

[image: ] COMPOSITES
JUNE 2016
 CONFIRMED

CONFIRMED MINUTES
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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.
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OPEN MEETING OPENING COMMENTS (DAILY)


Call to Order / Quorum Check
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Composites (COMP) Task Group (TG) was called to order at 2:00 a.m., 20-Jun-2016.
It was verified that following individuals were in attendance during this open meeting.
A quorum was established with 14  subscriber voting members in attendance:
Subscriber Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
	
	NAME
	
	COMPANY NAME
	

	
	Michael
	Adams
	Lockheed Martin
	

	*
	Randy
	Armstrong
	Raytheon Company
	

	
	Christine
	Brassine
	SAFRAN
	

	*
	Tara
	Campbell
	Rolls-Royce plc
	Vice Chairperson

	*
	Ping
	Chen
	COMAC
	

	*
	James
	Cobb
	Honeywell
	

	
	Christopher
	Cowap
	Triumph Group Inc.
	

	*
	Kevin
	Dowling
	Spirit AeroSystems
	

	*
	Patrick
	Dunleavy
	SAFRAN
	

	*
	Javier
	Garcia-Baeza
	AIRBUS
	

	
	Robert
	Goldrich
	The Boeing Company
	

	
	Alex
	Haesch
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Brett
	Hemingway
	BAE SYSTEMS
	

	
	John
	Hrycushko
	Bell Helicopter
	

	
	Jay
	Irsik
	Spirit AeroSystems Inc
	

	*
	John
	Key
	Bell Helicopter
	

	
	Uwe
	Kleinert
	Airbus Helicopters Deutschland GmbH
	

	
	Takyua
	Konno
	MHI
	

	
	Karolina 
	Kucharek
	Rolls-Royce
	

	*
	Eric
	Le Fort
	Sonaca
	

	*
	Lance
	Loeks
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Andreas
	Mastorakis
	GE Aviation
	

	
	Doug
	Matson
	Boeing
	

	
	Pauline
	McRae
	UTC Aerospace Systems
	

	*
	Angelina
	Mendoza
	UTC Aerospace (Goodrich)
	

	
	Antonietta
	Mormone
	Finmeccanica Aeronautic Sector
	

	*
	Keith
	Panuska
	Lockheed Martin Corporation
	Chairperson

	*
	Richard
	Perrett
	GKN Aerospace
	

	
	Patrick
	Phelan
	UTC Aerospace (Goodrich)
	

	*
	Fabrizio
	Quadrini
	Finmeccanica - Helicopter Division
	

	*
	Minh
	Quan
	Triumph Group
	

	
	Hayley
	Roberts
	GE Aviation, Kings Avenue
	

	
	María
	Sánchez-Arjona
	Airbus DS
	

	
	Kodai
	Shimono
	Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd
	

	*
	Sally
	Spindor
	Triumph Group
	

	
	Ranganathan
	Srinivasan
	ST Aerospace Ltd
	

	*
	Anne
	Stanley
	Bombardier
	

	*
	Konstantina
	Stefanidou
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	
	James
	Trevarthen
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	
	Michael
	Walsh
	SAFRAN Aircelle
	

	
	Ian
	Winstanley
	GE Aviation
	


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

	
	Sheldon
	Atherton
	Velocity Composites Limited
	

	
	Grace
	Atkinson
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	

	
	Peter
	Atwell
	Velocity Composites
	

	
	John
	Augsback
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	

	*
	Natalia
	Becerra
	Exova
	

	
	Arnaud
	Bonnet
	Cetim
	

	*
	Kevin
	Brennan
	Swift Engineering Inc.
	

	
	Jon
	Bridges
	Velocity Composites Limited
	

	
	Richard
	Brown
	Senior Aerospace BWT
	

	
	Hugh F
	Casper
	MTS Systems Corporation
	

	*
	Stephen
	Davies
	Hexcel
	

	
	Patrick
	Durkin
	TE Wire
	

	
	Jonathan
	Hebben
	Avcorp Composite Fabrication
	

	
	Ian
	Jenner
	Autoclave & Industrial Controls Ltd
	

	*
	Hubert
	Kern
	FACC
	

	
	Diana
	Morera Valdera
	TEAMS
	

	
	Ian
	Palethorpe
	Meggitt polymers and composites
	

	
	Martyn
	Perks
	Tods Aerospace (Trading as AGC Aerocomposites)
	

	
	Kevin
	Robinson
	Eurotherm Ltd by Schneider Electric
	

	
	Thomas
	Ruecker
	Schneider Electric Systems Germany GmbH EUROTHERM
	

	*
	Jeff
	Rybolt
	ACE
	

	*
	Tammi
	Schubert
	Helicomb Intl. Inc.
	

	*
	Arno
	Toelkes
	Euro-Composites
	

	
	Francesc
	Tort Santacana
	Instron
	

	
	Dean
	Unwin
	Senior Aerospace BWT
	

	
	Nancy E
	Vancil
	Toray Carbon Fibers America
	

	
	Ergun
	Evrensel
	TAI (TURKISH AEROSPACE INDUSTRIES, INC)
	

	*
	Don
	Russell
	Toray Composites
	


PRI Staff Present 
	Michael
	Graham

	John
	Tibma



[bookmark: _Toc413649159][bookmark: _Toc423514953][bookmark: _Toc423515063][bookmark: _Toc433807180][bookmark: _Toc442782426][bookmark: _Toc445819376]Safety Information:
Review Fire Exits in Meeting Room
Inform PRI Staff person of any emergencies

[bookmark: _Toc413649160][bookmark: _Toc423514954][bookmark: _Toc423515064][bookmark: _Toc433807181][bookmark: _Toc442782427][bookmark: _Toc445819377]Reviewed Code of Ethics (Ref: Attendees’ Guide) and Meeting Conduct
[bookmark: _Toc390421219][bookmark: _Toc390425494][bookmark: _Toc390432889][bookmark: _Toc390432995][bookmark: _Toc390433098][bookmark: _Toc390433303][bookmark: _Toc390433406][bookmark: _Toc390433508][bookmark: _Toc401912054][bookmark: _Toc403025745][bookmark: _Toc413649161][bookmark: _Toc423514955][bookmark: _Toc423515065][bookmark: _Toc433807182][bookmark: _Toc442782428][bookmark: _Toc445819378]Present the Antitrust Video (only @ the first open and first closed meeting of the week for each Task Group)
[bookmark: _Toc445819379]Reviewed Membership Status
Michele Losito of Finmeccanica-Aeronautics Sector has missed 3 meetings, but is being replaced by Antonietta Mormone and should be removed from the task group roster without Finmeccanica-Aeronautics losing voting rights
[bookmark: _Toc390421220][bookmark: _Toc390425495][bookmark: _Toc390432890][bookmark: _Toc390432996][bookmark: _Toc390433099][bookmark: _Toc390433304][bookmark: _Toc390433407][bookmark: _Toc390433509][bookmark: _Toc401912055][bookmark: _Toc403025746][bookmark: _Toc413649162][bookmark: _Toc423514956][bookmark: _Toc423515066][bookmark: _Toc433807183][bookmark: _Toc442782429][bookmark: _Toc445819380]Reviewed Agenda
[bookmark: _Toc350939848][bookmark: _Toc350939963][bookmark: _Toc350940186][bookmark: _Toc350940762][bookmark: _Toc350940905][bookmark: _Toc350941252][bookmark: _Toc350941380][bookmark: _Toc350942143][bookmark: _Toc358702252][bookmark: _Toc358702715][bookmark: _Toc358702819][bookmark: _Toc360168641][bookmark: _Toc360169352][bookmark: _Toc360170425][bookmark: _Toc360193977][bookmark: _Toc360194092][bookmark: _Toc368986526][bookmark: _Toc380153367][bookmark: _Toc381686442][bookmark: _Toc381686861][bookmark: _Toc381691479][bookmark: _Toc390421221][bookmark: _Toc390425496][bookmark: _Toc390432891][bookmark: _Toc390432997][bookmark: _Toc390433100][bookmark: _Toc390433305][bookmark: _Toc390433408][bookmark: _Toc390433510][bookmark: _Toc401912056][bookmark: _Toc403025747][bookmark: _Toc413649163][bookmark: _Toc423514957][bookmark: _Toc423515067][bookmark: _Toc433807184][bookmark: _Toc442782430][bookmark: _Toc445819381]Acceptance of Meeting Minutes
A motion was made to approve the meeting minutes from the February 2016 Nadcap Meeting by Angelina Mendoza (UTC Aerospace).  The motion was seconded by Tara Campbell (Rolls-Royce).  A voice vote was taken and the minutes were approved as written with no errors or revisions with a unanimous vote.

[bookmark: _Toc445819384][bookmark: _Toc339610180][bookmark: _Toc346614338][bookmark: _Toc347686144][bookmark: _Toc347750045][bookmark: _Toc347750211][bookmark: _Toc347760153][bookmark: _Toc339610167][bookmark: _Toc346614322][bookmark: _Toc347686128][bookmark: _Toc347750030][bookmark: _Toc347750196][bookmark: _Toc347760138][bookmark: _Toc349315824]Audit Effectiveness – OPEN
John Tibma presented the information and concerns flowed down from the Nadcap Management Council (NMC) of the effectiveness of the audit.  Many “stories” have been flowed up through the Task Groups that things are being missed and that job audits are not being equally distributed among the work of the Subscribing Primes.  There were seven issues that the NMC is asking the Task Groups to address.
The suppliers commented that auditors may be chasing the spec hierarchy down beyond the actual requirement to “find something” that is not within scope.

ACTION ITEM:  Auditor Handbook needs to have the information documented for how Job Audits are chosen and how to prevent the system from being “Gamed”.  Need to formally document the Task Group expectations on the following seven topics. (Kevin Dowling (Lead), Lance Loeks) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)	
1. Selection of Job Audits – Handbook Clarification for paragraph 2.2.2.1.  Auditor will select the job audit for the work being performed.
2. Paper/Demo/Virtual/Coupon Audits – No further update needed. Overall coverage currently in the handbook.
3. Define Level of Specifications – This is not easy to define.  This is defined differently for each prime specification structure.  The real answer is that they dig as deep as required to validate the requirement or process being audited.  Add paragraph to Audit Handbook  in paragraph 2.2.2.1 to make this generalized statement more visible.
4. Validate Flowdown of Customer Requirements – See number 3 above.
5. Job Audit Length -  This is documented and the grading criteria used to set the audit length is documented in our s-frm-15, s-frm-07, s-frm-08 and the conversion is listed in s-frm-16.  Current process used in our Task Group is robust, and is periodically reviewed.
6. Update Checklists – We update these on a meeting by meeting basis and discuss these issues during the observed audit discussions and clarification requests from auditors and suppliers.  Revise OP Appendix to state that each checklist shall be reviewed at a minimum 3 years.
7. Training of Subscriber Requirements – This is always well attended by subscribers and an attendance sheet is used to verify participation.
Audit Failure Ballot Tutorial– OPEN


John Tibma went through each failure mode listed in OP 1110
· Mode A – Supplier opts to stop audit
· Mode B – Too many findings
· Mode C – Severity of Non-conformance Report (NCRs)
· Mode D – Too many cycles (>4 may ballot, >6 must ballot)
· Mode E – Non-responsiveness (>30 late days, >120 days total cycle time)
	
Mode A is usually not an issue but if there is a contract issue (non-payment or failure to notify) then this can be used.
Mode B is the most common failure balloted.
Mode C is rarely seen or been an issue.
Mode D does happen, but the Staff Engineer has some discretion with this issue.
Mode E is usually taken care of with the intervention by the Subscribing Prime.
[bookmark: _Toc445819392]COMP Open Meeting Opening Comments 21 June– OPEN


[bookmark: _Toc445819393]Call to Order/Quorum Check
Quorum was established with 16 subscriber voting members present
Introductions

[bookmark: _Toc445819394]Safety Information:
Review Fire Exits in Meeting Room
Inform PRI Staff person of any emergencies

[bookmark: _Toc445819395]Reviewed Code of Ethics (Ref: Attendees’ Guide) and Meeting Conduct
[bookmark: _Toc445819397]Reviewed Agenda
[bookmark: _Toc350939603][bookmark: _Toc350939680][bookmark: _Toc350939762][bookmark: _Toc350939859][bookmark: _Toc350939974][bookmark: _Toc350940197][bookmark: _Toc350940773][bookmark: _Toc350940916][bookmark: _Toc350941263][bookmark: _Toc350941391][bookmark: _Toc350942154][bookmark: _Toc358702263][bookmark: _Toc358702726][bookmark: _Toc358702830][bookmark: _Toc360168652][bookmark: _Toc360169363][bookmark: _Toc360170436][bookmark: _Toc360193988][bookmark: _Toc360194103][bookmark: _Toc368986537][bookmark: _Toc380153378][bookmark: _Toc381686453][bookmark: _Toc381686872][bookmark: _Toc381691490][bookmark: _Toc390421232][bookmark: _Toc390425507][bookmark: _Toc390432902][bookmark: _Toc390433008][bookmark: _Toc390433111][bookmark: _Toc390433316][bookmark: _Toc390433419][bookmark: _Toc390433521][bookmark: _Toc401912067][bookmark: _Toc403025758][bookmark: _Toc413649174][bookmark: _Toc423514968][bookmark: _Toc423515078][bookmark: _Toc433807195][bookmark: _Toc442782441][bookmark: _Toc445819400]COMP Staff Report- Open


Recent Activities
Auditor Status
Audit Statistical Summary
Future Meeting Information
[bookmark: _Toc350939605][bookmark: _Toc350939682][bookmark: _Toc350939765][bookmark: _Toc350939861][bookmark: _Toc350939976][bookmark: _Toc350940199][bookmark: _Toc350940775][bookmark: _Toc350940918][bookmark: _Toc350941265][bookmark: _Toc350941393][bookmark: _Toc350942156][bookmark: _Toc358702265][bookmark: _Toc358702728][bookmark: _Toc358702832][bookmark: _Toc360168654][bookmark: _Toc360169365][bookmark: _Toc360170438][bookmark: _Toc360193990][bookmark: _Toc360194105][bookmark: _Toc368986539][bookmark: _Toc380153380][bookmark: _Toc381686455][bookmark: _Toc381686874][bookmark: _Toc381691492][bookmark: _Toc390421234][bookmark: _Toc390425509][bookmark: _Toc390432904][bookmark: _Toc390433010][bookmark: _Toc390433113][bookmark: _Toc390433318][bookmark: _Toc390433421][bookmark: _Toc390433523][bookmark: _Toc401912069][bookmark: _Toc403025760][bookmark: _Toc413649176][bookmark: _Toc423514970][bookmark: _Toc423515080][bookmark: _Toc433807197][bookmark: _Toc442782443][bookmark: _Toc445819403]COMP Supplier Support Committee (SSC) Report- open


[bookmark: _Toc445819406]AC7118 Rev D Change Summary- open
Explanation of changes in the new checklist revision



ACTION ITEM:  PRI to add Handbook clarification to 21F.2.9 that the visual inspection of the part can be carried out after removal from the press or after the part is removed from an oven if there are any additional thermal cycles required. (John Tibma) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)
A Supplier asked the question concerning the delta FAI for Kit Cut, but the Auditor should not be doing any investigation into the FAI aspect of the audit.
[bookmark: _Toc445819411]Kitting and Layup Limited Scope AC7118 Accreditation- open
COMP RAIL Item # 195 Report Out


Patrick Dunleavy of SAFRAN presented the kit cutting limited scope information and recommendations.  Needed to validate the impact to the checklists, s-frm-15 and 16 and the handbook.  

The proposal is to add new SCOPES to AC/AH7118 of KSP which will mean Kitting Service Provider.  The Audit checklist would be leveraged since the auditors are fully trained and would only increase the number of job audits.  Add scope specific job audits for Receiving and Packaging/Shipping.
S-frm-15 would add a scope of KSU as a tick box for the suppliers to choose.
Would add new questions to 12i Receiving Quality Control – Kits.

Need to add a question concerning configuration management. 
There was a long discussion concerning how would definition be controlled and who is responsible for the testing of the product, the receiving of the kit and the creation of the kits.  The discussion resulted in a the sub-team being given an action item.

ACTION ITEM:  Existing KSP sub-team to add a question to 12i concerning the preservation of samples of the materials being kitted. (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

Packing/Shipping/Certification is missing a question concerning if the KSP is sending a kitted test sample  back to the requestor of the material, if required by the contract.  This was added by John Tibma to the presentation.
The concern was raised if a ply was damaged or layed-up incorrectly, how would the material be replaced?  The discussion that followed made a point that the contracting service would be required to have a “Plan B” or “Plan C” in place for having extra material shipped with the kit, have material and cutting capability at the facility to replace plies or order a singular ply from a kit identified by a replacement number.

The material replacement issue was discussed to see if there is an expectation of written procedures.  The consensus is there may not need to be a written procedure but a question to be added to the

ACTION ITEM:  Existing KSP sub-team to add a question to Section 16 to address the Kit Cutting Replacement material when the material is only available at the KSP or a plan for replacing material at the source of use.  Reference Question 16e.3.3 or 16f.2.25 as examples of applicable verbiage. (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

[bookmark: _Toc445819414]Environmentally Monitored Area (EMA) Cleaning Requirements- open
Proposed Handbook Clarification for question 6.3.4, RAIL Item 196 Report Out

	
A motion was made to replace second “should” to a “shall” to question AH 7118D paragraph 6.2.17 and move this paragraph to 6.2.13.  This was changed to revising the verbiage in paragraph 6.2.13 and removing the statement from 6.2.17.  The proposal is documented in attachment 9.1.

It was decided to have this issue sent back to the sub-team for review with the proposal in attachment 9.1 as a starting point.

ACTION ITEM:  Sub-team to revise the Handbook Clarification for paragraph 6.2.13 and 6.2.17 to bring the cleaning requirements into alignment using the information in attachement 9.1. (Tara Campbell, Kevin Dowling (Lead), Eric LaFort, Angelina Mendoza, Ian Winstanley, Konstantina Stefanidou, Mike Walsh, Tawny Blumenshine, Jefferson Silva) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

ACTION ITEM:  Sub-team to revise the Handbook Clarification for paragraph 6.3.4 to revised the verbiage that addresses the EMA.  (Tara Campbell, Kevin Dowling (Lead), Eric LaFort, Angelina Mendoza, Ian Winstanley, Konstantina Stefanidou, Mike Walsh, Tawny Blumenshine, Jefferson Silva) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

Quorum was re-established after lunch at 13 subscribing voting members.
.
[bookmark: _Toc445819419]AMS2750/1 Updated- open


Ian Jenner presented the current status of the AMS 2750/1 Pyrometry Specification.

There were two tasks left open.  The Sub-Team was asked to put the fourth option into the specifications.  The sub-team added the Legacy Provision which weighted the other three above the fourth.  The option needs to be placed into the document with no caveats or pre-amble to the validity of the method; and the SAE Committee would provide the technical oversight during the release of the document.

Mr. Jenner represented the information from the four methods, but again, the fourth method needs to be added to the AMS 2750/1 without any pre-amble or caveats.  

ACTION ITEM:  Existing Pyrometry Sub-team to change all the “may” to “shall” in the required paragraphs.  Remove the word Legacy from the option 4 lists. (Due Date: 31-Aug-2016)

ACTION ITEM:  Existing Pryrometry Sub-team to remove language to the fourth option which gives caveats and non-requirements.  It should be worded just as the other 3 options are.  Name the differing methods with numbers or letters to make referencing easier by creating a table within the document. (Due Date: 31-Aug-2016)

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to distribute the stand-alone document of AMS2750/1 and the Slash Sheet to the Doug Madsen for submission to SAE.  Final draft of the document to be sent to all the members of the Task Group. (Due Date: 31-Aug-2016)

[bookmark: _Toc445819422]Core Processing (CP) Audit Time Constraint- open
Is additional time required to perform CP-only job audits?  RAIL Item 210 Report Out



The auditors commented that they could use more time when both 15a and 15b are required.  The auditors’ responses also indicated a lack of understanding of the Task Groups expectations of the number of job audits to be conducted and the number of cures audited.  The auditors stated that inconsistencies in the checklist formatting were causing confusion.

A motion was made by Tara Campbell (Rolls-Royce) to add a capability to the CP only audits for 15a/b 2-4 to the s-frm-16 document.  The motion was seconded by Kevin Dowling (Spirit Aerosystems).  The motion was put to a vote:

16 Green (Yea), 1 Yellow (Waive), 0 Red (Nay) -  The motion passes.

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to add a capability of 15a/b2-4 that applies only to CP in addition to the current capability of 15a 5,6 to s-frm-15. (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)
[bookmark: _Toc445819425]Thermocouple Dampening & AC7118 Question 6.1.4- open
Handbook clarification proposal for question 6.1.4.  RAIL Item 214 Report Out

Lance Loeks presented the response to action item 214.

The sub-team to develop a thermocouple dampening handbook clarification for AC7118 question 6.1.4.  The question that this is related to is “Does the cold storage unit maintain temperature within customer or material storage requirements?”  The handbook clarification is within the document above and was presented by Mr. Loeks.  During the discussion, no subscribers deny it but might state to measure only the air temperature in lieu of the material temperature.

Kevin Dowling (Spirit Aerosystems) made a motion to accept the revision as listed within the presentation to the AC7118 Auditor Handbook.  Ping Chen (COMAC) seconded the motion.  The motion was put to a vote:

18 Green (Yea), 0 Yellow (Waive), 0 Red (Nay) -  The motion passes.

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to revise the Auditor Handbook paragraph 6.1.4 to the verbiage as stated in the presentation 12.0 TC Dampening presented by Lance Loeks.  (Due Date: 31-Aug-2016)

[bookmark: _Toc445819428]AC7118 Scope and Maintenance, Repair & Overhaul (MRO) Work- open
Acceptable Quality Systems
Review of proposed verbiage disallowing MRO work from AC7118 Audits


John Tibma presented the issue of using or disallowing MRO work to be audited to AC7118.  The issue is that MRO work is governed by Repair Methods and Standards that are outside the cognizance of the Manufacturing organization.  The opposing point of view is that is they can present the information and data that would meet the requirements of the AC7118 and can meet the requirements, then why shouldn’t they be accredited.  The prime mandate should control this issue, and the AC7118 states that a Subscriber can state that the Subscriber’s work is not to be allowed to be used during a Nadcap audit.

The three options are to move the MRO work presentation allowance further down in the hierarchy list, develop a MRO checklist, scope or job audit, or add verbiage to the AC7118 Scope to limit the use of MRO work for job audits.

The consensus is to not allow MRO work for a AC7118 and to remove this reference from the document within its entirety.

A motion by Tara Campbell (Rolls-Royce) was made to revise the AC7118, s-frm 15, and the AH7118 to remove the option of selecting MRO work for a job audit to gain AC7118 accreditation and all affiliated references to MRO and MRO Only within the documents.  The motion was seconded by Andreas Mastorakis.  The motion was put to a vote:

20 Green (Yea), 1 Yellow (Waive), 0 Red (Nay) - The motion passes.

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to revise AC7118, s-frm 15 and AH7118 Auditor Handbook to remove the option of selecting MRO work for a job audit to gain AC7118 accreditation and all affiliated references to MRO and MRO Only within the documents. (Due Date: 31-Aug-2016)
[bookmark: _Toc445819433]Auditor Conference Planning- open
Determine topics for 2016 Auditors Conference



AC7118 Topics
· Job Audit Selection - PRI
· Specification Review Expectations - PRI
· Customer Flow Down Verification - PRI
· Core Processing Job Audits - PRI
· MRO Job Audit - PRI
· Autoclave Automated Cure Inspection Software Validation – Kevin Dowling, Lance Loeks
· Supplier Tour and Evaluation – Andreas Mastorakis and Tara Campbell
· Open Discussion – New Auditor Specific Information - PRI
· Rolls-Royce Specification Training – Tara Campbell
· Thermocouple Dampening – PRI

ADJOURNMENT – 21-Jun-2016 – The Composite Task Group (AC7118) open portion of the meeting was adjourned at 4:40 p.m. for the day.

[bookmark: _Toc445819441]COMP Open Meeting Opening Comments 22-Jun-2016 - open
[bookmark: _Toc445819442]Call to Order/Quorum Check
Quorum was established with 14 subscriber voting members in attendance
Introductions

[bookmark: _Toc445819443]Safety Information:
Review Fire Exits in Meeting Room
Inform PRI Staff person of any emergencies

[bookmark: _Toc445819444]Reviewed Code of Ethics (Ref: Attendees’ Guide) and Meeting Conduct
Review Agenda
[bookmark: _Toc445819448]Supplier Education Efforts- open
Discuss possible Supplier Symposium topics such as Foreign Object Debris (FOD), flowdown, preventing escapes, etc.…


John Tibma presented the need to consider ways to make task group meetings more valuable for suppliers, and do a better job flowing down requirements and expectations.  Or should we take up to 1 day for a Supplier Symposium for how to meet and do better in Nadcap.  Other symposium topics could be:
· Alignment and Correction Factors
· Preventing Escapes Flowing Requirements to Subcontractors
· FOD Prevention
· Do “Focus Group” sections on specific sections of the checklist.
· Visibility on what is included within the Auditor Training
· Focusing on the Top Four NCRs and give a specific class on that
· Break-down of NCRs that produced Product Impact examples
· Write the questions down so that there is anonymity to whom or which company has an issue with the checklist.
· Examples of good and bad Root Cause Corrective Action (RCCA) that can be introduced
· Is there a plan to translate the checklist into different languages?
· Is there a plan to hire auditors who have foreign language skills?  -  The issue here is the volume of work we do at non-ITAR suppliers is very low and we could possibly have one person if they work full time, and if you split this down to the different languages, the work load is minimal and would be a part time employment.
· Question and Answer session at these meetings for technical issues for Test Machines and Test System Calibration Report.
· Pull NCRs concerning testing and have a forum with the Test Machine Supplier (Instron, MTS)
· Push meeting information in advance to the Supply Chain through the Supplier Support Committee on different Symposium Topics for discussion.
[bookmark: _Toc445819451]Flexible Audit Scope to Provide Additional Job Audits- open
Equipment Calibration
Thermal Uniformity Surveys (TUS)
Digital Product Definition
Operator Self Verification Deep Dive
First Article Inspection (FAI) & Partial FAI


John Tibma discussed if the Supplier is on merit, should we eliminate some of the existing duplicate job audits to focus on holes in the currently oversight strategy?

Potential Areas of Additional Focus:
· Equipment Calibration
· Laser Projectors
· Automated Ply Cutters
· Automatic Fiber Placement/Automated Tape Laying

· Thermal Uniformity Surveys – We need to make sure that we are not creating requirements, but give a list of expectations and create a Job Audit that would cover this issue more thoroughly.
· Configuration Change 
· Operator Self Verification Deep Dive – A deep dive should be done due to the questions currently within the checklist and is expected.  Where are we going with this issue??  May want to make this into a Job Audit.
· Digital Product Definition
· First Article Inspection (FAI)– How do you manage your changes?

Suppliers stated that we should not “punish” suppliers on merit by adding new and additional requirements because they are on merit.   It was stated that if it is good for a supplier on merit, why isn’t it good for a new supplier or one that is not on merit?  It was agreed that this issue could be Dead On Arrival since it is really not fair.  It was argued that if you extended the audit, the suppliers would not like that so it now becomes a “trade off” on the value we are getting from the audit and if we want a longer audit or a shorter audit focus on areas of concerns, but should not those concerns be for all suppliers?

If we want to add additional questions, we will have to do it with fore thought to make our audits manageable and valuable, and right now, this will only be done manually.

ACTION ITEM:  A Sub-Team shall be created to look at adding some of the Potential Area and creating questions and Job Audits for the potential areas of focus.  The list is prioritized as stated above and the team will report out on Priority One in Pittsburgh 2016.(Jason Adams, Tammi Schubert, Lance Loeks (Lead), Andreas Mastorakis, Jonathan Heppen, Brett Hemingway, Kevin Dowling, Konstantina Stefanidou, Sally Spindor) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

ACTION ITEM:  Add a topic to the auditor conference to engage the auditor base in getting their opinion on what can be done to skinny the checklists to potentially add other “areas of focus” to the checklist. (John Tibma – PRI) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to add time for a report out by the Task Group AQS representative at each Nadcap meeting to keep us abreast of the tasks that are on-going and issues that are affecting us. (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)
[bookmark: _Toc445819456]Open Discussion- open
Topics that have come up since the previous meeting



Topic 1:
Inspection Software Quality Assurance – Question 4.3.1
Do we need to provide handbook guidance in regards to expectations for SQA in regards to automated cure cycle inspection, FOD detection, ply location, etc..?

Kevin Dowling stated that there is information from a previous action item for cure cycles and getting their input during this report out in Pittsburgh.  This issue will be pushed until after the Pittsburgh meeting.

Topic 2:
Survey completion of Frequency of Nadcap Meeting.



The Task Group as a whole completed the survey sent to us by NMC.  See file above.

Topic 3:
Succession Plan
With Mr. Panuska retiring in August, we need to revise our succession plan.

Does the Task Group agree to Tara Campbell (Rolls-Royce) and Richard Perret (GKN) serving as Chairperson and Vice Chairperson starting 19-Aug-2016 through the October 2019 Nadcap Meeting?

A motion was made by Brett Hemingway (BAE Systems) to accept the proposal listed above.  The motion was seconded by Angelina Mendoza (UTC Goodrich).  The motion was voted on.

17 Green (Yea), 0 Yellow (Waive), 0 Red (Nay) - The motion passes. 

A motion was made by Kevin Dowling (Spirit Aerosystems) to nominate John Key as the Secretary during the Chairpersonship of Tara Campbell.  The motion was seconded by Angelina Mendoza (UTC Goodrich).  The motion was voted on.

19 Green (Yea), 0 Yellow (Waive), 1 Red (Nay) - The motion passes. The outgoing Chairperson voted Nay just because he could.


ACTION ITEM:  PRI to revise the succession plan to show the new dates for the position of Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Secretary for the next transition due to the retirement of the current Chairperson. (Due Date: 31-Aug-2016)

Topic 4:
Digital Timer Calibration

Airbus Helicopters has questioned whether digital timers require calibration?  We should follow the AQS Standard that if you are measuring a requirement, then the device should be calibrated.  

ACTION ITEM:  Sub-team to revise the Auditor Handbook, AC7122/2, question 16.2.9 to address the calibrated timers requirement. (John Tibma (PRI), Lance Loeks (Boeing)) (Due Date: 30-Sep-2016)

	Topic 5:
Andreas Mastorakis proposed AC7118 Table I Revision to remove the statement “on exposed tools” where it states “Lay-up of prepreg or adhesive on exposed tools”.

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to revise AC7118, Table I to as stated in the information provided above. (John Tibma (PRI) (Due Date: 31-Oct-2016)

[bookmark: _Toc445819459]Meeting Close Out- open
There are 3 new subscribing voting member requesting approval into the task group. This was confirmed by the Task Group Chairperson Keith Panuska.

Kodia Shimono – MHI Subscriber VM
Takuya Konno – MHI Subscriber VM
Antonietta Mormone – Finmeccanica-Aeronautics Sector Subscriber VM

Reviewed Action Items
Agenda Topic for the next meeting in Madrid were reviewed and discussed.

AMS 2750/1 Final Draft.
Auditors Conference Planning
Per Rail Report Outs

Final comments – Keith Panuska bid a fond farewell.

Motion was made by Tara Campbell to adjourn the meeting, the motion was seconded by Sally Spindor.  The motion to adjourn the meeting was carried by unanimous voice vote.

ADJOURNMENT – 22-Jun-16 – The Composite Task Group OPEN portion of the meeting was adjourned at 12:00 PM.
.
Minutes Prepared by: John Key – Bell Helicopters, jkey2@bellhelicopter.textron.com

	
***** 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:
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Keith Panuska – Lockheed Martin
COMP/NMMT/NMMM Task Group Chair


20 June 2016







IN MEMORY
2016







Douglas Albert Prenovost
Northrop Grumman 


January 27, 1953 - January 5, 2016 


Doug Prenovost 62, of San Clemente passed away peacefully at home under hospice 
care. He was the son of Thomas and Kathleen Prenovost of San Clemente, California. 


Doug was an Aerospace Engineer and worked for Northrop/Grumman for over 25 
years. He enjoyed traveling all over the world – Japan, Australia, Turkey, France, 


Switzerland and England. He was a member of Our Lady of Fatima Catholic church and 
enjoyed coaching 7th and 8th grade football teams. He also enjoyed surfing, golf, and 
his favorite sailing. He had a beautiful sailboat which he kept in Dana Point Harbor.


Doug is survived by his wife, Jeanne, they were married for 37 years. Doug’s beloved 
sons Bryan and Jeff Prenovost, brothers Tom Prenovost II, David Prenovost, Ted 


Prenovost, sisters Annette P. Crotty and Michelle P. Ruegg.
Doug’s Ashes will be scattered of Dana Point harbor where he spent many a happy 


day on his boat.







EVELYN JACOBSON
Pratt & Whitney


February 20, 1959 - March 11, 2016 


Evelyn Jacobson was born in the East Bay in February 1959, the youngest of 
Ernest and Ethel Mae Jacobson's middle daughters. Evelyn was raised in El 


Cerrito. She was a member, was baptized and was confirmed at Christ 
Lutheran Church. Evelyn graduated from El Cerrito High School. Evelyn was 


proud that she was accepted by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology for 
college. She went away to MIT and earned a Bachelors degree in Materials 


Science Engineering. She worked as an engineer for Fairchild Semiconductor, 
LSI Logic, Intel, Orbital ATK, and Pratt & Whitney. Her career had her moving 
from the Silicon Valley to Pocatello, Idaho; to Chandler, Arizona; and for the 
last five years she has worked in Ontario, California. Evelyn enjoyed church, 


family, friends, travel, good food, fine wine and a good martini. Evelyn died of 
cancer in the hospital in Ontario, California on March 11, 2016. She is survived 
by her brother Eric and his wife Debbie, her sister Eileen, her brother Eugene, 


her niece Cindy, her nephew Richard and his wife Kristal, her niece Valerie, her 
niece Elizabeth and her husband Dan, and her grandnephews Ben, Sebastian, 


Kyle and James, and her grandniece Natalie.







BRANDON J.DAVIS 
Sikorsky Aircraft 


May 7, 1981 - April 21, 2016 


Brandon J. Davis, 34, entered into eternal rest on April 21, 2016 in his home. Brandon was 
born at home in Ansonia on May 7, 1981, beloved son of Robert J. and Patricia Murphy 


Davis. He attended Assumption Grammar School in Ansonia, graduated from Trumbull High 
School and attended R.P.I. in Troy, NY. A resident of North Haven for over ten years, he was 
employed at Sikorsky Aircraft beginning his career in the Engineering Department, then the 
Auditing Department and currently was a strategic sourcing technical analyst. Brandon had 


an incredible zest for learning and was an expert at computers, computer programming 
and all electronics. He enjoyed woodworking, remodeling and carpentry of all kinds, 


working on cars, mountain biking, camping and backpacking. In addition to his parents, 
Robert and Patricia, he leaves to cherish his memory, aunts and uncles, Frank and Noreen 
Davis of NY and Charles and Frances Sukanek of FL, cousins, Dr. Lauren Davis of Australia, 


Roberta Sukanek and Tricia Ford (Shane) of FL and Melissa Sukanek of GA. 
In lieu of flowers, contributions in Brandon’s memory may be made to the Ansonia Animal 


Shelter, 2 Elm Street, Ansonia, CT 06401 or through the funeral home.
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Opening Comments
• Call to order
• Quorum establishment
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Opening Comments
• Introductions/Routing of attendance list
• Code of Ethics/Antitrust and Meeting 


Conduct (Page 7 and 8 of the Attendee’s 
Guide) – See Video
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Opening Comments
• Approval of last meeting minutes
• Use of  Voting Cards


• Green- Approve
• Yellow- Waive
• Red- Reject
• Why? To avoid the wrath of internal auditors
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Review/Update Membership Status
• PD 1100, Paragraph 


• 5.10.6 To maintain Voting Member privileges, 
the following criteria shall be met unless the NMC 
or Task Group Chair determines that other 
circumstances warrant retention:


• Voting Member shall not be absent without 
approved alternate representation (including a full 
proxy) from three consecutive regular Nadcap 
NMC/Task Group meetings.


• Voting Member, or approved alternate 
representation, shall not miss a vote on 2 
consecutive letter ballots. A waive shall count as a 
vote. (OP 1101)
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Review/Update Membership Status – Those not 
meeting the maintenance criteria (COMP):


• Companies Missing 3 Consecutive Meetings
– Finmeccanica- Aero Sector, Michele Losito


• Companies Missing 2 Consecutive Votes on a Letter 
Ballot 
– None


• Task Group Chair concurrence required to maintain 
Voting Membership for the above listed companies.  
Decision to be documented in the Meeting Minutes.







TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


13


Language awareness
•New attendees and non-native English speakers
•Tempo of discussions 
•Abbreviations and acronyms
Housekeeping
• Fire alarm – Bathrooms – Refreshments 
• Security in the conference room
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Meeting Participation 
•Only one person should speak at any one time
•Raise a hand to take a turn 
•Avoid side bars 
•Allow others time to participate
•Respect the opinion of others
•Stick to the agenda
•Ensure cell phones and similar devices are 


turned off, or set to vibrate. 
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Meeting Participation (continued)
•Audio or video recording of Nadcap meetings is 


prohibited unless formal approval is received from all 
attendees and recorded in the minutes. 


•Violators of this policy will be asked to stop recording. 
•Failure to stop recording or repeated attempts to 


record may result in expulsion from the meeting 
and/or the Nadcap program.
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Request Inclusion for Task Group Ballots – Become a 
Non-Voting Member
Added to the Task Group Roster
Participate in Task Group Ballots conducted in eAuditNet
 Submit Requests to John Tibma at jtibma@p-r-i.org


Complete a Membership Form
 Please see John Tibma during the Break for a form if interested


Participants must be registered at www.eAuditNet.com
 If you are not registered at eAuditNet; contact Emily Yzquierdo at 


eyzquierdo@p-r-i.org for assistance


NOTE: Voting Member requirements are defined in PD 1100.



mailto:jtibma@p-r-i.org

http://www.eauditnet.com/

mailto:eyzquierdo@p-r-i.org
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• Agenda Review
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Failure Ballot Tutorial
COMP/NMMM/NMMT


20 June, 2016
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• Defined in OP 1110
– Mode A – Supplier opts to stop audit
– Mode B – Too many NCRs
– Mode C – Severity of NCRs
– Mode D – Too many cycles (>4 may ballot, >6 must 


ballot)
– Mode E – Non-responsiveness (>30 late days, >120 


days total cycle time)


Failure Modes
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• Defined in OP 1110
Mode B Failure Criteria
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Mode B Failure Criteria
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Mode B Failure Criteria
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• Defined in OP 1110
– Quorum required for a decision to be made


• Quorum is 3 votes from different subscriber companies
• Ballot deadline can be extended to allow quorum


– Waive votes not allowed, only 2 voting options
• Fail (must indicate if cert should be pulled or not)
• Don’t Fail


– 2/3 of votes required to fail 
• 2 fail- 1 don’t fail = failed audit
• 3 fail -2 don’t fail = Normal RCCA


Votes Required
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Opening Comments
• Call to order
• Quorum establishment
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Opening Comments
• Introductions/Routing of attendance list
• Code of Ethics/Antitrust and Meeting 


Conduct (Page 7 and 8 of the Attendee’s 
Guide) – See Video







TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


5


TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL


Opening Comments
• Approval of last meeting minutes
• Use of  Voting Cards


• Green- Approve
• Yellow- Waive
• Red- Reject
• Why? To avoid the wrath of internal auditors
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Language awareness
•New attendees and non-native English speakers
•Tempo of discussions 
•Abbreviations and acronyms
Housekeeping
• Fire alarm – Bathrooms – Refreshments 
• Security in the conference room
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Meeting Participation 
•Only one person should speak at any one time
•Raise a hand to take a turn 
•Avoid side bars 
•Allow others time to participate
•Respect the opinion of others
•Stick to the agenda
•Ensure cell phones and similar devices are 


turned off, or set to vibrate. 
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Meeting Participation (continued)
•Audio or video recording of Nadcap meetings is 


prohibited unless formal approval is received from all 
attendees and recorded in the minutes. 


•Violators of this policy will be asked to stop recording. 
•Failure to stop recording or repeated attempts to 


record may result in expulsion from the meeting 
and/or the Nadcap program.
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Request Inclusion for Task Group Ballots – Become a 
Non-Voting Member
Added to the Task Group Roster
Participate in Task Group Ballots conducted in eAuditNet
 Submit Requests to John Tibma at jtibma@p-r-i.org


Complete a Membership Form
 Please see John Tibma during the Break for a form if interested


Participants must be registered at www.eAuditNet.com
 If you are not registered at eAuditNet; contact Emily Yzquierdo at 


eyzquierdo@p-r-i.org for assistance


NOTE: Voting Member requirements are defined in PD 1100.



mailto:jtibma@p-r-i.org

http://www.eauditnet.com/

mailto:eyzquierdo@p-r-i.org
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• Agenda Review
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John Tibma
Lead Staff Engineer
COMP/NMMT/NMMM


21 June 2016
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


COMP Subscriber Members


– Airbus Group
• Airbus – R,P
• Airbus Defense & Space – R 
• Airbus Helicopters – R


– BAE Systems – MAI – R
– The Boeing Company – R
– Bombardier, Inc. – R
– COMAC 
– Defense Contract Management 


Agency (DCMA) 
– Embraer SA – A 
– Finmeccanica SpA


• Aeronautics Sector – R 
• Helicopter Division – R 


– GE Aviation – R,P
– General Dynamics  Corp 


• Gulfstream
– GKN Aerospace 
– Honeywell Aerospace – R,P
– Israel Aerospace Industries 
– Latecoere – R


– Lockheed Martin Corporation 
• Sikorsky 


– Mitsubishi – R 
– Northrop Grumman Corporation – R
– Raytheon Company
– Rolls Royce Corp and PLC – R,P
– SAFRAN Group – R,P
– Sonaca 
– Spirit – R
– Textron Inc. 


• Beechcraft – R
• Bell Helicopter 
• Cessna – R 


– Triumph Group – R
– United Technologies Corp. 


• UTAS (Goodrich) – R
• Pratt & Whitney 


R = accreditation required by prime
P = AC7122P required by prime
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


COMP Recent Activities
• John Tibma Staff Engineer, is currently 


supporting 85% of COMP audit review in a 
Delegated mode.


• Harry Coffee Consultant Reviewer, is currently 
supporting 15% of COMP audit review in a 
non-Delegated mode.


• New Trainee Auditors
– Jeff Bue
– Keith Panuska
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


COMP Auditor Status
• Jose Barral


– Lead Auditor
– Europe Sector
– AC7122-P


• Jeff Bue
– Trainee Auditor
– Americas Sector


• Harry Coffee
– Lead Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• Stephen Hayzlett
– Lead Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• Brian Johnson
– Lead Auditor
– AQS Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• David Kennedy
– Lead Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• Keith Panuska
– Trainee Auditor
– Americas Sector


• Paul Poropatic
– Lead Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• Jeff Reese
– Lead Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• Rick Sovich
– Trainee Auditor
– Americas Sector


• Sean Walsh
– Lead Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P


• Victor Wang
– Auditor
– Americas Sector
– AC7122-P
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


COMP Audit Projections
• 2016 Audit Projections


– 214 (102 – Americas, 68 – Europe, 44 Asia)
• 214 Total Scheduled through August 2016


– 93 Americas, 74 Europe, 47 Asia


• 100% of plan
Data as of 25 May 2016







6


COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


COMP Top Paragraphs Overall
• The following chart shows the top paragraphs 


that are referenced in an NCR.
• This chart includes:


– AC7118 Rev C Non Job Audit Trend Data
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


2014,2015 Top Questions


11.3.4    Does the manufacturing process accurately reflect the 
documented work instructions?  5.71%/4.95%


5.1.11    Are materials stored in a manner to prevent damage or 
contamination?   3.07%/3.71%


11.4.1     Have housekeeping requirements been met as per applicable 
procedure? 1.74%/3.14%


11.4.6     Are FOD area requirements, boundaries, and type, clearly 
identified or understood? 2.76%


11.3.2    Does the manufacturing and/or inspection record have sufficient 
detail to produce the part?  2.48%/2.47%
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


2014,2015 Top Questions


11.3.11  Have all corrections to the recorded information been performed 
in accordance to established policies, procedures, and customer 
requirements? 1.62%


3.3.1   During the course of the audit, was compliance with the existing 
quality management system demonstrated? 1.82%/1.52%


21a.2.1   Are curing parameters (e.g. heating and cooling ramp rates and 
holds, pressure, vacuum, time, etc) monitored, recorded and verified per 
customer requirements? 1.52%


16a.2.9    Does the supplier have a verification method to ensure that all 
poly film/backing paper (or other support or protective material) has 
been removed prior to lay-up?  1.43%
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


2014,2015 Top Questions


3.4.1    For re-accreditation audits, was corrective action from previous 
audits implemented and sustained?   1.57%/1.33%


8.7.1   Are cure requirements (i.e., temperature, pressure, vacuum, hold 
times, ramp rates, etc.) monitored, recorded and verified per customer 
requirements?  1.41%/1.33%


11.3.15    Do the work instructions identify in-process/verification points 
when verification of conformance cannot be performed at later stages of 
realization per customer requirements?  1.82%


11.4.3   Are personnel wearing attire as specified by the customer or 
supplier?  1.57%
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


• The following NMC metrics are red:
– Currently no red metrics
– On-time Certification: Green – 100% 
– Supplier Merit: Yellow – 75%
– Cycle Time: Green – 45 days


• Corrective action required?
– Note decision and any corrective action taken in the minutes.  


No action is required.  Note discussion and decision in minutes


Red Metrics Review
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report


Future Meeting Information


• Pittsburgh, PA, USA – 24-28 October, 2016
– Omni William Penn


• New Orleans, LA, USA – 20-23 February, 2017
• Berlin, Germany – 5-8 June, 2017
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SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP


Supplier Support Committee Task Group Representative – COMP
Arno Tölkes Euro-Composites


June 2016 in London







SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP


• An avenue for Suppliers to have input and give feedback to 
the Nadcap system.


• Provides non-technical answers and support for Suppliers with 
questions or problems.  Contact the SSC with your feedback 
and/or questions - NadcapSSC@p-r-i.org


• Presents information to Suppliers about the Nadcap process.


• Offers the Supplier perspective on Nadcap projects.


• Sponsors activities/projects based on Supplier feedback.


WHAT IS THE ROLE OF THE SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE (SSC)?



mailto:NadcapSSC@sae.org





SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP


• Mentoring Program Designed to have experienced  Nadcap Suppliers aid 
those Suppliers needing assistance  


• Metrics Monitors Supplier participation in the Nadcap program


• Supplier Survey Periodic Supplier feedback survey – The 2015 Supplier 
Survey was launched at the 2015 Nadcap Meeting in Pittsburgh. 
First results to be presented on SSC Meeting (Tuesday start 
5P.M.)


• Nadcap Meeting Supplier Helpdesk, Supplier Tutorial & First-
Time Supplier Attendee Question & Answer Session


• Sponsored Events SSC sponsored presentations (i.e. Prime Updates for 
Suppliers, Nadcap Resources for Suppliers, Flow 
Down & More)


• Communication/ Examples of Communication/Education:
Education Supplier Interviews, PRI Dictionary & 


‘What you need to know about 
Nadcap’ Brochure


CURRENT SSC ACTIVITIES







SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP


• Lisa Jensen-Donahoe leads the Mentoring Sub-Team.  Lisa can be reached at 
Lisa.Donahoe@alcoa.com


• This sub-committee is designed to assist those Suppliers who are new to the 
process and/or those needing assistance with navigating through the Nadcap
system. 


• Just contact PRI and they’ll provide you with the name of an experienced supplier 
who will help you through the Nadcap process. 


• While every attempt is made to assign a mentor from the same geographical area 
and same task group, this isn’t always possible.  


• If you are interested in obtaining a mentor, becoming a mentor or would just 
like more information about the program, send an email to NadcapSSC@p-r-
i.org.


MENTORING PROGRAM



mailto:Lisa.Donahoe@alcoa.com
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• Supplier Helpdesk
– Have questions about Nadcap or about the Nadcap meeting?  Look for the “Supplier Support Committee 


Helpdesk” sign.  Contact Dale Harmon at dharmon@cts-inc.net for more information.
• SSC Leadership Team Opening Reception


– Meet the SSC LT and have a cup of coffee
– Monday June 20st from 8:00-8:45 AM


• Nadcap from a Chairperson Perspective 
– Learn about the Nadcap process through a Chairpersons eyes
– Monday June 20st from 02:00 PM-03:00 PM


• Supplier Orientation and Tutorial 
– Provides an overview of the Nadcap program 
– Tuesday June 21st from 8:00 A.M. -9:30 A.M.


• SSC Presentation: Calibration Best Practices
– Tuesday June 21st from 10:30-11:30 AM


• eAuditNet Supplier Tutorial
– Be able to successfully navigate in the eAuditNet system from a Supplier’s perspective
– Tuesday June 21st from 9:30-10:30 AM


SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE INITIATIVES AND EVENTS



mailto:dharmon@cts-inc.net
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• When:
– Tuesday, June 21st from 5:00-6:30 PM


• Topics include:
– NMC Chair Address
– Supplier News
– Supplier Working Groups


• Come and participate in one of three working sessions, topics include:
 If I could never attend another Nadcap meeting…
Value of information available to Suppliers
Marketing SSC Mondays


SUPPLIER SUPORT COMMITTEE GENERAL MEETING


The SSC invites all Subscribers to attend the 
SSC General Meeting.  All are welcome!







SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP


QUESTIONS


?





		�Supplier Support Committee Task Group Representative – COMP�Arno Tölkes Euro-Composites���June 2016 in London

		WHAT IS THE ROLE OF THE SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE (SSC)?

		CURRENT SSC ACTIVITIES

		MENTORING PROGRAM

		SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE INITIATIVES AND EVENTS

		SUPPLIER SUPORT COMMITTEE GENERAL MEETING

		QUESTIONS
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AC7118 Rev. D Revision Summary


Note:  ITAR/Export Controlled material is prohibited from 
presentations.  
It’s the responsibility of the presenter to ensure compliance. 
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Agenda
• Operator Self-Verification
• In-Process Verification
• Automated Kit Cut
• Core Processing
• Reticulation
• Automated Fiber Placement / Automated Tape Layup
• Structural Adhesive Bonding
• Liquid Resin Processing
• Cure
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Operator Self-Verification (OSV)
Internal Audit Preparation
• Review the procedure for OSV and verify it contains the elements of SAE 


ARP9162
• Review the list of OSV operators and make sure all qualifications are up-to-


date
• Select a few operators from each area
• Research a few engineering acceptance requirements, such as lap splice 


tolerances
• Go to the shop and ask the OSV operators if they can specify the 


acceptance requirements, the inspection tools, and to demonstrate 
inspection methods.


• Adjust the OSV program as necessary to improve effectiveness
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In-Process Verification
Internal Audit Preparation
• To provide greater emphasis on the in-process verification, the question in 


the general job audit section has been repeated in each of the lay-up job 
audits.


• Review the handbook clarification for question 11.3.15.
Note: the handbook has provided additional clarifications regarding metal 
bond


• Assess each of the different CCAs with applicable lay-up job audits from 
section 16.


• Review a sample of the work instructions and compare to the handbook 
clarification.


• Do the work instructions have in-process verification points for Quality (or 
their delegate) to verify acceptance requirements which cannot be 
verified at later stages of realization?


• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary 
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Automated Kit Cut
Internal Audit Preparation
• Question was added to verify the procedures which implement Software 


Quality Assurance
• Review procedures for the development, acceptance, storage, and use of 


automated kit cut programs
• Visit the area where the automated kit cut is performed and ask the 


operator to show the specific automated kit cut program
• Is there a traceable method to get from the work instructions to the 


software program?
• Is the program revision level the same as approved by QA?


Note:  Does the procedure define when a partial FAI is required when 
programs have been revised?


• Is the operator locked out of making changes to the program?
• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary
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Core Processing
Internal Audit Preparation
• Previously, any cures related to core processing was performed in job 


audit 21, such as ovens.  Cure questions have now been moved to job 
audit 15 so that core processing is self contained.


• Review the questions for cure in section 15
• Find a job, such as curing of potting, which is specifically related to core 


processing
• Verify compliance to the questions
• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary
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Reticulation
Internal Audit Preparation
• Reticulation now has specific questions within job audit 16
• Review the new questions
• Go to the CCA or EMA area where reticulation is being performed
• Verify compliance to the questions
• Evaluated the different stages


– Laying out the adhesive film on the honeycomb core or perforated skin
– Staging of the adhesive film on the honeycomb core or perforated skin
– Reticulation of the adhesive by heating, with or without blowing
– Partial polymerization
– Inspection


• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary
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Automated Fiber Placement (AFP) & 
Automated Tape Laying (ATL)


Internal Audit Preparation
• The one job audit for AFP and ATL are now split into two job audits
• No changes, additions, or deletions to the AC7118 questions.
• No changes have been made to handbook guidance
• If your facility performs both processes, verify the internal audit program 


assess each process annually.
• Perform an internal audit on either AFP or ATL as required.
• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
Internal Audit Preparation
• Structural Adhesive Bonding applies to the non-metallic bonding of two 


cured composite details or a cured composite detail to a metallic detail, or 
when a cured composite detail and an uncured composite detail are 
bonded together (co-bonding). 


• New job audits have been added to verify compliance to bonding cured 
composite details and metallic details with emphasis on surface 
preparation of the details bonding surface and protecting it from 
contamination


• Find a job specifically related to structural adhesive bonding
• Verify compliance to the questions
• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary
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Liquid Resin Processing
Internal Audit Preparation
• Three questions have been added:


– Are resin kits sealed and labeled for traceability? 
– Is the resin flow rate verified per customer requirements?
– Is the mold vented/purged per customer requirements?


• Verify internal audit includes these new questions
• Go to CCA or EMA and verify compliance
• Adjust the work instructions, procedures, and training as necessary
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Cure
Internal Audit Preparation
• New or Modified Questions


– Autoclave & Oven
• Is the part specific program traceable and under configuration control?
• Is out time for time and temperature sensitive material verified after or during cure to ensure it has not been 


exceeded? 


– Press & Heated Tool
• Is out time for time and temperature sensitive material verified after or during cure to ensure it has not been 


exceeded? 
• Is the curing thermal cycle per customer requirements?
• Is the part inspected for visual defects?


• Go to the cure area
– Verify compliance to software procedures for the development, acceptance, storage, 


and use of cure programs
– Verify outtime calculation and acceptance requirements
– Verify cure
– Verify operator can specify the different types of defects and acceptance criteria
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Any Questions?
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BACK-UP SLIDES
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Operator Self-Verification
Operator Self-verification – This may also be known 
as Operator Self Certification / Approved 
Operator/MVP/OSV/QDP, etc… 
Formal delegation of the verification of applicable 
requirements to a qualified operator / technician (see 
SAE ARP9162).
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Operator Self-Verification


4.6.1 Does the supplier have a documented 
procedure for Operator Self-Verification which defines 
the identification of processes/operations eligible for 
using Operator Self-Verification, training/competency 
of Self-Verification operators and oversight of process 
and operator performance?
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Operator Self-Verification
Handbook Clarification:  Composite suppliers may limit 
operator self-verification (OSV) to specific inspection 
operations within a work instruction or to processes within 
the operator’s specific qualifications. OSV could apply after 
the following processes: tool preparation, kitting of materials, 
core processing, lay-up and bagging, and verification of mix 
ratios/pot life. Example processes typically not utilizing OSV 
could include: cure verification, final inspection, and 
processes that are not mature (new or have significant 
rework/repair). Training for OSV must be equivalent to the 
training provided to quality for the affected 
operation/process.
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Operator Self-Verification
Examples of OSV training could include: the use of secondary 
measurement instruments (such as calipers or a protractor), 
knowledge of rework allowances, drawing/MBD 
interpretation, nonconformance reporting, and practical 
demonstration of skills. Once the OSV program is established 
the quality organization shall provide oversight by establishing 
an independent surveillance of the OSV operators, products, 
and processes. The OSV program shall have procedure(s) 
defining comprehensive training, maintenance, surveillance, 
suspension, retraining and requalification.
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Operator Self-Verification
4.6.2 Is a record of qualified Operator Self-Verification 
personnel maintained indicating training, scope of approval, 
proficiency and qualification date?


Handbook Clarification: The OSV records must indicate the 
authorized composite processes delegated to the operator by 
quality.
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Operator Self-Verification
4.6.3 Do records indicate that the supplier has periodic 
performance evaluations of Operator Self-Verification 
personnel?


Handbook Clarification: Verify the quality organization has 
records of providing an independent surveillance of OSV 
operators, products, and processes.
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In-Process/Verification Points
11.3.15 Do the work instructions identify in-
process/verification points when verification of conformance 
cannot be performed at later stages of realization per 
customer requirements?


This question has been added to job audits 16a, 16b, 16c, 
16d, 16e, 16f, 16g, 16j
Handbook Clarification: 11.3.15 clarification has been 
expanded to address Metal Bond (16b/d) expectations
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CNC Kit Cut
14b.2.14 Is the part specific program traceable and under 
configuration control? 
Handbook Clarification: None required
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Core Processing
Cure questions added (previously located only in job audit 21) 
to 15a, 
15a.3.11 Are curing parameters (e.g. heating and cooling 
ramp rates and holds, vacuum, time, etc.) monitored, 
recorded and verified per customer requirements?
15a.3.11.a Is the cure record labeled with all applicable 
parameters (e.g. temperature, time, vacuum) and retained as 
part of the manufacturing record?
15a.3.11.b Are minimum temperature requirements adhered 
to prior to removing parts from the oven?
Handbook Clarification: None required
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Core Processing
Cure questions added (previously located in job audit 21, 
15a/b.5) to 15a.3, 15a.4, 15b.3, 15b.4
15a.3.11 Are curing parameters (e.g. heating and cooling 
ramp rates and holds, vacuum, time, etc.) monitored, 
recorded and verified per customer requirements?
15a.3.11.a Is the cure record labeled with all applicable 
parameters (e.g. temperature, time, vacuum) and retained as 
part of the manufacturing record?
15a.3.11.b Are minimum temperature requirements adhered 
to prior to removing parts from the oven?
15a.3.11.c Is the curing of parts performed in approved 
equipment per customer requirements?
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Core Processing
15a/b.5.18 Are TC’s welded and used per customer requirements?
15a/b.5.30 Prior to bagging are tool fittings, orifices and vent/vacuum 
lines checked for cleanliness and obstructions?
15a/b.5.31 Are minimum temperature requirements adhered to prior to 
removing parts from the oven?
15a/b.5.32 Is the part removed from the tool/mold in a manner to 
prevent damage to the part?
15a/b.5.33 Is out time for time and temperature sensitive material 
verified after or during cure to ensure it has not been exceeded?


Handbook Clarification: See guidance for paragraph 21a.2.7.
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Reticulation
Reticulation questions have been added to job audits for PAR (16a & 
16d) and Structural Adhesive bonding (16h & 16i) 
Handbook Glossary Definition
Reticulation- Reticulation on honeycomb core or perforated skins is an 
operation consisting in softening by heating, with or without blowing, of 
an adhesive film placed on honeycomb cores or perforated skins so as to 
concentrate the adhesive.
This controlled flow technique aims to introduce the adhesives onto a 
honeycomb core or perforated skin by heating the adhesive film using 
different techniques which include air circulated oven, automatic robot, 
heat gun, infrared.
Handbook Clarification: See guidance for paragraph 21a.2.7.
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Reticulation


Handbook Glossary Definition (cont)
The reticulation process may include several stages:


•    Laying out the adhesive film on the honeycomb core or perforated skin
•    Staging of the adhesive film on the honeycomb core or perforated skin
•    Reticulation of the adhesive by heating, with or without blowing
•    Partial polymerization
•    Inspection
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Reticulation
16a.3.1 Is the reticulation equipment qualified by your customer 
requirements?
16a.3.2 Is the part specific program traceable and under configuration 
control?
16a.3.3 Is the process performed in the CCA/EMA compliant to the 
documented procedure?
16a.3.4 Is the honeycomb core cell edge surface preparation prior to 
reticulation in accordance with customer requirements?
16a.3.5 Is the perforated Skin surface preparation prior to reticulation in 
accordance with customer requirements?
16a.3.6 Is the reticulation process controlled on the maximum temp / 
time (pre-heat oven, oven reticulation machine, heat guns) in 
accordance with customer requirements?
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Reticulation
16a.3.7 Is there a validation process in place to ensure the adhesive 
covers all the perforated area per customer requirements?
16a.3.8 Is there a validation process in place to ensure the adhesive 
covers all the honeycomb core cell edges per customer requirements?
16a.3.9 Is the storage of the reticulated honeycomb core per customer 
requirements?
16a.3.10 Is the storage of the perforated Skin, per customer 
requirements?
16a.3.11 Is the use of reticulated honeycomb core performed within the 
time allowed by the customer?
16a.3.12 Is the use of reticulated perforated skin performed within the 
time allowed by the customer?
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Reticulation
16a.4 Non-metallic Surface Preparation for Co-Curing
16a.4.1 Do the supplier’s documented procedures or work instructions 
specify, at a minimum, the following:


a. Method to protect surfaces after cleaning/preparation?
b. Maximum time allowed between completion of surface preparation and start of 
adhesive bonding if required per customer requirements?


16a.4.2 Are non-metallic surfaces prepared as specified in the planning?
16.4.3 If abrasion methods are used to prepare the non-metallic surface 
are there provisions for the following:


a. Method does not result in the exposure of fibers as required by the 
customer?
b. Is the grit paper size used as specified per the customer requirement?
c. Solvent and materials used to wipe after abrasion are as required in the 
planning?
d. Criteria for evaluating surface readiness (such as water break test or visual 
acceptance criteria) are correctly complied with?
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Reticulation


16a.4.4 After peel ply removal, does the supplier have a verification 
method to ensure no damage resulted from the removal?
16a.4.5 After peel ply removal, does the supplier have a verification 
method to ensure that it has been completely removed?
16a.4.6 If peel ply removal is performed in an area of the CCA, is the 
area segregated by time, distance, or partition to keep the dry fibers 
from contaminating nearby bonding operations?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Automated Fiber Placement (AFP) 
& Automated Tape Laying (ATL)


• Job audit 16e AFP/ATL has been broken into separate job 
audits
– 16e is AFP
– 16j is ATL
– Questions and guidance are unchanged from AC7118 Rev. C
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


Job audits 16h & 16i have been created or Structural Adhesive Bonding


Handbook Glossary Definition
Structural Adhesive Bonding- The non-metallic bonding of two cured 
composite details or a cured composite detail to a metallic detail, or 
when a cured composite detail and an uncured composite detail are 
bonded together (co-bonding). Typically the drawing of the bonded 
details specify a minimum load that the joint must be capable of 
carrying. For adhesive bonding other than structural, the job audit of 
miscellaneous bonding shall apply.
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h/i Job Audit for Structural Adhesive Bonding
Handbook Clarification: This adhesive bonding job audit applies to the non-metallic 
bonding of two cured composite details or a cured composite detail to a metallic 
detail, or when a cured composite detail and an uncured composite detail are bonded 
together (co-bonding). 


When adhesive bonding takes place concurrently with the curing of a composite part 
(co-curing), job audit 16a-g shall apply. This job audit (16h) applies to Structural 
Bonding only. Typically the drawing of the bonded details specify a minimum load that 
the joint must be capable of carrying. 


For adhesive bonding other than structural, the job audit of miscellaneous bonding 
shall apply. This job audit does not apply to the bonding of details fabricated from 
core.  Utilize job audit 16a or 16d for these applications.
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


16h.2.2 Are the correct sub-assembly parts called out in the work 
instructions (correct drawing and revision as required)?


16h.2.3 Does the supplier have customer approval of the work 
instruction on file per customer requirements?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


16h.3.1 Do the supplier’s documented procedures or work instructions 
specify, at a minimum, the following:


a. Method to protect surfaces after cleaning/preparation?
b. Maximum time allowed between completion of surface preparation and start 


of adhesive bonding if required per customer requirements?


16h.3.2 Have metallic surfaces been prepared as specified in the 
planning?
16h.3.3 If a special process is required for surface preparation of the 
metallic surface (such as PAA or Etching) has it been performed by an 
approved supplier?
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


16h.3.4 If a manual process is used for the metallic surface preparation 
(such as hand sanding) has it been performed as specified in the 
planning (e.g. grit paper size, solvent wipe etc.)?


16h.3.5 If required, are visual standards available and used to compare 
surface preparation?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.4 Surface Preparation (Non-Metallic Surface)


16h.4.1 Do the supplier’s documented procedures or work instructions 
specify, at a minimum, the following:


a. Method to protect surfaces after cleaning/preparation?
b. Maximum time allowed between completion of surface preparation and start 


of adhesive bonding if required per customer requirements?


16h.4.2 Are non-metallic surfaces prepared as specified in the planning?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


16h.4.3 If abrasion methods are used to prepare the non-metallic 
surface are there provisions for the following:


a. Method does not result in the exposure of fibers as required by the customer?
b. Is the grit size used as specified per the customer requirement?
c. Solvent and materials used to wipe after abrasion are as required in the 


planning?
d. Criteria for evaluating surface readiness (such as water break test or visual 


acceptance criteria) are correctly complied with?


16h.4.4 After peel ply removal, does the supplier have a verification 
method to ensure no damage resulted from the removal?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


16h.4.5 If peel ply removal is performed in an area of the CCA, is the 
area segregated by time, distance, or partition to keep the dry fibers 
from contaminating nearby bonding 


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.5 Adhesive Bonding


16h.5.1 Are surface prepped metallic parts being protected during fit-up 
from coming in contact with release films (such as FEP) or other 
materials which could, potentially, contaminate the 
16h.5.2 If parts are trimmed in or near the bonding area are there 
provisions to safeguard against the introduction of FOD?
16h.5.3 Are film or paste adhesives within their required shelf-life/out 
time prior to use and until the part is cured?
16h.5.3.1 Are materials stored as per the customer requirements?
16h.5.3.2 Are parts to be bonded stored in an area per customer 
requirement?
Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.5.4 Is the laminate dried prior to bonding per customer 
requirements? 
16h.5.5 If adhesive shelf life extension is used has the procedure been 
approved by the customer?
16h.5.6 If film adhesive is used for bonding is it allowed to warm/thaw 
prior to opening the bag?
16h.5.7 Are processes being performed in the CCA compliant to the 
documented procedure?
16h.5.8 For temperature sensitive materials, is the material allowed to 
thaw prior to removing it from its protective covering?
Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.5.9 If multi part adhesive is used is it mixed at the ratios specified in 
the documented procedure?
16h.5.9.1 If multi part adhesive is used is no more than the maximum 
allowed mass mixed as per customer requirement?
16h.5.10 Is adhesive mixing done using contaminant free containers?
16h.5.11 Are mix ratios validated (e.g. lap shears, shore-D hardness, 
recording of weights, witnessing by quality assurance, operator self -
verification program, etc.)?
16h.5.12 Is the pot life specified and monitored through the completion 
of the bonding process?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.5.13 Are bondline tolerances controlled as per 
drawing/specification requirements?
16h.5.13.1 Are film or multi part adhesives applied in the quantity and 
location specified in the engineering requirements?
Handbook Clarification: Bondline tolerances can be controlled by 
various methods including glass beads, scrims, spacers, etc…


16h.5.14 If automated dispensing equipment areis used, are the mixed 
ratios validated?
16h.5.15 Is automated equipment cleaned and maintained in 
accordance with a documented procedure/plan?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.5.16 Are the correct tools, as specified in the work instruction, used 
for bonding?
16h.5.17 Are film adhesive trim templates periodically checked and 
calibrated for dimensional integrity?
16h.5.18 Are personnel wearing attire as specified by the customer or 
supplier?
16h.5.19 Are heating tools (such as heat guns) controlled to a maximum 
temperature as per customer requirements?
16h.5.20 Are process control panels or tag end specimens laid up 
concurrently with the part they represent?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding


16h.5.21 If a peel ply has been used to protect bonding surfaces, does 
the supplier have a verification method to ensure that all peel ply has 
been removed without causing damage to the detail?
16h.5.22 Is in process testing performed as per customer requirement?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Structural Adhesive Bonding
16h.6 Reticulation


16h.6.1 through 16h.6.10 are identical to those covered earlier in job 
audit 16a
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Liquid Resin Processing
18a/b JOB AUDIT FOR RESIN PREPARATION AND MIXING (LRP ONLY)


18a/b.3.5 Are resin kits sealed and labeled for traceability? 


19a/b JOB AUDIT FOR LIQUID RESIN INFUSION (LRP ONLY)


19a/b.2.8 Is the resin flow rate verified per customer requirements?


19a/b.2.10 Is the mold vented/purged per customer requirements?


Handbook Clarification: None required
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Cure- Autoclave & Oven


21a/c/d.2.8 & 21b.2.10 Is the part specific program 
traceable and under configuration control?
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Cure- Autoclave & Oven
21a/b.2.7 Is out time for time and temperature sensitive 
material verified after or during cure to ensure it has not 
been exceeded? 


Handbook Clarification: Out time is typically defined as the time the material sees 
from the time it is removed from the freezer, until the cure begins.
Some facilities allow for significant time for a part to sit in a cure staging area 
before the actual cure occurs. This can add significant time to the accumulated out 
time and may affect gel and flow properties of the materials in the lay-up. Consult 
the applicable customer or SUPPLIER PROCESS SPECIFICATION for allowances. The 
work instructions shall have a validation step to verify out time. Ensure that the 
validation of out time is performed, and that the calculation of out time is correct.
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Cure- Heated Press or Press with Heated Tool


21f.2.7 Is out time for time and temperature sensitive material 
verified after or during cure to ensure it has not been exceeded? 


21f.2.8 Is the curing thermal cycle per customer requirements?


21f.2.9 Is the part inspected for visual defects?
Handbook Clarification: Visual defects such as resin rich/resin 
starved areas, fiber misalignment, flash lines.
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Any Questions?
AH7118 Rev. D available on eAuditNet under Documents/Public 


Documents/Composites/Handbooks
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AC7118  - Limited Scope Accreditation
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AC7118  - Limited Scope Accreditation


Presented by:
Patrick Dunleavy – SAFRAN


June 2016 – London - COMP Task Group
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The Team
• Doug Armstrong – GE Aviation
• Tara Campbell – Rolls Royce
• Patrick Dunleavy – SAFRAN
• Michael Walsh - SAFRAN
• Lance Loeks – Boeing
• John Hrycushko – Bell Helicopter
• Monica Alcala – Honeywell
• Anne Stanley - Bombardier
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Action Item from Feb/Jun/Sep 2015 Nadcap Meetings


• Sub Team to determine how a limited scope accreditation for kitting and 
layup can be developed and report out in Madrid, London and  
subsequent Nadcap meetings. Look at impact to checklist, sfrm15/16 and 
handbook.


• 23 Feb 2016 – sub team to remove FL3, provide handbook clarification 
explicitly stating when a section NA is acceptable for 14a.  Consider adding 
section NA for 12a.
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Job Audit Matrix


Section
Number


Title PAR Kitting Layup


4 General Quality System 
Requirements


  


Proposal
• Add New Scopes to AC/AH7118


• Job Audits
• “Kitting” to be replaced with “Kitting 


Service Provider – KSP” 
• “Layup”


• Leverage existing Job Audit Sections
• Auditors are fully trained
• Increased number of job audits


• Add Scope-specific Section(s)
• Receiving
• Packaging/shipping


• Update S-frm-15
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Job Audit Matrix


Section
Number


Title PAR Kitting Layup


4 General Quality System Requirements   


5 Material Control   
6 Facilities & Equipment   
7 Tooling  
8 General Fabrication Procedures   
9 Trimming & Drilling 
10 Process Control/Re-Validation Testing 
11 Job Audit Common Requirements   


12a. Receiving Quality Control – Prepreg (1)  (1)  


12b. Receiving Quality Control – Adhesive (1)  (1)  


12c. Receiving Quality Control - Core
12d. Receiving Quality Control – Detail Parts (1)  
12e. Receiving Quality Control – Dry Fiber, Fabric and 


Chopped Fiber Materials
(1)  


12f. Receiving Quality Control – Preforms and Braids


12g. Receiving Quality Control – Resin
12h. Receiving Quality Control – Sheet Molded 


Compound and Chopped Fiber Molding 
Compound


12i Receiving Quality Control - Kits (1) (1)
12j Receiving Quality Control - Layup (1) (1)
13 Tool Preparation (1)  (1)


14a./c. Pattern Cutting & Kitting
(Manual)


FL3
(1)  


(2)  


14b./d. Pattern Cutting & Kitting
(Numerical Controlled)


(1)  (2)


Need to add duplicate job audits.


Leverage questions from AC7124 
Section 10 Job Audit for Packaging / 
Storage / Certification


FL 3 – If PAR candidate exclusively receives kits 
from  Kitting supplier they cannot select 
“Section NA” for 14a.
NA is appropriate if all plies and replacement 
plies are provided by the kitting service provider


Add Receiving checklists for customers of Kitting 
and Layup Service Provider.
Might include elements from
“Receiving Quality Control – Detail Parts”


KSP
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Job Audit Matrix (Cont.)


Section
Number


Title PAR Kitting Layup


15 Core Processing
16 Lay-Up/Laminating and Secondary 


Bonding
FL2 FL2


17a./b. Cure Preparation (1)  (2)
18 Resin Preparation and Mixing
19 Liquid Resin Infusion
20. Compression Molding
21a. Cure – Autoclave (1)  
21b. Cure – Oven (1)  


21c. Cure – Oven


21d Cure – Oven


21e. Cure – Heated Press or Press with 
Heated Tool


21f. Cure – Heated Press or Press with 
Heated Tool


22a. Machining, Trimming, Drilling 
(Manual)


(1)  


22b. Machining, Trimming, Drilling 
(Numerical Controlled)


(1)  


23 Miscellaneous Bonding (1)  
24a. Process Control/Re-Validation 


Testing – Mechanicals
(1)


24b. Process Control/Re-Validation 
Testing – Physicals


(1)


24c. Process Control/Re-Validation 
Testing – Thermal/Analytical


(1)


Need to add duplicate job audits  


KSP
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S-frm-15


KSP - Kitting Service ProviderKSP - Kitting Service Provider


KSP - Kitting Service Provider
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12i Receiving Quality Control - Kits


• New Job Audit for Kitting (pre-preg / core 
shapes)
– All questions from Job Audit Detail Part
– New questions to be added :


• Add question, “Is temperature sensitive material shipped and verified for temperature?” (this is 
question 12a.2.11)


• Add question, “For temperature sensitive materials, are all material shelf life/freezer logs 
updated to reflect out time?” (this is question 14a.2.7)
These last two question could apply to kits as well as uncured parts.
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12i JOB AUDIT FOR RECEIVING QUALITY CONTROL – KIT
• 12d.2 General
• 12d.2.1 Do the specification/drawing/design requirements and revision on the purchase order match the 


received kit certification of conformance?
• 12d.2.2 Are the receiving inspection records complete for tests/work performed? NA
• 12d.2.3 Have receiving inspection tests been performed per the customer requirements?
• 12d.2.4 Is the kit identified per customer requirements? 
• 12d.2.5 Does the Kitting Service Provider verify that the kit was adequately protected during shipment to 


the supplier?
• 12d.2.6 Does the kit match the acceptance documentation? 
• 12d.2.7 Has the kit been released in accordance with customer quality requirements?
• 12d.2.8 Is the Kitting Service Provider listed as an approved source for special processing to Quality’s list of 


approved sources?
• 12d.2.9 Does the supplier periodically perform assessments of the Kitting Service Provider?
• 12d.2.10 Is the sub-tier detail part manufacturer listed as a qualified source to the engineering 


specification?
• 12d.2.11 Is the Kitting Service Provider listed within the supplier’s Approved Source Listing?


– “Is temperature sensitive material shipped and verified for temperature?” 
– “For temperature sensitive materials, are all material shelf life/freezer logs updated to reflect out time?
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14a/b/c/d Additional Questions for Kitting Service 
Providers


• 14a./b.3 Packaging/Storage/Certification Section N/A
• This section applies to scope KSP
• 14a./b.3.1 Are the kitted materials and test specimens stored and shipped per supplier 


procedures and customer requirements? YES/NO
• 14a./b.3.2 Are the kitted materials supported/rolls suspended within the shipping 


container?  YES/NO
• 14a./b.3.3 Are box handling and storage instructions in accordance with contractual 


requirements? YES/NO
• 14a./b.3.4 Does the packaging (bagging) material meet customer requirements? YES/NO
• 14a./b.3.5 Are temperature recorders and/or dry ice placed in the box in accordance with 


contractual requirements? YES/NO/N/A
• 14a./b.3.6 If required, is the amount of desiccant in each bag prior to sealing in accordance 


with customer requirements? YES/NO/N/A
• 14a./b.3.7 Does the certification include the information specified by the contract? YES/NO
• 14a./b.3.2 Have all storage and out time records been accepted by QA and included with 


the shipment? YES/NO
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Any Questions?
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9.0 EMA
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Action Item 196
EMA – CCA cleaning requirements
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Team


• Keith Panuska
• Kevin Dowling
• Jefferson Silva
• Tawny Blumenshine
• Eric Le Fort
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Action Item


Team to revise proposal to provide more general EMA guidance 
to eliminate the reference to the CCA guidance


• Par 6.3.4 Handbook Clarification (as proposed in Feb. 2016)


• Examples of contaminants are the presence of oil and/or water in compressed air, 
aerosols, dust, oil fumes, polluting type vehicles, hand creams, release agents, 
silicones, eating, drinking and smoking. 


• mopping the floor with a tack rag or a damp mop or Swiffer Sweeper is allowed 
when work is in progress unless otherwise stated in the customer specification.


• Swiffer wet jets are prohibited due to the spray attachment
• Control of contaminants may include post operation cleaning. 
• Some customers may require the compressed air to be tested. 
• See also paragraphs 6.2.1 and 6.3.1
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Handbook guidance for cleaning in a CCA


AH 7118 D § 6.2.17 says (this paragraph should be moved to § 6.2.13):


“ Cleaning operations such as sweeping and dusting should be performed when all lay-
up operations have ceased and details have been covered such as at the end of the 
day. Sweeping should be with a damp mop and dusting with tack rags so as to not 
generate airborne particles.”


AH 7118 D § 16a.2.8 says :


“Typical processes that would not be allowed in the CCA are: 
• …
• Cleaning  without covering parts” 


Question : we are here dealing with the cleaning in a CCA. Do we want to maintain 
these three “should / would” or do we want a more stringent requirement ?


My proposal : replace the second “should” by “shall”. Keep the possibility                      
for the supplier to perform the daily cleaning operation while work                                  
is in progress, provided that there are no airborne particles.
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Handbook  guidance for cleaning in an EMA


AH 7118 D § 6.3.6 (Is there a documented procedure established for the cleaning of 
the EMA ?) only says:


“ See also paragraph 6.2.13” (relative to CCA)


AH 7118 D does not specify anything on specific cleaning requirements in EMA’s. :


My proposal  (provided that my proposal on CCA is accepted) : 
Keep the wording of § 6.3.4 as it was before Feb. 2016;
Replace the present wording of 6.3.6 by :


“Unless the customer specification allows different cleaning procedures for CCA and 
EMA, the guidance for cleaning described in §6.2.13 shall apply”.
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10.0 Pyrometry


AMS2750/1 Update – Final Changes & “Slash Sheet”
21 June 2016 - London
Ian Jenner


Sub-team Members
Bryan Loveless and Karen Quinn (Orbital ATK)
Lance Loeks & Doug Matson (Boeing)
Sally Spindor (Triumph)
Kevin Dowling (Spirit)
Eric LeFort & Laurent Geerts (Sonaca)
Vitorio Stana (Avcorp)
Pat Durkin (TE Wire)
Tawny Blumenshine (Cessna Textron)
Eunice Joseph (Safran)
John Tibma (PRI)
Ian Jenner (AIC)







Progress since Last Meeting


1. The sub team was asked to include the “fourth option” for TUS.


2. As the technical changes were more or less complete, the sub-team was 
asked to work on producing the “slash sheet” version.







TUS – The “Fourth Option”


At the Pittsburgh meeting the committee requested us to modify the 
document to include the option for facilities to continue to perform 
Thermal Uniformity Surveys using their existing method.


We received several suggestions from committee members on how to do 
this, including examples from other AMS standards.


We have added this as “3.5.14 Legacy Provision”







Legacy Provision


We have noted the reason for the inclusion of the provision and explained 
why it is no longer the recommended method of performing a TUS –
consistent with the advice of experts at NIST and NPL.







Legacy Provision


We have added conditions under which this legacy provision may be used.







Legacy Provision


We have included a brief description of the method to ensure that there is 
no other method that could be claimed to be the legacy method.







Legacy Provision


Lastly we have included some instruction on the use of correction factors 
based on the ASTM Thermocouple Manual, advice from NIST and NPL and 
definitions given at the front of the document.







Legacy Provision


Is the committee content with the way that the “fourth option” has been 
incorporated into the document?







Slash Sheet


Karen Quinn, together with Bryan Loveless spent some considerable time 
working through the current version of the document to create a slash 
sheet version.


When read in accordance with AMS2750E, there are approximately:


50 revised clauses and 5 revised tables
47 additional clauses and 2 additional tables


19 omitted clauses


It was a considerable undertaking and their efforts should be applauded.







Conclusion


There have been no document changes apart from those noted earlier since 
prior to October 2015 and no new queries have been raised to the sub-team in 
that time.


We therefore believe that we have created a document that fulfils the original 
remit:


“To rationalise requirements across the industry to improve consistency in the 
supply base by –


producing a document that raises the bar on quality,
while minimising the costs of implementation.


Our method is to take best practice from across the industry and bring them 
together in a way that respects the spirit of AMS2750E while remaining 
relevant to the risks and technical processes of composite and non-metallic 
manufacturing.”


Do we now have a document (in two versions) which we can commend to SAE 
to take forward?





		Slide Number 1

		Progress since Last Meeting

		TUS – The “Fourth Option”

		Legacy Provision

		Legacy Provision

		Legacy Provision

		Legacy Provision

		Legacy Provision

		Slash Sheet

		Conclusion




image10.emf
11.0 Core Processing


11.0 Core Processing


1


Core Processing Job Audit Time
John Tibma


21 June, 2016
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• At the last meeting, the task group discussed the 
intentions for section 15a/b Core Processing job audits


• I was tasked with surveying the auditors to see if they felt 
more time was needed when conducting these job audits


• The auditors felt like an additional day could be used 
when both 15a and 15b are conducted


• Their responses also indicated a lack of understanding of 
the Task Group expectations of the number of job audits 
to be conducted and the number of cures audited


• They identified inconsistencies in the checklist formatting 
that was causing confusion
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• Should the checklist be revised to add clarity 
to the requirements, or can this be done via 
handbook clarification?


• Should we add a capability for 15a/b2-4, in 
addition to the current capability of 15a5,6?
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13.0 MRO


1


AC7118 & MRO Work
John Tibma


21 June, 2016
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• At the last meeting, the task group discussed 
MRO work and AC7118


• 2 Action items were identified
– Determine Quality System requirements
– Develop verbiage to present to NMC restricting 


MRO work from AC7118
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• Quality System Requirements
– PD 1100 only recognizes 5 quality systems


• AS/EN/JISQ 9100
• AS/EN 9110 (MRO)
• AC7004 (minimum Nadcap requirement)
• ISO/IEC 17025
• AC7006


– Rolls Royce requires AS9100, AS9110, or Part 145 for MRO facilities
• If Part 145, AC7004 needed for Nadcap


– PD 1100 paragraph 10.4.5
• Task Groups may define quality system requirements which are more 


stringent than AC7004 by documenting the requirements in both the Nadcap 
Audit Criteria and in the Task Group specific OP 1114 Appendix.







4


• Proposed verbiage for Note to AC7118 Scope
– AC 7118 for fabrication of composites was developed to audit and 


certify facilities that are Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) and 
not intended or applicable to the certification of Maintenance, Repair 
and Overhaul Facilities (MRO).  Limited use of MRO work may be used 
at the discretion of the supplier to meet live job audit requirements 
when the processes are comparable for OEM and MRO work. 


• Should we develop an MRO checklist, scope, or job audits?


• Alternatively, should the job audit order of precedence be 
revised to add MRO as the 2nd option, instead of part of the 1st


option?
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2016 Auditors Conference Planning


John Tibma
Staff Engineer
COMP/NMMT/NMMM


2016 Auditors Conference Planning


21 June 2016
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2016 Auditors Conference Planning


• Face to face, individual auditor feedback 
session
– Sunday Evening (5-6:30pm)
– 11 auditors, 10 minutes each
– Who from the TG will participate? John Key, Tara 


Campbell, Richard Parrett, Randy Armstrong, 
Doug Armstrong, Tawny Blumenshine
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2016 Auditors Conference Planning
• AC7118 Topics


– Job Audit Selection PRI
– Specification Review Expectations  PRI
– Customer Flow Down Verification PRI
– Core Processing Job Audits PRI
– MRO Job audits PRI
– Autoclave Automated Cure Inspection Software Validation – Kevin 


Dowling, Lance Loeks
– Supplier tour & evaluation- Andreas Mastorakis, Tara Campbell
– Rolls Royce Specification Training- Tara Campbell
– TC Dampening – PRI
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2016 Auditors Conference Planning


• AC7122 Topics
– Job Audit Selection-PRI
– Specification Review Expectations-PRI
– Customer Flow Down Verification-PRI
– When can NA be used for AC7122-I grip alignment section? 


PRI
– How detailed to test work instructions need to be, do they 


need to include specimen prep? Lance Loeks 
– PT/IPT/Internal Round Robin Requirements PRI


• AC7124 Topics
– Job Audit Selection PRI
– Specification Review Expectations PRI
– Customer Flow Down Verification PRI
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2016 Auditors Conference Planning


• Open Discussion
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2016 Auditors Conference Planning


• Review of voided NCRs - PRI
– Voided findings and auditor evaluation score


• NCR writing- PRI
– Non-sustaining NCRs
– Proper grouping
– More Detail


• AMS2750/1 Summary/Status Update- PRI
• Nadcap vs. Subscriber Accreditation (NUCAP)-PRI
• Audit Process Breakdown- Andreas, Tara
• Open Discussion- New Auditor Specific PRI







7


2016 Auditors Conference Planning


• Additional topics?
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16.0 Supplier Education


Supplier Education Efforts
John Tibma
22 June, 2016





‹#›

We need to consider ways to make task group meetings more valuable for suppliers, and do a better job flowing down requirements & expectations



Should we consider devoting a half day or full day at each meeting to a Supplier Symposium?





‹#›

Symposium topics could include:

Alignment & Correction Factors (NMMT)

Preventing Escapes Flowing Requirements to Subcontractors

FOD Prevention



Other Ideas?





‹#›

image1.jpeg







image2.jpeg







image3.jpeg









Auditor Consisency Team
st et





image14.emf
17.0 Flexible Scope


17.0 Flexible Scope


1


Flexible Audit Scope
John Tibma


22 June, 2016
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• For suppliers on merit, should we eliminate 
some of the existing duplicate job audits to 
focus on holes in the current oversight strategy?
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• Potential Areas of Additional Focus:
– 1. Equipment Calibration


• Laser Projectors
• Automated Ply Cutters
• Automatic Fiber Placement/Automated Tape Laying 
• Thermal Uniformity Surveys


– 2. Configuration Change Management
• FAI, delta FAI process
• Digital Product Definition


– 3. Operator Self Verification Deep Dive


• Other Ideas?
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• Implementation would require developing 
additional checklist questions/job audits


• Revise checklist Job Audit Matrix 


• Possibly an application for the ‘Smart Checklist’?
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• Path Forward?
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1


Open Discussion


John Tibma
Staff Engineer
COMP/NMMT/NMMM


22 June 2016







Open Discussion


2


Topic #1


• Inspection Software Quality Assurance
– 4.3.1 Are documented procedures established to 


control and maintain the software (including firmware) 
used in the automated design, inspection, test or 
manufacture of products?


– Do we need to provide handbook guidance in regards 
to expectations for SQA in regards to automated cure 
cycle inspection, FOD detection, ply location, etc…?







Open Discussion


3


• Nadcap Meeting Frequency
– Can we get by with 2 meetings per year?


Topic #2







Open Discussion


4


• Succession


• With Mr. Panuska retiring in August, we need to 
revise our succession plan


• Does the task group agree to Tara Campbell (RR) 
and Richard Perret (GKN) serving as Chair and 
Vice Chair starting 19 August 2016 through the 
October meeting in 2019?


Topic #3







Open Discussion
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• Digital Timer Calibration
– A subscriber (Airbus Helicopters) has questioned 


whether digital timers require calibration 
– Further, is it possible to exempt suppliers from having 


to calibrate digital timers via handbook clarification?
– Would this be compliant with AS9100?


Topic #4







Open Discussion
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• Proposed AC7118 Table 1 Revision
– Lay-up of prepreg or adhesive on exposed tools


Topic #5
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Survey


Survey


Survey: Frequency of Nadcap Meetings 
1. The Task Groups currently meet face-to-face three times per year.  Do you believe this is the 


appropriate number of meetings?   
 
A) Yes 
B) No (Please explain)  


 
2. If the number of face-to-face Task Group meetings were reduced to two, would that be 


sufficient time to address all of the Task Group’s activities / actions? 
 
A) Yes 
B) No (2 meetings are not enough to support the 3 commodities in COMP/NMMM/NMMT, 


plus face to face meetings are more efficient than WebEx calls)  
 


3. If the number of face-to-face Task Group meetings were reduced to two, would you need to 
conduct business via other means? 


 
A) No, nothing else needed 
B) Yes, additional WebEx meetings / Conference Calls would be needed 
C) Yes, the duration of the two face-to-face meetings would need to be extended 
D) Other (please explain):  


 
4. Are there items on your current agenda that you feel add little value?   


 
A) Yes (**If yes, which of the Task Group activities below could be changed in frequency or 


considered for elimination from meetings?) 
B) No 
 


Task Group Activities  


Please select all that can be 
changed in frequency or 
considered for elimination: 


Change 
Frequency 


Eliminate 


Auditor Consistency   
Failure Metrics   
Delegation   
Auditor Training/Conference   
Checklist Revisions   
Appeals   
Advisories   
Membership update   
Task Group Status Reports  Eliminate 
SSC Report   







NMC Status Report  Eliminate 
Feedback from technical committees / break-outs   
Maintain MOUs   
New technologies   
New checklists   
Advancement within current technologies (state of the art)    
Export control   
Smart checklist development   
Incorporation of new Nadcap requirements   
Audit Effectiveness   
Education / training   
Task Group workshops / symposia   
Develop / coordinate MOUs with other Task Groups   
Other (anti-trust video)  Eliminate 


 
 


5. Are there any other Nadcap Meeting activities that you feel add little value to the Nadcap 
program?  
 
A) Yes (**If yes, which of the activities below could be changed in frequency or considered for 


elimination from the Nadcap Meetings?) 
B) No 
 


Nadcap Meeting Activities 


Please select all that can be 
changed in frequency or 
considered for elimination: 


Change 
Frequency 


Eliminate 


Planning & Ops (Suggest revising format, less TG report out, 
more open discussion/new business) 


 Eliminate 


NMC At Large  Eliminate 
Supplier Support Committee    
Other (please explain)   


 
 


6. Given the current requirements in PD 1100 for maintaining voting membership, would reducing 
the Nadcap Meeting frequency to two times per year have an impact on voting membership 
(Please explain your selection)? 


 
A) Yes, would make it more difficult for suppliers/subscribers from the excluded sector from 


attending a meeting, cause issues with voter/alternate voter coordination 
B) No 







C) Unsure 
  







 
7. If Nadcap Meetings are reduced to two times per year, then the likelihood of a meeting taking 


place in a given region is reduced. How would think this may impact attendance / participation? 
 


 


Supplier Attendance  
would… 


Please select  
one 


Increase  
Decrease X 
Not change  


Subscriber Attendance  
would… 


Please select  
one 


Increase  
Decrease X 
Not change  


 
 


8. Please share any ideas you may have to help make the Nadcap Meeting more effective: Make 
NMC reps more available for discussion/questions, moving to 2 meetings will slow the pace of 
change as steps will take 6 months instead of 4, less NMC interference in the conduct of TGs, 
conduct the NMC Open meeting by WebEx and give the task groups a half day back, minimize 
the duplicative report outs at NMC Open Meeting as this information is all posted anyway, 
extending free training into Friday would be great for those individuals whom are tied down by 
meetings M-TH.  Giving everyone an opportunity to obtain some of this training. 
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