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UNCONFIRMED MINUTES
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HOTEL NIKKO NEW CENTURY BEIJING
BEIJING, CHINA
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 25, 2006
Call meeting to order & record attendance

The following representatives were in attendance:

NMC Voting Member in Attendance:

	Rossella
	Andreozzi
	Alenia

	Jon 
	Biddulph
	Rolls-Royce

	James
	Bratton
	Lockheed Martin

	Mark
	Cathey
	Spirit AeroSystems

	Mark
	Covert
	Honeywell

	Chet
	Date
	Honeywell

	Philippe
	Gastebois
	ASD-PRO

	Richard
	Hill
	Praxair Surface Tech.

	Cherif
	Khelil
	SAFRAN

	Serge
	Labbe
	Heroux Devtek Inc.

	Michael
	McLean
	Bombardier

	Steve
	Meyer
	Eaton

	Jay 
	Park
	Northrop Grumman

	Michel
	Pierantoni
	Eurocopter

	Manfred
	Podlech
	MTU Aero Engines

	Steve
	Pollard
	BAE Systems (Air Systems)

	Gus
	Rathgeber
	Rockwell Collins

	Mark
	Rechtsteiner
	GE Aviation

	John
	Reid
	Bombardier

	Chatt
	Rhodes
	Cessna-Textron

	Andy 
	Snow
	Raytheon (Proxy for Janice Abeita-Lynch)

	David
	Soong
	Hamilton Sundstrand

	Michael
	Spencer
	Vought

	Camille
	Valmy
	Airbus

	Kevin
	Ward
	Goodrich


Other Attendees:

Peter
      Waldman
    Lockheed Martin (NESPB Member)
PRI Staff in Attendance:
	 John 
	Barrett

	 Don
	Buehler

	 Lisa
	Glavan

	 Arshad
	Hafeez

	 Lisa
	Knestrick

	 Heather
	Meyer

	 Julie
	Rubright

	 Seema
	Saleem

	Glenn
	Shultz


1.0   
Board Directive: Escape data collection PRI Board of Directors meeting update
Chet Date reported on the Escape Data Collection presentation given at the PRI Board of Directors meeting. The criteria for reporting data in a PRI Database have been met. Anonymity criteria of reporting data have also been met. With the current timetable, a pilot will be run from July 1, 2006 and run through October 2006. The Nadcap Escapes Awareness Team will make a report out to the NMC in October 2006. For more details please see the attached presentation. 


[image: image1.emf]Escape Data  Collection


Chet Date also presented the Nadcap Supplier Quality Performance Assessment certification withdrawal process. The motivation for this process is to reward good performers and to protect against the consequences of poor performers. The current supplier advisory process allows for limited action to be taken. The following recommendations were made:
1. De-link “Escapes” and “Suspension”

· We have just started a pilot for Escape Data Collection… and getting good traction.

· Any talk of linking Escapes to Suspension will create suspicion in the stake holders’ mind.

2. There may be other ways to improve “quality performance”:

· Strengthen “Supplier Advisory Process” and authorize Task Group and NMC to

· Suspend reminder of accreditation period

· Require “Full” audit to return and treat it as an “initial audit” (Supplier merit clock turns back to 0)

· Remove “super majority” restriction of the Advisory process

· Implement Supplier Rating System: Gold-Silver-Bronze

· Public Visibility to “Supplier Merit” Status and “Advisory Status” in QML


For more details please see the attached presentation.
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2.0

Sub Team Status

A. Metrics - How did we do in Q1, 2006: MOS Review
Chet Date presented the metrics sub-team report. Supplier Merit is currently at 72%. First Pass Yield is at 15% for initials and 31% for reaccreditations. Failed audits are at 4% of all closed audits. Cycle time is at 56 days for initial audits and 53 days for reaccreditation audits. There are currently only 8 audits open that are over 150 days. There is currently no backlog of audits and lapsed accreditations are at 88% on time. For more details please see the attached presentation.


[image: image3.emf]Metrics Sub-Team  Report


B. Globalization 
Camille Valmy presented the Globalization sub-team report. NOP-002 must be revised to include the pre-audit package must be in English unless the auditor agrees to receive the documents in another language. If an English translation exists of top level Industry Specifications it shall be made available to the auditor on-site. All other documents are to be translated verbally during the audit as required. All objective evidence submitted to Staff Engineers is to be in English. The Globalization sub-team proposed that the NMC agree conceptually to a plan to promote the translation of documents under and outside the jurisdiction of the NMC. A motion was made for the Globalization team to move forward with a plan to promote the translation of documents. This motion was seconded and approved. For more details please see the attached presentation.
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C. Ethics and Appeals  
Steve Meyer presented the Ethics and Appeals sub-team report. The sub-team currently has one appeal open and no open ethics issues. The sub-team is eliminating their monthly meetings but will retain quarterly meetings. A potential future activity is to review the appeal process within task groups to learn types of issues and look for potential common issues. For more details please see the attached presentation.
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D. Standardization  
This agenda item was tabled as it will be discussed as a deep dive agenda item at the Planning and Operations meeting.
E. Oversight Audit
Jay Park presented the Oversight sub-team report. The sub-team has completed updating checklists and is currently looking at the traditional three day audit in terms of risk of procedures and task group activities in an effort to reduce the oversight audit to one day. The one day audit would be at the PRI Head Quarter office with desk top audits and review of task groups during the Nadcap meetings. The sub-team hopes to finalize this plan and present it for a formal vote at the July Nadcap meeting with the intent to implement in October 2006.
3.0

New Business 

A. Lack of Quality/Consistency in C of C in Terms of Type of Data and Format
Jay Park discussed the lack of quality consistency regarding certificates of compliance. This document is one of the key quality documents to show the processing history of parts. Currently there is no common form for the supply chain and flow down from engineering specification is different. A proposal was made to include a review of the C of C document to Nadcap job audits to verify the accuracy and completeness. It was noted that the IAQG is working on a related activity. A second proposal was made to form a group to investigate the C of C issue further. For more details please see the attached presentation.
ACTION ITEM: A project initiative to be developed by Jay Park regarding the C of C document and is to be presented at the next NMC teleconference.
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B. Outstanding Actions from Supplier Survey
Michael McLean presented the outstanding NMC actions from the supplier survey. The NMC has actions in the areas of:
1. Supplier Response Rate

2. Redundant Audits

3. Flow Down

4. Auditor Consistency

ACTION ITEM: A years worth of auditor questionnaire data has been accumulated. PRI to prepare this data and bring to the July 2006 Steering meeting for NMC recommendation. 

ACTION ITEM: Action from Supplier Survey to be kept as standing agenda item for NMC Steering meeting. 

For more details please see the attached presentation.
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C. Nadcap Meeting Locations
Chatt Rhodes asked that NMC members have a say in the location of future Nadcap meetings and expressed that the NMC should have been part of choosing past meeting locations. PRI explained the factors in selecting meeting locations as follows:
1. NMC Directive based on agreement with European primes/ASD-PRO two meetings to be held in Europe with alternate years meeting in Asia.

2. October Auditor training to be held in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

3. The January Nadcap meeting to be held in a warm location

4. sleeping room costs to be in the range of $100 to $149 

5. Meeting room costs to be near $20,000 for the entire week

6. Size of meeting rooms and number available

7. Hotel service – competency in English

8. Access to city and restaurants
PRI reviewed the plan for future Nadcap meeting locations to be as follows:
January 2007: Redondo Beach, California 

April 2007: Paris, France 

July 2007: Istanbul, Turkey. 
October 2007: Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

The above locations were agreed to be acceptable by all NMC members.

ACTION ITEM: NMC to review the next 18 months of Nadcap meeting locations.
For more details please see the attached presentation.
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D. Escape Volunteers

Chet Date noted that Bombardier, Honeywell, Vought and Rolls-Royce have agreed to participate in the Escapes pilot. 

ACTION ITEM: Chet Date and Arshad Hafeez to forward status of Escape Pilot to NMC, NESPB and PRI Board of Directors.

E. Efficiency of Administrative Meetings

Manfred Podlech proposed that a sub-team be formed to look at the efficiency of the administrative meetings that take place during the Nadcap week. It was noted that the sub-team meetings were to be small groups of 5 to 7 persons and these meetings have grown into 20 to 30 persons attending. It was also noted that the same presentations are viewed during sub-team meetings, then again at the Steering meeting, Planning and Operations meeting and the NMC general session. 

ACTION ITEM: Sub-team of Manfred Podlech, Mark Rechtsteiner, Chet Date and Arshad Hafeez to look at structure of administrative meetings and determine new schedule for July 2006 Nadcap meeting.

4.0   Adjourn

Minutes prepared by:


Lisa Glavan
lglavan@sae.org
_1209459415.ppt
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Metrics Sub-Team Report



NMC Steering Team

Updated with the March Data



April 11, 2006














Page *



2006 Goals

		MOS Metric		2005 Goal		2006 Goal		Current Status (31Mar06)

		#8 Supplier Merit		>80%		>80%		72%

		#9 First Pass Yield		>9% Initial 
>27% Reaccred
(20% Increase of Q4 2004 Baseline)		No Goal - Initial 
>45% Reaccred
(56% Increase of 2005 Goal)		Initial –15%
Reaccred – 31%

		#11 Failed Audits		N/A		N/A		4% of All Closed Audits

		#16 Cycle Time		< 102 Days Initial
< 67 Days Reaccred
(20% Reduction  on Average Cycle Time Based on 2004 Average Cycle Time) 
No audit open > 150 days		< 80 Days Initial
< 50 Days Reaccred
(22% Initials and 25% Reaccreds Reduction  on 2005 Average Cycle Time Goal)
No audit open > 150 days		Initial –56 Days 
Reaccred – 53 Days




8 Audits Open > 150 Days (Apr 3, 2006)

		#17 Audit Report            Backlog		< Audits Conducted in Past 3 Months		< Audits Conducted in Past 2 Months		Continue to exceed Goal
(< Audits Conducted in Last Two months)

		#18 Lapsed Accreditations		>90% On-time		>90% On-time		88%
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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  
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NMC Steering Committee



-Issues with “Certificate of Compliance”-





Jay Park

Northrop Grumman Integrated Systems



April 25 2006

Beijing, China



Nadcap Charters  Rev 1  May 2004



Nadcap Charter process Sept 2003  Rev May 2004











Background:



		C of C is one of the key quality document to show the processing history of parts



		Recent DCMA audit identified several issues on this document



		These issues may not be limited to those suppliers audited







 

Nadcap Charters  Rev 1  May 2004







Issues



		There is no common C of C Form for the supply chain

		Flow down from engineering specification is different

		C of C data varies from supplier to supplier except a compliance statement

		More variations among processors

		Quality of C of C data appear to be poor

		Not adequately reviewed by customers

		Some first-tiers may simply file them without review

		Audit finding includes

		No data entry in certain information boxes

		Corrections of data without authorized signature

		Missing quantity











Proposal:

		Include a review of C of C document to Nadcap job audit to verify the accuracy & completeness of:

		Part number/Engineering drawing number/revision/EO

		Specification/revision/EO

		Thermal treatment temperature/time  

		Test results

		Serial numbers for critical parts

		Quantity shipped

		Quantity accepted vs. inspected (for NDT)

		Authorized signature

		Address it during auditor training

		Add it to all Nadcap task group checklists









  

Nadcap Charters  Rev 1  May 2004








_1209554943.ppt




SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		---		Survey response rate		Statistically sound basis to draw meaningful conclusions		N

		Very similar response rate to 2003 (actual number of responses)		Y		NMC / SSC		Ownership within NMC to be discussed.
Plan required prior to next scheduled survey.



































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		A		Redundant audits		Remains an area of concern within supply base : 2003-2005		Y		NMC / SSC		Ownership within NMC to be discussed & agreed

		Definition of “redundant audit” appears to be unclear		Y		NMC / SSC		Link to item above

		Differing perceptions and/or expectations between primes and suppliers in relation to ongoing audit level & type		Y		NESPB		Letter clarifying Prime position drafted post Pittsburgh meeting.
Top 5 ‘worst’ offending Primes aware of the number of perceived redundant audits identified.



































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		B		Flow Down		Remains an area of concern within supply base : 2003-2005		Y		NMC / SSC
(Prime Ownership)		Discussion required – 
Is this a Nadcap or Prime specific issue?

		Issue magnified by distance in supply chain of processor from prime

		Not all primes at same baseline

		Wide variation in approach taken by various primes



































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		C		PRI		Very positive response in relation to timeliness of PRI response		N

		Very positive response in relation to overall performance of staff engineers		N

		Both areas show further improvement from 2003		N

		Significant concern expressed in relation to consistency of auditors		Y		NMC / TG’s		Does this fall within remit of NMC standardisation sub group?
What do existing metrics show ?
Status on auditor feedback questionaire process?





































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		D		Participation / Awareness of SSC		Supplier participation at meetings is low		Y		SSC		Underway

		Preferred method for obtaining information is via electronic media		--

		Awareness of SSC has grown significantly		N

		Some concern exists as to how well the process takes interest of suppliers into account		Y		SSC		Underway





































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		E		Auto-scheduling / eAuditNet		Significant response indicating a positive experience from the change		N

		No dominant areas for change identified through the comments		N









































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		F		Pre-audit		Significant number of suppliers unaware of required audit preparation time		Y		SSC		Underway

		Majority of respondents have been in the Nadcap process longer than 2 years		Y		SSC		Underway

		Very high upper management awareness of the preparation required		N





































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		G		Training		No significant response in any specific training materials outside those already offered		N











































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY APR ‘06

		Facet		Description		Conclusions		Action Required Y/N		Organisation Responsible		Comment

		H		General Comments		Approximately 1000 specific text comments submitted

		Top 3 concerns

		Auditor inconsistency		Y		NMC		As per earlier comment

		Overall cost		Y		NESPB		Ownership to be agreed at NESPB

		Auditor role post audit		Y		NMC		Discussion required within NMC – Ownership to be determined

		Top 3 positives

		Improved Product / Process Quality

		Auditor / staff quality

		Some prime audit reduction
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Future Nadcap Meetings 

Update

Presented by Arshad Hafeez



Updated April 25, 2006





*



Nadcap Meeting Trends

		Increasing attendance



		London 400+

		Pittsburgh 750+

		Reondo Beach 800+

		Beijing to date 420+, end of week may hit 500

		Global Participation – Asia, Europe, Americas

		NMC, TG’s working many issues

		Meetings 4 times a year provides proactive communications with new participants







*



Factors in Selecting Meetings



		NMC Directive based on agreement with Europe primes/ASD-Pro



	Alternate years meetings in Asia

	Two meetings in Europe when not in Asia

	October Auditor training in Pittsburgh

	Americas meeting in January, warm 

		Location, access to Airports and Primes

		Sleeping room costs - $100 to $149 (exception London)

		Meeting room costs near $20,000 for the entire week

		Size of meeting rooms and number available

		Hotel service – Competency in English

		Access to city and restaurants







*



Schedule 2006 -2008

		2006



		-	January, Los Angeles, Ca

		-	April, Beijing, China

		-	July, Madrid, Spain

		-	October, Pittsburgh, PA

		2007



		-	January, Redondo Beach, CA

		-	 Paris, France 

		-	 EUROPE – TBD

		-	October, Pittsburgh, PA



		2008



		-	TBD

		-	EUROPE

		-	July, Pittsburgh, PA

		-	October, Japan (Requested due to Major Aerospace Conf)





*



NMC Decisions

		2006 – no decision needed

		2007 – 3 or 4 meetings with option for TG’s to have 3 meetings, plus 1 meeting for strategic planning

		2008 – 3 meetings (every 4 months)



		  - Keep 2007 formula

		  - Hold Decision 

		Increase webex meetings















@adcap
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Ethics and Appeals Sub-Team Update



http://www.pri-network.org

	

24 April 06



PRI is a not-for-profit organization dedicated to supporting manufacturing companies in the mobility industries.







*



Status

		One open Appeals 

		No open Ethic issues









*



Status

		Administrative issues have been standardized

		Number of appeals is minimal



		Eliminate monthly meetings

		Retain quarterly meetings for communication

		Potential future activities

		Review appeal process within task groups to learn types of issues and look for potential common issues.

































@adcap
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Nadcap Supplier Quality Performance Assessment

Agenda Item 3.2.2: Certification Withdrawal Process 

PRI Board of Directors Meeting 

San Diego, CA

April, 2006



Presented by



Chetan Date

Chairperson, NMC







Measuring The Vision



3

Cost Containment

Cost Effective and World-class Special Process Audits

Global Accreditation Used by All Aerospace Primes

Superior Special Process Supply-base

Identify Top Level Indicators and Management Operating System for Nadcap Management Elements

2

Equitable Prime Participation

Proactive PRI Staffing, Effective and Efficient Accreditation

Global Network - Task Groups and Committed Primes

The Nadcap Vision

Develop a World-class Special Processor Supply-base for the Global Aerospace Industry Using a Cost-effective Industry Managed Accreditation Process

1

Supporting Good Suppliers/ Eliminating Unacceptable Suppliers

Core Strategies













The Motivators

		Positive Motivation - Reward Good Performers



Opportunity to Improve: Training Courses, Seminars, Interaction with Primes; Nadcap Customer Support Initiative

Ambassador Award

Merit Program NOP-008

Supplier Rating System: Bronze-Silver- Gold Status: On hold



		Protection Against and Consequence of Poor Performance



Supplier Advisory Process - NOP-006

Audit-failure policy - NOP 011

Suspension due to “severe” escape - NOP-012: On hold

Suspension is Put on Hold







Supplier Advisory Process

		The purpose of this procedure is to provide a means for advising Nadcap Users about the state of conformance of products, services, or quality systems of Nadcap suppliers.

		Advisories are a result of

		Audit findings and audit review (majority)

		Prime notification 

		Documented in NOP 006



Current Process Allows Limited Action Taken







Levels of Advisory – Escape Related: Level 1 Through 3

		Level #1 Advisory:  Preliminary Information: a possible significant nonconformance which is being investigated.  This advisory is initiated prior to receipt of supplier’s comments.





		Level #2 Advisory:  Potential Product Impact:  Confirmed discrepancy (a product, process or quality system) which potentially impacts the performance of the product or service.  The advisory includes either the supplier’s concurrence or statement of rebuttal, and any supplementary information the supplier wishes to add.



		Level #3 Advisory:  Product Performance/Safety Alert:  Confirmed impact (function or safety) on delivered product. It may be reported and verified by a User, reported by the supplier, or observed by the auditor.  The advisory includes either the supplier’s concurrence or his statement of rebuttal, and any supplementary information the supplier wishes to add.









Levels of Advisory – Audit Failure Level #4

Audit failure: Level #4 Advisory:  Audit may be failed due to performance during audit or audit review 

	Causes:

		Non-responsiveness, 

		Excessive number of findings, 

		Severity of findings, 

		Too many cycles to completed, or 

		Supplier stopping an audit.









Consequences of Advisories 

Current Status

		Notification to Primes – one at a time….

		Additional audit (if deemed necessary by task Group), sometimes paid by supplier

		Resolution of corrective actions to task group’s satisfaction.

		If during accreditation or reaccreditation audit, accreditation is on hold till corrective actions are resolved

		No action against existing accreditation









Audit Failure/Advisory Process

		Audit Review Stopped When

		Excessive Findings 

		Severe Findings 

		Too Many Cycles to Close NCRs

		Non-Responsiveness - Missing Deadlines

		Re-entry May Require a Follow-up Audit

		Procedures document the process:

		NOP 009: Early Bird Review

		NOP 006: Supplier Advisory 

		NOP 011: Audit Failure Process

		Status: 

		Implemented in Q4, ‘03.

		Metrics tracked – currently running at 3%-7%

		Suspension due to “severe” escape - NOP-012: On hold

		Escapes pilot initiated – does not address suspension









What Should Nadcap Do when Supplier Quality Deteriorates? 

		Fundamental Issue:  

		Does Nadcap Accreditation signify “Performance Standard”? 

		Does Nadcap has any obligation towards protecting its “Accreditation” reputation?

		What is industry expectation when a Nadcap Accredited supplier causes multiple severe escapes within a period of one to two years?

		In 2004, NMC, with the Board direction, tried to address this by creating “Suspension” policy in NOP 012.

		Although approved by NMC, it is put on hold.



Before Establishing Any Suspension Program, We Must Answer These Questions







Data Collection Tool: AeroEscape

		Primes always have option of reporting escapes

		AeroEscape 

		Data Collection Procedure for Primes NOP-010 Is Defined and Approved

		Data Collection is Web Based via AeroEscape 

		AeroEscape was released Q3, ‘04

		Status 

		Although AeroEscape was ready to be used in March ‘04, data collection was put on hold

		The tool will be modified for ‘”escape data collection” with NO PUNITIVE element and protection of supplier identity









Recommendation

		De-link “Escapes” and “Suspension

		We have just started a pilot for Escape Data Collection… and getting good traction.

		Any talk of linking Escapes to Suspension will create suspicion in the stake holders’ mind.

		There may be other ways to improve “quality performance”:

		Strengthen “Supplier Advisory Process” and authorize Task Group and NMC to

		Suspend reminder of accreditation period

		Require “Full” audit to return and treat it as an “initial audit” (Supplier merit clock turns back to 0)

		Remove “super majority” restriction of the Advisory process

		Implement Supplier Rating System: Gold-Silver-Bronze

		Public Visibility to “Supplier Merit” Status and “Advisory Status” in QML



Primes Must Drive Discipline







Questions and Answers
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NMC Globalization Subcommittee

Updated  April 2006

Globalization Sub Team





































Globalization Sub Team

Team Members Names & Company:

		Chet Date, Honeywell 		

		David Soong, Hamilton Sundstrand

		John Biddulph, Rolls Royce

		Arne Logan, The Boeing Company

		Jim Dolbee, Raython

		 Philippe Gastebois, ASD-PRO

		Camille Valmy, Airbus



Supplier members

		David Yates, Mecaero –Alcoa

		Richard C.Hill – Praxair



PRI Staff Representative

		Arshad Hafeez



Team Name: NMC Globalisation Sub-Committee



Sponsoring Organization Champion:  NMC 

		Michael Mc Lean, Bombardier	

		Michel Pierantoni, Eurocopter

		Cherif Khelil, Safran

		Eric Lefort, Sonaca

		Jerry Erickson, Rowkell Collins





















Globalization Sub Team

# 1 – English Translation

 English translation - Sub-team recommendation to NMC 

Reminder of remaining Issue: 

Which documents must be translated in English Language, 

		 in writing,  prior the audit

		 verbally or in writing during the audit 



NMC sub-team drafted a proposal

January 2004

Survey sent out to Suppliers

April 2004

July 2004

NMC Proposal updated with supplier inputs

January 2005

NMC Proposal sent out to Task Groups

July 2005

NMC Proposal sent out to Auditors

Oct  2005

Finding out information about non native English supplier’ capabilities.

QMS, Process Specifications and International specifications documents, provided in English prior the audit

List of documents which should be translated in English either in writing or verbally

Key documents must be  provided in English prior the audit. 

The other ones might be translated in writing or verbally during the audit  Auditors recommendations

NMC Proposal sent out to Auditors

Detail which Process specifications have to be translated prior audit?

Jan 2006

NMC Proposal sent out to TGs

Revise NOP 002 to include the following proposal:

		  Pre-audit package document are required to be submitted in English.



Unless auditor agrees to receive documents in another language

		If an English translation of Top level Industry  specifications (AMS, ISO…) exists, it shall be available to the auditor on site





		 All other documents to be translated verbally during the audit as required





		 All objective evidence submitted to Staff Engineer to be in English



April 

 06



















Globalization Sub Team

# 1 – English Translation

 English translation - Sub-team recommendation to NMC 

(a) Unless auditor agrees to receive documents in another language

(*) Verbal translation is preferred. Translation is not a Quality requirement



Pre-Audit Package Documents

		Documents		In Writing Prior (a)		In Writing or Verbally during the Audit (*)		Post 
Objective evidences
( Relevant portion)

		Quality Manual		1		1

		Process Specification including Specific Parameters (Manufacturing procedures) 		1		1

		Industry  specifications (AMS, ISO…) (Top Level of documents if available)		1		1

		Customer specifications		2

		QA procedures (acceptance inspection procedures)		2		1

		Work instruction		2		1

		Purchase Orders		2		1

		Calibration Certificates		2		1

		Schedules (Solution analysis)		2		1

		Inspection & test records		2		1

		Engineering specifications (drawings…)		2		1

		Travellers/Routers		2		1























































Revise NOP 002 to include the following proposal:

		  Pre-audit package document ( as defined today) are required to be submitted in English.



Unless auditor agrees to receive documents in another language



		 If an English translation of Top level Industry  specifications (AMS, ISO…) exists, it shall be available to the auditor on site





		 All other documents to be translated verbally during the audit as required





		 All objective evidence submitted to Staff Engineer to be in English.  



Sub-Team Proposal to NMC ( approved by 10 out of 11 TGs)







		 Welding: Acceptable (confirmed in April)

		 MTL : Acceptable (confirmed in April)

		 Coating:  Approved (confirmed in April)

		 CP:  Approved in January

		 HT : Approved (confirmed in April)

		 NDT : Approved

		 Comp: Approved in January

		 ETG: Approved  in January

		 NMSE: Approved  (confirmed in April)

		 Sealants: No answer

		 Fluid: Approved  (confirmed in April) 



TG Answers

Approved by 10 out of 11 













		 JAQG will provide AC’s translated in Japanese to JAQG members, in order to support them to facilitate Nadcap accreditation process.   JAQG shall notify that AC’s in Japanese must be reference only and AC’s issued by PRI shall be officially used for Nadcap Accreditation.  JAQG will identify revision level on Japanese translated AC’s and request users of this translation to ensure revision level to official AC’s on eAuditNet prior to use.   

		Translated AC’s shall be reviewed by JAQG Working Group and then be posted on the JAQG private website 



		 Memorandum of Understanding between PRI and JAQG to translate AC into Japanese. 



Globalization Sub Team

Translation of AC/ISO/ Industry standards

 in National languages

April 

06
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING



Between JAQG (Japan Aerospace Quality Group) and PRI-Nadcap (Performance Review Institute) located in Aichi, Japan.



Have reached the following common understanding:



1.
OBJECTIVES



JAQG and PRI-Nadcap have agreed to recognize and promote cooperation between the two organizations in areas of common interest according to their purposes, namely aerospace special process assessment.




The cooperation is intended to create synergy, making optimal use of the resources available, for the certification activities of both organizations as to provide an effective and efficient service to the aerospace industries in Japan and is intended also to facilitate the mutual benefits between the two organizations.



2.
COOPERATION



Certification of Special Processors are granted in accordance with Industry Standards. These standards are derived from PRI copyright checklists, known as Audit Criteria (AC).  Currently, these AC’s are in English, and PRI has agreed for JAQG to translate Nadcap AC’s into Japanese.   JAQG will provide AC’s translated in Japanese to JAQG members, in order to support them to facilitate Nadcap accreditation process.   JAQG shall notify that AC’s in Japanese must be reference only and AC’s issued by PRI shall be officially used for Nadcap Accreditation.  JAQG will identify revision level on Japanese translated AC’s and request users of this translation to ensure revision level to official AC’s on eAuditNet prior to use.  


3.
IMPLEMENTATION


a.
JAQG will notify PRI-Japan office of issue of translated AC’s.


b.
Translated AC’s shall be reviewed by JAQG Working Group and then be posted on the JAQG private website.



c.
Revisions to the AC’s will be prepared by JAQG Working Group in a timely manner.


d.
Translated AC’s by JAQG shall have original English language side by side or line by line, next to the translated JAQG version.



e.
The English version of the AC’s and revision document posted on eAuditNet shall take precedence over AC’s translated by JAQG.
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f. This activity will be started within 30 days after JAQG and PRI achieve to MOU.


g.
JAQG shall provide for one PRI-Nadcap designee access to the private JAQG website.



h.
This agreement is granted by Nadcap Management Council (NMC) until October 31, 2006, and further extension will be evaluated prior to October 31, 2006.  If there is no extension, JAQG should delete Japanese translated AC’s from website until December 31.



This MOU may be reviewed at any time on the request of either party.  Any amendment will come into force when both parties have notified their approval.



________________________________

____________________________________



For and on behalf of JAQG



For and on behalf of PRI-Nadcap



Takatoshi Hosoya, President of the SJAC

Arshad Hafeez, Director Global Business Operations




Date:_____________________


Date:_______________________
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Globalization Sub Team

Are there other needs of translation ? Yes ( French, German, Italian, Spanish, Chinese etc..)

1- Is NMC responsible for oversight of all Nadcap document  translation ?  Yes

2 - Is NMC responsible for oversight of Industry standards translation ?  No but can facilitate coordination if required.

		To be Defined:



What translations do we need : TBD

Are there any recognised regional bodies to translate required documents: TBD

Is there a process identified for oversight/revision/format control of translated documents: TBD

Is there a process identified to make translated  documents globally available : TBD

NMC authorizes signing of MOU between PRI & interested 

recognised national or regional bodies.

Globalisation team requesting NMC to agree on this conceptual plan  to promote the translation of documents under and outside NMC Jurisdiction.











jaqg mou_proposal 


2006.doc





_1209299372.ppt
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Escape Data Collection

Report To The 

PRI BOARD OF DIRECTORS



April 4, 2006



San Diego, CA

Jim Cummings – Leader Nadcap Escapes Awareness Team

Chet Date – Chairperson NMC
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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.

		December 2006: Board reviewed SSC proposal and reaffirmed it’s earlier directives



 

		Purpose of This Presentation

		Present the status report
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PRI Board Expectation with Supplier Proposal

		Reported status at December 2005 Board meeting

		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 Aeroescape.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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Items for agreement to proceed with Pilot

		Definition of escapes agreed

		Auditor verification – agreed

		Pilot program – Solicit 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



		- 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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Pilot Design – In process

		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

Team to collect data from auditors & aeroescpes

Team 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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Nadcap Escape reporting Template





aeroescapes.com Template Revised by SSC LT, 



Rev. 5 Dated 2/01/2006





			Data Element


			Comments





			Investigation ID


			Add assigned record number (automatically generated, non-traceable such as a randomly generated number)





			Detected by Whom


			Add Drop Down (Processor, Sub-tier)





			How Detected


			Add Drop Down (Customer Audit, Internal audit, parts returned for rework, NCR’s….etc.)





			Escape Description


			Open field description will be covered by root cause code as data will be entered when the root cause is know (Codes should be developed by the administrator of the database with consultation from the SSC, this would require a cross-functional team from all disciplines to be able to establish the “heavy-hitters”).





			Date Reported


			Add date field





			Occurred From Date


			Same





			Occurred To Date


			Same





			Commodity (Select)


			Same (need drop down added)





			AC’s and Slash Sheets (Select)


			Drop Down (Design, Insp, Purch, Training, etc)





			Quality Systems Element (Select)


			Drop Down (20 elements)





			Root Cause Code


			Add Drop Down (To be determined by Implementation Team)





			Number of Contracted customers affected?


			Add Drop Down (1 -1000)
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Proposed Timetable

March 15, 2005 – Team Conference Call

March 15, 2006 onward – obtain 50-70 volunteer suppliers, 

March 22, 2006 – Draft letter and send to suppliers by March 25

March 31, 2006 – Firm up 6-8  Prime commitment to provide data

March 31, 2006 – Template for data collection approved by Team

May 20, 2006 – obtain commitment from 50-70 suppliers for pilot

May 31, 2006 Finalize aeroescapes.com programming

June 30, 2006 – Train Auditors/Suppliers

July 1, 2006 Begin Pilot

July – Oct , 2006 -Team to collect data from auditors & aeroescapes

October 2006 - NEAT TG makes report out to NMC (include ability for suppliers to make comments)

Nadcap Escapes Awareness Team will hold 

regular conference calls 
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Summary of Pilot Program

		Objectives:



	- Collect data for supplier growth and development

	- Evaluate trends and make process improvements

	- Use data for audit focus

	- Broad acceptance by suppliers and understanding

		Parameters of pilot program



	- 50 to 70 supplier volunteers

	- 6 to 8 primes volunteers to provide blind data

   - No punitive actions on non-compliant suppliers

		Pilot Program details



	- Use template for suppliers to enter blind data

	- Auditors will not review supplier escapes – only the process

	- PRI website aeroescapes.com will be programmed and tested to assure complete anonymity of supplier name
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Questions:

		?
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Backup Material

Details of Team B Proposal
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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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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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Data Element  Comments   Investigation ID  Add assigned record number   (automatically generated , non - traceable such as  a randomly generated number )   Detected  by Whom  Add Drop Down  (Processor, Sub - tier)   How Detected  Add Drop Down  (Customer Audit, Internal audi t, parts returned for rework,  NCR’s….etc.)   Escape Description  Open fi e l d description   will be covered by root cause code as data will be  entered when the root cause is know  (Codes should be developed by the  administrator of the database with consultation f rom the SSC, this would  require a cross - functional team from all disciplines to be able to establish the  “heavy - hitters”).   Date Reported  Add date field   Occurred From  Date  Same   Occurred To   Date  Same   Commodity  (Select)  Same   (need drop down added)   AC’s a nd Slash Sheets   (Select)  Drop Down  (Design, Insp, Purch, Training, etc)   Quality Systems Element  (Select)  Drop Down  (20 elements)   Root Cause Code  Add Drop Down  (To be determined by Implementation Team)   Number of Contracted  customers affected?  Add Drop Do wn  (1  - 1000)    
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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  





