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UNCONFIRMED MINUTES
FEBRUARY 21, 2017
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA, USA
These minutes are not final until confirmed by the Task Group in writing or by vote at a subsequent meeting. Information herein does not constitute a communication or recommendation from the Task Group and shall not be considered as such by any agency.
TUESDAY, 21-FEB-2017 
OPENING COMMENTS – OPEN


Call to Order / Quorum Check
The Composites (COMP) Task Group (TG) was called to order at 8:00 a.m., 21-Feb-2017. 
A quorum was established with the following representatives in attendance:
Subscriber Members/Participants Present (* Indicates Voting Member)
	
	NAME
	
	COMPANY NAME
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*
	Jason
	Adams
	Lockheed Martin Corp.
	

	*
	Monica
	Alcala
	Honeywell Aerospace
	

	*
	Douglas
	Armstrong
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Randy
	Armstrong
	Raytheon Co.
	

	*
	Kevin
	Dowling
	Spirit AeroSystems
	

	*
	Patrick
	Dunleavy
	SAFRAN
	

	*
	Achim
	Enzmann
	Airbus Helicopters
	

	
	Ray
	Fontanares
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Javier
	Garcia-Baeza
	Airbus
	

	
	Veronica
	Guerrero
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Brett
	Hemingway
	BAE Systems - MAI (UK)
	

	*
	John
	Key
	Bell Helicopter
	Secretary

	
	Uwe Alexander
	Kleinert
	Airbus Helicopters
	

	*
	Ronald
	Kramer
	Gulfstream / General Dynamics
	

	*
	Eric
	Le Fort
	Sonaca
	

	*
	Herman
	Leibovich
	Israel Aerospace Industries
	

	*
	Lance
	Loeks
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Andreas
	Mastorakis
	GE Aviation
	

	*
	Angelina
	Mendoza
	UTC Aerospace (Goodrich)
	

	
	John
	Merritt
	Lockheed Martin Corp.
	

	
	Brian
	Minchuk
	The Boeing Company
	

	*
	Rick
	Ouellette
	The Boeing Company
	

	
	Scott
	Palmer
	Rolls-Royce
	

	*
	Richard
	Perrett
	GKN Aerospace - Filton
	Vice Chairperson

	*
	Patrick
	Phelan
	UTC Aerospace (Goodrich)
	

	*
	Jeremy
	Phillips
	Textron Aviation
	

	*
	Minh
	Quan
	Triumph Group
	

	
	María
	Sánchez-Arjona
	Airbus Defence & Space
	

	*
	Kodai
	Shimono
	Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd.
	

	*
	Sally
	Spindor
	Triumph Group
	

	
	Ranganathan
	Srinivasan
	ST Aerospace Ltd.
	

	
	Fabrice
	Trebeden
	Airbus Helicopters
	

	
	Andy
	Williams
	Gulfstream / General Dynamics
	


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

	
	
	
	
	

	*
	Bob
	Baltzer
	Brenner Aerostructures
	

	*
	Natalia
	Becerra Pozo
	Exova
	

	
	Mark
	Bissonette
	Canadian DND
	

	*
	Kevin
	Brennan
	Swift Engineering
	

	*
	Jim
	Brown
	Hexcel
	

	*
	Gordon
	Cameron
	LMI Aerospace Everett-Merrill Creek
	

	
	Xavier
	Carteron
	Toray Carbon Fibers Europe
	

	
	John
	Chesna
	E.I. Dupont de Nemours & Co.
	

	
	Charles
	Clinton
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	

	
	Pat
	Durkin
	TE Wire & Cable
	

	
	Kevin
	Edwards
	DuPont
	

	
	Ramsis
	Farag
	Auburn University
	

	
	Bruce
	Fuhrmann
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	

	
	Jose
	Gonzalez
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	

	
	Melina
	Granados
	UTAS Mexicali
	

	
	Jonathan
	Hebben
	Avcorp Composite Fabrication
	

	
	Elizabeth
	Herman
	Kaman Composites-Vermont, Inc.
	

	
	Tommy
	Howland
	Lee Aerospace
	

	
	Opeyemi
	Moyegun
	GKN Aerospace
	

	*
	Karen
	Quinn
	Orbital ATK
	

	
	Betsabé
	Ramirez
	UTC Aerospace Mexico
	

	
	Elisha
	Rogers
	Kaman Composites-Vermont, Inc.
	

	
	Don
	Russell
	Toray Composites America Inc.
	

	*
	Tammi
	Schubert
	Helicomb International
	

	*
	Vitorio
	Stana
	Avcorp Industries Inc.
	

	*
	Rhonda
	Sutter
	Composiflex, Inc.
	

	*
	Arno
	Toelkes
	Euro-Composites
	

	*
	Nancy E
	Vancil
	Toray Carbon Fibers America, Inc.
	

	*
	Jim
	Weishampel
	DuPont
	

	
	Daniel
	Wienecke
	Nordam Repair Division
	

	
	Tim
	Willyard
	Nordam Repair Division
	


PRI Staff Present 
	John
	Tibma



Safety Information
Review fire exits in meeting room
Inform PRI Staff person of any emergencies
Review Code of Ethics and Meeting Conduct
Present the Antitrust Video
Acceptance of Meeting Minutes
A motion was made to approve the meeting minutes from the October 2016 Nadcap Meeting by Randy Armstrong (Raytheon Company).  The motion was seconded by Patrick Dunleavy (SAFRAN).  A voice vote was taken and the minutes were approved as written with the correction that Tara Campbell was not in attendance at the meeting and a correction to a Supplier identified.
Review of Voting Member Status
The following requests for additions or changes to voting membership were received and confirmed by the Task Group Chairperson pending verification of PD 1100 requirements:
· Subscriber Voting Member: UVM
· Supplier Voting Member: SVM
· Alternate: ALT
· Task Group Chairperson: CHR
· Vice Chairperson: VCH
· Secretary: SEC
	First Name

	Surname
	Company
	Position:
(new / updated role)
	Meetings Attended
(Month/Year)

	Maria
	Sanchez-Arjona Cuesta
	Airbus Defense & Space
	UVM
	February/  2016
	June/2016

	Ranganathan
	Srinivasan
	Singapore Technology Aerospace Ltd.
	UVM
	February/  2016
	June/2016

	Uwe
	Kleinert
	Airbus Helicopter
	UVM
	February/  2016
	June/2016

	Mike
	Song
	Lockheed Martin
	ALT UVM
	October/2015
	February/ 2016

	Scott
	Palmer
	Rolls Royce
	ALT UVM
	Pittsburgh/ 2016
	New Orleans/ 2017

	Bruce
	Fuhrmann
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	SVM
	October/2016
	February/ 2017

	Charles
	Clinton
	Meggitt Polymers & Composites
	ALT SVM
	October/2016
	February/ 2017

	Jonathan
	Hebben
	Avcorp Composite Fabrication
	ALT SVM
	June/2016
	February/ 2017

	Tommy
	Howland
	Lee Aerospace
	SVM
	October/2016
	February/ 2017



The compliance to voting requirements per PD 1100 were reviewed. Brenner Aerospace, Integrated Technologies Inc (LMI), and Swift Engineering have not met requirements for maintaining their voting rights. Voting rights requirements will be waived per acting Chairperson Richard Perrett.

Review Agenda
 COMP Staff report– OPEN


· Recent activities
· Procedure Review
· Mode B Review
· Auditor Status
· Audit Statistical Summary
· Future Meeting Information

John Tibma is currently supporting 100% of COMP audit review in a Delegated Mode.
Dave Kennedy is in training to be a Consultant Reviewer.

Jeff Bue has completed auditor training for COMP and is now an auditor.
Bruce Kriel has completed his T1 training audit but his T2 is currently on hold due to health.

John Tibma presented our COMP Auditor Status listing all the current auditors approved to perform audits for Nadcap

2017 Audit Projections
· 228 (90 – Americas, 92 – Europe, 46 - Asia)
· 152 total scheduled through August
· 63 – Americas, 60 – Europe, Asia – 29
· 67% of Plan

John Tibma went over OP 1110 Audit Failure Procedure Review
· Risk Mitigation Revision (RMI)
· Staff Engineer conducts Risk Mitigation
· Completed RCCA balloted to Task Group
· Supplier must pay a fee to go through RMI
· Mode B failure criteria determined in open meeting

John Tibma went over OP 1105 Audit Process and OP 1114 Task Group Operation
· Supplier Self Audit Requirement
· Supplier must submit a self-audit to the Auditor 30 days prior to the audit start date
· The self-audit must use the applicable Audit Criteria and scope for initial, reaccreditation, and add scope audits
· The self-audit must document where evidence of compliance may be found.

A discussion ensued with concerns that the “no votes" were non-persuasive and that the data sent to PRI would be seen by all.  The system will allow only the Auditor to see the information, and when the audit is completed, the data is erased and not maintained within the system.  A comment was made that the auditors need to be aware that things can change in the 30 days, and our auditors are trained to know that corrective actions have been implemented and to perform the audit and review of the way things are at the point in time of the audit.

John Tibma presented the Mode B Failure Criteria for Initial Audits.
· Task Group tries to stay between the 95th percentile and 98th percentile
· For Initials, we have 13 failed initial audits to date and 2 failed re-entry audits to date. The data has been unchanged since 2009.
John Tibma presented the current Mode B Failure Criteria vs the current data at the 98th percentile.
A motion was made by Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) and was seconded by Sally Spindor (Triumph) to keep the Mode B Failure Criteria for COMP Initial Audits Unchanged from the current requirements.  A vote was taken:
23 Green (Yea), 0 Yellow (Waive), 0 Red (Nay) - The motion passed and is approved.
John Tibma presented the Mode B Failure Criteria for Reaccreditation Audits.
· Task Group tries to stay between the 95th percentile and 98th percentile
· For reaccreditations, we have 44 failed reaccreditation audits to date and 3 in 2016.  The data was last revised in 2015 but was unchanged since 2009 prior to this.
· John presented the current Mode B Failure Criteria vs the current data at the 98th percentile.

A motion was made by John Key (Bell Helicopter) and was seconded by Sally Spindor (Triumph Group) to keep the Mode B Failure Criteria for COMP Reaccreditation Audits Unchanged from the current requirements.  A vote was taken:
21 Green (Yea), 1 Yellow (Waive), 1 Red (Nay) - The motion passed and is approved.
John Tibma presented the top ten Non-conformance Reports (NCRs) for 2015 and the trend from 2014 that were noted in all COMP Nadcap audits.

John Tibma went over the Top 10 questions sited for NCRs during audits occurring in 2016 and compare this to the Top 10 questions in 2015.
Red Metric Review
John Tibma presented the statistics of our Task Group in a report out to the NMC Committee.  The Task Group is yellow on one statistic, which is the percentage of suppliers that are on merit.  Our Task Group currently only has 75% of our supply base on some type of merit, but one of the explanations for this issue is the number of Supplier Advisories that the Task Group issues, which is the most of all Nadcap Task Groups.  Our Task Group is 100% in issuing On-time Certification.  Our Task Group Cycle Time is green and the certificates are issued on an average of 46 days.  The COMP Task Group is not required to provide any corrective action since there are no red metrics.

Future Meetings Information
	June 2017 – Berlin, Germany (05 – 08 June)
· Estrel Hotel
	October 2017 – Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (23 – 27 October)
· Omni William Penn
	February 2018 – Madrid, Spain (19 – 22 February)
· NH Euro building
Task Group succession planning – OPEN
We need a volunteer to serve as Vice Chairperson from October 2019 to October 2021, and then to serve as Chairperson from October 2021 to October 2023
Two volunteers were recognized
•	Monica Alcala, Honeywell Aerospace
•	Tawny Blumenshine, Textron Aviation
A vote was taken for the two candidates.
Monica Alcala – 11 votes
Tawny Blumenshine – 12 votes
Tawny Blumenshine of Textron Aviation was voted by the Task Group to be the next Vice Chairperson when Richard Perrett takes the Chairpersonship in October of 2019, and to become Chairperson in October of 2021
potential new ac7188 question – open







Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) renamed the action item at the request of PRI to modified scope audits.  Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) presented the agenda for this section of the meeting and noted that there were multiple ways to provide comments/ideas:  1) Attendee to Conference can comment during the meetings when the questions are shown, 2) Voting Members will be sent an informal request to review updates, 3) Non-voting Members can ask the Staff Engineer for a copy of the questions and information, 4) Formal Ballot of AC7118 Rev F can be commented on.
The basic topic of this issue came from the June 2016 Nadcap Meeting where it was asked if the Task Group is interested in addressing some of the areas where we do not perform Job Audits.  The areas identified tended to fall into categories where the requirement may not necessarily be flowed from engineering standards but flowed from quality standards.
The highest priority was equipment and calibration and the decision approach was to implement flexible audits.  This would review the current criteria for automated ply cutters and laser projection ply machines.  

Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) reviewed the timeline for this process for anticipate milestones in 2017 (Reference presentation 4.1).
Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) presented the Modified Scope Approach to implementing the new Job Audits without increasing the time or cost of the current audits. (Reference presentation 4.2).  Lance Loeks broke up the AC 7118 checklist to three basic sections and showed how the revisions that would be presented was verifying that we were flowing down the requirements within AS9100 Revision D.  The Modified Scope Process utilizes the concept of a “Smart Checklist”.  The initial, first and second reaccreditation audits using the “Standard” checklist.  The third and later audits use the “Modified Scope”.  The Modified Scope removes specific questions and job audits removed from Standard checklist (greyed out) and the new modified scope Job Audits would be added.  Every 3rd audit uses the “Standard” checklist.
New Job Audits would be Digital Product Definition, First Article Inspection, Operator Self-Verification, Laser Ply Projector, ATL/AFP Calibration, NC Cutter Calibration.
Modified Scope Areas would revise Receiving Inspection to only one Job Audit, Choose One for Machining and Drilling, remove hand ply-cutting and remove Sections 5 through 9 for questions.  Also, adding Freezers and Storage, Autoclave and Oven TUS and Preventive Maintenance.
Summary is we are changing from a Merit based process to a Modified Scope process (Reference presentation 4.3).  Equipment would be added as Measurement and Inspection equipment would require calibration and then with manufacturing equipment that was not used as inspection media, you will have verification and maintenance.
For the Laser Ply Projection Machine two questions were revised for repaired, adjusted or modified equipment and for targets used during ply projection.
For Automated Ply Cutter Machine, the word Calibration was revised to Validated unless the question was related to measurement and inspection processes.  Also, addressed questions for stacked plies allowed to be cut and then added a question for contoured ply cutting beds with an N/A for flat beds.
Karen Quinn (Orbital ATK – Aerospace Structures Division) had some concerns and the Sub-Team will revisit her concerns with the new information discussed at the meeting and Ms. Quinn will update here comments to be more specific and with better supporting information.
Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) then presented the new Job Audit Questions for the new Sections presented previously.  (Reference presentation 4.4) There are many questions to review and so PRI will distribute these questions for comment to the Voting Members of the Task Group.  The major sections were as follows:
· General
· Laser Ply Projection Machine
· Software Control
· Calibration
· Validation Checks
· Part Setup
· Prime Approval
· Automated Ply Cutter
· Software Control
· Validation Prior to Production and Maintenance Check
· Validation Checks
· Ply Marking
· Part Setup
· Prime Approval
· Automated Tape Layup Machine & Automated Fiber Placement
· Software Control
· Validation Prior to Production and Maintenance Check
· Validation Checks
· Part Setup
· Prime Approval

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to distribute Presentation 4.4 “Modified Scope Questions” to the Voting and Non-Voting members of the Task Group for review with comments due back to PRI or the Sub-Team within one month of being sent. (Due Date: 30-Apr-2017)
Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) then presented the “Grey Questions” which would not be answered during a modified scope audit. (Reference presentation 4.5) Greyed questions are to be answered in the event a nonconformance is identified during the audit.  Applicable Sections to be “greyed” are:
· Section 5 – Material Control
· Section 6 – Facilities and Equipment
· Section 7 – Tooling
· Section 8 – General Fabrication Procedures
· Section 9 – Trimming and Drilling
ACTION ITEM:  Sub-Team from Action Item 243 Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) (Lead) et. al) to review the list of ‘greyed” questions and compare them to the Top 10 NCRs from 2015 and 2016.  If a “greyed” question is in the Top 10, then the Sub-Team shall verify if the question is repeated elsewhere in the checklist and provide evidence to this effect.  Sub-Team to report out this information during the June 2017 Nadcap Meeting in Berlin, Germany. (Due Date: 1-Jun-2017)
ACTION ITEM:  PRI to distribute Presentation 4.5 “Greyed Question Criteria” to the Voting and Non-Voting members of the Task Group for review with comments due back to PRI or the Sub-Team within one month of being sent (Due Date: 30-Apr-2017)
autoclave inspection software validation – open


Sub-team to develop Handbook Clarification for AC7118 question 4.3.1 for validation of autoclave inspection software, inspection spread sheets, and other product acceptance equipment, and determine if further questions are necessary.
Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) stated that Nadcap began identifying an industry issue of supplier utilizing product acceptance software for autoclaves without validating before production use.  The future is only going to bring more automation and Nadcap saw the opportunity to assist with the expectation of compliance.
Lance Loeks (Boeing Company) presented the handbook clarification proposal which is given in Presentation 5.0 “Software Validation”.  The presentation highlighted the following topics for the Handbook clarification:
· Compliance and alternative processes
· Commercial Off-the-Shelf Product Acceptance Software (PAS)
· Commercial Off-the-Shelf Computer Aided Manufacturing Software (CAM) (also known as numerical control (NC))
· Supplier Developed Software
· Recommended Practices
· Specific Guidance for Autoclave PAS – What is verified by PAS and what is verified by Quality is very key.
· Additional Autoclave Compliance
· New Question for Formulas
· 4.x     Are supplier developed formulas validated and protected prior to use?
· Handbook Clarification is noted within the presentation.
ACTION ITEM:  PRI to distribute the word version of Presentation 5.0 “Software Validation” to the Voting and Non-Voting members of the Task Group for review with comments due back to PRI or the Sub-Team within one month of being sent. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)
supplier support committee report


Quorum was re-established after lunch with 08 Subscribing Voting Members

ac7118 sections 9 & 22: media grit and cutting tool specification – open


The checklist currently lacks any questions specifically addressing cutter type or sanding media.  It was felt that adding this in Section 9 would address both manual and CNC operations. This section is currently titled “Trimming and Drilling”, Section 9 will need to be re-titled “Machining, Trimming, and Drilling”.
The following two questions and Handbook clarifications were proposed:
· Question:  9.7 Is the cutting tool used as specified by the customer or internal documented procedure?  YES   NO 

· Handbook Guidance:  The tool used must match the customer specification. It shall be verified that the tool is changed at the frequency specified by the customer if required.  This may be demonstrated by CNC program control, tool use log, etc.…  If the customer specification is silent, the tool used shall be verified to match internal documented procedure requirements.

· Question:  9.8 Is the sanding media grit and type as specified by the customer or internal documented procedure?  YES   NO

· Handbook Guidance:  Sanding media or file type used for edge dressing, core shaping or other processes shall match the grit size and type or file grade specified by the customer.  If the customer specification is silent, the sanding media shall match the internal documented procedure requirements.

Discussion ensued on the Handbook clarification for question 9.7 and how it is defined when a tool is changed, and how much control do we expect from the suppliers?  If the customer requires this, then that is the end of the story.  If the Supplier deems it necessary, they will have internal procedure to follow and if all is silent, then they must meet the visual requirements and NDI requirements of the engineering definition.  The question is not to dictate what the Supplier must do, but to do what you documented within your own procedure.
A motion was made by Randy Armstrong (Raytheon Company) and was seconded by Angelina Mendoza (UTC Goodrich) to add Questions 9.7 and 9.8 and the applicable Handbook clarification, as written above, to the next revision of AC7118.
18 Green (Yea), 3 Yellow (Waive), 0 Red (Nay) - The motion passed and is approved.
ACTION ITEM:  PRI to add Questions 9.7 and Questions 9.8 and the applicable Handbook clarification as documented in the meeting minutes above into AC7118 and AH7118 at the next revision. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)
thermal uniformity survey (tus) and ac7118 – open


Should TUS be a baseline requirement, even if the customer does not require it?  This may be a Standard Industry Practice but this is not a requirement, but more than likely, it may be associated with a Subscribing Voting Member requirement.  There was a long discussion on how the current question can be met with the Auditor not being a pyrometry expert to determine if their method of system accuracy to ensure requirements are met.  The discussion went to we cannot impose new requirements, but was argued that you are validating that you are meeting current requirements.
It was proposed to keep the question as is, and then update the Handbook Clarification with examples of other acceptable methods that can be used in lieu of a TUS.  This was debated and questions were asked how tool surveys without TUSs would work.  Jason Adams of Lockheed Martin provided examples of how this is used within the aerospace industry.
It is proposed to revise Paragraph 6.4.1 as follows:
Do Instrument System Check (ISC) and Thermal Uniformity Survey (TUS) comply with customer requirements or internal requirements?  YES NO NA
A motion was made by Arno Toelkes (Euro-Composites) and was seconded by Angelina Mendoza (UTC Goodrich) to add Paragraph 6.4.1 as written above, to the next revision of AC7118.
17 Green (Yea), 5 Yellow (Waive), 1 Red (Nay) - The motion passed and is approved.
ACTION ITEM:  Sub-Team Scott Palmer (Rolls-Royce) (Lead), Eric Lefort (Sonaca), Monica Alcala (Honeywell Aerospace), Jim Weishampel (DuPont de Nemours and Company), Gordon Cameron (LMI Aerospace), Bruce Fuhrmann (Meggitt Polymers and Composites) shall revise Handbook Clarification for the newly revised Paragraph 6.4.1 as passed by the Motion above and present their collaboration during the June 2017 Nadcap Meeting in Berlin, Germany. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)
ac7118 and testing specimen preparation – open


· AC7118 Paragraph 10.1.7 currently reads:

Are specimens prepared in accordance with customer requirements or internal documentation where no customer requirements exist?    YES   NO 
This question has no handbook clarification.
· Is the task group expectation that the suppliers demonstrate specimen prep, that is the Auditor needs to conduct a job audit?  No this is not our expectation.
· Or is the expectation a procedure review?  This is up to the Supplier and we will leave it ambiguous.
· Do we need a handbook clarification to explicitly state the task group expectations?  No, it will be left as it currently stands.

The discussion revolved around did we expect a “Job Audit” for this question, and the consensus was no.  The auditors are not consistent with how they are auditing to this question.  This was discussed the most.  Natalia Becerra Pozo (Exova) suggested to look at AH7122-I to see if we have any clarifications in this checklist, and the answer was the question is spread among multiple questions and the clarifications were too fractured to use in this case.
It was proposed to leave the question status quo, and we are comfortable with the amount of ambiguity that exists.
The consensus was to leave the Handbook clarification as is.
silicone processing segregation – open


Andreas Mastorakis (GE Aviation) presented the proposed questions for addressing Silicone Contamination Prevention and how to control this issue within a facility that has scope accreditations to AC7118.
It was noted that the silicone that is of concern is the uncured version and not pressure sensitive tapes, cured mandrels and tooling.  Change question one as a statement for the section and if no, then it would be a Section NA.

ACTION ITEM:  PRI to distribute the word version of Presentation 10.0 “Silicone Questions” to the Voting and Non-Voting members of the Task Group for review with comments due back to PRI or the Sub-Team within one month of being sent. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)

open discussion


Topic 1:  Supplier Procedures translated to English

Airbus currently has a requirement and other subscribers may also require procedures from suppliers when English is not the native language.
Is the expectation that Nadcap auditors enforce this requirement?
How is this requirement flowed to the supplier?
Should we add a checklist question to verify this?
A motion was made by Javier Garcia-Baeza (Airbus) and was seconded by Kevin Dowling (Spirit AeroSystems) to add a question concerning Nadcap validation of dual language requirements as flow-downed by contract within AC7118.

2 Green (Yea), 8 Yellow (Waive), 16 Red (Nay) - The motion failed and will not be added to the checklists at this time.

Topic 2:  Re-evaluation of Capabilities to our audit duration.

Kevin Dowling (Spirit AeroSystems) raised the issue that with the addition of adhesive bonding, ATL/AFP separation of capabilities and oven cure as capabilities, the audit duration has not been reviewed (sfrm15 and sfr16) with these revisions.

Since most Misc. Bonding Audits require curing, this pulls an oven audit into the capability list.  Kevin Dowling (Spirit AeroSystems) proposed adding cure questions to the Misc. Bonding Job Audit.

ACTION ITEM:  Kevin Dowling (Spirit AeroSystems) will develop checklist questions for adding cure questions to the Misc. Bonding Job Audit and present the proposed revisions to the checklists at the June 2017 Nadcap Meeting in Berlin, Germany. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)

ACTION ITEM:  Tara Campbell (Rolls-Royce) shall review the AC7118 Revision E and s-frm-15 and s-frm-16 and review the impact to the capability count to the current audit structure and the durations required and if this has an effect on the current supplier base.  Ms. Campbell shall also address if Adhesive Bonding should require its own capability.  A presentation and recommendation shall be presented at the June 2017 Nadcap Meeting in Berlin, Germany. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)
Topic 3:  OP 1119 Revision
OP 1119 was revised to state “If N/A answers are permissible, the circumstances where N/A is allowed should be documented in the Audit Criteria or Audit Handbook”.

The Task Group agrees we need to review the documents and see where we are.

ACTION ITEM:  Sub-Team Angelina Mendoza (UTC Goodrich) (Lead), Monica Alcala (Honeywell Aerospace), Bruce Fuhrmann (Meggitt Polymers and Composites) will review the questions within AC7118 that have an N/A, but there is no associated rational for it in the handbook.  Presentation to be given at the June 2017 Nadcap Meeting in Berlin, Germany. (Due Date: 31-May-2017)
meeting close out
 ADJOURNMENT – 21-Feb-2017 – Meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m.
Minutes Prepared by: John Key, jkey2@bh.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:

	AC7118 and AH7118
	PRI
	31-May-2017
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Richard Perrett — GKN
COMP/NMMT/NMMM Task Group Vice Chair

21 February 2017






Nadcap MEMBERS

309th Maintenance Wing-
Hill AFB

Aerojet Rocketdyne
Airbus Group
— Airbus

— Airbus Defence and
Space

— Airbus Helicopters

—  Premium Aerotec
GmbH

— Stelia
BAE Systems — Military Air
& Information (MAI)
BAE Systems

Ball Aerospace &
Technology Corporation

The Boeing Company
Bombardier Inc.
COMAC

Defense Contract
Management Agency
(DCMA)

Eaton, Aerospace Group
Embraer SA
GE Aviation

B GE Avio S.r.l.
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General Dynamics
— Gulfstream
GKN Aerospace

GKN Aerospace Sweden
AB

Heroux Devtek Inc.
(Landing Gear Division)
Honeywell Aerospace
Israel Aerospace Industries
Latecoere
Leonardo Group

— Aerospace Sector

— Helicopter Division
Liebherr-Aerospace SAS

Lockheed Martin
Corporation

— Sikorsky Aircraft Co.

Mitsubishi Aircraft
Corporation / Mitsubishi
Heavy Industries LTD

MTU Aero Engines AG

Northrop Grumman
Corporation

Parker Aerospace Group
Raytheon Company
Rockwell Collins, Inc.

Rolls-Royce
SAFRAN Group

Singapore Technologies
Aerospace

Sonaca

Spirit AeroSystems
Textron Inc.

— Beechcraft

— Bell Helicopter

— Cessna Aircraft
Company

— Textron Systems
Thales
Triumph Group Inc.

United Technologies
Corporation

— Pratt & Whitney

— Pratt & Whitney
Canada

— UTCAerospace
(Goodrich)

— UTC Aerospace
(Hamilton Sundstrand)

Zodiac Aerospace






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Opening Comments

e Call to order

e Quorum establishment






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Opening Comments
e Introductions/Routing of attendance list

e Code of Ethics/Antitrust and Meeting
Conduct (Page 7 and 8 of the Attendee’s

Guide) — See Video






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Opening Comments

e Approval of last meeting minutes
e Use of Voting Cards

* Green- Approve

* Yellow- Waive

 Red- Reject






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Review/Update Membership Status

e PD 1100, Paragraph

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

e Voting Member, or approved alternate
representation (Alternate Voting Member or proxy)
shall not be absent from three (3) consecutive
regular Task Group meetings.

e 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)






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

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

e Companies Missing 3 Consecutive Meetings
— Brenner Aerospace, Bob Baltzer
— Integrated Technologies Inc (LMI), Gordon Cameron

e Companies Missing 2 Consecutive Votes on a Letter Ballot
— Swift Engineering, Kevin Brennan & Rick Heise

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

Data






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Language awareness
* New attendees and non-native English speakers

* Tempo of discussions
* Abbreviations and acronyms

Housekeeping
e Fire alarm — Bathrooms — Refreshments

e Security in the conference room






TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

Meeting Participation

*Only one person should speak at any one time
e Raise a hand to take a turn

* Avoid side bars

* Allow others time to participate

e Respect the opinion of others

o Stick to the agenda

e Ensure cell phones and similar devices are
turned off, or set to vibrate.





TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

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.

10





TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

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

v Complete a Membership Form
¢ Please see John Tibma during the Break for a form if interested

v’ 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.

11
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TASK GROUP MEETING PROTOCOL

e Agenda Review

12
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2.0 Staff Report
COMP (AC7118) Staff Report
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John Tibma
Lead Staff Engineer
COMP/NMMT/NMMM

21 February 2017






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Subscriber Members

— Airbus Group — Lockheed Martin Corporation
e Airbus—R,P e Sikorsky
* Airbus Defense & Space —R ) o
» Airbus Helicopters — R — Mitsubishi —R
— BAE Systems — MAI—-R — Northrop Grumman Corporation — R
— The Boeing Company — R — Raytheon Company
— Bombardier, Inc. - R — Rolls Royce Corp and PLC—R,P
— COMAC
— Defense Contract Management — SAFRAN Group —R,P
Agency (DCMA) — Sonaca
— Embraer SA-A — Spirit—R

— GE Aviation—R,P
— General Dynamics Corp
e Gulfstream
— GKN Aerospace
— Honeywell Aerospace —R,P

— Textron Inc.
e Beechcraft—R
* Bell Helicopter

e Cessna—R

— Israel Aerospace Industries — Triumph Group —R
— Latecoere —R — United Technologies Corp.
— Leonardo SpA e UTAS (Goodrich) — R

* Divisione Aerostrutture — R « Pratt & Whitney

* Helicopter Division —R

R = accreditation required by prime
P = AC7122P required by prime





COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Recent Activities

e John Tibma Staff Engineer, is currently
supporting 100% of COMP audit review in a
Delegated mode.

e Jeff Bue has completed auditor training
 Dave Kennedy is in training to review audits






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Auditor Status

Keith Panuska

Jose Barral
— Lead Auditor
— Europe Sector
— AC7122-P
Jeff Bue
— Auditor
— Americas Sector
Stephen Hayzlett
— Lead Auditor
— AQS Auditor
— Americas Sector
— AC7122-P
David Kennedy
— Lead Auditor
— Americas Sector
— AC7122-P
Bruce Kriel
— Auditor Trainee
— Americas Sector
— AC7122-P

Auditor
Americas Sector
AC7122-P

Paul Poropatic

Lead Auditor
Americas Sector
AC7122-P

Jeff Reese

Lead Auditor
Americas Sector
AC7122-P

Sean Walsh

Lead Auditor
Americas Sector
AC7122-P

Victor Wang

Auditor
AQS Trainee Auditor
Americas Sector

AC7122-P






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Audit Projections

e 2017 Audit Projections

— 228 (90 — Americas, 92 — Europe, 46 Asia)
e 152 Total Scheduled through August
* 63 Americas, 60 Europe, 29 Asia
* 67% of plan

Data as of 2 February 2017






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

Procedure Review
e OP 1110 Audit Failure

— Risk Mitigation Revision
 Staff Engineer conducts Risk Mitigation

e Completed RCCA balloted to task group
e Suppliers must pay a fee to go through RMT

— Mode B failure criteria determined in open
meeting






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

Procedure Review

e OP 1105 Audit Process & OP 1114 Task Group
Operation

— Supplier Self Audit Requirement

e Supplier must submit a self audit to the auditor 30 days prior
to the audit start date

* The self audit must use the applicable Audit Criteria and scope
for initial, reaccred, and add scope audits

e The self audit must document where evidence of compliance
may be found






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

e AC7118 Composites Mode B Failure Criteria
— Initial Audits
— Reaccred Audits






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

OP 1110 Audit Failure Process, Section 4.1.2.1

Each Task Group (Subscriber and Supplier Voting Members)
shall determine the number of Total and Major NCRs allowed
per auditor day (NAD) on an annual basis, typically at the
February Task Group Meeting. It is suggested that the
threshold be established at a level where 95-98% of the
population (based on Task Group audits for the previous
year) fall below that limit. (Task Groups may select a different
threshold based on size and maturity of the Supplier
population.) A Task Group may also define an upper limit
(CAP) of NCR’s regardless of the number of auditor days.






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Initial Audit Mode B Failure Criteria

Failure
Threshold%
# of Days 2 3 4 5 (95-98)
Major 3 4 5 7 98
Total 7 10 12 15 98
2015 COMP Initial | Malor
Audit Data NCRs per |Total NCRs per
Day Day
95th Percentile 0.7 2.6
98th Percentile 0.9 2.8
Proposed # of NCRs per audit, Initial
Failure
Threshold%
# of Days 2 3 4 5 (95-98)
Major 2 3 4 5 98
Total 6 9 12 98

10

13 failed initial
audits to date

2 failed re-entry
audits to date

Unchanged at
least since 2009






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Reaccred Audit Mode B Failure Criteria

# of NCRs per audit day, Reaccred

Failure 44 failed reaccred

Threshold%|  qudits to date
# of Days 1 2 3 4 5 (95-98)

Major 1 2 3 4 5 95 (3in 2016)

Total 2 5 7 10 12 95

Last revised in 2015
5015 COMP Major Previously unchanged

Reaccred Audit Data NCRs per | Total NCRs since at least 2009
Day per Day

95th Percentile 0.7 2.2
98th Percentile 0.9 3.0

Proposed # of NCRs per audit, Reaccred

Failure
Threshold%
# of Days 1 2 3 4 5 (95-98)
Major 1 2 3 4 5 98
Total 3 6 9 12 98

11





COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

COMP Top Paragraphs Overall

 The following chart shows the top paragraphs
that are referenced in an NCR.

e This chart includes:
— AC7118 Rev D Trend Data

12





COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

Top NCRs Comparison for AC7118 2015 & 2016

6.00%

N 2015 m2016

5.00%
4.00%

3.00%

2.00%
0.00%

1134 5111 1141 1146 11.3.2 11311 1133 16a.2.10 521 13.23 21a.21 331 16a.29 341

Percentage of Occurences

Paragraph
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COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

2015,2016 Top Questions

#1 11.3.4 Does the manufacturing process accurately reflect the
documented work instructions? 50 (5%)/34(3.8%) occurrences

#2 5.1.11 Are materials stored in a manner to prevent damage or
contamination? 34(3.7%)/39(3.8%)occurrences

#311.4.1 Have housekeeping requirements been met as per applicable
procedure? 19(3.1%)/33(2.1%) occurrences

#411.4.6 Are FOD area requirements, boundaries, and type, clearly
identified or understood? 13(2.8%)/29(1.5%) occurrences

#511.3.2 Does the manufacturing and/or inspection record have
sufficient detail to produce the part? 20(2.5%)/26(2.3%) occurrengg

14





COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

2015,2016 Top Questions

#611.3.11 Have all corrections to the recorded information been
performed in accordance to established policies, procedures, and
customer requirements? 15(1.6%)/17(1.7%) occurrences

#7 11.3.3 Is the manufacturing and/or inspection record complete for
all work performed? 15 occurrences (2.1%)

# 8 16a.2.10 Are personnel wearing attire as specified by the customer
or supplier? 18 occurrences (2.0%)

#95.2.1 Isthe processor using and controlling the required expendable
materials as defined in the customer specification? 16 occurrences (1.8%)

15





COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

2015,2016 Top Questions

#10 13.2.3 Is the mold release agent applied and fully cured? 15 occ. (1.7%)

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? 16 occurrences (1.5%)

3.3.1 During the course of the audit, was compliance with the existing quality
management system demonstrated? 16 occurrences (1.5%)

16






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

2015,2016 Top Questions

16a.2.9 Rev C Are personnel wearing attire as specified by the customer
or supplier? 15 occurrences (1.4%)

3.4.1 Forre-accreditation audits, was corrective action from previous
audits implemented and sustained? 14 occurrences (1.3%)

8.7.1 Are cure requirements (i.e., temperature, pressure, vacuum, hold

times, ramp rates, etc.) monitored, recorded and verified per customer
requirements? 14 occurrences (1.3%)

17






COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

Red Metrics Review

 The following NMC metrics are red:
— Currently no red metrics
— On-time Certification: Green — 100%
— Supplier Merit: Yellow — 75%
— Cycle Time: Green — 46 days

e Corrective action required?

— Note decision and any corrective action taken in the minutes.
No action is required. Note discussion and decision in minutes

18





COMP (AC7118) Staff Report

Future Meeting Information

e Berlin, Germany — 5-8 June, 2017
— Estrel Hotel

e Pittsburgh, PA, USA — 23-27 October, 2017
— Omni William Penn

e Madrid, Spain — 19-22 February, 2018
— NH Eurobuilding

19
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4.0 Agenda
New Orleans Agenda






Modified Scope Audits, AC7118 F (90 minutes)
— Team & Schedule

— Approach (Decision)

— Summary of Comment Resolution

e Laser Ply Projection Machines
e Automated Ply Cutters

— New Questions
Automated Tape Layup & Automated Fiber Placement

— Greyed Out Questions
Break (15 minutes)

Autoclave Product Acceptance Software & Formulas
AC7118 Handbook (30 minutes)






Opportunity 1 — Attendees to Conference
Comment during the meetings when the questions are first
shown

Opportunity 2 —Voting Members
John will send out informal request to review updates

Opportunity 3 — Nonvoting Members
Ask John for a copy to review and comment

Opportunity 4 —Voting Members
Formal Ballot to AC7118 Revision F






		New Orleans Agenda

		Time Line

		How To Provide Comments/Ideas
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4.1 Schedule
Modified Scope Audits






Jason Adams

Monica Alcala Crownover
Kevin Dowling

Jonathon Hebben

Brett Hemingway

Lance Loeks

Tammi Schubert

Sally Spindor

Konstantina Stephanidou





e Topic —Is the task group interested in addressing some of the
areas where we do not perform job audits?

e The areas identified tend to fall into categories where the
requirement may not necessarily be flowed from engineering
standards but flowed from quality standards; such as
calibration, FAI, or delegation of quality responsibilities.

e The intent is to have audit criteria which tests for compliance
and do not verify the existence of quality system elements.





1. Equipment Validation& Calibration
(e.g. automated ply cutters, laser projectors, & automated
fiber placement/tow placement/tape laying machines)

2. Change Management
(e.g. digital product definition, FAI)

3. Operator Self-Verification
(create a job audit to support questions in AC7118 § 4.6)





Pittsburgh

oCT FEB JUN 0CT FEB JUN
2$I6 2017 2017 2017 2018 2018

" Decision on Approach:
Replace Audits, Flexible Audits, Combination

! Review Audit Criteria
e Automated Ply Cutters
e Laser Projection Ply Machines

John Tibma to discuss approach with PRI

0CT

2018

|stQ
2019

ocT
2019

4th Q
2019





-_‘J L S

: "’:"';“.“'J"i‘" '-.".'u%m-ﬁ'_- ﬁLn e
[y e Rl

L Implementation Strategy Overview
Resolve comments to Laser Projection Machines & Automated Ply

Cutters

? Review Audit Criteria
Automated fiber

lacement /

lacement / tow






Berlin

oCT FEB JUN 0CT FEB JUN 0T £ Q OCT 4th Q
2016 2017 29I7 2017 2018 2018 2018 2019 2019 2019

* Review Audit Criteria:
e Digital Product Definition
* FirstArticle Inspection





Pittsburgh

0T FEB JUN oCT FEB JUN 0CT 1t Q ocT 4th Q
2016 2017 2017 2$I7 2018 2018 2018 2019 2019 2019

' Review Audit Criteria
e Operator Self-Verification

! Implementation Documents (AC/AH)
e AC/AH7118 General Instruction
e AC7118 Glossary of Terms

e AC7118 Job Audit Matrix

e AC7118 Job Audit Form





ocT B JUN o1 FEB }_H-JUN,I ocT I“Q ot 4th Q
2016 2017 2017 2017 2?[8 SRR 01T L 200 2019 2019

" Coordinate AC71 18 Revision F
& Auditor Handbook

Implementation Documents :
e OP II14Appendix COMP/NMMM/NMMT

e Composites Survey Preliminary Questionnaire (s-frm-15)

e Nadcap Audit Grading Criteria Guidelines (s-frm-16)

* Questionnaire for Potential Composite Auditors (a-frm-04 COMP)





oCT FEB JUN oCT FEB JUN oCT It Q oCT 4th Q

2016 2017 2017 2017 2018 2$I8 2018 2019 2019 2019

Resolution of Comments t
AC71 18 Revision F

Distribute AC7118 Ballot !





Pittsburgh

0T FEB JUN 0CT FEB JUN oCT 1t Q ocT 4th Q
2016 2017 2017 2017 2018 2018 Z?IB 2019 2019 2019

Final Resolution of Comments
AC7118 Revision F

Auditor Awareness / Training |
Distribute Final AC71 18 Ballot





o

Release of AC71 18 Revision F
Release of applicable Nadcap forms and OP | |14 Appendix

Supplier WebEx Communication |
Begin 6 month supplier implementation period






Pittsburgh

0T FEB JUN 0CT FEB JUN 0CT 1t Q ocT 4th Q

2016 2017 2017 2017 2018 2018 2018 2019 2?I9 2019

Auditor Training t

Supplier Symposium !
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AC7118 Revision F becomes effective
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4.2 Approach
Modified Scope
Approach






Support (7)

&
] Operation (8)
Quality
Management
System

(4)

Planning Leadership chgcizg]t?gﬁe

Q (5) o)

e EEEN SN EEEE NI EEEN SN EEEE SSES EEEN SN EEEE SSE RN SN DD e s

Improvement
(10)

"'--_._—_._—J_—‘_—_L—





e Section 7, Support
— 7.1.5.2, Measurement Traceability (Calibration)

e Section 8, Operation

— 8.1.2, Configuration Management
 Digital Product Definition (DPD)

— 8.4.2d. & 8.5.1.3, First Article Inspection (FAI)
— 8.5.1b. & 8.6, Operator Self-Verification (OSV)

— 8.5.1.1, Control of Equipment, Tools, and Softwg
Programs (Validation)






Process Implementing Common Job Audit Job Audits
Procedures

* QMS * Training e Receiving Inspection
e Materials Control e Materials e Tool Preparation
e Facilities & Equipment e Work Instructions e Kitting
e Tooling * FOD e Core Processing
* General Fabrication ¢ Sub-Tier Control e Layup
e Trimming & Drilling e Cure Preparation
* Process Control ¢ Resin Mixing
Testing e Resin Infusion
e Compression Molding
e Cure
e Trim & Drill
e Testing
. J L \.






‘

Qualitvi
Management | . QM5 = Training = Receiving Inspection
System | * Materials Control * Materials « Tool Preparation
{4} | :‘Frzzlllil;l:s&ﬁqulpment ::\:t:klnsxrucnons :E:-::\:m”m
| s =
i " iy e < Resin fuion
1 = Compression Molding
; :‘?::\:&Drill
1 esting
e AS9100 establishes requirement e AC7118 establishes compliance
 Certification Body verifies existence expectations specific to composite
of Quality Management System processing
element * Nadcap verifies conformance for

composite product

The intent of this slide is to show Nadcap is not creating new requirements,
but is identifying how to be compliant





)
AC7118

Processes

Receiving

Core Processing

Inspection

*Machining
*Prepreg ePottin
eAdhesive -Splicingg
eCore
oDetail Part *Septum &

.e afFar S Stabilization
sFiber/Fabric «Heat Forming
ePreform/Braids \ )y
eResin
«Molding Tool Preparation

Compounds
\. J eMold Release

Pattern Kitting

eManual

*Numeric
Controlled

Machining & Drill

eManual

eNumeric
Controlled

Process

Implementing
Procedures

*3 Supplier Information

*4 QMS

©5-10 Job Audit
Procedures

® Prepreg
*Metal Bond
eLiquid Resin
eAdhesive Bond
eDrape Forming
e ATL

*AFP

Miscellaneous
Bonding

eResin & Potting

Cure Preparation

*Bagging

Resin Preparation

Resin Infusion

¢|nfusion

*Mechanicals
*Physicals
eThermal &
Analytical

eAutoclave
eQOven
*Press
eTool

Compression
Molding

eKitting
elayup
*Mold Tool
eCure






Utilizes concept of “Smart Checklist”

The initial, first and second reaccreditation audits use
the “Standard” checklist

The third and later audits use the “Modified Scope”
Modified Scope

— Specific questions and job audits removed from Standard
checklist (greyed out)

— New modified scope Job Audits added
Every 3™ audit uses Standard checklist






Process

Implementing
Procedures

New Job Audits
Modified Scope

*3 Supplier Information
*4.QMS

5-10 Job Audit
Procedures

Digital Product Definition
First Article Inspection
Operator Self-Verification

Receiving
Inspection

Core Processing

Pattern Kitting

eManual

*Numeric
Controlled

NC Cutter Calibration

Machining & Drill

eManual

eNumeric
Controlled

Miscellaneous
Bonding

*Resin & Potting

Cure Preparation

eMechanicals
*Physicals

eThermal &
Analytical

Prepreg eMachining * Prepreg *Bagging eAutoclave
K oPotting eMetal Bond y y eQven
*Adhesive «Splicing eLiquid Resin ResinBreparation *Press
-Core' eSeptum & eAdhesive Bond *Tool
ertall Part.s Stabilization Drape Forming
*Fiber/Fabric eHeat Forming *ATL ) . Compression
ePreform/Braids \ y e AFP Resin Infusion Molding
*Resin ]
*Molding Tool Preparation Laser Ply Projector eInfusion *Kitting
Compounds ATL/AFP Calibration eLayup
\. J *Mold Release *Mold Tool

oCure






Modified Scope

Audit

Receiving
Inspection

Choose One

Choose One _—

Preferably NC

Machining & Dirill

Core Processing

*Machining
ePotting
*Splicing
*Septum &
Stabilization

eHeat Forming
\ J

Tool Preparation

*Mold Release

Pattern Kitting

*Numeric
Controlled

NC Cutter Calibration

eManual

eNumeric
Controlled

Process Implementing

Procedures

*3 Supplier Information
*4 QMS

*10 Test Lab

Digital Product Definition

eFreezers & Storage
eAutoclave/Oven TUS
ePreventative Maintenance

Modified Scope Areas

First Article Inspection
Operator Self-Verification

Cure Preparation

® Prepreg Bagging
eMetal Bond
'Liquid Resin Resin Preparation

eAdhesive Bond
eDrape Forming
e ATL
*AFP

-

Laser Ply Projector
ATL/AFP Calibration

Resin Infusion

¢|nfusion

Miscellaneous
Bonding

*Mechanicals
*Physicals
eThermal &
Analytical

eResin & Potting

eAutoclave
eQOven
*Press
eTool

Compression
Molding

eKitting
elayup
*Mold Tool
eCure
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4.3 Comments
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Summary of Comment Resolution






 Changed from a Merit based process to a
Modified Scope process

e Equipment:
— Measurement & Inspection: Calibration
— Manufacturing: Verification & Maintenance






 Does the process address the specified
interval of calibration when nonconforming
equipment is repaired, adjusted or modified?

e |sthere a process for maintenance,
calibration, and validation of the targets when
required by customer?






 Change “Calibration” to “Validated” unless the
guestion related to measurement &
Inspection processes

* Does the validation process define the
maximum number of stacked plies to be cut at
onhe time?

e New - Does the validation process define the
maximum contour (NA for flat beds/tools)?






		Summary of Comment Resolution

		Summary

		Laser Ply Projection Machine

		Automated Ply Cutter
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4.4 Questions
General

Is there a process for the control of equipment that requires calibration?
Compliance Assessment Guidance: The process shall control the interval, method and
1 |acceptance limits of calibration.

Is there a process that addresses the actions to be taken in the event that the equipment used
did not meet the calibration requirements?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: Process must include an assessment and record the validity
2 |of the previous measuring results when the equipment is found not to conform to requirements.

Does the process address the specified interval of calibration when nonconforming equipment
is repaired, adjusted or modified? The auditee
shall take immediate corrective action on the equipment and product affected according to

3 |procedure, and readjust calibration cycle as applicable.

Do calibration records contain or provide traceability to the equipment under test, identify the
accuracy, unique identification and/or serial number of the unit and reference artifact/gage,
4 |the range, the points in the range of use that were checked and results documented?

Is there evidence that calibration records are reviewed?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: Calibration records shall be reviewed upon receipt to assure
accuracy of data and verify that the results were within tolerance when checked by the
calibration source. If calibrated internally, then the calibration records shall have been correctly
5 |authorized.

6 |Does the equipment identified display calibration status?

Automated Tape Layup Machine & Automated Fiber Placemei

Software Control

1 [Is there a process to control the installation of new or revised software?

Does the process include validation of the software prior to it being used for production?
Compliance Assessment Guidance: It is expected that any changes to the software will be
controlled and introduced to production only after confirmation that the results of existing part
2 |specific programs will not be affected by the software upgrade.

Is there evidence to show the software was validated prior to use?

Compliance Assessment Guidance: Software validation may be conducted on a part by part
basis when it is first installed. If an element of the software has been upgraded (includes bug
fixes, patches, etc.) since first part acceptance, it is expected that the software will have been
3 |validated to ensure results were not affected by the upgrade.

Validation Prior to Production & Maintenance Checks

1 |Does the validation process define the maximum head pressure or compaction force?

Are the pressure/force monitoring systems certificed to an accuracy (e.g. 15 Ibs. or within two
2 |percent) over the operating range of compaction force?

3 |Does the validation process define the maximum temperature at ply/tow laydown?

Are the temperature monitoring and controllowing systems certified to an accuracy (e.g. 5 F)
4 |over the operating range?






5 |Does the validation process define and verify the head cooling temperature?
Does the validation process verify the creel monitoring thermocouple is within 3 F of an
independent thermocouple and the environment is controlled within 5 F when tested at the
6 |minimum temperature?
Does the validation process verify the creel humidity does not exceed the material
7 |requirements and is within £5% of an independent hygrometer?
Does the validation process define and verify the tow tension (AFP) (e.g. within £ 0.1 Ib at
8 |tension levels of 1 Ib or less, and within £ 10 percent at tension levels above 1 |b.)?
9 |lIs the compaction roller, and outer liners, inspected for damage and changes in durometer?
Does the validation process define and verify all actuation systems (e.g. clamps, cutters, and
10 [rollers) have accurate gauges?
11 |Does the validation process define and verify the tool indexing requirements?
12 |Does the validation process define and verify the maximum material lay down rate?
13 |Does the validation process define the allowable material widths?
14 |Does the validation process define and verify the ply orientation?
Does the validation process define and verify the cut end is within tolerance (e.g. + 0.10 inch) of
15 |[the intended ply boundary?
16 |Does the validation process define and verify ply/tow gaps and overlaps?
Does the validation process require inspection for ply contamination, wrinkles, distortion, and
17 |heat damage?
Does the validation process verify automated in-process inspection equipment can accurately
18 |and consistently determine anomalies over the range of production operating speeds?

Validation Checks

(Section NA for any equipment assessed in job audit 16e or 16j is performed)

Does the supplier have a procedure for periodically verifying the accuracy and precision for the
head movement and material placement?

1 [(Auditor handbook: see question 16e.2.20 or 16j.2.20)
Is there a process that identifies the actions to be taken in the event that field checks were
2 |[found not to meet the requirements, and is it being followed?
Part Setup

(Section NA for any equipment assessed in job audit 16e or 16j is performed)

Is there a verification process to visually inspect compaction rollers for damage at a defined
interval?

1 [(Auditor handbook: see question 16e.2.25 or 16j.2.25)
Is the mandrel positioned and is the set up process performed as per the documented
procedure?
2 |Auditor handbook: see question 16e.3.7 or 16j.3.3)
Is the equipment/machine set up performed and compliant to the documented procedure?
3 |(Auditor handbook: see question 16e.3.8 or 16j.3.2)
Are the environmental conditions for the creel house controlled per customer/supplier
4 [requirements?






Is the equipment compliant to the process control parameters as defined in the documented
procedure?
5 |(Auditor handbook: see question 16j.3.9)

Prime Approval (NA if no engineering requirement for approval)

1 |[Is the production equipment approved by the prime?

2 |If required by the prime, is the equipment in the correct location in the facility?

Is there a process to notify the prime when changes are made to the equipment such as new
3 |heads, new software, location, and repair?






Yes |No NA
1t

Yes No NA
Yes No NA






Yes

No

NA

Yes

No

NA






Yes

No

NA






		ATLM & AFP
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4.5 Grey Questions
AC7118
Modified Scope Greyed Questions






e Questions with grey background are not
required to be answered during a modified
scope audit

* Greyed questions are to be answered in the
event of a known nonconformance

 Once modified scope audits begins, the
standard checklist questions are answered
every third audit






5 — Materials Control

6 — Facilities and Equipment

7 — Tooling

8 — General Fabrication Procedures
9 — Trimming and Drilling






e Question is verifying existence of a
documented procedure

e Question is verified during a job audit






		AC7118�Modified Scope Greyed Questions

		Modified Scope

		Applicable Sections

		Criteria for Greying
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5.0 Software Validation
Product Acceptance Software
&
Formulas






Subteam to develop Handbook Clarification for
AC7118 question 4.3.1 for validation of
autoclave inspection software, inspection
spread sheets, and other product acceptance
equipment, and also determine if further
guestions are necessary.






e Doug Armstrong
e Gordon Cameron
 Monica Alcala Crownover
e Kevin Dowling

e Lance Loeks

* Dave Mason

e Angelina Mendoza

e Konstantina Stefanidou






For many years, Nadcap has been documenting the use of
unsecured formulas

2015 & 2016 Nadcap began identifying an industry issue of
suppliers utilizing product acceptance software for autoclaves
without validating before production use

October 2016, Pittsburgh conference, Dave Mason from
ASC Process Systems provided an overview of the capabilities
of autoclave product acceptance software

The future is only going to bring more automation

Nadcap saw an opportunity to assist in expectations for
compliance





To help with readability the handbook clarification has been
separated in the following slides:

Compliance and alternative processes
Commercial Off The Shelf Product Acceptance Software (PAS)

Commercial Off The Shelf Computer Aided Manufacturing
Software (CAM) (also known as numerical control (NC))

Supplier Developed Software
Recommended Practices

Additional Autoclave Compliance
New Question for Formulas





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?

The supplier must document and maintain documented
processes for the control of software. The following
defines processes for compliance, however, the
customer may approve alternate processes.






Supplier must document and maintain PAS procedures. Documented
results shall provide for identification of software name, software version
and validation results used for all QA applications.

Procedures or processes will be maintained to prevent unauthorized
changes, to limit personnel access to software files, and to archive masters
and duplicates.

Supplier PAS must be verified prior to product acceptance use. The
supplier shall establish and maintain a procedure and validation plan
independent of the software developer to determine that the software,
and subsequent revisions, accomplishes its intended function. A means of
identifying approved PAS is required with configuration control and QA
management procedures for relating the PAS to the product being
accepted. Sample testing of existing product and tool programs shall be
performed with new or revised PAS to verify compatibility.

Supplier PAS verification shall be performed using calibrated standards,
known physical artifacts or simulated software testing.





Supplier must verify numerically controlled software
prior to product acceptance and maintain records.
When used for inspection the supplier shall develop
and maintain documented processes for configuration
identification and control of CAM software and must
meet the requirements of PAS above.






Software developed by suppliers requires plans and instructions
for building, configuration management, loading and testing of
code. Supplier developed software, and subsequent revisions,
will require independent testing and meet the requirements
above for PAS and CAM.






ARP9005, Aerospace Guidance for Non-Deliverable Software,
contains recommended practices for the effective control of
non-deliverable software.
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Autoclave PAS analyzes the dataset from a cure cycle, compares analysis to
tolerances and constraints, and generates quality and exception reports. PAS
is independent of the software controlling the autoclave, however, it may be
part of the same software suite provided by the manufacturer. Software
controlling the autoclave may also have the functionality of providing
feedback to the user such as alarms, however this controlling software must
not be used as PAS.

In addition to the above, expectations for compliance for autoclave PAS
include the following:

e Procedures (e.g. documented instructions or training) must identify what
requirements of the cure are verified by PAS and what requirements are
verified by Quality

e Traceability of PAS to the cured parts must be verified

e Personnel inputting tolerances and constraints in PAS must approve the
PAS as being in compliance to cure requirements and the supplier’s quality
plan/requirements.





PAS must be verified prior to production cures. Example verification
processes include, but not limited to:

— Developing a dataset to simulate a cure cycle to be inspected by the PAS. The
dataset must be independently developed by the supplier, as the PAS must not
validate itself. Simulated datasets are to be retained as a controlled standard.

— Performing test cures to be inspected by the PAS

Note: Datasets or test cures must verify the ability of PAS to verify conforming
and rejectable conditions for each segment of the cure profile. For example, if the
engineering specification has unique heat up rates for different temperature
zones, the PAS must validate each zone.

Product First Article Inspection must evaluate cure data (e.g. times,
pressure, vacuum, and temperatures) prior to product acceptance use by

PAS

Procedures (e.g. documented instructions or training) must specify
nonconformance process for evaluation of reports with exceptions and
rejectable conditions (e.g. erratic/disregarded thermocouples, exotherms,
bag/tool leaks, insufficient time durations for rate calculations,...)





Formulas developed by suppliers to aid in the calculation of recorded
information, inspection, and test of product must be validated prior to use.
Examples include formulas in spreadsheets to analyze autoclave cure data,
spreadsheets to calculate resin mix ratios, and formulas in Laboratory
Information Systems to calculate test results. Formulas must be protected to
prevent unauthorized changes.

Note: Performing physical verification to an artifact as specified for Product
Acceptance Software (as defined in 4.3.1) is not required for formulas.

Supplier developed electronic files which use formulas for product
acceptance (i.e. no further Quality evaluation of the information) will be
considered Commercial Off The Shelf Product Acceptance Software and
subject to the controls of section 4.3. For example, a spreadsheet which
evaluates cure data, compares the results to engineering requirements,
and provides an analysis regarding the conformity of product.
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6.0 SSC
SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

Supplier Support Committee Task Group Representative —
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

Vitorio Stana, Avcorp Industries Inc.

February 2017






SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

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

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

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

* Presents information to Suppliers about the Nadcap process.

o Offers the Supplier perspective on Nadcap projects.

* Sponsors.activities/projects based on Supplier feedback.




mailto:NadcapSSC@sae.org



SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

COMP/NMMM/NMMT

CURRENT SSC ACTIVITIES

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

« Metrics Monitors Supplier participation in the Nadcap program

e  Supplier Survey Supplier feedback survey, which is held every two years,
The survey assists the SSC LT with identifying expectations
relative to direction and future areas of concentration for SSC
activities and meeting Supplier needs.

« Nadcap Meeting Supplier Helpdesk, Supplier Orientation & Tutorial, Keys to a
Successful Audit, How to Become a Supplier Voting Member

« Sponsored Events SSC sponsored presentations (i.e. Subscriber Updates for
Suppliers and ISO 9001:2015/9100D Changes Summary)

-

.=Communication, _ Examples of Communication/Education:

Education FAQ Highlight Mass-Email, PRI Dictionary,

‘What you need to know about Nadcap’ Brochure
& the Business Development Tool






SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

MENTORING PROGRAM

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

e 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. Mentors will assist you with your non-
technical questions.

« 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.




mailto:Lisa.Donahoe@alcoa.com



SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT
MENTORING PROGRAM (continued)

» Technical questions should be directed to the Staff Engineer for your
Task Group, or your Task Group during open sessions. If you are
unsure, contact you SSC Task Group Rep and he can forward your
guestions on to the appropriate parties.

* To download the Mentor Request Form, please go to http://p-r-
l.org/nadcap/supplier-support-committee/ or you can access the form
on eAuditNet under Resources/Documents/Public
Documents/Supplier Support Committee/SSC Documents

e |f you are interested in obtaining a mentor, becoming a mentor or
would just like more information about the program, send an
email to NadgpSSC@p-r-i.orq.




http://p-r-i.org/nadcap/supplier-support-committee/



SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

Business Development Tool

* A useful marketing tool to assist Nadcap Suppliers with promoting their
association with the Nadcap program.

Business Development
Tool





SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

COMP/NMMM/NMMT

Business Development Tool (continued)

 Ways to promote Nadcap accreditation that are included:
Promoting Nadcap accreditation internally
Press Releases

Interviews

Feature Articles

Company Website

Email Signatures

Customer Notification

Social Media

Business Cards

Exhibitions

Displays

O 0O 0O 0O 0o OO0 o o o

 To download the Business Development Tool, please go to eAuditNet.net
under Resources / Documents / Public Documents / Supplier Support
Committee / SS€"Documents




https://www.eauditnet.com/eauditnet/ean/documents/manage.htm



SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT
SSC RESOURCES AVAILABLE DURING MEETING

e Supplier Helpdesk (Monday-Wednesday)

— Have questions about Nadcap or about the
Nadcap meeting? Look for the “Supplier
Helpdesk” sign. Contact Dale Harmon
dharmon@cts-inc.net for more information.




mailto:dharmon@cts-inc.net



SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE EVENTS ON MONDAY MORNING

SSC Leadership Team Opening Reception
— Meet the SSC LT, mingle and have a cup of coffee with pastry

— Monday 20-Feb-2017, 8:00 AM — 8:45 AM

Supplier New Supplier Information Session

o Supplier Orientation and Tutorial - Provides an overview of the Nadcap
program

o Keys to a Successful Audit - Hear from a seasoned Supplier to gain
valuable insight to assist with submitting a successful Nadcap audit
package

o eAuditNet Supplier Tutorial - Be able to successfully navigate in the
eAuditNet system from a Supplier’'s perspective

o How to Become a Supplier Voting Member — Provides information on
becoming a supplier voting member.

— Monday:20-Feb-2017, 9:00 AM — 12:00 PM

Wy






SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT
SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE EVENTS ON MONDAY AFTERNOON

e Subscriber Updates
— Hear from Lockheed Martin and Rolls-Royce,

— Monday 20-Feb-2017, 2:00 PM — 3:00 PM

e [SO 9001:2015/9100D Changes Summary

— Presentation OF 1ISO9001/AS9100 changes given by Susan Frailey, AQS
Staff Engineer

— Monday 20-Feb-2017, 3:00 PM - 4:00 PM






SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

SUPPLIER SUPPORT COMMITTEE GENERAL MEETING

e When:
— Tuesday, 21-Feb-2017, 5:00 PM - 7:00 PM

e Topics include:
— Supplier News
— New Self Audit Requirements Update
— 2015 Supplier Survey Report Out
— Break-Out Sessions
* Topics for discussion:

MWhat information does a supplier need prior to an Nadcap
audit and how should it be distributed?

MHow to better communicate in today’s world?

The SSC invit&s all Suppliers & Subscribers to
attend the SSC General Meeting. All are welcome!






SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

COMP/NMMM/NMMT

What's New with the SSC

e OP 1123 Supplier Support Committee
— This has been approved and the SSC will be working to it.

e 2015 Supplier Survey

— Analysis team is reviewing action plans and reporting out at the SSC
General Meeting

e 2017 Supplier Survey

— The SSC will be conducting the 2017 Supplier Survey starting in October 2017
at the Pittsburgh Nadcap meeting

e SSC Request Form

— Reminder - The SSC has revised the form to make it more user friendly. If
you are a Suppliers and want to submit a requests, suggestions, or
complaints, the SSC Request Form can be found at http://p-r-
l.org/nadcap/supplier-support-committee/ or you can access it on
eAuditNet under Resources/Documents/Public Documents/Supplier
Support Committee/SSC Documents

~~
) 7



http://p-r-i.org/nadcap/supplier-support-committee/



SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

HELP WANTED by the SSC

Want to get involved?

e SSC TG’s needed for:
— CMSP
— Mé&l
— SLT

o Alternate SSC TG Reps

e SSC Sub-Team Lead :
— Helpdesk

e SSC Sub-Team Members:
— Communications
— Metrics

.. SSC 2017 SuppliesSurvey Team is soliciting help





SSC TASK GROUP REPRESENTATIVE
COMP/NMMM/NMMT

SUPPLIER QUESTIONS / TASK GROUP QUESTIONS?
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7.0 Cutting Tools


7.0 Cutting Tools
Action Item 239
AC7118 and Sanding Media, Cutting Tool
Specification






e John Tibma

* Brett Hemingway






Action ltem

Develop additional AC 7118 Checklist
question or AH7118 Handbook
clarification to address media grit, cutting
tool type or edge dressing processes in
Section 9 and Section 22 respectively






The checklist currently lacks any questions
specifically addressing cutter type or sanding media.

We felt that adding this in section 9 would address
both manual and CNC operations.

Currently titled “Trimming and Drilling”, Section 9

will need to be re-titled “Machining, Trimming, and
Drilling”






e 9.7 Is the cutting tool used as specified by the customer

or internal documented procedure ? YES NO

Compliance Guidance: The tool used must match the
customer specification. It shall be verified that the tool
is changed at the frequency specified by the customer if
required. This may be demonstrated by CNC program
control, tool use log, etc... If the customer specification
is silent, the tool used shall be verified to match internal
documented procedure requirements.






e 9.8 Is the sanding media grit and type as specified by the
customer or internal documented procedure ? YES NO

e Compliance Guidance: Sanding media or file type used for
edge dressing, core shaping or other processes shall match
the grit size and type, or file grade specified by the
customer. If the customer specification is silent, the
sanding media shall match the internal documented
procedure .






Questions?
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8.0 TUS
Ui e e

AC7118 and Thermal Uniformity Surveys






e AC7118 Paragraph 6.4.1 currently reads:

— Do Instrument System Check (ISC) and Thermal
Uniformity Survey (TUS) comply with customer
requirements, or, if no customer requirement exists,
does the instrumentation system accuracy meet the
customer’s processing requirements? YES NO






 And has the following handbook clarification:

— Temperature uniformity surveys must be performed on ovens,

autoclaves and hydraulic presses. Typically, this involves
placing thermocouples around the inside of the oven or
autoclave, or, all over the surfaces of the platen press and
measuring the temperature through a low and a high
temperature cure cycle. The temperatures should all be within
tolerance at all times through the heat up, the hold and the
cool down. Calibrated J or K type thermocouples should be
used and vacuum and pressure should be applied during the
uniformity survey.

ISC verifies that the controller is within tolerance.





e Should TUS be a baseline requirement, even if the
customer does not require it?

e Paragraph 6.4.1 would be revised as follows:

— Do Instrument System Check (ISC) and Thermal
Uniformity Survey (TUS) comply with customer or
internal requirements? YES NO






Questions?
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9.0 Specimen Prep
AC7118 and Specimen Preparation






e AC7118 Paragraph 10.1.7 currently reads:

— Are specimens prepared in accordance with customer
requirements or internal documentation where no
customer requirements exist? YES NO

— This question has no handbook clarification






e |sthe task group expectation that the suppliers
demonstrate specimen prep, that is the auditor
needs to conduct a job audit?

e Oristhe expectation a procedure review?

* Do we need a handbook clarification to explicitly
state the task group expectations?






e Possible handbook verbiage:

— The auditor shall observe the preparation of a test
specimen (in-process, demonstration, historical) in order
to verify that requirements are being met.

— The auditor need not observe an actual specimen
preparation, but must verify that internal
documentation exists and addresses customer
requirements.






Questions?
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10.0 Silicone
AC 7118 Proposed Additional Questions for
Silicone Prevention

Team:

Doug Armstrong GE Aviation
Konstantina Stefanidou Honeywell
Scott Palmer Rolls Royce

Bruce Fuhrmann Meggitt Polymers
Tammi Schubert

Andreas Mastorakis

- Composites Consulting Engineer
imagination at work GE Aviation





Suggested AC7118 Questions

Proposed Silicone Contamination Prevention Audit Questions SECTION NA

1. Are silicone containing materials (such as RTV’s, silicone or YES NO
fluoro-silicone compounds, silicone based mold releases, etc.)
processed in any part of the facility?

2. Is the area where silicones are processed designated in the facility YES NO
lay-out plan?

3. Is there a documented procedure that details the preventive YES NO
measures, including receiving and disposal, that are taken to restrict
the spread of contamination?

4. Does the procedure detail the following: YES NO
a. The use of Personnel Protective Attire, such as gloves and booties,
to prevent the spread of silicone contaminants to adjacent areas.
b. Color coding or a similar method to identify silicone exposed tooling,
tooling aids, trays, hand tools, carts etc.
c. A controlled method for the transportation of uncured or free silicones
that prevents cross contamination (e.g. marked closed containers,
disposable non-permeable envelope bags)

5. Is the room where silicones are processed operated under YES NO
negative pressure?

Include HB clarification that provides option for double doors/ Vestibule

6. Is there evidence that silicone CCA operating procedures are followed YES NO

imagination at work 2
g GE Title or job number

2/28/2017
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11.0 Open
Open Discussion

John Tibma
Staff Engineer
COMP/NMMT/NMMM

21 February 2017






Topic #1 Open Discussion

e Supplier Procedures translated to English

— Some primes require bi-lingual procedures from
suppliers when English is not the native language.

— Is the expectation that Nadcap auditors enforce this
requirement?

— How is this requirement flowed to the supplier?
— Should we add a checklist question to verify this?






Topic #1 (continued) Open Discussion

e Airbus proposed question and guidance

— Is all documentation necessary in native language and
English as required by customer? YES/NO/NA

— Handbook guidance: All documents provided or used
to demonstrate compliance to a requirement shall be
in English (Documentation that give support to obtain
the special process / product, e.g: main procedures,
specifications, instructions, etc. )






Topic #2 Open Discussion

e Structural Adhesive Bonding, ATL/AFP Separation,
Oven Cure and Audit Duration

— Should cure questions be added to Misc Bonding?
— Should Structural Adhesive bonding be a capability?






Topic #3 Open Discussion

e OP 1119 states “If N/A answers are permissible,
the circumstances where N/A is allowed should
be documented in the Audit Criteria or Audit
Handbook.”

* There are numerous questions in AC7118 that

have an N/A, but no associated rational for it in
the handbook.

 This needs to be addressed
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Topic #4 Open Discussion

e Topic4
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