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M270A1 Launcher
System Safety Risk Assessment
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270A1
Launcher Loader Module (LLM) Cage

Hazard Deseription: Personnel death or injury, system loss or damage, mission loss dus to the
uncommanded movement of the M270A1 LLM.

Refereaces:

a. Safety Confinmation of the Multiple Launch Rocket System (M LRS)Y M270A1
Launcher, the MGSA2 MLRS Launch Pod Assembly Traimer, and the M270A1 Launcher
Fire Control Paned Trainer, in Support of Conditonal Materie! Release, CETE-DTC 1T
A, 14 Feb 02.

b, Memorandum, AMSAM-5F, M270A 1 Sulety Assessment/Safory and Health Data
Shoet (S&HDS) in Support of s Milestone 1 Deasion, 31 Jan 02, :

¢ M270A1 Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE) Final Executive Summary, Jan 02,

d. M270A1 LRIP HH{ Fina] Safery Assessment Report {(SAR), Lockheed Martin Report
No. 3-33420/2001R-5003, 20 Dec U1

System Description. The M270A1 Launcher is an upgrade to the stundard version M270
Launcher, The mprovements consist of @ new Improved Fire Control System (IFCS) and new
tmproved Launcher Mechanical Drive System (ILMS). The IFCS functions with ull the
Launcher Drive System {LDS)Y sub-systems (o provide overall control of the M270A1 Launcher,
The IFCS is equipped with a Global Positioning System (GPS) that provides the launcher with
precise location information and fully sapports munitions with embedded GPS receivers, The
IFCS features Built-in-Test (BIT) and Built-in-Test-Equpment (BITE), for isolating
matfunctions 1o the Circutt Card Assemblies (CCAYL The M270AT hvdraulic system 15 an
upgrade to the hydraulic system of the current version M270 Launcher. The lasncher cage
moves simultancously in azimuth and elevation for fining and reload operations. The speed in
azirnuth has been increased 3 times that of the current system and clevation speed bas been
increased 4 times, The aim to fire time has decreased from 93 seeonds with the current system o
16 seconds and the reload has been decrcased from 260 sceonds to 160 seconds; significantly
enhaneing the crew survivability, From a System Safety perspective, it s this lsuncher cage
speed increase and change in the hardware and software which controls the cage movement, that
are considered 1o be the primary safely eritical arcas of concern,

To address this issue, an agreament between the AMCOM Safety Office and the Precision Fires
Rocket & Missile Systems PMO was sceured 1o establish an independent Government Team.
This Team, called the Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE), was formed to make a safety
assessmient of the M270A1 Launcher, specifically to ovaluate the level of safary, identify risks,
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M270A1 Launcher
System Safety Risk Assessment
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270A1
Launcher Loader Module (LLM) Cage

and make recommendations to the PFRMS PMO in support of a Materiel Release Decision. The
focus of the SRRE was on Munitions Finng/Circuits and Launcher Movement concerns related
to Personnel Safety issues only. An exiensive assessment and testing offort consisting of
insertion of events/faults/interruptions in the Launcher software control loop and firiag circuits
during the operational mode was accomplished to capture the Launcher’s reaction. No safety
issues were discovered in the safety eritical Firing Circuits, Short No-Voltage Test (SNVT). and
Position Navigation Unit (PNL) arcas, but normal design operational characieristics and
software control loop single-point failures that could present hazards to operating personnel were
idenufied. Two software changes and six specific design related fixes were recommended by the
SRRE for incorporation into the design of the M270A1 Launcher to enhance safety or correct the
identified deficiencies. Risk mitigation cfforts have resulted in changes to the M270A1 software
{vurrently Version Golf) that have implemented five of the recommended changes. Crew
operating instructions were also identified to lessen the impact of the stated deficiencies, The
operating restrictions define a 3-meter rule for persounel safety while the Launcher Drive System
is on, and also restrict the M270A1 LLM from moving or unloading rocket pods from a
HEMTT/HEMAT/PLS, The remaining open issues are deseribed as follows:

a. Boom Control Kill Swirch -~ The current M270AT boom controller has g kil switch
that is only active in boom control mode. It was recommended that this switch be changed to be
active full time and inhibit the Power Take O (PTO) function. This active full time function
will add an increased level of safety for Launcher personnel when not in boom control mode, and
add increased reliability and safety by wiring this switch directly to the PTO clutch, instead of
shorting a low voltage power supply as currently configured. Status: Risk mitigation cfforts
have resulted in a new Kill Switch design that stops LLM motion in all modes and is not
software dependent. The switch is being changed 1o be active full time aud inhibit the
Hydraulic Pump, that provides pressurized hydraulic fluid to the azimuth and elevation
motors, and without which, the LLM cannet move. This active full time function will add
an increased level of safety for Launcher personncl when not in boom control mode.
Engincering Change documentation is being developed and conrdinated so AMCOM can
implement this change. Upon ECP approval, modification kits will be produced to retrofit
the entire M270A1 fleet. (Projected implementation/compleiion date: 3 Qtr, FY0%)

b. Stale Message and Hanging/Latent Commands — An issue was discovered during the
SRRE whereby it was possible to fire a rocket outside of the 3 mil safety window. Although this
has a very low probability of occurrence and is not Lkely an in-the-ficld event in and of itself, it
uncovered a characteristic of the type of message traffic delay issues and svstemn bus used which
may have ramifications in other undetermined areas. 1t was recommended that to prevent stale
messages or hanging/latent commands from causing potential safety issues, that a form of
time/event tagging be implemented on each message to prevent this issue from creating a
problem in arcas not currently identified. Status: Stale message/Latency correction and
Timeout of fast command are currently belng worked and will be implemented in the
Tactical Software; and will continue to be implemented in all future versions of tactical
software. (Projected implementation dates 3" Qtr, FYU5)



M270A1 Launcher
System Safety Risk Assessment
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270A1
Launcher Loader Module (ILLLM) Cage

¢. Additional Kill Switches ~ As a result of the dismounted crew not having a capability
10 kil the Launcher cage movement in an emergeney situation, it was recommended to add an
additional kill switch to each side of the base of the Launcher LLM in the cvent uncontrolled
motion of the cage was cxperienced. Status: The PFRMS PM and User have made the
deeision to not pursue incorporation of these kill switches since this was not considered
practical in a tactical military rocket Launcher, citing possible mission performance
related issues.

Harard Classification.

Huazard Severity: Critical, ‘17

Catastrophic — Death, Systemn Failure, or Mission Loss, Un-commanded movement of
the LLM could impact personnel within the slew zone of the LM, causing death or injury, or
result in system loss or damage to the M270A1,

Hazard Probability: Improbable, ‘E’
Specific Individual Heny:
So unlikely, it can be assumed occurrence may not be experienced

Fleet or Inventory:
Unlikely to occur, but pussible

The Preciston Fires Rocket & Missile Systems Progrum Managernent Office recommends the
assignment of the Risk Acceptance Code (RAC) “1E" - ‘Medium’, for the continued operation
of the system af the current state of implementation of the proposed M270A1 launcher
control and safety related design changes.

Alternatives,

4. Accept remaining open hazards for the life of the system and retain all existing operanng
restrictions,

b, Stop acceptance of new launchers and suspend use of fielded M270A1 launchers ungil &l
open hazards are resolved.

¢, Continue get-well offorts tor 1) incorporate the boom control kill switch, and 2) correct siale
message and hanging/latency correction and timeout of last command hazards. Accept the
hazard associated with the lack of additional kill switches.

Authority, This System Safety Risk Assessment and Risk Acceplance has been performed per
AR 385416 (Bystem Safety Management and Enginceringy and MIL STD 882D (Srandard
Pracrive for Svstem Safery).



M270A1 Launcher
System Safety Risk Assessment
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270A1
L.auncher Loader Module (LL1.M) Cage

PARY 1 8127041 Svstemn PV Recommendutin: (Alternative € That the risk involved with the speration of
the Launcher prior to the addition of the Boom Contral Kill Switeh aod the software update to correct the
henrd Involving Stale Message and Hanging/Latent Comunands be sccepted notil the propesed fixes are
implemented. 1o addition, the risk associated with the deciston nod fo implement additiona] kill switehes be

permanently secepted,
-~ F &

[ F¥e SO
/

DATE

coul ¥a
Project Manager, Precision Fires Rocket and Missile Bystenis
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PAR’{“ |3 e A\i(‘O”d ‘Emfew Recommeﬁdxtmn

:'T‘hz, safew ()ff* 3 remmmemi*s ﬁta t};}iiim “(“” be zmr:lmmued This {}fﬁ{*& {urther wmmmaaés ii}az the risk
acceptance for the Bopui Control Kill Switeh and the software upd&té to correct the hazards involving Stale Message

and Hz:xgingﬂ,a(ent Cammauds be nmued 10 34 June ”i}i}a to aﬂnw reassessment of the impiememmmn pi,am at that
time. : V. 7 ¥

/‘7 /‘?‘y ‘73

DATE

- Citfed. y .
L S, Army ;&’\ACGM Esff.t“\ Office
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M270A1 Launcher
System Safety Risk Assessment
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270A1
Launcher Loader Module (LL1.M) Cage

PART IV - AMCOM Commander Revonumendation: ’
Recommendd that option “C” be impleniented und that the corrective actisns to dliminate the Boom Contral
Kill Switch and Stale Message and Hanging/Latent Commanids hazards be lmplemented as soon as possibie but

nu later than 30 June 2005
DATE

Commanding General
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System Safety Risk Assessment
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Launcher Loader Module (LLM) Cage

PAKT Y - Dechsion Authority, PEO Accentance;

hazard involviag Stale Message and Hanglng/Latent Commands. These corrective actions are fo be
implementa! Mo Later Than 30 Juwe 2005, The risk nvelved with the operstion of the M2I70A1 Launcher
prier (e the implementutinn of stated corrective actions is sceepted. In addition, the visk associated with the
decision oot to implement additions) kKill switches is permanently aecepted. Determine if the loading restricton
imoving or udonding rocket pods from a HEMTT/HEMAT/PLS! mposed upon the M270AT system can be
climinnted.

Proceed with Option C. Incorporate Boom Control Kill Switch, Continue software update effort to correct the 5
|
|
i

Ll e 20
JEFFREYY. SORENSON DATE

Hrigadief (eneral, USA

Program Executive Officer, Tactica] Missiles

il 3 T 200
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY AVIATION AND MISSILE COMMAND
ATTN: AMSAM-SF/SAFETY OFFICE
REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 35858-5130

AMSAM-SF (3835-16a) 27 August 83
SUBIECT: M2Z70A1 Safety Assessment/Safety and Health Data Sheet (S&HDS)

1O

14

References:
a. Safery Confimmation of the Multiple Launch Rocker System (M LRSI M270A71 Launcher, the
MOEAL MLRS Launch Pod Assembly Tramer, and the M270A1 Launcher Fire Control Pansl

Tramor, in Support of Conditional Materie! Release, CSTEDTC-TT-A, 1 Feb 02,

b, Memorandum, AMSAM-SEF, M270AT Safety Assessment’Safety and H Data Sheet
(S&HDE) w Support of a Milestone 1 Decision, 31 Jan 62,

¢ M270A1 Safery Risk Reduction Eiton (SRRE Y Fual Executive Suniary, Jan 02,

4. MITOATLRIP I Fina! Safery Assessment Report (SARY Lovkheed Marus Report No. 3«
33420 2001R-5003, 20 Dec 0]

M270A1 Launcher System Safety Rs sk Assessment Un-Commanded Moveoment of the
M270A1 Launcher Loader Module (L1AM) {age

i

System Desceription/Concept:

The M270AT Launcher 15 an upgrade o the stasdard version M270 Lanncher. The improvements
consist of a pew Fire Controt System (FUS) and new Luancher Drwve Sy stam (LDSy The FCS
functions with alt the subssystems 1o provide overall contrel of the M27 F0A1 Launcher. The FUS s
eguipped witl a Global Posttioning Syster {GPS1 that prostdes the fauncher with precise location
infonmation and fully supports munitions with embedded GPS recaivers. The FCS {eatures
Buailt-In-Test {BIT) and Bult-ln-Test-Uqupment (BITE), and 15 capable of solating malfuncuons
1o the Circuns Card Assemblies (CCA). All derected faults are logeed i the programmable memory
of the CCAs, Lwe Replaceable Uit (LRU), and the svstem mnemeny for review ata later date. The
M270AT hydraubic systen 15 an upgrade 1o the bedraolie system of the current version M270
fauncher. The lmncher cage moves ssmultancoushy i wamuth and elevation for firing and reloads
operations. The specd in azimuth has been tocreased 5 times that of the current systom and
clevation hus been mereased § tumes. The aim 10 fire time has deercused from 93 seconds with te
currenl systern 1o 16 seconds and the reload has been decreased from 260 seconds 1o 160 seconds.
Safety switehes have been added o prevent ayury or damage 1o personnel or equipment One set
of swiches pravents the uperation of the svstem with jury strats sstalled. Adibtional switches have
buen added 9 conting that the rocket pods are i a locked or unlocked position.
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2 1.2 Jury Strut Swatches

Two piry strud safety switches bave been mstalled 1o the base assembly 10 confinn the nstallavon of
ore o twi jury struts. The LDS does not fusetion with either of the jury strats mistalled. Thus
prevents injury or damage W persensel or the | M duning repair or mamtenance wocedures. Wih a
Jury strut installed and a safety switch activated, movement of the LM m inhibited  The LDS ON
command from the PDB to the LDS s interrupted thus preventing LM movement. The operator
receives a visual display waming on the FOP,UJURY STRUTS INSTALLED"  The operator has
three opiong (PF-KEYS) 1o choose from, ABORT, CONTINUE, or OVERRIDE  If the eperator
chooses ABORT the display screen revents back 1o the ongmal sereens [WCONTINUE 15 chosen the
syslemn agn 1ests 1o see il jury siruts are nstalled (a continuous loop i the strats aren’t remeovedy. i
OVERRHIE is chosen the system operates as normal i both azmuth and elevation without any
further warning given, Care must be observed when operating the LM i the OVERRIDE mode
Damage 1o the elevation drive system can ocour f LM UP or LM DOWN g5 pressed on the boows
controller

Figure 3-21  Jury Strut Safety Switch

-
3



2153 Rocket Pod Hold-Down Sswatches

Two Rocket Pod Hold-Down (RPHDjS switches have been added to the boom and hoist cucury,
Located on the side of the nght and left bays withun the LM, thev are self~adjusung  Euher of the
rocket pod hold-down switch inhibits certain operations depending on the condivon of the switch {1 ¢
boom and hoist operation 15 snhibited when rocket pod handles are m die locked position or fire
wissions are aborted i unlocked). If During reload operations the Rocket Pod (RP) handles are left o
the open position, an Advisory promypt appears on the FCP display - The operator has three options
{(PF-REYS) to choose from, ABORT, CONTINUE, or OVERRIDE. T the operator chiovses ABORT
e displav screen reverts back to the original screen. The prompt and kevs are displayved one time
per reload operation, H CONTINUE 5 chosen the system agam tests see 1f the RP's are locked or
unlocked T OVERRIDE is chosen, the systom operates as nonmal without any further warnmgs
displaved and, care must be waken in subsequent boom aperations 1o prevent damage to the booms and
hotsts. When the rocket pod handles are in the locked position, the hotst up command s inlubuned, 1o
prevent an attempt 1 hoist rocket pods with the Rocker Pod (RP3 lawch bandles i the locked posinon
and cause damage to the Launch Pods and Hotst Assembly. At STOW the "override” is reset

During a fue nussion, a RP HOLDDOWN UNLOCKED prompt 1s displayed along with as
OVERRIDE PE-key. H the operator does net press the OVERRIDE PF-key within ten sceonds, the
fire misston 13 aborted and the nussion 13 not saved. I the eperator chooses the OVERRIDE promp,
the misxion can continue normatly.

Fizure 3-22  Rocket Pod Holddown Switch
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Svstem Evaluation:

Radioagiive Matenials, The M270AT Rocket Launcher does not contain radicactive materials,
therefore, the system does not require Heensing by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRCY
andfor need a DA suthorization/ centification number.

Explosive Materiale. The M2Z70A1 Racket Launcher nsell does not contan explosive materials.
However it does control the arming and finng of the MLRS Family of Munitions, Based on the
system evaluation no safety issues or suacceptable risks have been identified w the safery crinea
arens of the M270AT Firing Ciraus/ SKYT/PRUL

Explosive Ordnance Dispesal. The M270AT Rocket Launcher ftself does nod contain explosne
natenals, However the MLRS Family of Musitions wiil be fired from dus launcher EOD
procedures have been identified for each sot ol muniions,

Demilitanzaton and Disposal - The M270A1 Rocket Launcher does notsequire any special
demilitarization procedures.

Manrating Evalustion The M270A1 Rockes Launcher has been qualified to fire all ficlded MLRS
Family of Muutions However manraung evaluations will have 1o be performed prior o firing
AMY NEW MUMTLIONS.

Health Hozard Assessment A Health Hazard Assesament has been completed on the M270A 10
welude o renised Norse Hazard survey as g result of the changes and upgrades in hardware from
the basie M270 Launcher. No addimional Health selted hazards were Wentfied over that already
kuown for the basic M270 Launcher

Risk Assessments

41 Toverdy salely of M270A 1, PMO conducied 1 Safery Risk Reduction Evaluation
{SRREE) The following safery isues were wdontified inthe SRRE:

a. kf}g} ement Launcher MovementControl - Implemented por STR 103272 STR
102647 STR 103296
b Boom Conwol Kl Switeh - Implemented per ECP MUCT974FROAU
¢ Swle Message and Hang/latent Commands - Completion Date 087317 }3
d. Timeout of Last Command in Bulfer ~ Implemented per STR 102706, 103003
¢ Launcher Cage Oscillation - Implemented per STR 102773
42 System Safety Risk Assessment was prepared 1o address the hazards that

remained open,

g DBoom Control Kill Switeh - The current M270A boom controller has a kill
sswitch that is only aciive in boom control mode. [0 was recommended that ths
switch be changed to be actve full bme and inhubst the Power Take OIT{(PTO)
function  This active full time Tunctien will add an increased level of safeny tor
Launcher personned when net in boom contrel mode. and add increased reliability
and safetyv by wiring this swilch directly 1o the PTO cluteh, instead of shoriing a
fow vollage power supply as currently mnfsgurcd

o]




Status: Risk mitigation efforts have resulied in a new Kill Switch design that
steps LLM mouon in all modes and 15 not software dependent. The switchs
being changed to be active full time and inhibit the Hydraulic Pump that provides
pressurized hydraulic fluid to the azimuth and elevauon motors Without this
hydraubic pressure. the LLM cannot move, This active full time {unction will add
an increasad level of safety for Launcher personnel when nol n boom control
made. AMCOM s implementing this change. Modification kits are being
produced to retofit the entive M270A1 fleet,

b Stale Message and Hanging/Latent Commands - An issue was discovered dunng
the SRRE whereby 1t was possible to fire o rocket outside of the 3 mil safety
window. Although this is a very fow probabality and not bkely m-the-field eveny
in and of itself,  uncovered a characteristic of the type of message traffic delay
issues and system bus used which may have ramifications in other undetermined
areas. [t was recommended that to prevent stale messages or hanging/latent
commands from causing potenual safety issues, essentially due to a Launcher
gvent using an old or late message check, that a form of time/event tagging be
mmplemented on cach message 1o prevent this 1ssue from creating @ problem in
areas not currently identificd.

Status: Stale message/Latency correction and Timeout of last command has been
worked and ts being implemented in the Tactical Software, and will continue o
be implemented in all future versions of tactical software.

o«

Addinonal Kill Swiches — As a result of the dismounted crew not having a
capability to kil the Launcher cage movement in an emergency situation. 1t was
recommended (o add an additional il switch 1o cach side of the base of the
Launcher LLM m the event uncontrolied motion of the cage was expenenced

Status: The PFRMS PM and Uscer have made the decision 1o not pursue
incorporation of these kil switches since this was not considered practical ina
tactical military rocket Launcher, citing possible mussion performance related

ISSUCS

Conclusion:

All identilied hazards associated with the operation of the M270A1 have been resolved
through design. traming. procedures and the Safety Risk Management Process. Based
upon this mformation, the M270A1 s considered acceptable for matenial refease.



Safety Engineer
US Army Aviation and Missile Command

REVIEWED BY. - DATE: 27 Aug 03

Chief, Missile Systems Safety Division
LS Anny Aviation and Missile Command

SAFETY LEAD
PFRMS Program Office

Chief, Safety Office
U S, Army Aviation and Missile Command

APPROVED BY:
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M270A1-MLRS PROGRAM ACTION ITEM

ACTION TO BE COMPLETED BY: LMMFC-D

Al CONTROL NO.: 573

MEETING: M270A1 System FOA DATE: March &, 2002

ACTION ITEM TITLE: General Requirements - Safety

recuesTer: (D DATE: _Mareh 8, 2002
respoNDENT: (D DATE DUE:  September 20, 2002
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ({SIGN): B DATE: )
LMMFC-D/CM:

ACTION TEM DESCRIPTION: MIS-PRF-35500 Rev B - Para 3.210.1&3.2102
Determine if the requirements are 1o be met by procedural steps or design mitigations.

SPONSE:

ached s @ matrix of the hazards. their assessed nsk, and if the hazard is controlied by hardware,
altware, andfor procedural controlis) The only identified hazard controfled solely by procedures is the
“FOP Elevated Temperature” which is denoled with orangs highlight in the altachment. The (FCS SAR that
was drafled siated that "Since this document was last published it has been determinad by the MLRS Projest
Offiee that this hazard is nol significant and no precautions, such as labels, are warranied. Therelore, this
tazard (M-13) i closed.”

Iy aoidition, hazard 10 HM21 is controlted both by softwsre and procedures. This hazard deals with equipment
damage and does nol address personnelinury. Personnel injury is covered under hazard [Ds H27 and H32
that included procedural controls associated with boom controller, exclusion zone, jury struts, turning off the
engine, elc. The procedural conlrols assocated with the boom controller and exclusion zone should be
lisled with hazard 1D HZ1.

RESPONDENT SIGNATURE: DATE:
REQUESTER SIGNATURE: DATE: ]
LMMFC-DICM:

CEarg PUFRAS/AN ORI go 05008
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S - c'v ush Avc

~rom: G C |\ USA AMC
at: Friday. May 16, 2008 10:20 AM
, CIV USA AMC
subject: FW: SRRE (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

rvI - (D

From: rmy.mil]

Sent: Friday, November 22, 2082 9:49% aM
To: romy . mil
Ce:

Subject: SRRE

It is the position of the PFRMS PMO that the M278A1 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 WMMFC is warranted.

PFRMS ?roi Ofc¢

assification: UNCLASSIFIED
waveats: NONE
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY AVIATION AND MISSILE COMMAND
5300 MARTIN ROAD
REDSTONE ARSENAL. ALABAMA 35898-5000 N

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF m1 2, 200 =
o

Acquisition Center

MLRS Contracting Office g}\ﬁ‘d\‘ )
s e P2

Lockheed Martin Corporation ij ?
Missiles and Fire Control Dallas 2
P.O. Box 650003 | @,7’@

Dallas, TX 75265-0003

Reference Contract E}AAHGM}&C-GIQ?/SEfstem Level Function Configuration
Audit (FCA) Action Item Number 573. This action item is to determine if the critical safety
performance requirements in accordance with paragraphs 3.2.20-1 and 3.2.10.2 of MIS-
PRF-35500B are to be met by procedural steps or design mitigations.

You are hereby informed that, 1o date, the SAR required by the contract has not
been approved (PFRMS disapproval Jetter dated 24 January 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 all data submitted by LMMFC-D and discussions between
LMMFC-D and the AMCOM Safety 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 o determine whether
procedural steps alone will adequately safeguard the government. LMMFC-D needs to
provide sufficient safety data to allow the government to determine the best path forward.
Unu) sufficient data is provided to adequately insure that the launcher meets critical safety
performance requirements, the action item is disapproved.

Rational for Disapproval: The AMCOM Safety Representative has stated that it is
his belief that the M270A1 Launcher does not meet the critical safety performance
requirements, particularly in the area of Launcher control and single-point failures, unless
associated personnel stricty rely on procedures. Therefore, after thoroughly reviewing all
the contract requirernents, as well as MIL-STD-822, it is my determination that Lockheed
Martin Corporation is in non-compliance with the terms of this contract. You are further

notified that cffeczivw M270A1 Launchers will no longer be accepted until
this issue is resolved. ¥ 2 NG QOOEQ}L_
e



If you have further questions or comments you may contact the undersigned at
{256) 876-8840.

Sincerely,

CF: SFAE-MSL-PF-BM-AP/ MDD
DCMA/Lockheed Marun/MEGND
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AMEAM-SF-M 13 March 2003

MERMORANDUM FORMLRS Division, PEC Tactical Misgile Directorate (AMSAM-ACTM-

¢, (O
SUBIECT: M270AT1 Dehivery lssues
I References

a. Performance Specification, MIL-PRF-35500, System Specification for the Muluple Launch
Rocket Systern (MLRS) M270A1,

b. Report. Lockheed Martin Vought Systems, 21 Sep 98, subject; TLMS Safety Assessment
Report, Rev A,

¢ Repor 31 Jan 02, subjeer MRS M270A1 Safery Risk Reducton Effort

d Memoiandurm, AMSAM-SF 31 Jan 02, subject M270AT Safery AssessmenvSafety and
Health Daiz Sheet (S&HDS) in Support of a Milestone HI Decision.

¢ Foncon between Mr. Snyvder, Acquisition Center, and Mr. Potraiz, Safery Office, 13 Mar
03, 8AB.
2 The Acquisition Center 1equested a Safety Office posivon on whether the Government should
continue 1o accept dehivery of M270A1 launchers (ref L.e) due 1w an issue concerning hardware
comphance to the safety portion of the system performance specification {ref La). The Safery
O ffice believes that the acceptance of launchers and the comphance with the speaification are
separale 155ues, and our posihions on cach are detatled below.

1. The fust wsue 18 whother there are any safety issues that would prechide the Government from
accepting M270A1 launchers  As part of the Materiel Release process for the M270A1, the
Precision Fires Rocket and Missile Systems (PFRMS) PMO used the Army Safety Risk
Management process to gain acceptance of residual bazards identified during the program, and
also agreed to a Get-Well plan 1o correct the identified safety deficiencies. The Safety Office
concurred with this approach and with the conditional release of the M270A1 launcher (ref 1.d).
This office has no safety objections to the continued acceptance of M270A1 launchers.

4. The second 1ssue concerns whether the M270A T complies with the safety requirements in the
specification. The Safety Risk Reduction Effort report {rel 1.¢) identified several single point
fattures that could resultin entical hazards that were not addressed in the [LMS Safety
Assessment Report (ref Lb). 1 is the position of the Safety Office that the M270A 1 Jauncher does
pot comply with the requirements of Faragraph 3.2 102 of MIL-PRF-33500, and that this issue
needs 10 be corrected through the proper coptractual avenues,

RS YRS ol 2



AMSAM-SF-M 13 March 2003
SUBIECT. M270A1 Delivery lssues

S Point of contact for this action is the undersigned, (P <~ D
L ELiiRGHE

Chief, Missile Systerns Safetv Div
Che
SFAE-MSL-PF
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
TNITED STATES ARMY AVIATION AND MISSILE COMMAND
5300 MARTIN XOAD
REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 353955000

March 20, 2003

Acguisition Center
MILRS Contracting Office

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

Dullas, TX 75265-0003

Dear (NI

It is hereby requested that you certify and validaie that LMMEPC-D has met all the
terms and conditions of Contract DAAH01-00-C-0109, M270A1 LRIP I Upgrades,

In addition to the above you are specifically regoested 1o address the following:

Statement of Work

» Parrgraph 7.1 cntitled Safety Assessment Report (SAR),

The SAR required IAW Paragraph 7.1 had a8 required delivery date of 270 days
after date of contract, i.e. 26 March 2001, The SAR was actoally submitted
Decerober 2001 and disapproved by PFRMS on 24 January 2002 und bas never
been resubmitted nor secepted.

» Paragraph 12.3 Test Stand Validation Procedures — Provide copy of validation
procedures IAW DENDTI.80603 for the ADU and LRUs cited in Attachment
017.

¢ Puaragraph 12.4 Calibration Requircments ~ Provide copy of calibretion
procedures [AW DI-QCIC-81007 for the ADU Test Stand and HTS set.

Performance Specification

The performance specifications MIL-PRE-35500 Revision A was replaced by
MIS-PRFP-35500 Revision B, System Specification for the Multiple Launch Rocket System
(MLRS) M270A1. Provide completion dates for the following outstandiag System Level
FCAS:

TR (f



» Launcher System Level FCA 572 - Explain verification process for paragraph
3.2.6.2.10,

+ Launcher System Level FCA 573 — Safety Paragraphs 32.10.1 and 3.2.10.2,
A memorandum from the AMCOM Safety Office dated 13 March 2003 states
in part It is the position of the Safety Office that the M270A1 launcher does
not comply with the requirsiments of peregraph 3.2.10.2 of MIL-PRF-
35500..."

» Paragraph 4.2 Verification of product conformance. Provide copies of the
inspection/test and analysis of each component identified in Table V.

DOD Standard Practice for System Safety - MIL-STD-882D
s  Address how LMMFC-D is complying with Section 4 entitled General
Regoirernents, paying purticular attention to subparagraph 4.4d.

Please provide a detailed assessment of the war-fighting cepabilities of the six
LRIP IV launchers recently shipped to Korea

1t is requested that the certification and requested documentation be provided to
this office by no later thao 10 April 2003,

Also, if LMMFC-D has any information or data which substantiates complisnce
with the contract terms and conditions in the areas mentioned sbove, or if you have further

questions or comments your point of contact on this matter is Colleen Rodriguez, relephone
number (256) 876-8840,

Sincerely

Contracting Officer

CF: SFAE«MS&W%M-&X"
. DCMA/Lockhesd Mantin/N
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e e s ez aber PORNIEIN AINAd § GC LLHERGE « LAaiet
PO Bos sl Dallas, T 750650003

LOCKHEED MAKFSR’%‘/V

3-19210/2003L-5170
4 April 2003

To:  Commander
LS Aniny Avistion and Mizsite Comimnand
Redsione Arsenal, Alebama 38888-5000

atin. aMSAMAC-TM-CEEEEEEE -C©

Subj  Contract DAAHO1-00-C-0108, M27041 LRIP Iif; Compliance with Contract Terms
and Conditions

Ret: (3} AMCOM Letter dated 20 March 2003

Encl (1) SAR 1¥ CDRL Submittal dated 3 Apnl 2001
(2) SAR 2™ CDRL Submittal dated 5 December 2001
{3) SAR 3 CDRL Submitial dated 20 December 2001
{4} SAR {Rev A) Submittal dated 5 March 2002
(5} PFRMS PM approval of SAR {Rev A) dated 08 April 2002
{6) PFRMS PM additional review of SAR (Rev A) dated 25 February 2003
{7y  PFRMSE Activity Schedule dated 31 March 2003
{8y IWIU M270A1 E3 Tes! Plan daled 10 January 2003
{9) Action hem 573 Response dated 3 October 2002
{10) PCO Leter disapproving FCA Action ltem 573 dated 21 January 2003
{11) FCA Part| Minutes dated 6 March 2002

(12} FCA Part Il Minutes dated 23 May 2002
{13) FCA Supporting Data

Summary;

L.ockheed Martin reports that we are salisfied that we have met all the terms and
conditions of Contract DAAHO1-00-C-0108, M270A1 LRIP iil Upgrades.

Each of our responses below identifies documents that have either been (1)
officially provided by LM to the govemment under Contract DAAHO1-00-C-0109,
or {2} provided by the government o LM, in either case, the official document is
referenced and attached for additional govemment review.

Finally we are able 10 report that we have idenufied no reason for concem or
problems in the reference (3) request. Accordingly, we respectiully request that
a letter be issued by the PCO closing the issues addressed in the reference (a)

lefter, the enclosure (10} letter, and all sther government correspondence related
to production stoppage.

Details:

PrrcBive R Mianih Moot

1. Lockheed Martin Missiles and Fire Control — Dallas hereby provides this
response {0 your reference (a) request. Lockheed Martin submits that by



3-19210/2003L-5170 4 April 2003

Page 2

xS

presenting a DD Form 250 to the government for acceplance of a launcher we
are staling, to the best of our knowledge, the lem presented meets the contract
requireinents. if there are gny Coniracl Celiciencies an ogquitabls arrangement is
made with the covernment, identifying the deficiency and solution, prior 1o
presentation of the DD Form 250.

Lockheed Martin (LM) also hereby responds 1o the items the PCO specifically
requesied 1o be addressed. We wanl lo emphasize that careful atiention to
contract requirements and official documentation submited or received in the
perlormance of DAAHU1-00-C-C108, is the basis of our response to each PCO
ftermn.

Statement of Work

PCO Letter tem

*

Paragraph 7.1 entitied Safety Assessment Report (SAR).

The SAR required 1AW Paragraph 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 accepled.

LM Response

*

The PCCO's imphcation that LM did not deliver a CORL for the SAR until

December 2001 15 a misunderstianding of ihe facls,

o The first CDRL, & “Zero" submiltal, was submilted, with telephonic
government concutrence as noled in the remarks section of the TOD, on 3
April 2001 (LM Doc. No. 3-53420/2001ENG-5000 dated 3 April 2001 is
provided as Enclosure {1); MOA 3-53420/2001NOA-5001)

o The second CDRL, a “Zero” submiltal, was submitted with lelephonic
government concurrence as noted in the remarks section of the TOD, on 5
December 2001 (LM Doc. No. 3-53420/2001L-5000 dated & December 2001
is provided as Enclosure {2); NOA 3-53420/2001NOA-5008)

& The third CORL, the Salety Assessment Report, was submitted on 20
December 2001 (LM Doc. No. 3-53420/2001R-5003, dated 20 December
2001 is provided as Enclosure (3))

The PCO's assertion that the SAR "has never been resubmitted nor accepted”

alter the PFRMS disapproval on 24 January 2002 is not correct.

o The BAR was re-submitted on 6 March 2002 (LM Doc. No. 3-53420/2001R-
5003 Rev A. dated 05 March 2002 1s provided as Enclosure (4); NOA 3-
53420/2002N0A-5000)

o The PFRMS PM approvad this CORL on 08 Aprif 2002 (Enclosure (5))

o The PCO participated in a meeling on 19 February 2003 in Huntsville where
PFRMS representalives agreed that Revision A to the SAR (Enclosure (4))
was submilted and 3 PFRMS approval of the CDRL {Enclosure (5)) existed.

¢ The PFRMS PM, on 25 February 2003, retracted their earlier approval, and
"Disapproved™this CORL by superseding the 6 April 2002 Approval letter and
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Page 3
stated that "The current submission of this document, Rev A, as stated
above, is stilt under review by PFRMS and AMCOM Safety and shall not be
onsivered sppruved ur accepied by the US Government unlil fner
nolified.” (Enclosure ()
PCO Letter Hfem

» Paragraph 12.3 Test Stand Validation Procedures ~ Provide copy of
validation procedures AW DI-NDTI-80603 for the ADU and LRUs cited in
Attachment 017.

LM Response

+  The PCQO's implied asserlion that this is an LRIP l requirement is nol correct,
This activity was not exercised in conjunction with the LRIP 1ll award,

« This activily was awarded with, and will be execuled under, LRIP V,

«  The Plan is curtently being courdinated with the PFRMS PMO (PFRMS Activity

Schedule, Enclosure (7)) and will be submilted in accordance with (1AW) Di-
NDTI-B80603.

PCQO Letter tem

+ Paragraph 12.4 Calibration Requirements - Provide copy of calibration
procedures 1AW DI-QCIC-81007 for the ADU Test Stand and HTS set.

LM Response -

« Tne PCQ’s implied assertion that this is an LRIP Il requirement is not correct
This activity was nol exercised in conjunction with the LRIP 1§ award,

« This aclivity was awarded with, and will be execuled under, LRIP V.,

» The Plan is cutrently being coordinated with the PFRMS PMO {(PFRMS Activity
Schedule, Enclosure (7)) and will be submitied 1AW DENDTI-80803.

Performance Specification

PCO Letter Hem

Provide completion dates for the following outstanding System Level FCAS:

s Launcher System Level FCA §72 -~ Explain verification process for
paragraph 3.2.6.2.10.

LM Response
»  Verification process for Direct Strike Lightning requirement:

o This PFRMS3 coordinated test is combined with the IWIU development
program E3 test; the verification process is outlined in the E3 Test Plan and
Acceptance Test Procedures for the IWIU M270A1 (LM Doc. Ne. 3-
52250/2003R-E001 s provided as Enclosure (8), NCA No. 3.
52250/2003N0OA-5002, dated 14 January 2003)

o Completion date: Scheduled 31 Kiay 2003 (Test Report submittal)
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Fage 4

FCO LeHer ltem -

Provide completion dates for the following culstanding System Level FCAS:
= Louncier Systern Level FCA 873~ Saleiy Poragropha 32101 andt 2.2.16.2.

LI Response
+ The Action Hem is: "Determine if the requirements are to be met by procedural
steps or design mitigations.”

i

i3

o

LM has done everylhing praclical that we can do o eliminate hazards through
design (example: the Uncommanded Cage Movement Red Team identified
hezards and implemented the software modifications necessary to mitigate
themn). As a final solution to any remaining hazards, procedures and training
as authorized by MIL-STD-8820D have been implemented (MIL-STD-8820
Paragraph 4 4d states "Develop procedures and iraiming, Where it is
impraclical 1o eliminale hazards through design selection or 1o reduce the
associsted risk 10 an acceplable level with safely and warning devices,
incorporate special procedures and training...").

The action item 573 response dated 3 Oclober 2002 (Enclosure {9)) was a
summary of the SAR (Rev A) procedwres and design assessment,
{(Enclosures {3 and 4))

The PCO disapproved this Action liem response (PCO Letier - Enclosure
{(10)) on 21 January 2003, This disapproval is based upon the AMCOM
Safety Representative’s ", beliefl that the M27CA1 Launcher does not meet
the crilical salely performance requirements, particularly in the area of
Launcher control and single-point falures, unless associaled personnel
strictly rely on procedures.”

Considering that the government has stated that the SAR (Rev A) is ", st
under review,. until further notified.” (per Enclosure (8)), this Action ltem
response (Enclosure (8)) is resubmitted with original content).

PCO Letter Hem
« Paragraph 4.2 Verification of product conformance, Provide copies of the
inspection/test and analysis of each component identified in Table V.

LM Response

«  Verificalion of sproduct conformance  was  conducted in e  Funclional
Configuration Audit (FCA) Inspectionslest and analysis of each component
identified in Table V ate provided in the following attachments:

<

O

o

FCA Pant | Minutes (LM Doc. No. 3-53530/2002R-5011, provided o the
government on 6 March 2002; Enclosure (11))
FCA Part i Minutes {LM Doc. No. 3-53530/2002R-5027, provided to the
government on 23 May 2002; Enclosure {(12))

FCA Supponting Data {Enclosure {13)), Reference data available o the FCA
Team during the-audit
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(431

DOD Standard Practlice for System Safety - MIL-8TD-BB2D

PCO Letter ltem ~ : .
*» Address how LMMFC-D is complying with Section 4 entitied General
Reguirements, paying particular attention to subparagraph 4.4d.

LM Response

« The PCO's implication thal MIL-STD-882D is a requirement under Contract
DAAHD1-00-C-0108 is not correct.

« The only specific reference to MIL-STD-882 in Contract DAAMG1-00-C-0109 is
found in MIS-PRF-35520 (Note: MIS-PRF-35520 reference is 1o MIL-STD-882B)
o LM conformance to MIS-PRF-35520 (paragraphs 3.11.1a and 3.11.1b) is

provided as part of the FCA (Enclosures (11-13)) and SAR (Enclosures (3-4))

»  General contract system salety requirements compliance is verified as part of the
FCA (Enclosure (11-13)); System safety conformance is demonstrated in the
SAR (Enclosures (3-4)) and response 1o the FCA Action ltem 573 (Enciosure
{8)). The table shows how every possible single-point failure is mitigated by
using one or mote of the 4 approved methods identified in sub-paragraph 4 44,

Addiional information requested.

PCO Letter ltem

* Please provide a delailed assessment of the war-lighting capabilities of the
six LRiP IV launchers recently shipped to Korea.

LM Response

s The US Army Combat Developer identifies the specific “war-fighting”
requirerments for a weapon system and the U.S. Army Maleriel {}emiﬁpér
transiates those requitements into Performance Specifications and contradt
requirements.

« LM's LRIP IV launcher production, including the six referenced launchers. has
met all of the contract requirements necessary to deliver these launchers (o the
government as documented via DD-250.

+ LM also has concerns {or the war-lighler regarding the complete syslem because
of the way the government chose to contract for different aspects of the system
(software is an IES contract product and the hardware is a separale contract
product), so there is no single coniract for the total system. Lockheed Martin, in
the subject production contracl, does not deliver the complele system. Despite
this split, LM does have a government approved launcher hardware delivery
process in Camden documented in the Production Unit Test (PUT).

» Lockheed Marlin 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 lraveled 10 Red River Army Depol (RRAD) to load and lest software to
make sure the launcher meets complele system requirements.  Providing
software to RRAD or traveling to RRAD 10 load and test software is not within the
scope of the LRIP IV production contrach.
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Page &

» Lockheed Martin has gone lo great lenglhs o meet notl only our contractual
commitments, but also the full expeclations of cur end user. We believe, through
gatensive lesing and lesdback Tiom cur wcldizis es well as integration and
operahional level testing, the system has performed well. But would ask the
question be directed 1o our user, as he has been called inlo operations that will

likely stress the system to the full exient of its imits.

4, The data provided above does not constitute all of the data officially submitted to
the government in the performance of Contract DAAH01-00-C-0109 (LRIP 1),

however, ( does adequately substantiate compliance with the contract tenms and
conditions in the areas mentioned.

1.5

Lockheed Martin respectiully requests that this matter now be considered closed
and thal the planned shutdown of M270A1 launcher production on 23 April 2003
be rescinded. Should you have any further questions regarding this matter,
please contact the undersigned at (972) 603-8091.

Sincerely,

Financial Manager
Fire Support Programs

cg: AMBAM-AC-TM-C
SFAE-MSL-PF
SFAE-MSL-PF
SFAE-MSL-PF
SFAE-MSL-PF-PR/N
SFAE-MSL-PF-BM-AP/
DCMA/Lockheed Martin

{wio enclosures)

{wio enclosures)

{w/o enclosures)

{w/o enclosures)

{(w/o enclosures)

{wio enclosures)

ACQO (w/o enclosures)

Note "CC’s” have not received enclosures due to the volume of paper: >5.000 pages
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY AVIATION AND MISSILE COMMAND
5300 MARTIN ROAD
REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 35898-5000

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

June 26, 2003
AMSAM-AC.-TM-C

TO: (I - inistative 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 DAAHO1-00-C-0109, M270A1 ~ Resumption of Delivery of M270A1
Launchers

REFERENCE A: AMCOM Letter dated 12 February 2003 to LM (i D s:fcvv
Issues

REFERENCE B: LM Letter 3-19210/20031.-3301 Revision A dated 3 June 2003 for
Field Repair Plan

REFERENCE C: LM Letter 3-19210/20030L-53309 Reviston 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 of M270A1 launchers that were stopped in April 2003 as a result of
the Reference A AMCOM letter,

Lockheed Martin complied with the submittal of the Safety Assessment Report, {Sﬁfﬁ} on
13 June 2003, the PFRMS, Safety Office approved the SAR on 19 June 2003 which led to
the elosure of the functional configuration audit (’FCA) on23 Juse2003; 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
vendor’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 all
(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 NL'T 1 September 2003. The Project Office has concurred with both
these plans as being in the best interest of the Army.

It should be noted that final language for DD2350 will be marked with the item for the
Gunner Display Unit (GDU) “shipped short” for the above items at a dollar value of
$25,506 each (value of a GDU). 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 of comact for this action is (GGG

Contracting Officer



M270A1 Launcher
System Safety Risk Assessment
Un-Commanded Movement of the M270A1
Launcher Loader Module (LL.M) Cage

PART Y - Decixion Authority, PEQ Acceptance;

Proceed with Option C. lncorporste Boom Control Kill Switch. Continue software update effort to correct the
hazard involving Stale Message and Hungipg/Latent Commsndy, These corrective actions are to be
implemented No Later Than 30 June 2005, The risk involved with the operation of the MI70AT Launcher
prior to the implementation of stated vorrective actlons Is neeepted. In addition, the risk associsted with the
deciston not to implement sdditonal kil switches is permunently sccepted. Determine if the luading restriction
{moving or unloading rocket pods from a HEMTT/HEMAT/PLS) imposed upon the MZ70A T system can be
clisninated.

JEFFREYA. SORENSON DATE
Brigudie nersl, USA

Frogram Executive Officer, Tacteal Missiles

e R Towe d00¥
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PROGRAM EXECUTIVE OFFICE, TACTICAL MISSILES
REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 35806-8000

March 2, 2004

Precision Fires Rocket and Missile
Systems Project Office
Letter No. 5224

Lockheed Martin Missiles and Fire Control - Dallas
Mail Stop: MM-25

P.O. Box 630003

Dallas, TX 75265

Dear (D

The following contract data item, submitted for approval via 3-33530/2004N0OA-
5009 on February 5, 2004, is approved:

Document Title: M270A1 Final Safety Assessment Report
Document Date: January 26, 2004

Government Document Number: none

Government Document Revision: C

Contractor Document Number: 3-53420/2001R-5003-C
Contract: DAAHO1-00-C-0109 - M270A1 LRIP 3,4,5/FRP-1
Data item: A001 - SAFETY ASSESSMENT REPORT (SAR)

A copy of this letter will be forwarded to (i | IR St AE-MSL-PF-BM-
Ap. (IS - SAM-AC-TM-C: (S ) MFC-D;
G - AE-MSL-PE-PR; I S- - F-MSL-PF-PDT-
DM and (NG DA

Point of contact for this action i G

Sincerely,

Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army
Product Manager, Field Artillery
Launchers

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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M270A1 SAFETY ASSESSMENT REPORT
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JEMAGTRI0UIC | 29 January 2004
MODEL | CONTRACT Hamch
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| SWORN STATEMENT
I For use of this form, see AR 180-45; the proponent agency is PMG,

} PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: Title 10, USC Section 301, Title 5, USC Section 2951, E.O. 9397 Socwl Secunty Number (88N}

HCIPAL PURPOSE: To documeni polential criminal activity invalving the U .S, Army, and to aliow Army officials 10 maintain discipling,
faw ang order through investigation of complaints and incidents.

JUTINE UBES: Information provided may be {urther disclosed to federal, slate, local, and foreign government law enforcement
sgencies, prosecutors, courts, child protective services, victims, witnesses, the Department of Velerans Affairs, and
the Office of Personnel Management, Information provided may be used for determinations regarding judicial or
non<udicial punishment, other administrative disciplinary actions, secutity clearances, recruitrent, relention,
placement, and other personnel actions.

DISCLOSURE: Disclosura of your SSN and other information is voluntary.
T. LOCATION 2. DATE  [vVYvYMMDD] 14, TIME 4. FILE NUMHER
HO, USAAMCOM, Redstone Arsenal, AL 200870709
5 LAGT NAME, FIRST NAME, MIDDLE NAME 5. S8N 7 GRADE/STATUS
DRIV
& ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS
NLOS-LS PMO, PEO Missiles & Space, Redstone Arsenal AL
g,
aE . WANT TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT UNDER OATH:

At the time of the MLRS Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE) effort, I was employed in the AMCOM Safety Office providing
system safety support to the MLRS Project Office. Based on knowledge of potential single point failures with the M270A1 and
the lack of analvsis and testing peformed by Lockheed Manin, [ was the one who requested an independent safety assessment be
performed, which I called the SRRE, before the AMCOM Safety Office would sign off on a Materie! Release. Further, ] was one
of the central figures in leading a wam of expents, with approval from the MLRS Project Office management, with a goal of
analyzing and testing the software in question for safety problems on the M270A1 launcher. There was some resentment on the
part of Project Office and particularly Lockheed Martin management in conducting this effort. Lockheed Martin management
repeatedly stated that they had comphied with contract requirements and that the Government was actually responsible for safety of
the system, and at first refused 1o acknowledge there werce any safety problems or issues and even became angry and threatening in

=¢ meeting. MLRS Project Office management, who tended to side with Lockbeed 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 carly even though it

ted for about 9 months and cost over $1 million. As part of the SRRE project, after months of analyis and test equipment

sparation, we were able 10 acquire a lnuncher and put it through extensive tests to assess and find single point failures with the
software and other safety and performance problems as identified in the final report. Even though management seemed reluctant to
take action, the problems discovered (particularly the uncommanded cage movement) were fixed by Lockheed Martin before the
launchers were sent to the field. The AMCOM Safety Office ultimately provided signature approval for system safety at the
Matericl Release Board for the M270A1. The Final SRRE Report provides the details of events discussed above,

The allegation 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 have been no instances
noted of the failure in the field. 1t 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 1o remote possibility of it occurring (such as an estimated | ume in 10,000
firings), with the number of rockets fired in the life of the system, an uncommanded launcher movement was likely 1o have
occurred. The contractor was required 1o keep failures to less than 1 in one million, and no single point failures were allowed, but
they were unable 1o demonstrate this. The contractor still to this day does not acknowledge there was a problem, even after it was
demonstrated to them. Lockheed did finally fix the identified problems, but the MLRS Project Office spent the money and the
effort for the SRRE - over $1M — and Lockheed should pay for that. Lockheed was given ample epportunities to perform the
assessment themselves or at least admit there was a problem that needed to be fixed with shared cost, and management refused,

It is my experience and opinion that most managers on both the Government and Lockheed side refused to acknowledge the
problem, and pushed everyone (o be “team players”™. As 4 result 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, [ left the Safety Office in 2003,
««««««««««««««««««««« omnsmmmmmmee s s s s o e s NOURIN . FOH QWS oottt e e e

10 EXHIBIT 11, INITIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT
BPAGE 1 OF 2 PAGES

ADDITIONAL PAGES MUST CONTAIN THE HEADING *STATEMENT OF TAKEN AT DATED

£ BOTTOM OF EACH ABDITIONAL PAGE MUST BEAR THE INITIALS OF THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT, AND PAGE NUMBER
" AIST BE INDICATED.
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starement of (IR TAKEN AT Redstone Arsenal, AL patep 2008/07/09

9 STATEMENT (Continued)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ e & 11 B B LY LT o T T e

AFFIDAVIT

. . HAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME THIS STATEMENT
WHICH BEGINS ON PAGE 1, AND ENDS ON PAGE _ 2 [ FULLY UNDERSTAND THE CONTENTS OF THE ENTIRE STATEMENT MADE
BY ME. THE STATEMENT IS TRUE. | HAVE INITIALED ALL CORRECTIONS AND HAVE INITIALED THE BOTTOM OF EACH PAGE
CONTAINING THE STATEMENT. | HAVE MADE THIS STATEMENT FREELY WITHOUT HOPE OF BENEFIT OR REWARD wxmou'r
THREAT OF PUNISHMENT, AND WITHOUT COERCION, UNLAWFUL INFLUENCE,OR

WITNESSES: Subscribed and sworn to before me, a person authorized by law to
sdmunister oalhs, this ‘7’% day of Ju /y . Xmg
@fs?ﬁwe
ORGANIZATION OR ADDRESS i Person Administering Oath)
{Typad Name of Parsornt Adrmunisiering Oair)
ORGANIZATION DR ADDRESS {Authority To Adminisfer Gaths)

TIALS OF PERSON MAKING STATEMENT

DA FORM 2823, NOV 2006 APD PE v1.00
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From: G Civ USA AMC

Sent: Monday, July 14, 2008 9:14 AM
To: * Mr CIV USA AMC

Qubject: W MLRS Salety Question [UNCLASSIFIED)

Liassification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

&5 I stated below no recurrence of the anomaly has ever occurred after the software upgrade
during the original development process. A Tiger Team was formed initial recommendation were
adopted and & special box was developed to insert failures into the launcher to try and
facilitate this anomaly but were unsucessful{or successful since UCCHM did not occur).

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

Tharks,

Sent: Tuesday, July €1, 20888 3:13 AM
o: (U - 1 UsA i
Subject: Re: MLRS Safety Question

am currently in germany but when T return next week I will try to help you with this
matter. To my knowledge there have been no reported cases of uncommanded cage mowvement since
the original issue was resolved, but I will try to help you with this matter as best I can.

..........

To: #r CIV USa AaMC
Sent: Mon Jun 38 12:88:54 2088
subject: MLRS Safety Question

I talked with —this morning in LOWMC Staff meeting, and she told me to contact vou
directly.

I have been assigned to conduct a 15-6 investigation into some old MLRS issues. One of the
ree allegations is related to the safety of the MLRS M276al lsuncher. In the zllegation, a
‘son alleged we were allowing unsafe launchers to be deployed to the field.

1



from 2603 until INE Present. 4 Jft BUDL JULE E5LEU 4 GHYLIANE G350UCADLEN WALl Witin 45 LG4 L8u
an "uncommanded cage movement", but would like to sge any others as well.

I will be happy to come to you office to review them, and will be glad to make copies for my
“ovestigation File.

sever this will work best for you is fine with me.

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

Thanks

Command Ombudsman
Us Army Aviation & mMissile Command

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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AGENT'S INVESTIGATION REPORT 0025-03-CiD113-34961

C1D Regulation 195-1 PAGE 1 OF 2 PAGES

DEYaR S

30" Field Artillery Regiment. Ft. Sill, OK:

Between 1500 and 1700, 27 Jun 06, the following individuals were interviewed by L
and (N NG s office. regarding the safety of the MLRS weapon system:

—is an instructor on the MLRS svstem and has been working the past 13 years on the
Weapon system. —has worked on three separate platforms of the MLRS to include the
M270, the M270A1 and the HIMARS. (SEED: 2t2d that there are items that tend to fail due
1o the complicated amount of electronics on the system (e.g. mass storage device) but that he has
never thought of the program as being unsafe. ktated that around 1997 a soldier had
been crushed by the MLRS but that was due to operator error. G oo he felt that
the system was safe for soldiers to use.

G i he HHB, 30" Artillery Regiment and has been trained on the M270A1 since CY
2001, (D st2tcd that he had witnessed an involuntary cage movement at Ft. Hood, TX but
that the problem stemmed {rom the fact that the internal limiting switches had bumed out.
@G cd that there is a large amount of safety buili-in to the system and that those items
cannot be by-passed. (s atcd that the biggest problem that he sces with the MLRS is that
it went too “high-tech’™ oo fast for the users to understand all of the electromics thoroughly and that
items tend to fail due 1o their complexity. (I <lated that he felt the MLRS was a safe
gvstem.

G - orked on the MLRS for the past 21 vears and recently retired from the US Army
and was hired as a DAC performing the same work as the Regimental Maintenance Officer.
G < that he had never seen any uncommanded cage movements nor has he seen any
safety problems in performing maintenance,

R Tclcphone (N

TYPED AGENT 5§ NAKME AND SE80UENCE NUMBER ORGANIZATION
Huntsville Fraud Resident Agency
Major Procurement Fraud Unit, USACIDC

] Redstone Arsenal, AL 35898

SUIHATURE DATE ExrHBIT

27 Jun 06
CID Form 94 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE




AGENT'S INVESTIGATION REPORT 0025-03-CID113-348861

CID Regulation 1856-1 PAGE 2 OF 2 PAGES

DETALS

G G that he was the chief of the school at Ft. Sill, OK and had about 16 years of
experience on the MLRS system. —:gmm% that there is currently 191 MLRS systems
and that there have been no cage command problems except with one launcher.
stated that there were currendy 18 launchers deploved. (EGPs1aicd that when a pan fals,
it could be due 1o operator error but that no one will take responsibility for the problem.

stated that the MLRS system 1s safe.
T T L AST ENTRY

TYPED AGENTS A AND SEOUERCE HUMBER &ﬁf&é?ﬁ?ﬁ?!ﬁ%
Hunigville Fraud Resident Agency
Major Procurement Fraud Unit, USACIDC

] Redstone Arsenal, AL 35898
BHOMATURE OATE ExppiT
27 Jun 06

CiD Form 94 FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE
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« 15t Fielding of

b (611 GMLRS umtary =N Weapons

e Automated Data
ik Rockets Expended Expended Processing
Sw— Equipment
HELLRIRE Crufse Missile
+ 9,282 Weapons Defense Systems

Expended

+ 2.75" Rockets Lwmm
Expended 79,946

- Special Mod to Enhance
§ Force Protection

Delense
- ¥ + Short-Range
~§ Air Defense to
Protect Critical
Assets (Sentinel
Radar, STINGER
and Avenger)

+ 44 Unitary Weapons Expended
9 ' ATACMS BLK 1 Expended 379
o - ATACMS BLK 1A Expended 78

6,397 Weapons [Eaipasih
Expended
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UNCLASSIFIED

M270A1 RELIABILITY B B A
OVERALL (01 APR 02 - 31 OCT 08)
M270A1 LAUNCHER OPERATIONAL TIME (Hours ]
TOTAL OPERATIONAL TIMES _ AVG. PER LAUNCHER PER MONTH  FCS LRU FAILURES FCS LRU MTBF (Hours)

LAST1Z  CURR AST1]  CU LAST1J  CURR LAST 1 CURR

UNIT OVERALY MONTHS| MO OVERALL] MONTHS MDNSI":-i OVERALL] MONTH MONTH OVERALL MONTH MONTH
FrHoon2qf  53450] 458 o 352 20 ool s 1 of o3 454
[OREAWSS | 7131p| 6744  3adl 4p1| 298 qeq| 55| 17 of 1064f 397 -
[oreasn | g1s62| 8157 1221] 450 358 643 168 3 of 383 263
Frouize | q11pe0] 32290 1]  s16] 1418 14| e8| 20  of 1450] 1615
[T.HoOD W21 9939|431 of 1870 19 ool 4 o] asol 216
Frsiisms | o3 1403 1] 260] 62  of 45 5 o sei| 28
MFAFT § 7] 30480 o 7l 134 4g] o o0 of 794 .
TSl qgpel 372 4] 06 16 o7 2 2 o] earf 18§
11147 SDNG 3751 3] s9l 168 1] 16 4 of 403 93§ -

2131 TX NG 196

Page 1

MTBF Requirement (Hrs):

UNCLASSIFIED

NOTE: * NUMBER OF FAILURES ARE TOO SMALL FOR CALCULATIONS

SIGInn e nplint ong pdfectiin Suyetnme
SION FIFES KOCKEL 810 MISSHE oYstems
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From: G s C1V USA AMC

Sent: Friday, May 18, 2008 10:18 AM

Tor Mr CIV USA ANMC

Su & FW: Safely Assessment Report (UNCLASSIFIED)

i

Ciassification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

rv1 - (D

.....

From:

Sent: Wednesday, May 38, 20601 12:84 PM
To:
Ce: L0

Subject: RE: Safety Assessment Report
Pursuant to your message, please find the following response:

A comprehensive SAR shall be prepared for the M278A1 1AW DI-SAFT-*)1)@ that incorporates the
safety assessment efforts conducted under the ILMS and IFCS programs. The M2704A1 SAR shall
summarize the combined safety program, tasks and activities, and describe 3ll 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 procedural
hazards, controls and precautions required for tactical and training launcher
orsration/maintenance.  System, subsystem, software and operating and support hazard analysis
.1 be performed and/or updated on the changes from the basic M27@ to the M27841 launher
nfiguration, with emphasis on safety critical components and functions, and the results
worporated into the SAR.

Jhedule of Submittel:

Start Complete
Prepare Draft SAR 12/01/09 7/36/681
Release Draft for Review 7/38/01 g/28/81
Incorporate Comments 8/26/81 1a/36/01
Release Final SAR 1e/38/01

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

This CDRL will be delivered 1AW the terms and conditions of the firm fixed price contract. No
additional funds will be required nor requested for the CDRL preparation under said terms.

Financial Manager, Fire Support

Sent: Tuesda
T

May 29, 2881 B:55 AM

: CQ
bject: Safety Assessment Report



‘n 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,
» o would initiate, prepare and submit a SAR. It is a requirement of the contract and no
Jdtional direction and/or costs are needed.
ease inform as to what your plans are concerning this simple matter.
lease
let me know by 38 May ©61. 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.

~~~~~ Ordiegd flessage. -~ - -

From:

sent: Saturday, May €5, 20801 9:46 AM
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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DECLARATION OF (D

I am the Chief of the Branch of the AMCOM Acquisition Center that is
responsible for the acquisition of M270 and M270A1 launchers. | have acted in
that capacity since 2001.

During the summer of 2003, | 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 M270A1
launcher; and (ii) to design and implement changes resulting from that testing. In
August 20083, | drafted a demand letter to send to Lockheed Martin and was
having it reviewed by the AMCOM Legal Office when | 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 | stop any contractual actions against Lockheed Martin until after
its investigation was concluded. | complied with its request.

Dated: August 11, 2008

SEConD
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
UNITED STATES ARMY AVIATION AND MISSILE COMMAND
REDSTONE ARSENAL, ALABAMA 35898-5280

28 January 2008
REFLY TO
ATTENTION OF
AMSAM-AC-TM-C
Acquisition Center, PFRMS Missiles Services Division

L]

Lockheed Martin Missiles & Fire Control - Dallas
Past Office Box 650003

Mailstop MC-09

Dallas, Texas 75265-0003

Dear (D

Reference contract DAAHO-00-C-0109, reimbursement of costs associated with the
Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE) required to {ield the M270A1 launchers.

The Government was notified in September 2000 by Lockheed Martin that they had
witnessed at least five instances of un-commanded cage movement. It was these events
coupled with the lack of contractually-required safety analysis by the contractor that led the
Safety Office to voice concerns to the Precision Fires Project Management Office (PMO) that
the safety of the launcher ¢could not be determined in time for Material Release. These
failures, along with Lockheed Martin’s inability to find the root causes of the un-commanded
cage movement forced the Government to establish an independent Government Team. This
Team, called the Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE), was formed to make a safety
assessment of the M270A1 Launcher, specifically 1o evaluate the level of safety, identify
risks, and make recommendations to the PMO in support of a Material Release Decision.
The results of the Government SRRIE revealed that the contractor failed to provide the
Government with hardware that met the safety requirements addressed in the Performance
Specification MIL-PRF-35500. Two software changes and six specific design related fixes
were recommended by the SRRE for incorporation into the design of the M270A1 Launcher
to enhance safety and correct the identified deficiencies. The Government proceeded to get
all the safety problems resolved as the contractor Lockheed Martin had failed 10 perform the
safety effort required by the referenced contract, In addition, the contract required the
submission of a Safety Assessment Report (SAR) which was due in April 2001, but was not
actually received until December 2001, Lockheed Martin in their letter number 3-
19210/20031.-3170, dated 04 April 2003 stated that the assertion that the SAR was not
delivered in a timely manner is a misunderstanding of the facts as they had received
telephonic Governruent concurrence. However, this concurrence was not provided by the
contracting officer and therefore, was in violation of Paragraph E-9 entitled “Technical

AN ECANG GPTURTUINTY EMPLOYLR



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 modification executed by the contracting officer. The contractor 1s responsible to ensure
that all contractor personnel are knowledgeable and cognizant of this contract provision.
Changes to the contract effort accepted and performed by contractor personnel cutside of the
contract scope of work, without specific authorization of the contracting officer, shall be the
responsibility of the contractor.”

Therefore, based upon the above I am hereby demanding reimbursement of the costs
incurred by the Government for the work that Lockheed Martin failed to perform in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract. The Government’s costs incunred
are §1,600,000,

If you have any further comments or questions, please contact Ms. Colleen Rodriguez al
(2506) 876-8849 or the undersigned at (256) 842-6110.

Sincerely,

Cr:

srae-MSL-PE-BM D
SFAE-MSL-PF-BM-A/N D
DCMA Lockheed Martin Dallas (G

@ couse OPEORTIATY ENPLOYER
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14 November 2008
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
SUBJECT: Discussion with (S EGEGTGTGTNG

On Friday, 14 November 2008, I had a discussion with (SN o a5 the Deputy
Project Manager in MLRS at the time the independent Safety Assessment Report (SAR) was
performed by the Safety Risk Reduction Effort (SRRE) team. He has retired from the Army and
currently works for COLSA in Huﬁtsviile=ave the following details regarding the
SAR and the allegations that he pressured during this period:

1. G ;::!cd that he had provided extensive testimony to (S G000l

C1D Office on this matter and it was all available as part of her investigation file.

2. G s 2t that the issue was that Lockheed Martin had a requirement to do a
SAR but they were doing the assessment slowly and to a weak scope of work. Because he
wanted to make sure the SAR was done correctly, he and the PM decided to conduct their own
SAR 1o a stronger requirement. He said the allegations that the Project Office spent over a
million dollars were incorrect. He said he was told at the start it would cost around $300.000.
and he believed the final cost was around $700,000. He also said he believed Lockheed Martin
did give the Government some consideration for not performing the report on time.

3. Qs he consulted before the effort with (N D 2 picked him o be
part of the SRRE team. He said (S} ] D 25 the Government employee with the most

detailed knowledge about the launcher. He also said (| D 2nd the team did an excellent
job on the SRRE.

4. (i he didn't believe he pressured (D 204 he said certainly

didn’t pressure him to not find problems or do anything other than a correct report.

5.0 -G - o ooy with him @@l during the SRRE project for
reasons he () would not discuss with me. (lllsaid after the SRRE project was

completed, he recommended tha=g3 back to the Aviation and Missile Research and
Development Center (AMRDEC). was on a matrix assignment from AMRDEC
the MLRS Project Office at the time. (S Do+ <d to the Non Line of Sight Project
office, and then went back to the AMRDEC later,

6. (D <:i he didn't feel like the recommendation to go back to AMRDEC was
pressure on

Investigative Officer
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----- Original Message-----

T —
Sent: Monday, October 208, 2088 $:38 AM

To: @ “r CIv USA AMC

Subject: RE: Follow Up To Investigation (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NOHE

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

There was pressure exerted on you and others. The primary source of the pressure
was d (at the time, Deputy PM). The pressure from appeared

to be an effort to minimize the impacts of the.safety problems on the prime

reontractor (Lockheed Martin), apparently an attempt on (N port to cain
—the rontractorte-favordtle recommendation for the Deputy PEQ M

—rovered. I addition; Tt seemed that (R 2isopressure
{Chief Engineer, PFRMS) to try to get him to force you off of the program and to
reconsider your promotion. You refused to leave the program under this pressure
and ended up being promoted to DB IV (GS 14/15) in mid 2082,

__ After the SRRE's findings were made.public,.You were removed . from the SRRE team
_and replaged~ You were not part of the material release process for the M278A1
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
PFRMS PMO in Sep 2002.

oo

..........

Sent: Friday, October 17, 2008 4:44 PM
To: (A -

Subject: RE: Follow Up To Investigation

Thanks again for coming over to the office yesterday. Based on our discussions,
the following is & summary of what I took from the session:



e e N e e W R W de

There was prassure exerted on you and others. The primary source of the pressure
wWas * (at the time, Deputy PM}. The pressure from appeared
to be an effort to minimize the impacts of the safety problems on the prime
contractor (Lockheed Martin}, apparently an attempt on part to gain
the contractor's favorable recommendation for the Deputy PEO position ﬂ
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 Safety Risk Reduction Effort report was completed and
ready to be staffed in the PM/PED, vou chose to take another assignment to keep
from &aving— and!or* damage your career or prevent you from

getting promoted.

B R

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

Thanks again for your assistance.

Sent: Friday, October 03, 2008 11:41 AM
o (A - o=

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. 1In
your case, the gquestion 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 o try
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, and
will return on Thursday if you want to meet or discuss.



Thanks again for your help.

Best regards,

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: HONE
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October 87, 2008 10:34 AM
Mp CIV USA AMC

Sent: Tuesday.
To:

Subject: RE: Follow Up To Investigation

In response to your gquestions:
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 M276A1 Launcher
sofware, it was cobvious that the MLRS prodect office program management and
Lockheed management was not very supportive of this effort.

At _the end of the effort, ﬂ who was the Tech Management Chief at the
Ztime and has sinceretired, visited my Chief, (NN, and discissed his
diss tmgfactian wzth mymsu&pgggéwanﬁwattemptgg %o sﬁﬁéﬁaXe thengogect office

" _from me by stat - in the project |
office and wanted me tﬂ go tﬁr&ugh him from now on xnstead af 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, managers and technical personnel, anytime I

wanted and needed to. My Chief, ﬂ; who has since retired, told

that I was a problem anyway and he would take care of it.

reprimanded me verbally for the insufficient support to MLRS and that L was to go

_through this new interal MLRS safety-POG: First off, I believe that (D
did 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, I did nothing wrong to deserve a reprimand for
exceptional support to the project office, regardless of the software 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.

-

3
AL

2%y what did you feel pressured to do?

Answer: Immediately after the reprimand from —, I returned to my desk
beat down and had a message on my phone machine from a former Supervisor

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 was involved with. The next day I
interviewed with () and the chiet, 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 -
retired sevéral years-later;—I-(supparting the GMD 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 several guestions
about my relationship with (Bl 1 1esrned later that ﬂ was
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.

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

Answer: HNo, everyone pretty much stayed clear of me like a3 wounded animal.

did 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 GMD 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 GMD
during that time, 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.

!gI|IIIIII"
C:
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Sent: Friday, October 83, 2008 11:42 AM
To: 'lllllli.llllll.

Subject: Follow Up To Investigation

Thanks again for all of your help on the 1nvest1gatlnn I finally got everything
compiled and signed off by MG Myles. .

After review of the AR 15-8 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 again for your help.

Best regards,
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3 November 2008
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Discussion with ( NG

On Monday, 3 November 2008, I had a meeting and discussion with retired (| | | GTGcNNGNGNGND
who was AMCOM Chief of Staff who made the selection of the new Chief of the safety office

Wiﬂ his 7 October 2008 email. In the email, (P s:ated that
the former Chief of the AMCOM Safety Office, ... was 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 Army and currently works for CSC in Huntsville. (D stated he

did not remember the exact t details of the discussion with- but did remember he asked
/for assessment of each of the candidates who worked in the safety office under him.
/: M stated that he did not recall any negative feedback 0{2_ but whatever the

v
;{ feedback was did not impact the selection of the new Safety Office Chief. The selectee was

{ who was the Acting Chief of the Space and Missile Defense Command Safety

. Office at the time. dtﬁai her experience and her performance in the interview
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 Wim- 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



