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  Right or wrong, this is how I have and would reassemble the equipment side of a shipboard Avionics division after a tear down for some reason, including pre-com units.  This is written primarily for the inanimate objects of IM3.  There will be some “people” stuff, but mostly equipment issues.

  Generally, in situations like this, there is time available for the Sailors to work on “something”, it’s that something that gets debated.  As work-ups begin and gear starts to flow, what the Sailors can reasonably and effectively work on aside from gear and bench upkeep diminishes.  I think there are some very specific, baseline tasks that can and should be done either during the COH or as soon thereafter as can be started.

1.  IMRL Acceptance Inspection:  First, I would perform (or some would say, re-perform) a thorough and accurate IMRL acceptance inspection on every piece of IMRL.  What that means is that a new CNAF SE Acceptance Form is routed and completed for every single piece of IMRL IM3 owns.  The importance of this process cannot be over emphasized.  The failure to properly screen and accept SE negatively impacts (corrupts) almost every NAMP managed program.  Most AMI hits can be traced back to the improper acceptance or transfer of IMRL.  Improper acceptance screening failures (beyond just inventory issues), affect calibration, publications, logs and records, SE PMS, Tech directives, Hazmat, Tools, Safety PPE, ICRL, weight handling, and on and on.  These are among the most off track programs every year, and primarily (in my opinion) because the acceptance screening for SE wasn’t done properly or thoroughly.  
  Because of my own professional pain in this area, and in an attempt to improve the process, I developed, with the help of many others an improved SE Acceptance/Transfer Form that we published via a Command NAMPSOP to be used in place of the one provided via the CNAF 13650 AMMRL instruction.  I submitted this document to CNAF for consideration to officially replace the current one.  It’s not perfect, but much better than the current one.  The primary differences are:

a. the flow, from start to finish, matches the reality of receiving new equipment

b. the order of signatures at the end match the order of the screening

c. data blocks added to force screening of specific elements that cause degradation of other programs if not screened early

  It is much more detailed, but regardless, training is necessary for all the primary players, (IMRL, QA, PC, CAL Lab, and the Work Center, in that order) to ensure the use of it is consistent and traceable (if you can’t read the signature of the person who claimed to do the screen, you can’t solve problems).
  So why redo sheets for those items that already have one?  Because the official form is so ambiguous that there is too much room for error.  If it were me, I wouldn’t trust the process that produced it and the payoff of a proper screening is well worth the effort.  Since a proper screening generates a workload for IM1, you’ll need QA and PC’s cooperation for this project.  A convincing point is that SE PMS is required to have this form on file.  It can be either in a 51 record (for those items requiring PMs or TDs) or in a standalone file (for those that don’t) but they must be able to produce it for every single IMRL end item.  It’s an easy hit to take on an inspection if there isn’t a screening sheet on file for every single end item on the LAMs inventory.  And.....this is excellent training for all!  If the screenings are done correctly and thoroughly, the necessary processes involved in the training are a great way to get everyone’s head back in the game after chipping and grinding.

  BTW, not every single IMRL end item requires a 51 record or entry into SESS.  For IM3 alone, this would easily quadruple the number of 51 records on file and for no reason.  The NAMP says that any item that has TDs or requires PMS, will have a 51 record and be entered into SESS for management.  One question asked is; “What about the acceptance MAF?”  In SESS, one can cut an acceptance MAF for items that will have a 51 record, but for those items that have neither PMs nor 51 records, one can simply cut a work request to document the acceptance inspection.
  If QA and PC cannot be convinced to participate, I would still do it anyway within the Division.  The work center can perform the QA screening with some training. It would be much harder for the work center to do the PC/AMSU portion correctly.  I think the screening for PMs and the affect on AMSU could be done with some training.  However, I’ve seen attempts at making the Work Centers screen for TDs and it’s just not successful.  It is hard enough for the AZs who are trained and do it for a living to accurately screen I-Level IMRL for TDs.
  It is critical that each section of the form be answered completely and critically and that the person who performs that portion of the screen legibly sign at the end so that when (notice I didn’t say if) there is a mistake, you can back-track and provide training or do process improvement.  Despite your best efforts to train upfront, someone is going to make mistakes and some sheets will have to be redone.  If the screen is done correctly, some of the errors discovered will be:

a. Items requiring calibration that were not on the 350 report.


b. Items requiring off-ship calibration that the LAB did not have scheduled for such

c. Items requiring publications or MRC decks not currently onhand, or, onhand, but not listed on CTPL’s ADRL for receipt or on the work center’s inventory.


d. Errors with the SERMIS source data that the IMRL manager can submit to CNAF for correction (such as the necessity to calibrate the item)

e. Items that require 51 records that don’t have one.


f. 51 records for items that were transferred in the past but the record not sent with it


g. 51 records with TD or PM records that are not correct per the current publications.

h. Items that require load, NDI, or hydrostatic tests


i. Items that are missing piece parts, are not RFU or in some other way have problems that don’t match their condition codes in LAMS.  This is critical, CNAF will run a report to match your condition codes with your Broad Arrow reporting and task you to explain the differences.  CNAF will also use the reported condition codes to make decisions regarding cross-deck of items to fill the Broad Arrows of others.
   As a bonus to this process, a complete inventory is automatically occurring and along with that inventory, I would require:
a. that all loose piece parts of end items be added to the LAMs inventory as a (son/daughter sub listing).  When done properly, the piece parts will show up indented underneath its associated end item.  For example, if you have a CASS OTPS Cable Set which is the end item with one part number, and in this set is 15 cables, the end item part number will be listed on the LAMs, and indented underneath will be the 15 cables separately listed with their part numbers (from IPB) and their own barcode.  I did this primarily with all my OTPS.  A bag of cables or box of RF adapters is easy to loose track of, especially when several OTPS share the exact same style of cable or gadget, but under different part numbers.  The same concept can be applied where it makes sense.  For example, a “suit-case” style test set with foam cutouts and a locator/ID plate for the contents wouldn’t necessarily need this level of inventory.

  Comment:  I don’t allow my Sailors to remove piece parts from their official storage containers and separate and place them in tool box drawers or cabinets.  The results of this is an IMRL inventory that says an item is present and complete, when really, all they did was shoot the barcode on an empty box with the end item part number on it, the contents of which are spread to the wind.

 b. a photograph of every end item along with all its ancillary or accessory items if separately packed.  Again, with the examples of the bag of cables, the end item bag would have a photograph and each cable inside would have a photograph.  The purpose of the photos is to aid with locating an item for inventory purposes, I point this out because if one has three of the exact same part number, only one photo is needed.  The name of the photo would be changed to the part number of the item, and stored in an “IMRL Photo” folder on a shared drive that any work center could access when doing inventories.  I’ve already done this aboard two carriers and an amphib.  My IMRL photo database was 100% for IM3 and about 60% for all of AIMD as of 2006.  Any new items that came out since then would not be included.
c. As part of the acceptance screening process, the shop is required to determine if the item is RFU.  Accordingly, I require a complete end-to-end self test, on every test set or gadget that the Maintenance pub includes a means to determine its status of ready for use.  I created a form for them to fill out for every test set, every bench, every fixture, etc that required the appropriate pub to be listed with the procedures for determining if the item was RFU, and a CDI stamp indicating this procedure had been performed on the bench and the results of such.  For those benches/stations with printers and the ability to print the results, I mandated that a complete end-to-end printout accompany the sheet.  When you first tell the shops this, you’ll have Sailors passing out from shock and disbelief, then they’ll be lined up at the door to try and explain to you why it can’t be done:

a. The printer is broken (so fix it)


b. The bench doesn’t “need” to pass all the tests (then show me a message, IRAC, validated TPDR, AMA, or something from some NAVAIR authority that agrees with you)


c. Its not possible, because the software program is bad/old/unreasonable/ etc (same answer as b and, if the Sailor truly believes that is the case, submit a TPDR or E.I. to get it corrected)


d. The bench is too old (it either works or it doesn’t; if it doesn’t fix it)


e. It would cause more damage than good (I’ve heard this one, and just shake my head and tell them to come up with a new one)


f. I don’t know how (bring me the pub and show me the steps in the pub that you find confusing, and if they are, we’ll submit a TPDR and request NATEC help)

  Bottom line is that the excuse matrix for not running and providing proof of an end-to-end run will be extensive and you shouldn’t be convinced by any of it.  If you start to waiver and believe a Sailor may have a point, then send them to QA.  If a bench or test set is going to function less than advertised and someone is going to decide to consider that normal, then QA would be on the hook for that answer.

  Now, theoretically, you’ve established what you have, and in what condition it exists.  So make sure you’re reporting it appropriately.  You can get IMRL to run a report of all non-A1 IMRL items, then have the shops match that to their work load report.  Most items that are not A1, should have an associated MAF to document the problem.  Those items reported as needing or currently off ship for cal, can be verified against the 350.  There will be some older items that may be missing some piece parts that are for the support of obsolete equipment that the Navy no longer uses and you can’t replace.  Those should be reported as B1 (partial capability).

Note: I know this seems like an incredible amount of work, but remember, the best timeframe for this project is the tail end of a yard period or other limited availability where, as we all know, there is time to devote to projects like this, especially during sea trials that don’t include aircraft.  If done correctly, the pay off is well worth it.

2. Some additional items to consider for getting your IM3 running smooth before cruise:


a.  Pubs.  I could go on forever about pubs.  The newer ships basically have a LAN drop for every CASS station.  If not, you should make that a priority (if possible) to ensure each shop has plenty of LAN drops and stations so they can use JTDI for their pubs.  Once that is done, I would out-law paper books without your explicit permission or you'll be constantly dealing with out-of-date paper books that people don't want to get rid of.  I allowed COM/NAV to keep a few old books with massive schematics and such, but I got rid of 90+ percent of the paper stuff.  There are some CASS OTPS you'll own that have pubs in HTML format.  They can be found on NATEC’s website as zip files.  These zip pubs don't automatically come with JTDI, you'll have to down load the ZIP file from NATEC, then have CTPL unzip the file into a local folder in JTDI.
(Tip to CTPL:  only “publish” the contents page.  It will link to all the other pages)

 I load IRACs, the NAMP, NAMPSOPs, everything into JTDI; one-stop shopping for the techs.


b. CASS OTPS:  You have to work with PC and the SE PMS manager to keep these straight.  As far as IMRL and the inventory world is concerned, an OTPS is a collection of individual end items that have to be inventoried separately.  The mother part number of the OTPS is not an IMRL end item and, accordingly, is not on your LAMs inventory.  Its part number can be found in its pub and it has an LL-GSE-XXXX NIIN that can be found on NAVICP asset visibility website via part number search.
    As far as NAVAIR and the OTPS maintenance world is concerned, OTPS are an end-item, just like an airplane or a CASS bench.  The TDs, PMs, Pubs, discrepancy MAFs, Broad Arrows, etc, are written against the OTPS mother part number (end item).
    That means 51 records are against the mother OTPS part number, not the ID, or the individual components.  If an OTPS has to be loaded into SESS, it’s the mother part number and the serial number of the ID that is loaded, not the piece parts.  This is a major headache on most ships because they can't separate the way IMRL (inventory) manages the stuff and the way maintenance (repair) does.
   Additionally, OTPS Technical Directives often have the wrong mother part number, for example, they will use the part number of the software for SSC vice the OTPS mother part number.  Legally, this would require SE PMs to create a 51 record for that part number and load it into SESS as a standalone item.  A good working relationship between SE PMs, the TD Manager and your CASS LPO, to ensure all CASS related TDs are carefully screened to ensure the proper applicable end item is identified.  If the TD has the wrong part number on it, notify the CNAF POC who approved it, which can be found at the bottom of the TD.  The bottom line is that IMRL and SESS will not match when it comes to OTPS.

c. Crypto repair.  Odds are your crypto repair test set and MAMs were turned into Radio for storage during the yard period.  You’ll need to get them back.  You should check with Radio and S6 on the ship’s allowance for MIDs RTs and ARC-210 radios.  Both are considered CCI and the ship’s crypto account will have allowances for them that is different from any AVCAL that S6 manages.  Your Crypto techs should have completed the appropriate crypto PQS and been certified by the ship’s crypto manager to hold and handle crypto devices.


Crypto codes: If your IM3 issued codes to the CAG on previous deployments, now is a great time to put an end to that practice.  This is a legacy practice that originated back in the day when coding devices were not reliable and the repair facility could resolve minor maintenance issues at the time of coding.  That is no longer the case.  CAG requirements should go directly to Radio and receive all their codes direct from the source.  There is no maintenance plan that I’m aware of that tasks AIMD with coding O-Level crypto devices.

d. Security clearances: All ATs and AZs require security clearances.  You may have some AEs that will need one if they are assigned to a shop that has other classified material present.  Some make the mistake of screening for security clearances based on their current work center, this is a mistake.  If events conspire later to force you to move techs around from one work center to another, you will find your options limited by the surprise that someone is rejected for a clearance.  Too often, undesignated AN strike into IM3 that have may have the ASVAB scores, but can’t get a security clearance due to financial or legal problems.  Don’t wait, screen them all early.  And…even though it’s the SeaOpDet’s responsibility to screen everyone they provide to you, once you give them access to classified material, they become your liability, so ensure the AMO requires the SeaOpDets to provide proof of clearances in advance of deployment so those who don’t have one or can’t get one can be replaced with enough notice


e. Laser Safety:  You simply don’t require an AIMD Laser Safety program (I’m a LASER/IR guy by trade).  The NAMP says everyone will have a program per the OPNAV instruction, but, per the OPNAV instruction you only need one under certain circumstances.  These circumstances do not apply to afloat AIMDs.  Many IM3 techs know about this from a limited perspective and try to have it both ways by maintaining some sort of log and conducting tracking and training, yet, not have a “real” program, hoping this will pacify inspectors, many of whom simply don’t know enough about the technology to know one way or another.  The bottom line is that CASS and the space it is installed in is not compatible with the requirements of a LASER safety program.  CASS EO has no capability to interlock with the facility to prevent LASER fire in the event the door is opened; it has no flashing red lights, etc.  If you make the decision that you will have a program, but only comply with part of the requirements, you’re simply generating your own inspection hit.  It’s all or nothing; if the program applies, then all program elements must be met.
  The bottom line is that there are two different LASER Power levels discussed in the governing doctrines.  One deals with the designed output power of the LASER while doing its job; most military targeting Lasers are CLASS IV or above.  The other deals with output power of the LASER in a testing environment where disassembly may mean it’s more dangerous, or lab restrictions and safety features may result in a less dangerous situation.  The governing instructions that require a LASER Safety program for testing and maintenance facilities is referring to the later.
  The F14 Lantern pod LASER was tested on the Lantern bench by firing through the open air at full power and into a testing device.  The fact that the beam was exposed, at full power, to the operator during the process required a LASER safety program, which meant interlocks, flashing red lights, goggles, logbooks, etc etc.  The power of the LASER exposed to the operator exceeded safe levels even in the testing environment.  All LASERs tested on CASS EO are completely enclosed within the testing apparatus and attenuated.  Interlocks ensure all covers are installed and tested prior to firing, the LASER output power exposure is reduced to that considered “eye safe” as determined by BUMED and therefore, there is no requirement of the LASER Safety Program.  I have a copy of the letter from BUMED officially designating CASS EO as a Class 1, LASER eye safe device.
    Some will argue that the command still needs a LASER safety program because the CAG fires the TFLIR and AT FLIR PODs on deck.  Again, one simply needs to consult the O-Level F18 pubs for the pods to find the same statement, that when using the boresight alignment testing tools as designed and required, the hazard is reduced to Class 1 LASER eye safe.  If the CAG decides to have a program regardless, don’t get convinced that you need to do so as well.  Per the pub, when doing business by the pub, the program is not required.

f. Cipher locks:  Just because a work center door has a cipher lock does not make it a GSA approved storage container.  We only put cipher locks on most Avionics doors because nobody can hang onto a key for more than 5 minutes and the cost is prohibitive.  We keep the doors locked because it’s almost impossible to put everything pilferable away and locked up.  There’s always plenty to steal in a functioning work center. I point this out because I’ve been involved in arguments that if the door has a cipher lock, then everyone inside must have a security clearance (a surface Navy concept).  Not so.  The work center is just that, a work area.  If something classified is removed from an approved GSA storage device it must be in the company of someone with approved access to it at all times until such time as it is returned to the safe.  With regard to the CASS High Power stations and their classified hard drives, the work center is manned 24/7 at sea by people authorized access to those drives.  This may not be the case in a liberty port, in which case, the stations will have to be de-classified and the external hard drives locked up.

g. Cal Lab:  The thing some forget about the Cal Lab, is that they are also a repair facility.  They have the most experienced, component level repair electronics techs in your division.  Given the short and computer based training your average AT receives these days at A-School, your cal techs are also the only ones who actually receive hands on troubleshooting training.  Those skills must be exercised to stay proficient. They also often need special probes, cables, adapters, etc necessary to do the level of work they do and they may not realize they’re missing items or they are broken unless required to use them.
  Too many make the mistake during the work-ups of sending every bothersome test set off for rework in order to expedite a replacement and clear a Broad Arrow.  This is bad business from several standpoints; first to pay for rework is more expensive than having the cal lab repair it.  Second, rework generally takes much longer than local repair which means that asset is not available to the Fleet for a longer period, and third, and most importantly, if you do not mandate that the Cal Lab exhaust all efforts to repair it themselves, their troubleshooting skills will diminish. Then when you’re in the middle of the ocean and you have a broken test set that you can’t just mail off and replace, they won’t be able to fix it.  You must make them refine their skills during the work-up cycle and only give up as you approach deployment.  When pressed and persistent, they will almost always repair your equipment.  This pays off in many ways, one of the most important of which is their self-confidence to solve problems.
    On the customer service side, I do not allow my Cal Lab to place restrictions on anyone within AIMD with regard to inducting items for cal or repair.  The Cal Lab loves to set business hours, yet they are the only ones in AIMD that generally does so and this creates animosity with the other work centers who are on call 24/7 while underway.  I’ll allow the lab to establish customer service hours for other departments on the ship, but not for any member of the AIMD family.  I’ve seen Cal lab and work center folks almost knock each other out over something so simple.  The Cal Lab is manned and they operate 24/7 just like the work centers, there is no reason they need to restrict anyone in AIMD from knocking on their door at any time.  You want the Cal Lab and the work center personnel to get along or you’re going to have problems.
    h. With regard to servicing the rest of the ship, I recommend someone stand up at an all-officers-meeting (AOM) and give calibration training.  It needs to be public and in front of the XO and CO if necessary to ensure everyone understands that AIMD is not responsible for other Department’s refusal to allow their equipment to be calibrated on schedule.  This training is critical because calibration is deliberately different and specific for aviation activities (carriers and amphibs) as apposed to the rest of the surface Navy.  Small boys have a program that is less formal.  You need all the small boy officers in the wardroom to know that the calibration program aboard a carrier simply cannot run the same as they may be used to. The training needs to stress several things:


  1. That NAVSEA and NAVAIR hold the AIMD Cal Lab responsible for the procedural calibration of all devices onboard and the reporting of such upline.  That the Cal Lab is not held responsible for compliance with the program, when they can show that they have made every attempt at notifying and maximizing customer compliance.


  2. That the Calibration Requirements Listing (CRL) as published by NAVSEA is the authoritative document for those shipboard items that are required to be calibrated (or not) on the ship.


  3. That management and accuracy of the CRL is the responsibility of the Chief Engineer.  The Cal Lab simply loads the CRL data into MIQ for tracking and reporting.  Changes to the CRL are approved and submitted by the CHENG.

  4. That NAVSEA has invested time and money in the calibration work load reduction program which means they are continually evaluating shipboard systems to determine where, if possible, items can be downgraded to a no-cal required status.  This means, you may have seen a similar item calibrated on a previous ship that may not be calibrated on your current one.  Do not assume; look it up on the CRL. 


  5. That just because an inspector insists an item be calibrated, NAVSEA does not require the Cal Lab to conform if it is not listed on the CRL.  The JFMM specifically tells us that the CRL is the authority and not to calibrate anything not listed on the CRL simply because an inspector insists on it and threatens to hit a program otherwise. This is the quote from VOL VI for that:

"9.7.1.c. The CRL is the technical authority document for all shipboard instrumentation calibration requirements. To preclude continuous and duplicative review of TMDERS, inspecting activities are to coordinate directly with the NAVSEA METCAL Manager, 04RM, regarding any instrument believed to be critical but indicates No Calibration Required in the CRL.  Ship's force is not required to calibrate these instruments unless specifically approved by NAVSEA 04RM."
Note: The reason for this policy is that often two inspectors do not agree on requirements.  If they have a legitimate concern, they should voice that concern to NAVSEA so a study can determine the legitimacy of the requirement and apply it to all like platforms if applicable.


  6. That the Cal Lab’s process for calibrating ship’s installed equipment is to first confirm its CRL serial number and installation.  If the item is not listed in the CRL, calibration cannot be performed.  It the Cal Lab allows itself to be bullied into calibrating any item not included in the CRL, they assume all responsibility for anything that may happen with that equipment since the CRL also provides the method and means for such calibration.

Note:  In the aviation world, anything and everything that can potentially provide specific indications, is either calibrated or stickered as No Cal Required.  Not so in the Surface world; the determination to calibrate is based more on installation location and use, rather than the gadget itself.  Two identical gauges may be installed side by side, one calibrated, and the other not.


  7. That Measure IQ (MIQ) is the only authorized reporting system for the status of their equipment.  That they can easily be provided inventory and status reports for all their equipment upon request.  That they should not generate any local spreadsheets to track their equipment because it will not be accurate and during TYCOM inspections, those local trackers will not used (this rule currently only applies to carriers and amphibs; small ship gauge cal programs do not yet have MIQ as of this writing)


  8. Most importantly, that this is a scheduled maintenance program; therefore there should rarely be any calibration emergencies.  The Cal Lab is manned for scheduled maintenance and not for a calibration emergency response team.  This is important to understand because the night before a major inspection is not the time to start caring that your stuff is overdue for calibration and then insist we bring people in from home or off leave to attempt to do it.


  9. That AIMD does not have ownership or authority of their equipment and can only inform and advise them regarding the necessity to calibrate it.  The Cal Lab is like Jiffy Lube - they mail out the post card indicating its time for you to change your oil, but they can’t make you bring your car in.  The Cal Lab keeps track of who’s been notified and with what information in the event there is a dispute over who-knows-what-when.
Note:  If not already included, I recommend that Calibration Readiness be added as a metric to the Command’s Division/Department in the Spotlight (DITS) program for your ship.  Once their numbers are published to the XO and CO, they’ll take the program more seriously.  The Cal Lab puts together a pie chart showing percentages straight out of MIQ.  On my last ship, Engineering had an unprecedented 98% calibration readiness rate.  It works.  Remember, in the aviation world, equipment that is overdue for calibration is considered non-RFU and not useable.  Not so in the Surface world.  Its only considered a missed maintenance check and just gets rescheduled, that’s why they don’t worry about the program as much as we do.


i. Clean House:
   
This is a great opportunity to clean house.  If I walk into a space and see that government storage is being used for personal gear, and that government equipment is setting on the deck, or stacked like cord wood on shelves due to a lack of space.....stand by.  All personal gear except a few photos leave.  This is the best time to push this reset button.  Once it’s all out, clean up the shop, restow all the government gear properly so that its not stacked on top of each other, padded shelves, and easy to access and inventory.  Once that’s done, any storage space left over can be considered for personal use, keeping in mind a fair share allocation for the SeaOpDet population once they come aboard.  A side note: the shop often rips out shelving in order to make lounges; then stacks the gear in a corner.  I applied the same rules about government storage.  If the gear wasn’t stored correctly, the shelves were reinstalled and the lounge went away.

Hunt down all the spare parts.  Assume they’re all unaccounted for spares until they’re proven to be either MAMs or TBIs.  (You can get an official approved MAMs, TBI list from your NAVICP AVCAL representatives.)  The approved list of MAMs and TBIs will contain old items that you no longer need.  Just because it’s on the list, don’t assume you must have it.  Make the Sailors find the pub that calls for its use.  Once you positively identified the MAMs that you will be using, your techs need to verify they are good.  Non-RFI MAMs are useless.  There is only one way to do this - induct them under a test check if you have the ability to run them.  If not, they’re either going to have to install them in the bench and make sure they work, or assume they’re bad, BCM them, and order new ones.

Once you know which MAMs you’re keeping, I advise removing them from the work center.  There are very few authorized MAMs anymore for IM3, mostly CASS parts.  I highly encourage you to store them under lock and key, preferably by Material Control as control items.  If a tech needs one, they check it out like a tool, use it, then bring it back.  This prevents them from using them as spare parts and ruining their original purpose.


Likewise with all the TBIs, if you determine it’s needed and staying, it needs to be tested to make sure its full up, otherwise its useless.  I initiate MAFs on them and have them RFI’d.  TBIs however stay in the work center and are most often installed as part of a test setup.
When you determine you no longer need an item, feed that information back to your NAVICP AVCAL reps so they can update the sheet.  This affects funds and allowances so you’re saving the Navy money by cleaning up this list.  Whatever is left over should be turned into supply as excess.  This is a great opportunity to clean house and build some creditability with the S6 Officer.  S6 will not want to take the assets, but they really have no choice.  They may induct them back to you to make them RFI and cause you to BCM some which may affect your BCM count, but that’s the price for hanging on to this stuff.
    The same is true for IMRL that was dispositioned as “turn into supply”.  This is usually consumables that you’re reporting as RFU.  They must take those as well, but because they often resist, the shops still have them in their work center despite that the IMRL Manager has cleared them from the inventory.  Your folks may have found some of these items and added them back during your big IMRL project.


j. CASS Management:


My two cents on a successful CASS program.  In order for CASS to payoff as intended, it needs to be managed and maintained just like aircraft.  The legacy way of “each to his own” must be driven out in a CASS world.  The legacy benches were designed, installed, and manned in specific work centers for specific missions with specific people.  Each shop was expected to handle their own problems, with their own people and their own training with their stations.  The commonality of CASS changes everything.

Maintenance:  Your manning document could provide over 30 ATs for NECs 6704 and above for CASS operation, maintenance and calibration scattered throughout the division.  In my opinion, that’s simply too many individuals to have ripping your stations open.  If you want consistency and accountability regarding the care and feeding of your stations, you need to make that number smaller for those who will disassemble a station.  I recommend after a period of observation and review, you build a W/C 65C with about 10 of the best and brightest, preferably 6705s.  This could be expanded later as your crack team leader recommends additions.  This crew would be solely responsible for all scheduled and unscheduled maintenance as well as calibration. The remaining ship’s company CASS techs in the work centers would be only operators for the stations, and would be responsible for the upkeep of the Operational Test Program Sets (OTPSs) within the work center.  All CASS operators and maintainers should have their own unique login with the permissions set accordingly.  The 65C techs should be the only ones with system admin privileges.  All the rest should have only “tester” privileges.  With each person identified with their own login, CASS OMS (if installed) will archive their login as part of maintenance actions as designed.  This provides a log of activates tied directly to the operator (or at least their login) performing the action.
Accountability…
I do not recommend you provide SeaOpDet techs maintenance access to any of the stations, regardless of their self-professed experience and background.  It is my experience that a significant number (over 65%) of CASS problems are inadvertently created by well meaning individuals, SeaOpDet or ship’s company.  Your SeaOpDet is not billeted to be bench maintainers; that is what ship’s company is for.  They come from many different IMAs with a wide variety of habits, some good, some not so good.  They will assist the shop CASS techs with upkeep of the OTPS and of course, will operate the stations to repair gear.
The 65C crew needs to be a dedicated organization, not simply a collateral duty of the ATE (old VAST) shop.  The 65C Supervisor will be directly responsible to the Avionics CWO and PC for all matters ICO the CASS stations themselves.  This person will attend PC meetings and answer any inquires about any station in any work center.  They will be responsible for all CASS Broad Arrows.  No one other than a member of 65C, and only at the direction of the 65C supervisor, is allowed to open a station for any reason.  As I said, these are the starting rules.  As the team and your faith in them matures, you can loosen up a little and allow some supervised flexibility.
Next step.  Once you have your team, call a time-out, and do a material condition inspection on each station.  Shut them down and open them up, one bay at a time, and find all the damaged cables, missing fasteners, pinched RF lines, missing RF Line clamps, missing asset brackets,  misrouted wiring, loose assets, FOD, dirt, etc and make a list.  Do this for every single station.  Cut MAFs and go to work.  You would be amazed how reliable the stations become when you reverse the aging, wear, and tear on them from casual maintenance.  There is no excuse for missing fasteners on the front panels.  It’s an indication of careless maintenance.  If the tech and the CDI were really using the book, then the MAF could not have been signed off as complete because the book requires that all the fasteners be replaced and the ESD straps installed, etc.  Drawing a triangle around missing fasteners with a sharpie is not sufficient.  They need to order the parts and replace them.  Sailors have more respect for, and will treat with better care, a station that looks new, vice one that looks like a war veteran.  I always question, if the outside of the station looks like crap, what does the inside look like?
  If your Avionics CWO doesn’t know, he/she needs to have the 65C LPO give them a login and show them how to check the Run-Time-Totalizer (RTT).  This is the bench’s way of telling on itself.  It will tell you at a glance if any assets in the station are not happy.  This is an easy way to casually check the status of stations as the CWO does their daily walkabouts.  They also need to learn how to read the Power Monitors on Bay 1.  If the station is running and the two little LED windows say anything other than “20”, something is wrong.
Do not allow any stations to be run without a full complement of batteries or with batteries that are failing (as indicated by something other than “20” on the Power Monitors).  Batteries that are failing and allowed to continue running will start to leak or worse, explode.  Bad stuff!  Again, anything other than 20 is bad, or at least requires immediate attention.

IMRL/CAL:  I created a separate 65C LAMs and 65C calibration 350 inventory for all the stations and their ancillary equipment.  As the legacy stuff goes away, the old LAMs inventories will get smaller and smaller and eventually, what you have left is the work center OTPS and a few misc items and 65C LAMs and 350 reports.  Inventory and calibration will be much more manageable this way and you can, again, hold 65C specifically responsible for inventory and calibration for all CASS items.  Don’t forget to include the CASS Calibration standards on the 65C 350.  They do not belong to the Cal Lab, they belong to 65C.  The Cal Lab can borrow them, but not keep them.
Conversely, the OTPSs will be on the reports for the work centers.

NALCOMIS/SESS:  All the stations need to be loaded under work center 65C in SESS, regardless where they are installed in the spaces.  The MAFs go to 65C, not the shop where the station is physically located.  The OTPS will be loaded under the work center that uses them.
Once this is set up, Production Control must be disciplined enough to direct all CASS inquiries to the 65C LPO vice beating up the work center LPO.  In a true CASS world, instead of 13 individual geographical work centers separated by walls and doors, there would be just one large room with all the stations.  The techs would be cross trained and resources shared.  There would only be one set of NAMP programs to manage vice 13, manpower and time would be reduced significantly and, for Production Control, one stop shopping for status and information.

(From this point on, I ramble about technical, geek CASS stuff.  If not interested from a management point of view, its not necessary to read this part)  Once you bring your stations online after the yard period, leave them on.  Do not turn them off and on because of power concerns.  This is another legacy verses CASS paradigm.  

Legacy benches were nothing but shelves full of equipment plugged into 115 VAC power strips located inside the station.  That means each “drawer” or asset had its own power supply to convert the incoming 115 VAC to the DC voltages necessary to run electronics.  No electronic circuit uses AC voltage, none.  TVs, radios, Ipods, computers, all of it runs on DC and must have a power supply that converts wall power to the required DC voltages.  For this reason, we didn’t typically leave legacy stations running unsupervised.  If there was a brown out or power spike/failure on the ship, there was a good possibility that one or more of the many power supplies or drawers would be damaged.  The legacy ideology is when in doubt, shut them off.

The opposite is true for CASS.  The designers of the station recognized this weakness.  AC is great for transporting power over long distances, but not so great for stability and reliability.  DC is lousy for long distance transmission, but is very stable and reliable.  CASS was designed to run on DC, 270 volts DC to be precise.  Bay one is a singular, dedicated, power converter and backup power supply.  It will take virtually any incoming AC voltage and convert it to nice stable 270 VDC.  In the event of a loss of power, it switches over to the batteries until power is restored or the station can safely and orderly shut itself down.  Nothing inside the station receives any power directly from the ship and never feels the power problems created by it.  The only thing in the station that receives AC are the cooling fans and the Cal standard, but even this AC is artificially created by Bay 1 and doesn’t come directly from the ship.  Also, High Powers do get 400 HZ direct to the APU via a filter, but the APUs have been tested to pretty crazy standards for power surges, loss, etc.  What about a loss of air-conditioning?  Same thing, the station has sensors that will shut off the bench when the incoming temp reaches around 78 degrees.  A healthy station can run just fine at mid-70 temps.  Any assets that die running at those temps were dying anyway and would eventually be replaced regardless.

The bottom line is that once the stations are operational, they need to be left on, even in the event of a pending power failure for three primary reasons:

a. The stations have an automatic shutdown process when input power failure is detected.  If the operators step back and allow the station to shut itself down, generally they’re ok.  But in my experience when an operator is desperately attempting to shut down a station at the same time the station is trying to shut itself down, conflicts appear to occur and those stations don’t fare as well when restarted.

b. Bay one has rechargeable batteries that must be exposed to a load periodically in order for them to stay healthy and hold a charge.  When the station boots up and BIT tests the batteries, they are briefly loaded with a dummy load to see if they hold, but nothing fully loads the batteries like the entire station.  This is actually healthy for the station batteries. (NOTE: this will not be the case once the batteries are replaced with capacitance storage technology)

c. And.....the stations automatically self-test themselves every 24 hours if they aren’t being using for something.  This eliminates another legacy concept, PRE-OPS.  The station will run a complete end-to-end check and report the findings via the RTT.  It will also inform the operator directly if they attempt to use the station without checking the RTT and the test they want to run needs an asset that the RTT is reporting as unhealthy.

I’ve been standing in front of a High Power station that was running a RADAR transmitter helping a tech with a problem, when the ship went into a brown out.  The station switched over to batteries while continuing the test we were running, the lights dimmed, then came back up bright, the station switched back to ship power, and the test we were running was never interrupted.  It was a beautiful thing.  I tell my techs, if for some reason, the power goes out, or you think the power is going to go out, simply step back, and let the station do its thing.
