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AIR FORCE A-7D BRAKE PROBLEM

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 13, 1969

Congress oF THE UNITED STATES,
SuBcomMMITTEE ON EcoNomy 1v GOVERNMENT
or THE JoiNT Economic CoMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee on Economy in Government met, pursuant to
notice, at 9: 30 a.m., in room G-308 (auditorium), New Senate Office
Building, Hon. William Proxmire (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.

Present: Senator Proxmire and Representative Conable.

Also present: Richard F. Kaufman, economist; and Douglas C.
Frechtling, economist for the minority. :

Chairman Proxmire. The subcommittee will come to order.

Our first witnesses this morning are Mr. Kermit Vandivier and
Mr. Searle Lawson. Both gentlemen I understand are former em-
ployees of the Goodrich Co., and these are the gentlemen who initially

rovided information on which I made a statement about a Goodrich

our-rotor brake on the floor of the Senate.

I thought it best to have Mr. Vandivier and Mr. Lawson appear and
state to the committee the situation as they see it.

I understand, Mr. Vandivier, you have a prepared statement. You
can handle it any way you wish. We have four other groups of wit-
nesses scheduled to appear. This is the first group to appear this morn-
ing. We hope that we can limit this hearing to this one session and to
give everybody an opportunity to speak.

You may begin now and then we will ask questions.

STATEMENTS OF KERMIT VANDIVIER, THE TROY DAILY NEWS,
AND SEARLE LAWSON, DALLAS, TEX.

Mr. Vanpivier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman ProxMIRE. C)(;uld I ask first, it has been suggested by the
staff, I think it would be helpful, because of the nature of this inquiry,
if you would give us a brief statement as to your background.

Mr. Vanprvier, I am 42 years old. I am a high school graduate. I
worked for the Goodrich Co. for approximately 6 years. I am now
employed as the staff writer for the Troy Daily News.

Chairman Proxmire. All right, sir.

And Mr. Lawson, will you give us your background ?

Mr. Lawson. Yes, sir. I am 28 years old and I am a college graduate
and have a degree in aeronautical and astronautical engineering and
a certificate in aircraft design technology. I am presently employed
at LTV Aerospace Corp.

Chairman Proxmire. Ling-Temco-Vought ?

(1)




Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Chairman Proxyire. Thank you.

Mr. Vanprvier. In the early part of 1967 , the B. F. Goodrich Wheel
& Brake Plant at Troy, Ohio, received an order from the Ling-Temco-
Vought Co. of Dallas, Tex., to supply wheels and brakes for the A~7D
atrcraft, built by LTV for the Air Force.

The tests on the wheels and brakes were to be conducted in accord-
ance with the requirements of military specification Mil-W-5013G as
prepared and issued by the U.S. Air Force and to the requirements set
forth by LTV Specification Document 204—16-37D.

The wheels were successfully tested to the specified requirements,
but the brake, manufactured by Goodrich under BEG part No.
2-1162-3, was unable to meet the required tests.

The laboratory tests specified for the brake were divided into two
categories : dynamic brake tests and static brake tests.

The dynamic brake tests basically consisted of 45 stimulated normat
energy stops, 5 overload energy stops and one worn-brake maximum
energy stop, sometimes called a rejected take-off, or RTO.

These simulated stops were to be conducted on one brake assembly
with no change in brake lining to be allowed during the test.

In addition, a maximum energy brake stop (or RTO) was to be
conducted on a brake containing new linings and still another series
of tests called a turnaround capability test was to be performed.

The turnaround capability test consisted of a series of taxis, simu-
lated takeoffs, flight periods and landings, and time schedule for the
turnaround test was supplied by LTV to coincide with conditions
under which the A~7D brake might operate on a typical mission.

Generally speaking, the brake successfully passed all the static
brakes tests, but the brake could not and did not pass any of the dy-
namic tests I have just described with the exception of the new brake
maximum energy stop. .

During the first few attempts to qualify the brake to the dynamic
tests, the brake ran out of lining material after a few stops had been
completed and the tests were terminated. Attempts were made to se-
cure a lining material that would hold up during the grueling 51-stop
test, but to no avail. .

Although T had been aware for several months that great difficulty
was being experienced with the A—7D brake, it was not until April 11,
1968, almost a full year after qualification testing had begun, that I be-
came aware of how these tests were being conducted.

The 13th attempt at qualification was being conducted under B. F.
Goodrich Internal Test No. T-1867. )

On the morning of April 11, Richard Gloor, who was the test engi-
neer assigned to the A-7D project, came to me and told me he had dis-
covered that some time during the previous 24 hours, instrumentation
used to record brake pressure had deliberately been miscalibrated so
that while the instrumentation showed that a pressure of 1,000 pounds
per square inch had been used to conduct brake stops No, 46 and 47
(twooverload energy stops) 1,100 p.s.i. had actually been applied to the
brakes. Maximum pressure available on the A-7D is 1,000 p-s.i.

Mr. Gloor further told me he had questioned instrumentation per-
sonnel about the miscalibration and had been told they were asked to
do so by Searle Lawson, a design engineer on the A-7D.
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Chairman Proxmire. Is this the gentleman who is with you now,
Mr. Vandivier ?

Mr. Vaxpivier. That is correct. I subsequently questioned Lawson
who admitted he had ordered the instruments miscalibrated at the di-
rection of a superior.

Upon examining the log sheets kept by laboratory personnel I found
that other violations of the test specifications had occurred.

For example, after some of the overload stops, the brake had been
disassembled and the three stators or stationary members of the brake
had been taken to the plant toolroom for rework and during an earlier
part of the test, the position of elements within the brake had been re-
versed in order to more evenly distribute the lining wear.

Additionally, instead of braking the dynamometer to a complete
stop as required by military specifications, pressure was released when
the wheel and brake speed had decelerated to 10 miles per hour.

The reason for this, I was later told, was that the brakes were ex-
periencing severe vibrations near the end of the stops, causing excessive
lining wear and general deterioration of the brake.

All of these incidents were in clear violation of military specifica-
tions and general industry practice.

I reported these violations to the test lab supervisor, Mr. Ralph
Gretzinger, who reprimanded instrumentation personne] and stated
that under no circumstance would intentional miscalibration of instru-
ments be tolerated. '

As for the other discrepancies noted in test procedures, he said he
was aware they were happening but that as far as he was concerned
the tests could not, in view of the way they were being conducted, be
classified as qualification tests.

Later that same day, the worn-brake, maximum energy stop was
conducted on the brake. The brake was landed at a speed of 161 m.p.h.
and the pressure was applied. The dynamometer rolled a distance
16,800 feet before coming to rest. The elapsed stopping time was 141
seconds. By computation, this stop time shows the aircraft would have
traveled over 3 miles before stopping.

Within a few days, a typewritten copy of the test logs of test
T-1867 was sent to LTV in order to assure LTV that a qualified brake
was almost ready for delivery.

Virtually every entry in this so-called copy of the test logs was
drastically altered. As an example, the stop time for the worn brake
maximum energy stop was changed from 141 seconds to a mere 46.8
seconds.

On May 2, 1968 the 14th attempt to qualify the brakes was begun,
and Mr. Lawson told me that he had been informed by both Mr.
Robert Sink, project manager at Goodrich—I am sorry, Mr. Sink is
project manager—and Mr. Russell Van Horn, projects manager at
Goodrich, that “Regardless of what the brake does on test, we’re
going to qualify it.”

Chairman Proxyire. What was that ?

Mr. Vanprvier. The statement was, “Regardless of what the brake
does on test, we’re going to qualify it.”

He also said that the latest instructions he had received were to the
effect that if the data from this latest test turned out worse than did
test T-1867, then we would write our report based on T-1867.
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Chairman Proxaire. The statement was made by whom ?

Mr. Vanprvier. Mr. Lawson told me this statement was made to
him by Mr. Robert Sink, projects manager and Mr. Russell Van
Horn, project manager.

During this latest and final attempt to qualify the four rotor brake,
the same illegal procedures were used as had been used on attempt
No. 13. Again after 30 stops had been completed, the positions of the
friction members of the brake were reversed in order to more evenly
distribute wear.

After each stop, the wheel was removed from the brake and the
accumulated dust was blown out.

During each stop, pressure was released when the deceleration had
reached 10 miles per hour.

By these and other irregular procedures the brake was nursed along
until the 45 normal energy stops had been completed but by this time
the friction surfaces of the brakes were almost bare, that is, there was
virtually no lining left on the brake.

This lack of lining material introduced another problem.

The pistons which actuate the brake by forcing the friction surfaces
together were almost at the end of their allowable travel and it was
feared that during the overload stops the pistons might actually pop
out of their sockets within the brake, allowing brake fluid to spray the
hot surfaces, resulting in fire.

Therefore, a metal spacer was inserted in the brake between the
pressure plate and the piston housing.

This spacer served to make up for the lack of friction material and
to keep the pistons in place.

In order to provide room for the spacer, the adjuster assemblies
were removed from the brake.

The five overload stops were conducted without the adjuster assem-
blies and with the spacer in place.

After stop number 48—the third overload stop—temperatures in
the brake were so high that the fuse plug, a safety device which allows
air to escape from the tire to prevent blowout, melted and allowed
the tire to deflate.

The same thing happened after stop number 49—the fourth overload
stop. Both of these occurrences were highly irregular and in direct
conflict with the performance criteria of the military requirements.

Chairman Proxmire. I understand you have a picture of this that
might help us see it.

Mr. Vanprvier. Yes. A

Mr. ProxMire. Do you want to show that to us now?

Mr. Vanpivier. I was going to show it here just a little bit later.

Chairman Proxmire. Go ahead.

Mr. Vanorvier. For the worn brake maximum energy stop the ad-
justers were replaced in the brake and a different spacer was used
between the pressure plate and the piston housing.

Now I have a copy, a picture of this brake just before it went on
the maximum energy test, and here you may see at the top is the
additional spacer that has been added in order to get sufficient braking
action on the brake. :

Chairman Proxmire. Who took that picture ?
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Mr. Vanpivier. That was taken with a Polaroid camera. I am not
sure

Chairman Prox»mre. I think it is only fair to the committee, Mr.
Conable and the committee, to ask you about it later. You go ahead
and we will ask questions.

Mr. Vanpivier. All right.

In addition to these highly questionable practices, a turnaround
capability teat, or simulated mission test, was conducted incorrectly
due to a human error. When the error was later discovered, no correc-
tions were made.

While these tests were being conducted, I was asked by Mr. Lawson
to begin writing a qualification report for the brake. I flatly refused
and told Mr. Gretzinger, the lab supervisor, who was my superior,
that I could not write such a report because the brake had not been
qualified.

He agreed and he said that no one in the laboratory was going to
issue such a report unless a brake was actually qualified in accordance
with the specification and using standard operating procedures.

He said that he would speak to his own supervisor, the manager of
the technical services section, Mr. Russell Line, and get the matter
settled at once.

He consulted Mr. Line and assured me that both had concurred in
the decision not to write a qualification report.

I explained to Lawson that I had been told not to write the report,
and that the only way such a report could be written was to falsify
test data.

Mr. Lawson said he was well aware of what was required, but that he
had been ordered to get a report written, regardless of how or what
had to be done.

He stated if I would not write the report he would have to, and he
asked if T would help him gather the test data and draw up the vari-
ous engineering curves and graphic displays which are normally
included in a report.

I asked Mr. Gretzinger, my superior, if this was all right and he
agreed as long as I was only assisting in the preparation of the data,
it would be permissible.

Both Lawson and I worked on the elaborate curves and logs in the
report for nearly a month. During this time we both frankly discussed
the moral aspects of what we were doing and we agreed that our
actions were unethical and probably illegal.

Several times during that month I discussed the A7D testing with
Mr. Line, and asked him to consult his superiors in Akron, in order
to prevent a false qualification report from being issued. ~

Mr. Line declined to do so and advised me that it would be wise to
just do my work and keep quiet.

I told him of the extensive irregularities during testing and sug-
gested that the brake was actually dangerous and if allowed to be
installed on an aircraft, might cause an accident.

Mr. Line said he thought I was worrying too much about things
which did not really concern me and advised me to just “do what
you’re told.”

About the first of June—

Chairman Proxmire. You skipped one line here.




Mr. Vanprvier. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. You said “I asked him”——

Mr. Vanpivier. Yes. I asked Mr. Line if his conscience would hurt
him if such a thing caused the death of a pilot and this is when he
replied I was worrying about too many things that did not concern
me and advised me to “do what you’re told.” )

About the first of June 1968, Mr. Gretzinger asked if I were
finished with the graphic data and said he had been advised by the
chief engineer, Mr. H. C. Sunderman, that when the data was finished
it was to be delivered to him—Sunderman—and he would instruct
someone in the engineering department to actually write the report.

Accordingly, when I had finished with the data, I gave it to Mr.
Gretzinger who immediately took it from the room. Within a few
minutes, he was back and was obviously angry.

He said that Mr. Sunderman had told him no one in the engineer-
ing department had time to write the report and that we would have
to do it ourselves.

At this point Mr. Line came into the room demanding to know
“What the hell is going on.” Mr. Gretzinger explained the situation
again and said he would not allow such a report to be issued by the
lab.

Mr. Line then turned to me and said he was “sick of hearing about
this damned report. Write the thing and shut up about it.”

Chairman Proxmire. Let me ask you, you had this in quotes. Did
you make a note of this at the time?

Mr. Vaxpivier. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. Do you have your notes with you?

Mr. Vanpivier. No. I have notes with me, yes. I am not sure if I
have this note or not, but I have notes with me. '

Chairman Proxmire. All right.

Mr. Vaxprvier. When he had left, Mr. Gretzinger and I discussed
the position we were in and Mr. Gretzinger said that we both should
have resigned a long time ago. He added that there was little to do
now except write the report.

Accordingly, I wrote the report, but in the conclusion, I stated that
the brake had “not” met either the intent or the requirements of the
specifications and was therefore “not” qualified.

When the final report was typewritten and ready for publication,
the two “nots” in the conclusion and been eliminated, thereby chang-
in% the entire meaning of the conclusion.

would like to point out at this time the various discrepancies be-
tween the military standards and procedures and the qualification
tests actually conducted : :

1. Brake pressure was cut on all stops at 10 miles per hour and the
wheel allowed to coast to a stop.

2. The five overload stops were conducted with a spacer between
the pressure plate and the piston housing.

3. The lining carriers used for the test were specially made with
an additional 0.030 of an inch lining material. This was done to assure
sufficient lining material on the carriers.

4. Stators in the brake were physically reversed after stop 30 and
remained in those positions throughout the test.
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Mr. Chairman, the next two sentences of my printed statement con-
tain a typographical error, words have been omitted and I would like
to insert those in at this time. o

5. The worn brake RTO was conducted with an additional pressure
plate between the original pressure plate and piston housing. This was
done because allowable piston travel had been exceeded and without
the additional pressure plate the brakes could not have been applied.

6. Prior to the worn brake RTO (maximum energy stop), the in-
side diameter of the lining carriers was increased by 0.120 of an inch
to alleviate the severe shrinkage of the lining carriers on the torque
tube caused by overheating. .

7. On stops 48 and 49 (overload stops 3 and 4) the fuse plug eutectic
material—material designed to melt at a specified temperature—
melted, allowing the tire to deflate. o

8. The torque plate and keyway inserts for the wheel had their drive
surfaces chromeplated, because of extreme wear. This was not a pro-
duction process on this brake. :

9. Before the start of the tests and at teardowns the keyway inserts
were sprayed with molybdenum disulfate (a lubricant). -

10. After every stop the wheel and tire assembly were removed from
the brake, the brake was blown out with high-velocity air and the key-
way inserts and heat shield were wiped clean.

11. After stops Nos. 10, 20, 30, 40, 45, and 50 the brake was dis-
assembled and the expansion slots in the lining carriers were cleaned
of excess lining material and opened. Excess materials removed from
between the segments in the rotors and the lugs and links on the rotors
were cleaned and radiused by machining processes. Thin is a sense is
equivalent to a minor overhaul in the brake linings.

In addition there were at least four other major irregularities in the
test procedure.

These, gentlemen, are only irregularities which occurred during the
testing. As for the report itself more than 80 false entries were made in
the body of the report and in the logs.

Many, many of the elaborate engineering curves attached to the re-
port were complete and total fabrications, based not on what had
actually occurred, but on information which would fool both LTV and
the Air Force.

I'have already mentioned that the turn-around capability test which
was supposed to determine what temperatures might be experienced by
the brake during a typical flight mission, had been misconducted
through a human error on the part of the test lab operator.

Rather than rerun this very important test, which would have taken
only some 6 hours to complete, it was decided to manufacture the data.

This we did, and the result was some very convincing graphic
curves. These curves were supposed to demonstrate to TV and the
Air Force exactly what the temperatures in the brakes had been during
each minute of the simulated mission :

They were completely false and based only on data which would be
acceptable to the customers.

I could spend the entire day here discussing the various elaborate
falsifications that went into this report but I feel that, by now, the
picture is clear.
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The report was finally issued on June 5, 1968, and almost immedi-
ately, flights tests on the brake were begun at Edwards Air Force
Base in California. :

Mr. Lawson was sent by Goodrich to witness these tests and when
he returned, he described various mishaps which had occurred during
the flight tests and he expressed the opinion to me that the brake was
dangerous.

That same affernoon, I contacted my attorney and after describing
the situation to him,asked for his advice. '

He advised me that, while I was technically not guilty of com-
mitting a fraud, I was certainly part of a conspiracy to defraud.

He further suggested a meeting with U.S. Attorney Roger Makely
in Dayton, Ohio.

T agreed to this and my attorney said he would arrange an appoint-
ment with the Federal attorney.

I discussed my attorney’s appraisal of our situation with Mr. Layw-
son, but I did not, at this time, tell him of the forthcoming visit
with Mr. Makely.

Mr. Lawson said he would like to consult with my attorney and I
agreed to arrange this.

Shortly thereafter, Mr. Lawson went to the Dallas offices of LTV
and, while he was gone, my attorney called and said that, upon advice
of the U.S. attorney, he had arranged an interview with the Dayton
office of the FBI.

I related the details of the A-7D qualification to Mr. Joseph
Hathaway, of the FBI.

He asked if I could get Mr. Lawson to confirm my story and I
replied that I felt Mr. Lawson would surely do this.

Upon Mr. Lawson’s return from Dallas, I asked him if he still
wished to consult my attorney and he answered “I most certainly do.”

Mr. Lawson and I went to the attorney’s office, and Mr. Lawson was
persuaded to speak to the FBI.

I wish to emphasize that at no time prior to Mr. Lawson’s decision
to speak to the FBI was he aware that I had already done so. His
decision and mine were both the result of our individual actions.

Mr. Lawson related his own story to Mr. Hathaway, who advised
us to keep our jobs and to tell no one that we had been to see him.

I might add here that he advised us that an investigation would be
made.

About_this time the Air Force demanded that Goodrich produce
its raw data from the tests.

This Goodrich refused to do, claiming that the raw data was
proprietary information.

Goodrich management decided that, since pressure was being
applied by the Air Force, a conference should be arranged with
LTV management and engineering staff.

A preconference meeting was set for Goodrich personnel in order
to go over the questionable points in the report.

On Saturday, July 27, 1968, Mr. Robert Sink, Mr. Lawson, Mr.
John Warren—A-7D project engineer—and I met and went over the
discrepant items contained in the qualification report. )

Each point was discussed at great length and a list of approximately
40 separate discrepancies was compiled.
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These, we were told by Mr. Sink, would be revealed to LTV person-
nel the following week,

However, by the time of the meeting with LTV, only a few days
later, the list of discrepancies had been cut by Mr. Sink from 43
items to a mere three.

Mr. Chairman, during this meeting Mr. Lawson took from the
blackboard at the Goodrich conference room word for word listing
of all these discrepancies. This contains the 43 items I have just
mentioned.

I would like to enter this into the record, and also enter the sub-
sequent list of three major discrepancies which later came out of this
meeting.

Chairman Proxarre. Do you have copies of those documents?

Mr. Vanprvier. Yes,1do have.

Chairman Proxmire. All right, those will be entered in the record.

(The documents referred to follow:)

ATD MEETING—JULY 27, 1968

PERSONNEL: R. L. Sink; J. H. Warren; K. W. Vandivier; and 8. J. Lawson.
SUBJECT : Review of Data to Be Presented to LTV.

Item 1: A. 10 mph cut pressure:
(1) LTV concurrence.
(2) Brakes-on velocity increased to get correct energy into brake.
(3) Needed Item 1 because of constant pressure, torque build-up, small
footprint of tire on smooth runway surface.

Item 2: A. Spacer:
(1) Dimensions indicated a possibility of running out of piston travel
which would lose the 45 stop heat sink. Spacer added as a precaution.
(2) Measurement of lining and disks after O.L. stops shows that spacer
was not required :
(a) Average stack wear after 45 stops plus clearance and deflec-

tion=.768.
(b) Average stack wear after O.L. plus clearance and deflection=
859.

(¢) Minimum allowable pistol travel=.880.
(3) O.L. stops were run without adjusters at approximately 850 psi. Re-
port was adjusted to show pressure used plus 140 psi for adjuster.
(4) As a result of marginal piston travel, pistons and sleeve redesign is
in process.
(5) There would be no safety problem on A/C as brake removal is con-
trolled by wear pin indicator.

Item 3: Spacer for RTO:

(1) Needed spacer for piston travel after O.L. and didn’t want to lose
worn brake RTO data.

(2) Specification was 2.4+15X10° KE. BFG ran test at 2.4+17.X10° KE.
Specification was revised to 2.4+17.X10° KE.

(3) Pressure plate was used as spacer so adjusters were in brake for
RTO. As a result, raw data and report pressure data agree.

(4) Demonstration shows that heat sink is capable of specification RTO
energy at any time prior to removal of brake for wear, as shown by wear
indicators.

Item 4: A. Turn-Around Capability Test :

(1) Peak temperatures required by specification are confirmed by raw
data. Cool down rates from raw data to be plotted on report graphs to de-
termine variation.

(2) Bead seat and false axle required by specification.

(a) Phase I, Cycle 3 temperatures required by specification are ac-
curate.
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(b) PhaselI, Cycle 11, peaks are 0.K,, curves are off. The profile curves
are manufactured.
(c) Phase 1, Cycle III, some temperatures are manufactured,
(d) Phase II, temperatures manufactured. Bead seat thermocouple
shorted out, false axle peaks at 411° F. reported 280° F.
(3) Normal energy stops are 1.0X10° KE higher than specification requires.

Item 5: A. Peak torque on the normal energy log sheets :

(1) Peaks were picked off tape data by data analysis checks. The peaks
selected were actually a result of noise on the tape and not peak torque
values. These were not detected when the report was checked. Ex-

ample: Report shows stop #1 peak at 12,070 ft-lbs, it is actually
8,590 ft-1bs.

(2) Peak torque survey test valves are correct.

Item 6: A. (1) Tube well temperatures on normal energy log sheets were corrected
on stops 3, 4, 5, 18, and 20.
(a) Recorded 379--Reported 270—Stop 3
(b) Recorded 428—Reported 37 9—Stop 4
(¢) Recorded 428—Reported 2556—Stop 5
(d) Recorded 375—Reported 255—Stop 18
(e) Recorded 8375—Reported 239—Stop 20

-Item 6: A (2) #2—360-360, #6—270-270, #19—379-379
(3) Stop 3 and 4 on log sheets have been reversed.
(4) Stop5 wasrun asa hot park stop condition (operator error).
(5) Stop #33 tire change. Thermocouples for fuse plug, bead seat, and
tubewell mixed up.
(a) Prior to stop #33, high to low temperature.
T.W.-»B.S.>F.P.
(b) After stop #383, high to low tempreature.
B.S>F.P->T.W,
(Operator error.) Temperatures that are read for B.S. after
stop #33 is for the T.W., etc., for F.P.~»B.S. and T.W.->F.P.
Item 7:
A. Drag load and clearance :
(1) 34 was 16 lbs. changed to 10 1bs.
(2) 37 was 12 1bs. changed to 9 lbs.
B. Clearance was taken incorrectly, report what we felt was correct.
Item 8: A. Overloads:
(1) Temperatures
(a) Stop #46, CS thermocouple out—reported 1535° F.
CS on other O.L. stops 1512-1558-1562-1558
(b) #46 tubewell recorded 301, reported 192°F
#47 tubewell recorded 367, reported 367°F
#48 tubewell recorded 528, reported 422°F
#49 tubewell recorded 509, reported 463°F
#50 tubewell recorded no reading, reported 210°F

(2) Raw data temperatures for stop #47 correlates well. Send in for typical
stop.

Item 9: A. Worn Brake RTO:

(1) P.H. recorded 390, reported 355
(2) F.A.recorded 521, reported 482

(3) B.S. recorded 590, reported 580

(4) F.P.recorded 486, reported 438

(5) T.W. recorded 669, reported 673
(6) Fluid recorded 400, reported 350
(7) Rotor recorded 2180, reported 2100

Item 10: A. New Brake RTO:

(1) P.H. recorded 471, reported 453
(2) Axle recorded 469, reported O.K.
(8) Tubewell recorded no data, reported 480
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SUMMARY

Typical l‘i'lw data to be supplied to LTV.

(1) Normals
(a) #33—no fans
(b) #35—with fans
(2) Overloads
(a) #47

Note: Tell LTV that peak was reached after chart ended, for overload
stop number 47.

(3) New RTO
(a) O.K.
(4) Turn-Around—Cycle 3, Phase I
S. J. LAWSON.
A7D MEETING—JULY 27, 1968

SUBJECT : TYPICAL RAW DATA TO BE SUPPLIED TO LTV

A. Normals
(1) Stops
(a) #33—no fans
(b) #35—with fans
(2) 10 mph cut pressure
(a) LTV concurrence
(b) Brakes-on velocity increased to get correct energy into brake.
(¢) Needed Item 1 because of constant pressure, torque build-up, small
footprint of tire on smooth steel road surface.

B. Overloads
(1) Stops (a) #47
(2) Spacer
(a) Dimensions indicated a possibility of running out of piston travel
which would lose the 45 stop heat sink. Spacer added as a
precaution.
(b) Measurements of lining and disks after O.L. stops shows that
spacer was not required.
i. Average stack wear after 45 stops plus clearance and deflec-
tion=.768.
ii. Average stack wear after O.L. plus clearance and deflec-
tion—=.859.
iii. Minimum allowable piston travel=.880.
B. Overloads
(2) Spacer (cont’d)
(¢) O.L. stops were run without adjusters at approximately 850 psi.
Report was adjusted to show pressure used plus 140 psi for
adjuster.
(d) As a result of marginal piston travel, pistons and sleeve redesign
is in process.
(e) There would be no safety problem on A/C as brake removal is con-
trolled by wear pin indicator.

C. New brake RTO (1) Tubewell recorded no data, reported 480.
D. Turn-Around—Cycle 3, Phase I

E. Peak torque on normal energy log sheets.

(1) Peaks were picked off tape data by data analysis clerks. The peaxs
selected were actually a result of noise on the tape and not peak
torque values. These were not detected when the report was
checked. Example: Report shows stop #1 peak at 12,070 ft-lbs;
itis actually 8,590 ft-1bs.

(2) Peak torque survey test values are correct.

Mr. Vanpivier. The following 2-month period was one of a constant
running battle with LTV and the Air Force, during which time the
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Air Force refused final approval of the qualification report and de-
manded a confrontation with Goodrich about, supplying raw data.

On October 8, another meeting was held, again with Mr. Sink, Mr.
Lawson, Mr. Warren, and myself present.

.. This was only 1 day prior to a meeting with Air Force personnel and
- Mr. Sink said he had called the meeting “so that we are all coordinated
. and tell the same story.”

Mr. Sink said that LTV personnel would be present at the meeting
with the Air Force and our policy would be to “Let LTV carry the
ball.” Mr. Sink appeared to be especially concerned because Mr. Bruce
Tremblay, the Air Force engineer most intimate with A7TD brake
would be present at the meeting and it was felt at B. F. Goodrich that
Mr. Tremblay was already suspicious.

Mr. Sink warned us that “Mr. Tremblay will probably be at his _

antagonistic best.”

He added that the Air Force had wanted to meet at the Goodrich
plant, but that we—Goodrich—couldn’t risk having them that close
to the raw data.

“We don’t want those guys in the plant,” Mr, Sink said.

What happened at the meeting with the Air F orce, I do not know.
I did not attend.

On October 18, I submitted my resignation to Goodrich effective
November 1.

I would like to read that resignation. This is addressed to Russell
Line, manager of technical services:

In May of this year I was directed to participate in the preparation of quali-
fication report for the ATD, 26031. As you are aware this report contained num-
erous deliberate and wilful misrepresentations which according to legal counsel
constitutes fraud and therefore exposes both myself and others to criminal
charges of conspiracy to defraund. In view of this fact, I must terminate my em-
ployment with the B. F. Goodrich Company effective November 1, 1968. I regret
that this decision must be made, but I am sure that you will agree that events
of the past seven months have created an atmosphere of deceit and distrust in
which it is impossible to work effectively and productively.

On October 25 I was told that my resignation was to be accepted
immediately, and within 20 minutes T had left the Goodrich Co.

Gentlemen, I am well aware that the B. F. Goodrich Co. 1s a well-
known and well-respected firm with an almost impeccable reputation.

I am equally aware that the charges T have made are serious.

However, everything I have said to you is completely true and I
can prove my statements with documentary evidence.

The unfortunate part of a situation such as this is that, invariably,
many innocent, persons are made to suffer along with the guilty.

Therefore, I should like to emphasize that three people whom I
have mentioned here are, I feel, completely blameless and were im-
plicated in this situation through no fault of their own.

Mr. Ralph Gretzinger from the very start fought this situation
and tried very hard to use his influence to stop the issuance of the
false report. )

Mr. Richard Gloor, in his own handwriting, listed the irregulari-
ties occurring during the test and was outspoken in his opposition to
the report.

This list was shown to B. F. Goodrich management.
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Mr. Lawson, of course, was in a position similar to mine and the
fact that he voluntarily disclosed the details of the A7D test program
to the FBI and the GAO should stand upon its own merits,

Thank you.

Chairman Prox»ire. Thank you, Mr. Vandivier.

Mr. Lawson, you have heard the statement as read and I take it
you have had a chance to see the full statement ?

Mr. Lawson. No, I have not. '

Chairman Proxyire. You have not ?

Mr. Lawson. No, I have not.

Chairman Proxmire. The statement you have just heard read by
Mr. Vandivier, do you agree with it fully or in part or do you dis-
agree and can you tell us your reaction to it?

Mr. Lawson. The factual data that Mr. Vandivier has presented
is correct, to the best of my knowledge. '

Chairman Proxmire. There is no statement that you heard him
read with which you would disagree in any part?

Mr. Lawson. I really don’t know. I haven’t read the complete text.

Chairman Proxmire. Would you disagree with any part of what
you heard him read right now in your presence ?

Mr. Lawson. No, I don’t believe there is.

Chairman Proxmire. Now I would like to ask you, Mr. Vandivier,
you gave us a picture which we may want to ask other witnesses about,
so I want to qualify that picture. As far as we know, it is a picture
which you say was taken of the brake that was tested ¢

Mr. Vaxprvier. That is correct.

Chairman ProxmIre. But we would like to make sure that we qualify
that, because it is going to be used later.

Now would you describe again, tell us how you came to have that,
when the picture was taken and so forth?

Mr. Vaxprvier. Yes. This was taken just approximately an hour and
a half or 2 hours before the worn brake RTO was conducted. This was
for the qualification test, and I asked the plant photographer if he
would take a Polaroid picture of this for me. He did so, and I took the
Polaroid shot and I had it enlarged. I have a certification on this. I
had the original Polaroid negative. I have the negatives that the pho-
tographer used.

Chairman Proxmire. Will you give us the date, the time that was
taken, if you have that?

Mr. Vanpivier. If you will give me just a moment, I can.

Chairman Proxmire. Meanwhile, may I ask Mr. Lawson, while Mr.
Vandivier is looking up that, if you can confirm that this is in fact the
picture of the A7D brake that was undergoing qualification?

Mr. Lawson. Yes, it appears to be.

Chairman ProxMire. It appears to be?

Mr. Lawsox. I would say it 1s.

Chairman Proxmire. It is. All right. Well, you can supply that a
little later for the record, Mr. Vandivier.

Mr. Vaxprvier. All right.

Chairman Proxmire. Let me ask you this. You say you worked for
Goodrich for 6 years?

Mr. Vaxprvigr. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. What was your previous employment before
you were hired by Goodrich ?

84-919 0—70——2
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Mr. Vanprvier. I worked for the Food Machinery and Chemical
Corp. at their Newport, Ind. plant.

Chairman Proxmire. Technical writer is a professional position that
requires considerable competence and ability. What experience did vou
have that would qualify you to be a technical writer?

Mr. Vanprvier. I had none.

Chairman Prox»ire. Did you immediately go into this or did they
give you a training course?

Mr. Vanpivier. No. I had no training course. I kind of worked into
the job I guess. It was

Chairman ProxMIre. You were not hired to be a technical

Mr. Vanpvier. No; I was actually hired as an instrumentation
technician, and Goodrich engaged in a mass changeover of instrumen-
tation techniques, and they wanted degreed people for this kind of
work so I was switched over to the technical writing section.

Chairman Proxmire. How long did you work as a technical writer ?

Mr. Vanprvier. Approximately 3 years.

Chairman Proxaure. Three years. How many reports did you pre-
pare for B. F. Goodrich?

Mr. Vanprvier. At least 100, possibly 150.

Chairman Proxmire. Were any of these reports questioned in any
way ¢

Mr. Vanpivier. No; they were not.

Chairman Proxmire. Were they accepted ? Did you get any reaction
at all favorable or unfavorable in these reports that you wrote?

Mr. Vawnprvier. Occasionally we would get a question from the
manufacturer about a wording or a clarification, and these would be
supplied. '

Chairman Proxmire. Was there any question as to the accuracy
or competence of the report?

Mr. Vanoivier. No; none whatsoever.

Chairman Prox»ire. Were you criticized at any time that the
reports were not adequate?

Mr. Vanpivier. No; I was not.

Chairman Proxmire. In your statement, you say “Accordingly I
wrote the report but in the conclusion I stated that the brake had
‘not’ met either the intent or the requirement of the specification and
therefore was ‘not’ qualified.” Then you add “When the final report
was typewritten and ready for publication the two ‘nots’ in the con-
clusion had been eliminated, thereby changing the entire meaning of
the conclusion.”

Now it seems to me that you have testified before this that you and
Mr. Lawson constructed this report based on your instructions from
your superiors, and that this report was false in many ways that you
knew, and that the report seemed to qualify the brakes, at least that
was the impression I got, and yet you concluded, and I quote, “T
stated the brake had not met either the intent or the requirement of
the specifications and therefore was not qualified.”

Doesn’t it seem on the basis of your testimony that this is somewhat
inconsistent? In other words, you had written a report that would
qualify the brake and then you come in with a one-sentence conclusion
in 2\vhich you say it was not qualified? Do you see what I am getting
at?
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Mr. Vanprvier. Yes. Mr. Chairman, this was probably one final
gesture of defiance. I was so aggravated and sick at having to write
this thing. I knew the words “not” would be taken out, but I put them
in to show that, I do not know, that they had bent me to their will but
they had not broken me yet. It was a foolish thing perhaps to do, but it
}vzlxs showing that I still had a little spirit left. At least this is how I

elt.

Chairman Proxmire. What did you think your superiors at B. F.
Goodrich would do when they found the “not qualified” in your report,
when you had been told to show the brake qualified ?

Mr. Vanpivier. I knew it would be changed probably without ques-
tion. I was not worried if you are trying—1I was not worried at being
called on the carpet for this. I knew they would just merely change it.

Chairman Proxmire. Was this the only time in the 8 years you
worked as a technical writer with Goodrich the only time that you
made false entries into a report of manufacture ?

Mr. Vanpivier. Yes, it was.

Chairman Proxmire. So as far as you know B. F. Goodrich’s record
is clean in every other respect with your experience ?

Mr. Vanprvier. With me

Chairman Prox»are. With this single incidence being an exception ?

Mr. Vaxpwvier. That is right; that is correct.

Chairman Proxmrire. They had never before ask you to do this?

Mr. Vaxprvier. No. A

Chairman ProxMire. Do you know of any other technical writer you
worked with, in which Goodrich had instructed them to take this kind
of action?

Mr. Vanprvier. If they had done this, I would know nothing of it.
I could not say.

Chairman Prox»ire. This was the only incident ?

Mr. VanpIvier. Yes, as far as I know, the only incident which I was
asked to do this.

Chairman Proxmire. What was the normal procedure at Gooodrich
when a brake failed to meet all of the requirements or when normal
procedures were not followed ?

Mr. Vanprvier. If for some reason or other the normal procedure
was not followed or the brake simply could not meet a particular re-
quirement, the report was written and a deviation was requested from
the manufacturer, which in other words is a request to allow him to
accept the brake with these noted deviations from the procedure.

I might add that there are many times that a brake just could not
meet a certain requirement specified by the manufacturer, and it was
always the customary procedure to ask for a deviation, and many
times it was granted or some sort of a compromise was reached be-
tween the manufacturer and Goodrich.

Chairman Prox»ire. I cannot understand what was going through
the minds of Goodrich’s management the way you have told the story.
I cannot see what they have to gain by passing on a brake that would

" not meet qualifications. Somewhere along the line this is going to be

shown as an unqualified brake. As you pointed out, it might be under
disastrous circumstances, but in any event Goodrich would suffer and
suffer badly by passing on a brake to LTV or the Air Force that was
not going to work. What is their motivation ?
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Mr. Vanpivier. I cannot tell you what their motivation is. I can
tell you what I feel was behind this.

Chairman Proxatire. All right.

Mr. Vanpivier. I feel in the beginning stages of this program some-
one made a mistake, and refused to admit that mistake, and in order
to hide his stupidity, or his ignorance, or his pride, or whatever it
was, he simply covered up, you know, with more false statements, false
information, and at the time it came time to deliver this brake, Good-
rich was so far down the road there was nothing else to do.

They had no time to start over. I think it was a matter not of com-
pany policy but of company politics. I think that probably three or
four persons within the Goodrich organization at Troy were respon-
sible for this. I do not believe for a moment that the corporate officials
in Akron knew that this was going on.

Chairman Proxmire. I think that is right. T agree. I cannot imagine
the top corporate officials deliberately lying about this. They have
no motivation. All they can do is lose. All it can do is cause embarrass-
ment, grief, loss, loss of respect and reputation, and I am sure that
they would be very much opposed to this if they had known what was
going on. :

Well, T have a few more questions. I will be back.

Congressman Conable ?

Representative ConaBre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Vandivier, all we want to learn here is the facts, of course.
It is a confusing business for a layman. I would like to ask yon, you
testified that you have a high school degree, and from that I assume
that you had no great engineering experience beyond that which you
gained from your work, is that correct ?

Mr. Vanprvier. That is right. That is correct.

Representative ConaBLE. Are you expected to make engineering
judgements in your work as a technical writer or are you supposed
to report facts?

Mr. Vanorvier. Mil~-W-5018 G, which is the controlling specification
for aircraft wheels and brakes, spells out specifically what shall be
done and what shall not be done during testing. It does not tell the
user how to arrive at the engineering decisions, but it does tell him how
this test shall be conducted, and this is written in black and white, and
you have only to understand what shall be done according to this
specification and what shall not. Do you understand what I am
saying ?

Representative CowaBLE. Yes, I understand what you are saying. In
other words, the answer is that you are not supposed to make engineer-
ing judgements as such, but you are supposed to follow the procedure?

Mr. Vanorvier. That is correct.

Representative ConaBrLe. Were you motivated in any way with re-
spect to this brake except by the circumstances? Did you have any
involvement in the decision to make this type of brake or was there
any reason why you delved so deeply into 1t as a technical writer?

Mr. Vanoivier. I don’t quite understand the question, Mr.
Congressman.
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Representative Conasre. Did you have anything to do with the
development of this brake other than the technical writing and the
reporting of what procedures had been followed in the generation of
this report ¢

Mr. Vanpivier. A part of my job at Goodrich was to analyze the -

data that came from the tests. In other words, all of the raw test data
such as temperatures, torque readings, speeds, and so forth, and then
convert this information into a suitable form for B. F. Goodrich engi-
neering. As far as any design changes or anything like that, anything
to do with the design of the brake, no, I had nothing to do with that.

Representative CoxasLe. You have testified that you had made many
reports previously to B. F. Goodrich. Were any of these for the Federal
Government ?

Mr. Vanpivier. Oh, yes; quite a few.

Representative ConaBrLE. And you have also said that you are not
aware of any misstatements of fact in any of the earlier reports. Were
there any done under different personnel than the personnel you were
working under in respect to this particular brake?

Mr. Vanprvier. Some of them were and some of them were not. For
instance, the C-5A ; Mr. John Warren was the project engineer on the
C-5A, isn’t that correct, Mr. Lawson ?

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Mr. Vanprvier. And Mr. Warren was also the project engineer on
the A-7D. On the C-5A, which had very, very stringent requirements,
we had engineering requirements, we had engineering problems on
the brake, but there were no discrepancies in the testing. The thing
was tested to the requirements.

Representative ConaBLE. Referring to your statement, wherein you
say that there were 80 false entries. You made notes of those, did you,
what they were?

Mr. VANDIVIER. Yes.

Representative ConaBLE. Do you know if they were confirmed by the
GAO audit ? Did you discuss this with them ?

Mr. Vanprvier. I discussed this with GAO. I do not know what the
extent of their audit was.

Representative ConaBrLE. You mentioned that you have documenta-
tion ava‘lable for this?

Mr. Vanprvier. That is correct.

Representative ConaLe. What is the nature of this documentation ?

Mr. Vanpivier. The documentation I have supplied consists of
Xeroxed copies of the raw test data.

Representative ConaBLe. I wonder is it in a form that we could
make it part of the record so that we could have it analyzed?

Mr. Vanpivier. I believe it is.

Representative ConapLE. If it is, T wonder if we should not have it
made part of the record.

Chairman Proxmire. Absolutely. That is a good suggestion. With-
out objection that will be made part of the record at this point.

(The material furnished for the record at this point follows on

p- 19:)
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of qualification tests conducted on the
B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162-3 Main Landing Gear Brake Assembly
for the LTV A7D Aircraft.

Test procedures and requirements were derived from Military Standard
MIL-W-5013G, LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, and B. F.Goodrich
Engineering Report ER-2731, Revision "E".

All tests were conducted at the B.F.Goodrich Wheel and Brake Plant,

Troy, Ohio.

Tests were conducted under the following Internal Test Request Numbers:

T-1906
T-1867
T-1572
T-1904
T-1724
T-1720
T-1859
T-1930

45 Stop, 5 Stop, and Worn Brake RTO.

New Brake RTO.

Extreme Temperature, Endurance, Leakage.

New Brake Peak Torque Survey, Structural Torque.
Worn Brake Peak Torque Survey.

Piston Housing Burst Test.

Turn-Around Capability Test.

Salt Atmosphere Test.

vi
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I. COMPLIANCE SHEET
1. SCOPE
The equipment was designed specifically for the A7D
light attack aircraft.
2. APPLICABLE DOCUMENTS
2.1 SPECIFICATIONS
Compliance was maintained where applicable to the
documents referenced in LTV Procurement Specifica-
tion 204-16-37d.
2.2 GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS
Compliance was maintained as in Paragraph 2.1,
2.3 PRECEDENCE OF SPECIFICA TIONS
When difference in specifications arose, compliance
was maintained to LTV Procurement Specification
204-16-37d, or where LTV Specification 204-16-37d
was not applicable, the order of precedence established
by MIL-STD-143,
2,4 DEVIATIONS
No deviations are required.
2.5 VENDOR SPECIFICA TION OPTION
It was not necessary to use later issues of the specifica-
| tions referenced.
} 2.6 OBTAINING DOCUMENTS
Not applicable to the preproduction testing and qualifica-
tion of the brake.
3. REQUIREMENTS
| 3.1 PREPRODUCTION

This report is for the preproduction testing and qualifica-
tion of the 2-1162-3 brake assembly.

-1
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1.

COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.2

3.3.3.2

GENERAL SPECIFICATION

The requirements of MIL-W-5013G were adhered to
during testing except where they differed from LTV
Procurement Specification 204-16-37d.

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

Functional Characteristics

It was proven through dynamic and static teéts, as
covered in the appendix (Page A-1 ) of this report,

that the 2-1162-3 main wheel brake will provide adequate

braking during landing and parking for the A7D light
attack aircraft.

Size and Configuration

The brakes tested were of a size and configuration
that was in accordance with VAD Drawing 216-34302.

Weight
Existing Design

Not applicable, the brake was a new design effort.
Weight reports were supplied as required.

New Design
The brakes tested were within the limits specified in
EEP-8092, which was the lightest practical design to

fulfill the requirements for the A7D light attack aircraft.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Vibration

The brakes tested demonstrated the ability to exceed
the vibration requirements of LTV Procurement Speci-
fication 204-16-37d. The loads sustained during the

wheel and brake preproduction tests exceed those required

by the vibration spectrum.
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1. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.3.4.2

3.3.4.3

3.3.4.4

3.3.4.5

3.3.4.6

3.3.4.7

Altitude

The brakes will withstand the altitude requirements of
LTV Procurement Specification 204-16-37d. This is
substantiated by the similarity to existing brakes and
their successful operation.

Sand and Dust

Due to the similarity of material, except for the heat
sink, between the B. F.Goodrich 2-1118 brake assembly
and the 2-1162-3 brake assembly, the data obtained from
the environmental tests of the 2-1118 brake assembly is
submitted in report number 68092 (see appendix of report)
to demonstrate that the 2-1162-3 brake assembly meets
the requirements of LTV Procurement Specification
204-16-37d.

Fungus

Same as section 3.3.4.3

Salt Atmosphere

The 2-1162-3 brake assembly was tested to the salt
atmosphere conditions of MIL-STD-810A, Method 509, 1.
This test did not result in any damage that would diminish
the performance of the brake,

Humidity

The brake assembly will withstand the humidity requirements
of LTV Procurement Specification 204-16-37d substantiated
by similarity in design to existing brakes and their success-

ful operation.

Moisture

The brake assembly will withstand the moisture require-
ments of LTV Procurement Specification 204-16-37d as
evidenced by similarity to existing brakes and their success-
ful operation.



Procurement Specification 204-16-37d as demonstrated
by the dynamic brake portion of the qualification testing.
The low temperature requirement is covered in report
number 680921 (see Paragraph 3.3.4.3).

3.3.5 Special Tools
None required.
3.3.6 Tolerance and Simplicity

Compliance with specification was maintained. Tolerances
consistent with current design practice were used to insure
maximum producibility and simplicity of design.
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1. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)
3.3.4.8 Temperature
The brake assembly temperature capability was proven
to exceed the high temperature requirements of LTV
|

3.3.7 Installation

The items tested were to the requirement of LTV Procure-
ment Specification 204-16-37d. The rotors are designed
so that they must be properly fitted toc the wheel brake
drives (B.F,Goodrich Part No. 170-126) or the wheel
assembly cannot be assembled on the axle.

3.3.8 Fastener Requirements
Compliance was maintained with LTV Procurement Speci-
fication 204-16-37d. Tapped holes in aluminum were used
only in non-critical areas and then were protected with
inserts. Snap rings were used as a back-up method of
retention on the 107-240 adjuster assembly.

3.3.9 Static Balance
Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.

3.3.10 Structural Torque
The brake assembly withstood the static torque require-

ment of 250,000 in-1bs. (See page {26 ) section (IV) of
this report).
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1.

COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.3.11

3.3.12

3.3.13

3.3.13.1

3.3.13.2

3.3.13.3

3.3.13.4

3.3.13.5

27

Wear

The brake assemblies showed no evidence of abnormal
wear during the preproduction tests.

Maintainability

The brake assembly can be replaced or serviced under
field conditions. Automatic adjusters eliminate the need
for field adjustment. (See B.F.Goodrich Technical
Manual 2367 in the appendix of this report.)

Main Wheel

Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.
Bearings

Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.
Tire pressure Relief

The main wheel has three 392 degree Fahrenheit temper-
ature sensitive pressure relief devices installed adjacent

to the brake. A temperature survey was conducted on the
pressure relief devices during the turn-around capabilities
tests. The results of the survey, showing time to release
and temperature at release, are shown in the appendix of

this report. The time for release and temperature of release
after an RTO stop is 12.5 minutes after the stop at a temper-
ature of 431 degrees fahrenheit. The data is shown in the
appendix of the report, page A-67.

Tire Mounting and Dismounting Provisions

This requirement was demonstrated during the dynamic
torque test portion of the preproduction testing.

History Device
Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.
Wheel Loads

Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.

~5-




Q-6031

I. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.3.13.5.1

3.3.13.6

3.3.13.7

3.3.14

3.3.14.1

3.3.14.2

3.3.14.3

Load {Per Wheel)

Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.
Lubrication

Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.
Exciter Ring

Not applicable to brake assembly qualification.

Brake

The 2-1162-3 brake assembly is a heat sink type brake
with four automatic adjuster assemblies which provide

an indicator to determine when a lining change is required.
The brake assembly has two bleeder ports and two inlet
ports; and is interchangeable with no right or left hand
parts. The brake assembly has two bosses on the piston
housing for mounting a wheel speed sensor.

Brake Inlet Port

The brake assembly inlet ports conform to AND 10050
and are capable of accomodating a shuttle valve. The
inlet ports are located on the back of the piston housing
to provide maximum protection for the shuttle valve and
plumbing from blowout hazards and objects on the ground.

Kinetic Energy

The 2-1162-3 Main Wheel Brake Assembly was tested
to the conditions of LTV Procurement Specification
204-16-37d. A 2.0 x 106 plus 17.0 x 106 ft-1b RTO was
conducted on the same heat sink that was used for the
45 and 5 stop test. (This test is per MIL-W_5013G)
The results of this test are shown in Section IV of this
report.

Back Pressure
The adjuster assemblies maintained the proper brake
clearance with the steady state back pressure applied to

the brake during the preproduction tests.
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1. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.3.14.4

3.3.14.5

3.4.1.1

3.4.1.2

34-919 0 -70 - 3

Operating Pressure and Displacement

Compliance was maintained during the preproduction
testing. The fluid displacement did not exceed two
cubic inches.

Fluid
MIL-H-5606 hydraulic fluid was used for all preproduction

test. The seals used in the brake are compatible with
MIL-H-5606.

PERFORMANCE

Main Wheel

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction test
qualification.

Inclined Roll Test

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction test
qualification.

Wheel Bolt Torque

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction test
qualification.

TURN-AROUND CAPABILITY REQUIREMENTS

The main wheel brake assembly was subjected to the turn-
around capability conditions, except that the normal energy
landings were made with 11.0 x 10° ft-1bs of energy rather
than 10.0 x 10® ft-1b of energy. This was done to further
demonstrate the ability of the brake to cool down to normal
operating temperatures within the time span given by LTV
Procurement Specification 204-16-37d.

At no time during the turn-around test, except for the RTO
Stop, did the bead seat temperature exceed 350 degrees
Fahrenheit. The data obtained from the turn-around capa-
bility tests are shown in the appendix of this report.

Fluid displacement 2.0
Rotation Force 10 1bs.
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1.

COMPLIANCE SHEET ({(cont'd)

3.4.3

3.4.3.1

3.4.3.2

3.4.3.3

3.4.3.4

3.6

BRAKES

Actuation

Compliance with this requirement was maintained. The
brake has been designed to provide satisfactory running
clearance throughout the life of the brake.

Release

Compliance with this requirement was maintained. The
tire and wheel assembly was checked before every stop
to see if it was free to rotate. On every fifth stop the
tangential force required to rotate the tire and wheel
assembly was recorded. (See brake tests logs in appen-
dix of report, page A-2.)

Leakage

Compliance with this requirement was maintained. No
leakage was present during the entire qualification test-
ing. .
Performance at Elevated Temperature

Compliance with this requirement was maintained. There
was no degradation of material properties which would

affect fatigue or service life.

INTERCHANGEABILITY

The main wheel brake assembly meets the interchange-
ability requirement of LTV Procurement Specification
204-16-37d.

DESIGN CHANGES

Compliance will be maintained as required by LTV Pro-
curement Specification 204-16-37d.
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1.

COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.7

3.8

3.9

MATERIALS

The brake piston housing is made of forged aluminum

alloy, the remainder of the components are made of
corrosion resistant materials or are suitably protected

to prevent corrosion. A forty-eight hours salt atmos-

phere was conducted on the brake according to MIL-STD-810.
The condition of the brake was excellent after this test.

(See photographs in appendix of report.)

STANDARD PARTS

All bolts used in the brake assembly are of AN, MS, or
NAS standard configuration. (See Part List in the appendix
of this report.)

IDENTIFICATION OF PRODUCT

The brake has forged lettering on the piston housing which
identifies it per MIL-STD-130.

WORKMANSHIP

Compliance is maintained to this requirement. The test
brakes were of the same level of workmanship as pro-
duction.

FINISH

The production brakes are finished to the required military
specifications. The brakes used for preproduction testing
were not painted (except for the salt atmosphere test) to
allow periodic inspection.

STORAGE

The production brake assemblies meet this requirement,

MAINTAINABILITY

No special equipment is required to maintain the main
wheel brake assembly.
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I. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

3.13.1

3.15.2

4.2.3

MAINTAINABILITY DATA

The maintainability data required by LTV Procurement
Specification 204-15-1d has been supplied to LTV Vought
Aeronautics Division, (also included in appendix of this
report).

MAINTENANCE CONCEPTS

The maintenance data and manuals required by LTV
Procurement Specification 204-15-1d has been supplied
to LTV Vought Aeronautics Division, (also included in
the appendix of this report).

RELIABILITY

The main wheel and brake reliability analysis is included
in the appendix of this report.

QUALITY ASSURANCE PROVISIONS

CLASSIFICATION OF TESTS

(a) Preproductlon - The brakes tested were of the same
configuration and of the production
items.,

(b) Individual - Not applicable to brake preproduction
tests or qualification.

(c) Acceptance - Not applicable to brake preproduction
tests or qualification.

PREPRODUCTION TESTS

Sampling

See preproduction test plan, Part 2, section 2.3,
TEST SCHEDULE

Test schedules were submitted as required.
Order of Testing

The tests were conducted according to the approved pre-
production test plan,

~10-
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I. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)
4.2.4 Representative

No restrictions were placed at anytime on a representative
being able to witness or conduct tests.

4.2.5 Preproduction Model Approval

This report is submitted to gain approval for the prepro-
duction model and tests.

4,2.6 Preproduction Test Report

Five copies of this report will be submitted to LTV Vought
Aeronautics Division.

4.3 INDIVIDUAL TEST

The brake assembly procedure has been submitted to LTV
Vought Aeronautics Division and was accepted, (also in-
cluded in appendix of this report).
4.3.1 Tests
All testing was in accordance with MIL-W-5013G except
where modified by L.TV Procurement Specification
204-16-37d.
4.3.1.1 Disassembly and Inspection
The brake assemblies were completely disassembled
after tests and inspected. The photographs of the test
articles are included in the appendix of this report.
4.3.1.2 Tire Pressure Relief
Please see paragraph 3.3.13.2 of this section.

4.3.1.3 Roll Test

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction tests or
qualification.

4.3,1.3.1 Inflation Pressure

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction tests or
qualification.
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1.

34

COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

4.3.1.3.2

4.3.1.4

4.3.1.5

4.3.1.6

4.3.1.7

4.3.1.8

4.3.1.9

Distance

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction tests
or qualification.

Lubrication

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction tests
or qualification.

Nut Life

Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction tests
or qualification,

Endurance

Compliance was maintained with the requirements of
MIL-W-5013G paragraphs 4.5.15 and 6.3.2. The results.
of the tests are inSection IV of this report,

Parking Test

Compliance was maintained with this requirement. On

stop 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, and 43 the brake was
parked at maximum pressure with no cooling. The tempera-
ture profile data aquired from this test is included in the
appendix of this report. It was demonstrated that the brake
was free to rotate after these stops by turning the wheel by
hand. The force required to rotate the wheel was in
accordance with Paragraph 3.4.3,2 of this section,

Dynamic Torque Test Timing

Compliance was maintained with this requirement. The
brake was allowed to cool to at least 150 degreesFahren-
heit between stops during the forty-five, five, and one
stop test.

Temperature

The test axle was designed to provide the same heat sink

characteristics as the aircraft axle as defined by VAD
Drawing 215-34040.
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1.

COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)

4.3.1.9

4.3.1.10

4.3.1.11

4.6

Temperature (cont'd)

A temperature profile was conducted on the false axle
which rests directly on the aircraft axle. This tempera-
ture profile was conducted on the false axle during the

turn-around capability test of section 3.4.2 and the kinetic

energy tests of Section 3.3.14.2, The results are pre-
sented in the appendix of this report. At no time did the
false axle temperature reach or exceed 550 degrees
Fahrenheit.

Data

Sufficient data was taken during the dynamic torque tests
to define an envelope of pressure versus torque. This
data is presented in section (IV) paragraph 1.2 of this re-
port.

Failure Tests

Not applicable to the brake assembly preproduction tests
or qualification.

Acceptance Tests

Not applicable to the brake assembly preproduction tests
or qualification.

Rejection and Restart

Compliance was maintained.

Test Conditions and Test Method

Test conditions were in accordance with the applicable
military specification except where altered by LTV Pro-
curement Specification 204-16-37d.

Disposition of Test Parts

Test parts will be shipped to LTV Vought Aeronautics
Division for engineering evaluation. The items will be
clearly marked as preproduction test items.

-13-
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1. COMPLIANCE SHEET (cont'd)
5. PREPARATION FOR DELIVERY
Not applicable for brake assembly preproduction tests.
Full compliance will be maintained for production brake
assemblies.
6.1 BIDDING REQUIREMENTS
Not applicable to brake assembly preproduction tests.
6.2 CONTRACTUAL DATA
Required data has been supplied to LTV Vought Aero-
nautics Division.
7. NOTES

Not applicable to preproduction testing and qualification
of the product.
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1I. CONFIGURATION

1.

2.

1.1

1.2

Brake Assemblies

B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162
(Identical to the 2-1162-3 brake in structure and
hydraulics)

Extreme Temperature Tests
Leakage Test
Static Test

B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162-3
(Parts List, Page A-90)

Normal Energy Stops
Overload Stops

Worn Brake RTO

Peak Torque Surveys
Structural Torque
Turn-Around Capability

B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162-3
Brake Burst Test

B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162-3
New Brake RTO

B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162-3

(This brake assembly added to test requirements per
LTV Engineering Instructions.)

Salt Atmosphere Test

Wheel Assembly

B.F.Goodrich Part Number 3-1293-1
Parts List, Page A-91



Q-6031

I1I, TEST EQUIPMENT

1. Dynamometers

1.1 84-inch (Flywheel Diameter), Adamson-United Company
Inertia Equivalent - 1797 to 19, 794 pounds
Flywheel Peripheral Speed - 0 to 130 mph
Wheel Load to 25, 000 pounds
Standard Dynamometer Instrumentation

1.2 120-inch (Flywheel Diameter), Adamson-United Company
Inertia Equivalent - 7511 to 49, 763 pounds
Flywheel Peripheral Speed - 0 to 250 mph
Wheel Load to 60,000 pounds
Standard Dynamometer Instrumentation

2. Hydraulic Test Panel

B.F.Goodrich Special Design
Cycle Rate 0 to 60. cpm
Pressure - 0 to 5000 psi

3. Hydraulic Pump

Blackhawk Porta Power
0 to 5000 psi

4. Extreme Temperature Equipment

Blue M Electric Company, Manufacturer
Model FTBR-27-60WC-HEG/1004-27
Serjal Number: R2C4-102
Range: -1009F to +400°F

5. Oscillograph

Midwestern Instruments Corporation
Model 621
No Serial Number ‘
Direct-Writing Light Beam |
|

6. Tape System

Bell and Howell, Manufacturer
14 Channel
Model VR-3400
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1.

TEST EQUIPMENT

7. Salt Spray Chamber

Industrial Filter and Pump Company
Type CA3 Chamber
Serial Number: 1290
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IV. RESULTS

Before undergoing formal qualification tests, all test specimens
were subjected to the standard quality control inspections of the
B.F.Goodrich Company and as required by MIL-W-5013G, Para-
graphs 4.5.1 through 4.5,4,

1. Dynamic Brake Tests

l.1 Normal Energy Stops

1.1.1 Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5.11 and Table 1.

LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, Para. 4,3.1.10

BFG ER-2731, Revision "E"

1.1,2 Requirements

45 normal energy stops shall be conducted to the
conditions presented in Table 1,

TABLE 1
Energy Condition

Test Conditions Normal |Overload|[ RTO 1% | RTO 2%
Number of Stops 45 5 1 1
KE - ft-1bs x 108 12,01 13.95 2,135 18.09
IE - 1bs 18273 16928 18311 18311
Landing Velocity - mph 140, 3 156.94 59.0 171. 6
Stop Time - sec. 22.1 23.0 -- 25.2
Inflation - psi 270 270 270 270
Wheel Load 18, 100 18, 100 18,100 18,100
Back Pressure - psi 140 140 140 140

*These 2 stops comprise the RTO condition for the brake.

These

stops shall be conducted in rapid succession with elapsed time
not to exceed five {5) minutes,
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IV. RESULTS

1. Dynamic Brake Tests {continued)

1.1 Normal Energy Stops (continued)

1.1.2 Requirements (continued)

1.1.4

After normal energy stops 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28, 33,

38, and 43, while energy absorbing members are at

their peak temperature, increase the brake pressure
to 1000 psi. Cooling fans will be turned on when the

beadseat temperature reaches its peak value.

After normal energy stops 3, 18, and 38, no cooling

shall be used until all peak temperatures are reached
in the brake.

Stops 5, 20, 23, 33, and 35, shall be conducted
using cooling fans during and after the stop.

It shall be demonstrated before each stop that the
brake is free to rotate.

The 45 normal energy stops shall be conducted on
one set of friction material,

Results

The 45 stops were conducted with the following
average results:

Number of Stops - 45

KE - 12,01 x 108 ft_1bs
IE - 18273 1lbs.
Landing Velocity - 140.3

Average Stop Time - 22.05 seconds

Substantiating Data

Brake Test Logs - Pages A-1 through A-7, Appendix

Wear Data Sheets-. Pages A-11 through A-14, Appendix
Torque, Pressure vs Time Curves - Pages A-19 through

Cooling Profile Curves - A-42, Appendix

-19.
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IV. RESULTS

1. Dynamic Brake Tests (continued)

1.2 Peak Torque Surveys
1.2, 1 Specification Reference

LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, Para. 4.3.1.10
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Para., 1.4.2.1.1.1

1.2.2 Requirements

During the course of the 45 normal stop test, the
torque development capabilities of the brake shall
be determined by conducting maximum pressure
stops from speeds of 10, 20, 40, 60, and 100 mph.
Tests shall be conducted on both a hot and cold
brake at worn conditions. This will also be con-
ducted on a new brake,

1,2.3 Results

Tests were conducted as specified on both a new
brake and a worn brake,

1.2.4 Substantiating Data

Peak Torque vs Time Curves - Pages A-15 through
A-18, Appendix

1.3 Static Torque Test
1.3.1 Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5.11
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Para. 1,4.2,1.1.2

1.3.2 Requirements
The pressure required to develop a static torque of
113,000 in-1bs, shall be determined during the 45

stop test. The test shall be conducted on the brake
as follows:
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Iv.

RESULTS

1.

Dynamic Brake Tests (continued)

1.3 Static Torque Test (continued)

1.3.2

1.3.4

Requirements (continued)

©1.3.2.1 While at room temperature {approximately

70°F).

1.3.2.2 With brake heated by normal energy stop,
the test to be conducted as soon as is
practical after the stop.

Results

Test was conducted as required, Results are shown
on static torque log sheet, Appendix.

Substantiating Data

Static Torque Test Log, Page A-10, Appendix

1.4 Overload Energy Stops

1.4.1

Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5.11 and Table 1.
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Paragraph 1.4,2,1.2

Requirements
Five (5) overload energy stops shall be conducted

to the conditions of Table 1, using the same friction
materials as were used for the normal energy stops.

After overload energy stop number 3 and 4, (test
stops 48 and 49) no cooling shall be used until all
peak temperatures are reached in the brake and in
the beadseat. Temperature recordings shall be
continued until the hoitest portion of the brake has
cooled to 300°F.
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IV, RESULTS

1. Dynamic Brake Tests (continued)

1.4 Overload Energy Stops (continued)
1.4.3 Results

The five {5) overload stops were conducted with the
following average results:

Number of Stops - 5

KE - 13,78 x 108 ft-1bs
1E - 16928 pounds
Landing Velocity - 156.1 mph
Average Stop Time - 25,0 seconds

1.4.4 Substantiating Data

Brake Test Log - Page A-8, Appendix
Torque Pressure vs Time Curves - Pages A-43 through
Cooling Profile Curves - A-62, Appendix

1.5 RTO Stops
1.5.1 Specification Reference
MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5.11 and Table 1
LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, Para. 3.4.14,2
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Para. 1.4.2.1.3

1.5.2 Requirements

The 2. 135 x 10 stop and the 18.09 x 106 stop de-
scribed in Table 1, comprise the RTO energy condition
for the brake. The brake shall have new friction
materials for this test,

The 2.135 x 106 stop shall be conducted first and the
18.09 x 106 stop shall be conducted as soon as the
dynamometer has achieved the required velocity.
This time is not to exceed five (5) minutes.

Fans will not be used until fuse plugs have blown.

This test shall be conducted on both a new brake and
a fully worn brake,
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IV. RESULTS

1. Dynamic Brake Tests (continued)

1.5 RTO Stops (continued)
1.5.3 Results

The test was conducted with the following results:
New Brake

RTO 1 RTO 2
KE - 2.135x 100 ft-1bs  18.09 x 106 ft-1bs
1E - 18311 18311
Landing Velocity - 60.4 mph 171.8 mph
Stop Time - 9.7 seconds 26,0 seconds
Worn Brake
RTO 1 RTO 2
KE - 2.209 x 105 ft-1bs  17.82 x 105 ft-1bs
1IE - 18311 18311
Landing Velocity - 60,1 mph 170.7 mph
Stop Time - 14.4 seconds 43.1 seconds

1.5.4 Substantiating Data
Brake Test Logs, Pages A-8 and A-9, Appendix
1.6 Turn-Around Capability
1.6.1 Specification Reference
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Paragraph 1.4.2.1.4
1.6.2 Requirements
The brake, with new friction materials, shall be
subjected to the test spectrum of Table 2, three (3)
times., The brake shall be cooled to ambient
temperature between sequences,
After the three (3) sequences of Table 2 are per-

formed, the sequence of Table 3 shall be conducted.

-23-
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IV. RESULTS

46

1. Dynamic Brake Tests (continued)

1.6 Turn-Around Capability (continued)

1.6.2 Requirements (continued)

The energy absorbed by the brake during the 15
minute taxi period shall be simulated by three (3)
brake stops to the conditions shown in Table 4 for
the sequence shown in Table 3, and to the condition
shown in Table 5 for the sequence shown in Table
2. The deceleration for the taxi stops in Table 2
will be 8 fps2 and 6 fps2 for Table 3.

TABLE 2
Total Elapsed KE 1E Decel. Rate
Maneuver Time (ft-1bs) {lbs) (ft/sec/sec)
* Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 15630
Fly 25 min.
Land 11.95 x 106 15630 10
* Taxi 15 min. 2,135 x 109 15630
Park 30 min.
* Taxi 15 min. 2,135 x 106 15630
Fly 25 min.
Land 11.95 x 106 15630 10
* Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 15630
Park 30 min.

Wheel beadseat temperature shall not exceed 350°F
plugs shall remain intact.

NOTE: #*Taxi Requirements
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and fusible




Q-6031

iv.

RESULTS

47

1. Dynamic Brake Tests (continued)

1.6 Turn-Around Capability (continued)

TABLE 3
Total Elapsed KE IE Decel. Rate
Maneuver Time (ft-1bs) (1bs) (ft/sec/sec)
% Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 18311
Fly 25 min.
Land 11,95 x 106 18311 8.5
# Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 18311
Park 30 min.
# Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 18311
RTO 14.4 x 106 18311 10

*Taxi Requirements

Cooling fans may be used during taxi to simulate 30 knot wind
speed and during parking to simulate an 8 knot wind.

TABLE 4
Taxi Requirements
Stops Total Elapsed IE Landing KE
Required|  Time (ibs) Velocity - mph | ft-1bs x106
1 3 min. 18311 32.4 . 6402
1 8 min. 18311 32.4 . 6402
1 15 min. 18311 37.4 .8552
TABLE 5
Taxi Requirements
Stops Total Elapsed 1E Landing KE
Required] Time (1bs) Velocity - mph| ft-1bs x106
1 3 min. 15630 35 . 6402
1 8 min. 15630 35 . 6402
1 15 min, 15630 40.5 . 8552
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IV. RESULTS

1. Dynamic Brake Tests {(continued)

1.6 Turn-Around Capability (continued)
1.6.3 Results

The test was conducted as specified, Results are
shown in graphic form on Pages A-78 through A-89,
Appendix.

1.6.4 Substantiating Data

Cooling Profiles, Pages A-78 through A-89,
Appendix.

1.7 Structural Torque

1.7.1 Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5.12
LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, Para. 3.3.10
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E'", Para, 1.4.2,1.1.3

1.7.2 Requirements

With the brake actuated by maximum operating
pressure of 1000 psi, the wheel and brake shall
withstand a structural torque of 250, 000 in-lbs
without failure. The load shall be applied by
means of a belt wrapped around the periphery of
the tire. If slippage occurs, the friction surfaces
of the brake shall be pinned or welded. This test
shall be performed after the turn-around tests of
. Paragraph 1.6.

J.7.3 Results
Test was conducted as specified. A structural
torque of 250,200 in-1bs was pulled with no failure
to the brake or wheel assembly.

1.7.4 Substantiating Data

Structural Test Log, Page A-77, Appendix.
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Static Brake Tests

2.1 Endurance Test

2.1.1

2.1.4

Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5.15
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Para, 1.4,2.2.2

Requirements

The brake actuation device, using simulated piston
loads in lieu of friction materials, shall be required
to withstand 100, 000 cycles of application and re- _
lease of normal operating pressures (as defined by
MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 6.3.2) and 5000 cycles
at the maximum operating pressure of 1000 psi.

The 100, 000 cycle portion of this test shall be divided
into portions of 25,000 cycles each with piston loads
adjusted to simulate 25, 50, 75, and 100 percent
worn conditions respectively, for the four 25, 000
cycle portions.

There shall be no leakage or failure during or upon
completion of this test.

Before and after the endurance test, pressure re-
quired to bring the braking surfaces into initial
contact shall be observed and recorded. The
minimum pressure at which braking surfaces dis-
engage upon release of pressure shall also be noted
and recorded. This test shall be conducted with the
brake mounted on the torque flange of a horizontal
axle, with the wheel assembly installed.

Results

The test was conducted with results shown on the
endurange test log, Appendix.

Substantiating Data

Endurance Test Log, Pages A-73 and A-74, Appendix
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2, Static Brake Tests {continued)

2.2 Extreme Temperature Test

2.2,1

2.2.2

Specification Reference

MIL-W.5013G, Paragraph 4.5.16.1 and 4.5,16,2
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E'", Para. 1.4.2,2.4.1 and
1.4.2.2.4.2

Requirements

The brake, filled with operating fluid, shall be
subjected to a temperature of 160°F in a thermo-
statically controlled oven for a period of 168 hours
with an applied pressure equal to normal operating
pressure. Immediately upon removal from the
oven and while still at elevated temperature, the
brake shall be cycled 1000 times at normal oper-
ating pressure, followed by 25 cycles at maximum
operating pressure. Leakage at static seals shall
not exceed a trace, and leakage at dynamic seals
shall not exceed one drop of fluid per each 3 inches
of peripheral seal length.

Upon completion of the aging and heat test, the

brake filled with operating fluid at atmospheric
pressure shall be subjected to a temperature of
-650F for a period of 72 hours. (See Figure 2)
There shall be no leakage during this period. At

the expiration of the 72 hours, the brake with

fluid entering at a temperature of -65°F shall be
cycled 25 times at normal operating pressure,
followed by 5 cycles at maximum operating pressure.
Leakage shall be limited as above. Brake clearance
shall be checked between each cycle to insure com-
plete brake release. The time required for complete
brake release shall be observed and recorded.

Results

Test was conducted to the conditions shown on
Page A-75, Appendix.
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2. Static Brake Tests (continued)

2.2 Extreme Temperature Test (continued)

2.2.4

Substantiating Data

Extreme Temperature Test Log, Page A-75, Appendix.

2.3 Leakage Tests

2.3.1

Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraphs 4.5.13.1 and 4.5.13.2
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E'", Paragraphs 1.4.2.2.5.1
and 1.4,2.2,5.2

Requirements

After completion of the cold test, the brake shall be
parked for a period of 5 minutes with an applied
pressure of 1500 psi (one and one-half times the
maximum operating pressure). The brake shall then
be parked for 5 minutes with an applied pressure of
5 psi, There shall be no measurable leakage or per-
manent set during these tests.

The brake shall be cycled 25 times at maximum
operating pressure (1000 psi). Leakage at static
seals shall not exceed a trace. Leakage at moving
seals shall not exceed one drop of fluid per each 3
inches of peripheral seal length.

Results

The tests were conducted as required., There was
no leakage or permanent set.

Substantiating Data

Hydraulic Pressure Test Log, Page A-76, Appendix.
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Static Brake Tests (continued)

2.4 Static Pressure Test
2.4.1 Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, Paragraph 4.5. 14
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E", Paragraph 1.4.2.2.6

2.4,2 Requirements

The brake, with 100 percent worn linings, shall be
parked for 5 minutes at twice maximum operating
pressure (2 x 1000 = 2000 psi). There shall be no
leakage or failure. Pressure shall then be increased
until failure occurs. Pressure at failure shall be
recorded.

2.4,3 Results

There was no leakage when pressure of 2000 psi was
applied to the brake for 5 minutes.

Pressure was increased to 3170 psi before failure
occurred. .

2,4.4 Substantiating Data
Hydraulic Pressure Test Log, Page A-76, Appendix.
2.5 Salt Test
2.5.1 Specification Reference
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E'", Paragraph 1.4.1.6
2.5.2 Requirements

The brake shall undergo the salt spray test of
MIL.-STD-810A, Method 509,1, Procedure I.
2,5.3 Results

The test was conducted as required, There was no
detrimental effects on the brake.

2.5.4 Substantiating Data
Test Log, Page A-90, Appendix
_30-
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V.

CONCLUSION
The B.F.Goodrich Part Number 2-1162-3 Brake Assembly does

meet the intent and the requirements of the applicable specification
documents and therefore is qualified.
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A7D
Qualification

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS

Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

BRAKE TEST NO. Q-6031
Specification MIL-W-5013G

Project No.

Date started __==

Date completed e

CONFIGURATION

TEST CONDITIONS

TEST INSTRUMENTATION

BRAKF DYNAWOMETER: 24" 437. 8- 1207 Right arm [ OSCILLOGRAPH:  Model __ 621 size 6 in
Assembly No. _2-1162=3 |inentia Gear Ratio No. of Plate~ | Reguired paramerers (Peak Torques)
Size 12 x 4 Normal 18273 - L= _R=__ |, _Torque - _
SN 1245 Overload 16928 -- .= R=_| 2 Pressure 9,
TOTAL WT. RTO__18311 - b= R~ 5. Road wheel rey. 0. R,
Before Test __106.0 Ihe | Kinetic Energy Initial Speed:  MPH-RPM| 4. _Test wheel revs, 1.
Mter Test_95.3 Ibs | Normal __12.01 A 106 1h ft Normal _140.3 3 12,
Fluid _ MIL-H-5606 Overload _13.95 « 108 1b fi Overload _156. 9 [ 13,
RT0213818.09 {06 1b fi RTO_59 & 171.6 7. 14.

Regd. Stop Time Reyd. Stop Distance

bly No. 3-1293-1 Normal _22.1  sec. Normal -- ft 1 TAPE RECORDER
28 x9,0-14 Overload 23,0 ~cec. Overload _== ft Required parameters
L345 RTO8.7 & 25, 2xcc. RTO__ == fl 1. Road wheel vel, &.
Weign Ibs | Brake Pressure Rolling Radius 2. Test wheel vel. o, _
Back 100 pi Normal 11.9 in 3. _Torque 10.
TIRE Normal __== pai Overload _11. 9 in 4. Pregsure 1
Make __As Noted Mas._ 1000 pai RTO 11.9 in 5. #1 Stator 12,
Size 28 % 9.0-14 Inflation Press. _=_ pai Offset Axle __8 in 6. #2 Rotor 13.
Ply __22 PR _Type VIII Wheel Load Required No. of Stops 7. 14.
S/N __As Noted Nommal __18100  1hs Normal __45
Overload 18100 ibs Overload _5 THERMOCOUPLE LOCATION — BROWN RECORDIR
RTO __ 18100 s RTO 2 1, Center Stator 6. _Tubewell
Brake Measurements: 2. Piston Housing ;. Fuse Plug
before test and after stops 45 & 50 3. Torque Plate ». _Fluid
_ | Brake Clearance: 4, False Axle o, #2 Rotor
belore test and after stops _9, _18, 27, 36 3. Bead Seat ___10. Presgsure Plate
Fluid Displacement:
before test and after siops ___ 10, 45, 50 OTHER INSTRUMENTATION
Hot static torque after stops __4,_ 23, 41
EPGY Cold static torque after stops _ 4, 23, 41

XIONIddV
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Qg

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. _Q-6031 shewr 1 Of B
Dare _5-2-68
REQUIREMENTS: Wear -In Stops 226700
LANDING VELOCITY _As noted mph PRESSURE: 140 pai bock otver _I. E, 18273 lbs,
STOP TIME As noted sec -- pai enin.
STOP DISTANCE -- f 1000 pai mox. 84 inch Dynamometer
Landing | Broke | Stop Stop TOROQUE TEMPERATURES °F .
s";’ T'[‘;: Velocity [Presa. Time | Distonce | avg. | Peok | Conter Stator | Piston Housing| Torque Plote * OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES *F
mph pai | see ft b i b Finitiol | Peak | Initial | Peck | Initial | Peak | 4 s 6 7 [] 9 10 | Notes
Fa [Bs |Tw|Fp |F [R, | PP
Wear-In ﬁj:ons
(1)(2){3)
A 12052 40 300 14, 1680 {1920 78 [288 {78 192 |78 [1501100{100|99 |95 |94 [198] 131
z B [2213] 60 350] 16.7 2520 [3510[100]495 [82 }102]{98 [223 |115 {115]120 {110 108 {4181{192
C 0025 80 400 ]22.0 3120 | 3840] 95 [882 [84 [116] 88 | 317] 134127147 (123 |120 {520 |300 |5~3-68
D_|0254 100 450 25,6 3390 (4080195 1833184 [126[/92 [435]1166] 168224 {150 |142 |705 1435
REMARKS % FA - False Axle, BS - Bead Seat, TW - Tube Well, FP - Fuse Plug, F - Fluid, R - Rotor,
PP - Pressure Plate.
{1) New brake clearance ., 101 in, {2) New brake displacement at 1000 psi pressure 1,71 in3,
{3) Brake measurements.
. EP355 -




B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. . Q-6031 Sheer 2 Of 8
REQUIREMENTS: Normal Energy Stops bow 5-3-68
Lanomg verocity_ 140.3  mew PRESSURE: __ 140 peiback otver __L.E. 18273 1bs.
sToP TME____22. 1  ee  psimin K.E, 12.01 x 105 ft.1bs,
STOP DISTANCE - f 000 psi max, 84 inch Dynamometer
Landing | Brake Stop Stop TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F
Stop Log Valocity | Press. Time Distonce Ave Pk Cemtor Star Piston Hovsing] Torque Pl d¢  OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
g s : va. . enter Stator | Piston Housing] Toraue Plate
) meh pri| o ree i b # b i [initial [ Peck [tnitial [ Peak | Initial | Peak | ¢ 5 6 7 8 9 10 | Notes
FA|BS [TW| FP| F F;“ PP
NORMAL ENERGY $§TOPS
(1)
1 [0659] 140.5] 700] 23,4 6550 |12070{82 {1378]80 | 165) 80 | 732]|2361270 (372 [226 (205 (1172 702
2 ]1037] 140.5|727 |20.5 7041 [1340 | 81 |1165/80 |161 |80 665 {221 [246 360 [194 [190 1152] 682
3 J1354| 140.3 (712 J22.3 6370 [8691 11001230 91 298 [102 (BING45) [312 42705 (295" [299_[126% 700 N(2)(3)
4 ]1705] 140,9 |710 |22,4 6885 (8880 | 80 |1265f 81 {169 [81 [689 |241 260 ;379 {198 |200 |1228] 701
(4)
5 ]2130] 140,0 {724 [21.9 6212 7670 | 80 JG22%80 [302 |80 [741:[300 [300:{255.]280 {301 1495[800 [(3)
- {5)
6 [0202f 140.2 [748 |21.9 5630 18290 64 |1170{74 [182 {74 (576 |152 [179 1270 [126 [194 [1368/645 [ 5-6-68
7 {0727] 140.3 (734 |21.5 6228 |13430165 [116275 [172 [ 75 [696 |248 (2673[414 [230 [188 [1338] 633
i i (6)
8 [1515f{ 139,2 (729 |21,4 6409 (8600 | 65 {1250] 75 [300 |75 872 1270 | 308|381 [271 {301 ]1450/908 |(2)
9 |1815] 140.1 [741 | 22.5 6406 17970 | 75 |1268]/77 [188[78 (680 {209 1240339 {180 [203 !1248}723
; ] (7)
I |
ReEmARKS % FA -~ False Axle, BS - Bead Seat, TW =~ Tube Well, FP - Fuse Plu 1 - -

Plate, (1) Force to turn wheel 2 lbs. at tire O, D, (2) Hot Park (3) Temperature Profile, (4) Hot & Cold Torque.
(3) Force to turn wheel 4 1lbs, at tire O.D. (6) Changed tire. (7) Brake clearance .115 in

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ghio

BRAKE TEST LOG

TEST NO. _Q-6031 Sheet __30f8
5-6-68
REQUIREMENTS: Normal Energy Stops Date
LANDING VELOCITY__140,3 mph PRESSURE: 140 3§ back ovHer _J, E, 18273 1bs, S
STOP TIME 22,1 e ——- psi min. K,E, 12.01 x 106 ft,1bs,
STOP DISTANCE o # 1000 sl max, 84 inch Dynamometer
Landing | Broke | Step Stop TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F # o , .
s:: T',":: Velocity |Press.} Time | Distance | ayg. | Peok | Center Stotor | Piston Housing| Torque Plate THER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
moh pei | vec " 15t b ¥t | iniviol | Peok [tnitiat | Pack [ initiat | Peak | 4 s 5 7 [ 9 10_| Notes
FA | BS |TW| FP| F R# PP
2
1012129 140,4 1717 (21,4 6160 7258 180 |1216]78 {176[78 |670 |211 |260]|35811901193[1413719
(1)(2)(3)
11 10652] 140,2 |729 [22.7 5933 17300,162 ]1342]74 |148174 1695 |202 {255 [385 {196 1172 111351702 |5-7-68
12 [1305] 140.0 [735 |21.1 b852 | 6540165 [1212] 78 |171[78 669 |199 |241 [358 |188 |190 | {4) {701
13 ]1610f 140.5 |721 [22.7 5540 |7300 {88 {1255] 80 307183 1841 [283 |319 {378 [279 [309 |1154]925
. (5)
14 11909] 140,3 1728 |21.1 946 17000 190 [1227] 80 1179183 1701 [212 12641384 {204 1195 [1105/700
15 [2215] 140.1 |730 |22.9 5540 (6190 |85 [1302] 81 [170]83 |729 211 |258 |362 [203 [185 [124]] 700
(1)
16 ]0113[ 140,5 1730 (22,2 51101631572 |1234/80 [160§80 (740 |(4) |255 [ 366]200|175]117Q 700 |5-8-68
17 |o427] 140.2 {730 |22.5 5040 | 6060 (70 [1287] 78 |161{78 [733 [203 [234 (330 [190 {182 ]1052]695
18 |0734] 140,2 [730 J21,6 6193 (741475 [1224] 80 (29580 [778 [280]331 1255 (300 {310 [1242 879
(5)(6)(7)
19 [1031] 140.7 ]730 122.2 5070 (6170 |80 1260 | 80 [159}80 [769 |219{270 379 (211 (173 [1060[672

remarks * FA - False Axle, BS - Bead Seat, TW - Tube Well, ¥P - Fuse Plug, F - Fluid, R - Rotor, PP - Pressure
. s N . . 3

1

I
easurements, 4) No record, 5) Hot park.

6) Temperature profile,

1

Brake clearance ,115 in

EP35S
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BRAKE TEST LOG

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Whee! and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

TEST NO. Q-6031

REQUIREMENTS: Normal Energy Stops

Sheer

Dote

4 0of 8
5-8-68

LaNDING VELOCITY_ 14003 mpn PRESSURE: 140 psi back otmer 1. E. 18273 lbs,
STOP TIME 22,1 --  psi min. K.E, 12.01 x 106 ft.1b,
STOP DISTANCE -= # 1000 psi max. 84 inch Dynamometer
Landing | Beake Stop Stop TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F " o
s"‘:" rl.—;: V-:i"y Pv-:in :'.'m- Dls:v-“ Avg. | Peak | Center Stator | Piston Housing| Torque Piare OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
P s © Ib it b # {initial | Paak |Initial | Peak | Initial | Peck [ 4 5 5 7 8 9 10 | Notes
FA | BS |TW | FP! F R#2 PP
20 [1325140.4 [730 | 21.9 5510 [ 6303 [ 90 '1206 81 [165]81 750 (213 [252 £239)[200{189[1210] 683
R
{1)
21 10442|140.2 1735 |22.8 4862 16620 |70 |1334(80 |164 |80 7421214 ;272 [295 (215 1190 (1402 675 {5-9-68
. (2) 9]
22 [0736[140.1 |731 (22.2 4930 {5840 [ 88 1125382 [176 |82 [735 [222 {272 [299 [217 1196|1428 722 o0
23 |1019]140.5 | 726 |21.6 4673 |5700 [ 85 1309 81 |160| 81 [891 1230 |280 (329 222 {189 1215/ 841
{3)
24 [1337)140,5 |732122.7 5502 16560 | 80 [1270] 80 (302 | 80 (933 283 [331 |360 |310 |310 {1378 860’
25 ]1640| 140.2 | 740 |22.7 5526 | 6580 85 29&’ 82 1153 | 83 |700 [207 1277 {309|219]176} (4)|673
(5)
26 (2040 149.4 | 756 [23.0 5683 (6850 | 90 [1305 83 [179( 85 [727 |209 | 2811324 (2132001183 709
27 10020 140.1 [764 [21.6 5580 | 6480 |85 [1279] 82 |145 B2 |692 [198 [263][294 12061681192 662 [5-10-68
28 |0427( 140.1 [ 754 |21.6 6223 (7230 [ 80 [1298/80 [310{80 [922 |280 [333 [358 (314|324 |1194 864
(6}
29 |0717[ 140.2 1758 122.9 6368 | 6860| 80 (1295 80 (142180 [707 | 195} 256[304[195][170[1202] 680
i (7)
REMARKS % FA - False Axle, BS - Bead Seat, TW - Tube Well, FP - Fuse Plug, F - Fluid, R - Rotor,
PP - Pressure Plate. (1) Brake measurements. (2)_Force to turn wheel 3 lbs. at tire O, D,
{3) Hot and cold static torque. {4) No record. (5) Force to turn wheel 4 1bs, at tire O, D,
(6) Hot park {7) Force to turn wheel 2 lbs, at tire O, D

EP355



B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. .2-6031 Sheet __ 5 0f 8
Dote _5-10-68
REQUIREMENTS:
LANDING VELOCITY 140.3  mph PRESSURE: 140 psi back otver _I, E, 18273 lbs.
STOP TIME 22.1 sec - osi min, K.E, 12.01 x 100 ft,1bs.
STOP DISTANCE d i 1000 psi man, 84 inch Dynamometer
Londing | Broke | Sto, Sto TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F
s:,, 1‘;” V-'ccl': Pv:-:- T":- Di-";m Avg. | Peak | Center Stotor [Piston Housing| Torque Piate * OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
> meh pei [ vee " Wit | bt [inivial | Peok |lnitial | Pack | Initiol | Peck | 4 s s 7 [ 5 0] Notes
FA|BS |TW|FP|F R#Z PP
30]0934 140.9]|746| 22.9 5526 16270 {80 1292 80 | 149|80 1759 [ 200] 268|310 (1) | 170]1175 669 Ble:
3112314 139.4]|825]22.8 5475 6140 |68 11422 80 [ 147|180 {737 |2101{263]301 (1) {1671310 660
32[0500 140.1825)21.8 5361 | 6460 {70 | 1295 80 | 150] 80 [692 ] 205259 {306 | (1) |168 |14000 713 {5-11-6
3311737 140,.21805]21.9 5531 | 6010175 11302 82 [ 291)82 1927 ]320 | 373|314 |3441295]1212 890 BIBIE
342159 140.4(790(21.7 5480 {6390 {80 [1247[ 82 [139182 [751 {2781308 | 2212781641365 690
(1)
35]084€ 140.1[804 [ 21.2 5811 | 6610] 70 gT280p81 (135 |81 [704 [214 (302 [212 [262 [166 |1231 674 [5-12-68]
{5)(8)
3611851 140.2]800([21.4 5856 16900 | 70 11260| 80 |154 |80 {770 | 220] 305{220[2791171 1204 698
(9)(7)
3712208 140.3]|824)21.5 5977 (6950 180 [12601 80 {141 |80 |737 | 220} 304]220279 1661175 690
{10}
38101259 140.2]|793|21.7 5483 [6460 | 83 |1318 80 [298 {80 |935 (298 [369 |315 [336 |307 ]1200/904 5-13-68|
(4)5
% I - Falde Ax]e, B - Bead Seat,| TW -] Tub¢ Well, B - Fuse Flug, |F - Fluid} R -|Rotgr, PP - Pressure
Plate. (1)_N¢é recdrd. ) Brpke clearance . 115 in. {3) Brakg melsurimen%s. {4) |Hot park,
(5) | Tempedaturt proflie, )__Force tolturnjwhedl 6 1bs. &t tird .0 7) orceito turn wheel 110 1b|
REMARKS at tire O, D, (8) Force to turn wheel 8 lbs, at tire O,D (9) Brake clearance ,135 in

{10) Force to turn wheel 9 lbs, at tire O. D,

EP3ss
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Tioy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. _Qu6031 Sheet __ O Of 8
Date _5-13-68
REQUIREMENTS:
LANDING VELOCHTY ___140. 3 mph PRESSURE: 140 psi back other __I.E. 18273 1bs,
sToPTIME___ 22,1 e - psiin K.E. 12.01 x 106 ft.1b.
STOP DISTANCE -- [ 1000 pei mox. 84 inch Dynamometer
1 °F
Stop [ Log 5:,':‘3: Deoke | Stop ) Step ATORQU: e s”TE: TRA:U:ES o # OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
No. | Time o el T b v e0 enter Stator | Piston Housing| Torg
P ib ft b ft [ initiol | Peak |Initial | Pack | Initiol | Peak N 5 6 7 8 9 10 | Notes
FA| BS| TW|{ FP| F R#Z PP
39 [0437] 140,1 [ 802] 21,5 5837 1 6150] 75 11300 80 | 134] 80 1747 1215 (319 1216|279 (155 [1140 685
40 |0732] 140.1 { 790} 22.4 5639 | 6310§ 90 [1295] 80 {137[80 (774 1218 319 {220 | 276| 162|120 700
(1)(2)
(2]
41 [2140! 140.4 {806 | 22,0 5680 | 6650) 75_11383} 80 1295|180 [921 |229(319 | 230| 285] 270/13849 783 o
(3)
42 |0116] 140.2 |820 |22.6 5720 | 6890{ 80 |135¢ 82 [155 |82 |820 |225|316|220(285[178| (4)[ 728 [5-14-68]
43 |0441] 140,2 |799 j22,7 5530 [6500 } 80 |1360} 80 }275] 80 [998 |275 |349 |288 [315 [280 | {4) {918 ;
{5
44 |10852] 140.6 [801 [22.8 4916 (5709177 [13451 81 |160} 81 | 8242313291232 {282 [182[1182 692
45 J1122] 140.2 [808 [22.3 503016500 (82 |1311]| 82 |161 |81 1782 |219 [329 1219 {198 [185[1189 739 G
REMARKS * FA - False Axle, BS - Bead Seat, TW - Tube Well, FP - Fuse Plug, F - Fluid, R - Rotor,
PP - Pressure Plate, (1) _Brake measurements, (2) Force to turn wheel i
{3) Hot and cold static torque, (4) No record. (5) Hot park, (6) Cold displacement at 1000 psi
presgure 1,95 in3, (7) Total brake weight with fluid and thermocouples 97,9 1bs

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS '
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. _Q-6031 Sheer __ 7 Of 8
Dote _ 5-22-68
REQUIREMENTS: —22e-08
LANDING VELOCITY -- mph PRESSURE: 140 psi back OTHER
SYOP TIME -= sec pai min.
STOP DISTANCE - 4] l QQ!) psi mox,
Londing | Broke | Stop Stop TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F .
5:' 7?: Velocity |Press.| Time | Distonee | a0 | Peck | Center Stator | Piston Housing| Torque Plate OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
) mph pal | see i 4 | 0 il | Peok |Initial | Peck | tnitiol | Peak | 4 5 s 7 8 9 | to | Notes
FA |BS |TW|FP | F R, [ PP
46 [1811] 155, 1 [90043.3, By 5335 |6080 | 78 {15351 80 |201 ] 80 | 948 | 184] 259 192|182 22811553 795
47 [2137_155.5905424.0 5129 [6150 |75 JisnBb82 |264 | 82 [1053] 248] 319] 367] 240{ 268{1298882
48 [2341] 156.3 | 950124. 9 5244 16510 ] 92 Y15 80 |3787] 80 Q721338 A22{(403| 39415280931 | (2)
49| 0442 157,01} 955926.1 5134 |7210] 75 [i562} 81 [363] 81 [T146b 391|361 463 G99)372(15001012
500739 156.8]950 26,3+ 4839 {6420 75 |i558] 82 293 | 82 [iT02[ 2107266} 210| 49 280[1316 952
Wdrn Brhke R TO
1)
RTOll 1623 60,1 | 600] 14, 4 4150 |7500
D 1628 170,71100qQ 43, 3380 115570/338 (2240115 {355 1283 116101482 |580 1673 K438%350)2100° 1418 (3)
|

L
REMARKS (1) 5-24-68 (2) Fuse plug blew approx. 25 min, after stop, (3)_Fuse plugs blew 7 minutes
after RTO No, 2,

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Whee! and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. _Q-6031 Sheet __ 8 0f 8
Dare
REQUIREMENTS: "
LANDING VELOCITY == mph PRESSURE: 140 psi bock OTHER New Brake
STOP TIME -- soc pai min.
STOP DISTANCE -- " 1000 pai max.
Landing | Brake | Stop Stap TORGUE TEMPERATURES °F .
s;:: YII-;: Velocity |Prass.| Time | Distonce [ 4y [ Paok | Canter Stater | Piston Housing| Torque Plate OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
meh prl | e t w6 | 6 [ioitial | Peck [Initial | Pack | Initial | Peck | 4 s s 7 [ 9 | 10
RTOJ 0004 60.4 [700f 9.7 5500 |7250
RTOR 0009] 171.8 11000{26.0 5600 [6600 | 253[1806]/115 [453[153 1110 462| 538| 480433 |44811941{1178] (1)

29

REMARKS (1) Fuse plug blew 12 minutes after RTO No. 2.
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
STATIC TORQUE TEST NO. _Q-6031 Sheer _ 1 of 1
Brake Assembly No. _2-1162-3 Lining No. Disk No.
Lining Material Disk Material
After Amb. | Brake Temperature Brake Pressure Static Torque
Date Stop Temp. Hot Cold Hot Cold Hot Cold » REMARKS
No. °F oF oF psi psi Ib it Ib ft
5-3-68 4 82 1200 955 7490 Pressure at 89800 1b, in.
5-3-68 4 80 95 978 9417 Pressure at 113,000 1b, in,
»
(
-
=3
5-9-68 23 80 1200 962 8520 Pressure at 102, 240 1b. in.
5-9-68 23 80 100 967 9417 Pressure at 113,000 lb, in.
5-13-68 41 80 1200 1013 7410 Pressure at 88,920 1b, in,
5-13-68 41 80 100 1000 9417 Pressure at 113,000 b, in,
|
\

€9
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Ptant
Troy, Ohio .
WEAR DATA TEST NO. _Q-6031
Disk _ X Lining Sheet
_ NOMENCLATURE
Disk AssyNo. __ Carrier & Lining Assy No. _ 244-270
Carrier No. Carrier No. __ 261-268
SegmentNo. . Lining No. ES 16,32
Friction Material Friction Material Iron Base
BRAKE| STOP ; THCKNESS WEAR
LOCA- | coM- | WT. oD D Position Per Stop A
TION | PLE- | LBS. INS, INS. I 2 3 4 | e | Total | posu REMARKS
NO. TED o i i o in. ins. ins.
1 New 7.0 [11.860 | 7.072 .4441.444].4441.445].444] -- --
10 6,8 111,847 {7,050 402,417 (,419(,405(,411 | ,033 00165
20 6.5 111,822 | 7,018 .3911.408 | .405|,406/(.403 | .04} . 00102
30 6.1 1.781 | 6,947 .3461.343 |,392]|,394].368] .076 .00121
40 5.5 1,745 | 6.916 .2921,367|.3061.278],311] ,133 . 00166
45 5.4 1.710 | 6.896 .283[.326 |.306].278}.298 | .298 . 00162
50 5.1 11,705 | 6.433 .295[.266 [ 257 .296].278 .166 . 00166
2 New 7.0 (11,858 | 7,082 . 445),446 | ,445| ,445],445| -- --
10 6.9 [ 11,845 | 7,048 .4341,430 | ,419]|,425|,427 | ,018 ..0009
20 6,6 [ 11,825 | 7.032 .421,.413 |.363|.370(.392 | .053 .00132
30 6.4 | 11,815 | 6.998 .405(.397 | . 340 ,372;.378| .067 .00111
40 5.7 [ 11,760 | 6.962 .375|.316, .285].363].350| .095 . 00118
45 5.5 | 11,726 | 6.930 .356|.265 | .266].360].312[ ,133 .00147
50 5.2 | 11.700 | 6,460 .329|.312 | .255],258(.288 [ .157 . 00157
3 New 7.0 - 852 [ 7.074 .445(,445 | ,445(.445[.445| -~ --
10 6.9 .849 | 7.066 .416(.407 [ .426].423[,418] ,027 .00135
20 6.6 .B832 [ 7.040 .392].367 [.391].409[.390] .055 .00137
30 6.2 111,822 | 7,010 .383],350|,376].402],3781 ,067 .00111
40 5.6 111,750 | 6.926 .356].255|.355].368[.3341 . 111 .00138
45 5.5 | 11.690 | 6,875 .352),251|,261/,359(,3061 .139 .00154
50 5,1 11,670 | 6.457 .324|.258 | ,255{,317|.288| ,157 00157
EP21S
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio .
WEAR DATA TEST NO. _Q-6031
Disk _ X Lining Sheet
- . NOMENCLATURE
Disk Assy No. Carrier & Lining Assy No. _244-271
Carrier No. Carrier No. 261-256
Segment No. Lining No. ES 16,32
Friction Material Friction Material Iron Base
NE! WE
BRAKE| stOP - T.‘ITICK\IFSS EAR
LOCA. | COM- WT. 0D 1D osition Per Stop REMARKS
TION | PLE- | LBS. | INS. INS. ! 2 3 4 | Ave | Totl G per gy, EMARK
5 | NO- | TED | e | e e | ™| s
L
o~
PP__ |None | 9.0 .895| 7.006 | .544].542) .540] .543].542] -~ - Pressure Plate
10 .9 .890] 7.020 | .536|.522 | ¢520(G5azt.526] 016 | .00160
20 N .895] 7.061 | .528|,502 |(C5004,51)].510] .032 | .00160
30 . .889] 7.005 [C520K.482) .480K,4971.495| .047 | .00123
40 .4 | 11,891 7.064 o464 | 461, 483p.480| .062 | .00155
45 | 8.3 11.894[ 7.038 510|.455] .452] .476].473] .069 00153
50 8.1 | 11.873]| 6,461 4381,435| ,482] .484/.460] ,082 00164
1P None [ 17.1 Torque Plate
10 [17,0
20 6,9
30 [16.7
40 [ 16,5
45 |16.4
50 |16.2
l
I

EP2IS
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS

Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio )
WEAR DATA TEST NO. _Q-6031
Disk x — Lining Sheet
NOMENCLATURE
Disk Assy No. __134=44 . Carrier & Lining Assy No.
Carrier No. Carrier No.
Seg No._133-302 Lining No.

Friction Material Friction Material

BRAKE | sTOP THICKNESS WEAR
LOCA- | COM- | WT. oD iD Position Per Stop TMARK
TION | PLE- | 1BS. | INs. INS. T 2 | 3 | 4 | Ave | Toul | porgur REMARKS
NO. TED in. in. in in n s ins.
T New | 10.6| 11,902 | 7.115 |.503[.503 |.503].503].503 | == ==

10__| 10,5 11,92817,131  |.504],502 {,499(,499[.501 [ 002 |,000100

20 | 10.4] 11,928 7.142 _|,503,502 {,501],503].502 [ .001 |,000025

30 | 10.3] 11.7887.240 |.496.495 |.490|.490[.493 | .010 |.000167

40 | 10.2] 11,773 17,328 |.489.489 |.488.487].488 | 015 |,000188

45 | 10.1]11.960|7.132 |.488.486 |, 487 |.509].492 | .011 |.000122

50
z New | 10.6| 11,935 | 7.122 __|.504[.504 |.504 |.504 |.504 | -= ==

10 | 10,511,980 7,146 |.503|,503 |,500],505],503 | ,001 _|,000050

20 | 10,4 11.968(7,148 |,497[,500 |.495],493],496 | 008 |, 000200

30 | 10,30 11,782(7.235 |,495[.494 |.493(.492].494 [ ,010 _|.000167

40 [ 10,2 11,76817.240 _|.490].490 |, 488.489(,489 | ,015 |.000188

gg 10.2 ] 11.912 [ 7.166  |.511(.511 |.510].510[.510 | -- --

EP2s
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

Disk x. _ Lining Sheet
NOMENCLATURF

Disk Assy No. Carrier & Lining Assy No.

WEAR DATA TEST NO. _Q-6031

Currier No. Carrier No.
S No. Lining No.
Friction Material Friction Materiul
T
: L \\NESS Wi
BRARE | sTop l Ijl?lCl\.\I.SS | Vi \R°
LOCN-  COM- WT. on m Position . Per Stop - .
TION | PLE- | LBS. INS. INS. 1 2 3 3 el Towl | opgur ) REMARKS
» NO. TED in. i . . i R L ins,
s N e
re
3 New | 10.6 .922 | 7,113 ;.504].504 {.504 |.504 {.504 | -~ --
10 . 10,5 .952 | 7.139 .498],498 [.499].499(.498 | .006 -000300
20 0.4 - 955 .13 .498 1,502 1.495 (.4941.497 | .007 .000175
! 30 0.3 2960 | 7.13 .486 1,484 [,486 1.485.485 |.019 . 000316
40 0.2 11,908 . 134 .486 1,485 |.484 |.485[.485 | ,019 , 000236 u
1 45 10.1 1 11,940 7.118 +,507 [,507 {.506}.506[.506 | -- -
i 150 ’ -
! I
, i
|
4 (New | 10,6111.926[ 7,110 1.504|,504 1,503,503 [,504 [ -- - _
i 1 10 10,5 111,938 | 7.142 [.502,501 [.501}.502].502 |.002 . 000100 "
| 20 10.4 111,958 | 7.142 1.4981.497 {.4911.498[.496 [ .00 . 000200 ~
! 30 10.2 .782 7.210 1,4941.492 (.49 ;.4931.492 | .012 .000200!
[ 40 10,1111.799 7.168 .495.490 {.490 ;.4911.492 |.012 .000150
' 45 10,11 938 i 7.122 ..504 ,.504 {.503 !.504[.504 | -~ -- ]
]

29
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ENDURANCE TEST

TEST NO. Q-6031

B.F.GOODRICH AERQSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant
Tioy, Ohio

Sheet l1of 2 -

Brake Assy No. 2-1162-3 Piston Housing Na. 260-439-1 Seals Flid __ MIL-H-5606
ENDURANCE TEST BRAKE RETURN PRESSURE
Requirements: 25,000 cycteng __25 %oWorn@__850 pui@ _Amb, °F Requirements:
25,000¢,ctesp 30 “iwon@_ 850 g _Amb, °¢ Back presswre 100 pui
25,000 cyeresp __75 % Worm@ _ 850 puig _Amb, o Determine before and alter Endurance Tests
[t My Prassure o1 inltial movement.
25,000 cyclesp_ 100 % won@ 850 pui@g _Amb, o Pressure ot contact,
5,000 Cyeles@ 100 %Worn@ 1100 i@ _Amb. °F Fresture ot releass.
Cycle Rote __ == cpm Normal  Operating Pressure _ 850  psi Otbar
Mosimum Opssting Pressors L1100 pui "
Broke | Clowamce | Broke | Broke Coet PRESSURE
Dats me ond™n mp. ress. vele
S N I IR Rl vl I N L b e
T psi psi | s bai Pyt
3-16-68 [ 130 [25% . 080 80 850 000 Start endurance test BEFORE ENDURANCE TEST 1
31668 1125 [100] 40 [140 [120] 25
3-17-68 [ 1300 {25% . 080 80 14586 ! 1
i
3-18-68 [ 1300 | 25% . 080 82 27722 Completed 25% wear portion }
d
3-18-68_| 1500 | 50% .080 80 000 Started @ 50% wear
3-19-68 | 0800 | 50% . 080 80 10948
3-20-68 | 0800 | 50% . 080 81 26410 Completed 50% wear posifion
. AFTER ENDURANCE TEST
3-20-68 | 0845 [ 75% . 080 T8 000 Start 75% wear condition
3-21-68 | 1645 | 75% . 080 80 25160 Completed 75% wear condhtion
3-22-68 (1045 { 100% | . 080 79 0 Start 100% wear condition] !
T
3-23-68 | 1635 ]100% [ .080 80 25504 Completed 100% wear con{dition

EP73

el




ENDURANCE TEST

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio

TEST NO. __Q-6031

Sheet 2 of 2

Brake Assy No. 2-1162-3 Piston Housing No. ___ 260-439-1 Seals Fluid MIL-H-5606
ENDURANCE TEST BRAKE RETURN PRESSURE
Reguirements: 25, 000 Cycles@ __ 25 % Worn@ __850  psi@ _Amb, °F Requirements:
25,000 cycles@ __50 % Worn@ _ 850  psi@ _Amb. °F Bock pressure 100 pai
25,000 cyeies@ 15 %oworn@ B30 s Amb, cv Degerine it oher Endurance Tos:
25, 000 cycles@ _100 % Worn@ __850 _ psi@ _Amb, °F Pressure at contact.
5,000 Cyeies@ 100 %wornp 1100 puip_Amb. °F Pressure orrelease.
Cycle Rote cpm Normal  Operating Pressure __850  psi Othar
Maximum Operating Pressure 1100  psi
Date Time Crogin | Claorance TB;:.‘: e, Cyele  REMARKS FRESSURE
1 AW | ™ | P | e S bue | Time (oo ik [Com TR T R
N P psi | psi psi l psi
3-25-68 [0800 100% { .080 80 1100 000 Start max, pressure BEFORE ENDURANCE TEST
cycling. ;
3-25-68 [1345 100% | . 080 81 1100 5020 Completed endurance test

Total number of cycles

= 109,816, No leakage.

AFTER ENDURANCE TEST

35545 1410 [100[40 [140 (1207 25
|

T

|

1 T
{

EP73

821




EXTREME TEMPERATURE TEST

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

TEST NO. .Q-6031

Sheet l1of 1

Brake Assy No.__2-1162 Condition == Piston Housing No. __260-439-1 _ Seals Fluid ___MIL-H-5606
Other
HOT TEST COLD TEST
REGUIREMENT§: REQUIREMENTS:
168  hs.@ 850 psi e 160 °F 12 hrs. @ 0 msip__ =65 o
1000 cyclese 850 pal 25 cxclese 850
cycle psi 5 cycles @ ITO0 psi
Oven | Brake | Brake | Beoke Cold Broke | Brake
Dote | Time | Tgmp.i Press. | Clear. | Cycles REMARKS Date | Time | Box Clear. | Cycles REMARKS
F psé in. No. F in No. .
> 11-22-67[1130{ 70 -- .015 Started heating 11-30-67 | 1030} Roam| .015 Started chilling
)
o [11-2-67(1430[160 [850 0l5 Start 168 hr, hot test {11-30-6711300{ -65 015 Started 72 hr. cold|
test
112367/ 0800]160_[850 .015 Continuing 12-1-67 [13001-65 .015
11-24-67|1200] 160 [850 .015 Continuing 12267 |1300-65 .015
11-25-67]1200] 160|850 .015 Continuing 12-3-67 {1300 -65 L0158 0 No leakage
11-26-67|1430| 160 [850 .015 Continuing 12-3-67 [1303-65 |1100] .015 25 |1.0sec Brake cycled 25
times @ 1100 psi.
11-27-67/0800] 160|850 . 015 Continuing There was no leaks
age, Retraction
1128670815/ 160850 | .015 Continuing time between each
cycle wasg 1.0 sec-|
111-29-6711430] 160|850 .015 0 Started 1000 cycles @ ond.
850 psi while at 1609F
1129-67]1525/ 160 /1100 | .015/ 1000 | Started 25 cycles at
1100 psi
11296711530 1601100 | .015[ 1025 { Completed hot test and
cycling, No leakage,

EPT4

6G1
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HYDRAULIC PRESSURE TESTS

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Piant
Troy, Ohio

TEST NO. Q-6031

Sheet 1ofl

Brake Assembly No. _ 2-1162 Piston Housing No. 260-439-1 Scals Fluid_ MIL-H-5606
LEAKAGE TEST STATIC TEST DESTRUCTION
Requirements: . . Requirements: Requirements:
5 min. ¢ 1500 psi ';‘r’c':‘:] OBVS‘(';““}; 5 min. > 2000 psi !
5 min. @_5 psi R 2= Brake condition __100 ¢ worn Determine pressure at destruction. i
el Cycles @ nind psi Maximum Operating Pressure1000 psi
Brake | Brake Brake | Brake Brake | Brake
Date | Time | Cond'n | Press- Other Date | Time | Condm | Press= ) gy Date | Time |Cond'n | Press: Other
" ure o ure ! % ure
Worn PSI Worn PSI Worn PSI
12-667 | 1100 25 1500 |Held 1500 2848 | 1000 100 | 2000 [Held 200012-8-68] 1005 | 1000| 3170 [Failure @
psi for 5 psi for 5 31170 psi
minutes minutes.
with no iwith no !
leakage leakage i
12667 | 1105 25 5 |Held 5 psi ;
for 5 min, 1
Iwith no ]

leakage

081
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HYDRAULIC TEST LOG

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS

Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

TEST NO._Q-6031

Sheet l1ofl

Type Of Test _Salt Fog Part No.__2-1162-3 Fluid -- Station _Salt Chamber
. " Temp. | Press. Counter - .
Date Time op pSt Reading REMARKS
5-21-68 | 1030 Begin Salt Fog Test
| 5-22-68 | 1030 Test check
5-23-68 1 1030 Removed brake from salt chamber
5-23-68 | 1500 Pumped brake to 1500 psi. Then released.

Brake functioning normally.

T€1

EP366
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PROBUCTS
Whee! and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

TEST NO. Q-6031

STRUCTURAL TORQUE TEST

Date 4-25-68

TEST CONFIGURATION

REQUIREMENTS and RESULTS

BRAKE ASSEMBLY NO. 2-1162-3

Size 12 x 4 wt 108 lbs
Disk No. 134-44 Material _ Steel
Lining No. __244-2790 Material __5043A

Piston Housing No. Material ___Aluminum
WHEEL ASSEMBLY NO. 3-1293-1
Size 28x 9,0-14 wi 45 Ibs

Inner Half No._10-1181 Chg. A__Material __Aluminum
Heat No. _ == Fin. Wi._== 1Ibs

Outer Half No._10~1180 Chg._A Material___Aluminum

Heat No.__=~— Fin. Wt.__== Ibs Mark _L:342
TIRE
Make  BFG Size & Type_ 28 x 9,0-14 Type VIJ

Tubcless X Ply22 Inf. (psi) 270 S/N__N/A -

Prior test on same assemblies: None

TEST EQUIPMENT

Dynamometer: 120 inch . left arm

Mark L.342

REQUIREMENTS
Specification MIL-W-5013G

Structural Torque__20850 1b ft  Rolling Radius_]1.9 ins
Tangential Load __=~ Ibs Brake Pressurc 1000 psi
Tiebolt Torque _ 1440 b in
Mounting Conditions:

Straight Axle Offset 8 in

Friction Stack:

Pinned Bolted Welded__ X Other.
RESULTS

Torque 21880 Ib ft  (Oscillograph )

Torque 21940 Ib ft  (Panel Recorder)

Offset Factor -= Actual Torque 21940 ib ft
Rolting Radius__ 11,9 __ins

Brake Pressure_ 1000 psi  { Oscitlograph )

Brake Pressure psi  (Panel Recorder)

REMARKS

44!



6L-V

-

(MMuRE

(&

ANE SR

B
EEsaas

NPV SRRy Sy

L

Hhd Tt

]
EEN

iy

Fegd ]

i
T

1

b
D!
RARH)
Irr T

;

1%
Ir
e

H 1%
i

i
¥
B




08-V

PE1

Suuy

Lt ]

]

ST A

TTL




T
= 1]
T I
1
I 2
Z H
] rm
| ;) = T
Qa -
1 i
X rn
17 o [
i i }
i
T
T t i
I ; ; =
+ ; P
; ; T e
: o
+ t -
: + + {
T
;
J- o
f 1t
i
T
:
% %
; t t
¥ n T -
1 T
1 ;
! H
LY Iy T =
. ¢ p_, I 2
+ +
T :
i Tt : i
+ ¥
o
t
_ b :
i iR + +
- } {
T t +
hETE
i
t +
T T
AEIEEN
T
¥




[REasaaRas|

INEEE AN

i

St

i
I

\

FiL
1

TEELT

i

Tl
HT

1
e
TILITE

pivyen

Il

LT

Hu NN RN

9¢€1




€8~V
Q
F
it i
4 1
e |
m ;
1X ]
1 :
4 i
e
m,..,.
/ :
; -
1 ; 3
‘
H
/ 2
=t
Il ]
i IR
N i
& :
f
y aEaint
124§
£
1 = n
;
5
: =
; .
t T
T 7 RN
1y i
g
7 3 =
e 3
n a L)
T =S
: 3
;
H= |
bt
He
H__.w :
: ]
: :
; 4
1 :
e,
i 3
T T +
{
L{EER S, —F
o e =y
/" {44+ uy »|

gy
-

: 5T
» N 3 .4
Sia Eameseny: -
o To wm
¥ |
/ %v q
: ;
8
i
H -
ot m
Jt i
! -
1

T
Ry

rees

Ty

Badinades




£

¢

A AL




. IS

b E3

NS RNS i It ITEELT (SNRARE ) (M43 1M N N A

A-85



(150 o

yﬁr
X T i
s ; i
; -
r :
t
)
T
.
+
1
= EEtn
1
T Tt s
; f Z
£ =
T A
T T
T T o
=
1 7
e
n 12
: 5
2
:
; ol
; :
] : T
t :
T I ;
7 T -
T 4
: : B> g ==
1 il A Z.
oy I
= pgy
: s T
: San

LS

RS Muet
EREN)

T

4R

HH
11T

; L]
; A2
T i i Em
i 5
} hus Lyt s

i
I




01 - 0L - O 816-%¢

12 4

rms: s
N + t
+ + |
i i X
7
i 3
B
y i3 &
1t T
ya
f
1
}
; +
= i +
T $
= “ 15T +
i 1 *
T
" = + T -t
7 3y an
T T =
: T T i wn B
i + e 3 _
T + + 1 v
T ; : a3 LT
- T T
- {RE AT N e T T l T i
T ; il e t
T mR ; T
o : 4 -
7 + i
=t T A
+ T
L + ‘
T w
I
- RTT
¥
&
. 74 T
= +
T :
AT
o
o - T
] =t
b~ T ma
o e ; H
o e T
i +
NI T
o +
1 +
t Dpromnnat
T - 5
I 1
pps: +
T T
T T
+ T
T
f
T e i
T 1. n
+ T 1
¥ : -
T "
2 H
. =3
i 4y
atr
1 2
T A
+ 1
n T o
T
H
H Rk
o i
3 =
e el
T ril i 4
f TR o]
: ]
t THa
I H THall)
. = oy vy
. H o bt T
bt B HL - ;
s % H g
-t 3 e ‘.Jﬁ e I 4
ssuds; HEreEe T T
Hi b + +




8

8

N

1
11
|

=g

1T
1T

17T
T







06-V

IEER)

P,
=iz

i
1

—

44




16-V

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. Q-6031 sheet __ 3 O 7
} Date 4-16-68
REQUIREMENTS: i
LanDING vELOCITY __As noted PRESSURE: 140 - paiback otHEr ___Turn-Around
STOP TIME As noted 1ec - pai min. Capability
STOP DISTANCE ___ =~ fr ~- pi max.
Landing | Brake | Sto Stor TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F s . N
s";’ Tlx"" V-loel': Press. T":' Di"v:-“ Avg. | Peak | Center Stator | Piston Housing| Terque Plate * OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
S mph el | wee " bt b #t [ initiol | Peak |Initial | Peok | Initial | Peak | 4 5 6 7 [ 9 10
PHase Cytle 1

T1]1327] 35 Begin test F 3 minutes ftaxi
1 41330} 35 550] 4.5 6720|7800
T1 35 5 minute taxi
2 [1335] 35 500] 4.9 {6720 {7800
T2 40,5 7 npinute t?_lh(i
3 [1342] 40.5 |500] 6.0 6360 | 7680
SE Simulated flight geriod - [No Fans
4 1407 151 ]700]24.6 5520 [ 7320
T1 35 3 rhinute tdxi
5 11410 35 480] 7.0 5040 | 6480
T1 35 5 minute taxi
6 (1415 35 500 5.9 5400 | 6840
T2 40.5 7 rhinute tgxi
71422 40,5 | 500 7,0 5280 | 6720
PP 30 minute park_period
T1]1452] 35 3 rpinute tdxi

1455 35 50005.5 575017850
Tl 5 npinute tapeal
9 {1500 35 500]5.5 5760 | 8540
T2 40.5 T minute taki
REMARKS *See temperature curves

EP355

41
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Chio

BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. Q-6031 Sheer __2 O£ 7
Oore _4-16-68
REQUIREMENTS: —_—
LANDING VELOCITY__AS noted . PRESSURE 140 pai back OTHER Turn-Around
stop TiMe__AS_noted sec -= pai mia. Capability
STOP DISTANCE -- # -- psi max,
Landing | Broke | Sto St TORQUE * TEMPERATURES °F
s:: Bt Velocity {Provs.| Time | Dissance Avg. | Peak | Center Stotor | Piston Housing] Torque Plote  OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
) P pri | see f it | bt Liniriol| Peak |initial | Pook | Initlal | Peak 5 3 7 8 9 10
10 1507 40.5 1500 6.5 5640 [ 8100
SF Simulalted flijght pejriod [~ No [Fang|
11 f1532] 151" | 700] 22,8| 5040 [ 5950
T1 35 3 minufte tax
12 11535 35 [500] 6.8 5040 | 5950
T 35 5 _minute tax:
1311540 35 ([500] 6.7 4920 | 6000
T2 40,5 7 _minute tax:
14 11547| 40.5 500 7.1 5100 | 6060
PP 30 minute park peniod
1617] End Bhase|l Cygle 1
Phasgse 1 _Cpcle 2
T1]2045 35 Begin Cycle 2 - 3 minute taxi
15 12048 35 500] 5.9 5760 (7320
T1 35 5 minute tax
16 {2053 35 500 5.9 576017320
T2 40.5 7 minyte tax:
17 2100} 40.5 ]500 | 7.2 55207140
SE Simulalted flight - No Fans
18 |[2125( 151 700 [23.8 6000 ; 7800
T1 35 3 minute tax:
REMARKS * See temperature curves

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. .2-6031 sheer __3 Of 7
Date _4-16-68
REQUIREMENTS: ——t3T08
LANDING VELOCITY _Ag noted  meh PRESSURE: 140 psi back oTHER ___Turn-Around —_—
stop TiME___As noted sec -= psi min. Capability
STOPDISTANCE ___== & = psimex
Londing | Broke | $to Sto TORQUE % TEMPERATURES °F
s:;’ T';:: V-lnciv: Press. Tl:- D‘m:n Avg. | Peak | Center Stator | Piston Housing] Torque Plote ¥ OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
) moh prl | aee b Wit | 16 [initial | Peak |Initial | Peok | Inivial | Peak | 4 s s 7 ] ] 10
19 |2128] 35 500 7.0 4550 {5780
T1 35 5 minule tax:
20 2133 35 510} 7.3 4680 |5780
T2 40,5 7 minute taxi
21 ]2140| 40.5 | 540] 8.0 4800 | 6470
PP Park ppriod
T1(2210] 35 3 minule taxi
22 12213 35 540} 6.4 5760 {7920
T1 35 5 minute t
23 |2218 35 555 { 6,0 5460 |7800
T2 40.5 7 minute taxi’
24 |2225] 40,5 ]157017.0 5800 (7800
SE Simulated flibht
25 [2250| 151 800 20,7 6480 (9000
T1 35 3 minute taxi
26 12253] 35 56517.0 4800 5950
T1 35 5 minute taxi
27 225§{ 35 56516.9 5040 16250
T2 40.5 7 minute taxi
28 123051 40,5 158017.9 4800 [6420
PP 30 minjite park perliod
End Phask 1 Clycle 2
REMARKS * See temperature curves
EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. _Q-6031 Sheot __ 4 Of 7
Dote  4-17-68
REQUIREMENTS: -
LANDING VELOCITY _As noted  mph PRESSURE: 140 - esi back OTHER Turn-Around
STOP TIME As noted sec psi min. Capability
STOPDISTANCE _____ == & - psimex
Londing | Broke | Stop Step TORQUE % TEMPERATURES °F .
Step ] bo3 | Vatocity [Press.| Time | Distonce [ aig | Puck | Centsr Storer | Piston Housing| Torave Plate % OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
T meh pri | aee t L W41 | tnitial | Peok [tnitial | Peak [ initial | Peak | 4 5 5 7 ] 9 10
Phase |l Cygle 3
T1{0245] in Qycle 3 - 3 migute taxi
2910248 560} 6.7 5100|7320
T1 5 mimfte tax
30 {0253 500 | 6.0 5750|8520 ;
T2 7 minyte tax oo
3110300 600 [ 7.0 4980 [ 7680
SE Simuldted fliight ~ No Fans
32 10325 760 122,1 60008880
T1| - 3 minute tax;
3310328 620 | 6.4 5280 | 6240
T1 5_minyte tax:
34 10333 640 | 6,0 5280 | 6600
T2 I _minigte tax
35 10340 6401 7.4 4800 | 6720
PP 30 minute palrk pegiod
T1]041Q 3 minute tax;
36 (0413 680[ 5.8 5520 [ 8580
T1 5 minute _tax
3710418 68015.9 5400 | 8340
T2 7 minyte tax
REMARKS * See temperature curves

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG ' TEST NO. Q76031 Shoot __5 0f 7
Dote _4-17-68
REQUIREMENTS: A
LANDING VELOCITY__As8 noted mph PRESSURE: 140 psi bock OTHER Turn-Around
stopTiME__As noted s — == bsimin. Capability
STOPDISTANCE ____ == i e ptimax.
anding | Broke | s Sto TOROUE 4 TEMPERATURES °F
s"‘:' T‘["" VL-l:th: :r-:-- Time | Gisroree Avg. | Pack | Center Stator | Piston Housing| Torque Plate ¥ OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
i i pri [ e " 1b fr 5t [initial | Peak [tnitial | Peak [ tnitiol | Peak | 4 s 3 7 [ 9 10
38 | 0425 6801 7.1 5220|8340
SF Simulalted flight Q$iod - No{Fans
39 | 0450 800121.7 6480 | 9000 .
T1 3 minutes taki
4010453 700] 6.0 5640 (7200
T1 5 minute tax:
41 10458 700 5.8 54001 7320
T2 7 minute tax]
42 10505 700 7.0 6200|7500
PP
REMARKS * See temperature curves

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. Q26031 sSheat _bOf 7T
- Dote _4-17-68

REQUIREMENTS: =009
“LANDING VELOCITY _AS noted  meh PRESSURE: 140 psi back OTHER n-

stop Tme__As noted soc -- pai min. Capability

STOP DISTANCE = [3 -- pai max.

o o TORQUE * TEMPERATURES °F o
e oo | VI 1 Prens | Time | otwnce [“hug | poor | Come s [rron ecaing] Tapm ] % CTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES F
No- | Time meh [ " It | Ib# Tintrial | Peak initial | Pack | Initial ] Peak | 4 s 6 7 [ 9 10
Phase 2 LCyclg 1
Begin Pllase 2] Cycle

1 [1327] 32,3 3 mindte taxi

1 113300 32.3 [ 500] 6.6 4800} 7020

T1 32.3 5 minmte t.

2 11335 32,3 [500] 6,7 4800/ 7080

T2 37.5 7 minifte tax

3 [1343 37.5 [500] 8.1 4740, 6900

SFE ﬂimu]q_ted flight - No Fans

4 11407 139,5 |700 | 24.6 6000 | 7440

Tl 32.3 3 mindte taxi

5 11410 32,3 5501 7.0 4800 5940

T1 32.3 5 mindte tax

6 1415 32.3 | 580] 6.5 4980 6080

T2 37.5 7.minyte t.

7 11422] 37.5 [6001 8.0 4800 6600

PP[1427 Park deriod

T1]1453 32.3 3 mindte tax

8 145% 32,3 1650(5.7 5520 8580

T1 32.3 5 minyte tax

9 {1500{ 32.3 [650] 6,1 5760 | 8460

REMARKS * See temperature curves

EP355
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG TEST NO. _Q-6031 ' Showt _T Of 1
. Dote 4-17-68

REQUIREMENTS: xSk 2L Sk~ -
LarDING VELOCITY _AS noted  mph PRESSURE: 140 psi back otwer ___Turn-Around
STOP TIME As noted e -- psi min. Capability
STOP DISTANCE -- " -- pal mox.

Landing | Brake | Stop Stop TORQUE % TEMPERATURES °F * .
s:: Y'l": Velocity |Press.] Time Olstance Avg. Peok | Center Stator | Piston Housing| Torque Plote OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F

mph pul | bee t 6 | 0 [ioiot | Peak [Initial | Peak [ Initiat] Peck | 4 5 s 7 [ 9 | 10
T2 37,5 7 _minlite taxi
10 11507 37.5 650t 7.2 4980 7980
11]1509] 157,5 | 1009 23,0 720019780

1528 Fuse Plugs|blew

REMARKS % See temperature curves

EP3ss
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\ | w603

Qualification
of the
B.F.Goodrich P/N 2-1162-3
MLG Brake Assembly for the
LTV ATD Aircraft.

May 28, 1968

INTRODUCTION

7

T}ilis report presents the results of qua.iification tests conducted on the

3.F.Gooérich P/N 2-1162-3 MLG brake assembly for the LIV ATD aircraft. ‘
Teiast procedures and requirements were derived from Militery Standard
MIL-W.-5013G , LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, and B.F.Goodrich Engineering
Report ER-2731 Revision "E".

A]z.l tests were conducted at the B.F.Goodrich Wheel and Brake Plant N
Troy, Ohio.

Tests wex;e conducted under the following Internal Test Request Numbers:
T-1906-45 stop, 5 stop and worn brake RTO. ‘
T-1867-New brake RTO
T-1572~Extreme temperature, endurance, leakage.

T-1904-New brake peak torque survey, structural torque. ’ ‘
T-172l4-Worn brake peak torque survey. '
T-1720-Piston housing burst test.

T-1859-Turn around capability test.
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Normal Energy Stop #lB-Torque ,Pressure vs Time Curve

Normal Energy Stop #18-Cooling Profile

Normal Energy Stop #20-Torque, Pressure vs Time Curve

Normal Energy Stop #20-Cooling Profile

Normal Energy Stop #33-'1‘orque, Pressure vs Time Curve

Normal Energy Stop #33-Cooling Profile
Normal Energy Stop #35-Torque, Pressure vs Time
Normal Energy Stop #35-Cooling Profile
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RTO No. l1-New Brake-Torque, Pressure vs Time
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RTO No. 1 and 2-New Brake-Cooling Profile
RTO No. 1-Worn Brake-Torque, Pressure vs Time

- RTO No. 2-Worn Brake-Torque, Pressue vs Time

RTO No. 1 and 2-Worn Brake-Cooling Profile
Endurance Test Log
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I CONFIGURATION

Brake assemblies

i =-~B.F.Goodrich P/N 2-1162
Extremé Temperature Tests
' s Leakage Test
Staticv Test v
f --B.F.Goodrich P/N 2-1162-3 Parts list, page A-90
Normal Energy Stops B
Overioad Stops
Worn Brake RTO
-.—-—Peak Torgue Surveys
Structural Torque
Turn Around Capability
B.F.Goodrich P/N 2-1162-3
Brake Burst Test
B.F.Goodrich P/N 2-1162-3
New Brake RTO
Wheel Assembly
B.F.Goodrich P/N 3-1293-1 Parts List, Page A-91
II.  TEST EQUIPMENT
Dynamometers
84 inch (Flywheel Diamefer) Adamson-United Company
~ Inertia Equivalent-1797 to 19794 1bs.
Flywheel peripheral speed O to 130 mph.
Wheel load to 25000 lbs.
S_ta,nda.rd Dynamometer Instrumentation
. 120 inch(Flywheel Diameter) Adamson-United Company
-Inertia equivalent-7511 to 49763 1bs.
Flywheel peripheral speed O to 250 mph.

Jheel load to 60000 1bs. )
Standard dynamometer instrumentation
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11 TEST EQUIPMENT
Hydraulic Test Panel
B.F.Goodrich Special Design

Cycle rate O to 60 cpm
Pressure-0 to 5000 psi

— -, i
Hydraulic Pump

. - J
Blackhawk Porta Power
0 to 5000 psi

- Extreme Temperature Equipment
Blue M Electric Company, Manufacturer
Model FTBR-27-60WC-HEG/1004-27
s/N Rech-102
Range -100°F to +4OO°F
Oscillograph
Midwestern Instruments Corp.
Model 621
NS/N
Direct-writing light beam
Tape System
Bell and Howell, Mfr.

14 channel

“Model VR-3400
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III  RESULTS
Before undergoing formal qualification tests, all test specimens wére
subjected to the standard quality control inspections of_‘ the B.F.Goodrich
Company and as required by MIL-W-5013G, paragraphs 4.5.1 through b4.5.4.
1. Dynamic Brake Tests
1.1 Normal Energy Stops
a. Specification Réferencg
MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 4.5.11 and Table l; .
LTV Specification Document 20k-16-374, parag;"a.ph k.3.1.10
BFG ER-2731, Revision "E"
b. Requirements

45 normal energy stops shall be conducted to the conditions presented

in Teble 13,
TABLE 1
Energy Condition
Test Conditions Normal Overload RTO 1% RTOQ 2%
Number of Stops 45 5 1 ' 1
KE - ft-1bs x 106 - j1z2.01 13.95 2,135 18.09
IE - 1lbs. 18273 16928 18311 18311
Landing Velocity - mph 140.3 156,94 59.0 171.6
Deceleration - f/s/s 9.33 10 10 10
Inflation - psi 270 270 270 270
Wheel Load 18, 100 18, 100 18,100 18, 100
Back Pressure - psi 140 140 140 140

*These 2 stops comprise the RTO condition for the brake. These
stops shall be conducted in rapid succession with elapsed time not
to exceed 5 minutes,

_After normal energy stops 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, and ’43 while
energy absorbing members are at the:Lr peak temperature, increase the brake presswe

to 1000 psi. Cooling fans will be turned on when the bead seat temperature reaches

its peak value.
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After normal energy stops 3; 18, ard 38 no cooling shall be used until
all peak temperatures are reached in the brake.
Sé.ops 5, 20, 23, 33, and 35 shall be conducted using cooling fans during
and a.f‘te.r the stop.
|
It shall be demonstrated before_ea.ch stop that the brake is free to rotate.
The 45 normal energy stops shall be conducted oﬁ one set of friction
material. -
c. Results
The 45 stops were conducted with the fo].]..owing average results:
Number of stops - L5

KE- 12.01 x lO6

ft. 1bs.
IE - 18273 1bs.
Landing velocity - 140.3
Deceleration - 9.32 ft/sec/sec.
d. Substantiating Data
Brake Test Logs - pages A-1 through A-7, Appendix.
Wear Data Sheets - pages A-11 through A-1l, Appendix
Torque, pressure vs time curves
‘pages A-19 through A-42, Appendix.
Cooling Profile Curves
1.2 Peak Torque Surveys
a. Specification Reference

LTV Specification Document 204-16-374, paragraph 4.3.1.10.

BFG ER-2731 "E", paragraph 1.4.2.1.1.1.

34-919 O - 70 - 12




1.2

b.

Peak Torque Surveys(continued)
Requirements

During the course of the U5 normal stop test, the torque development

capabilities of the brake shall be determined by conducting meximum pressure

stops from speeds of 10, 20, 40, 60, and 100 mph. Tests shall be conducted

on both a hot and cold brake, at worn conditions. This will also be conducted

on a new brake.

c.

b.

Results

Tests were conducted as specified on both a new br&ke and & worn brake.
Substantiating data

Peek torque vs Time curves - pages A-15 through A-18, Appendix.

Static Torque Test

Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 4.5.11. )

BFG ER-2731 "E", paragraph 1.4.2.1.1.2.

Requirements

The pressure required to develop a static torque of 113,000 in-1bs. shall

be determined during the 45 stop test. The test shall be conducted on the brake:

C.

log

d.

&. While at room temperature (approximately 70°F)
b. With brake heated bya normal snergy stop, the test to be conducted

as soon as-is practical after the stop.

. The above tests shall be performed after stops L, 23, and 41.

Results

Test was conducted as required. Results are shown on static torque

_sheet(See Appendix)

Substantiating Data

Static Torque Test Log, page A-10, Appendix




1.k

Overload Energy Stops

Specification Reference )
MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 4.5.11 and Tablel,
BFG ER-2731"E", paragraph 1.4.2.1.2.
Requirements

Five overload energy stops shall be conducted to the conditions of Table 1,

using the same friction materials as were used for the normal energy stops.

After overload energy stops number 3 and 4 (test stops 48 and 49) no

cooling shall be used until all peak temperatures are reached in the brake and

in the bead seat. Temperature recordings shall continue until the hottest

portion of the brake has cooled to 300°F.

Overload stop mumber 2(test stop 47) shall be conducted using cooling

fans during and after the stop. Temperature recordings shall continue until

the hottest portion of the brake has cooled to 300°F.

[«

Results
The 5 overload stops were conducted with the following average results:
Number of stops-5 .
KE - 13.78 x 106 £t. 1bs.
IE - 16928 1bs.
Lénding velocity - 156.1 mph
Deceleration - 8.91 ft/sec/sec.
Substantiating Data
Brake Test Log, page A-8, Appendix

Torque Pressure vs Time Curves
Pages A-L3 through A-62, Appendix

Cooling Profile Curves
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1.5 RTO Stops

a. Specification Reference )
MIEL-W-SOBG, paragraph 4.5.11 and Table 1.
L’.’J‘V Specification Document 20U4-16-37d, parsgraph 3.3.14.2
B’EIG ER-2731 "E", paragraph 1.4.2.1.3

b. Requirements

The 2.135 x 106 stop and the 18.09 x 106 stop descridbed in Table 1,
|
comprise the RTO energy condition for the dbrake. The dbrake shall have new

friction materials for this test.

The 2,135 x ].06 stop shall beaconducted first and the 18.09 x 106 stop
shall be conducted as soon as the dynamometer has schisved t‘ne required velocity.
This time is not to exceed five minutes.

Fans will not be used until fuse plugs have dlown.

This test shall be conducted on both s new brake and a fully worn brake.

C. Results »

The test was conducted with the following results:

NEW BRAKE
BT0 3 Ko2
KE- 2.135 x 106 £t. Yvs. 18.09 x 10° #t. 1vs.
IE- 18311 18311
Landing Velocity- 60.1 mph 171.8 mph

Deceleration- 9.13 i‘t/sec/sec; 9.5% ft/sec/sec.

WORN BRAKE
RT0 1 R0 2
KE- 2,209 x 105 £t. 1vs. 17.82 x 106 £t. 1vs.
IE- 18311 18311
Landing velocity- 60.) mph 170.7 mph
Décel_eration- 6.12 ft/sec/sec. 5.81 ﬁ:/s;:c/sec.
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1.5 RTO Stops(continmed)

d. S\%bstantiating Data

Bz:'ake Test Logs, pages A-8, Aﬂ? » Appendix
1.6 Ttérn Around Capability '

a. Specification Reference

BFG ER 2731"E", pa.fagraph l.h.2.1.h
b. ReI quirements ’

The brake, with new friction materials, shall be subjected to the Test
Spectrum c.>f Table 2, three times. The brake shall be cooled to ambient temperature
between sequences.

After the three sequences of Table 2 are performed, the sequence of Table
3 she:]J. be conducted.

The energy absorbed by the brake during the 15 minute taxi period shall
be simulted by 3 brake stops to the conditions shown in Table 4 for the sequence
shown in Table 3, and to the condition shown in Table 5 for the seqtience shown
in Talbe 2. The deceleration for the taxi stops in TaBe 2 will b;e 8 ifps2 and

6 fp52 for Table 3.

TABLE 2.
Total Elapsed KE IE Decel, Rate

Maneuver Time (ft-1bs) (lbs) (ft/sec/sec)
#* Taxi 15 min. 2.135x 106 | 15630

Fly 25 min. .

Land 11.95 x 106 | 15630 10
# Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106} 15630

Park 30 min. .
* Taxi 15 min. 2,135 x 106 | 15630

Fly 25 min. .

Land 11,95 x 106 | 15630 10
* Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 | 15630

Park . 30 min.

Wheel beadseat temperature shall not exceed 350° F and fusible plugs
shall remain intact, ’

-NOTE: #* Taxi Requirements



1.5 RTO Stops (continued)

TABLE 3
Total Elapsed KE 1E Decel. Rate
Maneuver Time {ft-1bs) (1bs) (ft/sec/sec)
* Taxi 15 min. 2.135 x 106 | 18311
Fly 25 min.
Land ' “411.95 x 106 | 18311 8.5
% Taxi. 15 min. 2.135 x 106 | 18311 '
Park 30 min.
% Taxi 15 min. 2,135 x 106 | 18311
RTO 14.4 x 106 18311 10

*Taxi Requirements

Cooling fans may be used during taxi to simulate 30 knot wind speed
and during parking to simulate an 8 knot wind.

T TABLE 4
Taxi Requirements

Stops Total Elapsed’ 1E . Landing KE
Required Time {lbs) | Velocity - mph ft-1bs x 106
1 3 min. 18311 32.4 " L6402
1 8 min. 18311 32,4 . 6402
1 15 min, 18311 . 37.4 .8552
7 7 TABLE s
Taxi Requirements
Stops | Total Elapsed IE Landing KE
Required Timg (1bs) | Velocity - mph | ft-1bs x 106 ‘
1 3 min. 15630 35 . 6402 |
1 8 min. 15630 35 . 6402
1 15 min. 15630 40.5 . 8552

[ Results

The test was conducted as specified. Results are shown in graphic form
oﬁ pages A-T8 through A-89, Aépendix.
d. Substantiating Data

Cooling Profiles, pages A-78 through A-89, Appendix.




1.7 Structural Torque
a. - Sp‘ecification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 4.5.12

LTV Specification Document 204-16-37d, paragraph 3.3.10.

BFG ER-2731"E", paragreph 1.4.2.1.1.3.
b. Requirements

With the brake actuated by maximm operating pressure of 1000 psi, the
wheel and brake shall withstand a structural torque of 250,000 in-1bs. without
failure. The load shall be applied by means of a belt wr.apped around the periphery
of the tire. If slippage occurs, the friction forces of the breke shall be
pinned or welded. This test shall be performed after the turn-around tests
of paragraph 1.6.
c.‘ Results °

Test was conducted as specified. A structural torql;e of 250,200 in-1bs.
was pulled with no failure to the brake or wheel assembly.
da. Substantiating Data

. Structural Test Log, page A-T7, Appendix.

2. Static Brake Tests
2.1 Endurance Test
8. Specifica‘tion Reference

MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 4.5.15.

BFG ER-2731"E", paragraph 1.4.2.2.2.
b. Requirements

The brake actuation device, using simulated piston loads in lieu of friction
materials, shall be required to withstand 100,000 cydes of application and release

- of normal operating pressures (as defined by MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 6.3.2) and

5,000 cycles at the maximum operating pressu;'e of, 1000‘psi.A The 100,000

cycle pértion of this test shall be divided into portions of 25,000 cycles
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. 2.1 Endurance Test  continued)

b. Requirements( continued)

each with piston loads adjusted to simulate 25, 50, 75, and 100 percent worn
conditions respectively, for the four 25,000 cycle portions.

There shall be no leakage or failure during or upon completion of this
test.

Before and after the endurance test s Pressure required to bring the
braking surfaces into initial contact shall be observed and recorded. The minimum
pressure at which braking surfaces disengage upon release of pressure shall also
be noted and recorded. This test shall be conducted with the brake mounted
on the torque flange of a horizontal axle, with the wheel assembly installed.

c. Results

The test was conducted with results shown on the Endurance Test Log(See

Appendix).
d. Substanfiating Data

Endurance Test Log, pages A-73 and A-Th, Appendix.
2.2 ExtrememTemperature Test
a. . Specificgtion Reference

MIL-W~5013G, paragraph 4.5.16.1 and 1.5.16.2.

BFG ER 2731"E", paragraph 1.4.2.2.4.1 and 1.4.2.2.L.2
b. Requirements

The brake, filled with operating fluid, shall be subjected to a temperature
of 160°F in a thermostatically controlled oven for apperiod of 168 hours with
an applied pressure equal to normal operating pressure. Immediately upon
removal from the oven and while still at elevated temperature, the brake shall
by cycled -1000 times at normal operating pressure, followed by 25 cycles at

.maximum operating pressure. Leakage at static seals shall not exceed a trace,
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2.2. Extreme Temperature Test (continued)

b. Requirements (continued)
and leakage at dynamic seals shell not exceed one drop of fluid per each 3
inches of peripheral seal length.

Upon completion of the aging and heat test, the brake filled with operating
fluid at atmospheric pressure shall be subjected to a temperature of -65°F for a
period of 72 hours. (See Figure 2) There shall be no leskege during this period.
At the expiration of the 72 hours, the brake with fluid entering at a temperature
of -65°F shall be cycled 25 times at normal operating pressure, followed by
S cycles at maximum operating pressure. Leakage shall be limited as above.

Breke clearance shall be checked between each cycle to insure complete brake
release. The time required for complete brake release shall be ovserved and
recorded.
c.. Results
Test was conducted to the conditions shown 'on page A-T5, Appendix,
d. Substantiating Data
Extreme Temperature Test Log, page A-75, Appendix.
2.3 ”Leakage Tests
&. Specification Reference )

MIL-W-5013G, paregrephs 4.5.13.1 and 4.5.13.2

BFG ER-2731"E", paragraphs 1.4.2.2.5.1 and 1.4.2.2.5.2
b. Requirements

After completion of the cold test, the brake shall be parked for a period
of 5 minutes with a.n applied pressure of 1500 Psi.(one and one half times the.
maximum operating pressure). The brde shall then be paz:tked for S minutes with:

&n applied pressure of 5 psi. There shall be no measureable leaKage or

- permanent set during these tests.




2.3 Leakage Tests(continued)

b.. Requirements(continued) .

The brake .shall be cycled 25 times at maximum operating pressure(1000psi).
Leakage at static seals shall not exceed a trace. Leakage at moving seals sha.li
not exceed one drop of fluid per each 3 inches of peripheral seal length.
c. Results

The tests were conducted as required.

There was no 1ea.kage‘or permanent set.
4. Substantiating Data

Hydraulic Pressure Test Log, page A-T6, Appendix,
2.4  Static Pressure Test
a. Specification Reference

MIL-W-5013G, paragraph 4.5.1k4

BFG ER-2731"E", paragraph 1.4.2.2.6
b. Requirements

The brake, with 100 percent worn linings, shall be parked for 5 minutes
at twice maximum operating pressure (2 x 1000 = 2000 psi). There shall be
no leakage or failure. Pressure shall then be inpreased undil failure occurs.
Pressure at failure shall be recorded.
c. Resultis »

There was no leakage when pressure of 2000 psi was applied to the brake
for 5 minutes.

Pressure was increased to 3170 psi befor‘e failure occured.
d. Substantiating Data

Hydraulic Pressure LTest Log, Page A-T6, Appendix.
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2.5 Salt Test
a. Specification Reference
BFG ER-2731"E", paragraph 1.4.1.6
b. Requirements ’
The brake shall undergo the ‘salt spray test of MIL-STD-810A, Method
509.1, Procedure I.
c. Results
The test was conducted as required. There was no detrimental effects
on. the brake.
d. Substantiating Data

Test Log, Page A-90, Appendix.

v CONCLUSION
The B.F.Goodrich P/N 2-1162-3 brake assembly does not meet the intent
or the requirements of the applicable specification documents and therefore

is not qualified.

-
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Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
¢ WEAR DATA TEST NO. /526
Disk __ Lining Sheet 30/
- NOMENCLATURE
Disk Assy No. Carrier & Lining Assy No.2 ¥4 270 X
. Carrier No. Carrier No. 247/ 2685~
— Segment No. Lining No. _50¢3-4-
. . Friction Material Friction Material ,§ }MZ:E ed
BRAKE| sTOP - THICKNESS WEAR
LOCA- | COM- | WT. oD D osition Per St .
TION | PLE- | LBS. | Ins. INS. 1 2 3 « | Ave | Toul | persut, REMARKS
NO. TED n" _7/’ in. in. in. in. i ins. ins.
/ 130 [L.7 |792-.730 Bsa-.v3z [ 3¥¢ |37> 1392 |37¢
Lp | 5.5 |760-730M09- 24 1292 (367 1306 (298
US (54  [165/7H ke fogy 1273 1336 |39/ 1383
T 50 |52/ leeof 750 bucclygl 1295|206 2571290
2 |39 2.9 lais~wz loa-Bes ooy 1397 3% 1372
HO 1547 los2-20R 500964 372573726 P95 1363
g 15,5 |725/72719v3/ 9191356 [96D 1360
| So [ & l(sofn0 229 13/2 255 758
3 30 6.4 layo-.sus 820 -.@00 333 |.350 |34 (Y02
Z)Q $ile P3y=zesBaa-9al [356 255 Bss 1368
S 15.5 B95/695 Giey/¥Ha (352 (261 (261 1389
g0 52/ Kki15/6es hvuo]uss5 32 Y (258 |255 13/ 7
R, 3o - [%.6 | 5997:852 Loes-.gag Ly90 Y48 [.9Y921.802
- Ao 2.9 1g74-g30] - 20 Y6y Mg |sro
He 1%.0 Ray $s\loza/aH9 |50 455 [HS2 (Y76
solg. 1 Pesy 2650 142/ | 4723 | 4P| 4Py
TP 30 P2
YO /b.S
Us /6.4
[ 5o /.2
lCopcars| £0 |45 O el 26212410 261

. EP21S’

€02



B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
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Troy, Ohio
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B.F.GOODRICH' AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
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3 AT |Jo.2 L¥¥2=985l.¥es—s70| Y97 Y9F Y95 . Y50
8 1853 lio.y 1207534365/ 38F 52 | 594 | 5AY| 52m
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant

Troy, Ohio
WEAR DATA TEST NO. _7—/§¢7
Disk _ Ag Sheet 2. o= X

NOMENCLATURE

Disk Assy No. f Carrier & Lining Assy No. _ 2 44.270
. 53 Carrier No. Carrier No. Rl =26F
T —%— Scg No. Lining No. S0d3 4
" Friction Material / Friction Material ___/£04) (3@spc

BRAKE] sTOP - ’ITITICKI\ESS WEAR
LOCA- | COM- | WT, oD D osition M . © | Per Stop ' : ¢
TION | PLE- | LBs. INs, INS,, 1 2 3 4 | Avg | Total | poigg. . REMARKS
NO. |- TED V4 d in. in. in. in. - 1ns- ins,
(PP | few 9.3 [§90/7c3 Loswlcsn 5 | 563 560 |, 657
AFar20 sk P, [ Vigsdlergb ts /457 1556 |28 ( 32/ | 535
10 9.0 V9559834585667 /7 [ 322 Sag| svs5
ks 8.8 LIV~ 972.d59—gs¥ 9/0 lvpd | vFol Y¥/
b few 703 Tsoo/pd& Pesofo 2 Lyyi L, vve | yve | vwg
LR 303428 | Ffremelosrplgl 2 NN/, e 22 B A 4
: P Golo V963/2200 435 (656,394 | 373 [3¥3 | a9/
io 2. O ANXFRA, 770 =588, 3¢71.357 L3y L x50
47 I .6 Leto=CYA YYo= 3/ |.319 1307 L3/ %
2 |t 173 Cadyre [ 696L690 Lund |y | 493 | yyw
AL o5k 6,8 1187)/900|5evel bvg] 479 | Yir | vos | 4e0
30 C. ¥ Ly =69 572~624],397 | . ~oo |, 397 | 370
WC A [ EEZ=2s0] ¥535500, 324 1. 324 | 343|374 : O.D. SioZs Cissed — Tl Sicrs oRe
3 tew |Zo Vgzifsrr PBY4/690 L#4s Laye | 495 |95
Ltenlzoztort 2,0 gao/ees P43/ 483 Lury | s> Lstt 2 Lury
~ 30 4.4 Lrrg—BaT.730—cos 4o/ | R4 . 3221.3%2
ks 7 UZE=SL Y17 mT/0 LBy L 2p0 | F/2, 330 2.t oD Stors ciosisg |
TA | New 1180
AL 7GR 205k0p8 /7. 9
0 477 P I
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Wheel and Brake Plant

WEAR DATA

¥ Lining

——

Friction Material ’

B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS

TEST NO. T=/sc y _
Sheet 3T

NOMENCLATURE

Carrier & Lining Assy No.
Carrier No. 2 (-G
Lining No. sD4D A

Friction Material [ 2on BAS S

BRAKFE
LOCA-
TION
NO.

WEAR

Avg.
in.

Per Stop
Per Surf.

ins.

REMARKS

TP

BRro izl IN T-/o,

P
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPALE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS

Disk Assy No. _ | 33 ~&/&f " Carrier & Lining Assy No. /
" Carrier No. Carrier No.

Scg No._) 33~ 302 Lining No. i
Friction Material __ S T, Friction Material ‘
BRAKE| STOP - 'K:IfICI\NESS WEAR _ A
| LOCA- | COM- WT. oD D . osition : - | Per Stop R
TION | PLE- [ LBS. | INS. INS. i 2 3 4 | Ave | Total | pe gy REMARKS
NO. | TED . in. in. in. in. i e . ins.

>l

7
Yew [16.6 903/923|394/44a]5603 1563 [5032 [ 503

207D [10.7 9006/9241252/305 515 [§93 [493 [Sou

16,6 _193€Rus|H3v/H06 (503 (503 (502 502

Wi
0
"3

2RT0 | 10:F [9.20/ 32 oan/i 20 [SH1 [5i72 1596 |530

10.6 1911 /s HIS /uissol 1504 (504 {50

Lol
N
3

2RTO| [n.9 [995/89518372/396[521 1SG0 [SoG [5id

¢ |aMoAIH U2 /dod563 (Y03 (562 (503

el
R
=
o

ARTO 10,72 [458/A45(350/322I502 [So3 [Fak [S06

EP213

Wheel and Brake Plant .
Troy, Ohio (KTO> .
WEAR DATA TEST NO. 7= {¥¢ 2
Disk L/ . Lining Sheet ¢ oENT
NOMENCLATURE
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS

Wheel and Brake Plant
Troy, Ohio

WEAR DATA

Disk __ _"A.ining

R0y
TEST NO. _HZ{L

Sheet _ s"o€ N

NOMENCLATURE

Disk Assy No.
Carrier No.
Seg No.

Friction Material ‘

Carrier & Lining Assy No. Y ~Q2p
CarrierNo. 2@t — 26 %

Lining No. Co o 34

Friction Material yRacy R4S S

(44

BRAKE | stop - 'I:l?lCKNESS WEAR
LOCA- | COM- WT. oD D osition ] . Per Stop .
TION | PLE- | LBS. | INS. NS, 1 2 3 4 | Ave | Total | pe gy, REMARKS
NO. .TED " " " " in, ins. ins.
”. G in. mn. m. mn.
PP_INEw | i | 575/K321¢32/60|553| 5571553 552
APTv [ 9.0 [F7/53630/640 528 [536 |5 37| 549
I NEW | 22 [ 965/575 [Gyol627 |HYY [Wyy | vuy [Yyuy
RTO ! 5, ¢ BRetenN
' d INEw ]| 2.3 7207505 /ag o lyas Yy ifltyd [HHY
2FTO | 6.2 [F65/585 20/e0 [3%9 [332[33¢ |35+
3 INew | 2.2 |[g206C51ce2/657 [ndH |[Ha 91949 HYY
2010 | 6,9 [22/9¢01699/245 |43 | H2¥ | H 2R [W3 ¢




B.F.GOODRICH AERQOSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Ptlant

Troy, Ohio
STATIC TORQUE ’ TEST NO. L[&Z. . ' Sheet _Z o/
Brake Assembly No. 2=//¢2 =3 Lining No. __ 299 2720 DiskNo. /34 -~ 4%
Lining Material __ s g3 & Disk Material __ S7&Z¢. ©
After Amb. | Brake Temperawre Brake Pressure ) Static Torque
Date Stop Temp. -|  Hot Cold Hot Cold Hot Cold REMARKS
No. °F oF oF psi psi b ft b
Y548 4 of | et Looo # Hovo 20" N Pauee  Prbwc
H5% Y L5 9o° Leda 12240 L« v« " wloce £rer
- 4- B4 21 ) Q00T i joeq 2620 - 0t Otw Pavz REsuw
TR AN 23 62 . 18 j0og 1e Tto i Ky LN o
P Y] LS | T ooot s | j0OO L, 8HO
-1068) </l L% 70 oo 14OO Lol
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and Brake Plant :
Troy, Ohio

TEST NO. _T-1867

BRAKE TEST LOG Sheer _ 3 Of 3 .
Dote

REQUIREMENTS: .
LANDING VELOCITY 151 mph PRESSURE! pel bock OTHER
STOP TIME 22.1 sec pai min,
STOP DISTANCE 3 _ 1000 psi max.

Landing | Broke | Stop Stop TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F .
s,';‘_’ T',',:: Velocity {Press.| Time | Distance [ Ayg [ Peok | Conter Stator |Piston Housing| Torque Plate OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F

meh pri | 3ec " #t | 168 [lirial | Peck [ Inivil | Peck | nitial | Peak | 4 5 s 7 0 v ] 0 {11 12
42 11450} _ 880 5 H5.0 5640 5760 |95 [1232{90 {220 |720 [707 |170 [724 {689 |155 |689 1304 {689 (314 29
43 1720 880 (22,7 1+4.4 5620 16360 [92 [1287] 77 {270 [712 [710 [200 ;722 [722 [222 |715 [308 (715 {318 30
44 [1950 880 |22.9 [+3. 5590 16180 [82 [1330] 77 [237 [740 [735 {169 |757 |681 [183 |681 [301 l679 307 _ 308
45 12220 880 123.5 [+2.2 5400 16540 |94 1338[.80 [312 |780 [785 [317 [780 (949 [255 [945 [306 {945 [317 31u
l46_lo510] 156.9 900 _[23.2]-.2 5200 6756 |71 8- 15 1241 {860 79 1890 [24% |888 |315 1886 1341 &
47 10750 156.9925 [23.3[-.5 5100 6840 (80 [1410| 96 |280 {890 895 [310_|898 [909 |270 1905 |320_[905 345 32
48 11050],156.9 los0 {23.01-.5 5150 (6900 |76 [1500/100 [274 [880 [890 [305 [873 [900 {255 [900 {317 900 [350 32b
49 11325[ 156.9 1000[22.7 |-.2 5300 (6950 |81 (1570 98 |270 870 83 1910 ]265 19101325 910 340 32
50 11440 156,9 11000/23,5-.7 5250 6780 _[82 1590 95 {275 1890 [900 |320 1890 1905 |260 | 905320 Q05 [345 330
51 [2208] 59 1000| 9.8 6080 {8900 |80 440 90 [ 111] 851309 {102 |311 |259 | 80 {257 | & P54 70 10D
52 [2216] 16181000 46.8] * 4500 17600 P82 [1912[110 | 400]304 [1510] 403 [1511]1203]760 1234] & 238 [460 40
REMARKS ~S-thermocouple out

%* Test run for information only (Worn heat sink per 5013-G), New brake will meet 25.2 sec. RTO.

EP355
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1380
1440

1480
1490
1475
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1550
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B.F. GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Wheel and .Brake Plant

. ) Troy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST LOG ) TEST N0 I_si"___‘ sheet 2.0f3
. o . ) . Dow __4/4/68

REQUIREMENTS: . .

LANDING VELOCITY 151 mph PRESSURE: pai back OTHER

STOP TIME 22T e pal min.

STOPDISTANCE________ h ~ 1000 pstwen.

sl oo | Voo P T | e e T oo | o o o] Toma ] TR PEAK TeMPEATuREs o :

Nor| Time | g [ et | e i Wi | dbh [(nitiol| Peck |tmitial | Peck | 1 | 3 . [ s s 7 [ v | 1o |11 12| 13
19 10845 700]22.0 [+7.9 . [5760 |6240 [72 [129565 270 P09 |810]225 1809 [950 310 P50 | 3121951 |345 290 134C
20 {1120 680[21.2[+8.8 5900 6300 180 125017 236 [545 | 546|161 [542 |711 [162 ;712 {250 (711 1279_240 1220
21 {2012] 710122, 0[+8.9 [5780 [6350 J122 [ 1347 71 {238 ] 530/531 {160 |[531 [749 |186 [750 [271 |749 {281 249 1251
22 [2309 710] 22.0( 49.0 5760 16100 [96 (1260 72 (239|515 519] 171]523|743{212732 (290737 [301 249 1312
23 [0234] 710[22.0{49.1 5760 {6180 |90 [1233[67 283 766|769 (180 [768 {879 (240 | 880] 308/ 880|317 289 1410
24 |0555] 720]22.6} +8.6 [5500 [6000 |90 [1390] 73 [251 {598 [593 [170 [590 [755 [185 (753 [270]753 [275 2549 1355
25710830, 720 [21.0 1 +9.7 159801 6720[ 100] 126365 |280 04 |289 [805 {925 [309 [ 926] 315] 927] 339 322 &
26 [1100 710} 22.0[+9.8 5760 [6000 [ 100] 1229 89 [260 [571 |572 [ 180] 570|719 [217] 720 296{720 | 309 27p 1450
711415 710122.3]49,6 5620 | 6560 83 }1140| 88 |252 |621 L618 181 1600 | 76212001765 1290 1766 |295 27D 1372
8 [1756) 715]21.7|+10.0_|5680 [6300 |80 (1270]85 262|601 |600 |183 [600 | 786|204 {783 284783 [290 27d 1230
9 12029 7101 22.7| +9.4 b560 [6000 | 80 (1223] 82 58 [536 1540 [181 1538 |780 239 | 7801 293] 780315 27d 1305
Q 12303 720123,1| +8.4 15450 16100 [ 80 ! 1324 82 805 | 950! 95Q, 325_950 498012151951 12851951 1317 307 1391
31 [0543 720[23.2[ +7.3 [5480 | 6720[79 [1301[ 80 [262]603 [611 [168 624_ 04 221 -9-Pp81 Hg- 1299 284 1259
32 [0945 740]22.1] +7.3 |5740 [6000 [80 [1195] 85 [229 [594 [600 [161 | 598 |-0- 171 | -0— 245 }0- 250 246 1190
331331 740 23,1] 46,3 15460 | 6000f 80 [1240| 81 (236560 |560]|159 560 [704 {203 [707 | 277,.707| 278 25D 132¢
34 |1605 770/22.0 46,4 5740 | 6000 80 1350 {85 {245 |809 [ 809329 | 809{951 270957 1330 956340 320 128¢
35 | 184 B 00 [22. 1] +6.4 5780 6120 | 87 (1277 84 [249 [ 660 |657 | 170 655[ 759 [ 190 {759 [280 [ 759 | 285 25B 130(
36 [2114] 815 | 22. 2| +6.3 |5780 [5880 [ 80 [ 136( 85 [250 [630[631 [ 176] 640| 780 I87| ¢80 280] 780 | 285 26) 130(
37 10005 35 (21,7 | +6.7 |5880 | 6000| 80 [1290] 90 [252 [640 [643 [1B0 | 644] 770 2307 77| 305 770|315 26p 129(
38 023 835[22.4] +6.4 [5680 | 6000] 81 [.1280] 92 257 [642 [642 [181 644] 820[ 192 821 289 820] 290 27p 115(
39 {0517 855 21.8 +6.7 |5880[6600[84 [1269] 90 [300.895 {894 [281 | 887] 948| 275] 950] 315] 948|334 312 129
4011759 850 23,5 +5,3 {5380 600085 [1289] 91 240] 683 [ 684 [170 [ 682] 815! 147 | 820] 254 819 275 24p 1230
41[1220[ . 875 22.0 +5.4 [5760]6120]85 105,79 [223]807[808 [0 808 [911]e— |911[-8- [ 910] 314 30p 1329
REMARKS . _

-8-Thermocouple out
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B.F.GOODRICH AEROSPACE & DEFENSE PRODUCTS
Whee! and Brake Plant

~ 53 oy, Ohio
BRAKE TEST @G 0. __T-1867 sheet __] of 3
Date _4-4-68
REQUIREMENTS: . .
LANDING VELOCITY mph PRESSURE: _____ palbock OTHER
STOP TIME 22.1 soc psi min,
STOP DISTANCE # 10090 psi max.
Londing | Broke | Stop | Accum TORQUE TEMPERATURES °F N
S:’P T'[-r:: Velocity | Prasas| Time Time | Ave- | Peak | Canter Stator | Piston Housing| Torque Plate OTHER PEAK TEMPERATURES °F
i mph Ll e it | W [initial | Peok [initial | Peak | (1)1 (3) | 4 s s 7 ] 9 w0111 12
IWI 1]0240 40 300 | 16.0 2580 [2760| 69| 328| 70 | 78 | 105) 108§ 80 | 109] 121} 78 [120| 80 | 120 {76 80
210408 60 3501{ 15.0 3600 [3840| 88| 4l10] 71 90 | 130{ 130| 80 ['130[ 183] 81 {18290 [182 [90 90
_30541] 80 J400] 18.9 3840 4800 85] 6561 70 [142 [ 282] 2821129 2811 319]132]319]142 [ 319 {148 142
41000 100 | 450 22.9 3040 4320 82| 995]|105]15 386| 3811130 | 386 390[135]391 160 | 393 [162 160
1 [1608] 151 700| 22.2 =-.) (5740 [7560; 90 {1330|109221]590]597 | 201|591 | 655 200]659 280657 1290 24
12_ (2017 710| 21.2 +.8_|5860 [7980 | 75 (1280|100 {203 ]600 600 [ 153|600 | 671|186 670(250] 670 (261 2217
3 J]2320 710} 22.6 +.3 15600 [7020 | 90 {1247] 68217581 |585 | 180581 ] 695 210 699 [ 279 699 1287 237
4 10240 7351 21.8 +.6 {5800 {7200} 65 {1222| 102/280]740 741 | -©-{735]830] 2201835289832 [297 284
5 10624 730| 22,3 +.4 5670 [6900| 50 [1193] 52]280[851[851 260|852 898 320/ 899312 898 [322 304
6 [1055 7307 21.0 +1,5 [5980 |7680 | 58 [1175] 62[191[537 535 | 136536 653150 655|231 656 1231 207
711330 7201 21,6 +2,0 5860 ! 6720 60 [1160] 60|210]520 521 | 140{521 | 674]186] 67212691 671 1275 228
8 [1555 730 ] 22.4 +1.7_ 15680 [7360 | 69 |1310] 70]231[589[590 { 157|590 ] 690] 184 690 (280|690 1290 2473
9 11834 730} 22.9 +1.3 [5640 6420 70 [1100| 55| 215|558 559 |152 | 555 | 720|183 | 721 262 720 {276 231
102110 750f 22,) +1.3 15960 7260 | 79 11353] 59!299[890 890 [287 |890]915] 314|918 331|916 |340 30
1110215 770 20.5 +2.9 5990 | 7200] 70| -©- | 60 | 215[491{ 492[ 140 492({727 [ 159] 724 235] 728 249 22
1210523 770¢ 20 +4,.1 16050 17200 | 72 {1260 58 120915131513 )140 513692 1149 (498 222 1698 [228 21
1310825 760 20,5 +5,7 16100 (7320 | ©-| -©- 63 1212] © | ©- 1140 (5107131152 [715 [238 (714 [250 221
14]1100 740 21.7 +6.1 5780 (6600 | -©- (1210} 63 |220]490]500 142 [500[722 [165 [718 [183 |720 [200 234
1511430 730 20.0 +8.2 |6300 {6360 | 80[1224| 70 [286[839[839 300 {839 |905 [309 906 |315 906 }325 32
16{170§ 700] 21.4 +8.9 |5860 6720 83 07] 71 [240]| 532[ 5351157 {534 |[757 |176 1758 [253 [757 | 265 25
17]2008] 700] 22.9 +8.5 5600 (6780 | 80]1220] 62 | 226]535] 540|144 [551 |748 [170 [748 [263 | 748 [275 234
1812354 700¢{ 22.8 +7.8 |5500 |6580 841257 65 | 220] 532]532]142 [534 [720 [168 |[720 [260 | 720 [280 23§
REMARKS - Thermocouple out. :
#4 - False Axle #6 - Pressure Plate . #8 - Pressure Plate #10 - Pregsure Plate
' #5 - Torque Plate #7 - Fuse Plug #9 - Tube Well #11 - Read Seat

T
L

#12 - Fluid

#13 - #2 Rotor

EP35S

13

179
300
450
620

1140
1172
1149
1185
1111
1155
1193

1190
1259

"1218

1155
1255
1280
1225
1170
1220

9€¢
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Representative ConaBLE. At the time you resigned from Goodrich,
what was transpiring with respect to this brake? Apparently it had
failed in the actual tests that were being made, the flight tests, rather
than the laboratory tests; is that right?

Do you know what was transpiring with respect to the brake then ?

Mr. Vaxpivier. During the flight tests; no, sir.

Representative Conasre. Do you know if anything was going on
with respect to the development of another brake?

Mr. Vaxpivier. There had been mention of scrapping the four-rotor
brake and developing a five-rotor brake. Whether or not it was in pro-
gress at that time I do not know.

Representative ConasLe. You were not consulted and you would not
have been consulted ?

Mr. Vanoivier. No; I would not have been consulted.

Representative ConasLe. In connection with this?

Mr. Vanprvier. Not with that decision ; no, sir.

Representative ConasLe. Do you know whether anything might
have been going on in some other parts of the laboratory with respect
to the development of a new suggestion ? As far as you know your con-
cern was the four-rotor brake?

Mr. VAnpIviER. In the laboratory ; if there had been any development
in the laboratory I would have known about it through the test data.
I would have known about it through the test data. I would not flatly
say there was nothing going on in regard to a five-rotor brake. I could
only say that if there was, at this time I do not remember.

Representative ConasLe. Did you have any contact with Govern-
ment inspectors during this period of time ?

Mr. Vanprvier. Only of routine day-to-day contact, speaking to
them and all. They were not:

Representative ConaBLe. Was the Government inspector involved
in any way in the making of this report ?

Mr. Vanpivier. No, sir. The specification did not require Govern-
ment inspection of the testing.

Representative ConasLe. Is this because it was between you and
LTYV at this point, between Goodrich and LTV or why ¢

Mr. Vanprvier. I am not sure of the reason for this. I know that on
some tests on some projects the C-5A, for instance, witnessing was
required and the resident Air Force inspector witnessed most of the
tests. On the A-7D this was not required. Why, I do not know.

Representative ConaBLe. You make no allegation that a Govern-
ment, inspector was somehow involved in this falsification ?

Mr. Vanorvier. The only observation I would make is that he would
not be involved. I am sure that he would have nothing to do with—
I know the man, and his reputation is beyond question.

Representative ConasLe. And so the only people apparently in-
volved in the falsification that you are alleging here would have been
Goodrich people?

Mr. Vaxprvier. That is correct.

Representative ConasLe. There would have been no crossing of com-
pany lines on it. It would have been an internal matter as far as you
know ?

Mr. Vanpivier. As far as I know, yes.

34-919 0—70——16
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Representative ConaBrLe. Do you know from whence the orders
emanated originally to falsify this data? Do you know who was actu-
ally making the statements that you hve reported here, but you do
not know where the orders came from?

Mr. Vaxpivier. I do not know, no. I only know what I was told.
I know that I had discussed this with Mr. Line who was not my im-
mediate supervisor but one of my supervisors and asked him if he
was aware of what was going on, and he said he was aware, and I
asked him, as T have said in my statement here, if he did not think
that this was a rather foolish thing to do. And one thing I did not,
mention in my statement—I was concerned that I did not think we
were doing the Goodrich Co. justice by allowing this thing to go on,
and without their knowledge, because I knew that the people in
Akron would not dare risk their reputation on such a project.

Representative ConaBLE. What, is your employment now, sir?

Mr. Vaxprvier. I work for the Troy News. I am a staff writer.

Representative CoNnaBLE. For a newspaper?

Mr, Vanprvier. Yes.

Representative ConasLe. Were you working for a newspaper at
the time?

Mr. Vanpivier. I worked part time for approximately 3 years. I
wrote a column three times a week.

Representative Conastz. I see. And you went right from the Good-
rich Co. to the newspaper?

Mr. Vanprvier. Yes. When I began writing for the newspaper ap-
proximately 3 years, I had a standing offer to go to work for them at
any time.

Representative ConaBre. That is all I have at this point. Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. I would like to follow up, Mr. Vandivier. I
was asking--let me ask this. Did you ever object to the project
manager of the aircraft wheel and brake design section, Robert L. Sink,
about what Goodrich was doing on the A-7 brake report that was
unethical ?

Mr. Vanpivier. Yes. At our meeting just prior to the meetin,
with LTV, this was a day-long Saturday meeting, and I questione
Mr. Sink repeatedly about what we were doing, and I asked him how
we could present anything to LTV without adding that we had been
lying in the beginning.

Mr. Sink seemed to think that all we had to do was to make a
clean breast of everything, and this would be sufficient, and I sug-
gested that before you can tell the truth, you must first admit that
you had lied, and Mr. Sink became extremely angry and I shut up.
We went to lunch and after lunch he called me to his desk and said
he apologized for losing his temper earlier that morning, and he said
he did not see the situation as one in which we were lying. He said we
were—his words were that we were exercising “engineering license,”
and frankly I do not know what he means by engineering license.

I know what literary license is. I do not know what engineering
license means.

Chairman Proxmire. I understand when engineering license is taken
1t loses engineering license. Why did you finally agree to take part in
writing the false qualification report that you have described for the
A-TD brakes? :
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Mr. Vanprvier. Mr. Chairman, that is a question I have asked my-
self many times, and I can give you three reasons. I have seven
children; I have a lot of bills; and I only have a high school educa-
tion. That is the only excuse I can offer you.

Chairman Proxmire. In your statement you say :

He also said that the latest instructions he had received were to the effect that
if the data from this latest test turned out worse than test T-1867 that we would
write our report based on T-1867.

That was said by whom ¢ .

Mr. VanpIvier. I believe this was said by Mr. Lawson who was pass-
ing along that we would either write the final report from the 13th
qualification attempt or the 14th qualification attempt, whichever was
the best. No. 13 was the one that had the 3-mile RTO, and the torque
values on this test were so low that this was an impossible brake. We
had no choice, if they were going to write a report. We had to do it
on the next attempt, and Mr. Lawison said that we would wait and see
what the data was going to look like and then we would make our
decision in order to write the test from the 13th attempt or the 14th
attempt. '

Cha},)irman Proxmire. Who changed the brakes stop time to which
you have referred in your statement? Did you change that or was that
changed by somebody else?

Mr, Vanpivier. No, sir, I did not.

Chairman Proxmire. You said “The actual stopping time was 141
seconds” and then it was changed to 47—46.8 seconds.

Mr. Vanprvier. Mr. Chairman, the only thing I can say in regard
to that is that T have here a copy of a note, a handwritten statement
dated the 15th of April, 1968 signed by Mr. R. L. Sink. It is headed
“The A-TD,” the No. 1 statement on this “complete the dynamometer
load log for RTO. Use RTO stop time from service stops plus 1 sec-
ond. The stop times on the overload stops need correction.”

I do not know who this was submitted to. It was signed by Mr. Sink.

Chairman Proxmre. I would like to ask you did you at any time
make any charges whatsoever against the five-rotor brake ?

Mr. Vanprvier. No, sir, that was developed after I left. )

Chairman Proxmirg. It is my understanding the five-rotor brake 1s a
good brake. I have said that. I understand that this is a brake that 1s
now in use on aircraft. As far as I know, there is no question about
this brake whatsoever. I want to make that absolutely clear, because
I think there has been some confusion between the five-rotor brake
which I understand is a good brake, a workable brake, it is not being
challenged by anybody, it is accepted, it is in use. But it is the four-rotor
brake which is the one that you have been discussing this morning ?

Mr. Vanpivier. Yes, everything I have said here is concerned with
the 2-1162-3 brake which is the four-rotor brake.

Chairman ProxMmIire. Very good. All right, now Mr. Lawson, will
tell us again, please, what your job responsibilities were with Good-
rich and how long you were employed with them ?

Mr. Lawsox. I started employment with B. F. Goodrich on Jan-
uary 16, 1967, and I was hired 1n as a project engineer, and my job
duties were detail design of projects that were turned over to me
from the proposal engineer.

1 Chza.irma,n Proxmire. And you worked for how long, until what
ate?
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Mr. Lawsox. Until October 25, 1968, so about 22 months, 21.
Chairman Proxmire. Approximately a little less than 2 years?
Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. When did you first become aware that there -
was a basic design fault in the four-rotor braking?

Mr. Lawsox. I believe I became aware if it after the—I would say
two or three qualification attempts, which would be in December of
1967 in that area.

Chairman Proxmire. What was this basic fault ?

Mr. Lawson. The brake would not make the required number of
stops as far as life of the brake. It just would not make it.

hairman Proxmire. Did you inform your superiors of this fault?

Mr. Lawsox. Yes, I did.

Chairman ProxmIre. What was their response ?

Mr. Lawsox. Well, I was told—I wanted to change the design.
That was my original request to them, to put more weight into the
brake, and I was flatly refused by Mr. Warren. He said we would not
put more weight in the brake.

Chairman Proxuige. Flatly refused by whom ?

Mr. Lawson. Mr. John Warren, and that we would not put any
more weight into the brake. It was going to remain as is and we were
going to qualify it.

Chairman Proxmigre. Did either Mr. Sink or Mr. Van Horn ever
tell you prior to the final qualification tests now what Mr. Vandivier
told us “Regardless of what the brake does on the test we are going
to qualify it,”?

Mr. Lawson. Yes, sir.

Chairman ProxMIre. Who told you that ?

M(;' Lawson: Mr. Van Horn was the man who actually said the
words.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Van Horn said that ?

Mr. Lawso~. And Mr. Sink was at the meeting at the time. There
were just the three of us.

Chairman Proxmire. What was his job responsibility or position
with Goodrich ¢

Mr. Lawson. Mr. Van Horn ?

Chairman Proxmige. Yes.

Mr. Lawson. He was the project manager. He was in charge of
proposals and items like that.

Chairman Proxmire. He was your superior?

Mr. Lawson. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. What was your reaction to that statement?

Mr. Lawson. I don’t know. I guess I was just dumbfounded. I did
not say anything except OK. -

Chairman Proxmire. Didn’t it shock you that after all he is telling
you that even if the brake does not meet the tests we are going to
say it does, isn’t that correct ¢

Mr. Lawson. That is correct. I don’t know. I guess I had no re-
course. I just accepted it.

Chairman Proxumire. Your recourse was to resign immediately ?

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. Or take it to a higher authority. Could you
have taken it to somebody else above Mr. Van Horn?
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Mr. Lawsox. I really didn’t feel there was anybody above him that
I could take it to.

Chairman Proxaigre. Did you assist in the reparation of Q-6031—
the Goodrich report under discussion here today—and did that report
contain numerous false statements?

Mr. Lawso~. There were numerous erroneous statements in there.
I would not use the word false. I do not know under what test they
were telling me to do this, I do not know what motivations they had
but there are changed statements in that qualifications report.

Chairman Proxarre. Changed statements you say ?

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Chairman Proxyire. How do you know they were changed?

Mr. Lawsox. Because I changed them.

Chairman ProxMire. You changed them. And you did this on the
basis of being told to qualify the brake?

Mr. Lawsox. That 1s correct, sir.

Chairman Proxaire. Regardless of the situation. In order to do that
you thought you had to change those statements?

Mr. Lawsox. Well, I did not think T had to change them. I was told
to change them.

Chairman Proxyire. I understand that these brakes, these 4-rotor
brakes which we are discussing now-—who told you to change the test
data in the report? .

Mr. Lawson. Mr. Robert Sink.

Chairman Proxyire. Mr. Robert Sink told you to change them ?

Mr. Lawsox. That is correct, sir.

Chairman Proxmige. I understand that these 4-rotor brakes we have
been discussing were passed along to Ling-Temco-Vaught, LTV, and
were actually tested in an aircraft?

Mr. Lawsox. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. At Edwards Air Force Base?

Mr. Lawsox. Right. They were tested on a flight test airplane.

Chairman Proxyire. It seems to me that on the basis of the testi-
mony that you and Mr. Vandivier gave us, this was extraordinarily
dangerous to the pilot involved. He could have been killed. The air-
craft could have been destroyed, isn’t that correct, or is it correct ?

Mr. Lawsown. I don’t think it was as dangerous as I originally had
thought it might be.

Chairman Proxare. What is that?

Mr. Lawsox. I don’t think it was as dangerous as I had originally
thought, as T became more familiar with the testing procedures and
the safety precautions that they do have at the military test facilities,
I realized it wasn’t as dangerous as I thought, but I still believed it
was a dangerous situation.

Chairman Proxyire. How about the danger of fire? Isn’t this a
real danger?

Mr. Lawsox. Well, it is present. The brakes can weld up.

Chairman Proxyire. It could have happened?

Mr. Lawsox, Well, yes, it could have happened.

Chairman Proxyire. What actually did happen when these brakes
were tested? You said you were there.

Mr. Lawsoxn. Yes, I was there.




242

Chairman Proxmire. How did the brake perform when the brakes
were used ?

Mr. Lawson. I don’t know the exact number of occasions, but the
lining surfaces of the brake did stick together and the airplane slid
to a stop on occasions and the brakes had to be pried apart with a
screwdriver to get it to roll again.

Chairman Proxmire. Describe as accurately as you can exactly what
the brake did when the plane came in and the brakes were used ?

Mr. Lawson. It would be landing under normal return from flight,

and the pilot would touch down. They were doing brake tests, and

he would apply the brakes at a certain velocity that was prescribed
In the manuals, and they would be doing a normal braking roll and
the brakes would lock up

Chairman Proxuire. The brakes would lock ?

Mr. Lawson. Yes. Well, they would stick together.

Chairman Proxumire. The plane would skid ?

Mr. Lawsox. Yes, and it would just slide.

Chairman Proxmire. The possibility under these circumstances
heat would be generated within the brake which might cause a fire?

Mr. Lawson. Well, not after they stopped rotating, but while they
were rotating heat was being generated.

Chairman Proxyire. This was a possibility ¢

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

) C}_laigrman Proxuire. How fast would the plane be traveling com-
ing in?

Mr. Lawson. The speed varies with the weight.

Chairman Proxmire. GAO, in response to our question investigat-
ing the brake—we asked them to go ahead and investigate this discus-
sion—stated in their report (see appendix) and I read on page 10,
“In response to question regarding pilot safety and structural dam-
age Federal Aviation Administration officials stated warping or weld-
ing of the brakes would blow out the tire which in turn might cause
collapsing of the landing gear” No. 1.

2. Breaking of the hydraulic lines and/or puncturing of the gas tanks located
in the aircraft wing.

As a result they further stated the most likely danger was a fire due to the
combination of the heat in the brakes and leaking hydraulic fluid and/or jet fuel.

They also told us, however, they did not have any accident investigating re-
ports concerning such instances.

On-the basis of your expert knowledge and the fact that you were
there at the time, were you concerned that this would be the situation?
Mr. Lawson. Originally I was. ' '

Chairman ProxMIRE. As a danger ?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. Why did you make the statement you made to
the FBI? )

Mr. Lawsox. I believe my really feeling for going to the FBI was
one of just, I guess, protecting myself. I realized from speaking with
Mr. Warren, who had made statements to me to the effect that when-
ever something gets in trouble, referring to being at the Goodrich
plant, you were on your own, don’t look for your supervisors to be
around, and from seeing experiences, experiencing things at Good-
rich, where Mr. Sink had been involyed in another incident, and some-
body else was demoted, and other items like that, that I felt that I
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needed to talk to somebody about it, because it was a pretty serious
situation, and the only person I could think of was to consult an
attorney, and then he advised me to talk to the FBIL.

]ghairman Proxare. What did you say in your statement to the
FBI?

Mr. Lawsox. T told them about the items in the testing procedures,
what had gone on. .

Chairman Proxire. Can you provide the committee with a copy
of your statement ?

Mr. Lawson. To the FBI?

Chairman Proxyire. Yes.

Mr. Lawsox. I really couldn’t because I just gave it to them verbally
and I did not record it. They must have a record.

Chairman Proxmire. Were any Government inspectors or em-
ployees involved in the testing of the brakes?

Mr. Lawson. No, they were not.

Chairman Prox»ire. At any time?

Mr. LawsoN. Not to my knowledge.

Chairman Proxmire. There were not present when the brakes were
tested ¢ '

Mr. Lawsox. There was not a requirement for them to be present
on this test.

Chairman Proxmire. How about LTV employees, were they present
when these brakes were tested ¢

Mr. Lawson. On some of the preliminary tests, yes.

Chairman Proxmire. They were there at some times and not there
at other times. They were not there during the final testing?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct. They were not there for the final test.

Chairman Proxmire. You say they were there for some of the pre-
liminary tests?

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. Wouldn’t their presence protect against some
of the things that you have described ? Why wouldn’t they have noticed
the fact that these brakes were defective?

Mr. Lawson. Why wouldn’t they notice?

Chairman Proxmire. Were these preliminary tests so limited that
they wouldn’t indicate the brake’s qualifications?

Mr. Lawsoxn. I am trying to recall right now, Senator, what were
some of the explanations we gave, because the original tests were pro-
totype tests on hardware that was put together to evaluate the para-
meters that Mr. Warren had set up for the A7D brake and I do not

-really recall the exact explanations that were given according to the
testing.

Chairman ProxMIRE. At any rate the procedure was that Goodrich
was the representative on the production of the brakes at times and
wlrhenzthe preliminary tests were made LTV had some representation
there?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. But there was never any Air Force represen-
tation on the four-rotor brake?

Mr. Lawson. I don’t remember any Air Force personnel being pres-
ent for the testing.
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Chairman ProxMmire. It was put into the plane at Edwards Air
Force Base and tested under the conditions that you have described to
us this morning ¢

Mr. Lawson. No, I don’t remember any Air Force people being
there.

Chairman Proxmire. Congressman Conable ?

Representative ConasrLe. Mr. Lawson, what were the circumstances
of your separation from employment by B.F. Goodrich? I notice that
you terminated your employment there the same day that Mr. Vandi-
vier did.

Mr. Lawsox. I turned in my resignation before Mr. Vandivier.

Representative CoxaBLE. You turned in your resignation before
that?

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Representative ConasLE. I notice that you are now employed by the
general contractor in this case.

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Representative ConasLe. By LTV. Did you have any discussion
with LTV before you terminated employment there ?

Mr. Lawsoxn. No, I did not, sir.

Representative ConaBLe. And there is not any connection between
your employment by LTV and your having been involved in this
particular brake affair?

Mr. Lawson. No, there is not. I just wanted to get back into the
aerospace industry, and I turned in an application to them and they
accepted and I just went to work there.

Representative Conasre. Do you know if anybody discussed with
representatives of LTV the qualification report on the 4-rotor brake,
if there had been any discussion of problems with the brake or any-
thing of that sort ¢

Mr. Lawsox. There probably was. I cannot answer the question, sir.
Ireally am not that well informed.

Representative ConaBLE. Mr. Vandivier, do you know if there was
any discussion with LTV ¢

Mr. Vanpivier. None that I know of.

Representative ConaBLE. I am confused. I do not see what Goodrich
would have had to gain by falsifying the qualification report on the
4-rotor brake. What does a favorable qualification report indicate?
Perhaps that will clear up something for me. Does it indicate that
the laboratory tests showed that the thing may work on flight testing
or what does it prove?

Mr. Lawson. Are you directing that question to me ?

Representative ConaBLE. Yes, I am asking you as an engineer.

Mr. Lawso~n. What the qualification report has to contain?

Representative Conasre. What it indicates. Does it indicate any-
thing besides the fact that certain tests were made?

Mr. Lawsox. It indicates—that is correct, it indicates that the brake
has met the requirements of the procurement “spaces” of both the
Government and the contractor.

Representative ConapLe. It means that it is qualified to be used on
a production aircraft, does it, or does it mean simply that it is
qualified to be flight tested ?
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Mr. Lawson. It is qualified to be flight tested. It was flight tested
first before it went on any production airplanes.

Representative ConasLE. Mr. Vandivier said in his statement that
flight tests of the brake were begun after the qualification report was
issued. The GAO said that flight tests of A-7D were conducted prior
to LTV’s approval of the qualification report. Is that a usual practice?

Mr. Lawson. I do not know the real sequence of it.

Representative ConaBLe. Do you know 1f sometimes they do flight-
test something before the qualification report has been approved?

Mr. LawsoN. There would be no reason why you could not use
a piece of equipment on flight test before the qualification report was
approved as long as there was

Representative ConaBre. The problem would be that there would
be greater risk involved if you did not complete the qualification
report first, is that it, or why would they have a qualification report
if you are going to go ahead and flight-test it anyway?

Mr. Lawson. I believe I really don’t know that.

Representative ConaBLe. Is it your understanding that LTV did
not flight test the brakes until after it accepted the qualification re-
port? Maybe we should clear that up with the GAQO, but do you
have any knowledge of the sequence? You were there at Edwards
Air Force Base when it was flight tested. Do you know what the
status of the qualification report was at that time?

Mr. LawsoN. I know the qualification report had been submitted
before the flight testing at Edwards.

Representative ConaBLe. It had been submitted but you did not
know whether it had been approved or not?

Mr. LawsoN. No, I did not know whether it had been approved.

Representative ConaBLe. Did Goodrich as a corporation have any-
t(:ihing to gain by deviating from testing procedures and falsifying test

ata?

Mr. Lawson. I really don’t know.

Representative ConaBLe. In fact, problems with the brake were
discovered in the normal procedures that are followed in such cases?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Representative ConaBLe. And Goodrich did have to make good on a
piece of equipment that they had contracted to furnish ?

Mr. Lawsox. That is also correct.

Representative ConaBrE. I am just confused about what they would
gain from falsifying this data.

Mr. Lawson. Frankly,so am L. .

Representative Conabre. Is it your opinion that this is more a matter
of personal internal programs, personnel internal problems of the
Goodrich Co., or do you think this is a result of some company
policy to try to——

Mr. Lawson. I don’t believe it was company policy. I believe your
original statement was probably more correct. It was a matter of pride
of certain individuals who were involved.

Representative ConaBLE. In the 2 years——

Chairman Prox»ire. Will the Congressman yield at that point? I
agree wholeheartedly and I think Mr. Vandivier does too. So far as
we know, and I think there is every reason to suspect this is true, the
Goodrich top management and other officials are blameless on this.
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They did not know about it. It was somewhere along the line that
somebody had this pride.

Representative ConaBLE. In the 2 years that you worked for Good-
rich were you aware of any other incidents similar to this?

Mr. Lawson. No, I was not.

Representative ConaBrLe. That is all I have at this time, Mr.
Chairman. ‘

Chairman Proxmire. I just have—I would like you to give us ad-
vance word on this. Goodrich has the last word here and they should
have. They are the last witnesses, but in the prepared statement made,
to be made to us by Goodrich, there are three statements I would like
to ask your judgment on, Mr. Lawson. One is on page 2, where Mr.
Jeter says:

It was the judgment of the responsible B. F. Goodrich aircraft brake engi-
neers that the 4-rotor brakes satisfactorily performed the indoor tests and was
ready for field testing on the A-7D.

Now, apparently—you are an engineer ?

Mr. Lawson. Yes, sir. -

Chairman Proxmire. You disagreed with that and you told your
superior you thought these brakes would not qualify, is that correct?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. Do you know anybody else who is qualified or
would be in a position to know, any other engineer who knew about
this who would contradict your position ?

Mr. Lawsox. Contradict my position, you say ?

Chairman Proxmige. Yes, 1n saying that these brakes were qualified,
were ready for field testing.

Mr. Lawson. I know they said it then, Mr. Warren did, but I don’t
know if he would say it on the witness stand or not.

Chairman Proxmire. You what?

Mr. Lawson. I don’t know if he would say it here. I know at the
time——

Chairman Proxmire. You had the direct responsibility. You were
the engineer responsible in this area, is that correct, Mr. Lawson?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. And you were the one who worked on the
brakes, is that correct?

Mr. Lawsox. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. Let me ask you this then. Further on page
2 he said:

It has never been determined whether the knitting problem resulted from
the brake design or because of an incompatibility between the brakes and its
associated parts of the braking system.

I take it your testimony to us was that the brake needed more
weight ? :

Mr. Lawson. That is correct. I felt that way.

Chairman Proxmire. Would you contradict, then, this assertion
made by Goodrich—let me read that again:

It has never been determined whether the knitting problem resulted from
the brake design or because of an incompatibility between the brakes and its
associated parts of the braking system.

Mr. Lawson. I would disagree with that statement.

Chairman Proxmire. All right. Finally let me ask you this. What is
your opinion on this? '
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Mr. Lawson. As I originally stated, the brake had a lining material
in it which was of a low fusion level, and on the overload energy stops
there was enough heat generated to weld the surfaces together.

Chairman Proxmire. And then finally also on page 3 of Mr. Jeter’s
statement it is stated :

It is most significant that the four-rotor brake knitting problem referred to
above could not have been predicted from the indoor laboratory tests which the
contract required regardless of how precisely these tests may have been per-
formed. The knitting problem was the only significant field problem with the
four-rotor brake.

Mr. Lawson. I disagree with that statement.

Chairman Proxmire. You disagree. You think it could have been
predicted and you, in fact, told your superior that this brake would
not work?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. On the basis of the indoor laboratory tests?

Mr. Lawsox. That is correct.

X C]?airman Proxmire. Did anybody else make tests besides you on this
rake?

Mr. Lawsoxn. No, I do not believe they did.

Chairman ProxMIRE. You were the engineer working on this brake?

Mr. Lawsoxn. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. Thank you.

Representative CoNaBLE. One last question.

Mr. Lawson, there are Government inspectors around the Goodrich
plant, are there not, when they are working on a contract of this sort,
and I suppose they are there primarily to check specifications, is that
correct ?

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Representative ConaBre. Do you know of anybody having had
any contacts with the Government inspector about this problem during
this period of time ?

Mr. Lawson. As I understand it, the Government inspector at the
plant only witnesses the tests when he has paperwork that requires
him to witness them. I believe the Government inspector did not have
such paperwork and he did not witness any of these tests in this case.

Representative ConaBLe. Why did he not have such paperwork in
this particular case, since it was eventually for the benefit of the
Government that the work was being done ?

Mr. Lawson. I do not know.

Representative ConaBLE. Was it because at this stage in the process
it was something between LTV and Goodrich ?

Mr. Lawson. I do not know. Other times there are Government
inspectors on contract in Goodrich brake qualifications.

Representative CoNABLE. Suppose someone had complained to the
Government inspector at this point. Would he have taken any juris-
diction of problems relating to the laboratory tests?

Mr. Lawsox. I assume he would have.

Representative Conasre. You assume he would have?

Mr. Lawson. Yes.

Representative ConasLe. But nobody did ?

Mr. Lawson. No, not to my knowledge.

Representative ConaBLE. So that there was some other authority
you could have appealed to other than the project manager had you
wished to at that time?
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Mr. Lawson. I suppose you are correct. I did not think of him at
the time, to be truthful with you, because I never really had any
contact with the gentleman.

Representative Conasre. All right, that is all, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. Gentlemen, I want to thank you very, very
much. Incidentally, Mr. Lawson did go to the FBI. He did appeal in
that way.

Mr. Lawson. That is correct.

Chairman Proxyire. I want to thank you gentlemen very much for
this testimony. I think it takes extraordinary courage to do what you
have done. You were in a difficult position and you have agreed per-
haps that if you had it to do over again you would have acted more
expeditiously, but the fact that you did go to the Federal Bureau of
. Investigation, you did resign, you did suffer an economic risk and
loss through this incident, I think is to your great credit, and I very
much appreciate your testimony to us today. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lawson. Thank you, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Our next witnesses are from the Air Force.
Mr. Robert L. Hartman, chief systems Engineer, Headquarters, Aero-
nautical Systems Division, Wright Patterson, and Mr. Bruce
Tremblay, Headquarters, Aeronautical Systems Division, AFSC,
Wright Patterson Air Force Base.

Gentlemen, do you have a statement ?

STATEMENTS OF ROBERT L. HARTMAN, CHIEF SYSTEMS ENGI-
NEER, AND BRUCE TREMBLAY, HEADQUARTERS, AERONAUTI-
CAL SYSTEMS DIVISION (AFSC), WRIGHT PATTERSON AIR
FORCE BASE

Mr. Harrman. Mr. Chairman, we do not have a statement as such.
We do have some background information which refers to our quali-
fications and our role in the development of A-7TD airplane and qualifi-
cation of the brake.

Chairman Proxmire. This is very brief. The qualifications will be
printed in the record.

Why don’t you go right ahead and read this short page on your
present position responsibility as to component qualifications.

(The background information of both witnesses follows:)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON MR. TREMBLAY, SYSTEMS GROUP LEADER FOR LLAND-
ING GEAR IN AIRFRAME SUBSYSTEM DIRECTORATE, AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVI-
SION, AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

NAME : David B. Tremblay.
TITLE : Systems Group Leader for Landing Gear in Airframe Subsystem Di-
rectorate, Aeronautical Systems Division. .
QUALIFICATIONS : BME University of Dayton 1950 ; MBA Ohio State Uni-
versity 1969 ; Professional Engineering License, State of Ohio, #22661.
Major Assignments—
—35 years automotive equipment test engineer ;
—Approximately 4 years Air Force landing gear project engineer, par-
ticular specialty of wheels and brakes;
—13% years—Group Leader Aircraft Wheel and Brake R&D, Bendix Prod-
ucts Division of Bendix Corp. in South Bend, Indiana ;
—35 years Air Force landing gear subsystem engineer on C-141A and
F-111; and
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—3% years Systems Group Leader for Landing Gear in Airframe Subsys-
tem Directorate of Aeronautical Systems Division. Exercise technical cog-
nizance of all systems under development with specific responsibility for
A-TD.

A—7D RESPONSIBILITIES :

I am responsible for technical review of A-7D landing gear equipment. I rec-
ommend approval or disapproval of Ling Temco Vought equipment specifications,
proposed test procedures and resulting test reports to the Aeronautical Systems
Division A-7TD Systems Engineer. These recommendations are based upon com-
parison with military specification technical requirements and experience ob-
tained on other development programs. On the A-TD, this level of review was
exercised on the anti-skid brake control system, wheels, brakes and tires. These
items are A-7D peculiar and have been developed specifically for this applica-
tion.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON MR. HARTMAN, CHIEF SYSTEM ENGINEER, A-7TD
AIRPLANE, AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION, AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

NAME : Robert L. Hartman.

TITLE : Chief System Engineer, A-TD Airplane.

QUALIFICATIONS: BSME Purdue University 1950; Employed at WPAFB
1954-Present ;

Major Assignments—

1954-1959—Development Engineer, Propulsion Laboratory, for Fuel System
and Mechanical Equipment ;

1959-1961—Senior Development Engineer, Rocket Propulsion Laboratory Field
Engineering Office, for Solid Rocket Motor Development ;

1961-1963—Asst Chief Airframe and Propulsion Division GAM-87A Engineer-
Office. Responsible for engineering development of airframe and propulsion
ing Office. Responsible for engineering development of airframe and propulsion
system;

1963-1966—Chief Engineer, Systems Engineering Directorate, Responsible for
providing technical guidance and engineering direction to the F-104 G airplane
and GAM-77 (Hounddog) missile program offices; and

1966-Present—Chief Systems Engineer, Systems Engineering Division. Re-
sponsible for providing engineering guidance and technical direction to the A-7D
airplane program office.

PRESENT POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES

As the Chief Systems Engineer, I provide engineering and technical support to
the A-7D Program Management Office (PMO) located in the Main Navy Building,
Washington, D.C. This office is a joint Navy/Air Force program management
office.

As the Chief System Engineer, I determine the level of technical review re-
quired, the tehcnical disciplines necessary to accomplish the review, assign the
tasks and establish the priorities.

The engineering support provided involves technical review and recommended
action on all engineering data necessary to develop the A—-7D airplane. This in-
cludes specifications, test programs, test reports, engineering inspections and
reviews.

COMPONENT QUALIFICATION RESPONSIBILITIES

As the Chief System Engineer, I provide assurance that the procurement speci-
fications contain sufficient and valid requirements for use on the weapon system.
I assure that the testing accomplished verifies compliance to the procurement
specificaition reqiurements. I monitor the flight testing of the component and eval-
uate this testing as evidence of compliance or noncompliance to the airplane re-
quirements. I provide recommendations to the Program Management Office rela-
tive to the qualification staus of the component under evaluation and recommend
appropriate action.

Mr. Harrman. I am chief systems engineer for the A7D Air Force

airplane. As the chief systems engineer I provide engineering and
technical support to the A7D program management office located in
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the main navy building, Washington, D.C. This office is a joint Navy-
Air Force program management office.

As the chief systems engineer I determine the level of technical
review required, the technical disciplines necessary to accomplish the
review, assign the tasks and establish the priorities. The engineering
support provided involves technical review and recommended action
on all engineering data necessary to develop the ATD airplane. This
includes specifications, test programs, test reports, engineering inspec-
tion and review.

With respect to component qualification responsibility as the chief

systems engineer I provide assurance that the procurement specifica-
tion contains sufficient and valid requirements for use on the weapons
system.
yI assure that the testing accomplished verifies compliance to the
procurement specification requirements, and I monitor the flight test-
Ing components and evaluate this testing as evidence of compliance
or noncompliance to the airplane requirements.

I provide recommendations to the program management office rela-
tive to the qualification status of the component under evaluation for
appropriate action.

Chairman Proxmire. All right, sir.

Mr. Tremblay, do you have anything to add?

Mr. TremBLAY. My job is landing gear systems engineer and my
responsibility is to review specifications, test procedures, and qualifi-
cation tests on landing gear equipment associated with A7D and other
systems in the Air Force.

Chairman Proxmire. According to Mil-W-5013G the specifications
governing the brakes used for qualification tests, the brake which is
used for qualification tests is supposed to be identical, it has to be, in
the production of the brake. In your opinion, judging from the testi-
mony you have heard this morning, and from the photograph which
I take it is in front of you at the present time, which Mr. Vandivier
had brought with him, and from information contained in the GAO
report, was that B. F. Goodrich four-rotor brake qualified identical
to brakes slated for production ?

Mr. TremBLAY. The brakes shown in the picture is not identical to
the production brake that was delivered for the flight test program.

Chairman ProxMIre. In what way does it differ?

Mr. TremBLAY. It has two plates between the brake housing and the
first rotating disk. .

Chairman Proxmire. Do you want to comment, Mr. Hartman ?

Mr. Harr™maN. No, I do not want to comment on this. I defer to
his technical judgment.

Chairman Proxmire. Do you agree with him? Are you technically
qualified to comment on that question ?

Mr. HarrmMaN. T do not believe I am qualified to comment on the
detailed design of the braking system.

Chairman ProxMIre. How would that part that had apparently
been inserted in this test brake make a different production brake?
Why, Mr. Tremblay, would that make a difference in testing? Can
you explain that to us?

Mr. TremBrAY. My technical judgment would be that if the lining
had worn sufficiently, there was danger of the pistons exceeding their
allowed travel in the housing. This would prevent that.
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In other words, it would act as a spacer.
Chairman Proxmife. As I understand it, then, what this would do

is to make 1t show up better in the wear and tear on the lining, is that
correct ?

Mr. TreMBLAY. No, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. All right, explain it to us again.

Mr. Tremeray. It would permit it to complete the stop without
losing the piston from the housing.

Chairman Proxmire. What it would do is permit it to pass the test
when otherwise it might not pass the test, is that right?

Mr. TremerLaY. It depends on when it was inserted, sir. I do not
believe I understand your question completely. You mean complete
the one run involved or for the whole test program ?

Chairman Proxmire. The one run involved.

Mr. TremBray. In trying to recall Mr. Vandivier’s testimony, he
indicated that this brake was used in this configuration for the worn
brake RTO. Worn brake RTO by instruction 1n the Mil Spec is for
information only. The purpose of the test is to determine the mode
of failure. It is known that the brake will fail during the conducting
of this worn brake RTO.

Chairman Proxmire. Let me ask you this. We have heard this
morning that during the qualification test B. F. Goodrich disas-
sembled the brake being tested for qualification for the A7D and
cleaned, machined and generally reworked the brake. Is this process
permissible according to military specification and/or industry ac-
cepted practice during qualification tests?

r. TREMBLAY. No, sir; it is not.

Chairman Proxmige. It is not. And you think that kind of practice
and test—would it make the test still valid ?

Mr. TreMBLAY. No.

Chairman Proxmire. Or would it invalidate the test ? o

Mr. TremBrLAY. It would invalidate the test in my technical opinion.

Mr. Hartyan. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. Yes, Mr. Hartman? ]

Mr. Hartman. The specification does not specifically address this
particular subject but it is accepted practice that you not do this sort
of thing. :

Chailgman ProxMIRe. At any rate your testimony as far as I am
concerned as a layman is that by doing this in the testing while the
test was going on, the test would not be worthwhile, would not be
useful ¢

Mr. TremBLAY. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. Now would you indicate whether this would
also be true with production testing ?

Mr. TremBray. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. According to the GAO report under the sec-
tion entitled “Test Procedures for the Four-Rotor Brake” we learned
that B. F. Goodrich switched stator, or stationary parts during test-
ing. An Air Force engineer who is unnamed in the report commented
on this to the GAO and he said and I quote directly from the report:
“The switching of parts was unacceptable.” A

In your opinion, Mr. Tremblay, was this switching of parts
acceptable ?

r. TreMBLAY. If parts were switched it would be unacceptable.
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Chairman Proxmire. It would be unacceptable. And how would
that affect the validity or the usefulness of the tests?

Mr. Trembray. If the lining or if the brake were experiencing a
localized wear condition, changing of the disk location and position in
the stack would prevent the adverse wear from progressing any fur-
ther, and would in fact give an average longer life to the brake.’

Chairman Proxmigre. Let me ask you this. We have heard testimony
this morning that the lining material used on the brake for testing
purposes was thicker and heavier than lining material used on produc-
tion brakes. Is this permissible?

Mr. TremBLAY. Absolutely not.

Chairman Proxmire. Absolutely not?

Mr. TremBLAY. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. When you receive a qualification report for
approval, for instance, the A7D qualification report, do you have any
way of knowing whether or not that report is accurate in its docu-
mentation of the actual raw or test recorded data? Do you have access
to the raw data so that you can check out the qualifications for
yourself?

Mr. TreMBLAY. I requested that data.

Chairman ProxMire. Did you handle this particular brake?

Mr. TreMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. What happened when you requested the data?

Mr. TremBLAY. I was told that it was not available because it was
proprietary.

Chairman Proxuire. You were not given this data in this instance?

Mr. Tremeray. No, sir; I wasnot.

Chairman Proxmire. Now let me ask you this question again. When
you received the qualification report for approval, did you have any
way of knowing whether or not that report is accurate in its documen-
tation of the actual raw or test-recorded data when you do not have
access to the data or when you have been refused access to the data
ag you were in this case?

Mr. TreMBLAY. In review of the test reports I do not have any way
other than looking at the raw data.

Chairman ProxMire. And you were not given the raw data in this
case so you have no other way in this case except relying on the report,
is that correct ?

Mr. TremeraY. But I did request it.

Chairman ProxMire. You did request it, I understand that.

Mr. TREMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. And they said it was proprietary and you
could not have it?

Mr. TrEMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Does this happen often when you request data
of this kind, you are not permitted to have the raw data on the grounds
it is proprietary ?

Mr. TrEmMBLAY. No, sir; it is not.

Chairman Proxmire. Why did you request it in this case? Were you
suspicious ?

Mr. TrRemMBLAY. No, sir. It is standard practice of mine when I review
the qualification test report, to compare it with the raw data, because
there is a requirement in the specification that the data be reported,
and I wanted to see it and compare it.
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Chairman Proxmire. How often are you denied the raw data? Do
you usually get it when you ask for it ?

Mr. TremBLAY. I usually get it ; yes, sir.

Chairman Proxymre. What did you do when you were denied that
raw data in this case?

Mr. Tremsray. I wrote a letter to Mr. Hartman who in turn passed
it to the A-7 program management office telling them that the quali-
fication test report should be disapproved.

Chairman ProxmIre. You recommended that it be disapproved ?

Mr. TREMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Will you supply that letter for the record ?

Mr. TremerLAY. Yes, sir; I would be happy to.

(The letter follows:)

ASNNX—A-TD MaiN WHEEL BRARE REPorRT #Q-6031, DATED JUNE 5, 1968

AUGUST 26, 1968
Reference is made to the attached letter from ASNFL to ASNNX, dated 20
August 1968. This letter contains comments resulting from a technical review
of the subject report. These comments identified numerous discrepancies in the
report. In addition it should be noted that unsatisfactory performance is pres-
ently being experienced in the Cat I flight test program. It is, therefore, the
‘recommendation of this office that approval of this report be withheld until the
contractor satisfies the request for clarification and additional data made in
the referenced letter and satisfactory performance is achieved in the flight

testing.
. RoBERT L. HARTMAN,
Chief System Engineer, Division of Systems Engrg. “A.”

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
HEADQUARTLRS AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DivisioN (AFSC),.
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, August 20, 1968.
Reply to Attn, of : ASNFL (Mr. Tremblay/55555/B16/P 1-106)
Subject : A-7TD Main Wheel Brake Test Report
To: ASNNX (Mr. R. L. Hartman)

1. Reference is made to the following :

a. B. F. Goodrich Test Plan #273, Revision E, dated 16 May 68, submitted
for review.

b. B. F. Goodrich Test Report #Q-6031 dated 5 Jun 68, submitted for review.

2. The referenced test plan appears to satisfy the requirements of LTV Specifi-
cation #204-16-37d and MIL-W-5013G. However, there is inadequate detail for
testing as evidenced by the referenced test report, which was submitted as being
in compliance. Details are furnished below.

3. The referenced test report has been reviewed, and it is recommended that
approval be withheld. The report contained no original test data, only replotted
information. Samples of the oscillograph traces are needed for evaluation of
vibration tendencies. The peak torque data are totally inadequate. The details
on how the information was obtained is not presented nor is the method of
selection for the data presented. Some assurance is needed that the runs selected
are the most severe since the requirements are in terms of maximum allowable
peak. The brake pressure associated with the peak torques is required to insure
that even higher torques are not feasible within the aircraft pressure range.

4. The method of conducting the test was highly unconventional and without
suitable explanation acceptable to this office. The Industry accepted method of
dynamic torque testing is to intersperse overload energy stops with the normal
energies ratherthan to conduct all of them at the conclusion of the normal energy
sequence. From the report, it was impossible to determine if the lining material
was changed after the 45 stop condition. The text on page 19 states that “The 45
normal energy stops shall be conducted on one set of friction material.” This
would not preclude changing for the 5 overload stops and the report does not
indicate one way or the other. The test data indicate that none of the 5 overload
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stops were conducted within the requirements of the LTV specification or
MIL-W-5013G. All had excessive stop times, which implies inability to meet the
required deceleration rates of 10 ft/sec/sec. These were conducted with brake
pressures ranging from 900 psi to 965 psi and the maximum available pressure
is 1000 psi. The deceleration rates range from 9.58 ft/sec/sec at stop #45 to 8.74
ft/sec/sec at stop #50. This occurs while increasing the brake pressure from 900
psi to 965 psi. It was also noted that a fuse plug blew during one of the overload
energy stops, which is forbidden on all other Air Force applications because of
the potential nuisance of premature activation in the field. Actually the overload
energy is comparable to a normal energy stop plus only 2 x 10° ft lbs input during
taxi into the ramp.

5. There appeared to be a discrepancy in the data presented for overload stop
#4. The tubewell temperature in the wheel was reported to be 464° F and the
fuse plug temperature was only 350° ¥'. Since the fuse plug is mechanically at-
tached to the tubewell, it is physically impossible to have a 114° F temperature
differential. It was also noted that the brake housing temperature exceeded 350°
F during the overload energy test. This is beyond the stability temperature of
the fluid and seals during a condition which is supposed to impose no permanent
damage.

6. There appeared to be a basic discontinuity in the data presented on the new
brake RTO. The plot of temperatures was terminated 18 minutes beyond the start
of test and the point of fuse plug relief was not shown. From the text, it was
indicated that the fuse plug blew after 12 minutes but it did not give the point
of reference. The cooling curves show continuous recording from the start of the
conditioning stop but the actual rejected takeoff started at the point of 5 minutes.
The point of 350° F occurred at the bead seat at 2.5 minutes after the start of
the rejected takeoff but if the fuse plug action occurred after 12 minutes, there
was a period of 9.5 minutes when the tire would be damaged to the point of
potential failure until there was pressure release. This clearly indicates im-
proper and inadequate fuse plug performance.

7. On the worn brake RTO, the peak torque reached a value of 15,500 ft 1bs
which exceeds the limit load for drag on the landing gear. A worn brake RTO is
Jjust as likely as a new brake RTO.

8. The report submitted an environmental test report on a C-5A brake for
substantiation of the A-7TD design. The C-5A uses beryllium brake or a steel
brake, and it is not discussed which unit is being tested. No correlation was
presented between the unit tested and the A-7D, therefore, the information has
no validity. .

9. In LTV Specification 204-16-37d, paragraph 3.16, the reliability requirement
is for 1000 MTBF. The Goodrich analysis indicates a MCBF of 785 landings and
assumes a 2 hour mission time to produce a 1570 MTBF. The assumption of 2
hours mission time is questioned.

10. The data submitted for review did not include a wheel test report. Since
the assemblies are tested at the same time and the interface is so vital, it is man-
datory for the wheel test report to be reviewed before any final disposition of
the brake assembly.

11. In accordance with paragraph 4.5.18 of MIL-W-5013G, the right is re-
served to require service tests on equipment before any approval is granted. In
view of the poor performance to date on the A-7D during Cat I flight test, with--
holding of approval is recommended.

12. In view of the many items enumerated above, it is not understood how
LTV could have granted approval of B F Goodrich. The Contractor should be
instructed to rescind any approval previously granted.

; : ‘WM. A. HAMILTON,
Chief, Landing Gear & Mechanical Equipment Div., Directorate of Air-
frame Subsystems Engineering.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Hartman, do you recall receiving that
letter from Mr. Tremblay ?

Mr. HartmaN. Yes, sir. We received the letter and I forwarded a
letter to the Program Management Office identifying the reasons that
we were not accepting the report.

Chairman Proxmire. What were the reasons?

Mr. HartmaN. The major reasons were that there were some areas
in the report that technically were difficult to understand, and in addi-
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tion some of the test data submitted did not meet the requirements. T
would like to defer to Mr. Tremblay if you want more specifics on this
kind of discussion.

Chairman Proxatre. What happened when this report was not ac-
cepted ? At what point was this refusal to accept the report made ?

Mr. Harrman. My letter?

Chairman Proxmire. Was it after the testing at the Edwards Air
Force Base? :

Mr. Hartyan. Yes, sir, it was.

Chairman Proxmire. It was after?

Mr. Hartaan. My letter to the Program Management Office was
dated 26th of August, 1968.

Chairman Proxmire. Did the FBI discuss this with you at all?

Mr. HarrMaN. No, sir; they did not.

Chairman Proxmire. They did not pass on their information that
they had received from two previous witnesses.

Mr. Hartaan. The FBI did not discuss this with me at all.

Chairman Proxmire. I did not say with you. Did they discuss it with
anyone in the Air Force so far as you know ?

Mr. Harrman. T learned at a Jater date that they had discussed this
with Captain Gallagher of the Navy.

Chairman Proxumire. You learned at a later date they had discussed
it with somebody in the Air Force but not with you or with the Navy?

Mr. Harryan. With the Navy, who have program management re-
sponsibility. This is a joint Air Force-Navy program.

Chairman Proxmire. What was the name of the man with whom it
was discussed ? A

Mr. TremBray. If I may correct you, I believe the story was Captain
Gallagher was interviewed by the FBI, but I do not believe that he
received a copy of the report. : :

Mr. HartMaAN. That is correct.

Chairman ProxMIre. A copy of what report ?

Mr. TremBraY. Of an FBI report.

Chairman Proxmxre. FBI report ?

Mr. TreMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. My time is up. I will be back with a couple
of more questions, ’ ‘

Congressman Conable? _

Mr. ConabLe. Mr. Hartman, was this plane, was the testing of this
plane completed on schedule? And did it meet the qualifications ulti-
mately that the Government had set down ?

Mr. Harraan. Your question was was the testing of this aircraft?

Mr. ConaBLE. Yes.

Mr. Hartman. Completed on schedule ?

Mr. ConaBLE. Yes. ’

Mr. Harrman. I would like to submit that to the record at a later
time. oo o

Mr. Conapre. Was it delayed in any respect because of the con-
troversy attending this particular brake?

Mr. Harrman. There were no delays in the program because of
the brake. .

Mr. ConaBrLe. Was there any additional cost to the Government be-
cause of the controversy attending this particular brake ?
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Mr. HarrmaN. To my knowledge there was no additional cost to
the Government.

Mr. CoNaBLE. Mr. Tremblay ?

Mr. TreMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Mr. ConaprE. Did you have any evidence of problems with the re-
port prior to your having rejected the qualification report ?

Mr. TremBraY. The only evidence that I had was a flight test re-
port indicating that they had had some difficulty at Edwards Air
Force Base, and the discrepancies of the report were in comparison
to the requirements that were established by the approved specifica-
tion document.

Mr. Cowasie. The flight test report was before the qualifications
report had been reviewed then ?

. Mr. TremBray. There was a report of an incident of the brake seiz-
Ing; yes, sir. '

Mr, ConaBrE. Isthat usual? Do you usually have a flight test before
completion of the qualification report ?

MMr. TreMBLAY. 1 believe the qualification report was completed in
ay. : :

Mr. HartmaN. If T may, I would like to answer that.

Mr. ConaBrEe. Yes.

Mr. Harrman. It is normal practice that you do not wait until the
components are completely qualified before you put it into flight test-
ing. You do sufficient testing, laboratory testing, to determine that
it is safe for flight, and this was done. The brake was in the flight
test program simultaneously with the completion.

Mr. ConasLE. In other words, reliance is placed on laboratory tests
before the report is approved. This is quite a normal procedure?

Mr. Harrman. That is correct, sir. '

Mr. Conanre. Did the original specification for this brake set out
that it should be a 4-rotor brake or were they performance specifica-
tions?

Mr. Harrman. The original specification was performance speci-
fication.

Mr. Conasre. Do you know if the decision to go to a 4-rotor brake
instead of a 5-rotor brake was LTV’s or Goodrich’s?

Mr. Harrman. Mr. Tremblay, can you answer that? I do not know.

Mr. TreMBLAY. I believe it was a joint agreement.

Mr. ConaBLE. A joint agreement; in other words, worked out by
the general contractor?

Mr. TrReMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Mr. ConaBrLeE. Mr. Tremblay, have you reviewed the GAO report
on thisbrake?

Mr, TrReEMBLAY. Yes, sir, I have.

Mr. ConasrE. In your opinion do the data discrepancies noted con-
stitute significant deviation from what the report should have shown?

Mr. Tremeray. The deviations that I observed were of a general
nature and I could not tell specifically what the variations were.

Mr. Conasre. But they were sufficiently significant so that these
deviations were a part of your decision to reject the qualification
report; is that right?

Mr. TremBray. The qualification report was rejected at least 6
months ahead of the GAO report.
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Mr. ConasLe. And that was based on the sort of discrepancies the
GAO report;

Mr. TreMeLAY. No, sir.

My. ConasLe. It wasnot?

Mr. TreMBLAY, No, sir. Qur disapproval of this report was based
exclusively upon the inability of the brake to meet the specification
performance requirements.

Representative CoxasrLe. Did you carry on an independent investi-
gation of the data then?

Mr. TremiLAY. I do not believe I understand your question, sir.

Representative CoxasLe. Did you yourself carry on independent in-
vestigation of the data outside the report and certainly outside the
GAOQO report?

Mr. Hartmax. Sir, the only review that was made by us was of the
submitted qualification test report and based upon the data presented
in that report, that report was not accepted. .

Representative CoxasLe. Is this the usual procedure that is
followed ?

Mr. HarTaMAN. Yes,sir.

Representative CoxaBre. It is. Now the qualification test report has
the Government inspector’s signature on it.

Mr. TremBraY. Yes, Sir.

Representative ConasrLi. Does that operate to relieve LTV or Good-
rich of any responsibility for the accuracy of the figures reported?

Mr. TreMBLAY. It is my interpretation that it does not.

Representative ConaBLe, Why is that required ?

Mr. Hartmaw. I am not sure that it is really required, but I do not
know that we are the right people to respond to that question.

Representative ConaBLe. Certainly it means something for the
Government inspector to sign the report.

Mr. TremBray. Technically to me, sir, it has no real significance
except that for the fact that:

Representative ConasrLe. He does not certify to anything, does he?

Mr. TremBLAY. No, sir.

Representative Coxasre. I do not, understand that. Would it be your
opinion that the safety of test pilots was endangered by a defective
4-rotor brake, defective in the manner in which this was?

Mr. Hartman. No, sir.

Representative ConasLe. Why do you say that? Because of the cir-
cumstances under which the plane is tested ?

Mr. Harrman. That is right. This is fairly normal practice that
one does test new equipment such as this, and it is in a category
I flight test program, which is conducted by the prime contractor, in
this case LTV. We have qualified, or they have qualified—highly
qualified—test pilots who are conducting these tests, 1n this case upon
the brake for the sole purpose of determining its adequacy for later
use in aircraft that will be flown by the Air Force.

Representative ConapLE. In other words, the procedures used were
normal procedures, and they did turn up the defect as they are
designed to do, and no serious risk was involved as long as the test
pilot knew his business, is that correct ?

Mr. Harrarax. That is my opinion, sir.

Representative CoxagLe. I think that is all.
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Senator Proxmire. Along that last line, in responding to Mr.
Conable, you indicated that you did not think there was a danger to
the pilot or the aircraft in this case, is that correct ?

Mr. Harrman. I did not believe there was an unusual danger, be-
cause this kind of a test program does exhibit danger and risk to the
test personnel.

Chairman Proxmire. The FAA seems to disagree with that. I just
read into the record before and I want to read again in your presence
and ask you to comment on this observation :

GAO said in response to our question regarding pilot safety and structural
damage Federal Aviation Administration officials state “that warping or weld-
ing” and it was testified by Mr. Lawson who was present at the time of the
Edwards Air Force brake tests that the brakes welded—warping or welding of
the brakes would blow out the tire which in turn might cause collapsing of the
landing gear.

Might cause breaking of the hydraulic lines and/or puncturing of
the gas tanks located in the wing.

They further stated the most likely danger was a fire due to the
combination of the heat in the brakes and the leaking hydraulic fluid
and/or jet fuel.

Do you feel the FAA was being too alarmist in this case, that this
is not a danger?

Mr. Harrman. I believe they are being a little severe or extreme.

Chairman Proxmire. Why wouldn’t this be a possibility ?

Mr. Hartaaw. I cannot say that it is not a possibility.

Chairman Proxmire. Why is it so remote ?

Mr. HarrmaN. Because usually the brake seizure is at relatively low
speeds. The pilot does have the capability to steer the airplane down
the runway. The testing is done at a place such as Edwards where you
have extremely long runways, where you have fire protection, ambu-
lance, and what not standing by.

Third, the brake itself, the wheel itself—even if you blow a tire,
which is usually the first thing that happens, the wheel itself will not
disintegrate. It is designed so that it will not disintegrate, and I
would like Mr. Tremblay to amplify on this if he feels that he should.

Mr. TreMBLAY. That is the case.

Chairman ProxMIre. Mr. Tremblay ?

Mr. TremBrLaY. We do encounter tire failures, tire blowouts. The
frequency of occurrence of fires as a result of the tires blowing out are
very minor. They are not minor in nature, but they are very infrequent.

Chairman ProxMizre. I just have a few more questions I would like
to ask.

In the GAO reports on the A7TD 4-rotor brakes it is stated:

Brake pressure was- released at 10 miles per hour and the wheel permitted to
coast or taxi for ten or fifteen seconds.

The report further states that military specifications require the
brake to bring the wheel to rest. An Air Force engineer told GAO that:

He considered the failure to come to a complete stop was unacceptable because
torque stresses reach their peak during the ten to zero miles per hour velocity.

Gentlemen, in your professional opinion when conducting qualifica-
tion tests on a brake, 1s it permissible or is it not permissible for the
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manufacturer to release brake pressure near the end of the simulated

stops in order to eliminate any intense vibrations and thereby pro-
long the life of the brake ?

Mr. Tremeray. It is not.

Chairman Proxyire. Supposing that during a qualification test
there were instrumentation failures and critical temperature or other
information was not reported as was the case in the 47D qualification
as documented numerous times by the GAQ. Would it be acceptable
practice for the manufacturer to report the figures he felt might have
been reported had instrumentation not failed ?

Mr. TremsLay. No, sir; that would not be acceptable.

Chairman Proxaure. If during qualification tests recorded tem-
peratures were consistently higher than the manufacturer had anti-
cipated, as reported by the GAO on the A7D brake tests would it be
acceptable for him to include in the qualification report the tempera-
tures that he felt should have been developed in the Erake rather than
those temperatures which were actually recorded?

Mr. TreMBLAY. No, sir; it would not.

Chairman Proxmire. It would not. All right, now let me ask finally,
I want to ask you this. I would like to ask you if the real facts of the
test had been known, would you, Mr. Tremblay have advised that the
flight test proceed ?

Mr. TremBLaY. I am not really.sure what the real facts are.

Chairman Prox»ure. All right, if the facts had been known as have
been testified this morning by Mr. Vandivier.

Mr. TremBLAY. I would have requested that they stop the flight test,
yes.

Chairman ProxMire. That the flights not go ahead ?

Mr. TreEMBLAY. Yes, sir.

Mr. Harrman. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I think that at a minimum
we would have had a more detailed review. We would have had to
insist upon that before we made the decision with respect to whether
the flight tests would continue.

Chairman ProxMire. At any rate you went ahead on the basis of
this report ?

Mr. TreMBLAY. No, sir. ,

Chairman ProxMIRE. To fly the plane which indicated that the
brakes were safe enough and they were not safe enough, at a minimum
as you say, Mr. Hartman, you would have asked for more informa-
tion, and Mr. Tremblay, you testified that you would not have advised
that the plane fly ¢

Mr. TremBLaY. Mr. Chairman, the report was not reviewed until
August 1968, and these tests were conducted in June.

Chairman Proxyire. Why didn’t the Air Force find out what was
in the FBI report ?

Mr. TreMBLAY. As an engineer, sir, I do not know.

Mr. HarrMax. Asengineers that is not in our

Chairman Prox»rire. What is that, sir?

Mr. HartmaN. As engineers that is not in our scope of responsi-
bility.

Chairman Proxmire. When you heard that the FBI was involved
why didn’t you inquire about it ?
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Mr. Hartaan. This is a management task as far as I am concerned.
The management, we knew, were aware of it. )

Chairman Proxmire. Did you advise management under these cir-
cumstances that the FBI was involved, that you ought to be informed ?

Mr. Harrman., We.advised management of the knowledge that we
had that there was an FBI investigation. '

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Conable?

Representative ConasLE. One last question. I am referring now to
a statement which was made by Mr. R. G. Jeter, vice president and
general counsel of the B. F. Goodrich Co. I would like to ask you if
this is a correct statement:

It is most significant that 4-rotor brake knitting problem referred to above
could not have been predicted from the indoor laboratory tests which the con-
tract required regardless of how precisely these tests may have been performed.
And the knitting problem was the only significant field problem with the 4-rotor
brake.

It that correct, or would you challenge that statement?

Mr. Tremsray. I believe I would challenge that statement, sir,
because

Representative ConaBrLeE. You disagree with that statement, Mr.
Tremblay ?

Mr. TrEmBLAY. Yes, sir; I do.

Representative Conapre. In other words, it could have been pre-
dicted that there would be a knitting problem from the indoor labora-
tory tests if the tests were conducted correctly ?

Mr. TremeLay. That is my opinion; yes.

Chairman Proxmire. So we have the testimony of Mr. Lawson to
that effect, and we have your testimony to that effect.

Gentlemen, thank you very much for your very helpful testimony.

Mr. Hartman, would you return just for a minute. We want to find
out from you, and I will ask you as you come up, to whom the FBI
talked. You said as I understand it it was somebody from the Navy,
a captain in the Navy. We did not get his name. If you know that,
we would appreciate knowing who it was.

Mr. Hartman. It was Captain Gallagher.

Chairman Proxmire. Captain Gallagher?

Mr. HartMaN. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxuire. Can you identify him further, his first name
and his position ? '

Mr. HarrMaN. Thomas is his first name.

Chairman Proxmire. Thomas?

Mr. Harrman. Captain Thomas Gallagher. He is head of the Joint
Air Force-Navy Program Management Office, and has management
responsibility for all A7 airplane procurement.

Chairman Proxumire. Program manager, fine. Thank you very much.

Our next witnesses are from the General Accounting Office. We
have here Richard W. Gutmann, Guy A. Best, Stanley R. Eibetz, and
Jerome P. Pederson.

Mr. Gutmann, you have the honor of leading this delegation.
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STATEMENTS OF RICHARD W. GUTMANN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
DEFENSE DIVISION; GUY A. BEST, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DE-
FENSE DIVISION; STANLEY R. EIBETZ, ACTING ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE DIVISION; JEROME P. PEDERSON, SUPER-
VISORY AUDITOR ACCOUNTANT, DEFENSE DIVISION; AND
STEVEN HAYCOCK, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL
ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. Gurman~. Yes, I do.

Chairman Proxaure. You have a concise statement. It will only
take 3 or 4 minutes to read it. Let me say, before you begin, that the
GAO report, “Review of the Qualification Testing of Brakes for the
A-TD Aircraft,” will be included in the record at the conclusion of
today’s proceedings. (See Appendix.)

Go right ahead, Mr. Gutmann.

Mr. Gurarann. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
we are pleased to appear before the subcommittee today in response
to your invitation of August 7, 1969.

The review of the brake qualification testing performed by the B.F.
Goodrich Co. was performed in response to your request of May 13,
1969, for an inquiry into (1) the accuracy of the reported qualifica-
tion test results; (2) the effect of defective brakes on the test pilot’s
safety; (3) the identification of additional costs, if any, incurred by
the Government to obtain an acceptable brake; and (4) the responsi-
bilities of the Government, including Air Force actions, in the qualifi-
cation testing.

The A-7D aircraft was purchased for the Air Force by the Navy
from LTV Aerospace Corp., Vought Aeronautics Division, Dallas,
Tex. LTV awarded a subcontract to the B.F. Goodrich Co., Aerospace
and Defense Products Division, Dallas, Tex., for the development and
production of brakes for the A~7D aircraft. The subcontract was per-
formed at Goodrich’s plant in Troy, Ohio.

In performing this assignment we took the following steps: (1) we
reviewed the qualification test procedures and compared the actual
and reported qualification test results at Goodrich; (2) we discussed
qualification test procedures with LTV officials and Air Force engi-
neers; (3) we reviewed the applicable specifications for qualification
testing; (4) we discussed potential harm to pilot and aireraft result-
ing from defective brakes with the Federal Aviation Administration,
Air Force, Navy, and LTV officials, and LTV, Navy, and Air Force
test pilots who had flown the A—7D aircraft, (5) we reviewed prime
contractor and military flight reports and flight discrepancy sheets;
(6) we reviewed the prime contract, the subcontract, and other docu-
ments and correspondence relating to the pricing and/or configura-
tion of the brakes; (7) we discussed the effect of brake problems on
aircraft testing and delivery with an Air Force engineer and LTV
officials; and (8) we reviewed documents regarding the prime con-
tractor and Government responsibilities with personnel of I.TV, the
Air Force, and the Defense Contract Administration Services District
Dayton, personnel.
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The results of the review have been summarized in the digest of
our report to you, Mr. Chairman, dated July 3, 1969, and in a sub-
sequent letter dated July 11, 1969.

In summary our work shows that:

In some instances Goodrich’s test procedures for the four-rotor brake
did not appear to comply with specification requirements or normal
industry practice.

Goodrich’s qualification report on the results of testing the four-rotor
brake contained some discrepancies that may be considered significant.

Chairman Proxmire. Would you repeat that statement again ?

Mr. Gurmanw. Goodrich’s qualification report on the results of test-
ing the four-rotor brake contained some discrepancies that may be con-
sidered significant.

In our opinion Goodrich should have accurately reported the test
results, since in the absence of accurately reported test results it is
difficult, if not impossible, to properly evaluate product performance.

Opinions differed as to the potential danger to the pilot and damage
to an aircraft due to brake failure. However, no significant aircraft
damage due to the use of the four-rotor brake had been reported.

Goodrich offered to, and did, replace the four-rotor brake with a new
five-rotor brake without any apparent increase in cost to the prime con-
tractor or the Government. We were advised that the change did not.
cause any delays in the delivery or testing of the aircraft.

The prime contractor’s procedures and those of the Defense Con-
tract Administration Service District were inadequate to protect the
Government’s interests in the qualification tests of the four-rotor brake.

The Department of the Air Force protected the Government’s in-
terest by withholding approval of the qualification report.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, in this case we did not follow our
usual practice of obtaining written comments on the matters discussed
in the report from the parties involved; that is, Goodrich, LTV, and
the Department of Defense.

This concludes my statement Mr. Chairman. My colleagues and I
would be pleased to try to answer any questions that the subcommittee
may have.

Now if I could introduce my colleagues; to my immediate right is
Mr. Guy Best, Assistant Director.

Mr. Best is now assigned to our new major weapons systems acqui-
sition group in the defense division, and he is an industrial engineer
who handled the technical aspects of this review.

To his right is Mr. Steven Haycock, representing our general coun-
sel’s office.

To my left is Mr. Stan Eibetz, acting assistant director of our
procurement group, who handled the audit management of this job,
and to his left is Mr. Jerome Pederson, who is the audit manager
under Mr. Eibetz. '

We would be pleased to answer any questions you might have.

Chairman Proxmire. Thank you very much, Mr. Gutmann.

I am glad again to stipulate that there is not any question that there
was no additional cost to the Government as a result of this situation
which you found, and I think that is correct, that issue was never
raised by me. I do not know if anyone else raised it. It has not caused
any delays in delivering or testing the aircraft. I think it is good to
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state this even though it has not been raised because I think that this
kind of suspicion or charge might develop and you emphasized it and
I want to emphasize it again, that Goodrich did not, nor indeed did
the four-rotor brake at any time cause a loss of life or damage to
property.

Mr. GuraMa~x. That is correct.

Chairman Proxarre. On the other hand, there is some difference of
opinion, as you put it, as to the potential danger to the pilot and dam-
age to the aircraft, and there is not any question that there were dis-
crepancies involved here, and as you put it :

In our opinion Goodrich should have accurately reported the test results since

in the inaccurate reporting of test results it is difficult if not impossible to evaluate
product performance,

Yousay:

The prime contractor’'s procedures and those of the Defense Contract Admin-
istration Services District were inadequate to protect the Governnment’s interests
in the qualification tests of the four-rotor brake.

How were these procedures inadequate ? :

Mr. Gormann. Well, sir we feel that the prime contractor as well as
the Defense Contract Administration Services District should have
looked into the basic raw data in support of the test, at least to an ex-
tent, perhaps not 100 percent, but at least to an extent that would
satisfy themselves that they had an accurate report.

Chairman Proxumire. Mr. Tremblay testified to us that he tried and
was unable to get this raw data.

Mr. Gurmany. That is correct ; yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. It was just denied him, so he recommended that
the brakes not be approved.

Mr. Gurmany. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. After your investigation into A-TD qualifica-
tion procedure why did GAO recommend changes in the Government’s
responsibility for brake testing procedures?

Mr. Gurmanw. This goes to the question of the meaning of the
DCAS signature on that qualification test report. We feel that their
procedures did not give real substance to the signature. They should
have looked behind the report more than the procedures called for,
and subsequently the DCAS did modify their procedures to provide a
little more substance and meaning to that signature.

Chairman Proxumire. One of the things they did as I understand it is
to provide for the presence of the Air Force, LTV and Goodrich, the
subcontractor, all of them when these brakes were finally tested. We
have been told that the 4-rotor brake, in some of the preliminary
testing, LTV was present. The Air Force was never present at any
time, and the final testing apparently was conducted entirely by Good-
rich, not in the presence of the prime contractor or the Air Force?

Mr. Guraany. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. This is part of your recommendation ?

Mr. Gurdanw. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. Very good. And this was a change which re-
sulted. I am corrected. The changes were made by DCA Dayton, not
by the Air Force.

Representative CoNasLE. It is not an Air Force inspector.
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Mr. GurMaNN. That is true, it is DCA’s responsibility for the Air
Force.

Chairman Proxmire. Were there discrepancies between the data

‘shown in the B. F. Goodrich report and the data shown by DCA’s?

Mr. GoTmanw. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Was data reported by Goodrich as to the A~TD
brake when in fact test instruments that were supposed to record the
data were not working ?

Mr. Gurmany. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would refer
this question to Mr. Best.

Chairman ProxmMIre. Mr. Best ?

Mr. Best. That is correct.

Chairman ProxMmire. That is correct. In other words, data was re-
ported by Goodrich in their report when in fact test instruments that
were supposed to record the data were not working?

Mr. Best. That is correct, sir.

Chairman Proxmrre. What explanation did Goodrich personnel
have to offer for the discrepancies and for the instances where data
was reported when in fact none was recorded ?

Mr. Best. There were different explanations in different circum-
stances; sometimes no explanation given.

Chairman ProxMmigre. In some instances did they say they rational-
ized the data?

Mr. Best. That is correct, sir.

Chairman Proxyire. What does that mean to you?

Mr. Best. I do not have an interpretation of 1t, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman ProxMire. It seems to me that it means that they changed
thge data, is that right? When they say they rationalized, they changed
it ?

Mr. Best. What was evident to me was that the raw data, as best
we could read it and identify it to the item in the test report, was not
the same as had been recorded.

Chairman Proxmire. So it had been changed. You cannot really
rationalize engineering data very well, can you? It is not likely?

Mr. Best. Yes, there are reasonable adjustments to be made in in-
strumented information. For example, to delete information because
it is erroneous, because you know from experience that you should not
use it.

Chairman Proxmire. Very good. Were these reasonable adjust-
ments that were made in your view or were they changes that were
made to make the brake appear qualified when it was not.?

Mr. Best. I would like to answer the first part of the question first,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. All right.

Mr. Best. I could find no consistent reason in the adjustments that
T identified. In other words, they seemed to be individual adjustments
rather than the kind that you would apply because you know that an
Instrument records so much off, either in a proportional or in a con-
stant error manner. - E

Chairman Proxyire. To help us come to;iiconclusion on this, were
they changes in your view, did they give an honest picture of the brake
performance ?

Mzr. Best. Taken as a total, no, sir.
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Chairman Proxaare. They did not give an honest picture takenas a
total?

Mr. Best. No, sir. .

Chairman Proxarire. Let me ask you gentlemen this, because I
think this whole thing goes to a far broader spectrum than Goodrich.
What are the Defense Department’s responsibilities to administer sub-
contracts awarded by a prime contractor? )

First tell us what the law and the Defense Department regulations
require of the Defense Department?

Mr. Gomaraxny. Mr. Chairman, I would ask Mr. Haycock to address
himself to the question of law here.

Chairman Proxarire. Mr. Haycock? )

Mr. Havoook. Mr. Chairman, I know of no law which requires the
Government or the prime contractor to supervise subcontracts and
quality assurance procedures as were here involved. The armed services
procurement regulations, however, do impose responsibility on a
prime contractor for his subcontractors on the quality of their
products. o

Government inspection is provided for by the regulations when it is
deemed necessary by the agency involved. o

Chairman Proxmire. I think it can be most useful if I ask this in
this specific instance with regard to Goodrich then. Tell us how 1t
carries out its responsibilities in the B. F. Goodrich case, the respon-
sibilities for the subcontractor’s performance, the Government’s re-
sponsibility, for the subcontractor’s performance. What did the De-
fense Department do to protect the interests of the Government in
this case? :

Mr. Havcock. What did they do?

Chairman Proxmire. What should they do and what they did.

Mr. Havcock. Well, that is a little difficult to answer. It would
depend on

Chairman Proxmire. Let me ask it this way. Did the Government
exercise proper diligence with regard to the testing of the brake in
question ?

Mr. GuraaNN. Mr. Chairman

Chairman Proxmire. As I understand it, the report said it did not.

Mr. Guraanw. That is right, sir. We do not feel that it did. As
Mr. Haycock stated the basic responsibility is vested in the prime con-
tractors in accordance with the armed services procurement regula-
tions, and implementing instructions. The agency is, however, and did
in this case, have a representative at the contractor’s plant, a DCAS
man. They exercised some degree of quality assurance surveillance
over subcontractor’s products.

In this particular instance, we feel that quality assurance was lack-
Ing, in that the DCAS representative did not observe any of the tests,
and did not really assure himself as to the quality of the product.

Chairman Prox»re. Then let me ask you this. In your report GAO
concludes that no additional costs were charged the Government as a
result of changes to the brakes, something that I said we should know.
Yet it does seem obvious that completely changing over from a 4-rotor
to a 5-rotor brake would have cost something to Goodrich. Is this
correct and if so what additional cost did Goodrich incur ?
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Mr. Gormany. We are unable to determine what the additional
cost was to Goodrich, Mr. Chairman, and I would like to qualify just
a little bit our statement that no additional cost was borne by the
Government, for this reason. It is possible that some of those costs
found their way into Goodrich’s overhead accounts and subsequently
distributed to other Government contracts.

During the period of time that we had for this review, we could not
get deeply into Goodrich’s accounting system and determine if that
happened.

Chairman Proxmire. That is exactly what I am getting to because
I wanted to ask you this in connection with it. In determining whether
any increased costs were passed down to LTV or to the Government
did you haye access to the books and records of Goodrich and LTV
and were books and records examined or audited to make this
determination ? ’

Mr. GurmanN. Yes, sir, I know of no instance where we had diffi-
culty obtaining books and records.

Chairman Proxmire. You checked this fact against their records
to determine whether there was any additional cost ?

Mr. GurmanN. What we did was simply check the engineering
change orders to prime contracts and subcontracts. We did not find any
increase in price, so we know that there were no direct charges under
this prime contract.

Chairman Proxmire. How about the cost records?

Mr. Gurmany. We did not get into the cost records to make a
determination as to whether or not any of these costs became an
overhead item.

Chairman Proxmirg. Let me ask did GAO ever examine or audit the
books, does GAO examine or audit the books and records of sub-
contractors?

Mr. GurmaN~. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxyire. You do. The other question I have relates
to one that has been asked of the other engineers and I would like
to ask Mr. Best if it is your opinion that the statement made—that
will be made—by Mr. Jeter, Congressman Conable and I referred to
it: :

It has never been determined whether the knitting problem resulted from
the brake design or was because of an incompatibility between the brake and
its associated parts of the braking system.

I would like to ask you, Mr. Best, if it is your opinion, based on Mr.
Lawson’s testimony, that knitting problem was a result of design ?

Mr. Best. Mr. Chairman, I would like to beg off on this question on
the basis that the work that I did was fairly narrowly circumscribed,
and while I am an engineer, I am not a specific brake specialist.

Chairman Prox»irr. You would not contradict the testimony by
the previous engineer, Mr. Lawson ?

Mr. Best. I would not contradict it; no, sir.

Chairman Proxaire. I would like to ask you the truth about this
statement that will be subsequently made.

It is most significant that the 4-rotor brake knitting problems referred to
above could not have been predicted from the indoor laboratory tests which the
contract required regardless of how precisely these tests may have been

performed, and the knitting problem was the only significant problem with the
4-rotor brake.
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Do you think that could have been predicted on the basis of the
Iaboratory tests or not?

Mr. Best. T am certain that the tests are designed for the purpose
of finding just such problems as the knitting problem, and this is why
we test components before we test larger assemblies.

Chairman Proxyire. So you feel the whole purpose of the test
would be to predict whether or not the knitting problem among others
could have been developed, were developed ?

Mr. Best. Yes. And I would hope that this test were a part of their
continuing design procedures, to conduct tests on their own as well as
for the customer.

- Chairman Proxyire. Then you would not agree with the state-
ment that the 4-rotor brake knitting problem “could not have been
predicted from the indoor laboratories.”?

Mr. Best. I generally disagree with that statement.

Chairman Proxyire. Mr. Conable ?

Representative CoNasLE. You would agree I am sure that you might
have a knitting problem even though the tests showed that it was not
likely ?

Mr. Best. Yes, sir, I agree to that, too, because more strenuous
circumstances might arise in the field, a completely different
environment.

Representative ConaBLe. I am interested, Mr. Gutmann, in the
wording you have used here in your summary. You say:

Goodrich’s qualification reports and the results of testing the 4-rotor brake
contain some discrepancies that may be considered significant.

You did not really come right out and say it was significant. Why
did you use that wording? Simply because of the limitations in your
investigation? They might be significant and then again they might
not. Why did you say it that way ?

Mr. Gurmann. Well, sir, we did not intend to use that word “may”
in the sense of “might.” It is not the conditional “may.”

Representative ConasLE. I see. In other words, you considered that
they were significant ?

Mr. GurManN. Yes, sir.

Representative ConaBrE. Fine, I am glad to have that cleared up.
Now the qualification report was one check in the production process
and not the only one, and I am interested in your statement here
that the procedures were inadequate to protect the Government’s in-
terest. The fact is this difficulty was discovered by other check down
the line; namely, the flight test.

Is it your feeling that this was inadequate limited to the lack of
Government participation in the inspection process at the time of
the laboratory tests, or what is your feeling ?

Mr. Gurmany. Yes, sir. Although the flight tests subsequently re-
vealed some problems with the brakes, it appeared to us that for the
qualification testing to have real meaning and value, it should be per-
formed before the flight test which is not necessarily the case.

Representative CoNnaBLE. Yes.

Mr. GurmMany. And it is basically the lack of participation in the
qualification testing where we consider the procedures inadequate.

Representative ConarrLe. You do not feel that we have anything but
a quality product in the plane that has finally been evolved here, do
you?
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Mr. Gurmany. We know of nothing adverse in this regard.

Representative CoxasLe. I quite agree that it is ridiculous to have
a Government inspector sign the report unless it is going to mean
something, and I am confused about why he did sign the report.
There may be very good reasons for not involving him too directly
in the process, which is essentially, at this stage anway, a responsi-
bility between subcontractor and contractor, but it certainly is confus-
ing to have him apparently attesting to something although the state-
ment he makes does not appear to guarantee a darn thing. I quite
agree with you that that is a confusing aspect of this, why he should
have signed the report at all is shrouded in mystery.

Mr. Gurmany. Yes.

Representative Coxapre. Is that usual at this stage? Do they re-
quire a Government signature on the report? )

Mr. GurMaNN. Yes, they do, and in many instances I am afraid it
simply means that the man has seen it.

Representative ConaBrLe. That is all T have, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We ap-
preciate your appearance.

Mr. Gurmany. Thank you, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Our final witnesses this morning are from the
Goodrich Co.: Mr. R. G. Jeter, vice president and general counsel,
and Mr. Robert L. Sink, the projects manager, aircraft wheel and
brake design.

Mr. Jeter, you go right ahead, sir.

STATEMENT OF R. G. JETER, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL
COUNSEL AND SECRETARY OF THE B. F. GOODRICH (0., AKRON,
OHIO, AND ROBERT L. SINK, PROJECTS MANAGER, AIRCRAFT
WHEEL AND BRAKE DESIGN SECTION, B. F. GOODRICH WHEEL
AND BRAKE PLANT

Mr. Jerer. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is
R. G. Jeter and I am vice president, general counsel and secretary of
the B. F. Goodrich Co. ‘

I have with me on my left Mr. Robert Sink, who is a senior wheel
and brake design engineer and projects manager.

I would like if T may to read my statement and interject a few
remarks in response to statements which have been made here this
morning.

The B. F. Goodrich Co., now in its 99th year, for many years has
been a leading manufacturer of airplane wheels, brakes, tires, and
other equipment. Many thousands of our airplane brakes are now in
service on commercial airlines and military planes, both in this coun-
try and throughout the world.

I'am sure that some people who have listened to this testimony this
morning might wonder whether our company is capable of making a
satisfactory airplane brake, and let me assure them that we are. We
are, in fact, one of the very leading manufacturers in the world.

We manufacture the brakes for the Boeing 707, 720, 727, and the
new, very large Lockheed I.-1011. The Lockheed Jetstar, the Beech

Kingair, and other commercial and private planes also use B. F.
Goodrich brakes.
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In the military field we have supplied the wheels, brakes, and tires
for the giant Lockheed C-5A transport, the General Dynamics F-111
fighter interceptor, the Lockheed SR-71, the North American XB-70
supersonic bomber, the LTV A-7D under discussion here, as well as
a variety of other fixed wing and helicopter type military aircraft
now in service, and we expect to manufacture a great many hundreds
more before we are finished.

In listening to the testimony of the two first witnesses, I just wanted
to suggest that to me it seemed incredible that more than 30 engi-
neers, professional men who work at this plant, our Troy plant,
would continue to work for a company which would countenance any,
any of the conduct described by Mr. Vandivier and Mr. Lawson. It
appears that everybody at our Troy plant is out of step, or were out of
step, except these two men. That 1s the substance of their testimony.

Now the Chairman has raised the question, as has Mr. Conable,
what did the company stand to gain by this? Why would the com-
pany do this? Why would we deliberately falsify records? Why would
we produce a defective brake? There is not any reason under God’s
creation why we would do it. The fact of the matter is we contracted
with LTV to manufacture satisfactory, workable, efficient brakes for
an aircraft.

This is our obligation under our contract. We contracted to do this
for a fixed sum of money—and we are talking about I think $90,000—
and thisis our obligation.

Now why go and produce a brake and go through all the agony
and tests and everything else of producing a defective brake so that
we could set about then and manufacture another brake, to design a
new brake and manufacture another brake which would work?

What on earth would be the point of this? It escapes my imagina-
tion or conception. I do not understand why such a thing could pos-
sibly happen.

We engineer and manufacture these airplane brakes and wheels
at the plant in Troy, Ohio, which specializes in only these products.

This plant includes laboratory testing facilities for aircraft brakes
which are second to none in the industry. o

In short, B. F. Goodrich enjoys an excellent reputation within the
aircraft industry as a supplier of these products. )

This hearingis concerned with airplane brakes supplied by B. K.
Goodrich as a subcontractor of Vought Aeronautics Division, of LTV
(hereafter referred to as LLTV) for the A7D light attack aircraft for
the U.S. Air Force, as you gentlemen know.

On June 28, 1967, B. F. Goodrich was awarded a contract by LTV
to supply a four-rotor brake for the A7D aircraft. .

The four-rotor brake was designed and several were made for the in-
door laboratory tests required by LTV in the contract. You understand
the tests that were to be performed on this brake were not all of the
tests that have ever been conceived by man.

The tests that were to be performed on this brake were the tests
specified in the contract, and that is what T shall be talking about. And
I say that because at the Chairman’s questioning a couple of gentlemen
here have disagreed with the statement that the knitting would not
have arisen in the laboratory test if they had been most precisely and
properly performed, and they have said that that is not so.
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Well, the point of the matter is it is so, and I insist upon the state-
ment, if you are taking about laboratory tests prescribed by our con-
tract, so let us just keep that in mind.

Now this brake was designed, several were made, and then upon com-
pletion of these indoor tests in May 1968, it was the judgment of the
responsible B. F. Goodrich aircraft brake engineers that the four-rotor
brake satisfactorily performed the indoor tests and was ready for field
testing on the A7D aircraft. Brakes of this design were then installed
on a test airplane and given flight tests by LTV pilots at Edwards Air
Force Base.

Between May 1968 and January 1969, LTV pilots made, as reported
by the General Accounting Office, 229 test flights using the four-rotor
brake.

Now let us just keep this in mind also. We are talking about a brake
that was on an airplane, or more than one airplane, whichever the case,
on which 229 flights were flown by test pilots who, of course, deliber-
ately subjected the equipment, the entire equipment, to the most strin-
gent use.

In all of these 229 test flights the four-rotor brakes performed the
braking function. No one has said anything to the contrary here. They
brought the plane to a stop, as a matter of fact, in less than the required
distance, and these are the records.

There were no brake-related safety incidents involving, and we do
not need to use weasel words about this, these are the facts, and the Air
Force and LTV’s records will substantiate it, there were no safety inci-
dents invoving either the pilots or the planes, a fact confirmed at page
11 of the GA O report.

(See appendix for report.)

However, in these 229 flights, as noted by the GAO report, page
11, the pilot reported 12 flights and I would like to emphasize this
now if I may, out of the 229 ﬂi{?rhts they reported 12 flights during
which there were, and I quote “potential” problems with the brake
system.

Now that is the heading of the chart in which they record this
problem. There were 12 flights out of 229 in which there were “po-
tential” brake problems.

It should be understood at this point—and I am not sure that it is
understood—that a brake system on an airplane consists of three prin-
cipal components, one of which we manufactured, namely the brake,
the other an antiskid mechanism, and the third, the brake hydraulic
system.

In other words, this is the brake system, and all three of these things
are required if you are going to have a brake that functions on an
airplane.

Of the three parts, we manufactured the brake. We did not manu-
facture the other two items. We did not in our laboratory tests of the
four-rotor brake prior to flight tests have available to us, we did not
test the brake system, the entire brake system, hydraulic and the anti-
skid mechanism, we did not manufacture.

Pursuing these flight tests of the four-rotor brake—and I say listen-
ing to this testimony one might suspect that this brake fell off the
airplane and on the first taxi down the runway—LTV flew 229 test
flights, and these 12 potential problems which I have mentioned.
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Now of the 12 potential problems, only two, in only two of the
flights in which the brake system problem was noted was there a prob-
lem related to the four-rotor brake—in two flights out of these 229.

This problem was that the brake linings—and our engineers have
described this—knitted or fused slightly at low speeds, and this was
mentioned & moment ago in connection with safety. This problem oc-
curred at low speeds.

As I say, it has never been determined whether the knitting problem
resulted from the brake design, or was because of an incompatibility
between the brake and its associated parts of the braking system.

This was not determined because we set upon another course rather
than try to blame the problem on some other part.

In the same period—I have mentioned 229 test flights by LTV test
pilots—in this same period, military pilots flew 38 test flights with
his four-rotor brake. These, of course, were in addition to the 229.
The military test pilots reported no brake system problems in the 38
flights which they conducted. Again I say this was not a defective
brake that fell off the plane the first time they started down the run-
way with it. They flew 229 plus 38 flights, test flights, and there were
12 potential problems regarding the brakes in that total number of
tests flights, and there were two problems which involved this knitting
or sticking together of the parts, whatever they were.

So let us reduce this thing. We can be factual about it I hope, and let
us reduce it to its facts. Let us see what the problem is, and this is the
problem. .

We had a fusing or a knitting in this brake in two flights out of
299 plus 38, a total of 337 flights, and that is the only real brake
problem they had on this airplane.

I make the statement—and the chairman has questioned a couple
of witnesses about it—and I want to make the statement again, and
stand by this statement.

I meant exactly what I said in the statement, notwithstanding
what some of the witnesses have said. I say it is most significant that
the four-rotor brake knitting problem referred to above could not
have been predicted from it, from the indoor laboratory tests which
the contract required, regardless of how precisely these tests may have
been performed. And the knitting problem was the only significant
field problem with the four-rotor brake.

Now I trust I make the point that the statement is based upon test-
ing the brake pursuant to the specifications of our contract, which is
what we did.

It was during the period from June 14 to July 5, 1968, in flight test-
g at Edwards Air Force Base that the knitting problem appeared.
The company’s engineers immediately initiated a two-phase program
to deal with this problem without regard to whether the real cause
was the brake itself, or the brake system.

The program was: (1) we set about to study other possible linings

" for the four-rotor brake which would have a higher fusion level ; and

(2) we set about to design a five rotor brake in the event the lining
development was unsuccessful.

During September 1968, we started testing a new five-rotor brake.
This is a month before Mr. Vandivier left our company, but he appar-
ently did not know anything about this.
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Concurrently, B. F. Goodrich obtained from LTV an antiskid
mechanism and tested it in combination with the the four-rotor brake.
These were our first laboratory tests of the entire brake system. The
tests of the entire brake system were in no way provided for or
involved in our contract, but since we had a problem, we obtained the
system, the rest of the system, so that we could make a test with the
entire system. And with the entire system our engineers designed a
test, and note my words, we designed a test for the purpose of attempt-
ing to simulate or duplicate the knitting problem in the laboratory.

We did determine from this test, we concluded at least from this
test that a brake lining change would probably not solve the problem,
whereas a 5-rotor brake design probably would be satisfactory.

Our engineers reached that conclusion.

Now the chairman has stated that B. F. Goodrich did not “qualify”
the five-rotor brake for theA7D until after GAO had made its investi-
@ation and recommended improved procedures.

The facts are that B. F. Goodrich satisfactorily completed evalua-
tion tests on the five-rotor brake on October 17, 1968, and the results of
these tests were reviewed with LTV on October 21, 1968. The five-rotor
brake was formally recommended to LTV on October 29, 1968. The
fact of the matter 1s that the GAO investigation was not begun until
many months later, to be precise, on May 28, 1969.

Formal qualification testing of the five-rotor brake was completed in
December 1968, and the first shipment of these new five-rotor brakes
was delivered to LTV on January 12, 1969.

On February 13, 1969, the formal qualification report for the five-
rotor brake was approved by LTV. Beginning January 27, 1969, and
continuing to the present time, I am told, the five-rotor brake has been
flight tested on an A-7D by both LTV and military test pilots. The
test pilots have reported no significant brake problem, and I guess that
has been agreed to by everyone here.

The essential facts of this matter I summarize as follows:

1. There have been no safety incidents—personal injury or property
damage—resulting from the flight testing of either the four-rotor or
the five-rotor brake, the GAO report on pages 10 and 11 are my
authority for this statement.

“Air Force, Navy, and LTV/VAD officials generally agreed that
the brakes did not endanger the life or safety of the test pilots.”

2. The total experience with both brakes was a typical one. And I
understand the chairman is talking about the four-rotor brake, but I
am talking about both brakes, because we had a contract to perform for
the Government, well, for LTV and the Government, and I am telling
the story of what happened in the performance of this contract in-
cluding the four-rotor brake total experience with both brakes on the
A-7D, a new airplane, was a typical one. And I am telling you we have
thousands of brakes on airplanes flying in this country.

_Obviously, the reason a new airplane brake must be subjected to
rigid flight testing is because indoor laboratory tests alone do not
always provide a reliable guide to the performance of the brake on
the aircraft, and I daresay that the Air Force will not disagree with
that statement. i

3. Now further, B. F. Goodrich engineers moved quickly, and I
think my listing of dates substantiates that certainly, to provide a
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solution to the knitting problem with no delay in the aircraft program,
and the GAO report supports this.

4. The substitution of the 5 rotor-brake, and Mr. Chairman, T trust
that you will not further question the conclusion of the General Ac-
counting Office, which was that the 5-rotor brake was in fact provided
under the contract with no additional cost to anybody except B. F.
Goodrich, and this is the fact of it; and 5, both the LTV and the Air
Force have expressed their satisfaction with our 5-rotor brake.

GAO Rerorr or Its INVESTIGATION

Now I want to refer to the General Accounting Office Report of its
investigation of it and I would like to point out at this time that Mr.
Vandivier has testified here that he has told his tale to the General
Accouning Office. It had the benefit of this story of his for whatever
it was worth in the course of their investigation.

On May 28, 1969, the GAO began its investigation of the B. F. Good-
rich A7D aircraft brake program.

I might interject at this point to say it was a rather thorough inves-
tigation. They were at our plant 8 or 10 days, I am not sure of the
exact count, but quite a few days. They were provided access to all
{‘)est data which had been compiled in the indoor testing of the 4-rotor

rake.

Engineers of B. F. Goodrich who were directly associated with this
project and who had worked in the program cooperated fully in an-
swering questions and explaining the test data.

We now know that early in July 1969 the GAO delivered its report
to Senator William Proxmire. The GAO did not submit copies of the
report to the Defense Department, LTV, or B. F. Goodrich for either
review or comment. In fact, B. F. Goodrich first received the GAQ
Report on August 4, 1969, one day after Senator Proxmire had de-
livered his statement to the news media.

Further, the Senator did not contact B. F. Goodrich until after his
public accusations.

There are only two “Findings and Conclusions” in the GAO Report
which are in the least critical of B. F. Goodrich. It is significant that
the news statement B. F. Goodrich issued on August 4, 1969, in re-
sponse to Senator Proxmire’s press release, incorporated all the “Find-
ings and Conclusions” of the GA O Report.

First—B. F. GoopricH’s TEST PROCEDURES

Now as to the critical findings, the first regarded our test procedures.
GAO stated that in some instances our laboratory test procedures for
the 4-rotor brake “did not appear to comply with specification require-
ments or normal industry practice.” Qur answer :

(@) LTV approved our interpretation of the contract specifications
to end the test runs in a rolling stop. The energy level over each test
run was maintained as required, which is the principal purpose of the
test runs. The precedent for the rolling stop used in this test was es-
tablished at the Wright-Patterson Air Force Base testing laboratory a
number of years ago when the Air Force was qualifying military air-
craft brakes, and this technique is often used in testing other aircraft
brakes.

34-919 0—70——19
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You may be interested to know that the brakes of the XB70 super-
sonic bomber were qualified in test runs with a rolling stop.

(6) GAO questioned the sequence in which the normal energy
stops and the overload energy stops were run in this test, but GAO
admits (GAO Report, page 7) that test sequence requirements were
not specified in the contract. The sequence of the normal and over-
load energy stops B. F. Goodrich used was discussed with and ap-
proved by L'TV.

(¢) Finally, GAO states (report, page 7) that, for some runs of
the test, stators were interchanged between the No. 1 and No. 3 posi-
tions within the brake. The report acknowledges B. F. Goodrich’s
explanation that this was a laboratory technique for studying special
wear effects. All components were subjected to the full qualification
test, however.

SecoNnD—THE ALLEGED DISCREPANCIES

Now the second finding that I refer to as criticism perhaps in the
GAO Report relates to alleged discrepancies. The second and only
other respect in which the GAQO Report is critical is that it states
that “Goodrich’s qualification report on the results of testing the
four-rotor brake contanied some discrepancies that might be con-
sidered significant.”

I want to say in this connection, Mr. Tremblay has testified here
from the Air Force that Goodrich refused to furnish data to the Air
Force. This is not a fact. We refused to transport this data to
Wright Patterson field, and we offered to submit the date for review
at our Troy plant.

Now those are all the facts on the submission of data to the Air
force. We do not take the data out of our plant, and this is our prac-
tice I am told for many years. But the offer was made for the Air
Force to review this data at the Troy plant.

Chairman Proxmire. Tet me just interrupt on this point, please.

Mr. JeTER. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Did you at any time say that this data was
proprietary ?

Mr. Jerer. We did say it was proprietary.

Chairman Proxyire. You said it was proprietary.

Mr. JerER. And we kept it in our plant.

Chairman Proxmire. But you did say it would be available if the
Air Force would come to the plant.?

Mr. JETER. At our plant, yes, sir. We did say, sir, it was proprietary.
We did say that.

Now responding to this claim by GAO:

Owr answer: Appendix A of the report identifies 16 data items
characterized as “discrepancies that may be considered significant.”
That is to say, there are 16 data items criticized out of more than 250
items the GAO examined. Therefore, we must conclude that 94 per-
cent of the items were not questioned.

Of the 16 so-called “discrepancies,” three of them are against our
interests for the purpose of the test report; in other words, three
discrepancies showed worse results than the actual data.
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Next of the 16 so-called “discrepancies,” seven of these items were
not discussed or reviewed with our representatives. As I recall the
rAQ states in the report that it did not have time; or time did not
permit or something to that effect, but they were not even discussed
with us, so we do not know really anything about what the problem
is on them.

Next, the GAO report does not identify the size or importance or
relative importance of these alleged discrepancies. During the exam-
nation of the test data, we, in fact our engineers who were working
with it did in fact observe many “deviations” being noted by GAO
which were less than 1 percent.

Finally, the stop times of our qualification report for the five over-
load stops were taken from a digital tape record. The results of this
test are simultaneously recorded by two different methods—one is a
digital or computer produced record. The other is a record visually
interpreted by the laboratory operator. Whenover these two records of
this test are at variance, the computer produced record is accepted.
This is our practice, and this is what we did in this instance.

Now there would be discrepancies between the two records, and in
those cases we accepted the computer produced record.

In the opinion of our engineers, and I can assure you that in view of
the charges made here this matter has been reviewed thoroughly, the
data and the entire subject by our aircraft brake engineers at our
Troy plant, and it is their opinion that none of the foregoing criticisms
are relevant or significant as to whether the brake was or was not
qualified.

AcCCUSATION BY SENATOR PROXMIRE

Now as to the accusations of the Chairman in the statement which
he released, I think in view of that statement it is most—well, the
statement charged us with falsifying test reports to hide defects in
brakes which we had made for this A7D attack plane.

We think it most significant that the GAO report, contrary to the
fSienator’s statement, does not even suggest that test records were falsi-

ed.

Now I have read the report a number of times and T have not yet,
Senator, found that accusation in it. I have found the section about
discrepancies, which T have just finished discussing.

B. ¥. Goodrich emphatically denies that any test data relating to
the ATD four-rotor brake were in any respect falsified.

The Air Force has mentioned here, and T am sorry I did not get
all their names, so I will refer to the group, that some data in the
report which was presented, did not meet some of the specifications.
It must be obvious that these data were not changed so as to make
it look like the brake was qualified.

We have presented data which the Air Force says did not meet some
of the specifications.

As has already been shown, the field test problems encountered by
the four-rotor brake were wholly unrelated to the question of whether
the test data on the four-rotor brake were or were not changed.

This entire controversy in our opinion, if T may respectfully say so,
completely overlooks the fact that judgments based upon years of
professional training and experience are required in the interpretation
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and evaluation of test data. And I do not mean by this whether a
thermometer reads 98 or 108, I am talking about an interpretation and
an evaluation of this entire mass of test data, and in arriving at a judg-
ment, a professional decision as to whether this brake qualifies under
the test procedures prescribed by the contract. That is what I am
talking about.

Judgments must be made to reach reasonable conclusions regarding
the likely performance or the product being tested. Test data were
not changed or falsified, but in interpreting and evaluating the data
the project design engineer arrived at judgments as to the reasonable-
ness and validity of the test results.

This is opinion, based not only upon data but also upon professional
training and experience, and may result and in fact I am sure it did,
in a rejection of some data in arriving at conclusions.

Obviously, we are talking about something quite different from
changing or falsifying data.

As has been said, the judgments of our engineers were correct,
because tests we were told—were instructed-——to run under a contract
would not have produced the problem which arose and there was not
any other problem with this brake.

In Senator Proxmire’s press release of this past August 4, it was
said to have been based upon statements made by a technical writer
who formerly was employed by B. F. Goodrich and who left our
employ in QOctober 1968. At the outset it should be understood that
the technical writer is a high school graduate with no professional
training. '

Now while we are on that subject, I was informed by our people
that Mr. Vandivier was in fact a high school graduate, and he so testi-
fied here two or three times, but his application for employment written
in his handwriting shows that he attended high school for 2 years,
September whatever the date is 1941 to 1943, and under “graduated”
the word “no.”

For the record just to keep it straight I think I will leave a Xeroxed
copy of that employment report.

(The document follows:)
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Mr. Jeter. This technical writer told the Senator that he had writ-
ten in the report that A~7D four-rotor brake was not qualified, and that
someone changed the statement to read that it was qualified.

If the Senator had inquired of us, which he did not, we would have
told him that the sentence of the report referred to was changed as
stated. The clfange was made by the senior project engineer w lio was
responsible for the ultimate decision as to whether in the light of the
test results, as prescribed by the contract, the speCIhC‘ltlons, and the
views of LTV, the brake did or did not quahfy

This senior engineer was of course professionally tmlned, and
through his discussions from day to day with the ILTV engineers

regar duw test results, knew that they had accepted the tests.

Now thls, of course, Mr. Vandivier knew nothing whatsoever about.
He had nothing to do with contacting the LTV engineer who was on
the job w atchm(r the day-to-day progress.

Those dlscussmns were held between the senior project engineer and
the LTV engineer.

Fmthelmme, the ultimate decision as to whether the brake was
qualified obviously could not be made and should not be made by a
technical writer with no professional training.

The conclusion of qualification of the brake was later formally
approved by LLTV.

Mr. Lawson, who testified here this morning, apparently disagreed
with the conclusion that this brake qualified. T may say for your in-
formation and for whatever it is worth that Mr. Lawson is an engi-
neer and was an engineer, but this was in fact, so I am told, the fivst
airplane brake upon which he had ever worked. He had come to us,
to our employment just shortly before, and the decistons with respect
to this brake were in fact made by the project engineer, Mr. Warren,
who was directly in charge of this project.

The source of the accusations that the company’s records were falsi-
fied is the technical writer who was a former employee of our com-
pany. It has not been easy to find someone who would give any
credence to his bizarre tale of the falsification of records.

In the fall of 1968 he attempted unsuccessfully to peddle this story
to his employer, the Troy Daily News. He next reviewed his accusa-
tions with a lawyer. From there he went to the FBI and then on to
the General Accounting Office.

Failing to interest any of this impressive group, including two
Federal agencies, he then broadcast his tale to the newspapers and
magazines throughout the country according to a quote of him in a
newspaper the other day.

Significantly, we think, the first public notice given to the story
was 1n the statement of Senator Proxmire on August 4, 1969.

CoxcLusioNn

In conclusion I want to say that on the record it has been established
that B. F. Goodrich at a reasonable cost, and without any delay in the
Air Force schedule, produced a brake for the A~7D, the performance
of which exceeded the aircraft requirements. Throughout the entire
program there were no safety incidents related to either the 4- or 5-
rotor brake.




Further the GAO after an intensive examination, and we think it
was intensive, has found no evidence of any change or falsification of
any data.

Upon that record, we emphatically urge that there he an end to this
wholly unjustifiable pointless attack through releases in the national
press and congressional hearings which can only be harmful to the
fine reputation enjoyed by our company.

Now that concludes my statement. I'have Mr. Sink with me. T would
like to ask him if time permits, Mr. Chairman, to comment on three or
four items very briefly, if I may do that.

Chairman Proxmire. Very good. Time is getting along but I think
that is only fair.

Mzr. Sink, you go right ahead. .

Mr. JeTER. Mr. Sink, you have been referred to in the testimony here
this morning by I think both Mr. Vandivier and Mr. Lawson.

Did you tell either Mr. Vandivier or Mr. Lawson to make any
changes in the report as they were writing the report?

Mr. Sivx. During the time that this report was written, I was on the
west coast supervising the certification tests on the 727-200 aircraft.
That was during the months of April, May, June and up to the early
part of July. I had reviewed some of this data prior to leaving for the
desert, but 1t had not gotten into report form yet.

Mzr. Jerer. Who, in fact, would have directly supervised the writing
of this report during this period that you were away ?

Mr. Sivk. In my absence John Warren, the senior project engineer
assumed this duty.

Mzr. JeTer. Rerefence has been made, Mr. Sink to a photograph, and
mention I think if I understood it of an extra pressure disk or some-
think, whatever that statement was. Would you just comment on that
briefly ?

N[P?ISINK. Yes, sir. In the Mil Spec, the purpose of the worn-brake
RTO, as Mr. Tremblay has told you, is one for information only. Also,
as has been stated, prior to putting in the pressure plate, we actually
had a spacer prior to the 45 stop condition. This also is well known.
The pressure plate was put in so that adjusters could be installed and
the correct pressures run for this RTO stop.

As far as our ability to evaluate the heat stack for its capability to
conduct an RTO, it did not change in one way the capability of the
brake to demonstrate performance.

Mr. Jerer. Were adjustments made in the data to make—in the
report I mean of the data, to make the brake look better than it really
was ?

Mr. S1Nk. Yes, sir; but not to make it look better. If I may ask the
Senator a question concerning:

Chairman Proxatrre. This is unusual procedure, Mr. Jeter.

Mr. JeTER. Yes, you are getting a little bit out of bounds.

Chairman Proxyire. I will be happy to let you do it, and if you
want to ask me a question I will be happy to reply.

Mr. Sixk. Fine, thank you, sir.

Mr. Jeter. I did not suggest this, Senator, T assure you.

Chairman Prox»rire. Perfectly all right.

Mr. Sixk. The submission that I believe was made earlier contains
several of these changes which were made, and which were reviewed
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by the GAO. One of these changes that was made, of course, is that
on the overload stops, the pressure was run at approximately 850 p.s.i.
In the report you will see that this has been corrected to show the
correct pressure to compensate for the adjusters which were not pres-
ent during the overload stops, and what this would show is what the
correct pressure would have been if the adjuster pressure were com-
pensated for.

Another example is on the 45-stop condition stop time, and the 5-
stop condition stop time. When the original copy of the report was
submitted to engineering, Mr. Warren determined from the data pre-
sented that the stop times which were taken from the dynamometer
log sheet and the torque traces, which were shown to represent the
torque curve, did not coincide. There was a difference in stop time.
Mr. Warren had a torque trace plot made from the digital data, and
he determined from this what the actual stop time was, and informed
LTV of these stop times, since they were longer than the specification
stop time allowance.

1t is our understanding that LTV in turn discussed these stop times
with the Air Force, and that LTV told us that these stop times were
acceptable, to present them as we got them off the digital data and
they would be acceptable to LTV. They subsequently did approve the
report.

Now we also found an example in this report where after going
over the report in the July 27, 1968, session, to see how the raw data
checked actually with the report, we found that at stop 33 of the tire
change, that thermocouples for the fuse plug, bead seat, and tube well
were interchanged on the slipring and what we detected up to stop 33
they had been reading in order: tube well bead, seat, fuse plug. We
found after stop 33 they were reading in sequence bead seat, fuse plug,
tube well.

Mr. JerER. These two readings, I do not understand this myself.

Mr. Sixk. In this situation what I am pointing out——

Mr. Jerer. The reading before and the reading after, were they
near one another or quite different? This is what the Senator and the
Congressman would like to know.

Mr. SINE. Yes, sir. We determined from this that here was another
case where we should have changed the data from the raw data that
was presented because it was perfectly obvious that when you have
temperatures running in a sequence, during parts of the test they are
not going to just arbitrarily change and run in a completely different
sequence from one stop to the next. So there were areas where we
should have changed the data in the report from the raw data, but
we missed it due to the relative unimportance of these temperatures
compared to other data that we did observe more closely.

Mr. JETER. Does that answer your question? You might say a word
about comparison, for example, of brake design program for an air-
craft for a military fighter plane as compared with the design of an
aircraft brake for

Chairman Proxaire. Will this be the last?

Mr. Jerer. Yes, sir; it will, Mr. Chairman.

For a commercial plane?

Mr. Sink. Brakes for commercial aircraft are designed like work
horses, since these things perform many stops every day, day in day
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out service accumulating many stops in a very short period of time.
There is a lot of beef in them. They are the—well, work horse is a
good comparison.

The fighter aircraft, by comparison to this, is more like a thorough-
bred horse. It is skinned down. There is not an ounce of excess weight
in it. It is very high performance, and as a result of this, the develop-
ment program required to develop these fighter plane brakes is much
longer than it is for commercial brakes.

Mr. JerEr. Let me say only one word, Mr. Chairman, if I may.

I understand quite well, I think, that the Chairman and members
of this committee are concerned and should be concerned that the
Government gets and obtains good products when it is required to
buy them, and that it buy these products at a reasonable cost. This
Is a very proper concern of this committee, and I understand that.

I do want the committee to understand likewise that we at the B. F.
Goodrich Co. have this same concern, identical concern. We are in
this business. We are very big at it. We hope to continue in it for,
well, more years than I can say, and we do not know of any way to
continue in it and be successful and be one of the major producers and
suppliers in the world than to produce quality products at reasonable
prices. There is not any other answer, because this is a competitive
field.

I do want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Conable, for your
attention to our statement.

Chairman Proxmigre. I want to thank you, Mr. Jeter and Mr. Sink.
It is a vigorous, forthright statement. There is no question where you
stand on this and it is very helpful.

At the same time, just to take up what you have said, I think I
would not be a responsible member of the Senate if two men coming
to me as these two men did with what I thought was a sincere effort
to express their concern about this very serious matter and told a story
that sounded plausible, if I had not asked that an investigation be
made. I did that.

The GAO made an investigation. You and I differ very much on
what the GAQO said.

Let me just start with that.

You say in your statement that, “The GAO report does not even
suggest that test reports were falsified.” Well, falsified is a word of
intent which T am sure the GAO and everybody else is very careful
about using. I did use it frankly in my release.

We did have testimony by the GAO engineer this morning and he
told us that data did not show an honest picture.

Now

Mr. Jerer. If T may interrupt.

Chairman Proxmire. Yes, sir.

Mr. Jerer. This is something he has added since the report was
written.

Chairman Proxmire. Well, yes.

Mr. Jerer. OK.

Chairman Proxmire. As I say, when I asked the GAO to conduct
an investigation of this, I did not anticipate that they would come in,
and they never do come in, and make charges that somebody is lying
or that kind of thing. They do their best to %nd out what the facts are




282

with relation to the data, with the substantive data which is being
considered whether it is accurate or inaccurate, so that when I asked
them whether this was an honest picture or not, I think that their
answer to me satisfied me in that regard. But I think that you and I
could talk, argue all day about whether this was falsification or
_ whether it was a discrepancy that cannot be so categorized.

Mr. JerER. Let me say I am not to any degree whatever questioning
the chairman’s motives. I want to make that clear.

Chairman Proxmire. All right.

Now let me ask you this. Professional engineer opinon has been
unanimous, designer Searle Lawson, your employee, Air Force engineer
expert, Bruce Tremblay, and GAO engineer, Guy Best, have all testi-
fied this morning that the engineering practices at B. F. Goodrich in
qualifying the four-rotor A7TD brake was unacceptable. In fact, each
of these gentlemen has testified this morning that Goodrich is still
making questionable statements about the AD-T four-rotor brake,
this morning, for example, from your statement. You say, “It has never
been determined whether the knitting problem resulted from brake
design or was because of incompatibility between the brake and as-
sociated parts of the braking system.” /

As T recall, Mr. Best said that he was not sure on the basis of the
data he had that he could make an assertion on that. The other two
men were emphatic in saying that the knitting problem did result
from the brake design.

Then in the second place they all testified where you say it is most
significant “that the four-rotor brake knitting problem referred to
above could not have been predicted from the indoor laboratory tests
which the contract required regardless of how precisely these tests
may have been performed.” There again they disagree and their dis-
agreement seems to be one of impressive unanimity.

Mzx. JeTER. The record will show, Mr. Chairman, but I think they
testified as a general proposition and without any reference to the
tests prescribed by the contract.

Chairman Proxmire. And then that they also testified where you
say, “It was the judgement of the responsible B. F. Goodrich air-
craft brake engineers at that time four-rotor brake satisfactorily per-
formed the indoor tests and was ready for field testing on the AD7,”
they disputed this.

Mr. JeTER. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. So that the experts that we have here disagree
with you. Now let me ask you did B. F. Goodrich personnel add a
spacer to the brake that was undergoing qualification tests? Did youn
testify that they did ?

Mr. JETER. I am sorry, I did not hear the question.

Chairman Proxmire. You testified on this picture.

Mr. JeTEr. Yes sir.

Chairman Proxmire. On the basis of that picture and the other
testimony I am asking you did B. F. Goodrich personnel add a spacer
to the brake that was undergoing qualification tests?

Mr. Sivk. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. And that to assure that the brake would not
run out of piston travel during the tests? :

Mr. SiNk. Yes, sir.
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Chairman Proxamre. Didn’t the other engineer say that that was
unacceptable ?

Mr. Sink. The other engineer was not in a position to know whether
1t was acceptable or not, Senator. In fact, I think if you will look
again at the

Chairman Proxaire. When you say the other engineer you are re-
ferring to Mr. Lawson ?

Mr. SinNk. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. Why wasn’t he in a position to know ? He was -
the employee of Goodrich. You gentlemen hired him and you gave
him this assignment. It was your responsibility to put a competent
man on it.

Mr. Sixk. This is true, and he was a new engineer. We did try to
give him guidance, but he preferred to have his own convictions.

Chairman Proxarre. You did try to give him guidance but he pre-
ferred to have his own convictions?

Mr. Sink. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxmire. An interesting response.

Mr. Jerer. I think it is quite understandable if I may say so, Mr.
Chairman. He is a new employee. This is the fi. - brake he has worked
on. He s directly supervised by Mr. Warren, who is a very experienced
design engineer, who has been with our company many years and
designed many, many brakes.

I cannot believe this young man knew everything there was to know
about brakes, and I am not criticizing him.

Chairman Proxmr1rE. Nevertheless, it was testified by the other inde-
pendent experts that the insertion of this kind of a spacer was not
acceptable. Do you feel that those men are not qualified?

Mr. SiNk. As pointed out under item 2 under a spacer

Mzr. JerER. You are referring to what ?

fChairman Proxaire. The spacer you have in that picture in front
of you.

Mr. Sink. I am referring to what I assume was introduced earlier.
It says following the overall stops the stack deflections was eight hun-
dred fifty-nine one-thousandths and the minimum travel allowable, the
maximum to be more than this but the minimum with all the tolerances
was eight hundred eighty one-thousandths which says had there not
been a spacer in there the piston still would not have bottomed.

We had gone through the 45-stop test and this takes quite a while
to do. We wanted to assure ourselves that the pistons would not bottom-
out, and discontinued the test on this heat sink that had the 45 stops
so the spacer was put in as a precautionary measure.

Chairman Proxmire. Now that the Air Force has indicated this is
not acceptable you continue to test your brakes this way?

Mr. Sinx. If we had the same situation come up today I believe the
thing we should probably have done was to go back to LTV and let
them go to the Air Force to have the Air Force witness this test.

I believe under these conditions that this procedure would be ap-
proved if it were properly handled beforehand.

Chairman Proxmire. Was in fact the wheel allowed to coast to a
stop as indicated by GAO and confirmed by Mr. Vandivier’s testimony
this morning?

Mr. Sink. Yes, sir.
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Chairman ProxMigre. It was?

Mr. SiNK. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. And is this, Mr. Sink, a standard test proce-
dure in the B. F. Goodrich, Troy, Ohio field and brake plant ?

Mr. Si~g. This is a common procedure. I would not say it is a stand-
ard procedure. It is a common procedure, and it has precedence in that
this procedure was used for the qualification of military brakes when
Wright Field was qualifying military brakes in that facility.

Chairman Proxmige. Didn’t the Air Force say that this is unaccept-
able as quoted in the GAO report?

Mr. Sixk. I have heard that this has been quoted in that report.

Chairman Proxmire. Once again, here is the same kind of a prob-
lem. The Government experts who testified to us tell us that this is not
an acceptable procedure to give valid results.

Mr. Sink. But our contracting agency, sir, is TV, and we discussed
this procedure with LTV engineering and they approved this pro-
cedure prior to our conducting these tests.

Chairman Proxmire. You have a responsibility, I am sure both of
you gentlemen are very honorable gentlemen, you recognize you have
a responsibility to the Federal Government, too.

Mr. Sink. Yes, sir.

Chairman Proxarire. You are producing a plane, a product ulti-
mately to be used as a U.S. plane, and in view of the fact that the
policies adopted by the Air Force, which is the ultimate customer,
seem to contradict your position, it would seem to me that that would
govern rather than any negotiations or any agreement you might make
with the contractor.

Mr. SinE. It is always the function of the contracting agency to set
up the requirements for the design and qualification of a brake, and
where the contractor has set up these requirements, these take preced-
ence in many or most cases over the military specification.

Chairman Proxyire. Mr. Vandivier has testified before this com-
mittee that there are more than 80 falsifications of data in the Report
26031. He and others that are or were employed by B. F. Goodrich
wheel and brake plant in Troy contend that they were coerced by their
superiors into writing a distorted qualification report. Would you
agree that there is misinformation in this report ?

Mr. Sixk. I would say that the information that is in the report
presents a fair analysis of the performance of the 4-rotor brake dur-
ing the qualification testing. There have been changes made in the
data as we have noted before, but only to make them more consistent
with the overall picture of the data thatis available.

Chairman Proxmire. You stand alone in making that assertion. No
other witness has indicated that. Certainly the GAO did not indicate
it. the Air Force did not indicate it. neither did of course Mr. Lawson
who is the engineer directly working on this project. Why do you
need a 5-rotor brake if thisis the case? i

If this 4-rotor brake is qualified, why did you have to go to the
trouble and expense to yourself of the 5-rotor brake ?

Mr. JeTER. Let me answer, Mr. Chairman.

When you say this brake. the 4-rotor, 5-rotor or whatever, is quali-
fied, when we say this in our report, which we did, to the prime con-
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tractor, we are not saying this brake will fly on an airplane. We have
not flown it on an airplane. We are saying that this brake is qualified
under the specifications and tests prescribed by the contract, period,
the indoor tests prescribed by the contract. We cannot state that the
brake will pass flight test.

Let me say just this about this whole subject. If this science were
such an exact science that we could design and produce a brake with
or without, say with laboratory tests, and this brake will perform on
an airplane exactly as it is supposed to, then there would be an abso-
lute waste of money to conduct these flight tests, and they conducted
almost 300 of them here, an absolute waste of money to conduct the
tests. You just put them on the plane and fly it.

Chairman Prox»ire. With all due respect

Mr. JETER. I mean why do you have the flight tests? )

Chairman Prox»ure. Why did you change the design? Why did
you go from a 4-rotor brake to a 5-rotor brake if the 4-rotor brake
met the qualifications?

Mr. JeteR. Well, the problem developed in flight. What I am trying
to say to you is that we said the brake qualified on the basis of the
laboratory test prescribed for us by the contract, and we do not certify
to another thing. We cannot. We have not even had the brake work.
ing in conjunction with the rest of the braking system. We have not
even seen that happen.

All we can certify to, and I think this ought to be clear, is that on
the basis of the tests prescribed by our contract, the laboratory tests
prescribed by our contract, we think the brake is qualified. Tt meets
t,llle qualifications as shown by laboratory tests, not flight tests if you
please.

Chairman Proxyrre. Now you have changed your method of testing
between the four- and five-rotor procedure. You stated, “This problem
1s that the brake linings knitted or fused slightly at low speeds.”

Then you say, “It has never been determined whether the knitting
problem resulted from the brake design or was because of an in-
compat}}bility between the brake and its associated part of the braking
system.

Then you say—this is with regard to the five-rotor—“Special labora-
tory tests were performed with the system in order to simulate the
knitting problem.”

So you obviously felt that the first tests were inadequate in that
regard, because you used a new test procedure which you have testified
with great emphasis in your view, although others seem to
disagree

Mr. Jeter. I do not think anyone has disagreed with what T say
on that subject if I may say so, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxaure. Mr. Lawson flatly disagreed. I asked him that
question.

Mr. Jerer. Mr. Lawson, I do not think, addressed himself to the
fact. If T may disagree with you, I do not think the record will show
that anyone in this room today except myself has testified with respect
to the fact that we obtained from LTV the complete braking system,
and that we designed special tests with the entire braking system to
try to produce this knitting or sticking or whatever you want to call
it, and we did that in an effort to determine, Mr. Chairman, whether
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we could get a different composition, a different brake band that would
in fact work in this four-rotor brake and would eliminate this knitting
problem, but no one else has testified about this that I have heard.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Jeter, I have here documentation from
your own plant signed by Mr. Gloor, the engineer, who says—

Following stop number 49 the fuse plug material melted entirely.
It goes on to say—

Brake pressure was released on the brake when the velocity reached 10 to 15
miles per hour. The following abnormal procedures occurred. Stators numbers
1 and 3 were physically switched after stop number 30 and remained in those
positions to the conclusion of the test. Of the 5 overload stops were conducted
with a lining carrier placed between the housing and the pressure plate.

and so on.

And he concludes as follows:

In view of the aforementioned it is the writer’s opinion that subject brake
assembly is not a fully-qualified item.

This is another expert engineer, your Goodrich engineer. Now
would you say that your Mr. Gloor is incompetent, not qualified ?

Mr. JeTer. I will ask Mr. Sink. I do not know Mr. Gloor. =

Mr. Sink. Here again Mr. Gloor had just joined our organization,
and he had joined the A-7TD as test engineer taking over from who had
carried it through the early development, so he had only been with
us a very few months, and had no wheel and brake test experience at
all prior to starting into the A-7D program.

Chairman Proxmire. What was this man’s qualifications, this Mr.
Gloor, who along with Mr. Lawson had responsibility in this area?

Mr. Sixk. To the best of my knowledge he has been an instrumenta-
tion engineer at McDonnell.

Mr. Jerer. Where?

Mr. Sixg. McDonnell.

Mr. Jerer. McDonnell Aircraft.

Chairman Proxsure. He is another independent engineer, inde-
pendent in the sense he was newly hired. He worked for you—was
employed by you. You are hiring people who appear to be incompetent
on the basis of your testimony here.

Mr. Jerer. “Inexperienced,” if I may substitute a word for you, Mr.
Chairman. If a new man is ever going to be hired, he has to be hired
inexperienced, and I do not see any carelessness in hiring people be-
cause they have never had experience. The question is whether you
give them adequate supervision until they get the experience.

Chairman Proxmire. Isn’t it true that the instrumentation which 1s
where Mr. Gloor had his experience, the instrumentation went wrong ?

Mr. Sivk. I do not know whether you could say it went wrong. It
was a matter of interpreting what came off of it.

Chairman Prox»ire. In this area Mr. Gloor should be qualified.

Mr. Sink. When you take data from several different sources, you
have to rationalize among these data what is the true story. This is
part of your engineering know-how.

1 gh?alrman Proxmire. What was that again, you have to rationalize
atat .

Mr. Sivk. You have to look at the data rationally from experience

and make an engineering judgment as to which
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Chairman Proxare. You did not say look at the data rationally.
In the first place you said rationalize.

Mr. Srxvx. Thisisa play on words. _

Chairman Proxare. All right, sir. Why do you believe that Mr.
Vandivier and Mr. Lawson have come before this committee to tell us
their part in the inclusion of this information in the qualification
reports. I believe there are some inexplicable aspects of this thing of
the one we all agree that Goodrich has nothing to gain by this, and I
am sure that your motives, Mr. Jeter, and the motives of the other
officials have been good.

On the other hand, the only logiéal explanation that I have heard
of this whole incident was given by Mr. Vandivier when he said that
pride or an attempt to hide a mistake or to save face seems to be
the answer, and I can understand that.

On the other hand, I can throw right back at you why would these
men come before us to make this testimony ? Certainly Mr. Lawson
has not anything to gain by this. He is in the industry now. He can
be blackballed. He can be hurt badly.

Mr, Jerer. Well, I am not going to question their motives either,
but I will answer your question, and not question their motives,
_ I do not know either man. I saw them here for the first time in my
life so far as I know, so I guess I must assume that they sincerely
believe what they say.

I think that Mr. Vandivier is talking about some subjects and writ-
ingda.n opinion about a qualification which he was not at all qualified
to do.

Chairman Proxmire. He was your technical writer. He worked for
you for 3 years as a technical writer. He had written over 100 reports.

Mr. Jerer. It is one thing to write down and record a lot of data
results which you can read. I mean I can read temperatures myself.
I am not an engineer, and this and that. And it is something else to
arrive at conclusions as to which data is most significant and which
is not. Where two tests are made simultaneously and they are at vari-
ance, it is an engineering judgment matter as to which one should be
accepted, and when you look at this overall thing in the report, I did
not bring it here, the report that we are talking about, that we made
to LTV is this thick; two and a half inches thick. It is certainly an
engineering matter requiring judgment to study, go over that report
and decide whether the ultimate decision is that the brake is qualified
or is not qualified, and T say this unequivocally, this technical writer
is not qualified to make that conclusion from a report.

Chairman Proxmire. Yes, but you see, Mr. Jeter, we do not have a
problem of a man who is just unqualified; an engineer who is inex-
perienced making some mistakes. We have men who have come before
this committee and testified that they falsified, that they manufactured
this data, that it was not true and they were told to qualify the brake
and shut up about it, and so they followed those instructions. That was
their testimony.

Mr. Jerer. Well, they in fact were not so instructed. At least we
have not been able to find—I can assure you that a very thorough in-
vestigation was made of this entire subject long before, I am sure,
you heard of it, and we have yet to find man one who supports that
statement which they make.
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Chairman Proxmire. We have had man one and man two tell us
that that is the case.

Mr. JETER. Yes.

Chairman Proxyire. And Mr. Gloor saysit

Mr. JeTEr. I told you we have 30-odd engineers at this plant, and
most of them very experienced and very knowledgeable, and I say
to you it is incredible that these men would stand idly by and see re-
ports changed or falsified or whatever word you want to use when
they have knowledge of it and they are responsible engineers. I mean
you just do not have to do that working for anybody. I think you
understand that and especially if you are a qualified engineer in some
specialty such as the design and testing of brakes. Just nobody does
that.

Chairman Proxyrre. Finally, I would just like to ask you why after
the GAO investigation did GAO recommend changes in the Govern-
ment’s responsibility for brake testing procedures, if the procedures
were all right, and why in fact has there been an actual change in
procedure in the Dayton, Ohio area where the Troy Wheel and Brake
Plant is located? As I understand before this the four-rotor brake,
for example, was tested as we have had testimony this morning, not
in the presence of the Air Force and not in all cases in the presence
of LTV.

On the other hand, the five-rotor brake has been tested in the pres-
ence of all the Air Force, LTV as well as

Mr. Jerer. Well, I want to make no defense of the test specifica-
tions prescribed by our contract, by LTV, and whether it should have
been changed, or whether the GAO is right in suggesting that an Air
Force man should be present. Maybe they are right in that recom-
mendation. I am not quareling with it.

The Government, at least, would have somebody on the job seeing
what is happening. We do not have any quarrel with it. They can
have two there if they would like, but we did not design this program.
We were given a contract and test procedures in it and that is it.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Conable ?

Representative Conasre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Jeter, T have only one question and that relates to the interests
of the Government in this affair.

Mr. JeTER. Yes, sir.

Representative ConasrLe. Can you give us an assurance that the
Government will not at any time incur increased costs as a result of
the necessary changes over from the four-rotor to the five-rotor brake ?
A statement was made here by the GAQ that it was possible some of
these additional costs could find their way into overhead, and that
interested me because it would not be normally part of overhead.

Mr. JETER. Yes.

Representative ConaBLE. And I just want to understand from your
point of view, obviously your company has had some additional costs
as a result of having to change.

Mr. JetER. Right.

Representative ConaBLE. From a brake that had some flaws to one
that is functioning properly ?

Mr. JETER. Yes, we just designed two brakes and tested two instead
of one for the same cost. This point or this mention in the GAQ report
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I have discussed with our engineers. I, of course, have no personal
knowledge of it. I have discussed it with our engineers, and the head of
our aerospace division in Akron, and I am assured that there was no
additional cost to the Government in any form or manner whatsoever.
There were no additional costs. '

Representative ConaBLE. Thank you.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Prox»re. Thank you, Congressman Conable.

And thank you, Mr. Jeter and Mr. Sink. T know this is a most un-
pleasant and a difficult job for all of us. You did a fine job and I
appreciate the responsiveness you have given us.

Mr. Jerer. Thank you very much.

Chairman Proxmire. The committee will stand adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m. the Senate Subcommittee on Economy
in Government of the Joint Economic Committee adjourned, to re-
convene subject to the call of the Chair.)
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

B-167023

Dear Senator Proxmire:

The accompanying report presents the results of our examination

into the qualification of brakes furnished by The B. F, Goodrich Company

to LTV Aerospace Corporation, a subsidiary of Ling-Temco-Vought, Inc.,
for use on the A-7D aircraft, as requested in your letter of May 13, 1969,
The significant contents of this report are summarized in the digest in-
cluded with the report. The review was made pursuant to the Budget and
Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We did not submit copies of this report to the Department of De-
fense or the contractors, The B, F. Goodrich Company, and LTV Aero~
space Corporation, Vought Aeronautics Division, for comment,

We plan to make no further distribution of this report unless copies
are specifically requested, and then we shall make distribution only after
your agreement has been obtained or public announcement has been made
by you concerning the contents of the report.

Sincerely yours,

T [ foe

:Comptroller General
of the United States

The Honorable William Proxmire
United States Senate




H COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT TO REVIEW OF THE QUALIFICATION )
! THE HONORABLE WILLIAM PROXMIRE TESTING OF BRAKES FOR THE A-7D
v UNITED STATES SENATE AIRCRAFT

: Department of the Air Force

! Department of the Navy

h Defense Supply Agency B-167023

v DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

At the request of Senator William Proxmire, the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO) has reviewed certain aspects (see p. 2) of the qualification
tests of brakes for the A-7D aircraft. These tests were performed by
The B. F. Goodrich Company under a subcontract with LTV Aerospace Cor-
poration, Vought Aeronautics Division (LTV/VAD), the prime contractor
with the Navy for the A-7D aircraft to be used by the Air Force.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of GAO's review indicated that:

--in some instances Goodrich's test procedures for the four-rotor
brake did not appear to comply with specification requirements or
normal industry practice (see p. 6),

E --Goodrich's qualification report on the results of testing the four-
! rotor brake contained some discrepancies that might be considered
! significant (see pp. 6 and 8),

--opinions differed as to the danger to the pilot and the potential
damage to an aircraft due to brake failure. No significant air-
craft damage due to the use of the four-rotor brake had been re-
ported (see p. 10), ’

--Goodrich offered to, and did, replace the four-rotor brake with a
new five-rotor brake without any apparent increase in cost to the
prime contractor or the Government. We were advised that the
change did not cause any delays in the delivery or testing of the
aircraft (see pp. 12 and 13),

--the prime contractor's procedures and those of the Defense Contract
Administration Services District (DCASD) were inadequate to protect
the Government's interests in the qualification tests of the four-
rotor brake (see p.13), and

--the Department of the Air Force protected the Government's interest
by withholding approval of the qualification report (see p. 18).
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DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

At the request of Senator William Proxmire, the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO) has reviewed certain aspects (see p. 2) of the qualification
tests of brakes for the A-7D aircraft. These tests were performed by
The B. F. Goodrich Company under a subcontract with LTV Aerospace Cor-
poration, Vought Aeronautics Division (LTV/VAD), the prime contractor
with the Navy for the A-7D aircraft to be used by the Air Force.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of GAQ's review indicated that:

--in some instances Goodrich's test procedures for the four-rotor
brake did not appear to comply with specification requirements or
normal industry practice (see p. 6),

--Goodrich's qualification report on the results of testing the four-
rotor brake contained some discrepancies that might be considered
significant (see pp. 6 and 8),

--opinions differed as to the danger to the pilot and the potential
damage to an aircraft due to brake failure. No significant air-
craft damage due to the use of the four-rotor brake had been re-
ported (see p. 10),

--Goodrich offered to, and did, replace the four-rotor brake with a
new five-rotor brake without any apparent increase in cost to the
prime contractor or the Government. We were advised that the |
change did not cause any delays in the delivery or testing of the |
aircraft (see pp. 12 and 13),

--the prime contractor's procedures and those of the Defense Contract
Administration Services District (DCASD) were inadequate to protect
the Government's interests in the qualification tests of the four- |
rotor brake (see p.13), and

--the Department of the Air Force protected the Government's interest |
by withholding approval of the qualification report (see p. 18).




INTRODUCTION

The General Accounting Office, at the request of
Senator William Proxmire, has examined into the qualifi-
cation testing of the brake assemblies for the A-7D air-
craft at The B, F. Goodrich Co., Troy, Ohio.

The Naval Air Systems Command is purchasing 74 A-7D
aircraft for the Department of the Air Force under con-
tract NOOO19-67-C-0143 with LIV Aerospace Corporation,
Vought Aeronautics Division.

We were asked to inquire into whether (1) Goodrich's
qualification report accurately presented the actual re-
corded test results, (2) the use of a defective brake en-
dangered the test pilot's safety, and (3) the Government
incurred additional costs due to the changes in the brake.
In addition, we were requested to determine the Govern-
ment's responsibilities in the qualification testing of
the brakes and the Air Force's actions to protect the
Govermment's interest. Additional information furnished
by a member of the Senator's staff related the requested
information to the four-rotorl brake assembly.

LTV/VAD solicited, and we were advised that they re-
ceived, quotations from The B. F, Goodrich Co., Bendix
Aviation Products Division, General Tire and Rubber Co.,
and Goodyear Aviation Products Division on various items,
including the brakes, for the A-7D aircraft. LTV/VAD of-
ficials stated that The B, F. Goodrich Co,, Aerospace and
Defense Products Division, was selected on the basis of
the price and technical design, LIV/VAD officials stated
that the Air Force concurred in their selection. There-
after, LTV/VAD issued a firm-fixed-price purchase order,

lA rotor is a rotating metal disc interspersed with sta-
tors, which are stationary metal discs carrying brake
lining material. The rotor and stator discs, when com-
pressed, perform the braking action.




mumber P-237138, dated June 18, 1967, to Goodrich and
supplements to this purchase order have been issued, ex-
ercising options granted to LTV/VAD by Goodrich in the
basic purchase order, as follows:

Purchase Quantity Firm-
order of brake fixed unit Total
document Date assemblies price pPrice
Basic June 18, 1967 40 $364.50 $14,580
Supple-
ment 2X Mar, 20, 1968 160 338.50 54,160
Supple-
merit 5X  Dec. 9, 1968 2 338.50 677
202 343.64%  $69,417

aWeighted—average unit price.

Also, LIV/VAD exercised the 1969 option of the above pur-
chase order through the issuance of purchase order
P-354831, dated February 10, 1969, for 260 brake assem-
blies at $338 each, or a total of $87,880. On April 30,
1969, this purchase order was amended to increase the
rumber from 260 to 267 brake assemblies at the same unit
price for a total price of $90,246. These brake assem-
blies had been included in LTV/VAD's proposal to the Gov-
ernment at $343.70 per unit, excluding general and admin-
istrative expenses and a 7-percent factor for scrap and
other miscellaneous costs, in determining the initial
cost for contract -0143.

LTV/VAD initially purchased a four-rotor brake but,
in Jamuary 1969, revised, in part, the purchase order to
require five-rotor brake assemblies. The differences
between the four- and five-rotor brake assemblies are as
follows:

Part Four-rotor brake Five-rotor brake

name Part rmumber Quantity Part mumber Quantity
Rotor 134-44 4 134-49 5
Stator 244-270 3 244-306 4
Enge 123 s 244-271 28 244-307 28




The LTV/VAD purchase orders show that the following
types of brake assemblies had been ordered:

Quantity
LTV/VAD of
purchase brake assemblies

order no. Four-rotor Five-rotor Total

P-237138 46 156 202
P-354831 0 267 267
Total 6 423 469

LTV/VAD purchase order P-237138 required Goodrich
to perform qualification testing on the brake assemblies
and to submit a report on the results of such testing.
The qualification tests are referred to as preproduction
tests in the referenced specifications. Both LTV/VAD
specification 204-16-37d and military specification MIL-
W-5013G defined preproduction tests as tests conducted by
the vendor on samples representative of the production
item to ensure conformance with the specification re-
quirements. Goodrich lawyers stated that the four-rotor
brake assemblies subjected to qualification tests were
hand made units, similar to brake assemblies to be mami-
factured, rather than production models,

Goodrich submitted to LTV/VAD its qualification test
report, Q-6031 revision A, dated July 12, 1968, on the
four-rotor brake assembly. This report was signed by a
DCASD Dayton representative (see p. 16) and approved by
LTV/VAD., However, the Air Force's Aeronautical Systems
Division recommended withholding approval of the report.
Subsequently, Goodrich proposed to supply a five-rotor
brake as it did not believe that the four-rotor brake met
their "suitable for the intended use' obligation to LTV/
VAD and requested that LTV/VAD withdraw its approval of
the four-rotor brake qualification test report.

Goodrich submitted the five-rotor brake assembly
qualification test report, Q-6046 revision A, dated Feb-
ruary 18, 1969. This report also was signed by the
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DCASD Dayton representative (see pp. 16and 17) and ap-
proved by LTV/VAD. We were advised, however, that, as
of June 5, 1969, the Air Force's Aeronautical Systems Di-
vision had not approved Goodrich's qualification report
on the five-rotor brake.

The scope of our review appears on page 20.
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REVIEW OF QUALIFICATION TESTS OF BRAKES

VARIATIONS IN QUALIFICATION
TESTING PROCEDURES AND
RESULTS REPORTED

The results of our review indicated that, in some
instances, Goodrich's qualification test procedures for
the four-rotor brake did not appear to comply with the
specification requirements or normal industry practices.
Also, we found that Goodrich's qualification report data
on the results of testing the four-rotor brake contained
some discrepancies which, in the judgment of an engineer
assigned to our staff, may be considered significant.

The qualification report and its supporting data
were considered to be proprietary information by Goodrich,
who requested that this information not be further dis-
closed. We have, therefore, omitted from our report the
specific data obtained from Goodrich during this review.

Test procedures for the
four-rotor brake

Qualification report Q-6031, which was applicable to
the four-~rotor brake, indicated that the tests adhered to
the requirements of military specification MIL-W-5013G,
except where the specification differed from the LTV/VAD
specification. This report indicated also, that no devi-
ations were requested by Goodrich.

However, Goodrich's project manager stated, and doc-
uments showed, that the brake pressure was released at
10 miles per hour and the wheel permitted to coast or
taxi for 10 to 15 seconds. Military specifications re-
quired the brake to bring the wheel to rest.

Goodrich officials stated that, to compensate for
the rolling stop, higher energy was imposed on the wheel
at the higher speeds. Goodrich's project manager stated
that LTV/VAD had orally approved this waiver to the test
procedures and LTV/VAD officials acknowledged verbal ap-
proval of minor deviations to Goodrich's test procedures



but did not describe to us the specific deviations. How-
ever, an Air Force engineer considered that the failure

to come to a complete stop was unacceptable because torque
stresses reach their peak during the 10 to O miles per
hour velocity.

Goodrich's project manager advised us of the follow-
ing test procedures which, he said, were orally approved
by LTV/VAD.

1. Use of the 84-inch instead of 120-inch dynamometer
for the 45 normal brake stop tests because
Goodrich stated the larger dynamometer was, tied
up, with other programs.

2. Use of a test sequence of 45 normal, 5 overload,
and 2 rejected-take-off brake stop tests, although
it was common industry practice to intersperse the
normal and overload stop tests.

A Goodrich official informed us, and we verified the
fact, that test sequence requirements were not specified
in military specification MIL-W-5013G or LTV/VAD specifi-
cation 204-16-37d. LTV/VAD officials advised us that
they considered the significance of the test sequence a
matter of opinion, but their Assistant Director for the
A-7D program stated that he preferred an interspersed
9 normal to 1 overload stop test sequence. However, an
Air Force engineer stated that any brake failure would
disqualify the tests; and, in his opinion, had Goodrich
performed the tests on the 9 to 1l interspersed basis, the
brakes would not have lasted through the 50 normal and
overload stop tests.

Goodrich's Special Test Requirement and Procedures
and Operator's Comments set forth various other instruc-
tions or actions regarding the procedures. or methods in
the qualification testing. Among these was the statement
that the stators were switched between the number 1 and
number 3 positions and we selected this for further in-
quiry. Goodrich stated that this was a laboratory tech-
nique in which the results were studied by an engineer to
determine the wear pattern of the linings on the stator.




Military specification MIL-W-5013G and LTV/VAD specifica-
tion 204-16-37d are silent regarding the switching of
parts or components. LTV/VAD officials, however, advised
us that the switching of stator positions was not normal
industry practice. In the opinion of an Air Force engi-
neer, this switching of parts was unacceptable.

Reported test results on the four-rotor brake

We selected brake stop tests from qualification re-
port Q-6031 for verification of the basic recorded test
results. Each of these brake stop tests included the re-
cording or measurement of 18 characteristics, or parame-
ters, 16 of which were selected for verification. The
extent and results of our verification were as follows:

Stop tests

Discrep-
ancies
GAQ sample (note a)
No. in Percent Percent
uni- of of
Test title verse No. universe No. sample
Normal brake stop 45 7 15.6% 2 28.6%
Overload brake stop 5 5 100.0 5 100.0
Worn brake rejected-
take-off stop _2 2 100.0 _2 100.0
Total stop tests 32
Total GAO sample 14 26.9% _9 64.3%

8These are the discrepancies, existing in at least one or
more of the 16 test characteristics or parameters in
each of the stop tests, that may be considered signifi-
cant.

The parameter discrepancies that may be considered sig-
hificant between data shown in the test report (Q-6031)
and data shown by Goodrich's test instruments, as well as
Goodrich's explanations, are set forth in the exhibit of
this report. 1In addition, we found other discrepancies



which we considered to be insignificant because they were
due to variations in engineering interpretations and
transposition of the report data between stop tests.

On the two remaining parameters in our selected sam-
ple of 14 stop tests, we compared the reported data with
the operator-recorded data and Goodrich's test require-
ments. We noted that reported and operator-recorded data
on stop time were in agreement except on the five over-
load stop tests where reported data presented a lesser
stop time than that of the operator-recorded data. A
Goodrich project manager advised us, however, that
LTV/VAD had orally accepted the five excessive overload
stop times after the tests but prior to the issuance of
the qualification report. 1In 12 instances the stop time
reported was greater than Goodrich's test requirements.
Limitations on our time for this review precluded our
comparing the stop times to the basic recorded test re-
sults and discussion of the resulting discrepancies with
a Goodrich engineer.

Test procedures and reporting
on the five-rotor brake

We did not review the test procedures regarding the
five-rotor brake or verify the resulting data contained
in qualification report Q-6046 due to the limited time
for our review. However, as discussed in subsequent re-
port segments, LTV/VAD, Air Force, and DCASD representa-
tives monitored, at least in part, Goodrich's performance
of the testing and/or were provided access to the basic
recorded test results.



INQUIRY INTO POSSIBILITY OF DANGER

TO PILOT AND AIRCRAFT DAMAGE

We found that there were differences in opinions on
the danger to the pilot and potential damage to an air-
craft due to brake failure but that no significant damage
due to the use of the four-roter brake had been reported.

Air Force, Navy, and LTIV/VAD officials generally
agreed that the brakes did not endanger the life or safety
of the test pilots. However, among these same officials,
there was no definite consensus regarding the potential
of damage to an aircraft, which may be incurred as the
result of brake failure.

In response to our question regarding pilot safety
and structural damage, Federal Aviation Administration
officials stated that warping or welding of the brakes
would blow out the tire, which in turn might cause (1)
collapsing of the landing gear, (2) breaking of the hy-
draulic lines, and/or (3) puncturing of the gas tanks
located in the aircraft wing. ' As the result, they fur-
ther stated the most likely danger was a fire due to the
combination of the heat in the brakes and leaking hy-
draulic fluid and/or jet fuel. They told us, however,
that they did not have any accident investigation reports
concerning such incidents.

Both contractor and military pilots conducted flights
in the aircraft with four-rotor brakes prior to and after
LIV/VAD's engineering approval of the qualification re-
port. However, Air Force, Navy, and LTV/VAD officials
advised us that there was no requirement for brake quali-
fication prior to use on an aircraft. The following sta-
tistics on flights and brake problems were obtained from
the contractor and military flight reports and/or flight
discrepancy sheets.
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Flights

After LTV/VAD

Prior to approval of

LTV/VAD qualification test
approval of and before
qualification installation of

report the five-rotor brake Total
Number of flights:

Contractor 37 192 229
Military 12 26 38
Total 49 28 267
Number of flights indicat-
ing potential brake
problems (note a):
Contractor 6 6 12
Military 0 _0 _0o
Total _6 5 12

®The brake is used in conjunction with an anti-skid system. These re-
ports describe other problems which the pilots appear to relate to
this system.

Generally, the contractor noted brake problems were
described in terms of the sensitivity of the brakes,
which concerns the relationship between the brake pedal
travel distance and the braking action. This problem was
also reported in a military preliminary evaluation sum-
mary report. On only two contractor flight reports did
we note any effect of the brakes on the aircraft. In one
instance, the wheels locked up and, in the other in-
stance, the brakes fuzed so that they had to be loosened
with a screw driver. In addition, an LTV/VAD official
stated that, in one other instance, the brakes fuzed as
anticipated during a ground test.

Discussions with the contractor's test pilot who had
flown the flights where the lock-up and fuzing occurred
and with military test pilots indicated that they consid-
ered that there was no danger to the pilot and/or air-
craft from the four-rotor brake performance.

Air Force and LTV/VAD officials stated that they
were satisfied with the five-rotor brake although there
were some minor problems with this brake.
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NO ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED
DUE TO CHANGES IN THE BRAKE

We found no evidence of an increase in the costs to
the Government or LTV/VAD for the replacement of the
four-rotor brake assemblies with five-rotor assemblies
or for the performance of the second qualification test.

A listing of the engineering change proposals
(ECPs) was furnished to us by LIV/VAD officials as being
those changes to the prime contract, where additional
funds had been requested by LIV/VAD but had not been ne-
gotiated as of May 26, 1969. Our review of this listing
did not identify any ECPs related to brake assemblies.
Furthermore, LTV/VAD officials advised us that neither
had there been nor did they contemplate any ECPs for the
brake assemblies under the prime contract. Also,
LTV/VAD and responsible Air Force officials stated that,
to their knowledge, the prime contract price to the Gov-
ermment had not been increased because of the brake as-
semblies.

Goodrich offered to replace the four-rotor with
five-rotor brake assemblies and to perform the new qual-
ification tests at no cost to LTV/VAD or the Government.

We found that the price set forth in LTV/VAD's ini-
tial purchase order, P-237138, had not been revised ex-
cept for exercising the options contained in the basic
order for additional quantities at predetermined unit
prices. Further, we did not find, in the purchase or-
ders we reviewed, any other LTV/VAD purchase orders
which provided Goodrich with compensation for modifying
the brake assemblies or performing the second brake
qualification test.

Our review of the receiving and shipping records
furnished to us by LTV/VAD showed that 46 four-rotor
brake assemblies were received but that three had been
rejected during LTV/VAD's incoming inspection. We as-
certained that, of the remaining 43 units, 33 had been
exchanged for five-rotor brakes at no cost to LTV/VAD or
the Goverrment. LIV/VAD officials stated that they

12




could not readily provide us with the status of the re-
maining units. They assured us, however, that all four-
rotor brake assemblies received from Goodrich have been
or will be returned for replacement with the latest
brake configuration at no charge to LTV/VAD or the Gov-
ernment.

AIRCRAFT DELIVERY AND TESTING WERE
NOT DELAYED BY BRAKE PROBLEMS

We were advised that problems encountered with the
brakes did not affect aircraft delivery or testing. We
discussed the effect of the brake problems on aircraft
delivery and testing with an Air Force Aeronautical Sys-
tems Division engineer and LTV/VAD officials. They ad-
vised us that the brake problems had not delayed either
delivery or testing of the aircraft.

WEAKNESS IN CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION PROCEDURES

We found that contract administration responsibil-
ities had been assigned to LTV/VAD and DCASD. In our
opinion, however, procedures of both were inadequate to
protect the Govermment's interest in assuring that the
qualification tests were properly performed and the re-
sults were correctly reported on the four-rotor brake.

Requirements of the Armed Services
Procurement Regulation

According to Armed Services Procurement Regulation
14-102, the prime contractor is responsible for control-
ling product quality, including that at the subcontrac-
tor level, and for offering to the Govermment only those
supplies or services which meet the contract require-
ments. This section provides, in addition, that the
control of quality by the prime contractor may ‘elate
to, but is not limited.to, testing and examina ion to
ensure that practices and equipment provide ‘the means
for optimum evaluation of inspection characteristics.

Armed Services Procurement Regulation 14-103.1 and
14-407.1 provide for Government inspection, when'deemed

13
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necessary, to assist the assigned contract administra-
tion office for the prime contract to determine whether
the prime contractor is ensuring conformance of the sub-
contracted supplies or services with the contract re-
quirements. They further provide that Government quality
assurance actions at the subcontract level do not relieve
the prime contractor of any responsibilities for subcon-
tract administration.

Prime contractor's contract
administration responsibilities

The prime contract assigned LTV/VAD the responsi-
bility for ensuring that all supplies and services pro-
cured from the subcontractor conformed to contract re-
quirements. However, the extent of control exercised by
LTV/VAD was to be dependent upon the type of supplies
purchased, the subcontractors' demonstrated capability,
and quality evidence made available by the subcontrac-
tor. 1In addition, the prime contract reserved the right
of Government inspection at the subcontractors' facili-
ties.

LTV/VAD's purchase order P-237138 and the refer-
enced LTV/VAD specification requirements for the quali-
fication test included:

1. LTV/VAD's approval of Goodrich's qualification
test procedures:

2. LIV/VAD's rights to witness the tests and to
perform other tests to ensure a satisfactory
product.

3. LTV/VAD's approval of the qualification test re-
port.

4. Government inspection at Goodrich's plant.

5. Government inspector's signature on the qualifi-
cation test report.

14



6. Government inspector's right to use drawings or
other pertinent data required for adequate
source inspection, available at the subcontrac-
tor's plant.

LTV/VAD officials stated that they relied upon
Goodrich, whom they considered a responsible contractor,
to satisfactorily perform the qualification tests on the
four-rotor brake assemblies. LTV/VAD officials also
stated that none of their engineers were brake experts.
They stated, however, that LTV/VAD's representatives had
witnessed some Goodrich tests on the four-rotor brakes,
but that the tests witnessed were performed prior to
normal, overload, and worn brake rejected-take-off stop
tests supporting the qualification test report, Q-6031.

LTV/VAD officials stated that, prior to granting
its approval of the four-rotor qualification test re-
port, they reviewed only the data contained in the re-
port and did not compare the reported data with the
original recorded test results--hereafter referred to as
raw data. LIV/VAD's approval of Goodrich's four-rotor
qualification test report, Q-6031, was incorporated into
LTV/VAD's purchase order P-237138 in supplement 4X,
dated August 1, 1968, by reference to LTV/VAD's engineer
ing order E 1001.770, signed July 16, 1968, by LIV/VAD
officials. This engineering order also included
LTV/VAD's approval of Goodrich's preproduction test plan
for the four-rotor brake.

LTV/VAD officials stated that, after Goodrich re-
fused the Air Force access to Goodrich's raw data sup-
porting the four-rotor brake qualification report, a
LTV/VAD representative was authorized to review this raw
data. LIV/VAD's review in the fall of 1968 disclosed
discrepancies in the qualification tests which were con-
sidered to be of such significance as to conclude that
the four-rotor brake did not qualify to the "letter of
the specification.'" Subsequently, Goodrich proposed to
substitute a five-rotor for the four-rotor brake.

LTV/VAD officials stated that its representatives
were present during the performance of the qualification

15
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tests on the five-rotor brakes. Approval of the five-
rotor brake qualification report, Q-6046, was made by
LTV/VAD's engineering order E1026.17, which was signed

by LIV/VAD officials during February 1969 and incorpo-
rated in purchase order P-237138 by supplement 7X, dated
April 9, 1969. In addition, LTV/VAD's engineering order
E1026.17 canceled engineering order E1001.770 regarding
approval of the four-rotor brakes and approved Goodrich's
preproduction test plan for the five-rotor brake.

Government's contract administration
responsibilities

The contract administration functions at LTV/VAD
were assigned to the Naval Plant Representative Office
located at the prime contractor's plant. Secondary del-
egations of quality assurance responsibility at Goodrich
was assigned to DCASD Dayton, Ohio.

LTV/VAD's purchase order P-237138 provided for Gov-
ernment source inspection at Goodrich and the referenced
LTV/VAD specification required the Government inspector
to sign the qualification report without further de-
scribing the meaning or significance of such a signa-
ture. In our opinion, the affixing of a signature to a
report is meaningless unless accompanied by some other
act, such as verifying, at least on a test basis, the
reported information to the original documents. We also
believe that the report or document should contain a
clear and concise statement as to the meaning of the
signature to indicate the reliance that may be placed
upon such actions by other readers.

The DCASD quality assurance representative stated
that Goodrich required his signature on the qualifica-
tion report because LTV/VAD would not accept it without
his signature; however, he had not received any specific
oral or written instructions from any Govermment activ-
ity or the prime contractor's officials as to what steps
were to be taken prior to signing the four-rotor brake
assembly qualification report, Q-6031. His signature
was affixed to the Q-6031 report, in which it was con-
cluded that the brake assembly met the intent and re-
quirements of the applicable specification documents and
therefore was qualified.




The quality assurance representative explained that
he interpreted LIV/VAD's quality control requirements to
mean an inspection of the qualification test report in
the same manner as for any other hardware item, thus he
assured himself that all the tests listed in the front
of the report were accomplished and successful solely on
the basis of the report contents. The quality assurance
representative also stated that he did not witness any
of the tests on the four-rotor brake or compare any raw
data with the Q-6031 report and commented that this was
DCASD's normal practice.

The Chief, Quality Assurance Section, DCASD Dayton,
stated that the quality assurance representative's sig-
nature meant that he had compared, on a test basis, the
raw data generated by the test recording machines with
the information reported in the Q-6031 report and that
the information was in agreement. He stated also that
he had contacted Defense Contract Administration Ser-
vices Region, Cleveland, for an interpretation of the
signature on a qualification test report, but that they
could not provide any assistance. ’

The DCASD quality assurance representative stated
that he witnessed two of the qualification tests on the
five-rotor brake at Goodrich. This qualification re-
port, Q-6046, also was signed by the DCASD quality as-
surance representative.

Subsequent to our discussions, DCASD Dayton issued,
basically, the following internal guidance to their
quality assurance personnel:

1. Do not countersign qualification reports unless
contractually required or unless directed by
higher authority. 3

2. A signature constitutes verification of the data
contained in the report and shall not necessarily
indicate concurrence with the conclusions in the
report.

3. When countersigning as authorized in 1. above,
identify in the report the test data for the
tests actually witnessed.

17




AIR FORCE ACTIONS TO PROTECT

THE GOVERNMENT'S INTERESTS

We found that the Air Force took action to protect
the Government's interest by withholding approval of the .

qualification test reports until assuring itself that the

brake assembly either qualified or performed satisfac-
torily on the aircraft.

Air Force engineers advised us that the engineering
responsibility for the A-7D Government-furnished aeronau-
tical equipment and all contractor-furnished equipment
was assigned to the Chief System Engineer in the Direc-
torate of Systems Engineering, Aeronautical Systems Divi-
son, Air Force Systems Command, Department of the Air
Force. We were also, told that, within the Aeronautical
Systems Division, the Project Engineer in the Landing
Gear and Mechanical Equipment Division, Directorate of
Airframe Subsystems Engineering, was responsible for re-
viewing and recommending approval of the design, develop-
ment, and testing of the A-7D aircraft landing-gear equip-
ment, including Goodrich's four- and five-rotor brakes.

The Project Engineer stated that he had reviewed and
approved LTV/VAD's brake specifications which in his
opinion were very good and exceeded the military specifi-
cations. The Project Engineer also stated that he had
not witnessed any of the qualification tests of the four-
rotor brake, and during August 1968 he recommended with-
holding approval of the qualification report, Q-6031.

His recommendation was based on various specific irregu-
larities noted during a review of the qualification re-
port. This recommendation was forwarded by the Chief
System Engineer to the Naval Air Systems Command, Wash-
ington, D.C.

The Project Engineer stated that he had requested
Goodrich to furnish him with the raw data supporting its
Q-6031 report during a meeting between Air Force, LTV/VAD,
and Goodrich representatives in early October 1968. This
request, he advised us, was not honored by Goodrich who
claimed that the raw data was proprietary information.
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Regarding proprietary information, attachment "E"
to LTV/VAD purchase order P-237138 states that Goodrich
reiterates it will provide all the data required by the
prime contract pursuant to the provision of Armed Services
Procurement Regulation 9-203(b). This provision sets
forth the Government's '"Rights in Technical Data'" and pro-
vides, in part, for the Government's right of access to
technical data resulting from the performance of an ele-
ment of work specified in a Government contract or sub-
contract.

The Project Engineer stated that, during the October
1968 meeting he had advised Goodrich that he would not
approve the use of the four-rotor brake assembly on the
A-7D aircraft. Subsequently, during another meeting,
LTV/VAD informed the Air Force engineers that Goodrich
was redesigning the brake assembly and would requalify
the new design.

The Project Engineer stated that he closely moni-
tored the qualification testing of the five-rotor brakes,
was provided access to the applicable raw data, and re-
viewed Goodrich's qualification test report, Q-6046, which
he found to be satisfactory. However, because of re-
ported probléms with brake adjusters the Project Engineer,
in -April 1969, recommended withholding approval of Q-6046
until satisfactory performance on the aircraft was demon-
strated. On June 5, 1969, the Project Engineer stated
that he had not yet recommended approval of Q-6046.
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SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed records and discussed the performance
and qualification testing of the brakes for the A-7D air-
craft with officials at contractor locations and military
installations associated with the design and manufacture,
administration, and testing of these brakes. These loca-
tions include The B.F. Goodrich Co., Troy, Ohio; LTV
Aerospace Corporation, Vought Aeronautics Division,
Dallas, Texas; Naval Air Systems Command, Washington,
D.C.; Naval Plant Representative Office, located at LTV/
VAD, Dallas, Texas; and the Aeronautical Systems Division
of the Air Force Systems Command, located in Washington,
D.C., and at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio.

In addition, we discussed brake performance with a
LTV/VAD test pilot at the contractor's plant and with
military test pilots located at Edwards Air Force Base,
California, and Patuxent River Naval Air Station, Mary-
land, and with officials of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration.




EXHIBIT

DATA DISCREPANCIES THAT MAY BE CONSIDERED SIGNIFICANT
BETWEEN DATA SHOWN IN TEST REPORT AND
DATA SHOWN BY GOODRICH'S TEST INSTRUMENTS

Data identified in test report

Stop
Test description number Parameter
Normal brake stops 4 Peak torque
Do. 25 do.
Overload brake stops 46 Peak temperature of tube well
Do. 46 Initial temperature of center stator
Do. 46 Peak temperature of center stator
Do. 47 " torque
Do. 47 ' temperature of rotor
Do. 48 " " " bead seat




Discription of discrepancy
(note a

Reported data exceeded the basic
recorded test results (analog
data since digital data was not
available),

do,

Reported data less than the ba-
sic recorded test results,

Data were reported; however, ba-
sic recorded tests results were
not available,

do,

Reported and digital data in
agreement ; however, digital data
less than analog data,

Reported data less than basic
recorded test results,

Reported data less than basic
recorded test results, We also
noted that the reported data

were less, and the recorded test

results were greater, than re-

quirements of MIL-W-5013G, dated
February 20, 1967, which was ref-
erenced by LTV/VAD specification

number 204-16-37d,
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EXHIBIT
Page 1

Explanation by Goodrich's representatives

Normally, digital recorded data exceeds analog
readings. Therefore, using one's best judg-
ment, a similar value from an earlier simi-
lar test would be used. In this instance,

he felt, the reported value had been extra-
polated from the preceding and subsequent

stop test,

The basic recorded value was taken from the
prior stop test since the stop times were
identical, This constitutes a "ratlionaliza.-
tion of data" or exerclse of professional
judgment.

Not discussed with Goodrich representatives
due to the limited time for our review,

Do.

Do.

Goodrich personnel could give no explanation,
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DATA DISCREPANCIES THAT MAY BE CONSIDERED SIGNIFICANT

BETWEEN DATA SHOWN IN TEST REPORT AND

DATA SHOWN BY GOODRICH'S TEST INSTRUMENTS

Data identified in test report

Stop

Test description number
Overload brake stops 49
Do. 49
Do. 50
Do. 50
Rejected take-off brake stops 1
Do. 2
Do. 2
Do. 2

Parameter

Peak temperature of

" torque

Initial temperature

Peak temperature of

bead seat

TOotOY

bead seat

tube well

of center stator

center stator (note b)

rotor (note b)

aReported data are the elements set forth in qualification test report Q-6031 on
the four-rotor brake. Basic recorded test results refer to digital data, which
are digital printout tapes prepared only on brake pressure and torque parame-
ters, and/or analog data, which are pen recorder strip charts prepared on all

parameters.

brhe Goodrich Project Manager stated that the peak temperatures reached during
rejected take-off stop tests were academic since the brake is destroyed by heat

as the result of the test.




Description of discrepancy
(note a)

Reported data less than basic
recorded test results. Also,
reported and recorded data ex-
ceed the requirements of
MgL-V-5013G, dated February 20,
1967,

Data were reported; however, ba-
sic recorded test results were
not available,

do,

do.
Reported data less than basic
recorded test results.
Data were reported; however, ba-

sic recorded test results were
not available,

do.
do.

U.S. GAO, ¥Wash., D.C.

Explanation by Goodrich's representatives

Goodrich personnel could give no explanation.

No reading, due to the reaction of the thermo-
couple.

The recorder was not working properly.

Not discussed with Goodrich representatives
due to the limited time for our review.

Goodrich personnel could give no explanation.

Goodrich personnel expressed the opinion that
the data had been rationalized from tests of
another part on which the temperature had been
monitored and which was considered comparable
to the center stator.

Do.

Not discussed with Goodrich representatives
due to the limited time for our review. .
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COPY

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20348

July 11, 1969
B-167023

Dear Senator Proxmire:

This letter is an addendum to our report to you dated July 3, 1969,
on the review of the qualification testing of brakes for the A-7D air-
craft, and is in response to your further inquiry of July 9, 1969, and
discussion with your staff on July 10, 199.

As indicated in our report, there were discrepancies between the
data shown in the B, F. Goodrich test report (Q-6031), and the data shown
by its test instruments. In our examination we noted instances where data
were reported notwithstanding the fact that none were available from the
test instruments. In other instances we noted that reported data were
at variance with recorded test results. In some instances B. F. Goodrich
personnel could not offer an explanation, while in other instances the
discrﬁpancies were justified by what they consider "professional judg-
ment .

In our opinion, the B. F. Goodrich Company should have accurately
reported the test results in its report Q-6031. In the absence of
accurately reported test results it is difficult, if not impossible,
to properly evaluate product performance.

Although we have no firm evidence. at this time, that the conditions
noted with regard to the A-7D brake is widespread throughout the defense
industry, we have previously programmed audit work in the area of quality
assurance, Our audit staffs, in performing this work. will examine into
.whether or not similar situations are occurring with respect to other
defense procurements. We will furnish you with any reports that result
from this work.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Lawrence J. Powers

Acting Comptroller General
of the United States

The Honorable William Proxmire
United States Senate



