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The Honorable Strom Thurmond
C\ United States Senate

Dear Senator Thurmond:

By letter dated August 12, 1975, you referred to our repert to
you dated December 30, 1974, on the admlnlst*a*lon of Air Furce in-
dicator repair contracts with Pautronics, Inc._ You inquired why the
report did not respond to the specifics of a deposition submitted to
us by Mr, C. G. Clift, a former Government inspector at the Pantromics
plant.

We carefully reviewed Mr. Clift's deposition prior to issuance
of our report and fully coasidered all of his infermatioan evea though
it was not specifically discussed in the report. The enclosure with
this letrer czuntains an analysis and comments on each of the major
points My. Clift made in ' is deposition.

Sincerely yours,
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Comptroller Genszral
of the United States
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ENCLOSURE

ANALYSIS OF DEPOSITION
SUBMITTED BY HR. C. G. CLIFT

RELATIVE TO WARNER ROBINS QUAL TY AUDITS

BACKGROUND

Pantronics, Inc., Charleston, South Carolina, had two ), ©
successive contracts with Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 3
to repair several types of aircraft indicators used for navi-
gation. Beginning in September 1973, ¥Warner Robins conducted
the first of three quality audits of indicators repaired by
Pantronics.

Mr., Clift's deposition pertains to these quality audits
and to a related teardown inspection of indicators. Mr. Clift
submitted his deposition tc us in October 1974 following res-
ignation from his position as a Defense Contract Administra-
tion Services (DCAS) quality inspection specialist. Mr. Clift
had peen assigred to the Pantronics plant.

The first quality audit was conducted at Warner Robins
during the period September 10 through 14, 1973. Forty indi-
cators were tested and 11 failed. The 11 indicators were re-
test- i at the Pantronics plant where 8 failed again.

The seccond audit was conducted at Warner Robins during ;
the period November 27 through December 20, 1973. In this test ‘
73 indicators were tested; 34 had functional failures. Some
of the other indicators failed because of visual workmanship
defic.iencies.

Beginning on Februacty 26, 1974, Warner Robins began a
teardown inspection of the 34 indicators that failed func-~
tional tests in the second audit. The first 135 indicators
torn down had workmanship deficiencies. Teardown was ended
at this point.
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The third quality audii: was conducted at Warner Robins
during the pericd March and April 1974. Thirty-two of 33
indicators tested failed. 1In April 1974, 6 of the 32 were
retested on Pantronics egaipment and all 6 failed. Mr. Clift
retested three of these at Pantronics and all failed.

Listed below are summaries of each paragraph as numbered
in Mr. Clift's deposition, followed by our analysis.




FIRST, SECCND, AND THIRD PARAGRAPHS

These paragraghs describe Mr. Clift's employment at
the time of the quality audits.

GAQ comment
None was considered necessary.

FOURTH PARAGRAPH

Mr. Clift stated that he attended two quality audits
at warner Robins and that he witnessed, or was informed
of, acts of Government personnsel which he believes resulted
in the Government's n-sition against Pantronics.

Mr. Clift stated that during the aguality audit
conducted from MNovember 27 through December z0, 1973, his
superio. told him not to express ovinions on the way the
audit was conducted, but rather to set them forth in a
trip report.

GAQ <omment

We do not believe anything was necessarily improger
in Mr. Clift's being told to confine his complaints regard-
ing the guality audit to his trip report. Warner Robins
was performing the audit and DCAS persvnnel, including
Mr. Clift, apparently attended as obkservers, not as par-
ticipants. Warner Robins techaical personnel have strongly
maintained that their actions were proper and we doubt
that allowing Mr., Clift to questcion Air Fcrce technical
actions would have resolved differences of opinion,

FIFTH PARAGRAPH

Mr. Clift stated that during the guality audit which
occurred during the period February and March 1974, another
DCAS employee, Mr. 2ingarelli, was accusged by his surzerior
of "having a personal involvement® in the teardown inspec-
tion. Mr. Clift said that Mr. Zingarelli was told to dis-
continue his personal involvement and active participation
of £ace a reprimand admonishing him for his conduct.

GAO comment

We do not believe anything was necessarily improgper
in Mr. Zingarelli's not being permitted to actively var-
ticivate in the teardown inspection, since he was present
at the inspection as an observer only.



Mr. Clift stated that during the guality audit: he was
prohibited from making telephone calls concerning audit
practices and procedures. Mr. Clift telieved this restric-
tion occurred because he was thought to he “providing
Pantronics with fragmented reports of tne proceedings then
underway at Warner Robins.®

GAQ comment

By Mr. Clift's statement, he was believed to be uroviu-
ing Pantrcnics with fragmented reports of the proceedings
then underway at Warner Robins. If Mr. Clift's superiors
believed this to be the case, they would seem to be justi-
fied in asking him to refrain from making further calls to
Charleston even though Mr., Clift maintainzd that he had done
nothing improper.

SEVENTH PARAGRAPH

Mr. Clift stated his belief that had he and Mr. Zingarelli
been able to communicate openly and freely with Warner Robins
personnel, and had DCAS Atlanta management personnel been
completely unbiased and objective, the conclusions and testi-
mony related in Chapter 5 of the GAO draft would nave been
significantly different.

GAO comnent

This is a matter of conjecture. Warner Robins pevsonnel
have consistently maintained that their actions were proper
and correct in the face of detailed objections by Pantronics
on quality and technical matters relating to the validity
of the Warner Robins audits. Also, an electrical engineering
censultant to GAQO has supported the Air Force position on
these issues.

EIGHTd PARAGRAPH

Mr. Clift stated his belief that the teardown inspection
was a witch-hunt designed to produce some detrimental informa-
ticn to be ussd in the furtherance of some common design or
scheme intended to operate to the detriment of Pantronics.

Ac an example of the improper attitude on the part of Air -
Force 2nd DCAS officials, he cited an incident where a DCAS
official stated the matter would have to be settled to the
satisfaction of Warner Robins, and Warner Robins alone.



GAO_comment

A teardown and examination of units that have failed
testing to aid in the drtermination of tne cause for failure
appears to be a reasonable practice. We believe that the
application of the technique in this case was proper.

As to the DCAS official's comment, Warner Rooins was the
customer- and it wuuld not necessarily follow that satisfy-
ing Warner Robins meanrt that Pantronics was treated
improperly. .

NINTH PARAGRAPH

Mr. Clift ..at the Air Force used a test
technique for *-.: ID250 indicator that conflicted with the
applicable Air Force technical order and that the technique
resulted in the erroneous rejection of all ID250 indicators
on "1ard at Warner Ropins. Mr. Clift also stated that the
improper Air Force technique would cause e given indicator
to yield different test results if tested zon two different
occasions,

The matter of Warner Robins test procedures was discussed
in our r=port. (See pp. 26-34.) On two occasions Pantronics
objections to certain Warner Robins test procadures, technical
orders and test equipment were evaluated by Warner Rohins.,
warner Robins disagreed with Pantronics objections except on
one voint. Based on our review of Warner Robins written
analysis of Pantronics objections, we believe they received
fair consideration.

On the most recent ¢. the two occasions and at our
request, Pantronics cited its objections in a letter to us
dated April 8, 1574. 1In addition to obtaining Warner Robins
comments on the matters contained in this letter, we provided
the letter together with Warner Robins test data and related
documents on test eguipment and test procedures to an inde-
nendent electrical engineer.

The consultant concluded that the technical issues
raised by Pantronics would not have influenced the accuracy
or validity of the Warner Robins audit.

Although Mr. Clift did not describe exactly which Air
Force ovrocedure he believed incorrect, we believe he has
teference to a matter that was included .in Pantronics
letter to us .of April 8, 13974. .
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The test orocedure prescribed by the applicable Air
Force technical order for the ID250 indicator reqguires
that a comparison be made bDetween the readings on the
faces of two dials. One is located on the tester and
is called a transmitter dial and the othzr, located on
the indicator itself, is callad an indicator dial.

The test procedure states that the transmitter dial
reading is to be set to a specified value and that the
indicator dial iz2ading is then to be checked tc see if
it agrees with the transmitter dial.

Warner RobLins reversed this sequence in their
testing of ID250 indicators during their guality audit.
This matter was among those considered by our enginesr-
ing consultan: and ne concluded that the raversal of the
prescribed test sequence did not affect the validity of
Warner Robins quality awdit.

TENTE_PARACRAPi

Mr. Clift stoted that the test eguipment used by
Warner Rubins in tie quality audits had intermittent
problems during the entire test. In support of this
statement, he mentioned <ertain problems he noted dur-
ing the period Fenruary 27, 1974, to March 6, 1974.
Mr. Clift stated the use of this equipment should have
rendered the audit invalid on tnat basis alone,.

GAQ comment
The following points should be considered:

1. Although Mr. Clift apparently is stating that
all three of the Warner Robins quality zudits were in-
valid, the specific dates he refers to psrtainea to the
second audit and teardown. As indicated previously, there
were three Air Force guality audits as well as a teardown
inspection of 15 indicators. All taree audits and the tear-
down inspection resulted in findings that Pantionics ra-
paired indicators were deficient.

2. We know of no way to independently confirm that
the test equipment was defective or erratic on the specific
dates mentioned by Mr. Clift. Ir this connection, the Air
Force's Aerospace Guidance and Meterology Zenter checked
the calibration of Warner Robins test eguipment on Aoril
30, 1974, and found it to be properly calibrated. This
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same Air Force organization, which is separate and
independent of wWorner Robins, checked the Pantronics
test equipment on April 23, 1374, and found it was not
properly calibrated.

ELEVENTH PARARGRAPH

Mr. Clift stated his belief that the guality audits
and teardowns constituted nothing more than a farce and
a sham designed to discredit Pantronics.

3

GAQ _comment

Based on our investigation we 4o not share this
opinion.
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