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Closure Memorandum

Case Number: 13-0054-1 Date of 14 May 2015
Entry:

Primary

Investigator:

Allegation Information

Narrative:
(U//M On 21 May 2013, the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) Office of Inspector General (OIG)
received an allegation that\ \ atechnician employed by Eaton Corporation, provided

defective parts and/orservice of aquality lessthan agreed to by the NRO that caused an electrical
malfunctionresultingin afire at the Aerospace Data Facility —Southwest (ADF-SW). The NRO OIG
initiated an investigation since the alleged actions byzpotentially violated 18 United States
Code (U.S.C.) § 287, False, Fictitious, and Fraudulent Claims.

Last Investigative Step:
Closure memo drafted

Resolution:
Unsubstantiated

Case Clasure lustification

{U//FOU80n 17 May 2013, an Uninterruptable Power System (UPS) in‘ ‘at the ADF-
SW experienced an electrical failure that caused afire. Asa result of the fire, the fire suppression system
was activated within EThe heatand smoke activated smoke detectors and sprinklerheads. The
automated emergency notification fromBo the 24 hour Security Operations Center {SOC) did not
occur because the fire alarm was disconnected (see below discussion). This caused adelayed
notification to the on-site NASA fire department. Security contacted the NASAfire department only after
an employeereportedsignsoffirein| ___ [There were no injuries or loss of life; however, the fire
caused damage to equipment and facilities.

(U/7FOHQ) The point of origin of the fire wa4 ‘was manufactured and maintained
by Eaton, a third-tier sub-contractoronthe CFOAM contract. On 17 May 2013 completeda
service callzto replace a recalled part. According to the Eaton fire forensics report

failedto properly reconnectthe positivelead from the DCfilter assembly to the inductor afterhe
completedthe service oDEnergy builtup withinthe filter assembly causing capacitors to fail
resultingin an oil spill which caused the insulationon cablingiDo ignite and subsequently
starting the fire. There was no evidence to suggest thatdefective parts were utilized orthatz

intendedto cause the fire.
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S/ REHREL) The fireincident resulted in (b)(1)

(b)(3)
(S77TK7$‘REL).Boeing completed recovery activities underthe NROOQ0-09-C-0384 {CFOAM) contract. gg)“ )
Repaired orreplaced critical infrastructure equipment included \ )‘ )

\The total costalsoincludedthe
rental of a 750-1,000 kilowatttransportable generator from Hobbs, New Mexico for:|and a (b)(3)
transportable 500 ton air-cooled chillerfrom Dallas, Texasfor | The cost to run and maintain the
rented equipment until repairs were completed waD Eaton replaced ‘at no | (b)(1)
cost to the Government. (b)(3)
b)(3

(U/]'F&H-Qlln additionto investigatiné:Potential violationof 18U. S. C. § 287, the OIG Eb;g?;(C)

reviewed Boeing's involvement regarding the fire alarm outage. As the prime for the CFOAM contract,
Boeingis responsible fortesting and maintaining the fire alarm system at ADF-SW. On 15 August 2012, a
subcontractorworking on a security system upgrade project disconnected the fire alarm connectivity (b)(3)
from Eo the 24 hour SOC. The subcontractor reported the disconnection to Boeing. Although the
issue was discussed amongst Boeing management, Boeingfailed to notify government personnelthat
the alarm had beendisconnected and nevertook action to correct the situation. Boeing reconnected the
fire alarm nine months later and after the fire event. The failure on Boeing's part to reconnect the alarm
resulted in additional burn time before the fire department was called. {see IARsand UPS Fire Incident
Review)

(U//FOUSEhe OIG concluded that since the fire was caused b mistake during service and
thereisno evidence to suggest that he intended to cause harm to the Government; there isno evidence
tha:l violated 18 U.S.C. § 287. Accordingto Boeinglegal counse oeing (b)(6)
insurance does not coverlossrelated to the fire based on the premise thatthe governmentis self-
insured and therefore Boeing could not be held directly accountable. The NRO AlGl raised this question
to NRO OGC, but was unsuccessful inresolving the issue.

(U//PSLQThe final cost of the ADF-SWD fire recovery effort was Boeing's fee was 8% or (b)(3)
approximatelyz The OIG briefed the CFOAM Contracting Officer onthe facts of the case
includingthe delayed fire responsedue to Boeing’'s failure to properly manage the fire safety system. As
aresultof the facts developed by the OIG, the the CO reviewed Boeing’s priorearned award fee and
reducedthe subsequent award fee by the 8% orSBoeing previously received. Noadditional OIG
actionsrequired.

(U//FSHQ) On 17 June 2013, shortly afterthe fire at ADF-SW, there was an electrical incidentin the
Uninterruptible Power System (UPS) at ADF-C, causing activation of sprinklers and fire alarms. OIG
looked into the mattertodetermine if the twoinstances were related and if not, were there potential
violations. OlGfoundthatan outdated drawing was being used which caused the incorrect wiring (see
emailindocstab). There appears to be no connection between the two incidences and no (b)(3)
potential violations. Therefore, OlGtock no additional action onthis matter.
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