,
operators & machines

- Alarm systems for cutting fluid flow interruption - alarm notification

e Cutting Fluid Maintenance Procedures which should include the following:
» A general plant wide preventative maintenance program
» A specific PM plan for Cutting fluid System utilized during the job audit
« Maintenance records for all periodic maintenance actions performed






CM - Machine Tool Control

Machine Tool Capability & Maintenance

The auditor should be able to identify the following:

 The Machine Tool Systems capabilities to adequately generate the
customer’s controlled feature.

- From the Customer’s Approved machine tool system the auditor should be able
to indentify.
» The machine system process capability
« Similar capabilities of machine tools within family
- Compatible machines by accuracies & repeatability
- Compatible machine by power an/or capacity
- Tooling/Tool holders capability

e Machine Tool Maintenance Procedures which should include the following:
» A general plant wide preventative maintenance program

» A specific PM plan for the machine system utilized during the job audit
« Maintenance records for all calibration & verification action performed






CM - Operator Capability
Training & Certification

The auditor should be able to identify that the operators performing
the customer’s approved process have the following:

 The Operator has a general understanding of the level of control for all
substantiated, fixed, frozen process parameters.

- From the Customer’s Approved process parameters the auditor should be able
to indentify that the operator understands which parameters are controlled
and to what level, for example;

« What are the fixed set point for all customer approved process parameters
 What are the allowable ranges (if allowed by the customer

» What are the fixed tooling and allowable alternatives - if any

« What is the cutting fluid requirements

« What are the operator machine tool maintenance requirements

« The Operator has completed a Training & Certification (if required by
customer)

» A record indicating the completion of all of the customer’s or suppliers required
training should be available for the auditor

« The supplier’s General Work Instructions should include training & ce ification
requirements for all customer’s approved controlled process. R






CM - Auditor On line Training
Potential WebEx Training

Recommended auditor Training:

e Task group developed presentation providing an overview of the different
types of abusive machining.

Provide examples with pictures of abusive machining for all processes.
e Drilling - holes
e Turning - single point
e Grinding - ID or OD
« Broaching - attachment slots
o Customer specific

e The auditors should obtain books or technical journals for study that cover
the following:

General machine tool technology
Cutting tools - general knowledge of cutting tools & geometries
Cutting fluids - general overview of the types & applications

CNC programming - this would allow for the auditor to become familiar with the CNC
programming language and where & how to find the values of the customer’s controlled
process parameters. )
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Nadcap Meeting Facilitation Feedback

Name (Chair person and staff): __John Pfeiffer, Sarah Jordan

Name of meeting:_Conventional Machining
Date: February 23-25, 2010

10.

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

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

It’s good and helpful. CM needs added by the next meeting. A suggestion
was made to add key points from Nadcap procedures that are essential know.

Were you introduced or did the facilitator give you an opportunity to introduce
yourself?
When new individuals came in during meeting, they were introduced.

Were the agenda items adequately introduced and explained?
Yes.

If there were items during the meeting which were not clear did you speak to
the PRI staff or Chairperson?
People did ask questions if they had them.

Did the facilitator effectively use the time span from the start of the meeting to
the end of the meeting?
Very good utilization of time.

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

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

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

Encourage more input from other members. Consider delegating who is
facilitating dialogue.

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

Please suggest 3 methods of improvement:

1.
2.

See above #9.
See above #2.






