
UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

WELDING TASK GROUP MEETING
JULY 19-22, 2004

CROWN PLAZA UNION STATION HOTEL

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.

1.0 
Opening Comments (Chairperson)

1.1 Wayne Canary called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m.

1.2 Introductions were conducted around the room

1.3 Routing of Attendance List

User Members Present:
Wayne Canary 
Rolls Royce Corp./ Indianapolis (Chair)

Ralph Kropp

MTU Aero Engines (Vice-Chair)

Chris English

GE Transporation - Aircraft Engines (Acting Secretary)
Steve Tooley

Rolls Royce plc

Subodh Govardhan
Eaton Aeroquip

Byron Colcher

Raytheon Aircraft Co.

Daniel Ryan

Honeywell Engines & Systems

Mike Irvin

Boeing Co.

Gary Coleman

Boeing Co.

Dag Lindland

Pratt & Whitney

Doug Prenovost
Northrop Grumman

Brion Nantista

Northrup Grumman

John Blanco

Northrup Grumman

Supplier Members:
Jerry Cedrone

Howmet

Ronn Nelson

Howmet

Suppliers Present:

Bryan Worley

Unison Industries – Elano Division

Steve Michaud
Parker Hannifan

Curtis Proske

Parker Hannifan

Richard Abbu

Senior Aerosapce

Arno Ytsma

Senior Aerospace
Frank Shetterly
Major Tool

David Leapley

Major Tool
PRI Staff:
Ian Simpson

Welding Task Group Staff Engineer

1.4 Meeting Minutes from April 2004 were approved

1.5 Reviewed previous minutes action items

1.6 Nadcap Task Group Communiqué – Ian Simpson reviewed several changes in supplier names and in Welding Task Group representation

2.0 
NMC Metrics 

2.1 Ian Simpson reviewed Task Group metrics


One yellow metric – number of lapsed re-accreditation. All others were green

3.0
Task Group Template 

3.1
Review Task Group Template

3.2
No metric requiring RCCA

3.3 
Further discussion on how TG can achieve 20 % reduction in cycle time in 2004 and 


a further 20% reduction in 2005


3.3.1
Staff Engineer presented a Supplier Response Guide currently in use by Heat Treatment, which is attached to NCR 1 when the audit is posted. It clearly identifies the expectation of replies to NCRs and has reduced the numbers of rounds of response. Task Group stated that Welding should also adopt this to help reduce cycle time
Action Item:  
I. Simpson to revise Supplier Response Guidelines to use wording and format similar to Heat Treat Task Group  

3.3.2 Customer Notification – short discussion regarding level of “up-the-chain” notification of Product Impact issues by sub-tier suppliers to their customers.  Expectation is that sub-tier supplier will notify only their immediate customer of issues.  It is then the responsibility of the customer to notify their immediate customer (e.g. a Nadcap Prime)     

4.0
New Business  
4.1 M. Irvin raised the issue of Lab qualifications and auditing of independent Labs used to evaluate welder qualification tests.  Should independent Labs be specifically approved for weld evaluation or should this be covered under the Welding audit?

Action Item:  
See action item at 10.10
4.2 I. Simpson raised the issue of notification of Primes when an audit has a Product Impact finding.  Task Group members have previously indicated that they expect to be notified immediately when a Product Impact issue is found, but NOP 009 requires that the Staff Engineer wait until the audit is actually posted.  This technically means that notification could be many days after the finding was identified.

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to bring up the issue with Nadcap Management Council to propose changes to NOP 009.  Summary of issue to include examples and rationale for proposed change. 

5.0
Forum for Supplier issues


5.1
Major Tool representatives (considering approval for Welding) raised a question about the Nadcap approval process since they currently don’t do any work for Primes. Do they need Prime contracts/P.O.’s before Nadcap approval is sought or do they get Nadcap approval before Prime work is sought?  The Task Group response was that most Primes require individual approval prior to Nadcap approval, so quite often the Prime approval comes first, followed by Prime contracts and then Nadcap approval within a specified timeframe.  Also, the proposed checklist revisions will address the need for quality procedures that address the requirements, so an auditor could still audit a supplier that is not currently doing work for a Prime.   J. Cedrone from Howmet offered to help get clarification for Major Tool as part of the Supplier Committee.


5.2
Discussed if Primes would consider inviting suppliers to meetings. Task Group members agreed that this would be a good way of encouraging suppliers to attend

6.0
Resolution of supplier clarifications

6.1
I. Simpson raised the idea of posting answers to frequently asked questions of clarification of frequent/common findings.  Examples are weld wire disposal bins, wire storage in booth.

Action Item:  
I. Simpson will document the answers and then G. Coleman, S. Govardhan, M. Irvin and W. Canary will review the answers.

7.0
Auditor Training

7.1
I. Simpson presented the auditor training topics

7.2 I. Simpson discussed the training schedule (Sunday morning 10/24 for WLD)

7.3 G. Coleman, I. Simpson and W. Canary to support training topics.  G Coleman to lead AWS D17.1; I Simpson to lead auditor advisories and W Canary to introduce the future. Also, all primes required for the question and answer session.

Action Item:  
G. Coleman, I. Simpson and W. Canary to create training material

Action Item:  
All Primes attendance at Weld auditor training

Key dates for preparation of training materials:

Aug 20 - draft of presentation materials to I.Simpson
Sept 7 -  final presentation materials complete

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to solicit questions from Auditors and will send them to the Task Group 

at least one week prior to the auditor training session.

8.0
Baseline of AC7110 (Q Syed)

8.1 C. Diepenbrock reviewed the comparison done by Q. Syed of the AC7004 questions and the AC7110 questions looking for duplications and significant similarities.  His desire is that the TG review the provided matrix and remove or reword any checklist questions that are duplicate generic quality system questions (so that the same question isn’t asked multiple times).  He also wants the TG to indicate which paragraphs/questions can be used to validate the AC7004 general AQS questions since the AC7004 audit frequency is (3) years. 

Action Item:  
Wayne Canary to review AC7110 as requested by the AQS TG

9.0
Planning & Operations Overview (Chairperson)

9.1
Language issue for international audits was reviewed – top 3 are Japanese (22%), French (14%), German (12%) – PRI desires auditors that can speak the native language - no specific action items resulted from discussion

9.2. Presentation from Chem Processes task group – now have 400+ audits per year vs 100 a couple of years ago – they reviewed their expectations for their Staff Engineer

9.3. WLD Task Group indicated that Bell Helicopter has not been represented in the Task Group meetings

10.0 Reviewed Baselined checklists for content and inconsistent wording and standardization.  Several changes were made to the proposed drafts for the following:

10.1. AC7110/1 (Brazing) – much discussion around the wording “Is there a procedure to control………” – interpretation of this wording is that the supplier shall have their own (Quality/Engineering) controlling document that specifically addresses the question of interest.  It is not considered acceptable if the supplier indicates that their controlling document is their customer’s specification.  It is also not acceptable to indicate that the control occurs via the supplier’s quality system and therefore doesn’t have a specific controlling document.  When a quality system flowdown answer will suffice, the question will say “Is there a process to control…” or “Is there a system to control….” 

10.2. AC7110/2 (Flash Welding)

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to request review of proposed AC7110/2 by Bill Martin 

10.3. AC7110/3 (Electron Beam Welding) – much discussion around the questions covering control of filler materials (including EBW filler and TIG tacking filler) – a general question was put in the baseline and a series of questions will stay in the supplement.  The general question will require either a procedural statement that strictly prohibits the use of filler OR invokes the supplement questions.

10.4 AC7110/4 (Resistance Welding) – Discussion of minimum requirements for equipment used to evaluate production weld coupons.  The auditor handbook will be used to differentiate between equipment requirements based on measurement techniques and characteristic definitions. Calibration requirements should also be part of the handbook descriptions. 

10.5 AC7110/5 (Fusion Welding)  

10.6 AC7110/6 (Laser Welding)

10.7 AC7110/7 (Friction Welding)

10.8 AC7110/8 (Diffusion Welding)

10.9 AC7110/9 (Stud Welding)

10.10 AC7110/10 – A new checksheet has been generated for welder qualification – there was a discussion regarding the need and/or method to qualify Materials Testing Labs to evaluate welder qualification samples and ‘approve’ welder qualification test reports – Larry Casillas from the Materials Testing Task Group discussed their current audit scope that does not involve asking weld related questions.  A proposal to draft a supplement to the Materials Testing checksheet covering metallographic evaluation of welder qualification samples that would be part of the Materials Test audit was tentatively agreed upon.    

Action Item:  
Sub-team of C. English, R. Kropp and J. Blanco to draft a supplement covering 


metallographic evaluation of welder qualification samples
10.11 Discussion of how to invoke the supplements for each specific checksheet. 

Action Item:  
Each Prime needs to determine which supplements that apply to each checksheet

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to determine how other TG’s are proposing to invoke the supplements

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to format checklists and send to Task Group on ballot
            10.12   Baseline time-line reviewed and Group in advance of current requirement. Task Group know auditor handbook will require review, however consider this event cannot be started until checklists are complete

11.0
eAuditNet


11.1
Ian reviewed functionality of eAudit.net ‘my QML’ search capability

11.2 Supplier data needs to be entered by the Primes before ‘my QML’ will be 


useful.

12.0
Failure / Merit 

12.1 Review effectiveness of changes to NTGOP001 Appendix IV – merit has dropped to  

~80%, largely due to changes in merit criteria.

12.2 Task Group agreed to changes in Failure Criteria at the last meeting, however NOP 011 has still not been revised. NTGOP001 to be revised once NOP 011 is revised
Action Item:  
I. Simpson to revise NTGOP 001 Appendix IV
12.3
Task Group confirmed that the intention of previous minutes was that delegated Staff could close audits with no findings immediately without either a minimum time period in Task Group ballot or a minimum number of reviewers
13.0
Review of Training Audits

13.1
No training audits to review

13.2 Task Group discussed if the requirements of NTGOP001 Appendix IV para 14.6 could be applied to audits reviewed by Jim Diamond.  TG consensus was yes, as delegated Staff Engineer still responsible for closure of NCRs.

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to revise NTGOP001 Appendix IV to cover J. Diamond for Task Group 


ballot approval and forward to W. Canary for final approval.
Action Item:  
I. Simpson to raise a delegation form for Jim Diamond to define Task Group limitations and forward to W. Canary for approval.
13.3 Two candidate auditors were discussed by the Task Group.  They are both Turkish citizens. One works for a GE wholly-owned affiliate and the other works for a GE approved supplier in Turkey.  Significant concerns were raised in terms of Proprietary Information that they, as auditors, could potentially see as part of their audit.  Heather Meyer explained the position of the NMC on this issue.  The Task Group’s responsibility is to determine the technical capabilities of the candidates and not the contractual issues such as Proprietary Information or Export Control.

  
Issue will be tabled until further clarification from NMC, although there is an NMC mandate to continue with the auditor approval process.  
Action Item:
I. Simpson will communicate the ‘on-hold’ status of the candidate’s approval through Wendy Grubbs.

Action Item:  Each WLD TG member should raise this issue with their NMC representative if they have concerns about the use of auditors employed by a Prime or by a Prime’s affiliate.

14.0
Supplier Advisories


14.1
(3) recent advisories described by Ian.  Causes were # of corrective action review cycles and failure to disclose a welding process being used on Prime hardware.


14.2
Specific issues of advisory 333 were discussed in more detail

14.3
Dan Ryan raised an issue with a quality escape from a Honeywell supplier in which a weld with a full penetration drawing requirement was welded with partial penetration and shipped as conforming.

Action Item:  Dan Ryan to provide information to Staff Engineer so advisory can be issued

14.4
R. Kropp raised an issue with (3) recent audits in Europe in which weld wire was 

procured from unapproved sources (MTU owned parts being made for Rolls Royce) even though there was a RR drawing requirement to use an approved source.  The Nadcap auditor did not detect the finding.

Action Item:  Ian Simpson to contact auditor and inform him of the prime requirement in this case
14.5 R Kropp showed pictures of non-conforming welds shipped to MTU. R Kropp to further investigate at supplier and supply details for Staff Engineer to raise advisory if applicable

Action Item:  Ralph Kropp to provide details to Staff Engineer
15.0
Auditor Effectiveness 

15.1 Ian reviewed the auditor results to show average # findings for initial audit (procedure/compliance) and for reaccred audits (procedure/compliance)

Task Group discussion, highlighted that the group would like further data collecting on 2 auditors

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to put together data for the 2 identified auditors showing # of findings for their past audits vs. most recent audits (by another auditor).  Data to be reviewed during Pittsburgh meeting.

15.2 D. Lindland and others agreed that members of the WLD TG should attend audits of nearby suppliers so that the auditor techniques can be witnessed.

15.3 When reviewing audit results, TG members should comment on findings that appear to be overrated or underrated.  If there are multiple similar comments, this information could be communicated to the auditor in an attempt to improve the consistency of ratings. 

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to provide schedule for auditors that the TG would like to monitor.  TG 


members are asked to observe these audits (must be cleared with supplier prior to attending – arrange via Staff Engineer)
16.0
Supplier Support Committee Actions (Supplier Voting Member)

16.1 Jim Borczyk reported status in SSC questionnaire sent out to suppliers – feedback in the areas of excessive audits days, audit costs, 

16.2 Web site has been updated recently; newsletter to be published 

16.3 Another questionnaire to be sent out in ‘05

17.0
Implementation of Baselined checklist

17.1 Ian showed the PRI schedule for completion of baseline checklists (~2 years) and updated status of each task

17.2 NDE and Coatings TG’s are 3-6 month ahead of the WLD TG

Action Item:  
I. Simpson to find out how the Coatings TG was able to schedule a supplier pilot audit for the baselined checklists

18.0
October 2004 Agenda (PRI Staff)

18.1 Task Group identified agenda topics for the October meeting

18.1.1 Auditor interviews

18.1.2 AC7110 TG review

18.1.3 Qualifications for Technical Representative

19.0
Review of Action Items


19.1
All actions items were reviewed and verified by the TG 

20.0
Next Meeting


October 25-27, 2004


Pittsburgh, PA

Wayne Canary adjourned the meeting at 11AM
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