Questions on Interim Chapter 5

(OC-ALC) General:  We have an automated streamlined-process which is integral to our overall operation.  We also have a high volume of activities involving small components.  We can't stand (execute) the new interim Chapter 5 policy

A: 

Mr Lyons:  We expect compliance and/or an explanation what it is that causes you problems -- exceptions to policy must be processed as waivers between the SPD and the center EN and forwarded to AFMC/EN.  Incidents of non-waived non-compliance will be written up by AFMC/IG

(OC-ALC) General: We have our own separate forms / processes.  Also, we have "in-house" contract support and they have "limited authority" to make these decisions for the single manager and get "after the fact" approval.

A: 

Mr Lyons: Sounds fine .. per above, document in a waiver to policy request.

(OC-ALC) General:  We're still tied to the same paper process... we also need a "streamlined process" for snap decisions. 

General:  The propulsion directorate has upwards of 17,000 actions per year, involving 40-50 engineers.  We need a streamlined or dual track process – one for easy disposition (non-conforming parts, etc.), and one for more complex issues (requiring engineering studies).
A: 

Mr Lyons:  AFMC Form 202 is the only approved method... again, document with waiver.

(OO-ALC) General:  How much leeway is there within the process for "local variations?"

A: 

Ms Sutton:  Requirements can be added, but not deleted... otherwise process a waiver request.

(OC-ALC) General:  Does this policy apply to contractors?  How does this process apply to contractors:  a) in the depot; b) off-site; c) contractor engineers?
A: 

Ms Sutton:  That depends on the circumstances and the contract.  If the contractors are using Air Force TOs and tech data to perform depot-level maintenance tasks, then they must use the AFMC 202 process to ensure the tech data is properly maintained.  If the contractor has maintained engineering responsibility for the system, and government personnel are performing the maintenance, the contractor must support the AFMC 202 process.  However, if the contract is for CLS maintenance using contractor tech data, while similar requirements still exist, they may be complied with via contractor procedures assuming this is supported by the contract.

(OC-ALC) General:  My commodity directorate is a "nuts and bolts" operation... currently the Tinker automatic system is "government only"

A: 

Ms Sutton:  Contractor access needs to be included in the AFMC "standard system."

(WR) General  Are plans underway to eliminate formatting policy? (in reference to AFMCMAN 21-1, para 3.1.6 and the use of formatted Warnings and Cautions)

A: 

  Plans are not underway to eliminate formatting, but the wording in paragraph 3.1.6 is incorrect.  The JCALS RC and AFMC Form 252 are not formal, formatted TOs – they are a means of developing and inputting changes to the TO update process.  As such, their only requirement is to provide the update wording, including the text of any required Warnings, Cautions and Notes, but not the update formatting.  That is provided by the publishing process itself, when the actual update is produced.  If the TO formatting or an illustration is being changed, it must be shown in an attachment to the RC or 252.

(WR) Para 5.3.3  What makes this sheet (the JCALS RC printout) recognized/official for use?

A: 

  TO 00-5-1, para 5-1 authorizes use of either the JCALS "Recommend a TM Change" or the AFTO Form 22.  Approved RCs and/or AFTO 22s on a TO are consolidated using either the JCALS "Prepare TM Change Package" or an AFMC 252.  The consolidated package is coordinated and becomes an official requirement to update the TO.  The draft AFMCMAN 21-1, chapter 5, para 5.3.3 also authorizes use of the JCALS RC in lieu of the SH252.  Although the revised policy doesn't currently state that the JCALS RC will be stamped "Special Handling," the next update will state that an SHRC must follow the same procedures as an SH252.

(WR) Para 5.4:  Is there a requirement to list the 202 control number on the AFMC 252/JCALS?

A

  Yes.  Para 5.4 says “Annotate the AFMC Form 202 control number in the upper right corner of all physical attachments to maintain package integrity.”

(OC) Para 5.4  The draft still REQUIRES complete answers within 5 days for work-stop or 15 days for non-work-stop.  There are some dispositions that cannot be completed in 5 days--even if we dedicate all of our resources to 202s.  This will drive one of two behaviors:

- We do not comply with it and get smacked by the IG next time they come.

- On day 3 or 4, if we still have not finished repair sketches/analysis/etc., we will simply annotate the 202 to replace the part.  This is not fiscally responsible, and will have disastrous results on flow.

I strongly recommend OC-ALC/EN get AFMC/EN to add comments allowing the SM engineer and the aircraft/item scheduler to negotiate/acknowledge/approve delayed responses whenever 202s cannot be completed by the 5/15 day GOALS.  Here is how we answered the MSEP write-up-so far, it appears everyone is ignoring it:

“There are many legitimate reasons why AFMC 202 processing takes longer than the limits prescribed in AFMCMAN 21-1:

- Inadequate SPO sizes and funding shortfalls have created engineering shortages.

- Analysis to support production-oriented dispositions may require extensive, time-consuming stress and durability analyses.

- It is easy to identify substitute parts, but locating substitutes that are on the shelf takes time.

- Development of detailed step-by-step replacement procedures and creation of special handling 252s sometimes cannot physically completed within the specified time frame.

“For example: LAP recently discovered a cracked WBL129 rib on a KC-135.  This is the first time this crack has been located.  To meet the arbitrary 5 day processing limit, our disposition would have been to replace the part.  Unfortunately, no parts were available.  Even the raw material used to make the rib was not available.  Delays to the jet awaiting parts would have exceeded one year.  We delayed disposition of the defect to allow the OEM time to conduct a detailed stress analysis and develop a creative repair.  This effort successfully saved the part.”

We recommend AFMCMAN 21-1 be revised as follows:

1)
All AFMC 202s, including non work-stoppages, shall have block 11 completed to identify projected date of production impact.  The allows all AFMC202s to be processed by the work stoppage date.

2)
The date in block 11 needs to be the "AFMC 202 completion date goal".

3)
If the date in block 11 is routinely less than 5 work-days/7 calendar days away, the maintenance organization needs to audit their flow and identify how to increase allowable response time. 

4)
A process needs to be specified so engineering can notify the maintenance organization of anticipated AFMC 202 processing delays and provide an expected completion date. (This is similar to the concept of adjusting AMREP delivery dates).

5)
Performance against the impact date in block 11 can be used to assist AFMC and the SPO in POM prioritization. Failure to fully fund associated requirements will excuse the affected SPO from the requirement to meet completion date goals.

Request immediate AFMC guidance on this issue. If necessary, we will direct our engineers to comply with the current AFMCMAN 21-1 processing guidelines, even if the resulting answer negatively affects production by condemning salvageable parts or stating that substitute parts could not be located within the available research time.

A: 

  This issue must be discussed and decided by HQ AFMC/ENB/IG and MSG/MMF, in coordination with all the ALCs.  The submitter makes some very good points, but the recommended changes to chapter 5 seem to be more than is required to correct the problem.  Any extensions to the mandated time limits should be handled on an exception basis, not be made a routine part of the process.
(WR) Para 5.5.1.  Para. 5.5.1.1 says that the maintenance supervisor reviews the 202 then forwards to the IET/Planner.  There is no block for the supervisor to sign, therefore how are we to know if it is being reviewed?

A: 

  The supervisor is the individual forwarding the AFMC 202 to the IET/Planner.  If they choose not to review it, then the IET/Planner may get inundated with invalid 202s.  If this becomes a problem, it should be worked internally.  There is no need for a signature block.

(OO-ALC) Para 5.5.1.5:  Recurring 202s are expensive (i.e., processing 202s instead of changing the TO).

A: 

Ms Sutton:  It is the responsibility of the IET/planner to highlight / stop such bad practices.  The IET/planner needs to work with the engineers to identify instances where an SH252 should have been generated.  (Mr Lyons aside .. "metrics would highlight that”)

(OO-ALC) Para 5.5.1.6:  Maintenance Super reports any problems with compliance to IET/Planner, but need IET/Planner responsibility (¶5.5.3) when this happens.
A: 

Correct.  We will add a paragraph stressing IET/Planner role as interface between maintenance and SM engineering to resolve problems, when the remainder of the AFMC manual is updated.

(OC-ALC) Para 5.5.3:  (Requested clarification of IET planner working production-engineering issues versus coordinating a new 202).

A: 

Ms Sutton:  If the 202 cannot be executed as written, a new form must be coordinated.

Para 5.5.6:  What if the Chief Engineer is the one developing the procedures?  Can they sign both blocks (26A & 26E) on the form?

A: 

After extensive discussions during the Road Show, it was determined that Chief Engineers had the authority to approve procedures which they developed.

(OC-ALC) Para 5.5.6.1:  Is the policy hard-over on "second set of eyes" for engineering approval?

A: 

Mr Lyons: Yes... get a waiver if deviating.

(OC-ALC) Para 5.5.6.1:  What if the Chief Engineer delegates authority to the only engineer at the maintenance location?  How will the "second set of eyes" be accomplished?

A: 

In this case, the package should be e-mailed to the Chief Engineer for final approval (block 26E).
Paras 5.5.7.3 & 5.7.3.10.5:  The draft Chapter 5 states that Chief Engineers must sign any procedures affecting OSS&E or HCI.  They should be able to delegate this responsibility.

A: 

After discussion during the Road Show, it was agreed that Chief Engineers can delegate the responsibility to sign off on OSS&E and HCI.  This will be changed in the next update to the draft.

(OO-ALC) Para 5.5.8:  What if an error is found on the SH-252?

A: 

Ms Sutton:  The IET/Planner must notify the engineer/ES and have a replacement SH252 developed.  Rescind the erroneous form and reissue a corrected one.

(WR) Para 5.5.8.2:  With the 252 going straight from TOMA to TODO, who bears the responsibility if the SH252/SHRC is not correctly coordinated (especially lack of Safety Signature)?

A

  The TO Manager, jointly with the ES.  The SM/SCM Engineering Approval Authority (EAA) has this responsibility for the 202.

(OC-ALC) Para 5.5.9:  Clarify role of safety.  Safety of personnel or equipment – clarify what is meant.  Address system safety vs personnel safety.  Timelines for Safety reviews?
A: 

Ms Sutton:  The Safety Office is responsible for ESOH (both personnel safety and prevention of equipment damage), in conjunction with BEE for health issues.  System safety is part of OSS&E, covered by a different directive.  Safety and BEE reviews must be completed within the overall response timelines for the AFMC 202.

(OO-ALC) Para 5.5.9:  Must center safety coordinate (staffing limits).

A: 

Ms Sutton:  This subject was extensively discussed during the IPT meeting in December.  The problem of limited staffing was acknowledged, but the decision by HQ AFMC/SE was that Center Safety would coordinate on all AFMC 202s identified by the engineer/ES as having a safety impact.  The primary concern was that many SM/SCM offices did not have safety-qualified personnel assigned.

(WR) Para 5.5.9  please define collocated with cognizant engineering authority.  There's a lot of people that do not know what that really means.

A: 

  We will change that wording in the next draft, based on the suggested wording from HQ AFMC/SEG:  “The installation Safety Office at the same center as the SM/SCM responsible engineering authority will review…” and “The installation BEE office at the same center as the engineering authority will review…” 
(WR) Para 5.5.9.  Paragraph 1.6.1.1 and paragraph 1.6.1.2 do not exist in the current chapter 1 of the AFMC MAN 21-1.  If these are references to the rewrite of Chapter 1, it would be helpful to have a copy of the applicable pages.

(OC)  The proposed draft still has a problem or two:  It says to check a block on when to send 202s to safety or bio for review, but I did not see any guidance that says what criteria to use to decide.  Para 5.5.9 says for them to review per para 1.6.1.1.  The AFMCMAN on the web has a good discussion on nuclear surety in 1.6.1

A: 

  Draft paras 1.6.1 and subs inserted below:

1.6.1. General:  Safety information and precautions must be included in TOs and technical data for operation, maintenance, modification and disposal of systems and commodities, IAW MIL-STD-38784.  This includes MILSPEC TOs, commercial manuals, AFMC Forms 202, Nonconforming Technical Assistance Request and Reply, and 252, T.O. Publication Change Request, Work Control Documents, etc.

1.6.1.1. To ensure this, Center safety offices must coordinate on any new or revised procedures in non-exempt TOs (see bullets below), when changes will affect the safety of personnel or equipment, or when they will affect TO warnings or cautions, as determined by the engineer or ES responsible for TO content (AFI 91-301, Air Force Occupational and Environmental Safety, Fire Protection, and Health (AFOSH) Program).  This requirement applies to Ground, Flight, Missile and Explosives safety – for Nuclear Surety, see paragraph 1.7.

1.6.1.2. The local Bioenvironmental Engineering (BEE) Section must coordinate on any new or changed procedures affecting personnel health (involving noise, heat, fumes, chemicals, radiation, light, etc.)

Para 1.6.1.1 (Chapter 1):  There is a requirement for the engineer/ES to identify safety impacts, but not health issues (¶1.6.1.2).

A: 

Need to move the requirement for the engineer or ES responsible for tech data content to identify procedural changes which affect safety from ¶1.6.1.1 to ¶1.6.1, so it applies to both Safety and BEE reviews.

(WR) Para 5.6.1.7 “All new or changed procedures must be verified prior to use, in conjunction with maintenance and QA representatives, when requested.” Does this mean the procedures will be verified only when MA requests verification? Is verification always required, should this be documented? If the ES is not available when a new procedure is received, if verification is always required, are MA and QA allowed to do the verification without ES involvement?  Is the decision to do verification solely at the discretion of the ES?

A: 

  What it means is that QA participation is “when requested.”  This will be clarified in the next update to the chapter.  Verification is always required, and probably should be documented using the AFTO Form 27 (TO 00-5-3).  Normally, the ES is the person developing (or at least documenting) the new or revised procedures on the AFMC 252.  The ES does not have to participate in verification – see TO 00-5-1 (Using Command verification) and TO 00-5-3.  The ES can recommend waiving physical verification in certain cases (see 00-5-3), but a Desk-Top Analysis is always required.  The TO Manager, SM, and users should have a say in the approval of any waivers.

(OC-ALC) Para 5.6.2:  Equipment specialists (ES) provide the engineering disposition to the production shops but the shops can reject the ES's disposition... why?

A: 

Ms Sutton:  The shops might have an implementation challenge (i.e. they lack the required equipment, personnel, expertise etc), they should not be challenging the correctness of the engineering disposition.

(WR) Para 5.6.2.1 through 5.6.2.4:  This appears to say that if the 202, SH252, SHRC is filed in the TO and annotated on the title page, the WCD does not have to reference any of these forms.  Only if the 202 is not in a TO (one time use) should the 202 be attached to the WCD and is then waived if the WCD is maintained in ITS and lists the 202 or SH252. Is this a correct interpretation?

A: 

  Yes, we interpret the requirements in the draft Chapter 5 that way also.  However, after consultation with the IG, we will modify this section of the chapter to always require annotation of control numbers in the affected WCDs.

(OO-ALC) Para 5.7:  : How are you version controlling the revised AFMC Form 202?

A: 

Ms Sutton:  Through the HQ AFMC forms OPR, who assigns version numbers to each major revision of a form..  The latest version is on the AFMC PDL web site.

(WR & OC) Para 5.7:  When and how do we get a copy of new AFMC Form 202?

A

  It has been distributed via e-mail and posted on the AFMC PDL site (https://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/pdl/afmcforms/).

(OC-ALC) Para 5.7:  AFMC Form 202 is out in a Form Flow version .. will soon be available in Pure Edge format.  Can we use a MS Word Version?

A: 

Ms Sutton:  Probably.  Send it to MSG/MMF and we'll consider it for use, even though the pubs and forms OPRs don’t support use of Word forms.  The Word version must be identical in format and functionality to the Form Flow version.  NOTE:  Both versions (Word and Form Flow) have been posted to the TO System Info Page.

 (WR) Para 5.7:  Some people are e-mailing 202s and 252s for Safety coordination.  We in-turn send an e-mail back stating we concur, non-concur or if there's a problem we state what the problem is.  Will e-mails suffice as an official signature?

A: 

  Yes, this is OK, however the electronic copy of the form, attached to the e-mail traffic, requires the typed-in name, office symbol and phone of the individual responsible for the response, along with the word “//SIGNED//” in the signature block of the 202.  This is specified in para 5.7 NOTE.

(OO-ALC) Para 5.7:  Question about "signature stamp" versus signature.

A: 

In para 5.7, if “//SIGNED//” is OK for electronic forms, a stamp should be OK for paper ones.  The person using a signature stamp is responsible for controlling unauthorized access to it.

(OO-ALC) Para 5.6.2:  Question about filing form.

A: 

See Paras 5.5.4.2 & 5.6.2.  The SM POC files a copy in program histories for the life of the program; the IET/Planner retains file of completed 202s (probably IAW AFMAN 37-139).  Other filing requirements are covered in sub-paras under 5.6.2.

 (WR) Para 5.7.2.13  In block #13, do we assume if the 202 is not initiated due to an organic cause that we leave this block blank?  It should require N/A if not organically caused.

A: 

  Block 13 instructions already say to complete only when block 12 is “Yes.”

(WR) Para 5.7.3.10.2, .3 & .4  Are blocks left blank if there is no signature?

A: 

Yes, if you mean when no signature is required.  Actually, the instructions only require signatures if the corresponding boxes in block 24 are checked.

Para 5.7.3.10.2 & .3:  Can both the Safety and BEE reviews be performed simultaneously?

A: 

Yes.  In fact, Safety and BEE work closely together anyway, and even have a work group at some locales for reviewing and coordinating on environmental and safety issues.

(OC-ALC) Figure 5.1:  Is revised AFMC Form 202 / process "locked in concrete"? Could we alter the order of the steps (i.e. Engineering before SE/BEE review)? 

A: 

Ms Sutton:  As long as you manage this as an "additional review" by the SM/SCM EAA, rather than actually changing the order, adding steps is not a policy exception.  However, the SM/SCM EAA must review the completed form to verify all required review signatures are present before forwarding it to the IET/planner, and the EAA date signed determines rescission dates for ‘period of performance’ 202s.

(WR) Figure 5.1:  On the Flow Chart: “AFMC Form 202 Process” the safety involvement would be much clearer if there was a CENTER SAFETY REVIEW  (252 and 202) block either between ES and TOMA or TOMA and TODO.

A: 

  The Flow Chart addresses only the AFMC Form 202 process, not the AFMC Form 252.  It would probably be a very good idea to create an AFMC 252 Flow Chart, but that would go into chapter 3 of the manual.

Figure 5-1:  How do we handle AFMC 202s applicable to more than one maintenance activity involving more than one Planner and Maintenance Supervisor?

A: 

Initiate and process an AFMC 202 up through the SM/SCM EAA signature, then make copies for each affected maintenance activity, get individual IET/Planner & Maint Super signatures in blocks 27 and 28.

