

NMC STANDARDIZATION SUB-TEAM

FEBRUARY 25, 2008


UNCONFIRMED MINUTES

 FEBRUARY 25, 2008

HOLIDAY INN - ROME

ROME, ITALY

These minutes are not final until confirmed by the Sub-Team in writing or by vote at a subsequent meeting.  Information herein does not constitute a communication or recommendation from the Sub-Team and shall not be considered as such by any agency.

MONDAY, 25 FEBRUARY 2008

1.0
OPENING / CHAIRPERSON COMMENTS

The NMC Standardization Sub-Team was called to order at 9:00 a.m.  A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:

User Members Present (* Indicates Voting Member)

*
Rossella Andreozzi

Alenia Aeronautica SpA

*
Sergio Bilbao

ITP

*
Pascal Blondet

Airbus

*
Robert Bodemuller

Ball Aerospace & Technologies

*
Christian Buck

SAFRAN


Mark Cathey

Spirit AeroSystems


Michael Coleman

The Boeing Company

*
Chet Date

Honeywell Aerospace

*
Jim Diamond

USAF Hill AFB


Philippe Gastebois

ASD-PRO

*
Laurent Geerts

SONACA


Debra Harrison

DCMA

*
Tim Hayes

Hawker Beechcraft

*
Arne Logan

The Boeing Company

*
Heather Meyer

Cessna Aircraft Company

*
Jay Park

Northrop Grumman

*
Michel Pierantoni

Eurocopter

*
Manfred Podlech

MTU

*
Mark Rechtsteiner

GE Aviation

*
John Reid

Bombardier, Inc.

*
John Sattler

Hawker Beechcraft

*
John Shurtleff

Vought Aircraft Industries

*
Laurie Strom

Honeywell Aerospace

*
Kevin Ward
Chair
Goodrich Corporation


Steve Wells

Goodrich

*
Larry Wilson

Lockheed Martin Corporation

Other Participants/Members Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
*
Jean-Claude Bouche
PRI Americas (Mexico)

*
Mark Brown
Braddock Metallurgical

*
Miguel Gerdel
Thermal Structures, Inc.

*
Ed Jamieson
Bodycote

*
Dave Michaud
Fountain Plating

*
Michael Schleckman
Voss Industries

*
Jerry Wahlin
AAA Plating & Inspection, Inc.

PRI Staff Present 

Mark Aubele
EJ Kegerreis

John Barrett
Jim Lewis

Jim Bennett
Julie Rubright

Arshad Hafeez


Mark Rechtsteiner stepped down as Chairperson of the NMC Standardization Committee.  New Chairperson, Kevin Ward, opened the meeting with Chairperson Comments and review of the agenda.


Prior to the Nadcap meeting in Rome, three ballots were issued to the NMC; the NOP-003, NOP-008 and NOP-011.  The goal of this meeting is to resolve the comments received, and move forward with Staff Delegation (NOP-003), Merit (NOP-008) and Failure (NOP-011) ballots.


The timeline of events (see below), dating back to the January 2007 Nadcap Meeting held in Redondo Beach, California, was reviewed.  The timeline reflected the dates of the initial proposal and then subsequent progression until the present day (Monday, February 25, 2008).  All presentations at Nadcap meetings, WebEx / Conference Calls and significant email communication are encompassed within the timeline.



[image: image1.emf]Timeline -  Standardization.ppt



Arne Logan, on behalf of The Boeing Company, stated his company’s position on the ballots in questions, Staff Delegation, Merit and Failure.  The Boeing Company will voice their opinions and concerns, will not retard the progress of initiatives, however, if the initiatives are not deemed in the best interest of The Boeing Company in their opinion, they will bridge the gap internally.

1.3
Approval of October 22-23, 2007 Minutes


The minutes from October 22-23, 2007 were approved as written.

2.0
KEY DISCUSSION TOPICS:
2.1
STAFF DELEGATION  

Staff Delegation (NOP-003) presentation was given by EJ Kegerreis. Jim Bennett provided staff engineer support.  A recap of the ballot results to date:  19 Approval and 3 Disapprovals


The ballot comments were reviewed (see attached bfrm09). 


[image: image2.emf]NOP003  COMMENTS.xls


· The actual NOP-003 verbiage was revised and updated during the presentation (see attached revised NOP-003 document)


[image: image3.emf]nop003 030308.doc


· The “Go Forward Plan” (RAIL Items)

ACTION ITEM:  Reference NOP-003, Section 3.2 – Remove Audit Report Reviewer Criteria from NTGOPs and standardize in the NOP-003.

ACTION ITEM:  Reference NOP-003, Section 3.2 – Evaluate the feasibility of requiring AS9100 Quality System Training.  

· Monitoring of Delegation NOP-003, Section 4.0, Reference 4.1.1 c, d , e: concurrence measured three times per year at the Nadcap Meetings.

ACTION ITEM: Review criteria for Staff Delegation Oversight, remove from NTGOPs and standardize in the NOP-003, reference 4.1.1.

ACTION ITEM: Review feasibility of moving NOP-003, Section 3.3 Audit Report Ballot Process from the NOP-003 to the NIP 7-03 after paragraph 7.8.

Attached is a brief synopsis of the modifications to the Staff Delegation Criteria 
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ACTION ITEM: Standardization Team to send out an informational ballot encompassing all new information to NOP-003 and “Go Forward Plan” (i.e., RAIL) Action Items.

A Voice Vote was taken.  All changes approved.  No one opposed.

2.2
FAILURE CRITERIA  

Failure Criteria (NOP-011) was presented by Laurie Strom.  Jim Lewis provided staff engineer support.  A recap of the ballot results to date:  20 Approvals and 4 disapprovals.

The ballot comments were reviewed (see attached bfrm09).
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· The actual NOP-011 verbiage was revised and updated during the presentation (see attached revised NOP-011 document)


[image: image6.emf]nop011 03 03 08.doc


· The “Go Forward Plan” (RAIL Items)

ACTION ITEM:  Ensure all commodities ballot for current accreditation removal when reaccreditation audit packages are submitted to Task Group for failure.

ACTION ITEM: Consider adding Auditor Variation verbiage to Failure (NOP-011, Section 4.2), determine quantifiable evidence.

Review Failure data (NCRs per day – Total NCRs and Major NCRs)

· Data will be for the calendar year (January through December),  commodity specific

· Reviewed at the February Nadcap Meeting

ACTION ITEM:  Standardization Team to send out an informational ballot encompassing all new information to NOP-011 and “Go Forward Plan” (i.e., RAIL) Action Items.

Attached is a brief synopsis of the modifications to the Failure Criteria 


[image: image7.emf]FAILURE CRITERIA  op summary for Rome.ppt


A Voice Vote was taken.  All changes approved.  No one opposed.

2.3
MERIT CRITERIA  

Merit (NOP-008) was presented by Kevin Ward.  Jim Lewis provided staff engineer support.  A recap of the ballot results to date:  17 Approvals and 4 disapprovals.

The ballot comments were reviewed (see attached bfrm09).
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· The actual NOP-008 verbiage was revised and updated during the presentation (see attached revised NOP-008 document)


[image: image9.emf]nop008 03 03 08.doc


· The “Go Forward Plan” (RAIL Items)

ACTION ITEM: Add Quality Manual definitions to NOPs – inclusive of revised definition for “product escape.”

ACTION ITEM: Add “Summarization of Criteria” table to NOP-008, Reference 3.1 18-Month and 3.2 24-Month (add note of criteria clarification) utilize table template format from previous presentations.

ACTION ITEM: Failure Criteria: evaluate reasonableness of “CAP” on NCRs per day (Total NCRs and Major NCRs).

ACTION ITEM: Revisit Merit Criteria 6 to 12 months and determine feasibility of adding Failure Criteria (Total NCRs and Major NCRs) to Merit Criteria (NOP-008).

ACTION ITEM: Kevin Ward and Jim Lewis will provide the SSC with a final recap presentation on Merit.

ACTION ITEM: Commodity specific, Task Group responsibility to report at the next Nadcap meeting any audit meeting NOP-008 Merit Criteria but denied Merit based on Task Group specific: any other justifiable reason identified by Task Group (this requires Task Group concurrence).

ACTION ITEM:  Provide each Task Group with a tutorial – new definitions including “product escape”.

ACTION ITEM: Commodity specific, Task Group responsibility to report at next Nadcap Meeting any audit package denied merit based on a “product escape”.

A Voice Vote was taken.  All changes approved.  No one opposed.

2.4
STANDARDIZATION SUMMARY: DELEGATION, FAILURE, MERIT
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2.5
STAFF NOTE: FINAL BALLOT RESULTS: DELEGATION, FAILURE, MERIT (as of the close of the ballot)

Requirements:



39 NMC Voting Members (Primes & Suppliers)



20 Required Responses



15 Approvals Required


Actual Results:



NOP-003 – 21 Approvals and 3 Disapprovals



NOP-008 – 18 Approvals and 6 Disapprovals



NOP-011 – 23 Approvals and 5 Disapprovals


Conclusion:



All documents (NOPs) have been approved with all comments addressed

ADJOURNMENT – 25 FEBRUARY 2008 - Meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m.

Minutes Prepared by: EJ Kegerreis, ekegerreis@sae.org, Julie Rubright, julier@sae.org, Dina Heasley, dinah@sae.org 

RAIL:
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NMC Standardization

Timeline



Staff Delegation, Failure Criteria, and 

Supplier Merit





*



NMC Standardization Sub-Team

		January 2007

		Nadcap Meeting – Redondo Beach

		Commodity / Task Group Consistency Presentation

		Merit Sub-Team Created

		Goal to make recommendation for implementation by July 2007

		March 13, 2007

		Conference Call / WebEx

		Task Group Inconsistencies broken in to two groups:

		Standardization Sub-Team Priorities

		PRI Internal Priorities

		Future Meetings Discussed







*



NMC Standardization Sub-Team

		April 23, 2007

		Nadcap Meeting – Paris, France

		Standardization & TG Chair Meeting held 4/23/07

		Sub-Team Debated Following Issues:

		Meeting time & space during Nadcap Meetings

		Potentially extending to P & O

		Potentially arriving on Sunday prior to Nadcap Meeting

		Consensus to NOT take time away from TG Meetings.

		Update of TG Inconsistencies Presented

		Initial Presentations on Failure and Merit

		Decided on a formal presentation on Staff Delegation for Instanbul

		Sub-Team Created







*



NMC Standardization Sub-Team

		June 19, 2007

		Conference Call / WebEx

		Finalized topics for Standardization & TG Chair Meeting in July

		Presentations for July 2007 Nadcap Meeting were discussed:

		Merit

		Failure

		Quorum & Voting

		Staff Delegation







*



NMC Standardization Sub-Team

		July 16-17, 2007

		Nadcap Meeting – Istanbul, Turkey

		Standardization & TG Chair Meeting held 7/16/07

		Merit Presentation (#2) given

		Additional Volunteers solicited for sub-team (to include TG Chairs)

		Failure Requirements Presentation (#2) given

		Quorum & Voting Requirements given

		NMC Standardization Sub-Team Meeting held 7/17/07

		Next steps for Merit, Quorum & Voting, Failure were discussed

		Status of PRI Internal Prioritization Team / Discussion Supplier Prep Instructions

		Initial Presentation for Staff Delegation







*



NMC Standardization Sub-Team

		October 22-23, 2007

		Nadcap Meeting – Pittsburgh, PA

		Failure Criteria Presentation (#3) 10/22/07

		SE’s to review data & distribute to TG Chairs for feedback by 1/15/08

		Merit Criteria Presentation (#3) 10/22/07

		SE’s to review data & distribute to TG Chairs for feedback by 1/15/08

		Staff Delegation Presentation (#2) 10/22/07

		Sections 3.1 & 3.2 of NOP-003 were approved as written in the minutes of 10/23/07.

		SE’s to review data & distribute to TG Chairs for feedback by 1/15/08







*



WebEx Summary Timeline

		NMC Standardization Sub-Team

		March 13, 2007

		June 19, 2007

		October 16, 2007

		February 4, 2008

		Failure Criteria Sub-Team

		May 11, 2007

		May 29, 2007

		June 22, 2007

		June 29, 2007

		July 3, 2007

		August 3, 2007

		October 4, 2007

		November 7, 2007 (Presentation to SE SWAT Team)

		February 4, 2008







*



WebEx Summary Timeline

		Merit Criteria Sub-Team

		July 30, 2007

		August 21, 2007

		October 16, 2007

		November 7, 2007 (Presentation to SE SWAT Team) 

		November 21, 2007

		February 4, 2008

		Staff Delegation Sub-Team

		September 19, 2007

		October 5, 2007

		October 10, 2007

		October 15, 2007

		November 7, 2007 (Presentation to SE SWAT Team)

		January 31, 2008







*



Email Communication

		Staff Delegation

		12/20/07

		Email sent to Staff Delegation Sub-Team re: information presented at October 23, 2007 Nadcap Meeting.

		Feedback required by January 7, 2008.

		12/21/07

		Prime request for an extension on feedback until January 18, 2008

		1/22/08

		Responses received from those requesting extension.

		1/25/08

		Request to schedule Conference Call  / WebEx

		1/31/08

		Email sent to Sub-Team and “respondents” stating the information would go to ballot February 4, 2008 with a “go forward” plan to be discussed in Rome.







*



Email Communication

		Merit Criteria

		11/27/07

		Email sent to Sub-Team w/proposal attached stating it included feedback from “all” during the October Nadcap Meeting.  Also stated that even though it was agreed upon to discuss in Rome, the Sub Committee felt that the group had achieved it’s intent to Standardize Merit.

		It will only alter Merit numbers slightly

		Plan to review activity regularly

		Revisit criteria in 12-18 months

		Plan does not have a drastic on program and plans for continuous improvement

		Would like to put to vote by Mid-January 2008

		Email from one TG Chair stating the TG had scheduled a conf. call and he would push for acceptance as written.

		1/18/08

		Email to Sub-Team regarding follow-on discussions leading to proposal.  Request all stakeholders to review and respond by February 1, 2008. 















@adcap
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		Paragraph		Commentor		Comments		Action Taken/Date

		2.2.1		John Reid		Replace "performance" with "ability to meet eligibility criteria"		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		2.4		John Reid		Change "supplier eligibility" to "supplier's eligibility" to clarify that this a decision of the supplier under review and not suppliers overall.		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		2.5		Mark Rechtsteiner		Suggest 2.5 be rewritten to state "A delegated Staff Engineer may grant merit after seven calendar days provided there are no unresolved comments."		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		2.5		John Reid		2.5 should be 2.4.1 as it is a subset of 2.4		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		2.5 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Section 2.5:  Added "A delegated Staff Engineer may grant merit without further Task Group voting."

Reason for Disapproval: 
a) the decision to grant merit must be a task group decision not to be delegated
b) The proposed section 2.5 is in conflict with the following section as they require task group involvement:
i) Section 2.4, "Each Nadcap Task Group shall reach consensus on supplier eligibility for participation in the Supplier Merit Program.  If consensus cannot be achieved, the supplier shall be denied eligibility at that review."
ii) Section 3.1 & 3.2 Eligibility Criteria - "Any other justifiable reason identified by Task Group (This requires Task Group concurrence)"

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: Revise Section 2.5 as follows: "A delegated Staff Engineer may grant merit"		resolved by above - Change implemented - Editorial

		2.5		John Haddock		Still needs a bit more thought, maybe Mark R. suggestion would be a good way forward.

		3.1		Mark Rechtsteiner		Clarify this text "Successfully completed initial and 2 Reaccreditation audits (Merit may be granted for accreditation of 2nd reaccreditation audit)"		RAIL Item
Add table to 3.1/3.2 in NOP

		3.1		Mark Rechtsteiner		Spell out / define VCA audits in 3.1		RAIL Item:
add paragraph on definitions

		3.1 / 3.2		Mark Rechtsteiner		Clarify this text "Any other justifiable reason identified by Task Group (This requires Task Group Concurrence)."		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.1 / 3.2		Mark Rechtsteiner		In 3.1 and 3.2, replace "Any other justifiable reason identified by Task Group (This requires Task Group concurrence) with "Any other justifiable reason agreed to by the Task Group"		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.1
3.2
E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Section 3.1 & 3.2 Eligibility Criteria - Number of NCRs: There is no requirement to consider the number of NCRs as condition for merit.

Reason for Disapproval: We understand circumstances vary, such as scope of the audit and size of the supplier, which make it difficult to establish an NCR limit.  However, the number of NCRs must be a consideration and criteria established for its consideration.  Without written criteria there will be variation in the granting of merit within a task group and between task groups.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:
a) Add to NOP-008 Section 3.1 & 3.2 a statement "Consideration for the number of NCRs or words to the effect.
b) Provide the following information:
    i) Criteria a task group uses when considering the number of findings for merit
    ii) How decisions will be made and documented
c) Person identified as responsible for making changes
d) Program plan showing estimated completion dates.
e) Make readily available to all stakeholders the supporting procedures, processes, instructions and/or practices.		RAIL Items

		3.1
3.2
E		Arne Logan		(E) ACCEPTABLE WITH COMMENT

Proposed Change: Section 3.1 & 3.2 Eligibility Criteria - "Any other justifiable reason identified by Task Group (This requires Task Group concurrence)"

Reason for Comment: We agree there must be an option for Task Group to consider other factors, but it is not clear how task group concurrence for justifiable reasons will be achieved and documented as part of the Merit decision proces.

Actions needed to be taken:
Provide a program plan which contains, as a minimum, the following information:
a) Define the process for task group concurrence for justifiable reasons.  How decisions will be made and documented.
b) Person identified as responsible for making changes
c) Program plan showing essential completion dates
d) Make readily available to all stakeholders the supporting procedures, processes, instructions and/or practices.		RAIL Item

		3.1/3.2		John Haddock		Also needs some more clarification.

		3.1/3.2		Jerry Wahlin		Section 3.1 and 3.2 will disqualify most of the suppliers		Data taken on this shows it does not disqualify suppliers

		3.2 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Note at end of Section 3.2 Eligibility Criteria: "Note: For the purposes of Supplier Merit, Product Escape is defined as any violation requiring customer notification."

Reason for Disapproval: This definition is vague and not consistent with the definition in the PRI/Nadcap Quality Manual for "Special Process Escape."  The vagueness of this definition will continue to cause variation in its application.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: 
a) Either change the definition to be consistent with the definition in PRI/Nadcap Quality Manual for "Special Process Escape" or define criteria the task groups will use to determine when a violation documented in an NCR requires customer notification.

b) Provide a program plan which contains, as a minimum, the following information:
    i) Establishment of the criteria a task group uses when determining a violation documented in an
       NCR requires customer notification.
    ii) How decisions will be made and documented.
    iii) Person identified as responsible for making changes.
    iv) Program plan showing estimated completion dates.
     v) Make readily available to all stakeholders the supporting procedures, processes, instructions
        and/or practices.		John Barrett to add to definitions.
    
Add to Rail - presentation for each TG "tutorial"

		3.3		John Reid		Add "and communicated to Supplier" to end of paragraph		agreed - changed in NOP - Change implemented - Editorial

		General		John McBrien		Agree with Mark Rechtsteiner's comments.

				Mark Rechtsteiner		Suggest a timeline be provided to clearly describe when merit can be granted.		RAIL Item

				Mark Cathey		Concur with Arne Logan inputs.

						Vote taken in Standardization Sub-Team on 2/25/08 - No objections

						Comments received AFTER Voice Vote taken at the 2/25/08 meeting:

		General		Dianna Berube		Agree with Arne Logan's Comments

		2.5		Tom Murphy for Frank Gritsko		(E) Remove 2.5 Merit if it is to have real value to the supplier must be granted by Task Group not automatically granted by delegated staff.		Reference revised NOP-003 which requires all audits to undergo a 7-day ballot review. - Change implemented - Editorial



&LNadcap Management Council
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		Paragraph		Commentor		Comments		Action Taken/Date

		4.1,
4.2,
4.3,
4.4,
4.5 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED:

Proposed Change: The following statement was added under "Actions by PRI" in Audit Failure Modes A, B, C, D & E, Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 & 4.5, respectively, "Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group"

Reason for Disapproval:

a) The decision to withdraw a supplier's accreditation must be a consideration not a routine action.  The ultimate decision must be left to the Task Group User Primes.

b) This change conflicts with NOP-006, "Supplier Advisory".  The action to consider the withdrawal or suspension of all existing commodity, product, and or quality systems certifications is addressed in the Supplier Advisory process when an audit fails.  Reference NOP-006, Section 5.8.3 (a).

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:
Delete the statement "Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group."		RAIL Item

		4.1,
4.2,
4.3,
4.4,
4.5 -		Larry Wilson		Need to delete the following statement :  “Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group”.   The Supplier Advisory process addresses an audit failure so the statements should be removed to avoid conflict .		RAIL Item

		4.1,
4.2,
4.4,
4.5		John Shurtleff		Section 4.1, 4.2, 4.4, 4.5 Remove the bullet "Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group."

For all failures except severity of findings Mode C in Section 4.3 the withdrawal of certification should require affirmative action by the Task Group.

For Mode C failures, the default should be withdrawal unless otherwise approved by the Task Group.		RAIL Item

		4.2		Jerry Wahlin		Proposed Change: Section 4.2

Reason for Comment: Auditor variation must be a consideration for failure when a supplier exceeds the failure criteria for Mode "B".  Task Groups have data which clearly indicate some auditors write significantly more NCRs than their peers.  Companies audited by these auditors are at a higher risk for failing.  This perceived or real inequity must be addressed.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:
Add to Section 4.2: "When the Recommended Failure Threshold NAD is exceeded the task group shall take in to consideration for failure the number of NCRs was not the result of the auditor variation."		RAIL Item

		4.2 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED:

Proposed Change: Section 4.2 "…A task group may also define an upper limit of NCRs which may not be exceeded, regardless of the number of auditor days."

Reason for Disapproval: Does not allow consideration for any extenuating circumstances.  Task Group must have flexibility in deciding failure of a supplier.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:  
Change as follows:  "...A task group may also define an upper limit of NCRs which may not be exceeded, regardless of the number of auditor days, unless agreed upon by the task group.		Change implemented - Editorial

		4.2 - E		Arne Logan		(E) ACCEPTABLE WITH COMMENT:

Proposed Change: Section 4.2 establishes the following requirement:
� Recommended Failure Threshold NAD = Average NAD + 2σ
   m σ is standard deviation for the previous 12-month period

Reason for Comment: The standard deviation must be determined monthly as the number will always be the "previous 12-month period".  Recommended Failure Threshold NAD is a fixed number in Appendix A.  This will create a potential conflict as the Recommended Failure Threshold NAD will change as the average and standard deviation change, unless the table is reviewed monthly and the review documented.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:
Provide a program plan which contains, as a minimum, the following information:
a) The process for determining the standard deviation for the "previous 12-month period".  How decisions will be made and documented for changing the Recommended Failure Threshold NAD.

b) Person identified as responsible for making changes.

c) Program plan showing estimated completion dates.

d) Make readily available to all stakeholders the supporting procedures, processes or practices.		Added to procedure that 
TGs will be provided with previous year's data at the end of each year. - Change implemented - Editorial

		4.2 - E		Arne Logan		(E) ACCEPTABLE WITH COMMENT:

Proposed Change: Section 4.2

Reason for Comment: Auditor variation must be a consideration for failure when a supplier exceeds the failure criteria for Mode "B".  Task Groups have data which clearly indicate some auditors write significantly more NCRs than their peers.  Companies audited by these auditors are at a higher risk for failing.  This perceived or real inequity must be addressed.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:
Add to Section 4.2: "When the Recommended Failure Threshold NAD is exceeded the task group shall take in to consideration for failure the number of NCRs was not the result of the auditor variation."		RAIL Item

		4.3		Jay Park		Recommend to remove the 5th Bullet under Para. 4.3
REASON: By allowing "others", we may lose the consistency we try to achieve thru standardization effort.		No Change - Consistent with wording for Suspension and Withdrawal of Accreditation procedures

		General		Mark Rechtsteiner		Minor adjustments may be recommended to Appendix A after discussions with GE Process Experts.		No response necessary

		Pg. 9		John Reid		COMP cap = .5 should it be 15?  Needs clarification		Updated  - Change implemented - Editorial

		Pg. 9		John Reid		CT initial total = 96% should be 95%		This is correct.  It was not 95 or 98%

				John Reid		Change "Auditor Days" to "Audit Days" to maintain consistency throughout the NOP as well it speaks to the activity which is the audit and not the auditor.		No Change - Auditor days needed to account for commodities which conduct audits with more than one auditor

				Chet Date		may be you want to insert "Changes to Appendix A need NOT be re-approved by NMC".  I am ok if you do not accept this suggestion.		no change.

				John Haddock		I think we should consider the comments made as part of this ballot, disposition them as the sub-group deems appropriate then get on and introduce it.  We can then review the process in a year's time to check its working how we hope it will.		No Action Required

						Vote taken in Standardization Sub-Team 2/25/08 - no objections.

						Comments Received AFTER Voice Vote at 2/25/08 Meeting:

		4.2		Tom Murphy for Frank Gritsko		New Mode B requirements are excessively complex to no value added.  Recommend a single numeric value regardless of number of days.  This is still only a trigger for failure review and Task Group can take that into account.		Appreciate feedback, however the NMC decided to implement this strategy to account for the differing number of opportunities per audit.

				Dianna Berube		Agree with comments that auditor variation should be considered when suppliers exceed in Mode B Failure.

Also, "3 Days" is listed in Appendix A as the NM/SE CAP…..is this a typo?		RAIL Item - Updated - Change implemented - Editorial

				Vern Talmadge		A lot of good comments in this ballot that the NMC should acknowledge.		No Action Required.

Comment discussed during Standardization Meeting in Rome, 2/25/08
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Action Items

		Item #		Quarter		Year		Item Description		Due (Target) Date		Date Completed		Item Owner
(Responsibility)		Does this Affect Other Task Groups?
(Y/N)		Status		Comments / Concerns		Sort Code
(Archive/
Save

		1		January		2007		PRI to revise the necessary command media for implementing the new Major and Minor NCR definitions.		31-Jan-07		26-Mar-07		PRI		Yes		Closed		This has been added to the Appendix-1 of the PRI Quality Manual that is posted on eAuditNet.

		2		January		2007		The merit sub-team to develop recommendation and implementation proposal to the NMC Standardization Sub-Team for consideration and necessary coordination by July 2007.		01-Jul-07		23-Apr-07		Merit Sub-Team		Yes		Closed		Email reminders have been sent.   Team will meet during a break-out session and report at the April meeting.

		3		January		2007		PRI to distribute the Staff Engineer prioritization list and add a column for NMC Standardization Sub-Team input.		31-Jan-07		12-Feb-07		PRI		No		Closed		Column was added for input.  Priority Listing sent out to Sub-Team for vote.

		4		January		2007		NMC Standardization Sub-Team to conduct a conference call in approximately 1-month to discuss and finalize 2007 priorities and assignments. (PRI will organize this call and send out meeing invitations in 2-weeks.)		28-Feb-07		13-Mar-07		NMC Standardization Sub-Team		No		Closed		Webex / Conference Call was conducted utilizing the Priority List.

		1		April		2007		Column to be added to the PRI Internal Prioritization List: Task Group Inconsistencies spreadsheet.  The column will indicate the status of each sub-team in regards to "Percent Complete".  This status will be reported back to the Standardization Sub-Team for their review two weeks prior to the April, 2007 Nadcap Meeting		09-Apr-07		02-Apr-07		PRI		Yes		Closed		Column added 3/14/07.
Percent Completed column completed April 2, 2007

		2		April		2007		EJ Kegerreis will present the report out at the April 2007 Standardization Sub-Team Meeting.		23-Apr-07		23-Apr-07		EJ Kegerreis		Yes		Closed

		3		April		2007		Dina Heasley to combine items "Merit" and "Accreditation Term/Supplier Merit Program on the Standardization Sub-Team Priority List: Task Group Inconsistencies.		09-Apr-07		14-Mar-07		Dina Heasley		No		Closed

		4		April		2007		Merit Sub-Team to meet prior to April 2007 Nadcap Meeting.  A report-out will be given at the Standardization Sub-Team Meeting.		09-Apr-07		23-Apr-07		Kevin Ward / Merit Sub-Team		Yes		Closed		Email reminders have been sent.   Team will meet during a break-out session and report at the April meeting.

		5		April		2007		Dina Heasley will combine Items #3-#6 on the Standardization Sub-Team Priority List: Task Group Inconsistencies.		09-Apr-07		14-Mar-07		Dina Heasley				Closed

		6		April		2007		Laurie Strom will develop a proposal for the Failure Criteria and submit it to Phillippe Gastebois, Arne Logan, Dianna Berube & Jerry Whalin.  This team will submit their report-out to the Standardization Sub-Team for their review two weeks prior to the April 2007 Nadcap Meeting		09-Apr-07				Laurie Strom		Yes		Closed		Laurie Strom emailed the sub-team on 4/5/07 to set up a date for the webex/conference call.  On 4/12/07 Laurie requested the team respond via spreadsheet due to unavailability of team members to meet.

		7		April		2007		Rebekah Foutz will send an email to the Standardization Sub-Team requesting volunteers to work with her and Kevin Ward regarding Quorum and Voting Requirements.  A report-out on the team's status will be submitted to the Standardization Sub-Team for their review two weeks prior to the April 2007 Nadcap Meeting		09-Apr-07		10-Apr-07		Rebekah Foutz		Yes		Closed		Preliminary Mtg. w/Rebekah, Mark R. & Kevin W. was held.  It was deteremined that report out for this group would be given at the April meeting, as well as the request for volutneers.

		8		April		2007		Arshad Hafeez will see to it that "Process for changing NTGOPs", as well as the "Staff Delegation of Audit Report Review" are added to the Planning & Ops Agenda		16-Mar-07		14-Mar-07		Arshad Hafeez		Yes		Closed

		9		April		2007		EJ Kegerreis will follow up with Stephen Pollard to ensure he is willing to lead the Staff Delegation for Audit Report Review Team.		09-Apr-07		23-Mar-07		EJ Kegerreis		Yes		Closed

		10		April		2007		Dina Heasley will move "Auditor Interview" from the Standardization Sub-Team Priority List: Task Group Inconsistencies to the PRI Internal Priority List: Task Group Inconsistencies.		16-Mar-07		13-Mar-07		Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed

		11		April		2007		Arshad Hafeez to add "Raising-The-Bar" discussion to the Planning & Ops Meeting Agenda		16-Mar-07		13-Mar-07		Arshad Hafeez		Yes		Closed

		12		April		2007		Arshad Hafeez to arrange the Standardization Sub-Team Agenda to accommodate a one-hour meeting with the Task Group Chairs.		23-Apr-07		01-Apr-07		Arshad Hafeez		Yes		Closed		This item has been included in the Standardization Sub-Team Agenda.

		13		April		2007		EJ Kegerreis to review the Supplier Prep Instructions to determine what the Suppliers are being asked to provide.  Report-out due at July 2007 Meeting in Istanbul.		16-Jul-07		10-Jul-07		EJ Kegerreis		Yes		Closed		Report out given at 7/16/07 meeting

		14		April		2007		The Standardization Sub-Team will email Kevin Ward with their views regarding the Merit Program by May 16, 2007.		16-May-07		23-Apr-07		Kevin Ward / Strd Sub-Team		Yes		Closed

		15		April		2007		Brainstorming session has been scheduled for 3:00 pm, April 23, 2007, with the members of the Merit Sub-Team.		23-Apr-07		23-Apr-07		Kevin Ward / Merit Sub-Team		Yes		Closed

		16		April		2007		Dina Heasley to add the topic of the Merit Sub-Team Brainstorming Session results to the July 207 agenda for the joint Standardization and Task Group Chair meeting Monday morning in Istanbul.		22-Jun-07		12-Jun-07		Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed

		17		April		2007		Rebekah Foutz to review the questions and comments that resulted from the attempted ballot by early June 2007.		08-Jun-07		22-Jun-07		Rebekah Foutz		Yes		Closed

		18		April		2007		Dina Heasley to add the topic of the results of Rebekah's review of the ballot questions/comments  to the July 2007 agenda for the joint Standardization and Task Group Chair meeting Monday morning in Istanbul.		22-Jun-07		12-Jun-07		Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed

		19		April		2007		Laurie Strom to conduct a face-to-face meeting with the sub-team members on April 24, 2007.		24-Apr-07		24-Apr-07		Laurie Strom		Yes		Closed

		20		April		2007		Mark Rechtsteiner will add the Failure Sub-Team to the Agenda for the July 2007 Meeting in Istanbul.		22-Jun-07		12-Jun-07		Mark Rechtsteiner		Yes		Closed

		21		April		2007		Laurie Strom and the Failure Criteria sub-team will develop a recommendation by July 2007.		16-Jul-07		10-Jul-07		Laurie Strom		Yes		Closed

		22		April		2007		Laurie Strom will conduct a Webex / Conference Call to discuss the Failure recommendation and the agenda for the July 2007 meeting in Istanbul.		08-Jun-07		22-Jun-07		Laurie Strom		Yes		Closed

		23		April		2007		EJ Kegerreis to survey/determine why the Task Groups are overriding the Staff Engineers’ recommendation for failure by July 2007.		16-Jul-07		04-Jun-07		EJ Kegerreis		Yes		Closed		Survey results are due Friday, June 15, 2007.

		24		April		2007		Stephen Pollard to develop a recommendation for Staff Delegation for Audit Report Review Sub-Team and report out at the October 2007 Meeting in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.		23-Oct-07		23-Oct-07		Stephen Pollard		Yes		Closed

		25		April		2007		Dina Heasley to add the topic of Staff Delegation report out from Stephen Pollard on the October Agenda for the joint Standardization and Task Group Chair meeting Monday morning in Pittsburgh.		30-Sep-07		06-Aug-07		Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed

		26		April		2007		John Barrett to review the possibility of dropping the “first pass yield” by the July 2007 meeting in Istanbul.		16-Jul-07		23-Apr-07		John Barrett		Yes		Closed

		27		April		2007		John Barrett presented proposal to change NIP 7-03. This is to be discussed at Planning and Ops on April 24, 2007.		24-Apr-07		24-Apr-07		John Barrett		Yes		Closed

		28		October		2007		Kevin Ward will update the chart and make revisions to the Merit Requirements presentation and submit to EJ Kegerreis by Friday, June 22, 2007 for disbritubion to the Standardization Sub-Team prior to the July 2007 meeting.		22-Jun-07		20-Jun-07		Kevin Ward		Yes		Closed				Archive

		29		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis to review the Level 3 Advisory report for possible inclusion in Kevin Ward's Merit Requirements presentation by Friday, June 22, 2007.		22-Jun-07		21-Jun-07		EJ Kegerreis		Yes		Closed		Email sent to Kevin Ward & Mark Rechtsteiner 6/21/07.		Archive

		30		October		2007		Rebekah Foutz will have the Quorum and Voting Requirements proposal to EJ Kegerreis by Friday, June 22, 2007, for distribution to the Standardization Sub-Team prior to the July 2007 meeting.		22-Jun-07		22-Jun-07		Rebekah Foutz		Yes		Closed				Archive

		31		October		2007		Laurie Strom will update the Failure Criteria presentation following the June 22, 2007 meeting of this sub-team and submit to EJ Kegerreis for distribution to the Standardization Sub-Team prior to the July 2007 meeting.		25-Jun-07		10-Jul-07		Laurie Strom		Yes		Closed		Additional Conference Call / Webex scheduled for Friday, June 29, 2007.

Presentation was distributed.  Feedback requested by 7/9/07		Archive

		32		October		2007		Dina Heasley will remove Agenda Items #5 & #6 from the July 2007 Agenda.  Agenda Item #6 - Supplier Prep Instructions (specifically) or All PRI Internal Standardization Sub-Team Report-Out		19-Jun-07		19-Jun-07		Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed				Archive

		33		October		2007		Stephen Pollard to develop a recommendation for Staff Delegation for Audit Report Review Sub-Team and report out at the October 2007 Meeting in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. (SEE ACTION ITEM #24)		22-Oct-07				Stephen Pollard		Yes		Closed				Save

		34		October		2007		Stephen Pollard to conduct webex / conference call by the end of July 2007		31-Jul-07				Stephen Pollard		Yes		Closed				Save

		35		October		2007		Stephen Pollard will define the charter for the Staff Delegation presentation		31-Jul-07				Stephen Pollard		Yes		Closed				Save

		36		October		2007		Mark Aubele, PRI, to re-convene the Satellite Sub-Team to draft a proposal for presentation at the February 2008 Nadcap Meeting.						Mark Aubele / Satellite Sub-Team		Yes		Open		Sub-team formed internally, Laurie Strom volunteered.  PRI Internal team met.  Presentation on hold until Failure, Merit & Staff Delegation ballots are resolved.		Save

		37		October		2007		Laurie Strom will work with Dina Heasley to schedule a WebEx/Conference Call for the Failure Criteria Sub-Team to discuss Failure Mode C in more detail prior to the February 2008 Nadcap Meeting.		9-Nov-07				Laurie Strom
Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed		SE's solicited TG's for top 3 reasons.		Save

		38		October		2007		Assuming the Task Groups establish NCR limits based upon the NCR per day failure methodology, PRI will provide information to the Task Group on an annual basis for updating purposes, if necessary.						PRI (TBD)		Yes		Open		ON-GOING		Save

		39		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis / Dina Heasley will work with Arshad Hafeez to schedule time for a "deep dive" discussion on the Failure Criteria Topic with the Task Group Chairs in the next NMC Standardization Team Meeting in Rome in 2008.		9-Nov-07				EJ Kegerreis
Arshad Hafeez
Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed		NOP-011 Ballot comments will be discussed in Rome (February 2008)		Save

		40		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis / Glenn Shultz to review this Failure NCR data with the Staff Engineers and distribute data to the Task Group Chairs.		15-Nov-07		07-Nov-07		EJ Kegerreis
Glenn Shultz		Yes		Closed		Meeting with SE's / Glenn has been scheduled for 11/7/07.		Archive

		41		October		2007		Task Group Chairs / Staff Engineers to review the Failure Data and provide feedback to Laurie Strom & EJ Kegerreis by January 15, 2008.		15-Jan-08				EJ Kegerreis
Laurie Strom
Task Group Chairs
Staff Engineers		Yes		Closed				Save

		42		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis / Dina Heasley will work with Arshad Hafeez to schedule time for a "deep dive" discussion on the Merit Criteria Topic with the Task Group Chairs in the next NMC Standardization Team Meeting in Rome in 2008.		9-Nov-07				EJ Kegerreis
Arshad Hafeez
Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed		NOP-008 Ballot comments will be discussed in Rome		Save

		43		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis / Dina Heasley to distribute the Merit Criteria data to the Staff Engineers, Task Group Chairs and Vice Chairs by November 1, 2007.		1-Nov-07		24-Oct-07		EJ Kegerreis
Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed				Archive

		44		October		2007		Task Group Chairs / Staff Engineers to review the Merit Data and provide feedback to Kevin Ward & EJ Kegerreis by January 15, 2008.		15-Jan-08				EJ Kegerreis
Kevin Ward
Task Group Chairs
Staff Engineers		Yes		Closed				Save

		45		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis / Dina Heasley will work with Arshad Hafeez to schedule time for a "deep dive" discussion on the Staff Delegation Topic with the Task Group Chairs in the next NMC Standardization Team Meeting in Rome in 2008.		9-Nov-07				EJ Kegerreis
Arshad Hafeez
Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed		NOP-003 Ballot comments will be discussed in Rome.		Save

		46		October		2007		EJ Kegerreis / Dina Heasley to distribute the Staff Delegation data to the Staff Engineers, Task Group Chairs and Vice Chairs by November 1, 2007.		1-Nov-07				EJ Kegerreis
Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed				Save

		47		October		2007		Task Group Chairs / Staff Engineers to review the Staff Delegation Data and provide feedback to Stephen Pollard & EJ Kegerreis by January 15, 2008.		15-Jan-08				EJ Kegerreis
Stephen Pollard
Task Group Chairs
Staff Engineers		Yes		Closed				Save

		49		October		2007		Arne Logan, Heather Meyer, Kevin Ward, Larry Wilson, Mark Cathey & Arshad Hafeez will work together to develop a proposal regarding the criteria for quorum & voting requirements by the Rome meeting in February 2008.		15-Feb-08				Arne Logan
Heather Meyer
Kevin Ward
Larry Wilson
Mark Cathey
Arshad Hafeez		Yes		Tabled		Email sent to the group 2/20/08 to get the status of the group.

Action Item tabled until Rome Meeting in February 2008.		Save

		50		October		2007		Arne Logan will work with PRI to schedule a WebEx / Conference Call for this new Quorum & Voting Sub-Team in November and December.		15-Nov-07				Arne Logan
Dina Heasley		Yes		Tabled		Action Item tabled until Rome Meeting in February 2008		Save

		51		October		2007		Arshad Hafeez to name a PRI Staff Member to participate on the Quorum & Voting team, by November 15, 2007.		15-Nov-07		25-Feb-08		Arshad Hafeez		Yes		Closed		Arshad Hafeez will be the staff representative on this team.		Save

		52		October		2007		Dina Heasley will add an "On-Going" Agenda Item to the NMC Standardization Agenda to review the ad hoc standardization items.		1-Feb-08		01-Feb-08		Dina Heasley		Yes		Closed		ON-GOING		Save

		ACTION ITEMS FROM ROME 2008 STANDARDIZATION MEETING (DELEGATION - NOP-003, FAILURE - NOP-011 & MERIT - NOP-008)

								NOP - 003 - STAFF DELEGATION

		53		April		2008		Remove Audit Report Reviewer Criteria from NTGOPs and standardize in the NOP-003.						Staff Delegation Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		54		April		2008		Evaluate the feasibility of requiring AS9100 Quality System Training						Staff Delegation Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		55		April		2008		Review the criteria for staff delegation oversight, remove from the NTGOPs and standardize in the NOP-003, Section 4.1.1						Staff Delegation Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		56		April		2008		Review the feasibility of moving NOP-003, Section 3.3 Audit Report Ballot Process from the NOP-003 to the NIP 7-03 after paragraphy 7.8						Staff Delegation Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		57		April		2008		Standardization Team to send out an informational ballot encompassing all new information to NOP-003 and "Go Forward Plan" (i.e., RAIL) Action Items.		18-Mar-08		18-Mar-08		EJ Kegerreis
Jim Bennett		Yes		Open

								NOP-011 - FAILURE

		58		April		2008		Ensure all commodities ballot for current accreditation removal when reaccreditation audit packages are submitted to the Task Group for failure.						Failure Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		59		April		2008		Consider adding Auditor Variation verbiage to Failure (NOP-011, Section 4.2), determine the quantifiable evidence.						Failure Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		60		April		2008		Standardization Team to send out an informational ballot encompassing all new information to NOP-011 and "Go Forward Plan" (i.e., RAIL) Action Items.		18-Mar-08		18-Mar-08		EJ Kegerreis
Laurie Strom		Yes		Open

		61		April		2008		PRI will add Quality Manual definitions to NOPs - inclusive of revised definition for "Product Escape."						John Barrett		Yes		Open

		62		April		2008		PRI will add "Summarization of Criteria" table to NOP-008, Reference 3.1 18-month and 3.2 24-month (add note of criteria clarification) utilize table template format from previous presentations.						Jim Lewis		Yes		Open

		63		April		2008		Failure Criteria Sub-Team will evaluate the reasonableness of "CAP" on NCRs per day (Total NCRs and Major NCRs)		31-Jan-09				Failure Sub-Team		Yes		Open

								NOP - 008 - MERIT

		64		April		2008		Merit Criteria Sub-Team will revisit the Merit Criteria in 6 to 12 months and determine the feasibility of adding Failure Criteria (Total NCRs and Major NCRs) to Merit Criteria (NOP-008)		31-Jan-09				Merit Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		65		April		2008		Kevin Ward and Jim Lewis will provide the SSC with a final recap presentation on Merit.		21-Jul-08				Kevin Ward
Jim Lewis		Yes		Open

		66		April		2008		Commodity Specific Task Group responsibility to report at the next Nadcap meeting any audit meeting NOP-008 Merit Criteria but denied Merit based on the Task Group specific: any other justifiable reason identified by Task Group (this requires Task Group concurrence).		21-Jul-08				Each Commodity Task Group
Dina Heasley		Yes		Open		Dina Heasley to solicit the Task Groups by the end of June, 2008, prior to the July, 2008 Nadcap Meeting

		67		April		2008		PRI will provide each Commodity specific Task Group with a tutorial - new definitions including "Product Escape"						John Barrett		Yes		Open

		68		April		2008		Commodity Specific Task Group responsibility to report at next Nadcap Meeting any audit package denied Merit based on a "Product Escape".		21-Jul-08				Each Commodity Task Group
Dina Heasley		Yes		Open		Dina Heasley to solicit the Task Groups by the end of June, 2008, prior to the July, 2008 Nadcap Meeting

		69		April		2008		Method to communicate merit disapprovals to suppliers						Merit Sub-Team		Yes		Open

		0																				0



&LUpdated &D&RNMC Standardization Sub-Team Rolling Action Item List (RAIL)



Summary

		*Month		*Year		*Total		*Open		*Tabled		*Closed		* % Closed		* % Open

		January		2003		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		April		2003		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2003		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2003		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		January		2004		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		April		2004		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2004		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2004		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		January		2005		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		April		2005		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2005		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2005		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		January		2006		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		April		2006		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2006		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2006		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		January		2007		4		0		0		4		100%		0%

		April		2007		27		0		0		27		100%		0%

		July		2007		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2007		24		2		2		20		83%		8%

		February		2008		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2008		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2008		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		February		2009		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2009		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2009		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		February		2010		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		July		2010		0		0		0		0		0%		0%

		October		2010		0		0		0		0		0%		0%



&LUpdated &D&RNMC Standardization Sub-Team RAIL Closure Rate



Formulas

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		January		2003		Open		0		January		2003		Closed		0		January		2003		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		April		2003		Open		0		April		2003		Closed		0		April		2003		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2003		Open		0		July		2003		Closed		0		July		2003		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2003		Open		0		October		2003		Closed		0		October		2003		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		January		2004		Open		0		January		2004		Closed		0		January		2004		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		April		2004		Open		0		April		2004		Closed		0		April		2004		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2004		Open		0		July		2004		Closed		0		July		2004		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2004		Open		0		October		2004		Closed		0		October		2004		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		January		2005		Open		0		January		2005		Closed		0		January		2005		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		April		2005		Open		0		April		2005		Closed		0		April		2005		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2005		Open		0		July		2005		Closed		0		July		2005		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2005		Open		0		October		2005		Closed		0		October		2005		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		January		2006		Open		0		January		2006		Closed		0		January		2006		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		April		2006		Open		0		April		2006		Closed		0		April		2006		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2006		Open		0		July		2006		Closed		0		July		2006		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2006		Open		0		October		2006		Closed		0		October		2006		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		January		2007		Open		0		January		2007		Closed		4		January		2007		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		April		2007		Open		0		April		2007		Closed		27		April		2007		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2007		Open		0		July		2007		Closed		0		July		2007		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2007		Open		2		October		2007		Closed		20		October		2007		Tabled		2

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		February		2008		Open		0		February		2008		Closed		0		February		2008		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2008		Open		0		July		2008		Closed		0		July		2008		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2008		Open		0		October		2008		Closed		0		October		2008		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		February		2009		Open		0		February		2009		Closed		0		February		2009		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2009		Open		0		July		2009		Closed		0		July		2009		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2009		Open		0		October		2009		Closed		0		October		2009		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		February		2010		Open		0		February		2010		Closed		0		February		2010		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		July		2010		Open		0		July		2010		Closed		0		July		2010		Tabled		0

		Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status				Quarter		Year		Status

		October		2010		Open		0		October		2010		Closed		0		October		2010		Tabled		0
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Standardization Summary

Delegation, Merit & Failure



February 26, 2008





*



Major Accomplishments of Standardization Subcommittee

		Nearly 2 years of effort

		3 areas of focus – Delegation, Merit, Failure

		3 ballots approved at Rome meeting

		Benefits

		Data driven, standardized methodology

		Improved consistency among commodities

		Improved compliance to existing procedure

		Reduced opportunity for conflict between documents

		Based on analysis, no significant delta in failure/merit

		Laid groundwork for continued improvement







*



Delegation Summary

		Standardized the timeframe for Audit Report Ballot Process to 7 calendar days

		Review data for Monitoring of Delegation 3x/year (at Nadcap meetings)

		Established 1 year minimum SE experience defined  in NOP with specific initial delegation criteria still contained in NTGOPs.

		Future step is to further standardize criteria and finalize removal of delegation and oversight of delegation from NTGOPs.







*



Merit

		Remove Merit criteria from NTGOPs



		Improve consistency in granting merit without significant negative change to number on merit



		Review data in 6-12 months to evaluate NCR limits



		18-Month Criteria		24-Month Criteria

		Number of audits		2nd Reaccred Audit		2 Consecutive 18-month accreditations

		No Non-Sustaining CA		Current and 1 previous audit		Current and 1 previous audit

		No VCA Audits		Current and 1 previous audit		Current and 1 previous audit

		No Product Escapes* or Level 2/3 Supplier Advisories		Current and 1 previous audit		Current and 1 previous audit

		Cumulative Supplier Delinquency		No more than 14 Days		No more than 7 Days

		Number of Findings		No Limit		No Major NCRs

		Other		Any justifiable reason identified by Task Group		Any justifiable reason identified by Task Group

































*



Failure

		Modes D & E modified in Jan. 2008 – standardize language on number of cycles and non-responsiveness 

		Ballot for removal of accreditation at same time as failure ballot - applies to all Modes

		Mode C – severity added list of items to consider in order to improve consistency in review and discussion process

		Potential or actual product impact

		Gross systems breakdown

		Lack of management control

		Falsification of documents

		Other issues severe enough to warrant failure 

		Mode B – Standardize methodology to enable consideration of number opportunities using Average number NCRs/Auditor day (Major and Total – review data annually at Feb. Mtg.)

		Mode A – Unchanged

		Auditor variation is on RAIL to ensure further evaluation   















@adcap







_1267357724.xls
b-frm-09

		Paragraph		Commentor		Comments		Action Taken/Date

		3.1		Mark Rechtsteiner		Suggest a reference to "essential" and "informational" comment protocol of NOP-001, Paragraph 6.3		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer and remove reference to the Informational / Essential concerns - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.1		Chet Date		Suggested change to wording:
"…Quorum voting, however, will be the final resolution."  and deleting rest of the sentence "with a ballot process used to capture "informational" or "essential" concerns.  Where the concern is "essential, then this shall be addressed accordingly by the Task Group."  I believe after making every good faith effort to seek consensus, voting must be used to reach a decision.		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer and remove reference to the Informational / Essential concerns - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.1		Larry Wilson		All Prime Task Group Members shall be in agreement to award delegation subject to the required criteria being met.

Response: It is not clear if the minimum of one years worth of experience with the Task Group is the only experience necessary.		Agreed to modify paragraph 3.2 to include reference to NTGOP allowing for additional criteria to be met.
Change implemented - Editorial

		3.1 - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 3.1 to read "All Prime Task Group Members shall be in agreement to award delegation subject to the required criteria being met, as defined in the applicable Nadcap Task Group Operating Procedure."

Justification: There is not defined "required criteria" in this procedure for delegation.  It is not acceptable for the criteria to be only one year on the job.  This only identifies a minimum timeframe in which it is deemed necessary to be involved with the applicable task group before consideration.		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer and remove reference to the Informational / Essential concerns - Change implemented - Editorial

All Prime Task Group Members shall be in agreement to award delegation subject to the required criteria being met, as defined in the applicable Nadcap Task Group Operating Procedure

		3.1 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Section 3.1 "All Prime Task Group members shall be in agreement to award delegation subject to the required criteria being met…."

Reason for Disapproval:  It is not clear if the "required criteria" is only "…minimum of 1 year on-the-job experience with the Task Group..." defined in Section 3.2 or there is additional criteria not yet defined.

Action needed to be taken for acceptance:  Allow for additional criteria in Section 3.2		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer and remove reference to the Informational / Essential concerns  - Change implemented - Editorial


Agreed to modify paragraph 3.2 to include reference to NTGOP allowing for additional criteria to be met.

		3.2 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Section 3.2 "Audit Report Reviewers shall have a minimum of 1 year on-the-job experience with the Task Group"

Reason for Disapproval:  Without defining other required criteria which must be met to award delegation it is implied the only hard criteria for delegation is a minimum of one year on-the-job experience.  This is not acceptable.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: Change Section 3.2 to "Audit Report Reviewers shall meet the following minimum requirements:"

a) A minimum of 1 year on-the-job experience with the Task Group.  In exceptional circumstances, this minimum experience level may be waived by the Task Group.  Where this occurs, the rationale shall be recorded as part of the Audit Report Reviewer's Delegation Approval documentation (t-frm-99k).

b) 9100 quality systems training

c) Common Task Group criteria for demonstration of competency of the Audit Report Reviewer (to be developed).		Agreed to modify paragraph 3.2 to include reference to NTGOP allowing for additional criteria to be met  - Change implemented - Editorial

RAIL Item - Consider AS9100 training for Staff Engineers.

RAIL Item - NTGOP additional criteria for staff engineers to be reviewed for eventual standardization into NOP-003.

		3.3		Mark Rechtsteiner		Suggest moving to NIP 7-03 after 7.8.  This ballot process does not belong in the delegation process procedure.		Items B, C & D to be combined.

RAIL Item - Review ballot process for approving delegated audit report packages.

		3.3 b - E		Arne Logan		(E) ACCEPTABLE WITH COMMENT

Proposed Change: Section 3.3 b.  "Immediate certificate issuance shall occur once 3 User Voting Members have voted to approve closure of the audit, and the approval ballot has been open for 7 calendar days."

Reason for Comment: Not clear.  Needs to be clarified.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: Change to read, "Certificate will be issued after 7 calendar days once 3 User Voting Members have voted to approve."		Items B, C & D to be combined.

RAIL Item - Review ballot process for approving delegated audit report packages.

		3.3 b & c		Larry Wilson		3.3 b:  Immediate certificate issuance shall occur once 3 User Voting Members have voted to approve closure of the audit, and the approval ballot has been open for 7 calendar days.

3.3 c:  If less than 3 User Voting Members have voted to approve the audit, the certificate will be issued at the end of 7 calendar days.

Response: need to clarify three voting members needed before closure of the ballot in seven days.		Items B, C & D to be combined.

RAIL Item - Review ballot process for approving delegated audit report packages.

		3.3b - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 3.3b to read "Immediate certification shall occur after the approval ballot has been open for 7 calendar days and all comments have been resolved."

Justification:  Combine b & c and eliminate that three user votes close the ballot no matter what the timeframe the ballot is open.  This deosn't allow adequate time for a Prime Task Group Member to review and vote (with no prescribed due date.)"		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by M Rechsteiner  - Change implemented - Editorial

Items B, C & D to be combined.

RAIL Item - Review ballot process for approving delegated audit report packages.

		3.3b&c		Mark Rechtsteiner		Text can be simplified by stating "The certificate shall be issued after seven calendar days provided there are no unresolved comments."		Agreed verbiage to be modified  - Change implemented - Editorial

The certificate shall be issued after seven calendar days provided there are no unresolved comments.

		3.4		Mark Rechtsteiner		Chage to "Delegation status applies to both initial and reaccreditation audits" (Delete reference to NUCAP)		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer. - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.4		Chet Date		Please remove reference to NUCAP, it is a different program.  "3.4 Delegation is a delegation and whether it is for an initial or a reaccreditation audit, or a Nadcap or NUCAP {delete NUCAP} audit, the Audit Report Reviewer is delegated to act on behalf of the User Voting Members."		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer. - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.4		Larry Wilson		Delegation is a delegation and whether it is for an initial or a reaccreditation audit, or a Nadcap or NUCAP audit, the Audit Report Reviewer is delegated to act on behalf of the User Voting Members.

Response:  Need to remove "or a Nadcap or NUCAP audit."  The statement needs to identify the delegated staff engineer is acting on behalf of the voting members of the Task Group.		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer. - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.4 - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 3.4 to state "Granting of delegation shall be all inclusive for all audits, initial and reaccreditations."

Justification:  It is not appropriate to reference NUCAP in a Nadcap Document and this is not within the scope of the Nadcap Task Group's authority or Nadcap Management Council to approve (via this ballot).		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer. - Change implemented - Editorial

Granting of delegation shall be all inclusive for all audits, initial and reaccreditations.

		3.4 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: "3.4 Delegation is a delegation whether it is for an initial or a reaccreditation audit, or a Nadcap or a NUCAP audit, the Audit Report Reviewer is delegated to act on behalf of the User Voting Members."

Reason for Disapproval: Conditions imposed on the NUCAP process must be decided on by the NUCAP Management Council.
Note: At the telecon we had on Jan. 31, 2008, we discussed a summary of NMC sub-team comments provided on Jan. 30 in a PowerPoint presentation titled, "Staff Delegation Proposal With NMC Membership Feedback January 29, 2008."  This was a summary of prime comments made to the draft proposal, dated Dec 19, 2007, sent to the NMC on Dec 20, 2007.  The Dec 19 draft proposal did not include Section 3.4 or any of the wordings.  Therefore, it was not commented on by any prime or discussed on any of our teleconferences.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:  Delete reference to "NUCAP audit" in Section 3.4
Note: This issue is on the NUCAP Management Council Rome meeting agenda for discussion.		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer. - Change implemented - Editorial

		3.4 - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: "Section 3.4 Delegation is a delegation whether it is for an initial or a reaccreditation audit, or a Nadcap or a NUCAP audit, the Audit Report Reviewer is delegated to act on behalf of the User Voting Members."

Reason for Disapproval: Delegation is used for several Task Group responsibilities, which have not been sufficiently described.  Delegation may be for multiple processes, such as audit review, merit, and audit failure (such as when the supplier stops an audit).  Delegation may be limited to reaccreditation audits until confidence has been obtained for initials.  Delegation may be for mature Audit Criteria only.  Experience with new audit criteria needs to be obtained to develop task group confidence. Delegation may be limited to acceptance of Minor NCRs only.  It is important the task group be able to identify the scope of their delegation.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance:  Section 3.4 - Revise as follows:  "Delegation authorizes the staff engineer to act on behalf of the Task Group User Voting Members within their scope of delegation.  The task groups shall define a common scope of delegation to be used by all task groups for defining the scope of an
Audit Report Reviewer's delegation."		RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1a - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 4.1.1a to: "Formal review process/monitoring of a minimum of 10% of the audits reviewed by the individual Audit Report Reviewer on a quarterly basis.  This Oversight Review shall include review of the entire audit package and include a review of both administrative and technical functions.

Justification:  This is not an acceptable minimum.  Based upon a reviewer, this could be one finding.  Oversight of the audit report review process includes other factors other than review of Findings.  This includes completeness of the audit report (Checklist completion, attachments completion [items like Proprietary and Export Controlled], all answers requiring a finding are completed as an NCR, all findings completed closed, merit recommendation complete etc.)  The entire audit package must be reviewed as part of the oversight process to assure the effectiveness of the review.		C, D & E to be modified to indicate that the oversight process will be reviewed as a minimum, three times a year and not quarterly.

RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1 b - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Section 4.1.1 b.  "Closure of audit reports with approval from 3 or more User Voting Members will be considered part of the Delegation Oversight Review…."

Reason for Disapproval: Oversight of delegation must not be included as part of the audit review process.  These are two different activities which must be separated.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: Delete section 4.1.1 b		Agreed - B has been removed.

		4.1.1 c - E		Arne Logan		(E) ACCEPTABLE WITH COMMENT

Proposed Change: Sections 4.1.1c "Any issue raised by the Task Group Reviewer / User Primes resulting in additional re-work of audit is considered a count against the monitoring percentage."

Reason for Comment: Delegation has both quantitative and qualitative criteria which need to be monitored.  No qualitative criteria were provided.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: Change Section 4.1.1c as follows: "Any issue raised by the Task Group Reviewer / User Primes resulting in additional re-work of the audit is considered a count against the monitoring.  Criteria for monitoring must consider Audit Report Reviewer evaluation of: (1) finding classification, major vs. minor, (2) auditor completion of audit criteria, (3) auditor guidance on finding writing, (4) corrective action follow up, (5) application of merit criteria, (6) understanding of prime requirements.		RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1b - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Delete 4.1.1b

Justification: Audit report review does not constitute Oversight Review.  This review has to be separate and distinctive of audit report review.  Delete this sub-paragraph.		Agreed - B has been removed. - Change implemented - Editorial

RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1c		Mark Rechtsteiner		Clarify by adding CONCURRENCE as shown "Any issue raised by the Task Group Reviewer / User Primes resulting in additional re-work of audit is considered a count against the CONCURRENCE monitoring percentage.		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer.

		4.1.1c - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 4.1.1c to state:  Any issue raised by a Task Group member, including administrative and technical, shall be counted against the oversight concurrence percentage.

Justification:  Delegation is being granted for the entire audit report review and should include thoroughness of the review both administratively and technically.  This includes the checklist, NCRs and even Merit to name a few.		Agreed to utilize verbiage as defined by H Meyer. - Change implemented - Editorial

 Any issue raised by a Task Group member, including administrative and technical, shall be counted against the oversight concurrence percentage

		4.1.1d - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 4.1.1d to state: "90% concurrence quarterly must be maintained to retain delegation."

Justification: This should be defined by quarter.  If the review is done quarterly (4.1.1a) then deeming the individual as delegated should be done quarterly.		C, D & E to be modified to indicate that the oversight process will be reviewed as a minimum, three times a year and not quarterly. - Change implemented - Editorial

RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1e - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 4.1.1e to: "Less than 90% concurrence measured quarterly requires a corrective action plan by the Task Group"

Justification:  Again, annually is too long to take corrective action.		C, D & E to be modified to indicate that the oversight process will be reviewed as a minimum, three times a year and not quarterly. - Change implemented - Editorial

RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1f - E		Heather Meyer		(E) Modify 4.1.1f to: "Less than 85% concurrence quarterly, requires suspension of delegation."

Justification: Again, one quarter of non-performance needs action immediately and cannot wait for an annual review to suspend delegation.		C, D & E to be modified to indicate that the oversight process will be reviewed as a minimum, three times a year and not quarterly.

RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1 a, c,d,e,f		Larry Wilson		Criteria for the monitoring of the delegation process

Response:  The process needs to be the same on all task groups unless a task group can demonstrate or provide acceptable rationale for it's unique situation/requirement.		C, D & E to be modified to indicate that the oversight process will be reviewed as a minimum, three times a year and not quarterly. - Change implemented - Editorial

RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1a,d,e,f - E		Arne Logan		(E) DISAPPROVED

Proposed Change: Sections 4.1.1a, d, e, & f "…..number of NCRs…"

Reason for disapproval: Oversight of delegation should be tracked by audit report, not by NCR.  Typically, issues with NCRs are because the NCR is unique and new.  Our risk lies in the acceptance of an audit report and the resultant accreditation.  Teh audit report is where we should focus oversight.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: In sections 4.1.1a, d, e & f replace "NCR" with "audit report"		RAIL Item - Review whole criteria for oversight of staff delegation.

		4.1.1 a,c,d,e,f,g - E		Arne Logan		(E) ACCEPTABLE WITH COMMENT

Proposed Change: Sections 4.1.1 a, c, d, e, f & g

Reason for comment: We have no plan in place to implement the changes to this NOP.

Actions needed to be taken for acceptance: 

1) List of all supporting procedures, processes and/or practices used by the Task Group and Staff Engineers which support the implementation of this NOP.  These must be processes and practices common to all task groups, unless task group demonstrates to the NMC Task Group Standardization Committee or some other oversight body, a need for task group uniqueness.

2) Determine if existing supporting procedures, processes and/or practices need to be changed and/or created.

3) Identify Process Owners (person responsible to get it changed) of each supporting procedures, processes and/or practice

4) Create program plan showing estimated completion dates

5) Make readily available to all stakeholders the supporting procedures, processes or practices.		RAIL items have been added to address concerns.

		General - I		Heather Meyer		(I) This defines the minimum requirements does this mean that Task Groups are allowed to define the additional requirements for the audit report reviewer to meet?		NTGOP will include minimal information, however any aspects (such as obtaining staff delegation) that are not standardized will remain in the NTGOP until such time that it can be standardized.

		?		Jay Park		Add Jay Park's comment that was not included re:  TG Chairs		Non-Persuasive. No action

						NOTE:  No comment was included from Jay on the Electronic Ballot.

						2/25.08 - Vote taken at Standardization Sub-Team - No votes against

						Comment not reviewed during the 2/25/08 Meeting.

		3.3c - E		John Shurtleff		(E) Section 3.3 c

This section allows an audit to be closed and certified after 7 days with less than 3 votes.  It makes no provision for a non-delegated reviewer.  While it is understood that this proces applies only to delegated reviewers, applicability needs to be made clear.

Resolution: Add clarification that the audit may be closed and certified only if the reviewer is delegated.  Non-delegated reviewers must obtain a 3 vote approval and resolve all comments prior to closure and certification.		Section 3.3c simplified in Section 3.3b  - Change implemented - Editorial

NOP-003 focuses solely on delegated audit report reviewers.
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1.
SCOPE


Nadcap Management Council, while maintaining an oversight function, has delegated authority for approval of audit reports to the Task Group.   Council has further authorized and instructed Task Groups to develop and implement a methodology for delegation of authority for approval of audit reports to Audit Report Reviewers.  In this capacity, Audit Report Reviewers shall have full authority to close out all nonconformances and other open issues necessary to grant accreditation.  This procedure defines the guidelines for this delegation and oversight.


2.
DEFINITIONS


2.1
Audit Report Reviewers:  An individual performing the duties of Staff Engineer (for example, full-time PRI Staff or Consultant Reviewer) having met minimum qualifications defined by PRI in education, experience etc.  Audit Report Reviewers shall have appropriate commodity specific knowledge that may be above the minimum qualifications defined by PRI.


3.
CRITERIA FOR DELEGATION BY TASK GROUPS


3.1
All Prime Task Group Members shall be in agreement to award delegation subject to the required criteria being met.  Where all members do not agree, every effort shall be made to address all concerns.  Quorum voting, however, will be the final resolution.   

3.2


· 

· 

Audit Report Reviewers shall have a minimum of 1 year on-the-job experience with the Task Group and meet the criteria as defined in applicable NTGOPs.  .  In exceptional circumstances, this minimum experience level may be waived by the Task Group.  Where this occurs, the rationale shall be recorded as part of the Audit Report Reviewer’s Delegation Approval documentation (t-frm-99k). 

3.3
Audit Report Ballot Process



a.
The Audit Report Reviewer shall submit the audit report to the Task Group for review and approval in eAuditNet.



b.






The certificate shall be issued after seven calendar days provided there are no unresolved comments.

3.4
Granting of delegation shall be all inclusive for all audits, initials and reaccreditations.





4.
MONITORING OF DELEGATION 


4.1
Task Group


4.1.1
Task Groups are responsible for monitoring the continued effectiveness of the delegation process.  The following minimum requirements shall apply: 

a.
Formal review process / monitoring a minimum of 10% of the NCR’s reviewed by the individual Audit Report Reviewer , three times per year at the Nadcap Meeting.

b.


Any issue raised by the Task Group Reviewer / User Primes resulting in 
additional re-work of audit is considered a count against the monitoring 
percentage.

c. 
90% concurrence for a defined period of three times per year at the Nadcap Meeting as defined by the Task Group, based on the number of NCR’s, must be maintained to retain delegation.



d. 
Less than 90% concurrence measured three times per year at the Nadcap Meeting, based on the number of NCR’s, require corrective action plan by the Task Group.

e. 
Less than 85% concurrence measured three times per year at the Nadcap Meeting, based on the number of NCR’s, requires suspension of delegation.

f. 
Data shall be tracked and documented within the individual Task Groups.

Document Revision History


		21-Oct-05

		Correction of NIP References and addition of Document Revision History.



		20-Dec-06

		Revision to para. 4.1.1b due to observation from internal oversight audit observation and change of ‘Staff Engineer’ to ‘Audit Report Reviewers’ for consistency with other procedures



		31-May-07

		Editorial only; changed title in header on page 1 only.



		11-Jan-08

		Editorial changes for consistency – general update to identify the “Audit Report Reviewer” terminology in lieu of “Technical Staff” or “Staff Engineer”.



		01-Feb-08

		Rewrite of Section 3.0 & 4.1.1







Issued By:  PRI/Nadcap Program Director:  Arshad Hafeez [signature on file]                    Date: 11-JAN-08


Approved By:  Nadcap Management Council Chair: Mark Rechtsteiner [signature on file]  Date: 11-JAN-08


Distribution:  Nadcap Management Council Chair


Nadcap Management Council                                                                     


PRI/Nadcap Staff
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1.0
SCOPE


1.1 This procedure establishes the policy for evaluating supplier audit performance as it involves Suspension, Failure and Reinstatement of accreditation. 


2.0
DEFINITIONS


2.1
Fail:  A term that denotes that a Nadcap Task Group has stopped the audit review because the supplier did not meet Nadcap requirements.  The accreditation process has stopped and the supplier must comply with the re-entry conditions to be readmitted into the Nadcap program.  


2.2 
Re-entry:  A term used to define the failed supplier who is re-starting the Nadcap process.  


2.3 
Self-Audit:  Audit performed by the supplier. The supplier is not required to respond or submit any data of the Self-Audit, unless directed by the Task Group. Even though these corrective actions are not submitted, the supplier still needs to implement and document corrective actions internally using their corrective action system. These corrective actions will be verified during the next audit for that special process/commodity.


3.0     AUDIT REVIEW PROCESS



Audit review process and the Audit Failure Modes are described in Figure 1. 




Figure 1: Audit Review Process and Audit Failure Modes


4.0  MODES OF AUDIT FAILURE


4.1
Audit Failure  Mode “A” – Supplier Stops Audit or The Accreditation Process:  Audit Failure in this case takes place when the supplier, either by choice or by failure to meet the terms of an agreement, cancels an audit that is in progress, that has just been completed or is in the accreditation process.  An audit may be failed for any number of reasons including but not limited to; severity of Nonconformances (NCRs), number of NCRs, any violation of supplier agreement, failure to pay the prescribed accreditation fee, etc. 


Actions by PRI:  


· Nadcap User Member Task Group representative(s) are notified


· A Supplier Advisory is issued (see NOP 006)


· The audit is classified as “Failed” and treated as a self-audit for the purpose of re-entry into the Nadcap system. 


· Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group


· Notify other affected Task Groups of the audit failure. 


· Provide formal notification to the Supplier detailing the requirements for re-entry into the system.


Supplier Requirements for Re-entry into the Nadcap System:


· Must wait a minimum of 3 months, from the date of failure classification, before another audit will be conducted.  At such time, it will be considered an initial audit.


· Demonstrate corrective actions to the auditor on site at the time of the new audit.


· Perform Self-Audit, if audit was stopped before completion.


4.2 
Audit Failure Mode “B” – Excessive Number of NCRs:  Audit Failure in this case may take place when the supplier has more major or total NCRs than the Task Group allows.  The number of NCRs allowed is calculated based on the number of NCRs per auditor day.  (Trainees are not counted as auditors.)  The number of NCRs allowed per auditor day is determined by using a cutoff where between 95% and 98% of audits of the audits in a year fall below the number of findings per day.  The number of auditor days is multiplied by the number of allowed findings per auditor day to determine the total number of allowed NCRs for an audit of that length.  A Task Group may also define an upper limit of NCRs regardless of the number of auditor days.  Appendix A contains the limits defined by each Task Group.  

:

· Total NAD = # Total NCRs for individual audit/# Auditor Days for individual audit


· Major NAD = # Major NCRs for individual audit/# Auditor Days for individual audit


· Recommended Failure Threshold NAD = Average NAD + 2σ

· σ is standard deviation for the previous 12-month period 

· Criteria: Individual audit NAD > Failure Threshold NAD

· Data will be provided by PRI on an annual basis January – December, commodity specific.

· 

· New Task Groups are requested to define their failure criteria (Mode B) once a statistically valid number of audits have been conducted or at the second anniversary of their checklist publication. 


· When a Verification of Corrective Action (VCA) Audit is performed and one or more Major NCR’s are issued, the VCA and the related audit under review are subject to failure.

Actions by PRI:  


· Stop the Audit review process by submitting the audit for Task Group Review.


· Nadcap Task Group User Members are notified via audit failure ballot in eAuditNet.  


· The Task Group has 7 days to review the NCRs and vote on audit failure. A 2/3 majority of responding Task Group Voting Members is required to fail an audit.  A quorum is required.

· If the Task Group does NOT vote to fail, the audit review process continues.

· If the audit is failed, a Supplier Advisory is issued. (see NOP 006)


· The audit is classified as “Failed” and treated as a self audit for the      purposes of re-entry into the Nadcap system


· Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group


· Notify other affected Task Groups of the audit failure. (Other audits conducted in conjunction with the failed audit may be subject to failure.)


· Provide formal notification to the Supplier detailing the requirements for re-entry into the system.


Supplier Requirements for Re-entry into the Nadcap System:


· Must wait a minimum of 3 months, from the date of failure classification, before another audit will be conducted.  At such time, it will be considered an initial audit.


· Demonstrate corrective actions to the auditor on site at the time of the


                     
           new audit.


4.3 
Audit Failure Mode “C” – Severity of NCRs:  Audit Failure in this case may take place when the supplier has issues severe enough to warrant failure.   Issues that could be considered for Mode C are:


· Potential or Actual Product Impact


· Gross Systems Breakdown


· Lack of Management Control


· Falsification of Documents


· Others issues severe enough to warrant failure

Actions by PRI:  


· Stop the Audit review process by submitting the audit for Task Group Review.


· Nadcap Task Group User Members are notified via audit failure ballot in eAuditNet.  


· The Task Group has 7 days to review the audit and vote on audit failure.  A 2/3 majority of responding Task Group Voting Members is required to fail an audit.  A quorum is required.

· If the Task Group does NOT vote to fail, the audit review process continues.


· If the audit is failed, a Supplier Advisory is issued. (see NOP 006)


· The audit is classified as “Failed” and treated as a self audit for the purpose of re-entry into the Nadcap system


· Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group


· Notify other affected Task Groups of the audit failure. (Other audits conducted in conjunction with the failed audit may be subject to failure.)


· Provide formal notification to the Supplier detailing the requirements for re-entry into the system.


Supplier Requirements for Re-entry into the Nadcap System:


· Must wait a minimum of 3 months, from the date of failure classification, before another audit will be conducted.  At such time, it will be considered an initial audit.


· Demonstrate corrective actions to the auditor on site at the time of the new audit


4.4 
Audit Failure Mode “D” – Too Many Review Cycles to Complete:  Audit Failure in this case may take place when the supplier exceeds four (4) review cycles. The Staff Engineer and Task Group Chairman must concur regarding responsibility for excessive cycles and that audit failure is warranted.  


Actions by PRI:  


· Stop the Audit review process by submitting the audit for Task Group Review.


· Nadcap Task Group User Members are notified via failure ballot in eAuditNet.  


· The Task Group has 7 days to review the issues and responses to determine if the quality of the responses warrants audit failure and to vote on audit failure.   A 2/3 majority of responding Task Group Voting Members is required to fail.  A quorum is required.

· If the Task Group does NOT vote to fail, the audit review process continues.


· If the audit is failed, a Supplier Advisory is issued. (see NOP 006)


· The audit is classified as “Failed” and treated as a self audit for the purposes of re-entry into the Nadcap system


· Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group


· Notify other affected Task Groups of the audit failure. (Other audits conducted in conjunction with the failed audit may be subject to failure.)


· Provide formal notification to the Supplier detailing the requirements for re-entry into the system.



Note: 1) If the audit is at either 5 or 6 rounds of response and not balloted for failure, the Staff Engineer must include a note with the audit justifying why the failure ballot did not occur.  (This must be included for both round 5 and round 6). 2) If the audit is at 7 rounds of response, a failure ballot must be submitted to the Task Group.


Supplier Requirements for Re-entry into the Nadcap System:


· Must wait a minimum of 3 months, from the date of failure classification, before another audit will be conducted.  At such time, it will be considered an initial audit.


· Demonstrate corrective actions to the auditor on site at the time of the


new audit.


4.5 Audit Failure Mode “E” – Non-Responsiveness by Supplier:  Audit Failure in this case may take place when the supplier is non-responsive as identified below:

· A complete and thorough response is not received within the defined deadline (as per the Past Due Listing Process NIP 7-03). 

· The audit reaches 120 days elapsed time.

The supplier fails to provide a complete and thorough response within the defined deadline more than two (2) times during the audit review cycle. 




Actions by PRI:  


· Stop the Audit review process by submitting the audit for Task Group Review.

· Nadcap User Member Task Group representatives are notified via failure ballot in eAuditNet.  

· The Task Group has 7 days to review the issues and responses to determine if the quality of the responses warrants audit failure and to vote on audit failure.   A 2/3 majority of responding Task Group Voting Members is required to fail.  A quorum is required.

· If the Task Group does NOT vote to fail, the audit review process continues.


· If the audit is failed, a Supplier Advisory is issued (see NOP 006)


· The audit is classified as “Failed” and treated as a self audit for the   


 


purpose of re-entry into the Nadcap system.


· Any current accreditation for the commodity is withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by the Task Group


· Notify other affected Task Groups of the audit failure. (Other audits conducted in conjunction with the failed audit may be subject to failure.)


· Provide formal notification to the Supplier detailing the requirements for re-entry into the system. 


Supplier Requirements for Re-entry into the Nadcap System:


· Must wait a minimum of 3 months, from the date of failure classification, before another audit will be conducted.  At such time, it will be considered an initial audit.


· Demonstrate corrective actions to the auditor on site at the time of the 


new audit.


5.0
DOCUMENTATION


5.1
All documentation regarding failure of an audit shall be in eAuditNet.



Failed audits: All failure ballots, appeals, appeal decisions, etc. need to be documented with the appropriate (failed) audit to clearly identify actions to fail or reverse/overturn the failure of an audit.  I



Audits exceeding failure criteria that are not failed:  Where audits exceed the failure criteria and are not failed, the reason for not submitting the audit for failure needs to be documented with the appropriate audit. 


It is recommended that the above documentation be included on the "Audit Summary" page under "Notes."


Document Revision History


		21 Oct 2005

		Correction of NIP References and addition of Document Revision History.



		26-Oct-06

		Correction of NOP references and general changes throughout the document.



		22-Jan-08

		Changes to paragraphs 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 5.0 based on NMC Subcommittee recommendations for standardization.



		05-Feb-08

		Changes to Sections 4.2, 4.3, and Appendix A based on NMC Subcommittee Recommendations for Standardization.





Appendix A


Nadcap Task Group Audit Failure Criteria*

		Task Group

		Mode “B”


NCRs per Auditor Day

		



		AQS

		Initials:  


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


7


NA


NA


NA


NA


98%


Total


12


NA


NA


NA


NA


98%


Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


4


NA


NA


NA


NA


98%


Total


7


NA


NA


NA


NA


98%




		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)





		CP




		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


3

6

9

9

9

95%

Total


7

14

21

21

21

95%

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

6

6

6

95%

Total


5

10

15

15

15

95%



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

9


21


6

15



		COMP

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2


4


6


8


10


95%


Total


4


9


13


15


15


95%


Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


1


2


3


4


5


95%


Total


2


4


6


8


12


95%




		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

.5



		CT

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

6

8

10

95%

Total


7

14

21

28

35

96%

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

6

8

10

95%

Total


5

10

15

20

25

95%



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)



		ETG

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Total


NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Total


NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)



		FAST

		Initials:


Greater than 40 total NCRs




		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)



		FLU

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


3

6

6

6

NA

98%

Total


5

10

15

20

NA

98%

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


3

6

6

6

NA

98%

Total


5

10

15

20

NA

98%



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

20



		HT

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


3


6


9


9


9


95%


Total


6


12


18


24


24


98%


Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2


4


6


6


6


95%


Total


4


8


12


16


16


98%




		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

9


24


6


16



		MTL

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

6

8

10

98%

Total


12

24

36

48

60

98%

Note: For each additional auditor day, majors increase by 2 and total increase by 12.

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


3

6

9

12

15

98%

Total


8

16

24

32

40

98%

Note: For each additional auditor day, majors increase by 3 and total increase by 8.



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

None



		NDT

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


7


14


21


21


21


98%


Total


9


18


27


27


27


98%


Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


4


8


12


12


12


98%


Total


6


12


18


18


18


98%




		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

21


27


12


18



		NM


and SE

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

6

6

6

95%

Total


4

8

12

12

12

95%

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


1

2

3

3

3

95%

Total


3

6

9

9

9

95%



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

6

12


3


9



		SEALS

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

NA

NA

NA

98%

Total


3

6

NA

NA

NA

98%

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

NA

NA

NA

98%

Total


3

6

NA

NA

NA

98%



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

None



		SLT

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


NA

4

NA

NA

NA

98%

Total


NA

8

NA

NA

NA

98%

Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2

4

NA

NA

NA

98%

Total


4

8

NA

NA

NA

98%



		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

None



		WLD

		Initials:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2


4


6


6


6


98%


Total


6


12


18


18


18


98%


Reaccred:


# of NCRs per Audit Days


1


2


3


4


5


Failure Threshold


% (95-98)


Majors


2


4


6


6


6


98%


Total


4


8


12


12


12


98%




		CAP:


# of NCRs (if applicable)

6


18


6


12





Appendix A


Nadcap Task Group Audit Failure Criteria*

		Task Group

		Mode “B”


NCRs per Auditor Day

		





		AQS

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –




		







		CP




		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –










		







		COMP

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –












		





		CT

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –










		







		DIS

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –










		







		ETG

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –










		







		FAST

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –






		









		FLU

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –










		







		HT

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –












		







		MTL

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –




		









		NDT

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –










		













		NM


and SE

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –








		







		SEAL

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –








		







		SLT

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –












		







		WLD

		Initial:


Major – 


Total –


Reaccreditation:


Major – 


Total –














		









� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���











Issued By:  PRI/Nadcap Program Director:  Arshad Hafeez [signature on file]
      Date: 22-JAN-08

Approved By:  Nadcap Management Council Chair:  Mark Rechtsteiner [signature on file] Date: 22-JAN-08

Distribution:  Nadcap Management Council Chair


Nadcap Management Council                                                                     


PRI/Nadcap Staff


Issued By:  PRI/Nadcap Program Director:  Arshad Hafeez [signature on file]
      Date: 22-JAN-08

Approved By:  Nadcap Management Council Chair:  Mark Rechtsteiner [signature on file] Date: 22-JAN-08

Distribution:  Nadcap Management Council Chair


Nadcap Management Council                                                                     


PRI/Nadcap Staff




_1216711013.doc




Audit Review Process









APPLY









RCCA









REACCRED-









ITATION









ACCREDIT-









ATION









Staff Engr/









Task Group









To Review









INITIAL 









AUDIT 









Early Review









Intermediate Response/ 









Feedback









Pre-Audit









During Audit and Audit R review









Post-Accreditation









Data Collection Opportunities









A.  Supplier stops audit









D.  Too many cycles  to complete









E.  Non-responsiveness  by  supplier









B.  Too many findings









C.  Severity of findings









Performance during audit/audit review

















_1266995707.doc
Nadcap OPERATING PROCEDURES
NOP-008

SUPPLIER MERIT                                       
Page 1 of 2


PROGRAM 
                                              Issue Date:  15-SEP-00



Revision Date:  DRAFT 03-MAR-08





1.0
SCOPE:


The Supplier Merit Program awards reduced scope and/or extended frequency audits to suppliers complying with the requirements herein. 

Note:  This procedure does not apply to the Materials Testing Task Group or the Aerospace Quality System Task Group (AQS).

2.0
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS


2.1
At no time shall implementation of the Supplier Merit Program be allowed to impact the integrity of the Nadcap program.  


2.2
Suppliers are eligible for participation in the Supplier Merit Program after satisfying all requirements contained herein. The Supplier Merit Program allows suppliers to undergo reaccreditation audits of a reduced scope and/or extended frequency as determined by the Task Group.


2.2.1
Initial audits shall have an accreditation period of 12 months from the first quarter in which it is eligible for review. The first reaccreditation audit shall have an accreditation period of 12 months from the previous expiration.  Subsequent reaccreditation audit accreditations shall be either 12, 18, or 24 months based on supplier ability to meet eligibility criteria.

2.3
Determination of eligibility shall be made at each audit review. This review shall be   documented in eAuditNet.


2.4
Each Nadcap Task Group shall reach consensus on supplier’s eligibility for participation in the Supplier Merit Program.  If consensus cannot be achieved, the supplier shall be denied eligibility at that review.



2.4.1 

A delegated Staff Engineer may grant merit consistent with NOP-003 .



3.0
PROCEDURE:






























3.1
To be eligible for an 18 month accreditation, the supplier must meet the following criteria:  add table

· Successfully completed Initial and 2 Reaccreditation audits (Merit may be granted for accreditation of 2nd reaccreditation audit)

· No Non-Sustaining Corrective actions identified on current or previous audit

· No VCA Audits as a result of current or previous audit

· No Product Escapes or Level 2 or 3 Supplier Advisories during
current or previous audit

· No more than 14 Days of Cumulative Supplier Delinquency

· -Any other justifiable reason agreed to by Task Group 

3.2
To be eligible for a 24 month accreditation, the supplier must meet the following criteria: add table

· Previous two accreditations must have been for a minimum of 18 months each

· No Non-Sustaining Corrective actions identified on current or previous audit

· No VCA Audits as a result of current or previous audit

· No Product Escapes or Level 2 or 3 Supplier Advisories during
current or previous audit

· No major findings

· No more than 7 Days of Cumulative Supplier Delinquency

· Any other justifiable reason agreed to by Task Group 



3.3
Each supplier reviewed by the Task Group shall be evaluated for consideration for the Supplier Merit Program. This review shall be documented in eAuditNet.  Disapprovals for Supplier Merit Program require a summary documenting rationale for disapproval and subsequent communication to supplier.


3.4
The Nadcap Management Council shall overview the Supplier Merit Program and shall audit the determination of eligibility.  




3.5 



Document Revision History


		21-Oct-05

		Addition of Document Revision History.



		17-Aug-07

		Removal of GIDEP’s from paragraph 3.1 b.



		1-Oct-07

		Replaced follow up with Verification of Corrective Action Audit (3.1.b)



		04-FEB-08

		Revised to new merit criteria for 18 and 24 months for all Task Groups

Added that procedure does not apply to MTL TG


Added that merit may be granted by Delegated Staff Engineer
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Staff Delegation

February 26, 2008







*



Staff Delegation Summary

Modifications to “Criteria for Delegation by Task Groups”



3.1	All Prime Task Group Members shall be in agreement to award delegation subject to the required criteria being met.  Where all members do not agree, every effort shall be made to address all concerns.  Quorum voting, however, will be the final resolution.   



3.2	Audit Report Reviewers shall have a minimum of 1 year on-the-job experience with the Task Group and meet the criteria as defined in applicable NTGOP’s.  In exceptional circumstances, this minimum experience level may be waived by the Task Group.  Where this occurs, the rationale shall be recorded as part of the Audit Report Reviewer’s Delegation Approval documentation (t-frm-99k). 



	Go Forward Plan:  

	Action Item #1 – Pull out criteria from NTGOP’s and standardize in the NOP.

	Action Item #2 – Evaluate the feasibility of requiring 9100 quality system training.



3.3	Audit Report Ballot Process



	a)  Staff Engineer submits the audit report to the Task Group for review and approval in eAuditNet



	b)  The certificate shall be issued after seven calendar days provided there are no unresolved comments.





*



Staff Delegation

3.4  Granting of delegation shall be all inclusive for all audits, initial and reaccreditations.



4.0  Monitoring of Delegation



(note: Task Groups currently reference delegation Maintenance in specific appendices of NTGOP-001):



Oversight process by Task Group

Formal review process / monitoring a minimum of 10% of the NCRs reviewed by the individual SE three times per year

Review will take place at each Nadcap Meeting





*



Staff Delegation

Tracked and documented within the individual Task Groups.



Any issue raised by TG Reviewer / Primes resulting in additional re-work of audit is considered a count against the monitoring percentage.



90% concurrence for a defined period of three times per year at the Nadcap Meetings as defined by the Task Group, based on the number of NCRs, must be maintained to retain delegation.



Less than 90% concurrence measured three times per year at the Nadcap Meetings, based on the number of NCRs, requires corrective action plan by Task Group.



Less than 85% concurrence measured three times per year at the Nadcap Meetings, based on the number of NCRs, requires suspension of delegation.



Go Forward Plan:  

	Action Item #3 – Review criteria for oversight, pull out from NTGOP’s and standardized in the NOP.

	Action Item #4 – Review feasibility of moving 3.3 Audit Report Ballot Process from NOP-003 to NIP 7-03 after paragraph 7.8.
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Failure Modes

Per NOP-011 there are 5 possible modes of failure:



Mode A- Supplier stops the audit

Mode B- Number of findings

Mode C- Severity of findings

Mode D- Number of review cycles 

Mode E- Responsiveness



Note:

= addressed in current NOP-011 Revision January 22, 2008

= items addressed Feb. 5, 2008 Ballot



*
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Ballot Items

Subcommittee review and status:

		Amended wording to clarify that exceeding cap specified by some task groups does not indicate automatic failure 

		Section 4.3 “other” was allowed to stand as applicable to the individual audit under consideration (case by case unique situations) and not as license to put task group applicable criteria back into appendices.  Include as part of task group training on review and balloting expectations.

		Review with staff engineers, verify items were typo’s and correct specific details identified by John Reid for COMP and CT in appendix.

		Leave terminology “Auditor days” to accommodate groups like materials testing that utilize multiple auditors on single audit.



Existing disapproval votes on ballot were withdrawn provided the notes of the changes 

match the applicable Primes understanding of the meeting





*



RAIL items

The following items were assigned to the RAIL to ensure follow-through.  Dates and leads for action items to be assigned and RAIL distributed by PRI

		Auditor variability – larger issue to be worked that affects multiple areas not just failure.

		12 month period for sigma calculations has been clarified as annual, with data to be reviewed by task groups at Feb. meetings.   Ensure follow-through with RAIL

		Removal of accreditation for commodity being withdrawn, unless otherwise approved by task group was allowed to stand as it was determined not to be in conflict with NOP-006, but review of wording in NOP-006 and a review of how to more efficiently  include this as part of the failure ballot through eAuditNet was added to the RAIL.

		Balloting of the Appendices separate from the rest of the document was transferred to the RAIL.  This ensures NMC review during transition to new methodology.



Existing disapproval votes on ballot were withdrawn provided the notes of the changes 

match the applicable Primes understanding of the meeting
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