
	HEAT TREAT TASK GROUP MINUTES

JULY 19-22, 2004

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA

	

	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.


	TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2004  (Open Meeting)
	
	

	WEDNESDAY, JULY 21, 2004  (Open Meeting)
	
	

	
	

	1.0
	CALL TO ORDER/QUORUM CHECK

	
	The meeting was called to order by Chairperson John Gourley.

The Task Group expresses its condolences to Arne Logan on the passing of his mother.

	
	
	
	

	
	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

	
	Helmut Weilenberg
	Airbus

	
	Frank Minden
	Bell Helicopters

	
	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

	
	Eddy Pham
	Northrop Grumman

	
	John Sattler
	Raytheon/Beech

	
	Steve Maus
	Rolls Royce/Allison

	
	Tom Murphy
	Sikorsky Aircraft

	
	Philip Cox
	Rolls Royce UK

	
	J. S. Malhotra
	Vought

	
	
	

	
	OBSERVERS
	

	
	Eric Barreau
	SNECMA Moteurs (AECMA-PRO)

	
	

	
	  PRI STAFF:

	
	Anne Allen

	
	Jerry Aston

	
	John Ewing

	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Suppliers:

	
	John Kunkle
	Alcoa Howmet Castings

	
	Susan Cummings
	American Brazing

	
	Vitorio Stana
	Avcorp

	
	Larry Phipps
	Alcoa Fastening Systems

	
	Aaron Montoya
	Alexco

	
	Steven Mackenzie
	Applied Thermal Technologies

	
	Bob Burtscher
	Astro Aluminum

	
	Tom Glosser
	Astro Aluminum

	
	Bob Lehnen
	Bodycote Thermal Processing

	
	Mark Grassi
	Carpenter Technology

	
	James Hill
	Carpenter Technology

	
	Johanna Lisa
	Continental Heat Treat

	
	Don Lowman
	Continental Heat Treat

	
	Tom Croucher
	Croucher Associates

	
	Don Dziachan
	Eaton Aeroquip

	
	Tom Norris
	Goodrich Aerospace

	
	Victor Schonberg
	Israel Aircraft Industries

	
	Bill Bauer
	Metal Improvement

	
	Gordon Ritter
	Metal Improvement

	
	Elena Ritolli
	Metallurgical Processing

	
	Stu Sherman
	Metallurgical Processing

	
	Richard Walsh
	Metroplex

	
	Greg Newton
	Newton Heat Treating

	
	Ed Englehard
	Owego Heat Treat

	
	Steve Carey
	New Hampshire Ball Bearings

	
	Greg Newton
	Newton Heat Treating

	
	Jared Sponzilli
	Northstar Aerospace

	
	Dave Isenberg
	Parker Hannifin

	
	Jon Steltenpohl
	Paulo – Kansas City

	
	Steven Shea
	Scarott Metallurgical

	
	Michael Park
	Stack Metallurgical

	
	Mark Brown
	Suncoast Heat Treat

	
	Bob Hoff
	Timken Aerospace

	
	John Culp
	Weber Metals

	
	Richard Abbo
	Not noted

	
	Bob Muto
	Not noted

	
	Arno Ytsma
	Not noted

	
	

	
	

	2.0
	Minutes

	
	Minutes from the April 04 meeting were approved with the following change;

3.0 Introduction to Nadcap should read, ‘ Suppliers expressed a concern that they do not always get…’




	3.0
	AMEC/AMS 2750 Revision Status Report

	
	The AMS 2750 revision team met with AMEC in June. The meeting was primarily dedicated to comment resolution. Many comments were resolved. The team was empowered to resolve the rest

They met again in July, made change and posted the latest draft on the SAE website (Multi Metals Committee Forum). Please bring any issues to the attention of Doug Matson.

The current ballot closes in August.  AMEC will meet in Seattle in August. If approved, the draft could be posted to ballot for the Committee B meeting in September. If all falls in place, the document could be on the street by the end of the year

The limited scope version (referred to as 2750D) was rejected. It is not clear whether the current version will be released as D or E.

The current draft still prohibits recalibration of type K thermocouples (One supplier reports that they re-anneal before recalibration and ask that practice be considered)

This draft has soft Centigrade/Fahrenheit conversions at logical intervals. There has been no final resolution from SAE/Europe as to what will be in the final version. Tom Croucher expressed his position that the original temperatures should take priority and the conversions follow from those exact values.

	
	

	4.0
	Refractometer Team Report

	
	Mitch Nelson presented the team summary. (John Sattler will be shifting Task Groups but will eventually be replaced on Heat Treat)

Problem Statement

•
Requirement = Use Calibrated Instruments for Inspection

•
Refractometers used to measure glycol concentrations of quench baths

•
No Method to Calibrate Refractometers

Sugar Calibration Procedure
•
%Brix = % Sugar in Water

•
Standardize = 0% with Tap Water

•
Measure Two Sugar Solutions

–
Approximately 10% & 30% Sugar

•
Chart All Three Solutions (0%, 10%, 30%)

–
Measured vs. Actual

•
Best Fit = Calibration Curve

Area Of Concern
•
Not Directly Calibrated for Glycol

•
Brix to Glycol requires a Multiply Factor (between x1.7-x2.3)

•
Variable based on solution

•
Cooling Curves Possible Source

	
	Alternative
•
Glycol Based Calibration

•
Similar in Technique

•
Issues with Preparing Samples

–
Similar to Producing Sugar Solutions

Short Term
•
Supply Procedures to Meet Calibration Requirement

•
Links to Glycol & Sugar Calibration Methods made Available to Suppliers

–
Tentative Late August

•
Auditor Training

The team will close out their activities  in October with auditor  training. It is expected that AMEC and/or ASTM will eventually issue a specification.

	
	

	5.0
	CHECKLISTS

	
	

	5.1
	AS Revisions

	
	Matt Lucas will review the brazing AS draft and attempt to maintain some traceability to the existing revision. All of the other drafts are essentially ready. Staff will format all of the drafts and, if all goes well, get into ballot by October


	5.2
	AQS Questions

	
	Chris Diepenbrock visited and reviewed once again the approach AQS would like the Task Group to take in selecting questions to test the quality system for the specific commodity without duplicating the AQS audit. He provided a matrix, which Tom Murphy and Jerry Aston will review. Chris would like feedback on the approach and how we plan to accommodate their goal. We have provided him an e-copy of our checklist with our current AQS testing questions. 

	
	

	5.3
	Interim Checklist Revisions
	

	
	The Task Group has accepted all of the previous draft checklists (pre-baseline) and they are being processed by PRI as required by procedures

	
	


	5.4
	Baseline

	
	The NMC schedule calls for checklist drafts to be completed by April 2005. Jerry Aston will fill in the detailed schedule for our Task Group. 

The Task Group continued their review of the existing checklist draft and completed the first cut of the core checklist. Some specific points 

· 8.1.6 – removed exemption for automated equipment (existing AS does not exempt, draft revision does)

· Suggested that we move testing that doesn’t cause actual questions to scope

· How about check the tests you do, “Do procedures cover the following?”

· 8.3.2 needs to be rethought – specific to steel but doesn’t cover all

· Move most of 8 to scope of audit
· Cooling rate should not be a separate question

· Larry Phipps to “again” send wording on coupons for conductivity testing 

· Rewrite 9.24.5 (Are internal procedures adequate with regard to details not covered by AMS 2750 (or customer specification)?)  to specifically address outside vendors

Biggest issue will be whether to use the new AMS 2750 as baseline. AMS 2750 now, and even more so as revised, is more or less acceptable to all primes. Do we require 2750 as baseline or require procedures to address more stringent requirements? Need a suggestion from Doug Matson and Bob Lehnen as to whether we should

a Leave pyrometry questions per AMS 2750C

b Revise to reflect the new revision

c Finesse the question and just reference AMS 2750

It may come down to a timing question between the baseline checklist and the new AMS 2750.

The Task Group also completed first pass versions of the aluminum, and carburizing checklist. As we reviewed carburizing it became clear that some questions were asked in that checklist that were general to steel but were not covered in the core. We may need to consider a steel slash sheet and perhaps a vacuum one.

Brazing will be worked offline by Matt Lucas. Nitride will be worked off line by Steve Maus, Frank Minden, Don Lowman, Bob Lehnen, and Michael Park


	6.0
	Twenty-Four Month Accreditation

	
	A prime member team presented a draft proposal that amounts to considering 24 months after two successive 18-month accreditations along with some additional criteria. Failure to meet the 24-month criteria drops the supplier back to 12 or 18 months depending on what was not met. 

The Task Group Prime members discussed the subject in closed session and then further discussed in open session with the supplier members. Some of the issues that came up included

· What is relocation? Who are key personnel? The team’s intention was to try to keep it vague. A move across the street might be minor, but not if you fired everyone at the same time. You don’t want to reward keeping a declining quality manager just to avoid the change criteria. Maybe a succession plan is equally or more valid. 

· If criteria include no late responses, how late should disqualify?

· Quality system audit questions are a concern, don’t get feedback from third party, what about registrar changes 

· How should product impact, majors affect eligibility. What if it is only a potential impact? Does a Use-As-Is disposition remove the black mark?

· Requirement for no major findings on quality system has the risk of a captive heat treat area being burned by a failure in an unrelated area.

· Could we require AC7004 for 24 months? 

The Task Group is looking to reward exceptional merit but the problem is how to assess the health of the quality system, which may not get tested again for 24 months. Suppliers suggested looking at AS9100 grade, PPM ratings and at reinvigorated internal audits. Some were willing to consider an AC7004 add-on audit.

A joint prime/supplier team will continue working the issue and report in October. The team will be Victor Perez, Helmut Weilenberg, Jennifer McPeak, Mark Grassi and Bob Lehnen. They will consider Supplier proposed metrics and will also benchmark other Task Groups, including criteria and how many 24-month accreditations they have actually granted.

The Task Group took the action to determine which suppliers would be eligible today and assess why or why not we would be comfortable in granting 24 months. It was suggested that maybe performance and active Task Group participation are factors to consider.


	7.0
	Customer Notification

	
	In the closed session, some Task Group prime members expressed concerns that there should be a better process for customer notification of things like temperature or time violations, or other potential product impacts. There was a discussion that existing procedures require staff to review all audits and notify primes of product impacts within three days but we could find no such provisions in NOP 006. This is a Nadcap-wide problem and NMC action is required but we continued a discussion of what the Task Group should do in the interim. It was decided to bring the issue to the open session

The old paradigm was to hold the NCR open for prime disposition (or MRB delegation as appropriate). Currently, we are requiring only evidence of notification. The concern is that the information is not getting to the right person for proper disposition

There was some initial resistance as to why this is the heat treaters problem (answered with “Well, the supplier did create the non conformance”), but some progress was made. Staff will develop standard wording including a reminder that there is a requirement to notify the customer and the prime and attach it to the NCR. Suppliers need to make the initial request to their customer. If there is no response within 10 days, the supplier should send the customer a certified letter, and send a copy of the receipt to staff, who notifies affected  primes. The Task Group commits to follow up when a customer does not respond

	
	

	8.0
	Supplier Support

	
	Ed Engelhard reported that it has been an active quarter. Supplier Support had selected seven questions from the survey for follow up. They have closed four. As to the others, 

· The question of redundant prime audits is being addressed by a joint prime supplier team, starting with a survey

· On business improvement by exposure to Nadcap, 2/3 responded positively but no offers to participate in panel

· Flowdown of specs is being worked and there should be a symposium in 2005

What began as a mentoring team is evolving into a communications team. There will be a quarterly newsletter as of October

The committee plans to conduct a new survey in 2005. This prior one has resulted in opening new lines of communications based on data.

The Committee has asked NMC to review and reconsider the pre-assessment audit prohibition policy.

They are also following a NDT supplier initiative on improving their involvement in that Task Group. Since we will be having closed meetings on Monday, there is a discussion among the supplier about having a parallel meeting (suppliers only) to coordinate their concerns and positions.

	
	

	9.0
	OTHER BUSINESS

	
	

	9.1
	Snapshot Audits

	
	NMC previously overturned a failure for lack of a procedure. A team was chartered. They have finished, provided recommended words, and action is with NMC to decide where to publish. The Auditor Handbook will need to be changed to reflect the final product.

	
	

	9.2
	Heat Treat Task Group Newsletter and Homepage

	
	The first newsletter was published and it is on the PRI web. Staff is looking for ideas and articles.


	
	

	9.3
	Auditor Tests

	
	John Gourley has created a complete revision of the current test. It used to be 100 questions, with a passing grade of 50%. There are now about 145 with the intention to identify strengths and weaknesses

Bob Lehnen suggests specific references be available for the source of the answers to avoid pointless arguments about the “right” answer. The Task Group looked it over and accepted the test for future use in auditor assessment It would be nice to be able to give this on-line but to do so, we need to look at ways to enforce closed book, at least by time limits.

	
	

	9.4
	Scope of Audits

	
	Task Group discussed the problem of suppliers not getting the accreditations they thought they were or of being listed for things they cannot do. It is, however, really a PRI issue. In theory

· Supplier fills out questionnaire

· Auditor comes with form, supplier checks and signs

· Supplier responsibility to accept scope 

· Should also confirm at end of audit

But this is only a paper fix that should be addressed in the system

	
	

	9.5
	Meeting Format

	
	The suppliers felt that there was poor communication of the closed versus open dates this time, which affected reservations and travel plans. The Task Group agenda and Agenda-at-a Glance were posted in a timely manner and did show this, but many suppliers were still not aware.

The October training format will be different by the choice of the training staff.  There will be selected supplier participation only. Primes will be involved mostly as observers. Lead auditors will do most of the teaching.

There is no major objection to the Mondays closed format. On Tuesdays, the Task Group pledged to be open to suppliers raising issues. The Task Group promises to brief on our Monday actions, include them in the minutes and consider supplier input in the Thursday closed session.

	
	

	9.6
	Kudos

	
	Tom Murphy received a Recognition Award and plaque for his “outstanding contribution” to the Nadcap program

The Heat Treat Task Group was specifically noted as a success story for recovering from the loss of our staff engineer just as the bow wave of new mandates hit. We were cited as having very good metrics, staff development planning, prime involvement and a consistent message to suppliers.


	
	

	10.0
	NEXT MEETING

	
	The next Heat Treat Task Group meeting will be October 25 to 28, 2004 in Pittsburgh. The closed sessions will be Monday and Thursday. An auditor training session will be held Sunday, October 24 and is open by invitation only. 

Items for the remainder of the week agenda include

· Structured input from suppliers

· Airbus proposal on root cause analysis format

· AC revision status 

· Baseline requirements 

· AS balloting status

· Status of AMS 2750E

· 24 month accreditation criteria

· Cycle time reductions – status, new approaches

· Supplier support committee report

· MTL agreement on scope of lab audit approvals

· Auditor Supplier Handbook – inputs from training

· Delegation review – Ewing

It is anticipated that the April 2005 meeting will be in Frankfurt, the July 2005 meeting in London and a 2006 meeting in Beijing

	
	

	
	


	MONDAY, JULY 19, 2004 (User Meeting)

	THURSDAY, JULY 22, 2004 (User Meeting)

	
	This is a new meeting format to address supplier concerns about traveling on weekends and the scheduling of the NMC meeting. The closed meetings are, for now, Monday and Thursday and the open meetings Tuesday and Wednesday. This format will also be used in October and will be reassessed then.

	
	

	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 178 audits (88 reaccreditations, 60 initials, 22 follow ups, and 8 failures) between May and July. These were all done using eAuditNet. 

	
	

	3.0
	Metrics

	
	The Task Group reviewed the metrics as supplied by PRI. 

· Actual audits, projected audits and capacity all good

· Expired certs is still red

· Cycles are green on average but still too high in some cases

· Merit attainment is green

· Prime participation looks good in terms of attendance and balloting

Plans for improvement of expired certifications still need to focus on supplier actions. Too many cycles due to poor responses are still the leading reason for expirations. Actions in place include the CSR instruction letter, prime pressure as needed and stricter failure policy. It was suggested that best practice is for supplier to assign someone (or a team) to full time work on closures.

PRI also needs to look at accounting as to where time for a follow up audit goes. Follow ups should be new audits. Were “accredited subject to”, now “Withheld”. Issues with tracking, staff can prepare proposal for us to bring to NMC


	4.0
	Follow-up Audits

	
	Heat Treat does more follow up audits than all other task groups combined. We would like to look at comparative statistics on failures and on second audit performance. We could consider failing instead. It was decided that we are satisfied with our current practices, consider them best practice and plan no changes unless NMC raises concerns.

There is still some inconsistency in how auditors are using eAuditNet checklists on follow-ups, but it has improved. The Task Group will not mandate use of the staff report form to document grounds of closure. However, the auditor must clearly document the basis for closure either in his letter or as an attachment. TG will reject follow up audits where rationale for acceptance of previous NCR closure not included. 

Reviewers need to clearly identify the scope of the expected follow up. Letters now being sent and included in eAuditNet are helpful. Task Group members should specify the follow up requirements in ballot, directly or by reference to requirements in the forum.

However, in a related subject, we do need a revision to the failure policy to cover poor performance on follow-ups. Follow ups are defined in NTGOP-001, but no failure criteria in NOP-011 We have had recent cases where promised corrective actions had not been implemented or where additional major issues surfaced. We need at least something added to NTGOP-001 Appendix III, that defines a trigger for repeat failures, such as finding non-sustaining corrective action.

	
	

	5.0
	Delegation

	
	The Task Group reviewed Laura Fisher’s data and found that she has been achieving acceptable concurrence with Task Group reviewers. The Task Group has voted to extend Laura’s delegation authority to include closing major findings

The Task Group reviewed John Ewing’s data and on the basis of the documented concurrence rate and term of service, voted to delegate him to close minor findings. He will be considered for full delegation in October.

Jerry Aston and Anne Allen are still maintaining acceptable concurrence rates and their delegation is continued

	
	

	6.0
	Staff Training

	
	At the April meeting, it was suggested that both Jerry and Laura arrange to accompany John Ewing on an aluminum audit and also both arrange to be involved in an AQS audit. As of July, this has not yet happened.


	
	

	6.0
	Work Assignments and Workload

	
	The Task Group signed up for audits to be done in next quarter. There are presently 15 members with voting privileges. At least two other members have limitations on their participation, so there are really only 13 reviewers. Two or three current members may also be replaced in the next quarter.

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. 

Because we now have three fully delegated auditors and have had some cases where “owners” could not promptly ballot, we have changed our work rules to allow delegated staff to move an audit to accreditation with the approval of the two owners or, if the owners have not balloted by the due date, with the approval of any two members as long as one is the Chair, Vice Chair or Secretary

	
	

	7.0
	Limitation of Heat Treat Task Group Authority on MTL Checklists

	
	The MTL Task group was unable to meet with us. This item is tabled until October

	
	

	8.0
	New Business

	
	

	8.1
	AECMA-PRO

	
	Five auditor candidates were accepted for Heat Treat in Paris, they will attend the October training.

The exact status of these auditors is an NMC issue. Prime employees cannot volunteer to Nadcap as auditors. The employing prime must select and appropriate non disclosures must be in place

There was also discussion about AECMA PRO and whether they would have a seat on TG or NMC. NMC will have to set policy, but as a first position, AECMA PRO as an organization would not have a vote in the Heat Treat Task Group but if SNECMA, for example, joins, they can send whoever they chose, including an AECMA PRO auditor, to represent SNECMA on the Task Group. But such an auditor could not review an audit they had conducted.

	
	

	8.2
	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.

	
	

	8.3
	Auditor Training

	
	Friday evening will be “Train the Trainers” conducted by Bob Elliot

Sunday, there will be 4 groups 

· Documentation led by Nick Cifaldi and Bob Sartori) 

· AMS 2750 led by Al Weyhreter 

· General Issues led by Bob Elliot

· Refractometers and Cessna requirements led by Tom Croucher, Mitch Nelson and John Gourley

Task Group volunteers were requested, and they can either stay in one group or rotate. Airbus would like a half hour to discuss their requirements and may replace Tom Croucher. Al Weyhreter should be made aware of the coming AMS2750 changes, Doug Matson will participate if he can. Victor Perez will assist in NCR. Tom Murphy will rotate.

	
	

	8.4
	Handbook

	
	· We are still looking for prime specific requirement tables to assist auditors
· Physical verification of high limit settings has been made a mandatory auditor practice.

· Closure on site requires documented Root Cause/Corrective Action, and can only be done by lead auditors

	
	

	8.5
	Other Issues

	
	· John Ewing sent us a note and a copy of a report where extrapolation was allowed by NIST in calibration of S type thermocouples.

· It was decided that certain figure errors in Pyrometry for Dummies are not worth fixing, since the next revision will totally change them

· Rounding of correction factors is NOT required but is allowed if consistent and covered by procedure

· 180 day failure not approved yet, hold for NOP, but staff should review any now over 180 days for failure on other criteria

· We need to specifically document the steps of our failure process – e-mail/form/forum/ballot

· Need better direction on round robins. We will add this to the October MTL discussion

· The question was raised on stress relief bake versus embrittlement relief versus coating bakes. Basically it is the primes’ responsibility to determine what accreditations are necessary

· The “second initial’ (audit after failure) procedure is OK as is. Auditors will be instructed to write up a new NCR if he finds the same condition not to document as a repeat. All product impact findings are to be reported even if the supplier withdraws.

	
	

	8.6
	Metric data

	
	The staff is requested to investigate the feasibility of generating data on NCRs by auditor, by question, etc similar to what Chemical Processing presented to NMC.

	
	

	ADJOURNMENT

	(Minutes Prepared by T. Murphy and PRI Staff)

	
	


Actions from July meeting

· Refractometer team actions for Oct meeting;

(i) write procedures to meet calibration requirements.

(ii) Produce links to glycol and sugar calibration methods.

· AS brazing specification to be updated by Matt Lucas.

· SE to format AS specifications ready for ballot.

· SE to update baseline schedule.

· Following checksheet to be reviewed for baseline for Oct meeting.

Brazing – Matt Lucas

Nitriding – Steven Maus, Frank Minden, Don Lowman, Bob Lehnen, 

                  Michael Park.

· Requirements for 24 month accreditation feed back from team – Victor Perez.







