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M270Al launcher 
Svstem Safetv Risk Assessment 

~ ., 
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270Al 

l.Anmcher Loader Module (LLM) C1tgc 

Hazard Dcserijll.ion: Pcr::;~mnel death or 
uncomtmmJcd movement of the M270A I LLM. 

or damage. loss due to 

rL Safl.:ty Confirmation of the Multi ph: Laum;h Rocket System CM LRS) M270A l 
Launcher, tht: M68A2 MLRS Launch Pod Assembly Trainer, and the M270A l 
Fin.: Control Pant:! in of Conditional Mah.:rk~l CS:TE·DTC-TT· 

l4 02. 

b. Memorandum, Aiv1Si\f'..1-SF, M270A l Safety 
(S&HDS) in of a HI 

c. M270Al Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE) Final Executive Summary, Jan 02. 

d. M270Al LRIP lH Final Assessment Rcptn1 (SAR). LA1ckh~.:cd ~"1artin Repurt 
No. 3-53420/2001 H-5003. 20 D;,;c Ul. 

System Hcscription. The M270A I l.Anmcher is an to the stand;ml version M270 
Laum::hcr. ·rhe improvements consist of a new Improved Fire System (IFCS) and new 
Irnpmved Launcher Mcchankal Drive System (lUv1S). Th~· JFCS functwns with an the 
Launcher Drive System {LDS) sub-systems to pmvidt\ overall control of the l Launcher. 
The lFCS is with a Global Pnsitioning System (GPS) that the launcher with 

location ini~Jrrnation and tully supports munitions with en1bedded GPS !he 
IFCS features Built-in-Test (BIT) and Built-in-Test-Equipment (BITE), f(>r isolating 
mallbm:tions to the Circuit Card t\!lsemblies (CCA). M270A l hydrauhc is an 

to the hydraulic cunent version M270 Launcher. The launcher cage 
moves simultaneously in azimuth and dcvation f(Jr firing and reload opcrutions. The m 
azinmth has been increased 5 times that of the current system and elevation speed has been 
im:.:rcuscd 4 times. The aim to fire lirm.: has decreased from 93 sccow..ls with the current to 
! 6 seconds the reload has bc,~n fh:mt 260 sccomls to !60 seconds~ 
cnhancmg the crew survivability. From a Safety perspective, it is this launcher cage 
speed increase and change in the hardware and software which controls the cage movement, that 
arc considered to be the primary critical arc:t:'i of t·.nnccm. 

T<l address this an agrccrnent between AMCO?vi Safety Onice and the Precision Fires 
Rocket & Missile Systcn1s PMO was secured to eo;tablish an independent Government 'leam. 
This Team, called the Safety Risk Reduction E!lort (SRRE), wa.-; formed to make a 
assc:.'>,;rncnt of the M270A l Launcher. to evaluate the level of saJety, identifY 



818 



M270Al .Launcher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

Un-Commanded Mo\·ement of the M270Al 
Launcher Loader Module (LL1V1) Cage 

and make recommendations to the PF'RMS PMO in support of a Materiel Release Decision. The 
of the SRRE was on and Launcher Movement concerns 

of 
loop 

the <•perationat was accomplished to capture the Launcher's 
were discovered in the safety Circuits, Short No-Voltage Test (SNVT), 

Position nonnal charac!erh>tics 
nr£·'':f'1'1t "''"'"'" "''' to 

~--·~··M \vcre to lessen 
operating dc!1nc a 3-meter rule for personnel safety while the'-"'""'"'"'~' 
is on, and also restricl the M270A 1 LLM from moving or unloading rocket 
HEMTftHEMATIPLS. The open are 

Switch···· The current ~l270A! boom controll~:r has a kill switch 
that is in boom control mode. !twas that this switch be changed to be 
active full time and tnhibit Power Take Off (PTO) fum:tion. time function 

when not in boom control 
to the PTO instead 

a knv power supply us Status: Risk mitigation efforts 
have resulted in a new Kill Switch design that stops LLM motion in aU modt's and is not 
softlvare dependent. The switch is being changed to be active fuU time and lnh.ibit the 
Hydraulic Pump, that provides pressurized hydraulic fluid to the azimuth and elevation 
motors, and without which, the LLM cannot move. This ndh·c full time function wiU add 
an increased level of safety for Launcher personnel when not in boom control mode. 
Engineering Change documentation is being d<.:velopcd and coordinated so Al\·lCOM can 
implement this change. l:pon ECP approval, modification kits will be produeed to retrofit 
the entire M270Al neet. (i>rojcctcd implementation/completion date: 3"1 Qtr, FY05) 

may have 
"·'"'"~'·"' or hanging/latenl commands potential 

time! event tagging be implemented on each to prevent this issue creating a 
in areas not Status: Stale message/Latency correction and 

Timeout of last conun::md are currently being worked and will be implemented in tbe 
Tactical Software; and will continue to be implemented in aU future versions of tactical 
software. (Projected implementation date: 3rd Qtr, FY05) 



M270Al Launcher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

Un-Commanded Movement of the J\·I270Al 
Launcher Loader 'Module (LU\·1) Cage 

c. Additional Kill Switches As a result of the dismounted crew not 
cage mrwemenl in an emergency it was recommended to 

awJmon:m km switch to each of the Launcher LLM in the event 
cage was Status: The PFRMS l'l\·1 and User have made the 

dedsion to not pursue incorporation of these kill S\\itcbcs since this was not: considcn~d 
practical in a tactical milibu·y rocket Launcher, citing possibJc mission performance 
related issues. 

Hazard Classification. 

Hazard Severity: CriticaL, •t' 
or 1Vlission Loss. l 1n-cmnnutndcd movement 

r'"'""""'l within the slew zone of the LL~vt death or 
to L 

Hazard Probability: tmprobablt>, 'E1 

individtwl Item: 
it can occum::nce mny not 

Fleet or Inventory: 
to occur, but 

Ofi!ct: recommends the 
(RAC) 'HZ'- 'M.edium', for the continued operation 

of the system at the current state of Implementation of the proposed M270A l launcher 
control and safety related design changes. 

Alternatives. 

open hazards the life of and rctuin all 

b. launchers and iv1270Al until all 
open hnzards are resolved. 

Authority. per 



M270Al l,auncher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

Un-Commanded l\'lovement of the M270A J 

Launcher Loader l\Iodule (LLM} Cage 

I' ART l -M270Al Svstem l':\1 RsrcomnlcJJtlatiun: (Allcrnalin:· C! That tb£ risk involved with the opert1t.ion of 
the La1mt~het m·ior In the additirm of the Boom C(mtrnl Kill f·h~'itdt and the snftwan• updat<• tn enn1.'<'t tile 
lnv:'lrd invulving SU!Je Mc•ssaec and Uanging!Lat<•nt Comrrmnd;r; be actt>rti\'U untll the proposed fixes arc 
imelemNlted. ln addldou, the risk associated with tlw dt•cislon lWl lo implNUt·ut addiiiunal kHI 11wltehes. he 



]\t1270Al Launcher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

Un-Commanded 1\>fovement of the M270AJ 
Launcher Loader :Module (LLM.) Cage 

l'h• s.;.~e oriloei ,.;,...;, ...... t!.~t option "& ~·1m., ... , .... , Thl• offi" '"""" """"'m,:ia,' ~., "" ri"' I 
" acceptance for ,_the Iio_oin (:on(rol itill Switch :and tbe softwl!re Upl!ate to correct the hazards invoTving Sia.te Mess:~ge l 
·. ~~e~l.3ngi:t~L:uentCommatid~ :be !:mi.ted to 31Hune2005to allo,,w. rcnsse,~smcnt of-the lmplementaticmplan atthat .

1 

/t! l1~y 03 
DATE 1 I 

I 
I 



M270Al Launcher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

Uu-Commanded Movement of the l\r1270Al 
Launcher Loader ~1odule (l.Ll\rl) Cage 



1Vl270Al Launcher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

On-Commanded Movement of the l\1270A1 
Launcher l .. oader l\1odule (LLlVI) Cage 

the ;;qrrccthe acti1.ms to <4lminatc the Boom Contml 
S""itch and .M(,-ssagc. and Hanging/Latcut CmrmuuHlJ; h;nanls be impl<!mcntcd as ~tmn a.s pQSsiblc bul 

later thau 30 June 200S. 

L 
Mj 
Commmuling Genernl 



M270Al Launcher 
System Safety Risk Assessment 

Un-Commanded Movement of the Ml70Al 
Launcher l,oader Module (LLM) Cage 

;en1enteu No1 l.ater Than 30 June 2005. The risk lnvr>lved with the oJH·nlion of Ha• M::! 70A I lAmnehe.r 
t<~lhe of sutrt! •·orrertive actitms t$ acreptett In add ilion, llH• 1 isk usoelated wl!h 1he 

d<•eision not to implement addltionul kill ~witches is pt!rmautmtly IH.:cep!NL Determine if the 14nt:Hng n;striction 
or unlotHling rocket pods from a HE!HTT/HEMAT/l~LS) impos<·tl upon the M270A I ~ym~m C>W be 

d.lm!mJted. 

eneral, USA 
';u•eutivc Offir<1r, Tactical Mls~iles 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARMV AVIATION AND MISSILE COMMAND 

ATTN : AMSAM ·SF I SAFETY OFFICE 
REDSTONE ARSENAl.. , AUBAMA 3!>898 -5130 

A\JSA:\1-SF (385-16H) 27 .August 03 
St:BJECT: ~1270A l Safety Assessmen t/Safety and Health Data Sht>ct (S&HDS) 

1.0 References: 

a. Safety ConGnnatlon nfthe lv1u1tipl<! Launch Rockel .Syst.:m {M l RS) M170A l Launcher, the 
MClliJ\.~ MLRS Lamu.:h Pnd Assembly Tramcr. ;md the M270/\ I Launcher Fin: Cmurol Panel 
·rmincr. in Supp011 of ConditJonal tv1arcric1 Release, CSTL·DTC- IT·/\ , 1-l feb 02. 

b. Memorandum, /\MSAM-S r . M270A l Safety As.;cs:>nrcut'')afcb: und !!calli! Data Shcc! 
(S&IIDS) HI Supp0r1 or a Mllo:slOIIC Ill Dct'ISIOJl, 3! Jan 02. 

c. M270A l Safety Rrsk Reduction EthH·t (SRRt) Fmal b;c~:uti\'1.: Summary. Jan 02. 

d M270A I UUP ill Final Safct~i Assessment Rcpon (S..\RL Loo:khc\.'tl Manm Rcp0!1 Nn. :;. 
5~.120'2001R-5003. 20 DecO I 

c. M .2 i Oi\ 1 Laundter System Safety Risk t\s<>essment Un-Commandcd Movement of the 
M2i0A 1 Launcher Loader Module (U r..n Cage 

:UI System Description/Concept: 

The M270A I Lnunche r 1~ an upgrade to the stand.:wd \Crsion M170 Lmnchcr. The im prm emcms 
cmm~t of a new Fire Control System i FCS) and th:w Lnmchcr Drl':<.: S) s!t:m t LDS) The FCS 
fi.mct ion.s with aH the sub-s: stems ln proVIde nvcrJll cmHwl of the M2 70A ! Launcher . The FCS is 
equipped nith a Global Positioning System \GPS 1 tlwt prm td.::; the launcher \\ ith precise location 
infomlatJOn aad !id ly suppom: munit ions \I irh crnbeddeJ Ci PS receivers The FCS lcaturcs 
Built- In-Test (HIT) and Built-ln·Test-Equtprncnt (BJTE), and IS capable of l:mlatHJf! malfunctions 
!<1 the Circuil Card J\ ssemblie:; r.CCA) All dclectcd fault s are logged 111 the pr,Jgrammahlc mcmnrv 
or the CCI\~. L liiC Replaceable Unit ( LR l)). anti the sy~tem II!Cil1()J y for JC\•Hm at a later date, Th~ 
M2701\ I !rydrau lir; sy>.tcm i> an upgradr:t \> the !wdnwlic sy stem of the current version M270 
LaurH.: lwr. The launcher cage moves smwhancous!y iu :v.imullt and elevation for liring and reloads 
opt rations The !>peed in nzimuth has been tllcreascd 5 I imcs that of I he cmrcnr system and 
ck,nt ion has been tncrcascd 8 tunes . The aim w fire tilllC has decreased fr\Hn 9.1 :>c<.:onds with the 
cmrcr:t system lo I 6 sccoHds am! the reload has bcc11 dccreascd from 1(10 seconds tn I 00 seconds. 
SJfcty $1.\ Itches )w,·c been added to pre\·ent IIIJI.lf)' or dnmag..: to personnel or cqlllprncn! One set 
of swnd1cs ph~\ ems the operation of the sy<;tcm wit h JHfY '>lmls in5ta!lcd. A lhh1Hmnl switchc~ ha\:: 
been added tn cont1 nn !hat tht> rm:k<:t peds arc 1n tl lod.ed or unh1ckcd pt..1S it11.m . 
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:; L2 Jury Strut $ \\.Itches 

Two JUry sH ut :;afc:r y $Witches have b~:en tn·;ta lh:d in the b;1~e assembly to con fi rm the installatwn nr 
one or I\\ o Jllf} struts 'l11e LDS docs not fllnct inn wi th either of the JUry strut s •nsi<JIIed . Till:> 
pn:\cn\s injury ur Jam<1ge TO pcrsc•IIIH.:I or the I M dwwg repair or mainrcnanc.: procedures. W:th a 
JUT') mut installed und a snfcty switch aclt\';Hcd. movement of the LM in inhib1ted The LOS ON 
command from th< PDB to the LOS is interrupted thus preven!ing LM movement The opcrawr 
n.:.::ciY ..: ~ a \lsual display \'arning on the FCP. ··.n:RY STRUTS INS1'AU.ED" The opem!or has 
t.hrcc op1ions (PF-KEYSJ to chouse from. ABORT .. CONTJNlJE, or OVEHR!DE lf the OfY.:rator 
chooses ABORT 1!1e- display screen re-.en; back to :he origmal screen !f CONTINUE is chosen lin: 
sy;;tem ag:un tests lo see tfjury struts are m~ta llt~d (il contumou.s loop if the strut s aren't removed) U 
OVERRlDE is chosen the syslcm operates us nonnal ia lxllh azimuth and d e \ \ll ltnl without any 
further warnin g: given. Care must be obscTYcd when operating the LM Ill the OVERRlDE mode 
Damage to the cJc, ·at ion dm e system can occur If' LM UP or LM DOWN ts prcs:::cd on the boom 
contmlll'r 

Figur·t· 3-21 .lur~ Strut Safety Swilch 



2. 1 J Rocket Pod Hold-Dmm Smtches 

r wo Ro~.:kel Pod H<J id-Down (R.PHD) ::,\\i1t.:hc:o. have been add-:d to tile boom and hoiSt cucunry. 
LocatL'd on the side of th..: right and left bays with.in 1h<: Ll\1. they arc sclf-adj ustin~; Either oflhc 
rocket pod hold-down swit\.·h inhtl:>1ts certain operations depending on the condition of the :m nch fi e 
boom and hms1 operation IS llllHbJted when rocket pod lmndles arc in th e locked posi\ u)n or fire 
missions arc abort\.-J if uuiocked). I r During reload operations the Rocket Pod ( RP) handles are ldi in 
the open posi\1011 , llll 1\dvi~ory prompt appears on tht.! rep display The opcrawr ha$ three OptlC!ll$ 
( PF-Kl' YS) to choo:;c from, 1\BORT. C<.Y'-lT I NUE, or OVERRIDE If the operator dwoscs A!30RT 
th.: Jispl~1y s<.:recnrc\cl1s back to the oriy.inal scn:en . The prompt and kc.~ys are di:;playcd one lime 
per reload operation. !f CONTiNUE is cho!'cn the system agam tests sec 1.f th<: RP's are lod~ed or 
t.mlock.:d lf OVERf~ IDE i5 chosen, the system op..:catcs as nonnal ·Ai thout any llnth.:r "ammgs 
d!splaycd and, care must be taken in subsequent boom opcratwns to pre\·ent damage to the booms and 
hcHsl ~ . \\'hen the rocket p,)d hand les arc in the locked posmon, :.he ho1~t up command is iHlnbned. to 
pre' cut an a1tcmp1 to hoist mckd pods with the Rocket Pod (RPi latch handles in the lud.cd pu:;H1m1 
and caugc damage to the Launch Pod·;; and !lois! Assembly /\t STOW !h..: "u \ erri de" is resd 

Duriuf: a fi1c mi:>SlO!l, a RP I !OLDDO\VN UNLOCKED pro111pl IS dtsplay.::d along. with ail 
OVERRIDE PF-k.cy . .If lh L· operator doe,:, not press the OVERRIDE PF-kcy wi thin ten sc:conds. til e 
f1rc mi s> Hm is abo1i cd <md th<:: mi sswn i:; !l< 'l saved. Jf the OJ~raltlr chooses th e OVERRIDE prom pl. 
the mission can cM11innc normally 

r - ·-

F i gu r~ 3-12 RodH·t Pod ll old down Switch 



3.0 System Evaluation: 

a TI1e M270A l Rockel l..auncher does not conl<tin r,1dioactJve matenals, 
the systern does 1101 require the Nuclear RegulatN)' Commisswn (NRC'l 

and1or need aDA authorization/ certification number. 

b. The M27UA! R<xkel Lam11.:her use!f does no! comaw materials 

d. 

of the MLRS of i'v1unioons Ba:.ed on the 

not conlam 
of Mu!lll!OHS w1ll be tir~d from !Ills launcher EOD 

have been identlfied for ead1 SCI or mumtwns 

The M270A l Rm.:kel Launcher doe!' not Jt:quirc any 
dcmll!larization procedures. 

~,.,~!.;~.,1:1-~;.;'""""'=~n•c M270Al Rod;el Launcher has been 
llowcq:r tnamallng evalu:>!ions wt!llla>e lobe to 

:my new muan:ons 

~.llJ.le;:_:"1..llk1.:"~~~~w.JJ~~ ,\ Health lla:tard Assessment has been 
:l re;;;ull of the and hart:l\\ ;m; fmm 

the ln.:ac f\1270 Lmm:llcr. No mldnwna! Hea!:h !el:a!ed haz;!rd~ were idt::ntlt!eJ owr Jhm 
known for the basic M270 Launcher 

4JJ Risk Assessment: 

4 l of ~1270/\ l, PMO a R1sk Rl.'duction EvalmHilm 
1ssu..:s \\Cft' rdcntif!cd m thc SRRF· 

L:umcher !v1ovememfC omrol -- STR 
!03296 

Boom Conuol Kr!! S;\it~:b p.:r ECP Ml·Ci97-4FROAU 
c Stak and ,alent Cormnands ~· D~llC 08/31103 
d. ln!l{)t>ut of Last Commund in Buffer ·- lmpkmemed per STR 10.2706, 103003 
e Launcher Osciliat!Cl!l - !mplementc;d per STR 102775 

to address the hazards that 
rernained open. 

~:"~~~~~~"--"'~~ ~ 1 current \1270A bc•om contH1!kr hils a kHl 
acme m boo:n control mode. l! wa.s rccummended thJt trm 

S'<\ Hc:h he to be Jct1ve full mnc and inhtbil the J>owcr Tnkc 
This J(:tive fun timL~ funcuon will add an im:rcascd k·• d of 

Launcb.:r p.:rsonnd ''hen not m 
and by wiring tim smh.:h 
low pcmer 



Status: Rtsk mitigation etlorts have resulted in a ne•\ Kill Switch design that 
stops LLM mot1on in ail modes and ts not software dependent The swtteh ts 
bdng changed to be aenve full tnne and mhibit the Hydraulic Pump that provides 
pressunzcd hydraulic t1Uid to the aztmuth and devat10n motors Without lius 
hydraube pres.sure, the LLM ~o·annot move. Tins active CuB time: funct1on \\ill add 
an increased level or safety for Launcher personnel \vhen not in boom control 
mode. AMCOM is unp!emcntmg this change. Modiflcanon kns are being 
produced to retrofit lhe entire M270A I HeeL 

b Stale Messa!li.' and HanginvLatent Comrmrnds- An issue \\as d1scoven:d durmg 
the SRRE \\ h~:reby 1t was possibk to fire u ro~ket outside of the 3 mil 
wmdovl Although this is a very low prob3h!l1ty and nor likely nHhe-field C\ ent 
m and of itsdL tt uncovered a characteristic of the t) pe of message traf!ic dela; 
issues and system bus used wh1ch may have mmillcntwns in other undett~nmned 
areas It was recommended that to prevent stale messages or hanging/latent 
commands from causing potential issues, essentially due to a Latmcher 
event using an old or late message check, that a form of time/evem tagging be 
Implemented on each message to pre'<ent this 1ssue from crcatmg a problem m 
areas not currently idcntilkd. 

Status: Sta!c message/Lattmc;, com:cMn and Timeout oflast command has been 
\vorked and Is bi::lng unpkmtnted in the Tactical Software, and will continue to 
be impleml."nted in all 1\Jture versions of tactical soltware. 

c Add1twnal Kill Sw!!chcs- As a result of the dismounted crew not h<mng a 
capability to hll the Launcher cage movement in an emergency Situation. it \vas 
n.-commcndcd to add an additlonallli! switd'l to each Side or the base ofthc 
Launcher LLM Ill the event uncomro!kd mot1on of the cage was expcnenced 

Status: The PfRMS Pivt and User have made th...: dcclswn to not pursue 
inct>rporatton of these kill switches since thb was not considered praetJu:tl m a 
tactical military rocket Launcher. citing pnsstbfc rmss;on performance related 
ISSW.::S 

5.0 Condusioo: 
Ail tdenttf1ed hazards associat~d \\ tth the operation or the M270A l have been rcsohed 
through design, traming. procedures and the Safety Rrsk Managem~::m Process. Based 
upon this mf(mnation. the M270A 1 ts considered acceptable for matena! release. 

6 



PREPARED BY 

REVIEWED BY 

CONCURRED lN BY 

APPROVED BY-

TE: 21 Aug 03 

Safety Engineer 
U,S Army Aviation and Missile Command 

Chief. Miss1le Systems Safety D1vision 
US Army Aviauon and Missile Command 

TE 27 Aug 03 

DATE 27 Aug 03 

SAFETY LEAD 
PFRMS Program Office 

Chief, Safety Office 
US, Army Aviatton and Missile Command 
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DATE 27 Aug 03 
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M270A1-MlRS PROGRAM ACTION ITEM 

ACTION TO BE COMPLETED SY: 

AI CONTROL NO.: 

MEETING: DATE: 

iTEM TITLE: 

DATE: 

DUE: 

DATE: 

ACTJON ITEM DESCRIPTION: 

a matnx of !he hazards. their assessed and if the is controlled 
The identified hazard control!<::d 

'FCP Elevated which is denoted wilh orange 111 the attachment 
drafted stated that "Since this documenl was !ast 

thal hazard 1s no! and no 
is closed." 

This hazard deals with 
is covered under hazard H27 and 

controls associated with boom exclusion zone, struts, 
controls assocmted with the boom contro!ler and excluston zone should be 

RESPONDENT SIGNATURE: DATE: 

DATE: 
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1111111111111-M_r_c_av_u_s_A_AM __ c ________________________________ ___ 
"':.-om: 

"'t: 

,;:tUbject: 

Classification: 
Caveats: NONE 

FYI---

Subject: SRRE 

••••••• CIVUSAAMC 

.F.rtd~a~C~M~a·y·16,.,2.00~8~1~0:20AM 
!! • • •• CIV USAAMC 
FW: SRRE (UNCLASSIFIED) 

UNCLASSIFIED 

It is the position of the PFRMS PMO that the M270A1 launcher does meet the performance 
specification (MIS-PRF-35500) set forth in the contract but does not met the terms of the 
contract (safety program) and that consideration from LMMFC is warranted. 

assification: UNCLASSIFIED 
'"aveats: NONE 
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REPLY TO 
A ITENTION OF 

Acquisition Center 

DEPART1vffiNT OF THE ARM.Y 
UNITED STATES AR.,.,f\' AVIATION AND MISSILE COMlVtAND 

5300 MARTIN ROAD 
REDSTONE ARSENAL. ALAB.A.M • .\ 35898-:'\QOO 

MLRS Contracting Office 

Lockheed Martin Corporation 
Missiles and Fire Control Dallas 
P.O. Box 650003 

.-? 
QcP 

& ~J-"' 

Dallas, TX 75265-0003 u-A 
~~ 

~~) 

Reference Contract DAAHOJ -OO-C-OJ09dystem Level Function Configuration 
Audit (fCA) Action Jtem Number 573. Thjs action item is to determine if the critical safety 
performance requirements in accordance with paragraphs 3.2.20-1 and 3.2.1 0.2 of MlS­
PR.F-35500B are to be met by procedural steps or design mitigations. 

'lou are hereby informed that, to date, the SAR requ ired by the contract has not 
been approved (PFRMS disapproval letter dated 24January 2002) and that sufficient data 
has not been provided to allow closure of action item 573 to the satisfaction of the 
government A review of an data submitted by LMMFC-D and discussions between 
1Jv1MFC-D and the AMCOM Safe,ty Office have failed to provide assurance that an 
adequate safety assessment was done and that the appropriate contract requirements, as 
regarding safety, have been met. There is currently insufficient data to determine whether 
procedural steps alone wlll adequately safeguard the government. LMMFC-D needs to 
provide sufficient safety data to allow the government to determine the best path forward. 
Until sufficient data is provided to adequately insure that lhe launcher meets critical safety 
performance requjrements, the action item is disapproved . 

Rational for Disapproval: The AMCOM Safety Representative has stated that it is 
his belief that the M270A l Launcher does not meet the critical safety perfom1ance 
requirements, particularly in the area of Launcher control and single-point failures, unless 
associated personnel strictly rely on procedures. Therefore, after thoroughly reviewing all 
the contr<~ct requirements, as \Vel! as MIL-STD-822, it is my determination th at Lockheed 
Martin Corporation is in non-compliance with the terms of this comract. You are furr.her 
notified that effective 01 Februa.r;-~3 M270A I Lau nchers will no longer be accepted until 
this issue is resolved. 1 a. \'V\~ ;:2.00 3~ y 



lf you have further questions or comments you may comact the undersigned at 
(256) 876-8840. 

CF: SFAE-MSL-PF-BM-AP 
DCMA/Lock.heed Mart · 

Sincerely, 
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SCBJ 

a. 

b. 

I\.1270A l Delivery Issues 

Specd1cation. i\11L-P 
(1VlLRSl M270A J. 

Martm 
Report Rev A 

13 tv1arch 

for the tvluh1ple 

2J IUv1S 

31 Jan MLRS M2"?0Al R1sk ReductJon Effort 

d Mcnv::H<tildUm, At,,SA!vl-SF. 3 i Jan M270A 1 
Health Da;;: Sheet (S&HDS) m Support t.'f a M1lestone lil Decision. 

c ronc<:Jfl behv'CCH ML 

03. SAB. 
and 1vk 

and 

:: !he Center a Offke po~mtm on v. hether !he Government should 
contmue to ite::ept delrvery M270A J launchers (ref l.c 'I due to un issue conceming hardware 

to the safety portton the performance specification (ref 1 The 
thal the launchers and the compll::mt.e v>ith the spcc1 ficmion arc 

<:.t:p<Hatc 1ssues. and our posllwns on cuch are detatlcd belo\v. 

3 The li1st l»sue Is v.hcther there are any issues !hal would preclude the Govemmcnl from 
M270A 1 launchc1" .'\s part of the Materiel Relea">c process for the M270A l, tbc 

Preo<;wn and (PFRJ'v1S) PMO used the Army Safety Risk 
Management process tu gain acceptance of residual hazards identified during the program, and 
;llso to a Get-Well plan to correct the identified safer; deficiencies. The Safety Office 

wtth thiS approach and w11h !he conditional release of the !\12i0A l launcher (ref 1 
Tim office has no safety obg;ct:.m::; to the cominucd acceptance of t>.1270A l launchers, 

cl. The second 1ssue concerns. \\ hcthcr the M270.t\ l <-omplies WJth the safety requirements m the 
'pedfka!ion. The Safety Rl!>k Reduction Effort report ird l Identified several single poim 

lures that could resolt m cnt..::ul h<<Zards that were not addressed in the lUv1S 
As!>essmcnt Report (ref l.b). It is the position oi the Safety Offict' that the M270A I launcher does 
not ~:omply \\ Hh the requtrements of Paragraph 3.2 !0.2 of MIL-PRf-35500, and that th1s 
ne-eds to he through the pmper conuactual avenues. 



Afv1SAM-SF ·M lJ March 
SUBJECT tv1270A J Delivery !~sues 

5 Poml contact for this athon is the unders1gned,- email······ 
•••• army.miL 

Div 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ONrt:t::D STA-rES Al'!MY AVlA'DO ... i.ND Ml.SStl,..Z CO~fM..\ND 

5300 MA.ll.TIN :lOAD 
1\D)S'l'ONE ~.U..ht.ABA.MA ~~ 

Acquisit!on Center 
MLRS Contracting Office 

Lockheed Martin Co.rporation 
M::lssiJes and Fire Control Dalla.~ 
P.O. Box 650003 
Dallas, TX 75265..0003 

March 20, 2003 

Tt is hereby requested that you certify and validate thal L.':MMFC-D hns met all the 
terms and conditions of Contract DA.A.HOl-OQ-C-0109, M270Al LRlP mupgradr:o. 

In udditioo to the above you 2re specifically reqnested to address the following: 

St.Qtemcnt otWo:rk 
• P~ph 7.1 entitled Safety Assessment Report (SAR). 
The S.AR required IA W Paragraph 7.1 had a reqt~lred delivery date of 270 dnys 
aft.er <late of contract. i.e. 26 March 2001. The SAR was a.ctoally submitted 
December 20Ul and d.is:~pp:roved by PFRMS on 24 January 2002 und bas never 
been resubmillcd nor c.cc.;pted. 

• Paragraph 12.3 Te&t Stand Validation Proeedures- Provide copy of vjl)idatioo 
procedu.res IA W DI-NDTI-80603 for the ADU and LRU~ cited in Attncbment 
017. 

• Pnrngraph 12.4 Cnllbration Requin:menti - Provide copy of calibtutioo 
procedures IA W DI-QCIC-81007 f01' the ~U Test Stand md HTS &et. 

.Performance Specification 
The performaoco specifi~tions MlL-PRF-35500 Revision A was replaced by 

MIS-PRF-35500 Revision B. System Specificatioa for Lbe MultlpJc Launch Rocket System 
(Ml.RS) M270Al. Provide completion dates for the following outsWldlng S)'3tem Level 
FCAS: 



, L:wncher System Level FCA 572 - Explain verification process for puagraph 
3.2.6.2..10. 

• Launcher System Level FCA 573- Safety Paragraphs 3.2.10.1 and 3.2.10.2. 
A memorandum from the M1COM Safety Office dated 13 March 2003 statN 
in p&rt "It is tbe position of the Safety Office that the M270A l launcher does 
oc: ccmply wit~ th: ~qu.ire.~c;:;:ts ofpntr;;mph 3.2.10.2 cfMIL-P.RF-
35500 •.. " 

• Paragraph 4.2 Ve.rificario_n of product conformance. Provide copies of che 
.inspectioo!cesr and analysis of each component identified jn Table V. 

DOD Standard Practice !or Sy$iem Snfety - Mli....S'I'D-882D 
• Addtess bow ll1MFC-D is complying with Section 4 entitled Genoral 

Requirements. pnying particular altention to subparagraph 4Ad. 

Please provide A detailed aiSe&srncnt of the war-fighting cspabilities of the six 
LRlJ> N launchm recently shipped to Korea. 

It is requested that the cenlficr.rtion and requested documentation be provided to 
this office by no later than 10 April2003. 

Also, ifLMMF<:;-D bus any informn.tion or wta which substantiates complli.toce 
with tl!e contract terms a.nd condltion.a in the CltelS mentioned tibove.. or if you have further 
questions or commen~ your point of contact on this matter is Colleen Rodriguez, telephone 
number {256) &76-S840. 

Contracting Officer 
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HJ b<'< o>DU()} Dalia;. 1 X i ;.:.:~'>' .()11{)1 

3·192 10f2003L-5170 
4 April 2003 

To: Commander 
\J,S AM1y Aviation and i .. ~::.<::ille Ccm,n.;nd 
Redslone Arsenal, Alabama 35898-5000 

Atirr AMSAM-AC-TM PCO 

Ref 

End 

Contract DAAH01-00-C-0109. M270A1 LR1P Ill; Compliance wtth Contract Terms 
and Conditions 

{a} 

( 1) 
(2) 
{3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
110) 
(11) 
(12) 
(13} 

AMCOM Letter dated 20 March 2003 

SAR 1111 CORL Submittal daled 3 Apnl2001 
SAR 2t><.~ CORL Submittal dated 5 December 2001 
SA.R 3ro CDRL Submittal dated 20 December 2001 
SAR (Rev A) Submittal dated 5 March 2002 
PFRMS PM approval of SAR {Rev A} dated 06 April 2002 
PFRMS PM additional review of SAR (Rev A) dated 25 February 2003 
PFRMS Activity Schedule dated 31 March 2003 
!WIU M270A1 E3 Test Plan dated 10 January 2003 
Action Item 573 Response dated 3 October 2002 
PCO Letter disapprovtng FCA Action l!em 573 dated 21 January 2003 
FCA Part I Minutes dated 6 March 2002 
FCA Part II Minutes dated 23 May 2002 
FCA Supporting Data 

Summary: 

Lockheed Martin reports that we are satisfied that we have met aU the terms and 
conditions of Contract OAAH01-00-C-0109, M270A1 LRIP Ill Upgrades. 

Each of our responses below identifies documents that have either been {1) 
officially prov1ded by LM to the government under Contract DAAH01-00-C-0109, 
or (2) provided by the government to LM; in either case, the official document is 
referenced and attached for additional government review. 

Finally we are able 1o report that we have Identified no reason for concern or 
problems in the reference (a) request Accordingly, we respectfully request that 
a letter be ISSued by the PCO closing the issues addressed in the reference (a} 
letter, the enclosure (10) letter, and all other government correspondence related 
to production stoppage, 

Details: 

1, Lockheed Martin Missiles and F1re Control - Dallas hereby provides this 
response to your reference (a) request lockheed Martm submits that by 
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presen11ng a DO Form 250 to the government for acceptance of a launcher we 
are stating. to the best of our knowledge. the 1tem presen1ed meets the contract 
re:quirt:111ents. if there <;re i:!H)I :::.:,;,Hac! d~f:,_ie! an arrangement h; 

made with the government. identifying the deficiency and solution, prior to 
rmssentation of the DO Form 250. 

2 Loc~.heed Martin (U.1) also hereby responds to the items the PCO specifically 
requested to be addressed. We want to emphasize that careful attention to 
contract requirements and official documentation submitted or received in the 
periormance of DAAHO'i-00-C-0109, is the basis of our response to each PCO 
item. 

Statement of Work 

PCO Letter Item 
• Paragraph 7.1 entitled Safety Assessment Report (SAR). 

The SAR required lAW ParagaJJph 7.1 had a required delivery date of 270 
days after contract, i.e. 26 March 2001. The SAR was actually submitted 
December 2001 and disapproved by PFRMS on 24 January 2002 and has 
never been resubmitted nor accepted. 

Uv1 ResQonse 
• The PCO's implication that LM did not deliver a CDRL for the SAR unhl 

December 2001 1s a misunderstanding of the fads. 
The first CDRL, a ~zero" submittal. was submitted. with telephonic 
government concurrence as noted in the remarks section of the TOO, on 3 
April 2001 (Uv1 Doc. No. 3-5342012001 ENG-5000 dated 3 P.pril 2001 is 
provtded as Enclosure {1); NOA 3~53420t2001NOA-5001) 

o The second CORL. a "Zero• submittal. was submitted with telephontc 
government concurrence as noted m the remarks section of the TOO, on 5 
December 2001 (Uv1 Doc. No. 3·53420/2001 L-5000 dated 5 December 2001 
is prov1ded as Enclosure {2); NOA 3-53420/2001NOA-5005} 

o The !hird CDRL, the Safety Assessment Report. was submitted on 20 
December 2001 (LM Doc. No. 3-5342012001 R-5003, dated 20 December 
2001 is provided as Enclosure {3)) 

• The PCO's assert1on that the SAR "has never been resubmitted nor accepted" 
after the PFRMS disapproval on 24 January 2002 is not correct 
c The SAR was re-submitted on 6 t.4arch 2002 (LM Doc. No. 3-53420/2001R-

5003 Rev A. dated 05 March 2002 15 provided as Enclosure (4); NOA 3-
53420/2002NOA·5000) 

o The PFRMS PM approvgd this CORL on 06 April 2002 {Enclosure (5)) 
o The PCO participated in a meeting on 19 February 2003 in Huntsville where 

PFRMS representatives agreed lhat Revision A to the SAR (Enclosure (4)) 
vvas submitted and a PFRr,.1S approval of the CDRL (Enclosure (5)) existed. 

c The PFRMS PM. on 25 February 2003, retracted their earlier approval, and 
"Disapproved''•this CDRL by superseding !he 6 Aprif 2002 Approval letter and 
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~fated that ><The current submission of this document, Rev A, as stated 
above. is still under review by PFRMS and AMCOM Safety and shall not be 
wH::;i~e7c1 ;;;.;pru\'>::0 L;!" ;:;c:::.::ptf:~ by the US Government until ~! :~r,{;r 
nollfied, • {Enclosure (6)) 

PCO Letter Item 
• Paragraph 12.3 Test Stand Validation Procedures - Provide copy of 

validation procedures JAW DI-NDTJ-80503 for the ADU and LRUs cited in 
Attachment 017. 

• The PCO's implied assertion that thls is an LRlP Ill requirement is not correct 
This activity was not e>:ercised in conjunction with the LRlP II! award. 

• This activity was awarded wllh, and will be executed under. LRlP V. 
• The Plan is currently being coordinated with the PFRMS PMO (PFRr ... 1S Activ1ty 

Schedule. Enclosure (7)) and will be submitted in accordance wtth (tAW) DI­
NDTJ-80603. 

PCO Letter Jtem 
• Paragraph 12.4 Calibration Requifements - Provide copy of calibration 

procedures lAW DI-OCJC-81007 for the ADU Test Stand and HTS set. 

LM Response 
• The PCO's implied assertion that this is an LRIP Ill requirement ts not correct 

This adivt!y was not exercised in conjunction with the LRIP Ill award. 
• This activity was awarded with, and will be executed under, LRIP V. 
• The Plan is cwrently being coordinated V.'ith the PFRMS PMO (PFRMS Activity 

Schedule, Enciosure (7)) and wll! be submitted lAW DI-NDTl-80603. 

Performance Specification 

PCO Letter Item 
Provide completion dates for the following outstanding System Level FCAS: 
• Launcher System Level FCA 572 - Explain verification process for 

paragraph 3.2.6.2.10. 

LM Response 
• Verification process for Direct Strike Lightning requirement: 

o This PF RMS coordinated lest is combined with the iWIU development 
program E3 test; the verification process is ou!l!ned in the E3 Test Plan and 
Acceptance Test Procedures for the !W!U M270A1 (lM Doc. No. 3-
5225012003R-5001 is provided as Enclosure (8); NOA 
52250!2003NOA-5002, dated 14 January 2003) 
Complet1on date: Scheduled 31 !.lay 2003 {Test Report submittal) 
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PCO Letter Item 
Provide completion dates for the following outstanding System Level FCAS: 

• The />.ction Item is: ··oeterm1ne 1f the requirements are to be met by procedural 
steps or design m!tlgations." 

lM has done every!hing practical that •,ve can do to eliminate hazards through 
design (example: the Uncommanded Cage t.1ovement Red Team identifu:~d 
hazards and implemented the software modifications necessary 1o mitigate 
them). As a final solution to any remaining hazards. procedures and training 
as authorized by Mll-STD-8820 have been implemented {Mil~ST0-8820 
Paragraph 4 4d states UDevelop procedures and trainmg. Where it is 
impractical to eliminate hazards through design selection or to reduce the 
associated risk 10 an acceptable level v,:i!h safety and warning devices, 
incorporate special procedures and training ... "). 
The action item 573 response dated 3 October 2002 {Enclosure (9)) was a 
summary of the SAR {Rev A) procedures and design assessment 
(Enclosures (3 and 4}) · 
The PCO disapproved this Action Item response {PCO letter - Enclosure 
(10)) on 21 January 2003. This dlsapp;oval is based upon the Af,.1COM 
Safety Representahve's h. belief that the M27CA 1 Launcher does not meet 
the cnUcal safety performance requirements, particularly m the area of 
launcher control and single-point fa1!ures, unless associated personnel 
strictly rely on procedures.· 

o Considenng that the government has stated that the SAR (Rev A) is • ... still 
under review. unli! further not1f1ed: {per Enclosure (6)), this Action Item 
response {Enclosure (9)) is resubmitted with original content). 

PCO Letter Item 
• Paragraph 4.2 Verification of product conformance. Provide copies of the 

inspectionltesl and analysis of each component identified in Table V. 

L t,.1 ResQonse 
• Verification of ''product conformance was conducted in the Functional 

Configuration Audit (FCA) Inspection/test and analysis of each component 
identified in Table V are provided in the foHowing attachments: 
o FCA Part i Mmutes (lM Doc. No. 3~53530/2002R-5011. provided to the 

government oo 6 tv1arch 2002; Endosure (11)) 
o F CA Part II Mmutes (lM Doc. No. 3-53530/2002R-5027, provided to the 

government on 23 May 2002; Enclosure ( 12)) 
o F CA Supporting Data {Enclosure { 13)); Reference data available lo the FCA 

Team during the·audit 
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DOD Standard Practice for System Safety- MIL·STD-8620 

PCO Li?Her Item 
;- Address hew LMMFC-D is complying with Section 4 entitled General 

Requirements, paying particular aitenticn to subparagraph 4.4d. 

LM ResQonse 
• The PCO's tmp!lcation that MIL·STD-8820 is a requirement under Contract 

DAAH01-00-C-0109 is not correct 
• The only specific reference to t,.1!L-ST0-882 in Contract DAAH01-00-C-0109 is 

found in MIS-PRF-35520 (Note: f,~IS-PRF-35520 reference is to MIL-STD-882§) 
o LM conformance to MIS-PRF-35520 (paragraphs 3.11.1a and 3.1L1b) is 

provided as part of the FCA (Enclosures (11-13)) and SAR (Enclosures (3-4)} 
• General contract system safety requirements compliance is verified as part of the 

FCA {Enclosure {11-13)); System sa1ety conformance is demonstrated in the 
SAR {Enclosures (3-4)) and response lo the FCA Action Item 573 (Enclosure 
(~.r)). The table shews hew every possible single-point failure is mitigated by 
using one or more of the 4 approved methods tdent!fled in sub-paragraph 4 4d. 

3 Addtlional informalron requesled: 

PCO Letter Item 
• Please provide a detailed assessment of the war-fighting capabilities of the 

six LRIP IV launchers recently shipped to Korea. 

k M ResQSl.nSe 
• The U S A.rmy Combat identiftes the specific ·war-f,ohtlna· 

requirements for a weapon sys1ern and the U.S. Army Materiel De'.:elop;r 
translates those requirements mto Performance SpeCiflcalions and contract 
requirements. 

• LM's LRlP IV launcher production. including the six referenced launchers. has 
met all of the contract requirements necessary to deliver these launchers lo the 
government as documented via DD-250. 

• Uv1 also has concerns for the war-f1ghter regarding the complete system because 
of !he way the government chose to contract for different aspects of the system 
(softvvare is an IES contract product and the hard\vare is a separate contract 
product}. so there is no single contract for !he Iota! system. Lockheed Martm, in 
!he subject production contract, does not deliver the compleie system. Despite 
this split, LM does have a government approved launcher hardware delivery 
process in Camden documented in the Production Unit Test (PUT). 

• lockheed Martm has performed tasks that are outside the scope of this contract 
in order to provide the finest war-fighting system we possibly can. LM personnel 
have !raveled to Red R1ver Army Depot {RRAD) to load and !est softvvare to 
make sure the launcher meets complete system requirements. Providino 
s:oftv•an.~ to RRAD or traveling to RRAD lo lead and test soflv•are is not within th~ 
scope of the LRlP IV production contract 
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• Lockheed t.~artln has gone to great lengths to meet not only our contractual 
commt1menls. but also the full expeclaltons of our end user. We believe, through 
t:Ai<;r.sive lP.!'. ::r.g i..irK! ~e.adtlat:'k f;ur,·, cu:- ·.::..::!diZi.S c:::. well as ir.~c gralion c;ncl 
operallonal level test ing, the system has periormed welL But would ask the 
question be directed to our user, as he has been called into operations that will 
lihely stress the 5ystem to the full extent of its limits. 

4. The data provided above does not constitute all of !he data officially submitted to 
the government in the performance of Contract DA.AH01-00-C-O 109 (LRIP Ill); 
however, 1t does adequately substantiate compliance with !he contract terms and 
condilions in the areas mentioned. 

5 Lockheed t.1artin respectfurly requests that this matter now be considered closed 
and that the planned shutdown of M270A1 launcher production on 23 April 2003 
be rescinded. Should you have any furthe r questions regarding this mat1er. 
please contact lhe undersigned at (972) 603·9091 . 

Sincerely, 

Financtal Manager 
Fire Support Programs 

Af-.1SAM-AC­
SFAE-MSL-P 
SFAE·MSL-P 
SF AE-MSL-PF 
SFAE-MSL­
SFAE-MSL-PF-BM 
OCMA/Lockheed Mar1;n 

(w/o enclosures) 
(w/o enclosures) 

enclosures) 
enclosures) 

enclosures) 
(w/o enclosures) 

(w/o enclosures) 

Note· "CC's· have not received enclosures due to the volume of paper: >5.000 pages 
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REPLY TO 
A TIENTlON OF 

AMSAM-AC-TM-C 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
llNITED STATES ARM'\' A vtUION AND MISSILE COMMAI\1) 

5300 MARTIN ROAD 
REDSTONE ARSENA.L, Al.AIV.MA 35898-5000 

June 26, 2003 

TO: Administrative Contracting Officer, (ACO) Defense 
Contract Management Agency Lockheed Martin - Missile and Fire Control Dallas 
M.S. PT-03 P.O. Box 650003 Dallas, Texas 75265-0003 

SUBJECT: Contract DAAHOl-00-C-0109, M270Al- Resumption of Delivery ofM270Al 
Launchers 

REFERENCE A: AMCOM Letter dated 12 February 2003 to LM Safety 
Issues 

REFERENCE B: LM Letter 3-l92l0/2003L-530l Revision A dated 3 June 2003 for 
Field Repair Plan 

REFERENCE LM Letter 3-l9210/2003L-5309 Revision B dated 23 June 2003 for 
GDU Ship Short 

This letter is written to inform you of the Procurement Contracting Officer (PCO) decision 
to resume acceptance ofM270A1 launchers that were stopped in April 2003 as a result of 
the Reference A AMCOM letter. 

L.oo]$e(:d ~1artin complied with the su~~iitalofthe ~~ety }\sse 11 ($~) .Ql,l 
}3 !11.he 2oo3, the PERMS, Safety Office approv&t'tn~·'SAR"on1~·ji whlcl{led tp 
th~.elosure of the fi:ulptio~ configuratiouaqgit (FCA) on 23 June 2003. In addition, the 
System Safety Risk Assessment (SSRA) was staffed and signed by all interested parties 
along with final signature and approval by the PEO, BG Sorenson on 24 June 2003. 

In reference B letter, the government was informed that a repair plan for the Low Cost Fire 
Control Panel (LCFCP) was underway. Since then, all the failed units have been repaired 
and testing and source validation measures are being developed to qualify a new 
configuration Gunner Display Unit (GDU), the part that failed. On site testing at the 
\tender's manufacturing facility will also be performed. The contractor has stated that if 
any changes to the GDU result from these tests; these changes will be incorporated into ail 
GDU's at no additional cost to the government Lockheed Martin has submitted a new 
Delta Production Unit Test and Return to Schedule Plan which supports returning to 



normal deliveries NLT l September 2003. The Project Oftlee has concurred with both 
plans as being in the best interest of the Army. 

It should be noted that final language for DD250 will be marked \Vith item the 
Gunner Display Unit (GDU) "shipped short" for the above items at a dollar value of 

each (value of a GDlJ). A subsequent DD 250 will be required for payment of the 
withheld amount when the GDU's are delivered, installed and passes acceptance tests. The 
contractor will provide for this at no additional cost to the government 

Point contact for this action is 

Contracting Officer 



M270Al Launcher 
System Safety RJsk Assessment 

Un-Commanded Movement of the M270Al 
Launcher Loader Module (LI...M) Cage 

Proct~ed with Option C. lneorponth• Boom Control Kill Switeh. Coutinul' sofrwart update t-ffort tt¥ correct the 
tui.:tlird lnvolvin~t Stale Message and Hanging/Latent C'~:~mmliiHb. These '~orrective actions are to be 
implemented No Later Thall 30 June 2005. The risk invn!ved with the operation of tht MZ70A 1 Launcher 
prlt~r w the lmplementatlnn of stated eorrcctive actions is ace<'ptt-d. In addition, file risk auodilted with the 
deds!nn not to implement additional kill switches is pcrmanrntly accet)tctL Determlnt> if the loading rc~triction 
lm<.wlng or unloading rm:kct pod~ from a ltEMTT!HRMATIPLSj imposed upon th<· M270A t system can be 
diminut\'tL 

eral, USA 
'xecutivc Officer, Tactical i\'Usslles 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
PRC:lGFWoot EXECUTIVE.OFFICE, TACTlC.JJ: UISSILES 

REDSTONE ARSENA.I.. .Al.ABAIM 358ge...aooo 

March 2. 2004 

Precision Fires Rockel and Missile 
Systems Project Office 

Lener No. 5224 

Lockheed Martin Missiles and Fire Control- Dallas 
Mail Stop: .M.M-25 
P.O. Box 650003 
Dallas, TX 75265 

Dear 

The following contract daia item, submitted for approval via 3-53530/2004NOA-
5009 on February S, 2004, is approved: 

Document Title: M270A 1 Final Safety Assessment Report 
Document Date: January 26, 2004 
Government Document Number: none 
Government Document Revision: C 
Contractor Document Number: 3-53420/2001 R-5003-C 
Contract: DAAHOl-00-C-0109- M270AI LRIP 3,4,5/FRP-l 
Data item: AOO l - SAFETY ASSESSMENT REPORT (SAR) 

of this letter will be forwarded to 
Atv1SAM-AC­
MSL-PF-PR; 

DCMA. 

SFAE-MSL-PF-BM­
-·LMMFC-0; 

SFAE-MSL-PF-PDT-

Point of contact for this action i •••••••••••• 

Lieutenant Colonel, . Army 
Product Manager, Field Artillery 

Launchers 

AN EQUAL OPPORnJNITY EMPLOYER 



rm.t 

M270AI SAFETY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

CORLA00 1 

.......nmi..MOIJI'-

Ol-sAF'l-etn02A ... _. ........ ... ,., 
,.~,"'~ 2!1~2000 - CllotiiOACf-

AQl"DAI .DMHOI.(JQ.O.Ol~ 

O.TifiOaCD --u ..... lllll l-53G!l12001A-~ 

t ... •CgwwiArf!tfiPU~· ,.....~---~.... ~· l:t:MC .. .,..,/VBI~c.r.nti\Cl 
.-n~on.usc.. z· t. a. .. l••bjoo> " orr"' ... .-.,r ... .o,ut~ ,..,..,, . v--.r 
lbiMHIJIIIII"t.~--.w..qc•......_~l'Jif"tiiBI. ~""~ ,...._.,._.,DeDb.d.t.O.UO):)• 

~~l.bJoil<t-F"rt~O..W 
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SWORN STATEMENT 
For use of this form, see AR 190-45; the proponent agency is PMG. 

PRIVACY STATEMENT 

AUTHORITY: Tille 10, USC Section 301; Title 5, USC Section 2951 ; E.O. 9397 Soc•al Secuuty Numt:.et (SSN} 

tNCIJ:>AL PURPOSE: To document potential criminal activity involving the U.S. Army. and to allow Army officials to maintain discipline, 
law and order through mvestlgation of complaints and lncidenls. 

JUT1NE USES: Information provided may be further disclosed to federal, state , local, and foreign 9011ernrnent law enforcement 
agencies. pro$-ecutors, courts, child protective services, victims. witnesses, the Depanment of Veterans Affair>, alld 
the Office of Personnel Management Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or 
non-judicial punishment, other administrative d•sctplinary actions, security clearances. recruitment , retention. 
placement. and other personnel actions . 

DISCLOSURE : Disclosure of your SSN and o1her information is 110lunlary. 

Redstone Arsenal AL 

L :,._ ______________ .WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH: 

At the time of the MLRS Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE) effort, 1 was employed in the AM COM Safety Office providing 
system safety support to the MLRS Project Office. Based on knowledge of potential single point failures with the M270A J and 
the lack ofanalysis and testing peformed by Lockheed Mallin, r was the one who requested an independent safety asse.ssmcm be 
performed, which I called the SRRE, before the AMCOM Safety Office would sign off on a Materiel Release. Further, 1 was one 
of the central figures in leading a team o f experts, with approval from the MLRS Project Office management, with a goal of 
analyzing and testing the software in question for safety problems on the M270A! launcher. There was some resentment on the 
pall of Project Office and particularly LockJteed Martin management in conducting this effort. Lockheed Martin management 
repeatedly stated that they had complied with contract requirements and that the Government was actually responsible for safety of 
the system, and at first refused to acknowledge there were any safety problems or issues and even became angry and threatening in 
~c meeti ng. M.LRS Project Office management, who tended to side with Lockheed management, allowed the contractor to 

ome abusive towards me in an effort to get me to back down and end the SRRE. 1 refused to end the effort early even though it 
ted for about 9 months and cos t over $1 million. As pall of the SRRE project, after months of analyis and test equipment 

.!paration, we were able to acquire a launcher and put it through extensive tests to assess and find s ingle point failures with the 
software and other safety and performance problems as identi fied in the final report. Even though management seemed reluctant to 
take action, the prohJerns di scovered (particularly the uncommanded cage movement) were fixed by Lockheed Mart.in before the 
launchers were sent to the field. The AM COM Safety Office ultimately provided signature approval for system safety at the 
Materiel Release Board for the M270Al. The Final SRRE Report provides the details of events discussed above. 

The all egation that unsafe launchers were actually sent to the field is an exaggeration of facts, possibly as a result of the bad 
blood created between Government and Lockheed management and individuals on the SRRE team. There nave been no instances 
noted of the failure. in the field . lt is our belief that Lockheed fixed the identified software problems as a direct result of the 
SRRE. If it had not been fixed , even with a marginal to remote possibility of it occurring (such as an estimated l time in 10,000 
firings), with the number of rockets fired in the life of the S)'Stem, an uncommanded launcher movement was likely to have 
occurred. The contractor was required to keep failures to less than 1 in one million, and no single point failures were allowed, but 
they were unable to de.monstrale this. The contractor still to this day does not acknowledge there was a problem, even after it was 
demonStrated to them. Lockheed did finall y fix the identifi ed problems, but the ~·1LRS Project Office spent the money and the 
effort for the SRRE- over $ 1M- and Lockheed should pay for that. LockJ1eed was given ample opportunities to perfom1 the 
assessment themselves or at least admit there was a problem that needed to be fixed with shared cost, and management refused . 

1t is my experience and opinion that most managers on both the Government and Lockheed side refw;ed to acknowledge the 
problem, a.nd pushed everyone to be '"team players··. As a resulr of the pressure I felt, including from my own manager who 
chastised me for not supporting MLRS adequately after a visit from two MLRS managers, l left the Safety Office in 2003 . 
.. -·--· ---- .. -- ---- .• ---·- -- --- --·-- -· -- ·• -- ·--- ... ---·---Nothing Follows---·--·-·-------------------··-····-------------------

10 EXHIBIT STATEMENT 
PAGE 1 OF 2 PAGES 

A.DDITIONAL PAGES MUST CONTAIN THE HEADING •sTATEMENT OF TAKEN AT DATED 

E BOTTOM OF EACH ADDITIONAL PAGE MUST BEAR THE INITIALS OF THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT, AND PAGE NUMBER 
.UST BE INDICATED 

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 DA FORM 2823. DEC 1998, IS OBSOLETE !\POPe vl 00 



STATEMENT OF •••••• ._ ________ TAKEN AT Redstone Arsenal , A.L DATED _2_0_0_8_10_7_1_0_9 _____ _ 

9 STATEMENT (Continued) 

-- -·-··-·-······-··--·-··----·----·- .. ·········--··· ----·····Not Used-··--······----···················-----------·-···--------

I,······'-----------------· HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD REAOTO ME THIS STATEMENT 

WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE 2 I FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE 

BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. I HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE 

CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. I HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR ru:vv""'u 

THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL I 

WITNESSES: 

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS 

(Typed Name of Person Administering Oath} 

ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS (A11thonty To Administer Oatlls} 

TIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT 
PAGE 2 OF 2 PAGES 

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 APO PE. v1 .00 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
C:~tbject: 

_.tassification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats : NONE 

-As I stated belo>v no recurrence of the anomaly has ever occurred after the software 
the original development process. A Tiger Team was formed initial recommendation were 

and a box was developed to insert into the to and 
facilitate this anomaly but were since UCCM did not 

If you have anymore let me know if you would like to see all the paper trail 
associated with this I will dig it out. in mind there is a lot of documentation of the 
correction of this issue. 

Thanks> -
-----0~----
From: IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIMr CIV USA M4C 
Sent~ 2\3\38 3:13 AM 
To: -----f.\r CIV USA AMC 

: Re: MLRS Safety Question 

·-.~m currently in germany but when I return next week 1 will try to help you with this 
matter. To my knowledge there have been no reported cases of uncornmanded cage movement since 
the issue was resolved, but I will to help you with this matter as best I can. 

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Device 

e ·----
f J Mr CIV USA AMC 

Mr CIV USA AMC 
Sent: Mon Jun 30 12:08:54 2008 
Subject: MlRS Safety Question 

- with this morning in lCi·1C staff meeting, and she told me to contact you 

I have been assigned to conduct a 15-6 investigation into some old t"'LRS issues, One of the 
ree is related to the of the MlRS M270a1 launcher. In the a 
'Son alleged we were allowing unsafe launchers to be deployed to the field. 



from 2G\l3 untll tne presenl. .1. am mu::.t. .LHt.o::l o;::::.t.o::u .~.n aoy~on..~.n0 <>:>:.v~...u:n.<:v '""-'-" "'""''" """' <-cu.u:u 

an "uncommanded cage movement", but would like to see any others as well. 

I will be happy to come to you office to review them, and will be glad to make 
· ~vestigation file. 

:ever this will work best for you is with me. 

Any assistance/information you can provide on this will be greatly 

Thanks 

--·-Command Ombudsman 
US Aviation & f.,i 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 

for my 
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CID Regulation 1 PAGE 1 OF 2 

30111 Field ArtiUerv Regiment, Ft. Sill. OK: 

Jun 06, the following individuals were intervtewed by 
and this office. regarding the safety of the 1\1 LRS \veapon system: 

-ls an instructor on MLRS and the l 3 on 
system. -has on separate p!atfonns the l'v1LRS to mdude the 

M270, the M270A I and the HIMARS. ~tated that there are 1tems that tend to fail due 
to the complicated amount of electronics on the svstem (e.g. mass storage device) but that be 
never thought of the program as being unsafe. -.tated rhat around 1997 a solther had 

crushed by the MLRS but that was due to operator error. -stated that he fell that 
was safe for to use. 

-s with the liHB. Artillery Regiment and has been trained on the M270Al smce CY 
200 I. -stated that he had witnessed an involuntary cage movement at Ft. Hood, TX but 
that the problem stemmed from the fact that the mtemallimiting switches had burned out. 
-stated that there is a large amount of bUilt-in to the system and that 

-stated that the problem that he :.ecs with the MLRS IS that 
too users to understand ail 

to the!r complexity. -related that 

-has worked on the MLRS for the past 2l years and recently retired frorn the lJS 
and was hired as a perfom1ing same as the Regimental ~hinrenam:e OfficeL 
-stated that he had never seen uncornmanded cage mon:rnems nor seen 

in perfonmng maintenance. 

TYPED AGENTS NAME AND SEQUENCE NUMBER 01'1GANlZA TION 

Huntsville Fraud Resident Agency 
Major Procurement Fraud Unit, USAC!DC 
Redstone Arsenal, AL 
DATE 

27 Jun 06 

CID Form 94 FOR OFFIClAL USE ONLY • LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 



Huntsville Fraud Resident Agency 
Major USACIDC 

ClD Form 94 FOR OFFICIAL 
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• 9,282 Weapons 
Expended 

• 2.75" Rockets 
Expended 79,946 

, 

EF 

• 7 87 Weapons 
Expended 

• PATRIOT: 22 Expended 

• 44 Unitary Weapons Expended 
• ATACMS BLK 1 Expended 379 
• ATACMS BLK 1A Expended 78 

• 6,397 Weapons 
Expended 

CASANiH C!ft~CS ~{(};'; fvtt tS> t,ltn n~ 

""~ $<:>(, 
<>,. 

'(· 

\ 

• 1st Fielding of 
Automated Data 
Processing 
Equipment 

• Special Mod to Enhance 
Force Protection 

• Short-Range 
Air Defense to 
Protect Crtticaf 
Assets (Sentinel 
Radar, STINGER 
and Avenger) 
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UNIT 

FT. HOOD 2120 
KOREA 1138 

KOREA6/37 

FT. SILL 214 

FT. HOOD t/21 

FT. SILL 3113 

111 42 FA FT. 

FT. Slll2118 

1/147 SONG 

2/131 TX NG 

~OTAL;: .~:l'i . -;: .. ;:.. .. ~:.;,~·~ 

Pagel 

M270Al RELIABILITY 
OVERALL (01 APR 02-31 OCT 08) 

M270A1 LAUNCHER OPERATIONAL TIME (Hours) 
TOTAL OPERATIONAL TIMES AVG. PER LAUNCHER PER MONn FCS LRU FAILURES 

LAST 1~ CURR LASTh CURR LAST 1;t CURR 
OVERALL MONTHS MONn OVERALL MONTHS MONTI- OVERALL MONTHS MONTI-

53,459 458 0 35.2 2.0 0.0 52 1 0 

71,312 6.744 344 48.1 29.6 18.1 55 17 0 
61 ,562 8,157 1.221 45.0 35.8 64.3 168 31 0 

111 .649 32,290 211 81.6 141.6 11.1 68 20 0 

20,239 431 0 18.7 1.9 0.0 45 2 0 

26,132 1,403 12 26.0 6.2 0.6 45 5 0 

7.144 3,048 91 7.4 13.4 4.8 9 0 0 

16,816 372 14 20.6 1.6 0.7 20 2 0 

6.454 3,751 23 8.9 16.5 1.2 16 4 0 
981 187 0 2.2 0.8 0.0 5 0 0 

~·'ft7,&;7.48 .·:·· sAsi8l1 .. ;~ .. ,_.;1~91d;:.~r;al >i!~~ v-~~~~··.1o.1 ~ .. 4l3 ,._:.t:;:;i .• 
... : .... ~·1 . ~~-2 

. ,~~- . ·;o ''_- ~- v . ... 
~-~ .;;:'~ 

MTBF Requ[rement (Hrs): 
~···~ 

As of 11/30/08 

FCS LRU MTBF (Hours) 
LAST12 CURR 

OVERAll MONTHS MONTH 

913 458 • 
1.064 397 t 

353 : 263 • i 

1,459 1,615 t I 

·~ 216 • 450 .. 

581 "b] '.181 • ' 
' 

794 • .. 
I 

~ 

186 841 • 

403 938 l 

196 ' • 
4-C·~~l· i1. ,•' ·~:. 1 .,, . ·' !&~:-- h:"~?Sm~ .!./ . lJ.;; .• _,. 

293 293 293 

NOTE: • NUMBER OF FAILURES ARE TOO SMALL FOR CALCULATIONS 

II Roclwi Syst·ems 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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~-M_r_C_IV __ u_s_A_A_M_c._ __________________________________ __ 

Ft -,m: Ms CIV USA AMC 
Sent: Fnday. May 16, 2008 10:19 AM 
To· • 1 Mr CIV USA AMC 
Su ,t; FW: Safety Assessment Report (UNCLASSIFIED) 

~lassification: UNCLASSIFIED 
caveats: NONE 

FYI-··· 

Pursuant to your message, please find the response: 

A comprehensive SAR shall be prepared for the M270A1 lAW DI~SAFT-~)l)@ that the 
assessment efforts conducted under the ILt•1S and IFCS programs. The t>1270Al SAR shall 

summarize the combined safety program, tasks and activities, and describe all design safety 
requirements} features, functions and charateristics of the hardware and applicable launcher 
software. All safety hazdards and risks associated with the M270A1 configuration that were 
identified during development and testing shall be also documented along with any 
hazards, controls and precautions for tactical and training launcher 
an~ration/maintenance. System, software and operating and support hazard analysis 

.1 be performed and/or updated on the changes from the basic M278 to the M27SA1 launher 
·nfiguration, with emphasis on safety critical components and functions, and the results 
1torporated into the SAR . 

. ~hedule of Submittal: 

Prepare Draft SAR 
Release Draft for Review 

Comments 
Release Final SAR 

Start 
12/01/00 

7/30/01 
8/20/01 

Complete 

10/30/fll 
10/30/fH 

The above schedule will permit inclusion of the IWIU and LCFCP safety analyses as an 
part of the M270A1 SAR. 

This CDRL will be delivered IAW the terms and conditions of the firm price contract. No 
additional funds will be required nor requested for the CDRL pt'eparation under said terms. 

Financial Manager, Fire Support 

bject: Safety Assessment Report 



Hville some weeks ago and one of the topics that was discussed was the need for a 
safety Assessment Report. I assumed that L/H would go back home and based on contracting 101, 

., would initiates prepare and submit a SAR. It is a requirement of the contract and no 
.itional direction and/or costs are needed. 
ease inform as to what your plans are concerning this simple matter. 

lease 
let me know by 30 May 01. I will direct you to do the work if I do not hear from you by the 
aforementioned date . You must comply with the contract. 

From: 
Sent: Saturday, 
Classification: 
Caveats: NONE 

May 05, 2001 9:40 Afrl 
UNCLASSIFIED 

2 
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DECLARATION OF 

I am the Chief of the Branch of the AMCOM Acquisition Center that is 
responsible for the acquisition of M270 and M270A 1 launchers. I have acted in 
that capacity since 2001 . 

During the summer of 2003, I began the process of seeking 
reimbursement of funds paid by the US Army to; (i) perform Safety Risk 
Reduction Effort testing to determine potential safety hazards with the M270A 1 
launcher; and (ii) to design and implement changes resulting from that testing. In 
August 2003, I drafted a demand letter to send to Lockheed Martin and was 
having it reviewed by the AM COM Legal Office when I learned of and received 
the referral through Army channels of Mr. Daniels' allegations to the OSC. A 
copy of that draft demand letter is attached as a tab to the Army's response to 
these allegations. 

Thereafter, the Army CID chose to investigate these allegations and 
requested that I stop any contractual actions against Lockheed Martin until after 
its investigation was concluded. I complied with its request. 

Dated: August 11. 2008 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENT10N OF 

AMSAM-AC-TM-C 

DEI) ARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNITED STATES ARM Y t\YIATION AND MISSILI>: COMMAND 

REDSTONE AllSl1:NAI,, ALAllAMA ..'15898-5280 

28 January 2008 

Acquisition Center, PFRMS Missiles Services Division 

Lockheed Martin Missiles & Fire Control ·· Dallas 
Post Office Box 650003 
t\1ailstop MC-09 
Dallas, Texas 75265-0003 

Dear 

Reference contract DAAHO 1-00-C-0 I 09, reimbursement of costs associated with the 
Safety Risk Reduction EfTort ( SRRE) required to field the M270A 1 launchers. 

The Government was notified in September 2000 by Lockheed Martin that they had 
witnessed at least fi ve instances of un-commanded cage movement lt was these events 
coupled with the lack of contractually-required safety analysis by the contractor that Jed the 
Safety Of1ice to voice concerns to the Precision Fi res Project Management Oftice (PMO) that 
the safety of the launcher could not be determined in time for Material Release. T hese 
fai lures, along wi th Lockheed Martin's inability to find the root causes of the un-commanded 
cage movement forced the Government tu es tablish un independent Government Team. This 
Team. called the Safety Ri sk Reduction Effort (SRRE), was formed to make a safety 
asscssmt~nt of the iv1270A l Launcher, spccilicnlly to evaluate the level of safety. identify 
risks. and make recmnmendations to the PMO in support of' a Material Release Decisi on. 
The results of the Government SRRE revea led that the contractor !ltiled to provide the 
Government "vith hardware that met the safety requirements addressed in the Performance 
Specification MIL-PRF-35500. ·rwo so ft ware changes and six speci fic design related fixes 
were recommended by the SRRE for incorporation into the design of the M270A 1 Launcher 
to enhance safety and correct the identified deficiencies. The Government proceeded to gel 
all the safety problems reso lved as the contractor Lockheed f\t!artin had failed to perform the 
safety effort required by the referenced contract. In add ition . the contract required the 
submission of a Safety Assessment Report (SAR) vvhich was due in April 200 1, but was not 
actually received until December 2001. Lockheed Martin in their letter number 3-
192 1 0/2003L-51 70, dated 04 April 2003 stated tha t th e assert ion Lhat the SAl\ wus not 
delivered in a timely manner is a misunderstanding of the facts as they had received 
te lephonic Government co ncurrence. However, this concurrence was not provided by the 
contracting officer and therefore, was in vi<lbti 11 of Paragraph E-9 entitled ''Technical 



Liaison and Surveillance" which states in part ''No change in the scope of this contract, 
which would effect a change in any term or provision of this contract. shall be made except 
by modi ficat ion executed by the contracting officer. The contractor is responsible to ensure 
that all contractor personnel are knowledgeable and cogniz:mt of this contract provis ion. 
Changes to the contract effort accepted and performed by contractor personnel outside of the 
contract scope of work, without specific authorization of the contracting officer, shall be the 
responsibility of lhc contractor. ' 

Therefore. based upon the above I am hereby demanding reimbursement of the cost:> 
incurred by the Government for the work that Lockheed .tvlartin failed to p~rform in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract Tbe Governmr.:nt' s costs incurred 
are S I ,600,000. 

If you have any further comments or qtle:->tions, please contact Ms. Colleen Rodriguez Jt 
(256) 876-8849 or the undersigned at (256) 842-G l I 0. 

CF· 
SFAE-MSL-PF-B 

Sincerely, 

Services Division 
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14 November 2008 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Discussion \Vith 

On Friday, 14 November 2008, I had a discussion \Vit \'<ho \vas the Deputy 
Project Manager in MLRS at the time the independent Satety Assessment Rep<.!rt (SARJ \\as 
performed by the Safety Risk Reduction Effort SRRE) team. He has retired from the Army and 
currently works for COLSA in Huntsville. the following details regarding the 
SAR and the allegations that he pressured this period; 

I. -stated that he had provided extensive testimony to the 
ClD Office on this matter and it was all available as part of her investigation file. 

-stated that the issue was that Lockheed rvfartin had a requirement to do a 
but were doing the assessment slowly and to a weak scope of work. Because 

wanted to make sure the SAR was done he and the PM decided to conduct 0\\11 

SAR to a requirement He said the allegations that the Project Of1ice spent over a 
minion dollars were incorrect. He he ;.vas told at the start it \V(mld cost around $500.000. 

he believed the final cost ;.vas around $700,000. He also said he believed Lockheed 
did the Government some consideration for not perfonning the report on time. 

3. -said he consulted effort with and picked him to 
employee with the most part the SRRE team. He said the 

detailed knowledge about the launcher. He also sai the team did an excellent 
job on the SRRE. 

4. -said he didn't believe he pressured and he said certainly 
didn't pressure him to not find problems or do anything other than a correct report 

5. 
reasons he would not .... ., ...... ,,"' 
completed. he recommended 
Development Center (AMRDEC). 
the MLRS Project Ofiice at the time. 

angry with him ~ during the SRRE project for 
me. -said after the SRRE project was 

back to the Aviation and !'vlissile Research and 
was on a matrix assignment trom At\1RDEC to 

to the Non Line of Project 
office, and then went back to the AMRDEC later. 

6. he didn't the recommendation to back to was 

ln'>'estigative Officer 
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-----0~-­
From: IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIAMRDEC 
Sent~20"' 2008 5:38AM 
To: 1111111111111111 Mr CIV USA AMC 
Subject: RE: Follow Up To Investigation (UNCLASSIFIED) 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 

-Enjoyed catching up yesterday ....•.. made a few changes, but not much. 
Good job on taking our conversation and putting it into words. Please 
see below. 

Pls call if I can be of any further help 

-

(tfilUeF*Engineer 1 PFRMS) to try to get him to force you off of the program and to 
reconsidel" your pl"omotion. You refused to leave the program under this pl"essure 
and ended up being promoted to DB IV (GS 14/15) in mid 2002. 

_ After the SR.Rt' s find;i,o~~_mada..pul:lli~;, You ..YJ~E!!!1Q:l£f:d f.com :the SRRE~".teaf!L 
-~-~ You were not part of the material release process for the M270A1 

launcher and any impact the SRRE report had on it. 

You were offered an opportunity to go to the NLOS LS Task Force and left the 
PFRf-1$ 

·-----0~---
From: 1111111111111111 Mr crv USA AMC 
sent~17, 2aas 4:44PM 
To: IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIAMRDEC 
Subject: RE: Follow Up To Investigation -Thanks again for coming over to the office yesterday. Based on our discussions, 
the following is a summary of what I took from the session. 



Ther~ure exerted on you and others. The primary source of the pressure 
was-- {at the time., Deputy PM). The pressure from- appeared 
to be an effort to minimize the impacts of the safety the prime 
contractor (Lockheed Martin)> apparently an attempt on par~ 
the contractor's favorable recommendation for the Deputy PEO positionllllllllll 
coveted. In addition, it seemed that Mr. Burke also pressured Jim Franklin to 
try to get him to force you off of the program. 

Because of this, once the Risk Reduction Effort report was completed and 
ready to be staffed in the PM~ose to take another assignment to keep 
from having- and/or--- damage your career or prevent you from 
getting promoted. 

If you want to add anything> or if there are corrections, please let me know. 

Thanks again for your assistance. 

-
-----0~-
From: IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIMr CIV USA AMC 
Sent~03, 200811:41 AM 
To: IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIAMRDEC 
Subject: Follow Up To Investigation 

-Thanks again for all of your help on the investigation. I finally got 
compiled and signed off by MG Myles. 

After review of the AR 15-6 investigation by AMC legal, they have asked me to 
follow up on a couple of questions. I can handle this by email or by getting a 
new statement (or addendum) · however you prefer. 

The question that has arisen deals with comments about being under pressure. In 
your case, the question related to part of the statement that said you felt 
pressured by the MLRS PMO and Lockheed Martin. I think what AMC Counsel is 
looking for is where or who did the pressure come from; what did you feel 
pressured to do; and was there any action to relieve or stop the pressure to 
and keep you from leaving the PMO? 

Any thoughts you wish to provide on this would be greatly appreciated. 

I will be out of the office Monday-Wednesday next week, but will watch email 1 and 
will return on Thursday if you want to meet or discuss. 



Thanks again your help. 

-
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: 
Sent~07$ 2908 10:34 AM 
To: ----Mr CIV USA AMC 
Subject: RE: Follow Up To Investigation 

-In response to your questions: 

1) What AMC Counsel is looking for is where or who did the pressure come from? 

Answer: During the entire time of the safety evaluation of the M270Al Launcher 
sofware, it was obvious that the MlRS project office program management and 
lockheed management was no~tive of this effort. 
At the end of th.e efforts --.,.Jibg~s the Tech Management Chief at the 
~d fut-S-~ncH~fi'd> vis.tted~C.higf.L~-and. diSCQSS~fL --
dissatfsfaction >!lliLm~_suppoJ::t_._ancL.attempteut:to s~£1J:1lt.e .... .th~ _p~oject office -
.f.rQ,.iii_.me by stafing:.J:hat~-t..hey .. .llss.igned-a~ety- roc .intermally in the. pr_gj~~J __ 
office and wanted me to go through him from now on instead of coordinating with 
program and product managers and tech leads. This was after about 19 years of 
exceptional support to the MlRS project office, and it was normal for me to talk 
with anyone in the project office~ and technical personnel, anyt I 
wanted and needed to. My Chief, 11111111111. who has since retired, 
llllllllltnat I was a problem anyway and he would take care of it. 
reprimanded me verball.)Lfor:J:.h~.in_~,':lff~~i_e_f2t ~t::p~or.!_J:Q.lliJtS~aod~.that-1. was to gQ. 

=0!.:_;..-.:t:~h:!~~JY.,~in.t~l. MU<S nfet:y roe First off, I believe that 
d not want to look bad to the project office; and I believe he felt it was 
easier to control me than stand up to the project office. This was totally 
against what the safety office was supposed to represent as independent support 
and oversight. Secondly 1 I did nothing wrong to deserve a reprimand for 
exceptional support to the project office> regardless of safety 
effort we just completed. I believe that pressure from 
(representing the project office program management) and the safety 
chief (overly willing to please the project offce so he did not look bad), sold 
me out and stabbed me in the back. 

2) What did you feel pressured to do? 

Answer: Immediately after the reprimand fromlllllllllll I returned to mY. desk 
beat down and had a message on my phone machine from a former Supervisor 1111 
llllllt in the AMCOM Safety Office several years earlier and he wanted me to come 
over and work for the SMDC Safety Office since they had an open position) to 
which he was the lead Safety Engineer. .....ad no knowledge of this incident or 
of the software safety effort that I s involved with. The next day I 
interviewed with- and the Chief} and accepted the position within 
a couple of days. Although a weird coincidence> I was planning on looking for a 
new job anyway after the undeserved reprimand. In addition, the pressure> hard 
feelings and all around bad blood between me, the MLRS project office program 
management and now my Chief led me to believing I needed to leave the safety 



office or situations could have gotten much worse. Further, after­
rel1red seve"ral-)'eaM-"laterr~fsuppc.u:::Ung_the-.GMO project office) and three 
others from the AMCOM Safety Office applied for his Chief's position. During my 
interview with the AMCOM Chief of Staff at the time~ I got se~tions 
about my relationship with llllllllllt I learned later that lllllllllllwas 
queried by the Chief of Staff on the four candidates, and he put a bad word in 
for me to the Chief of Staff that prevented me from ever even getting a fair shot 
at the job. I was certainly one of the most experienced and at least as 
qualified as the top candidate who eventually got the job. 

3) Was there any action to relieve or stop the pressure to try and keep you from 
leaving Safety? 

Answer: NoJ everyone pretty much stayed clear of me like a wounded animal. 
lllllllllllaid not say goodbye or wish me well in my new job, and on the day I 
was to leave, he made comments like he just learned I was leaving. He seemed 
generally happy about it. I was the senior safety engineer with 22 years of 
experience in that office and you would think losing that kind of experience 
would be viewed as bad for an office, especially when lateraling over to a rival 
Safety Office. I did well at SMDC Safety> as matrixed support to the GMO project 
office~ and ultimately was promoted twice in three years, and for about a year 
and a half became the Safety Advisor to the GMD Program Director, a two star 
general, and his Deputy. They moved me over to AMRDEC as matrixed support to GMO 
during that timej and although I have been here at the NLOS-LS project office for 
the last two years, I have remained AMRDEC matrixed support. 

If you need anything else, just let me know. I will be out the rest of the week, 
but you can reach me on my cell phone. 

-----0~; 
From: IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIMr CIV USA AMC 
Sent~r 03, 2008 11:42 AM 
To:----
Subject: Follow Up To Investigation .. 
Thanks again for all of your help on the investigation. I finally got everything 
compiled and signed off by MG Myles. 

After review of the AR 15-6 investigation by AMC legal, they have asked me to 
follow up on a couple of questions. I can handle this by email or by getting a 
new statement {or addendum) ~ however you prefer. 

The question that has arisen deals with comments about being under pressure. 
In your case, the question related to part of the statement that said you left 
the Safety Office because of the pressure. I think what AMC Counsel is looking 



for is where or who did the pressure come from; what did you feel pressured to 
do; and was there any action to relieve or stop the pressure to try and keep you 
from leaving Safety? 

Any thoughts you wish to provide on this would be greatly appreciated. 

I will be out of the office Monday-Wednesday next week, but will watch email, and 
will return on Thursday if you want to meet or discuss. 

Thanks aga.in for your help. 

Best regards, 

-
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3 November 2008 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Discussion with 

On Monday, 3 Nc•vember 2008, I had a meeting and discussion with reti 
who was A.1\1COM Chief Staffwho made the selection of the new Chief of the safety office 

his 7 October 2008 emaiL ln the emaii,-stated that 
the fonner Chief of the AMCOM Safety Office, ·• ... \Vas queried by the Chief of 

Staff on the four candidates, and he put a bad word in for me to the Chief of Staff that prevented 
me from ever even getting a fair shot at the job." 

He has retired from the Anny and currently works tor CSC in Huntsville. -stated he 
did not remember the exact t details of the discussion 1.vith- but did remember he asked 

assessment of each of the candidates v,:ho worked in the safetv office under him. 
stated that he did not recall any negative feedback on-but whatever the 

did not impact the selection of the new Safety Otlice Chief. The selectee was­
w·ho~hief of the Space and Missile Defense Command Safety 

· ... Office at the time. ----that her experience and her performance in the intervh:n:v 
were clearly better than any of the other candidates, and that she was far and away the best 
candidate for the position. 

Based on my conversation with- I do not believe any comments or feedback by • 
.. had an impact on the selection of the new Chief of the AMCOM Safety Office. 

Investigative Officer 


