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ABSTRACT

This study was commissioned under the National Shipbuilding
Research Program as a part of the ongoing efforts of the National
Shipbuilding Standards Program. In association with the Society
of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers, MarAd, the Navy, the
Coast Guard, U.S. Shipbuilders, design agents, and marine equip-
ment manufacturers and suppliers, the National Shipbuilding
Standards Program intends to foster an increased awareness of the
needs for and benefits of industry standardization in the ship-
building industry and to promote the active development, con-
solidation~ and implementation of industry-wide shipbuilding
standards which will assist the shipbuilder in lowering ship-
building costs and construction times. This program is presently
comprised of the Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers
(SNAME) Panel SP-6 on Standards and Specifications of the SNAME
Ship Production Committee and ASTM Technical Committee F-25 on
Shipbuilding Standards.

This particular study provides the results of a review of the
“GENERAL SPECIFICATION FOR SHIPS OF THE UNITED STATES NAVY - 1982
EDITION” to critically analyze the imposed Military and Federal
Specification requirements to determine the feasibility of con-
verting to commercial standards. The final tabulation of all
specification candidates analyzed has been prepared in a matrix
format to allow the interested reader the ability to quickly
determine if commercial substitutes are potentially available.
The recommendations and/or conclusions documented herein are not
to be used without additional research and acceptance by the
United States Navy.
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FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR COMMERCIALIZATION
OF THE UNITED STATES NAVY’S GENSPECS

INTRODUCTION

The goal of this study was to determine the feasibility of
commercializing Navy type Military Standards or Federal
Specifications to commercial or marine standards. For the pur-
pose of this study commercialization of military standards means
reviewing the standards of domestic standards societies and regu-
lating agencies and identifying those standards which would be
suitable substitutes for military standards listed in the Navy’s
Genspecs as Military Standards, Federal Specifications, NAVSEA
Drawings and Design Data Sheets. This goal was chosen in the
belief that: the library of military standards is more expensive
to update and maintain than commercial standards, commercial
standards are more likely to be current than military standards,
ships built to commercial standards are less expensive than those
built to military standards, and parts built to commercial stan-
dards are easier to obtain than parts built to military stan-
dards. In general the idea is to exploit commercial standards
for different ships of the Navy to the extent that the Navy can
accept marginal deviations from the performance requirements of
military standards.

Major objectives of the study included: soliciting the Navy
and SNAME SP-6 panel members on basic parameter task concepts
including types of ships, high shock substitutes, applicability
of USCG and ABS requirements applicability of NAVSEA Drawings
and Design Data Sheets, relevance of commercial software, and
format presentation; devising a method of specification substitu-
tion selection; preparing a flow chart for specification substi-
tution analysis; soliciting SNAME SP-6 panel members for known
substitutes; and presenting the collected information to the
SNAME SP-6 panel members for final comment.

In order to accomplish our goal, the study was performed in
the following task steps:

o Review of the GENSPECS (1982 Edition) and identification
of Military/Federal specification candidates for con-
sideration of changing to commercial specifications;

o Evaluation of each candidate with special emphasis on, but
not limited to; impact on mission, operation, reliabi-
lity, maintainability and availability of support;

o Preparation, in matrix format, of a “Preliminary” tabu-
lation (Appendix “A”) of the evaluations and solicited
comments from industry personnel involved in this
effort; and

o Solicitation, review and incorporation of pertinent com-
ments from SNAME SP-6 panel membership (Appendix “B”)
into the Appendix ‘A” tabulation.
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DISCUSSION

The results of this feasibility study are tabulated and
included hereto as Appendix “A”. This document represents
numerous inputs from various sources including designers engi-
neers shipbuilding industry personnel and the U. S. Navy.

At the beginning of this study, it became apparent that the
number of specification candidates selected for evaluation was
too large to complete an in-depth study without exceeding the
alloted budget unless each reviewer used the same basis for
evaluation. As a result, a flow chart, Figure 1, was developed
to ensure consistency in the evaluation process.

METHOD OF EVALUATION

Each section of the Navy’s Genspecs was reviewed by a person
familiar with the detail requirements of that section. Candidate
specifications were chosen by inspection of all Military and
Federal Specifications referenced in the Genspecs. If a reason
why the specification could not be eliminated was not apparent to
the reviewer, it was listed as a candidate for review.

Each substitution candidate listed in Appendix “A” was then
evaluated by following the applicable flow chart path of Figure
1. In general, documents were reviewed to determine if major
differences existed that would eliminate a candidate specifica-
tion from consideration. The following typical terms and defini-
tions are reflected in the Appendix “A” tabulation for
documentation of each evaluation:

1. MIL/FED SPEC - This section lists the substitution candidate
specifications by:

o Item - Number keyed to section of. Gen. Specs.

0 Subject - Brief word description of the item.

o MIL/FED SPEC - The candidate Military or Federal
Specification number.

o SEC REF PAGE/L - A location guide to find the items'
location in the Gen. Specs. referring to Section (SEC), 
Page (PAGE) and Line Number (L)

2. COMMERCIAL SPECIFICATION - This section summarizes the effort
to locate, qualify and recommend a commercial specification
that will satisfactorily replace the candidate government
specifications.

o COMM’L. SPEC. - This column lists candidate commercial
specifications. A listing does not necessarily consti-
tute a recommendation. “NO COMM’L. SPEC.” indicates
that a candidate replacement specification has not been
identified. Cross-references to other item numbers will
be found in this column.
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o MISSION IMPACT, OPERATION, Reliability, MAINTAINABILITY
and SUPPORT AVAILABILITY - These columns describe the
effect of substitution on the various operational cate-
gories. Typical responses are “NONE” inferring no
impact, “SAME” inferring no change in system function.
Specific comments are also entered here describing
particular advantages or disadvantages.

o ACTION - This column contains the recommendations for
implementation of the candidate commercial specifica-
tions. Typical responses are:

SUITABLE - This response indicates that the candidate
Commercial Specification appears to be compatible with
the MIL/FED Specification and should be considered for
possible implementation. Implementation should be sub-
ject to any qualifications listed, such as “Auxiliary
Ships Onlyw.

DOCUMENT NOT REVIEWED - The primary reason for this
response is that a required document, usually the
suggested commerical replacement was not available to
the reviewing personnel within the John J. McMullen
library. It is not intended that this item be deleted
as a candidate, but further investigation is warranted.

NONE - This response indicates that the candidate com-
mercial specification is not a suitable replacement.
Comments may follow describing discrepancies. 

SPECIFY GOOD COMMERCIAL QUALITY - This response is used
when the particular supplying industry has demonstrated
that commercial grade products are of a superior and
useable quality. Examples of such areas are food ser-
vice, hand tools and office furniture. To minimize the
possibility of inferior products being supplied it is
expected that qualifying statements will be made in the
ships specifications and purchase specifications. Such
qualifying statements could specify gage of sheet metal,
type of material, etc., but be far short of the detail
found in a technical specification.

FOOTNOTES (1) and (2),  Reference to USCG Rules - Items
referenced to these footnotes have been satisfactorily
procurred for similar service on commercial ships by
specifying that the item meet USCG requirements.
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INDEX A - CLASSIFICATION & REGULATION AGENCIES

ABS
USCG

AATCC
AFBMA
A.G.A.
AGMA
AIChE
AISC
ANS
ANSI
API
ARI
ASCE
ASHRAE

ASME
ASSE
ASTM
AWS
BISSC
CGA
CMAAI
EIA
IEEE
IES
ISA
MSS

NACE
NEMA
NFPA
NFP(A)
NSF
SAE
UL

American Bureau of Shipping
United States Coast Guard

INDEX B - DOMESTIC COMMERCIAL STANDARDS SOCIETIES

American Association of Textile Chemists and Colorists
Anti-Friction Bearing Manufacturers Association
American Gas Association
American Gear Manufacturers Association
American Institute of Chemical Engineers
American Institute of Steel Construction
American Nuclear Society
American National Standards Institute
American Petroleum Institute
Air-Conditioning and Refrigeration Institute
American Society of Civil Engineers
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and

Air-conditioning Engineers
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
American Society of Sanitary Engineering
American Society for Testing and Materials
American Welding Society
Baking and Sanitation Standards Committee
Compressed Gas Association, Inc.
Crane Manufacturing Association of America Inc.
Electronic Industries Association
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Illuminating Engineering Society
Instrument Society of America
Manufacturers Standardization Society of the Valve

and Fittings Industry
National Association of Corrosion Engineers
National Electrical Manufacturers Association
National Fire Protection Association
National Fluid Power Association
National Sanitation Foundation
Society of Automotive Engineers
Underwriters Laboratory

INDEX “A” & “B”
FOR “EVALUATION FLOW CHART”
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The tabulation below is a summary of responses recorded as
the recommended “Action”. Some items received dual recommen-
dations, thus the totals do not necessarily reflect the number of
items surveyed.

Suitable Commercial Candidate Recommended For Consideration

USCG Or ABS Specifications Recommended As Substitute

Commercial Quality Substitute Recommended

Commercial Specification Listed, But Not Reviewed

No Substitute Candidate Found

TOTAL

65

122

99

311

167

764

LIMITATIONS

1. The Appendix “A” report includes the great majority of
Military\Federal specifications referenced in the GENSPECS,
but does not necessarily include all referenced sub-tier spe-
cifications and standards invoked thereby.

2. Where a suitable commercial susbtitute is proposed, it cannot
be assumed that a complete study has been made to fully
qualify the commercial standard to all sub-tier levels-of the
Military\Federal specification. At the present level of
review, only major characteristics of the military and commer-
cial specifications have been compared. Additional eva-
luation must be performed and formal U. S. Navy approval must 
first be obtained before using the recommended substitutes on
a Navy ship.
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CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

All the major intermediate objectives of defining and for-
mulating a method of commercialization of Navy type Military
Standards or Federal Specifications to commercial standards were
achieved. At the beginning of the study it was anticipated that
due to the many sources of commercial specifications and due to
the volume of military specifications versus time and funding
restraints that only a limited review and evaluation of actual
substitutes could be achieved. Of the over 700 potential
Military/Federal Specifications evaluated to the degree described
by this report, 65 commercial standards were recommended as
suitable substitutes.

The research has made it apparent that there are few commer-
cial specifications that can or should be quickly recommended as
direct equivalents for MIL/FED specifications. Any such deter-
mination should come only after an extensive technical evaluation
of the consequences of such a recommendation. A major concern is
assuring that commercial practices which may now be adequate are
not compromised in the future. A MIL/FED specification has built
in safeguards against such practices, but commercial quality
often varies with vendors or economic conditions.

The tabulation of research data, (Appendix A), collected
during this study has convinced us that more effort should be
expended to consolidate/merge Military Standards and commercial
specifications for use as a U. S. Shipbuilding Standard. As a
result, it is recommended that additional in-depth evaluations be
made on a smaller number of carefully selected potential substi-
tutes. Please note that as the complexity of a standard
increases the probability of finding a substitute standard 
decreases. For this reason the next major efforts should target
on basic type standards to achieve maximum results with the least
effort.

It is also recommended that some organization be tasked to
assemble a library of commercial specifications of sufficient
scope and depth to permit the review of all commercial specifica-
tions which have been cited as possible replacements for
Military/Federal specifications. Two agencies which can provide
comprehensive and up-to-date information on commercial standards
are the Visual Search Micro Film Data Control Service by
Information Handling Services and the National Bureau of
Standards - Standards Information Services by the National Bureau
of Standards. Their addresses are:

Information Handling Services
Innerness Business Park
15 Innerness Way East
P. o. Box 1154
Englewood, Colorado 80150
(303) 779-0600
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and

Standards Information Services
Room B162, Building 225
National Bureau of Standards
Washington, D.C. 20234
(301) 921-2587

During the final detail review of a suitable substitution
standard, all the differences between the two standards should be
documented and evaluated in writing.

Subcommittee F-25.94 on Navy Documents has recently been
formed t-o coordinate industry efforts aimed at converting Navy
Documents into Commercial ASTM standards. In our opinion, this
report can be utilized as an effective tool for the iden-
tification and prioritization of items selected as candidates for
this program.

It is recommended that Naval Sea Systems Command conduct an
immediate analysis of those 65 items identified in this report
as suitable commercial candidates for substitution to determine
if these standards can be implemented in lieu of the current
military specifications.

Finally, in determining that there is a need for further
detailed examination of these documents with commercialization in
mind, and in recognition that such a process is, indeed, feasible
and would yield substantial benefit to the marine industry, it is
considered essential that programs such as the National
Shipbuilding Standards Program and the efforts of ASTM
Subcommittee F-25.94 receive top level management support and
direction.
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APPENDIX “B”

Item 1 is the forwarding letter soliciting comments from
SNAME PANEL SP-6 members of a preliminary issue. Items 2 thru 8

 are copies of review comments from the panel members. Commenting
parties included shipbuilders, design agents and the Navy.
Criticisms ranged from constructive remarks on format to comments
on specific items. The comments were reviewed and incorporated
insomuch as possible while still maintaining the intended purpose
of

1.

2 .

3 .

4 .

5 .

6 .

7 .

8 .

the paper.
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JOHN J. McMULLEN ASSOCIATES INC.

March 4, 1983
HRO 4937M-13835

Attention:

subject:

Enclosures:

MEMBERS OF SNAME P-L SP-6

SNAME PANEL SP-6, PROGRAM TASK S-34 COMMERCILIZATION
OF USN GENERAL SPECIFICATIONS

(1) “Commercialization of Navy’s Genspecs - Summary”
Report

(2) Flowchart for Commercialization of Navy’s Genspecs
(3) List of Commercial Standard Organizations having

specifications suitable for building and outfitting
Navy ships.

Gentlemen:

In accordance with the provisions of Task S-34, Enclosure (1)

is submitted for your review and comment. 

Enclosures (2) and (3) were used for guidance in preparing the
Commercialization of the Navy Genspecs Summary and is presented for
your information.

Please mark up Enclosure (1) or note comments regarding changes

or additions to be made. The information received from your review
will be added to information from others and our own reviews and
formulated into the final report.

If you have any questions please call J. N. Barefoot at
(804) 244-9536. Your response by March 21, 1983 will be greatly
appreciated.

JNB/TOW/bae

Yours very truly,

J. N. Barefoot
Project Engineer

cc: BLS:JRW:JKB:4937M





INDEX “A”

LAWS, CLASSIFICATION, RULES, REGULATIONS, STANDARDS AND CERTIFICATES

1) American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) Rules for Building and
Classing Steel Vessels

2) United States Coast Guard (USCG)

DOMESTIC COMMERCIAL STANDARDS

Source/Society

Abbreviations

MTCC
AFBMA
A.G.A.
AGMA
AIChE
AISC
ANS
ANSI
API

 ARI 
ASHRAE

ASME
ASSE
ASTM
AWS
BISSC
CGA
CMAAI
EIA
IEEE
IES
ISA
MSS

NACE
NEMA
NFPA
NFP(A)
NSF

SAE

American Association of Textile Chemists and Colorists
Anti-Friction Bearing Manufacturers Association
American Gas Association
American Gear Manufacturers Association
American Institute of Chemical Engineers
American Institute of Steel Construction
American Nuclear Society
American National Standards Institute
American Petroleum Institute
Air-Conditioning and Refrigeration Institute
American Society of Civil Engineers
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and 
Air-conditioning Engineers

American Society of Mechanical Engineers
American Society of Sanitary Engineering
American Society for Testing and Materials
American Welding Society
Baking and Sanitation Standards Committee
Compressed Gas Association, Inc.
Crane Manufacturing Association of America Inc.
Electronic Industries Association
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Illuminating Engineering Society
Instrument Society of America
Manufacturers Standardization Society of the Valve

and Fittings Industry
National Association of Corrosion Engineers
National Electrical Manufacturers Association
National Fire Protection Association
National Fluid Power Association
National Sanitation Foundation
Society of Automotive Engineers
Underwriters Laboratory

ENCLOSURE (3)



Bath Iron Works Corporation A Congoleum Company 

NavGen/4400
MSS-R-129
April 12, 1983

John J. McMullen Associates Inc.
Rouse Tower Suite 7001
6060 Jefferson Avenue
Newport News, Virginia 23606-3076

Attention: Terry O. Walker

Subject: National Shipbuilding Standard Program, MarAd Task S- 34
Commercialization of USN General Specifications.

Reference: (a) JJMA letter J. N. Barefoot to J. E. DeMartini HRO
4937M-13835, March 4, 1983.

(b) Telephone conversation, V. W. Orlovsky (BIW to T. O. Walker
(JJMA) March 4, 1983.

Dear Mr. Walker:

This is in response to Reference (a), requesting BIW comments to the
Enclosure (1) to Reference (a) -- Commercialization of USN General Specifications
Summary -- which JJMA has been tasked to perform under MarAd task S- 34. -

The substance of BIW compents was communicated to YOU by telecon, Reference 
(b), these comments were as follows: 

1. Time allowed for review was not sufficient. Reference (a) requested
reply within (16) calendar days which included (3) weekends and mailing
time. A minimum of (4) weeks is required in-house to turn around an
unscheduled task.

2. Reference (b) lacks sufficient introduction explaining the objective
and deliverable end product. This is needed in order for an uninitiated
“reviewer” to develop relevant comments.

3. The purpose of review is not clearly stated. The request to offer
"---comments regarding changes or additions to be made---" is to broad.
In order for a “reviewer” to come up with such conclusive comments, it
will be necessary to conduct a detailed study and essentially prove JJMA
work, which we do not believe to be the objective of the review.

4. The report is in accurate, following are some examples:

4.1 A random sampling of (13) items listed as “spec not available”
revealed that in fact only (1) out of (13) was not available.
(11) bothMIL/COML specs available. (1) wrong MIL-SPEC listed on
report.



NavGen/4400
MSS-R-129
April 12, 1983
Sheet 2

4.2 Item 244-04 lists MIL-B-857 which was superseded by MIL-S-1222, in 1976
We do not believe commercialization of obsolete MIL-SPECS will be
a productive effort.

4.3 Item 235-01 listed twice, should be 235-01 and 235-02.

5. As to the project in general, it is our opinion that it is a good
undertaking and it is our intention to support it to the maximum
degree possible. It is our recommendation, however, that a clarification
be made for potential users (shipbuilder) as soon as possible, as to
how proposed commercialization will be formally approved/adapted by the
Navy.

6. Please address
undersigned.

any further questions relative

BATH IRON WORKS

to this subject

CORPORATION

to the

Chief of Material and standards Section

VWO:blb



Committee Correspondence

John J. McMullen Associates, Inc.
Rouse Tower, Suite 7001
6060 Jefferson Avenue
Newport News, VA 23605-3076
Attn: Mr. J.N. Barefoot

Dear John,

Your letter of 4 Mar 83 forwarded a draft copy of your
proposed final summary report under SNAME SP-6 Task S-43. This
task relates to the “Commercialization of the Navy GEN SPECS”.

We feel the following areas require clarification to make
the final report more helpful to us and others:

(1) The report obviously does not include all
specifications, drawings, etc., referenced in the GEN SPECS. An
introduction should be added indicating the basis for selection,
such as amenability to commercialization the "easy” ones, those
where industry standards were readily available, or what.

(2) In the ACTION column, there is repetitive use of
the term “specs. not available”. If the industry standard is
truly not available (obsolete, difficult to come by, etc.), that
term would be correct. If however, it means that it was merely
not available to the JJMA engineer, then it is an internal JJMA
note; the more correct external note would be “industry document
not reviewed” or something similar. (In some cases, the
non-availability may refer to the Mil. Spec. or NAVSEA drawing.
In such cases, the note is correct but needs clarification.)

(3) In many instances where an industry standard is
listed for a Mil. Spec., the ACTION column note is “both
suitable”. It would appear that the more correct note would be
"use existing industry standard”.

(4) In many instances no corresponding industry
document was found, and the ACTION column states "none”. It
would appear that the more correct note would be something like
“prepare industry standard” or “industry standard required”; if
clearly a marine item, ASTM F-25 could be cited.

(5) In many instances, no comparable industry standard
is listed, but the comparison columns are filled in. How can
this be?



(6) In many instances where no comparable industry
standard is listed, the ACTION column states “use commercial
practice” or “specify good commercial quality”. Except for
extremely minor items, and even there the practice is
questionable, the use of such terminology is useless; item
572-03 is a good example of a very expensive pallet truck where
“commercial” is just not enough. The recommendation under (4)
above would also apply here. (In some cases (622-01 for
example), ASTM F-25 is already working on some of these items.)

(7) One page 11 and the immediate following pages
(corresponding to the 300 and 400 sections of GEN SPECS), most of
the items have the same or a similar note in the ACTION column.
Unfortunately, we do not know how to interpret it. Merely
citing ABS or USCG is of no help. The recommendation under (4)
above may also apply here.

(8) For the same group of items, the cited industry
standards are often UL, NEMA, and IEEE. With the exception of
IEEE #45, it appears doubtful that most of these standards are
marine equivalents of the Mil. Specs. Has JJMA actually
compared them?

(9) In Index B, is ARI different from ASHRAE? Latter
is often listed as ASHR in tables. Table shows AWWA, which is
not in index.

(10) There are some misspellings and other typos.;
also, for item 262-05, Mil. Spec. no.is in error.

You will note that most of our comments concern the ACTION
column, because that-is where clear direction “is required. When
completed, this document will be an important input quideline
for the “rapid Mil. Spec. conversion program” triggered by John
Nachtsheim’s recent charge to SNAME.

Sincerely,

John Haas
NAVSEA member, SNAME SP-6

copy to:
J. DeMartini (SP-6)
RADM Hopkins (F-25)



NATIONAL STEEL AND SHIPBUILDING COMPANY

30 March 1983

J.J. McMullen Assoc., Inc.
Rouse Tower, Suite 7001
6060 Jefferson Ave
Newport News, Va. 23605 -3076

Attn: Mr. J. N. Bakefoot

Subject: SNAME SP-6, Task S-43
Commercialization of USN General Spec’s.

Reference: (a) Your ltr dtd March 4, 1983, M3R0 493714-13835

Enclosure: (1) Swary of Gen Spec
(2) Literature

Gentlemen:

As requested by reference (a), Nassco has reviewed enclosure (1) and has
the following comments.

The task approach, as previously agreed to, is to be applauded.

The actual task of comparing MIL Specs to connnercial lacks depth, that is
not enough time spent and too many errors due to “specifications” not

available. We do understand the frustration this task must have caused-

when one does not have adequate data.

We took the liberty of contacting “Information Handling Services” representat-
ive in our area, and was informed that their system has complete cross
reference compatibility through an IHS locator code, thus by looking at
the MIL Spec code one can call up the equivalent commercial spec’s, see
enclosure (2).

We feel that the summary, as presented, could create a false picture and
outright rejection.

Very truly yours,

J. E. Krohn,
Manager, M/L & Design Standards

J.E. DeMartini
Bath Iron Works Corp.
700 Washington St.
Bath, Maine 04530

H A R B O R  D R .  AND 28TH STREET.  P .O .  BOX 80278 .  SAN D IEGO.  CA 92138



Managing the
Ever since Russia’s Sputnik first
beeped around the earth we have
been building a gigantic backlog of
information. Our store of knowledge
has been growing since man learn-
ed to write. But with every techno-
logical advance, the rate of growth
accelerates like a rocket booming
into orbit. It’s wishful thinking to
even entertain the notion that this
speed will slacken.

Between 1950 and 1965, the tech-
nological revolution doubled the
quantity of information in the
world. The amount of technical
data again doubled by 1972, and
again by 1979. The present fore-
cast is that technical information
will double every six years.

The problem is.. .It is becoming
more and more difficult to find
specific information. We’re near
the point where if we can’t retrieve
information quickly and easily — it
isn’t worth the effort.

We’re near the point
where if we can’t
retrieve information
quickly and easily—it
isn’t worth the effort.

You know the feeling: Management
is out of patience. Your design is
due now. But one item is missing;
someone tore out the particular
page from the particular vendor
catalog that somebody else bor-
rowed, Another item doesn’t quite
meet your specs, and your esti-
mated bottom-line cost is already
too high. What’s worse is that even
if you had the time to continue
searching, the data would probably
be incomplete or out-ofdate.

Unmanageable
A closer look at the problem.
Economists have identified a
chronic disease attacking America’s
economy Declining productivity.
Our long-term growth rate has
dropped from about 3.2 percent a
year for the period 1947 to 1966 to
nearly 1.8 percent per year during
1967 to 1977. In fact, figures
released for 1979 indicate that pro-
ductivity, down 0.9 percent from
1978 figures, actually declined
throughout the year for the first
time since 1974. This represents
non-growth — if not an actual
decline — in America’s Gross
National Product. At this rate,
Japan and Western Europe will out-
produce America in the next ten
years.

“There MUST bean easier
way. . .“ information Handling
Services was founded in 1959 by
an engineer who was all too
familiar with the perplexing prob-
lems of, first, finding information,
and then finding it fast. In the two
decades that have followed, we
have revolutionized the process of
handling technical information.
From the beginning it was called
W5MF” (Visual Search Microfilm
Files). We do all the locating,
assembling and organizing of a vast
mountain of data composed of over
8,000,000 pages of information.
What we then offer you is pro-
cessed information. We’ve already
done the hard work.
More specificallv, during 1980,
Information Handlinq Services”
researched the consumption of
technical information in 40 U.S.
engineering organizations not
presently using VSMF systems. The
research was designed to evaluate
the types of technical data re-
quired, frequency of use of this
data, and the time consumed in
use. Responses were received from
1,326 engineers, representing



approximately 30 percent of the
engineering population at these
organizations:

Ž The average engineer conducted
approximately nine technical
searches per week.
• Each search averaged 49.5
minutes.
● 81,3 percent reported difficulty in
locating needed data.
Ž 76.9 percent felt their sources
were out-ofdate.
Ž 84.9 percent indicated their
sources for technical reference
material were incomplete.

These organizations were spending
18.5 percent of their major engi-
neering resource time on technical
data searches which were non-
productive or suboptimal.

When compared with a 5-to-10-
minute VSMF search, search time
could be reduced 80 percent —
and with better results ! Engineers
fully utilizing a VSMF system can
increase their productive capacity
by 19.3 percent and save the
company appreciable amounts of
capital.

Engineers fully utilizing
a VSMF svstem can
increase their
productive capacity
by 19.3 percent.

VSMF is cost-effective — here’s
proof. The Electronics Division of
General Dynamics uses VSMF
systems at three sites. Their engi-
neers average nearly 5,000 VSMF
searches each month, and the fre-
quency is increasing. Electronics
Division staffers, computing the
costs of search time, paper

documents, salaries, etc., calculate
that the VSMF systems save
$470,000 per year — returning
more than 10 times the company’s
$45,000 annual cost.
The most comprehensive
engineering data base in the
world. Information Handling
Services can provide you with more
engineering data than anyone else
in the world. We’ve been gathering
this information for over twenty
years. Our data base now includes:

• More than 24,000 different
vendor catalogs.
• The most comprehensive
commercial collection of Mil Specs,
Mil Standards and Mil Drawings
available.
• The world’s largest library of U.S.
Industry Standards, plus the stan-
dards of Great Britain, Canada,
Germany, Japan, ISO and IEC.

Our engineers spend tens of 
thousands of man-hours a year
organizing, cataloging, cross-
indexing and cross-referencing
technical data, just to make sure
it’s properly classified and up-to
date. For that matter. we have over
1,100 employees internationally pro-
ducing an ever-widening variety of
information services.
To keep this information current
and complete, Information Handling
Services updates data as frequently
as every 15 days. You automatically
receive all pertinent revisions,
updates, deletions, addenda and
new indexes. This amounts to more
than 20-million feet of microfilmed
technical information — each
month!

Extension  99 — fast help as near
as your phone or Telex from any-
where in the world.

This service gives you direct
contact with an expert. In most
cases, you get an answer to your



question quickly before you hang
up, After all, you call Extension 99
because you want an answer now.

● The specific document you want
should be in your file, but you can’t
find it. Call us. We’ll guide you
through your file — step by step.
● The piece of information you
need is in a data base to which
you’ve not subscribed. Perhaps it
isn’t in any VSMF file. We’ll attempt
to find the information for you in
any case.
• Someone unfamiliar with your
VSMF file needs information. Have
the person call us. Extension 99
is included with your VSMF
subscription.

Don’t consider Extension 99 as just
an emergency service. Many of our
customers use the service fre-
quently. As follow-up, we send you
a printed copy of specific items if
you request it.

We accept calls from anywhere in
the world. If you want facts “yester-
day,” we can frequently comply —
especially if you call from the other
side of the earth where it’s already
tomorrow.

Call Toll Free 800-525-7052. (AL BATIK)

Telex: 4322083

Note: Facsimile transmission avail-
able. Ask Extension 99 operator.

IHS Locator Code

When you need information fast
you can rely on our unique Locator
Code to help you find desired infor-
mation in minutes. Our computer-

feder a l  s p e c i f i c - and a wide
variety of other government docu-
ments. A Locator Code number  is
assigned to each of informa-

tion and appears on all related

This means that when you search
by a specific product type or
general subject, using the Subject
Index, you’ll find a Locator Code
number which will guide you to
related information quickly.

Depending on the IHS service(s)
you subscribe to, simply choose the
desired locator index cartridge and
search the Locator Code alpha-
numerically until you find the one
you want. Each Locator Code will
indicate the cartridge and frame
numbers for all relevant docu-
ments. Pius each document has a
locator Code to reduce search
time. In addition, you can search
via our new TECH-NH on-line
service using this Locator Code to
quickly guide you to the information
you need.

Training: When your VSMF system
is installed one of our trained
representatives will give on-site in-
struction in its use. This service is
subsequently available for training
of your new employees and to pro-
vide periodic additional training of
staff as needed.

Blip Coding: We blip code the film
so that you can use automatic
retrieval equipment for easier, more
productive searches.

TECH-NH search service is an on-
line index to government and in-
dustry specifications and standards
and vendor catalog data accessible
in an easy to use tutorial mode.
This service serves as both a
reference to VSMF microfilm pro-
ducts and an awareness tool for
the engineer identifying existing
specs, standards, or catalog data
for a particular subject area.

TECH-NET has a companion
service for ordering documents or
catalog pages called DOR (Docu-
ments on Request) and an on-line
message to IHS feature known
as MSG.

TECH-NH is available through the
Federal Library Committee (FED
LINK) in addition to various
subscription plans with IHS.











Ill. If you want applicable Industry Standards.

A. Find the appropriate VSMF@ Locator Code. See page Il.

B. Use the Industry Standards Locator cartridge and scan alpha-numerically
appropriate locator code (Example: D-01 -03).

the desired document. SOCIETY Ooc mm Cf%UISt4T OSSCRI?TIW C=T/FRiXE

D. Refer to the indicated cartridge and
advance to the appropriate frame.

FORGED EYEBOLTS

IMs m 15 1%9

( c o n t i n u e d )  



WEST PARK DRIVE
MT. LAUREL INDUSTRIAL PARK

MOORESTOWN. N.J. 080S7

609 -234 -3860

F i le : General /KG-l 9

Date: March 24, 1983

John J. McMullen Associates, Inc.
Rouse Tower, Suite 7001
6060 Jefferson Avenue
Newport News, Virginia 23605-3076

Attention: Mr. J. M. Barefoot
Project Engineer

Subject: SNAME PANEL SP-6
Commercialization of Navy Gen. Specs.

Reference: (a) Your letter dated March 4, 1983 HRO
4937M-1 3835

(b) J. J.
dated

Henry letter to J. J. McMullen
November 18, 1982

Gentlemen:

We acknowledge receipt of
with the request to comment on

.

letter, Reference (a), and enclosure
same.

Our observations are:

1. It is noted that the enclosure, consisting of 82 pages,
is basically organized according to spec item of SWBS
system, and during a recent telephone conversation, it
was established that the Gen. Specs. of 1982 have been
used. We do not have the 1982 Specs in this office.
Our current spec is dated 1981.

M O O R E S T O W N  • N E W  Y O R K  ● B O S T O N  • N O R F O L K ❵❵ WASHINGTON.D.C.



F i le : General/KG-19
Date: March 24,1983
Page two

2.

3.

4.

5.

The summary represents a good deal of work. It is suggested
to coordinate this assignment with the work planned for the
review and update of the Mil/Fed Specifications.

Suggest to develop a cross-reference according to item number.
Valves, electric motors, etc. are par-t of many systems in
dif ferent specif icat ion sections.

It is noted that the summary indicates that there is no
commercial specification available and that no action is
to be taken there. In many instances the vendor’s
technical spec is governing as long as approved by the
cognizant regulatory bodies.

We have in

PB-257-261

PB-290-400

our library copies of the following MARAD Specifications:

Standard Specification for
Construction dated 1976

Standard Specification for
Construction dated January

Very

Diesel Merchant Ship

Merchant Ship
1979.

truly yours,

KG:dc



SHIP DESIGNERS STURGEON BAY, WISCONSIN 54235-0047 (414) 743-5577
AND BUILDERS 101 Pennsylvania Street, P.O. Box 47 TELEX 26-3423

In reply refer to:
General - 1830 - JJG
18 March 1983

John J. McMullen Associates, Inc.
Rouse Tower
6060 Jefferson Avenue
Newport News, VA 23605

Attn: Mr. J. N. Bare Foot

Subj : SNAME Panel SP-6, Program Task S-43; Commercialization of USN General
Specifications

Ref: (a) JJMA Ltr. HRO-4937M-13835 dated 4 March 1983

Gentlemen:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the preliminary
results of the subject task. Specific comments on the Enclosure (3) to .
Reference (a)

(a) The

(1)

(2)

. -
are as follows: 

final report should recommend the following: 

That some organization be tasked to assemble a library of
commercial specifications of sufficient scope and depth to
permit the review of all commercial specifications which
have been cited in Enclosure (3) of Reference (a) as possible
replacement for Mil. Specs.

That a review of all candidate specs that have not yet been
reviewed be accomplished.

(b) In several places, use of ABS and Coast Guard rules and regulations
are recommended in lieu of Mil. Specs/Standards. It is strongly
recommended ’that this recommendation be dropped and the technical
society specifications cited be used in lieu of Mil. Specs.

(c) It is recommended that the work of the F-25 Committee of ASTM be
reviewed and the results of its work incorporated into this study.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on Reference (a) prior to
publication of the final report.



18 March 1983

JJG:jeg

cc: E.L.Peterson/KC
F.McGrath/File
J.J.Goodwin

Page 2

Very truly yours,

J
Marine Engineer



March 17, 1983
DES-0033

John J. McMullen Associates, Inc.
Rouse Tower, Suite 7001
6060 Jefferson Avenue
Newport News, VA 23605-3076

Attention: J. N. Barefoot
Project Engineer

Subject: Panel 5P-6, Task S-34 ‘Commercialization of USN General
Specifications’

References: (a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Enclosure: (1)

Gentlemen:

JJMA letter to J. Saucier, File No. HRO-4937M-13835,
dated March 4, 1983

TBC letter, L. White to J. N. Barefoot, dated
November 18, 1983

“Commercialization of Navy’s GENSPECS - Surrrnary”

Flowchart for Commercialization of Navy’s GENSPECS.

List of commercial Standard Organizations having
specifications suitable for building and outfitting
Navy ships

Pages 1-5 (of 82) from “Commercialization of Navy’s
General Specifications - Summary”

Thank you for including us in your review and comnent phase of Task S-34,
reference (c).

We note the dual designation for the subject Panel 5P-6 task. Reference (b)
had noted similar dual task numbers. A recent index of Panel 5P-6 activities,
distributed at the February 1983 meeting at ASI, identifies only Task S-34.

The suggested date for return of reference (c) does not permit a thorough
review. Instead, we have attempted to consider only the first five pages,
presuming that our comments may be typical to the entire summary.



March 17, 1983
DES-0033
Page 2

Our review was accomplished by Allan F. Jamsgard in the Engineering Design
Standards Group. Mr. Jamsgard, draws from experience as a Material Specialist
concerned with the selection and application of specifications and standards.
He has previously accomplished activities similar to Task S-34.

Mr. Jamsgard established footnotes as follows:

(1) poor or inadequate specification number

(2) doubt specification, but cannot verify

(3) wrong specifications

(4) suspect that a commercial specification can be found

(5) suspect that an ASTM specification covers this

Mr. Jamsqard also suggests, for your consideration:

(1) ASTM should be referenced when several commercial specifi ca-
tions are equivalent.

(2)

(3)

On the basis of five sheets reviewed, a follow-up critical
review of reference (c) by JJMA may identify inadvertent
errors/inconsistencies throughout.

Commercially established information resource services
provide computer-based cross indices of military/federal
specifications with commercial specifications. This
information can be sorted in any way which customer specifies.

We presume that an explanatory sheet was overlooked in the transmittal of
reference (c). For example:

(1)

(2)

The heading for the right hand portion of the summary is
indicated as ‘Commercial Spec’, but appears to identify
‘Comparative Equivalency of Connnercial Specification’.
The ‘Action’ column should not be included under comparative
equivalency.

We are uncertain as to the intended application of the column
‘Action’. Does ‘spec not available’ imply that the indicated
commercial specification or standard was not available to the
reviewer accomplishing the summary? or does ‘spec not available’
imply that subsequent application of the suggested commercial
specification cannot be accomplished by users of the surmnary?



March 17, 1983
DES-O033
Page 3

(3) The term ‘both suitable’ in the ‘Action’ column is misleading
when only a single commercial specification is identified.
If the ‘Action’ column were separated from the ‘commercial
spec’ heading, then the ‘both suitable’ comment might be made
more specific if it were indicated as ‘equivalent’. Reference
(c) also uses the term ‘ suitabl e‘ which permits a more stragiht-
forward consideration.

Each of the terms used within the summary should be defined, to ensure consis-
tent interpretation of the reviewers] commentaries. consistency of intent
would also provide for development input from several persons wihtout inadver-
tent ‘shades’ of intent.

Sheets such as 17 and 29 support the addition of a column which might be headed
‘action suggested to provide for application of commercial specs’. The note-
worthy preparation of reference (c) tends to be incomplete without promoting
action which will provide for increased application of commercial specifications
and standards in place of military/federal specifications.

Not all of the referenced military/federal specifications nor all of the commer-
cial specifications were available foran in-house evaluation supporting additional
comments.

We are in admiration of the scope and apparent thoroughness exhibited in
references (c), (d) and (e).

Our comments relative to reference (c) are intended to be supportive of this
JJMA effort. The gradual adoption and application of equivalent commercial
standards will have significant benefit to shipbuilders.

We are

PI ease
White,
Tacoma

returning, as enclosure (l), a copy of the five sheets from reference (c).

revise your transmittal record to identify the correspondent, Lloyd E.
as designated contact point for Panel SP-6 activities forwarded to
Boatbuilding Company.

Respectfully,

TACOMA BOATBUILDING COMPANY

LEW/st
Enclosure

Lloyd E. White,
Project Coordinator
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Los Angeles Divisior: P. O. Box 231, San Pedro, California 90733-0231 Tel. 832-3361 (Area code 213)
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TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION
(LOS ANGELES DIVISION)

Paqe 12

14.

15.

16.
such a Standard?

Paae 13

17. Comment (16) above applicable .to Item 303-11.
18. Under the Subject Column, indicate "Insulated Cable" against

304-05; in addtion U.L-62 shoutd be deleted as this Standard
Item
i s





TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION
[LOS ANGELES DIVISION)

Page 47



TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION
(LOS ANGELES DIVISlON)

41.

Paae 69

Page 70

Page 71

Page 72

Page 82

411. Comment (44 ) above shall be applicable to Item 670-02.



TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION
( L O S  A N G E L E S  D I V I S I O N )
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