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TUESDAY, JANUARY 23, 2007
Call meeting to order & record attendance

The following representatives were in attendance:

 NMC Voting Member in Attendance:
	Rossella
	Andreozzi
	Alenia 

	Dianna
	Berube
	Pratt & Whitney

	Bob
	Bodemuller
	Ball Aerospace

	James
	Bratton
	Lockheed Martin

	Mark
	Brown
	Braddock Metallurgical

	Mark
	Cathey
	Spirit

	Michael
	Coleman
	Boeing – Proxy for Arne Logan

	Chetan
	Daté
	Honeywell

	John
	Haddock
	BAE Systems

	Debra
	Harrison
	DCMA

	Ed 
	Jamieson
	Bodycote

	Cherif
	Khelil
	SAFRAN

	Eric
	LeFort
	Sonaca

	Michael
	McLean
	Bombardier

	Dave
	Michaud
	Fountain Plating

	Jay
	Park
	Northrop Grumman

	Michel
	Pierantoni
	Eurocopter

	Manfred
	Podlech
	MTU Aero Engines

	Gus
	Rathgeber
	Rockwell Collins

	Mark
	Rechtsteiner
	GE Aviation

	John
	Reid
	Bombardier

	Chatt
	Rhodes
	Cessna-Textron

	Placido
	Rodal
	ITP

	John
	Shurtleff
	Vought

	David
	Soong
	Hamilton Sundstrand

	Camille
	Valmy
	Airbus

	Jerry
	Wahlin
	AAA Plating

	Kevin
	Ward
	Goodrich

	Kirk
	Whalen
	Heroux Devtek


Other Attendees:

	Martin
	Dixon
	Raytheon Aircraft

	Richard
	Edgar
	Bombardier

	Philippe
	Gastebois
	ASD-PRO

	Steve
	Pollard
	BAE Systems

	Laurie
	Strom
	Honeywell


PRI Staff in Attendance:
	John
	Barrett

	Jennifer
	Gallagher

	Lisa
	Glavan

	Arshad
	Hafeez

	EJ
	Kegerreis

	Seema
	Martin

	Lisa
	Shultz


1.0 Intro, Review Agenda
Chet Daté reviewed the meeting agenda. A motion was made to approve the October 2006 Steering minutes. This motion was seconded and the minutes from the October 2006 Steering meeting were approved.

2.0
Open Action Items from Previous Meeting

There were no actions open from the previous meeting.

3.0
Sub Team Status 

A. Metrics - How did we do in Q4, 2006: MOS Review
Chet Daté presented the metrics sub-team report. Major discussion points at this meeting included the following items:
· Review BOD metrics

· FPY Improvement: Standardizing Objective Evidence for Initial and Reaccred audits

· Suppliers Not on Merit after 4 Years

· Days to Conduct a Follow-Up Audit

· Level #2 and #3 Supplier Advisories
The metrics sub-team is going to begin documenting level 2 and level 3 advisories to look at trends and cycle time.  The sub-team will focus on the root cause of the advisories. For more details please see the attached presentation.


[image: image1.emf]Metrics Sub-Team  Report


ACTION ITEM – Standardization team to determine definition of a follow up audit.


B. Globalization 
Camille Valmy presented the Globalization sub-team report. The major discussion point at this meeting was the translation of documents. Currently the following commodities have been translated into Japanese: NDT, Heat Treating, Chemical Processing, Coatings, Composites, Welding, Materials Testing, and Non-Conventional Machining. Also all NDT documents have been translated into French and have been reviewed for accuracy. Heat Treating and Chemical Processing documents have also been translated into French but have not yet been reviewed for accuracy. For more details please see the attached presentation.



[image: image2.emf]Globalization  Sub-Team Report




C. Ethics and Appeals  
Debra Harrison presented the Ethics and Appeals sub-team report. Currently there are no ethics issues or appeals. The sub-team looked at all incident reports and there were no issues that needed further action from the sub-team. 



D. Standardization 
The standardization sub-team report was given by Mark Rechtsteiner. The enhanced site based merit team was rolled into the standardization sub-team. The sub-team will bring a proposal on merit to the July 2007 meeting for a formal vote. It was also reported that the approved major and minor definitions have been added to the quality manual. For more details please see the attached presentation. 




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




E. Oversight Audit

The oversight sub-team report was given by Jay Park. The sub-team reviewed the format of the 2006 audit and decided to continue with this new format. It was reported that the 2006 oversight audit had 3 minor findings and 8 observations all of which were closed out in 24 days. The auditors and audit lead for the 2007 audit have been chosen. Cherif Khelil will be the lead for the 2007 oversight audit. For more details please see the attached presentation.

[image: image4.emf]Oversight Audit  Sub-Team Report


ACTION ITEM: Prime auditors for 2007 oversight audit to forward Jay Park and Cherif Khelil their telephone numbers and email addresses.


F. Customer Continuous Improvement Team

Camille Valmy presented the update on the customer continuous improvement team’s progress. The team is recommending that based on the current incident report system a process be defined for recording and analyzing customer comments and globally distributing resolution of these comments as applicable. For more details please see the attached presentation.

[image: image5.emf]Customer  Continuous Improvement Report


ACTION ITEM: Ethics and Appeals sub-team to work with PRI to look at incident report system to determine what information can be shared globally. Before finalization the group is to get supplier input from NMC Supplier voting member Jerry Wahlin. 
4.0
Outstanding Actions from Supplier Survey
Michael McLean reported on the open actions from the 2005 supplier survey. Regarding supplier response rate a standard letter from each prime is to be sent prior to the 2007 survey. A letter was issued concerning redundant audits and primes were made aware of the number of perceived redundant audits identified. Flow down remains an area of concern and it was determined that more discussions on this issue are needed. Auditor consistency also remains a concern and the NMC is gathering auditor consistency data from task groups. For more details please see the attached presentation.

[image: image6.emf]Supplier Survey  Actions


ACTION ITEM: Metrics Sub-Team to review auditor feedback data at each Nadcap meeting.
5.0 Supplier Support Committee
Dave Michaud gave the SSC report. The SSC meeting format changed in October 2006 from a general session to small discussion groups discussing topics such as flow down, supplier technical sub-task groups, escapes, and auditor consistency. A survey was conducted of the new meeting format and 93% of those surveyed were in favor of the new meeting format. The 2007 supplier survey draft has been completed and will be released in conjunction with the April 2007 Nadcap meeting. For more details please see the attached presentation. 



[image: image7.emf]SSC Report




6.0 Future Meetings
Arshad Hafeez presented the schedule and locations for future Nadcap meetings. The schedule through 2015 was reviewed with 10 meetings being held in the Americas, 10 meetings in Europe, and 4 meetings in Asia. Possible locations discussed for the February 2008 meeting are Belfast, Ireland or Rome, Italy. For more details please see the attached presentation.

[image: image8.emf]Future Nadcap  Meetings


7.0 New Business
Chet Daté made note that the FAA Advisory Circular 8120.12 is currently under revision. This is the document that allows primes to use Nadcap as its auditing base. The AAQG is involved in ensuring that the reference to Nadcap remains in this document.
John Barrett reported on language changes to NOP-002. The proposed change to this document is as follows:

· Suppliers scheduling an initial Nadcap audit shall provide PRI a recognized quality system approval at the time the audit is entered into eAuditNet or an AC7004 assessment audit shall be scheduled.  

· At the time of the reaccreditation audit, where no existing recognized quality system approval exists, Suppliers shall either have an assessment using AC7004 or choose to provide PRI a valid Quality System accreditation certificate no later than 60 days from the end of the Nadcap audit.  Suppliers not providing a valid quality system approval to PRI by this date shall have the process audit automatically failed. 
There was consensus from the NMC to move forward with the proposed changes to NOP-002 and send out for formal ballot. For more details please see the attached presentation.

[image: image9.emf]NOP-002 Proposed  Changes


Arshad Hafeez gave an update on the Escapes pilot. To date 41 participating supplier facilities have been audited with 49 responses received. One escape has been reported as of January 12, 2007. However, there is no way to determine if this escape is legitimate. For more details please see the attached presentation.

[image: image10.emf]Escapes Pilot Update  13Jan07.ppt


Jennifer Gallagher presented information on a new Internal Auditing training course. The new course would be a two day interactive training with suppliers leaving with a basic audit plan, a basic audit checklist, and templates for letters, reports and schedules. The Internal Auditing course will be piloted at the April 2007 meeting to the NMC primes for review and feedback. For more details please see the attached presentation. 


[image: image11.emf]Internal Auditing  Training Course


8.0  
Adjourn


Minutes prepared by:


Lisa Glavan
lglavan@sae.org
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Nadcap Sub-Team Report: Oversight Audit 

January 2007  – Jay Park

	



			







Major Discussion Points last meeting

		 2006 Oversight Audit



Major Discussion Points this meeting

		 Review of 2006 audit format

		 2007 Oversight Audit Team





Major Decisions Points this meeting

		 Continue with 2006 Oversight Audit Format

		Add prime’s Shadow Audit to Oversight Audit Format











Major Decisions/Actions last meeting

		 Established an appeal process













  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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SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY Jan ’07

		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  discussed.
Plan to issue standard letter from each Prime prior to next scheduled survey.



































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY Jan ‘07

		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  discussed 

		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 and issued.
Top 5 ‘worst’ offending Primes aware of the number of perceived redundant audits identified.



































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY Jan ‘07

		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 Jan ‘07

		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		1.NMC gathering data from TG’s
2. Status on auditor feedback questionaire process – Arshad to update





































SUPPLIER SURVEY – ACTION SUMMARY Jan ‘07

		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 Jan ‘07

		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 Jan ‘07

		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 Jan ‘07

		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 Jan ‘07

		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		Data from Auditor questionaire

		Top 3 positives

		Improved Product / Process Quality

		Auditor / staff quality

		Some prime audit reduction

































Auditor Consistency



Inputs sought from Bombardier TG members across  7 

representative  commodities

Feedback confirms lack of common approach across TG’s

Feedback confirms Supplier’s perception that the issue is not 

being addressed







Task Group Auditor Data



1. Is Auditor specific data available to Task Group ?

2.  Is the data being reviewed at 

     quarterly meetings ?

3. Are there trends to indicate auditor 

    variation ?

4. Is there an active plan in place to

    redress any  variation ?

		Welding		NMSE		Composites		NDT		Coatings		Heat Treat		Chem Proc

		Y		N		Y		Y		N		Y		Y

		Y?		Y?		Y		Y?		Y

		Y		Y		Y		Y		Y

		N		Y?		Y		N		Y





































NMC Proposal

		NMC chair formally requested all Task Group Chairs to present auditor metrics and associated action plans at Pittsburgh ’06 meeting.

		Initial data in Pittsburgh with follow on scheduled for Planning and Ops in LA ‘07
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 Nadcap Meeting

Locations

Presented by Arshad Hafeez







*



Global Rotation

		NMC agreement on:



Year    2008	  2009	  2010	  2011	  2012	  2013	  2014	   2015

 FEB    E	   A	     E	     E         E         A         E          E



 JUNE  A (JUL)        E       Asia        E        Asia     E         Asia     E



Oct.     Asia         A         A           A       A          A        A         A



10 meetings each in Europe (E) and Americas (A)

4 meetings in Asia





*



2007 Nadcap Meeting Dates & Locations

		Dates		Location		Rates		Contract

		April 23-27, 2007		Paris, France 		129 Euro single		Yes

		July 16-20, 2007		Istanbul, Turkey		92 Euro Single 122 Euro Double		Yes

		October 22-26, 2007		Marriott and Omni
		$119 Single/Double

		Yes




























*



2008 Nadcap Meeting Dates & Locations

		Dates		Location		Rates		Contract

		February  18-22, 2008		Reviewing – Rome, Italy
                      Belfast, Ireland
		TBD		No

		July 21-25,2008		Pittsburgh, PA

Omni William Penn		$119 Single/Double		Yes

		October 6-10, 2008		Yokohama, Japan

Hotel Monterey Yokohama

Hotel New Grande 
(Meetings will take place at Workpia Yokohama)
		

$128 Single/Double

$137 Single
$183 Double
		Yes




























*





2009 Nadcap Meeting Dates & Locations

		Dates		Location
		Rates		Contract

		February 16-20, 2009		Dallas, TX

Westin Park Central		$130 Single/Double		Yes

		June 15-19, 2009		London, England
Or
Frankfurt, Germany		TBD		No

		October 19-23, 2009		Pittsburgh, PA 

Sheraton Station Square		$119 Single/Double		Yes



































@adcap
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Escapes Reporting Pilot Update

January 13, 2007









Escapes Reporting Overview  (NERO)

Results













*



NERO – Session Summary



		Three supplier training sessions planned, 	two 	were held (no registrants for third session):





Date		# Participants	# Companies

5 Oct 06 			8 			6

12 Oct 06			3			3



		Two Prime sessions scheduled, only one     



   registrant, training was conducted by phone.





*



NERO – Session Questions



		Is aeroescape.com ready to use now?



		Will there be a code to enter for us to identify the escape for future reference?



		Is there a way suppliers can look through the escapes after they are entered to make sure they do not enter any duplicates?



		How will the overall data be reported and who will have access to it?



		Please explain the escapes definition in more detail.







*



NERO – Session Comments

		No negative feedback received.



		Comments were positive in relation to overall goal of program.



		Suppliers pleased with the guarantee of anonymity and complete definition of an escape.



		Several companies asked for suggestions on how to make the data useful for their own operations.









Audit Results













*







*







*



Is there a documented procedure for the collection and reporting of escapes?





*



Have personnel been trained on the collection and reporting of escapes?





*



Escapes Reported





		One Escape has been reported as of January 12, 2007

		No way to know if this is a legitimate escape or someone experimenting with the website







*



Escape Details

		Reported By		On		How Detected		Escape Occurred From		Escape Occurred To		Comm		Checklist		Element		QS Element		Root Cause		Customers Affected

		Tier 1 Supplier		12/13/06		Other		12/8/2006		12/8/2006		WLD		AC7110/5 Rev C - Nadcap Audit Criteria for Fusion Welding		Compliance with engineering drawing		Process Control		30		1













































Participating Suppliers Audit Progress
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Participating Suppliers Audit Progress - Responses Received
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@adcap




Participating Suppliers Audit Progress - Training


49 Responses from
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Training – Internal Auditing





		PRI Team developing course & currently refining content.



		2-day interactive Course



		Course Overview:

		Describe why & how audits are conducted

		Describe audit requirements, select auditors

		Prepare an audit checklist

		Conduct an audit – interview techniques

		Identify and describe a nonconformance

		Complete an audit report



		Each attendee will leave with:

		Basic audit plan for their company

		Basic internal audit checklist for their company

		Templates for letters, reports and schedules













*



Training – Internal Auditing





Next Steps:



		April 2007 Nadcap meeting

		 Snap-shot one-day course for Prime review and feedback

		 Refine course based on Prime input

		 Obtain Prime support and approval





		Launch first public course – June/July 2007.  



   8 courses planned for 2007. 

		3 - Americas

		3 - Europe

		1 - China

		1 - Japan





















GVadmp
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Proposed Change to NOP-002

QMS Requirements



John R Barrett

23 Jan 2007











*



Background

		Valid Quality System approval currently required prior to accreditation audits

		Auto emails generated at 150 and 120 days

		Scheduling sends email at 90 days

		AC7004 audit is scheduled at 90 days prior to audit

		Cancellation of AC7004 audit within 45 days of audit causes cancellation fees















*



Issues

		AC7004 scheduling is causing rework in auditor schedules and some standalone audits due to limited resources

		Additional day limits some two audit/weeks for auditors

		90-day audits add up to 55 in a quarter – and 95% are ultimately cancelled prior to the audit

		Suppliers object to additional cancellation fees

		90-day audits require auditor assignments with some cross continent travel 







*



Proposed Change

		Allow more time for re-certification submittal for reaccreditation audits

		NOP-002 (Currently)

		At the time of the audit, where no existing recognized quality system approval exists, Nadcap requires assessment using AC7004 to support the special process accreditation.







*



Proposed

		NOP-002 Change to:

		Suppliers scheduling an initial Nadcap audit shall provide PRI a recognized quality system approval at the time the audit is entered into eAuditNet or an AC7004 assessment audit shall be scheduled.  

		At the time of the reaccreditation audit, where no existing recognized quality system approval exists, Suppliers shall either have an assessment using AC7004 or choose to provide PRI a valid Quality System accreditation certificate no later than 60 days from the end of the Nadcap audit.  Suppliers not providing a valid quality system approval to PRI by this date shall have the process audit automatically failed. 







*



Questions





















@adcap
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Nadcap SSC Chairperson Report - 01/2007

David Michaud, Fountain Plating

	



			







		In Oct 2006 we changed format of SSC meeting to small discussion groups

		Provided sub-team updates on PRI website, email notification sent to all suppliers





		Results from small groups were reviewed and actions were identified.

		Survey on the new meeting format was completed by 79 meeting attendees. Comments were reviewed and actions are pending based on feedback.  93% were in favor of continuing the new format.

		New format/process continued in Redondo Beach meeting



At Redondo SSC meeting we discussed following topics:  

	a. Flow down

	b. Supplier Technical Sub-Task Groups

	c. Escapes

	d. Auditor Consistency

	e. Other

Key actions and activities of the SSC 
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Nadcap SSC Chairperson Report - 01/2007

David Michaud, Fountain Plating

	



			









		





		New Task Group Reps to the SSC were recruited and job descriptions defined.

		2007 Survey draft completed, will be released in conjunction with April Nadcap meeting.

		Proposal to define suppliers right to refuse an observer to their audit in NOP-007 in ballot with NMC

		Satellite 25-mile rule - proposal anticipated early February to NMC

		SSC Metrics - Working to increase supplier voting on Task Group letter ballots



Key actions and activities of the SSC 











  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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Vought Aircraft Industries, Inc. PRIVATE



Nadcap Customer Service for Continual Improvement 



Redondo Beach Jan, 2007











Vought Aircraft Industries, Inc. PRIVATE



Example of comments





1 – Communication 

Supplier comments through Internet

2- Nadcap Audit process

		 Airbus product audit: 



A Nadcap audit XXXXX occurred on 5-6 Dec 05 and the company was certified by PRI Nadcap on  17 Jan 06.

Airbus carried out an audit in  mid 2006.  There was one Major finding, which was a repeat finding from the Nadcap audit mentioned above. A major concern is that the supplier has failed to correct the root cause of a Major Nadcap audit finding.



		  RR issue during Nadcap Audit:



The point I wanted to be made to the NMC was that a XXXX  supplier had complained to us that an Observer was reading technically sensitive special process data, during the audit, on a process we considered to be proprietary. 

I would find it acceptable practice for the Observer to observe the auditor, so long as nothing is given away, but certainly not to read the technical documentation. 

 This was the issue raised at the NESPB meeting by me in Pittsburgh and this is the message I would like you to get across to the NMC members.  It was also raised, in this context, at the Supplier Support Committee by the supplier concerned. 

Redondo Beach Jan 2007

These comments are there registered ? Are actions globally visible ? 











From internet:



“ I run a small (9 employees) UK plating company. One of our customers (…) has recently mandated NADCAP accreditation for all chemical process suppliers. It is pushing this accreditation VERY aggressively. No NADCAP will mean loss of approval despite working with … for nearly 40 yrs. We have ISO9001 which contrary to what you are told is very thorough including comprehensive checks on plating process spec compliance. It takes 1 day per year, costs £700 ($1,000)and can be got from any approved accreditation body. NADCAP would cost us between £5,000/£10,000 ($8,000/$14,000), can only be got from 1 monopolistic source and takes 3 days every year (the 1st day checking a quality system that is already independently audited and approved)



My concerns are simply



1. Why is this monopoly abusing its position by inventing such a long winded, largely irrelevant, and extortionately expensive accreditation?



2. Why are all these "Primes" REALLY leaping aboard this bandwagon when the only OBVIOUS effect would seem to be a substantial increase in costs to their suppliers - costs which will inevitably be passed on back to the "primes".



3. NADCAP is run by the PRI - a non profit corporation so pays no tax. They charge many times what a normal accreditation body would (and normal bodies have to pay all normal overheads & make a profit)so where does ALL that money go. Due to their non profit status is impossible to tell.



4. How can they possibly justify or maintain their non profit status (perhaps Pennsylvania IRS could answer this)



5. Finally - why do we all put up with this? I look forward to some replies on this thorny subject as I believe that if poked at long enough maybe we may prise the lid off a can of worms.”



…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………



From internet:



“ We also discussed increases our prices for companies requiring NADCAP accreditation. An initial cost analysis for NADCAP accreditation indicates an additional cost of $350/week paid to PRI to schedule



an audit. This price is monies paid to PRI, not actual cost. Organizations requiring NADCAP should be assessed additional costs related to the maintenance of the accreditation. Companies not requiring NADCAP should not be assessed these costs, thereby creating a competitive advantage for those organizations.



PRI unilaterally scheduled a March,2006 re-accreditation audit in May,2005 prior to our organization receiving the approval results of the initial audit! The re-accreditation audit was scheduled ten months after the initial audit. By doing this, PRI scheduling increased our costs to $545/week to maintain their accreditation. In addition, if we didn't reply within 21 days of the schedule date to



re-schedule the audit, a $3000 charge is assessed to postpone or cancel the unilaterally scheduled audit for ny reason! (Does this sound like a regulatory agency?)



PRI is a not-for-profit organization, headquartered in Pennsylvania. PRI costs are significantly higher than other accreditation services. Where do the monies go?



Why do the 'Primes' support this? All the costs will eventually result in price increases to product.



Eventually, the industry will 'adjust' to these unjustifiable cost increases but in the short term U.S. based companies will be forced to price themselves out of the market and foreign based companies will flourish due to the competitive advantage NADCAP has provided them.” 



Hi Bob and all those others with nadcap on their minds. Can someone confirm whether Pri is non-profit, or not for profit. One is charitable and the other is not. Pri is not a charity and all the cash it makes is distributed in other ways so that none is left to



declare as profit. Bob's questions are the same as mine earlier, why would primes mandate an accreditation whose only effect would seem to be upward pressure on their prices, and secondly, where does all the money paid to pri go? Seem like a mystery?



Let me sketch out a purely hypothetical scenario. I'm running a society with a global presence in standards.



I see the widespread acceptance of the ISO series of accreditations and think lets invent something similar but all my own (no price reducing competitors) which I can charge an arm and a leg for, and lets aim it at a high value market - say aerospace and defence. Right



thats the first part but now comes the difficult bit.



How do I force my potential "customers" to take it up. I'll have to think of some way of encouraging the primes in these sectors to agree to mandate it on their supply chains (my potential customers). As this would have an upwards influence on the prices they pay, there would need to be something in it for the primes to cover the cost of these increases with some left over. Perhaps I could agree some form of rebate, a proportion of the business generated (would this be



legal) I could dress it up as being thorough and searching, by taking say three days nit picking and hair splitting on my "audit program", and if I adopt the type of corporate status that allows me to publish accounts that contain minimal information about where the money goes, no one need ever know. I could form committees with lots of prime representatives and even some "customers" representatives just to give the whole thing some sort of respectable credibility. It would be like having a licence to print money. Sounds too ridiculous to be true - doesn't it?





Vought Aircraft Industries, Inc. PRIVATE







Redondo Beach Jan 2007

Background

		 Lot of information (questions/remarks/comments about Nadcap programme) are not well capitalized on way of improvement due to:

		 a peer to peer Nadcap process (e.g:TG members to Staff engineer)

		 Not a systematic registration of questions/comments and responses.

		 Answers not globally distributed (as consequence, re-opened by new comers, other members from others TG or beyond Nadcap members)



		 Pending Issues due to no clear or unsatisfied answer:

		 Comments are more considered as a complaint than a way of improvement 

		 Consequently, answers are more often a justification of current process than a factor of improvement.

		  No validation process of the answer



Risk 

		 Unsatisfied answers or Separate answers without consensus (from subscribers and TGs) might:

		 jeopardize the unity of the program, 

		 maintain or trigger confusion along the supply chain, 

		 impact negatively cooperative and consensus approach for structured processes by reducing confidence in the programme.













Vought Aircraft Industries, Inc. PRIVATE



	



			







RECOMMENDATION TO NMC

		 Based on Incident report process as per NIP 08-1, define a process for recording, analysing comments and distributing globally answers throughout the Nadcap structure as applicable.



		 Due to barrier of language, writing communication is more suitable than orally communication



Target:

		 Improve Incident report process through following basic rules:

		 Electronic form available on eAudinet

		 Electronic form should be filled in by the “complainant”

		 Feed back of (consensus) answer  should be visible on eaudinet.

		 Periodic report by PRI of actions registered

		 Periodic report of  improvement action plan by PRI 

		 Validation of action plan by appropriate entity (NMC, NESPB, TG, PRI Staff..)



		 Chartered a sub team, part of globalisation sub-team, to develop a process and a procedure for a Nadcap Customer Service for Continual Improvement 





Nadcap Sub-Team Report:   Nadcap Customer Service for continual Improvement 

January 2007  – Camille Valmy
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Nadcap sub-team reports: Globalization Jan, 2007





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

		Rossella Andreozzi, Alenia

		Camille Valmy, Airbus

		Debra Harrison



Supplier members

		Richard C.Hill – Praxair



PRI Staff Representative

		Arshad Hafeez

		John Barret



Team Name: NMC Globalisation Sub-Committee



Sponsoring Organization Champion:  NMC 

		Michael Mc Lean, Bombardier	

		Michel Pierantoni, Eurocopter

		Cherif Khelil, Safran

		Eric Lefort, Sonaca

		Gus Rathgeber, Rockwell Collins
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Nadcap sub-team reports: Globalization Jan, 2007





   Major Decisions Points this meeting

		Revise NOPs by Feb 2007, to include recommendations for documents to be translated in English language

		PRI will draft a procedure for Feb 2007 describing  the translation process for Nadcap document into Native language. Approval team: M.Pierantoni, C.Khelil, C.Valmy, R.Andreozzi

		Basic rules defined hereafter will be incorporated in the procedure.







Major Discussion Points last meeting

		  Matrix of document translated and the validation process associated with







Major Discussion Points this meeting

		Status of document translated







		Report of GIFAS Survey regarding Nadcap Programme.



Major Decisions/actions last meeting

		 Define basic rules to draft a procedure describing the translation process



 











French


			SP Family			Documents translated			Rev			language
nTranslation & posted
nTranslation validated & not posted
nTranslated & not validated			Owners						Reviewer 1									Reviewer 2									Posted on


															Name			Company			Name			Company			Date of approval			Name			Company			Date of approval


			AQS			AC7004			C			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


			NDT			None						German									one volunteer


						AC7114			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									A			French			Alain Boucher			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			Y.Esquerre			Airbus			11-Jan-07			Thierry Jacques			Eurocopter			11-Jan-07


						AC7114/1			A			French			Alain Boucher			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			Y.Esquerre			Airbus			11-Jan-07			Thierry Jacques			Eurocopter			11-Jan-07


						AC7114/2			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									A			French			Alain Boucher			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			Y.Esquerre			Airbus			11-Jan-07			Thierry Jacques			Eurocopter			11-Jan-07


						AC7114/ 3			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									B			French			Alain Boucher			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			Y.Esquerre			Airbus			11-Jan-07			Thierry Jacques			Eurocopter			11-Jan-07


						AC7114/4			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									A			French			Alain Boucher			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			Y.Esquerre			Airbus			11-Jan-07			Thierry Jacques			Eurocopter			11-Jan-07


			HT			AC7102			B			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									?			French 
(on going)			Eric Barreau			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			M.Taillandier			Eurocopter						Laurent Geerts			Sonaca


						AC7102/1			B			Japanese			JAQG


									?			French 
(on going)			Eric Barreau			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			M.Taillandier			Eurocopter						Laurent Geerts			Sonaca


						AC7102/2			?			French 
(on going)			Eric Barreau			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			M.Taillandier			Eurocopter						Laurent Geerts			Sonaca


						AC7102/3			?			French 
(on going)			Eric Barreau			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			M.Taillandier			Eurocopter						Laurent Geerts			Sonaca


						AC7102/4			?			French 
(on going)			Eric Barreau			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			M.Taillandier			Eurocopter						Laurent Geerts			Sonaca


						AMS2750			?			French			M.Taillandier			Eurocopter			Laurent Geerts			Sonaca			50%			Eric Barreau			Snecam Services (SAFRAN)			50%


			CP			AC7108			B			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									?			French			M.Gourlain			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			N.Lepottier			Eurocopter			50%			M.Auzanne			Airbus


						AC7108/1			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									A			French			M.Gourlain			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			N.Lepottier			Eurocopter						M.Auzanne			Airbus			50%


						AC7108/2			A			French			M.Gourlain			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			N.Lepottier			Eurocopter						M.Auzanne			Airbus			50%


						AC7108/4			A			French			M.Gourlain			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			N.Lepottier			Eurocopter						M.Auzanne			Airbus			50%


						AC7108/3			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


									A			French			M.Gourlain			Snecma Services (SAFRAN)			N.Lepottier			Eurocopter						M.Auzanne			Airbus			50%


			Coat			AC7109			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


						AC7109/1			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


						AC7109/5			A			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


			Comp			AC7118						Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


			Weld			AC7110			C			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


						AC7110/5			C			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


			MTL			AC7101/1			B			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


						AC7101/5			B			Japanese			JAQG																								JAQG Website


			NM			AC7116/4						Japanese			JAQG


			Training			RCCA			French, Japanes


						Pyrometry			French, Japanes


						NCSI			French																														eAudinet
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GIFAS Survey on Pri -NADCAP accreditation


January 2007























Opinion about accreditation


GIFAS Survey on Pri -NADCAP accreditation


This is not an official report.


			Requirements knowledge			Good or Very Good


			Auditor competence			Good or Very Good


			Used language			Poor and Medium


			Audit depth			Good or Very Good


			Audit relevance			Good


			Audit lead time			Mean value : 5 months


			Time for accreditation			Mean value : 2,75 months



























































Too high Cost due to direct cost but also induced by needed resources and audit frequency


Requirements are mostly US based and more stringent than European standards (EN) and are different from those of the Primes


Need of english language knowledge is a handicap





GIFAS Survey on Pri -NADCAP accreditation


This is not an official report.


Main Comments about accreditation





























GIFAS Survey on Pri -NADCAP accreditation


This is not an official report.


Did the accreditation induced any progress ?


			Technical field			As many yes as no


			Process Control			Yes


			Organization			Yes















































ASD-PRO and Pri-NADCAP are not enough well known by the majority of suppliers


Around half of the suppliers know Pri-network.org or eAuditnet.com





An information about the both organisations would be very useful for majority of suppliers


GIFAS Survey on Pri -NADCAP accreditation


This is not an official report.


Knowledge of Organisation and Information means 





























GIFAS Survey on Pri -NADCAP accreditation
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Nadcap sub-team reports: Globalization Jan , 2007





Basic Rules for the Procedure

		 The Purpose of NOP is to define the process for the translation of Audit criteria and Auditor Hand-books into a native language.

		 Translated documents are for information only, and should be used for preparation of audit.

		  English documents are official Nadcap documents

		 If discrepancies raised between English & translated documents, English version supersedes translated documents.

		 A translation of AC and Auditor hand-book may be proposed, on a voluntary basis, by any national body or association (such as ASD-PRO) , primes or suppliers.

		 To be recognized, a translation shall be approved at least by 2 native language representative members from different companies. (one for translation/ one for validation) (Supplier/Primes). 

		 Representative members should be experts involved in the Nadcap programme

		 Documents translated and approvals shall be presented to the Task group for consideration.
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Nadcap sub-team reports: Globalization Jan, 2007





Basic Rules for Procedure

		 When requested by owner of documents, TG shall  provide a copy to PRI for registration and distribution of translations via eAudinet. 

		 The Cover Sheet of translated document shall make visible the owner and reviewer approvals.

		  Owner and approval reviewers shall be Nadcap contacts for translation discrepancies 

		 List of documents translated will be visible on eAuditnet but a link will be available only for documents approved.

		  When a translated version is not aligned with the last English version, it may be removed from eAudinet after a certain period of time (to be defined) allowing the update of the translation. 

		 Distributor of translated documents becomes owner of the document (JAQG remains owner of the Japanese translation)

		 The maintenance of document translated are under the responsibility of the TG following the same process.
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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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Nadcap Task Group Chairperson Report – 01/2007 (Mark Rechtsteiner) (NMC STANDARDIZATION SC)

	



			







Major Discussion Points this meeting

		 Enhanced Site Based Merit Project assigned to this SC.

		 Reviewed PRI staff proposal to improve consistency between Task Groups. PRI staff to work top issues of concern and coordinate with Standardization SC.

		 Future projects to be worked by Standardization SC.

















Major Decisions/actions this meeting

		 Approved Major/Minor definitions added to Quality Manual

		 Merit sub-team launched. Coordinate w. Enhanced Merit

		 Will coordinate with PRI team on projects to reduce variation to improve efficiency and reduce costs.

		 Will survey team members 1Q07 for future projects
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 Prime  I Benefit I Customer

Interest

Merit sub-team established

Plan to survey Standardization team to determine additional team efforts





Failure Modes Effects Analysis
(FMEA)

PROCESS OPPORTUNITIES
[Staff Engineers Responses to RCCA — Format / Content

[Notification of Change / Request for Revised Certification ( tfrm-11)
linconsistency in Training Auditors

[Process for Changing NTGOPs.
his Catses eddtional nconsistencies, because of the constart changes to appendices
fe=cl to come from Standerdization — cifficul for Staff Engineers to make changes with Task Groups

INCR Witing by Auditors
[Auditor Evaluation Criteria and Feedback

fechanism For How TG Are Looking At This

£ SWAT To Provide Directon To Auctor Excellence Team (Possiol Work Instuction)
Howto apply creria

enerete areport card fo each aucltor quarterly, be abl to ol up

[Staff Delegation for Audit Report Reviews
I, n Term | Supplier Program
[Failure for Cycles
[Failure for Delinquency
[Quorum and Voting Requ
[Task Group Metrics
[Failure for 2NCRs
[Failure for Severity

Accredi

INTERNAL PRIORITIES

[Commu

[Communication SE/Scheduling.

[Prep nstructions
fay need revised o reflect wht s expected, in-process work, submitted documerts
ef-Audtto b submitet o Audtor

[Buditor interview





  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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Nadcap Sub-Team Report:  NMC Metrics Sub-Team January 2007  – Chet Date

	



			







Major Discussion Points last meeting

		Review BOD Metrics

		Audits that are not certed on-time (~9% - 11%)

		Supplier Merit Email - publicity

		2007 Goals proposal to BoD



Major Discussion Points this meeting

		Review BOD metrics

		FPY Improvement: Standardizing Objective Evidence for Initial and Reaccred audits

		Suppliers Not on Merit after 4 Years

		Days to Conduct a Follow-Up Audit

		Level #2 and #3 Supplier Advisories





Major Decisions Points this meeting

		 Begin to documenting Level #2 and #3 Supplier Advisories trend, cycle time

		Focus on analyzing Root Cause of advisories



Major Decisions/Actions last meeting

		 2007 Goals Proposal
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2007 Proposed Goals

		MOS Metric		2006 Goal		Current Status (31Dec06)		2007 Proposed Goal

		#8 Supplier Merit		>80%		75%		>80%

		#9 First Pass Yield		No Goal - Initial 
>45% Reaccred
(56% Increase of 2005 Goal)		Initial –9%
Reaccred – 21%		Discontinue

		#11 Failed Audits		N/A		4% of All Closed Audits		Replace with Level 2 & 3 Supplier Advisory Tracking – No Goal

		#16 Cycle Time		< 80 Days Initial
< 50 Days Reaccred
(22% Initials and 25% Reaccreds Reduction  on 2005 Average Cycle Time Goal)
No audit open > 150 Days		Initial – 73 Days 
Reaccred – 61 Days



8 Certs Issued > 150 Days

8 Audits Open > 150 Days (Jan 8,2007)		< 70 Days Initial
< 50 Days Reaccred


< 20 audits open >120 Days

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

		#18 On-Time Accreditations		>90% On-time		85%		>90% On-time
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2006 Accomplishments 

		Cycle Time: In control and decreasing

		First Pass Yield (FPY) Root Cause Analysis conducted to determine drivers

		No Dominant Causes for Poor First Pass Yield

		Provide more training to suppliers to address “Top Four Causes” (NCSI Training, Supplier Support Tutorials, Web based RCCA training, and Auditor Training

		Merit Publicity

		Identify Suppliers on Merit in the On-Line QML and Prime QML

		Publicizing Merit Program thru Pre-Audit emails

		Identified a process of provide visibility to suppliers not on merit

		Critical Operational Health Indicators Determined: Merit, Cycle Time, Audits Over 120 Days, Failed Audits/Level 2&3 Advisories and On-Time Accreditations	
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2007 Focus

		Continue Focus on 

		Cycle Time Reduction 



Follow-Up Audit Time Analysis

Reduce Number of Audits Closed Over 120 Days

		On-time accreditation

		Establish robust

		Level 2 and 3 Supplier Advisory Tracking

		Visibility to Supplier Merit- improve supplier merit

		Assess auditor consistency
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