

[image: ]NMC STANDARDIZATION COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 2015
CONFIRMED

[bookmark: _GoBack]CONFIRMED MINUTES
OCTOBER 19, 2015
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA, USA
These minutes are not final until confirmed by the Task Group in writing or by vote at a subsequent meeting. Information herein does not constitute a communication or recommendation from the Task Group and shall not be considered as such by any agency.
MONDAY, OCTOBER 19, 2015
OPENING COMMENTS
Call to Order/Quorum Check
The Nadcap Management Council (NMC) Standardization Committee was called to order at 8:00 a.m., on 19-Oct-2015.
It was verified that only NMC Members and invited guests were in attendance during this restricted voting members only meeting.
A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:
Subscriber Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
	
	NAME
	
	COMPANY NAME
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*
	Latch
	Anguelov
	SAFRAN Group
	

	*
	Tomohiko
	Ashikaga
	Mitsubishi Heavy Industries
	

	*
	Michael
	Bess
	DCMA
	

	*
	Pascal
	Blondet
	Airbus
	

	*
	Richard
	Blyth
	Rolls-Royce
	NMC Vice Chairperson

	*
	Craig
	Bowden
	BAE Systems – MAI
	

	*
	Russell
	Cole
	Northrop Grumman
	

	*
	Jim
	Diamond
	309th Maintenance Wing, Hill AFB
	

	*
	Jose
	Eduardo Freire
	Embraer SA
	

	*
	Martha
	Hogan-Battisti
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Scott
	Iby
	UTC Aerospace (Hamilton Sundstrand)
	

	*
	Wendy
	Jiang
	COMAC
	

	*
	Jason
	Jolly
	Cessna Aircraft Company
	

	*
	Karen
	Kim
	Sikorsky Aircraft
	

	*
	Kevin
	Knox
	Rockwell Collins, Inc.
	

	*
	Bob
	Koukol
	Honeywell Aerospace
	Committee Chairperson

	*
	Ralph
	Kropp
	MTU Aero Engines AG
	

	*
	Howard Jeff
	Lott
	The Boeing Company
	NMC Chairperson

	*
	Scott
	Maitland
	UTC Aerospace (Goodrich)
	

	*
	Frank
	Mariot
	Triumph Group Inc.
	

	*
	Robin
	McGuckin
	Bombardier Aerospace
	

	*
	Frank 
	McManus
	Lockheed Martin Corporation
	

	*
	Marc
	Montreuil
	Heroux-Deutek Inc.
	

	*
	Michael
	Murray
	Beechcraft
	

	*
	Ana
	Ottani Dos Santos
	Embraer SA
	

	*
	Scott
	Porterfield
	Triumph Group Inc.
	

	*
	Mark
	Rechtsteiner
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Victor
	Schonberger
	Israel Aerospace Industries
	

	*
	Scott
	Severson
	Rockwell Collins, Inc.
	

	*
	David
	Soong
	Pratt & Whitney
	

	
	Stanley
	Trull
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	*
	Angela
	Vitale
	Alenia Aermaeetti
	


Other Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
	
	NAME
	
	COMPANY NAME
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*
	Jim
	Cummings
	Metal Finishing Companies
	

	*
	Dale
	Harmon
	CTS
	

	*
	Vern
	Talmadge
	Howmet Thermatech Coatings
	

	*
	Mike
	Schleckman
	Voss Industires
	

	*
	Gary
	White
	Orbit NDT
	


PRI Staff Present 
	Mark
	Aubele

	Mike
	Graham

	Scott
	Klavon

	Kellie
	Roach

	Jim
	Lewis



Safety Information
Reviewed Fire Exits in the Meeting Room.
Advised attendees to inform PRI Staff  of any emergencies.
Code of Ethics, Anti-Trust & Conflict of Interest was reviewed by Bob Koukol. 


Invited Guests
Bob Koukol approved the attendance of Stan Trull (Honeywell) as invited guests for the meeting.
It was also noted that Dale Harmon (Cincinnati Thermal Spray Inc.) had a proxy vote as the Supplier Support Committee (SSC) Chairperson until he is officially voted in as the SSC Chairperson at the NMC Steering Committee meeting Tuesday 20-Oct-2015.  This was accepted by the Committee Chair.  
Today’s Agenda was reviewed.
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes
Motion made by Mark Rechtsteiner and seconded by Latchezar Anguelov to approve the June 2015 NMC Standardization Committee minutes (as written) from Montreal, Quebec, Canada. Motion Passed with no objection.
failure-risk mitigation discussion

The Failure-Risk Mitigation Sub-Team revised their proposed changes to the Risk Mitigation process based on feedback from the June 2015 meeting.  (See attached presentation.)
When the Risk Mitigation process was originally developed,Staff Engineers were not included in the Risk Mitigation Review process due to limited resources available. (When analyzing data it would have taken approximately 1.5 Full Time Staff Engineers to take on additional the additional work load..) The process is now being revised to assign review to the Staff Engineer/Audit Reviewer.  To address the resource issue, suppliers who enter Risk Mitigation will pay a fee to support the additional resources required
A discussion occurred regarding Mode A Failures and how they will be processed in Risk Mitigation since the audit may not be complete at the time of failure. It was agreed that this process was not meant to address this situation.  Only the nonconformances that are documented at the time of the audit will be reviewed during Risk Mitigation.
Another discussion concerned potential legal issuesassociated with the procedural requirement prohibiting failed Suppliers that do not complete risk mitigation from reapplying for a new initial re-entry audit until 2 years (since the date of failure) have passed. It was agreed that the process adequately addresses any legal concerns since Suppliers have the right to appeal failures as well as to re-enter the risk mitigation process.
Finally, the presentation included revisions the team had made to OP1110 – Audit Failure.  Additional verbiage was added to the procedure allowing the NMC to waive the Risk Mitigation Process on a case by case basis based on special circumstances. The NMC Standardization Committee was not supportive of this additional verbiage since it could lead to inconsistency. It was decided to strike this verbiage from OP1110. It was discussed that Performance Review Institute staff would communicate to auditors about the Risk Mitigation process in regards to them needing to be aware of expectations to review corrective action responses of these audits. Re-entry requirements were also discussed The NMC Standardization Committee agreed to strike the requirement to treat Mode A failures differently from other failures, and reword the third bullet “re-entry audit timeline requirements” by changing the word “scheduled” to the word “conducted” for clarity purposes. Revised verbiage for 4.5.1.1  had been proposed as “unless otherwise directed by Task Group they are not required to assess implementation.” This verbiage was not supported by the NMC Standardization Committee and it was agreed to remove it. 
ACTION ITEM: Mike Graham (Risk Mitigation Team) to revise draft of OP1110 based on feedback from the October Standardization Committee meeting and once agreed with the Risk Mitigation Team to move document to formal ballot. (Due Date: 15-Dec-2015) 
PD 1100 voting requirements
Jim Lewis reviewed draft changes to PD 1100 (see attached) that address supplier voting requirements.. It was discussed with the committee that since Task Groups have the right to call a “Subscriber Only” vote during meetings that there is no practical need to restrict Supplier voting membership. The draft now changes regulations regarding the number of Supplier Voting Members per body from each company to mirror that of how Subscribing Voting Membership is handled with companies. As participants of the Nadcap Program, Suppliers look forward to becoming Voting Members in their Task Groups to justify their attendance at Nadcap meetings. This new proposal will eliminate any current inconsistencies there may be regarding Supplier Voting Members in different Task Groups.
Motion made by Jim Cummings and seconded by Jason Jolly to approve the new changes to PD1100 presented by Jim Lewis as written. Motion passed unanimously.


ACTION ITEM: Jim Lewis to ballot PD 1100 with the language in the approved draft and inform specific Task Groups with modified Task Group OP1114 Appendices that a standard process in PD 1100 regarding Supplier Voting Members for all Task Groups is to be balloted so their OP1114 Appendices can be revised accordingly. (Due Date: 15-Dec-2015) 
Self-Audit Submittal requirements
The Self-Audit Submittal sub-team presented a proposal (see attached) for submittal of self-audits to the auditor 30 days prior to the audit. 
The NMC Standardization Committee agreed that the long-term goals are beneficial for the program. The following points were discussed:
· PRI Staff are not able to post these documents with the audit for the supplier since they do not have access to an in process audit. Self Audit Documentation needs to be posted by the supplier.  In order to do this, an eAuditNet enhancement is required.  
· A discussion regarding this proposal in terms of ITAR information was held with the committee. It was decided that the supplier is responsible to ensure that no restricted information (ITAR or EC) is attached in regards to self-auditdocumentation. This new proposal regarding self-audits will need to action eAuditNet to provide guidance (e.g. “pop up” window to Suppliers upfront to avoid any issues. This new enhancement and procedure will have to be a part of auditor training when procedure and document are officially released. This information will be sent to the NMC Audit Effectiveness Team to discuss how this will be flowed down appropriately to all program participants as well.
Motion made by Frank Mariot and seconded by Ralph Kropp to move forward with this proposal after feedback is received from the Audit Effectiveness team. Motion passed unanimously.


RAIL
Mike Graham reviewed status of Open Action Items from Previous Meeting and verified new actions:

Action Item 210 – Replaced with AI 227. Closed.
Action Item 211 – Document has been balloted. Closed.
Action Item 214 – This was completed during the June 2015 Meeting. The agenda for the October 2015 NMC Oversight Committee included a review of audits declined by the supplier. A report has been developed. Closed.
Action Item 216 –Closed.
Action Item 218 –It was decided that changes were not necessary and Task Groups can request training to be completed. Closed.
Action Item 221 – See AI 227. Closed.
Action Item 223 - See AI 231. Closed. 
Action Item 225 – See AI 228. Closed.
Action Item 226 - OP 1116 revised and currently in Staff Ballot to allow for TG's to waive interview requirements under certain circumstances. Closed.
Action Item 227 – See AI 228. Closed.
Action Item 228 – Document has been balloted. Closed.
Action Item 229 – Procedure drafted and presented to the Standardization Committee. Closed.
Action Item 230 – Data was submitted to Oversight committee in June 2015. Closed.
Action Item 231 – Presentation will be reviewed during the October 2015 NMC Standardization Committee. Closed.

The two new Action Items identified above were captured at this meeting to be added to the RAIL:


NEW BUSINESS
There was no new business to attend to at this time.

ADJOURNMENT – 19-Oct-2015 – Meeting was adjourned at 10:12 a.m.
Minutes Prepared by: Kellie Roach kroach@p-r-i.org  
	
***** For PRI Staff use only: ******

Are procedural/form changes required based on changes/actions approved during this meeting? (select one)

YES*  ☒   NO  ☐

*If yes, the following information is required:

	Documents requiring revision:
	Who is responsible:
	Due date:

	
	
	

	OP 1110
	 M. Graham
	15-Dec-2015

	PD 1100
	J. Lewis
	15-Dec-2015






image1.emf
Code of  Ethics-Conflict of Interest.pdf


Code of Ethics-Conflict of Interest.pdf
Nadcap Code of Ethics and Conflict of Interest
October 2015
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Note: ITAR/Export Controlled material is prohibited from
presentations.
It's the responsibility of the presenter to ensure compliance.






e All individuals (Subscribers, Suppliers, Staff,
Auditors, etc.) involved with the

Nadcap activity shall exhibit acceptable
professional standards of conduct and

uphold and advance the integrity of Nadcap.






* Each individual is expected to exercise
impartial professional judgment to assure

confidence in the integrity of Nadcap by
avoiding conflicts of interest in all Nadcap

related activities.






* When a competing interest has the potential
to preclude or impair exercising one’s
independent professional judgment or
unreasonably jeopardize the integrity of the
Nadcap activity, the individual should
disassociate themselves from that particular
activity.






* Any person associated with the Nadcap

activity who believes that continued
oarticipation by any other person may
jeopardize the integrity of Nadcap should
oring the matter to the attention of the
Nadcap Management Council.






* All Nadcap Staff, its Auditors, Nadcap
Management Council and Task Group
Members shall maintain proprietary or
confidential information with which they
become familiar as a result of their exposure
to the supplier and/or reports during the
accreditation process appropriately.
Information of this type shall not be shared
with individuals or organizations having no
right to this information.






* All individuals associated with the Nadcap
audit and review process shall avoid using
undue influence or personal conversation to

influence the audit results or the review
process.






* Any known violations to the above policy may
be reported to the ad hoc Nadcap

Ethics Committee at;

NadcapEthics@p-r-i.org.
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Risk Mitigation Update October 2015 Maitland changes V2.pdf
Risk Mitigation Sub-Team Update
October 19, 2015
Scott Maitland (UTAS)
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
USA

Note: ITAR/Export Controlled material is prohibited from
presentations.
It's the responsibility of the presenter to ensure compliance.





Scott Maitland- Chair
Latchezar Anguelov
Richard Blyth

James Diamond
Martha Hogan-Battisti
Jason Jolly

Ralph Kropp

Frank McManus
Victor Schonberger

M. Graham- PRI Staff Support

Team Composition:

Marc Montreuil- Vice Chair
Pascal Blondet

Russell Cole

Harold Finch

Scott by

Robert Koukol

Jeff Lott

Ana Ottani






Team Recommendations at the June 2015
Meeting:

Sunset the current Risk Mitigation requirements in OP-1110 and revise the
procedure.

— Until the procedure is revised, current audits would continue to undergo
the existing risk mitigation process.






RM Flow Chart from June 2015
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Yes
Key
Certificate
issued
¢ Supplier's PRI/TG Activity
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schedule

Scheduling

Subscriber review of
corrective action drove
this to be complicated
with Mode C and VCA
requirements






The NMC Risk Mitigation Team needs to:

VCA Needs
* Define expectations for auditor verification of corrective actions.

 Determine a standard length of time for VCA audits as well as time added to
Re-entry audits for verification of corrective actions.

e Draft a revision to OP-1110.

e Address the question of the benefit to an initial audit or reentry audit supplier
(who has no subscriber customers) to follow the risk mitigation process? Does
their next audit get priority over other initials?

* Subscriber reivew / input needs to be part of the process

ACTION ITEM: Risk Mitigation Team to add Staff Engineer review to the process.
Team also to define accept/fail criteria for VCA Audits. Need black and white

wording that if a supplier does not currently work for a subscriber, the audit dog
not pose a risk and therefore does not need to go through risk mitigation. (g

these audits can be treated as “Pre-Assessments”) NMC would also likg
mechanism for subscribers to be involved in the process if the
Sprovide feedback. (Due Date: 15-OCT-2015)





Excerpt from June 2015 Meeting Minutes:

 With no formal review process, how will it be ensured that appropriate
corrective actions are taken?

* Multiple questions on the mandated VCA-
* What guidance will given to the Auditor for verification of corrective actions during
the VCA (for Mode C Failures) or for reentry audits for all other failure modes.

e Plus, if VCA audits are required or 1-2 days are added to reentry audits that already
last 5 days, this could impact auditor capacity. Auditors may not be interested in
conducting these audits and would rather conduct regular audits that last 3 to 5 days
versus 1 day VCA audits or re-entry audits over 5 days.

 The Team was asked to consider to adding Staff Engineers back into the Risk
Mitigation Review process. This would provide clear guidance to the

e Staff Engineer review would also assist in providing consistency as well as
supporting Export Control compliance.

* The Supplier Support Committee Chair also expressed his recommendation
that the Staff Engineers be involved in the Risk Mitigation Review.”





Team Meetings were held August-September-October to identify required
changes and draft a revised proposal to address the concerns.






New Proposed Flow Diagram
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4.4 Risk Mitigation Process

Unless a minimum of 24 Months since the date of failure have elapsed, all* failed
audits (initial and reaccreditation) must successfully complete the risk mitigation
process prior to scheduling a new audit. (Audits where two years have elapsed
need not undergo Risk Mitigation and may schedule an initial audit.)

The NMC reserves the right to waive the requirements for Risk Mitigation on a
case by case basis when recommended by the affected Task Group Chair.

(*= includes all company’s including those with no Nadcap Subscriber Customers).
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The purpose of the Risk Mitigation process is to provide the opportunity for:

 The Supplier to document their action plans for closing findings.

e Corrective Action responses to undergo a formal review and approval process
-similar to the normal accreditation process.

* Subscribers to have visibility of the Supplier’s corrective action plan and ability
to provide input into acceptability of corrective action responses.

* Visibility of corrective action responses to the next auditor to allow effective
verification of implementation of corrective actions.

PRI Staff Engineers/Audit Reviewers shall perform the review of corrective action
responses in the Risk Mitigation Process.





4.4.1 Upon failure of an audit, a notification shall be sent to the Supplier
informing them of the risk mitigation process/requirements.

4.4.2 To enter the Risk Mitigation Process, the supplier must elect to undergo
“Risk Mitigation” and pay the required fee. Corrective action responses are due
within 21 calendar days from the date of failure or acceptance of RM Process.

11
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4.4.3 Suppliers shall provide responses to all open findings.

4.4.4 The assigned PRI Staff Engineer/Audit Reviewer shall review the
responses. The review shall be completed within 14 calendar days;
subsequent Supplier responses are due within 7 calendar days.

4.4.5 A maximum of 4 additional rounds of response and/or an additional
30 days of cumulative delinquency is permitted, however, the Staff
Engineer/Audit Reviewer may decide at any time to ballot the audit to the
Task Group Subscribers to “Suspend” the process for cause (significantly
delinquent responses, non-responsiveness, in appropriate responses, etc.)
The specific rationale for requesting suspension shall be clearly
documented in the ballot.
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4.4.5.1 Suspension of Risk Mitigation must approved by the Task Group
Subscribers via formal ballot. The ballot shall be a minimum of 7 days.
Audits reviewed by delegated as well as those reviewed by an undelegated
reviewer require a minimum of a quorum. (A 2/3 majority is required to
approve suspension.) If approved, the supplier shall be notified of the
suspension and rationale within 7 days.

4.4.6 If the audit is not closed within the 4 additional rounds or 30
additional days of cumulative delinquency limit, the Staff Engineer/Audit
Reviewer must ballot the audit for “Suspension” identifying the reason for
the ballot.






4.4.7 Once the Staff Engineer/Audit Reviewer accepts all corrective action
responses for closure, the audit shall be submitted to the Task Group Subscribers
on a 7 day ballot for “Completion” of the risk mitigation process. The Task Group
may elect to require a Verification of Corrective Action Audit as a condition of
completion . (Requirement for a VCA requires a minimum of a quorum with 2/3
majority approval.) The Task Group must provide the specific goal/goal of the VCA
audit to the assigned auditor.

4.4.8 Task Group ballot comments requiring action must be resolved. If the ballot
is disapproved, the audit must be re-balloted to the Task Group on a 7 day ballot
for completion of the risk mitigation process.

14
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4.4.9 For audits where the Risk Mitigation process was “Suspended” by the
Task Group, the supplier must submit a formal written appeal to the Task Group
in accordance with OP 1113 to resume the risk mitigation process. The appeal
must at a minimum address the concern/rationale identified as the cause for
suspension. Task Group denial of an appeal must provide a clear rationale. The
auditee may appeal to the Task Group 1 time for each suspension decision.
Additional appeals must be submitted to Nadcap Management Council and must
address the rationale provided by the Task Group in their decision to deny the
appeal.
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4.4.10 Closure of a failed audit by the Failure/Risk Mitigation Process shall
not result in accreditation of the audit.

4.4.11 Once a failure ballot is approved by the Task Group, the audit shall
not be included in NMC Metrics for Cycle Time or Lapsed accreditation even
if subsequently returned to the accreditation process.






4.5 Re-entry Requirements for Failed Audits:

* Are-entry audit may be scheduled only after all corrective actions have
been submitted and accepted by the Task Group.

* For Mode E failure the re-entry audit can be scheduled 180 days
minimum after the failed audit date.

* For all other failure modes the re-entry audit can be scheduled 90 days
minimum after the failed audit date

17






4.5.1 For audits scheduled more than 24 months after the date of failure, Risk
migitation is not required. Corrective actions shall be demonstrated to the
auditor on site at the time of the re-entry audit.

4.5.1.1 For audits entering the Nadcap process 24 or more months after failure,
the auditor shall review the NCR’s from the previous audit as reference material
for their current assessment. Unless otherwise directed by the Task Group, they
are not required to assess implementation of internal corrective action
responses.

18
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C/A’s are documented and visible in eAuditNet.
No delay by the Risk Mitigation Team.

No Risk of Anti-Trust or similar legal/ethical issues related to Risk Mitigation
Review (via Subscribers Only)

VCA audit ensures the company has effectively implemented RCCA and is
prepared for their next audit. (VCA’s required for failed Mode C only)

No additional workload to Subscribers or Staff Engineers. (Subscribers will still
be focused on their suppliers and working with the suppliers as they normally
do behind the scenes).

The process is more consistent than introducing variation via a Risk Mitigation
Team that may vary significantly in size and expectations.






Con’s

21

NO formal rEVieW Of responses |n eAUd|tNet Potential lack of resolution to NCR’s that the supplier disagrees

with or believes are invalid. (Done via contacting the SE or the appeals process.)

Additional cost of VCA for Mode C failures and time added to re-entry audit
for verification of corrective actions.

Additional load for scheduling of VCA Audits. (Should be minimal due to low
numbers of Mode C failures.)

Potential for variation in verification of corrective actions by auditors.

Initial /Re-entry Audits with no subscriber would not have the benefit of
guidance by a subscriber. (Supplier would have the option to change the audit
to a pre-assessment audit which would allow the audit to avoid risk
mitigation.)






22

Audit Fails (Task Group determines whether the audit should fail per Mode Cin
addition to any other mode. For Mode C- A VCA is mandatory.)

Failure Advisory issued.

Audit Moved to “Risk Mitigation Process” automatically. Supplier notified of next
steps and requirements to reenter the accreditation process-including whether a VCA
Audit is required):

Failure may be appealed within 10 days of the date of failure. (This is also the time to contest NCR’s
even if downgrading or voiding would not overturn the failure.)

Corrective action responses must be submitted to all open NCR’s in eAuditNet using the proper
format before a new audit may be scheduled

Guidance provided to the supplier to review available resources including the “Supplier NCR
Response Guidelines” in eAuditNet (Resources, Documents, Public Documents then General
Documents) to ensure they are aware of the elements that need to be addressed and the depth of
response expected.

There will be no formal review of responses required by the process. If they disagree with an NCR or
have questions on response expectations, contact their subscriber customer. (Subscribers strongly
encouraged to coach or provide feedback to suppliers outside of eAuditNet.) Supplier may also
approach the Supplier Support Committee for additional guidance. (Would need to see if the SSC
would be willing/able to support this.)
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Supplier submits all corrective action responses with required detail, supporting
objective evidence and implementation date.

There is no review required by Subscribers or PRI Staff to verify that this was done properly. (The
expectation is that the Suppliers’ customers will be assisting with the C/A process outside of
eAuditNet.)

Supplier selects the button verifying that they have completed their responses in
accordance with guidance provided.

A warning pops up that notifies them that recurring NCR’s identified during a VCA audit will result in
the audit being balloted for failure. Recurring NCR’s identified during a re-entry audit are counted
towards the failure criteria in the re-entry audit per OP-1110. Supplier shall acknowledge this

warning pop up to confirm that they are aware of this potential and are ready for their next audit.
Otherwise- they may go back and readdress any corrective actions as necessary.

A Verification of Corrective Actions (VCA) audit must be conducted for audits failed per Mode C.
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6. Supplier notified that they may schedule their next audit (VCA or Reentry).

Supplier alerted that the next auditor will verify corrective actions have been effectively
implemented and per OP-1110- any recurring NCR’s identified during the VCA or reentry audit may
result in failure (A 90 day minimum time shall elapse from the date of failure before a VCA or Re-
entry audit may be scheduled to ensure sufficient time is available to allow corrective actions to be
effectively implemented).
NOTE: Supplier may also elect to not respond to NCR’s. Complete responses are however
required for all open NCR’s before the next audit may be scheduled. After 2 years since
the date of failure have passed, the requirement to respond is waived. A new audit may
be scheduled but in this case, the auditor will not be required to review corrective
actions from the previous audit and the new audit will be treated as an initial audit.
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VCA Audit:

If the supplier passes the VCA Audit-they are free to schedule their “re-entry” audit once any
resultant NCRs are closed via the normal corrective action process. (Passing a VCA Audit means that
either there were no NCR’s or no recurring NCR’s.)

If the supplier fails the VCA Audit, the Task Group would need to decide whether a new VCA Audit
would be required or if the next audit may be a re-entry. (If they require another VCA Audit, the VCA
must be failed per Mode C.)

Re-entry Audits follow the normal accreditation process. Successful re-entry audits

result in accreditation. Failed re-entry audits must repeat the risk mitigation process.
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Supplier Voting Membership-Lewis.pdf
Supplier Voting Membership

Jim Lewis
October 2015

Note: ITAR/Export Controlled material is prohibited from
presentations.
It's the responsibility of the presenter to ensure compliance.





Background

* NOP-001

No limits on number of Supplier Voting
Members

« PD1100 paragraph 5.2 introduced:

Each Supplier, including all its subsidiaries and
facilities, may have only one Supplier Voting
Member per Nadcap body.






Background

« OP 1114 Appendices
— AQS

* 4.4.1 The number of Supplier Voting Members shall not
exceed the number of Subscriber Voting Members.

— COMP/NMMM/NMMT

« 4.4.1 Each User, Supplier, or Government Agency is
allowed one vote.

« 4.4.3 During a meeting, the number of Supplier Voting
Member votes cannot exceed the number of User
Voting Member votes.

— WLD

« 4.4.1 Supplier voting members can consist of up to and
Including seven (7) votes on the Task Group. (Not to
exceed 50% of the Task Group Voting Members.)






Previous Proposal

« Supplier Voting Membership Procedures and
Policies Sub-Team recommended changes:

— Limit the number of Supplier Voting Member to
equal the number of Subscriber Voting Members,

— “Grandfather” existing Supplier Voting Members
for Task Groups that currently exceed this limit,

— Increase use of “Liaison” Role.






« Current wording for Subscribers:

Each Subscriber may have only one Subscriber
Voting Member for each clearly defined facility
and product line per Nadcap body.

* Proposal for Suppliers

Each Supplier, including all its subsidiaries and
facilities, may have only one Supplier Voting
Member for each clearly defined facility and
product line per Nadcap body.






* Voting membership encourages attendance and
participation by Suppliers

* There is still the option for the Chair to call a
Subscriber only vote when necessary

« Supplier requirements will mirror Subscriber
requirements
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Self Audit Subteam Proposal Oct 2015.pdf
Standardization Self Audit Sub-Team Proposal

Standardization Committee

October 2015






Standardization Self Audit Sub-Team Proposal

Team Members

Bob Koukol - Lead
Mike Graham - PRI
Tom Newton
Scott Maitland
Mark Rechtsteiner
David Soong

Action Item

The Standardization Committee agreed that the self audit needs to be

submitted to the assigned auditor 30 days prior to the audit. This sub-team
is to identify what specifically needs to be submitted to the auditor prior to
the audit and how this is to be done. (Due Date: 15-Oct-2015)






Standardization Self Audit Sub-Team Proposal

WHAT NEEDS TO BE SUBMITTED?

« Acopy of the applicable checklists that (where appropriate) identifies
where means of compliance or evidence* of compliance may be found.
(*= procedure, checklist, physical location of evidence, etc.) The self-
audit needs to include job audits as required by the TG. Supporting

documentation is not required to be submitted with the self-audit unless
otherwise directed by the TG.






Standardization Self Audit Sub-Team Proposal

How does this need to be submitted?

 Short Term - Supplier submits the info to auditor using the current process at
the option of the supplier or as requested by the auditor. (Prefer that this is
all handled electronically).

« Long Term - eAuditNet enhancement:

— Supplier submits a “pdf” version of the completed checklist to PRI to be
posted in eAuditNet where it is accessible to the current auditor or new
auditors if the auditors are switched out. This should also be available to
Subscribers and PRI Staff.

« Who attaches the submittal? Supplier. Need enhancement to have
supplier post this 30 days prior to the audit.

« What about other documents the TG requires to be submitted 30
days prior to the audit? Should the same enhancement
accommodate this?

« Each TG will add these requirements to their baseline checklist.
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