Unconfirmed Minutes

Heat Treating Task Group

April 18-20, 2005
Holiday Inn Frankfurt City-South Conference Center
Frankfurt, Germany

	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, APRIL 19, 2005 (Open Meeting)
	
	

	WEDNESDAY AM, APRIL 20, 2005 (Open Meeting)
	
	

	
	The closed meetings were held all day Monday and on Wednesday afternoon. The open meetings were held all day Tuesday and on Wednesday morning. 

Note: If a subject is discussed in both open and closed session, it is reported under the open session.

	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 the three days was as follows:

	
	User Members Present:

	
	Lothar-Bernhard Honeman
	Airbus (Germany)

	
	Lutz Schroder
	Airbus (Germany)

	
	Giuseppe Campanile
	Alenia Aeronautica

	
	Doug Matson
	Boeing, Wichita

	
	William Stewart
	Bombardier 

	
	Antonio Mastrangelo
	Bombardier 

	
	Mitch Nelson
	Cessna Aircraft

	
	Slawomir Piwko
	Cessna Aircraft (Poland)

	
	Marc Taillandier
	Eurocopter (France)

	
	Thomas Pfannenmueller
	Eurocopter (Germany)

	
	Doug Wilson
	GE

	
	Colin Turner
	Hawker DeHavilland (Australia)

	
	John Gourley
	Honeywell

	
	Jaroslav Zvacek
	Honeywell (Czech Republic)

	
	Tomasz Wojtasik
	Honeywell (Poland)

	
	Rainer Endress
	MTU

	
	Eddy Pham
	Northrop Grumman

	
	Jim Henson
	Raytheon (UK)

	
	Steve Maus
	Rolls Royce

	
	Phillip Cox
	Rolls Royce UK

	
	Tom Murphy
	Sikorsky Aircraft

	
	Eric Barreau
	SNECMA Moteurs

	
	Laurent Geerts
	SONACA

	
	Robert Faticanti
	Textron Systems

	
	Sylvia Baeza
	Vought

	
	

	
	  PRI STAFF:

	
	Jerry Aston

	
	Laura Fisher


	
	Suppliers:

	
	Derek Alty
	Bodycote Ltd

	
	Bill Hewitt
	Bodycote Ltd

	
	Johanna Lisa
	Continental Heat Treat

	
	Don Lowman
	Continental Heat Treat

	
	Dieter Hermann
	Corus Aluminum

	
	Gunter Mettler
	Corus Aluminum

	
	Jurgen Witt
	Corus Aluminum

	
	Walter Karut
	Doncasters precision Castings (Bochum)

	
	John Kunkle
	Howmet Dover

	
	Sylvain Bisaro
	Howmet Normandy

	
	Norimitsu Kameya
	IHI

	
	Elena Ritolli
	Metallurgical Processing

	
	Stu Sherman
	Metallurgical Processing

	
	Ed Engelhard
	Owego Heat Treat

	
	Randy Hite
	PCC Structurals

	
	Marcin Trela
	PZL Hydral

	
	Peter Hammabo
	Volvo Aero 

	
	Petr Sratiek
	Walter a. s.

	
	
	


	2.0
	Minutes

	
	Minutes from the January 2005 meeting were accepted as posted.


	3.0
	Personnel Changes

	
	Anne Allen has decided to take an early retirement for personal reasons and has left PRI as a full time Staff Engineer. She will continue to maintain her delegation as a consultant reviewer at least through 2005.

The Task Group would like to thank Anne for her competence and service. She will be missed and we wish her much luck and happiness.

	
	


	4.0
	HTSTSTG

	
	The Top 10 Team (which had evolved into a Continuous Improvement Team) has now become a Supplier Technical Sub Task Group. PRI has issued guidance on these STSTG’s and it is expected that there will be an NOP and/or an NTGOP revision forthcoming. The Heat Treat Task Group is pleased to formally recognize our Supplier Technical Sub Task Group. Johanna Lisa was elected by the Supplier Sub Task Group as Chair, and has been so acknowledged by the entire Task Group. She reported on the following items. The complete minutes of the HTSTSTG will go to Laura and be posted with (or included in) the Task Group minutes. The Task Group minutes will reflect any open meeting discussions.


	4.1
	High Priority Findings

	
	The group is still working to select and post these findings. Suppliers continue to express concerns about anonymity but some findings have been offered. Johanna will initiate the process with findings from her company. Primes are also welcome to submit examples. The team expects findings to be posted by July.

The process will be that submitted findings will be scrubbed by PRI to remove any proprietary information, then scrubbed by the supplier and then by the affected prime before posting. This process for removal of sensitive data needs to be documented.

An announcement of this plan has gone out, and the information will also be add to the package for new suppliers and will be discussed in the newsletter. The team will also consider looking at the most common findings including good and bad responses.

	
	

	4.2
	Flowdown Issues

	
	Suppliers still have issues with first and second tiers not flowing down requirements. Anecdotally, the process seems to be working better in the US than in past years but is still sometimes a struggle. It appears to be a bigger issue in Europe.  The requirements for flow down should be part of the quality system audit of the higher tiers and as more become AS accredited, the issue may be resolving itself.  It may continue to be a problem as Nadcap expands into Europe/Asia until a “critical mass” of compliant sub-tiers is reached. A bigger problem may be that Nadcap does not deal with machine shops, just with special processors. Most primes do not specifically approve machining houses. They have selected first tiers but (within limits of frozen planning or qualification) those first tiers can subcontract operations not defined as special processes to anyone (and that’s where the disconnects mostly occur). The consensus was that SSC should take this to NMC with our Task Group support.  The problem is not heat treat specific. 

Another suggestion was for better special process supplier access to specifications. Access has actually worsened due to concerns about complying with export controls. However, this could actually worsen flowdown, since access is normally only to the most recent revisions and determining effectivity would add new complications.

	
	

	4.3
	Non Nadcap suppliers

	
	Suppliers also expressed concerns that the baseline concept could make accredited sources even more non-competitive on price. Some also had concerns about their prices being compared to non-Nadcap sources or about prime purchasing agents getting quotes from unapproved sources and using them as leverage.

Primes recognize that there are approved sources which are not Nadcap accredited. There appear to be many fewer than in the past. They are used for valid business reasons and most primes have documented exception procedures.

	
	


	4.4
	Miscellaneous Items

	
	· Implementation of New Checklists – Although the Task Group believes it is unlikely that the new checklists will go into effect until 2006, suppliers are still concerned about being audited to a different checklist than their self-audit. Laura needs to see if the practice (90 days after publication before use) is documented. Phasing of auditor training with adoption of the new checklists is also a concern.

· Suppliers who have pilot audits to the new checklists are asked to share any lessons learned

· NMC tasked the SSC communication sub-team with improving the NCR response format. There are issues with the time a response box can remain open, and with cut and paste from some word processing programs

· The HTSTSTG still needs a Vice Chair. Anyone interested should contact Johanna Lisa.


	5.0
	Airbus Problem Solving

	
	Helmut Weilenberg was not present. Airbus did approve posting of their documentation and it has been posted. A mass e-mail announcement was sent to suppliers. Volunteers have been identified to pilot. They will use 8D for major NCRs in addition to 5 Whys. Staff and suppliers will document any qualitative and quantitative effects on cycle time.

Bodycote UK reported that they use a “streamlined” 8D. PCC suggested that full up 8D is too extreme. It must be noted that Task Group is only evaluating the tool at the request of a prime and has made no commitment to mandate.


	6.0
	AMEC/AMS 2750 Revision Status Report

	
	Committee B will meet the last week of April. The rewrite team hopes that they will accept the AMEC disposition of comments. If so, the revision could be out by late summer. The rewrite team is satisfied with the AMEC dispositions. Some rejected comments will likely cause one dissenter to take his issues to Committee B, so there is still some risk of return to AMEC. The limited scope ballot was rejected at Aerospace Council. The move to reconsider was split 50-50, but needed 75% to reopen so it will probably die.

AMEC has prepared a limited scope ballot on AMS 2770, including new alloys not listed, and calibration of refractometers using glycol/water not sugar/water. There is also a limited scope ballot on AMS 2759 on purging. Studies are occurring on AMS 2759/3 hardness acceptance requirements. AMEC thinks ARP1962 needs strengthening, and wants the Task Group to reconsider mandatory training including a mandatory syllabus. We will discuss in July.

	
	

	7.0
	Balloting of AS

	
	NMC has been asked by several Task Groups to consider if it is necessary to ballot checklist AS documents through SAE. The suggestion has been made to create Nadcap technical committee to ballot these (like G-14 in relationship to AAQG). NMC is considering.

This led to discussion about the balloting process in general. NIP-011 describes the process. Ballots go to primes and suppliers who are listed as voting members on the roster. We are procedurally required only to consider only voting member comments, but try to accommodate any we receive. A supplier suggested we consider a process for periodic reaffirmation or change of AS and AC. This was tabled pending resolution of the SAE balloting issue.

	
	

	8.0
	Checklist on Demand

	
	We discussed the basic concept being put forward by Chemical Processing. They have asked all task groups to evaluate it in terms of a cost versus benefits business case. The concept sounds good but will be a difficult programming task. It also creates going-forward problems (new prime/supplier relationship). There are also concerns about change control.  The proposal will be circulated to all task group members, so we can start discussions for July.


	9.0
	CHECKLISTS


	9.1
	Baseline Checklists

	
	All baseline checklists have been completed, with the exception of brazing. They will go to the Task Group for comments. Primes need to determine what they absolutely need to have in prime-specific slash sheets. We need to develop a process for these slash sheets

	
	

	9.2
	Baseline Brazing Checklist

	
	Personnel changes have slowed development and the existing version is still mixed as to what constitutes a true baseline requirement. After some attempts to review as a group, it was decide to task another sub team with developing a draft for July. The team will consist of Doug Wilson, John Gourley, Stu Sherman, and John Kunkle, Their deliverable is a true baseline checklist with prime-specific questions held aside and non value added questions deleted.

	
	

	9.3
	Interim Checklist Revisions

	
	All interim checklists have now been balloted and accepted by the Task Group and by NMC. They will be available for use once the AS documents are approved.

	
	

	9.2
	Interim AS Revisions

	
	All interim AS revisions have been balloted through the Task Group, except for brazing. The AS for brazing did not receive a sufficient number of responses and is being re-balloted on 7-day basis. They will go to NMC and then (unless the process changes) to SAE.

	
	

	9.3
	Hardness Checklist

	
	Bob Elliot had offered to put together a concept checklist for heat treat to replace the MTL one in current use. After some discussion of individual questions, it was decided to charter a team to come up with a draft (or drafts if Brinell, microhardness, and/or portable units are separate) for July. Team will be Sylvia Baeza, Doug Matson, Mitch Nelson, Bob Elliot, John Lehnen, and Don Lowman.

	
	

	10.0
	Accreditation of Pyrometry Sources

	
	After reviewing the pros and cons, all primes determined that even if Nadcap offered accreditation of pyrometry sources, they would NOT mandate it. Unless future developments change that assessment, there will be no further Heat Treat Task Group activity on this issue.

	
	


	12.0
	Supplier Support

	
	Ed Englehard reported on the SSC meeting

· Rules/structure/activities were reviewed for the benefit of new members

· SSC hopes to get the 2005 survey out in May

· There will be a quarterly newsletter posted on the PRI website

· A team is working on escape reporting. They hope to report out in October. The biggest hurdle is definitions

· SSC is forming a recognition team to identify high performing suppliers

It was also discussed that there seems to be a move in NMC to make the NOP failure review criteria mandatory. The procedure now says, “consider failing if …”. They may be moving toward “Fail if …., unless…”
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	13.0
	OTHER BUSINESS

	
	

	131
	AQS Audits

	
	There have been recent cases of expirations before re-accreditation due to quality system issues. Suppliers were in the process (or thinking about) getting the required Quality System accreditation, but were still waiting when the audit closed. The new policy will require scheduling of an AC7004 audit if no quality system approval is in place when the commodity audit is scheduled. The AC7004 audit can be cancelled if accreditation is received before the audit, otherwise the auditor must conduct it.

	
	

	13.2
	Heat Treat Task Group Newsletter 

	
	Laura asked for all inputs by 5 May. Everyone should also start thinking about another issue in six months.

	
	

	13.3
	NUCAP

	
	Congratulations to Vought (and their Heat Treat Task Group representative Sylvia Baeza) on their NUCAP approval.

	
	


	14.0
	NEXT MEETING

	
	The next Heat Treat Task Group meeting will be July 18-21, 2005 in London. We currently expect that the open sessions will be all day Tuesday and at least Wednesday morning. PRI recommends that reservations be made as early as possible.
Agenda items will include

· Finalizing auditor training plans 

· AMS2750 Status

· AS balloting status 

· STSTG update

· Baseline brazing team report 

· Hardness checklist team report

· Discuss process for prime specific slash sheets

· RCCA 8D team report

· First pass yield

· Supplier support committee report

· A presentation on temperature measuring technology from Consolidated Ceramic Products

· Reevaluate position on ARP1962 at AMEC request

The October 17-22, 2005 meeting will be in Pittsburgh and will include annual auditor training on Sunday, October 16. It is anticipated that the April 2006 meeting will be held in Beijing.


	MONDAY, APRIL 18, 2005 (User Meeting)

	WEDNESDAY PM, APRIL 20, 2005 PM (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 134 audits (88 reaccreditations (of which 55 received 18 month accreditations), 25 initials, 11 follow ups, and 10 failures) between January and April. These were all done using eAuditNet. 

	
	

	3.0
	Work Assignments and Workload

	
	The Task Group signed up for audits to be done in next quarter. There are presently 19 active voting members. At least three members have limitations on their participation, so there are really only 16 reviewers. 

At about 190 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. 

	
	

	4.0
	Metrics

	
	The Task Group reviewed the metrics as supplied by PRI. 
· Cycles to close initial audits is RED, since the average exceeds 5 cycles.

· Supplier cycle time on initials is RED, exceeding the maximum allowed time

· Auditor capacity is YELLOW, since we are below the required margin. PRI recruiting is addressing this

· On time certs is YELLOW. Three were issued late, two because they were scheduled late, one due to a follow up.

· Supplier cycle time on reaccreditations is YELLOW

· Percent eligible on merit is YELLOW, note that the goal was redefined from 75 to 80%
· Cycles to close reaccreditations, all staff cycle times and all prime support metrics are GREEN

	
	The RED metrics led to substantial discussion about how to address and improve them. “Cycles to close” has many facets and we need to collect data. The STSTG took an action to develop a proposal for SSC to present to NMC, requesting “administrative cycles” and system problems not to be counted in the rounds of responses.  Staff will keep a log in the coming quarter to see how much of this is only administrative. Mitch has agreed to pareto this data for July. 

The other RED metric - supplier cycle TIME also reflects the number of cycles but has its own twists – follow up audits and sometimes the need to procure equipment. Mitch will also pareto these for a more intelligent July discussion

We should also note that TG cycle time is RED for both which is difficult to understand. Our process should close all audits in 5 days. Staff is to look at the data to see what is happening. It is suspected that these are an artifact of where the time is accounted for during follow ups or when an audit is returned from ballot for a prime concern


	5.0
	First Pass Yield Brainstorming

	
	The Task Group reviewed the first pass yield metrics supplied by PRI. They do not appear to match our experience and show a higher than expected (but still low) number especially for initial audits. We need to look at the actual data. Simply, the metric is audits closed with no NCR or with the first supplier response accepted. The trick clearly seems to be to get suppliers to understand what is expected.

Brainstorming resulted in the following inputs

· Primes could make direct contact upon audit scheduling

· Clear instructions on RCCA are given but could be improved by examples

· Internal audit to AC should be mandatory

· We should improve auditor consistency, especially in NCR writing

· Procedural review might be split from practical auditing

· Language issues will only make first pass yield worse

· Require suppliers to list specific procedure references against checklist questions

· Hold supplier training sessions

· Develop auditor/question/NCR matrix (tool for consistency)

· Customer notification requirements, prime responsiveness work counter to FPY

· Task Group consistency on accepting RCCA

· Provide acceptable/poor RCCA examples (annotated checklist/handbook)

· Pilot 8D as a tool to good first responses

· Pre-review of responses by Task Group BEFORE posting to eAuditNet

· Waive full RCCA response on minors on reaccreditations

· What is the numerical goal for FPY?

· Provide requirements flowdown training for higher tier subs

· Interaction of quality system/system audits/ heat treat audits

· Conduct Task Group audit reviews (in London?) so everyone is on the same level

· Reinstate gap/pre-assessment audits

· Provide better interpretation of prime specific requirements

· Pyrometry issues (RPS versus AMS versus Boeing)

However, the best question asked was “What’s in it for the supplier?” If we want buy-in, we will need to provide better incentives than a slightly longer active accreditation. Maybe a rebate to reflect reduced use of staff/prime resources?

	
	

	6.0
	AECMA-PRO Training

	
	Five SNECMA auditors were accepted by the TG as auditor candidates. Interviews had identified common needs for subject matter training prior to training audits. They used A3TS (Technical Association for Heat and Surface Treatments) to develop a 35 hour course including AMS requirements. Four of the five candidates attended (the other was identified as not needing subject matter training). Eight European primes (including Eurocopter, SNECMA, Hispano Suiza) Also audited the training. The Task Group had expected that Bodycote UK would train (and they did participate) and that PRI would observe. However, after some discussion, the Task Group accepted the training and approved continuation with training audits. As events have developed, Eric Barreau will not be auditing, but will represent SNECMA on the Heat Treat Task Group. Another candidate may become a full time PRI auditor, so the final yield may only be three. It is possible that another AECMA-PRO auditor will be added, if so we would interview in London.

	
	


	7.0
	Pilot Audits

	
	Pilot audits were conducted by Anne Allen with several auditors using the Interim Revision Checklists. They found (see attached letters) that the checklists were too long, especially in the pyrometry areas and could not be adequately covered in four days. 

In particular, the impression was that the numerous questions in 9.18 Load Conditions, 9.19 Uniformity Requirements, 9.22 Periodic Test Frequencies, 9.25 TUS Documentation and 9.26 SAT, while useful guides to the auditor, take too long to answer with YES or NO.
Also, the quality system questions were taking a long time since the auditors interpreted their task to include reviewing procedures. The Task Group considers this as miscommunication. The procedures should already have been reviewed in the Quality System audit. The questions in our checklist were to be answered only on the basis of observations and to give a question on which to hang a Quality System finding,
The Long Job audit formats could be improved by changing to tabular reporting as is used in the short jobs, which the Task Group thought had been done already.

There was a specific auditor question on programmable controllers. Guidance is that electronic record questions apply when control programs are stored and accessed not when they are manually entered for each run.

There was considerable discussion but no resolution on the pilot results. It was suggested that additional pilots be run (we cannot formally use the checklists until SAE approves AS) with the guidance on quality system questions and pyrometry. Plan is to review in July and decide on October training
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	8.0
	Audits over 150 days

	
	We had 7 or 8 audits last quarter go over 150 days and NMC has required Root Cause analysis. Causes were almost all due to a requirement for a follow up (the clock keeps running on the original audit until the follow up is closed) or AQS issues (which should be addressed by policy change in NMC). One or two were for equipment procurement. Other than changing our practices, there does not seem to be much we can do. However, NMC is directing staff  (and prime) intervention at 90 days and elevation to supplier management at 120 days. Direction discussed at NMC was still unclear to staff and will be discussed in July or when interventions are needed.

Also, nearly 20 audits are in danger of expiring without reaccreditation this quarter. Some are due to late scheduling, a few due to follow-ups. Staff will try to expedite resolutions where possible.

	
	

	9.0
	Delegation

	
	The Task Group reviewed concurrence data for the past three months. Jerry Aston, Anne Allen, John Ewing and Laura Fisher are still maintaining acceptable concurrence rates and their delegation is continued. John Ewing’s report format is being used by all. The Task Group requests that the staff include a summary of total NCR’s closed and percent concurrence.

	
	

	10.0
	Staff Training

	
	Jerry still needs to accompany John Ewing on an aluminum audit. Jerry, Laura and John Ewing still need to arrange to be involved in an AQS audit. 


	11.0
	Twenty-Four Month Accreditation

	
	The NTGOP changes for simple majority and 24 month accreditations were reviewed and approved unanimously by voice vote. We will begin applying 24 month as soon as it is posted. Laura will check if any additional balloting is required. Tom Murphy and Laura will develop a revised eligibility form.

	
	

	12.0
	Customer Notification

	
	NMC position is clear that requirement is for special process suppliers to notify their customer who are then responsible for additional notifications up to the primes. Some primes still have concerns that this chain gets broken and that identified non-conformities never get reported. There was additional discussion of what notice primes want from staff when a non-conformity is reported. Everyone agrees that PRODUCT non-conformities need to be put out immediately on a supplier alert to all members. The lack of consensus is about process non-conformities where the product is shown to be (or almost certainly is) conforming. It was decided that we will wait until the SSC and/or NMC come up with an Escape definition. We will discuss at the July meeting to see if this definition will satisfy all primes as far as notification is concerned. 

	
	

	13.0
	New Business

	
	

	13.1
	Auditor training

	
	We received a short fuse “request” for an outline for auditor training in October. The problem is that we are not sure what the status of AMS2750 and checklist AS will be by then. Since there is a high probability that AMS 2750 will be out, that will be a primary training focus (Matson, Lehnen). Bob Elliot should train the lead auditor handbook on practices. We can also discuss problem questions if identified by the eAuditNet queries and writing NCR is always worth the time. As time permits, new checklists, at least in terms of identified issues, could also be covered.

	
	

	13.2
	Other Issues

	
	· There was a discussion of whether we need a specific checklist for HIP (Hot Isostatic Pressing). The conclusion was that we did not. Our checklists cover the pyrometry aspects and most of the rest is proprietary anyway.

	
	· The Welding Task Group is interested in taking over induction brazing. We are willing, but need to share in such a way that a supplier doing both furnace and induction brazing need not have two audits.

	
	· It should now be possible to query eAuditNet for NCRs by question and maybe by auditor. Laura will send a example run when it is available

	
	· There was a suggestion to conduct a Supplier Workshop in January 2006 using the auditor training on new checklists and AMS2750. We will most likely do so. 

	
	· There is an error in Nadcap Pyrometry document posted on eAuditNet under public documents. The error is with respect to radiation testing. The NOTE to A.2.3 on page 33 says “Radiation test are not required for electric furnaces when electric elements are baffled (shielded) from directly radiating on the parts” . However, experience has shown that re-radiation can be significant. Jerry will remove this note.

	

	ADJOURNMENT

	(Minutes Prepared by T. Murphy and PRI Staff)

	
	


Actions from April meeting

Staff
· Laura Fisher needs to see if the checklist implementation  (90 days after publication before use) is documented.

· Circulate Checklist on Demand Proposal to all task group members for July discussions.

· Send all baseline checklist drafts to Task Group for comments. 

· Jerry Astron to re-ballot (7 day) the interim brazing AS which did not receive sufficient responses

· Keep a log in the coming quarter to see how much “administrative cycles” affect cycle count metrics. Mitch will pareto this and supplier cycle TIME for July discussion
· Review Task Group cycle time data to see why it is RED

· Review the actual data on First Pass Yield 

· In next delegation report, include a summary of total NCR’s closed and percent concurrence.

· Jerry Aston still needs to accompany John Ewing on an aluminum audit. Jerry, Laura and John Ewing still need to arrange to be involved in an AQS audit.

· Tom Murphy and Laura Fisher will develop a revised eligibility form for twenty-four month accreditation. Laura will check if any additional balloting is required,

· Laura will send an example eAuditNet query for NCRs by question, maybe by auditor. 

· Jerry Aston to remove the note to A.2.3 in Pyrometry for Dummies waiving radiation testing for baffled electric furnaces. 

· Check that Long Job audit will be in tabular formats in new checklists

· Expedite resolutions for any audits over 150 days 

· Baseline Brazing Checklist - Team (Doug Wilson, John Gourley, Stu Sherman, and John Kunkle) to prepare a true baseline checklist with prime-specific questions held aside and non value added questions deleted for July.. 

· Hardness Checklist - Team (Sylvia Baeza, Doug Matson, Mitch Nelson, Bob Elliot, John Lehnen, and Don Lowman) to come up with a draft (or drafts if Brinell, microhardness, and/or portables are separate) 

General Preparation for July

· Task Group to reconsider mandatory ARP1962 training including a mandatory syllabus as requested by AMEC 

· Primes need to determine what they absolutely need to have in prime-specific slash sheets and start developing a process for them
· Everyone should also start thinking about another Heat Treat Task Group Newsletter issue in six months.
· Prepare to review Pilot Audit results in July and decide on October training
· Prepare to discuss the definition of an Escape and prime notification rules 

· Doug Matson and Bob Lehnen are asked to develop training for revised AMS 2750 in October
· Boeing input is still needed on the handbook pyrometry tables

	***** For PRI Staff use only: ******

Are procedural/form changes required based on changes/actions approved during this meeting? (select one)

YES*    FORMCHECKBOX 

                                    NO     FORMCHECKBOX 

*If yes, the following information is required:



	Documents requiring revision:
	Who is responsible:
	Due date:

	NTGOP 001 Appendix 3
	Jerry Aston
	05/13/05

	Supplier Merit Form
	Laura Fisher
	05/20/05










1

_1176799236.doc
March 27, 2005 


Anne Allen


PRI Heat Treat Staff Engineer 


Re:  AC 7102C 


Anne, 

Following is a list of possible changes to the pyrometry section of the proposed new checklist AC7102 C.  In general, I would say that the questions are worded well.  However, as an auditor the spreadsheet is not as compact as required in order to perform an efficient audit.  It is much easier for the auditor if each particular question can be viewed on a single page.  Most of the changes I propose consolidate questions reducing the spacing on the checklist. I have consolidated questions with  multiple yes/no’s into a single yes/no followed by the list of possible reasons.  The specific reason for the NCR would be identified within the body of the NCR writeup.    Additionally, this also reduces the possible checklist paragraph numbers therefore it will be much easier to assign checklist paragraph numbers to the NCR’s.  

If you have any questions you may contact via my email gregcolvin2000@yahoo.com or cell phone (231) 670-1998.  


Greg Colvin 


Question #                          

   Issue


9.13.1-.3                        

Ok.


9.14  “Thermocouples”   

Ok


9.15  “Working Instrument”

9.15.1-19.5.3  Ok


9.16  “Scalar Instruments”

Ok

9.17 ‘Testing”



Ok

9.18  “Load Condition”             Consolidate the following question-9.18.1 into a single yes/no.  The specific 


issue will be discussed in the NCR. 

Does the Supplier do the following:                         

         yes/no  






a.  Test without a load unless otherwise required              






b.  Utilize a load if the furnace is utilized exclusively 


for heavy loads 






c.  Use light/medium loads….  






d.  Have a detailed diagram of test sensor location of the load


9.19  “Uniformity Requirements”   Consolidate the following question-9.19.1 – 9.19.12 into a single yes/no.  


The specific issue will be discussed in the NCR. 






Does the supplier’s TUS meet minimum standards:           yes/no






a. +/-10F for aluminum alloys 






b.  +/-10 F for aluminum alloys …  





c.  +/- 10F for aging aluminum and BeCu






d, e, f, g, … 


9.20  “Initial Test Temperatures”
   ok



9.21 “Periodic Test Temperatures”      ok



9.22  “Periodic Test Frequency”



9.22.1 -.12 “Are TUS performed at the following frequencies”  Consolidate this question into a single 


yes/no.  The specific issue will be discussed in the NCR. 


Are Temperature Uniformity Surveys Performed at the following Frequencies:    yes/no




a.  Monthly for furnaces used for solution treatment of Aluminum?



b.  Monthly for furnaces used for aging aluminum?




c,d…..



9.23  “Frequency Reductions”   ok



9.24  “Temperature Uniformity Survey Test methods”  ok


9.25  “Temperature Uniformity Survey Documentation”



Consolidate this question as shown below.  Have only one yes/no,  then explain which item it was in 


the NCR description: 



9.25.1  “Does Documentation of the Temperature Uniformity Survey Include”            yes/no 




a.  Furnace Identification Number




b. Date of Survey




c.  ….   S


9.25.2 - .3   ok



9.26  System Accuracy Tests  


Consolidate into a single yes/no.  The specific issue will be discussed in the NCR. 



9.26.1  “Has the Suppliers met all of the following conditions for waiver of SAT”  yes/no



a. Are there always two sensors in each control zone….




b-c  …..


9.26.2 – .4    ok



Consolidate below question into a single yes/no.  The specific issue will be discussed in the NCR. 


…. 



9.26.5  “If System Accuracy Testing is performed …                                       yes/no   




a.   There is a procedure allowing these probes… 




b. – c. 


9.27  “System Accuracy Test Methods”      ok


9.28  “Frequency of System Accuracy Test Methods” 


Consolidate below question into a single yes/no.  The specific issue will be discussed in the NCR. 

9.28.8 “ Do records indicate the following”




yes/no


a. That thermocouple correction factors….  



b. The criteria for any frequency reduction


c – f

9.28.9 – 11               Ok


9.29   “Offsetting”     -  Ok

Consolidate below question into a single yes/no.  The specific issue will be discussed in the NCR. 

9.30.1  “ Do Procedures Control the Following”                                                yes/no



a.  Leak up rate test?



b.  Calibration of vacuum instruments…



c & d


9.30.2    Ok 


9.31  “Vacuum Procedures”   OK
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Supplier Support Committee 

Update



Ed Engelhard, Owego Heat Treat, Inc.

HTTG Meeting, Wed April 20, 2005.  Frankfurt







*



SSC Mission

Represent the supplier community and work with

the Nadcap Management Council to enhance the

effectiveness and economical value of the

Nadcap system for the mutual benefit of

suppliers and primes. 





*



How does the SSC function?

		The Supplier Support Committee functions independently of the Task Groups and reports to the Nadcap Management Council.





		Suppliers voice their opinions and make suggestions for improvements to the Nadcap process through the Supplier Support Committee.







*



Supplier Support Committee 

Leadership Team (SSC LT)

Ed Engelhard

-Chairperson

-Owego Heat Treat



David Michaud

-Co-Vice Chairperson

-Fountain Plating 



Cindy Roth

-Co-Vice Chairperson

-Cooperheat MQS





David Yates

-Co-Vice Chairperson

-Alcoa Fastening Systems



Jerry Cedrone

-Secretary

-Howmet Corporation



5

Industry representatives set the strategic direction for all Nadcap initiatives.







*



SSC Activities

SSC Subcommittees are formed to address specific

issues.



2005 Supplier Survey



Communications



Escapes



Supplier Recognition





*



How does the SSC help?

   The Supplier Support Committee is made up of active Nadcap accredited suppliers who are willing to help new suppliers through the process, as well as assisting “seasoned” suppliers to establish, maintain and improve their accredited processes. 





*



How does the SSC help?

		Provides an avenue for suppliers to have input and give feedback to the Nadcap system.





		Provides answers and support for suppliers with questions or problems.  





		Provides information to suppliers about the Nadcap process.



		Provides the Supplier perspective on Nadcap projects.







*



SSC Projects

		2005 SSC Survey Initiative





		Sub-Team formed.  Chairperson; Mark Brown, Suncoast Heat Treat (AQS & HTTG)





		2003 questionnaire updated and revised for 2005 survey.





		Team reported on progress at SSC meeting



		Anticipate May release of survey, preliminary data report in July meeting, complete analysis & final report in October







*



SSC Projects

		SSC Communications Sub-Team; Chairperson Johanna Lisa, Continental Heat Treat/Quality Heat Treat (HTTG)



		Supplier Newsletter published prior to each Nadcap meeting





		Electronic copies sent to suppliers, and available on the PRI website – www.pri-network.org.  Hard copies available at meeting. 



		Suggest enhancements to eAuditNet, participate in Supplier Training pilots, offer input on special projects. 







*



SSC Projects

		Supplier Escapes Reporting





		SSC Sub-Team; Chairperson Jim Cummings, Metal Finishing (CPTG)



		Team to review methodology and metrics for anonymously tracking supplier escapes





		Definition of escape is being reviewed, may be decided before this Nadcap meeting ends





		Team will report on status at SSC meeting, hope to make final report in October meeting







*



SSC Projects

		Supplier Recognition Team





		SSC Sub-Team; Chairperson Richard Kana, PTI Industries, Inc. (Composites TG)



		Team to review past Supplier Ambassador award and work on guidelines for a way to reward high performing suppliers





		Team will report on status at SSC meeting







*



SSC Meeting



Tuesday

April 19, 2005

4:15 PM –6:15 PM

Hopefully you all have “been there / done that”!





*



Any Questions?









@adcap












GVadmp
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12.1 Job Identity (Info)  Draft ONE RES

a.  Purchase order number




b. Customer (Prime if known)




c. Job Number, Part Number




d. Part Description




f.  Material alloy, Material specification (if available)




g. Heat treat specification




h. Heat treat, and other processes including testing requirements (fixed processes)




i.  Part size








j. Part thickness




k. Number of pieces




l.  Pre-heat treat requirements (cleaning, plating etc...)




12.1.2 Racking









Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 


12.1.2.1 Are customer racking or batching requirements specified (if no this section is n/a)


Describe




12.1.2.2 Are racking and batching requirements specified on shop paper? Describe




12.1.2.3 Describe racking or batching used.




12.1.2.4 Did racking ensure that air is not entrapped detrimentally on quench? 



YES   NO   N/A



12.1.3 Thermal treatment


Customer specification numbers specified on drawings or purchase orders.




12.1.3.1  Process Step One Temperature


		Furnace Used

		 

		 

		Date Part(s) Processed

		 





		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		SET

		ACTUAL



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		TEMPERATURE

		TEMPERATURES



		Temperature

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Check if used

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Indicator

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Recorder

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Multipoint

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Load couples

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.3.2  Process Step One Time


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		ACTUALS



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		 



		Atmosphere

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time and Tolerance

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time loaded into furnace

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time instrument at temperature

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time start of soak

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time end of soak

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench/cool/media

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.3.3 Process Step One Quench








Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		ACTUALS



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		 



		Quench delay

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench Media %

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench Temperature start

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench Temperature end

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench gage calibration

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Delay to next operation

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.3.4 Was furnace stabilized at or below set temperature before loading parts? Describe.




12.1.3.5 What is the basis for determining start and/or end of soak? Describe




12.1.3.6 Does the method for determining start and/or end of soak meet customer requirements?

YES   NO   N/A

12.1.3.7  Is Offsetting performed?








YES   NO   N/A


12.1.3.8 Is Offsetting permitted by customer?






YES   NO   N/A




12.1.3.9 What offset is made?  Describe.







YES   NO   N/A




12.1.3.10 Is the uniformity or furnace number specified on shop paper.  (list below)


YES   NO   N/A




12.1.3.11 Does furnace meet uniformity requirements?





YES   NO


12.1.3.12 Did cooling/quench meet requirements?






YES   NO   N/A


12.1.3.13 Did all thermal treatments meet specification requirements?




YES   NO


12.1.3.14 Is there evidence that heat treat cycles are reviewed for job tracebility,



 correct temperature and time at temperature.





YES   NO   N/A


12.1.3.15 When required by customer is this review performed by QA or other designated personnel


                and the review documented on the furnace recording?




YES   NO   N/A


12.1.3.16 Does the furnace possess the control and recording instrumentation required by the governing


                specification for this heat treatment?






YES   NO   N/A


12.1.4 Process Step Two Temper


12.1.4.1 Temper










Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 



a. Tempering time and temperature specified in specification.







b.  If NOT specified what is the basis determining tempering temperature for alloy steels.






1) Specified on shop order?






YES   NO   N/A




2) As quenched hardness?







YES   NO   N/A




3) Other (Describe)







YES   NO   N/A




12.1.4.2 Process Step Two Temper Temperature


		Furnace Used

		 

		 

		Date Part Processed

		 





		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		SET

		ACTUAL



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		TEMPERATURE

		TEMPERATURES



		Temperature

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Check if used

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Indicator

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Recorder

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Multipoint

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Load couples

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.4.3 Process Step Two Temper Time


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		ACTUALS



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		 



		Atmosphere

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time and Tolerance

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time loaded into furnace

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time instrument at temperature

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time start of soak

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time end of soak

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench/cool/media

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.4.4 Process Step Two Age/PPT







Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 


		Furnace Used

		 

		 

		Date Part Processed

		 





12.1.4.4.1 Process Step Two Age/PPT Temperature


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		SET

		ACTUAL



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		TEMPERATURE

		TEMPERATURES



		Temperature

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Check if used

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Indicator

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Recorder

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Multipoint

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Load couples

		

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.4.4.2 Process Step Two Age/PPT Time


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		ACTUALS



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		 



		Atmosphere

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time and Tolerance

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time loaded into furnace

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time instrument at temperature

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time start of soak

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Time end of soak

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Quench/cool/media

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.4.5 Did all thermal treatments meet specification requirements?




YES   NO


12.1.4.6 Is there evidence that heat treat cycles are reviewed for job tracebility,



 correct temperature and time at temperature.





YES   NO   N/A


12.1.4.7 When required by customer is this review performed by QA or other designated personnel


                and the review documented on the furnace recording?




YES   NO   N/A


12.1.4.8 Does the furnace possess the control and recording instrumentation required by the governing


                specification for this heat treatment?






YES   NO   N/A


12.1.4.9 Are any cold treatments required?







Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 



a) Treatment specified.





b) Treatment on shop paper.





c) Treatment performed and documented




d) Do these treatments meet customer requirements?





YES   NO   N/A


12.1.4.10 Load Thermocouples








Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 



a. Are load thermocouples required for this job by either customer or internal requirements?
YES   NO



b. If load couples are required by customer, are they flowed down to shop paper?

YES   NO



c. What requirements/documentation are specified?





d. How many are used?







e) How are usage cycles or time intervals controlled?





f) What kind and type of couples?





g) Location of thermocouples?





h) Method of attachment or method used to simulate maximum part thickness?





i) Did usage and placement of load couples conform to requirements?



YES   NO


12.1.5 Straightening/Stress relieve








Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 



a.  Was straightening/stress relieve performed? Describe.




YES   NO





b.  Treatment on shop paper? Describe.










c.  Treatment performed and documented.  Describe.





d.  Do these treatments meet customer requirements?





YES   NO


12.1.6 Hardness Testing









Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		ACTUALS



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		 



		Hardness/tensile range

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Hardness converted from tensile

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Sample (How many)

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Test frequency

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Converted hardness recorded

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 



		 

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.6.1 Does hardness conform to specification?






YES   NO


12.1.6.2 Operator is currently quality/certified to perform hardness testing?



YES   NO


12.1.7 Conductivity Testing








Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 


		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		SHOP PAPER

		ACTUALS



		 

		 

		 

		REQUIREMENT

		 



		Conductivity range

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Test method

		 

		 

		 

		 



		Sample (How many)

		 

		 

		 

		 



		

		 

		 

		 

		 





12.1.7.1 Do conductivity results conform to specification?






YES   NO


12.1.7.2 Operator is currently quality/certified to perform conductivity testing?




YES   NO


12.1.8 additional testing required (Metallography, tensile, charpy, fracture toughness etc...)

Section  N/A   FORMCHECKBOX 



a. Testing requirements by specification. Describe.





b. Shop paper testing requirements.  Describe.





c. Actual testing results.





d. Do the test meet customer requirements?







YES   NO



12.1.9 


a) Operator control and job acceptance



1. Certification and test reports (independent heat treaters)




1. Does certification show compliance to all applicable drawing, specification and purchase order requirements




including documentation of any exceptions (e.g. pre and post cleaning, straightening and testing)















YES   NO   N/A



2. Does certification list the revision level of the specification to which the parts were processed?

YES   NO   N/A



3. Do test reports reflect actual data?







YES   NO   N/A


b) Process acceptance (Manufacturers)



Shop paper acceptance by authorized personnel?






YES   NO   N/A


c) Did this job comply with all requirements?







YES   NO
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Trial Audits

The first trial audit was performed in February at Continental Heat Treat located in Santa Fe Springs, Ca. The Supplier is approved for Carburizing, Nitriding, Neutral Hardening, Vacuum HT, Vacuum oil quench, Age Hardening, Sub-zero treatment, Plating, Hardness and Lab.


The audit was scheduled for four days, which is the normal time for this Supplier. During that time, 1 Long Job audit and 4 Short Job audits were completed. The reason for only completing that amount of job audits was due to the extra time required to test all aspects of the functionality of the checklists in eAuditNet.  For example, section collapsibility, entering notes, and that the fields were large enough to handle the inputted data.

Both the Carburize and Nitriding checklist were completed in conjunction with completing a Short job audit, as required.


Aside from not performing all the job audits, the three checklists were completed by the end of the fourth day.


The problem now was the lab and hardness checklists were NOT done, as required, there was not enough time in four FULL days of auditing to complete 5 checklists.


The second Trial audit was performed in March at Steel Treaters located in Orinsky, NY. The Supplier is approved for Aging only of aluminum, Vacuum HT, Vacuum oil quench, Neutral Hardening, Sub-zero treatment, Age Hardening and Hardness testing.


The audit was scheduled for four days, which is the normal time for this Supplier. During that time, all 10 job audits were completed along with the entire AC7102 Rev C checklist. The Aluminum checklist was completed in conjunction with a short job audit, as required.


Again, the problem encountered was not being able to complete the entire audit in four FULL days, the hardness checklist was not done.


I realize that Members have said all that was really was done is that requirements out of the 7102 checklist were removed and made into their own checklists. Also stated was that Auditors should be looking at all these requirements anyway and all that was done was now they have questions for them.


The problem with the above statements are that 7102 Rev C now has a Quality Section, which takes an auditor a bit of time to complete, thoroughly and accurately, the Pyrometry section was greatly added to with more questions to answer Yes/No to as well. The Job audit section was also added to with more questions and info to enter in. Not saying by any means all above is not value added, but something has to give somewhere.


The added checklists also add time to the audit, again more procedures the auditor has to read, added records to review and extra data entry time taken to complete the checklists.


The bottom line is with the revised 7102 and the added checklists, the audit can NOT be done in the same amount of time as presently, it will take at least ¾ of a day longer now. Never mind if the brazing checklist, all three new checklists and the AC7004 checklist has to be performed, now were talking adding at last a 1 and ½ days minimum to the audit time.

My biggest fear is if all the checklists stand as is, two possibilities will now take place, firstly, the audit will be slip shot in order to finish everything within the same amount of time as previously. Secondly, auditors will be leaving due to the amount of added work given to them and not having the additional time to complete properly.

Food for Thought

Add a small section in AC7102 Rev C that covers RTT and eliminate using the MTL checklists all together. MTL requires heat treating to use this checklist.

Reduce the Quality Section (3.0), have the auditors only have to review the actual records for each section, not have to ask and then read their procedures. If actual records are reviewed and acceptable, the procedures do not need to be reviewed.  The procedures should have been reviewed during the AQS audit.

Condense the Pyrometry section – See example provided 


Rework the Long Job section – See example provided


Reduce the amount of Short Job audits, instead of performing 8, perhaps now 5 instead. Need estimate of time savings for reducing the jobs from 8 to 5.

Items for Clarification

If all auditors are required to have 2 training audits in order to perform AC7004 checklist, what qualifications need to be required in order to perform the Quality Section of AC7102C competently? 


Why was the Plating/Cleaning Section removed from AC7102 Rev C?


Covered in job audits.

AC7102C  3.11.1


This question is difficult to implement for PLC Controllers. Does it refer to only when Recipes are stored .YES or does it refer to any and all PLC’s? Not necessarily.  It depends on the usage.

Is the Supplier to keep a Hard Copy of all Recipes stored in their Document Control System? Has to keep a historical record.

Why was “Programmable Controllers” added to this question, never there before? To address the quality system for electronic records.

9.17


Does a question need to be included that the Supplier needs to have a record of the Working Sensor while performing a TUS? Add to checklist

9.18.1c


How are Auditors to know whether a material is affected by “short duration overtemperature excursions”? Remove from checklist.

AC7102/2  12.5


What is the Supplier to have in a procedure? Please clarify meaning of this question for the auditors.

If customer spec requires limits on variation, then they must be flowed down to the procedure.  If the customer does not have a requirement, the procedure needs to state that the variation must be within the acceptance limits of the material.


