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


	MONDAY, APRIL 19, 2004 (Open Meeting)
	
	

	TUESDAY, APRIL 20, 2004  (Open Meeting)
	
	

	
	

	1.0
	CALL TO ORDER/QUORUM CHECK

	
	The meeting was called to order by Chairperson John Gourley.

	
	
	
	

	
	Attendance

	
	An attendance sheet was routed and annotated by attendees.  The combined meeting attendance for all four days was as follows:

	
	

	
	User Members Present:

	
	
	

	
	Peter Edwards
	Airbus

	
	Lothar-Bernhard Honemann
	Airbus

	
	Helmut Weilenberg
	Airbus

	
	Victor Perez
	Boeing, Huntington Beach

	
	Doug Matson
	Boeing, Wichita

	
	Mitch Nelson
	Cessna Aircraft

	
	Clyde Herrington
	Eaton Aerospace

	
	Matt Lucas
	General Electric, Cincinnati

	
	John Gourley
	Honeywell

	
	Rainer Endress
	MTU

	
	John Blanco
	Northrop Grumman

	
	John Sattler
	Raytheon/Beech

	
	Steve Maus
	Rolls Royce/Allison

	
	Dave Smith
	Rolls Royce UK

	
	Tom Murphy
	Sikorsky Aircraft

	
	Silvia Baeza
	Vought

	
	

	
	  PRI STAFF:

	
	Jerry Aston

	
	Laura Fisher

	
	
	


	
	Suppliers:

	
	John Kunkle
	Alcoa Howmet Castings

	
	Vitorio Stana
	Avcorp

	
	Derek Alty
	Bodycote Heat Treatment Ltd.

	
	Bill Hewitt
	Bodycote Heat Treatment Ltd.

	
	Trevor Bailey
	Corus Engineering Steels

	
	Graham Wardman
	FR HiTEMP Ltd.

	
	Paul White
	FR HiTEMP Ltd.

	
	Jaromir Danek Cemak
	Gamesa Aeronautica

	
	Jinho Yang Joon
	Korean Airlines

	
	Martin Poole
	Linread Northridge Leicester

	
	Mark Hermes
	Mora Aerospace

	
	Zdenek Sitar
	Mora Aerospace

	
	Nathslie Croazat-Vigier
	SARMA

	
	Sylviana Gritaldi
	SARMA – SKF Aerospace

	
	Gert Koene
	Stork-Fokker AESP

	
	Cor van Tilborgh
	Stork-Fokker AESP

	
	Carl Barrett 
	Timet UK, Ltd.

	
	Dave Sullivan
	Wyman Gordon

	
	
	

	
	
	

	2.0
	Minutes

	
	Minutes from the January meeting were approved with the comment that the Task Group quorum review metric on page 9 should be in units of percent.

	
	

	3.0
	Introduction to Nadcap

	
	Since this was our first meeting in France and a number of new suppliers attended, there was an open discussion of the Nadcap audit methodology and philosophy. Items discussed included

· Importance of performing and following through a pre-audit

· Common findings in flowdown and in pyrometry

· Document translation is the supplier’s responsibility

· Prime requirements for language varies but the efficiency of an audit is improved if all documents are available in both languages and if the translator actively participates and has some technical expertise

· Test lab requirements are the responsibility of both the Heat Treat and Material Test Lab Task Groups depending on the scope

· Suppliers expressed a concern that they do not always get details of why something accepted by the Task Group after previous rejections. The staff is certainly free to make that information as to the Task Group response available.

· Many suppliers have issues with how eAuditNet converts Word and other word processing programs

· The same issues occur in Europe as in US with lower tier not flowing down prime requirements and reacting badly to pushback from the heat treater to supply clearer requirements


	
	

	4.0
	Checklist Reviews
	

	
	

	4.1
	Basic Checklist AC7102 Revision

	
	The Task Group reviewed the comments to the basic checklist forwarded by Chris Diepenbrock on behalf of the AQS Task Group. Some comments were accepted, some not. There was a good discussion on the level of detail required on travelers/work instructions – how to get the detail the primes want without being proscriptive as to how the supplier achieves it.

Comments from Randy Hite were also reviewed and dispositioned. The ARP1962 requirement was entirely deleted. The entire section on instructions to the supplier were reworked, including clearer indication of what is to be verified by the auditor, what is to be supplied in advance and what the supplier needs to have available at the time of the audit.

For a future revision, we will also consider a requirements matrix like Chem Process has that would let the supplier show compliance to various prime requirements

Temperature conversions need to be looked at again in the final version. Our goal is to maintain consistency with new AMS 2750

Some supplier expressed concern about control of proprietary procedures. This has not been a significant issue to date but we will address it in staff engineer training

The final draft is now ready to be incorporated into the AS for balloting to SAE.

	
	

	4.2
	Brazing Slash sheet

	
	The requirement for frequency of brazeability testing was clarified and this document is ready for AS balloting.

	
	

	4.3
	Aluminum Checklist

	
	Minor editorial comments were incorporated including the addition of pH to the quenchant testing requirements of 7.7. This document is also ready for AS balloting. The input from Tom Croucher on AMS 3025 requirements has not been received. When available, it will be added to the Handbook and reconsidered for later checklist addition.

	
	

	4.4
	Carburizing/Nitriding Checklists

	
	A few final comments were received and incorporated. Some questions that were already covered in the core were removed. “Ion nitriding” will be changed throughout to “ion/plasma nitriding”. These checklists are also ready to ballot after conversion to AS format


	4.5
	AS Balloting

	
	Tom Murphy, as secretary, has the action to finalize the AS documents. He has gotten excellent support from Mark Brown of Suncoast and Victor Perez of Boeing. The AS should be ready to go no later than mid-June. 

It was discussed that in anticipation of possible difficulties with AS balloting, the Task Group should work to sever AS review from the SAE ballot process. There were mixed opinions on the merits, but as PRI is structured today, it is unlikely that this will change in the near term.


	
	

	5.0
	Refractometer Team Report

	
	Calibration Methods currently in use

· Single point calibration per refractometer manufacturer instructions

· Three point calibration curve with clean quench solution

· Three point calibration with sucrose solution (sucrose represents used quench)

Plan for this team going forward is

· Write draft procedures by May 20, 2004

· Quench solution Curve

· Include Calibration curve instructions

· Test the procedure by June 1, 2004

· Glucose Curve

· Include Calibration curve instructions

· Test the procedure by June 1, 2004

· Send copy of draft to all Heat Treat Task group for comment by June 1, 2004

Tom Croucher has an owed action concerning issues with consistency of glycol

Mitch Nelson has volunteered Cessna to do some comparison work. 

The team will provide an update in July

	
	

	6.0
	Baseline

	
	The Task Group continues to wrestle with developing a baseline concept by reviewing particular questions. There was substantial discussion of the validity of additional quality system questions if a strong baseline quality system will underlie the overall baseline system. However, until this is in place, the Task Group will continue to have specific questions interrogating the quality system as related to heat treatment.

We are starting to see some possible approaches. For example, in the area of prime approvals of outsourcing, we all generally require test labs to be approved so that could be a baseline requirement. Some primes require cleaning sources to be approved; others only require that certain methods be used. The requirement for approval of cleaning sources could move to a “common” slash sheet. Mitch Nelson will try to set up a matrix to make some of these commonalities and differences more visible.

Goal again is to eliminate question with NA answers, but entire sections could be NA in terms of capability. What specific NA’s remain could be deleted, moved to a prime specific slash sheet or moved to a “common” slash sheet. 

Another approach would be adopting a presently NA requirement as best practice and flowing it back into our prime specs. And still another approach would be rephrasing the question to test the ability of the supplier system to detect such a unique requirement and to comply with it (e.g., titanium test specimens)


	
	

	7.0
	AMEC/AMS 2750 Revision Status Report

	
	Doug Matson reported that the complete revision is now likely to be Revision E. A Revision D with some minor changes is apparently with the Aerospace Council and is likely to be released first. A draft of “E” is posted in SAE for AMEC balloting. A side-by-side comparison with C is also posted. If anyone has any comments (or if you cannot get access) contact Doug directly (Douglas.M.Matson@Boeing.com). Please propose alternate wording and annotate as “Essential” or “Information”

It is anticipated that Revision E will be discussed at AMEC in June and presented in August. Final ballot to Committee B is hoped for by September and release by the end of the year. The draft uses soft metric conversions in the absence of a published SAE policy.

The Task Group briefly looked through the document again. It is not substantially different from previous drafts. It is hoped that it will also be adopted as a new baseline in Europe and Asia.


	8.0
	Supplier Support

	
	There was no formal Supplier Support Committee report. 

	
	

	9.0
	OTHER BUSINESS

	
	

	9.1
	Snapshot Audits

	
	The procedure for snapshot audits is no longer a Heat Treat Task Group specific concern. It will be worked as a higher tier procedure. John Gourley will participate for the Heat Treat Task Group

	
	

	9.2
	Heat Treat Task Group Newsletter and Homepage

	
	There was no report on a homepage/on-line newsletter. Mitch Nelson has agreed to work with the Staff on planning.

	
	

	9.3
	Handbook

	
	Mitch Nelson has produced a pilot table format. He will revise it based on comments received. Airbus expressed concerns about keeping this table current especially as they continue the slow process of harmonizing separate national entity requirements. Airbus did offer to specifically train to their requirements in October

	
	


	
	

	10.0
	NEXT MEETING

	
	The next Heat Treat Task Group meeting will be July 19 to 22, 2004 in Indianapolis. The closed sessions will be Monday and Thursday. Items for the agenda include

· AC revision status 

· Baseline requirements 

· AS draft acceptance for balloting

· Status of AMS 2750E

· 24 month accreditation criteria

· AECMA-PRO auditor hiring

· Snapshot audit team report

· Cycle time reductions – status, new approaches

· Supplier support committee report

· MTL agreement on scope of lab audit approvals

· Auditor Supplier Handbook

· Refractometer team report

· Delegation reviews – Ewing, Fisher

· Staff Engineer training

· On line audit review


	WEDNESDAY, APRIL 21, 2004 (User Meeting)

	THURSDAY, APRIL 22, 2004 (User Meeting)

	
	

	1.0
	CALL TO ORDER/QUORUM CHECK

	
	The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Gourley. A quorum of primes was present at all times.

	
	

	2.0
	AUDIT REPORT REVIEWS

	
	The Task Group closed 163 audits (72 reaccreditations, 59 initials, 25 follow ups, and 7 failures) between January and April. These were all done using eAuditNet. 

In discussing audit reviews, we continue to find that root cause analysis is frustrating. New suppliers struggle and even long term suppliers sometimes overlook. CSR will direct prior to first response to format and to online RCCA training.

	
	

	3.0
	Delegation

	
	The Task Group reviewed Laura Fisher’s data and found that she has been achieving a 90% concurrence with Task group reviewers. She has also reached one year of service. The Task Group has voted to delegate Laura the authority to close minor findings

The Task Group reviewed Anne Allen’s data and found that she has been achieving a 97% concurrence with Task group reviewers. The Task Group has voted to extend Anne’s delegation to include closure of major findings.

Jerry Aston is still maintaining a 97% rate and his delegation is continued

It has been Task Group practice not to delegate majors on initials. This is, however, only a practice, and is not in any procedure. The procedure says that the Task Group will not delegate initial accreditations. With existing audit review procedure, even if the Staff closes an audit and moves it to ballot, they cannot accredit without a quorum accepting (or at a minimum the “owners” after 10 days in ballot). It was therefore voted to include closure of all majors in the delegation of Jerry and Anne.

	
	

	4.0
	Metrics

	
	The metrics look good except for expired accreditations. There has been marked improvement but expirations are still at an unacceptable rate. There are two facets, the direct responses of those being reaccredited and the workload drain from the high level of initial audits. Laura has prepared a Pareto of reasons for expiration and will continue to report quarterly

The Task Group brainstormed possible ways to address this issue by improving cycle time.

GOAL - Heat Treatment 20% reduction in cycle time

· CSR is to send the following information to the supplier on completion of the audit;

· RCCA tutorial

· Supplier guide reference for answering NCRs

· Number of rounds of responses allowed.

· General eAuditNet information.

· Staff Engineers will contact the Prime Task Group members involved with the audit to help if there are difficulties. Primes can then assist and/or apply pressure. 

· Tracking supplier to primes – Mitch will look at PRI’s “My Suppliers” plans

· There is no value added to really minor NCRs (e.g., HRC versus RC) 

· Auditors should not write these NCRs, warn in auditor letter for next year

· Staff to send an auditor bulletin to this effect

· Staff Engineers should void such NCRs 

· Task Group can recommend voiding

· Send any additional ideas on this subject to Tom Murphy

· Staff need to actively enforce Staff Engineer review cycle time limits, especially when using on-call reviewers

· Task Group needs to improve supplier communication – tips & tricks, work with the Supplier Support Committee

· Staff is authorized to start sending a warning with the second rejection that supplier can be failed on the third

· Identify most frequent NCRs and produce guidance for suppliers.

· I.e., need best practices for Round Robins 

· Review checklists for redundant questions (i.e., the questions which are always answered YES)

· If the length of time from the audit to accreditation is greater than 180 days then the supplier fails. We may need a procedure change to implement this.

· How many reaccreditation expirations are due to follow-ups? Should the clock stop during follow up or should supplier be failed?

· Review time it takes the Task Group to close the audit to find if this time can be reduced

· Staff (you know who you are) is requested to stop titling e-mails “HELP”. At least put the audit number and the particular NCR if appropriate. It helps us in tracking in our e-mail files

	
	

	
	In the interim, and regardless of procedural changes, the Heat Treat Task Group authorizes staff to ballot for failure after the second late response

	
	

	5.0
	Staff Training

	
	The subject of value-added training for staff was discussed. Suggestions were that both Jerry and Laura arrange to accompany John Ewing on an aluminum audit. They should also both arrange to be involved in an AQS audit.

	
	

	6.0
	Work Assignments and Workload

	
	The Task Group signed up for audits to be done in next quarter. There are presently 17 members with voting privileges. Doug Wilson will no longer be participating in audit reviews. Peter Edwards will try to stay involved to some extent but will no longer be an active TG member. At least two other members have limitations on their participation, so there are really only 13 reviewers.

At about 170 audits to clear this quarter by 4 hours by 2 members, the average workload for this quarter will be around 30 hours per month for each member. NMC needs to continue to work the management support issue. 

	
	

	7.0
	Supplier Merit

	
	The Task Group is revisiting the question of a 24-month accreditation. The Task Group members reviewed their current constraints and no one has a prohibition about longer than 18-month accreditations. A sub group (Baeza, Perez, Smith, Weilenberg) will review our procedures and those of other Task Groups and recommend possible criteria for 24-month accreditations in July.


	
	

	8.0
	Limitation of Heat Treat Task Group Authority on MTL Checklists

	
	The Task Group met with representatives of the MTL Task Group, including Larry Casillas and Keith Kastner. The purpose of the meeting was to clarify requirements for MTL involvement in approval of heat treat audits and to review an existing agreement.

MTL reported that there is an existing agreement as follows. 

The following can be audited by a Heat Treat Auditor and NCRs closed and accreditations granted by the Heat Treat Task Group for internal support certification only

AC7101/3 Mechanical Testing

     Room Temperature Tensile Only – All materials allowed

AC7101/4 Metallography and Microhardness

    L  Metallography (General Micro)

    L1 Microhardness (Interior)

    LS Micro: Surface Conditions

    L5 Microhardness (Surface)

    L6 Diffusion Coatings

    L7 IGA, IGO

    L8 Alpha Case: Wrought Titanium

    L9 Alpha Case: Cast Titanium

AC7101/5 Hardness

    Rockwell, Brinell and Vickers

Accreditations outside this scope or where external work is to be accepted requires MTL review and accreditation.

The Heat Treat Task Group believes we have operated within this scope and certainly have observed the internal versus external work limitation. However, staff is requested to review recent audits to see if we accredited for other capabilities.

MTL agrees what we have been doing is appropriate, within the scope of the above listing. They have concerns in the future about internal round robin and about introducing proficiency testing. MTL will validate their position and will come back with plans for proficiency. Both Task Groups will draft something for their NTGOP. MTL is reminded that we can inflict lab oven pyrometry if necessary.


	9.0
	New Business

	
	

	9.1
	AECMA-PRO

	
	Arshad Hafeez briefed the Task Group on the status of the planned merger. AECMA-PRO auditors come from primes (SNECMA, Eurocopter, Zodiac). SAE Legal is working on an agreement. If PRI does use any of these auditors, they will be required to sign statements on conflicts of interest and non-disclosure of proprietary information. AECMA-PRO presently has about 40 auditors. There are plans being developed for interviews in Paris at the end of June. John Gourley, Anne Allen, Dave Smith, someone from Airbus and a representative of Bodycote UK are likely to participate. The Task Group also recommends asking any others that may be interested to participate. Anne Allen is involved in reviews of auditor credentials.  The Task Group will have the opportunity to direct training, and can observe audits. Final formal training will be in October. PRI is aiming for a single process by end of 2004.

John Gourley has prepared a new test/questionnaire for prospective auditors, including those from AECMA-PRO. He will send out in late April and would like feedback by mid-May

	
	

	9.2
	Conflicts of Interest

	
	The issue of the prime who is also a competitor of some suppliers is still being worked at PRI. At present, the Task Group member cannot do his share of audit reviews by this issue.


	9.3
	Ethics

	
	One suppliers information (on an impending failure) was inadvertently disclosed to another supplier by forwarding of an e-mail addressing issues related to both. Do not send supplier information openly. Recommended practice is to use the audit number. If you need to share names internally, annotate the documents appropriately as sensitive information.

	
	

	9.4
	Suppliers with history

	
	The Task Group discussed a case of a supplier applying for accreditation where the facility had been indicted for fraud under previous ownership. The Task Group has no opposition as long as PRI legal can establish that the new owners are a separate entity. Based on the history of this facility, the Task Group would like a strong auditor assigned. It must also be a full initial audit including quality system.

	
	

	9.5
	Follow up audits

	
	There is a lot of inconsistency in how auditors are using eAuditNet checklists on follow-ups. The problem may be that auditors are not getting clear direction. Some are using the complete checklist; some are not. Some auditor letters give clear reasons for acceptance of prior corrective actions. Some just say they did it. After some discussion, it was decided to mandate use of the staff report form to document grounds of closure.

Reviewers need to clearly identify the scope of the expected follow up. At a minimum, we will require closure in the staff report plus 2 short jobs. Task Group members should specify the follow up requirements in ballot, directly or by reference to requirements in the forum.

Auditors should not use the checklists except for jobs or to indicate a new NCR.

	
	

	9.6
	Hardness Testing

	
	Northrop Grumman has a requirement that suppliers must do their own hardness and conductivity testing and cannot send them to an outside lab. In this case, the particular supplier agreed to add the internal capability.  This is another possible baseline issue.


	
	

	
	

	ADJOURNMENT

	(Minutes Prepared by T. Murphy and PRI Staff)








