

Nadcap MANAGEMENT COUNCIL STEERING COMMITTEE


UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

JANUARY 19, 2004
FIESTA INN
TEMPE, ARIZONA
These minutes are not final until confirmed by the Task Group in writing or by vote at a subsequent meeting.  Information herein does not constitute a communication or recommendation from the Task Group and shall not be considered as such by any agency.

MONDAY, JANUARY 19, 2004
1.0
Call meeting to order & record attendance
The following representatives were in attendance:

NMC Voting Member in Attendance:
John Barrett




GEAE
Doug Bruce




Raytheon Aircraft
Andy Dale




Eaton Aerospace
Chet Date




Honeywell
Chris Diepenbrock



The Boeing Company
Mehmet Doner



Rolls-Royce
En Englehard



Owego Heat Treating
Frank Gritsko 



Sikorsky

(Replacement for Peter Krutohollow)
Debra Harrison 



DCMA

(Replacement for Mark Young)
Arne Logan




The Boeing Company
John McBrien



GSA
Jay Park 




Northrop Grumman
Julio Perez




Airbus
Chatt Rhodes



Cessna Aircraft
Tim Shiple 




Raytheon Aircraft

(Replacement for Doug Bruce)

Dan Smith 




GEAE

(Replacement for John Barrett)

David Soong




Hamilton Sundstrand
Mike Spencer



Vought Aircraft
Camille Valmy 



Airbus

(Replacement for Julio Perez)
Jerry Wahlin




AAA Plating
PRI Staff in Attendance:

Jim Borczyk

Don Buehler

Jennifer Gall

Lisa Glavan

Arshad Hafeez 

Heather Meyer

Seema Saleem
2.0 Status of Supplier Support Committee Actions from Supplier Survey
The status of actions that came out of the SSC survey were discussed. (see attached presentation)
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Discussion arose regarding survey question number fourteen, in that the data results from this question could be easily skewed. The NMC steering committee suggested that the SSC determine the root cause of the problem regarding question fourteen of the survey.
It was noted that although the number of audits may or may not have decreased, the quality of the Nadcap audit is much better than all Prime audits combined.
ACTION ITEM: Combine 2 activities of SSC (Question 14 of survey) and Prime Sub-Team (NMC-107) and come up with integrated look at process that will determine RC of problem and report to be brought back to NMC. Team is to be an officially chartered team. David Soong to work with Don Buehler on the charter. David Soong to be team leader. 
Team members of the combined SSC and Prime Sub-Team are as follows:

David Soong – Team Leader


Arshad Hafeez


Jim Borczyk


Mehmet Doner


Jay Park


Mike Spencer


Ed Englehard

3.0 Ethics Committee Report

A report was given regarding an ethical issue regarding confidentiality. (See attached presentation)
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ACTION ITEM: Left side of Ethics presentation recommendation items to be communicated to SE's and TG Chairs to assess and report back to NMC (1st 4 bullets of Ethics presentation, pg. 4) See attached presentation in comments section of this worksheet.

ACTION ITEM: PRI to look at and determine impact of marking emails "confidential" and report back to NMC

ACTION ITEM: System wide mass email to be sent regarding the importance of "Confidentiality" and also to be put in next Quality Flyer
4.0 The Issue of Language as Nadcap Grows Globally Needs to be Addressed

The issue of Language and the start of a chartered team effort was discussed. (See attached presentation).


[image: image3.emf]Microsoft PowerPoint  Presentation


ACTION ITEM: Frank Gritsko to be added to Language team
ACTION ITEM: Language Team Leader to be Julio Perez

ACTION ITEM: RR plc to be added to Language Team. Mehmet Doner to provide name.

ACTION ITEM: Vought to be added to Language team. Mike Spencer to provide name.

ACTION ITEM: Dan Smith to replace John Barrett on the Language team

ACTION ITEM: Debra Harrison of DCMA to be added to Language team

ACTION ITEM: Don Buehler to facilitate Language Team meeting

ACTION ITEM: Seema Saleem of PRI staff to be added to Language Team

ACTION ITEM: Adam Cooper of RR Asia to be asked to join Language Team

The team members of the Language team are as follows:


Julio Perez – Team Leader


Don Buehler


Chris Diepenbrock


Frank Gritsko


Vought Representative – name to be provided


Debra Harrison


Rolls-Royce Representative – name to be provided


Dan Smith


Seema Saleem
5.0 Review Actions to Complete NMC Commitment to PRI Board

The actions flowed down to the NMC from the PRI Board of Directors were discussed. (See attached presentation)
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A proposal regarding Stretch targets for total cycle time and lapsed accreditations was given. (See attached presentation).
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A motion was made to accept the proposal regarding stretch targets for total cycle time as written. This motion was voted on and approved.

ACTION ITEM: Reduction of Cycle Time: December 2004 Target = 20% of the average total cycle time for the period of Sept. - Dec. 2003. December 2004 Target = an additional 20% of the avg. total cycle time for the period of Sept. - Dec. 2003. Revisit targets at the end of 2005.

A recommendation was made not to establish targets for lapsed accreditations at this time. A motion was made to accept this recommendation. The motion was voted on and approved



6.0 Metrics

A presentation was given regarding metrics. (See attachment)
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A recommendation was made to review metrics with a small team that would 

determine what the NMC needs to look at. This item is to be revisited in agenda 

item 9.0.
7.0 NMC Role in Support of Start Up Task Groups

The role of the NMC in the support of start up task groups like Composites, Electronics and Fasteners was discussed. (See attached presentation)
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ACTION ITEM: Arne Logan to draft a letter to be sent to NESPB to request new TG's use Team Charter format and report out at each NMC meeting on progress.
The five phase process of a start up task group was touched upon.
ACTION ITEM: Heather Meyer to identify procedure and revise 5 phase milestone chart regarding new task groups.
8.0 Balloting Procedure

The balloting procedure was reviewed as well as common misconceptions regarding the procedure. (See attached presentation)
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ACTION ITEM: A list of running ballots to be posted on eAuditNet, and is to include the number of votes received and number of votes needed.

9.0 Ideas for Selecting NMC Committee Volunteers

It was noted that a core group of NMC members consistently volunteer for sub-committees. The feasibility of creating three to four standing sub-committees to work issues and report out on a regular basis was discussed.
ACTION ITEM: Mike Spencer to come to April 2004 Nadcap meeting with Formal Proposal on standing committees
10.0 Adjournment
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NMC Metrics to PRI Board of Directors



NMC commitments made to PRI Board at Dec 9, 2003 meeting

L. Arne Logan

NMC Chairperson







Top Level Indicators for MOS























Actions to be taken

		Will establish targets and develop plans to reduce number of lapsed accreditations

		Will establish targets and develop plans to reduce accreditation cycle time

		Request NESPB to get commitment of primes to record escapes into aeroescapes.com - in interim, will collect and report Level 2 & 3 supplier advisories

		Recently implemented task group failure criteria which will affect several of the metrics - will begin reporting results to board Q1, Q3

		Create stoplight status for each NMC metric







PRI 


Leaders


hip


PRI 


Staff


SSC


NESPB


NMC


From


To


Frequency


CFO Financial Report  (PRI and Nadcap)


Y


 


PRI Leasdership


Board


Quarterly


Cost Containment - Financial Aaalysis


1


Total Cost Per Audit


Y


Q


 


*


NESPB


Board


Q2 and Q4


2


Direct Cost Per Audit


Y


Q


 


*


NESPB


Board


Q2 and Q4


3


Indirect Cost Per Audit


Y


Q


 


*


NESPB


Board


Q2 and Q4


4


Cost Trend Analyses


Y


Q


 


*


NESPB


Board


Q2 and Q4


Equitable Prime Participation


5


Man-Hours/Mandating Prime


N


Q


 


*


NESPB


Board


Q1 and Q3


6


Man-Hrs/Non-Mandating Prime


N


Q


 


*


NESPB


Board


Q1 and Q3


7


Days of Audits by Primes (in addition to PRI Audit)


N


S


*


NESPB


Board


Q1 and Q3


Improving Supplier Quality Performance


8


Number of Suppliers on Supplier Merit


Y


Q


 


*


NMC


Board


Q2 and Q4


9


First Pass Accreditation Yield (% of suppliers that are 


accredited without any rework)


Y


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q2 and Q4


10


Escape Data Analysis, trends


N


 


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q2 and Q4


11


Number of Suspensions and Revocations


Y


 


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q2 and Q4


12


Supplier Rating (Bronze/Silver/Gold)


N


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q2 and Q4


Proactive PRI Staffing and Accreditation Efficiency  


#


13


Number of Audits per Auditor


Y


 


Q


*


 


 


14


Number of Audits reviewed per Delegated Staff Engineer


Y


 


Q


*


 


 


15


Number of Audits reviewed per Non-Delegated Staff 


Engineer


Y


 


Q


*


 


 


16


Accreditation Cycle Time


Y


 


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q1 and Q3


17


Audit report backlog


Y


 


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q1 and Q3


18


Number of Lapsed Accreditations


Y


Q


*


NMC


Board


Q1 and Q3


19


Auditor Quality Feedback (Auditor Quality Ratings)


N


Q


 


 


*


20


Number of major/minor findings per process audit


Y


Q


*


21


Scheduling of audits- days early/days late


Y


Q


*


Global Growth: Meeting commitments/ Schedule fidelity


Y


Q


 Q


Q


*


*


PRI Leadership


Board


Quarterly


22


(Gantt Charts/ Milestone charts)


Y


NESPB


Board


Quarterly


 


Y


 


 


 


NMC


Board


Quarterly


Total


5


17


2


8


15


19


Q: Quarterly


#


 NMC may review 1/3rd of the task groups per month


S: Semi-annually


A: Annually


Summary Report with 


Conclusions and 


Metrics


Data 


Currently 


Avalable? 


(Yes OR 


No)


From and Frequency


To


Detail Report
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Integration of NMC & MOS Metrics

Proposal to NMC 

Jan. 19, 2004







Situation

		NMC uses operational metrics to oversee health of Nadcap system

		NMC operational metrics are collected monthly

		PRI Board has requested use of Management Operational Systems (MOS) metrics

		NMC reports on some of the MOS metrics to the Board quarterly

		Some MOS metrics have not been discussed or collected

		There is a need to integrate metrics into one package











Combined MOS and NMC Metrics





Sheet1


			MOS No.			Metrics			MOS			NMC			Data currently available?			Detail Report									Summary Report


																		From / Freq.						To			From			To			Freq.


																		PRI			TG			NMC


			Improving Supplier Quality Performance (Effectiveness)


			8			Number of Suppliers on Supplier Merit			X			X			Y						M			▀			NMC			Board			Q


			9			First Pass Accrediation Yield (% of suppliers that are accredited without any rework)			X						Y						M			▀			NMC			Board			Q


			10			Escape data analysis trends			X						N			M						▀			NMC			Board			Q


									x						N						M			▀			NMC			Board			Q


			11			Number of Supensions and Revocations			X						N			This metric is ON HOLD until Jan. 2005


			12			Supplier Rating (Gold/Silver/Bronze)			X						N			This metric will be considered at a later date


			PRI Staffing and Accrediation (Efficiency)


			13			Number of audits per auditor			X						N			M						▀


			14			Number of audits reviewed per delgated SE			X						N			M						▀


			15			Number of audits reviewed per non-delegated SE			X						N			M						▀


			16			Accreditation cycle time			X						Y									▀			NMC			Board			Q


						Number of cycles to close						X			Y			M						▀


						Total Supplier cycle time						X			Y			M						▀


						Total PRI staff cycle time						X			Y			M						▀


						TG Quorum Review w/i one ballot cycle						X			Y						M			▀


			17			Audit report backlog			X						Y			M						▀			NMC			Board			Q


			18			Number of lapsed accreditations			X			X			Y						M			▀			NMC			Board			Q


			19			Auditor quality feedback (auditor quality rating)			X						N			M						▀


			20			Number of major/minor findings per process audit			X						Y						M			▀


			21			Scheduling of audits: (days early/days late)			X						N			M						▀


						Skyline (Projections, Scheduled, Audits)						X			Y			M						▀


						Primes balloting C/A Packages						X			Y						M			▀


						Prime attendance at meetings						X			Y						M			▀


			Legend:


						MOS metric to be reported to PRI Board												Data is available and being collected


						MOS metric to be collected but NOT reported to PRI Board												Data is available but NOT being collected


						NMC metric												Data is NOT available


			M			Monthly Frequency									Q			Quarterly Frequency








Sheet2


			








Sheet3


			












Proposal

		Create one metrics package that includes both the NMC & MOS metrics

		Collect and report these metrics to the responsible groups (detailed analysis) monthly

		NMC to ensure necessary actions are taken to affect improvement

		Extract from these metrics the necessary metrics to report to the PRI Board

		Periodically assess individual metrics for value creation







To


PRI TG NMC


8 Number of Suppliers on Supplier Merit


X X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


9


First Pass Accrediation Yield (% of suppliers that are 


accredited without any rework)


X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


10 Escape data analysis trends


X N


M ▀ NMC Board Q


Failed Suppliers


 (NMC Commitment to board)


x


N


M ▀ NMC Board Q


11 Number of Supensions and Revocations


X N


12 Supplier Rating (Gold/Silver/Bronze)


X N


13 Number of audits per auditor


X N


M ▀


14 Number of audits reviewed per delgated SE


X N


M ▀


15 Number of audits reviewed per non-delegated SE


X N


M ▀


16 Accreditation cycle time


X Y


▀ NMC Board Q


Number of cycles to close


X Y


M ▀


Total Supplier cycle time


X Y


M ▀


Total PRI staff cycle time


X Y


M ▀


TG Quorum Review w/i one ballot cycle


X Y


M ▀


17 Audit report backlog 


X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


18 Number of lapsed accreditations


X X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


19 Auditor quality feedback (auditor quality rating)


N


M ▀


20 Number of major/minor findings per process audit


Y


M ▀


21 Scheduling of audits: (days early/days late)


N


M ▀


Skyline (Projections, Scheduled, Audits)


Y


M ▀


Primes balloting C/A Packages


Y


M ▀


Prime attendance at meetings


Y


M ▀


Legend:


M


Q


Quarterly Frequency Monthly Frequency


NMC metric


Data is available and being collected as noted


Data is available but NOT being collected as noted


Data is NOT available


Summary Report


From To Freq.


Improving Supplier Quality Performance (Effectiveness)


Metrics


Data 


currently 


available?


Detail Report


From / Freq.


MOS 


No.


MOS NMC


This metric is ON HOLD until Jan. 2005


This metric will be considered at a later date


MOS metric to be reported to PRI Board


MOS metric to be collected but NOT reported to PRI Board


PRI Staffing and Accrediation (Efficiency)


To


PRI TG NMC


8 Number of Suppliers on Supplier Merit


X X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


9


First Pass Accrediation Yield (% of suppliers that are 


accredited without any rework)


X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


10 Escape data analysis trends


X N


M ▀ NMC Board Q


Failed Suppliers


 (NMC Commitment to board)


x


N


M ▀ NMC Board Q


11 Number of Supensions and Revocations


X N


12 Supplier Rating (Gold/Silver/Bronze)


X N


13 Number of audits per auditor


X N


M ▀


14 Number of audits reviewed per delgated SE


X N


M ▀


15 Number of audits reviewed per non-delegated SE


X N


M ▀


16 Accreditation cycle time


X Y


▀ NMC Board Q


Number of cycles to close


X Y


M ▀


Total Supplier cycle time


X Y


M ▀


Total PRI staff cycle time


X Y


M ▀


TG Quorum Review w/i one ballot cycle


X Y


M ▀


17 Audit report backlog 


X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


18 Number of lapsed accreditations


X X Y


M ▀ NMC Board Q


19 Auditor quality feedback (auditor quality rating)


X N


M ▀


20 Number of major/minor findings per process audit


X Y


M ▀


21 Scheduling of audits: (days early/days late)


X N


M ▀


Skyline (Projections, Scheduled, Audits)


X Y


M ▀


Primes balloting C/A Packages


X Y


M ▀


Prime attendance at meetings


X Y


M ▀


Legend:


M


Q Monthly Frequency


Data is available and being collected


Data is available but NOT being collected


Data is NOT available


Quarterly Frequency


NMC metric


Summary Report


From To Freq.


Improving Supplier Quality Performance (Effectiveness)


Metrics


Data 


currently 


available?


Detail Report


From / Freq.


MOS 


No.


MOS NMC


This metric is ON HOLD until Jan. 2005


This metric will be considered at a later date


MOS metric to be reported to PRI Board


MOS metric to be collected but NOT reported to PRI Board


PRI Staffing and Accrediation (Efficiency)
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NMC’s Role in Start-up Task Groups

Jan. 19, 2004







Situation

		NESPB has recently initiated the investigation of 2 new task groups (electronics & fasteners)

		Composites has been under development for 2 years

		NESPB gives conceives the idea of new task groups but does offers little in the way of guidance

		NMC’s focus is active task groups

		We (NESPB & NMC) have know process for mentoring new task groups









Questions	

		Do we need to take any action?
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Nadcap Balloting Procedure Overview

NIP-011







Nadcap Management Council Steering Committee

January 19, 2004







Balloted Documents



		Aerospace Standards/Checklists (AS/AC)





		Nadcap Operating Procedures (NOPs)





		Nadcap Task Group Operating Procedures (NTGOPs)





		Program Documents (PD)







			







Types of Ballots



		Letter Ballots



	Generally, 21 day ballots requiring the voting members to formally approve, disapprove or waive.  Time-frame may be changed at the discretion of the applicable body.



		Affirmation Ballots



	14 day ballot requiring no response for approval, only a vote for disapproval.  Usually utilized for technical changes as a result of resolving comments (only changes indicated on ballot)



		Informational Ballots



	Letter ballot for informational purposes to solicit comments from technical experts.  Requires no response.









			







Ballot Process



Appropriate Ballot Prepared and forwarded to the entire roster (NMC, Task Group etc)



A valid ballot must:

	Have 50% of Voting Members Respond

	Have 75% of Respondents approve

	# of Waives are subtracted from Total Voting Members and cannot exceed 20%



All comments must be resolved



All technical changes must be re-balloted (Letter or Affirmation)











Comments



(I) Comments 

	Informational or editorial comments for consideration only.



(E) Comments

	Essential comments requiring acceptance or return to commenter for vote status.



All Disapprovals must include (E) comments and alternative, suggested verbiage to approve.











Ballot Sequence





	

			



	

		Document		Aerospace
Standard
(AS)		Audit
Criteria
(AC)		Nadcap
Operating Procedure
(NOP)		Nadcap
Task Group
Operating
Procedure
(NTGOP)

		Ballot #1		Task Group 
(Letter Ballot)		Task Group
(Letter Ballot)		NMC
(Letter Ballot)		Task Groups
(Letter Ballot)

		Ballot #2		NMC
(Affirmation Ballot)		NMC
(Affirmation
Ballot)		N/A		N/A

		Ballot #3		SAE Technical Committee
(Letter Ballot)		N/A		N/A		N/A

		Ballot #4		SAE Aerospace Council
(Letter Ballot)		N/A		N/A		N/A

































Common Mistakes

				



Not Responding

Can Approve a Document with Essential Comments

Commenting on items other than proposed changes

Disapproving with opinions or generalizations that cannot be resolved 

Too many waives
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NMC Commitment to PRI Board

Stretch Targets for Total Cycle Time & Lapsed Accreditation



Proposal to NMC

January 19, 2004







NMC Commitment to PRI Board 

Will establish targets and develop plans to reduce accreditation cycle time

Will establish targets and develop plans to reduce number of lapsed accreditations







NMC SubTeam	

		Mike Spencer (Prime)

		David Soong (Prime)

		Arne Logan (Prime)

		Jerry Wahlin (SSC)

		Heather Meyer (PRI)









Stoplight Criteria and Actuals for 12/2004





Sheet1


			Commodity			Supplier Cycle Time									PRI Cycle Time									Total


						Stoplight Criteria						Actual			Stoplight Criteria						Actual			Stoplight Criteria						Actual


						G			R			Dec-04			G			R			Dec-04			G			R			Dec-04


			Chemical Processing			35			50			51			42			71			70			77			121			121


			Coating			35			50			18			42			71			20			77			121			38


			Heat Treat			45			61			51			55			76			62			100			137			113


			Material Test			none			none			43			65			81			97			none			none			140


			Non-Destructive Test			35			51			26			42			71			23			77			122			49


			NMSE			45			60			28			55			70			33			100			130			61


			Welding			45			61			5			45			61			7			90			122			12








Sheet2


			








Sheet3


			












Considerations	

		Targets must be challenging but achievable for all commodities

		Do not want to set unrealistic targets

		All Nadcap participants will aggressively work to the extent they can, to meet the targets



BUT

		No person or group will be held accountable for not meeting targets…we are all equally accountable











Proposed Stretch Target:

Total Cycle Time

		December 2004 target

		20% of the average total cycle time for the period of Sept.-Dec., 2003

		December 2005 target

		An additional 20% of the average total cycle time for the period of Sept.-Dec., 2003

		Revisit targets at the end of 2005 









Proposed Stretch Target:

Lapsed Accreditations

		As lapsed accreditations are significantly affected by cycle time

		We recommend not to establish targets for lapsed accreditations, at this time







Actual Actual Actual


G R Dec-04 G R Dec-04 G R Dec-04


Chemical Processing 35 50 51 42 71 70 77 121 121


Coating 35 50 18 42 71 20 77 121 38


Heat Treat 45 61 51 55 76 62 100 137 113


Material Test none none 43 65 81 97 none none 140


Non-Destructive Test 35 51 26 42 71 23 77 122 49


NMSE 45 60 28 55 70 33 100 130 61


Welding 45 61 5 45 61 7 90 122 12


Total


Stoplight Criteria Commodity


Supplier Cycle Time


Stoplight Criteria Stoplight Criteria


PRI Cycle Time
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Ethics Report	

Arne Logan – The Boeing Co

John Barrett – GE Transportation

Mike Spencer – Vought Aircraft

10 Jan 2004







Background

		Report that a supplier was sent information on the potential failure of another supplier

		One email referenced failure consideration for two suppliers



		Apparently, the original email was circulated with a Prime organization and then faxed to the supplier for information by someone not directly associated with Nadcap.









Lessons Learned

		Nadcap must protect proprietary or confidential information and assure this information is not shared with individuals or organizations having no right to this information.  (Code of Conduct)



		All individuals within our Prime organizations must treat this data with the same care as it is treated by PRI and Nadcap.









Recommendations

		Minimize the risk of this recurring by not detailing issues specific supplier concern(s) within any communication

		If detailing issues is needed – do not include other suppliers

		Reference or links to eAuditNet data is preferred.



		Task group should discuss any related communication plans to preclude or disclose – “jump the gun” communications.

		PRI and prime communications should be clearly marked to protect confidential data.









eMail Distribution Protocol

		Distribute on a need to know

		Limit the number of recipients

		Assure marking for confidential data
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Nadcap Sanctioned Project #003

Language of the audit process when native language is not English



Date Chartered – 01/21/04

Project Status - OPEN

1

REPORT OUT FORMAT



Nadcap Charters  Sept 3, 2002



IAQG document 102  REv 0  Oct '00











BACKGROUND

		Nadcap is expanding internationally very quickly.  With that expansion comes the issue of language as obviously not all suppliers are English spoken companies.  There is currently no formal policy on the issue of language -  what language must be used for submitted documents?  What about policies and procedures -  corrective actions.  Nadcap needs a policy which is realistic both for the personnel and companies participating and using Nadcap and for the suppliers the process serves.  At the October 2003 NMC mtg the NMC agreed to pursue this issue.



2







Team Name:  Language Team

Mission:  The mission of the team is to propose a policy on the subject of language to the NMC for adoption.  

Customers/Stakeholders:  Virtually all parties involved in Nadcap have a stake in this issue – especially those companies involved in international business.

Expected Results/Guidelines:   The expected result is a policy which is fair to all parties involved in the issue. 

3

REPORT OUT FORMAT



Nadcap Charters  Sept 3, 2002









		Guidelines:  prior to the development of the team, the following proposed guidelines were sent to the primes for comment:





Language Criteria Proposal:

		Checklist...the official checklist will be in English. Native language translations can be used but the authority will be the English version.



		Auditor.....must be able to speak and write in English.



		Conducting the audit.....If the Nadcap auditor is a native speaker or can demonstrate a technical proficiency for speaking the native language, then the audit can be conducted in the native language.



		Supplier procedures...the language of the suppliers procedure must meet the language requirements flowed down by their customers.



		Documentation of findings...all findings must be documented in English.



		Corrective action......corrective action must be submitted in English. However supporting documentation, normally in the native language, can be submitted in the native language.
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NMC responses to the proposal:





5

		Company		Comment

		Airbus		Concur with proposal

		Boeing		Concur with all except with Supplier Procedures…  procedures must be in a language understood by the auditor.  Either a translation of  the procedures to English, or Nadcap must use an auditor that can read the language

		Honeywell ES&S		Concur with proposal

		GE Aircraft Engines		Concur with all but the language of the corrective action objective evidence. Those elements of corrective action submitted for review must be in English, if required for review

		Northrop Grumman		Concur with proposal

		Rolls-Royce		Concur with note….in Asia the language and size of companies adds time to audits (~2X)































Question posed to the NMC:  

Do we need to add the issue of language to our operating procedures?





If yes, then propose an ad hoc committee to study and make recommendations to the NMC.  (The language team)

If no, then we leave the issue of language up to the discretion of the auditor, the staff engineer and task group.

Other options?
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Date Due:  The recommendation from the team is needed at the Toulouse NMC meeting (April 21, 2004)

Process Steps:  (What is the process the team is using to complete the mission?)  1.)  Team to be assembled which includes primes, suppliers, PRI & some representative national authority (FAA?)   2.)  Team to meet to discuss ramifications of the proposal   3.)  team to evaluate positives and negatives of the proposal    4.)  team to make a final decision on the matter & propose to NMC 

STATUS - (Date)  Team just chartered

Team Name: Language Team

REPORT OUT FORMAT
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Team Members:

		Leader:  Julio-Perez Caballero -  Airbus

		Don Buehler – PRI; John Barrett – GE; Chris Diepenbrock – Boeing

		Need probably 4 more primes total – from all 3 Sectors  + a couple of supliers + National authority?  Suggest: Rolls Royce – Honeywell – Vought be added to the team.



Team Name:  Language Team
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Sponsoring Organization: NMC 







Team Chartering Template



A key to the success of teams and individuals carrying out 

tasks is the clarity with which the task is described.  

Using the Team chartering template described herein will

enable any organization in the Nadcap system to properly

charter teams and individuals for tasks.



This approach is applicable to the PRI Board of Directors;

the NESPB; the NMC; the SSC; PRI; and the Task groups.

These groups shall be referred to as the Sponsoring Organization.



The following information shall be documented as 

the charter for all teams sponsored by Nadcap.  

On pages 2 thru 5 of this document is the information for the

charter and the report out format to be used by personnel 

making team reports back to the Sponsoring organization.
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*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 14 – “Has your company seen a decrease in Prime audits as a result of being Nadcap accredited?”  

Sub-team was formed and a draft questionnaire has been developed

Questions are:

	What was the stated purpose of the audit?

a. Product Integrity Audit

b. Quality System ( list standard used for audit)

c. Process Audit

d. Initial facility Approval

e. Special audit, i.e. field problem, mfg problem, assy prob, etc

f. Other: 



How many days were used in conducting the Prime audit?







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 14 – “Has your company seen a decrease in Prime audits as a result of being Nadcap accredited?”  

What Prime or subcontractor company required the audit?



Did you inform the Prime or subcontractor of your Nadcap Accreditation at the time your Prime audit was scheduled?  If yes, what was the Prime or subcontractor's response?



What type of special process was audited



Total amount of Prime/Subcontracts audits in a 12 month period.



Percent of time that was spent with Prime/Subcontractors Auditor visit in a 12 month period .







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 14 – “Has your company seen a decrease in Prime audits as a result of being Nadcap accredited?”  

Questions will be forwarded to PRI Staff and NMC Members for review.  



Once approved questionnaire will be sent to all SSC survey respondents who provided an identity and indicated they could be contacted for additional information 







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 15 – “Has the Nadcap Process been a positive experience for your business ultimately resulting in improved special process control?”  

A sub-team has been identified and formed.



Team is deciding best approach for this issue and further analyzing comments received.



An additional questionnaire may be developed, if necessary.



Formal update anticipated by April 2004 Nadcap meeting.









*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 21 – “How often do you find the Nadcap checklists exceed your Prime specification requirements?”

A sub-team has been identified and formed.



Team is deciding best approach for this issue.  Phone calls are being made to suppliers who indicated it was acceptable to be contacted.



An additional questionnaire may be developed, if necessary.



Team anticipates Baseline initiative may address these concerns.



Formal update anticipated by April 2004 Nadcap meeting.







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 22 – “Do you find flow down of specification revisions from Primes and their Sub-tiers a problem?”  

This issue is being worked by the same sub-team as Question 21



A formal update is anticipated at the April Nadcap meeting.







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 25 – “Rate the PRI/Nadcap Staff Engineers in regards to their ability to communicate in terms you understand.”  

A sub-team has been identified and formed.



Team is investigating specific comments that have been made.



If necessary, specific issues will be given to the SSC Leadership, to distribute to PRI to review.



Update will be made at the April 2004 Nadcap meeting.







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 30 – “Please rate your awareness of the Nadcap Supplier Support Committee.”

A sub-team has been identified and formed.



Team is developing a Supplier newsletter – first edition expected March 2004.



Team is working on informational packets to be mailed to all new suppliers, phone call introductions, developing a formalized buddy system, and instituting a supplier suggestion/feedback system.



Update will be made at the April 2004 Nadcap meeting.







*



Supplier Support Committee Update

Question 34 – “Please rate how you would feel if you voice your opinion or make suggestions to improve the Nadcap process to the Nadcap Task Groups.”

A sub-team has been identified and formed.



There were few negative responses to this question, and fewer respondents who identified themselves.



Team is working on contacting suppliers who are concerned and providing this information to PRI as appropriate.



Update will be made at the April 2004 Nadcap meeting.












