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UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

JANUARY 24, 2006
CROWNE PLAZA REDONDO BEACH
REDONDO BEACH, CALIFORNIA
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, JANUARY 24, 2006
Call meeting to order & record attendance

The following representatives were in attendance:

NMC Voting Member in Attendance:

	Janice
	Abeita-Lynch
	Raytheon

	Rossella
	Andreozzi
	Alenia

	Dianna 
	Berube
	Pratt & Whitney

	Jon
	Biddulph
	Rolls-Royce

	Mark
	Cathey
	Spirit AeroSystems

	Chet
	Daté
	Honeywell

	Ed 
	Englehard
	Owego Heat Treat

	Jerry
	Erickson
	Rockwell Collins

	Philippe
	Gastebois
	ASD-Pro

	Debra
	Harrison
	DCMA

	Ghazi
	Kashmolah
	Rockwell Collins

	Cherif
	Khelil
	SAFRAN

	Arne
	Logan
	The Boeing Company

	John
	McBrien
	GSA

	Michael
	McLean
	Bombardier

	Steve 
	Meyer
	Eaton Aerospace

	Donald
	Missel
	Lockheed Martin

	Jay
	Park
	Northrop Grumman

	Michel
	Pierantoni
	Eurocopter

	Manfred 
	Podlech
	MTU Aero Engines

	John
	Reid
	Bombardier

	Michel
	Sander
	Sonaca

	David 
	Soong
	Hamilton Sundstrand

	Michael
	Spencer
	Vought

	Camille
	Valmy
	Airbus

	Jerry
	Wahlin
	AAA Plating

	Kevin
	Ward
	Goodrich


PRI Staff in Attendance:

	John
	Barrett

	Don
	Buehler

	Jennifer
	Gallagher

	Lisa
	Glavan

	Arshad
	Hafeez

	Lisa
	Knestrick

	Heather
	Meyer

	Seema
	Saleem

	Glenn
	Shultz


1.0 Board Directive: Escape data collection  
Chet Daté gave a status report on Escape Data Collection. The Escapes team agreed to the definition of escapes and auditor verification. A Pilot program of volunteers will be conducted. Suppliers will test the anonymity of Aeroescapes.com and use the SSC escapes template for reporting. The team will report the findings of the pilot at the October 2006 Nadcap meeting in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. For more details please see the attached presentation.
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2.0
Standardization Sub Team Report


Mike Spencer gave the Standardization Sub-Team report.

A. Merit, Quorum and Voting
The standardization team plans to make changes regarding quorum and voting to NTGOP-1 regarding and clarify that this document takes precedence over the appendices to eliminate deviation among task groups. Regarding Administrative activities the following will apply across all task groups:

· No Suppliers may be used to establish Quorum 

· Quorum is 50% of the user voting members on the task group roster. 

· 1 vote for each user member

· Task group approves supplier voting members

· Supplier’s may make up no more than 1/3 of the voting members present (Including Proxy)

As for operational activities the following will apply across all task groups:

· No Supplier votes

· A minimum of 3 user members

B. Major-Minor Definitions
The standardization team looked at the definitions of major and minor and has updated the definitions to the following:

Major - The absence of, or systemic breakdown of, the Process Control and/or Quality Management system(s).  Any non-conformance where the effect is judged to be detrimental to the Integrity of the product.
Minor - A non systemic lapse in conformance to the process control and/or Quality Management system(s).

C. Enhanced Merit
The standardization team is recommending merit criteria (18 month) be changed as follows for all task groups:

· No Major Findings in Previous 2 Audits

· All Findings on most recent reaccreditation audit resolved in (TBD) Days or Less.

· No level 3 process advisories during the past two audits.

·   A major Process and/or Equipment change or relocation requires Task group 

   Re-evaluation.

· 24 month criteria - sustained merit for 2 cycles

ACTION ITEM: Standardization team to forward Quorum & Voting, Major/Minor Definitions and Merit Criteria to all task groups as well as all NMC members for feedback

For more details please see the attached presentation.
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D. Ethics
The Ethics status report was given by Steve Meyer. There are currently no open appeals or ethics issues. The team was assigned a task to determine a follow-up process for recommendations made to the NMC and are currently working on this assignment.

E. Oversight
Jay Park discussed the 2005 Oversight Audit results. There were a total of 6 NCRs (2 Major & 4 Minor) and 5 observations. The oversight audit team accepted PRI corrective action responses on November 29, 2005 and all NCRs were closed out in 23 working days. The audit verified the Nadcap operation is meeting its objectives. The 2006 Oversight audit will take place at PRI Headquarters October 23-25, 2006. Eight primes have already committed to participate and John Reid of Bombardier will be the audit team lead.

ACTION ITEMS: Primes who have committed to participating in Oversight Audit to send auditor names to Jay Park and John Reid.

ACTION ITEM: Jay Park to update the Oversight participation chart and report out at the next Nadcap meeting

For more details please see the attached presentation.
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3.0
New business 

A. Coordination of Balloting
Arne Logan discussed a proposal on balloting. The proposal emphasized a pre-NMC ballot review process that allows sufficient time and provides an opportunity for all proposed revisions to Nadcap accreditation documents to be formally coordinated before submittal to the NMC for ballot. All documents would be reviewed for consistency with other task groups, use of internationally accepted terms, measures and standards, auditor training needs, and cost impact.
A motion was made that the pre-NMC ballot proposal be accepted as written and a team be created to develop the necessary Nadcap procedures and implementing process. The motion was seconded and accepted.
ACTION ITEM: A team of Arne Logan, Janice Abeita-Lynch, Camille Valmy, Michael McLean, Mike Spencer and Arshad Hafeez to develop the necessary Nadcap procedures and implementing process for pre-NMC balloting
For more details please see the attached presentation.
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B. Closing of NCR’s When Supplier/Primes Communicate Directly
John Reid discussed an issue where an NCR was discussed between and prime and the supplier and the NCR was then closed in eAuditNet. It was recommended that this type of issue be included in the supplier advisory procedure. 
ACTION ITEM: Standardization team to incorporate closing NCR issue in the supplier advisory procedure. 
C. Supplier Advisory
Arne Logan discussed supplier advisories in that an action from the October 2005 Steering meeting was overlooked. The previous action was to incorporate the Early Review Process into the Supplier Advisory Process. A recommendation was made that the Standardization team look at the supplier advisory issue. 
ACTION ITEM: Standardization sub-team to continue to work on the supplier advisory issue.
D. Supplier Delinquency
A concern was expressed that primes need to take action with suppliers who are delinquent with audit responses to get them to respond. A proposal was made that when the supplier is 15 days late a first notification will go to primes to take action. When the supplier is 30 days late a second notification will go to primes to take action. At 45 days late the supplier will receive a 14 day failure notice. A motion was made to accept this proposal. The proposal was seconded and approved.
ACTION ITEM: PRI to coordinate 15 and 30 day late notice to primes and suppliers, 14 day failure notice at 45 days late to supplier and copy to primes for a total maximum of 59 days late before supplier is failed. Recipients will be defined by each prime and the prime will select frequency. This function will be automated in eAuditNet.
4.0 Adjourn
Minutes prepared by:

Lisa Glavan
lglavan@sae.org 
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Task Group Standardization

Report to Steering Committee

January 2006







Quorum and Voting









Administrative Activities

(Checklists, Policy, Command Media, Election of Officers, etc.)

		No Suppliers may be used to establish Quorum (Suppliers May Not hold office)

		Quorum is 50% of the user voting members on the task group roster. (Blue Book-Attendee’s Guide)

		1 vote for each user member

		Task group approves supplier voting members

		Supplier’s may make up no more than 1/3 of the voting members present (Including Proxy)



		No Supplier votes

		A minimum of 3 user members



Operational Activities

(Audit package review, failure, Advisories, suspension, Auditor Hiring, etc.)







Major-Minor Definitions









Major- Minor

		Adopt traditional Aerospace accepted definitions. NMC approved.

		Remove subjectivity.

		Supplement definitions with many examples, Task group specific examples.

		Reduce workload for all, promote consistency and enhance Nadcap process.









Major-Minor Definitions

		Major

		The absence of, or systemic breakdown of, the Process Control and/or Quality Management system(s).

		Any non-conformance where the effect is judged to be detrimental to the Integrity of the product.

		Minor

		A non systemic lapse in conformance  to the process control and/or Quality Management system(s).









Merit Criteria









Merit Criteria (18 Month)

		No Major Findings in Previous 2 Audits

		All  Findings on most recent reaccreditation audit resolved in (TBD) Days or Less.

		No level 3 process advisories during the past two audits.

		A major Process and/or Equipment change or relocation requires Task group Re-evaluation.

		24 month criteria - sustained merit for 2 cycles









Next Steps!





Implement!

Send to task 

groups & gather 

feedback

Jan ‘06

April‘06

Reconcile

Comments

Feb‘06

Mar‘06

Revise 

Command

Media

Ballot & Vote



Quorum & Voting, Major/Minor & Merit Criteria








_1201527807.ppt


Nadcap Sanctioned Project #000

NMC Oversight Audit Sub-team

Date Chartered - 10/25/04

Project Status – OPEN

Update – 1/24/06

REPORT OUT FORMAT



Nadcap Charters  Rev 1  May 2004



Nadcap Charter process Sept 2003  Rev May 2004











Background/History: 



Every year, NMC Chair personally requests NMC Council 

members to volunteer for Oversight Audit for 

PRI Head Quarter. NMC Chair experienced some difficulty in getting enough volunteers for this annual activity. In addition, NMC Chair was coordinating the corrective actions which require dedicated time and effort to adequately close them out in a timely manner. Therefore, this sub-team is chartered to manage the annual Oversight Audit on a continuing basis.

REPORT OUT FORMAT
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Nadcap Charter process Sept 2003  Rev May 2004











REPORT OUT FORMAT

Mission: 



Oversees the Oversight Audit Activity for Nadcap operation from prime subscriber and customer perspective to verify that Nadcap is achieving its commitment to provide the industry managed special processor approvals and surveillance processes as well as compliance to NADCAP Procedures (NIP’s, NOP’s & NTGOP’s).

Nadcap Charters  Rev 1  May 2004



Nadcap Charter process Sept 2003  Rev May 2004











Team Members Names & Company:

		Jon Biddulph (Rolls-Royce PLC)

		Dan Smith(GE)	--- ?

		Jay Park (Northrop Grumman) --- Chair

		Chatt Rhodes (Cessna)

		John Reid (Bombardier)

		Kevin Ward (Goodrich)

		Heather Meyer (PRI Staff)





REPORT OUT FORMAT
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Customers/Stakeholders: 



Prime subscribers, FAA, DCMA, Suppliers, and PRI

REPORT OUT FORMAT
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REPORT OUT FORMAT

Expected Results/Guidelines:



1. Develop an Yearly Oversight Audit Process Utilizing All NMC Council Members or Their Company Designees to Ensure That Industry Managed Processes Meet the Requirement and Expectation of Nadcap Subscribers As Well As Their Customers. 

2. Manage the Oversight Audit Activity From Auditor Selection to the Closing of Corrective Actions and Audit Reporting.

3. Develop Process Improvement Ideas. 

 













Date Due: Quarterly NMC Meeting
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Process Steps: 



		Draft a detail procedure to be added to SAE AS7003.

		Develop oversight audit schedule.

		Select Oversight auditors during January NMC meeting.

		Coordinate yearly on-site audit during the month of Oct.

		Close out all corrective actions by Jan. Meeting

		Brief the result of Oversight Audit during Jan. NMC meeting.

		Final report to NMC during Apr. NMC meeting

		Plan for Next Year Audit  during Apr. meeting





 

REPORT OUT FORMAT
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Prime Participation 

		Subscribing Prime		NMC Member		2004		New Subscriber		10-05		10-06

		Alenia Aeronautics		Alessandro Ferretti		X

		Boeing		Arne Logan		X (annual mandate)		Mike Coleman		X

		Bombardier		John Reid		x		John Reid

		Cessna		Chatt Rhodes		X		Chatt Rhodes (lead)

		DCMA		Debra Harrison		X

		EADS/Airbus		Camille Valmy		X

		Eaton Aerospace		Steve Meyer		X

		GE 		Dan Smith		X (annual mandate)		Mike Davis		X

		GSA		John McBrien

		Goodrich		Kevin Ward		X		Angelina Mendoza

		Honeywell		Chet Date		X		Jack Saunders		X ?

		MTU		Manfred Podlech		Manfred Podlech

		Northrop Grumman		Jay Park		x

		Parker-Hannifin		X

		Raytheon		Jim Dolbee

		Rockwell Collins		Jerry Erickson		X		X

		Rolls Royce		John Biddulph		X

		SNECMA		X

		SONACA		X

		UTC (HS)		Dave Soong/		X

		UTC (P & W)		Diana Berube		X

		UTC (Sikorsky)		Frank Grisko

		Zodiac		X

		Vought                                                              		Mike Spencer		X		Mike Spencer

		8		8
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2005 Nadcap Oversight Audit

October 24-26, 2005

Warrendale, PA
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Audit Scope

		The Oversight Panel shall be responsible for the review of all elements of the Nadcap accreditation process. The Oversight Panel shall plan to address the following issues, at a minimum. (NOP-004 sec 3.0)



		a. Integrity of Nadcap audit documentation: clarity, completeness and consistency.





		b. PRI Staff Engineers’ audit report review and actions with suppliers to resolve any identified noncompliance with Nadcap requirements. Consistency and clarity of Staff Engineers’ Summary Reports. Staff Engineers’ performance under delegation from task groups.



		c. Review of Nadcap procedures, including Nadcap Quality Manual, Nadcap Operating (NOPs), Internal (NIPs) and Task Group (NTGOPs) procedures, the implementation thereof and compliance thereto.
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Audit Authority

		The Nadcap Management Council is required by SAE AS 7003 (sec 4.1.2(a)) to “ …oversee the operation of Nadcap from a customer/ government perspective and verify that Nadcap is achieving its objectives.”
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Key Processes/Procedures to Review

		AS7003

		Quality Manual

		NIP’s 

		4-01, 6-01, 7-01, 7-03, 7-04, 7-05, 8-01

		NOP’s

		-002, -006

		NTGOP-001
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Auditors	

Angelina Mendoza 		Goodrich

Mike Coleman			Boeing

John Reid			Bombardier

Mike Davis			GE

Jack Saunders			Honeywell

Hans-Hermann Kopp		MTU

Will Tate			Vought

Chatt Rhodes (Lead)		Cessna
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Audit Teams





Team Lead: Chatt Rhodes

		Team 1		Team 2		Team 3

		Angelina Mendoza
Mike Coleman
Will Tate		Hans-Hermann Kopp
Jack Saunders		John Reid
Mike Davis
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Audit Schedule





		Team 1		Team 2		Team 3

		Day 1		2004 Audit C/A Verification, 
NIP’s 7-04 & 8-01, NOP-002		NIP 6-01		NTGOP-001

		Day 2		NIP’s 4-01 & 7-05,
NOP-006		AS7003 & 
NIP 7-01		Quality Manual & NIP 7-03

		Day 3		Random job audits from eAuditNet		Random job audits from eAuditNet		Random job audits from eAuditNet
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Audit Results

		Posted on eAuditNet under audit number 115598

		6 NCRs (2 Major & 4 Minor)

		5 Observations

		Oversight Team accepted PRI corrective action responses on 11/29/05

		Congratulations to PRI staff for an outstanding effort to close out all NCRs in 23 working days

		Conclusion

		Verified that Nadcap operation meets its objectives 
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Lessons Learned

		What worked well:

		Having a defined audit scope helped keep the audit focused

		Communicating several times prior to the audit with the team including a pre-audit breakfast helped synergize the team

		What can we improve?

		The checklists need to be revised, because there are quite a few redundancies
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Plan for 2006 Oversight Audit

		Date: 10/23/06 - 10/25/06

		Location: PRI HQ in Warrendale, PA

		8 primes, already committed to participate in, need to submit their auditor’s name to Team Leader by 4/21/06

		Boeing – Mira Jacobs

		Bombardier – John Reid

		Eaton - 

		GE Aviation - 

		Northrop Grumman – Brion Nantista

		Rockwell Collins - 

		Rolls Royce - 

		UTC (HS) - 

		UTC (P & W) - 

		Airbus - 

		Alenia – 

		Lockheed Martin - 

		2006 Oversight Audit Team Lead – John Reid 





Nadcap Charter process Sept 2003  Rev May 2004











Action Item

		Update Oversight Audit checklists (ECD: 7/31/06)

		Enhance the scope of On-site Oversight Audit by considering Risk of Procedures, Results of PRI Internal Audit and TG Activities (ECD: 4/21/06)
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Coordination of Nadcap Accreditation Documents

January 23, 2006

*The Boeing Company

L. Arne Logan







Situation

AS7003 Rev C eliminates external review and approval of Nadcap Accreditation documents by SAE Technical Committees and Aerospace Council

The process of having SAE Technical Committee review, while sometimes contentious and most of the time adding excessive coordination time, offered a check and balance to the Nadcap process.

SAE-AMS Metals Group is very concerned the change may preclude contributions from a broad range of OEM, subcontractor, and supplier personnel

The new process places the burden of ensuring document accuracy and completeness on the NMC during a 21 day review







Proposal

		Create a pre-NMC ballot review process that allows sufficient time and provides an opportunity for all proposed revisions to Nadcap accreditation documents be formally coordinated before submittal to the NMC for ballot:



Provide to each task group prime member with the expectation it be coordinated within the prime, consistent with the prime needs.

Provide to each task group supplier support committee  member for coordination among affected suppliers (Note: The means to facilitate and support this activity will have to be developed)

Comments are documented and resolved through a standard comment resolution process

		Nadcap accreditation documents be reviewed for:



Consistency with other task groups (e.g. format, prime unique requirements, etc.)

Use of internationally accepted terms, measures and standards, etc.

Auditor training needs

Cost impact (direct and indirect costs)







Action from October, 2005 Meeting

		ACTION ITEM: Arne Logan to forward ballot proposal presentation to task groups for comments and report out at the next meeting for formal vote."



		On December 1, proposal was sent to NMC and Task Group Chairs for comment, with response due December 20.









Responses

		Prime A: “Approved”



		Task Group Chair N: Since this is just a "concept", not a plan of action, I agree.  I think it is going to take a lot of work, and a lot of coordination between the NMC members and their company representatives to make this effective.  But that is discussion for the next step. I approve.



		Supplier A: “Approved”









Next Steps

		NMC to vote on the following motion:





“The attached proposal (slide 3) be accepted as written and a team be created to develop the necessary Nadcap procedures and implementing processes.”
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Escape Data Collection



 An Action Item from the Board of Directors



Chetan Date

NMC Chairperson



NMC Steering Meeting

January 24, 2006
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Escape Data Collection and Analysis – 

Directive from PRI Board

		Background:

		Discussed and directed in the PRI Board of Directors’ Meeting, since Dec 2004. Develop a detailed plan of action and timeline to create a process where suppliers report escape data to the auditor during the Nadcap reaccreditation Process. 

		From the April 25, 2005 minutes: “Board members stressed their desire to simplify this process by making it a part of the audit process and checklist.  The Board charged staff with assuring the Supplier Support Committee of the anonymity of the data before implementing and piloting the process.”

		From July 15, 2005 minutes: : Verbiage to be captured in today’s minutes eliminates the need to adjust previous minutes.  “The Board is stressing their direction to the NMC and Escape Collection Team to create a process that ensures anonymity, run a pilot, analyze the results and come back to the Board with the results and proof of the anonymity before moving forward.”   Minutes approved as circulated.



 

		Purpose of This Presentation

		Present the status report
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Three Groups are Working on Three Activities







Nadcap Audit

Primes

Supplier 

Self Declaration

Improvements

Opportunities

Nadcap

Validation& Trends

PRI

Blind Data-base

AeroEscape.com

Sub Team B: Leader: Jim Cummings

Focus: Supplier self-reporting, data collection, analysis/ actions

Guidance regarding self- reporting and data collection system, data analysis and usage 

Status: Team developed a proposal

Sub Team A: Leader: Mike Song

Focus:  Data reporting by Primes

Assess best practice (data collection and analysis), Prime reporting process, data collection standardization

Status: Team formed, charter established

Sub Team C: Leader: Date/Hafeez

Focus:  Mechanics of data collection/analysis

Develop data collection software, data analysis and reporting schemes,  linkage with eAuditNet, formalize policies/procedures, cause-codes, etc.

Status: Team formed, 



Existing Process
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Team B: Escapes Reporting Project Status

		The SSC Escapes sub team has completed its Task as described in the charter & is now disbanded

		The Suppliers on the Sub Team will not support reporting of escape data to a Nadcap auditor as part of an audit. They feel that this concept violates the anonymity of the supplier and will not be acceptable to suppliers. 

		The Suppliers on the Sub Team also will not support a checklist question requiring Nadcap Auditors to verify input of data into aeroescapes.com. 

		A report on the results of the Escape Sub Team was made to NESPB, NMC Steering Committee, and the SSC at the October Nadcap meeting in Pittsburgh. (see Escapes report – Pittsburgh meeting)

		The NESPB asked the SSC LT to gather data from the suppliers as to their acceptance of the Escapes proposal . The SSC LT agreed that this was the right thing to do at the Pittsburgh meeting.

		Early in November the SSC LT drafted 4 questions to be appended to a summary of the Escapes Team Report to be sent out to the suppliers, and are awaiting approval from Chet and Arshad prior to release.
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PRI Board Expectation with Supplier Proposal

		Board Criteria:



PRI Database: Reporting in PRI data base criteria met

Anonymity: Anonymity Criteria met

Pilot: Pilot program not yet defined

Auditor verification of Escape reporting process is rejected



		Other Characteristics

		Voluntary reporting by suppliers

		Supplier ownership is a plus

		Added burden placed on Primes to report data in Aerospace.com



Primes will receive details of escapes that may not have reached to Prime’s facility

Prime response to this proposal has yet to be fully assessed



SSC Proposal Requires Pilot Program and 

Auditor Oversight To Satisfy PRI Board Directive
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Teaming Together

		NMC, NESPB and Suppliers have joined hands to work PRI Board’s directive “Escape Data Collection”

		Focus of the escape data collection:

		Two sources: Primes and Suppliers 

		Third Source- detection during Nadcap audit- will remain unchanged

		Escape Data analysis and report-outs will maintain anonymity… will focus on causes, trends and gaps identification.
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Items for agreement to proceed with Pilot

		Definition of escapes agreed

		Auditor verification – agreed

		Pilot program – mass survey or volunteers

		Anonymity in Aeroescapes.com: pending programming. Will be guaranteed. Use SSC escapes team template for reporting. 



	Do suppliers want to test?  yes

		Design of pilot (next slides)



		- Auditor questions

		- Documentation

		Timetable   pilot report Oct 2006 Pittsburgh mtg – team to start now & develop timeline 

		Team:

		*Jim Cummings; Bob Custer; Stu Sherman; Glenn Shultz; Chet Date; Doug French; Mike Song; David Michaud; Arshad Hafeez



* team leader
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Definition of Special Process Escape: 

		Product non-conformity delivered to the customer without notification    that results from the assignable root cause     of improper execution    of a special process     as defined by the approved design data (e.g. process specification) that otherwise may not be detected through the customers ‘standard product inspection methods    and whose defect is within the scope of the processors’ quality / inspection system to detect 










SPED Note #1


			(1)“without notification”: this is very necessary.  Non-conforming product happens.  The ability of a special processor to identify, segregate and notify his customer of the condition is reflective of a healthy quality system.  Suppliers who perform this function well are an asset to their customers and ultimately the end users.



















SPED Note 2:


			(2)“assignable root cause”: very well stated.  The sub team is extremely sensitive to keeping this wording as presented by the NESPB.  A product identified as an escape prior to the performing of extensive root cause analysis, has the potential to be very damaging to a supplier. [*For example, a customer specification requires customers to check the supplier heat treat but they are not certified. This could easily result in erroneous reporting of an escape.] The team feels strongly that acceptance of the root cause by the supplier is essential prior to reporting the incident as an Escape. 



















SPED Note 3:


			(3)“improper execution”: Conformance to approved process spec deviations or waivers do not constitute an escape. Many times, these documents are not taken into account PRIOR to identifying material as “non-conforming”. (ref. explanation of assignable root cause).  Also, proper execution of a special process could result in non-conforming product for reasons not directly attributable to the special process supplier.    



















SPED Note 4


			(4)“special process”: this circumscribes the escape to a Nadcap defined “Special Process”



















SPED Note 5:


			(5)“may not be detected through the customers standard inspection methods”: customers are obligated to verify special process documentation and, in many cases, characteristics imparted by such processes.  However, some characteristics are only measurable during processing, like current densities during plating or intensities during shot peening.  



















SPED Note 6:


			(6)“is within the scope of the processors’ quality / inspection system to detect”: suppliers are responsible for maintaining a quality / inspection system in conformance to Prime and/or Nadcap requirements.  Characteristics, detected by methods outside of a supplier’s contractual obligations, cannot be the responsibility of a supplier.  
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Pilot Design

		How do we get volunteers for the pilot?  Describe what is involved -  primes (5 - 7) approach suppliers (all special process families) & focused appeal to normal Nadcap attendees – communicate to them – ask if they will get involved.

		What is included in the pilot? What exactly happens in the pilot? 

		why are we doing this?  

		What do we hope to accomplish with this? 

		Description of the pilot  -



Supplier reviews reqmts & defines an internal process that meets reqmts

Train supplier employees to perform the process

At next Nadcap audit – auditor will assess system established to report Escapes via aeroescapes & review employee understanding

PRI selects & trains auditors in this reqmt

NMC/NESPB/SSC Steering group to collect data from auditors & aeroescpes

NMC/NESPB/SSC Steering group makes report out to NMC (include ability for suppliers to make comments)



		What data gets reported to secure anonymity?  SSC template into aeroescapes.  Supplier will receive instructions to obtain a unique identifier which will be used for each individual escape they will report.

		What gets collected by audit?  

		Response to specific questions during audit.  

		Supplier questions or problems with how to report data, definition, etc?
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Audit Questions

		Is there a documented procedure for the collection and reporting of Escapes into aeroescapes?

		Must include all elements which meet the special process definition see page XXX  (including RCCA, etc.)







		Do personnel identified in the procedure demonstrate the ability to effectively implement the procedure?
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Questions:

		?
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  Prime  Background  Key Contacts   BAE Systems  Ongoing discussions  John Addey, QA Manager   Bombardier  In April 2004, committed verbally to subscribe  Mario Langlois, Director QA   Embraer SA  Numerous discussions during IAQG meetings, but no commitment  Vladia Per ez, Mgr., Supplier Quality   Gulfstream  No meaningful discussions  David Trucksis, Mgr. Procurement Quality   Lockheed Martin  Previously subscribed, but did not mandate when Lee Tait was  Quality Director.  Key staff does not support consensus activities (e.g. ,  AAQG, IAQG, Nadcap)  Jim Sturges, VP Quality (Corp).   Gary Bailey, VP Materiel Mgmt.   Elton Koonsman, Deputy Mat’l Mgmt.   (Bailey & Koonsman @ Ft. Worth)   SNECMA  Invited to serve on the Board 2001 - 2002.  Attended 3 meetings but no  interest  Jean Michel Clin,  VP Quality & Risk Group   IHI  PRI conducted meetings to explain Nadcap process  Norikazu Kobayashi, Quality Mgr.   KHI  PRI conducted meetings to explain Nadcap process  Yoshiomi Sukesada, Sr. Mgr. QA   MHI  Graciously agreed to serve on the Board  Kinsuke Hara, D irector of Quality   EADS Corp.  PRI conducted meetings to explain Nadcap process  Jean Michel Bardot, VP Quality   Eurocopter France  No meaningful discussions  Christian Bourcereau, Head of Quality   Eurocopter Deutschland  No meaningful discussions  Erik  Buehle r, Quality Management  





