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Following the Nadcap system, once the problem 
has been defined and causes and impacts analyzed, 
accreditation requires clear and concise descriptions 
of actions taken to fully and completely address non-
conformances identified during the audit. This two-part 
article presents the Nadcap approach to investigating 
and responding to nonconformances identified during 
Nadcap audits.

Containment Action

Containment action is taken immediately after you 
become aware of the event to stop it from occurring 
and preventing or minimizing any impact from the 
event. You contain the problem and the effects prior to 
beginning corrective action. While these actions may be 
called specific corrective action, please note that there 
are no actions here to correct the problem, they are just 
damage control:

• Put out the fire: Stop the event from occurring.

• Assess the damage: Determine what and how much 

damage has been done.

• Contain all effects: Prevent everything that was 
effected from escaping, and determine if anything 
has escaped.

• Notify as appropriate: If it is determined that 
product may have escaped, notify any impacted 
customers.

These steps are the actions taken to bring the 
noncompliance into compliance. This is the immediate 
corrective action constituting the information to be 
supplied in the Immediate Corrective Action section. 
Each of these steps should be described in detail. 
Advise exactly what steps you took to stop the event 

from occurring, what was the impact and how you 
determined this. Describe in detail the steps you took 

to contain any effects (while we are critically concerned 
with hardware, effects may go beyond product). If 
product has, or may have, been shipped to a customer, 
advise who and how you notified customers.

Problem Definition

Corrective action begins with clearly defining the actual 
problem. While this may seem simple, many repetitive 
non-conformances result because the wrong problem 
was solved, only the outcome was fixed, or only one 
problem was corrected when there were really two or 
more problems. The steps involved in problem definition 
are forming the team, identifying the problem and 
gathering and verifying data.

Forming the Team

Assigning the wrong personnel to corrective action 
projects is a common problem. Many times, the projects 
are assigned to Quality, when Quality did not make the 
error, or it may be assigned to employees in charge of 
the area where the problem or noncompliance was 
discovered when the noncompliance resulted from a 
systemic problem that goes far beyond the area where 
the noncompliance was discovered.

A team of stakeholders in the problem should be 
assembled. Who owns the problem? Who has a stake 
in the outcome and the solution to the problem? Who 
are the vested owners of both the problem and the 
solution? These are the people who know the process, 
have the data and experience, and they are the ones 
that will have to implement the corrective actions. 
Without the full support of the stakeholders, long-term 
solutions are not likely.

Stakeholders and qualified members may change as the 
team gains more information and data. Clarifying the 
problem or additional problems may surface involving 
additional stakeholders or require additional expertise. 
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Gather and Verify Data

When the problem is identified, it is time to begin data 
collection. The factual information and data necessary to 
assure a thorough cause analysis needs to be collected. 
Data may have to be collected several times during this 
process, but the preliminary collection phase occurs 
now and will guide the analysis process. 

Types of data to collect:
• Location -the site, building, department, or field 

location where the event took place
• Names of Personnel -operations personnel, visitors, 

contractors

• Date and Time

• Specifications -what are the requirements?
• Operational Conditions -start up, shutdown, normal 

operations
• Environmental Conditions -noise levels, visual 

distractions, lighting, temperature, etc.
• Communications -verbal or written, what orders 

were being followed?
• Sequence of Events -in what order did things take 

place?
• Equipment -what was being operated?
• Physical Evidence -damaged equipment or parts, 

medical reports

• Recent Changes -in personnel, equipment or 
procedures

• Training -classroom, on-the-job, none
• Other Events -have there been similar occurrences?

Analysis

When the problem is identified, and preliminary data 
has been gathered and verified, the analysis can begin. 
A “5-Why” process works well, but analysis may take 
other forms. The answers to the “Why” questions form 
a chain of causes leading to the root cause. The answer 
to the first Why is the direct cause. The logical end of 
each chain is a root cause (each chain will have its own 

root) and the causes in between the direct cause and 
the root cause are contributing causes. There may be 
no contributing causes, but there is always a root cause 
– the best and logical place to stop as identified by the 
team. This place is where continuing to ask Why adds no 
value to prevention of recurrence, variability reduction, 
or cost savings. There may be multiple branches and 
multiple root causes (each branch having its own root 
cause). Each branch should be analyzed and worked 
down to its’ logical end. Many of these identified causes, 
may not directly relate to the problem, but point to 
issues that still need to be addressed to prevent future 
problems. Some formal method of prioritizing causes 
will need to be developed to aid in determining when an 
identified cause should be worked, as a large number of 
causes will be generated and not all are worthy of much 
investment to fix.

Impact

You should now re-examine your impact statement. 
While the impact and effects of the event were 
addressed as part of your immediate corrective (or 
containment action), you have now identified numerous 
causes that may also have impacted your products or 

processes. Consider the effects that the entire cause 
chain has had and be certain that they get addressed. If 
necessary, readdress the Impact statement. Be certain 
that this statement addresses:

• Scope of non-conformance – limited to 1 part or 1 
lot, or was it systemic and what specific parts were 
affected

• Description of what was done to review similar 
product to confirm or reject the possibility of a 
systemic problem

• Evidence of customer notification and response
• Disposition of any nonconforming parts

The next issue of the Nadcap Newsletter will present 
part two of this article, addressing the second part of the 
flow chart on page 3.

RCCA NADCAP STYLE
Continued from previous page





NADCAP NEWSLETTER
Nadcap: 25 Years of Excellence

6

• Where necessary, provide clarification on the intent 
and rationale of the Chemical Processing Task Group 
as it pertains to specific questions contained in 
AC7108 

• Clarify the material to be reviewed in addressing 
audit questions

• Standardize the audit from Auditor to Auditor
• Provide general guidance on Task Group 

expectations as to the Supplier’s preparation           
for an audit and on an auditor’s execution                 
of the audit 

This handbook is located in eAuditNet under Resources 
- Documents - Public Documents - Chemical Processing - 
Audit Information. 

AC7108 requires that suppliers complete a self-audit 
using the applicable checklists in preparation for the 
Nadcap audit. All internally identified non-conformances 
should be corrected prior to the Nadcap audit. 

The best way to prepare for a Nadcap audit is to create 
a timeline and schedule the required preparatory tasks 
at appropriate points prior to the audit (see issue one 
of this newsletter for details on the suggested timeline). 
During your pre-audit preparation, utilize the CAG and 
audit handbook to assist in your understanding of the 
intent or meaning of the checklist questions. If you are 
still unsure, however, please contact a PRI Staff Engineer 
for clarification; this will help you to minimize the risk of 
misinterpretation.

As well as the audit checklists and audit handbook, the 
Chemical Processing Task Group maintains many other 

useful documents in eAuditNet to assist Suppliers in 
their pre- and post-audit activities. For example, the 
Nadcap Chemical Processing Task Group publishes the 
most common non-conformances identified to the 
AC7108 checklist. 

This information is shared in order to assist suppliers 
in their audit preparation. By publicising this data, the 
hope is to improve audit performance through a lessons 
learned approach.

Process and Quality Planning

The most common non-conformance written against 
AC7108 is related to paragraph 3.4.1, which asks the 
supplier to confirm that there is a procedure which 
defines system/requirements for process and quality 
planning, which effectively ensures compliance with 
customer and/or specification requirements. 

Where non-conformances are written against this 
paragraph, it is because suppliers are not correctly 
flowing down contract/ specification requirements for 
the process, so make sure that you and your personnel 
are both aware of, and knowledgeable about how to 
enact, flow down requirements for the processes you 
perform, and that the requirements and the practice is 
documented. 

Compliance

The second most common non-conformance relates to 
6.n.2.2, 6.n.3.9 through 6.n.3.13 (where n = job audit 
number). The question asks whether all processing, 
testing and inspection conform to the requirements. 

Non-conformances written against this question are 
typically due to a lack of, or incorrect, flow down 
or because the operators or inspectors are not 
working to defined instructions. 

The solution to this is the same as for the most common 
non-conformance: understanding, implementation 
and records are required to demonstrate to the 
Nadcap auditor that your company is compliant to this 

requirement.

Calibration of Process and Testing Equipment

Section 3.10 of AC7108 relates to the calibration of
process and testing equipment. The Nadcap auditor 
needs to see evidence of current calibration on all shop 

NADCAP CHEMICAL PROCESSING AUDIT INSIGHT
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activity. As above, the use of uncalibrated equipment 
is taken seriously and can result in a major non-

conformance if found to be systemic. 

Example Non-Conformance

What follows is an example of a non-conformance that 
may be identified during a Nadcap chemical processing 
audit, and the response that the Supplier might provide. 

To best work through this, you may find it helpful to 
have a copy of AC7108 with you.

The Checklist Question

AC7108 3.3.1 Does shop paper/traveler, which 
accompanies each lot, contain as a minimum the 
following information……i)  specified process parameters 
which are controlled by the operator are recorded for 
each lot of parts processed, including: …? 

The NCR

• Chromic Acid Anodise route card  master 11231 

No place for recording immersion time in the deox 
tank and it is not recorded for jobs audited.

• Cadmium Plate route card master 10126 
No place for recoding amperage and it is not 
recorded for jobs audited.

Example Response

This example response is written using the required 
format for corrective action responses for Nadcap 
accreditation.

Immediate Corrective Action Taken 

• Route card masters 11231 and 10126 amended to 
include prompts for recording of immersion time 
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• Evidence of written notification including evidence of receipt 
(Copy of Read Receipt, Delivery Receipt, Email Reply, Letter 
Delivery Receipt, etc) 

• Date of notification

• Definition of the requirement that was violated

• Clear and complete detail of the specific violation that 
occurred (including the timeframe involved)

• List of affected customers and primes (including name, title, 
company and address of person where the notification was 
sent.

If you have any questions on this article or a Nadcap chemical 
processing audit, please do not hesitate to contact any 
member of the Nadcap Chemical Processing department at 
chemicalprocessing@p-r-i.org and we will be happy to help.

Q U A L I T Y  I S 
E V E R Y B O D Y ’ S  J O B

Nadcap Auditor Garlan Barnes, who has 
been involved in chemical processing 
for many years, shares his experience 
on Nadcap audits: 

“Prepare for the audit using the 
checklist. Completely. I have a saying: 
the amount of preparation reflects 
directly on the audit results. Suppliers 
should answer every checklist question 
with reference to the evidence they will 
provide to support their response. 

“In my experience, good audit results 
are directly proportional to the amount 
of preparation done. It just makes 
sense and then the audit is easier for 
everyone. No one should see Nadcap as 

an audit that takes place once per year. 
It’s an ongoing cultural change and all 

participating companies should use the 
tools that are made available through 
Nadcap to benefit their organizations. 

“Every single audit, I see something that 
surprises me. There’s always something 
new – processes, ideas… It’s really neat 
to see parts that go on aircraft and 
know how it’s done. I really enjoy that. 
The best thing is that I get to see new 
shapes and processes, I’ve seen many 
changes and improvements since I 

started in the industry on the shop floor 
and worked at one of the first Suppliers 
in the Nadcap process. Although the 
general process is the same, control is 
now much better than it used to be.”
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