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TUESDAY, April 24th, 2007
Call meeting to order & record attendance

The following representatives were in attendance:

NMC Voting Member in Attendance:
	Rossella
	Andreozzi
	Alenia Aeronautica

	Dianna
	Berube
	Pratt & Whitney

	Bob
	Bodemuller
	Ball Aerospace

	James
	Bratton
	Lockheed Martin

	Mark
	Brown
	Braddock Metallurgical

	Mark
	Cathey
	Spirit

	Chetan
	Daté
	Honeywell

	John
	Haddock
	BAE Systems - MAS

	Debra
	Harrison
	DCMA

	Ed 
	Jamieson
	Bodycote

	Quan
	Lac
	Rolls-Royce plc

	Eric
	LeFort
	Sonaca

	Arne
	Logan
	The Boeing Company

	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

	David
	Soong
	Hamilton Sundstrand

	Vern
	Talmadge
	Alcoa-Howmet Thermatech

	Camille
	Valmy
	Airbus

	Jerry
	Wahlin
	AAA Plating

	Kevin
	Ward
	Goodrich


Task Group Chairs in Attendance:

	Wayne
	Canary
	Rolls-Royce Corp.

	Neil
	Clarke
	Rolls-Royce plc

	Mark
	Covert
	Honeywell

	Mark
	Gleason
	GE Aviation

	Phil
	Keown
	GE Aviation

	Doug
	Matson
	Boeing

	Byron (Ed)
	Nellans
	Rockwell Collins

	Ken
	Prather
	Vought

	John
	Sattler
	Raytheon

	Jack
	Saunders
	Honeywell

	David
	Watson
	Bombardier


Other Attendees:

	Jean-Claude
	Bouche
	ITESM Mexico

	Bob
	Koukol
	Honeywell

	Ralph
	Kropp
	MTU Aero Engines

	Ed
	Mayer
	Meyer Tool

	Mitch
	Nelson
	Cessna-Textron

	Steve
	Pollard
	BAE Systems - MAS

	Andy
	Statham
	Rolls-Royce plc

	Laurie
	Strom
	Honeywell

	Norman
	Thompson
	Bombardier Inc.

	Larry
	Wilson
	Lockheed Martin


PRI Staff in Attendance:
	Jerry
	Aston

	Mark
	Aubele

	John
	Barrett

	Jim
	Bennett

	Bob
	Chalker (SAE)

	Jeff
	Conrad

	Nigel 
	Cook

	Rebekah
	Foutz

	Arshad
	Hafeez

	Judy
	Herilla

	Robert
	Hoeth

	EJ
	Kegerreis

	Jim
	Lewis

	David
	Luoni

	Glenn
	Shultz

	Lisa
	Shultz

	Ian
	Simpson

	Richard
	Sovich


1.0 Opening Comments
· Intro
· Review Agenda
· Approval of Minutes
A quorum was established.  Chet Daté reviewed the meeting agenda, and the following items were added to the agenda:

· Follow up audits – Chet Date 

· NUCAP Management Council (NuMC) request to NMC – Kevin Ward 

· Supplier participation 

· Succession planning  - Kevin Ward

A motion was made to approve the January 2007 Planning and Operations minutes. This motion was seconded and the minutes from the January 2007 Planning and Operations meeting were approved as written.

2.0
Review of Open Action Items from Previous Meeting  

· There were no open action items from the January 2007 Planning and Operations meeting.
3.0
Featured Deep Dive:

· Proprietary Information/Data
Phil Keown (GE) brought up two issues currently happening in the NDT Task Group and asked for advice and counsel on the issues:
1. Suppliers are refusing to submit information (objective evidence) into eAuditNet because they are saying it is proprietary.  (In addition to the NDT Task Group, this issue is also occurring in the WLD, HT, MTL & COMP Task Groups.)
2. Primes will not share their information (procedures) with the Staff Engineers because they are saying the information is proprietary.

John Barrett (PRI) read the supplier agreement, which clearly stated that the supplier is to provide information that could be confidential/proprietary to the auditors.  The suppliers are providing the information to the auditors; however they are not submitting it into eAuditNet.  
It was discussed that there is a statement in eAuditNet that states not to post proprietary information and this could be creating/contributing to the issue.  It was also noted another reason for the suppliers not submitting the information into eAuditNet could be that perhaps each Prime is flowing down different information about what information is proprietary.


ACTION ITEM:  Arshad Hafeez (PRI) to discuss with lawyers the proprietary wording that is stated in eAuditNet.



ACTION ITEM:  Each prime to review internally how proprietary information is being flowed down to their suppliers.


ACTION ITEM:  Each Task Group to handle on a case by case basis and document when the issue arises for the next three (3) months to determine the root causes. 

· Progress of Supplier Technical Sub-Task Groups (STSTG)
Update on the STSTGs:

· NDT Task Group currently has no STSTG.
· CP Task Group has realized they have not done an adequate job managing/giving direction to their STSTG in the past and they have an action item within the Task Group to evaluate.

· The HT Task Group has developed a sub-team to write a charter to restart/re-engage their STSTG.  They have new leadership.
4.0 Standardization Sub-Team
· Standardization Sub-Team and Task Group Chairs Meeting – Mark Rechtsteiner reported there will be a new meeting for the Standardization Sub-Team and the Task Group Chairs to supplement the Planning & Operations meeting.  

The meeting is designed to allow discussion on standardization procedural issues and to allow more discussion between the Task Group Chairs and the Standardization Sub-Team to determine what is working well and where improvements need to be made.  This new meeting will be introduced on the Istanbul (July 2007) meeting agenda.  Planned topics included Merit, Failure & Quorum and Voting.
· Process for Changing NTGOPs – Mark Rechtsteiner stated that the NMC Standardization Sub-Team is working on standardizing Quorum & Voting, Accreditation Term/Merit, Delinquency/Failure, and Auditor Evaluation/Delegation.  

The NMC Standardization Sub-Team’s long term goal is to eliminate all the NTGOP appendices and they are requesting that the Task Groups try to eliminate content in appendices & discuss all future changes to appendices with Standardization team.


ACTION ITEM:  Task Groups making changes to their appendix within the next few months are to contact the Standardization Sub-Team before finalizing to minimize variation.   


ACTTION ITEM:  Task Groups to provide information/methodology for how each Task Group arrived at their Failure Criteria to Laurie Strom (Honeywell).
· “Raising the Bar” Requirements Being Added/Maintained in Audit Checklists – Mark Rechtsteiner stated that “Raising the Bar” should be interpreted as improving supplier performance to where there is full compliance to engineering requirements.  Many Task Groups have questions that are best practices and in the short term are a cost increase; however they prevent escapes and therefore are cost effective in the long run.


ACTION ITEM:   Supplier Support Committee (SSC) to collect data for each Task Group to identify areas where checklist requirements not linked to engineering requirements have resulted in high cost or labor to suppliers and present to NMC in October 2007.
· NIP 7-03 – A proposal was made by John Barrett (PRI) to revise NIP 7-03 to require submission of objective evidence for both major & minor NCR findings for both initial and reaccreditation audits.  A motion was made to accept the proposal.  This motion was seconded and the proposal approved.


ACTION ITEM:  John Barrett (PRI) to revise NIP 7-03 to require submission of objective evidence of both major & minor NCRS for reaccreditation audits.  eAuditNet will be updated as well and auditors will be trained.
· Staff Delegation of Audit Report Review

Highlighted that the Standardization Sub-team is working on standardizing Staff Engineer Delegation requirements and Steve Pollard (BAE Systems MAS) is leading this sub-team. 
For more details, please see the attached presentation.


[image: image1.emf]Standardization  P&O.ppt


5.0
Follow Up Audits

Chet Daté gave a presentation on Follow Up Audits.  Chet detailed the background behind follow up audits and the number one reason (70%) for follow up audits is the verification of Corrective Action.  

The main categories of follow up audits are Verification of Corrective Action (VCA), Re-audit, Scope Extension Audit, Spot Audit, and “Missed Element” Audit.  The Scope Extension Audit, Spot Audit & “Missed Element’ audit will need to be defined, this action will be tabled to a later date.
A motion was made to accept the following proposal:
· The definition of a Follow-up Audit:  A supplemental audit to verify that corrective actions have been implemented for a limited number of major findings.

· Change the name to Verification of Corrective Action (VCA) Audit.
· Target VCA audits be conducted and closed in 30 days.

This motion was seconded and the proposal approved.

For more details, please see the attached presentation.
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ACTION ITEM:  Update the appropriate Nadcap procedures and eAuditNet to support the Verification of Corrective Action (VCA) proposal.
6.0 Other issues / New business/ Discussion 
· NUCAP Management Council (NuMC) request to NMC – Kevin Ward presented the NUCAP User Deviation form to the Task Group Chairs and Staff Engineers for informational purposes.  The Task Groups will only receive the deviation form when a decision from the Task Group is required for resolution of the deviation.  The User Deviation Form is attached.
 
[image: image3.emf]User Deviation  form.doc


· Supplier participation – It was noted that six (6) Task Groups do not have a supplier representative on the Nadcap Management Council.  The Supplier Support Committee (SCC) can help provide volunteers for those Task Groups that need a supplier representative.



ACTION ITEM:  Present list of Task Group supplier representatives at the July Nadcap meeting.
· Succession Planning – Kevin Ward wanted to reenergize the issue of ensuring each Task Group had a Succession plan.




ACTION ITEM:  Each Task Group to ensure they have a Succession Plan.
· AQS Task Group – Mark Covert noted that an email was sent out to NMC members to encourage participation in the AQS Task Group for Primes that use AQS, but do not participate in the Task Group.



ACTION ITEM:  Forward AQS Prime Participation matrix to all Task Group members and present at the July meeting.
7.0 Adjourn
Minutes prepared by:

Lisa Shultz
lisashultz@sae.org 
Julie Rubright
julier@sae.org
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NEW Standardization/TG Chair Meeting

		Obtained TG Chair buy-in to establish a 2-4 hour meeting at all future Nadcap meetings to supplement the Planning and Operations meeting.

		Discuss/brainstorm/reach consensus on standardization procedural issues such as Merit, Quorum and Voting, etc. 

		The meeting will be designed to allow more discussion between the TG chairs and the Standardization Sub-team on what is working well and what needs improvement in the Nadcap process

		Allow discussion on TG specific problems/issues along with the sharing of TG specific Lessons Learned and Best Practices. 









Timing

		To be introduced into the Istanbul meeting agenda on Monday morning

		Planned topics

		Merit

		Failure

		Quorum and Voting

		Proposals/details and agenda will be provided to meeting attendees by June 22. 









Standardization of NTGOP-001

		NTGOP-001 defines Task Group Operating Procedures – including:

		Responsibilities, Meetings, Audit Report Review

		Quorum and Voting

		Accreditation Term/Merit

		Delinquency/Failure

		Auditor Evaluation/Delegation       NMC Standardization team working these





		NOTICE: Long term goal is to eliminate all appendices

		Requesting Task Groups to:

		Try to eliminate content in appendices

		Discuss all future changes to these appendices with Standardization team - to minimize variation between Task Groups. 









“Raising the Bar” Requirements

		Purpose of Nadcap is to audit compliance to Engineering Requirements

		Not to establish additional requirements

		Goal for suppliers is full compliance to Engineering Requirements

		“Raising the Bar” should be interpreted as improving supplier performance to where there is full compliance to Engineering Req.

		Some checklists now include items that exceed Engineering Requirements.

		Impacts Cost (additional work, risk of more findings, impacts merit)

		Need focused effort to remove items that cannot be linked to Engineering Requirements.



		Requesting Task Groups and SSC to identify those checklist items which that cannot be linked to Engineering Requirements and then establish a plan to eliminate them – by January 2008.









Proposal to Revise NIP 7-03

		From John Barrett - Revise NIP 7-03 documents relative to CORRECTIVE ACTION RESPONSES / SUBMITTAL OF OBJECTIVE EVIDENCE

		Initial audits require objective evidence

		Minor findings on subsequent audits do not

		To improve consistency, propose to always require submission of objective evidence










_1239696475.doc
USER DEVIATION FORM

SUBMITTAL TO Nadcap TASK GROUP


Users please complete Section 1.0 and submit to PRI.


		DEVIATION SUBMITTAL #:                               DATE SUBMITTED TO PRI:      

(number to be assigned by PRI)





1.0 THIS SECTION COMPLETED BY THE PRIME USER COMPANY




DEVIATION DETAILS:

		Applicable Nadcap Task Group:       



		



		Checklist:      
Paragraph #:      



		



		Current checklist requirement (wording):      



		



		Requested Deviation:     



		



		Rationale for the Deviation:      



		



		Should the requirement be: 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Revised 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Deleted



		



		If “Revised”, please supply specific wording: 



		     





2.0 THIS SECTION COMPLETED BY THE Nadcap TASK GROUP





		Date Submitted to Nadcap Task Group:      



		



		Disposition of the Deviation Request:



		     



		



		Rationale for the Disposition:



		     



		



		Nadcap Task Group Decision (please check one of the following):

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Accept the deviation and make the changes to the Nadcap checklist(s)


 FORMCHECKBOX 

Accept the deviation but limit the applicability to NUCAP (with specific reasons listed)


 FORMCHECKBOX 

Reject the deviation and recommend compliance


 FORMCHECKBOX 

Request the NMC to evaluate the deviation within a 6-month time period
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Follow-Up Audit Definition

Provide Clarity and Focus

Planning & Ops Meeting 



April 24, 2007







*



Follow Up Audits - Background

		Task groups specify follow up audits to verify certain action

		102 audits from 5 quarters were follow up audits (2-4% of total)

		Definition or Requirement of a Follow Up Audit is Not Clear

		~70% represent verification of corrective actions

		Follow Up Audits take anywhere between 10 to 120 days (in addition to main audit)

		They are not connected with main audit







*



Proposed:

Limit follow up audits to verify this task





*



Main Categories of Follow Up Audit

Verification of Corrective Action

Re-audit 

Scope Extension Audit 

Spot Audit 

“Missed Element” Audit - To confirm/audit items missed/neglected during the main audit (equipment malfunctioning or not available at time of main audit)





*



Focus on Verification of Corrective Actions

Follow-Up Audit

Is Used to verify Sustaining Corrective Actions 

Should be completed and closed in a timely manner… say, within 30 days from the time the corrective action plan is accepted (i.e. placed in Withheld status) 

Linked to a main audit (initial or reaccred) 





*



Definition Accepted by NMC on 4/24/07



		Follow-Up Audit – A supplemental audit to verify that corrective actions have been implemented for a limited number of major findings. 

		It must be linked to a specific main audit. 

		Additional Major NCRs found during a Follow-Up audit are automatic consideration for Failure (Failure Mode TBD).

		Change the name to Verification of Corrective Action (VCA) Audit 



Provide Clarity to Audits Conducted to Verify Corrective Actions





*



Recommendation

		NMC Metrics Sub-Team to accept 

		definition on Slide #6 – “VCA Audits”

		All other audits should be treated differently

		Target - Follow-Up Audits be Conducted and Closed in 30 days





		Next Steps

		Update NOP-002, NOP-011 and NIP-7-03

		



Need your Support to Go-forward





*



Also Need To Clearly Define …



		Scope Extension Audit

		Spot Audit

		“Missed Element” Audit

		Guidelines to handle Follow-Up Audits that do not meet expectations



No Action is Planned… Recommend Table it!













@adcap




Paretto of Reasons for 102 Follow-Up Audits Scheuled in 2006


69
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Compliance to Customer Requirements


Auditor did not complete the requuired


number of job audits
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Appeal 
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Follow-Up Audit Reason


Number of Audits


  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  





