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The Speclal Counsel . '
‘ March 3, 2004
The Honorable James G Roche
Secretary

U.S. Department of the Air Force
1670 Air Force Pentagon

Washmgton DC 20330-1000

Re: OSC File Nos. DI-04- 0756

Dear Mr. Secretary

The U.S. Office of Special Counsel is authorized by law to receive disclosures of
information from federal employees alleging violations of law, rule or regulation, gross
mismanagement, gross waste of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial and specific danger
to public health orsafety. 5 U.S.C. §§ 1213(2a) and (b). As Special Counsel, if I find, on the
basis of the information disclosed, that there is a substantial likelihood that one of these
conditions exists, ] am required to advise the appropriate agency head of my findings, and the

agency head is required to conduct an investigation of the allegatlons and prepare 2 report.
5U.S.C. §1213(c) and (g). ‘

For the reasons set forth below, I have concluded that there is e substandal likelihood that
information provided to the Office of Special Counsel by Mark Taylor, an Aerospace Engineer at
the Department of the Air Force, Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (WRALC), Robins Air

Force Base, Georgia (AFB Robins), discloses & substantial and specific danger to public safety
arising out of actions by employees at WRALC.

On February 10, 2004, Mr. Taylor advised OSC that be no longer wished to pursue this
matter through OSC, and requested to withdraw his disclosure. By letter dated March 2, 2004,
we acknowledged Mr. Taylor's withdrawal from this matter. However, with respect to
allegations involving an imminent danger to public health or safety, I am authorized to refer the
information to the agency head for an investigation and report, despite such withdrawal, and may
release the identity of the discloser of the information for that purpose. 5 U.S.C. § 1213(h).
Accordingly, I am referring this information to you for an investigation of the allegations
described below and a report of your findings within 60 days of your receipt of this letter.

The Informaton Disclosed

As noted, the relevant information was provided 1o the Office of Special Counsel (OSC)
by Mark Tavlor, an Aerospace Engineer at WRALC. Mr, Taylor has more than 25 yvears of
expenence in aerospace engineering, and has been employed by WRALC for 7 years. In his
position, he serves as a technical lead, and is respansible for reviewing and recommending the
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disposition of requests for maintenance and repairs to the C-5A Galaxy aircraft. Mr. Taylor
alleges that his supervisors, Albert Lowas, Chief, C-5 Structural Engineering Branch, and
Scott Vandersall, then-Chief, C-5 Airlift Directorate, approved a request for repair to a main

engine component of a C-5A Galaxy aircraft which was improper and jeopardizes the flight
safety of that aircraft.

‘Specifically, Mr. Teylor alleges that on March 11, 2003, field mechanics assigned to the
C-5A Galaxy aircraft with tail number 70-0465 submined a “107 Request” to deviate from the
Technical Order to repair the aft engine mount spherical bearing for the main engine pylon.
See 107 Request, Attachment 1. Mr. Jonathan Despiau, an Aerospace Engineer training under
Mr. Taylor, received the request and presented it to Mr. Taylor for assistance in reviewing and
recommending a disposition. In the request, the mechanics sought approval to “turn down™ the
bearing to reduce its diameter so that it would fit into the modified engine mount bearing hole.
The request indicates that a bearing was previously turned down to fit this bearing hole, but it
had developed=<corrosion and needed replacement. According to Mr. Taylor, the Technical Order
for the bearing mount reguires “rounding up” the bearing hole to fit the bearing, rather than

turning or shaving down the bearing. However, the request indicates that the mechamcs did not
‘have the capability 1o round up the hole 1o fit the'bearing, as specified.

Mz, Taylor has explained that this bearing serves as one of three points that hold the main
engine to the pylon. He asserts that it is critical that the bearing fit properly, and that any
deviation from 2 perfect sphere on the bearing increases the possibility of catastrophic failure of

the part. He states that if the bearing were 10 fail, the engine would lose one third of its holding
capacity, which could result in catastrophic failure of the aircraft.

Upon reviewing the Technical Order and drawings for the bearing, Mr. Taylor questioned
whether turning down the bearing was appropriate or consistent with industry-wide standards.
He contacted the WRALC Technological Industries Office (TT), which advised against furning
down the bearing and stated that they would only recornmend following the procedures specified
in the Technical Order. In addition, under Mr. Taylor’s supervision, Mr. Despiau contacted the
manufacturer of the bearing, Southwest Products, Inc., to ascertain whether the manufacturer
* recommended turning down the bearing. Mr. Taylor states that an engineer for the manufacturer

advised Mr, Despiau that they could not recommend turning down the bearing and would not

warrant a bearing with such a modification, because it would dccrcase the strength of the part
and there would be no way to ensure quality conwol.

According 10 Mr. Taylor, he advised Mr. Lowzs that T] and the manufacturer warned
against tuning down the bearing, that a WRALC field team was available to perform the repair
to the bearing hole in accordance with the Technical Order, and that he did not recommend
approval of the request. However, Mr. Teylor alleges that on March 13, 2003, Mr. Lowas, under
the supervision of Mr, Vandersall, approved the request, despite the warnings and without
conducting any risk assessment. See Approval Memorandum, Attachment 2. Mr. Teylor states
'Lhat arisk assessment was required in this instance, because the modification to the bearing
involved & “safery in flight” issue on 2 primary strucrure of the aircraft.
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Mr. Taylor alleges that, upon approval of the request, the field mechanics performed the
furn-down modification 1o the bearing. Subsequently, Mr. Taylor advised WRALC management
of the circumstances surrounding the disposition of this request. However, he states that

management failed 1o take steps to investigate or address the problem, Mr. Taylor has advised
OSC that this aircraft is currently in service.

The Special Counsel’s Findings

As noted above, if I find that there is a substantial likelihood that information disclosed to
my office reveals a violation of law, rule or regulation, gross mismanagement, &n abuse of
authority or 2 substantial and specific danger to public health or safety, I am required to send that
information to the appropriate agency head for an investigation and report. 5 U.S.C. § 1213,
~ Based on the information disclosed by the whistleblower, I have concluded that there is a

substantial likelihood that the whistleblower has disclosed a substantial and specific danger to
public safety arising out of the actions of employees at WRALC.

Accordingly, I am referring this information to you for an investigation of the allegations
described above and a report of your findings within 60 days of your receipt of this letter. By
law, the report must be reviewed and signed by you personally. Should you delegate your
authority to review and sign the report to the Inspector General, or any other official, the
delegation must be specifically stated and must include the authority to take the actions
necessary under 5 U.S.C. § 1213(d)(5). Without this information, the report may be found

deficient. The requirements of the report are set forth at 5 U.S.C. § 1213(c) and (d). A summary
of § 1213(d) is enclosed.

In the event it is not possible to report on the matter within the 60-day time limit, as the
statute requires, you may request in writing an extension of time not to exceed 60 days. Please
be zdvised that an extension of time will not be granted automatically, but only upon a showing
of good cause. Accordingly, in the written request for an extension of time, please state
specifically the reasons the additional time is needed. After making the determinations required
by 5U.S.C. § 1213(e)(2), copies of the report and any comments o recommendations by me will

be sent 1o the President and the appropriate oversight committees in the Senate and House of
Representatives. 5 U.8.C. § 1213(e)(3).

A copy of the report and zny comments will be placed in 2 public file in accordance with
5US.C. §1219(2).
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Please refer to our file number in any correspondence on this matter, If you need further
information, please contact Catherine A. McMullen, Chief, Disclosure Unit, at (202) 254-3604. 1
am also available for any questions you may have,

Sipeerely,

2

Scott J. Bloch

Enclosures




Enclosure

Requirements of 5 U.S.C. § 1213(d)

Any report required under subsection (c) shall be reviewed and signed by the
head of the agency' and shall include:

(1Y  asummary of the informarion with respect to which the
investigation was initiated,

) a description of the conduct of the investigation;
3) a summary of any evidence obtained from the investigation;

(4) a listing of any violation or apparent violation of law, rule or
- regulation; and

5) a description of any action taken or pianned as a result of the
investigation, such as: ‘

(A)  changesin agency rules, regulations or
practices;

(B)  the restoration of any aggrie\?cd employee;
(C)  disciplinary action against any employee; and

(D)  referral to the Attorney Ge:ncral of any evidence of criminal
violation.

In addition, we are interested in learning of any dollar savings, or projected savings,
and any management initiatives that may result from this review.

' Should you decide to delegate zuthority to anoter oificial Lo review 2nd sign the report, your
delegation must be specifically stated.




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS AR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND

APR 0 9 2002
MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMC/DR.
ATTN: COLONEL BECKY BEAMAN

FROM: AFMC/CC
SUBJECT: Commander Directed Investigation of the Allegations of Improper Repairs

1. Pursuant to my authority as a commander, a Commander Directed Investigation (CDI) is
hereby convened. More specifically, this investigation will ascertain the facts concerning an
allegation asserting a violation of law, rule or regulation, gross mismanagement, gross waste of
funds, and substantial and specific danger to public health or safety. The allegation was made by
Mr. Mark Taylor, an Aerospace Engineer, assigned to Warner Robins Air Logistics Center,
Georgia. More specifically, the CDI will inquire into the following assertion:

“Mr. Albert Lowas, Chief, C-5 Structural Engineering Branch, and Mr. Scott Vandersall, then
Chief, C-5 Airlift Division, approved the implementation of a deviation to established T echnical
Orders for repair to a main engine component of a C-54 by turning down an engine mount
bearing which was improper and Jeopardized the flight safety of that aircraft” [The term

“turning down” means the bearing was made smaller, rather than making the hole, into which the
bearing is mounted, bigger.]

2. This appointment letter is your authority to interview witnesses, take sworn testimony, and
review all documents, files, and other matters relevant to your investigation, that are not
otherwise privileged. You and other detailed members are relieved of all other duties until the
CDI Report is completed. Should you determine there is 2 need for additional experts to serve as

members of the CDI, coordinate with HQ AFMC/JA, which office is hereby delegated authority
to appoint additional CDI advisors, as required.

3. Mr. Vmcent A. Spanel, assigned to ASC/EN (787-3851), has been detailed to serve as a
Techmcal Advisor to assist you in conductmg the CDL

4. TAW Air Force Instruction (AFI) 90-301, paragraph 1.23, this CDI is convened to gather,
analyze and record relevant information about a matter of primary concern to command
authorities. You will utilize AFI 90-301 for procedural and substantive guidance in completing
your investigation and in compiling your investi gative report.

5. Your report will include an Executive Summary and Summary of Facts. All witnesses,
documents, records, and other evidence within the control of the Air Force, other than privileged
1nformat10n will be made available to you. All witnesses who testify must do so under oath or




affirmation. Your report may be releasable to the public and therefore may not contain any
privileged or Privacy Act protected information. Do not include recommendations for corrective
or disciplinary action in your report. You and the other detailed CDI board members are
prohibited from disclosing your findings, except to members of my staff, including HQ
AFMC/JA, prior to my approval of the CDI report.

6. This matter started as a complaint lodged with the Office of Special Counsel (OSC) since it
appeared to be viewed as a matter involving public safety. OSC sent the matter to AF/ILMY and
that office in turn, tasked AFMC for action. AF/ILMY has a 30-day suspense tracking the
matter. Thus, your investigation should begin as soon as possible and be completed NLT 26 Apr
04. Submit any request for extensions, additional advisors, or other matters concerning the CDI
through HQ AFMC/JA. Submit your final report to HQ AFMC/JA for a legal review. That
office will forward the completed report to me for review and approval.

| J.
6’" GORY S.

General, USAF
Commander

cC

Colonel Becky Beaman (HQ AFMC/DR)
Mr. Vincent S. Spanel (ASC/ENFS)
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'Chrohology of Events
concerning
OSC Case File Number DI-04-0756

[ Date

Event .

Reference

11 Mar 03

107 Request #03-109 was submitted by Randy Thomas,
Altus AFB, requesting approval to size down a bearing
for use in a non-standard size engine mount. The 107
Request was assigned to Mr. Jonathan Despian,
Engineer, to research and recommend disposition.

- Tab A p6 (107
Request #03-109)

11 Mar 03

Mr. Despiau is a 2002 graduate of Polytechnic University
in Puerto Rico, and professes to have no formal
structures training. At the time when he received this
task, Mr. Despiau had been working on C-5 aircraft for
eight months, and he consulted with the man he called
his “mentor,” Mr. Taylor.

-- Tab E (Despiau)

Items 1-2

11 Mar 03

M. Taylor advised Mr. Despiau that the part in question
is a primary structure.

- Tab E (Despiau)
Item 2

12 Mar 03 .

he believed he spoke with Mr. Dennis Whardo.) Mr.

Mr. Despiau contacted personnel at Altus AFB to request
additional information regarding the proposed repair
action. (According to.the 107 Request comments record,

Despiau reported that he was told that the personnel at
Altus AFB had made this repair in this way many times
in the past. Mr. Despiau reported that when he asked
how the bearing was sized down, Mr. Whardo told him
that they wedged the bearing into position and machined
it down.

- Tab A pp 6-7 (107
Request #03-109)

- Tab E (Despian)
Items 3-4 -

12-13 Mar
03

| Tanner, Master Machinist. Both Mr. Despiau and Mr.

Mr. Despiau and Mr. Taylor went down to the Warner
Robins Technical Industries Office, Bldg 169 at WR-
ALC, to discuss the proposed repair with Mr. Walter

Taylor related that Mr. Tanner expressed concems
regarding difficulties adequately fixturing the part for
successful machining, and recommended that the
standard T.O. procedure be followed. Mr. Taylor also

| related that Mr, Tanner also expressed concerns that the

resulting resized bearing would not meet the tight
tolerances established for this part.

- Tab E (Despiau)
Item 5

- Tab E (Taylor)
Items 1b.-lc.

12-13 Mar
03

Mr. Despiau discussed the proposed repair and the advice
given by Mr. Tanner with Mr. Vandersall and Mr.

Lowas. Mr. Despiau related that they recommended he |
also contact Southwest Products, Inc, the vendor who ‘
manufactures the part, to get their recommendation. \

- Tab E (Despiau
Item 6

:
|
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Date

Event

—

Reference

12-13 Mar
03

Mr. Despiau contacted Mr. Nicholas Nguyen, of
Southwest Products, Inc. Mr. Despiau relates that Mr.
Nguyen recommended following the T.O. procedure

instead of sizing down the bearing, and that Mr. Nguyen

said that sizing down the bearing would reduce the.

| strength of the part. Mr. Despiau relates that Mr. Nguyen |

seemed to be most concerned about the quality control of
the machining process. Mr. Despiau reported that when
he asked if Southwest Products would make one part, 1o
meet the need for this size item, Mr. Nguyen said he
couldn’t without drawings that had the dimensions
desired for this unique part, which were not available.

- TabE (Despiau)b
Item 7

J

12-13 Mar
03

Mr. Lowas reported that he had a conversation with
someone at Altus AFB regarding this repair, and stated
that he was told that Altus had appropriate tooling to use
for machining the part. Mr. Lowas stated that he does
not recall with whom he spoke, nor does he recall
whether he placed the call or received it.

- Tab E (Lowas)
,p7

12-13 Mar
03

Mr. Despiau returned to Mr. Lowas to report the result of
his conversation with Mr. Nguyen. At this point, Mr.
Despiau says Mr. Lowas related that this repair had been

done this way in the past, and WR was going to approve

the request. Based on Mr. Lowas’ guidance, Mr.
Despiau stated that he returned to the 107 Request
system and documented the results of the investigation to
support authorizing the repair, based on it having been
done a couple of times in the past. Mr. Despiau says he
did not include the recommendations against authorizing
the repair that he had received.

- Tab E (Despiau)
Items 9-10

13 Mar 03

Mr. Lowas signed 2 memorandum approving the
requested repair action.

- Tab Ap8
(WR-ALC memo)

20 Mar 03

In a conversation, Mr. Taylor mentioned to Mr. Despiau
that he was still concerned about whether the repair
jeopardized safety of flight. Mr. Despiau documented
his concemns regarding the repair, specifically stating that
he did not agree with the disposition.

- Tab E (Despiau)
Item 10 and p4

24 Mar 03

Mr. Taylor advised Mr. Vandersall, via e-mail, that he

recommended against approving this request, and that

deviation from the TO requirements was not warranted
on this flight-critical item.

- Tab E(Taylor)
Item 3

- Tab D, 03-109 info
package p2

14 Apr 04

In response to a question during this CD1, Mr. Taylor
stated that he has been unable to find any documentation
reflecting an engineering analysis of the configuration
resulting from this repair action indicating an assessment
of the risks posed by the configuration.

- Tab E (Taylor)
Item le.
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Date

Event

| Reference

14 Apr 04

When asked to do so in support of this CD], Mr. Whardo
provided pictures of the fixture used by Altus AFB to
size down the bearing.

- Tab E (Whardo)
Ttem 4

15 Apr 04

When shown pictures of the Altus AFB fixture, M.
Tanner stated that he believed it would be possible to
properly hold the part for machining using such a fixture.
Without actually examining the fixture first-hand, he
said, he couldn’t say for certain.

- TabCp3

23 Apr 04

When asked whether he knew of the fixture when he
approved the requested repair in March 2003, Mr. Lowas
said he was aware of the fixture. When asked whether he
would be surprised to hear that neither Mr. Taylor nor
Mr. Despiau were aware of the fixture, Mr. Lowas said,
“I'm trying to think how that would happen. Yes, that
would surprise me.:

- Tab E (Lowas) _
pl5

14 May 04

Based on the information obtained in this CDI, a
prehrmnary engineering assessment was performed,
assessing the likelihood that the repair approved by the

| disposition of this 107 Report jeopardized safety of

flight. Concerns about improper fixturing, possible
reduction in strength of the part, and other concerns were

T Tab C p3

| examined.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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TECHNICAL REPORT
FOR
COMMANDER DIRECTED INVESTIGATION

OSC File Nos. DI-04-0756

14 May 2004

Vincent S. Spanel
Propulsion Structures Technical Expert
Structures Branch, Flight Systems Engineering Division
Engineering Directorate
Aeronautical Systems Center, WPAFB OH




CONFIGURATION:
The issue in question involves the rework of the aft engine mount assembly. The pylon
structure (Fig 1, view H) has two different configurations. Early versions are made from
5Cr-Mo-V steel alloy. This material is considered an intermediate alloy steel but does not
posses sufficient chromium to be considered a stainless steel. This configuration has
suffered corrosion issues over the years. Later versions are made from IN718, a nickel
alloy introduced to address the corrosion problem. The pylon mount structure has two
cylindrical fittings, commonly referred to as “mickey mouse ears” that accept spherical
bearings. These bearings are made up of three separate pieces, the race, retaining ring and
spherical ball. The race and retaining ring are made from 17-4 PH steel which has high

strength and good corrosion resistance. The ball is made from 440C steel. All three are
considered stainless steel alloys.

DISTRESS & NORMAL REPAIR:

The typical distress noted in this area is corrosion of the pylon fitting (mickey mouse
ears). This condition requires cleanup of the corrosion and refitting of the spherical
bearing. As material is removed during the cleanup process the fitting inner diameter may
become oversized relative to the installed spherical bearing outer diameter. Technical

data identifies three additional part number bearings that have increasingly larger outer
diameters to be “matched” to the pylon fitting diameter. When utilizing the largest sized
part number bearing, the fitting ID is required to be machined to a matching oversized
diameter (the first bearing is oversized .005 inches, the second bearing another .005

inches and the third bearing is oversized another .010 inches or .020 over the standard -
dimension). " | o :

When rework of the pylon fitting ID becomes necessary, special tooling is referenced by
the technical orders. This tooling includes fixtures to maintain alignment of the bore and
the cutting tool for material removal. Currently, WR-ALC appears to be the only facility
having access to this tooling and is unavailable at the base level repair shops. Technical
data is available to describe the process and limits for conducting this rework.

ALTERNATE PROCESS REQUEST:

Given the lack of access to this special tooling, when maintenance on the pylon mount
was found to be necessary at the field unit (Altus AFB), an alternate procedure was
requested via the “107 process”. This is the review and approval cycle that the depot
engineering uses to authorize waivers and deviations to existing technical data. The field
request indicated that the spherical bearing required replacement due to corrosion on the
ball. The field unit also indicated that the pylon fitting had been modified at some
previous interval and had a dimension between the —107A and the —109A bearing part
number sizes. They determined that a —~109A (the largest size) bearing had been
previously turned down to match the pylon fitting ID. Prior to proceeding, they requested
engineering approval (the 107 form) to conduct a similar rework to another —109A
spherical bearing in order to return the aircraft to service.




107 REVIEW ISSUES:

Depot engineers received the request on 11 March 2003 and discussed the viability with
machinists at the WRALC Technological Industries Office. The concern expressed by the
machinist was on how the part would be properly fixtured to allow accurate machining of
the part. The engineer assigned the request reviewed this finding with his supervisors
(Mr. Lowas and Vandersall) who recommended he contact the bearing vendor for a
recommendation. He contacted an engineer at Southwest Products Inc. who expressed
concerns about insuring the quality of the machining operation. The quality concern was
made at a very general level without any particular issue, requirement or sensitive
operation being mentioned. The depot engineer returned to his supervisor and discussed
this additional information. Mr. Lowas listened to the issues presented but made a
recommendation to allow the repair with some specific limitations on the rework. At the
next programmed depot maintenance cycle, the pylon would be brought back into
compliance with the normal technical data configuration. This process took place over a

two day period from the initial 107 submittal to the WRALC memo authorizing the
process.

CDI ASSESSMENT:

Several technical concemns arose during the 107 review process. The first concern
identified with the proposed rework was that of proper fixturing of the spherical bearing.
Altus personnel were contacted during the CDI and several photographs of the local
tooling (Figures 2-9) used by their machinists were made available for technical review.
The tooling pictures were reviewed with the same machinist who had originally been
contacted and had expressed the concern over proper fixturing of the part. After
reviewing the photos of the tooling and its use, the machinist’s assessment was that it was
2 viable fixture and could be used to machine the part to the proper dimensions. There
was an issue raised that the repair would reduce the strength of the part. Since the —~109A
part number is .020 inches larger in diameter than the smallest sized bearing (-1034), and
only .0076 inches of material were to be removed on the diameter the resulting
configuration is still .0124 inches larger and would be stronger from a dimensional
standpoint than the standard bearing. Relative to the issue of insuring quality control, 17-
4PH is recognized as a machinable alloy and with reasonable attention is well within a
field unit’s machine shop capability. Shop personnel from Altus were contacted and they
indicated slow (less than 200 rpm) turning speeds were used to minimize any machining
induced temperature concerns and that tolerances were maintained to within .0005 inches
(conccntnmty requirements for the outer diameter on the Lockheed part drawing require
.005 inches of total runout). No engineering or maintenance personnel contacted during
the course of this investigation were aware of any spherical bearing failures or cracking
events in the history of the C-5 program. Distress has been limited to corrosion in the
mount fitting area. This failure mode (corrosion) would not be impacted by machining of
the bearing versus machining the fitting. Our final technical assessment is that the
temporary repair authorized by WRALC for turning down the bearing (107 Request #03-
109) represents no measurable increased risk to the C-5 fleet or the public at large.




OTHER FINDINGS: |

During the course of this investigation, it became evident that this repair was not likely a
unique event. Claims by Altus that this occurred about once per year on their small fleet
of C-5s (8 aircraft) along with the availability of specially designed tooling fixtures for
machining the spherical bearing indicate that this was not an unusual situation even
though no formal technical data existed to control the process. Claims by Altus personnel
were made that this situation existed at other C-5 bases, especially since they had much
larger number of aircraft at those bases. The engineer responsible for processing the 107
request in question stated that he was aware of at least two similar 107 requests in
existence. The 107 historical records have been described as difficult to research and no
attempt has been made to date to search those records to establish fleet configuration. No
information is available to characterize the process used by those bases if and when the
rework is performed and whether or not they have tooling with equivalent capability for
machining the spherical bearing OD. A follow-up effort to conduct 2 survey of the C-5
fleet to establish the extent of this rework may be necessary. This information would
baseline the fleet configuration for evaluation of future actions such as validation of this
alternate rework for T.O. incorporation or acquisition of depot tooling to permit base
level repairs in accordance with current T.O procedures

Vst £ Lars?

Vincent S. Spane]

Propulsion Structures Technical Expert
ASC/ENFS

WPAFB OH

(937) 255-8515
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Figure 3
View showing fixture setup in lathe with no bearing
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Figure 5
Bearing after being setup in the fixture, view 1




» gure 6 | ’
Bearing after being setup on the fixture, view 2
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Figure 7 "
Bearing after being setup in the fixture, view 3
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Figure 9
View showing the bearing retaining ring setup in the turning fixture



DI-04-0756

D




Tab D: Complainant provided information
This Tab contains the following items, in the order listed:

- Witness List (for 107 Request numbers 03-109, 04-147 and 04-143)
- Information package concerning 107 Request #03-109
- Correspondence from Senator Saxby Chambliss to Complainant
- Privacy Act Release Form from Complainant to Sen. Chambliss
- DD Form 2655 with separate 2-page listing of corrective actions sought
- Complainant’s AF Form 860B, completed 17 Nov 03; Complainant’s civilian rating
form, 01 Apr 02 — 31 Mar 03; Complainant’s position description
- Complainant’s request for lateral transfer and résumé
- Documentation on repairs made to aircraft 70-0459 (wing tip box assembly delamination)
- Four e-mails updating complainant’s situation following the CDI interview




"~ WitnessList

Personnel Contacted for 107 # 03-109: Aft Engine Mount Spherical Bearing

1) Jonathan Despiau-Engineer-478-926-4349
2) Kevin Reid-Engineer-478-826-4349

3) Mark Taylor-Engineer-478-926-6778

4) Al Lowas-Engineer-478-926-9315

B) Scott Vandersall-Engineer-478-326-8315

- 6) Nicholas Nguyen-SouthWest Products-1-800-826-0729

7) Walter Tanner —Master Machinest-478-926-4629

8) Pylon Shop Repairs accomplished in BLDG 169-478-826-4410

9) ‘Major Nelson_WR Safety Office-478-826-3337

Personnel Contacted for 107 # 04-147 and 04-143
1) Scott Vandersall-Engineer-478-926-9315

2) Thomas Lamb-Engineer-478-926-3365

) Mark Taylor-Engineer-478-926-6778 -

) Rodney Coulter-Engineer-478-826-4228

) David Kelly-Engineer-478-826-4228

) Bill Schweinberg-Engineer-478-326-4228

oo h W
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Taylor-Mark M Civ WRALCILAES

From: ’ Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LAES

Cmtr Manday, March 24, 2003 1:23 PM
Lowas Albert F Civ WRALC/LAES ‘ .

L Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LAE; Puckett Ban Civ WRALC/LAEO; Kelly David F Civ
WRALC/LAES; Reid Kevin A Civ WRALC/LAES

Subject: Point Paper, Bearing P/N 4P94252-107A or -109A

i
NOTE: This point paper is the result of discussion between myself and Mr. Albert Lowas. The result will hopefully get the
required tooling to field units and stop the practice of removing material from a bearing with Flight Safety Application.

Subject: The removal of material from Bearing P/N 4P94252-107A in lieu of performing the tasks outlined in T.0. 1C-5A-3,
Section VI, Paragraph 6-17, Figure 6-9, Index 30, Flag Note S.

Contents:

1) A form 107 (#03-109, from Dover) request was evaluated by this office on 3/13/03.

2) Upon investigation of this part it was discoverred to be a steel bearing that has an intereference fitinthe mickey mouse
ear of the main engine pylon. The engines and this part of the pylon area are Primary Structure.

3) T.1. was contacted about the proposed procedure to reduce the diameter of the bearing and they categorically, without
hesitation, would not reduce the diameter of this bearing. They would only recommend the procedures as outiined in the
Tech Order. The personnel and equipment are only availabe at WRAFB to do this task.

4) Southwest Products, the bearing manufacturer, was contacted by Mr. Despiau. They Did Not recommend, nor would
they warrant.a bearing that was turned down in this manner. They also stated they could not manufacture a bearing to any
diameter except these approved by the OEM on P/N 4P84252-107A.

5) It was recommended to Mr. Lowas NOT to approve this 107 request. A field tearn was available to perform this task as
needed fro WRAFB. Mr Lowas chose to approve.

~lusion: . : S ‘
; ny personal opinion that a field team should have been dispatched to perform this task. The application of this bearing
15 Flight Critical. Any deviation from the biueprint and T.O. requirements are not warranted in this application.

Mark Taylor
Aerospace Engineer
X4349

W,
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107 REQUEST # 03-109

REQUESTOR INFORMATION

Requestor: RANDY . THOMAS
Office Symbol: MAMP
Command: AETC
DSN: 866-7183

Date Requested: m 112003 11:26:15

' {COMMERCIAL: 580-481-7183

Rank/Grade: CIV

E-Mail Address: RANDY.THOMAS@ALTUS.AF.MIL
Base: ALTUS

Organization: $7MX00S

DISCREPANCY INFORMATION
Engineering Division: STRUCTURES

Tail Number: 70-0465

‘Discrepancy/Maintenance
Required:

1. DETAILED DESCRIPTION: THE MOUNT BEARING HOLE ON THE #

Location of
aircraft: AGGN

ENGINE AFT O/B ENGINE MOUNT HAS BEEN MODIFIED IN THE PAST

TO A SIZE THAT FALLS BETWEEN THE REQUIRED BEARING 4P94252-
107A OR —109A BEARING. THE HOLE WAS OPENED TO AN IN-

'BETWEEN SIZE OF 2.5757 THEN A 108A BEARING WAS TURNED
DOWN TO FIT THIS HOLE SIZE. THE MODIFIED BEARING HAS
CORROSION IN THE AREA OF THE BALL AND NEEDS TO BE
REPLACED. WE NEED APPROVAL TO TURN DOWN ANOTHER —108A

BEARING TO FIT THIS

TO OPEN THE HOLE TO

HOLE. WE DO NOT HAVE THE CAPABILITIES
THE NEXT SIZE BEARING. WE WILL BE

TURNING DOWN A —103A BEARING WITH THE DIMENSION OF 2.5833" -

TO THE SIZE OF 2.5757" ATOTAL OF

T.0.: 1C-5A-4-1
Figure: 64
Index: 140
Last 1SO completion date: 03/01/2003

Name of Engineer ‘
contacted for assistance: SCOTT.VANDERSALL

Priority ROUTINE

.0076” WILL BE REMOVED.

Click here to see list of engineers

STATUS

HQ Authority: RODNEY.WATSON

Engineer ,
Acceptancemejecﬁ on: JONA THAN.DESPIAU

Engineer's Disposition: ALBERT.LOWAS

Date: 3/11/2003 11:30:18 AM
Date: 3/11/2003 3:44:18 PM

Disposition 4.1 3/5003 1:20:07 PM
Date:

COMMENT

| NEED TO KNOW THE MATERIAL OF

FITTING, AFT MOUNT,

JONATHAN.DESPIAU:

OUTBOARD

PYLON P/N: 4P53040-109A (THE ONE 3/12/2003 8:56:45 AM

INSTALL ON THE AIRPLANE). ALSQO,
CAN YOU CHECK IF THERE IS ANY
‘CORROSION ON ROUNDED

.
'i"; "/
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SURFACE WHERE THE BEARING
‘WILL BEINSTALL.

’ﬂ

(1). AFT MOUNT, OUTBOARD PYLON
FITTING HAS BEEN INSPECTED
(EDDY CURRENT) TREATED AND
COATED, NO CORROSION WHERE
BEARING WILL BE INSTALLED AT
T4E ROUNDED SURFACE. (2 THE
FOLLOWING INFORMATION FROM

PERFECTO.RODRIGUES: PYLON MOUNT EITTING: PN P50004- 3/12/2003 6:46:18 PM
1098 (STENCILED ON PYLON). PN
4P26118-121A (THIS NUMBER WAS
ON PYLON DATA PLATE). SN 0028
(STENCILED ON PYLON AND ON
THE DATA PLATE). MCO533A-77
(THERE IS NO DASH NUMBER FOR
RIS TO IDENTIFY MATERIAL).

JONATHAN.DESPIAU: PLEASE
CALL ME AT DSN 866-1519,1 BEEN
TRYING TO CALL YOU FOR THE
LAST 30 WMINUTES.SOMETHINGS
WRONG WITH THE DSN LINE.
THANKS PERFECTO RODRIGUES,
Wws-11 DAF MAN UFACTURING
FLIGHT CHIEF

PERFECTO.RODRIGUES: 3/13/2003 6:51:45 AM

PERFECTO.RODR!GUES. I TALKED
JONATHAN.DESPIAU: TO DENNIES WARDO ALREADY. .3/13/2003 10:33:42 AM
THAN :

.________._~____.—.~_____.___,__—_—-,_.__.—.__—__” e s o e e e 7 T [

ATTACHMENTS (0)
Q_Li,cz,ts_b_@r@.i.@.Ad.dJD@i@t@l\!i@ﬂ-@.tiagb,m_e,_nis

DISPOSITION
~Click here o see Disposition

amrm s e .,.._.w..‘,_,_.—_.._._..,_-_,_.,_,...._.___.._____,. oo o e T IR E S R

et S

OVERNMENT AUDIENCE B 2o PRIVACY B BEC

wnuAL,c:zn,a," :

. THIS BITE (5 MAIMTAINEDR BYI
el KiRK BaY
. WR-ALTILA
Phone: (478} 026-4039
- DRN:4BB-4038

Cont DLANAT PROVIDE




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE .
HEADQUARTERS WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS
' CENTER (AFMC})
ROBINS AFB GA-31098

3/13/2003

MEMORANDUM FOR: 97MXOOS/MAMP

FROM: WR-ALC/LAES

SUBJECT: C-5A SIN70-0465, Aft Engine Mount Spherical Bearing, Pylon S/N 0028.

1. Per 107 Request #03-109 dated 11 Mar 03, Aft Engine Mount Spherical

Bearing, P/N 4P04252-109A, requested approval fo tum down bearing with the
dimension of 2.5833" 10 the size of 2.5757".

2. This repair disposition is intended for this specific aircraft.

3. Approval is granted to tumn down bearing with the dimension of 2.5833" to the

size of 2.5757". The aircraftis consider unrestricted after the completion of this
repair.

4.POC for this action is Randy Thomas and Dennis Whardo.
5. Fligh{ Restriction: No fly restrictions ‘apply.v
6. Next PDM due 07 July 2005. When aircraft armives at WR-ALC for PDM the

part will be repaired in accordance to T.O. 1C-5A-3 Section VL. paragraph 6-17,

Figure 6-9, Index 30, Flag Note &. Reference this disposition in any requests for
PDM overflight.

7. Point of Contact for this project is Jonathan Despiau, WR-ALC/LAES. phone
DSN 468-4349, email: jonathan.despiau@robins.af.mil.

A En P

ATBERT F. LOWAS,III
Chief, C-5 structural Engineering Branch
£-5 System Program Offics

Print. |

Disposition ListAl

.',
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" March 20.2 0()3 -

’ Subiectz Disposition given on C-5A SN 70-0465. Aft Eneine Mount Spherical Bearing.
Pvlon S/N 0028.

4

My supervisor on 3/ 13/2003 approved the disposition given on 107 Request #03-
109. [ never agree with this disposition and 1 always let him know every single detail
found.

~ While working with this 107 [ did the following things. First. notify Chicl
Engineer and Brand Chief Engineer of what was going on. Every single detailed was
explained to them and we concluded that in order to take a final decision 1 had to call the
company that manufactured the bearing (Southwest Product Inc.) Second. 1 called the
people over Southwest Products Inc. I contacted Eng. Nicholas Nguyen ( 1-800-826-0729
Ext-215). 1 asked him if he recommended that the spherical bearing could be machined
down. He said “no, because ihat will decrease the strength on the part”™. Third. 1 asked
(he engineer if Southwest Product Inc. could machmed one bearing down for an spcciu\
situation. his answer was “no . Third, [ mermoned the pmcedure on the T.0. (T.0.
SA-3. Section VI, Paragraph 6-17. Figure 6-9. Index 30. Flag Note 9) and he said that
(hat repair was the one. that shall be done. 1 always recommend sending a Team from
WR/ALC to make the appropriate repair. |

Finally. [ put my name in the 107 as the point of contact because | worked the 107
but 1 do not agree and won ’t take responsibility on any problem that this repair may
couse. Every single moment 1 talked to my supervisor and let him know every single
detail 1 had found I let the decision to him. since his the one who signed. His decision

Was \et the Base Station go with the inappropriate repair and that what ]-putted on Lhe

disposition.

1,
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mzm_zmmm_.Zm CHANGE ORDER / REQUEST
1. ECQ HD ECO PAGE ] 2. WA TITLE %m?@.l? h..blﬂn-nhr arT ENGIE 3. DWQ FBCM NO i DWG NO A
, -
3406102 | Vo _3&,:\ L UPPER 15311 4 T4
5. TY#E OF ECO 6. REAGO N(8) FOR GHAHQE | T- HNEXT ABSY 8 USEDON 8. OPRFECM NO DWG SIZE mﬂWmMﬂmmM:u. _mmvnmw_%eﬁ
ADVANCE ERAGR CORRECTION C-514 /3 . 0/ F\S O C “
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CHAMGE NOTICE DESIGr GHANGE 1. DOCUMENTE AFFECTED: 1O # / TCTO 2 / SPEC 7 QTHER 14, CORROBION CONT MON SYMBOL DaTE
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LUAISOH 5 NOI SYMBOL DATE
CHLANGE REQUEST UPOATE DAANING
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} , Lan Ni+ L LAPE | ¢ \
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AEWORK TS 3
13. ENGR APPRIOVAL SYMBOL DATE 16, CHANGE CHECKED BY SYMBOL DATE
HQoIFy LAPE \.\~ \
° N:sn: Yy nh PHORE v\%. u«:uo,wu ERK &L
HEPLAGE $96935” wil® D |24 W |

20. O.Mdhz_?:nz OF GHAHGES (WAR, 18] / AEMARKS

FORAM o
AF jarm 2

VIOUS KDITIONS ARK QBOLETL.

45 : . .
. Was BAR - 412 - 103 \.Ne:n TH , Afloved Souxces OF Soppty , TTEM
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M BAR-A4A16
X
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A = hefove|ary AraD pen pasH Ko . PARTS LIST CHANGE(S) f
s A
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©NTURGIA

COMMITTEES:
"AGRICULTURE
———
ARMED SERVICES
———
INTELLIGENCE
—_—
JUDICIARY
T—

RULES

Nnited Stateg Smate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510~1007

March 26, 2004

- Mr. Mark Taylor
3735 Moody Road
Kathleen, Georgia 31047

Dear Mr. Taylor:

WaskingToN, DC 205101007 "~

PHone: (202) 224-3521
—

100 GALLERIA Parkway, Ste, 1340
T CATLANTA; GA-30339 - :

FHone: (770) 763-8090
—

8501 Peake Roa, Buog, gsp
Macon, GA 31210
PHONE: (478) 476-0788

——

.0, Box 3217
MouLtrig, GA 31778
PHONE: (229) 985-2113

—

ToLL Free Numeen
11800} 234-4208

copy of our Privacy Act Release form to be completed and retymeg so that we may be able to

contact the Appropriate Federa] Agency on your behalf,

satisfaction, My office is always open to You on this or any other concemn you might have, am

happy to be of assistance angd hope we are able to help you.

United States €nator

SC:sh

Szme vy SIS s e JOC A Lz
LOCKD B EPIrrcr s —epD ,

SzACE el >,

Al T

S o5
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416 vr;usseu SENATE Drrice BuiLoing
HINGTON, DC 20 7
GEORGIA Aﬁnonaq:mgoz) 22:;(’:;]100
. .
. COMMITTEES, . . - g . 100 Gatens p + STE. 1340
AGRICULTUre Linited States Senare R .
—— ’ - Prone: (770) 763-8030
ARMED SERVICES WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1 007 . 8501 Per Romg o
EAKE Roap, . 8
R Macon, 610315?03 =
INTELUGENCE . HONE: {478) ¢76-078g
S Privacy 4ct Release Form -
P.O.
opiciary Return Form 0. Moune 51 0i77e
RULES Senator Saxby Chambliss , Prons: (228)ses-211
6501 Peake Road, Building 95 0, Macon, Georgia 3 1210 Tow. Faez Nowsen
478-476-0788 / 800-234-4208 / 478-476-0735 (fax) 1800) 234-4208
PLEASE PRINT o ‘

NAME: /{f/‘%’f/ff A Y208 )

ADDRESS. 5 7 35 SMooDy [ :
oy, Kmm
L oeEsey —= m Foy7

HOME PHONE, 277 £~ ;foc"/@j/ - IWORKPHONE: 7P~ 724 ~g 77

MOBILE PHONE:

-
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMB . DATEOF BRTH:_ /20 /4%
o \w““ e——— ’ f
CSA OR CSF NUMBER/ ~ ‘

OTHER ID NUMBER

“ISUATT 1o the Tequirements of the Privacy Act pL 93-579,1 hereby grant Senator Chambliss and his staff access 1o my records so
12t they M2y assisi me with my cgse, .
gnanre: . /& é ; Date: **7/// /0 4/

e ‘ E-MATL ADDRESS: /”‘U‘k }‘ac /o )"a/qa/n/ Vo) , Con




'COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION IN THE , | FOR AGENCY USE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ' o
(This form is subject to the Privacy Act of 1974 - see back)
(See back for instructions - Flease type or print}

'LL NAME OF COMPLAINANT (Last, First, Middle Initial}

) 2. TELEPHONE NUMBER (inciude
or,Mark M. Area Code)
| 3. ADDRESS (Street, City, State, and ZIP Code) a. HOME
3735 Moody Road : . { 478 1988-1031
Kathleen Ga. b. OFFICE o
31047 :

{ 478 1926-6778

5, ARE YOU NOW WORKING FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT?
(If answer is "Yes" complete &, b, and c below.]

x| YES [ ] nwo

a. NAME OF AGENCY WHERE YOU WORK

Strategic Airlift Directorate

' 4. FEDERAL OFFICE YOU BELIEVE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST YOU

{Prepare a separate complaint form for each office which you believe
discriminated against you.)

a. NAME OF OFFICE THAT YOU BELIEVE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST YOU
WR-ALC/LTESS

b. ADDRESS OF OFFICE (Street, City, State, and ZIP Code)
Warner Robins ALC

Engineering Branch (LTESS)

216 Ocmulgee Ct. 31098-1643

b. ADDRESS OF YOUR AGENCY (Street, City, State, and ZIP Code)
Warner Robins ALC

Engineering Branch (LTESS)

=216 Ocmulgee Ct.- 31098-1643

c. NAME AND TITLE OF PERSON(S) YOU BELIEVE DISCRIMINATED c. TITLE AND GRADE OF YOUR JOB
AGAINST YOU (If you know) . _ Aeorspace Engineer
Mr. Scott Vandersall ‘ GS-0861-12

G5-14 Supervisory Engineer

6. NAME AND ADDRESS (Streat, City, State, and ZIP Code) OF YOUR REPRESENTATIVE (If any)
Office Of Special Counsel

Washington DC 20036-4505
1730 M. Street N.-W. Suite 218

7. DATE ON WHICH MOST RECENT
ALLEGED DISCRIMINATION TOOK
PLACE (YYMMDD)

04/03/26

Ms. Colette Key and Ms. Jenniffer Pennmgton PHONE=202-254-3628

HECK BELOW WHY YOU BELIEVE YOU WERE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST
RACE (If so, state your race)

b. COLOR f/f so, state your color) -

c. RELIGION (/f so, state your religion)

d. NATIONAL ORIGIN (/f so, state your national origin)
e

f

g

o

. 8EX (If so, state your sex)

. -AGE (If s0, state your age) ' 48 YEARS OLD

. HANDICAP (/f so, state whether mental or physical)
h.

X

SEXUAL HARASSMENT (/f so, state your sex and the sex of the person you believe harassed you)
5. EXPLAIN IN SPECIFICS HOW YOU BELIEVE YOU WERE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ftreated differently from other employees or applicants)
DUE TO YOUR RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, NATIONAL ORIGIN, SEX, AGE, OR HANDICAP (For each allegation, please state to the best of your

knowledge, information and belief what incident occurred and when the incident occurred. If you need more space, continug on another
sheet of paper.)

SEE SEPERATE SHEET

10. | HAVE DISCUSSED MY COMPLAINT WITH AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 11. NAME OF COUNSELOR
OPPORTUNITY COUNSELOR (See instructions)

Mr. Johnny Gonzalez
X YES NO
12. STATE CORRECTIVE ACTION YOU ARE SEEKING
SEE SEPERATE SHEET

13. SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT 14. DATE OF THIS COMPLAINT

(YYMMDD)

! Complaints of discrimination because of age apply only to empioyees or applicants who were at least 40 years of age at the time the
discriminatory action is alleged to have occurred.

DD Form 2655, NOV 83

REPLACES AF FORM 1780, JUN B1, WHICH MAY BE USED,
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PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT -«

AUTHORITY: Title VI, United States Code.
IANCIPAL PURPOSE(S): To establish the case records and to assist in the processing of the complaint.

'ROUTINE USE(S): Used when needed by EEO officials, hearing examiners, investigators and arbitrators, or by representatives of
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, and the courts concerning the complaint and appeal.

DISCLOSURE: Disclosure is voluntary. If the individual does not furnish the information requested, there will be no adverse
consequences. However, failure to furnish the information reguested on the form may delay or impair
processing of the complaint. .

READ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY

This form should be used only if you, as an applicant for Federal employment or a Federal employee, think you have been
discriminated against due to race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age or handicap by a Federal agency and have
presented the matter for informal resolution to an Equal Employment Opportunity Counselor within 45 calendar days of the date
“the incident occurred or, if a personnel action, within 45 calendar days of its effective date, '

Your complaint must be filed within 15 calendar days of the date of your final interview with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Counselor. If the matter has not been resolved to your satisfaction within 30 calendar days of your first interview
with the Equal Employment Opportunity Counselor and the final counseling interview has not been completed within that time,
you have the right to file a complaint at any time thereafter up to 15 days after the final interview. ‘

These time limits may be extended if you show that you were not notified of the time limits and were not otherwise aware of
them, or that you were prevented by circumstances beyond your control from submitting the matter within the time limits, or
for other reasons considered sufficient by the agency. '

If you need help in the preparation of your complaint, you may contact the Equal Employment Opportunity Counselor who
provided you with your initial counseling, or you may secure help from a representative of your choice.

or complaints filed against the Immediate Office of the Secretary of Defense, the.Joint Staff and all activities receiving
\dministrative support from Washington Headquarters Services, the individuals designated to receive complaints are the Equal
Employment Opportunity Officer or the Director, EEO, Office of the Secretary of Defense. Complaints generated within
agencies outside the above designated activities must be filed with that agency's individual designated to receive complaints of
discrimination, i.e., the Chief EEO Counsglor. '

You may have a representative of your own choosing at all stages of the processing of your complaints.

You will have an opportunity to talk with an investigator and present all the facts which you believe show discrimination. The

irivestigator will not be under the jurisdiction of the head of that part of the agency in ‘which the alleged discrimination took
place, -

After the investigation of your complaint has been completed, you will be furnished a copy of the Report of Investigation. You
will be given an opportunity to request a hearing, which will be conducted by an Administrative Judge assigned by the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). The hearing will be held at 2 convenient time and place. At the hearing, you
may present witnesses and other evidence on your behalf,

The final decision (in writing) will be made by the head of the agency or his or her designee. If'a hearing is held on your
complaint, the head of the agency or the designee will review the decision recommended by the Administrative Judge before
making a final decision, and will furnish you with a transcript of the hearing, a copy of the findings, analysis, and
recommended action of the Administrative Judge, along with the agency's final decision letter.

If you are not satisfied with the final agency decision, you have the right to appeal that decision within 30 calendar days after

geocggpt to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Office of Federal Operations, P.O. Box 19848, Washington, DC
6.

If your complaint is based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin or handicap, you may file 2 civil action in an
appropriate U.S. District Court within 90 days of receipt of the agency's decision or, if you elect to file an appeal with the

Commission, you may still file a civil action in a Federal District Court within 90 days of the Commission's decision if you are
dissatisfied with the decision.

If your complaint is based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin or handicap, you may file a civil action in an
appropriate U.S. District Court if you have not received a final agency decision within 180 days of filing your complaint with
the agency or if you have not received a final Commission decision within 180 days of filing your appeal with the Commiission's
Office of Federal Operations.

DD Form 2655, NOV 83 (BACK)
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" EEO Case Nuriber 9R1M04062

NOTE: Related Cases filed with to the OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL #'s MA-04-0755 and D!-
04-0756

CASE OUTLINE:

1)

Why was my time of arrival and departure from work arbitrarily assigned (memo dated
1/14/04 @ 1517) by Mr. Vandersall from 0830-1500,when | specifically asked for ‘
consideration under the spirit of the “Friendly Family Leave Act” of 0600-1430,for | am the
primary care giver for my children after school. Mr. Vandersall refuses to accommodate my
problem. He ABUSED-HIS AUTHORITY by arbitrarily selecting my report time..

Since being reassigned to Mr. Vandersall he has abused his authority concerning a
suggestion # 2004-1324. The Evaluator approved the savings ,but Mr. Vandersall ABUSED
HIS AUTHQORITY by intervening and rejecting a manetary award. Approval letter (1/12/04 @
1236) from WRALC/XPM. Mr, Vandersall continues to interfere with the approval process,for
on 3/25/04 Mr. Vandersall stated to me “This idea was not your original thought”. | had
resubmitted this suggestion for reconsideration-and it was APPROVED by Mr. Vandersall's
superior (Mr. Alford) and all evaluators to date: | believe Mr. Vandersall is-deliberately-
interfering with this process ‘

Mr. Vandersall called Mr. Lamb and myself into his office and said “He was watching me and
me alone,| want you to check in and out with myself or Mr Lamb before and after my
designated lunch period” | attempted to diffuse the situation and said “We are all adults here”
He then said”Some of us are”. |'left rather than be confrontational. Memo to Agency on
1/22/04 @ 1445 subject: HOSTILE WORK ENVIROMENT. '

A)Since being assigned to Mr. Vandersall, Why am | and only | being required to take

Annual Leave in 5.0 minute increments if | attend lunch when

other employees,including Mr. Vandersall, who are not required to take annual leave if

théy attend. He is singling me out for ADVERSE TREATMENT.

4)

5)

Why was | excluded and humiliated by having to leave a general engineering meeting on
1/26/04 @ 1000 hours, for no reason whatsoever except EXCLUSION.

Mr. Vandersall submitied a Leave slip for an absence | was at work on that day (1/16/04). It -
has since been recorrected by personnel. Mr. Vandersall knew | was at work for | had email

traffic from him the same day (1/16/04) | have no idsa why this was done. This is a
FRAUDULENT submittal o

Mr. Vandersall,Mr. Gonzalez and myself entered into informal negotiations and signed an
agreement on 10 Feb. 04. Not two days after this agreement was signed,| was notified by Mr.
Gonzalez that the agreement would not be acceptable to Legal or Personnel. Upon the
opening remarks | and Mr. Gonzalez asked Mr. Vandersall if he had the Authority to settle
and sign for the Agency. He without hesitation said “YES". I'cannot believe he was not
informed of his limitations by the Agency prior to his attending this meeting. Mr. Vandersall

FRAUDULENTLY represented himself and COERCED me into an agreement he had no
authority to sign.

RESOLUTION:

1) immediate Transfer out of the Strategic Airlift Directorate.

A) This transter must be commensurate with my training and skill ievel,it must also be able
to support my original request of duty hours from 0800-1430. IE: MA or EN . This can
easily be done for all Engineers at WRAFB are now serviced by one directorate (EN).

2) Absolute and unhindered support of Suggestion Number 2004-1324, This is to include
the monetary award , First year savings of $332,893.00 Dollars per FY 04 thus enabling

(oM PLENART PROIDED




the submitter to be eligible for & $9986.79 Dollar Award.|AW AF| 38-401,PARA
5.8.1.1,calculating the award at 3% of the first year savings

3) No reduction in my performance appraisal, if anything it should be raised due to my
increase in communication and writing skills (see attached
memos from other employees and Mr., Vandersall).

4) Mr. Vandersall is never to be in my Chain Of Command.

Mark M. Taylor

Comag AT PROVIOED




AF FORM BSOB 18990701 (IMT-V1)

CIVILIAN PROGRESS REVIEW WORKSHEET
- . PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
Authority: 10%U.5.C. 8013 and Executive Order 9397,
Purpose : The sacial security number is needed to correctly identify the employee.,
-+ 2outine Usa: None )
iclosure is Voluntary: However, without it, it may affect the ability to accurately identify the employse and the records.
APLOYEE (Last Name, First, Middie Initial) - ORGANIZATION DATE PERIOD COVERED
Taylor, Mark LTES 20031014 20030401 - 20030930
At'least one progress raview of the employee's performance against all the elements of the performance plan wx!l take place during the appraisal penat{ normaily
at the midpaint. This worksheet will be used to further documant this review, and may be filled out prior to and/or dunng the review with the employee. Use of this
form is mandatory, and is meant to facllitate communication concerning perfarmance. The process Is intended for employee davelopment and to help the individual,
The amployee should be made aware that the progress review is meant to provide feedback about hisfher performance that may impact the rating of record at the
| end of the appraisal period. Do not forward the form to the personnel flight. It is filed with the AF Form 871, and a copy given to the employee,
indicate by use of an "X" the employee's performance at this stage of the appraisal period. Place an "X" at the appropriate place on the arrowed line, Use
the space provided for any comments (optional). Performance ltems not observed are not rated,
- needs
needs significant  Jittle or 1o COMMENTS
improvement improvement :
1. PROGRESS ON PERFORMANCE PLAN ELEMENTS 1E - Complies with Policy/Procedures/Regulations - Met
- Element 1 + * |2F - Planning/Organizing/Accomplishing Workload - Met
- Element 2 ¢ > 3E- Techn.lcal Exp’er.tlse - Met
: 4E - Technical Exhibits - Met
- Element 3. < # |SE - Written Communication - Met
6E - Continuous Process Improvement - Met
- Elernent 4 ¢ b
= Elernent & % o
- Element & < o
- Element 7 % i
- Element B & i
- Element 8 & b
wment 10 < 2
clement 11 & ¥
- Element 12 < P
- Element 13 < -
- Element 14 & b
2.C ~ . .
s OOPERATION/RESPONSIVENESS Mark is an enthusiastic follower and shows some very
- : ine o ™ . . . . .
O Sk'a’:]egr;m;’::;i ;':’:{; x‘:r""d”a’s orgroups - & * | strong leadership skills, Sometimes overbearing in
-1s & skllied leader p . |meetings or when working with individuals and groups.
3. ORGANI .
ZATIONAL SKILLS Uses resources effectively and cuts off future problems at
- Uses resources efiectively * o th :
- Sees future probiems and heads them off o 5 © pass.
- Plans and schedules work effectively ¥ e
- Adapts well to new demands % b AT
4, COMMUN .
- Listers “l,"e”lCAT'ON y . | Good oral communicator but does not demonstrate good
- Effective in oral communication M s | Written communication skills.
- Writes clearly < .
8. DUTY PERF . . .. . .
) ERFORMANCE Mark is very timely in his work and is of good quality.
- Work is of appropriate quality and guantity < L
- Work is timely “* P
8. THOROUGH R . ; .
NESS Mark is the master at completing his work and especially
a . . P N . . . . .
“empletes 2 job on hisiher own < * |following up. He is persistent until the work is complete.
- Foliows up when necessary = 2
" ITIONALTE : ; ‘ ,
Ms Seems reluctant to perform at & higher level or in more
-omplishes required items as & # |challenging work within the SPO,
appropriate
RATER (Superw Slgnarure) , 1 EMPL ignature-@gtionatr—="" DATE (YYYYMMPD)
\3(_/.%5 @wv\% f[ / M/’ﬁ//;/y/ /Q_’ o/ il J
7




CIVILIAN RATING OF RECORD TAYLOR MARK M

(Flease read Privacy Act Statement on reverse before completing this—— ..

G
seres V000 WRA CEULAE/LAE

PLOYEE Last Name, First, biadie hiiay ' ORGANIZATION PAY PLAN
»vigr, ‘Mark M ! { WR-ALC/LAE | GS 08011 Apr02 - 31 Mar.03
LPROD | Frow 20020401 [0 20030327 ‘

«omally contains ane 1p seyen

ale the critcelBRmenysHn Pary A by placing an *X" in the appropriate block/s), The overal pertormance rating is derived. irom the ratings of the critical elements. A raling of “Daes not maet" on any tritical element

ults in 2 determination thal gyeral
oht for assistance.

critical elemants.

5-12-09 - $86,861.00

1dun 03 -

performance is unacceptable, An Unaceeptable rating is the basis for initiating a performance impravement plan and requires proper documentation, Contatt the Civiian Personne|

.omplete Parl B, “Impact on Mission Accomplishment® for B8-14s and 55155 fhuflar format, /ilbiteo' to 8iines). Optional to.complate for others.
:ompiete Part C. "Award Justification® for thase bein recommendad for an awarg fbullet format, limited to 8 finss), .

ART A. Paosition Requirements. fias the employee's performance Unacreptable or Aceeptable on the Performance Fian's critical elements?)

DOES NOT MEET MEETS | | DOES noT meeT MEETS

EMENT] X | ELEMENT b

EMENT 2 X [ Lement 5

EMENT 3 X ELEMENT 10
-EMENT 4 X ELEMENT 11
EMENT § X ELEMENT 12
LEMENT & X ELEMENT 13
LEMENT 7 ELEMENT 14

VERALL PERFORMANCE RATING

R

R ACCEPTABLE: Rated "Meets Stantards” on all critical elements.
N UNACCEPTABLE: -Rated "Does Not Meet Standards™ on one or more critical elements.

'ART B. impact an Missign Accomplishment, Mandatory completion reguired for GS-14s/155.)

ART C. Award dustification, /e 8 may serve as Part § award justification,)

vir. Taylor exceeds at Jeast half of his critical performance elements (I, 2, 3, and 6)

ngineering dispositions to discrepancies noted on C-5 aircraft at depot or in field locations. Mr. Taylor has
to new engineers and has performed well as the acting supervisor when called upor.
{r. Taylor has developed statements of work to solve key known projects and has worked dﬂzgcnﬂy.to'ﬁnd
inding for those projects, Mr. Taylor provides required technical data when requested in a timely fashion.

rovided mentoring

RT D. Performancs Awart,

ARD (Enter PrPoriommance or “onosty AWARD PERCENTASE OR AMOUNT (/7 fcash), enter as & percentaps, | OTHER AWARD (For time-off awards, state number of hours!

P

eg., 1.5, ora dokar amount)

dSo=

ification for Time-DI[ Awarg (25 apphicablet. | have considered fully the wage costs and productivity loss in granting this time-of} award, The amount ol time-o!f pramted is tommensurate wi;h
individual's contribution Or accompiishment. | also considered the unit's workload and unit employees* leave projections ang certify that the employee cen schedule the time-off award in

I aiso considered other avaable forms ol recognition in determining the amount of this time-of( award. Note: Ensure the number of tine-olf award hours
iUl WAITEY o this employee this leave vear plis this sward does not exceed 80 hours,

lion to sther “seheduled feave,

TE Certilication, Certijy by

having rater, reviewer, awarg approving official (if required), and employee sign and date this form.)

R fSupervisor's Sipnature ang duty phong) ~ o M[-q—;_ﬁ w7 g ’ = o D

\;

DATE 7yryYmnoo,

DATE fryyyaaoo)

7,0030‘*(((7

S TR

B Ar e

= T

DATE7YrYYMMDD)

0030

71y

OYEE fReceipt Ec/rUr edped, i

,E/W not inﬂ%%reemenr/ﬁ disapreem “"Z
Sy

DATE AFrYMIsDD)

OO Y O3




ART'F. Civilian Prombtion Appréisal.

his appratsal s used for competitive inservice placement actions, including promotions, reasstgnments or demations to pasitions with known growth potential, and other such instances. The ratings on this form ere u;ad
s 2 sort factor in detemining final rank order of employess having substantially equal knowledge, skills and ahilities, when the number of candidates exceeds the number of employzes who can be refarred to the selecting

i 1sideration.

APPRA!SAL FACTORS - MANNER OF FERFURMANCE (Do not complete if employee is a 6S5-15)

.ppraisal factors listed below represent work behaviars that can be ohserved in the z:omexé of the employse's current position and are cansidered predictive of performance at the next higher
vel, Based-srysur sbservations of the employee's periormance, rate EVERY appraisal factor. Use the following scale in making the ratings. Place the number (1.9/in the block preceding the

actar.
LOW RANGE CENTRAL RANGE HIGH RANGE
1. Very Bagr ’ 4. Slightly Below Fully Successful 7. Abave Fully Successiul
2. Far Below Fully Successtul . 8, Fully Successful B, Far Above Fully Successful
3. Below Fully Successful 6. Slightly Above Fully Successtul 8. Outstanding

'

h 1. Wo FORT: NPT . . . . . .
9 AK EFFORT. Exerts effort and shows initiative in starting, carrying put and completing tasks: spends time effectively periorming work.

9 2. ADAPTABILITY TO WORK: Picks up new ideas and procedures quickly; is easy to instruct; can adapt to the demands of new situstions; understands and camies
) out oral or written instructions.

9 d. PROELEM SOLVING: ng:se: effective solutions to problems or identifies effective methods and procedures for accomplishing nbjectives.

4. WORK, : : L . . T
6 VORKING RELATIONSHIPS: Sensitive to the hehavior of fellow workers, supervisors and subordinates; maintains effective working relationships with others.

6 5 COMMUNICATION: Communicates clearly and effectively, whether orally or in writing,

/) Al
9 6 WORK PRODUCTINITY. Productive during work time; completes his/her work projects, duties and tasks in a limely manner,

9 7. SELF-SUFFICIENCY: Works independently with littie need for additional supervision or help; follows through well; accomplishes al tasks required to
' complete s job on his/her own.

9 8 SKILL IN WORK: Performs job-associated tasks well, whether they require physical, technical, professional, supervisory or manageris! skills, is
considered very skillful on the job.

Ettectively plans and organizes work; properly follows or implements manapement procedures, directives, regulations, or technical

9 8. WORK MANAGEMENT: A S , L ;
orders; abifity to direct or evaluate or substitute for absent supervisar.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
uthon., OU.S.C. 8013 and Executive Order 8397
urpose: The social security nurmber is needed to correcty identify the employee.

A2

outine Use: This information may be disciosed 1o another agency if the employee transfers to anather agency.
iseinsure is Voluntare: However. withaut i, it mav affect the ability ro accurately jgentify the employee and the records.
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CiViLIAN PERSONREL POSITION DESCRIPTION ° 1. NUMBER DFIA'S Z-POSTION KUMER

. 04306
3. ORGANZATION 4, POSITION TITLE '
AFMC, WR.—ALC ROBINS AFB, GA
C-5 MAINTENANCE DIRECTORATE
LOGISTICS SUPPORT DIVISION ENERAI
‘ - RESOURCES CONTROL BRANCH ¢ ENGINEER
| ‘ ENGINEERING SECTION 5. CLASSIFICATION B CLASSIFED BY 7. 0ATE
| JLCLAE/LCLAE (23) &/ 5\7" i,
| oV
| » : GS-801-12 M/‘H D-A‘J‘&Zq 5%
8. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES Mrdfcatr time pacentages, whare requied) (Qrestions iny the classification of yoor position Shaskd be
asked of yow sopervisse. Yoo may see, npoi request, mmmmmnwbmyo«m Appesl riglts and procedores
are explained & Federal Personmed Wanoe, Ciopter 511, Subchagtor Gand AR 40512)  5pPs  Mochamical and Aerospace
& 5L ..-|L Type L. Tt I. CiC E Career E, EE £ Key H HOPR L Tng 3. Paa Rymt
Emp Supy Prpm D Code Pen Code ju] - Status Code
8 99 12 0057 N — LC-6 YY. W

[. INTRODUCTION:

The purpose this pesition is to provide professional expertise as an Aeraspace Engineer (50%) and Mechanical Engineer (50%) to
accomplish full range engineering integration of systems, subsystems and equipment for the C-5A/B weapon system (o assure
required operational desipn performance and compatibility is achieved and maintained. '

II. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES:

L. Provide engineering management advice for direction and control of a total aircraft weapons system with emphasis on
aeronautica and mechanical systems in order to achieve and maintain overall technical integrity and integration of that system, as
related to desipn configuration, reliability, and performance.

{2. Formultes plans and programs for development and maintenance of an enginecring capability to support assighcd weapons
ms. Determines contract resources and facilities required to provide the weapons system manager with adequate engineering
art. :

3. Acts as principle contract point, including support Item Managers and the System Management Office, on engineering matters
pertaining to an signed system. Applies engineering actions to the systems 50 as to assure that such actions are compatible with
the overall system program. Performs staff advisory and reviewing duties for coordinating the engineering effort with contractors
and other DoD organizations, on an assigned system. :

4. Plans azd controls engineering projects and programs. Continuously evaluates progress; and brief management personnel as
required. Integrates total engineering effort and evaluates relative priorities to determine sequence scheduling of
projects/programs and work allocations on an assigned system. Maintains work flow data to meet deadlines and priorities.
Review interim and final reports of project assignment to keep abreast o f major technical steps accomplished. Takes action to

expedite engineering projects/programs by making necessary a.rrangements for tcstx or facilities required by engineering
persannel

GEHERAL 15T SKILL 0 BKILL ©oapsKu
Sl % SKILL _SHRED,.__{T~-5UB % SKILL SHRED SUB SKILL SHRED SUB
=T
M A T 50| BI[P|R |AIC | B, | 215/C| CCIS T\R i C|CiCIF | LV
8./ certify that tes is an mmammrafmwdnmwwnw—w this 111, POSITION SENSTTIVITY 12 FLSA
poxition and iy orpant I relaticnshis, and that the position /X HECEssary ts cary ovt s VERTIE
povernment fections for wiich | e responsible. Ths certifreation is mate with the know- : NORSENSITIVE v
fedys trat this nformatin is o be vred for statotory poyposes relating 1o apsointroent and X NONCRITICAL-SENSITIVE ¥ EXENPT
payment of pelie fonds, and that Faive or misteating statements may constituty viok tions - "
|~ such starutes or thew inphnenting requstions. CRITICAL-SENSITIVE - NOR-EXEMPT
'RE AND TITLE OF UATE X [ 10. REAUDIT CERTIFICATION fnitials/
TE SUFERVISOR | DATE | ] ] | \
[ SUPERVISDR | | - \ \ |
| cLassiFiER i | [ | | | £ ‘ ]
PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE 0BSOLETE 78 SPTGIOPCC GVERPRINT
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AF FORM 1378, MAR 75, GONTINUATION SHEET
long range planning factor These sﬁidies include financial planmug, project processmg and control and determination of
manpower reguirements in his area of engineering responsibility.

{ Y serve as apsoge%%ﬁeer, directing one or more other engineers, and may occasionally provide if required,
spuwsalized engineering assistance accident to accident investigation boards by analyzing the aircraft mechanical and fiuid Systems
failure phenomenon involved in aircraft accidents. Incumbent evaluates z pilot's observations in terms of aircraft performance on
other than desirable flight characteristics. Will generally serve as team leader in assembly and analysis of physical data and then

provide reports and expert testimony regarding the cause of system failure.

II. FACTORS:
FACTOR 1 - Knowledge Required by the Position _ Level 1-7; 1250 Points

Professional knowledge of mechanical engineering and aerospace engineering concepts, principles and-practices applicable to the
full range of systems and system components used in modermn, high-performance aircraft. Incumbent must be able to apply
‘experimental-theory to solution of in-service revealed deficiencies. The incumbent must be a graduate of an accredited college
with a degree in engineering or science discipline. Must have a specific knowledge of various engineering disciplines as they
relate 1o airborne systems and equipment (i. ., mechanical, aeronautical, electromechanical) and of systems engineering
associated with system integration. The professional engineering management interface of this position requires an engineer not
only be skilled in the sciences, but also one who is able to reason and decids objectively, present ideas logically and forcefully,

and have the ability to meet, converse and work harmoniously with engineers, managers, technicians, pilos, administrators and
others.

FACTOR 2 - Supervisory Control Level 2-4; 450 Points

The supervisor sets.overall objectives and resources available, The engineer has reéponxibility for planning, designing and

carrying out smadies, projects, programs, and other asrospace and mechanical engineering work independently and without need

for +=chnical guidance by the supervisor. The results of the engineer's work are evaluated for adequacy of results, correlation
rork of engineers in other fields, and conformance with administrative policies and procedures.

FACTOR 3 - Guidelines ' Level 3-4; 450 Points

Guidelines include AFSC Design Handbooks and M’.ﬁita:y Specifications, technical journals, and various mamals. These
documnents offer guidance of a very peneral nature and seldom offer a solution to any specific problem. The engineer must use
initiative and imagination in developing new solutions to the problems presented by the weapons systems.

FACTOR 4 - Complexity Level 4-5; 325 Points
The assignments are complex and include diverse and design and development of repair or modifications requiring the

understanding of all system performance requirements. The work requires constant correlation of information gleaned from many

sources, such that seemingly unrelated bits of data are welded into a firm hypothesis which will withstand close scmtmy and
question.

FACTOR 5 - Scope and Effect Level 5-4; 225 Points

The work involves the safety of USAF Property and the lives of aircrews. The system investigations and design efforts of the
engineer will have an immediate and direct impact upon the performance, reliability, and safety of high performance aircraft,

FACTOR 6 - Person Contacts Level 6-3; 60 Polnts

Contracts are contractor's representatives, USAF upper operational and management levels, as well as with working levels of
USAF maintenance and logistics activities,

v ‘OR.7 - Purpose of Contacts Level 7-2; 50 Points

The purpose is to discuss design details of repair and modification to obtain agreement of course of action to be taken or
occasionally to interrogate personnel during ao investigation. In additon, the engineer must also, on occasion, provige briefings
on design or on the resuls of investigation to USAF manapgement at higher levels,

Ao A AT ONAVROE N




'SUBJECT: Lateral Transfer

[,Mark M. Taylor, GS-0861-12, ‘assigned to LTESS ,am requesting a lateral
transfer to MANPF. Time of transfer to be worked out between gaining and losing supervisos..

Gaining=Mr. Chris Barkiey X5479
Losing=Mr. Scott Vandersall X9156

Employee:Mérk Taylor X6778

Mark M. Taylor
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Taylor, Mark,M.

3735 MOODY Road

KATHLEEN GA. 31047 )

HOME PHONE:912-988-1031

WORK PHONE:812-926-6778/DSN468
EMATIL:mark.taylor@robins.af.mil

SUMMARY of SKILLS: Rerospace Engineer, General Engineer, Mechanical
Engineer and Propulsion

Engineer. I have worked in Liaison Engineering, Flight Test, Design,
Contracts, Management and Budget. I have Trained and Supervised
Professional Engineers, Mechanics and Support Staff.

EXPERIENCE AND EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:

July 1988-Present; 40-50; hours per week; General Engineexr/GS0861/0830-
12/; Robins AFB;Warner Robins Ga. 31098; Joint Stars, C-5Galaxy;
Structural Engineer,lLiaison Engineer; Mr. Scott Vandersall 512-526-9156
WR-ALC/LTESS

I am working as a Structural/Liaison Enginner on the C-5 Galaxy. I have
also worked at Robins as a Structural Engineer on the Joint Stars
Aircraft (Boeing 707-300 airframe).

"My duty on Joint Stars was to keep Operational Aircraft Flying. This
reguired repairing and issuing Engineering orders beyond Technical
Order Limits to the 93RD Air Control Wing at ROBINS AFB. I wrote and
evaluated Safety of Flight Messages, Evaluated and Implimented
Suggestions. I was responsible for Supervising support staff in
conjunction with the above tasks, this included Training, Clarity and
Technical Content of work packages.

As a member of the C-5 Galaxy Team I am responsible for Evaluating Non-
Conformances by way of Air Force form 202 and recommending sound
Engineering repairs that can be accomplished safely, economically and
can be accomplished with the personnel/eguipment available. I also
generate Engineering Change Proposals and interpret Engineering
Drawings for Support Personnel. I advise Management on the swiftest,
safest and most economical method to reach Productivity Goals, From an
Engineering Perspective. I also have the Honor of Training all incoming
Professional Engineers to the C-5 Galaxy Section. T perform the duties
of Technical Lead Enginner for the Group. I am able to train and
Supervise Professional Engineers in a way necessary to obtain the
skills needed to work on there own with little or no supervision.

January 1996-June 1998; 50-60 hours per week; Liaison/Structural
Engineer; BOEING-ST. LQUIS:

MS. Suzanne Charles; ST. LOUIS MO. 314-434-2336.

I was employed as a Structural Engineer working for Private Industry. I
worked on . C-17,F-15,

AV-8 and F-18 Aircraft. I was a member of the Structural/Liaison
Engineering Team. My duties were to evaluate and dispose of Non-
Conformances thru Engineering Disposition on new

Production Aircraft. In order to fulfill this task I was reguired to
pass a comprehen51ve written examination administerred by BOEING. I was
fully trained in the application of exotic materials (composites,
titanium, boron). My actions and Department were solely answerrable to
Production and their Engineering needs.

Lanaeri Dy ot
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Decemberl1984-Decemberl896;40-50 hours per week; Aerospace Engineer
GS0861/12; Army Aviation

and Troop Command, ST. LOUIS MO.; Structures and Systems Branch; MR.
Dick Mooy 314-931-6797.

I worked as a Structural Engineer on the AH-64, AH-1, UH-1, UH-60, CH-
47, OH-58 and C-23 Aircraft. My primary function was as a Structural
Engineer in the direct Maintenance and Support of Operational Aircraft.
I was responsible for evaluating and determing corrective action
necessary to maintain an acceptable Operational Readiness at Unit and
Depot level.

I was responsible for initiating the Liaison Engineering positions at
remote locations such as Korea, Saudi Arabia and Germany. My job was to
evaluate Non-Coformances at these locations and recommend repairs that
could be accomplished at the lowest level of Maintenance possible. I
was co-located with these aircraft at remote sites, which helps in
recommending repairs. During the Gulf War I was located in the forward
theatre of operation '

working as the Primary Aircraft Engineer in Country. My job was to
establish and maintain a depot operation in Country, this was necessary
in order to keep Operational Aircraft in the Front of Battle. I
established work-flow and repair procedures during this period that are
standard operating procedures for future conflicts.

EDUCATION:

Bachelor of Science/Aerospace Engineering/ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY/1984
Masters of Business Administration/WEBSTER UNIVERSITY/1590

LICENSES:

Material Review Board Certified (Private Industry)
AWARDS: ’

Civilian Service Medal for Duty in the Gulf War
MILITARY SERVICE:
USMC/1875-1980

(" meh O A Pt O0Mh NG



lllegal Rework:

Per the documents enclosed an llegal rework has oceurred on aircraft 70-0459. Request number
04-147. This part is primary structure and the only authorized repair is in accordance with T.0.
1C-5A-3,Section XI. Please notify the proper authorities. <

Mark Taylor
2/8/04

Note : On a previous form 107 (04-143,2/4/04) | condemned a wing tip with similar damage.

Mark Taylor
4/2/04
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~ Taylor Mark M Ciy WRALC/LTES R

From: - Taylor Mark M Civ WRALG/LTES ‘
Sent:  Friday, February 08, 2004 7:08 AM
To: Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES
Cc: Vandersall Scott Ciy WRALC/LTES

Subject: Request #04-147

Sir: An illegal rework has occurred oh a 107 request form #04-147 on aircraft 70-0459. These are the
chronological order of events,

1) I was assigned request # 04-147 on 2/5/03. '
2) | reviewed the request and asked for additional information. IE=
S5A-38.

3) lopened up the 107 request on 2/6/04 and read the repair was not accomplished IAW T.O. 1C-5A-
3,Section 11 nor any Engineering authorized repair,

~4) Part Number 4J20120-114A is listed-as PRIMARY STRUGCTURE per T.0: 1C+5A-3,Settion 1 1Figure 17,
5)  The only alternative | will agree toat this time is,”~ = -

-A)  Remove and replace P/N 44201 120-114A ¢
B) Repair IAW T.O. 1C-5A-3,5ection Xl.

8) Ibelieveitis managements responsibility to inform the proper authorities of an flega

please identify all damage per T.0. 1C-

0 blueprint specifications,

| rework,

Mark Taylor
2/6/04
0705

21612004
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Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent:  Friday, February 08, 2004 12:38 PM
To: Coulter Rodney Civ WRALC/ENFA
Cc: Schweinberg Bill Civ WRALC/ENFA
Subject: FW: 0458 wing box repair

From: Brill Darrel MSgt 60 EMS/MXMFB [mailto:darrel.brill@travis.af.mil]
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2004 10:38 AM

To: Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LTES; Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/ LTES; Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES
Cc: Colson Richard B SMSgt 60 EMS/MXMF; Kirkbride Terry L SMSgt 349 EMS/LGMF; Villasenor Raymond Amin 60
EMS/MXMFB; Fox Michael MSgt 60 EMS MXMFB; Lewis Gary A Civ 60 EMS/MXMFB™ S :

Subject: 0459 wing box repair : ‘

Good Morning Gentlemen, | would like to provide information regarding the right wing tip box assy. The initial
delamination was approximately 8"X8”. When the damage was removed it did not appear to have moisture and
when the bond was attempted using film adhesive it blew to 24”X26”. We have run the expanded area through
extensive drying cycles. We have done supply inquiries and there are no assets available. We asked for a
temporary repair using 8309 since we cannot afford to blow this component any further to the point that we wouid
not be able to repair it and grounding the aircraft. We are coming quickly to a point where we need every available
aircraft for upcoming wartime airlift operations. During a recent visit to Robins by two of our folks, they had-
extensive discussions on bonding procedures with Rodney Coulter. Part of these discussions was that they would
authorize temporary repairs to structure using paste adhesives provided that the areas are aft of the engine inlets.
Based on this information and in an effort to expedite repairs and prevent any delay in the isochronal inspection
ve pressed forward with bonding in the replacement honeycomb core using EAS309. This bond has taken
successfully, We are currently waiting authorization to continue with repair actions. Again let me state that we feel
that if we attempt to bond the skin with film adhesive that the damage will continue to grow to a point that we will

not able repair. Please respond-as quickly as possible as time is getting critical.
MSgt Darrel Brill

Aircraﬁ Structural Maintenance Section Chief

4/14/2004 ) o
~COMP LANARET 20U NN



Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2004 9:42 AM
To: ‘Coulter Rodney Civ WRALC/ENFA
Cc: Schweinberg Bill Civ WRALC/ENFA
Subject: FW: Request #04-147

fyi

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2004 9:40 AM
To: Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES

Cc: Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LTES; Colson Richard B SMSgt 60 EMS/MXMF
Subject: FW: Request #04-147 ' ‘

Sirs: Per telephone conversation with SMSGT Richard Cdlson on 2/6/04 at 0930 EST the following conversation
took place: ‘ ,

1) linformed SMSGT Colson that this repair was not authorized. He agreed.

2) linformed SMSGT Colson that | would not agree to this repair,his alternative is to ask Mr. Vandersall or
Mr. Lamb for relief for this non-conformance. He agreed.

3) SMSGT Colson said he would outline on a step by step basis the repair that is currently on A/C 70-0459.
He would send this directly to Mr. Vandersall with a CC to myself and Mr. Lamb. ‘
4) CONCLUSION: 107 Request 04-147 is being held in abatement by this office until further notice.

Mark Taylor

~rom: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2004 7:08 AM
To: Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES
Cc: Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LTES
Subject: Request #04-147

Sir: An illegal rework has occurred on a 107 request form #04-147 on aircraft 70-0459, These are the
chronological order of events,

1) |was assigned request # 04-147 on 2/5/03.
2) Ireviewed the request and asked for additional information. |E=please identify all damage per T.O. 1C-
5A-36.

3) | opened up the 107 request on 2/6/04 and read the repair was not accomplished IAW T.0. 1C-5A-
3,Section 11 nor any Engineering authorized repair. . : :
4)  Part Number 4J20120-114A is listed as PRIMARY STRUCTURE per T.0. 1C-5A-3,Section 11,Figure 17.
5) The only alternative | will agree to at this time is.
A) Remove and replace P/N 4J201120-114A to blueprint specifications.
B) Repair IAW T.0. 1C-5A-3,Section XI.

8) |believe it is managements responsibility to inform the proper authorities of an illegal rework.

Mark Tayior
2/8/04
0705
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Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2004 8:58 AM
To: Coulter Rodney Civ WRALC/ENFA
Ce: Schweinberg Bill Civ WRALC/ENFA
Subject: FW: Request #04-147 ‘

fyl

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2004 7:08 AM
To: Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES

Cc: Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LTES
Subject: Request #04-147

Sir: An illegal rework has occurred on a 107 request form #04-147 on aircraft 70-0459. These are the
chronological order of events. '

1) | was assigned request # 04-147 on 2/5/03.

2) I reviewed the request and asked for additional mformatton |E=please identify all damage per T.0. 1C-
5A-386.

3) | opened up the 107 request on 2/8/04 and read the repair was not accomplished IAW T.0. 1C-5A-
3,Section 11 nor any Engmeenng authorized repair.

4)  Part Number 4J20120-114A is listed as PRIMARY STRUCTURE per T.O. 1C-5A-3,Section 11,Figure 17.
5) The only alternative | will agree to at this time is.

A) Remove and replace P/N 4J201120-114A fo blueprmt specmca‘uons
B) Repalr IAW T.0. 1C-5A-3,Section XI.

8) | believe it is managements responsibil ity to inform the proper authorities of an illegal rework.

| Mark Taylor
2/6/04
0705
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Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES

Y e e L LT L

Frdm: - Colson Richard B SMSgt 80 EMS/MXMF [Richard.Colson @travis.af.mil]
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2004 9:10 PM

Ta: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES:; Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES

Cc: Vandersall Scott Giy WRALC/LTES: Brill Darrsl MSgt 60 EMS/MXMFB; Holiister.dohn @travis.af.mijl
Subject: RE: Request #04-147

Sirs; what | agreed to was:

1) given the directiong from Mr. Taylor for the -36 inspections then yes we did not comply with those
requirements. '

2) we (Travis) would provide a step-by-step repair method to Mr Vandersall and Mr Lamb.
We're behind a rock a harg place when it comes to havingenough FMC C:55 to support Airlift Mission's

for the Global War on Terror. Travis would never think to install a repair t
flight worthiness of the airframe. We have been given directions to perform bolt-through repairs on the

I hope this and MSgt Brill's detailed request gives you a better fee] for what Tra
-and not give you the Wrong impression of our “field-leve]" repairs.

Vir
SMSgt Richard B, Colson

Vis is capable of doing

----- Original Message---..

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Fri 2/6/2004 8:39 AM

To: Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES

Ce: Vandersall Scott Ciy WRALC/LTES; Colson Richard B SMS gt 60 EMS/MXMF
Subject: FW: Request #04-147

Sirs: Per telephone conversation with SMSGT Richard Colson on 2/8/04 at 0930 EST the following
conversation took place:

1) linformed SMSGT Colson that this repair was not authorized. He agreed.

int :
2) linformed SMSGT Colson that | would not agree to thig repair,his alternative is to ask Mr. Vandersall
or Mr. Lamb for relief for this non-conformance, He agreed,

3)  SMSGT Colson said he wolld outline on a step by step basis the repair that is currently on A/C 70-
is di ' b.

- Mark Taylor

From: Taylor Mark M Cjy WRALC/LTES
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2004 7:08 AM
To: Lamb Thomas F Civ WRALC/LTES
Ce: Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LTES
Subject: Request #04-147

Sir: An illegal rework has occurred on a 107 request form #04-147 on aircraft 70-0458. These are the
chronological order of events,

1) lwas assigned request # 04-147 on 2/5/03.

4/2/2004



2) Ireviewed the request and asked for additional information. | =please identify all damage per T.O.
1C-5A-386.

3 l-opened up the 107 request on 2/6/04 andread the repair was not accomplished 1AW T.0. 1C-5A-
3,Section 11 nor any Engineering authorized repair.

4)  Part Number 4J20120-114A is listed as PRIMARY STRUCTURE per T.0. 1C-5A-3,Section 11,Figure
17. '

- 5)  The only alternative | will agree to at this time is.

A)  Remove and replace P/N 4J201120-114A to blueprint specifications.
B) Repair IAW T.0O. 1C-5A-3,Section Xl. :

. B) lbelieveitis managements responsibility to inform the proper authorities of an illegal rework.

Mark Taylor
.2/6/04
0705
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~ llegal Rework:

Per the documents enclosed an illegal rework has occurred on aircraft 70-0459. Requesst

-number 04-147. This part is primary structure and the only authorized repair is in accordance with -
T.0. 1C-5A-8,Section Xl. Please notify the proper authorities. :

Mark Taylor
2/6/04
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107 REQUEST # 04-147

REQUESTOR INFORMATION

Reguestor: AL.LHOCKERSMITH Rank/Grade: TSGT
‘Office Symbol: MXOQS E-Mail Address: AL.HOCKERSMITH@ TRAVIS.AF.MIL
Command: AMC - Base: TRAVIS
DSN: 837-5570 : COMMERCIAL: 704-424-5540
Date Requested: 2/5/2004 11:05:04 AM Organization: 60MOS

DISCREPANCY INFORMATION
Engineering Division: STRUCTURES
Tail Number: 70-0459
Part Number: NONE
Serial Number: NONE

Discrepancy/Maintenance ‘ "
Required: SEE ATTACHED

T.0.
Figure:
Index:
Last ISO completion date:
Name of Engineer ; . : .
contacted for assisiance: NONE . - Click bere to see list of engineers

Priority ROUTINE

Location of aircraft: TRAVIS

STATUS

HQ Authority: JOHNSTON.EDWARD | Date: 2/5/2004 12:02:10 PM

Engineer . Of -
Acceptance/Rejection: MARK.TAYLOR » Date: 2/5/2004 1:08:09 PM

COMMENTS

PLEASE IDENTIFY ALL DAMAGE USING THE
_ PRESCRIBED T.0.1C-5A-36. REMOVE ALL
MARK.TAYLOR: DISCREPANT DAMAGED HONEYCOMB, 2/5/2004 2:44:23 PV
RESUBMIT PICTURES WITH DAMAGED
REMOVAL.

[AM NOT CLEAR AS TO WHAT EXACTLY You
WANT INSPEECTED AND WITH WHICH
PROCEDURE. ALL OF THE DAMAGED CORE HAS

. BEEN REMOVED, THE BOND AREA HAS BEEN .
DARREL.BRILL: poien AND REPLACEMENT CORE HASBEEN ~ 2/5/2004 7:32:07 PM

BONDED INPLACE USING EA9309. | HAVE
ATTACHED ADDITIONAL PICTURES. WE ARE ON
HOLD AWAITING FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS.

Comments;

https://ltwebsry.robins.af.mil/ aircraft/formlO7/to_edit_requcst.asp?pk_id=549 2/6/2004



ATTACHMENTS )
Click here to Add/Delete/View attachments

DISPOSITION
Click here to see Disposition

 [Csuomi ] LReseﬂ L._Print ]

This page maintained by Kirk Bay, WR-ALC/LTCR, Comm: (478) 826-6118, DSN: 468-6118 email:
wrafc.lt.webmaster@robins.af.mit

hitps:// ltwcbsrv.robins.af.mil/aircraft/forml'07/to_edi t_request.asp?pk_id=549 2/6/2004
: ' : Oraads 24T P EAVOED




https://ltwebsrv.robins.af.miI/data/cS/formlO7MVC-O77F JPG
F.IF 2/6/2004

(eMPLAARART PROVIDFD



i
1

Y %ﬁf
%% o
S

sl

https ://ltwcbsrv.robins.af.mjI/data/cS/formlO7/MVC-O79F(1).IPG

21612004
FONOT Pri AT 021D ED



= Fiease complete all the blocks (Use additional sheet(s) if necessary)

1. Nature of Assistance Request (Circle One): Technical Assistance / O&l Maintenance-Repair / Unprogr
Level Mx / Waiver . A

|2+ (Circle Ong], Alrcraft (MDS): RC-10A G5 G Serial Number(s): 70-0459

Equipment (TMS): ‘
' Date and Time Discovered 4 Feb 2004 0800 4. When Discovered (i.e., BPQ, thru-
‘ etc...) Isochronal Inspection

ammed Depot

i, NDI, in-fight, post fight

S. Detalled Description of Discrepancy/Damage/Problem and Exact Location (i.e., wing station, fuselage station, eic...)

During isochronal inspection the upper skin on the right wing tip torque box assembly was found 1o have a large
delamination. Upon cutting open the skin and core removal, the interior the entire area was found to be extremely

water soaked. The repair area is going through drying cycles but it will be impossible to extract sufficient water fror
the component to allow an adequate bond utilizing film adhesive,

6. Circle one : ' !
INBOARD QUTBOARD FORWARD AFT EXTERIOR INTERIOR OTHER LEFT RIGHT TOP BOTTOM
Remarks: Right wing tip torque box assembly, see attached pictures

7. Measurements: (i.e., length, width, horizontal, vertical, Spell out inches, feet):
26 inches X 24 Inches

8. Job Control Number: 033C747 ‘ 9. Supply Requisition Number:J384DK40354018

{10, ltem Name: Box Assy. Wing Tip 11. NSN: 1560-00-195-7357

". Part Number:_4J20120-1 14A TO: _1C-5A-4-1 Figure:_29 index_81A__
». Detailed Description of Maint, Assistance Req (ie. CFT, Wait for PDM, Engineering Disposition). Describe what you wan
done (Be Specific): Request material substitution authorization to bond in replacement core, filler, and doubler using

EAS309 paste adhesive and scrim cloth as a temporary repair until a replacement component issues from supply or
|until depot input. All other technical specifications will be adhered to |AW 1C-5A-3 chapter 11

14. Next Scheduled Inspection: 13: Next PDM:

15. Estimated Time to Repair/Replace:
72 hours

18. What was done to attempt fix:

117. Who has been contacted (AFETS, CFT), when, and outcome (include verbal agreements, faxes, etc...)

18: Additional Comments:
Urgent Request

18, Requesting Unit POC (Name, Unit Address, Email Address, Phone/Fax number):
Darrel R. Brill, MSgt, B0EMS/MXMFB Travis AFR CA darrel.brill @travis.af.mil DSN 837-4189 FAX DSN 837-0909
20. Nameand Signature of Maintenance Supervision
John Holiister, CMSgt, 60EMS/MXM
21. Quality Assurance Review (Name/DSN):
Kevin Gannaway, SSgt, 60MXG/QA
Maﬁntenance__@roup Commander or (Designated Representative)
| ~onald T. McElroy, CMSgt, 60 MXG/MXM

Nk i A AOT DO ACK D
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___ DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE. -
HEADQUARTERS WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS
CENTER (AFMC)

ROBINS AFB GA 31098

2/9/2004

MEMORANDUM FOR: 60MOS/MX00S

FROM: WR-ALC/LTES

SUBJECT: Right Wing Tip Delamination, C-5 70-0459, FSR 04-147

1. During 2 T.O. 1C-5A-3, Section 11 repair using film adhesive, the
skin/core blew from an 8"x8" delamination to a 24"x2g" delamination. Any
further attempts to repair the wing tip utilizing a hot bond could jeopardize
the unit's ability to repair it. Without any assets in supply, this could
constitute a temporary grounding condition until the tip is replaced. PDM
input date is scheduled for September 04. Unit requests to perform a cold
bond repair with paste adhesive.,

2. This disposition is for this aircraft only.

3..Cut away damaged skin/core utili?_ing a minimum 1" radius on all
corners.

4. Dry the damaged area and surrounding areas as much as possidle prior
to bonding. :

5. Prepare surfaces for bonding using the sulfuric acid etch \procedure
defined in T.O. 1C-5A-3, Section 11, Paragraph 11-43, Method 2.

8. Cutnew PAA core with a density equal to or exceeding that what was
removed to be level with the upper surface of the skin. When inserting the
new core, bond the core to the lower face sheet with EAS309 paste
adnesive using scrim cloth or glass microspheres to control the bond line
thickness. Use Epocast 1843 for the core splice and follow the

manufacturer's recommended procedures. Cure per manufacturer's
procedures. :

7. Manufacture repair doubler overlay from .020" 7075-T8 PAA skins large
enough to have a minimum 2" overlap over all edges of the repairad core,

8. Bond overiay with EAS309 paste adhesive using scrim cloth or glass

microspheres to control the bond line thickness. Cure per manufacturer's
procedures.

9. Fay surface seal edges of repair with MIL-3-81733 sealant.

10. All corrosion prevention procedures are per T.O. 1C-5A-23 and
Section 11 of T.O. 1C-5A-3.

1. Repair shall be coin tapped for delaminations at every HSC.until depot

https://ltwebsrv.robins.af.mil/aircrafy/ formlO7/to_view__disposition.asp?dispopk:B 67 4/2/2004
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input or a replacement tip is obtained. Contact WR-ALG engineering as
required for disposition instructions. L

12. WR-ALC/LTES POG is Scott P, Vahdersall, DSN 468-9156, or email
scott.vandersall @robins.af.mil.

Russell 2lford

Chief Engineer

Strategic Airlift Dlrectorate
- WR-ALC/LTE

| Print ]

| Disposition List |

https://ltwebsrv.robins,af.mil/aircraft/formlO7/to__view_dispcsition.asp?dispop1\=367 41212004
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107 REQUEST # 04-143

REQUESTOR INFORMATION

Requestor; ALFONSO.DESTREZA Rank/Grade: E-5

Office Symbol: MX0OOP E-Mail Address: ALFONSO.DESTREZA@DOVER.AF.M!L
Command: AMC , Base: DOVER : :
DSN: 445-5454 ' COMMERCIAL: 302-677-5454
Date Requested: 2/4/2004 2:24:09 PM Organization: 436

DISCREPANCY INFORMATION
Engineering Division: STRUCTURES
Tail Number: 84-0059
Part Number: 4J20120-1 14A
Serial Number: NONE

Location of aircraft: DOVER AFB

Discrepancy/Maintenance 1. REQUEST TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE LA\W. T.0. 00-25-107 ON AIRCRAFT
Required: 84059 RIGHT WING TIP BOX BEAM PART # 4420120-114A T.0. 1C-5A-4-1 FIG

28 INDEX 29,

2. DURING ISO INSPECTION THE TOP SIDE FACE SHEET OF THE BOX BEAM
WAS DISCOVERED TO HAVE DELAMS AND A 20 INCH CRACK COMING

REVEALED THAT MOST OF THE WATER IS IN THE OUTBOARD EDGE ALONG

OF MOISTURE.

; ABOUT 80 % HAS SOME INDICATION

3. SIZE OF CUTOUT ARE 22" X 3 « AT V-1 BY EXISTING REPAIR OF 28 X
36", AT V-7.CUTOUT IS 16 11 X 3", AT V-15,10 CUTOUT IS 7" X 37, AT V-18,16

CUTOUTIS 5 % X 3", OTHER TWO AREAS IS A 3" CIRCLE cuUTOUT.

THE

FORWARD EXISTING REPAIR IS 14 %2 X 11" THAT HAS WATER WITH NO

DELAMS,

4. THERE ARE NO WING TIP BOX BEAMS IN THE SUPPLY SYSTEM.

REQUEST A TEMPORARY REPAIR OF SOL-GEL AND 9320 PASTE ADHESIVE
AFTER CUTOUT AREA IS DRY. REPLACE BOX BEAM AT NEXT SCHEDULE

MAINTENANCE WHEN ONE BECOMES AVAILABLE,

GREG LONG DAFC

436 EMS DOVER AFB

AIRCRAFT STRUCTURE MAINTENANGE
DSN 445-5766

FAX 445/(302-677-5755)
GREG.LONG@DOVER.AF.MIL

THIS IS AN EMERGENCY ACTION REQUEST. ALTERNATE POC IS DOVER

AFB MOC @ DSN: 445-5436
T.0.
Figure:
index:
Last ISO completion date:
Name of Engineer

contacted for assistance: NONE . Chck here 16 see list of engineers

Priority EMERGENCY

https:/ltwebsrv.robing af .mil/ aircraft/form107/t0_edit~request.asp?pl{»id:SéLS
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STATUS

HQ Authority: JONATHAN.WAKELEY Date: 2/4/2004 2:38:20 PM
Engineer ’ . s
Acceptance/Rejsetion. MARK.TAYLOR Date: 2/4/2004 2:45:35 PM
Engineer's Disposition: THOMAS.LAMB D'Spc’ggfe'} 2/5/2004 4:39:29 PM
COMMENTS

THIS PART IS LISTED IN T.O. 1C-54-
3,8ECTION XI,AS PRIMARY
. STRUCTURE. REPAIR IAW T.0. 1C- A
MAF:’K.T'AYLOF?r 5A-3,SECTION XI OR REMOVE AND  2/5/2004 9:14:27 AM
REPLACE TO BLUEPRINT
SPECIFICATIONS.

ATTACHMENTS (5)
Click here tq Add/Delete/View attachments

DISPOSITION
Click here to ses Disposition

This page maintained by Kirk Bay, WR-ALC/LTCR, Comm: (478) 926-6118, DSN: 468-6118 email:
wralc.lt.webmaster @ robins.af.mil ‘ '

nttps://ltwebsry.robins.af . mil/aircraft/ form107/to_edit_request.asp ?pk_id=545 4/2/2004
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
. HEADQUARTERS WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS. -
CENTER (AFMC)
ROBINS AFB GA 31098

2/5/2004

MEMORANDUM FOR: 436/MX00P

FROM: WR-ALC/LTES

SUBJECT: FSR # 04-143, Repair of Right Wing Tip Box Beam PART & 4420120-114A on
Aircraft 84-0059. ' ,

1) During ISO Inspection the top side face shest had numerous
delaminations and a 20 inch crack extending from an existing repair. After
skin removal and X-Ray there is indication of fluid intrusion over 80% of
the outboard edge along the full length of the box beam.

2) This part is Primary Structure as listed in T.O, 1C-5A-8,Section 11,
Figure 17.

3) Permission is denied to repair this wing tip due to the extensive amount
of the damage. This part cannot be repaired IAW T.O. 1C-5A-3,Section XI.
Remove and replace Part # 4J20120 to b!kueprint specifications,

4) WR/ALC/LTES POC is Mark Taylor, DSN 468-8778. E-mail
mark.taylor@robins.af.mil.

Reomma=E

THOMAS LAMB
Chief, Structures Engineering Section
Strategic Airlift Directorate

[ Print ]
|_ Disposition List |

https://1twebsrv‘mbins.af.mil/aircraft/f@rm107/t0~_view_disposition.asp?dispopk:BS 3 4/2/2004
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- Beaman Becky L ColHQ AFMC/DR

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES [Mark. Taylor@robins.af.mil]
Sent:  Wednesday, April 21, 2004 8:13 AM '

To: Beaman Becky L Col HQ AFMC/DR

Cc:  Gonzalez Johnny A Civ WRALC/CCD

Subject: FW: 107 data base

Col/Sir

Due to the action of Mr. Vandersall, | am being “Shut Out” this data base access.

| believe this is a “Prohibited
Personnel Practice”.

Mark Taylor

From: Slyfield Karen A Contr WRALC/LTES
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2004 7:56 AM
To: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES

Cc: Vandersall Scott Civ WRALC/LTES
Subject: FW: 107 data base

Mark - Scott instructed me several weeks ago to make your 202 and 107 accounts inacti

ve. Please let me know if
you have any guestions.

Karen

RAMNCE Karen Slyfield
VR-ALC/LTES (ARINC)
Robins AFB GA 31098
DSN 468-6857

COMM 478-926-6857

From: Bay Kirk G Contr WRALC/LTCR
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2004 7:47 AM
To: Slyfield Karen A Contr WRALC/LTES
Subject: FW: 107 data base

i

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/LTES
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2004 7:30 AM
To: WRALC/LT Webmaster

Subject: 107 data base

Kirk, I cannot access 107 data base. Can you help.

Mark taylor

5/17/2004 A AL\t AR
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Beaman Becky L Col HQ AFMC/DR

‘From: ‘ MarkTaylorDaddy@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2004 11:37 AM
- Becky.Beaman@wpafb.af.mil

ct: Re: FW: Office change

Col Beaman: I just recieved my annual performance appraisal from Mr. :
Vandersall. It was 12 points below my last appraisal. There was no explanation or
counselling records. Mr Vandersall also stated " I am informing you FM has deleted
your suggestion (award worth 9998.00 dollars) from the gsystem'. Rather thanbe
confrontational I left. This was on 5/5/04 at 0945 hours.

Mark Taylor

O rnkihs D \DaeXT 00 m A nd. o



Beaman Becky L Col HQ AFMC/DR

From: ' MarkTaylorDaddy@aol.com , |
Sent: Friday, May 07, 2004 6:25 PM ‘
T Becky.Beaman@wpafb.af.mil |

act: my suggestion ' |

Col: Please add this to your files for your final report to the General. I do ‘
not understand how I can be approved on the same suggestion with no monetary : |
award, but total disapproval when the mention of a monetary award is ‘

authorized. When I attempted to inguire into this,all I got was Mr. Vandersall said no.

Reference email from idea coordinator and final disapproval. This is a
prohibited personnel practice. » :

NOTE: Suggestion 2004-1324 was approved with no monetary award; after
attempted ADR ( Which Mr. Vandersall and Mr. Alfordagreed to Within Job

Responsibility and Tangible savings withan award of 9998.00 dollars) Now
2004-1324Reconsideration is Disapproved.

From: Roberts Cha H Civ WRALC/LTCR o |
To: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/MANPF » o |
Cc: Davis Susan F Civ SWC/XIR |

Subject: RE: Suggestion 2004-1324R
Sent: 4/27/2004 11:53 AM
Importance: Normal

Mark,

Last time I heard this and Mr. Vandersall will take care of with Ms. Enge
awaiting the answer from Mr. Vandersall. Please check with Mr. Alford.

Thanks

----- Original Message-----

From: Taylor Mark M Civ WRALC/MANPF
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2004 11:35 AM
To: Roberts Cha H Civ WRALC/LTCR

Cc: Davis Susan F Civ SWC/XIR

Subject: FW: Suggestion 2004-1324R

From: IPDS [SMTP:idea@randolph.af.mil]
To: mark.taylor@robins.af.mil

Cc: linda.bridger@robins.af.mil; cha.roberts@rcbins.af .mil;
ideas@robins.af.mil; ideas@robins.af.mil

Subject: Idea 2004-1324R, Disapproved Idea
Sent: 5/7/2004 12:34 PM

Importance: Normal

GS8-12 MARK TAYLOR,

Thank you for your interest in improving our Air Force. Unfortunately, your
idea 2004-1324R, Submission Title: Cancellation of TCTO 2063 could not be
approved. if this is a group submission, please contact the co-submitters.

You may view the evaluations of your idea by doing the following:
~he IPDS home page, click print/view the idea and follow the prompts.

+-< have ownership rights to your idea for one year after final action.
During this time you may ask for reconsideration. Dlease refer to AFI 3B-401 for

1
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PRE-LL Ll LSYULISMENLS Toat nave CoO pe met pricr to submitting a

reconsideration (one reconsideration per IDEA). NOTE: If this idea is a reconsideration,
ownership is still 12 months from final action but no more reconsiderations

allowed. For additiomal information, please contact your servicing Manpower

office (AFRC bases, contact your DPC office). The URL to connect you to IPDS is
https://ideas.randolph.af.mil. k

I 1 are changing jobs, PCSing, or separating, please u
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"‘Tﬁié'i‘s‘“éﬁé"‘st’éfér‘néﬁt"be otk M. Taylor,  madeon 14 April 2004 to Cof Becky |

Beaman and Mr. Vincent Spanel, regarding the repair of C-5A §/N 70-0465, Aft Engine Mount
Spherical Bearing, Pylon §/N 0028.

Permission to remove .0076” from an 1094 ‘bearing, changing its 2.5833 diameter to 2.5 7577,
Mr. Despian consulted with Nicholag Nguyen, of Southwest Products (the manufacturer of the
bearing), and | consulted with Walter Tanner, Master Machinist, and the WR-ALC o
Technological Industries office, and decided to recommend againgt approval of the requested *

a. The T.O. for the bearing mount requires “rounding up” the aft outboard engine mount fitting
hole to fit the bearing, rather than turning or shaving down the bearing. (Since the requestor
ot have th

stated they did p € capability to round up the bearing hole, a depot team would have to
be sent to accomplish this,)

b. The Warner-Robing Technical Industry Office was consulted regarding potential rework-of
the bearing. Mr. T anner expressed concerns regarding difficulties adequately fixturing the pgn
for successfu] machining of the bearing surface. He Cxpressed concerns that resulting resizing
would not meet the tight tolerances established for thig part. He recommended the standard T.O.
procedure be followed,which required enlarging the pylon bearing mount hole to accept one of _
several different part number bearings (4 available sizes), SRR

¢. Nicholas Nguyen, Southwest Products, Ing, (the manufacturer of the bearing) was also L
contacted regarding the broposal to machine the bearing 1o a smaller diameter to fit the pylon
bearing mount, The OEM expressed concemns about the process mainly centered around quality

control issues that could effect materia] properties of the bearing and part dimensional
conformance, :

d. Itis my assessment that reworking the bearing without being able to establigh good quality
control would result in ap unevenly resized bearing, which would not fit evenly into the “fouge
ear”. In use, the bearing could begin to move with the action of the engine, resulting in cyclic

loading to the mouse ear and uneven stregges that could cause the mount to fail from the inside
out, :

2. Mr. Albert Lowas, the Branch Chief responsible for making disposition of this request, ghqse
to approve the repair action (see attached memo), L
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4. I provided copies of my documentation and expressed my concerns to Major Neison in ;Ehe
Warner Robins Safety Office. He never contacted me in response. As far ag I know, nothing
was done to Jook into my concems.

6. The situation in my work environment deteriorated after I elevated my concerns.

a. Mr. Vandersall arbitrarily assigned me to work from 0630-1500 hrs daily, despite my request
to be allowed to work 0600-1430 (I am the primary care giver for my children after school)

b. I submitted a suggestion (#2004-1324, which carried first year savings of $332,893 (resulting

In my being eligible for a $9986.79 award)), which was approved by the Evaluator, but Mr. .
Vandersall intervened ang rejected a monetary award, ] resubmitted the proposal,-and it was
approved by Mr, Alford (Mr. Vandersall’s superior) and all other evaluators to date - | believe
Mr. Vandersall is sti] interfering with the brocess and denying me the monetary award. (On
3/25/04 Mr. Vandersal] explained his position by saying “This idea was not your original

c -
Wwanted me to check in with either himself or Mr. Lamb before and afier lunch, and T would be
charged annual leave in 5 minute increments, | am the only employee required to do so, and

- other employees do not take leave for attending the same luncheons. ‘

d. I'wastold to Jeave g general engineering meeting on 1/26/04, at 1000, for no reason,

€. Mr. Vandersall submitted a leave slip for me for 1/] 6/04, but I was present at the time. This
has been since corrected by personnel, but the slip should not have beep submitted.

7. I'filed an EEO complaint asserting that this treatment constituted age discrimination, At the
recommendation of the EEQ off ce, L agreed to Alternate Dispute Resolution (ADR) procedures
to resolve the matter, We met —myself, Mr. Vandersall, and Mr, Gonzales, and reached a
reasonable resolution that would:

- Allowmeto change jobs, moving to another office and out from under M. Vandersall's

authority;

- Require Mr Vandersal]'s Support of suggestion number 2004-1324, and the
accompanying monetary award; and :

- Ensure no reduction i my performance appraisal,

274k
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When asked ifhs was authorized to sign the agreement, Mr. Vandersall said he was We all

8. As a gesture of good faith, I withdrew my OSC complaint, However, I knew that OSC would
continue to follow up the issue, because it was a safety of flight matter, so I was confident that
the safety issue would be investi gated and resolved. '

9. Immediately after I withdrew my complaint, I was adviseq that the ADR resolution was not
acceptable to either the base personnel or base legal folks, Nobody from the bage has ever -
contacted me to renegotiate an ADR settlement. ‘

10. Thave been removed from my job and am no Icnger performing useful work appropriate for
my skills and experience, :

1. Another improper repair came to my attention — an authorization for cold bond repair with
paste adhesive to the ght wing tip of C-35 70-0459 (see attached 107 request, related e-mails, -

12. Thave contacted Senator Saxby Chambliss for assistance in resolving the situation, ,
specifying ERO complaint 9RIM04062 and OSC cases #MA-04-0755 (prohibited personne] *
practices) and #DI-04-075 6 (safety of flight). ‘

13. My goal is to make sure that our Airmen are safe. Ido not know why thig plane has not
been grounded until we-can make sure that repair is safe to fly. -

The following technica] information amplifies on specific areas of my statement:

PROCESS:

* 107, Requests for Deviation, are typically generated by senior Sergeants at the filed units,
These requests are forwarded to the Joca] AMC Rep at WR-ALC for review and
administration, The AMC Rep, after a quality check of the 107, forwards the request to
the C-5 Chief Engineer, currently Mr. Russ Alford. Mr. Alford dispositions the requests
10 the appropriate branch based on the engineering disciplines required. The branch chief
delegates each request to a responsible engineer within the branch. The responsible
engineer makes a Tecommendation to approve or disapprove the proposed deviation, -
Official approval or disapproval is in the form ofa memorandum to the requesting

PRECIDENT:

* Idonot have information relative to how many aft engine mount bearings may have beer
modified outside of recommended T.O. procedures or how often field units have
fequested waivers/deviations for the mount bearing, I have ng knowledge of engineering
approval for the undersized bearing that was removed from tail number 70-465,
However, to my knowledge, no fracture of mount bearings has occurred ip field service.
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ANALYSIS

* GE or Lockheed Were not consulted op this 1(7 Tequest. Although Lockheed ison a -
response contract to handle ’

typically timely enough for 107 requests,

RECOMMENDATION:

* Irecommended that based on the identified issues, the existing T.0. procedure be
followed and 2 depot field team be dispatched to execute the repair,

The above jg 5 true, accurate, and complete accounting of my sworn testimony.

W - |
Mark M, Taylor
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107 REQUEST # 03-109

REQUESTOR INFORMATION
Reqguestor. RANDY. THOMAS Rank/Grade: CIV ‘
Office Symbal: MAMP E-Mail Address: RANDY. THOMAS@AL TUS AF.MIL
Command: AETC Base! ALTUS
COMMERCIAL: 580-481-7183

DSN: B85-7183
Date Reguested; ‘zl'l}ﬂzow 11:26:15 Organization: §7MX00S

T e e e et 1 s e oot s

DISCREPANCY INFORMATION
Engineering Division: STRUCTURES
- Location of
Tail Number, 70-0465 ) aircraf AGGN

TES e ehe e ———— s 4

‘Discrepancy/Maintenance .
_ Required: 1. DETAILED DESCRIPTION: THE MOUNT BEARING HOLE ON THE #1
L ' ENGINE AFT O/B ENGINE MOUNT HAS BEEN MODIFIED IN THE PAST
TO A SIZE THAT FALLS BETWEEN THE REQUIRED REARING 4P34252-
107A OR —103A BEARING. THE HOLE WAS OPENED TO AN IN- ~
BETWEEN SIZE OF 2.5757 THEN A 1084 BEARING WAS.TURNED
DOWN TO FIT THIS HOLE SIZE. THE MODIFIED BEARING HAS
CORROSION IN THE AREA OF THE BALL AND NEEDS TO BE
REPLACED. WE NEED APPROVAL TO TURN DOWN ANOTHER -108A
BEARING TO FIT THIS HOLE. WE DO NOT HAVE THE CAPABILITIES

TO OPEN THE HOLE TO THE NEXT SIZE BEARING. WE WILL BE
ITH THE DIMENSION OF 2.5833"

TURNING DOWN A -108A BEARING W
TO THE SIZE OF 2.5757" A TOTAL OF .0078™ WILL BE RENOVED.

T.0.:1C.5A-4-1
Figure: 64
index 140

Last SO completion date: 03/04/2003
Name of Engineer " : f
contacted for assistance; o0 1 1-YANDERSALL C—‘%—k---ef?—-t‘?—&e? list of engineers
Priority ROUTINE j

Seme et e m ey wee st mwr e v

STATUS

HQ Authority; RODNEY.WATSON  Date: 3/71/2003 11:30:18 AM
' Engineer _ . . A4
Acceptance/Rejastion; Y ONATHAN.DESPIAU Date: 3/71/2003 3:44:18 PM
Engineer's Disposition; ALBERT.LOWAS D‘SPC’SD‘gfer? 3/13/2003 1:20:07 PM
CONMMENTS

I NEED TO KNOW THE MATERIAL OF
FITTING, AFT MOUNT, OUTBOARD
JONATHAN.DESPIAU: PYLON P/N: 4P53040-109A (THE ORE 3/12/2003 B:56-49 AN
INSTALL ON THE AIRPLANE), ALS0,
CAN YOU CHECK IF THERE1S ANY
CORROSION ON ROUNDED

wl 8 W

Fys3




SURFACE WHERE THE BEARING
WILL BE INSTALL.,

(1). AFT MOUNT, OUTBOARD FPYLON
FITTING HAS BEEN INSPECTED
' (EDDY CURRENT) TREATED AND
COATED, NO CORROSION WHERE
SEARING WILL BEINSTALLED AT
THE ROUNDED SURFACE, {2}THE
FOLLOWING INFORMATION FROM
PERFECTO.RODRIGUES: PYLON MOUNT FITTING: PN P50004- 3/12/2003 6:46:18 FM
1088 (STENCILED ON PYLON). PN .
4P29118-121A (THIS NUMBER WAS
ON PYLON DATA PLATE). SN 0028
(STENCILED ON PYLON AND ON
THE DATA PLATE), MCO5334-77
(THERE IS NO DASH NUMBER FOR
THIS TO IDENTIFY MATERIAL),

JONATHAN.DESPIAU: PLEASE
CALL ME AT DSN 866-1518, | BEEN

TRYING TO CALL YOU FOR THE

. LAST 30 MINUTES.SOMETHINGS e
PERFECTO.RODRIGUES: 5] NG WITH THE DSN LINE. 3/13/2003 6:51:45 AM
THANKS PERFECTO RODRIGUES,

WS-11 DAF MANUFACTURING

FLIGHT CHIEF ‘ '

PERFECTO.RODRIGUES, | TALKED
JONATHAN.DESPIAU: TO DENNIES WARDO ALREADY.  3/13/2003 10:33+2 AN
THANK YOU. ,

ATTACHMENTS (0)
Click here ta Add/Delete/View attachments

DISPOSITION

r2/3

4
THIS SITE IS MAINTRINED By:

Kimu Bay

CWR-ALTILA
Phone: (478) BZ6-A03Y9

DSN: 36B-4D3D
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 DEPARTMENT OT THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS WARNER ROLINS AIR LOGISTICS
CENTER (ATMC)
ROBINS AFB GA 31098

3/13/2003

MEMORANDUNM FOR: 37MXOOSMAMP

FROM: WR-ALC/LAES

SUBJECT: C-5A SIN 706-0485, Aft Engine Mount Spherical Bearing, Pylon S/N 0D28. -

1. Per 107 Request #03-109 dated 11 Mar 03, Aft Engine Mount Spherical
Bearing, P/N 4P84252-109A, requested approval to tum down bearing with the
dimension of 2.5833" to the size of 2.5757",

2. This repair disposition is intanded for this specific airerat,

3. Approvalis granted to tum down bearing with the dimension of 2.5833" to the
size of 2.5757", The aircraft is consider unrestricted after the completion of this
repair. § : :

4. POC for tnis action is Randy Thomas and Dennis Wharda,
5. Flight Restriction: No fiy restrictions apply.

8. Next PDM due 07 July 2005. When aircratt arrives at WR-ALC far PDM the
part will be repaired in accordance to T.O, 1C-5A-3 Section VI, Paragraph 6-17,
Figure 8-¢, index 30, Flag Note 9. Reference this disposition in any requests for
PDM overfiight,

it !
i" 7. Paint of Contact for this project is Jonathan Despiau, WR-ALC/LAES. phone ,
5} DSN 468-4349, emait: jonathan.despisu@robins. af. mil, !
Y |
t A=, *‘&
}‘ ) : i
i : :
FLBERT F. LOWRS,ILI

i Chigf, C-5 Scructural Epgingaring bramsl

b T8 Svstem Program Ofics
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 VERBATIM INTERVIEW |
RECORDED ON 23 APRIL 2004

PERSONS PRESENT
Colone] Becky Lv., Beaman, Interviewer;

Mr. Vincent Spanel, Interviewer; and
Mr. Albert F, Lowas, II1, Interviewee,

- COL BEAMAN: My name is Colone] Becky Beaman. ] algq have with me Mr. Vincent
SPANEL, and if coulg you please state your fi]] name?

MR. LOWAS: My name is Aibert Frank Lowas, IIl. T am at Air Commmd and Staff College,
coming here TDY fom fhe CTSE’ngineedng Branch,

COL BEAMAN: Thank you. Ihave been authorized by General Meartin, the commander of Air

Force Materie] Command, to check into some allegations that were made that you anthorized a
repair on a C-5, to the engine mount, that Jjeopardizes safety of flight, So, that’s — the incident,
it’s a year ago March, that we’re looking at this, Before we talk aboyt it, I need to te]] you that

COL BEAMAN: Although you were initially named as 2 suspect, and we have some concerns

about some of the things we’ve heard, we see nothing that makes yg jump out of our seats and
Scream and run in cirgles, So, this is mostly just a conversation.

MR. LOWAS. All right,

COL BEAMAN: I'do need to swear you in, to make sure that what we get on the récording s

MR. LOWAS: | understand.

COL BEAMAN: So, if you could, please raise your right hand ang repéat after — well, don’t
repeat after me, Do you swear that the testimony you are about to give shal] be the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

MR. LOWAS: I do.

COL BEAMAN: Thank you. The time is —

MR. LOWAS: 1206.

COL BEAMAN: 1206 on Friday, the —




MR. LOWAS: -- Twenty-third of April.

COL BEAMAN: Thank you. I'velost my watch. This is way back, March a year ago, and I
haven’t given you any information before this interview, so that you could rack your brains and
try to remember this, so it might -- (malfunction of tape recording) -- events as far as I know.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: This was a 107 that came in from Altus. And what they requested was since
they had a bearing, they had been working on the bearing, and they wanted to — instead of sizing
up the hole to the next size, they wanted to size down the bearing, and they requested

authorization to do this non-standard procedure. And this particular 107 was passed to Mr.
Jonathan —

MR. LOWAS: Jonathan Despiau.

COL BEAMAN: Despiau to work, and he consulted with a number of people, and in total, after
all the consultations and all the conversations, he believes he went back to both you and Mr.
Vandersall and said, “Doesn’t look like it’s a recommended thing,” and, as he relates it, you and
Mr. Vandersall sent him to check with one more, one more person, one more guy, and when he
came back with that, which was also a, “We don’t recommend that repair be done that way,”
Jonathan says that he was told by you that, “We had authorized this before in the past, so we
were going to authorize this one, so please write it up that way, in the-107,” and eventually you
signed a letter to authorize the repair. Does this refresh your memory?

MR. LOWAS: Oh, it refreshes my memory.

COL BEAMAN: Is it specific enough?

MR. LOWAS: Yeah, it refreshes my memory.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. Gé back and tell the story your way.

MR. LOWAS: Okay. It refreshes my memory. The punch line of the story that I want to make

sure I relate, so I don’t get lost in the forest before getting there, is that about two to three wveks
later —

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.
MR. LOWAS: -- The manufacturer was coming by for a standard grip-and-grin —

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MER. LOWAS: -- And the manufacturer says that he usually does not recommend people to do
this, however, they know it’s done all the time, and they know it’s not a big deal.




CoL BEAMAN: ( Laughs). Now,b the manufacturer? Yéu’re talking about —
MR. LOWAS: The manufacturer ofthe beari_ng;

COL BEAMAN: 0f e bearing?

MR. LOWAS: Yes.

COL BEAMAN: Hmm. But] thought that was ope of the people that You guys — that Jonathan

MR, LOWAS: That ig correct —
COL BEAMAN: Ah.

MR. LOWAS: - He - it is one of the people we spoke with on the phone, and that's that is, in
fact, what they told Scott Vandersall. Now -

COL BEAMAN: Okay,
MR. LOWAS: - It was Scott Vandersal] that told this to me —
COL BEAMAN: Ogay,

MR. LOWAS: .. Afterwards —

COL BEAMAN: Afterwards?

MR. LOWAS: Aftefwards, but they did come by for g grip-and-grin, that they, in talking to
them, said yeah, they just — they don’t like to recommend it, just becauge they just don’t like to
recommend it, but they know people have been doing it, and it'g really not a big deal,

COL BEAMAN: (Laughs)

MR. LOWAS: As Irecall the incident, and I'll go back, a 107 did come in, and — forgive me for
but -

getting in kind of 5 memory,

could do the right procedure. The tooling to do the right procedure, would be to bore out the
hole to 2 larger size byt 1 shouldn’t say the right procedure — the better procedure, We're in
those shades of gr2y and how long is the — 18 the judgment of the life right now. Okay?



COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: 1 asked Jonathan to take alook atit. Jonathap was a fairly new engineer at the
time, an engineering trainee, He did, he talked to 5 few people. Ope of the key persons he talked
to was Mr. Mark Thomas [sic], who as I'understand is no longer at that office — Idon’t know
where he has moved to —but he was one of the higher-time engineers at that office, Their
recommendation wag, you know, to ground the airplane and to send tooling out there for
whatever it would take to do to do the larger size hoje, The problem with that — well, there

COL BEAMAN: (Laughs) |

MR. LOWAS: — It seemed that — by the way, as [ recall, itA was due m for PDM shortly also —
COL BEAMAN: Okay. |

- MR.LOWAS: & seemed that the best thing to do, the best compromise would be to temporarily
g0 ahead and putin a smaller sized bearing, then essentially all that would be taken off that

bearing would be the coating of the bearing. That — whep the pylon got there, the 107 should
have been researched — €Xcuse me — when the pylon got to PDM with the airplane at PDM, the

In my Judgment, since thig 1s “grease the bearing, stick it in the hole, the bearing expands again,”
there would really be no good Way 10 get moisture in there for that corrosion to'bez problem. It

COL BEAMAN: Uk-huh.




MR. LOWAS: I asked them, “Hey, can you tell me — is there any difference in strength?” Well,
really, nothing significant, because you’re only taking off the coating, and that was kind of one
of those supervisor-to-staff sort of questions, saying, “Okay, have you looked at it? [ know -1
know what I think from my experience as a supervisor; have you looked at it?” Yeah, nothing
significant. So I made —I overruled their decision, and I said the right — the disposition for right
now will be to go ahead, turn down the one bearing. As I recall, we put some — I asked them to
put some quality-type remarks on there about how much it turned down, how the final tolerance
should be, matching that sort of a tolerance to the original design tolerance, those sorts of issues,
and signed it out. As Isaid, the punch line of the story was that when the contractor came ‘
around at the end — the contractor had told — not the contractor, the provider of that bearing — the
manufacturer of that bearing had told Mr. Despiau the process that — they didn’t recommend it -

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: But again, when they came around later on— and as I recall, T was out of the
office at that time when they were doing the grip-and-grin — but when they talked to Mr.
Vandersall they kind of privately said, “Yeah, generally not a big deal. You know, it’s done all
the time.” Recommendation was that — in fact, as I recall it was Mr. Mark Thomas (sic) who was
specifically concerned about this more than anything else. It was a— Tl tell you, it was 2 point
of contention for him for about two or three months, that I had overridden that decision, and
what I asked him to do — now, of course, I was getting to be a short-timer because [ was coming
here, but what | asked him to do was that — I agreed, long-term, the right process for all the
airplanes would be to put in the bearings not turned down, because we don’t want to have to put
in bearings that we know we’re just going to have to replace again when we get toPDM.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: “Mr. Thomas (sic), would you work on that; come up with a plan where we can
tell people about the tooling that they need, get that on the” — okay, I've been out of the business
for eight months ~ but “on the table of allotment for the bases —

COL BEAMAN: Ub-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- And so that we no longer have to do this again.”

COL BEAMAN: Uk-huh.

MR. LOWAS: The further proof I can provide from my opinion on that, which —I'd have to dig
up a lot of E-mails and find the right ones and the right tones of the right ones — I was — [ was
very big when I was there in taking any 107 that we saw, that we saw as a standard repair, and
putting it into the -3. Not many actually got there because the process is very long and drawn-
out. The process of getting 2 107 repair turned into a standard repair put into the -3 -

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.




MR. LOWAS: This is one that I specifically said, “We’re not going to make this a -3 standard
repair.” This is not — again, it was a judgment call at the time that we could handle - it was a
judgment call at the time that any fatigue or corrosion — again, my — I told you, I don’t believe
there’s going to be a corrosion problem — that any fatigue or corrosion would have been
answered in PDM because there would not have been a significant time for that to build up, but
because other airplanes ~ you don’t want other airplanes to have something like thisputina
PDM, then you have a very long cycle between PDMs, whereas that particular plane had a short

cycle. And, because you don’t want to make a habit of creating problems for yourself in the
future, better to - '

COL BEAMAN: But corroding was the only process you were concerned about 'creating for
yourself in the future?

MR. LOWAS: Corrosion was the key problem —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: In fact, I would say yes, corrosion was the only problem, because turning down |
- the bearing — because, essentially, we were just taking the coating off -

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh

MR. LOWAS: Cadmium plating wa.

s — I didn’t see the chance of the bearing cracking in that
time. = ‘ :

COL BEAMAN: They showed me one of these bearings —

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: Opportunity to get my hands dirty — it was great — and what [ saw was
essentially a right-circular cylinder -

MR. LOWAS: Yep.

COL'BEAMAN: And inside was --

MR. SPANEL: I have — I have it if you want --
COL BEAMAN: You have it with you? Great!
MR. SPANEL: Thought it might come in handy --

COL BEAMAN: Looks like you brought the visual display. Helps me to ask my questions.

MR. SPANEL: Although it does -- doesn’t add to the burden of --




COL BEAMAN: Oh, your bag Was”so heavy -
MR. SPANEL: Well, it’s a pretty heavy thing, yeah.

COL BEAMAN: Ithought it was fascinating, I love big parts. I had 2 cam shaft replaced in my
old Honda once, and I used that cam shaft as a~—as a visual aid for many classes.

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh. By the way, just to ask the obvious question, 1§ this the exact bearing?
COL BEAMAN: No.

MR. LOWAS: Okay. Yeah. Iremember this bearing very well.

COL BEAMAN: Yeah, this was jﬁst to show us -

M‘Rb. LOWAS: Yeah,

COL BEAMAN: An example of —

MR. SPANEL: ThlS 1s not the exact bearing —

COL BEAMAN: We W‘_ere‘ told it was a condemned —

MR. SPANEL: Yeah. Somebody got it out of -

COL BEAMAN: Out of throw-away. How would they hold it steady to mill down, because
what you're milling down is the outside surface —

MR. LOWAS: Oh, exactly.

COL BEAMAN: Given that the outside moves, how do they hold that steady, so that they can
mill that with any precision?

MR. LOWAS: What they had told us was that they had — essentially, they, Altus, had come up
with a J]g -

COL BEAMAN: Ub-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- That essentially keys in there (gesturing with the part).
COL BEAMAN: Which of the engineers told you this?

MR. LOWAS: This was — this was Altus -

COL BEAMAN: Altus spoke to you?



MR. LOWAS: Yes, I -

COL BEAMAN: -- The person in your shop that you tasked was J onathan -
MR. LOWAS: J onathan, right.

- COL BEAMAN: And then Mark worked with him, was also in your shop —

MR. LOWAS: Mark worked with him, ves.

MR. LOWAS: Wow, I would have to — WOWw. Iremember that

mean that - ] believe | may have talked to Altus on this Just because they may have called me
directly with one of these “Hey, this is — thig equipment, can you help us out?”

COL BEAMAN: Had you been in that job very long when this happened?

MR. LOWAS: If this was indeed March, practically I'd been on the job fof two-and-a-half to
- three months, ’

COL BEAMAN: Okay. So you were new in that job?
MR. LOWAS:’ Yes.

COL BEAMAN: And you didn’t stay there very long?
MR. LOWAS: No,

MR. LOWAS: (unrecognizable, laughs) — I'm sorTy.

MR. LOWAS: You know, in fact, as [ was coming here, my exact thought is, “This is like Wwhen
[ 'was a private pilot, learning to land -

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh,




MR. LOWAS: _. Pm sure I*ve got the skills; 'm sure | i{now how to do this right - but
Somehow the rewargd for landing is YOu just get to do it again,

COL BEAMAN: (Laughs) Good Job. And you're gti]] flying?
- MR. LOWAS: Yeah, well, thus far, anyway.
- coL BEAMAN: S¢ far?

MR. LOWAgS: Yeah,

MR. LOWAS: Been thére, done that, ves.

COL BEAMAN: So, why — why were you 50 convinced that thig should not be 5 -3 standard
repair? ' ’

MR. LOWAS: Why was I so convinced this should not be a -3 standarg repair? Alll can give
YOu is my experience aS a aerospace structyry] engineer between 5 little bit of time with NASA,

' although jt (unrecognizable), C-141’s and AC-130s that — making a peg a little smaller to fita
hole when it Was already oversized anyway, so the bagice design size wag smaller, is an expedient
that we could watch through repeating — through norma] processes, fix, if needed, in PDM, and
80 from there, I Just was not happy with the CXperience — were the numbers enough so to make
1t standard — it was just a — begt I can give you ig justa Judgment cal]. Now, in fact, I'd also Jike

to know the history of the 107°s on that, because I'm syre that there were other 107’5 on that,
that — I want to say —

- CoL BEAMAN: This sort of fepair?

MR. LOWAS: -. There were other 107’s on that that date back to Jim Peel (sic) before ] got

there. Part of the reason — and if that was the case, I~ okay, veah, that’s the peg:t I'can tell you is -

Just — if there wag 5 problem
COL BEAMAN: You thought you’d catch it9
MR. LOWAS: Huh?

CoL BEAMAN: voy thought you'd catch it?



MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: It wasn’t something that would make — it was a primary flying structure
though, right? Isn’t that -

MR. LOWAS: Oh yeah, anything that holds an engine on it is a primary flying structure —
: !
COL BEAMAN: Yezh.

MR. LOWAS: And, it's certainly not a — okay, I — I’ll stay at primary flying structure, because [
don’t remember the loads enough to call it fail-safe or safe-flight for anything like that -

COL BEAMAN: Okay.
MR. LOWAS: -- But the intervals that we had left, you know, the inspections that we would
~ have, and then getting to PDM, I - you know, I thought we’d catch it; and not only catch it, but
set it into its better condition. I considered that a temporary repair, essentially; that we could do
the primary repair at PDM.
'COL BEAMAN: When we spoke to Jonathan and with Mark —

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

COL BEAMAN: -- The primary concern they expréssed to us was the ability to miﬁ fhis down
with some precision, the ability to mount this thing, it had to hold still while they shaved off a
little bit — ,

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

'COL BEAMAN: -- and didn’t get into the edges of the flare or anyplace, anything like that.
MR. LOWAS: They did express that to me —

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- In the same conversation was —the tooling was brought up; whether I brought
it up because Altus had told me or they brought it up because Altus had told them, I didn’t -1
can’t tell you, but that was one of the reasons why we specifically said on the disposition — there
were specific requirements for roughness and tolerance on the disposition —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: -- Which was one of those where I wasn’t going to stand over their shoulders and

tell them whether or not they had the right tooling, but if they couldn’t come up with the right
product at the end —
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COL BEAMAN: -- They shouldn’t use it.
MR. LOWAS: Yeah.
COL BEAMAN: Okay, that’s a good thing,

MR. SPANEL: Do you — do you know, and again, you know, you apparently were not on the
job for a long time ~ is there, you know, we’ve been talking about, you know, gee, does this —
would this qualify as a procedure that could make it into the -3? Do you know, as this came up,
in either Jonathan or Mark’s discussions with you, or any discussions you may have had with
Altus before, after, or during this — do you know of any, I’ll say, procedure, that Altus or any of
the bases have, that — that says, “Well, gee, when we turn this down, we do have a — we do have
a process that we use and follow in terms of the tooling we use, the machining we use, the
tolerances we go to, the speeds and feeds or anything — is there a base-level procedure written
against this, do you know?

MR. LOWAS: I'm very aware that there are a lot of — as an engineer —
MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: On airplanes at SPO’s, at engineering-type SPO’s, Warner-Robins-type
sustainment SPO’s — I'm very aware that there are processes that float around among bases that
they all think have engineering approval — '

MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.
MR. LOWAS: -- That are nowhere close.
MR.. SPANEL: Yeah.

MR. LOWAS: I cannot tell you with - intelligently, whether I remember there being a process

to go along with the tooling, or somebody had jury-rigged some tooling or not, and again, to go

exactly on what you said — all that I knew, whoever it was who told me, was that somebody had
some “tooling.” I couldn’t tell you if that tooling was a two-by-four with a couple of nails in 1t;
that was the reason for putting the tolerances on there — '

COL BEAMAN: Okay.
MR. LOWAS: -- Which is, you know, “If you can’t do it to — this is temp repair, if you can’t do
it to a certain set of tolerances, you can’t do it. Call us back. We’ll have to do it with permanent

— with the right tooling, and do it properly.”

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh. You'd said you’d been chewed out from a long way away about
keeping planes in the air —
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MR LOWAS: One of my early decisions on the C=5 had t6 do with i forque deck, which was
a very long-standing problem with the C-5 —

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh. - |

v MR LOWAS: There was one airplane at PDM that had a significant torque deck problem.
COL BEAMAN : What’s a torque deck?

MR. LOWAS: A tofque deck — I’ll let you have this piece of paper.

COL BEAMAN: That’s a good thing. We’ll have to have you sign it and make it into an
official record. ‘

MR. LOWAS: (Laughs) This is very exaggerated —
COL BEAMAN: This is the tail?

MR. LOWAS: That’s the tail.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: Very good‘. Aft loading ramp, the —
COL BEAMAN: Back door?

MR. LOWAS: Back door, eésentially-—

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: --In the tail. In this structure, the reason for the hump is essentially to make a
torque tube that carries the load from the tail to the rest of the airplane — ‘

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: The lower part of that torque tube is what we call a torque deck —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR.LOWAS: -- And the C-5 has got airplanes going all the time through Lockheed-Martin to
get these things changed out, because it’s a honeycomb structure that - if you so much as drop
something like this on it, it will start to delaminate —

COL BEAMAN: Oh.

MR. LOWAS: -- And people walk back there all the time.
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COL BEAMAN : Uh-huh.

- MR.LOWAS: Okay? Wekhad one in PDM that had a torque deck that was in terrible shape —

- COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh. |
MR. LOWAS: --I'made a decision, in the end, to get that into the PDM Iﬁrocess — that into —
direct from PDM into the Lockheed-Martin process. At the time, I was about the highest level -

my level of supervision was the highest level of supervision at the C-5 SPO because everybody
‘else was at — ] want to say at St. Louis doing 2, you know, SPO-type meeting with AMC.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: They heard through back channels I had made a decision based on a
recommendation from my engineers at the —

COL BEAMAN: -- Which plane was that?

MR. LOWAS: Oh -

COL BEAMAN: Do you remember?

MR. LOWAS: I couldn’t tellv:you which one'it was —
COL BEAMAN: Okay.

- MR. LOWAS: -- But, which -

COL BEAMAN: I'm just wondering if it was one of those that is about to run out and deliver
things to Europe, or —

MR. LOWAS: Oh, no, no, no, no — |
COL BEAMAN: Okay. |

'MR. LOWAS: | - Bvut'I had made a decision, “Hey, this, you know —
COL BEAMAN: Not supposed to do that. |

MR. LOWAS: -- “needs to go to Lockheed and get the repairs, and it's really not particularly
flight-worthy as is.”

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: Imean, we could limp it up there 2s a one-time flight —
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COL BEAMAN: Yeah.

MR. LOWAS: -- With the right restrictions. The next day I had phone calls from, [ want to say
it was my boss, Mr. Vandersall, who called me — but [ know for certain that it was Colonel
Bruno that had heard about it, and said, “What’s Al Lowas doing grounding airplanes? We leave
him alone for, you know, just a few days and he’s mucking up the works?” or something like
that. ' :

COL BEAMAN: Who’s Colonel Bruno?

MR. LOWAS: Colonel Bruno is currently — okay, Colonel Bruno, at the time, was the C-3
Systems Program Director.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. So he was the SPD at the time, and he was questioning your decision to
ground that airplane until it had more stuff done on it?

MR. LOWAS: Yeah, and just —
COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: I probably gave chaff when I joked the first time — I’ll explain that — and
(unrecognizable) no need to go into examples right now.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. I’m just curious - trying to get a feel for how much pressure that
position is to tread on the risky side of the decision — you honestly believe — .

MR. LOWAS: The pressure?

COL BEAMAN: That — so that particular plane was not sent on to Lockheed-Martin?
MR. LOWAS: Well, this one eventually was.

COL BEAMAN: Eventually, but it flew in between without —

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: -- The careful flight restricti‘ons?

MR. LOWAS: AsTrecall, it got the flight restrictions and everything else —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: -- We eventually proved our case —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.
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MTR LOWAS: -- But the initial was, you know, very —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: -- Very much concery about‘ the number of airplanes flying,
COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: And —

COL BEAMAN: And that plane didn’t fly until you were satisfied? |

MR. LOWAS: AsI recall, it did not fly --

COL BEAMAN: Okay. That’sa good thing —

MR. LOWAS: Yeah. |

COL BEAMAN: That’s a goo& thing,

- MR. LOWAS. Yeahh.

COL BEAMAN: Would it surprise you to know that Jonathan and Mark are uﬁaware of the
fixtures at Altus?

MR. LOWAS: I'm trying to think about how that would happen. Yes, it would surprise me.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. We've gotten pictures of it, but we’ve not shown them to Jonathan and
Mark. .

MR. LOWAS: Okay.
COL BEAMAN: -- But their stories were fairly consistent that their big concern when they
spoke to us, was the ability to hold it still and machine it, and they’d spoken to — what was his
name? - Mr. Tanner — ‘ ‘ '
MR. LOWAS: Tanner does —
COL BEAMAN: Is 2 machinist.
MR. LOWAS: A machinist at Altus, yeah -
COL BEAMAN: Not Altus —

MR. SPANEL: He's a machinist at Warner-Robins.
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COL BEAMAN: At Warner-Robins.

MR. LOWAS: Okay,

COL BEAMAN: And we took him the part —

MR. LOWAS: I remember the name Tanner.

COL BEAMAN: -- We took him the part and we said, “What do you think about machining
this?” and he said, “Well,” —he immediately, he said, “I don’t know how you’d hold it still.” So
we said — we showed him pictures of the fixture and said, “What do you think about this?” and
he says “Oh,” so it was the first time he’d seen it. So the last time he connected with the
problem, the problem was one of the fixture and holding it in place, so he did get that, and both
Jonathan and Mark, neither ONE of them mentioned it, and both of them expressed concerns

about being able to machine it well.

MR. SPANEL.: They didn’t — they didn’t have a good or clear understanding of Altus’s tooling
or fixturing — ‘

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. SPANEL: I think, from what I remember from J onathan’s discussion, he said that Altus
had a way to - ' o : . y

COL BEAMAN: They said they had a way to—

MR. SPANEL: -- Chuck it up.

COL BEAMAN: Yeah, they had a way they could do that, they said, but they didn’t know how
MR. SPANEL: And - but they didn’t understand whether that was a good process or a bad
Drocess. ‘

COL BEAMAN: And when — and I guess the last visit — was the last place that Jonathan was
sent, was that to Southwest? : : .

MR. LOWAS: Yeah, it was to the vender,
COL BEAMAN: To the vender, to see if they’d make one.
MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. Yeah-
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MR. LOWAS: If would surprise me they didn’t know about it, but [ g0 back to — yes, they did
(unrecognizable) always my fear was a recorded interview — yes, they did — Mark’s primary
concern, the last concern that I remember, was —

END OF SIDE ONE OF TAPE
COL BEAMAN: Okay, we’re back on tape —

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: I managed to turn the tape over.

MR. LOWAS: To restate what was probably in pieces before, yes, the biggest concern Mark
Taylor had at the end was corrosion, which is why that stuck out in my mind, and because that
was the biggest concern he had, and I didn’t agree with him for — that that would be a problem,
that’s why — one of the reasons why felt, “Okay, this might be good temporarily, we can watch
it, it’ll get to PDM before there’s any chance of there being a corrosion problem,” especially

since this is freeze-fitting, or, you know, so tightly fit in there that I didn’t see corrosion beingan
issue anyway.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: Comma (sic), the second thing would be - the second major concern that they
had, and, you know, yes, I’ll admit - the second major concern that they had was being able to
turn that down exactly, and to me, that's — that is a philosophy of working with mechanics more
than a engineering philosophy that defined requirements don’t define how to do it.

COL BEAMAN: I don’t understand.

MR. LOWAS: We would define the requirements — the end requirements — “Okay, if you're

going to turn this down, you must have these tolerances.” You must have these, you know - it
must be right, ‘

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: You know, the issue of the tooling aside and, you know, I thought — T knew that
they had it, I thought they had they, that Jonathan and Mark, knew that they had it, there was a

concern — can the tooling do the right job?

COL BEAMAN: Do you have the authorization letter —

MR. LOWAS: -- To which the answer should have been, “If you can make these tolerances,

great.” And that would also highlight, if they had to ground the airplane so that the tooling were
sent out, (A) it would not be Al Lowas showing up and saying ground the airplane ~

COL BEAMAN: Yeah.
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MR.LOWAS: (B) It would highlight the need to put the stuff on the, or the right tooling — the
better tooling to bore out the hole on the airplane -

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS:  -- It would highlight the need to put that on a table of allotment, o at least come
out with a rotable set that we could send out to bases — -

COL BEAMAN‘ Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- That was, yeah, the (Zookmg at the authorization letter) — there should have
been a comment on there about tolerances.

MR. SPANEL: Idon’tsee one - It says how much you can turn it down from this dimension to
this dimension, but there’s nothing that references tolerances.

MR. LOWAS: Wow. .

MR. SPANEL: But —

COL BEAMAN: That’s okay, it was a year and a half ago, I’'m not surpnsed we're
remembering things a little different than they rolled out —

MR. SPANEL: Well, there may have been an intent to put them on there, and —

COL BEAMAN: Sure.
MR. SPANEL: -- then in making up the final draft —

COL BEAMAN: Sure.

MR. SPANEL: --I can’t comment on that. From — From your history knowledge of that — of
that part, Al -

‘MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.
MR. SPANEL: We’ve talked about a couple of -

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: -- What we'll call “potential concerns,” corrosion and dimensionals —

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh,
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MR. SPANEL: Did this part :Ado youhave a history — is there a history of this — of this part
having corrosion issues? ‘

MR. LOWAS: Uh -

MR. SPANEL: Imean, I -

MR. LOWAS: Iknow what you're — I think I know what you’re asking —
MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: At the time, [ was unaware — at the time, [ was aware that it was standard that we
would have, youknow, have to oversize the hole at PDM —

MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- From experience with bearings, a lot of times when you have to oversize a
hole at PDM, it’s just because, well, you had to check the hole for the sake of checking the hole,
and in the process of checking the hole, you would damage the hole by pulling the bearing out,
so you end up having to oversize the hole.

‘MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: At the time I made this decision —

MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- And I can’t say I know any different now, but I can — with my right hand up, at
the time I made this decision, I had no knowledge of any history of - that would specifically

make me concerned about corrosion on that part.

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh. AndI-1don’t know that we know any differently at this point. 1
know that they, they have to routinely — as long as it’s a steel memb er, that this is mounted in -

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh, |

COL BEAMAN: -- They have to — that would coﬁode -
MR. SPANEL: Yeaﬁ. From what -

COL BEAMAN: -- Because steel corrodes,

ME. SPANEL: From what we’ve been able to find out, it’s — this is the part that corrodes, it’s
the actual pylon mount, that corrodes —

MR. LOWAS: Yeah -
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B MR SPANEL '-—:Aiiud tha%’s so‘rt’ of what v‘fé"%v‘e Bécﬁ "%’;bféen ablé toj ﬁnd out. - |
MR. LOWAS: From that st’andpoint> there would bé a— | - |

MR. SPANEL: On the steel pylons. There’s tﬁvo - two.material pylons, steel and nickel —
MR. LOWAS: Okay.

MR. SPANEL: -- And the steel ones corrode: IR e L

MR. LOWAS: Ubh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: -- And again, that's what evidently causes 2 lot of this work —

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: --It’s czarrosion in these mount fittings, and that’s why bearings come in and o
out, and the holes have to be reworked and everything, and the — guess the newer airplanes, and

I'don’t know if (unrecognizable) the mod, but newer airplanes get Inconel seven-eighteen pylons
— seven-eighteen — : ’

COL BEAMAN: Well, good.
MR. SPANEL: I checked, and — and they don’t have éproblem -
MR. LOWAS: Okay.

‘MR. SPANEL: AsI-

MR. LOWAS: Iremember pylons being a focal point, I'm fairly certain that the pylon expert

was — would that have been Ken Reed? — just a general pylon expert for PDM? Yeah, that would
have been Ken Reed.

MR. SPANEL: Ah—

'MR. LOWAS: But, I don’t —

MR. SPANEL: From your - you know, and again, you’ve made it clear that you viewed this as a
temporary repair and would not ~ (three people talking at once, discussing the authorization
letter) — it is in there, yes — you know, that it was identified as a temporary repair, and it would
be re-visited at the next depot maintenance, from — from your perspective in terms of the use of
these temporary repairs, you say, “Well, it’s going to be coming in to depot maintenance, and it
wouldn’t have long enough time to corrode, if corrosion were o be an issue — do you have a feel,
can you convey, you know, “Gee, if'it was five years to PDM, that might be an issue,” but ()~
you know, three weeks wouldn’t be an issue? Did you ~ do you remember why, you know, why
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“you felt the way - confident that, you know, the issues that were bronght up o you, in terms of,
again, we said, two — corrosion potential and dimensionals, and your point, your intention was,
“Well, as long as they can meet the tolerances and the original requirement, however they do
that, with whatever fixture they do have, and I'm — I understand - I think ] understand what
you’re saying, I'm not going to tell them which fixture to use, I'm going to tell them they need to
meet the original, you know, run-outs and tolerances and everything else, if they can meet that,
then that addressed ~ to your understanding, would have addressed the dimensional concern —

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: From 2 corrosion standpoint, it’s like, “Well, okay, we're going to size it down,
it’s not going to be out that long, that — that corrosion would be an issue — do you know what
made you confident that that wasn’t going to be an issue, or it would be manageable?

MR. LOWAS: Just from - again, the science of corrosion is not really much of a science —

MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: The best I can give you is experience with other airplanes, and, I mean - I’ve

gone outside the Air Force for experience with airplanes, I repair World War I airplanes some
weekends —

MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh,

MR. LOWAS: From what I’ve seen of AC-130’s, C-141’s, P-51 — okay, P-51 was not at that
time yet — T-6, C-45, SBD Dauntless (sic) —

MR. SPANEL: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- The time that [ expected for corrosion — I felt comfortable in about another
half of a PDM cycle or two-thirds of 2 PDM cycle-ish — I wouldn’t make it a full PDM cycle.

MR. SPANEL: How long - I have no idea how long the PDM cycle -

MR. LOWAS: As I recall, the PDM cycles were five years for that airplane, yeah.

MR. SPANEL: Okay. All right, thanks.

COL BEAMAN: We always have these little questions that run around the edges. Do you have,

organic to Warner-Robins, the ability to do any kind of an engineering analysis on the mount,
because if — even if the tolerances aren’t in the letter —

MER. LOWAS: Uh-huh.




- COL BEAMAN:—== Theoretically; T could-havej ammed it i my home vice and shaved off &
little of it and said, “Yeah, it's good enough,” and then put it on the plane, and it could have been

out of whack just enough that it moved a little inside that mount — what —

MR. LOWAS: Go ahead.

COL BEAMAN: It didn’t end up in the letter, at this point —

MR. LOWAS: Yeah, yeah, [ agree with you —

COL BEAMAN: It’s something you would be concerned about if you were reading that letter
now —

MR. LOWAS: Right.

COL BEAMAN: In terms of what was documented at both the investigations, and your decision

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh. .

COL BEAMAN: If another one of these comes in tomorrow —
MR. LOWAS: Ub-huh.

COL BBMN: -- And it goes to Jonathan —

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.
COL BEAMAN: -- What’s he going to tell them? And -

MR. LOWAS: If another one of these comes in tomorrow and goes to Jonathan, I would — that
gets to more I'm a man of my word than anything else, I told both Jonathan and Mark “We're

going to start procedures to get rid of this. Mark, you know — Mark, you were the most
concerned; Jonathan was a very new engineer at the time, Mark, you were the one who was most
concerned, [ need you to start working on that.”

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: That I - I mean, that — whatever happened to my requests I don’t know because I

was there for — let’s see, that was March, April, May, June — basically June, I took off most of
July to come here —

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: -- So I was there for about three months —
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COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: -- And, you know, I don’t recall any of those coming up again.

_OL BEAMAN: If Mark were to be working on that project, who's the supervisor that he’d
have to be securing approval of to proceed? ‘

MR. LOWAS: His current supervisor, to my understanding, after the branches were combined,
is — to my current understanding — is Scott Vandersall - ‘

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: - Because as I was leaving — as [ was leaving, the C-5 and C-141 branches for

structural engineering, mechanical engineering, and electrical engineering combined within
themselves, so —

COL BEAMAN: Oh.

MR. LOWAS: C-5 structures is now C-5 and C-141 structﬁres -

COL BEAMAN: Oh.

" MR. LOWAS: -- With a little bit of responsibility for C-17 structures too, although they’'re
pretty much on their own. ‘ ‘

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: Same with mechanical, same with electrical. It is my understanding that Scott
Vandersall took over that position; that the supervisory position for the new — I guess you could
say “superstructures branch” became a GS-14 position — ‘

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: - And then, it was my understanding that Scott Vandersall lateralled into that,

although I’d almost be happier if you could tell me, because I think I report to that branch and
I’ve got some outstanding ‘;ravel vouchers — ‘ , : :

COL BEAMAN: (Laughs) And you’d like to be paid?
MR. LOWAS: Yes.
COL BEAMAN: Before the credit card company gets you?

MR. LOWAS: I've already had to pay them out of hide.
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- COL BEAMAN: Oh, okay. Okay. From whatT cantell; it would be Mr. Vandersall at this -
time. We have not spoken to him.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: I was just curious, if you had left that thought planted in Mark’s head, who he
was supposed to be working that with. Let’s see, what else? Anything else?

MR. LOWAS: And I know that Scott [Vandersall] knew about the problem and how concerned

Mark was with the problem because that spec1f1cally came up a year ago right now when he was
doing my evaluation —

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh

MR. LOWAS: He said “Al, I think you made the right decision on the bearing, but you went
about it the wrong way, because Mark is still upset.”

- COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS:\ And he used that to justify my score in morale as —
-COL BEAMAN: Not the best of morale—buﬂders?‘

MR. LOWAS: No. Ihad ashort time, I mean, it -

COL BEAMAN: Yeah—

MR. LOWAS: --Ifhe wants —

COL BEAMAN: -- You to fix the world. ‘While you were there, was Mark doing his job, was
he there on time, was he —

MR. LOWAS: Mark — Mark did his job when I was around him —
COL BEAMAN: Okay.
MR. LOWAS: Ihad heard reports, primarily from Scott —

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: -- That when Mark felt he didn’t have anything to do, he would put his feet up
and — and doze, you know —

COL BEAMAN: Oh.




MR. LOWAS And I tried to catch him at it, I tried to just watch his output, to find out, and I
just—

COL BEAMAN: You never caught him?

MR. LOWAS: -- Was never able to confirm-—

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: -- You know, that it was — I will admit that there’s a lot about leadership that ’m
learning at ACSC that I wish I knew when I -

COL BEAMAN: We always learn these things after we’re supervisors.

MR. LOWAS: Yeah, well, although [ will say, one of the things I was upset about was not
getting the supervisory course that I was supposed to get.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: That kept gettmg pushed off, and then they finally said, “Well, you’ll get enough
experience with that when you're at ACSC, so don’t worry about it.”

COL BEAMAN: But you don’t really get — you get leadershlp trammg, but you really don’t get
supervisory training, and that’s different.

MR. LOWAS: Exactly.

COL BEAMAN: So you still need that?

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: This is not part of our — you still need that.

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN‘:' Beat them up.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: How long had you been at Wright — at Warner-Robbins altogether?
MR. LOWAS: Oh, altogether?

COL BEAMAN: You were doing something else before?

MR. LOWAS: I was 2 student trainee at NASA co-op when I was in college —




COL BEAMAN: Okay, co-0p. Co-op student, so you like spent the summer woﬂ(ing for the
government kind of deal?

MR. LOWAS: Because I had no idea what I was going to get.
COL BEAMAN: Do you have your resume?
MR. LOWAS; Ihavemy resume.

COL BEAMAN: Do you mind if I make this part of the record?

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: Okay, just so I can see this. Recommended staff, C-5 structures, AC-130, IPT
as a 12. Warner-Robins, Robins, Robins, Huntsville, C-141 structures, command surgeon office.

MR. LOWAS: Yeah. All the way back in *91, I was an Air Force brat, and was at Headquarters,
USAFE for, you know, a summer hire.

COL BEAMAN: O, that’s cool.

" MR. LOWAS. Yeah. It was cool. It was kind of cool. |
COL‘ BEAMAN: Yeah. Okay. |

MR. LOWAS: Test tubes. Do you have those?

COL BEAMAN: It’s kind of cool.

MR. LOWAS: AsIrecall, they -- right after they swore us in or right before, they also made us

sign a statement that said, “I understand I'm not even making minimum wage and that’s
acceptable.”

COL BEAMAN: Really?

MR. SPANEL: That’s awful.

COL BEAMAN: Oh, dear. Okay, so we have covered the concerns that various and sundry
people had about this.

MR. LOWAS: But --
COL BEAMAN: Oh, [ know --

MR. LOWAS: Just for curiosity --
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COL BEAMAN: Yeah.

MR. LOWAS: And we’ll make it after the interview just so not to confuse anybody, for my
general knowledge, as an engineer, I’d really like to know what happened.

COL BEAMAN: Oh. We’ll tell you while we’re doing --

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: -- this, and kind of -- the jury is still out on what we think of it. We’re still
looking at a couple things, but we haven’t jumped up with our hair on fire --

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.
COL BEAMAN: -- and said, “Ground the fleet.”

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: So, we’re not horribly concerned. When we were talking about what was
documented about the assessment, we talked about what you think Jonathan would do.

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

COL BEAMAN: But what do you think is written down? At the time, | understand that they

were recording the 202s, but not the 107s? There was a back file on 202s but no back file on the
107s? :

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: And they started electronically back filing the 107s, probably after you had
left?

MR. LOWAS: The electronic filing system actually had started when I was there, but it had only
been in place for I would say a few months, maybe if --

COL BEAMAN: So, if you were to look something up in 2001, you have nb where to go?
MR. LOWAS: Right.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. So you had no way of determining whether there had been a bunch of
these every year. '

MR. LOWAS: There were places where things were hidden.

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.
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MR. LOWAS: Jim Peel was a contractor engineer that had been there for many years. And if
you happen to know where he stashed his old files before he left, you can find some of what he
did. And often times, what we would do is if there was a database, a Microsoft Excel database,
on the central server, with 107 numbers, titles and who did it -- where the base was -

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: It sounds like the most awful way to have configuration control, but sometimes

we would have to go down there, find a title that we thought was right, call the base and say, “Do
you have a copy of this 1077 We don’t.”

COL BEAMAN: How long did you have to disposition the 107s? It seemed to be a very time
intensive --

MR. LOWAS: Itis. Itis very time intensive. There was an in-house standard that I just -- I
can’t tell you-- I -- I don’t remember. [ mean it was something that was a metric that was

tracked every week, but having been here for ten months, I --
COL BEAMAN: Don’t know if there’s still a metric -- okay.

MR. LOWAS: Oh,I-
COL BEAMAN: They’re probably still tracking it.
MR. LOWAS: They’re probably still tracking it.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: But it was -- it had to do with -- and this is one of those that if I wasn’t on tape,

I’d say, “Don’t quote me on it.” It had to do with in the hour’s time frame for a first answer if it
was urgent. If it was a little more than a routine but not urgent, then the day’s timeframe but no
longer than a week. The routine was, [ think, no more than a week.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.
MR. LOWAS: But, yeah, I don’t remember it all.

COL BEAMAN: That’s okay. I got the impression, since from what I saw on the 107, it was

dated March 12th then the disposition was like the 14th. It looked like all this happened very
quickly.

MR. LOWAS: Oh, yes.
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COL BEAMAN: And so the notion of that torque deck being something that you decided while

everybody was at the meeting that it made much more sense to me given that they come, they go,
then you got two days kind of a time period.

MR. LOWAS: Right.

COL BEAMAN: It fits consistently, so I was kind of curious. What I saw that was written
down and the final answer on this item on this repair does not seem to mention the concerns of
the engineers at all. It does not seem to capture how those were resolved.

MR. LOWAS: Correct.

COL BEAMAN: And I was wondering if that’s kind of normal for the way things are?

MR. LOWAS: That was normal for that office, but that was something that -- that actually was 2
management and leadership learning experience for me. I saw that as something that needed to

be fixed, very much needed to be fixed. I pushed to have a -- in fact, I called it an Engineering
Notes page added to our on-line system.

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: Something that Engineers could access -- why I made the decision, what the
 factors were in the decision, what the calculations were. And I pushed and I pushed for it, and
my -- again, that was a leadership leamning experience where in some ways I pushed for it so
much that my own staff thought I was crazy. In some ways I pushed for it so much that Scott
said, “Why are you running around with your hair on fire for?” And in some ways, I just didn’t

have the resources to push for it at all anyway because I didn’t control the contract that made that
web page. '

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: Thad even on a home web page maker thing that I really didn’t know how to use.
I even came up with 2 sample of okay, this is kind of what I like to look at and this is why.

COL BEAMAN: Uh-huh.

MR. LOWAS: It never happened while I was there. Yes, I was concerned that we were making

decisions with the best knowledge that we had in a very short time without a lot of historical
knowledge to go back to.

COL BEAMAN: Uk-huh.

MR. LOWAS: That was a general concern.

COL BEAMAN: And you’d like the next guy to not have that problem.
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MR. LOWAS: Yeah, yeah.

COL BEAMAN: Okay.

MR. SPANEL: Yeah, that was one of the questions that I had asked the folks was, you know, -
gee, when these come in, do you have the ability to go back and say, you know, okay, the first
thing he asked was, “Have you ever done this before?”” You know, you know, is there 2 correct
;voag -t-o g0 back and research that? And that’s what we got out of the discussiop. Well, if it was a
MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: it was much easier to --

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

MR. SPANEL: Yeah, it was much easier than it was --

MR. LOWAS: Yes.

MR. SPANEL -- than the 107s --

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huk.

MR. SPANEL: Which were the external requests and --

MR. LOWAS: Yezh. |

MR. SPANEL: So, this, of course, is one of the issues, and it’s really -- I believe, unless you
tell me otherwise, it’s -- we're we have this - we have this 107 --

MR. LOWAS: Uh-hub.

MR, SPANEL: -- that we’re supposed to, you know, answer to. The obvious question would be,
“Boy, how many times have we done this? Have any of them been done with five years left on a
PDM? Who knows which ones it’s been done t0? Are any of those being tracked in any special
fashion? Just kind of, is there any advantage to that? '

MR. LOWAS: And we can track similar things and maybe we could start asking for sustaining
engineering dollars to start coming up with long-term fixes. Yes. Could you have, you know,
come down and advised me on that when I was trying to tell everybody what was going -
Yeah, that was -- that was exactly the concern. It’s that corporate memory -- a lot of corporate
memory down there is... bearing. I think somsbody worked on this bearing.

(Unintelligible due to all parties speaking simultaneously.)
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MR. SPANEL: We've all been there.

COL BEAMAN: Oh, yeah. I seem to remember that part. Yeah, and it’ll happen again. Was it
your impression that your work area was staffed at about the right level?

MR. LOWAS: Iwas in the process, as all this was happening, of trying to optimize the staffing
that T had. Were we staffed at the right level? It’s the same thing I tell the people when people

" ask me, you know, “What good is a civil service depot versus a contractor depot?” And my
answer is, “To the level that the Air Force wants to pay for sustaining engineering and
maintenance of its aircraft, all you can get is what you're paying for right now. It’s civil service
depot.” From what I know about trying to -- it would be just for 2 raw comparison, my office
was staffed consistent with other offices with the same responsibilities at a depot. From what I
know about personally trying to get a designated engineering representative licensed with the
FAA, which is what I’ve been trying for five years off and on, at DER -- would have a whole lot
more checks, and it would probably even have to do an FEA on the whole thing just to come up
with a disposition. Just two different philosophies of how to maintain airplanes. I think that, you

know, we had what we had. We were trying to make the best with what we could do with it. We
could always use more resources, and more people and more computer programs.

COL BEAMAN: If you were a pilot and not an engineer, would you fly planes with confidence
in their safety coming out of the depot processes that you've seen?

MR. LOWAS: You know I know some people at some depots that - oh, excuse me. I know
some people at Warner-Robins who have said no. Frankly, personally, I've seen some pretty
weird stuff, inside and outside the Air Force. And with the state of airplanes right now,

especially with 1970s airplanes that have big margins of safety, the system’s based upon as many -
checks in the system as possible. I've also got friends on the F-22 production lines who are

telling me about how small the margins are on them, and we would have to rework at our process
before we start looking at something like that.

COL BEAMAN: Do the C-17s have the same margins of safety that other older planes have?
MR. LOWAS: I cannot talk intelligently to that.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. Other questions?

MR. SPANEL: One last question, a technical question, whether you can answer or not. You |
talked about the machining of the bearing --

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: And again, this was only just a few mils --

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

MR. SPANEL: -- that théy were asking for, and you talked about 2 coating,
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MR. LOWAS: Again, as I recall and as I recall when I said it, there was a cad plating so it
wouldn’t coat anything on that.

© MR. SPANEL: Okay.

MR. LOWAS: And essentially, the thickness of the plating would be in the few mils, Whjch is
same -- v :

MR. SPANEL: Okay.
MR. LOWAS: -- that they were requesting.
MR. SPANEL: Okay, s0 you think it's -

MR. LOWAS: And, you know, you can pull out a2 document right now and it can be completely
other than what I said, but to the best of my knowledge --

MR. SPANEL: I--Tjust ask of what I know. I didn’t know of any coating or plating, so I
probably need to go and find out if there is one.

MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: Yeah, we understand that we're catching you cold. We didn’t give you a’
chance to go back and look at notes. So, the reasonable remembering thing here is not a big
concern. We're looking into this situation because the Air Force received a tip --

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh,

COL BEAMAN: -- that this particular repair was unsafe, and the trail led to you as the guy who
signed the letter that's attached to the disposition. And so, we are just trying to find out whether
we think the flight, the repair is safe.

MR. LOWAS: Right.

COL BEAMAN: Really, the scope of the investigation is whether this repair is safe, and we're
talking to a lot of people -- : :

MR. LOWAS: Uh-huh.

COL BEAMAN: - and trying to figure it out. And we're kind of doing this kind of on the same
basis that you approved it. It’s like, well, we could go back and do all the little analyses of all
the little stressors and all the dynamic loads of the engine and the wing and everything else, or
we can say the delta between what it was before you did that little milling down than what you
~ have once you've done the milling down is so small that you don’t -- it’s in that big margin. So,
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that’s where our investigation is at this point. So, you were named as a suspect because you
were that decision-maker.

MR. LOWAS: Right.

COL BEAMAN: But we understand making decisions based on the information you had on :
hand. Is there anything else we really need to know?

MR. SPANEL: I've got my questions answered.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. And I have my questions answered. There are a couple things I need to
cover with you as we kind of close this interview out. If you are in any way distressed about this
interview and where this leaves you, if you are concerned, if you’re upset, we can find you
somebody to talk to. Do be careful about who you talk to because some conversations are
privileged and some are not. So, if you seek a lawyer, that conversation would be privileged. If
you seek to see a counselor or some other person within the military structure or your supervisor,
that would not be a privileged conversation. But we don’t want to let you out of here if you're
feeling distressed without making provisions for that. So, you’re fine?

MR. LOWAS: I'm fine.
COL BEAMAN: Okay.
MR. LOWAS: I'm fine. Ihave full confidence that I made the best decision with the -

" information I had available, and yeah, in fact, I’d kind of like to join my seminar. When you
type this up, just give me and call, and I'll tell them --

COL BEAMAN: That’s okay. Since we're tape recording it, we’re not going to type it up.
MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: So, we're just going to go with that recorded.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: That's kind of why I was glad to see a recorder.
MR. LOWAS: Yeah, okay.
COL BEAMAN: We can just do that. And now about this investigation, my report will be

submitted to General Martin, the Commander of Air Force Materie! Command, and he will use it
for his purposes. He will forward it to higher authorities as requested.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: You are not supposed to talk to people about what we talked about in here -
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MR. LOWAS: Got it.

COL BEAMAN: Unless you want to talk to your supervisor about it or -- or a lawyer.
'MR. LOWAS: Yeah, okay.

COL BEAMAN: If you need to seek some assistance there. If anyone presses you for

information about that, please give me a call. You can probably find me through Sergeant Wicks
here --

MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: -- in the legal office, but I don’t think anyone will be pushing you on that.
MR. LOWAS: Just because there’s a -- the way that this came down was that my entire seminar

- 1s going to ask me how this CDI had came, you know, worked out, because as you saw the e-

mail went to everybody in the seminar. I'm assuming it would be acceptable to say it was a
professional engineering question.

COL BEAMAN: That would be certainly sufficient. If your seminar leader wants to know --
MR. L.OWAS:‘ Yeah, yeah.

COL BEAMAN: A_nd‘ he knoWs you’re a suspect.

MR. LOWAS: Yeah, yeah. After that --

COL BEAMAN: And what I said to him, and I think you were on that e-mail, was that
expected this period of time to be the only time we needed.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.
COL BEAMAN: And if anybody thinks differently, they’ll get back to you.
MR. LOWAS: Okay.

COL BEAMAN: [ don’t know of any reason why that would happen. But generally speaking, I
don’t know if you’ll hear the results of this or not.

MR. LOWAS: Okay.
COL BEAMAN: It is what it is.

MR. LOWAS: And --
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COL BEAMAN: If you call the Air Force Materiel Command legal office --
MR. LOWAS: Yeah.

COL BEAMAN: You might be able to find out after it’s all done.

- MR.LOWAS: Yeah. I know what yoﬁ mean. ['m sure the tape’s run out. But my primary
concern --

COL BEAMAN: It’s still running.

MR. LOWAS: --is to be the best engineer I can be for the Air Force, so this will be a learning
process for me too -- what was --

COL BEAMAN: Great.
MR. LOWAS: -- what was finally decided.

COL BEAMAN: Okay. That concludes the interview.
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This is the statement of Jonathan Depiau, , made on 14 April 2004 to Col Becky

Beaman and Mr. Vincent Spanel, regarding the repair of C-5A S/N 70-04635, Aft Engine Mount
Spherical Bearing, Pylon S/N 0028,

1.1 graduated from Polytechnic Umversuy in Puerto Rico in July 2002, and had been workmg
here on C-5 aircraft for eight months when this 107 request came in— I have no formal structures
- training, so this request was in an area new to me.

2. I discussed this 107 with my “mentor,” Mark Taylor. He has a lot of expenence in these
 things. It was Mark who brought to my attention the fact that this is a primary structure, and he
helped me get in touch with some of the people I talked to during my investigation.

3. The first thing [ did was try to get hold of the people who made the request to get more
information, because there is always more information than is in the 107 request. When I had
trouble reaching the POC, Randy Thomas, by phone,  started putting messages in the 107 to.get
someone to work with me. Eventually I reached someone, and got the information [ was lqbldng
for. s

4. When I spoke with the people who made the request, I was told that they had done this repan*
in this way many times in the past. I asked them to describe how they sized down the bearing,
and they told me they wedged it into a stationary position and just machined it down. (The part
has flanges on it (see attached sketch) — I'm not sure how they managed to mill down the mlddle
of the part without also milling down the flanges, (circled in the sketch). ‘ e

5. Mark Taylor and I went down to Bld-g 169, to see the mechanics who work on the aircraft,
here (WR Technical Industries Office?) and discuss what they thought of the proposed repair.
They strongly advised against sizing down the bearing, due to concerns about being able to
properly fixture the bearing.

6. I discussed what I had learned so far with Mr. Lowas and Mr. Vandersall. Thcy
recommended that I contact Southwest Products Inc. to get their recommendation.

7. Ispoke with Mr. Nicholas Nguyen, from Southwest Products, Inc., and he said that he
recommended following the T.O. procedure instead of sizing down the part. He said that smng
down the bearing would reduce the strength of the part. He seemed to be most concerned about
the quality control of the machining process. I asked him if Southwest would make one part, 1o
meet the need for this size item, and he said that he couldn’t without drawings that had the .
dimensions that we wanted for this part (which we don’t have). o

8. I'believe the existing T.O. procedures have been reviewed by engineers to determine that they
are OK to use- they have been validated. Sizing down the bearing has not been reviewed in that
way. (Idon’tthink we have the capability to do an analysis like that here at WR right now The
procedure is documented in 1-C-58-3, section €, paragraph 6-17 and figure 6-9. '

9. I went back to Mr. Lowas, and I provided him with all the recommendations that [ had -
supporting refusing permission to do the repair as requested. He told me that this repair had been
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done this 'way in the past, and we were going to approve the request. I have only seen one or two
other 107s connected with this kind of repair (if I'm remembering correctly, this one is the third).

10. Twent back to the 107 request, and documented the results of the investigation to support
authorizing the repair based on the fact that it had been done a couple of times in the past, based
~ onMr. Lowas’ guidance. Idid not include the recommendations I had received against

- authorizing the repair. When I later learned that Mr. Mark Taylor was planning to elevate his
concerns to Mr. Vandersall, I documented my concerns independently in case it was needed (see
attached statement, March 20, 2003).

11. Normally, the results of the investigating engineer are sent back through the 107 system, and
to the branch chief for disposition. Because I discussed the matter with Mr. Lowas, [ didn’t put
the information into the system. I was new, at the time - if this was happening today, I would,
put my own recommendation and all the supporting facts into the system, if I was going to sign
my name to it. ‘ ‘ T

12, From my conversation with other engineers, another issue is how the base would control‘the
temperature of the material in the machining process they describe — the material can get hot.
enough that it changes the material properties. It also might be necessary to passivate the part
after machining it, and that wasn’t mentioned as part of the procedure. L

The above is a true, accurate, and complete accounting of my sworn testimony.
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March 20. 2003

Subiect: Disposition eiven on C-SA

SN 70-04635. Aft Engine Mount Spherical Bearinu.

Pvlon S/N 0028, _,J

My supervisor on 3/13/2003 approved the disposition given on 107 Reqqest HO3-

109. [ never agree with this disposition and 1 always let him know every single detuil
found.
While working with this 107, I did the following things. First. n(.;tif’j\: Chiel
Engineer and Brand Chief Engineer of what was going on. Every single detailed was
explained to them and we concluded that in order to take a final decision I had to call the
c«.unpziny that manufactured the bearing (Southwest Product Inc.)' Second. 1 called the
people aver Southwest Products Inc. I contacted Eng. Nicholas Nguyen (1-800-826-0729
lxi-215). 1 asked him if he recommended that the spherical bearing could be machined

down. He said “no. beéause that will decrease the strength on the part™. Third. 1 asked

the engineer if’ Southwest Product inc. could machined one bearing down for an special

situation, his answer was “no”. Third, [ mentioned the prbcedure on the T.O. (T.0. | C- ,‘

SA-3. Section VI Paragraph 6-17. Figure 6-9. Index 30. Flag Note 9) and he said that

that repair was the one that shall be done. 1 always recomimend sending o Team from -

WR/ALC to make the appropriate repair. |
Finally. I put my name in the 107 as the point of contact because | worked the 107 }‘

but | do not agree and won’t take responsibility on any problem that this repair may
cause. Every single moment I talked to my supervisor and Jat him know every sinule |

|
cletail 1 had found. I let the decision to him since his the one who signed. His decision

was let the Base Station go with the inappropriate repair and that what T putted on the

dispasition.
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D A T S WR-ALC/JA , ‘ ooz

This i the statemen; of Dennis Whardo, - ade on 14 April 2004 15 (1) Becky

Beaman and wMir Vincent Spanal, Tegarding the repair o C-54 SN 70-0455, Aty Engine Moun
Spherical Bearing Pylon 8/N 0028,

2. T've been told that otherg are Hoingthe same Tepair withous going through mgz’n.sers. I'maz.
Stickler, and if we deviate from the T.0. T get the chief engineer fo sign off on i, ) .

fixtures g5 called for in the T.0 fre-unavailable tq pg here a1 the bass, I have never tried tq oi%giér ’

One, myself, but I have been told there are only one or tyrg of them in existenpe,

{I'bave not agkeg a0y bases directly), We USe 2 micrometer 1o check qur work and make sure
that we have the right size when we'reidone,

3 I vou wanted to jnow Which tail mumbers haye stzed-down engine moung bearings, you
might be gble to look ﬁlmugh each ai ’ : .

D0 sure. Seems like 2 Crew chief might of might not log that information .

the 7.0, Seems Iike that ig something the “ngineers ought 4o do - then we wouldn’t have ¢4 ask
each time foi authorization 1y dq this, ‘

The aboye Is & true, accnrate, and completa Bccounting of my SWorn tastimony,

O /N
Denmis Whards E—
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