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Abstract ﬁ%
ﬂ b
" This ‘Tnv'stfﬁi%ion deterained the practicality of Minuteman Missile ffﬁ
Combat Crew Meabers (MCCMs) performing maintenance in Minuteman Launch " E
Ei Control Centers (LCCs). The investigation was accoaplished by an g
E: analysis of literature on MCCM wsaintenance performance, analysis of ;;;
survey results, and analysis of wsaintenance data froms the Minuteman :ij
§ wings. The survey solicited the attitudes and suggestions of Minuteman ‘i:?
saintenance and operations persannel. -
The survey results were stored on a data base system and f}:
cross-referenced by different catagories to investigate specific ;{ﬁ
hypotheses. A sproad;hoct prograa deterasined category percentages and ;;5
formatted tables. Hypotheses were supported or not supported based upon };Eg
responses to specific survey questions by graups of respondents. The ;ifs
spreadsheet program was also used to compare and contrast the ifi
maintenance data from different Minuteman wings to determine the averije Efi?
annual number of maintenance actions that could be performed by MCCMs at ;i;l
each wing. The results of the survey responses and the maintenance data f
ware used to determine the practicality of the idea. :f}§
The results indicate the performance of ainor LCC maintenance by igig
Minuteman MCCMs to be a practical use of manpower rasources and suggests i f
that the necessity for this utilization of MCCMs varies between the  §£
different Minuteman wings, fé
o
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ANALYSIS OF THE PROPQSED USE OF MINUTEMAN MISSILE
CONBAT CREN MEMBERS AS MAINTENANCE EXTENDERS

I. Introduction

[ Definitions
- AFSC. Acronym for Air Force Specialty Code. The AFSC was
hﬁ used to identify the job assignaent of Air Force personnel, auch as the

MOS was used in the Army. For example, a Missile Coabat Crew Coasander

had an 1825 AFSC, while a fully-qualified Missile Maintenance Officer

possessed AFSC 3124, AFSCs had alphabetical prefixes and suéfixes
(examplest A1825, J1246) which identified the holder as having a special
assignment and/or special qualifications, or as working on a specific
weapon systea (exaaplet "8” suffix = "Minutemsan 11I%).

Alert. In 1984 a sélnt of duty, officially 24 hours but
actually from 30~36 hours, served by missile combat crews in the Launch
Control Center (see below). The time in excess of 24 hours was consuaed
travelling to and ¢rom the base to the LCC, relieving the crew on duty
(Launch Control Canters were constantly manned), and briefing/debriefing
on the base before and after the alert. Crews assigned to Strategic
Missile Squadrons (see below) had from &4-9 alarts per month, while crews
assigned to DOTI and DOV (see bhelow) had from 0-5 alerts per month,
Flight Commanders had 5-46 alerts per month. Since all crews were counted
together ¢for statistical purposes, a wmajority of crews could have 8

alerts per asonth while the "average” number of alerts per craw was 3-4

alerts. GBoing out on an alert was calied *pulling alert”,

................................................................
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Equipsent racks and drawers. The Minutesan weapon systes
used the amodular, or rescve-and replace ("RR") concept of

saintenance. Briefly, under this concept electronic equipaent was in
drawers which were installed in racks, sisilar to file drawers in a file
cabinet. Each drawer was cannected to other drawers and other racks by
aeans of connector plugs at the rear of each drawer which were connected
te wiring bundles. The wiring bundlies ran between the drawers inside the
racks. Connection between racks was accoasplished by cables running fros
the top of each rack. The wiring bundles inside each rack were connected
to the cables via the same type of connector plugs as were used to
connect drawers to wiring bundles. With the exception of power-supply
drawers, for which power had to be removed froa whole sets of racks, the
resoval procedure for a drawer involved: (a) removing powsr fros the
individual drawer ;f it had its own on-off switch or froe the rack tf»tt
did not, (b) sliding the drawer out of the rack, (c) unscrewing the plug
connectors at the rear of the drawer, (d) removing the drawer fros the
rack, The replacement procedure was essentially the reverse of the
removal procedure: (a) remocve any protective covers fraom the plug
connectors on the rear of the drawer, (b) slide the drawer partway into
the rack, (c) connect the wiring bundies from the rack to the correct
connector plugs on the drawer, (d) slide the drawer the rest of the way
into the rack, (e) lock the drawer handles into place, (f) re-apply
power to the drawer. OQOften the only testing involved was to have the
aissile combat crew perfora some checklist procedure that would involve

operating the electronics contained in the drawer. If the drawer

performed praoperly, the RLR procedure was completed.
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Figure 1, Simplified Diagram of Launch Control Facility
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The removed, asalfunctioning drawer was returned to the base for
repair. Usually the repair took place on the base, although some drawers
had to be sent to depots or contractors for aore involved repairs. A
drawer aay alsoc have needed parts that wers unavailable on the base, in
which case the drawer could not be repaired until the required parts

were receaived via the supply systea.

END. Acronys for Emergency War Order(s). Used both as a noun Eiﬁ

and as an adjective to describe both the condition of constant Ti;

war-readiness of ICBMs, LFs, and LCCs; and to label equipament and _—

procedures associated with this readiness condition. Ei

Launch  Control Canter (LCC) . The wmanned underground ?}

"capsule® which contained the commsand and contral equipment which =

; sonitored and controlled the ICBMs in the LFs. Actual internal layout %
and design of LCCs varied from wing to wing and sometimes within a wing
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Figure 2. Simplified Diagram of Launch Facility L

Launch Control Facility (LCF). (sse Figure ) The LCF

consisted of the LCC and above-ground support buildings, including ]

Qarages for Becurity Police vehicles, fuel tanks, and cooking and
sleeping facilities. The above-ground portion of the LCF was permanently

manned by Security Police and food service personnel, and by the

Facility Manager (FM). The FM was an experienced NCO who functioned as
“motel wmanager® and maintenance man for the LCF, The Security Police
element, led by an NCO, was responsible for the physical security of the
Missile Flight area.

Launch Facility (LF). (see Figure 2) The unmanned “aissile

silo" which contained one Ninuteman intercontinental ballistic missile

(ICBM). The LF included a Launcher Equipment Building (shed) which held :f;

[ diesel engine for auxilliary power and environmental control §$¥
K%
equipment. The Launch Tube which held the missile was ringed at the . \ﬁ:L

upper levels by walkways which held racks of electronic equipment. —_—
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Figure 3. Simplified Diagras of a MNissile Field

Missile Combat Crew Mesber (MCCM). Any individual who was a

aember of a two-man Missile Combat Crew (MCC). thl.crous consisted of a
Missile Combat *Crew Commander (NCCC) and & Deputy Missile Cosbat Crew
Cosmander (DMCCC). MCCCs held AFSC 1825 while DMCCCs held AFSC 1823,
Atter a certain aamount of tise (usually about 2 years) a DHCCC was
usually “upgraded® to the position of MCCC. In 1984, NCCs "pulled
alerts” (duty stints) for 24-hour periods in the LCE. This 24-hour alert
period did not include time spent in briefing or debrisfing at the base
before and after an alert nor did it include changeover time, when the
MCC on duty was being relieved by another MCC. It also did not include
time driving to and from the LCF and the base, which could take up to
several haurs depending on distance and seasonal road canditions.

Missile Fiwmld. (see Figure 3J) Consisted of the combined

flight areas of the three or four GSME assigned to the SMW. Missile

fields had no standard shape but were often in excess of 100 miles on a
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side. The field contained 13-20 LCFs and 150-200 LFs, each several ailes

away from other LCFs or LFs.
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Missile Flight., A aeissile flight consisted of one LCC and

the ten LFs which that LCC controlled. For example, "Alpha" flight sight

1. ar

b e .r
. .. !. .
5.

Fr
v '..','.'.
RSy §

consist of Alpha-Zero (the LCC) and Alpha-one (AO1) through Alpha-ten

R 2
H

{A10), the ten LFs. The Flight was the highest coamand level physically
located in the aissile $ield.

Missile Procedures Trainer. A aockup or sisulator of an

{3
N
A

actual LCC which was located on the base. HNPTs were configured

internally to exactly resesble the interior layout of an actual LCC,

with equipsent asockups, chairs, and consoles located exactly in the
positions of the actual LCC equipment. MPTs were used for crew training »

by DOTI <(see below) and ¢for crew evaluations by DOV (see below). The
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HPTs were opsrated by staff officers (AFSC 183%) ;bo worked in DOTH (see

below) and were referred to as MNPTOs (Missile Procedures Trainer
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Not Launch Capable (NLC). This term was used to describe an
LCC which was not capable of launching or contributing toc the launch of

4 sissile or aissiles - generally because of an equipment fault,

Not Mission Capable. This term was used to describe an LF

which was not capable of performing its aission; i.e., the missile could

not be launched ~ generally because of an equipment fault.

Squadron Command Post {SCP). An LCC which contained

specialized communications and computer equipeent not found at ordinary
LCCs. One LCC in each squadron of 5 LCCs was an SCP. The SCP MCCC was

the day-to-day commander of the squadron’s LCCs. During wartime, the ~r




MCCC at the SCP would becoms the functional squadran coamander. The
Alternate Cosmand Post (ACP) was an SCP which contained even more
specialized cosmunications not found at other SCPs (the ACP also

functioned as the SCP for its squadron). Each sissile wing had one

ACP-confiqured LCC. In wartise, the ACP would becose the Wing Comamand
Post for its wing, and the MCCC on duty (usually a Captain or a First
Lioutenant) would becose the functional wing coamander.

Equipment Definitions
AFSATCON. An acronys for the Air Fforce Satellite

Communications System (often called "C3" or "cee-cubed” by MCCHs).

In 1983-1984, LCCs were given a cosmunications equipmsent upgrade which
connected the LCCs to the AFSATCOM comaunications net. This was a
worldwide net which used satellites to link all users together. The
ability to send and receive -;;saqcs to and from any other user in the
net would provide LCCs a vast advantage during wartiae.

HF _Radio. A shortwave radio transceiver with worldwide range

installed in the LCCs. Used for a backup means of communication.

MF__ Radio. A Medium~Frequency radio rack installed in LCCs at
the 321 8MN (Brand Forks AFB) ang at the 544 SNS (Malastroam AFD) only.
Used only for aeissile/LF computer - LCC computer communicaticns, this E.
equipment was used as a backup for the cable connections between LFs and

LCCs. It could not be used for human-to-human commsunication.

PAS. An acronym for the Primary Alerting Systea, a

telephone-carried, one-way (two-way at ACPs) voice communications systes é£?%
which carries aeessages from SAC and numbered air force headquarters to iﬁ;;
each LCC, and was also used by the Wing Command Post. There were twec PAS ?fffj
5
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speakers (one for SAC and one for nusbered air force) sounted on each
crew aesber ‘s console in the LCC.

BACCS. An acronya for the SAC Automated Cossand and Control
Systes, a landline (telephone-carried) one-way communications systes
(two-way at SCPs). This system ran directly fros SAC Headquarters to
each LCC, via each base’'s Command Post. The SACCS provided a hard-copy
printout, usually a repeat of sessages received via PAS.

SLFCS. an acronya for Survivable Low-Frequency
Comaunications Systes. A low-frequency radio receiver which printed out
radio asssages on a roll of paper.

UNF Radio. A UWF transceiver installed in each LCC.

Organizational Definitions

An understanding of the organizational structure of the Minutesan

Strategic Missile Wing is essential to anyone i!shing to know the
background of this research. The following definitions and figures are
designed to explain the wing organizational structure. The wing (the
gMW) is the prime organization on a Minuteman base. On bases such as
Ellsworth AFB, Brand Forks AFB, and Minot AFB which had B-52 bomber
wings (BMW) assigned, the missile wing was always the "host unit*, with

the amissile wing commander technically being the highest ranking officer

on the base, even if the bomb wing commsander actually had a higher rank.
o The two wmajor divisions of the missile wing (there were also supporting
. units) wers the saintenarce deputate and the operations deputate. These ':L:
are discussed below, The head of the maintenance deputate was the Deputy
Commander ¢far Maintenance, the DCM. The head of the operations deputate : iz;&

was the Deputy Commander for Operations, the DO. -
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Figure 4. Strategic Missile Wing i

Btrategic Missile Wing (EMN), (sse Figure 4) Consisted of

the three or four strategic aissile squadrons (four each at the 70SMN at

FE MWarren AFB and at the 3416MW at Malestros AFB, three at the other gﬁmj

wings}, the two maintenance squadrons assigned (Field MNissile

Maintenance Gquadron and Organizational Missile Maintanance Squadron), a
Security Police G8roup (8P6) which was responsible for all Security ;!;--
Palice opersonnel assigned to the base and for two or more Security '

Police squadrons assigned to the missile field, a Coabat Support Broup i
(CSB) which contained the Civil Engineering Squadraon (CES), the base ﬂ;~f 
hospital squadron, the supply squadron, the personnel office, a
communications squadron (actually not a SAC unit at all), a weather
detachment, various saaller functions, and the staff and administrative
agencies attached to all of these. The Wing Commander, assisted by the
Vice Wing Cosmander, was ultimately responsible for all of thase

agencies.
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Figure 3, Deputy Cosmander for Operations Agencies

D3. .(see Figure 3) An acronya for the Deputy Commander for
i Operations. All agencies prefixed with this acronyl,-such as DOV, DOD9,

etc., ¢fell under the jurisdiction of the DO, as did the SMS squadrons.

The DO was generally a Colonel (0-4), but was sometimes a Lieutenant

‘ Colonel selected for promotion to Colonel. The DO was subordinate to the
Wing Comsander and was responsible to the Wing Commander for the wing's 555
operations functions., DO agencies, including the SMS8 squadrons, were

3 generally commandad by Liesutenant Colonels (0-5, AFSC 1814). The SMS
squadron and its organizational structure are discussed elsewhere in
this chapter.

i nar. An acronym for the Training Directorate which was a D0 -

stafé agency. DOTI, the agency in charge of racurring MCCM training, was 51§4

a subdivision of DOT; as were DOTM, the agency in charge of LCC training ' Eﬁij

sisulators, and DOTS, the agency in charge of scheduling MCCM alerts. -
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DaTI. The Instructional Branch of DOT. As mentioned above,

DOTI was a subdivision of 00T, and was charged with recurring MCCH
training. DOTI conducted n&nthly training days for all MCCMs. This
training covered weapon system peculiarities, generally concentrating an
a few iteas of equipsent and/or checklist procedures per aonth. MCCHMs
were given written tests on this saterial. DOTI personnel were NCCMa,
and "pulled alerts" at the LCCs just as NCCs assigned to the SMS
squadrons did. DOT! MWCCMs also trained other MCCMNs in the NPT on a
recurring basis, and trained itess when requasted to do so by DOV or
0022.
DOV. Acronya for the Evaluation Directorate which was a DO
staff agency. DOV  periodically evaluated MCCs to insure that
standardization was achieved and that a ainisus level of coapetence was
achieved by all NCCMe. NCCs were evaluated (as a crew) both ;t the LCC
while on an actual alert and in the Missile Procedures Trainer (MPT),
MCCs/MCCNs were scored on perforsance during an evaluation. Craws who
failed an evaluation could be subjected to sanctions by both their
squadron coamanders and by the DO. DOV personnel were MCCNs, and “pulled
alerts" at the LLCCs just as MCCs assigned to DOTI and the SMS squadrons
did, As with DOTI, only the "best" MCCMs were suppased to be assigned to
pov.
pas. The acronym for the Codes Division. This agency was in

charge of the wsaintenance and proper use of the various classiéied

electro-mechanical coding devices used to encrypt cable and radio Ei.
transmissions between LCCs and LFs., These transmissions were sncrypted i;-
in order to gquard against any unautharized atteapts to monitor or to 5;;‘
1
!‘::-::'.11
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interfere with the transmissions for purposss of espionage or sabotage.
Although the Codes Division was & DO agency, the nature of the Codes
Division aission seant that Codes Division personnel worked closely with
the eaintenance squadrons and agencies as well as with the S8MS squadrons
and other DO agencies. Codes Division personnel were additionally tasked
with adeinistering wmonthly training in classified code handling
procedures to both asaintenance personnel and MCCMs. The Codaes Divisien
was staffed by officers (AFSC 1835) and by NCOs. The officers had been
MCCMs. The NCOs generally had worked in the DCM deputate. The Codes
Division was physically located inside a vault, which was actually
closed and secured after duty hours by a large bank vault-type door.
D022, Acronym for the Plans and Intelligence Division, a DO

agency. This agency had several cosponents, all of which performsad
classified duties related to the wing's EWO responsibilities, 0022 uas'
the local authority for EWO matters and as such was often consulted by
00V personnel during MCC evaluations and by S8MS MCCMs with questions on
ENO wmatters. D022 EWO instructor personnel conducted aonthly training
sessions for all HCE;' and DO staff officers. Other D022 officers
performed functions connected with the protection and periodic updating
of the many classified EWO-related documents maintained by the wing. The
Wing Intelligence OQfficer, often a2 Lieutenant, also was assigned to
DQ22, With the exception of the Intelligence OQéficer, who held an
Intelligence AFSC, DOV staféf officers held AFSC 1835, and had been
MCCMs, wusually in DOTI or DOV. Like the Codes Division, the Plans and
Intelligence Division was physically located inside a vault, and was

secured with a bank vault-type door.
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Figure &, UDeputy Commander for Maintenance Agencies

DCw. (sew Figure &) A» acronya for the Deputy Commander for
Maintenance, The DCM was generally a Colonel (0-6) but was sosetines a
Lieutenant Colonel selected for promotion to Colonel. The DCM was
subordinate to the WNing Cosmander, and was responsible to the Wing
Commander ¢aor saintenance performsed by the missile maintenance squadrons
and DCM agencies,

FMMS.  An acronys for the Field Missile Maintenance Squadron.

One of the two missile maintenance squadrons assigned to all Minuteman
wings. Among other branches, FMME included the Electronics Labaratory
(E-Lab) which perforaed in-shop amaintenance on amost LCC electronic
drawers (AFSC 3146X2B6), Also in the FMME squadron was the Facility

Maintenance Branch, which provided Facility Maintenance Teams (FMT),
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that perforaed most heavy equipment maintenance in the LCC, The Facility
Maintenance Branch also supplied Periodic Maintenance Teams (PMT - AFSC
445X0). PMTs visited each LCC every {80 days to perform routine
saintenance (priority 5 or higher), This included battery inspection,
corrosion inspection, tightening nuts and bolts, and repairing some
cutstanding routine discrepancies such as missing screws, estc.

OMMS. An  acronym for the Organizational Missile Maintenance
Squadron. One of the two aissile maintenance squadrons assigned to all
Minuteman wings. This squadron "...provides missile maintenance support
through the use of nmaintenance teams (7:Vol. VI, paragraph 3-8)." The

greater part of the OMMS mission concernad LF and missile maintenance,

not Lcc maintenance. Among other branches, oMNs included
Electro-Mechanical Teamas (EMT - AFSC 3146X0). EMTs were responsible for
‘ii nost "R&R" drawer maintenance in the LCCs, except for certain

communications equipment drawers which were removed, replaced, and

M RN
R

repaired by the Communications Squadron.

“ Commaunications Squadrons. One comsunications squadron was
assigned to each strategic missile wing. These squadrons were not a part

of SAC but were under the jurisdiction of the Air Force Communications

iif Caommand (AFCC). As pertained to the LCCs, technicians from this squadron
{ } perforasd both remove-and-replace and in-piace saintenance on HF radios, j;
jf the SACCS, ¢the SLFCS, AFSATCOM racks, and UHF radios. They did not ff
i;: remove and replace the MF radios, which were maintained by EMT teaas v
- _d
- from the FMMS squadron because these radios were not used for T
. R
.- human-to-human communications, e
)
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Maintenance Control Division. A DCM agency. This agency

included Scheduling Control, Job Control, and Materiel Control.
Scheduling Control schedules asaintenance. This was a cosplicated and
intricate task invelving the juggling of manpower, supply, geographical,
priority, and other factors. The function of Job Control was to track
the different saintenance teams and equipment while the teass were out
in the naissile field. Job Control also tracked the progress of the
saintenance tasks. Another function of Job Control was the "writing up”
and prioritization of faults and discrepancies discovered by maintenance
teams or by MCCMs. Job Control often had to talk a maintanance teans
through an unfamiliar or seldom-perforsed asaintenance task over the
telephone. This practice could be isportant to MCCMs perforaing LCC
maintenance. Materiel Control ("Mat Control") +functioned as the
saintenance liason uigh the supply squadron and as a supply point for
the nmaintenance squadrons. Mat Control received parts ordered froa
supply and distributed these parts to the shops and to the teams going
out into the wmissile field. If MCCMNs were to transport drawers out to
LCCs, they could pick up the drawers at Materie)l Control befors
departing the base.

Quality Control Division. A DCM agency which perforaed a

function similar to that of DOV, Quality Control and Evaluation ("QC&E")
involved the evaluation of maintenance teams on the performance of
assigned tasks and the inspection of completed work (looking for loose
screws, improperly installed cables, malfuncticning equipment, etc.).
QC4E personnel were experienced maintanance technicians who were brought

into Quality Control.

15
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Training Control Division. A DCM agency which was in charge

of all asaintenance training (except codes training, handled by DO9). An
isportant subdivision of this agency was the Teas Training Branch (TT7B).
TTB's function was to train maintenance teams. New arrivals were taught
to work as a team on maintenance tasks assigned to their AFSC. TTB also
handled upgrade training and recurring training of aeaintenance
personnel.
SACMET. An acronym for the SAC Management Engineering Teas.

A SACMET team was assigned to weach SAC base. SACMET insured that an
organization‘s wmanning reflectad the organization‘'s workload. SACMET
could recoamend to SAC Headquarters that sanpower slots be taken away

from an organization,

Fault or Discrepancy Reporting. Personnel who discovered a
fault reported it to Job Control, usually by telephone or over the VHF
radio net. A typical scenario aight have involved a MCC which discovered
that a piece of their egquipment was wmalfunctioning., If it was
coamunications equipment, for example the HF radio, the fault was
telephoned in to the job control desk at the Communications Squadron
("Comm Job Control®). Faults detected in Civil Engineering-maintained
equipaent were reported to the Civil Engineering squadron, Otherwise,
the fault was normally telephoned in to Job Control (some low-priority
faults were reported to other DCM agencies). Job Control asked the MCCM
to tell them exactly what was wrong. Based on this infarmation, the
technicians at Job Control consulted technical data, decided what the
fault was, and assigned a Job Control Number (this process was called

"writing up" the fault).
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i Mcce ! that the number of crews might vary. S
| __DMCEC | Crew 82 The Flight Comaander and his deputy —
H aade up ana crew, v
{1 to Sgnori crews) ;?{j
Figure 7. Strategic Missile Squadron ;;;
Strategic Missile Squadron (SMS8). (see Figure 7) Consisted ti;
of five Flights. The G6quadron headquarters and its adainistrative ii}%
fﬁnction were located on the base, as was the Strategic Missile Wing ;;;
{SMW). Generally commanded by a Lieutenant Colonel (0-~5, AFSC 1814). %Tfﬂ
Approximately 2/3 to 3/4 of the MCCMs were assigned to SMS squadrons,
the remainder being assigned to DOTI and DOV. &i;
Background T
The S8Strategic Air Command (SAC) was responsible for the aperation
and  asaintenance of all U.S. land-based intarcontinental ballistic F:f
missiles (ICBMs). This includad the Minuteman missiles which were based ?
at six Minuteman Missile Wings located in the western part of the ;
continental U.8. The Minuteman missiles were located in unmanned Launch ;5i
Facilities (LFs) which wessentially consisted of 2 reinforcad concrete
tube containing the weissile and its support equipment located in and
adjacent to the tube (see Figure 2}, Each LF contained one aissile.
Maintenance of the aissiles and their support equipment in the field was ;2&
17
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perforaed by the wing's saintenance squadrons. Maintenance was
accosplished by priority and some jobs had to wait to be done. Noramally,
saintenance of the sissiles thesselves and of their co-located
electronic and aschanical support squipaent was perforaed before other
types of faults were worked (7:1Vol. 111, Para. 1-6a).

The Launch Control Center (LCC) was a2 permanently manned, hardened
underground facility capable of aeonitoring and contralling up to 50
Minuteman wmissiles (see Figure 2), Each operational LCC was always
sanned by Missile Coambat Crew HMNesbers (MCCM). They ware assigned to
two-man Missile Combat Crews (MCCe). Each crew consisted of a Comsander
and a Deputy who were on duty for a 24-hour period. Unlike the Titan I!
ICBM weapan system in which the sissile was co-located with the LCC, no
Minuteman li!lilll were located at or near LCCs. Each LCC was located
miles away from other LCCs and from the unmanned LFs. Both the LCCs and
the LFs were located from 25 to 150 miles away from the base in an area
usually referred to as the "aissile field® (see Figure 3). The missile
field could be in wexcess of 100 amiles on a side. The shape and
dimensions of the missile fields varied somewhat between wings.

One LCC normally nmonitored and controlled 10 missiles. An LCC and
its 10 amissiles made up a Flight, Five LCCs and their S0 missiles made
up an operational squadron. If an LCC was not operational then other
LCCs in the squadron could exercise command and control oaver the
missiles normally assigned to the non-operational LCC, because sach
LCC's computer was always in touch with the computers at all LFs and
with the computers at other LCCs. A problem at an LCC or LF would

instantly be detected by all LCCs.
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As previously nentiaoned, eaintenance in the aissile +field was
prioritized. In the hierarchy of repair pricrities, the speed with which
one piece of equipment was repaired was a function of the equipsent's

relative rank among all pieces of faulty equipment awaiting repair

{7:vol., 11!, Table 1-~1 and oparagraph 1-6). This assussd the instant ;ji

availability of any parts that aay have been needed to repair or replace |

3 the faulty equipment. Naturally, a piece of faulty equipment with repair

#a parts on hand would be repaired ahead of anothear piesce of faulty ~i

equipment which may have had a higher repair priority but for which |

parts were back-ordered. The hisrarchy of priorities was enumerated in

#. SACR  66-12, Volume 1III, Table 1-1 (see Figure 8). Each wing's -
Maintenance Control Division used Table 1-! as a2 guide to assign |

priorities to equipment faults (7i1Vel. Ill, paragraph 1-3). There were

specific jnstances when high-priority LF iaintonancl took pracedence —

over high-priaority LCC maintenances

(Ml The subcategories of priority 2 listed in Table -
1-1 were in order of their relative importance. As a general
rule, when there were two Not Launch Capable (NLC) LCCs in the
same squadron, Not Mission Capable (NMC) LFs anywhere in the
unit should receive higher priority even though both
situations were priority 2, On the other hand, when there were
three NLC LCCs in the same squadron, tha LCCs should receive
higher relative priority (7i1Vol., 1II, paragraph 1-4),

The rationale behind this quotation was that while the missiles
belonging to a NLC LCC could be launched by other LCCs, the missile

assigned to an NMC LF could not be launched at all.
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Figure 8. Table 1-1 of S8ACR 46-12, Vol., IIl. "UND" means “"Urgency
of Need Designator®, a supply tersm. An "A" {n the UND column reflects a —

sore urgent onesed than a “B" would, a "B" reflects a more urgent need

e
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than a “C*, and so on. NP
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1-6 SACR 66~-12, VOL III (Cl1) 21 Beptesber 1983 .
TABLE 1-t -
F NISSILE MAINTENANCE PRIORITY DESIGNATORS
MAINTENANCE SUGGESTED e
PRIORITY APPLICATION UND S

| Maintenance required to repair critical equipment A ;;i;
required for safe oparation of the weapon systea. ‘<v]
Maintenance after an incident or malfunction tos ;ﬁ¥j

prevent further damsage to the weapon systea, avoid s

injury to persannel, or render the weapaon systea R
safe, . - "
2 Maintenance required to place on alert or return to A iif
alert: LFs or launch cosplexes (includes LCCs when 3
three or fewer LCCs or operational in a squadron), Qi

a. Maintenance required to retain or return ERCS ;iii
off-alert or impaired sorties to alert or unimpair- L77<
ed status. N

b. Maintenance required to retain or return "4 CAT" Sy
sorties to EWO alert status. S

c. Actual EWO generation of “F CAT", “L CAT", and e
AFSC/AFLC-owned LFs, LCCs, and launch complexes. T

d. Maintenance required to deposture LFs, LCCs, and
launch complexes commited to major madification eff-

orts, if ;
. Maintenance required to posture LFs, LCCs, and o
launch complexes being returned from major modific- -
ation programs (until sortie is declared "A CAT"), -
Figure 8. Table 1-1 of SACR 66-12, Vol. III (Continued) N
e
AS
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MAINTENANCE SUGGESTED
PRIORITY APPLICATION UND

§. Maintenance required to restore the squadron

Inertial Performance Data (IPD) cocllection capabil-

ity through the Squadron Command Post (S8CP) LCC to

the Strategic Missile Support Base (8MSB). A

g. Maintenance required to deposture or posture
LFs, LCCs, and launch coaplexes for coamand-approved
or directed test programs. Includes maintenance at
Vandenberg AFD for test refurbishaent after launch.

h. Maintenance required to repair severed, damaged,
or seriously degraded Hardened Intersite Cable Systea
{HICS) .

3 Discrepancies expected to affect alert posture or
significantly degrade impact accuracy.

Discrepancies which are tise sensitive as directed
By technical data or which, because of the nature of
the discrepancy, require periodic monitoring.

All PHC conditions not specifically identified as
priority 4,

Maintenance required to support Minuteman periodic
maintenance dispatches even though the package may
be composed of discrepancies of lower priarity.

Precision Measurement Equipment (PME) requiring eser-
gency repair or calibration, the lack of which will
delay prevent mission accoeplishment.

Maintenance required to return an LCC to operational
status when at least four are operational in the sanme
squadron,

Time-change requiresents for re-entry systess and
Titan airborne components when the due date is immi-
nent (within 30 days).

Maintenance required to keep the Titan fixed fire
water circulation system and permissive fire water
control switch operational.

Security system discrepanciss which raquire two two-man
camper alert teams IAW SACR 207-1s.

Figure B. Table 1-1 of SACR 66-12, vol. IIl (Continued)
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MAINTENANCE SUGGESTED

h PRIORITY APPLICATION : UND
:
A Critical end iteas and reparable spares designatad
X "PRIORITY REPAIR".
- Maintenance required to return Titan FVES Mine Safety
Appliance (MSA) equipment to operational status.
{ 4 Security systea discrepancies which require one two- A
\ man caaper alert team IAW SACR 207-14.
?z Scheduled training dispatches/tasks.
[

Training devices requiring repair which prevent or
delay student or saintenance training.

- TCTOs and MCLs which i not proaptly coapleted could
i- axceed recision date.

Discrepanciss expected to affect systems or subsysteas
which will not directly ispact alert posture but may
result in a guarded site or a PHC condition or a safe-
ty deficiency if not corrected in minisum tiame,

Maintenance required to bring serviceable gquantities
up to an established critical level.

Time change requiresents for re-entry systeas and B
Titan airborne caompaonents when due date is not immi-
nent.

Overdue periodic inspections and time change items.
Discrepancies not expected tc result in a PMC condit- o
ionj but, if corrected will enhance safety, weapon L
system operation or increase reliability.

Periodic inspections, TCTOs, MCLs, and time change c
iteas.

Routine maintenance of training activities.

Scheduled calibration and unscheduled repairs of PME : '}j
not listed under a higher priority in this table. Na

Routine repair of missiles and support equipment to c ﬁﬁf
include repair cycle assats.

Figure 8., Table 1-1 of SACR 44-12, Vol. III (Continued)
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MAINTENANCE BUGGESTED L
PRIORITY APPLICATION UND o

Fabrication and repair of weapon systea iteas not
carrying a higher priority of non-weapen systes jteas.

8 Reserved for future use. NA
9 Deferred. NA
NGTE: Shop maintenance required to repair items needed to clear site

discrepancies will carry the priority of the site discrepancy if repair
is not adequately covered elsewhere in this Table. J——

Figure 8. Table 1-1 of SACR é6-12, Vol. IIIl (Continued)
The above table demonstrates the inportance that SAC placed upan
the oproper perforeance of wsaintenance and upon proper lines of S

authority. This table would be rewritten or a new table added to the

regulation if the concept of MCCMs performing LCC maintenance were to be
inplesnented coamand-wide.
The suggestion has been sade at SAC Headquarters, at Fifteenth Air

Force Headquarters, and at some wings, that the MCCMs on duty at each

LCC could perfore scae of the wsore siaple maintenance. This sisple
saintenance would include such things as resoval and replacesent of
dravers, replacing wmissing screws, tightening screws and equipment
handles, replacing fuses and light bulbs, etc. The perceived advantages =

of this concept were (1) that at lesast some LCC faults would be repaired

PR
PP AT

faster, and (2) that significant savings in fuel and manpower costs

could be achieved. There was also the possibility that the concept might

?
AA

provide job enrichment ¢for the MCCMs., Therefore, the area of MCCM job
enrichment was examined to the extent it impacted upon the concept of
MCCMs performing maintenance. However, the study of job enrichment was

nat the main thrust of this research,.
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Research Objective

The objective of this research was to answer the research question
by accoaplishing the following subobjectives:

i. Conduct a detailed analysis of the existing maintenance/operational
structure of the wings.

2. Conduct 2 detailed analysis of the existing data, including
adintenance records and the written material generated by the Project
Teanwork effort,
3. Conduct a thorough review of the literature, including SAC Regulation
66-12 and literature pertaining to past job enrichment proposals for
Minutesan MCCNs.

4. Conduct an attitude survey and analyzed the responses using
statistical tools,

S. Ganerate new data on MCCM alert duties using survey responses.

Literature Review

The Lliterature could be broken down into three broad categories as
follo;sl (1) Data on past aissile maintenance, from all six aeissile
wings, which was available at the SAC Maintenance Analysis Division at
Strategic Air Cossand Headquarters. (2) Caorrespondence, replies to
correspondence, ¢formsal opinions, and critiques transmitted between SAC
Headquarters and the 321st Strategic Missile Wing (SMW) at Grand Forks,
North Dakota from 1982 to 1984, This weaterial concernsad Project

Teamwork, the study project of MCCMs performing LCC maintenance which

the 32ist SHW was proposing to conduct beginning in June of 1984, The

material included the 32ist SMW Plan of Operations (OPORD) for the

perforsance of the study, and a critique of the OPORD by the SAC Office f W

.. = e e

0f Missile Maintenance Policies and Procedures (SAC/LBBA). (3) Past Z;if:

literature on job enricheent proposals for Minuteman MCCMs and Minuteman

e
WY vy}

maintenance personnel. This literature consisted mostly of Air Coamand
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and Sta#fé College (ACSC) ressarch papers. So sany ACSC papers have been
written about Minuteman operations and maintenance personnsl that only
the latest, aost relevant papers were included in this review,

8AC Regulation 66-12, Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

Maintenance Managesent, Volumes I to VI, covered all aspects of

the ICBM saintenance organization functioning. Any proposals which would
change wsaintenance structure or responsibilities must meet the criteria
set forth by this regulation (63Vel.l, Para. 1-4). Interestingly, there
was a section in Volume I (Paragraph 1-6) entitled "Testing Procedural
Isprovesents” which stated that “lsprovesent of maintenance sanagement
is essential to keep pace with technology and to saintain an economical
operation® (b:Vol. I, Para., 1-6)., The paragraph set forth the rules for
conducting field tests of new procedures. The field test at the 32ist
Strategic Missile Wing (SMW) was to be conducted in accordance with this
section of the regulation.

In order for the concept of operations personnel performing
saintenance to be implemented, portions of b4~12 would have to be
revised to account for the inclusion of these personnel into the
maintenance environment and to set forth the new division of tasks., The
subject of linitations on types of wmaintenance which operations
personnel could perfors would also have to be addressed by the
regulation and by local Operating Instructions at each Missile Wing,
Maintenance performed by operations crews would differ slightly from one
wing to another because of physical differences in the layout of the
LCCs and different types of installed squipment,

The pre-existing data which was analyzed as a part of this research

..........................................
..............
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effart was in the form of amaintenance records gathered érom all six
Minuteman wings over the years and kept at SAC Headquarters by the SAC
Maintenance Analysis Division (L6Y). These records docusented the number
of times weach kind of maintenance task was performed. Tha data was
analyzed to detersine what percentage of the total maintenance perforaed
was of the type which would be performed by MCCMs if the proposal were
adopted. The data base could be grouped by time period, wing, type of
maintenance, or in any other way which could aid in an analysis.

An examination of the correspondencs between SAC/LGBA and the 32!
SMW concerning Project Teamwork gave the ongoing history of the planning
of the only field test ever praposed on the concept of MCCMs performing
maintenance. The Plan of Operations (OPORD) written by Capt. Roger
Forsyth of 3218MW/DOV, and other 321 SMW cperations personnel, described
in detail their ideas on how to train MCCMs in maintenance and precisely
which maintenance tasks would be perforsed by MCCMs, The SAC Qffice of
Maintenance Policies and Procedures critique of +the OPORD gave the
thoughts and philosophy of BSAC wmaintenance wmanagers on the sase
subjects, in detail,

In light of ¢the above, it is interesting that T7.0. 21M-LEM25C-1,
which is the operations technical arder for the Titan Il weapon systea,
lists one of the duties of the Titan Il crew comsander asy * f, Directs
salfunction analysis activities to return weapon system to a state of
readiness as quickly as possible (B17-31." Titan [l crews have
maintenance technical orders available which they use to isolate
malfunctions. The actual wmalfunction as defined by this maintenance

technical data makes up the information called in to Job Control, unlike
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the Minutesan weapon systems where the symptoms only are called in. In
Minutesman, Job Control makes the final determination as to what actually
is wrong. In fairness to Minuteman crews, it should be noted that Titan
Il crews have four wmembers, two of whom are enlisted technicians who
know maintenance procedures.

Allgaier (1:74) commented on the operations-maintenance division in
the U.S. missile force structure as follows:

A wmain conclusion that the author has reached is that it

is important to break down parochialisa, artificial

distinctions, and barrisrs when possible, to enable "blue

suiters” to function as a team. This is particularly true when
constraints, such as asoney and the nature of the task, don't
really enter the picture and policy is the inhibiting force.

Allgaier, Christie (3), Kuenning and Mattson (35), and Paolucci (&)
were all concerned to saome degree with job enrichaent. Christie analyzed
MCCM  job  satisfaction by administering the Minnesota Vocational
Psychalogy Research Test to the entire force of MCCMs at Grand Forks AFB
in 1977. He found the MCCNs' naeds for achievement, ability utilization,
creativity, and responsibility were not adequately met by their alert
duties (3:25-28). He believed that giving MCCMs added responsibilities,
such as in the area of wmaintenance, would help to aset these needs
(3129-32).

Kuenning and  Mattson (1974) stated that the level of job
dissatisfaction among MCCMs was three times the average nationwide level
for all types of American workers (5:1125), They essentially proposed
that MCCMs should voluntarily assume some of the duties of missile
maintenance officers (5:128), The actual proposal was complicated and

involved the organization of another layer of bureaucracy within the

missile wings. In any event, their proposal was not adopted by SAC.
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Paolucei (1977) concluded that MCCMs were dissatisfied with their
jobs Dbecause they lacked the power to actually coamand their Missile
Flights (4136). He cited axamples of HNCCMs who gave lawful orders to
Security and Food Service personnel assigned to their flights, only to
have the orders countermanded by the enlisted supervisors of these
personnel who were located back on the base (6:115-18). Paolucci also
felt that the oprestige and authority of operatians squadron coamanders
was diminished and preempted by the various staff agencies of the DO

(Deputy Commander for Operations), who is the squadron comssanders’ bassi

The squadron coamander functions more as an adainistrator
than as a comssander due to this centralization of operations
in the ({DO‘'s staff agencies)., The squadron comesander becoaes
divorced from the operations functions since he has a limited
span of control, dces ‘"awn" but does not manage the launch
control facilities, and has little authority in functions
which impact on his crew sembers (6:118-19),

Paolucci proposed that crew job dissatisfaction be diminished and
squadron commander authority increased by assigning security and food
service personneal to the operations squadrons and by giving the MCCMs
command authority over those personnel. He gave specific and detailed
descriptions of how the proposal could be implemented (6:29-33).
Although Paoiucci commentad upon various proposals of previous
researchers (4:21-24), including job enrichaent proposals (4:123-24), he
did not address the subject of Minutesan maintenance,

Chenzoff's report (2) was part of a series of research reports
ordered by the Air Force and was conducted in collaboration with the

Human Resources Laboratory at Wright-Patterson AFB., The study was an
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L  exploratory study using a qualitative methodology which the authors
- defended as ‘“necessary in an exploratory study of this kind because the
eaphasis is on the discovery of ideas and insights..." (211-4), The

researchers interviewed maintenance personnel of all ranks at one Titan

el

.ii IT and three Minuteman wings. The researchers were laooking for data in
271 “factors," or categories. Thay actually made recomaendations for

\ iaprovement in 115 of these categories, ranging from frequency of PCS

(Peraanent Change of Station) soves/transfers of personnel to
availability of adequate transportation to and froe the missile field.
The objective of the study was to “obtain a deeper understanding of the
factors which influence (aissile) saintenance, from the perspective of
the persons amost actively involved" (211-1). The study offers a rare
iook into the wsaintenance person’'s view of maintena:.::. The value of
this study to tgo research effort lies in ite plethora of information
and opinions derived from the structured interviews. Where the
researchers saw trends in the responses, these were commented upon.

One trend perceived by Chenzofé, et al. was a sort of a
*union-shap" attitude prevalent among different AFSCs and saintenance
shops (21t1-{ and 11-2). Individuals often had little idea of the
mission and workload of other shops. Another area of concern to

maintenance personnel working out in the missile fields was time spent

driving from one job site to another (215-1), Similarly, these sanme

personnel felt that they were always under excessive pressure (2:15-2-3),

- 1
and worked toc hard for too long hours (2:5-3-3), In 1984, a 1é6-hour .fﬁ
workday was permitted. In a similar vein, managers in charge of sanpower :j
allocation worried about not having enough people available to do

-

3

29 e

]

4
e
-




[ m————r— —— e - — TR - - p—— B

essential wmaintenance (2:5-4-1), These types of concerns reflected a
perceived need for either aore personnel or less saintenance. [f the
concept of operations personnel doing some saintenance in the LCCs were
to prove feasible, a part of this workload could be transferred from the

saintenance organizations.
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II. Methodology

Specific Probles

The objective of this research was to assess the practicality of
MCCMs perforaing ainor LCC maintenance. The research results were to be
made available to decision-makers who could then decide whether to

inplegent the proposal.

Investigative Questions. The Investigative Questions used

dre listed here.

{1) #wWould the use of opsrations personnal as msaintenance extenders
enable Minuteman Missile Wings to use their maintenance resources aore
effectively, as eeasured byt(a) A lower projected quantity of LCC
electronic equipaent downtime; (B) Less sanhours spent by saintenance
personnel in the LCCsy (c) A projected lower use of fuel by maintenance
vehiclas ? :

{2) What would be the principal problemas invalved with the
implemsntation of this proposal and how could thay be overcoae?

(3) Tao what extent aight the above probleas be "people” problees and
what could ba done about thaa?

{4) What would be the benefits of iaplementing this proposal?
(S) To what extent can the banefits be quantified?
(6) Do the identified benefits outweigh the idantified disadvantages, or
vice-versa? {(The primary decision rules would be fuel and saintenance
manhours saved, if anyj; and any measureabls decresase, real or projected,
in LCC equipment downtime. A secondary decision rule, harder to measure
except by a longitudinal study, would be an increase in job satisfaction
by MCCMs.)

The above questions were answered byt (1) An analysis of SAC

Regulation 66-12, Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

Maintenance Management, to insure that the proposal remained

within established guidelines; an analysis of the existing literature
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v

.....

.......

.....................................
..................................




_____________

concerning job enrichment of MCCMs; an analysis of the wmaterial
qenerated by the Project Teamwork study; and saintenance managesent data
obtained from the aeaintenance analysis sections at the wings., (2) The
results of an opinion survey adainistered to a stratified sample of 800
MCCMs, and to the entire population of operations staff and senior staff
officers (about 240 individuals), Minuteman maintenance officers (about
210 individuals) and to all 7-level and 9-level supervisors in 316XX and
454XX AFSCs (see definitions in Chapter 1), The responses to the
questionnaires were analyzed both qualitatively and gquantitatively. The
last survey question was a deliberate open-ended solicitation of
responses. It was expected that a qualitative analysis of responses to
that question would uncover opinions and trends not detected by the
other survey questions. Certain other survey questions were included for
the specific purpose of gathering data about how MCCMs spend tise on
aleart. Tha responses were used to investigate and analyze the attitudes
and opinions about this subject in an attempt to identify potential
barriers to the successful isplesentation of the proposal. A secondary
purpose of the survey was to gather data from the MCCMs as to how they
spent their alert time. To the writer’'s knowledge, such data was never
collected before. This data could be useful for future research as well

as for this research.
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Hypatheses

The hypotheses ware used as tests to determine whether or not »

asasurable differences existed among the different survey populations

regarding their feelings and opinions concerning MCCMs perforsing LCC

a2intenance. The following hypotheses were used: »

Hypothesis 1. A wmajority (between 311 and 67%)) of MCCMs

E would reject the proposal.

h (a) The percentage rejecting would be smallier among First ;fij
Lieutenants and Captains with 3 or more years on crew than asong Second
r Lieutenants and First Lisutenants with lass than 3 years experience, but
i ¢ majority (more than S50X) of these sore sxparienced MCCMs would still

disapprove the proposal.

(b) More DMCCCs than MCCCs would disapprove of the proposal. This
is a" type of corollary of <(a), since DMCCCs are almost always less
experienced than MCCCs.

{c) Among MCCMs opposed to the proposal, the most common reasons

given for opposition, not necessarily in order of isportance, would be:
(i) Operations and wmaintenance should not be wmixed, for

various reasons, including:

- belief ¢that it is beneath an officer’'s station to -
perfarm smaintenance .
- belief ¢that operations and maintenance aust always be iﬁifj
separated as a principle Sy
- an actual fear of the physical action of doing l,i“
X maintenance .
X - belief that MCCMs should parform no more maintenance ?j;f

than do other operations personnel - especially aircraft
flight crews
(ii) A fear that crews would be evaluated on maintenance tasks

2 Aras
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during scheduled Standardization Evaluations (see definitions under
"DOV®), or that DOV Evaluator MCCMs would check other MCCM's work
in the LCC.

(iii) A fear that an increase in training would result and
this would aean a decrease in time off which is already perceived
by MCCMs as being at a miniasunm,.

(iv) A fear that an increasing nuaber of saintenance tasks
would be loaded onto MCCMs with the result being the MCCMs would
coae to be regarded as aaintenance personnel.

{v) A beliet that the existing workload in the LCC is too
heavy to allow ¢or maintenance by MCCMs, OFf MCCMs expressing this
belief, a wmajority would cite the presence of the new AFSATCOM
equipment in the LCCs as contributing to an increased MCCh
workload. . :

(vi)’ A fear that being trained in maintenance would degrade
MCCH proficiency in their prisary duties.

(vii) A fear that asors tise would be spent on an alert tour
because of maintenance actions.

(viii) A Dbelief that thare would not be enough maintenance to
justify the work of setting up the programs.

{(ix) A belief that implementation would cause friction betwean
operstions and maintenance functions.

{x) A belief that implementation would seriously damage MCCM
morale.

{xi) A significant number (approximately 10%) of MCCMs opposed

to the concept would request that a third crewaemaber be added te
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help with a recently increased comsunications workload (dues to the

recent installation of AFSATCOM equipment),

(xii) A mseasurable nusber (approxisately 5%) of MCCMs opposed
would state that the old 40-hour alert concept used prior to 1978
should be reinstated so that one crew would be in the capsule for
only 12 hours instead of for 24 hours (Under the “40-hour" alert
system, two crews (MCCs) were on alert at one tiee -~ one crew
actually in the LCC and the other in rest status topside in the
LCF. Every 12 hours, the crews would change over. The alerts were
about 40 hours long.).

(xiii) A belief that the SAC Managesent Evaluation Teas
(SACMET) would cut weaintenance manning if the proposal were
isplesented.

(d) MCCMs working as DOV Evaluators or as DOTI Instructors would
not differ significantly in percentages for and against the proposal.
from all other MCCMs (not more than 51 difference).

(@) MCCMs who approved of the proposal would do so with the
following caveats:

(i) A belief that the Initial Qualification Training (IQT)
given to officers who were in training to become MCCNs at
Vandenberg AFB should be extended to include drawer removal and
replacesent familiarization training. This would sove the burden of
MCCM maintenance training from the wings to the 4315th Combat Crew
Training Squadron at Vandenberg AFB.

(ii) A belief that LCC maintenance by MCCMs should be limited
to simple removal and replacement of electronic equipment drawers,

tightening handles and screws, and so on.
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(iii) A belief that any LCC saintenance by MCCMs should anly
be performed with the approval and active cooperation of Job
Control.

(iv) A belief that implesentation of the proposal would save
saintenance resources; principally fuel and maintenance msanhours.

(v) A belief that MCCMs would not be capable of performing
troubleshooting since they had not been trained in any maintenance
troubleshooting techniques,

{vi) A belief that various "people” problems associated with
iaplementation would inhibit the practicality of the proposal.

(vii) A belief that exposure to maintenance would broaden the
horizoans of MCCM oéficers.

{viii) A belief that exposure to maintenance would result in
job enrichment for MCCMs.

{ix) A wseasurable percentage (approximately 5%1) of MCCMs who

approved of the proposal would also ask for a third crewsember to

be assigned to help with a recently increased communications ;g;
workload due to the recent installation of AFSATCOM equipment in :::

the LCCs, 1

() A significant proportion (approximately 10%) of MCCMs who 2;53

approve of the proposal would suggest that the “40-hour* alert ;t;
system used oprior to 1978 be reinstated so that one crew would be Ai

in the capsule for only 12 hours instead of for 24 hours. E;SE

() Approximately 75% of all MCCM respondents would answer . ;i?
either "d" or "e" to questions #44 and 45. Thase questions dealt with . éi
MCCM authority to control the flow of maintenance in their LCCs while on fﬁ

alert. Less than 0% of all MCCM respondents would choose answers “d* T

e
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or "e" to question #4646, which dealt with inspection of comspleted
saintenance by maintenance personnel,

Hypothesis 2. The proportion of MCCMs with asaintenance

experience who are opposed to the proposal will be significantly less

(by approximately 20%) than the proportion of all other nwmissile
operations officers who are opposed to the proposal. The assusption was
? that MCCMs with wmaintenance experience would tend to be less anxious
i about performing maintenance because of their previous exposure to
maintenance.

Hypothesis 3, The sajority of all operations stafé officers

and operations senior staff officers (approximately 55X) would approve
of the proposal.

(a) More operations senior staff officers (AFSC 1814) than
operations stnf{ officers (AFSC 18335) would approve of the proposal
(approximsately 10X)., The assumption was that the operations senior
staft officers’'s greater bhreadth of aissile experience, often in
both operations and wmaintenance, would tend to cause operations
senior staff officers to favor the proposal.

(b) At least 207 nmore ocperations senior staéf officers with
maintenance experience would favor the idea than would aoperations
senior staff officers who lacked wmaintenance experience. The
assumaption was that maintenance experience wauld be associated with
a greater tendency to favor the proposal.,

(c) Due to their relatively recent experience as MCCMs, the
operations staff officers would parallel (within 5X) MCCM feelings

on the proposal.
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{(d) More operations staféf officers who were assigned to the
Codes Division (D09) would favor the proposal than would operations
staf¢ afficers who work in exclusively operations-oriented
positions such as D022 and DOTM (approxisately 15% diféerence). The
assumption was that exposure to wmaintenance would be associated
with an increased tendency to approve of the proposal.

(e) operations senior sta¢f officers and operations staff
officers would cite the same reasons as MCCMs for either favoring
or opposing the proposal.

Hypothesis 4, The wmajority of Missile Maintenance Of¢ficer

personnel would favor the propasal (approximately 535%).

(a) More Missile Maintenance Officer personnel with ICBM
operations aexperisnce would favor the proposal than would Missile
Naintenance fo$:|r| without operatiaons experience (approximately

. 154 difference). The assumption was that wider breadth of
sxparience would be associated with a tendency to faver the idea.

(b) More Missile Maintenance O¢ficers in grades Second
Lieutsnant to Captain would disapprove of the proposal than Missile
Maintenance Officers in grades Msjor to Colonel (approxisately
10%). The assumption was that the aore junior personnel would
usually lack the breadth of experience of wmore senior Missile
Maintenance QOfficers, as per the assumption of (a), The exception
to this would be that junior Missile Maintenance Officers with ICBM
operations experisnce would tend to favor, not disapprove of, the
proposal (approximately 674 in favor), as per the assumption of

(a),
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(c) HNissile Maintenance Officers favering or disapproving of
the proposal would generally cite the same reasons as MCCHs,
operations senior staff officers, and operations Stafé Oféficers,
One exception to this would be that approximately 10% of the
Missile Maintenance Officers disapproving of the idea would cite as
a Jjustification #for disapproval a fear that MCCMs would not be
capable of performing an acceptable level of quality saintenances)
whether for reasons of a lack of training or a lack of talent,

Hypothesis 5. A majority aof enlisted maintenance supervisors

(approximately S8X%) would favor the proposal.

(a) 3147X% personnel (EMT and E~Lab technician supervisors)
will approve of the idea (approximately 67%1). The assumption would
be that this would be due to a perceived lessening of the 3147X
workload. .

(b} A majority of.44570 personnel (FMT technician supervisors)
would tend to be neutral concerning the propaosal (approximately
583%). The assuaption was that this was due to a perception by these
personnel that drawer removal and replacement would be of only
peripheral interest to the type of maintenance perforased by the
434XX carser field (Praventive Maintenanca Inspections, battery
maintenance, environmental control system maintenance, electrical
power system maintenance).

(e) 8Significantly more 9-level AF8Cs (99601, 31699, 45499)
than 7-level AFSCs (31467X, 44370) would favar the proposal
{difference of approximately 20%). These 9-level personnel were the

senior enlisted supervisors, usually had a aininum of at least 10
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years in Minutesan wmaintenance; and had an incomparable depth of 3§u
. 4
understanding of the weapon systea fros a saintenance viewpoint.
. 445998 were foreer 443570 personnel, 316993 were former 3I1467X i
N . personnel, and 9960is coyld have been either or neither. The };i

assumption was that the relatively greater breadth of experience,

time in ICBM maintenance, and wmore time spent associating with

P

ocperations personnel over the years would be associated with a

greater tendency to favor the proposal.

D GOTA

A -
. Hypothesis 6. More respondents in every category who f
; answered question #39 would choose answer "g" ("No inspection necessary ifj
f if the aequipment works properly.®) than any other answer. This would be ;i;
- because of a general belief that MCCMs would perform the same level of "
quality maintenance on a drawer RkR as a reqular maintenance team would. ;;:
. Further supporting ‘evidence for this hypothesis gould be oQor 50% of ;;;
? respondents choosing answers “a" or "b" for questions #18, 20, 30.‘and ??1
Ei 34; and over 350% of respondents choosing answers “d* or ‘e for ;};
i questions #1646 and 19. These questions all cover the area of MCCM ability ;3:?
- to perfora guality maintenance. Nrf
R
)
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I1I1. Survey Responses and Maintenance Analysis Data

Survey Responses: Desographic Data

As was noted previcusly, the questionnaire (Appendix A) was sent

out to MCCMs, operations sta¢f officers (1833 AFSCs), operations senior

staéf officers (1814 AFSCs), aissile saintenance afficers (31XX AFSCs),
9-level enlisted supervisors in the 99601, 314699, and 44599 AFSCs, and
F 7-level enlisted supervisors in the 3147X and 44570 AFSCs. The address
labels which were used to mail out the questionnaires to the ¢ield were
gensrated by the ATLAE personnel coaputer via AFMPC at Randolph AFB,
Texas. The cosputar was prograsaed tc generate address labels in the
following categories: (1) 130 MCCMs (1823 and 1825 duty AF8Cs) at each

of the six Minuteman wings for a total of 800 MCCMs. In statistical

teras, this would be called a "stratified sasple” of the MCCH
population. (2) The entire population (in statistical teras, a "census*)

of operations staff and senior staé¢f officers, missile maintenance

officers, 9-level enlisted saintenance supervisors in AFSCs 31499,

44570, and 99601; and 7-level enlisted saintenance supervisaors (3167X

and 44370 AFSCs only) at each of the six Minuteman wings. The t:?€
approximate size of each of these groups was estimated using coamonly ,_;j
available personnel manning level data obtained from CBPO microfiche féﬁ
files and from manning estimates provided by Headquarters SAC/LGB. ?;;E
The approximate size of sach AFSC group was estimated to be as ;l;i
follows: Eigﬁ
=
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TABLE I

&' ESTIMATED SIZES OF TARGET POPULATIONS
Estimated _Size
AESC_Groue 9f _Popylation
1816 90
1835 150
31Xx 210
99401 75
31499 15
, 44599 s
3167X 175
o 44570 120

The ATLAS8 personnel computer search did not differentiate address

labels by AFSC. This wmeant that the AFSC of any particular individual
could only be guessed. This could be done with a fair degree of accuracy
in most cases by comparing the rank and unit assigneent of the
individual. Ffor exasple, a First Lieutenant assigned to a strategic
pissile squadron was in all likelihood a MCCM. A First Lieutenant
assigned to a wmaintenance squadron would have to be a Missile
Maintenance Officer. A Chief Mastar Sergeant was a 9-level supervisor.
Returned questionnaires gave the respondent’'s duty AFSC and enlisted
skill level (if applicable) as part of the desographic data section,

questions { through 15. A total of 23 labels were discarded on first

inspection bacause they were addressed to bases other than the six ;:KE

desired or because the individuals addressed did not fall in the target

populations (example: addressed to an AIC, who by virtue of lack of rank ilfl

L

could not possibly be a 7-level or a 9-level). The remaining 1410 o

]

questionnaires were sent out to the field. 1047 questionnaires were e
returned for a percentage returned of 74.26%. 0f those questionnaires

returned, 37 were not usable for various reasons (ie, improperly filled fjiﬂ

R

42 e

RS

b

..........




out 8o as to be unusable, enlisted respondents not 7-level or 9-level
personnel). This left 1010 questionnaires available for analysis., The
percentage of usable returns was therefore 71.63%.

Desagraphic Data. The breakdown of returned questionnaires

by AFSC and by wing was as follows:

TABLE [I
RESPONDENTS AFSC BY WING MATRIX TABLE

445MW! F0SMW! 918MWI321SMNII415MNIISISHN! Total
! ! ! !

! ! '
MCCH V%2 1 &6 4 %t 4 S9 I 76 i 47 + 3S5%
operations | { { { : | !
stafé P16 1 218 L 19 4+ 14 1 20 ! 14 | 104
operations ! : H ! ! } l
senior staféf! 9 + 14 1 11 | 8 | g8 | 10 ! 40
nissile | } | { | ! |
maintenance ! 33 ! 26 | 27 | 30 1 29 | 26 | 17%
officer ! } ] ! ! | |
9-level { | | ! ! ! !
supervisor ~ | 13 | 18 | 1% { 14 | 17 | 13 | 90
3167 } } ) } ! ! !
supervisor | 29 | 27 }{ 22 | 24 | 24 | 22 | 148
44570 ! } { | ! [ |
supervisor | 15 t 11 t 12 } 47 i 18 ! 13 ! @6
' ' | ! ! } '
Total 1 169 1 183 | 187 1 1é46 1 192 ! 145 ) 1010 T
Srand S
Total o
44 SMW - Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota -
90 SMW - FE Warren AFB, Wyoming - 4
91 8MW - Minot AFB, North Dakota ]
321 SMW - Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota -
341 SMW - Malmstroa AFB, Montana R
351 SMW - Whiteman AFB, Missouri o
- 4
-
:i
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Figure 9. MCCCs and DMCCCs by Time on Crew in Months

Included among the respondents were the +ollowing nuabers of

Colonels and Lieutenant Calonels:

{ D‘puty Commander for Operations (D0Q)
3 Assistant DOs

3 Deputy Commanders for Maintenance (DCHNs)

3 Assistant DCMs

13 Strategic Missile Squadron Coamanders (SMS/CCs)

9 Missile Maintenance Squadron Commanders (OMMS/CC or FMMS8/CC)
18 Qperations Division Chiefs (DO agencies)

14 Maintenance Division Chiefs (DCM agencies)

The breakdown of MCCMs by assignment was as follows:
42 Flight Cosmanders, 37 Flight Commanders’ Deputies
103 Line MCCCs, 6f Line DMCCCs
16 DOV MCCCs, 1S5 DOV DMCCCs
33 DOTI MCCCs, 26 DOTI DMCCCs
Question #10 asked MCCMs how many sonths cumulative experience they
had as MCCMs. The MCCCs who answered the question tended toc have more

sxpearience than the DMCCCs because all MCCMs must begin their time as

DMCCCs. Figure 9 demonstrates the resultant distribution among MCCCs and

DMCCCs.
4 3
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Assigneents of operations stafé (1835s) and senior stafé (181és)
weres
DOV (Evaluation): I senior staéé, 0 stafé
DAT (Training)s 9 senior staéé, 26 staff
D09 (Codes): & senior staéf, 33 sta¢é
D022 (Plans & Intel.): 7 senior staéf, 20 staff
Other (including SNS8 squadrons): 33 senior stafé, 24 staéf

Quastion #1535 asked operations personnal {f they had any ICBM
saintenance experience., Respondents were subdivided into four
categories; senior staff, staffé, MCCCs, and DNCCCs., Eight out of 40
(13.3%) senior staff officers, 12 aout of 104 statf officers (11.5%), 13
out of 196 MNCCCs (6.6%), and 3 out of 139 DMCCCs (2.2%) had previous
ICBN maintenance experience. This data suggests that the likelihood of
operations personnel having had maintenance experience increases with

. time spent 1in operations. Five senior staéf officers, 7 staéf officers,

one MCCC, and one ODMCCC had been missile maintenance officers. Two staff
officers, 7  NMECECs, and 3 DNCCCs had enlisted ICBM maintenance
experience. One staéf officer and 3 NCCCs had been both enlisted

saintenance personnel and wmissile wmaintenanca officers. Three senjor

staff officers, 2 stafé officers, and one MCCC had aircraft maintenance

experience. One MCCC had weissile maintenance experience on Trident

submarines.

SN
. PR

Dfficers in wmissile wmaintenance (31XX AFSCs) were assigned as
follows:
20 assigned to maintenance squadrons (FMMS or OMNMS)

24 assigned to Maintenance Control Division
12 assigned to Maintenance Support Division

S assigned to Quality Control Division i?
9 assigned to Training Control Division R
7 worked directly for the DCM (included 3 DCMs, 3 Assistant DCMs) -

4 assigned to other functions R

j:f
-\‘.‘ R
SN
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MAINTENANCE OFFICERS MITH
OPERATIONS EXPERIENCE

Figure 10, Missile Maintenance Officers’ ICBM Operations Experience

Question #14 asked missile maintenance officers if they had had any
experience in ICBM operations. The wsajority of wmissile saintenance
officers had aperatiaons experience. Out of 161 respondents, 90 (585,9%)
had some sort of previous experience in ICBM operations. 71 (44.1%) had
no such experience, 40 (24,9%) had been MCCMs, 28 (17.4%) had been both
MCCMs and staff officers, and 18 (11.1%) had been MCCMs, staff officers,
and senior staff officers., Four individuals (2.5%) had been enlisted
MCCMs on either the Atlas or Titan ICBMs. Figure 10 illustrates these
findings. It would be intuitively tempting to believe that the
experience of having served "on both sides of thae house" would give
those missile maintenance officers who had had previous nwmissile
operations experience a different outlook on the probless faced by
operations personnal than their non-experienced contemporaries might
have. These two groups’ responses to various questions on the

questionnaire ware explorwd later in this chapter. Responses of

46




oparations officers to Quastion #13 are also compared with these groups

later in this chapter. 1

Enlisted survey respondents were also broken down deaographically.

These respondents were assigned as shown

r Maintenance squadrans (FMME & OMMS)1 & 9-levels, | 3167X, 2 44370 bos

- Maintenance Control Division: 16 9-levels, 27 3147X, 8 44570 o

. Maintenance Support Division: S 9-levels, 23 3147X, 2 44570 g

5 Quality Control Divisioni 10 9-levels, 14 3167X, 11 44570 .

a Training Control Divisions 12 9-levels, 146 31467X, 10 44370 Sl

% Worked directly for DCM: 6 9-levels, 1 3167X —
Assigned to other functions: 3 31467X, 4 44370 b

The 9-level supervisors generally held ispaortant positions within

the saintenance complex. 26 wers Maintenance Superintendents and 23 each

were Branch Chiefs or NCOICs. The 3147X personnel were concentrated in b
the Maintenance Control and Maintenance Support Divisions, with smaller 35;5
nusbers in the Training Control Division (TTB instructors) and the E;if
duality Control Division (QCLE evaluators and inspectors). The 44570 ;;:;
personnel were also found in the Training Control and Quality Control %Ei;
Divisions for the samse reasons. A saaller number were assigned to the {gf;
Maintenance Control Division. A few 7-levels worked directly for the ;;;;

These NCOs formed the nucleus of supervision in the maintenance _E .
complex. As is demonstrated elsewhere in this Chapter, the officer fr?
saintenance personnel as a group had only a fractian of the Minuteman jéi
maintenance experience that these NCOs bhad, especially the 9-level 33?3

senior enlisted supervisors.

Unfartunately, a dearth of NCOs has resulted in most of this
experience being tied to desks at the wing instead being put to use out

in the field. Maintenance teams were often led by junior enlisteds.

47
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TABLE II1I ’

QUESTION #12 e

MONTHS IN PRESENT JOB =

| ¢ 6 | 6-12 | 12-24 | 24=36 | > 36 | g

sissile | [ [ | | : o]
saintenance ! 54 | 47 | 31 | 7 ] 3 | rin
officer | ! t | | ! T
! I ! ! ! 1 "J

9-level |14 1 2t t 28 1 18 1 12 1 S
! l | } } } o

S167X 23 1 36 1 36 |18 P31 o
| | | l ! ! S

44370 i 28 1 21 1 20 12 ! s | o
operations | ] ! | i ! )
sanior ! 14 | 23 | 15 ! 3 ! 3 1 o
staés ! | ! n ! ! =
operations | ! | J | ! o
stafé |18 1 27 4 4% 1 1t ! 6 | =
e

Question #12 was designed to detersine time individuals had been in tﬁﬁ
RE

their present job. The answers reflected a relatively high rate of Ziji

turnover, -espacially asmong lillil; saintenance officers. 121 out of 142
missile maintenance officers who answered the question had been in their

present position for less than one vyear, and 54 out of 162 had held

their present position for less than & sonths., Only 10 had been in their

TT?

present job for more than two years. ifﬁ
The answers to Question #13, "How many years (total) do you have in 'j
Minuteman amaintenance?*, reflected both the relative depth of experience : :
asong enlisted respondents and the relative lack of experience among f
officer respondents, regardless of career field. 5
‘0
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TABLE IV

QUESTION #13
YEARS IN MINUTEMAN MAINTENANCE

| None | ¢ 2| 2-4 | 4-6 | 6-10 1 > 10 |

aissile } t { { | ! !
saintenance ! 3 1 64 | 33 {120 | 16 ! 26 |
officar | } ] | | | }
operations | } { H ! ] !
senior ! 88 + o0 + 3 t 1 S 0 |
stafé { $ t { t { t
operations | | H } { { !
staff {92 + L 1 3 1 4 | 3 | S
] [ [ ! | ! |

9~level | 0 | o 1t I 4 | 27 | %8 |
! ! } ) } | !

3167X ' 1 {8 ) &6 113 1 83 | 43 |
{ ! | { | | |

44570 } 1 2 115 1 5 37 24 ¢
| { { | { i

MCCC 1 190 + 2 + 1t o0 1 Q | 3 |
| | l { ! ! !

DNCEC } 136 + 0 1 o0 | 1 ! 0 | 2 |

The above table demonstrates the relative lack of missile
saintenance exparience among officers of all AFSCs. 100 out of 144
missile saintenance officers (61%) have less than four vysar's
experience. Among operations personnel, 12 out of 104 staff officers
(11.3%) have soam Minutesan nmaintenance experience. Five out of 40
senior staff officers (B.3%) have experience, while only & out of 194
MCCCs (3.1%) and 3 out of 139 DMCCs (2.2%) have sxparience. This is a
significant contrast to question #i4, in which $5.9% of responding

sissile maintenance officers stated that they had some sort of ICBM

operations  experience, wmostly (24.9%) as MCCMs. This suggests a
primarily one-way flow from operations to maintenance among Minutesan
officer personnel. This can be partly explained by recalling that there

are  approximately 1400 NCCMs in the Minuteman weapon systes coapared to e
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approximately 210 missile maintenance officers of all ranks and all J1XX
AFSCs. Adding approximately 240 operations staff and senior staéé
officers brings the officer operations-to-maintenance ratio to about 811
in favor of operations officers. [t could be argued that the unequal
ratio of wmaintenance officers with operations esxperience to operations
officers with asaintenance experience only reflects the ratio of
operations officers to maintenance officers. This is because there are
aore operations officers who can retrain into wsaintenance than
vice-versa.
Survey Responses: Cosparison to Hypotheses

Hypotheses-to-Questions Correlations. Certain qroups of
questions were designed to seasure different aspects of the respondents’
attitudes towards the concept of MCCMs perforsing limited LCC
saintenance. The questions ware grouped as follows:

Opinions on the ability of MCCMs to perfora maintenance: Questions
416, 18, 19, 20, 28, 30, 34, 38, and 41,

Opinions on the proposition that such maintenance would add to the
workloads of the MCCMs and of the wings’ training and evaluation
agencies: Questions ¥#24, 25, 26, 27, and 32.

Opinions on the proposition that such msaintenance would degrade the
performsance and/or proficiency of MCCMs’ primary LCC duties: Questions
#37 and 39.

Opiniaons on the proposition that if MCCMs began to perfora
saintenance they would be given an increasing share of the maintenance
workload over time, and would eventually come to be regarded as
maintenance personnel: Question #42,

Questions designed to measure the respondents’ opinion for or
against the concept o MCCMs performing limited LCC maintenances
Questions #17, 22, 35, 34, 40; Questions #60-62 (to the extent that
answer "a" for each question was the answer of choice),

Opinions on the degree of MCCM familiarity with drawer resoval and
replacenent actions) Question #38.
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Questions designed to solicit MCCM opinions on the type of
saintenance guidelines that ought to go along with the concept of MCCHMs
perforaing lisited LCC maintenance: Questions #43-44,

Questions designred to discover how NCCMs spent their time while on
alert duty in the LCC: Questions #47-38.

Questions designed to solicit all respondents’ opinions on the type
of maintenance guidelines that ought to go along with the concept of
MCCMs perforaing limited LCC maintenance: Questions 459-462,

AL  MArdease el 2 CEOMINENNS (  § PR
.
ll

- Open-ended question designed to elicit additional cosments about
E the concept of MCCMs perforeing limited LCC saintenances Question #63,

b Hypothesis |

. Hypothesis | consisted of a main hypothesis, that betwesen an

. approximate range of between 51% and 67% of MCCM respondents would

ﬁi reject the concept, and several sub-hypotheses that asplified the main

hypothesis. The criterion questions for Hypothesis | were Questions #17,

22, 35, 346, 40, and 60-43.

Question #17 stated that *Combat crews should not be tasked with
maintenance. Operations and maintenance should not be mixed." 58% of
MCCH respondents esither tended to agree with or strongly agreed with
this statesment. 31.4%1 either tended to agree or strongly disagreed with
this statesent.

Question #22 stated that "The whole idea of capsule crews
perforaing any maintenance is more trouble than it is worth,*., Nearly
561 of MCCM respondents either tended to agree with or strongly agreed
with this statement. 33.46% either tended to disagree or strongly
disagreed with this stateaent.

The statesment of question #35, "Capsule crews should stick to
operations and leave maintenance to maintenance personnel.", generated

the highest percentage of agreement of any of the questions #17-40,

31
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59.5% of responding MCCMs either tended to agree with or strongly agreed
with this statement. 32X either tended to disagree >r strongly disagreed .

E
with the statesent,

Question #346 stated that "The last thing I would want to do on an

alert would be to perfore saintenance.®, and nearly 353X of MCCM
respondents either tended to agree or strongly agreed with the
statement. This was a slight drop in percentage from previous questions.
h Whether this drop is of any importance is ispossible to determine from
the available data; however, it is possible that scme NCCMs could think
of other actions that were "the last thing” that they would want to do

on an alert. One respondent wrote that "The last thing that I

¥
A

would want to do on an alert would be to answer any more EAMs (Emergency ?h

Actian Messages).” The percentage of respondents who tended to disagree 9

or strongly disagreed with the statesent resained relatively constant at

33%.

Question #40 stated that

AN AR —
A Sk T LN
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If ay LCC had an inoperative computer, console, or status

nonitoring device; I would rather be authorized to remove and

raplace the bad drawer myselé {and thereby fix the problem) ;jg
than possibly wait several days for a "real” maintenance teas :.1
to do it. 35;
One respondant, a line MCCC, took exception to the phrase “several ;fj
days® in the above statement, writing that no one would ever have to i;ﬁ
wait several days for a maintenance teas. Two more respondents, a Flight Eﬁﬁ
Commander and a DOTI MCCC, wrote that they strongly agreed with this 'iéé

statesent because thay had been in precisely the situation described in ~—
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the above statement. Nearly 39% of respondents either tended to disagree

i‘ with or strongly disagreed with this statesent (disagreesent with the

statesent of this question meant disapproval of ths concept, just as did

agreesent with the statemsents in the previous questions). This was a

.. decrease of 17-20% in respondents disagreeing with the concept. 47% of
respondents tended to agree or strongly agreed with this statement, an
increase in the percentage for approval of 14-146% over previous

Hi questions. The percentage of respondents who neither agreed nor
disagreed increased by about 6%, to 17% of all responses. It is possible
that MCCMs can better relate to the concept of LCC maintenance when it

!;7 is presanted to thea in practical, familiar scenarios., It is also
possible that MCCMs were cosfortable with the idea of resoving or
replacing drawers but not with the idea aof perforaing more involved

- saintenance, ' '

-~ Although Questions #40-462 were not "agree-disagree” questions as

such, answer "a® to each of questions was °*N/A, capsule craws should not

perfora saintanance”. 51.9% of MCCM respondents answered “a" to Question

fﬁf 860, 48.5% answered "a® to Question #461, and 50.2% answered "a" to

Question #62. The main hypothesis could be supported with survey data.

- The percentage of respondents who disapproved af the concept fell

significantly below the hypothesized range for Question #40 only,

Answer Key for Questions #146-44;

“A" - Stronqgly disagree with this statesent.
*B" - Tend to disagree with this statement. A
"C" - Neither agree nor disagree with this statement. N

“D" - Tend to agree with this statement. 7

"E" - Strongly agree with this statesent, ]
. ~
S 53 ]
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TABLE V
QUESTIONS 17, 22, 35, 36, 40 AND 40-62
Questions Answers i}%
A I Bt C i D ! E I Total ! % D+E =
017 | 37 1 646 | 34 1 S8 1 133 | 328 | S58.2 -
.l #22 | 41 1 69 ) 34 | 51 1 $32 | 327 | $4.0 -
- 035 1 27 1 64 1 41 I 82 | 142 | 326 ! 60.0 T
f” #36 ¢ 35 | BY 1 43 1 &7 1 123 | 351 | 54,7 L
3 X A+B L
- 840 ! 74 ! 62 i 49 1 104 | 61 I 350 ! 38.9 L
H Other Total “'
! A ! Answers ! Responses ! 1 A ]
S 060 1| 168 | 156 | 324 | $1.9 S
1 P61 | 188 | 168 1 326 ! 48.85 C
862 | 160 ! 159 | 319 ! 50.2 T
_ Sub-hypothesis 1A - MCCMs with Thres or more Years on Crew. fff
3 The hypothesis was that while the majority of MCCMs would reject the Iii
concept, the percentage rejecting the concept would be smaller among :;;
NCCMs with more than three years on crew than among MCCMs with less than '“f
three years on crew.
TABLE VI ——
S8UB-HYPOTHESIS (A - MCCN8, 3 OR MORE YEARS ON CREW TT?
Questions Answers N
At B 1 € 1 D 1 E | Totall % D+E L
#17 ¢+ 11 1 20 1 12 | 146 ! 34 ! 93 | 8$3.8 .
%22 1 13 1 24 | 4 | 11 | 40 1 92 | 8S8.4 R
#35 1t 1 24 1 10 f 13 1 38 1 93 | 54.8 "
036 | 9 1t 23 1 11 I 14 | 3& | 93 | 83.8 ,
% A+B e
840 ! 21 !V 13 1 10 1 32 1 16 ! 92 | 37.0 O
Other Total el
! A | Answers | Responses ! %1 A -
060 | 44 | 49 | 93 | 47.3 R
461 1 41 | 52 93 | 44.14 Y
#62 1 41 | 50 | 91 | 48,1 :
g
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TABLE VII RO
r L
! SUB-HYPOTHESIS 1A - MCCMS, LESS THAN 3 YEARS ON CREW »
Questions Answers
A ! B I C 1t D I E | Total | % D+E
% $17 1 28 1 49 1 23 i 44 | 104 | 248 | 89,7
922 1 29 & 49 t 31 I 44 | 95 | 248 ! 5é.1
4 038 ¢ 17 1 47 1 32 | 39 1 110 | 248 | 0.8
036 1 22 | 54 ) 29 t 852 1 86 ! 243 | 8b.8
4 %1 A+B L
940 | 82 | 47 | 39 | 68 | 37 | 243 | 40.7 RERR
—
Other Total L
t__A | Answers | Responses | % A SRRy
860 ! 130 ! 113 1 243 ] 53.5 RN
861 | 121 | 120 | 241 | %0.2 Lo
862 ! 124 | 113 ¢} 237 i 52.3 R
e |
TABLE VIII |
TABLE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BROUPS : 3<?
|_ X Rejecting by Broupt ¢ 3 yrs,
| 2> 3 yrsl 2 & 3 yrs!l %)
"7 | $3.8 | 59.7 1 5.9 In every case, MCCMs with
022 | 3%.4 ] 84.1 1 0.7 3 or more years on crew
038 | 54.8 | 60.8 | 4.0 rejected the concept by a
#36 ! 53.8 | 56.8 1 3.0 saaller percentage. The
#40 | 37.0 | 40.7 | 3.7 average difference was 4.9%,
060 | 47,3 I 83.59 ! &.2  The range was from .07% to
861 | 44,1 | 80,2 | 6.1 7.2%,
962 | 45.1 ! 52.3 1 7.2

As can be seen from the above table, MCCMs with more than 3 years

B I

on crew disapproved of the concept by smaller percentages. However, for
Questions #460-62, the percentage disapproving of the concept fell below '
0% (47.3%, 44.1%, and 435.1%, respactively). For Question #40, the ?3ﬁfj

percentage disapproving fell lower, to 37%, Tharefore, the first part of

. L
P
Lodod

Sub-hypothesis 1A , that a smaller percentage of MCCMs with 3 or more

Aad

years time on crew would disapprove of the concept, was supported by the 5234

survey responses. However, the second part of the hypothesis, that the
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majority of this group would still disapprove of the concept, was not
supported. Thess findings tand to support the idea that msore experienced
MCCMs have a greater tendency to approve of the concept.

Sub-hypothesis 1B - DMCCCs Rejecting the Concept. The

hypothesis was that sore DMCCCs than MCCCs would disapprove of the
concept. The tables are shown below:

TABLE IX

DMCCCS* RESPONSES

Questions Answers
A ! B t C ! D i E | Total t % D+
#17 1 17 1 26 | 15 | 29 i %2 i 139 | 58.3
#22 } 19 + 31 4 8 + 23 i 51 4 139 I 53.2
#35 ! 9 + 31 + 18 | 24 | %% i 137 | 57.7
#36 1 11 1 33 I 19 1 25 | 49 | 137 | 54,0
%1 A+P
$40 | 27 t+ 23 1 21 ! 44 § 22 ! 137 | 36,5
Other Tatal
} A | Answars | Responses | % A
#6560 | 69 | 67 | 136 | $0.7
061 | 64 | 72 | 136 | 47,1
#62 | 47 | T | 133 { 50.4
TABLE X
MCCLS' RESPONSES
Questions Answers
! A | B ! c | D | E | Total | % D+E
#17 ¢+ 22 | 41 1 20 ¢ 31 { 82 !V 198 ! %57.7
#22 1 23 \ 4y \ 20 } 30 i B1 i 19% ! %4,9
#35 1 20 + 385 i 24 | 28 i BB | 19% | %9.5%
36 1 20 ! 41 ! 21 1 41 ) 73 1 194 | 87,7
% A+B
#40 | 4% : 38 I 28 | S% I} 30 ! 193 | 41.%
Other Total Ek;i
\__A i Answers ! Responses ! % A RN
#60 | 100 94 ! 194 | 81.6 {1
861 | 94 ! 99 ! 193 ! 48.7
#62 | 93 | 96 ! 189 ! 49,2 A
7
e
6 =]
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TABLE XI
TABLE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS

% Rejecting by GBroup! DMCCCs,

! X DMCCC ! % MCCC ! £
1 #7 1 58,3 ! 87,7 1 0.4 In &6 out of 8 cases, MCCCs
! 22 ! 33.2 ) 56.9 1= 3.7 disapproved by a larger
| 35 ! 57,7 t %9.% - 1.8 percentage than did DMCCCs.
836 | 54,0 1 87,7 - 3.7 The average difference was
940 | 34,8 1 41,5 1- 8,0 2.8%. The range was froa
$60 ¢ %0,7 ! Si.6 - 0.9 .09% to S5%.
861 ! 47.1 ' 48.7 - 1.6
862 i 50.4 ! 49.2 P 1.2

The hypothesis that more DMCCCs than MCCCs would disapprove of the
concept was not supported. In & out of 8 questions, more MCCCs than
DHCCCs disapproved. Tendency to approve or disapprove of the concept

seened more a function of time spent on crew than a function of whether

W W W ——— | e e

the respondent was a MCCC or a DNCCC.

Explanatiqn of Question #4643 Analysis

Question #63 was an open-ended question designed to solicit
canncnts.fron respondents. The comasnts from Question #43 were broken
down intc "generally in favor" and “generally opposed® groups. Each
group was then furthes broken down into smaller groupings based on
phrases and wording which the comments in a group had in common. The

groupings used werms:

Favorable to idear (1) Specifically in favor of limited
maintenance only (drawer R&R, tighten screws, change fuses, etc.).

{2) Implementation of this concept would save resources.

{3) Favorable to idea if MCCMs not called on to do diagnostic
maintenance ("troubleshooting®).

{4) Favorable to idea but there ars problems with iaplementation
that aust be overcosme.

(5) Favorable to idea, but idea is unworkable dus to implementation
probleas.
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{4) MCCMs should be trained in maintenance at s technical school
such as Chanute AFB or Vandenberg AFB.

{(7) Isplementation of this concept would result in less LCC
downtinme.

(8) In order for this idea to work, spare parts would have to be
stored at the LCF or in the LCC.

{(9) Implesentation of this concept would result in improved MCCM
morale.

(10) Implementation of this concept would help to familiarize MCCNs
with their weapon systea.

(11) This is a good idea/ long overdue/ about time/ legalizes what
goes on now.

(12) Maintenance teas workload too great now - this would help
aaintenance out.

(13) Implesentation of this concept would help prepare MCCMs to do
vital maintenance in a wartise environaent (“EWO/post-SI0P
environaent®),

Oppoasd to ldea: (1) Opposed because of the increased
training burden that would be placed on MCCHs by this concept.

{2) Opposed because of the increased evaluation burden that would
be placed on MCCMs by this concept.

{3) Opposed solely, or primarily, bescause of the possibility of
being evaluated by DOV on maintenance tasks, and the consequent possible
hars this aight do the respondent’'s career.

(4) QOperators should not do maintenance and vice-versa,

(5) It is beneath the dignity of a commissioned officer to perform
maintenance.

(6) Being tasked with maintenance duties would degrade MCCMs’
proficiency in their primary duties.

(7) laplementation of this concept would cause MCCMs to spend too
auch extra time in picking up equipment on base, remaving and installing
equipment, consulting with Job Contral, and returning equipment to the
base.

{8) SACMET (the SAC Management Engineering Team) would cut ’ :i;;
maintenance personnel manning. <
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In addition, there were some types of cosments that neither favored

A A 4

nor opposed the concept per se but added insight into thes typeas of

specific probleas that might have to faced in order to isplement the ?ﬂ
concepts fj:
(1) 1§ maintenance personnel inspect MCCM-performed maintenance, 23
then maintenince personnel should just do it in the first place. --d
(2) There could be trouble if enlisted TTB or QCLE personnel are -i}
called upon to train and/or evaluate officer MCCMs. ;;
(3) It would be & waste of resources to dispatch saintenance ;;;
personnel to inspect MCCM-performed maintenance.

{4) Keep maintenance personnel out of the training and evaluation
of MCCMs. Let DOTI and DOV do it.

(5) MCCMs are not picked for their smaintenance aptitude and are not
formally trained in maintenance. Soas MCCMs may simply lack the aptitude
to perfora maintenance.

{6) MCCMs' workload in the LCC is so great that a third crew aesber
should be added to handle the C3 tawks.

(7) MCCMs’' workload in the LCC is so great that 5AC should return

to the old 40-hour, 12~-hours-an, 12-o0éf concept of pre-1978 times. ;
Out of the MCCMs who answered Question #463, 73 made comaents that .}

fell into the “favor”® group, while 138 sade comments that fell into the ;ﬁ
"opposed® qroup. A total of 231 MCCMs answered Question #43, out of a ?j
total of 351 who responded to the questionnaire as a whole (percentage Eéi
equal to 45.8%). ;i
Sub-hypathesis 1C. It was assused that sany of the MCCMs who :E
disapproved of the concept had specific reasons for doing so. ¢ these ;?;
reasons were discovered, an enuperation would have value for any future ;;i
isplemention. The hypothesis was that the most common reasons given by Eié
MCCMs for disapproval of the concept would be those listed above and :;g
discussed below. &
3
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A belief operations & maintenance should not be mixed on principle.
Qut of 158 MCCMs opposed to the concept, 11 responses fell into this
category, for a percentage of 7%, Additionally, Questions #{7 and #3%
also fell into this category (opposed on principle). MCCMs tending to
agree with or strongly agreeing with the statements of these questions
were 38.2% and 59.3%, respectively.

TABLE XI1I
QUESTIONS #17 AND #35 - MCCM RESPONSES

Suestions Answers

A | B R D | E }Totali % D+E
17 4 37 | &6 | 3I4 | 58 | 133 | 328! 9%58.2
#38 t 27 | 64 I 41 I S2 ! 142 ! 326 ! 59.%

The disparity in percentages betwesn Question #63 and Questions #17

and #35 could indicate that although many MCCMs felt this way, amost had

other, stronger reasons faor disapproving of the concept.

A belief it is beneath an officer’'s dignity to perfara azintenance,
Only two MCCNs nmade statements that fell into this category (one SMS
squadron comwander and one SMS squadron executive officer also made such
statesents). This was a percentage of {,3%.

An actual ¢fear of the physical action of doing maintenance. No
MCCMs stated they were afraid "to perfors wmasintenance. 8ix aade
statements to the aeffect that they werw afraid that they aight somehow
break a piecs of equipment and would then have to pay for it. This was a
percentage of only 3.8%. However, this seemed to the researcher to be a
valid issue that would have to be put to rest during any implementation
cf the concept. Saeveral questions in the questionnaire fell into this

area, The answer table for these questions is below.
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TABLE XIII
MCCM FEAR OF PERFORMING MAINTENANCE

Questions Answers
A I B 1 € t D I E {Total! X D+E
016 { S0 t 41 { 31 1 119 | 86 I 327 1 62.7
818 | 92 1 73 | 49 I 64 1 3II 1 328 { 28.7
819 | 48 | 40 | 852 | 108 ! 80 | 328! S7.3
#20 | &9 1 92 1 8% ! 60 | 56 | 328 | 35.4 o
#28 | 60 | B84 | 31 ! S4 I 73 | 322 % 39.4 o
030 ¢ 72 {128 t 82 1 3t ! 42 | 328 I 22.% R
#38 | 33 It 74 | 68 1 B89 | 87 1 38f | S0.1 L
#41 | &6 1 100 1 43 I 70 1 71 | 350 | 40.3 ]
» .
Question #1461 "Once they were propearly trained, crew aembers could v 4;
probably perfors LCC wsaintenanca is well as saintenance personnel do." E;ii?
Percentage agresing, 62.7%. Percentage disagreeing, 27.9%. Most MCCNs S

thought they had the ability/aptitude to perfora saintenance, although

the nearly 28% who disagreed pointed up the need to confront this issue.

Quastion #18: *I would feel better about the idea of capsule crews
perforaing LCC maintenance if 1 knew that maintenance or QC personnel
would inspect the finished work." Percentage agreeing, 28.7%. Percentage
disagreeing, 30.3%. The percentage of NCCMs who did not think the
quality of their wmaintenance would be as good as that perforaed by

saintenance personnel was within 1% of the percentage of MCCMs who

desired that wmaintenance or QCYE personnal check their finished work
(27.9%7 to 28.7%).

Questian #19: "Work done by a maintenance-qualifiesd capsule crew

would not have to be inspected any more often than work done by anybody .fif;
else.” Percentage agreeing, 357.3%., Percentage disagreeing, 28.3%. The 55:%%
percentage opposed, 28.3%, is within the 27,9% to 28.7% range previously jlif}:
s

seen. ST
L
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Question #20¢ “"The quality of maintenance perforased by a capsule
crew would probably NOT be as good as the guality of the saintenance
perforsed by maintenance persennel." Percentage agreeing, 35.4%,
Percentage disagreeing, 49.1%. 15.5% had no opinion. Because of the
construction of the question (ie, agreseing with this statesent seant
disagreemsent with the concept and vice-versa) percentages were ascre
skewed towards opposition. However, the percentage of MCCM respondents
who believed they could perform quality wmaintenance still closely
approached 50%.

Question #28: “I would be uncomfortable knowing that capsule crews
were resoving and replacing equipment in the LCC, whether or not they
were trained and authorized to do so." Percentage agreeing, 39.4%.
Percentage disagreeing, 44.7%. Although the percentage of MCCMs who
thought they could do maintenance had declined relative- to those opposed
over the last two guestions, the former still outnumbered the latter, i{¢
only by slightly over S%,

Question #3031 "“A capsule crew perforaing maintesnance would probably
do & poor job and end up causing even more work for maintenance
personnel.” Percentage agreeing, 22.35%1. Percentage disagreesing, &1.5%.
Possibly some MCCMs perceived the tone of this statement as provocative,
and therefore case to the defense of their profession. The difference in
percentages for this question was the widest of any of this group of
questions,

Question #38: “Removing or replacing a drawer on a command and
control console would be a very different kind of task than anything

else [ do while on alert in the LCC." Percentage agreeing, 50.1%,

82
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Percentage disagreeing, 30.5%. Only a MCCM who had less than one year's

e B o
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tise on crew could truly agree with this statesent, since MNCCMs

perforsed R&R actions on certain LCC electronic equipment drawers in

g
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conjunction with certain procedures perforsed on a roughly annual basis,
In other words, it could reasonably ba assumed that aost NCCMs had
perforaad an RLR action on a drawer at soase point during their time on

crow. The seesesing discrepancy betwesn the percentage agreeing with the

statement and the reality of the situation was interssting. Perhaps some
MCCMs took the question to mean "different than what ! do everyday while
on alert®,

Question #41: "I would be uncomfortable with the idea of perforaing
saintenance such as that described in Question #40, even i{f [ were
authorized and trained to do so." Question #40 described a scenaric in
which the MCCM has a choice of either removing and replacing a bad
drawer that was degrading his LCC's capabilities, or waiting for a
maintenance teas to come out to the LCC. Percentage agreeing, 40.3%.
Percentage disagreeing, 47.4%. As in the previous questions, the
percentage of MCCM respondents who thought they would be capable of
performing quality wmsaintenance was qgreater than the percentage who

thought they were not capable of such actions.

There seempd to be two separate bodies of opinion on the issue of
MCCN capability to perform maintenance. The larger group believed MCCMs iﬂ
could do an adequate job of performing R&R LCC maintenance. The smaller
group disagreed. The existence of the larger group demonstrated that a o
large number of MCCMs believed thay were trainable. The existence of the f?

smaller group demonstrated a definite "people probles.'

. ;;.
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A belisf that MCCMs should perform no more maintenance than other
operations personnel did - especially aircrews, Only five MCCMs made
statements that fell into this category. Since all used almost identical
wording, it could be concluded this was a "buzz-phrase" among some MCCMs

opposed to the concept. The opercentage for this group was 3.2%. This

group did not sess to represent any distinct and significant body of
'ii belief opposed to the concept.

’}{ A fear crews would be aevaluated on maintenance tasks during
k scheduled Standardization Evaluations (see definitions under “DOV*), or
that DOV Evaluator MCCMs would check other MCEMs' work in the LCC. The
fear of aevaluations wmay have been the single greatest reservation that
i!’ MCCMs had about the concept. Fully 52.5X% of Question #463 respondents who
7 opposed the concept (83 out of 158) mentioned fear of amore frequant or
sore intense DOV Evaluations as a factor (or as THE factor) in their
oppesition. Twenty-seven out of 319 MCCMs answered "F" ("Other") to
Question #4642 ("MCCMs who performed LCC maintenance should be evaluated
by..."). Twenty of these 27 wrote "No checks'!” or similar statements.

A fear that increased training would mman decreased time off which

is perceived by MCCMs as being at a premium. Out of 158 responses to

Question #63 that fell into the "opposed” group, 34 (21.5%) mentioned an
increase in time spent in training. These respendents usually stated
that increased training would entail adding an extra day of training to
the aonthly schedule. The consensus was that the extra time would be

taken directly from reqular time off and therefore would not be welcoame.
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TABLE XIV
QUESTION #42

Answers

GROUPS | A B | c | D | E ! Totall % D+E
all MCCH ( 20 ! 49 | 46 | 97 | 134 | 346 §6.8

Mcce { 8 | 25 | 22 | 81 | 87 { 193 | 71.8
pMcce | ? t 20 ! 21 ! 37 | 46 | 138 | 43.0
paT/DAY ! 4 | 13 | 9 t 20 1 39 | 85 | 69.4
> 3 yrs } 4 | 13 | 7 1 29 1| 39 | 92 1| 73.9
{3 yrs | 14 1 33 1 37 1 63 t 94 | 241 | 68.2
Previous ! } H H ! ! }
Maintenance! 1 ! 3 | 8 | 4 | 17 | 70.6
Srand Forks! ) 9 | B8 I 25 | 33 | 8% | 0.0

A fear that an increasing number of maintenance tasks would be
loaded onto MCCMs with the result being that MCCMs would come to be
regarded as maintenance personnel. MCCMs answering this statement were
broken down into several categories to better investigate how attitudes
toward the stateaent aight have been affected by job, time on crew, and
previous maintenance experience, Question #42 directly addressed this
issue - "Once MCCMs were tasked with maintenance, they would be given
aore and more saintenance to do, with the result that MCCMs would
eventudlly be regarded as maintenance personnel.” At least 40% of MCCMs
in all cateqories agreed with this statement. The highest percentage
agreeing was 73.9% of MCCMs with three or more years time on crew. The
lowest was 60% of MCCMs at Grand Forks AFB. The mean was 47.68%.

The categories, ranked by percantage from highest to lowest, were:
MCCMs with three or more years time on crew, 73.9%

All MCCCs, 71.5%

MCCMs with previous maintenance axperience, 70.4%

MCCMs assigned to DOTI or DOV, 49.47

=== 47.6%, the sean ---

All MCCMs, 66.8%

MCCMs with less than three years time on crew, 45,2%

All DMCCCs, 43%
ALL Brand Forks MCCMs, 40%
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Brand Forks MCCMs may have had such a relatively low percentage

because their exposure to the Projesct Teamwork program familiarized thea j
with the concept of MCCMs performing LCC maintenance and thus removed ;
some amisconceptions. Interestingly, the four categories that scored : i:%
dbove the wmean were the categories of wmore experienced MCCMs - the ]

MCCCs, with more time on crew than the populitions of MCCMs as a wholej
the MCCMs with ICBM maintenance experience; the MCCMs with three or meore
years time on crew; the DOTI and DOV MCCMs with their assumed greater

degres of knowledge about the weapon system. The total of MCCMs with.

maintenance experience was only 17 individuals, and with such a small ;,;
- 4
numsber the statistical validity was questionable. .
TABLE XV 3
QUESTION #32 -
D
Answars SRR
BROUPS | A ! B 1t C 1 D I E | Totall % D+E X
all MCCM ! 30 ! 74 | &4 | &7 1 91 | 326 | 48.5 o
MCCC i 22 1 39 | 40 1 41 1 83 1 196 | 48.0 -
DMCCC ! 9 1 36 ! 26 | 26 1 40 ! 139 ! 47,5 -
>3 yrs | 9 1 26 | 19 1 18 | 21 | 93 | 41.9
(3 yrs, ! 20 t 82 | 47 | S0 | 76 i 245 | S1.4
pOT/DOV | S | 18 t 16 1 1S 1 32 | 86 | 54.7
Previous ! ! ! ! ! ! !
Maintenance! 3 | S | s | 1 | 3 | 17 ! 23.8
Grand Forks! 5 | 19 ! 7 4+ 13 1 14 | 58 | 46.6 - 4
A belief that the existing workload is too heavy to allow for ﬂij
maintenance by MCCMs. 0Ff MCCMs who answered Question #43, 1358 were in ﬁff
N
the “"opposed" category, and 100 of these (463.3%) made statements to the ) 3.1
effect that they did not have time to perform maintenance tasks in the {33
3
LCC. Most of these respondents mentioned the recently installed ) {tﬁ
1
C3/AFSATCOM equipment as being a great drain on their tinme, S
o
86 o
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Additionally, Question #32 stated "Capsule crews really don’'t have the
time while out on alert to perform any maintenance® (Table AV).

Only ’tno categories of MCCMs had a greater than 50X agreement
percentage, MCCMs with less than three years on crem (351,.4%), and MCCNs
assigned to DOTI or DOV (54.7%). DOTI and DOV MCCNs often had an
inordinate aamgunt of oaffice work such as lesson plans and evaluation
scripts. These MCCMs often attespted to accomplish some of their work
whilea on alert. Other MCCMs did not share this workload. This bringing
of work out from "the office" to the LCC could probably account for the
percentage of DOTI and DOV personnel who felt overworked on alert. The
overall nmean was 45,261, The ssall percentage (23.5%Z) of MCCMs with
maintenance experience who agreed with the statement demonstrates the
inherent wunreliability of small samsple populations. The adjusted chn
with ¢this ssall group excluded was 48.72; which probably more closely
reflected reality. Only 5% wsore MCCCs than DMCLCs agreed with the
statement, but the percentage of MCCMs with three or more years on crew
who agreed was 10Z less than the percentage of other NCCMs who agreed.
In the *all MCCMs" category, only 48.3% of respondents agreed with this
stateaent.

A +ear that perforaming maintenance would degrade MCCM proficiency

in their primary duties. There were 14 MCCM respondents who answered

Question #63 with statesents that fell into this category (8.84% of

"opposed” respondents). Two other questions, #37 and #39, also addressed -

s ta

2 e
s e
)

this issue., Question #37 stated that: "Performing maintenance and being

trained in wmaintenance tasks would degrade my performance in my primary

duties" (Table XVI).

J I

e
P % e '
PRI PR G B o

b 7 ::._

S
e e et .

......................................................




Dl NI L AL i . el aral syt pial e

™ T T S P L I T T S AR PR NP

TABLE XV!

QUESTION #37

Answars
GROUPS ! A I B | € ! D | E iTotall % D+E
all MCCH | 38 1 @87 ! 39 1 73 | 117 |} 351 i 54.1
MCCC | 18 ) 4B ) 19 1 40 1 69 | 196 | 55,4
DMCCC 1 111 327 201t 29 4 4% !} 139 ! §3.2
> 3 yr ! 9 1 261 10 ¢ $7 1 31 % 93 ! S1.6
A {3 yr ] 201 371 29 1 53 ) B84 3 243 | 56.4
: pov/potT | 4 | 23 | 7 1 161 361 861 60.5
o Previous ! ! ! ! ! ! !
Maintenance! 2} 7 4 4 | S 1 17 ) 41.2
; Grand Forks! 6t 121 9 1 9+ 21 1 58 | 51.7
& TABLE XVII
ii QUESTION #39
Answers
S8ROUPS i A I B 1 C | D t E iTotall % D+E
all MCCM | 30 | 101 ! 47 ! 80 ! 93 | 3851 | 49.3
i MECC | 18 1 52 1 26 | 41t 987 i 196 | §8.6
o DMCCC ! 71 A3t 201 33 34t 139 ! 53,2
- > 3 yr P 10} 261 14 ! 16 1 27 1 93 | 46.2
= {3 yr i 161 701 32! 60 1 4SS ! 243 ! S51.4
® pov/boT ! 4 | 27 ¢ 5 | 231 27 1 86 1 58.1
& Previous | ! ! ! ! | !
] Maintenance! 1! 81 3! 31 21 171 29.4
B 8rand Forks! 51 16 | 91 111 161 88 | 46.6
E In every case wexcept that of the MCCMs with previous maintanance
i; experience, over Si% of the MCCMs in weach category agreed with the
' statesent of GQuestion #37, The percentages were fairly tightly grouped
with a range of 351.7% to 56.4%1 except for DOTI and DOV MCCMs. The 60.5%
agreement percentage for this group could probably be explained by the
large amount of extra material that these MCCMs must learn in order to
be competent Instructors and Evaluators. The percentage of Grand Forks

MCCMs who agreed was comparatively low, although still above 30%.

Question #39 stated that "Performing simplie maintenance tasks while on
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alert would take time away from ay performance of other essential

duties® (Table XVII).

Once again, the percentage for MNCCMs with previocus maintenance
experience was at variance with the range distribution ¢for other
hi catesgories, with 29.4% agreed. The wmean (without MCCMs with previaus
- maintenance experience) was S51.4%. Brand Forks MCCMs were below average

in percentage agreed (46,46%) and only a sinority of Srand Forks MCCMs

agreed with the statesent. An even smaller percentage (46,2X) of MCCHMs
with over three yesars time on crew agreed with the statesent. As in
Questions #32 and @37, MNCCCs agreed with the statement by a higher
percentage than did DMCCCs (55.6% to 53.2%),

A fear that wmore time would be spent on an alert tour because of
saintenance actions. Only three out of 158 Question #43 “opposed”
respondents (1.9%1) wmade commaents that ¢sll into this category. This
snall percentage did not seea to make up a significant enough grouping
of opinion to pose any problem to the implementation of the proposal.

A belief that there would not be enough of a requiresent to perfora

LCC drawer R4R actions to justify the work of setting up the programs.

The fact that only two respondents out of {58 made comments that fell
into this category (1.3%) demonstrates that MCCMs did not see the lack
of such a requiresent as a reason not to iaplement the concept.

A belief that isplementation would cause friction between

operations and wmaintenance personnel. Five respondents out of 158 made

this type of comment (3.2%). MCCMs apparently did not see this as a EﬁS

WAl

reason to oppose implementation. j{-

A belief that imsplementation would seriously damage MCCM morale. -

2
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Thirteen respondents out of 158 made this type of comment (8.2)%. Less

than 10X of "opposed” respondents made this type of comment, which aight
suggest that MCCMs who felt this way wmight have already had morale - ;ﬁ
problems due to other factors. ff

A significant number (approximately 10%) of NCCMs opposed to the
concept would request that a third crewaeaber be added to help with a
recently increased cosmunications workload {due to the recent

installation of AFSATCOM equipment), Fourteen out of 158 “opposed"

.nfvv -
1
ddn 4

respondents to Question #53 made this type of comment, for a percentage jﬁ
of 8.9%. While the conditions of the hypothesis were not met since laess lf
than 104 of respondents wmade this comment, there was a measurable :j
percentage of respondents who +felt this way. This may have been a }J
indication that at least some MCCNs found it hard to cope with the new. ;f
AFSATCOM equipaent. The question of whether or not this was merely a :j
learning curve phenocaenon was outside the scope of this study. ti

At least 3% of MCCMs opposed would state that the old 40-hour alert ;;f
concept should be reinstated. Only one respondent made this type of ::
comaent, possibly because MCCMs on the crew force in {983-1984 did not ?€
remember the 40~hour alerts, which ceased in 1977-78, 2;

A belief that SACMET would cut saintenance manning levels if this ::
proposal were to be implemented. Only one MCCM nmade this type of %i
comaent. Respondents in other categories made this type of comment with :5
more frequency, as will be seen later. As a rule, MCCMs had little ) t—j
contact with SACMET since G5MS squadrons as 2 rule were not subject to Eé
periodic SACMET audits. Possibly, many MCCMs may not have even known of 'E{
the existence of SACMET. o
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TABLE XVIII

SUB-HYPOTHESIS 1D

Quastions Answers
A i B | c | D | E | Total | % D+E
"7 | 7 4 21 | 8 ! 14 | 34 ! 86 | 88,1
#22 + 11t 18 | 7 | 9 1 43 | BS | 41,2
24 1| 0 | 0 | 2 ! 14 | 40 | 56 | 94.4
L ri 2 | 1 | 1 | 3 | 25 | 32 | 87.5
435 | 4 | 18 | 9 1 16 ! 39 | 86 | 64,0
#36 1 3 I 23 | 7 1 18 1 3§ | 86 | b1.6
% A+B
#40 | 23 ¢+ 12 + 12 } 27 | 12 | 86 | 40,7
) Other Total
l A | Answers | Responses ! X A
$60 | 44 |} 42 86 | 51.2
#61 | 41 ) 43 84 ) 47.7
62}V 39 | 44 } 83 ! 47.0

Sub-hypothesis 1D. Tha hypothesis was that MCCMs assigned to

DOTI or DOV would not differ significantly in percentages for and
against the proposal (appraoximately S%). fhc table af questions and
ansn;rs for DOTI/DOV MCCMs is Table XVIII above.

The percentages of DOTI/DOV MCCMs who either tended to agree with
or strongly agreed with sach questions’ statement were compared to the
percentages for all MCCMs answering the same quastions. For Question
917, tne opercentage difference between DOTI/DOV MCCMs and all MCCMs was
1%, For Question #22, the difference expanded to 35.2%, barely in excess
of the hypothesized level. The difference for Question #35 was 4%. For
Question 8346, the difference was 6.9% (61.46% for DOTI/DOV MCCMs vs 54,7%
for all MCCMs}. For (dQuestion #40, the difference was only {,8%, The
differences +for Questiaons #60-62 ("a" answers) were .7%, .B%, and 3.2%,
respectively., For Question #62, 47% of DOTI/DOV respondents answered "a"

coapared to 30.2% of all MCCMs. While the 5.2% difference of Question

@,
L

o




#22 is barely significant, the 6.9% difference of Question 936 should be
examined. This was the "The last thing 1 would want to do on alert would
be to perform asmaintenance" question, 61.2% of DOTI/DQV MCCMs agreed,
against 56X of all MCCMs. This difference could probably be explained by
the DOTI and DOV MCCMs' comparatively heavier workload on alert, which
was discussed previocusly. Although the parameters of the hypothesis were
not atrictly met, it would be safe to say that in general, all MCCMs
tend to have the same opinions in roughly the same percentages,
regardless of what job they do.
TABLE XIX
SUB-HYPOTHESIS 1(E

Questions Answers

A | B | c {+ D | E ITotal | X D+E
#28 1 47 1 23 4 41 | 134 | B3 | 328 | 64.2
#23 1 82 1 46 1 46 ! 108 ) 77 } 327 | 84.0
$29 ! S5 1 462 i 9% ! 84 ! 29 1-322 ! 34,2
931 ! 41 1 85 ! 45 !} 121 | 63 | 325 ! %6.6
#33 1 83 ! 63 I 74 1 102 | 34 | 326 | 41,7

Sub-hypothesis iE. The hypothesis was that NCCMs who

approved of the proposal would do so with the caveats enumerated in
Chapter 2 and broken out below.
A  belief that the Initial Qualification Training given at

Vandenberg AFB to afficers who were in training to become MCCMs should

be extended to include drawer removal and replacement familiarization

training, Six out of 73 respondents to Question #43 who favored the ;liil
concept mentioned this idea, as did four respondents who answered "h" ;23 ;
(*Other") to Question #461. The Question #63 percentage was 8,2Y%. :;;;;

A belief that LCC maintenance by MCCMs should be limited to simple ;{rt-
remcval and replacement of electronic equipment drawers, tightening .:ﬁﬁ:J
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handles and screws, and so on. Out of 73 "in favor” respondents to
Question 8463, 45 or 61.6) made this sort of cosment. It would probably
be safe to say that the idea that maintenance by MCCMs would only be
linitod. to simple drawer R&R tasks and similar siaple actions is assumed
to be a “given® by the majority of MCCM personnel who favor the concept.

A beliet that LCC wmaintenance by MCCMs should only be perforeed
with the approval and active cooperation of Job Control. Only two of the
73 "in favor*® MNCCM respondents to Question #43 aade this type of
coamsent; however, seven wmore MCCMs sade similar statements in the
comments sections of Questions #59-62. It would seem to be intuitively
obvious that Job Control and/or the appropriate saintenance shops at the
wings would be consulted by MCCMs performing any LCC saintenance, since
such over-the-phone or ~by-radio consultations are standard operating
procedures for maintenance teams performaing maintenance in the missile
field.

A belief that implementation of the proposal would save maintenance
resources; principally fuel and maintenance manhours. Nineteen of the 73
*in favor" MCCM respondents to Question #43 made this type of comment
(26%). Additionally, Questions #21, #23, #29, #3i, and #33 addressed
this issue to some degree.

Question #21 stated that "Capsule crews might help to decrease the
maintenance workload if they were tasked with performing some types of
LCC maintenance." Percentage agreeing was 66.2%. Percentage disagreeing
was 21.3%. Comment: Almost 2/3 of MCCMs agree with this general

statement.

Question #23 stated ¢that “Capsule crews could help decrease LCC
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equipsent downtime if they were authorized to remaove and replace certain
equipment drawers in the LCC." Percentage agreeing was 56%. Percentage AT
disagreeing was  30%, Comment: Percentage agreeing was down and
percentage disagreeing was up for this more specific statement. Perhaps

the apprehension of some MCCMs concerning the performance of maintenance

played a part in this increase.

Ll
aa'gais o

Guestion #29 stated that *"1f maintenance personnel weren't always

]

having to remove and replace drawers in the LCC, they could get to the .
more involved wmaintenance sooner." Percentage agreeing was only 34,2%, . G
Percentage disagreeing was 36.3%. The percentage answering that they E
neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement was 29,.5%. Cosment: The ;éf:
relatively equal percentages in all categories suggested that many MCCNMs .;gg
did not feal strongly enough about the subject to express anm opinion. ;;iiz
PR

The relatively equal agree-disagree percentages asade it impossible to
discover a definitive "MCCM attitude” for this statement.

Question #31 stated that °"If capsule crews perforaed some of the

LCC amaintenance, then maintenance opersonnel wouldn't have to make as L"iﬁ
many trips to he LCCs." Percentage agreeing was 56.6%. Percentage -
disagreeing was 29.5%. Comment: There may have been a body of opinion EE
that expressed the idea ¢that MCCMs on alert in the LCC want as few 1

"visitors" as possible. Not having to escort a maintenance teas inside

e
JCRLN St
Vet
ala tar a

the LCC could be one reason some MCCMs would prefer to do their own

paintenance if possible, { ;

Guestion #33 stated that "If capsule crews were maintenance

a2

-
e

S qualified, maintenance resources could be allocated more effectively."”

E

 d Percentage agreeing was 41,7%. Percentage disagresing was 35,6%. lfﬁﬁ
l: - -
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Percentage who neither agreed nor disagreed was 22.7%. Comment: This
stateasnt did not seem to develop a distinctive "MCCM attitude”,
possibly because this subject did not directly impact upon MCCMs in
their everyday duties.

A belief that MCCMs  would not be capable of perforaing
troubleshooting since they had not been trained in wmaintenance
troubleshooting techniques. Only two of the MCCMs who responded to
Question #43 made this type of coament.

A belief that “people probless" associated with isplesentation
would inhibit the practicality of the proposal, A total of 34 MCCM *in
favor® vrespondents to Question #6463 sade this type of comsent (44.6%),
This percentage points up the consciousness among MCCMs that thare are
problems that would have to be dealt with in any implementation of the

. concept, The specific grobless mentioned are all discussed elsewhere in
this chapter, and included but were not limited to fear of perforasing
maintenance, fear that conflicting channels of authority would burden
MCCMs on alert, fear of bacocaing saintenance personnel, and fear of more
evaluations.

A belief that exposure to maintenance would broaden the horizons of
MCCM officers. Only two aof the "in favor® MCCMs of GQuestion #43
aentioned this idea. Both had previous experience in Titan !l
operations,

A belief that exposure to maintenance would result in job
enrichment for MCCMs. This idea was prevalent in the literature. No

MCCMs made comments which fell into this category.

A asasurable percentage (approximately S5%) of MCCMs who approved of

7%

IR TSRS S B R S N Tt T SR S LG S P S L WL S SRR S ] NI NS N P ST TSI S S ST PO P S '
N TN T T e T T e N e e T T e N AT L .

ROC Rl Ml N ~ A . A Ca e
P A N S A S S A A S O TR A S




.............................................

the proposal would suggest that the "40-hour" alert systes used prior to
1978 be reinstated so that one crew would be in the LCC for only 12
hours instead of for 24 hours. One MCCM amade this comsent, for a

percentage value of $.4%, Thus this hypothesis could not be supported.

Once again, it could be that MCCMs on crew in 1983-1984 do not remember ) »w;
the old "40-hour® alert systam. i}
TABLE XX o
QUB-HYPOTHESIS IF “"‘;
Questions Answers Tff
A I B I € D | E _iTotal | % D+ T
#44 T 24 1 10 26 80 1 207 1 347 1 82.7 |

945 1 25 (8 | 24 1 74 1 217 1 348 1 83.6 |
W46 ' 859 | 87 | 49 | 685 | 49 1 349 1 30.4 e
Sub-hypothasis IF. The hypothesis was that approxisately 75% S

of all MCCMs who responded to the survey would answer either "d" ("tend
to' agree”) or “e" (strongly agree®) to Questions #44 and #435. These
questions dealt with MCCM authority to control LCC saintenance while on
alert. Less than 350% would answer "d" or "e" to Question #44, which

dealt with inspection of completed maintenance by maintenance personnel.

The question and answer table for Questions #44-44 is Table XX,

Question #44 stated that "I would be more comfortable with the idea ;55}

of perforsing simple LCC wsaintenance if I had the authority to delay E;i;
performing such maintenance if [ personally thought that scee other duty g;éi
was more important right then." Percentage agreeing was an impressive ilér
82.7%. Percentage disagreeing was 9.8%. ;z;g
Question #435 stated that "I would be more comfortable with the idea i;i;

of performing sisple LCC wmaintenance if clear-cut lines of authority }?Eﬁ
were understood by everybody involved, so that I would not be given E?S:
2

N
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conflicting orders by Job Control; DG agencies, and ey sguadron.,”
Percentage agreeing was 83.4%. Percentage disagreeing was 9.35%,

Question #4646 stated that "I would be more comfortable with the idea
of perforaing sisple LCC maintenrances if the cospleted work that I had
done was always inspected by qualified msaintenance persennel as soon as
possible." Percentage agreeing was 38.4%, Percentage disagreeing was
41.8%. The percentage who neither agreed nor disagreed was 19.8% which
was the highest percentage for answer "c® in this series of three
questions. Less then 40% of MCCM respondents felt that their work would
need inspection as soon as possible. However, only about 42% felt that
their saintenance would nat need fast followup inspection.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 was that MCCMs with either Titan [l operatians
nxpcrionc; or scae type af saintenance experience would oppose the
proposal by 15-20%1 less than other MCCMs because their prov;oul exposure
to maintenance would wsake them less anxious about performing
saintenance. The question and answer tables for MCCMs with previous
saintenance axperience are Tables XXI and XXII.

Far each question, the agreement percentage for MCCMs with previous
saintenance experience was less than 50%, The percentage for all MCCMs
was greater than S0% in & out of 8 cases. The reguirements of the

hypothesis were met for all questions with the exception of Question #1{7

where the difference was only 12,46%. I Question #17 is considered to be
an outlisr, then the tersas of the hypothesis are met. The hypothesis ﬁiﬁ
LS
that MCCMs with previous saintenance experisnce were less likely to be ti:-
V.
opposed to implementation cannot be disproved,. ]
'.:-::j;
=~
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TABLE XXI

MCCMS WITH PREVIOUS MAINTENANCE EXPERIENCE

Quastions Answers

At B | c | D | E_ITotal | % D+E
7 ! 1 4 | g t 2 1 5 1 17 ! 4t,2
822 | 3 | 7 1 2 1 S 4 | 17 | 29.4
#39 | 1 i 7 1t 2 | 4 | S 1t 17 | 41,2
836 | 2 | 4 1 S | 3 | S 1 17 | 35.3

X1 A+B
840 | 1 | S 8 | 3 1 17 1 11.8
Other Total

A__lAnswers! Responses! I A

060 t 5 | 12 } 17 1 29.4

061 1 8 1 12 1 17 1 29.4
9621 5 1 12 1 17 1 29.3

TABLE XXII, which compares the percentages for MCCMs with previous
maintenance experience with the percentages ¢for all MCCMs for the
questions in Table XXI, is shown below. In every case, the percentage of
MCCMs with previous saintenance experience is lower than the percentage

for other MCCMs.

TABLE XXI1
TABLE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BROUPS

Column A Column B
% approved concept X approved concept % Col., A
- all MCCHs = MCCMs w/ prev.anx. - Col, B
$7 1 $3.8 | 41.2 | 12.4
022 | 38.4 | 29.4 | 26,0
038 | 54.8 | 41.2 | 22.6
036 | 54.9 ] 35.3 | 19.2
940 | 39.0 ! 11.8 | 27.2
060 | 51.4 | 29.4 | 22.2
861 | 48.9 | 29.4 1 19.85
862 | 50.3 } 29,4 | 20.9
78
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Hypothesis 3
The hypothesis was that the wmajority of all operations sta¢f

officers (1835 AFSC) and operations senior staff officers (1814 AFSC)
would approve of the proposal {at least S5%). The following table
provides percentages for the relevant questicns. Questions #34 and #40
were not included as those guestions applied to MCCMs only,

TABLE XXIII

(for Hypotheses 3, 3A, and 3C)
OPERATIONS SENIOR STAFF PERSONNEL (1816 AFSC)

Questions Answers

At B! C | D! E iTotal! % A+B | % D+E
#17 1 11 1 16 % 4 1 111 18 1 60 ! 45.0 | 48.3
#22 | 16 1 171 &6 1 94 121 4O ! 955.0 ! 35.0
38 | 12 ! 12} 8 1 11 1 17 1 60 1 40.0 | 46,7

Gther Total

A | Answers! Respaonses| % A
#60 ! 20 | 40 { 0 ! 33,3
461 | 20 | 40 } 60 ! 33.3
862 | 18 | 40 } 58 )} 31.0

TABLE XXIV

OPERATIONS STAFF P:RSONNEL (1833 AFSC)

Questions Answers

A { B I €C t D I E |Tatal! % A+B ! % D+E
#17 t+ 25 1 22 1 13 ! 16 1 28 | 104 | 45.2 | 42.3
#22 | 25 1 28 {11 t t7 1 23 | 104 ! 81,0 ! 38.%
838 1 21 121 16 V12 1 32 | 102 ! 41.2 ! 43.1

Other Total

A | Answers! Responses! % A
960 ! 39 ! &4 | 103 | 37.9
#61 | 34 | 69 ! 103 {! 33.0
#62 | 34 | 62 } 96 | 35.4

The percentage approval rate for operations staff and operations

senior staff exceeded 507 only for Question #22. The conditions of the
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hypothesis were aet only by operations senior staff personnel answering
Question #22 (55X approval). Thus there was no evidence to support this
hypothesis. In practical termss, this aeant ¢that there was less than
sxpected support for the concept among these personnel. The percentages
of “approval" answers for Questions #17, #22, and #3535, and the
“disapproval” percentages for Question #40, #6461, and #462 were nearly
parallel for both groups of respondents. The widest variance was 4.4%,
for GQuestion #60. This demaonstrated a close agreement between the
attitudes of operations staff and senior staféf officers. Although the
conditions of the hypothesis were not amet, tha data showed that
oppesition to the concept was less among these two groups than among
MCCHs.

Sub-hypothesis 3A. The hypothesis was that at least {0% more

of the operations senior stif# respondents wauld apprave of the concept
than would operations staf#é officers. This would tend to support the
idea that the senior sta¢éf officers’ greater breadth of experience would
cause them to favor the proposal by a wider margin. As with Hypothesis
3, the largest differance percentage of agreement between senior staff
and staff officers was only 4.6%, far from the 10% needed to support

this hypothesis, Therefore, no evidence aexists to support this

hypothesis. Only 8 out of 40 operations senior staff officers had any tiéé
ICBM nmaintenance experience (13.3%)., Possibly, brasadth of experience ;3§;
played no part in senior staff attitudes because this group may have had
little breadth of exparience.

Sub-hypothesis 3B, The hypothesis was that at least 201 more

operations senior staff officers with maintenance experience would faver

.
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the idea than would operations senior stafé officers who lacked
saintenance experience. The assuaption was that saintenance experience
would be associated with a greater tendency to faver the proposal. Since
only eight senior staff officers had eaintenance experience, it was
ispossible to prove or disprove this hypothesis due to the high
probhability that eight individuals will not represent the attitudes of a
population with any statistical accuracy. Tables XXV and XXVI, comparing
answers for senior staféf officers with and without maintenance
exparience are shown below.
TABLE XXV
OPERATIONS SENIOR STAFF PERSONNEL WITH MAINTENANCE EXPERIENCE

Questions Answars

A ! B } € } D ! E 1Total! % A+B
17 1 3 P 1 | 1 ! 1 i 2 I 8 | %30.0 .
#22 t 3 .1 2 i O ! 1 | 2 i 8 | 60,0
#3351 3 ] 0 1 1 (I {3 I 8 ! 37.5

Other Total

A | Answers! Responses! X
860 )} 3 ! 3 8 } 37.85
961 ) 3 } 3 8 |} 37.5
062 | 3 | 5 | 8 ! 37.5

TABLE XXvi

OPERATIONS SENIOR STAFF PERSONNEL WITHOUT MAINTENANCE EXPERIENCE

Questions Answers

A | B 1 € 1 D 1t E | Total! X A+B
07 1 8 ! 15 1 3 1 10 1 16 1 82 | 44.2
#22 1 13 ' 185 ' & 1 8 1 10 | 82 | 83,9
#38 ¢ 9 ¢+ 12 | 7 t 10 1 14 | 982 40.4

Dther Total

A__! Answers! Responses! % A
W60 t 17 1 3% ¢ 52 | 32.7
961 1 17 | 3% ! 52 1 32.7
062 1 18 | +- 1 g0 ! 30.0
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l TABLE XXVII
8UB-HYPOTHESIS 3C

E Column A Column B
! % disapproved % disapproved % Col., A
- all NCCMs - all ops stafé - Col., B
[ 07 1 38.2 ! 42.3 ) 15.9
g 822 | 56.0 : 38.5 ! 17.5
35 | 50.0 ! 43.1 ! 16.9
§ #60 I 51.9 ! 37.9 | 14.0
i T 48.5 : 33.0 L 185.5
862 | 50.2 | 335.4 ! 14.8

Sub-hypathesis 3C. The hypothesis was that due to their

relatively recent experience as MCCMs, the operations staff officers

would parallel MCCM feelings about the proposal by within 5%, The

following table demonstrates that this hypothesis could not be
supportn&, based wupon survey responses from operations staff officers T
and from MCCMs. The saallest percentage difference between the two
groups for any question was 14% for Question #40, nearly twice the
hypothesized S%. These results and those of Nypothesis 3 demonstrate
that operations staff officers’ attitudes toward this proposal tend to
parallel the attitudes of senior staff officers and not the attitudes of
MCCMs.

Sub-hypothesis 3D. The hypothesis was that more operations

staff officers who work in the Codes Division (D0?) would favor the
proposal than would operations stafé officers who worked in other DO
agencies such as Plans and Intelligence (D022) and Trainer Operations
(DOTM). This would be because Codes Division officers had more contact

with maintenance.
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TABLE XXVIII
OPERATIONS STAFF OFFICERS ASSIGNED TO CODES DIVISION (D09)

Questions Answers

a4 ! B I C | D ! E iTotal! X A+B
#17 + 10 | 7 | 6 1 4 1t & 1 33 | 58.5
22 1 12 1 10 | 3 1 4 | 4 {33 1 46.7
838 | 9 | S | 8 ! 2 1 B8 {32 ! 43.8

Other Total

A | Answers! Responses! % A
#60 | 9 | 24 ! 33 1 27,3
#61 | 8 | 25 { 33 | 24.2
282 | 8 | 22 | 30 | 26.7

TABLE XXIX

OPERATIONS STAFF NOT ASSIGNED TO CODES DIVISION (D09)

Questions Answars

A | B I € | D ! E | Total! % A+B
#17 1 18 1 1§ 7 1 $2 | 22 | 71 | 42,3
#22 1 13 1 18 1 8 ) 13 | 19 I 7y | 43.7
#35 1 12 1 16 | 8 1 10 | 24 ! 70 | 40.0

Other Total

A_| Answers! Responses! % A
0 1 30 ! 40 | 70 | 42.9
961 1 26 | A4 | 70 | 37.1
862 ! 26 | 40 ! bb | 39,4

The assumsption was that since D09 personnel work with saintenance

personnel on a daily basis, and since a large part of D0O9's work
relationship with MCCMs involves LCC drawer removal and replacesent, 009
officers would be more familiar with maintenance and would therefore be
less apprehensive about the concept. Other operations staét officers
have comparatively little association with maintenance in their work,
and would therefore tend to bhe more apprehensive about the concept. The
above tables desonstrated that for all questions the D09 staff officers

approve of the concept by a greater percentage than did other staff
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officers. The range in differences in percentages varied from 3.8% for
Question #35 ¢to 23% for Question #22, The aean percentage difference
(all questions) was 12.87%, Thus the hypothesis that there was a direct
positive relationship between exposure to maintenance and a2 tendency to
favor the idea of MCCMs performing maintenance could not be disproven.

Sub-hypothesis 3E. The hypothesis was that operations senior

staff and operations staff officers would cite the same reasons as MCCMs
for either favoring or opposing the proposal. In general, this was true,
though the different types of cosments varied in frequency which
reflected the operations staff and senior staff officers’ unique
outlook. An examination of staff and senior staftf officer comments from
Question #43 showed the following comments:

Senior Staff Officer (1816 AFSC) “In Favor® coements:

Minor maintenance (R&R drawers, tighten screws, etc) 0K - 12 out of 19
"in favor", or 63.2%.

Bood idea in principle, but no more DOV evaluations - 4 out of 19, or
21.8%.

Would save maintenance resources - 3 out of 19, or {5.8%.

Bood idea in principle, but MCCMs feel overworked/are overworked now - 3
out of 19, or 15.8%.

Would familiarize MCCMs with the Minuteman weapon systema - 2 out of 19,
or 10,53%,

[t's about time/Should be inmplemented immediately - 2 out of 19, or
10.5%,

Good idea in oprinciple, but MCCMs are overworked and this idea not
needed at all bases - { out of 19, or 5.3%.

Would improve MCCMs’' morale - 1 out of 19, or 5.3%.

Good idea in principle, dut spare parts would have to be pre-positioned
at LCFs or LCCs - { out of 19, or S.3%.

Good idea in principle, but might degrade MCCMs' proficiency in primary
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duties and place increased workload on DOT! and DOV - { out of 19, or
$.3%.

Senior Staff Officer (1816 AFSC) "Opposed" Comments:
NCCMs have no time to perfora maintenance - 8 out of {4, or S50X.

Would place a heavier training burden an the MCCMs - 4 out of 14, or
25%.

Would place a heavier evaluation burden on MCCMs - 3 out of 16, or
18.08%,

Would degrade MCCMs' oproficiency in prisary duties - 3 out of 14, or
18.8%.

Would be beneath officers’ dignity - 1 out of 14, ar 6.3%.
SACNET would cut asaintenance sanning - 1 out of 1é, or 6.3%.
Operators should not do maintenance on principle - 1 out of 14, or 6.3%.

Would cause friction between maintenance and operations personnel
(jurisdictional disputes and "finger~pointing”) - { out of 16, or 6.3%.

MCEMs lack aptituda to perform maintenance - { out of 14, or &,3%.
. Staff Officer (1835 AFBC) "In Favor" Coamentm:

Minor wmaintenance (drawer RLR, tighten screws, etc.) 0K - {0 out of 34,
or 29%.

It's about time/should be imsplemented immediately -7 out of 34, or
20. 6%,

Would conserve maintenance resources - 5 out of 34, or 14,7%.

Bood idea, train MCCMs in maintenance during IQT at Vandenberg - 3 out
of 34, or 8.8%.

Bood idea, but don't evaluate amintenance tasks - 4 out of 34, or 11.8%.

Good idea, but there would be “people problems” during and after
implementation - 4 out of 34, or 11.8%.

Bood idea, but SACMET will try to cut maintenance manning - { out of 34,
or 2.9%.

Sood idea, would improve MCCM morale - 1| out of 34, or 2,9%.

Sood idea, but not all MCCMs may be capable of performing maintenance
tasks - | out of 34, or 2.9%.
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Staff OQfficer (1835 AFSC) “Opposed” Comments:

MCCMs do not have time to perform LCC maintenance - 16 out of 27, or
59.3%.

Would place a heavier training burden on the MCCMs - 4 out of 27, or
14.8%.

Would place a heavier evaluation burden on the MCCMs - 4 out of 27, or
14.8%.

Would degrade MCCMs’' proficiency in their primary duties - 3 out of 27,
or 1%,

Beneath an officer’s dignity - 2 out of 27, or 7.4%.

Operators should not do maintenance on principle - 2 out of 27, ar 7.4%.
Aircrews do not perform maintenance, therefore MCUMs shouldn't either - o]
2 out of 27, or 7.4%. o
Nould lower MCCMs' marale - 2 out of 27, or 7.4%. "
Not enough drawer R&R goes on to justify implementation - 2 out of 27, ,f K
or 7.4%. ,;l
SACMET would cut maintenance manning - 1 out of 27, or 3.7%. :::
MCCMs are so overworked that a third crew member should be added just to fﬂﬁ
handle the C> workload - 1 out of 27, or 3.7X. A
O
MCCMs do not need ancther area to be evaluated in ~ 1 out of 27, or i}ﬁ
3.7%, —
Would place an increased burden on DOTI and DOV - ! out af 27, aor 3.7%. '}i
Too wmany MCCMs could not perform maintenance tasks competently - 1 out '?
Q‘ 27, 3-71- L
Hypathesis 4 S
The hypothesis was that the wmajority of Missile Maintenance ‘S
Officers (31XX AFSCs) would favor the proposal, specifically, at least e
-y
S3% of these officers would favor the proposal. The question and answer .
table for the hypothesis is Table XXX below: 35
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TABLE XXX
ALL MISSILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS ]
Questions Answers s
A_t B t+ € + D ¢ E ! Total! % A+B o)
#17. 1 St 1 82 1 22 t 27 1 17 | 169 | 1.0 e
#22 1 S5t 85 ! 22 { 17 I 18 ! 170 1 64.7 e
35 1 47 t 48 1 27 | 22 ! 21 1 168 | §56.6 -
Other Total
A_| Answers! Responses! % A
60 | 27 ¢ 141 1 148 ! 16,1
461 1 24 1| 144 | 148 1 14,3 .
062 | 21 | 140 I 161 i 13.0 -

For GQuestions #17, #22, and #35, the percentages of respondents who
disagreed with the statesents (and therefore approved of the concept of
MCCMs performing LCC maintenance) was greater than 33X in each case. For

Questions B60-962, only 146.1%, 14,327, and 13%, respectively, of

raspondents believed that MCCMs should not perfors LCC maintenance.
Thus, Hypothesis 4 could not be disproven,

Sub-hypothesis 4A. The hypothesis was that Missile

Maintenance Officers with ICBM operations experience would tend to favor
the proposal by a opercentage of at least 151 more than would other

Missile Maintenance Officers.

TABLE XXXI

MISSILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS WITH ICBM QPERATIONS EXPERIENCE

Questions Answers N
A 1 B ! € ! D ! E ! Total! % A+B L

#17 ¢ 37 1 27 1 bt 18 t 8 I 96 ! &b.7 o
#22 } 37+ 30 9 !+ 11 VB 1 9% 1 70,0 T
#35 1 33 4 26 4 11 b 1y v 1 1 94 4 2.8 .o
Other Total o

A_!| Answers! Responses! % A e

#60 ¢+ 14 | 82 ; 94 i 14,6 -
#61 ' 11+ B85 1 96 P 11,5 o
#62 ! 11 ! 82 | 93 1 10.4 -
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TABLE XXX11

MISSILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS WITHOUT ICBM OPERATIONS EXPERIENCE

p

- Questions Answers

At B !t € 1 D ! E ! Total! % A+B
#17 | 13 1 26 I 16 1 9 { 9 { 73 | 53.4
$22 1 19 1 26 1 14 1 & 1 9 | 74 | 0.8
#35 f 18 { 23 1 15 {1 10 t 1 I 74 | S51.4

Other Total
A | Answers! Responses! X A

860 { 13 | 59 ! 72 1 18.1
861 1 11 1 61 ! 72 ! 18,3
862 | 9 1 S1 } 48 } 13.2

TABLE XXXIII

TABLE OF COMPARISON

Coluan A Column B
% approved % approved % Col. A
- w/ axper, - w/0 exper. - Col, B
"7 | bb4.7 ! 53.4 ! 13,3
022 | 70.0 } 50,8 } 9.2
#35 | 2.8 ! 51.4 ! 11.4
860 | 14,6 { 18.1 | 3.5
861 | 11.5 | 19,3 ! 3.8
#62 | 10.4 ! 13.2 ! 2.8

As can be seen from the above tables, at no time was there a

difference of at least 13% in the approval percentages of the two
groups. Therefore Sub-hypothesis 4A could not be supported from survey

data. However, for Questions #17, #22, and #33, the approval percentages

for respondants with operations experience exceeded the same percentages E?ES
far respondents without such aexperience by a minimum of 9.2%. For i;:
Questions #460-#62 the percentage cof respondents who answered that MCCMs :?ia
should not perform LCC maintenance was always greater for respondents : é;ii

without operations aeaxperiance by a aminiaum of 2.8%. Therefore it was




possible to state that although the technical conditions of the
hypothesis were not met, the oprobability that Missile Maintenance
Officers with [ICBM operations experience were slightly more inclined to
tfavor the idea than were other Missile Maintenance Officers could not be
discounted.

Sub-hypothesis 4B. The hypothesis was that asore Missile

Maintenance OQOfficers in grades Second Lisutenant to Captain would
disapprove of the proposal than would Missile Maintenance Officers in
grades Major to Colonel by approxisately 10%. The assumption was that

the difference could be attributed to the idea that the more senior

officers would have a greater breadth of experisnce than the more junior
officers, and that this would increase the tendency to approve of the
proposal. The question and answer tables for the two groups are shown
below: |
TABLE XXXIV
MISSILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS, SECOND LIEUTENANT TO CAPTAIN

Questions Answers
A} B | £ ! D | E | Totall % D+E
#17 1 27 V 46 4 18 1 19 1 13 i 123 | 26.0
#22 4 34 1 A3 1 20 4 14 1 12 1 123 1 21.1
#35 ¢ 26 1 39 1 23 1 14 t 17 1 121} 27.3
Other Total .
A | Angwers! Responses! % A .
#60 | 23 |} 58 ) 121 | 19.0 o
#61 4 18 1 10§ : 121 ! 14,9 -
462 | 18 | 97 ' 118 y 18.7 A
R
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TABLE XXXV

MISSILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS, MAJOR TO COLONEL

Questions Answers
At B I € I D | E ! Total! % D+E
#17 ¢+ 26 t 7 I 3 I 9 I 3 i 48 ! 25.0
#22 ¢ 24 1 13 ! 3 | 3 I S 1 48 | 16.7
#35 { 23 t 10 { 4 1 & 1 4 1 47 | 21,3
Other Total
= A | Answers! Responses! % A
F #60 1 4 1 44 | 48 1 8.3
#61 1 4 | 44 | 48 ! 8.3
- #62 1 2 | 46 | 48 | 4.2
The disapproval rate for Lieutenants and Captains exceeded the rate

for Majors through Colonels by 10X or aore on only two of the six

questions (10.7% for 860 and 11.3% +for #62). For Question #17, the
difference was only 1X. The nmean percentage difference was 6.7%.
_Therefore the hypothesis could not be lupporgnd from survey data. The
second half of this hypothesis was that Lisutenants and Captains with
ICBM operations experience would favor the proposal by approxisately
7%, again dus to their relatively greater breadth of experiencs.

TABLE XXXVI

MISSBILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS, LIEUTENANTE & CAPTAINS,
WITH OPERATIONS EXPERIENCE

Questions Answers

A ! B + € ! D | E | Taotali % A+B
#17 ¢ 14 | 20 ! 4 !t 12 | 5 | 88 | 61.8%
#22 ¢+ 146 V19 1 & 9 1 & | S5 | 43,62
#3I8 ¢+ 13 7 4 7 9 + 8 | 84 | 54,0%

Other Total

A | Answers! Responses! % Not A
#6460 ¢ 12 | 43 ! 58 i 78.2%
#61 ¢+ 10 | AS ' 55 i 81.8%
#62 ! 10 42 } 92 \ B80.8%
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For GQuestions #60-4#62, the percentige of respondents who did not
] choose answer "a" ("N/A, capsule craws should not perfora maintenance."®)
i was gqreater than 67% in each case. The ainisum was 78.2% for Question
5 #60. For Questions #17, #22, and #3357 the percentages disagreeing with
ii the stateaents were 461.8%, 63.6%, and 56%, respectively. Five of the six
percentages approached or excesded 67%1; therefore the hypothesis that
junior Missile Maintenance Officers with ICBM operations experience
E:i would approve the concept by approximately 67% could naot be discounted.

The approval and “nat a’" percentages for these questions for all
: ) junior Missile Maintenance Officers were 89.4%, 62.46%, S3.7%, 81%,
86.8%4, and B84.4%1, respectively. The first three percentages were less
than those for officers with operations experience; the last three
percentages were greater. The importance, if any, of these differences
in po?clntaoos between the two groups could not be deteranined froms
survey data and is probably a fairly sinor issue,

Sub-hypothesis  4C, The sub-hypothesis was that Miseile

Maintenance Qfficer respondents to Question #63 would tend to make the
sane types of comments as MCCMs, operations staff, and ocperations senior
staft officers made. Further, at least 10% of Missile Maintenance
Officers who disapproved of the proposal would cite as a justification
for disapproval a fear that MCCMs would not be capable of performing an
acceptable level of quality maintenance. Out of B3I comments, 47 or 80.7%
were "in favor" of the concept of MCCMs performing limited LCC
saintenance. The listings of the comments of Missile Maintenance
Officers respondents, both $for and against the proposal, are discussed

at length on the following pages:
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L
Missile Maintenance Officers "In Favor” Comsents:
l Rinor maintenance such as drawar R4R is OK - 52 out of 67, or 77.6%.
Long overdue/Iaplement immediately - 14 out of 67, or 20.9%.
:% Would save saintenance resources - 13 out of 47, or 19.4%,
._ B8ood idea but there are probleas with it - 8 out of 67, or 11.9%,
3 ~ SACMET would cut saintenance manning - {
~ aight degrade MCCMs' proficiency in primary duties - |
~ aight be probleas if enlisteds inspect MCCMs’' LCC maintenance - 1|
~ other (not explained) - 8
Ei Good idea in principle, but “"people probleas” would hinder or praveant
successful iaplementation - 4 out of &7, or &X.
8ive NCCMs saintenance training at Vandenbarg or Chanute - 3 out of 47,
or 4.5%.
.- Would lessen LCC downtime - 3 out of 467, or 4.5%,

Would familiarize MCCHs with weapon system -~ 3 out of 67, or 4,.5%.
o §ood idea, but don't dispatch maintenance personnel to an LCC solely to
inspect

MCCMs ' saintenance - 3 out of 67, or 4.5%,
Good idea, but MCCMs do not neesd more evaluations - 2 out of 47, or 3%,

Good idea, but not all MCCMNs have aptitude to perform maintenance - 2
out of 47, or 3%.

> T ." .
AR LRI A

i} Each of the following comments was made by one individuala

~ - MCCNs would need advice from Job Control

e - if saintenance personne]l inspect NCCMs’' LCC wmaintenance, then

- saintenance personnel shauld do the maintenance in the first place

E‘ - lack of spare parts is amore relevant than any lack of maintanance

e personnel

Ll - good idea because LCC maintenance at my base is more than ay personnel

3 can keep up with

;j - keep eonlisted personnel out of MCCM training and evaluations because

e enlistad personnel should not evaluate officers

3 ,
o Missile Maintenance Officer “"Opposad” Comments: 5
(% jj
t{ Not snough of a need to justify implementation - & out of 16, or 37.5%. I;
v N
o Would increase the training burden on MCCMs - 4 out of 14, or 25X%. -3
D -
- Would increase the evaluation burden on NMCCMs - 4 out of 14, or 25X%. N
i R
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? Operators should not perform maintenance on principle - 4 out of 16, or
. 25%.

. Would cause too wmuch ¢ricticn Dbetwsen waaintenance and operations
personnel - 4 out of 16, or 25%.

Ei NCCMs do not have time during alerts to do saintenance - 3 out of 16, or e
|| 18,81, -

Y §
»

Would cause an increased burden on TTB and QGCLE - 2 out of 16, or 12.5%.

Lack of spare parts aore relevant than any lack of saintenance personnel
- 2 out of 16, or 12,.5%.

MCCMs amight lack aptitude to perfors amaintenance - 2 out of 16, or
12.5%.

Each of the following cosments was made by one individuals e
- would degrade NCCMs’' proficiency in their prisary duties L
b - MCCNs do not need more things to be evaluated on
O = if wsaintenance personnel have to inspect NCCMs' saintenance, then
ssintenance personnel should do it in the first place
- don't dispatch wmaintenance teamas to an LCC just to inspect MCCNs’
aaintenance
il In general, the above comsents were sisilar to those sade by
operations personnel. BSome specific comments were nade more often by
this group than by othars, and soas comments were sade less oéten. The
I' percentage of ‘“cpposed® comsents that aentioned the idea that MCCMs may
not be capable of perforeing maintenance was only 12.5% (2 out 14

respondents). Therefore, the conditions for both parts af the hypothesis

y: were satisfied. The hypothesis could not be disproved from survey data. -
EI The iaplications are discussed in Chapter 1V, ;i
;f Hypothesis S %;
~f The hypothesis was that a sajority (approximately S5%) of enlisted if
ﬁ? saintenance supervisors would favor the proposal. The gquestion and .;
T:f answer table for this hypothesis (Table XXXVII) {s shown below: :;
) iy
Z 3
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TABLE XXXVII

COMBINED ENLISTED SUPERVISOR RESPONSES (ALL AFSCs, 7- & 9-LEVEL)

Question Answars

A | B | cC | D | E | Total | % A+B
M7 i 76 | 96 1 42 I A7 | 87 1 318 | S54.1%
#22 | 109 | 98 ! 39 t 3& 1 34 1 316 | 635.3
838 | 9¢ | 968 { 3% { 37 | 42 | 307 | 41,6

Other Total
} A | Answers | Responses ! X A | % not A

#60 | 68 ! 250 } 313 | 20.6 | 79.4
861 | 50 | 264 | 314 | 15.9 | 84.1
862 | 42 | 233 } 297 | 14.1 | 85.9

The only approval percentage out of the six questions that was less
than 355X was the 34,1% for Question #17. Thus the hypothesis could not
be disproven.

Sub-hypothesis 3A. The hypothesis was that 31467X parsonnel

(EMT and E-Lab technician supervisors) would approve of the concept by
approximately 67%. The assusption was that this would be due to a
perceived lessening of the 3147X workload by the 3I167) parsonnel. The

question and answer table for the hypothesis is shown below in Table

XXXVIII
TABLE XXXVII1l
ENLISTED SUPERVISORS - 3I147X AFSCS

Question Answers

A ! B | c ! D | E | Total | % A+B
$17 | 42 + 82 1 21 1 {7 & 12 | 144 | 65,3
222 | 56 + 92 { 20 | 6 | 10 ' 144 | 75,0
#35 | 48 | S8 { 20 | 7 4 10 1 140 | 73.4

Other Total
! A__!| Answers ! Responses ! ¥ A ! % not A
#60 ! 18 ¢ 125 ] 143 i 12.6 1 87.4
861 ! 13 ¢ 130 i 143 P 9.1 ) 90.9
962 | 10 ¢ 131 { 141 ! 7.1t 92.9
94
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The approval percentage for Question #17, at 43.3X, was the only
approval percentage that was less than 47%. The percantages for
Questions #61 and 862 exceeded 90%, demonstrating strong support for the
concept amsong this group. The hypothesis could not be disproven.

Sub-hypothesis SB. The hypothesis was that a majority of

44370 enlisted supervisors (approximately 551) would tend to be neutral
concerning the proposal. The assumption was that this would be due to a
perception by these personnel that drawer rescval and replacesent wauld
be of only peripheral value for the type of heavy maintenance they

perforsed. The question =2nd answer table for the hypothesis is shown

below.
TABLE XXXIX
ENLISTED SUPERVISORS - 44370 AFSC .
Quastion Answers
Al B! C1! DI E iTotall %X A+Bl % D+EI % C
017 1 131 17 | 14 | 18 | 28 1 B4 | 35.7 | S4.8 | 1&.7
22 1 20 ! 22 1 13! 17 | 121 @4 ! 80.0 ! 34.3 ! 15.%
#35 1 14 1 20 1 13 ! 14 1 181 79 | 43.0 ! 40.5 ! 14.5
Other Total
! A | Answers ! Risgonoos XA | % not A

#60 | 24 | 38 } | 29.3 | 70.7

86 | 18 | b4 ! ag ! 22,0 | 78.0

862 16 | a1 ] 77 | 20.8 1 79.2

In no case did the percentage of respondents answering “c*
("Neither agree nor disagree with this statement”) exceed 1(7%. Therefore
the conditions of the hypothesis were not met, and the hypothesis could
not be supported with survey data. It was possible that there was no
firm attitude among respondents concerning the concept of MCCMs

perfaorming LCC weaintenance. For example, a wmajority (54.8%) of
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respondents agreed with the statement of Question #17, 50X disagreed
:l with the statesent of Question 922, and there was no clear-cut majority
for Question #35., However, when offered a clear chance to reject the

concept in GQuestions #460-862, answer *a", a saxiaum of 29.3%1 chase

answer "a". This demonstrated that most 44370 supervisors did not ¢irmly
rejact the concept of MCCMs perforaing LCC maintenance.

Sub-hypothesis SC. The hypothesis was that approximately 20%

more 9-level senior enlisted supervisors (314699, 44399, 99401 AFBCs)
would favor the proposal then would 3167Xs and 44570s. The assumption
was that the relatively greater breadth of experience, time in ICBM
maintenance, and nore timae spent in associating with operations
personnel over the years would be associated with a greater tendency to
favor the proposal. The question and answer gablol for the hypothesis
are ;houn below,
TABLE XL
SENIOR ENLISTED SUPERVISORS ("9-LEVEL")

Questions Answers
A I B ! € I D 1 E | Total | % A+B
#17 ¢+ 22 { 28 1 @ 1 13 | 19 { 90 | §§.é
#22 | 33 ¢ 28 {1 & t 13 t 12 89 | &%.2
035 ¢} 29 1 24 1 6 | 16 1 14 | B89 | 59.4
Other Total T
A | Answers | Responses ! % A % _not A AR
060 1 23 | 47 | 90 | 25.6 1| 74.4 e
061 1 19 | 70 | 89 1 21.4 | 78.7 OMR
"
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TABLE XLI
COMPARATIVE "APPROVAL" PERCENTABES FOR 9-LEVELS, 3147X, & 443570
Questions % A+B Answers % not A Answers
9-1vll 3167X1 44570 9-1vl| 3167%1 44570
817 t 35.6 ! 65.3 | 38.7 860 | 74,4 | B7.4 ! 70.7

#22 | 68.2 ! 75.0 ! 80.0 861 | 78.7 | 90.9 | 78.0
38 | 59.6 1 73.4 | 43.0 #62 | 80.8 ! 92.9 | 79.2

The table immediately above demonstrated that rather than exceeding
the “approval" percentages for the 7-level AFSCs, the 9-level
percentages fell between the 44570 and the 31467X percentages in every
case. For every question, the 9-level percentage was greater than the
44570 percentage (a maximum of 19.9% greater, at Queation #17) and the
9-lavel percantage was less than the 31467X percentage. Thersfore it was
concluded that the hypothesis could not be supported from survey data.
The above table desonstrated that a tendency to approve of the concept
of MCCMs perforeaing LCC wmaintenance was wsore a function of where an
individual worked or of AFSC than a function of breadth of sxperience
Hypothesis &

The hypothesis was that of all respondents in every category for
Question #39, amore would choose answer "g" (“No inspection is necessary
if the equipment works properly.,") than would choose any other answer.
The assumption was that there would be a genaral belief, common to all
categories of respondents, that MNCCMs would perfaorm the same lavel of
"quality maintenance” on a drawer R4R task as a regular saintenance teaa
would, It was further assumed that supporting evidence for the
hypathesis would be that over 50% of respondents would choose answer "a*
or "b" for Questions #18, #20, #30, and #34; and that over 30% of

respondents would choose answer *d" or "e" for Questions #146 and #19,
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These questions all pertained to MCCMs’ ability to perform maintenance.

The table below shows GQuestion #3539 answer "g" as a percentage of the

P total nuaber answering for each group.
TABLE XLI. i
h' QUESTION #5859 - ALL RESPONDENTS .
e Other Total -
. Groups { ] | Answers | Responses | X 8 s
o MCCMs 1129 ¢ 198 | 324 | 39.8 o
. Operations! ! ] ]
; Senior ] 20 | 31 ! 59 | 47.5
Staff } } ! !
. Operations! { | |
3 Statsf ! 54 | 47 | 101 ! 83.8
g Junior ! | ] !
31XX | 47 | 69 1| 116 ] 40,8
Senior | ! ! !
31X% 22 | 22 | 44 ] 50.0
9=-1evel i 87 1 83 | 140 40.7
3167X i 34 | 54 1 a8 38.4
44870 } 17 1 84 | 81 1 21.0
TABLE XLII? :
QUEBTION #359 e
Answers -2y
“g* ) _:
B! C1 DI 1 F ! B8 | H IREBT? N
all MCCM ! 44 ! 19 1 O ! 11 | 44 | 129 | 47 | Y n;@
DoTi/pov | 9t 41 o0} 3130 1 42 1 134 ¥ BN
36 sonths! 11 | 4 1 0 | &\ 161 321 13 1 ¥ -
Operations! ] ! ! ! | ! ! Dk
Senior ¢! 84 74t 01 1Y 3t 28¢ B8 Y .
Staft | 1 | | ! | ! | 3
Operations! | ! ! ! [ ! ! A
Btaf¢ 1 S 1 81 11 81111 54114 Y g
Junior ! H H ! ! ! ! ! )
31xx b7 1121 S 31151 4712 1 Y o
Senior ! ! ! ] ! ! ! ! S
31xX P 3t 1 0 1 221185y SN
9-Level 1 24 91 41 21 13 344 211 Y O
3167Y% ! 4 1161 At 4} 12 57 1 38 ¥ -XA
44570 P 31200 11 118 17 L 140 N -
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Table XLIII above shows the number of individuals for sach answer
of Question #39 by group. The right-hand colusn asks whether that group ;;
chose answer "g" aore than any other answer.

Every group except the 44570 group chose answer "g" asore than any .
other answer. The 445708 chose answer "c* aost frequently, answer *¢* 24
the next amost frequently, and then answer "Q". The seanings of esach

answer are examined later in this chapter. Since not all groups chase

answer “g" wmaore than any other answer, the technical conditions of the o
hypothesis were not aet. However, since all but one group chaose answer if;
"9" aore often than any other answer, it could be argued that there is a }i;
definite body of opinion, distributed through all groups of respondents, s

that MCCMs could perfora “quality saintenance."
TABLE XLIV

RESPONDENTS APPROVING

D+E A+B D+E A+B A+B A+B A+B

#6818 #19  #20 928 830 #34 -~
all MCCH | 62.7 | S50.3 | 87.3 | 49,1 | 44.7 ! 1.5 | 45.5 13
Operations! ! | ! { { f ;;
Seniar | 61.0 | 38.3 ! 60.0 ! S56.7 ! 50.0 | 73.3 | S1.7 —
Sta¢+ | | ] | ] } ! R
Operations! ! ! | | ! ! L
Staff P 71.9 | 37.9 ! 62,5 ! S5B.7 | 40.4 ! 76.5 i 53.9 -
Junior | | | ! | | ! -
31X ! 63.8 | 30.8 ! b4.1 | 51,3 1 LA.7 ) 64,7 85,7 -
Senior i i { ' H ! !
313X ! 65.2 | 35.6 1 71.7 | 58,7 | 78.6 | 80,0 ! 46.7 g
9'L.V.l : 73.6 ‘ 33.3 ' ﬁe-e ! 59-3 ‘ 73.0 l 7703 : 63-1 .
3167X | 60.0 | 38.2 | S$8.9 | S4.4 | 62.9 | 61.1 | S54.4 N
44370 | 48.2 | 24.1 | 48.8 | 37.4 | 5,1 | S1.9 1 27.9 .
The second half of the hypothasis was that over 50X of respondents ;-
would choose answers for Questions #1646, #18-420, #28, #30, and #34 that f
seant approval of the concept. For Question #16 and #19 this meant that
over SO0X of respondents would choose either answer “d" or answer "e". fi
.'.‘_
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For the resainder of the questions, over 50X of the respondents would
choose either answer “a” or answer "b*, The question and answer tadle
for the hypothesis is shawn below, followed by an explanation of the
data.

Question #14 stated that “"Once they were properly trained, crew
sembers could probably perform LCC maintenance as well as saintenance
crems do." At least 60X of weach group agreed, with the exception of
443708 where 48.2% agreed. The small percentage for 44370s could have
been due to the nature of the heavy saintenance that this group
perforaed; it amay have been hard for 443708 to visualize MCCMs
performing such maintenance while on alert,

Suestion #18 stated that "I would feel better about the idea of
capsule crews perforaing LCC maintenance if [ knew that maintenance or
GC personnel would inspect the finished work." MCCMs were the only group
that had a wmajority in dliaqrnonlnt‘nith this statement. In all ather
groups, a larger percentage desired that MCCMs’' aaintenance be inspected
at some future time. This result seeasd to challange the idea that the
groups have confidence that MCCMs could perfaora competent aaintenance.
In light of the percentage responsas to Question #19, the percentages
for Quastion #18 were enigmatic.

Question #19 stated that “"Werk done by a maintenance-qualified
capsule crew would not have to be inspected any more often than work
done by anybody else.” In every group except the 44570s, at least 607% of
respondents agreed with this statesment. The 44570 percentage was 48,8%,
possibly for the reasons suggested earlier. The wide “approval"

percentage difference between Questions #1B and #19 may have been due to
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the phrase ‘“maintenance-qualified capsule crew” {n Question #19. Some

respondents agreeing with the statesent in Question #18 may have sade ;i;
the assumption that Question #18 was referring to non-qualifiesd MCCs, ;éi
and therefore aqgreed with the idea that saintenance by non-qualified Eﬁﬁ
personnel should always be inspected. ;fi

Question #20 stated that “The quality of maintenance perforased by

capsule crews would probably NOT be as good as the quality of the
saintenance perforsed by aaintenance personnel." 49.1% of MCCMs and -
37.4% of 443708 disagreed with this statesent; in all other groups at
least 3S1% disagreed. The fact that less than S0X of MCCMs disagreed
correlated with the fact that a sajority of MCCNs disapproved of the
concept of MCCMs perforeing LCC maintenance.

Question #28 stated that "I would be uncomfortable knowing that

capsule crews were removing and replacing equipment in the LCC, whether i
or not they were trained and authorized to do so.” Only 44,7% af MCCMs iE;
disagreed with this statesent, possibly because a aajority of MCCMs E;ﬂ
disapproved of the concept. In all other groups a majority disagreed Eif
with the statement. S5% of 44570s disagreed, 75.4% of field grade 31XXs 1
disagreed, and 781 of 9-level ernlisted senior supervisors disagreed. Zif
Most respondents seemed amore coafortable with the concept when the ::j
phrase "trained and authorized” was usead. ;53
Guestion #30 stated ¢that "A capsule crew performing maintenance ;ﬁg
would probably do a poar job and end up causing even more work for ;‘g
saintenance personnel.” A weajority of all groups disagreed with this ]

statesent., The smallest majority was 51.9% for 44570s, The largest was e

BOX for field grade Missile Maintenance Officers (the largest percentage
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= for the entire hypothesis). This response could be seen as strong
h support for the idea that maost personnel would have contidence in the
quality of NCCM-performed LCC maintenanca.

= Question 934 stated that "If capsule crews replaced certain drawers

in equipment racks, a weandatory inspection by qualified saintenance
personnal should always follow." 45.5% of MNWCCMs and 27.9% of 44570s
disagresd with this statesent; in all other groups at least Si%
disagreed.

All groups aexcept for MCCMs and 445708 had & questions with
parcentages greater than 30X, and oane with percentages less than 302
(Question #18). MCCMs had 4 questions with percentages greater than 50%,
and three with less than 350%Z, 443708 had only two questions with
percentages greater than 350X (#28 and #30) and five with percentages

-

less than 30%.
: The conditions of thes hypothesis, that no “approval® percentages
would be 1less than 350X, were not satisfied} tharefore the hypothesis
could not be supported from survey data. However, the responses showed

that with the wexception of 44370s, whose work would be only slightly

impacted by an implementation of the concept, and of MCCMs, a majority Ef;

of whos disapproved of the concept, there was strong support for B
inplementation and confidence in MCCM ability to do good maintenance. ) :
Hypothaesis & was the last formal hypothesis. The following data is fi;
included for purposes of intergroup comparisons, ; i
The question and answer table for DOTI/DOV MCCM responses to | ;f{
Questions #24, 925, #26, and #27 which was shown earlier in this chapter . i:f

is reprinted below, so that tha responses could be compared to those of
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other groups of respondents. Questions #24 and #25 were addressed only

to DOTI and DOV MCCMs and to TTB and QCLE personnel. Question #24 stated

that "The training of capsule crews in saintenance tasks would probably
ispose a greater warkload on ay work center.” Question #25 stated that
h "The inspection and evaluation of capsule crews who parforsed LCC
saintenance tasks would probably ispose a greater workload on ay work

center.* Question #26 stated that "The training of capsule craws who

perforsed LCC maintenance could impose a burden on wing training
functions that would be all out of proportion to any possible gains that
aight result ¢from such a progras, at least in the short tera.” Question
#27 stated that °*The evaluation of capsule craws who perforsed LCC
saintenance could impose & burden on wing evaluation functions that
would be all out of proportion to any possible gains that might result
fros such a broqran. at least in the short tlr;.' Comparison of the
percentages of respondents in each group who agreed with the statements
showed significant differences of opinion between operations and
saintenance personnel on the topics presented by these questions. The

spplicable tables are Tables XLV through LII below:

TABLE XLV
DOTI AND DOV MCCM

Questions Answars
A B | c ! D | E | Total ! X D+E
824 ¢ 0 !} 0 | 2 | 14 | 40 | 56 | 94.4 .
428 | 2 | 1 | ) W | 3 1 25 32 {+ 87.3 .
226 ¢ 4 | 13 ! 8 | 14 | 46 | 8% ! 70.6 i
#27 1 3 t 10§ 12} 14 | A4 | 83 | 49.9 y
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TABLE XLVI
TTB AND QCLE PERSONNEL

Questions Answers

A | B ! C | D | E !} Total | % D+E
#24 | 1 | 0 | s + 9 1 9 | 24 | bb6.7
925 | 2 | 4 | 5 1+ 8 1 8 1 27 1 59,3
#26 | 3 t 11t 19 {9 I 9 51 | 35.3
#27 |+ 4 ) 16 ) 16 4 7 I 8 | 81 + 23.5

TABLE XLVII
MCCMS NOT ASSIGNED TO DOTI OR DOV

Questions Answars

A ! B | c ! D | E | Total ! % D+E
#26 1 13 t 34 1 38 | 42 | B | 233 | &3.3
$27 | 18 1 23 1 32 1 446 1 97 1 233 | 70.0

TABLE XLVIII
OPERATIONS STAFF AND SENIOR STAFF PERSONNEL

Questions Ansvers
A ! B ! [ D | E | Total | % D+E
026 | 19 ! 43 | 18 t 43 t 38 | 163 | 49.7
#27 + 20 t 38 ! 22 1 46 ! 38 | 143 1 S1.8
TABLE XLIX
MISBILE MAINTENANCE OFFICERS
Questions Answers
A ! B | c | D ! E | Tatal | % D+E
#26 ! 2% | S3 { 33 ! 37 4 18 | 168 ! 32.7
#27 1 26 | 64 25 1 35 ! 14 1 1468 1 30.4
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TABLE L
SENIOR ENLIBTED MAINTENANCE SUPERVISORS (“9-LEVELS")

Questions Answers

A 8 I E_| Total | X D+E
926 | 19 34 10 { {7 | 9 90  28.9
927 1 16 1 39 | 7 1 14 11 | 90 | 27.8

TABLE LI
ENLIGTED MAINTENANCE SUPERVISORS (*7-LEVELS") - 44570 AFSC

Questions Answers
a ! B ! cC | D 1 E | Total | X D+E
826 + 7 22 23 17 8 [1] 29.8
27 1 & ] 21 ) ] 84 | 28.5
TABLE LII

ENLISTED MAINTENANCE SUPERVISORS ("7-LEVEL8") - 3147X AFSCs

Questions Answers

At B ! C D t E ! Total | X% D+€
026 | 26 | 88 | 38 18 | 7 | 144 | 17.4
827 1 24 | 62 | 30 1 19 I &6 | 144 t 17.4

The table below (Table LIII) shows the responses of different

groups of operations and aaintenance personnel to Question #32, which
stated that "Capsule crews really don‘'t have the time while out on alert
to perfora asaintenance." MCCM responses to this statesent were detailed
earlier in this chapter. 0f the groups of nmaintenance personnel
respondents, only the 44570 respondents agreed with the statement by a

percentage of asore than 10X, Of all groups, only DOTI/DOV MCCMs agreed

demenstrate the diversity of aopinions among respondents about how MCCNMs

spend their alert time in the LCC,
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TABLE LIII

QUESTION @32
ALL REBPONDENTS

Answers

A | B | c ! D { E | Total !X D+E
all MCCHM { 30 { 74 | 64 1 &7 I 91 | 326 | 41.9
poOTI/DOV | S | 18 | 6 + 1% 1| 32 | 86 | 54,7
>34 months | 9 1 26 | 19 18 { 21 | 93 | 48.5
Operations ! ! ! ! ! ! [
Senior [ & J T i A T O U S B W ? | 60 | 33.3
Stafé ! ! ! ) } ] )
Operations | { | | | | I
Staéf ] 26 | 3% | 1§ | 14 } 12 | 102 | 25.5
Junior { { i { { ! {
31X | 5S4 | 35 | 20 ! 7 | 4 t 120 | 9.2
Senior ! 1 { ! ! ! {
31X | 26 1 13 ¢ 6 | S 1 | A7 | 4.4
J1%X with | [ ! ! ! ] !
Operations ! 49 | 27 | 9 | 2 | 3 | 80 | 5.4
Jupiaer 31XX! H ! ' ! | !
Operations | 28 | 17 1 5 | 1 1 2 | 54 | 9.9
9-Lavel v 33 1 33 1 Le ! 7 | | S 96 ! 8.9
31467X | 60 | 48 | 27 | s | 1 1 141 1 4,3
44370 i 18 |} 22 | 20 ! 9 | 9 | 78 | 23.1

Question #43; MCCM Responses. Question #43 was directed to

MCCHMs only. It stated that "MCCMs wha were being trained to perfore
saintenance tasks would have to be given the same hands-on training
smaintenance personnel receive." 80,.5% of MCCM respondents agreed with
this stateaent, as did 94,1% of MCCMs who had maintenance experiences.
Brand Forks MCCMs, who had at least theoretically been exposed to the
concept because of Project Teamwork, the percentage agread by 84,2%, The

table for responses by all MCCMs is shown below.
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TABLE LIV
MCCM RESPONSES TO QUESTION #43

Answers

A B c D E Total % D+E
0 7

all MCCM | 14 1 28 | 26 | 108 ! 173 ! 349 | 80.9%
NCCM with I { { ! H l !
saintenancet 1! O ! O ! 91 710 17 1 94.1
experience | { } ! { { {
Grand Forks) 2 ! 4 1! 31| (3! 351 S7 | 84,2

Questions @#59-#42:1 Responses ather than "A", 0f interest to

any implesentation effort would be the answers of survey respondents to
such questions as "who should inspect?", "should all MCCMs be trained?”,
*who should train the MCCMs?", "who should evaluate?". Questions #59-9542
addressed thess issuss., Question #5359 stated ¢that *If capsule crews
performed LCC asaintenance, the cosapleted saintenance should always have
to be inspected by:", o

TABLE LV

Question #39

Answers
Al BiI Ct DI €1 Fil 8 | H

all MCCH | 30 ¢ 44 | 19 1 O ! 11 | 44 | 129 | 47

pavi/dovy ¢t 11t 9t 41 O I ! 101 42 1 13

36 monthe! &6 | 11 ! 41 O} 41} 161 321 13

Operations! ! | ! ] ! ! | |

Senjor t 7t 8$4V 741 01 (1 31 281 8¢ )
Staté } ! | } } } ! ! .
Operations! | ! 1 ! ! ] ! | AT
Staff ! &6t 851 5 1! §1 131! 854 : 4 ;ff_q;
Junior ! ! ! ] ! ! ! ! ! SRR
31X b7 7120 S 31 15t 47§ 20
Senior | 1 | ! | | | ! ! 2 p
I1XX P23 31 1ttt 0l 11 221 1S

9-Lave] P 3t 2 91 40 21 13} 34 1 2

31467X } 81 41} t6) 41 41 12} %7+ 35

44570 P77t 3 v20t 1t 1 184 17 1 14

Totals 87 93 97 16 34 143 442 200 1132

% total 7.7% 8.2% 8.6% 1,4% 3,0% 12.46% 40,.8% 17.7% 100% L
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Angwer "a" was "The next capsule craw, and later by the Flight
Comsander." 7.74 chose this answer. Some respondents lined through
*...and later by the Flight Commander.” These responses were included
under answer “h" ("Other"). Anewer "b" was “"Qualified aazintenance
personnel only." 8.2% chose this answer. Answer “c" was “QCLE
maintenance personnel.” 8,6X chose this answer. Answer "d“ was “DOTI or
DOV personnel.” Only 1.4% chose this answer. Answer "e”" was "a and d
above", which only 3.0X chose. Answer "f" was "b and c above*. 12,4%
chose this answer. Answer "g" was "No inspection is necessary if the
squipmsent works oproperly.” 40.8% of all respondents chose this answer.
Answer "h" was "Other." Included in this category were coaments that "a
& c" were a good answer, comaents that in effect said the same thing as
answer "g", the group of "a" answers aentioned above, and cosments to
the effect that MCCMs should not perform maintenance. Another fraquent
comment, made mostly by cperations senior staff, onlkltod respondents,
and by field grade nmissile wmaintenance officers, was that nost
maintenance performed by maintenance teams in the field was not
inspected (at least not on an ASAP basis) and that MCCM-performed
aaintenance should not have toc be inspected every time either. Another
comment amade by some enlisted respondents was that MCCMs should be made
Certified Maintenance Inspectors., Altogether these totaled 17.7% of
respanses

Question #40, Question #60 that stated that "I§ capsule

crews performed LCC wmaintenance:®. Answer "a* (*N/A, crews should not
perfarm maintenance.") was discussed previously in this chapter. The

answers are explained below the table,
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TABLE LvI
I QUESTION #60
Answers
B ! g | D

all MccM ¢ 110 I 19 | 24

] DOTI/DOV 1 29 3 I 10
>34 months ! 37 | S ! 7

with | t !
maintenance! 10 | 2 | 0
exparience ! | }
operations | ! !

o senior ' I R T
staté ! | {
operations | ! }
statf | 35 4 | 3

j junior { ! !

Vs 31XX | 74 | S | 1S

[ ] senior l | |
31XX } 33 ! 3 | S
9-Lavel } S0 1 I 14
31672 ! 104 ! S 1 14
44370 | 46 | 1 { 10

Tatals 580 S1 114 745
} total 77.9% 6.9% 13.3% 100}

Answer "b" was "All crews should be trained to perform all of the
assigned mainienance tasks." This was by far the sost popular choice of
the three., 77.9% of respondents chose answer "b". Answer "c" was " Only
certain crews should be trained to perfora maintenance.” 4.9% chose this
answer. Answer “d* was “"Other”. 15.3% chose this answer. Most of these

made comments to the effect that all MCCMs should be trained to perforas

only those tasks that the DO and DCM together had decided that MCCMs
could and should perfora.

Question #é1., Question #6101 stated that "Capsule crews who ;

weare being trained to perforas maintenance should be trained byi". Answer

K3
<9
-]
1
,
-3
4
.

. L
e A R
IR

.
O W

"a¥ (“N/A, crews should not perform maintenance.") was discussed

previously in this chapter., The answers are explained below the table. -
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TABLE LVII
QUESTION #6!

Answers

B | c | D | E | F_1 6 | H
all mCCM § 4 1 20 | 37 1 19 | 47 | 20 | 1é&
poTI/bov | 1 1 9 1 10 ¢ 4 { 14 1 3 I 4
236 months!l 2 | 8 ¢ 13 i 6 !t 11 | S 1 7
operations! i ! ! | ! !
senior 9 | 4 | 7 | 4 | 10 | 2 1 3
staff ! | ! ! ! | !
ocperations! ! ! ! : ! !
stafé P 7 4 10 121 | 4 | 15 | 9 1 3
junior i ! } ' ! ! ‘
31X {10 1 18 4 17 o} 12 } 23 + 17 1 b
senior ' ! ! ! : i '
S1xX {7 12 3 | 2 8 1 5 | 4
9-Level 110 1 10 | 9 | 6 1 14 | 10 | 11
31467X 118 1 27 4 18 | 20 1 26 1 13 1} 1t
44570 i 0 1 8 | 18 | 14 | 14 | 185 | 4

Totals 63 123 133 91 182 99 69 782
% total B.3X% 15.7% 19.6%  11.6% 23.3% 12.7% B8.8% 100%

"Answer *b* was “DOTI Instructor Crews only.” 8.3% of respondents
chose this answer. Answer ‘"c* was "DOT! Instructor Crews, with Teanm
Training Branch (TTB) personnal observing the training and assisting as
necessary." 15.7% chose this answer. Answar "d" was "DOTI Instructor
Crews, with Team Training Branch (TTB) personnel giving hands-on

training to the capsule crews." 19.56% chose this answar. Answer "e" was

“Team Training Branch personnel only.", and 11.4% of respondents chose

this answer, Answer "f" was "Team Training Branch personnel, with DOTI
Instructor Crews observing the training and assisting as necessary."
23,3%2 of respondents, the largest percentage, chose this answer. Answer ﬂ;;
*q" was "Team Training Branch Personnel, with DOT! Instructor Crews ) j;‘

giving hands-on training to the capsule crews." 12.7% chose this answer.

PP R
et e e
PPV RTRY L)

Answer "h" was “Other", B8.81 chose this answer. The most frequent

comment was to the effect that TTB personnel should train DOTI MCCMs who ]
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should in turn train the other MCCMs. One TTB NCO from Grand Forks wrote
that this aethad was used at that base in connection with Project
Teaswork, and that in his opinion it was successful, prisarily because

the DOTI MCCMs were "good students."

Question #62, Question #62 stated that "Capsule crews who

were being evaluated on maintenance task performance should be evaluated
byt". Answer "a" ("N/A, capsule crews should not perfors saintenance.™)
I was dicussed previously in this chapter. The answers are explained below
| the table.

TABLE LVIII

QUESTION #62

Answers

B 1 c | D | £ | F
all MCCM | 48 | 28 | 28 | 25 | 27
pDoTI/DOV ! 1S 1 12 1 ? 1 2 | b
>36 months | 16 | 9 | 5 | 1 11
operations | ! ! ! !
senior {21 | 6 | 5 | 2 -
stafé } ! | } }
operations | ' | ' !
stafé i 30 { 17 | 8 | 3 | 4
junior ! ! ] ! !
31XX ! 29 V 26 | 22 | ? | [
senior ' ! | ! '
Sr. 31XX {21 6 | 7 i 5 | 4
9-Lavel ! 26 ) 14 1 14 | 7 1 S
3167X ] #1 } 30 4+ 27 1 2% 1 12
44570 ! 6 | 19 + 18 | 14 | 4
Totals 253 167 143 97 84 744
%L total 34%  22.5% 19.2% 13% 11.3% 100%

Answer "he was “Evaluator Crews (DOV) only.” 347 of the
respondents, the largest percentage, chose this answer. Answer "c" was
“Evaluator Crews (DOV), with QCYE maintenance personne! observing thas

evaluation.” 22.5%4 chose this answer. Answer “d" was "QCYE maintenance

ottt
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personnel, with DOV crew observing." 19.2% of the respondents chose this
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answer. Answer "e" was "QCLE maintenance personnel only.* 13X chose this
ri answer. Answer “f" was "Other". 11.3% chose this answer. Most ccaaments - 4
were to the effect that evaluations were not perforsed on saintenance

persannel at every wsaintenance action, therefore they should not be

“performed on MCCNs, -

Question #4633, Enlisted Respondents. These raspondents sade

s e e

the same types of cosaents sade by other respondents. The breakdown was

P

as follows: -

a

9-level "in favor" comaents:

Minor aaintenance (drawer RKR) 0K - 17 out of 27, or &3X%.

Would save maintenance resources - B8 out of 27, or 29.4%. -

a

Long overdue/isplesent immediately ~ 4 individuals.

Gocd idea but there will be iaplementation problems -~ 4 individuals.

Bood idea but not all MCCMs have aptitude for maintenance - 3

1___'. TSR S

individuals. f_?
i
Good idea, train MCCMs in maintenance at Vandenberg or Chanute - 2 J
individuals, E
1
Would help relieve aaintenance workload, which is too great for us now - i :

2 individuals,
Would lessen LCC downtime - | individual.
Bood idea but if maintenance personnel have to inspect MCCMs’ LCC
maintenance, then the maintenance team should just do it in the first
place - | individual,

9-level “"opposed” comsentsi
Would cause too much friction between maintenance and operations; for
examnple jurisdictional disputes, "finger-pointing” - 2 out of 9, or
22, 2%,

Not enough of a maintenance requirement to justify iaplementation - 2
out of 9, or 22.,2%.
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The resaining comments were each made by one individual:
= Would increase training burden on MCCMs. .
~ Would increase evaluation burden on MCCMs, e
SACMET would cut maintenance manning.

Operations and maintenance should nat be aixed on principle.
MCCMs lack the aptitude to perforae good maintenance.

3167X AFSCs "in favor" cosmentss

Minor saintenance (drawer R&R) 0K - 30 out of 42, or 71,4%.

Would save maintenance resources - 12 out of 42, or 28,6%. N
Long aoverdue/impleaent immediatsly - 4 out of 42, or 9.5X, ;;:;
Sood idea but some MCCMs might lack aptitude to perfors good maintenance P"'
- 3 individuals, T
Sood idea but there would be iaplesentation probless - 2 individuals. 553}'
Goad idea but probably would not work due to implementation probless - 2 .
individuals. .
Good idea, MCCMs should receive saintenance training at Vandenberg or f&' i
Chanute - 2 individuals. R
Would lessen LCC downtime -~ 2 individuals. ®
Would help relieve maintenance workload which is too much for us now ~ 2 ::'3“

individuals.

Would improve morale of both maintenance and operations personnel - {
individual.

Wauld be good for MCCMs to know how to do maintenance in case of
wartisne emergency -~ ! individual.

3147X AFSCs "opposed” comments:

Operations and maintenance should not be mixed on principle - 2 out of -
9, or 22.2%. . j;
Not enough of a maintenance requirement toc justity implesentation =~ 2 ?3?
out of 9, or 22,2%. S

o

MCCMs lack aptitude to do good maintenance - 2 out of 9, or 22.2%.

14 maintenance personnel have to Qo to an LCC to inspect MCCMs'
maintenance, then a maintenance team should just do the task in the
first place -~ | individual,
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Lack of spare parts is sore relevant than any lack of maintenance teass
- 1 individual,

445708 *in favor" cosssnts:
Minor saintenance (tighten screws, etc.) DK - 16 out of 14, or 100%,

Sood idea but there would be problems during iaplementation - § out of
16, or 31.3%.

Would save maintenance resources - 3 out of 146, or 18.8%.

Would lessen LCC downtime - 3 out of 1&, or 18.8%.

Would help to familiarize MCCMs with the weapon system -~ 2 individuals.

The following comments were wach smade by one individual:

- Bood idea but probably would not work due to isplementation probleas.

- Good idea but would increase the workload on TTB and QCLE personnel.

- Long overdue/ispleasnt imamediately.

- Good idea but some MCCMs might lack aptitude to do good maintenance.
44570s "opposed’ comments:

MCCMs do not have time to perfora maintenanca while on alert in the LCC

- 5 out of 10, or 30X,

Would increase the evaluation burden on MCCMs - 4 oyt of 10, or 40%,

Operations and maintenance should not be mixed on principle - 3
individuals.

MCCMs lack the aptitude to do good maintenance ~ 3 {ndividuals.
Would increase the training burden on MCCMs - 1 individual.

It is beneath the dignity of an officer to perfors maintenance - 1|
individual,

MCCMs at Grand Forks AFB. MCCMs from Srand Forks AFD were

broken out separately from other MCCNs to investigate whether or not
their axposure to the Project Teamwork planning activities might have
causad their “disapproval” percentages to differ significantly from the
percentages of other MCCMs. The table is shown below. The tables for all
MCCMs are shown wearlier in this chapter, but the relevant percentages

are discussed below.
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TABLE LIX

A —mem a'e a _a k

-

GRAND FORKS CREWS

Questions Answers

E Total!l % D+E
23 58 ! 84.9

!

17 !
25 | 88 1 40.3

]

!

!
022 |
35 |
434 1|

23 57 | 38,2
23 57 1 89.7

% A+B
| 14 1 12 | 87 | 40.4

=

[
NQ*NQ)
(210 gL IE (g

{ 3

(-]

#40 1 t6 1 7 1

Other Tatal
A | Answers! Responses! X A
960 | 34 | 23 } 87 | $9.7
#61 1 31 | 26 | -1 | S54.4
#8462 ¢+ 29 | 27 { -1 { S1.8

The 6Grand Forks percentage for Question #17 was 55.9%. This was ;42
1,3%2 less than the all-MCCMs percentage of 358.2%. This was not a .
significant difference. The Brand Forks percantage for Questiaon #22 was :%ﬁ
60,3%, which was 4.3% greater than the all-MCCMs percentage of S6%. The =
Srand Forks percentage of 58.2% for Question #35 was 1.3% less than the 2:3

al1-MCCMs percentage of 89.5X. This was not a significant di¢ference. E;y

For Question #3464, the G6rand Forks percentage of 59.7% sxcesded the -
al1-MCCMs percentage of U4,7% by 8%, For Question #40, thare was no i;;
significant difference. The GBrand Forks percentage was 40.4%, the :
all1-MCCMs percentage was 36.9%, a 1.5% difference. For Quastion #40, the
Grand Forks “answer ‘'a’" percentage was 59.7% compared to the all-MCCMs
percentage of 5t.9%. This was a 7.8% difference. For Question #41, the
Grand Forks percentage was S4.4%, 5.9% greater than the all-MCCMs
percentage of 48.3%, Lastly, for Question #62, the Grand Forks
percentage was 51.8% against an all-MCCMs percentage of 50.2X. The 1.4%

difference was not significant,.
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For four questions, #22, #36, #60, and &b61, the 6rand Forks
percentage was greater by at least 4X%; the saxisum difference was 7.8%
for Question #40. The number of respondents for the all-MCCMs percentage
varied ¢from 319 to 351 respondents, for an average of 33i. The nuaber of
Grand Farks raspondents varied from S7 to 58. The smaller nuaber of
8rand Forks respondents aesant that sach response counted for relatively
aore in terms of percentages. In conclusion, there is enough evidence
from the data to suggest that MCCMs stationed at Brand Forks AFB amay
have been slightly more opposad to the concept than MCCMs stationed at a
hypothetical "“average" base. However, there was not enough data support
to completely confirs that this was so.

Would the Proposal 8Save Maintenance Resources? Nan-MCCM

Opinions.
TABLE LX
QUESTION #21

A I B ! € t D I E | Total !% D+E
operations! ! ! ! | ! 1
sanior } ) S 3 I 1 35 1 17 359 | 88.1
stafé ) } ' | ! } |
operations! ! ! ! ] ! ] 1
stafé ! 8 ! 7 4 13 : 44 | 3% | 104 | 76,0
junioar ! | ! ! ] ! ! e
31xX {3 4 9 ¢+ B8 S5 i 42 ! 117  B2.9 T
senior ! ! ! ! ! ! ! T
Iixx b3 1 2+ 3 4y 17 ) 20 t 45 | 82.2 T
9-Level 1 12 § tt I 3 I 29 t 35 | 90 ! 71.! ]
3167X b7 b 85 1 A v 63 L A% ! 144 ) 88.9 -
44570 b7 v 12 f 13 4 28 1 22 1 82 | &1.0 .

Hypothesis 1E wused GQuestions #21, #23, #29, #31, and #33 to
deternmine if MCCMs believed ¢the proposal could save nmaintenance :?{

resources. This section details non-MCCM responses to the questions.
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TABLE LXI

QUESTION #23

A } B | c | D ! E | Total 1% D+E
operations! ! | ! ] ! i
sanior { 3 | T 4 | 30 ¢+ 13 | 59 1 72.9
staff ) } } } ] ! !
operations! ! | ! 1 : !
stafé ) 3 I 16 ) 9 1 39 | 36 4 103 | 72.8
junior ! ] } ! ! | 1
31XX i 7 1 19 i 4 | 48 | 39 | 117 | 74.4
sanior 1 | | | 1 t !
J1xX ! 3 | 8 | 3 1 14 1 17 1 43 | 68.9
?-Level ! 8 ! 19 3 | 28 | 32 | 90 | b6.7
314672 A S 6 1 12 | S5 | 60 | 144 ! 79.9
44570 i 10 t t0o ¢ 10 t 30 1 22 1 82 | 43.4

Question #23 (Table LXI) stated "Capsule crews could help decrease
LCC equipaent downtise if they were authorized to remave and replace
certain equipment drawers in the LCC." A majority of all groups agreed
with the statesent. The ssallest percentage agreeing was 63.4% of
44570s.

Question #29 stated that "If saintenance personnel weren’'t always
having to resove and replace drawers in the LCC, they could get to the
more involved aaintenance sconer.” The table is shown below:

TABLE LXII

QUESTION #29

A ! B | c | D | E | Total % D+E
aperations! ! ! H } H }
senior ] 2 1 22 | 14 | 16 | 5 | 59 ! 35.4
stafé | ! | | { ] |
operations! 1 | ! ! | !
stafé ! 8 ! 15 1 30 i 34 1 12 1 104 | 47.85
junior ! ! ! } } } }
31X 10 1 28 t 22 1 43 1 146 1 116 1 80.9
seniar ! ! ' ! | i '
S1XX ] 7 | 8 | 7 1 16 | b | 44 ! 50,0 A
9-Level | 9 ! 19 + 11 + 37 t+ 43 ! B9 ! 56.2 e
31467% i 11 19 1 33 f S3 } 25 1 14y | 58,3
44570 1 7.V 22 V17 % 22 i 11 i 79 | 41,8 B
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Missile maintenance officers, 9-level enlisted maintenance
supervisors, and J147X AFSCs all agreed with the statesent by small
majorities. Far the other groups, the percentages agreeing were less
than 50%. The saallest of these percentages was 35.56% of operations
senior staff officers (1816 AFSC).,

Question #31 stated that "If capsule crews performed some of the
LCC asaintenance, then wmaintenance personnel wouldn’'t have to make as
sany trips to the LCCs." The table is shown below,

TABLE LXIII

QUESTION #31

A { B | c ! D ¢ € | Total % D+E
operations! ! i ! ! | b
senior ' (VI 7 + 10 4 29 | 13 59 | 71.2
staff ' ! ! ! ! ' !
operations! ! ! ! ! | !
stafé ! -85 1 13 ¢ 9 1 49 | 26 | 104 |} 72.%
junior ! } } H { |- }
31X ' g | 14 | 14 | 83 | 27 | 118 | 49.0
senior { { { { | { {
31XX ! 2 ! S 4 | 21 | 12 ! 44 | 75,0
9~Level | 4 | 18 | 6 1 41 1 21 ¢ 90 | 68.9
3167X } g ¢ 12 ! 9 | 3 1 39 1 141 | 79.4
44570 } 8 | 14 | 4 | 40 I 11 | 79 | b4.6

Majorities of all groups agresd with the statesent, The smallest
percantage was 64,46% of 44570s,

Question #33 stated that °“"lf capsule crews were aaintenance
qualified, maintenance resources could be allocated more effectively."
The table is shown below, Majorities of all groups agreed with the
statement. The smallest percentages were 350.4% of 44570s and 50.9% of
operations senior stafé (18146 AFSCs)., Thase two groups praobably had

different reasons for answering as they did.
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TABLE LXIV
I : QUESTION #33
i A ' B I C I D I E { Total I% D+E
- operations! ! ! I ! | [
o senior Pt b1t t7T o 2 1 8 1 %59 | %0.9
.-, stafé ] | | | ! | !
. operations! ! ! ! | ! {
stafé i 6 I 16 4 19 | 43 I 17 ! 101 ! 89.4
junior } H ! ] ! ! |
31xx | 3 1 20 1 21 1 41 1 29 { 114 | &0.3
senior ) H ! | | ! !
- 31X | 5 | s | 6 1 16 I 11 | 44 | b41.4
af 9-Level ! 4 | 20 | 9 1 35 | 22 | 90 1 63.3
3147X | 7 | 6 | 29 | 49 | 29 | 140 ! 70.0
44370 1 6 1 15 + 18 I 30 t 10 | 79 | 50.4
In gqeneral, it could be stated that majorities all groups agresd
| B with idea that ispleamentation of the concept would save saintenance
resources. Soceae of the sajorities ware quite substantial.
How MCCMs Bpent Their Tise on Alert - Questions $47-458. As
Ii was previously aentioned, questions #47-#585 were directed at MCCMs. The
purpose of these questions was toc discover how alert time was spent. An
excerpt from the questionnaire is shown below.
il For questions 47 through 5B, use this answer key!
:f; &) None, 0 hours.
o b) Less than 2 hours.
: ¢) 2 hours but less than 4 hours.
x d) 4 hours but less than & hours.,
» e) & hours but less than 8 hours,

. £) 8 hours but less than 10 hours,
wl g) 10 hours but less than 12 hours.
h) 12 hours but less than 16 hours.
i) 16 hours but less than 20 hours.
j) 20 hours or amore.




How wmany hours out of your last alert did you spend doing this

activitynr
! wecd?. Training (i.e., self-study or training others).
; eeat8: Inspections and tests of LCC equipament.

49. Processing sessages.

3 50. Testing and calibrating missiles and LF equipment.

- eeo31. Procassing faults, both LF and LCC.

i wew 32, Processing trips on and o¢f LFs, and monitaring their activity.

: $3. Educational activities such as MMEP, PME/B508, estc.

cecJ4. Rest status.

S55. Cleaning and housekeeping.

Sé6. Updating LCC records, "a"-paging T.0.s, and related duties.
wecc37. Free tine (recreational reading, watching television, etc.

= Do not include time spent in rest status.)

58. Processing security situations.

The table of responses are shown below. Tha columan for answer *j"

was omitted because no respondents chose answer "j",

TABLE LXV
Hours Spent
Answers to Questions #47-938
B 0 <2 2-4  4-b -8 8-10 10-12 12-16 16-20
. A__B C D ¢ F 8 H 1
847 | 17 1 148 1 130 1 281 101 1t 1 1 1 1 1 0
= #48 | 3 1 2431 791 @81 31 0 ' 0 1 0 1 0
- 849 | 0 1 172 1 110 1 30 1 131 S t 2 i 0 1t 1
. 950 | S5 ! 150 | 72 { 23 1 141 11 t 4 | 8§ 1 0
B 951 1 19 1 219 1 741 141 41 2 1 1 1 1 1 0
o 982 | 17 1 121 1 78 1 S0 1 27 1 21 1 12 | 2 1 4
- #53 1 111 | 82 1 BS ¢ 401 111 2 1 2 1 0 1 0
- 954 121 21 B 8611931 38 1 8§ 1 1 { 0
= 855 | 20 { 268 1 361 B 1 01 3 I 0 1 0 1 0
o 956 | SS { 230 | 401 @81 01 0 I 0 | 0 I 0
) 957 1 38 | 127 1 89 | %01 191 4 1 2 1 3 I 0
R 958 : 32t 274 1 331t 81 41 0 1 1 1 1 i 0 e
Total 369 2036 834 350 298 87 30 14 S 4023 RN
itotal 9.2 50.4 20.7 8.7 7.4 2.2 0.8 0.4 0.1 100

. Visual inspection of the colusns shows that almost Si% of the

respondents spent less than two hours doing the types of things outlined

." .'."
o in the questions. About 211 spent from 2 to 4 hours. Tha percentages lf;f
i then dropped of¢ sharply, but about 90% of respondents spent 8 hours or ™
; less, and about B80% spent less than 4 hours. The phrase "of your last ::?
5 120 .
b
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alert® was chosen in order to get a cross-section of responses for the

' last alert. It was felt that asking MCCMs how auch time they spent doing

the itesas on an average alert would only introduce a risk of
subjectivity. Some MCCMs wmay have been undergoing uin§ alerts, higher
i headquarters. evaluations, or having a heavier then usual or a lighter
than wusual alert workload on that particular alert. Statistically, such

things would "balanca out” when all responses were considered tagether.

; To better gqrasp the idea that some tasks took longer than others,
regardless of coluan averages, the following table is presented:
TABLE LXVI
) QUESTIONS #47-838
Coluan with
largest & 2nd largest
valup § value
] “7_ 1 B 1t
448 | B ] c |
#49 ! B ! c |
#50 | B ! C !
451 ! B ] c {
v 852 } B ] c {
i #5541 ¢c 1
54 | 3 ! D !
335 ] B ] C ! i
436 ! B ! A ] 4
087 1 B ! C !
; 458 ! B ] C !
All questions aexcept #53 and #54 had their largest numerical value E}E
-
in column "B", which was “Less than 2 hours.” Question #53, Educational .
o
) Activities, had the highest value in column "A", which was "None, 0 - 9

hours.” If typical, this data could bode ill for the future of such

educational programs as the Minuteman Education Program (MMEP) and PME

PR
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correspondence courses such as S80S, This data correlates with some -
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MCCMs' Question #43 connints. to the effect that the new C3 or

AFSATCOM equipsent made studying in the LCC difficult or impossible

because of the heavier EAM traffic associated with the new equipaent.

Sevaral NMCCMs used the questionnaire as a forum to complain about the

frequency of the new nsessage traffic and attempted to associate this
with a decreased ability to perform maintenance tasks.

Question 4854, “Rest status”, attespted to discover how much sleep

HCCMs got while on alert in the LCC. Coluan "E*, or 4-8 hours, was tha

sost popular response. Column *“D", or 4-46 hours, was the second most

popular response to this question.

Maintenance Historical Data from the Missile Wings,
1962-1983. With the assistance and cooperation of Headquartars

Strategic Air Command Office of Maintenance Programs (HQ SAC/LBBA) and
the Maintsnance Analysis units at the six Ninuteman wings, data that

detailed drawer and component resoval, replacesent, and removal and

replacesent (RLR) actions for 1982-1983 was obtained for use in this
research effort. Generally, each separate action, or task performed,
counted as one unit for comparison purposes. An exception was that when

separate remsoval and raplacemant actions were recorded at the same LCC

on the sase Julian date, the two actions were counted as only one unit

for comparison. This was done for purposes of clarity and fairness, even

though it was possible that sometimes there were indeed two distinct

actions by different teams at different times. The table detailing the

data is shown below.
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TABLE LXVII

Average Annual LCC Drawer & Equipment Replacement Actions
for 1982-1983

Keyboard All All Base
SO0Rs Printer Drawers Radios Totals
Ellsworth | 48 | N/& 41 ] 0 | 86
6rnd Frks ! 200 ! 61 | 96 ] 28 | 3893
Malastrom | 37 | 28 ! 87 ! 109 | 261
Minot P 13 1 27 i 31 { 41 ! 112
FE Warren | 38 | 35 | 74 } 0 ! 149
Whiteman | 34 | 11 | &9 | 0 1 114

Some data which otherwise would have been on the chart was omitted
due to classification requirements.

The SDR (Signal Data Recorder) was a drawer-type device located in
the LCC which provided a hard~copy printout on thermal paper. These
printouts consisted of numerical codes which advised the MCCMs on duty
of wmissile and LF equipment status and faults, LCC equipment status and

-faults, LF security alaras, and status and faults of other LLCs.

The Keyboard/Printer (K/P) was a console-mounted device sieilar in
appearance to a typewriter or a microcosputer keyboard. It was used to
sanually input data from written orders or publications directly inte
the nissiles’ on-board computer. At the time of this research (1984)

there were no Keyboard/Printers in Ellsworth AFB LCCs.

All LCCs at GBrand Forks AFB and 25% of Malmstrom AFB LCCs had a f
radio system found in no other LCCs. This radio was used for
inter-cosputer communications onlyy it cosmunicated between LCC, LF, and

nissile comsputers, and acted as a backup system to the cable -
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communications that all LCCs at all bases had. These extra radio drawers iﬁx
accounted for a large part of radio system maintenance actions at Grand '};*

Faorks AFB and, to a lesser extent, at Malmstrom AFB. -
123 o
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The wmany and varied types of electronic equipment that are not
radios are in the "All Drawers" category in the table above. A detailed
description of all of these drawers and how they differ in configuration
fros one base to anothar, or even from one LCC to the next in the same
squadron, would have besen outside the scope of this research.

All of the equipaent in the table above was squipment that was
capable of being “R&R'ed", or removed and replaced, with a ainisum of
cable disconnections and reconnections, and without ¢the use of
specialized test equipment to the best knowledge of the researcher and
maintenance analysis personnel.

The list of bases, when ranked in order of largest average asount

of maintenance actions taken, was as follows:

321 SMW, Grand Forks AFB
341 SMWN, Malastrom AFB
90 SMW, FE Warren AFD
351 SMW, Whiteman AFB

91 SMW, Minot AFB

44 SMN, Ellsworth AFB

385 actions total
261 actions total
149 actions total
114 actions total
112 actions total
86 actions total

Malmstrom AFB and FE Warren AFB each had four Strategic Missile
Squadrons assigned instead of the three squadrons found at the other
Minuteman bases. Therefore those two bases should have theoretically had
a history of nmore wmaintenance actions than the other bases. Ellsworth
AFB LCCs, with their relatively primitive equipment, had less items of
equipment that MCCMs could remove and replace.

Naturally, the bases (Strategic Missile Wings) with the largest
number of maintenance actions taken would seem toc have had the biggest
incentive to approve of the concept. These bases also had the greatest

need for maintenance extenders.
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IV. Data Analysis and Discussion

Hypothesis 1. The wmain hypothesis was that an approxisate

range of between 31X and 47% of MCCMs would disapprove of the concept of
i MCCMs performing LCC maintenance. This hypothesis was supported by
survey data. With the exception of Question #40, the actual percentages
varied from 48.3% to 59.3%. This range was towards the lower end of the
hypothesized range. This meant that the number of MCCMs who rejected the

concept was slightly smaller than predicted.

Sub-hypothesis 1A was partially supported by survey data. MCCMs
with three or aore yesars on crew rejected the concept by a smaller
percentage than did other MCCMs. However, for three of the eight
criterion questions less than S50% of MCCM: - 'th over three years on crew
rejected the concept. This nseant that the nuaber of oxpo}ienctd MCCMs
rejecting the concept was slightly smaller than predicted.

Sub-hypothesis 1P was not supported by survey data. The small
percentage difference between MCCCs and DMCCCs lent support to the idea
that crewm position (MCCC vs DMCCC) was of little importance vis~a-vis
attitude toward the concept., These results were compared with the

results of sub-hypothesis iR in light of the fact that nearly all of the

MCCMs with three or more years on crew were MCCCs. The conclusion L

arrived at was that crew position (MCCC vs DMCCC) had no significant ﬁj;j

-
ua.

impact on tendency to approve of or disapprove aof the idea, The length
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of time spent as a MCCM seemed to have significant bearing on tendency

il :
« e a
N A IS

to approve of or disapprove of the concept.
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Sub-hypothesis IC was that the most common reasons that would be
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given by MCCMs ¢for accepting or rejecting the concept would be the
reasons listed during the discussion of this sub-hypothesis in Chapter
I1I. A significant number of comsments referring to a predicted reason
would indicate a need to confront the issue raised by that reason. A
thorough discussion of weach of the predicted reasons would indicate a
need to confront the issue raised by that reason. A discussion of each
of the predictsd reasons and the survey results for each of thea can be
found in Chapter III,

Technically the results ¢for this sub-hypothesis were mixed. Six
predicted reasons were given by significant aeasurable percentages of
MCCMs and seven other reasons were given by lass than 41 of the
respondents. Three other reasons were given by between 7% and 9% of
respondents. Therefore, some of the predicted reasons were not actual
issues. No reasons not on the predicted list were qtvon'by more than ane
respendent. Analysis of reasons given by 7% or amore of respondants
yielded the following information of interest: on the issue of MCCMs’
ability to perform saintenance, MCCMs seemed to divide into two distinct
groups. The larger group was made of about 45% to &3% of MCCM
respondents, The sealler group made up 28% to 40%. The percentages
varied with the question, The larger group believed that MCCs had the
ability to perform wsaintenance tasks., The smaller group believed that
MCCMs lacked the ability to perform maintenance.

Opposition to the inclusion of aaintenance actions in DOV or higher
headquarters Standardization Evaluations was widespread in Question #63
comments. A majority of MCCMs who stated in Question #63 responses that

they were opposed to the concept mentioned this concern. This fear of
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being evaluated on wmaintenance tasks may have been ths single greatest
reservation that MCCMs had about performing saintenance. It would appear
that the wmajority of MCCMs perceive DOV evaluations as a threat to be
avoided. Any iaplementation of the concept would have to deal with this
issue by striking a balance between the need to insurs that an
acceptable level of asaintenance was being perforsed and the need to
avoid damaging MCCM sorale or lowering MCCMs' perceptions of their job,

A group of MCCMs coamposing about 22% of Question #63 “opposed”
respondents felt that increased training  would result from
inplenentation of the concept. This group feared that their tise off
would be reduced by extra training., At the tias this research was
conducted (1983-1984), NCCMs were already scheduled for one day per
aonth for weapons system training which was conducted by DOTI Instructar
MCCMs. Training in drawer removal and replacesent procndﬁres was given
annually on these scheduled traiﬁing dayi. I¢ the concept ware to be
implementad, training in drawer removal and replaceament could be given
sore frequently on scheduled training days. DOTI Instructor MCCMs might
have to adjust their cycle of recurring training subjects to *"fit in*"
the additional training. If there were no increase in training days due
to the implementation of the concept, one more potential ‘“people
probles”® would be avoided.

Slightly more than 47% of all MCCN respondents were concernad that
implementation wmight be a "foot in the door* for an increasing number of
maintenance tasks assigned to the MCC. Also involvad in this concern was
the idea that MCCMs might lose their professional idert'*y as operations

personnel and becose maintenance pearsonnel.
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Different groups of MCCMs had these concerns to different degrees.
More MCCCs than DMCCCs had these concerns. More MCCMs with three or aore
years on crewm had these concerns than did MCCMs with less than three
years on crew. Only 40X of Brand Forks MCCMs had this concern. MCCMs
assigned to DOTI and DOV, and MNCCMs with previous wmaintenance
experience, did not have these concerns to any greater degree than aother
MCCHs.

For whatever reason, the fact that the amajority of the most
experienced MCCMs expressed this apprehension demonstrated the extent of
the preconceptions that existed among MCCMs about the concept. The
smaller percentages among less-experienced MCCMs offered a degree of
hope in that these MCCMs did not share to the same degree the belief
that they would eventually come to be considered as amaintesnance
personnel.

A bare awminority (49%) of MCCMs believed that they would not have
the time to perfors wmsaintenance tasks while on alert in the LCC. In
practical teras, this aeans that a majority of MCCMs thought they had
the time on alert toc perfors maintenance actions in the LCC. If removal
and replacement amaintenance were to be performed at crew changeover
time, the presence of four individuals in the LCC might help to speed
the R&R process., It was possible that at least some of the 100
respondents to Question #63 were actually complaining about the AFSATCOM
squipmsent and not about lack of time per se,

There was concern among all NCCMs being trained in maintenance task
perfarmance aight degrade their proficiency in their primary duties.

About 3S1% of MCCM seemed to have this concern. Thare appeared to be a
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correlation between time spent on crew and a tendency to disagree with
the idea that MCCMs would have na time to perform LCC maintenance, or
that being ¢trained in maintenance would degrade performance in primary
duties. The fact that sors MCCCs than DMCCCs agreed with ths statessnts
of the questions desonstrates that the same correlation does not exist
for crew pasition.

A majority of MCCMs (about 59%) agreed with statements that they
should not do saintenance because they were operations persannel. A
seall number of MCCMs also amentioned this in their Question #63
comasnts. These survey results could have been described as lending
support to the idea that parochialism, or what Allgaier called
*artificial distinctions®™ (1174), would be perhaps the greatest *people
problem” obstacle to iaplementation of the concept. MCCMs were alsost
all Jjunior officers (Captain or below). Most were on thefr first duty
assignment with no Air Force experience outside of missile oporitions.
Ignorance of the responsibilities and the working environment of
saintenance personnel could be a contributing factor to a parochial
attitude. The attitudes of operations staff and senior staff officers
did not differ much from MCCM attitudes towards this subject (actual
percentages were investigated in Hypothesis 3I). There was also some
possible wevidence of what may have been a parochial attitude among sonme
maintenance perscnnel, These seemned to resemble the opinions noted by
Chenzoff, et al., (2:11~1 & 11-2), and were investigated in later
hypotheses,

A small group of MCCMs felt their morale would be damaged if they

were tasked to perform LCC maintenance. Some of the comments suggested

129

-

alad ot o o




P aaey TrR——— TR T—————"s" NNl Al el s et St o

that the writers +felt overwhelaed by their present duties. The tone of
some of the cosments suggested sose respondents say have already had
morale probleas, not necessarily related to the concept of performing
LCC amaintenance. These comments seemed to demonstrate that a majority of
MCCMs would tend to disagree with the recossendations of Christie
(3129-32) and Kuenning and Mattson (61128) that MCCMs’ talents would be
better utilized if they were to assume limited maintenance
responsibilities.

Anather small group of MCCM respondents suggestsd that a third crew
aeaber should be added to MCCs. This third crew asember would be
responsible for comsunications and wespecially ¢or operating the new
C3 AFSATCON equipment. This could be evidence that at least some
MCCMs were having difficulty in learning to cope with the new C3
AFSATCOM equipment. If true, this could have been due to a learning
curve phonol;non. Investigation of this conjecture was outside the scope
of this research.

Several of the predicted reasons were not actually given in any
seasurable percentages. The predicted reasons and the actual percentages
of MCCMs who gave those reasons ware discussed in Chapter III.

Sub-hypothesis 1D results were that DOTI and DOV MCCMs disapproved
of the concept by a slightly higher parcentage than did other MCCMs.
This difference was barely significant. These results lent $urther
support to the idea that crew position (or agency of assignment) had no
significant effect on MCCMs’' attitudes for or against the concept.

Sub-hypothesis 1IE results were that MCCMs who approved the concept

did so for a number of predicted reasons, These reasons were listed in
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Chapter III. As with sub-hypothesis 1C, the results were mixed. Three
reasons were quoted by a significant nuaber af MCCN respondants. Four
reasons were not. Two other reasons were given by small percentages of
MCCMs. One reason not predicted was given by a respondent. The reasons

are enumerated below.

MCCMs who approved of the concept usually assused that resmoval and
replacessnt of drawers, tightening screws and handles, etc. would be the
b extent of conteaplated wmaintenance <tasks., A large majority (61,6%) of

Buestion #63 "in favor® raspondents sade this sort of coament.

Overall, a wmajority of all NCCMs believed that isplesentation of

the proposal would save saintenance rasources: principally fuel and
saintenance nmanhcurs. The actual percentages for question can be found
in chapter I1I.

A- large number of MCCM respondents believed that "pecple probleas”
associsted with implementation would inhibit the practicality of the
proposal. Specific probleas asention included but were not limited to
fear of perforsing eaintenance, fear that conflicting channels of
authority would burden MCCMs on alert, fear of gradually being turned
into wmaintenance personnel, and fear of more evaluations. MCCMs seemed

to be aware of the existence of “peaople problemas” that would have to be

dealt with during any implementation attempts,

.
2
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A small number of respondents felt that if the concept were to be

implemented MCCMs should be trained at Chanute AFB or Vandenberg AFB.

]
.

Chanute AFB trainsd Minuteman missile maintenance personnel while

Vandenberg AFB trained prospective MCCMs., This MCCM training was called

Initial Qualification Training (IGT). Most respondents felt that drawer
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reacval and replacement techniques should be incarporated into [QT at
Vandenberg AFB. Some respondents +felt that Chanute AFD maintenance
technician instructors could more easily train MCCMs in maintenance
tasks.

Another ssmall group believed that if MCCMs performed LCC
maintenance, they should do so with the active cooperation of Job
Control. Maintenance teams in the wmissile field constantly kept in
contact with Job Control and/or their home shops while perfaraing
saintenance tasks. If the concept were to be implemented MCCMs should be
in contact with Job Control and/or the applicable shop as a aatter of
course.,

One respondent ¢to Question #43 believed that if MCCMs perforsed
saintenance then amissile maintenance officers should attend IQT and be
required to. “pull alerts.” This respondent may not have been entirely
serious. However, the idea was noted. .

Several of the predicted reasons were not actually given in any
measurable percentages. The predicted reasons and the actual percentages
of NCCMs who gave those reasons were listed in Chapter [II,

Sub-hypothesis IF results were that approximately B83% of MCCMs

agreed with question #44 and 84X agreed with question #45. The very

large percentages agreeing with Questions #44 and #45 showed that many
MCCMs who were not in favor of the concept might be persuaded to support f5:
the concept if management laid down guidelines, such as those referred ':ﬁ]
to in these two questions, and then stuck by them., There was a large
body of opinion among MCCMs that desired strong guarantees their ;;&

position as MCCMs would not be somehow nmade “*shaky" by the
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isplesentation of the concept and that they would not be subject to new

and poorly defined chains of command. The saall number of MCCMs (40%)

e i

who agreed with the statement of Question #44 showed that MCCMs were
divided on this issue. Possibly the division was along the lines of the
X group that was apprehensive about performing maintenance vs the group
that was not apprehensive. The issue of having control of what goes on
in the LCC had been a sensitive one among MCCMs for years, possibly for
as long as thers had been ICBMs. Paclucci commented on this sensitivity
in 1977 (7115-18, 34).

Hypothesis 2. The hypothesis was that MCCMs with Titan Il

operations experience or with ICBM asaintenance experience would not
oppose the concept to the sase degree as did other MCCMs. Survey results
supported this hypothesis. What this would mean in practical teras for
any attempt to implement the proposal was that ance MCCMs were exposed
te wmaintenance, it would be likely that nmost of theam would come to
accept the idea. This assumed the caveats given by MCCMs warlier in this
chapter would be considered by those responsible for any iaplementation
attempt.

Hypothasis 3. The hypothesis was that a wmajority of

operations staff and senior staff officers would approve of the concept.
This hypothesis could not be supparted. In practical teras, this meant
that there was a less than expected degree of support for the concept )
amonq these officers, The data alsc showed that opposition to the f{:w
concept was less among these officers than among MCCMs. There was also ?

found to be a constant close agreement between the attitudes of

operations staff and senior staff afficers.
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Sub-hypothesis 3IA results were that operations staff and senior
stafé officers tended to agree or disagree with specific questions by
l sinilar percentages,
Sub-hypothesis 3B results were that the sub-hypothesis could
N neither be proven nor disproven since too few of these officers had
. saintenance experience to asake up an acceptable saspls size. The very
fact that soc few operations senior statf officers had any maintenance
experience could have been a possible syaptom of an underlying probles.
Hi Demographic data showed that 561 of aissile saintenance officers had
ICBM operations experience. The sase data also showed that only 5.8% of
all operations officers had ICBM saintenance experisnce. This nearly
!: tenfold difference {llustrated a possible dichotoay. I¢ 3S6% of
| operations senior staff had had ICBM maintenance sxperiencs, would that
group have approved of the concept by a considerably larger percentage?
Ii Unfortunately, without a large enough sasple population this idea must
remain conjectural. I[f amore senior staff officers had had operation
experience, would they have a wmore favorable attitude towards the
concept of MCCMs perforeing LCC maintenance? MWould this more favorable
' attitude have influenced amore MCCMs to approve of the concept?
Unfortunately this is also conjecture.
Sub-hypothesis 3C results were that, once again, the attitudes of

operations staff officers tended to parallel the attitudes of operations

senior staff officers, not the attitudes of MCCHMs.
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Sub-hypothesis 3ID results seemed to support the idea that exposure {5}:

to wmaintenance tended to increasa the tendency of operations staff
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officers to favor the proposal. This finding paralleled similar findings
for MNCCMs. Therefore, it would appear there may have been a general
tendency on the part of individuals to be less “afraid” of maintenance
once they had been exposad to it.

Sub-hypothesis 3JE results revealed that operations staff and senior
staféé officers generally had siailar thoughts and concerns about the
concept of MCCMs perforeing LCC maintenance. Senior staéf officers who
favored the concept had various reasons for doing so. The percentage of
officers who asentioned each reason ware listed in Chapter [II. A
sajority of these officers felt drawer resmoval and replacement by MCCMs
was a good idea. Sealler numbers believed:

{1) DOV evaluations of MCCM's maintenance would be counterproductive.
(2) Isplemsntation of the concept would save saintenance rasources.
{3) MCCMs were overworked.

(4) The concept would help familiarize MCCMs with the weapon systea.
(S) The concept should be isplemented ismediately.

(6) Other comments were sade by one individual each., These were detailed
in Chapter III.

Dperations sanior staff officers who were opposed to the concept
also gave their reasons in Question #43, Half of these officers were
concerned that MCCMs would not have time to perfora LCC maintenance.
Smaller groups believed:

{1) Implementation would place a heavier training and/or evaluation
burden on crews,

{2) Isplementation would degrade MCCM's performance in their prisary
duties.

Operations staff officers who approved or disapproved of the 'ﬂ_fi
concept gave reasons that in general paralleled those of senior staff ! L T3
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aofficers and of MCCMs. Among the reasons given for approval were:

(1) Minor maintenance such as drawer R&R would be a good idea.
{2)The concept should be implemented imsediately.
(3) laplementation would conserve maintenance resources.
(4) MCCMs should be trained in maintenance during 1QT7,
(3) There should be no evaluation of MCCM saintenance.
(6) "People probless" would arise during implementation.
Operations staff officers who were opposed to the concept gave the
sane reasons as other groups who were opposed. A majority (39%) believed
MCCHs had no tiae to do maintenance on alert. Saaller numbers believed:

(1) 1Implementation would place a heavier training and/or evaluation
burden on MCCNMs.

{2) lsplementation would degrade MCCMs' proficiency in their prisary
duties.

(3) Maintenance was beneath an officer’'s dignity.
(4) Operators should nat parfora maintenance tasks on principle.

{S) 8ince aircrews did not perfors maintenance tasks, neither should
MCCHs.,

(6) Inplesentation would lower morale.

(7) Not wencugh drawer resoval and replacesent went on to justify
implementation.

The question #63 comments of all groups of respondents were
analyzad. These groups were the MCCMs operations staff oafficers,
operations senior stafé officers, missile maintenance officers,
*9-level” senior enlisted wmaintenance supervisors, and enlisted
maintenance supervisors in AFSCs J167X and 443570,

Two patterns emerged from the analysis. First, in each group

studied, the "in ¢favor” respondents were always the larger percentage.
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The extrese example was the 3167X qroup, where 82% of Question #63
i respondents favared the concept.
The second pattern was that each group generally gave the same
N reasons for approving or disapéroving of the concept. For example, the
. aissile weaintenance officers and enlisted personnel gave the same
reasons for appraval or disapproval as the MCCMNs and other opsrations
officer groups already discussed. There were ainor differences which may
have been associated with parachial outlooks. For example, maintenance
personnel were somewhat more concerned with the quality of maintenance
and sosewhat less concerned with a possible increase in the MCCM
training burden.

These interqroup similarities showed that all respondents had
comson concerns about the concept of MCCMs performing LCC maintenance.
These shared concerns could be a vpowerful aid to any implesentation
effort because professionals with comsmon concerns would hopefully work
together to overcome coamon probleass. For example, one senior NCO voiced
a decidedly non-parochial outlook when he suggested that the DO and DCM
should work together to decide what tasks MCCMs could perfora. Another
exasple was an operations staff cfficer who wanted maintenance officers
and operations officers to share a common AFSC and to spend time in both
operations and maintenance jobs.

Hypothesis 4. This hypothesis and the sub~hypotheses

associated with it investigated missile maintenance officer attitudes.
The wmain hypothesis was that a majority of missile maintenance officers
would favor implementation, This hypothesis was supported from survey

data; wmissile nmaintenance officers favored the concept by from S7% to
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84%, depending on the question, Sub-hypothesis 4A desonstrated that
sissile maintenance officers with ICBM operations experience favored
iaplementation by slightly higher parcentages.

Survey results msasured against sub-hypothesis 4B desonstrated that
Lisutenants and Captains shared the attitudes of field grade officers by
similar parcentages. This avant that tise spent in the aissile
saintenance career field appearead to have little effect on attitudes.
Rather, a large majority of all wmissile maintenance officers
tended to favor the concept. Question #43 cosments from amissile
maintenance officers supported this idea since 83% of the cosaents were
in favor of implementation., This group’'s comments tended to focus mainly
upon the anticipated ©benefits to nmaintenance agencies, such as
anticipated savings in +fuel and san-hours. The biggest concern of the
*opposed® group was that there aight not be encugh of a requiresent for
drawer reaoval and replecement to justify iaplementation. Other coaments
mirrored the concerns of naissile operations officers though in lower
percentages. It could be suggested that this difference was due to a
greater breadth of aexperience among those officers who had operations
experience,

Hypothesis S. This hypothesis and its associated

sub-hypotheses asasured the attitudes of enlisted respondents toward the
concept. The wmain hypothesis was that a majority of thase personnel
would ¢favor implementation. This was supported by survey dataj approval
percentages varied from S47% to B6%1 depending on the question.
Sub-hypothesis SA found strong support for implementation among 31467X

AFSC 7-level supervisors. This was the group directly responsible for
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reaoval and vreplacement of LCC equipmsent drawers and for the repair of

those drawers at the base. One of these individuals believed technicians

;  would be able to repair drawers at a faster rate if they did not have to
spend time driving out in the sissile field to get the drawers. From 63%
. to 93X of this group favored isplesentation of the concept, depending on
the question.

Sub-hypothesis SB found greater ¢than opredicted support ¢or
F:i isplesentation among 44570 AFS8C 7-level supervisors. This group was
. responsible for heavy repairs in the LCC. The prediction was that this

group would be relatively indifferent towards iaplesentation since the

concept did not <call #for MCCMNs to perform heavy, invelved LCC
maintenance., It could be that some 44570 AFSC respondents perceived
isplemsentation as being of some minor benefit to their career field. For
exasple, NMCCMs could be authorized tao tightea ar ‘rcplacc locose or
missing screws on LCC equipment, floor plates, etc. Normally, 44570 AFSC
personnel performed this type of LCC maintenance as part of the biannual
preventive maintenance inspections (PMIs),

Bub-hypothasis SC measured the attitudes of 9-lavel senicr enlisted
supervisors., Survey data demonstrated these individuals favored
inplesentation to a greater degree than the 44570 AFSC supervisors but

not as much as 31467X AFSC supervisors. The 9-level attitude appeared to

be an averaging out of the attitudes of the other two enlisted groups.
Many of the senior supervisors had held either 3187X or 44570 AFSCs in -
the past. Therefore, a possible explanation for the percentage results
of this group could be that past job experience (former AFSC) and the

nature of the individual‘'s present work counted for more than present T
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Ei AFSC. If this were true, then there was no "9-level attitude® as such.
Ei Rather, these individuals held the viewpoints of the groups froa which
they had coase.

To sus up enlisted altitudes, it appeared that personnel holding

314XX AFSCs, both 7~ and 9-level, favored the concept to a large degree
because they perceived implamentation as being of great possible benefit
to theam in their work. Personnel holdian,; 44970 AFS8Cs, both 7~ and 9-
levels, favored the idea only slightly, possibly because they perceived
isplesentation as having only a slight benefit to thee in their work.
Though not part of a hypothesis, the Question #463 comments of
enlisted respondents were tracked. The favorable cosments of all three
enlisted qroups paralleled the comments of missile maintenance officers.
This aeant that both coamissioned and enlisted aissile maintenance
personnel anticipated similar benefits from inplclogkation. These mainly
were focused on saving saintenance fusl and man-hours and to a lesser

extent on minimizing LCC downtime. Enlisted "opposad” comments varied in

frequency from group to group. Nine levels +feared friction between

operations and maintenance agenciwesy especially if something ‘“went
wrong" during the resoval and replacement of a drawer. These 9-lavel
respondents were concerned about the assignment of blase and -
"¢$inger-pointing" as a weource of ¢friction, The only other frequent
comment made by this group was that there aight not be enough of a

requirement for drawer removal and replacement actions to justiéy
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inplementation. This comment was also made with some frequency by the

small group of opposed J167X AFSCs (9 individuals), but not by opposed . Ifjﬁ
44570 AFSCs (10 individuals). Both 3167X AFSCs and 44570 AFSCs who were _h:
n': :: h
L
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opposed were concerned that MCCMs would lack the ability to perfora
maintenance tasks, Some respondents pointed out that MCCMs were not =
selected for saintenance aptitude and were not trained in
troubleshooting techniques. All of these comments appeared tc address ﬁ?
valid issues which would have to be faced during any isplementation %;
attempt. |

Hypothesis &. This hypothesis was designed to measure the

prevalence of one specific viewpoint among all respondents., The

viewpoint measured was a belief that MCCMs could perfaors the same level

of "quality wmaintenance" on a drawer removal and replacement as a
regular saintenance team could., Although the hypothesis itself was not
supported, there was strong evidence for a widespread belief that MCCMs
tould perform “quality maintenance." The #4570 AFSCs were, as a group,

uncertain about the quality of MCCM-performed maintenance and a majority

2 F

of MCCMs were opposed to implamentation of the concept. Other groups had kS
more confidence in MCCM's ability to do maintenance. This support and

confidence reached the highest percentage when respondents believed that

SR A PAREETN

MCCMs would be trained in maintenance, would be authorized ¢to do
maintenance, and that MCCM maintenance would be inspected by qualified
saintenance inspectors,

Personnel Concerns. Operations personnel were more concerned

about the over-burdening of training and evaluation agencies during

implementation than were maintenance personnel. This may have beean -
because all groups of respondents perceived DOTI and DOV as doing the
bulk of any necessary training and evaluations. This seemed to be a

valid concern. Any implementation attempt would have to he carefully -
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planned to avoid any possible overloading of wing training and S

evaluation functions. : Culd

Did MCCMs Have Time to do Maintenance?, The attitudes of all ' E

respondents ware also measured concerning the idea that MCCMs would not i§£

have the time to perfora LCC maintenance. Very few maintenance personnel ) E;:

agreed with this idea, whether they were cosmissioned or enlisted. More -Qtj

operations personnel than maintenance personnel agreed with the v “j

l: statesent, but MCCMNs assiqgned to DOTI ar DOV were the only group in :"j
. which a wsajority agreed with the idea. There was some possible evidence :iié
of parochialisa. NCCHs  who opposed the concept often cosmented in :ifﬁ

Question #463 responsas that pecple who had not "pulled alerts" recently fij

had no conception of the size of the present MCCM workload. Some of the f;if

operations staff and senior staff respondents alsc believed that the ;if

alert worklocad had increasad in recent years. At the other end of the ij:

spectruma, a few missile maintenance personnel comsented that it was well ;%%i

known that MCCMs did little or nothing while on alert in the LCC. Since i§§3

individuals who felt this way would be involved in implementation if:i

attempts, it could be suggestad that some type of educational effort i;ﬁé

designed to show operations and wmaintenance personnel "how the other 5;5?

PR

half lives" aight be included as part of the implesentation process. For
example, MCCMs aight be required to accompany a maintenance tsam out to

the wsissile field on a pariodic basis. Maintenance personnel might be

required to sit in on an unclassified MCCM training day. ) ,;;

Attitudes Concerning Training, Inspesction, and Evaluation. %éi;
The attitudes, ideas, and suggestions of respondents concerning the ’ Eé}g
training, inspection, and wevaluation of MCCM-performed LCC maintenance :-;-
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were tracked. Concerning training, a large wmajority (81%) of MCCNs
thought that ¢they should be given hands-on training similar to that
received by wmaintenance technicians (Question 043).'A large majority of
all survey respondents (80%) +felt that all MCCMs should be trained in
all nmaintenance tasks that would be assigned to MCCMs., A small nuamber
believed that only selected MCCMs should be trained in maintenance.
Concerning the issue of who should ¢train MCCMs in saintenance,
opinions were widely distributed. The asost popular choices involved
various coabinations of DOTI and TTB perscnnel. Comments demonstrated
that one suggested aethod of giving DOT! the primsary responsibility
would be to have TTB instructors train the DOTI MCCMs. The DOTI MCCMs
would then train other MCCMs. This was the asost popular specific
suggestion given for setting up a training prograa. Several respondents,
from all groups, saw no reason to give MCCMs extra maintanance training.
These respondents felt that since MCCMs were already trained in the
removal andson to give MCCMs extra wmaintenance training. These
respondents felt that since MCCMs were already trained in the removal
and replacement of certain LCC equipment drawers, all that would be
necessary would be to provide the MCCMs with tools and technical data.
At the other end of the spectrum two missile maintenance afficers, both
former MCCMs, commented that they had had bad experiences at Job Control
while directing MCCMs in drawer remcval and replacement. One of these
officers was the author of an ACSC report reviewed in Chapter I. He
complained that his technicians had spent several hours instructing a
MCC over the ophone in how to remove and replace a drawer. The crew in

question  had received annual DOTI training in the removal and
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replacesent of that very drawer., The officer commented that such

incidents could serve to convince a person that msaintenance by MCCHse
could be more trouble than it was worth.
The issue 0of who should inspect MCCM maintenance was one that drew

many varied responses. The naost popular answer was that no inspection

was required if the equipment worked properly after installation.
Respondents stated that amaintenance perforasd by MCCMs should not be
inspected any differently or with any more frequency than maintenance
performed by maintenance teams. One group of respondents (29%) wanted
MCCM maintenance to be inspected by qualified maintenance personnel or
by GCE personnel. The only other answer given with any frequency (8%)
was that the relieving MCC and/or the Flight Commander should inspect
the nmaintenance. These responses revealed the sxistence of a large body

of opinion to the effect 'thct all aaintenance should be treated
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similarly regardless of who had performed the maintenance. This policy

would cause the ainisum amount of disturbance and increased workload for

the wsstablished weaintenance inspection agency, QC%E, during any iii
isplesentation of the concept, MCCMs were already raquired to inspect 15&
all LCC equipment when they began an alert. Therefore, the inspection of ;Eﬁ
a4 newly installed drawer would not increase the regular MCCM workload. -

The question of who should evaluate MCCMs performing maintenance

tasks was controversial, especially among MCCMe. The opposition of most

MCCMs to the idea of more evaluations has already been noted. About 1/2

of respondents answered that MCCMs should be evaluated by DOV evaluators

with or without GQC4LE personnel present. About 33% believed that QC&E

should evaluate, with or without DOV personnel present. A small group
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saw no reason for any evaluation and thought that increased evaluations
would add unnecessary waork to the iaplementation process as well as
alienating MCCHs.

The evaluation issue will have to be dealt with during any
isplesentation attespt. GQuestions to be answered include the following:
"Should NCCMs bBe evaluated or naaintenance tasks?* "I§ so, then who
should do the evaluation?® “If QC4E enlisted personnel evaluated
coamissioned NMCCHs, whe would vresolve conflicts?" ‘“Would these
maintenance evaluations have the same weight as regular DOV
Standardization Evaluations, with the sase perceived damage to careers
that could result from a failed evaluation?*

Srand Forks Responses. S'rvey data provided no hard evidence

to support the idea that MCCMs asligpcd to the 321 SMW at Grand Forks
AFé were aeither “for® or "against" the concept to any greater degree
than other MCCMs. These findings should discount any idea that Brand
Forks MCCMs' exposure to the early Project Teamwork planning would
prejudice thea either for or against isplementation. Thus, the prasence
of these individuals in the survey sample should not skew the data in
one direction or the other.

Would Implementation Save Resources? Non-MCCM Responsaes. The

opinions of non-MCCM respondents were solicited concerning the idea that
implesentation would save maintenance resources. The specific questions
and percentages agreeing with thea were detailed in Chapter 11, The
findings were that wmajorities of all non-MCCM groups believed that
isplementation of the concept could save maintenance resources.

Questions #47-438. The data from Questions #47-458 revealed
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how MCCMs spent their time on alert. This data could be of interest to
future research as well as being relevant to this research. Several
questions in this series were particularly relevant to the concept of
MCCMs perforaing LCC maintenance. One such quaestion was #37, which was

designed to discover how auch free tise MCCMs had on a typical alert.

Survey results showed that only {2% of MCCMs had no éree time on their
last alert. Fifty percent had at least two hours of free time. Results

. for question #49 showed that 85X of MCCMs spent four hours or less
?: processing sessages, including C3 AFSATCOM traffic. However, this

traffic was usually distributed fairly evenly over the 24 hour alert.

These results show two things: (1) there was some free time available
during which MCCMs could have performed minor maintenance if they had
had to, and (2) while message traffic was undoubtedly annoying to MCCMs
and may have been a heavy burden on some alerts, such traffic does nat
usually "#ill up" an alert. In recognition of the many hCCHI who wrote
that they felt over-burdened by message traffic, research should be done
in this area. Such research could settle the issue of whether or not
message traffic was excessive.

Maintenance Historical Data. The analysis of this data

showed wide differences in the average yearly number of MCCM-performable

maintenance actions #from base to base. The 321 SMW at Grand Forks AFB

had by far the largest average ysarly nusber of saintenance actians,
385, The next largest average nuaber was at the 341 SMW at Malastroa o
AFB, 261. Since the 3I4%f GSMW had four SMS squadrons, it had 20 LCCs

compared to the 15 LCCs at the 321 SMW. This makes the 321 SMW's number
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of maintenance actions perforaed all the aore iapressive.
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Based wupon this data, the 321 SMW had the greatest incentive to

inplement a program of MCCMs operforming LCC removal and replacement 5

r,é actions. The A44SMW at Ellsworth AFB had the least incentive. The 44 SMW
: had the samse nusber of LCCs, 15, as the 32% SMW; yet the 321 8MW had
i-E nearly 450X more asaintenance actions (385 to 84). Most of this
difference was probably due to the +fact that 321 SMW LCCs had the
greatest relative number of cosponents that could be repaired by the

removal and replaceasent of drawers. The 44 SMW LCCs had the smallest

relative number of these cosponents. What this meant in practical ternms
was that wequipsent configuration differences between LCCs at different
wings resulted in a varying need for MCCMs to serve as maintenance
extenders. This aeant that any force-wide implementation of this concapt
would have varying efficacy and relevance. u?ilc the 321 and 341 SHWs
aight derive great benefit from such implementation, the sane

implementation at the 44SMW might be rolativoly‘lols beneficial.
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V. Conclusions and Recommsendations

Conclusions
i, There is a real need to implement the concept of MCCMs

performing LCC wmaintenance. The degree of this need, which varied at

different Minuteman wings, was discussed in the last section of Chapter
Iv.

2. There were two bodies of opinion among MCCMs concerning the
idea. The wmajority group, from 50-60% in size, was opposed tao the idea

of MCCMs performing LCC wmaintenance for a variety of reasons. The

) 'fvvrranv"',
v .
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ainority group was in favor of the idea for a variety of reasons. There
was evidence that as NMCCMs accumulated more tisme on crew, they would
have a greater tendency to favor the idea. The main reasons for MCCHM
opposition tﬁ the concept were:

= Concern about being evaluated by DOV or by higher headquartars on
maintenance tasks,

- Concern that MCCMs would be taskad with an ever-increasing number of
maintenance duties and would thersfore lose their professional identity
as operations opersonnel, MCCMs ocften had a great deal of pride in their
profession and some felt threatened by this proposal. Associated with
this fear was the belief that operations and maintenance duties should
not be mixed,

- Concern that if the concept were isplemented then MCCMs would be .
overloaded with increased training requirements, an increased number of e
tasks to be accomplished on alert, an increase in time spent on alert, o
and liability for any damaged equipment. SR
RN

- Concern that if the concept were implesented then MCCMs would work for T
two masters - the DO and the maintenance agencies. - <
3. Operations sta¢f (1835 AFSC) and operations senior staéf (18164 ;ﬂ
AFSC) personnel were less opposad to the concept than were MCCMs, The -
same two bodies of copinion, in roughly similar proportions, were found - -
oot
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asong this group of officers. They also had roughly the samse concerns
about and suggestions for implementation.

4, Maintenance personnel, both officer and enlisted, generally
supported the concept of MCCMs performing LCC icintonanco. The primary
reason for this support was the widespread belief that implesentation
would be of dirsct, tangible benefit to maintenance personnel. The
principal perceived Benefit was that isplessntation of the concept would
save maintenance resources, both aanpower and fuel.

S. Almost none of the respondents were concerned about the safety
rasifications of implesentation to any great degree, with the exception
of personnel assigned to the Wing Safety Office. Even these respondents
saw no great problea with safety, as long as NCCMs were properly trained
in the waintenance procedures. Safety considerations would have to be a
factor during any implementation effaort.

6. Concerning past literature on this and related subjects:

= The observations made by Allgaier (1) concerning MCCMs’' sensitivities
about controlling their LCCs while on alert were still relevant; MCCMs
had the same concern about this issue in 1984 that MCCMs had had at the
time of Allgaier’'s study in 1979.
= The observations wmade by Chenzoff, et al. (2) in 1983, especially
those concerning perceptions by Minuteman wsaintenance personnel that
they were undermanned and overworked, were refliected in the survey
responses, This was at least partly responsible +for the widespread
approval of the concept by maintenance personnel.
- Observations made in other studies were not as relevant. Most MCCNs
rejected the recomsendations of Christie (3), Kuenning and Mattson (§)
and Paoluecci (7) that MCCMs would be more fulfilled in their jobs if
they were given added duties and responsibilities,

7. laplementation would save nmaintenance resources, How much of

what kind of resources would be saved would vary from wing to wing, year

to year, and would often vary (on a daily basis) with the distance from
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the base to a particular LCC. Implesentation would alsc help to break
down the walls of parochialisa that seesed to divide saintenance and
operations functions (at least at the lower levels) in Minuteman wings.

8. Most operations and maintenance personnel felt that MCCNs could
be trained to perfora amaintenance and were capable of perforaing
maintenance. Even MCCMs who were opposed to implementation of the
concept generally shared this belief.

9. Nany respondents to the survey, both MCCMs and non-MCCMs, sade
the same specific comsments for and against implementation. These
comsents represented legitimate bodies of opinion that should be
recognized. The perscnnal at the Minuteman wings were the closest to the
action and therefore should be listened to, whether or not their
suggestions were actually to be adopted.

Recomsendations

The primary recommendation is that ;!ncc the cancept has merit it
should be iaplemented. The recomsendations below were focused upon the
basic issues that would be invoelved in any implesentation.

Training. MCCMs  could receive initial drawer removal and
replaceaent training during Initial Qualification Training at Vandenbarg
AFB. Recurring periadic training for MCCMs at the Minuteman wings could
be accomplished by increasing the frequency of existing drawer removal
and replacesent training. DOTI personnel would have to adapt their cycle
of existing weapon system training topics to make the necessary rooa for
sore frequent drawer remcval and replacement training. Initially, this
training should be given on a quarterly basis. If experience at a wing

were to prave the training should be given more or less frequently than
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once per gquarter then that wing’'s DOTI would be able to adapt their
training schedule accordingly.

The DOTI Instructor MCCMs would receive initial training from TTB
Instructors. DOT! Instructors could then train all other MCCMs. 1§ DOV
Evaluators were to be tasked with the evaluation of LCC maintenance then
QC¥E Evaluators could train the {initial DOV cadre in evaluation

techniques. Al]l MCCs would receive the training. The establishesnt of

special amaintenance-trained MCCes would place an unreasonable burden on
the DOTS alert oscheduling function. This would be because DOTS would
have to asatch maintenance MCCs with malfunctioning LCCs. For this to be
successful, DOTS Schedulers would have to able to predict (at least
several days in advance) which LCCs would have what equipsent
sal functions.

Evaluations. Bince wmaintenance was not part of MCCMs'
prisary duties, MCCMs should only be evaluated by "talking through® the
appropriate amaintenance procedure in the applicable technical data or
checklist. Most MPT equipment rack drawers were sere aockups af the
actual LCC drawers and therefore would be useless for removal and
replacement performance evaluations. Since the locations and types of
LCC equipment malfunctions could not be predicted in advance, it would
be impractical to expect DOV Evaluators to schedule LCC drawer removal

and replacements for purpaoses of evaluations. It would also be

impractical to expect an MCC being evaluated in the LCC to disable
working LCC  electronic equipment solely for the purposes of an
evaluation,

Inspections. Inspections of MCCM-performed LCC maintenance
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should only be performed to the same extent and with the same frequency
that any other aissile fiald amaintenance would be inspected. GCLE
personnel only inspected a sample percentage of all msaintenance. It

would be an unreasonable use of GCLE or DOV personnel to expect them to

inspect all instances of MCCM-performed LCC maintenance. The best sethod
of inspection wmight be to make Flight Coasmanders {(and/or selected DOV
Evaluators) Certified Maintenance Inspectors. Then the Flight Coamanders
wauld be authorized to inspect MCCMs' maintenance and QCYE would not
have to be involved.

Pre-positioning of Parts. Pre-positioning of replacesent

drawers at LCFs or LCCs would be impractical without greatly increasing
the number of available drawers at each wing. Any available replacement
drawers should be kept at Materiel Control, as is normal practice.

Maintenance Technical Data. To save duplication af existing

resources, the existing maintenance technical data and checklists should

be wused by MCCMs. This documentation could be kept either by DOV or by

D09 since both of those agencies already had custody of other technical
data.

Tools. The principal tools necessary ¢for aminor LCC

maintenance wauld be the small hand tools already stored at LCCs.
Seals. Some drawers containaed sensitive or classified
components, These drawers had seals attached to their edges to provide

evidence of tampering. The seals and seal installation kits were kept by

182

]

Codes Division (D09)., There would be no reason to change this if the ':}é
A

concept were iaplemented. : xg;:
One Possible Scenario. The MCC on alert at an LCC reports an - 4
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equipment fault to Wing Job Control. Jab Control and the applicable
saintenance shop determine the fault can be repaired by reaoving and
replacing a drawer. This information would be forwarded to DOTS, DOV,
Codes Division, and Materiel Control. DOTS Schedulers would inform the
MCC scheduled to relieve the present MCC that they would be transporting
8 drawer to the LCC when they go out for their alert tour. DOV would
insure the availability of the proper technical data. Codes Division
would insure the availability of seals, if applicable. Materiel Control
would insure that a replacesent drawer was indeed available for
transportation.

In the aorning, after their usual briefings, the relief MCC would
go to DOV and get the technical data. They wouid then go to Codes
Division, if applicable, to obtain seals and a seal kit. They would then
go to Materiel Contral and get the replacesent dra;cr. Upon arrival in
the LCC, the old MCC and the new MCC would work togQether toc remove the
cld drawer and replace it with the new drawer. Job Control and/or the
spp.icable wmaintenance shop would be in contact with the MCCMs during
this time. Afterwards, the MCCMs would verify that the squipment was
working properly by operforming those sections of their usual equipment

testing that affected the drawer, If the problea was fixed, the “old"

MCC would bring the removed drawer back with them to the base, turn it

in to Materiel Control, and return the technical data to DOV.

ot e et T
Sodid A g g

Further Recosmendations. Any implementation attempt should -

try to minimize disturbance of the existing wing training and evaluation ;i
functions to avoid overloading MCCMs with extra training and to avoid ﬁ-
overloading the DOTI/TTB and DOV/QCLE functions, ™ ]
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Any extra safety trainiﬁg thought to be desirable could be taught during

With the exception that would have to asade for female officer
accessions (because women were not assigned to Minuteman MCCs), all new
Missile Maintenance GQOfficers should come from the pool of those MCCMs
who had coapleted their 34 months to 48 sonths tour of duty. This would
sean that all naw Missile Maintenance officers would have had previcus
experience in the Minutemsan weapon system and that MCCMs would have
isproved opportunities to remain in the ICBM career area. Further,
iaplesentation would give MCCMs who became Nissile Maintenance Officers
a prior knowledge of maintenance procedures, including a closer look at
the functions of maintenance agencies like Job Control, Quality Control,
and Materiel Control.

As several respondents warned, the nsore *low-key" the
iaplementation of the concept was, the better its chances for success.
IQT and by DOT! at the wings. No inclusion of aaintenance procedurss in
any evaluatien by DOV or by higher haadquarters should be parmitted,
except for “talking through® eaintenance checklists without actually
doing the maintenancs. Any MCCM error detected during such a
"talk-through® should never be assessed as anything but a miner werror.
This would eake it difficult for MCCMs to fail an Evaluation solely
because of nmaintenance errors. MCCM support for implementation could be
greatly increased if MCCMs knew that they would not fail an Evaluation
sclely because of maintenance procedural errors.

The Wing Commandar, the Deputy Coamander for Maintenance (DCM), and
the Deputy Commander for Operations (DO) at weach wing should werk

together to determine precisely which saintenance procedures would be
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performed by the MCCMs at that wing., Tha Wing Coamander, DCM, and DO
should have ¢final decision-making authority in this area, subject to
higher headquarters approval, This would give control of MCCM
maintenance oplanning to the individuals who knew their wing best. It
would also give wing personnel a feeling that their wing had inputs into
the implessntation process.

Future Studies. Future studies should be done to answer the

following questions raised in this study:

- Is a third crew saember needed on MCCs to handle increases in the MCCM
LCC workload due to C* AFSATCOM modifications?

- MWould it be practical to integrate the officer 18XX (operations) and
31XX (maintenance) career fields ints one career field? Under this
concept, missile officers would sove back and forth between assignaents
in the operations and saintenance areas. What would the benefits be of
such a prograae?
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Appendix A: Questionnaire ;j
3_" ,.]

HQ@ USAF Survey Control Number (SCN) 84-39 o

A proposal is currently being studied that, if iaplessnted, would allow éﬁk

capsule crews to perfors some of the LCC saintenance. This maintenance - ;:E

aight include such things as resoving and replacing drawers in equipmant .

racks, resoving and replacing printers and classified computer drawers, ‘

and resoving and replacing HF radios, UNF radios, and MF radios. It

probably would NOT include heavy PM] items such as battery inspections,

, and would not include removal and replacement of BACCS8 or SLFCS i
equipment or any aeaintenance that involved using electronic test ——

i:; squipsent such as DVMs, etc. This survey data will be converted to .
[ information for wuse in research of sanagesent related probless. Results ;
g of the research, based on the data provided, will be included in written o

saster’'s theses and say also be included in published articles, reports, 3

or texts. Distribution of the results of the research, based on the e

survey data, whether in written form or presented orally, will be N

unliamited. -y

Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary. No adverse action of S

any kind may be taken against any individual who elects not to ;13

participate in any or all of this survey. ]

Sl

Please answer the following questions: ;;J

1. To what base are you assigned? S
—o_.a) Ellsworth. ek
-.__b) FE Warren, S
-o.._C) Brand Forks. —
eaood) Malastroa. -
—___8) Minot. -
eaf) Whiteman,

2. What is yaur duty AFSC? L
o ) 182X, =
oo b) 31X, -
ceoC) 3167X. L
—o_.d) 443870, R
e u) 99601, S
oo__f) 44599,

e @) 31699, :
-=._h) Other (please identify) __________ . N
R

&,
P
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3. What is your grade? gy
p a) Staff Sergeant. R
b) Technical Sergeant.
€) Master Sergeant.
d) Senior Master Sergeant.
e) Chief Master Sergeant.
~oof) Second Lieutenant.

eeu-8) First Lieutenant,
“ h) Captain,

i) Major.

Jj) Lisuterant Colonel.
k) Colanel.
y 1) Other (please identify) .

4, (This question is for enlisted personnel only.) What is your skill
level?
3) 7-lavel,
ceob) 9-leval.
5. Which of the following best describes your squadron assignaent?
a) Not assigned to a squadron - [ work in
the DCM complex.
b) Not assigned to a squadron - [ work in
the DO complex.
€) I am assigned to a saintenance squadron
(FMMS or OMMS),
d) 1 am assigned to an SMB squadron,
e) I am assigned to .

LD LT T Yy Y

6. I you work in the DCM cosplex but not in a maintenance squadron, to
which of the following are you assigned?

a) 1 do nat work in the DCM coaplex.

b) Maintenance Control Division.

¢) Maintenance Support Division.

d) Quality Control Division. e
e) Training Control Division, R
weof) 1 work directly for the DCM, AN
@) I am assigned to . 2l

7. If you work in the DO complex but not in an SMS squadron, to which of

the following are you assigned?

a) 1 do not work in the DO complex. -

--._bh} pov, n

—...t) DOTI. I
d) DOTM, DOTS, or othar DOT besides DOTI. b
e) DO9. AT
f) DO22.

-oo29) D024,

h) Strategic Missile Squadron.

i) I am assigned to .
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8. (The next 3 questions are for 182X duty AFSCs only. All other AFSCs,
procesd to Question 11.) To what type of crew are you presently
assigned?

eeood) Evaluator (DOV) crew.

b) Instructor (DOTI) crew.

c) Flight Commander's crew,
eeod) Line crew,

e) I am assigned to .

9. (This question is for 182X duty AFSCs only.) What is your crew

position?
-__-l) mCcC.
__._b) pmcee.
oo C) 1 am dual-qualified as MCCC and DMCCC.
d) Other - .

10. (This question is for 182X AFSCs only.) How many amonths cuamulative
experience do you have on crew?

a) Less than & months.

b) & months but less than {2 asonths.

¢) 12 months but less than 24 sonths,

d) 24 months but less than 3é6 months,

e) 346 months or asore.

11, Which one of the following most closely approxisates your job .
title? :

2) Teas Chiet,

b) Shop Chief.

€} Missile Maintenance Technician.
~wwd) Branch Chief or Assistant Branch Chief.
e¢) NCOIC or ANCOIC.

£#) OIC or AQOIC,

wews) Bquadron Executive Officer.

h) Squadron Operations Of¢ficer.

i) Squadron Commander.

3) Flight Commander,.

k) Chieé¢ of Maintenance.

1) Maintenance Supervisor.

a) Maintenance Superintendent.

n) DOV MCCC.

o) DOV DMCCC.

----p) DOTI MCCC.

--..q) DOTI DMCCC.

r) Flight Commander’'s Deputy.

s) Line NMCCC.

t) Line DMCECC.

u) Staff Officer.

v) Maintenance Officer.

w) My job title is .

&
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12. How many manths have you been in your present job?

a) Less than 6 sonths,

b) & but less than 12 months. —
c) 12 but less than 24 aonths. Foag
d) 24 aonths but less than 36 months. A

e) 3& months or more.

13. How many years (total) do you have in Minuteman saintenance?
a) ! have never been in Minutesan maintenancs.

b) Less than 2 years.

c) 2 but less than 4 years. o
d) 4 but less than & years, S
e) & but less than 10 years. R
) 10 years or amore.

QUESTION 14 IS ONLY FOR OFFICERS IN MISSBILE MAINTENANCE (31XX).

14. Do you have prior experience in ICBM Operations (any weapons
systes)?

a) No experience in Missile Operations.

b) Yes, as an 182X only.

c) Yes, as an 183X only,

d) Yes, as both 182X and 183X.

e) Yes, as 182X, 183X, and 181X,

f) Yes (please identify): _ '

.BUEBTIDN 15 I8 ONLY MIBSILE OPERATIONS OFFICERS (18XX),

1S, Do you have any ICBM maintenance experience (any weapons system)? e
a) No prior experience in ICBM maintenance. -
b) Yes, as a 31XX, e
c) Yas, enlisted AFSC(s) only.

d) Yes, enlisted AFSC(s) and as a 3{XX.

e) Yes (please identify): .

Answering directions far question 16 to 4&)

The following questions should be answered by circling the appropriate
letter "a*, "b", "c"*, “d", or "e." Answer “a" aeans you strongly
disagree, "b” means you tend to disagree, "c” means you neither agree
nor disagree, "d" means you tend to agree, and "e" means you strongly
agree.

...........
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(a) Strongly disagree with this statesent.

{b) Tend to disagree with this statement.

(c) Neither agree nor disagree with this statesent.
- (d) Tend to agree with this stateaent,

o (e) Strongly agree with this stateaent.

L 14. Once they were properly trained, crew seabers could probably perfore
" LCC maintenance as well as saintenance personnel do.

il a b c d [ ]

f : 17. Capsule crews should not be tasked with maintenance. Operations and

saintenance should not be mixed.
a b ¢ d e

18. I would feel better about the idea of capsule crews performing LCC
naintenance if I knew that saintenance or QC personnel would inspect the
finished work.

a b ¢ d e

19. Work done by a maintenance-qualified capsule crew would not have to
be inspected any more often than work done by anybody else.
3 ] (3 d ]

20. The quality of maintenance perforsed by a capsule cres would
probably NOT be as good as the quality of the maintenance perfarased by
saintenance personnel.
a b c d ] ' . *

21. Capsule crews aight help to decrease the maintenance workload if
they were tasked with perforaing some types of LCC maintenance.
a b t d *

22. The whole idea of capsule crews performing any maintenance is sore
trouble than it is worth,
] b c d ]

23, Capsule crews could help decrease LCC equipment downtime if they
ware authorized to remove and replace certain equipment drawers in the
Lce.

a b c d e

THE FOLLOWING QUESTION (24) 18 FOR TTB (maintenance) AND DOTI
(operations) PERSONNEL ONLY.

24, The training of capsule crews in maintenance tasks would probably
impose a greater workload on ay work center.
3 ] ¢ d e
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(a) 8trongly disagrae with this statement.

(b) Tend to disagree with this statesent.

{c) Neither agree nor disagree with this statement.
(d}) Tend to agree with this statement.

{e) Strongly agree with this statesent.

THE FOLLOWING QUESTION (28) IS FOR QC&E (maintenance) AND DOV
{operations) PERSONNEL ONLY.

25. The inspection and evaluation of capsule craws who perforased LCC
naintenance tasks would probably impose a greater workload on ay work
center.

3 b 3 d e

26. The training of capsule crews who perforaed LCC maintenance could
inpose a burden on wing training functions that would be all out of
propartion to any possible gains that might result from such a progras,
at least in the short tera.

a b 3 d e

27. The evaluation of capsule crews who perforsed LCC maintenance could
impose a burden on wing evaluation functions that would be all out of
proportion to any passible gains that sight result from such a prograa,
at least in the short tera.

a b € d (] .
28, I would be uncomfortable knowing that capsule crews were rasoving
and replacing squipaent in the LCC, whether or not they vere trained and
authorized to do so.

a b c d ]

29. 1f maintenance personnel weren't always having to resave and replace
drawers in the LCC, they could get to the more involved maintenance
sconer.

] b c d ]

30. A capsule crew perforsing maintenance would probably do a poer jab
and end up causing even aore work for msaintenance personnel.
a b c d [

31, If capsule crews performed some of the LCC maintenance, then
paintenance personnel wouldn't have to make as many trips to the LCCs.
] b c d e

32, Capsule crews really don‘t have tha time while out on alert to
perform any maintenance.
a b € d ]

33. If capsule crews were maintenance qualified, maintenance resources

could be allocated more effectively.
a b ¢ d ]
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(a) Strongly disagree with this statesent,

.- (b) Tend to disagree with this stateaent.
ﬁ (c) Neither agree nor disagree with this stateasnt.
(d) Tend to agree with this stateasent,

(e) Strongly agree with this stateaent.

34, If capsule craws replaced certain drawers in equipsent racks, a
sandatory inspection by qualified maintenance personnel should always
follom.

a b c d (]

35. Capsule crews should stick to operations and leave the asaintenance
to saintenance personnel.
a b c d .

IF YOU ARE NOT AN 182X DUTY AFSC, PLEABE SKIP TO QUESTION S9.
182Xs, PLEASE CONTINUE THROUGH QUESTION 44, USING THE SAME "a® THROUEBH
“e" SCALE AS BEFORE.

36. The last thing I would want to do on an alert would be to perfora
maintenance.
a b c d ]

37. Performing maintenance and being trained in saintenance tasks would
deqgrade ay perforaance in ay prisary duties.
: ] c d (]

38. Removing or raplacing a drawer on a command and control console
would be a very different kind of task than anything else ! do while on
- alert in the LCC.

. a b c d ]

39, Performing simple maintenance tasks while on alert would take time
away from my perfaormance of other essential duties.
a b c d e

R 40, If my LEC had an inoperative computer, console, or status monitoring
- devicej I would rather be authorized to remove and replace the bad
) drawer ayself (and thereby fix the problem) than possibly wait several
days for a "real” msaintenance team to do it.

a b ¢ d ]

41. 1 would be uncomfortable with the idea of performing maintenance
such as that described in Question #40, even if [ were authorized and
trained to do so.

a ] c d e

42. Once MCCMs were tasked with maintenance, they would be given more
and aore maintenance to do, with the result that MCCMs would eventually
be regarded as saintenance personnel.

'] b c d e
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L.
(a) Strongly disagres with this statement, ]
(b) Tend to disagree with this stateaent. ﬂtg
{c) Neither agree nor disagree with this statement. R
{d) Tend to agres with this stateasnt. -
(e) Strongly agree with this stateaent. NS
43. MCCMs who were being trained to perfora msintenance tasks would have % |
to be given the same hands-on training saintenance personnel receive. ]

a b € d ]

Please answer questions 44, 45, and 46 below as though they coapleted
the following sentence:
*1 would be aore coafortable with the idea of perforaing simple LCC
saintenance if 1"

44. 1 had the authority ta delay perfaoraing such maintenance i¢ [
personally thought that some other duty was more urgent right then.
a b 5 d o

45, Clear-cut lines of authority were understood by everybady involved,
so that [ would not be given conflicting orders by Job Cantrol, DO
agencies, and ay squadron.

3 b c d e

46. The cospleted work that I had done was always inspected by qualified
saintenance personnel as saon as possible. .

a b ¢ d e

QUESTION 44 WAS THE LAST QUESTION USING THE "a* THROUGH "e" SCALE.
PLEASE CONTINUE THROUGH QUESTION &3.

For quastions 47 through 58, use this answer keyi

a) None, 0 hours,
b) Less than 2 hours.

c) 2 hours but less than 4 hours. ]
d) 4 hours but less than & hours. ANt
e) & hours but less than 8 haurs. o
#) 8 hours but less than 10 hours. —
g) 10 hours but less than {2 hours. R
h) 12 hours but less than 14 hours. N
i) 16 hours but less than 20 hours. R
§) 20 hours or more. N

- .
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:i How aany hours out of your last alert did you spend doing this

- activity?s
e A7, Training (i.e,, self-study or training others).
"< o8, Inspections and tests of LCC equipaent.
: w9, Processing sessages.
o eeead0. Testing and calibrating aissiles and LF equipaent.
N eeoodi. Processing faults, both LF and LCC.

waeoS2. Processing trips on and off LFs, and monitoring

_ their activity.

-2 eewd3. Educational activities such as MMEP, PME/S0S, etc.

- 34. Rest status.

55. Cleaning and housekeeping.

ee-36, Updating LCC records, "a"-paging T.0.s, and related duties.

eeea37. Free tine (recreational reading, watching television, etec.)
Do not include tise spent in rest status.

w38, Processing security situations.

39. If capsule crews perforsed LCC maintenance, the coampleted
agintenance should always have to be inspected by:

eeco8) The next capsule crew, and later by the Flight
Coeamander.
eaob) Qualified Maintenance personnel only.
c) QCLE maintenance personnel.
eeood) DOTI or DOV personnel.
eeat) & and b above.
waof) b and c above. .
wecod) No inspection is necessary if the equipment
- works properly.
-f weooN) Other (please explain in the space provided):

=]

)
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0. If capsule crews perforaed LCC maintenances

41. Capsule

N/A, crews should not perfora maintenance,

All crews should be trained to perform all of
the assigned saintenance tasks.

Only certain crews should be trained to perfora
aaintenance.

Other (please explain in the space provided):

crews who were being trained to perfora maintenance should

be trained by:

S}
h)

N/A, capsule crews should not perform maintenance,.
DOTI Instructor Crews aonly.

DOTI Instructor Crews, with Team Training Branch
(TTB) persannel abserving the training and

assisting as necessary.

DOTI Instructor Crews, with Team Training Branch
(TTB) personnel giving hands-on training to the
capsule crews,

Team Training Branch parsonnel only.

Tean Training Branch personnel, with DOTI Instructor
Crews observing the training and assisting as nacessary,
Team Training Branch personnel, with DOTI Instructor
Crews giving hands-on training to the capsule crews.
Other (please explain in the place provided):
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62.Capsule crews who were being evaluated on maintenance task
perforsance should be evaluated by:

a) N/A, capsule crews should not perfora maintenance.

b) Evaluator Crews (DOV) only.

¢) Evaluator Crews (DOV), with QCYE maintenance
personnel observing the evaluation.

d) QCLE maintenance personnel, with DOV crew observing.

e) QCLE maintenance personnel only.

£) Other (please sxplain in the space provided):

63. Use this space for any comments you might have about the idea of

capsule crews performing maintenance in the LCC, or to discuss any area .-
you feel the survey did not adeguately cover., Thank you far your -
valuable time and attention. -
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Appendix B: Comments froa Ouestion #63

Flight Coasander: Who is going to take the HERT when a capsule crew
sesses up a piesce of equipment worth 15,000 dollars? Their job is be
prepared (sic) to launch ICBM's (sic) upon lawful order (sic). The
nusber of tasks that can be presented in an evaluation is already
unbelievable.

§N8 Squadron Comsander: I can think of no reason why MCCs should
not perfora ainor saintenance.

Deputy Comsander for Maintenance: LONG OVERDUE. NO BIS DEAL. JUST
po IT!

NCOIC LF Electronics Branch: Let’'s not diversity (sic) so auch as
to cause a lot of probleas., Ops crews should take care of ops.
Maintenance should take care of maintenance. Let's not go round robin on
this thing. First qualify capsules then later decertify because of the
ispact.

Chieé, OC Division: I don’'t have a strong objection to crew mambers
doing sose remove and replace maintenance actions. Routine actions would
save asaintenance dispatches, but crew asesbers will have very liajited
ability to react to abnormal indications after saintenance.

AMir Division Gta#f Officers 1 believe that capsule crews are
perfectly capable of perforaing smaintenance in the LCCs, but I don't
think they should., ! believe the perforsance of saintenance tasks, the
lugging of drawers to and from the capsules, and probleas involved with
bad replacement equipaent would detract ¢rom the development of &
professional crew force.

Wing Maintenance Superintendent: Capsule crews performing
adintenance should be limited to drawer and minor component resoval and
replacement. Replacing wminor hardware, tightening screws etc, should
also be included.

Line MCCC: Once capsule crews started perforaing LCC maintenance,
the only result would be that saintenance personnel would get more tinme
off than they are now (sic). Most maintenance teams now spend about 1/2
of their dispatch tise in the LCF goofing off - not performing
maintenance. This survey would not even be necessary if mnx supervisors
kept their personnel away from the LCF pool tables and kept tabs of
their (sic) time on dispatches. Our 8Stand Boards are rough enough
without being evaluated on maintenance tasks. You can tell this survey
was designed by a person no longer pulling alert duty.

DIC Training Control Division: [ assume that you meant major L CC
squipment. Currently, crew aembers perform limited maintenance on comm
equipment. 1 made that assumption in answering your questions.
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The biggest problem in crews performing anx is that the time it
would take to generate a teaa to bring the drawer out to the LCC is not
such less than the time it would take to generate a qualified snx teas.
Frequently, the limiting factor is availability of a serviceable drawer
- not a qualified team. Also, you can't view a drawer R&R as an isolated
function. Mast certainly there would be aquipaent isoclation or shutdown
requirements involved. This would require additional training for the
crews - not only in the actual checklists, but also from a systees
knowledge viewpoint. You don‘t want somebody pulling a drawer without
knowing the system impact. Currently, you don’'t get that at Vandenberg,
because they alsast exclusively emphasize procedures and not systea
operation.

Another problems is the tech data. Certainly you can’'t include these
procedures into the crew T.0. They would have to double or triple the
size of their T.0. Maintenance teass norsally carry a T.0., kit that
probably weighs 20-30 pounds. Although their T.0.s address many other
procedures other than LCC anx, my point is that it would be difficult to
have a workable systeas for crew access to the proper T.0.s.

The idea of crews performing more anx at the LCC is attractive and
I support it - regardless of the way I answered the guestionnaire.
Howaver, there are too sany probleas to be worked out for the concept to
bs, in ay aind, feasible,

NCOIC Technical Engineering Branchyr Crew asesbers are currently
required to remove and replace certain panels in the LCC due to code
handling requirement - [ feel this could be axpanded to include other
selected components in the LCC with no detrimental effects on the weapon
systen,

8N8 Squadron Caommander: I am cpposed to the notion of capsule crews
performing maintenance because it will require a significant amount of
additional ¢training - a burdan that existing crewm schedules can ill
afford. In Titan, the crew was augmaented by two NCOs whose primary
function was maintsnance related. The existing concern about maintaining
crew proficiency in weapon systes, EWO, codes, nuclear safety, safety,
COMSEC, admin, disaster preparedness, terrorist threat, and security
would only be exacerbated. The present system is working - look at our
LCC operational rates - so why sess with it? R

An itea not addressed by your questiocnnaire is haw the replacesent SESEY
drawers are going to be hauled out to the sites. Will crews have to go ®
by wmaintenance to pick up the aquipment adding further delay to the . 1.1
changeover process? Will they be held responsible for transporting the ui{{ﬂ
equipment to and from the sites? S

A final question: Is maintenance work consistent with the Air Force R
concept of an "afficer?” R

Flight Commander’'s Deputy: First, maintenance aust be done on a
limited basis, ie, replacing a drawer. [f ¢this is done, equipment
downtime could be reduced with a savings in dispatching fewer teans.
Concerning inspection af the esaintenance done by MCCMs, it may be good
to check on the work but keep it from being an evaluated item. Note that
MCCMs should be able to determine when to put in the equipment or to do
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eaintenance. Refer to Question #44, Although total times indicated in
Questions 47-358 aay seem short, some activities (processing aessages)
are broken into several smaller parts. For example, while doing LCC
saintenance, NCCM aeay have to process a asessage, respond to LF
aaintenance reguests and process security at the same time. This is not
unusual. Reaember, MNCCMs already have encugh to be concerned with while
oan alert. Don‘t be surprised if there say be an ovarall negative
response to this survey.

Ning Weapons B8Bafety Officers This progras could be a boon to the
saintenance comsunity. ! see three problaamst 1) increased workload on
instructors/evaluators (NB  and D0O), 2) increasad safety training
requirenants, 3I) decreased time during alert to accomplish self-study
(EW0, 808, MMEP). I would jump at the chance to get hands-on maintenance
experience if [ were on crew today.

8M8 Squadron Commander: 1 see no probleas with drawer, etc,
replaceasnt. The Minuteman systea was largely designed as a sodular, R&R
system, with actual saintenance done on base or at depot. I a drawer is
replaced and it works - then no problem. Many tises, simply reseating a
drawer solvas the probles.

D09 Offéicer Codes Cantroller: This is ay first assignaent to a
Minuteman unit. My crew time was speant in the Titan Il systea where we
worked auch closer with maintenance tsaas as well as being required to
perfora many small wsaintenance tasks on our own. I am still AMAZED at
how LITTLE the Ninuteman crews know about the operation of their weapon
system, especially the capsule, [ strongly urge that Minuteman crews be
given BOME training in maintenance procedures, even if they will not be
allowad to perform maintenance functions.

DOTI MCCC: Miesile Crews Have One Job - Maintain and Be Prepared to
Launch Minuteman Missiles upon Lawful Order (sic) - Do Aircraft Craws
fix their own Planes?

Line NCCC: ... I don't want to be responsible for a 15 million
drawer and have to pay for it the rest of ay life. [ also feel that
saintenance would become our primary duty if we start on the simple
cases, Kesp the two shops separate.

Line MCCC:i We ops officers didn’'t go through four years of college
to turn a B0D-DAMN WRENCH! Obviously maintenance is trying to get out of
doing their job and getting us to do it for them! Missile craws don't
have the TIME on alert to be trained in maintenance procedures and to
accomplish thes in the field!' Remember the C3 modifications - SAC
was already considering adding a third crew member to each craw because
the crews are already overtasked - HOW IN THE HELL can you even consider
adding more duties? Are you crazy?

OMMS Shop Chief: ...every time I go down to the LCC the MCCMs are

sitting around in their pajamas reading dirty magazines...they have
plenty of free tise!...
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< D09 Officer Codes Controller:...the additicnal training it would
= take to sake MCCMs into qualified maintenance personne]l for designated
hl LCC tasks would not only be a burden to DOTI and DOTS Scheduling but

also be eore additiona)l strain on the crew sambers. Lasave saintenance to
s saintenance and give crew asmbers nome time with their fasilies. Flyers
- do not performs maintenance so why should MCCMs?

D09 OQfficer Codes Contrallaer: ...Crews are already trained in auch
of what they nesd to know to accomplish these tasks; ie, they are
already trained in reseating certain drawers in the LCC. Resoving and
replacing the drawer is not auch different! Also, they are already
trained on sose power-down procedures, such as LCFP Shutdown and
Startup, LCC Shutdown, wetc. [ strongly believe that crews should be
given general training on drawer RURs, etc, and that this general
training could be applied in sany situations, Let’'s not forget that we
are dealing with a bright, well-educated group of people here. Another
idea is that crews could he “"talked"” through scae procedures over the
phone...It seeas that the sajor thrust behind this idea is to reduce the
saintenance workload by letting the crews perfora some relatively sisple
tasks (tasks that they could almost certainly perfora anyway if it
wasn‘'t prohibited by regulation or T.0.), in the interest of more
efficient nmission accomplishaent. Let's not get so hung up over the
training/evaluation question that we let it overshadow the mission.

Wing Assistant for Inspection Matters: [ have no problea with the
concept. Priorities & complexities of tasks allowed could be worked ocut
- that is not an insursountable problea. 0Old, deeply~ingrained
parochialisas within MB and DO will die slowly. Objective analyses
should prevail in asking this systes decision. My last assignaent had ae
working “ops" & “mnx" tasks with sissions & hardware in the Airborns
Laser Laboratory program., [ found it stiaulating, technologically, to be
involved in both sides of the system. ! also found ay knowledge of the
overall system got better & that, in turn, improved ay "ops” skills. I
was authorized up to, & including, to resove drawers, modules, & sensors
during flight, NEVER did any problem arise. HOWEVER, it should be
resenbered all of us in that program were scientists or engineers.
Hardware concepts & handling are auch weore akin to that groups’
background than to the spectrum of degree backgrounds encountered 18XX
AFSCs (e.g., Bible Theology to Psychology with a smattering of us
technology types). This topic could easily generate a whole spectrum of
discussion. Thanks for the chance to say a few words. (signed)

Major, AQIC, Plans and Intelligence Divisiaon: Not all officers have
the mechanical ability or the sechanical confidence needed to accosplish
saintenance tasks. Don’'t force these individuals to do saintenance.
Hawever, aany officers have the ability and desire ta save unnecessary
saintenance dispatches by performing limited maintenance. The threat of
being evaluated {s a BIG deterrent to this concept. Don’t evaluate thes
on maintenance task performance., Also, I think it is important to give
our officers the persission to “legally® perfora wminor maintenance
without the hamser over their heads of svaluation or certain types of
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liability, It is equally important to allow those individuals who do not
wish to perfora wsaintenance (far various reasons) noet to perfora
aaintenance.

NCOIC of an OMMS shopt BREAT! I think .this should have been done
years ago. | can foresee some problems but with professionals working
together with open asinds, the product (sic) of ops crews performing
certain tasks in the LCC would solve many problems with enlisted
saintenance team delays (scheduling) and qive MCCMs a better insight
into haow an LCC runs.

Maintenance Superintendent, QC Division:t Only carefully selected
tasks should ba considered for capsule crews to perfora. None that
require use of test equipaent, only a functional check, This idea has
asrit and should be implemented.

Branch Chief, QC Divisiont ['m not against capsule crews perfaraing
hardware amaintenance. Example: loose screws, aissing screws, or
replacing broken latches. They could repair their own crew chairs but as
for replacing components that should be ocut of the question...The Air
Force has YET to have a training program to keep the maintenance
technicians proficient let alone trying to add another partly trained
person start working (sic) on equipament.

NEOIC, QC Division: This is an Outstanding Idea!' Common Sense
seens to be gradually sneaking in,

Bhop Chief in FMMS8: Crews change aver evary day. The oncoming crew
could bring out a serviceable drawer, R&R, and the off duty crew returns
the unserviceable item to maintenance processing. The above would save
auch time, maney, and maintenance resources better used to correct, in a
timely wmanner, aore involved and time consuming maintenance. It’'s a 600D
idea!
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NCO in Maintenance Support Division: MCCMs already change the
Launch Enable Control Group (LECB), the Launch Control Panel (LCP), and
the Secure Data Unit (SDU) Keying Variable in the Coder-Decoder
Indicator drawer, The differance between changing these items and other
equipment drawers would be the size and weight of the equipment and the
peculiar shutdown required for each piece of equipment.
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8haop Chief in FMMB1 Many tasks in the LCC are very basic. e
«oocurrently, it takes many aman-hours for a maintenance team to load L
their truck, drive to the LCC, drive home and unload the truck...a N
qualified capsule crew could take a drawer...with them, do the task when e
they had time, then bring the items back to the support base when they ¢
raturned,
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DOTI DMCCC: ...To add maintenance in with ops activities would anly
serve to degrade ops and maintenance (sic) and would certainly frustrate
many MCCHMs.
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NCOIC HMaintenance Control Division: Good idea but let’'s keep it
siaple. Drawer changes and sisple hardware such as knobs would help both
saintenance and opsrations. Any really involved tasks should be left in
saintenance (sic).

FMMS Maintenance Superintendent: The idea is very good and merits
serious consideration.

NCO in Training Control Division (TTB)1 I think that the crews
could do the maintenance but would have to follow the same eval prograa
that maintenance does.

DOTI DMCCC: Crews should not be svaluated. MCCMs should be tasked
with maintenance only during tises when no other saintenance tsass were
available...crews should do this as a last resort and it should be
looked upon as a “"favor® to Wing Job Control. This is why I stress that
all asaintenance done by MNCCMs should be inspected ASAP by qualified
saintenance personnel.

DOTI MCCC: This whole idea is just a bad joke, right? ,..I'es quite
confident that DOTI and DOV between thea could pervert the original
concept beyond the point where any real benefit could be had. I've seen
this happen before. When C3 was installed in the LCCs, it quickly
became a nightmare for the crews to operate. Quite bluntly (sic)j
perforsing LCC wmaintenance would be just another pain in the asg we
don't need. .

DOTI MCCCi:...Brmat idea! But it is unfair and unrealistic given
current crew structure and amanning. If it were possible to add a
asintenance/connunications officer/NCO to each crew then it aight be
possible. You aight also make the LCC larger.

DOTM MPTOs ...tell nme what‘'s in it for the good ole capsule crew?
With EWO, weapon systea, security, and the saintenance we are already
responsible for the MCCM has amore than snough to do already. If you
thought up this spastic idea then it’'s obvious you don’'t (sic).

8Ms Squadron Operations Officer: ve:lrew  aembers are
operators, noct saintenance personnel. They live by a totally
different approach to their work environsent. Merging the two thought
processes could cause some real trouble. Operators react to
status, they do not troubleshoot the way that saintenance people do.

DOTI MCCC: Bood idea ~ but it will never happen! ! don‘t know haw
sany times a PMI crew has come out to the LCF and broken amore than they
fixed.

NCOIC of E-LAB: As an E-Lab technician, I have seen many drawers
damaged by capsule crews, ie, lamp sockets shorted due to bulbs changed
with power applied, recorders with paper installed backwards, or with
scotch tape, knobs cracked by turning too far, etc. - even keyboards
with damage due to coffee spills. I don’'t think officars have the common
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sense to be perferming maintenance!

Fi Maintenance Instructional Systeas Manager, Training Control
5B Divisiont I think that this is a viable proposal! Howaver, the "list of
» tasks® to be perforsed by NCCMs would have to be very carefully

- constructed.

-

o Branch Chief in OMMS8: Great idea. We now have crews bringing in
their own chairs for repair. Really speeds up process for lower priority
work,

TTB Instructori...all in all, I don‘t think that capsule crews
{ should have to. do wsaintenance. They have a broad enough area to learn
h: and stay proficient in without increasing their load.

Maintenance Controller, Wing Job Control: Although the idea
warrants consideration the tise, aoney, and results from this prograns
would not be significant enough.

Line DMCCC: Capsule crews' duty is to OPERATE the weapon systes,
not repair it.

Wing Maintenance Superintendent: 8ive the ops craws a banana and
they'll fallow any checklist! Let MCCMs go through the 0JT progras and
all the paperwork (ie, ¢trash) associated with it. They ajight benefit

. from the exposure and <(who knows?) - aeventually a rapport say be
sstablished between anx and ops as exists between a fighter pilot and
his crew chief, It I8 getting better! It's about tise - if an ops
crew can turn power on and off to an equipment rack it would greatly
help anx teams do the troubleshooting procedures...Tightan screws, nuts
and bolts could be (sic) easily done by ops aonce they knew how to turn a
wrench or a screwdriver...It is DUMB to send a anx team 50-100
ailes to tighten a nut or a bolt, but the "systes® used allows us to do
just that,

NCOIC QC Division: Let the Facility Manager do it and I could feel
better about the idea.

Training NCO, TTB: Having trained DOTI Instructor Crews on this
concept some 2-3 years ago, [ feel that capsule crews could effectively
handle the load, saving maintenance many extra dispatches...l would
strongly suggest that the maintenance concept already pictured in this
survey be allowed to stand. I +$ee]l attempts to add more work would
degrade operations. The DOTI officers that [ worked with quickly grasped
the concepts, also had an excellent understanding of the maintenance,
and 1 feel they could ¢train their counterparts with little or no
problems. Thank you.
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TTB Branch Chief: We are all part of the team, let's work together
for a caoamon  goal. It would be great ta allaw crews to do
saintenance...many items could be done by anyone with little or no -

training. My biggest fear is that if something goes wrong...we will be jjﬁ
")
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at each others’ throat...

DOTI MCCC: ...Believe me, crew duty with operations is plenty, this
could make it unbearable. Even so I'm for it, but only if B0OD mznagers
are there to oversee it...Please contact ae if you are interested in a
aan with four years ops experience and a genuine desire to help.

NCOIC 7TTB: ...l would like to see capsule crews be able to R&R DSAP
printers and possibly some CMPG maintenance. The CSMPE and power supply
group racks should be left for saintenance teams to wark on because of
the extensive checkout procedures and T-tapes involved.

Chiet of Safety: Changing drawers is not a difficult task, thers is
no reason this can‘t be done by crews - if problems develap or a drawer
doesn‘'t work like it should - i.e. with tech data checkout - then call
Job Control for directions, This has been a sound and very workable
concept that has had people shooting at it rather than trying to make it
work. Hope your effort helps.

DOT Branch Chief: There are sany ainor tasks that crews could
perfora,..capsule crews aren’t dumsies and they won't perfors as dumaies
unless we tresat thes as dumsies...upon occasion, sisple probless crop up
that could be easily handled by the capsule crew...don‘t think they need
to be evaluated on the simple tasks they would perfora.

DOV MCCC: I have been a straong advocate of MCCMs accomplishing LCC
maintenance for over three years...l believe you'll encounter opposition
to the idea only because of the fear that - "if the capsule crew can
resaove drawers, etc, they can do aore involved maintenance." ! beliasve
crews CAN and SHOULD accomplish MINOR wmaintenance that can be
sccomplished within MINUTES! This is very important - we can’t possibly
be responsible for accomplishing major or time-consuming maintenance
without sacrificing the ops side.

Chief of DOTM: If a missile crew can save a maintenance team a 100
sile drive by vremoving &k replacing an equipment drawer, it makes sense
to use thea., Howaver, 1 strongly urge you to limit the crews’
responsibility to just this.

Chief of Plans and Intelligence:r Have the crews bring out the
equipment, but have the facility manager install it, etc.

DOV MCCC: Since anonymity is assured, ['l]l give you some feedback.
I've been here 3 1/2 years. | was trained by some of the *old quys". In
ay time, I’'ve repaired lots of little things in the capsule, some with
telephone gquidance +from Job Control, some based on watching a team fix
it and others just by studying tech data and experimenting., ...all of it
was unauthorized, but it was done right, saved a dispatch, and got the
stuff working. ...this is all minor stuff, mostly adjustments, etc, but
[ know it happens. [’m not alone, several do more than [ do because they
know aore. We should be trained and taught to do this stuff - so long as
it's kept to a reasonable level and doesn‘t interfere with the
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operations work!

Maintenance Buperintendent, Maintenance Control Division: [ think
the idea is very valid., There can be & lot gained froe this! It isn't
complicated at all - only several, repeat sieaple aechanical steps to be
perforaed...Yes it’'s true wmaintenance teams wouldn’'t be at the LCCs as
often, but they wouldn’t be off - they would be out working probless
they are really needed for.

OMMS Squadran OJT Monitort I am not sure it would be wise to have
an operataor of a nuclear weapons systes know asore about the weapons
systea than is necessary to perfors their mission...l think the old
rumsour was that it was a maintenance troop in training at Chanute that
. figured out how to launch the MPT with one vote...aost capsule crews
| will not want to perfora maintenance and those that do are dangerous to

i:; the weapon systes.

] Lins MCCCs Why is it that Ops personnel are treated like 2nd class
citizens? Do we SUPPORT amaintenance personnel?

DOTS Branch Chiefs Being an ex-Titan Instructor, 1 like the idea of
limited maintenance. In Titan we were trained to troubleshoot, but not
to accomplish a lot of hands-on maintenance. You sust be very careful on
what tasks the crews will be allowed to tackle. It would probably be
more realistic for the crews ¢to troubleshoot to an end ites, so they
could tell maintenance what drawer or roplgcoaont part to bring out.

Wing Maintenance Superintendent: QOps & anx tasks should remain
separate functions =~ I was in Missile Ops in the ATLAS D where we also
perforsed maintenance - This was not a good concept.

FMME Branch Chief (Captain): Using capsule crews to perfora
saintenance such as drawer RER could save auch time and effort on the
part of the maintenance deputate. Proper training and Quality Control is
essential, Coordination through Wing Job Control would be required.

DOT! DOMCCC: I feel that having crews performing maintenance tasks
is a goond idea., My biggest concern is that of evaluations...maintenance
tasks should be evaluated separately, not as part of a regular rescurring
evaluation. Checks are difficult enough as it is.

Line MCCC: LCC maintenance is in my opinion a viable solution to an;
the problem...a major part of this load is simple short tasks such as o
replacing the SDR oprinter (CDB)...set it up as an additional
duty...these tasks should not be evaluated in any way.

Line MCCC: Why? There are already too many ways to fail an .
evaluation, MCCCS ARE ALREADY OVER-TAXED!! We are out there for the sole .
purpose of fulfilling a commitment to deterrence (sic). Why give the o
MCCCs more responsibility?

NCOIC, Maintenanca Support Division: ...Maintenance personne! are
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just like capsule crews; some don‘'t have the coamon sense to turn a
wrench and need more training than others.

FMMS Branch Chief (SMS): ...tasks should be perforesed by capsule
crews. .., that require little technical knowledge and no test
equipaent.,..Maintenance personnel personnel attend a technical school
whare basic maintenance principles are taught...and some of thea fail to
achieve the raquisite tachnical ability even after ample time is given
in the field and completing TTB...even though some capsule crews may do
an exceptional job, many may do sare hars than good.

NCOIC Training Control Division: ...program should be closely
sonitored to assure this concept doesn’'t oburden the capsule crew or
hinder their operations.

Line MCCC: Unlike wmost of my friends I think this is a good idea.
It could save a lot of dollars in addition to making crewbears more
familiar with the systea they operate...a mistake to let DOV evaluate
these tasks, their evaluations are bad enough already. Also unlike many
MCCMs ! do not have a problam with the weapon system. A SCIENCE & MATH
BACKBROUND HAS HELPED ME CONSIDERABLY...it sounds like a good idea.

FMMS Squadron Commander: As a Chief of D09 for nearly three years [
found 18XX personnel quite capable of doing drawer changes in the CIV.
My answers tao your questions are based upon that exposure and a review
of the LCC wmaintenance which was performed during sy three years on
crew. - I expect an initial resistance to your idea, but it is workable.
Sood luck.

Chief of Maintenance Data (1tLt): Changing drawers in the capsule
does not require any special aptitude or mechanical abilities, only
follaw instructions properly.

OIC Maintenance Control Division: I[...daily see probleas arise
because crews can't follow their own EWO/operations procedures,
auch less maintenance procedures. Case in point, just yesterday, we (Job
Control) had to “"talk through® the Enable Test Checklist with the crew
at Juliett - 1I's not exaggerating! We can’'t expect a crew to turn
wrenches when they can’'t push buttons.

Deputy Commander +for Maintenance:t Crews already perform aminor
maintenance (light bulb R&Rs, floor-levelings) etc. Siaple drawer R&Rs
could be easily added to Ops T.0.s, could be easily trained, and could
be sasily evaluated under current procedures.

Chief, Training Control Division: LCC wmnx is only a small
percentage of our work load. Bains would be negligible. Increase in
training and evaluation would be great. Also there would be a pissing
tontest between ops and mnx every time something would go wrong. You
know what they say getting into a pissing contest with a skunk - no one
wins. 95% of workload at LLF. My opinion only.
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Deputy Comamander for Maintenance: Tasks should be absolute miniauas.
= Some drawers, oprinters, LCC chair R&R. Even greater emphasis on
» NOT attespting unauthorized maintenance - like adjusting air flow,

etc. We know it goes oan.

Assistant Deputy Commander for Operations: Minutesan operations is
the only weapon system ¢function in which the operators are not
encouraged to he more familiar with the weapon system and its functions.
This is shortsighted and wrong. MCCs perforaing LCC maintenance may be
the first step (long aoverdue) in remaving this "log jam" attitude. The
evaluation function of these new tasks wauld have to be realistic and
practical. Nead to teach the amschanics of the system (whys and
wherefores) naot just checklist steps.

Chief of Maintenance Control Division: I think this is a good idea
- and long overdues. Many crews have a natural curiosity already about
capsule maintenance procedures, and would be eager and willing students.
Further, the concept of "checklist discipline® is already second nature
to MCCs, so the training would go very smocthly.

OMMS Squadron Comsander: 6rand Forks ¢tried to do this in a test
program but {5AF/D0 people shot it down. Drawer changes in the LCC by
crews would probably release about three EMT dispatches per week for
other wing maintenance. This is an excellent idea and should be pursued
to the highast levels. If I can help let me know. (signed, with duty
address and AUTOVON #)

Assistant DCM: I can't believe 30 much ado is being made (this was
proposed six years ago that I am aware of, maybe soonar) over saaething
that will prove to be so sisple if imsplessnted. Tha tasks are sisple and
the fregquency low, and the time that it takes wminimal. VYet if¢
saintenance has to RWR drawer instead of crew, it takes 6-8 hours for

the separate dispatch and adds no time to crew (except takes 1/2 to |
hour of their tiase).

DOC Command Post Controller: 1 hope the crews don’'t get dumped on!
Rivet Save case in (1977); doing the same job with 1/3 less people - the
other 2/3 picked up the load. Crews now ought to belong to the
Teansters as wuch as they drive! wow this., In ey eight years ['ve seen
little support for MCCMs ¢rom higher headquarters. The training load
will probably ¢fall to local training. Standardized at all bases? Also
the extra initial ¢training has to be performed sometime, and recurring
training has to fit in somewhere., To say nothing of the lawer gquality of
accessions who can’'t read or write (officers!). It's a great idea {f it
doesn’'t go oaverboard. It‘'s just as stupid to insist on a hands-oéf
policy. We were insulted by GSAC's insistence (1974-1978) that once a
problea was called in, a maintenance team had to make a special trip out
to verify the obvious write-up, then go back to base before the
part would be issued. A_ Happy Medium Is Needed. A problem is RO
identified as an end item in a drawer, let the new crew bring the drawer iﬁf}
out, both crews could swap it at changeover, inspecting each other's
work (the same as Top Secret EWQ documents); then the old crew could AR
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bring the bad drawer back the same day. Meanwhile, maintenance personnel
are in the shap fixing the guts of the drawers instead of driving around
the aissile ¢ield. Please - no PNls. Crew asssbers are not grease
aonkeys, but coasissioned agents of the President interested in ainimua
downtimse so the eission of the USAF ICBM force is accomplished.

OMMS Branch Chieft When I was on crew there were plenty of times I
felt I could have helped with sose thing, @.g. printers...would probably
never work in reality. Maintenance would view MCCMs as “Shade Tree"
aechanics.

FMMS Branch Chieft lapleaentation of this proposal would ease the
maintenance workload —considerably, enhancing cosmand and control.
Downtime would be reduced. Sounds like a good idea if training and QC&E
could be effectively worked.

Operations G&taff Officer:t Why not try the missile teas concept,
This would consist of two aissile crewms (182X), security police
(FSC/ARTs), cook, facility manager, and an LCC-qualified maintenance
teas (2-3 enlisteds) to function as a site (LCF) self-sufficient tean
for a 72-hour peariod to operate and maintain each LCF. Assign teanms to
operations flight commsanders reporting to 8MS squadron cosmanders,
Reduce wmanning lavels in all affected support squadrons and increase
manning in 182X +for SMS squadrons. Permanently assign security police,
cooks, and wmissile wmaintenance personne]l] to operations deputate. In
addition, provide responsibility pay for all MCCMs who pull alerts.

0IC, Quality Control Division: This idea is a long time
coming. Anyone qualified in the missile business can and should be
trained to accomplish RkR maintenance. Don’'t wasta maintenance teams on
siaple tasks =~ the weapons system waorkload is taoo great for the number
of teams presently available.

FMMS8 Maintenance Officers I feel it is essential that MCCMs be
trained in performing maintenance not only for the reasons listed in
this survey,..during wartiae conditions when the capsule is down...the
capsule crew nay be the only ones available to fix the capsule in a
speedy manner. Capsule crews should be wmore than just robots in
following their T.0.3. If a crew wers trained in maintenance, the
knowledge gained could prevent...damage to the waapon systeam, Exaample:
At FE Warren AFB, several racks of equipment burned up. The crew was not
at fault...if thay had had maintenance knowledge they aight have saved
the government millions of dollars.

Flight Commander: This is a good idea but I am against it because
of the ABORTION that BSAC and the evaluators would make of it,
Unfortunately, good ideas cannot be considered in and of themselves, but
aust be considered in light of what SAC and its evaluation system makes
of them, This is, unfortunately, a pain in the ass, The results of this
G0OD IDEA -~ wauld be a quantum leap in failed evaluations' This is
the reason [ oppose it,
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Line DMCCC: I would not trust some of ay fellow MCCMs to change a
light bulb...train only selected crews in maintenance.

Chiet of DOT: Training should be joint DOTI/TTB function in the
beginning. Eventually patI could assume the full training
responsibility. QCKE should train DOV in evaluation of maintenance tasks
and could observe DOV «valuations of same in the beginning, but aonly DOV
should evaluate MCCMs. This is an idea whase time is long overdue!

DOV MCCC: Project Teamwork is a good idea! I have seen BDR printers
inoperative for a week because they had no maintenance personnel to R&R
the equipaent,.,.crews should be trained and evaluated by DOTI and DOV
only...this should be limited maintenance anly.

SMS Squadron Commander: My concern is that our weapon system...is
complicated and the demands on MCCMs are ever increasing e.g. C3
and AFSATCOM. I think that ay crews are hard pressed as it is to keep up
with the demands placed on them and to add maintenance tasks will make
it even agre difficult to maintain proficiency.

D09 Officer Code Controller: 1f DO complex conducts & evaluates the
training and activity, the DO complex would retain better "ownership" of
the procedure...MCCNs are already performing numerous ainor anx
functions especially with comaunications equipment. GQuestions about
"MCCMs should not perform mnx" are not very realistic., Questions 47-358:
You didn‘t ask haw long they spent eating and drinking coffee. I had
several OMCCCs wha spent many'hours in such activity.

Line MCCC: | am totally opposed to the idea of Minuteman

MCCMs becoming involved in any type of maintenance whatsoever...Who is
going to be responsible for the expensive...equipment that is broken..,.?
+ocAn I now working ¢for the DCM or for the D0?7...1f [ wanted to be
involved in nmaintenance activities, [ would have become an enlisted
missile maintenance technician...this sort of thing does not fit into my
career plans or inspirations. Personnel nmanning wonders "why" it is
difficult to attract opecple into the aissile operations career field,
and these types of...proposals are exactly the "why." Crews are required
to maintain absolutely “top-notch" proficiency and this sort of activity
would detract from it.

Chief of DOT: I am opposed to the idea...the NMCCM job is structured
for the non~technical individual,,.

Deputy Commander for Maintenance: Initially, TTB trains DOTI who
then trains MCCMs. Initially QC&E ¢trains DOV. Once DOV is +fully
qualified, they alone would do the evaluation. If maintenance currently
is required to check out the system then the crews should not do
the task.

Flight Commander:...As if an evaluation is not already a tedious,
tension-filled experience, you choose to add more opportunities for
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evaluation...long hours of additional training in the classrocm and the
field...No, thes capsule crews have quite enough to do with training,
maintaining proficiency, keeping sarriages together, and taking care of
families, and the daily duties required of all oafficers. There is
no need to add more.

Flight Commander: ...If we could do it without being evaluated on
it, 1 believe that nmost MNCCMs would be for it...[f we waited for
sgintenance to do everything, nothing would ever get done...

FHMS Maintenance Supervisor:s There are vast differences between
operations T.0.s and wmaintenance T.0.s...Prior to any maintenance by
NCCMs, differences between T.0.s aust be resolved...

FMMS GSquadron Coasmander: An interesting concept and one whose time
say have arrived. Suggest...you alsoc consider the possibility of the
Facility Manager as an excellent alternative to the crew aesbers. Many
FMs have numerous years of experience in maintenance-related
fields...Your survey should raveal sose intsresting disagreesents:

- Ops crews don’'t have the tiase.

- DOV vs QC&E doing evaluations.

- Mandatory maintenance followups on MCCM-accomplished
maintenance.

Although 1 wouldn't hesitate to sign ay nase to your survey, I
won't just to keep your sample pure.

OMME Squadron Comsander: I don’'t believe that MCCMs should perfora
saintsnance for the following reasons:
= Training requirements would be disproportionate to benefits.
- Evaluation requiresents would present probleas for DQV...
- Tasks would not be perforsed often enough to maintain
praoficiency...

FMME Maintenance Supervisor: [f we can teach 18 year olds how to
properly perform amaintenance...there is no reason in the world why we
couldn't teach ops pukes (I was one so I can say that) how to properly
perfora wsaintenance. BSACMET has recently cut 316X08 manning and I would
endorse ops folks doing routine RGR type maintenance thereby releasing
ay 316X06 personnel for LF work.

Chieft, Training Control Division: Carefully pick the tasks for
items where we can get the most benefit from the least investaent...all
crews trained in all tasks. If we can do that, it has a very good
chance of working. The decisions as to who inspects and evaluat.s should
flow ¢fram two priorities: Do the job right (correct maintenance)j Daily
sanageability of program...on a daily basis, ops should evaluate
ops. 8o for it!

Chief, Maintenance Support Divisiont May be a training and
evaluation quagmire. Believe that Minuteman crews should be able to do
the samse troubleshooting and minor mnx that Titan Il crews could do.
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FNMS Squadron Comsander: I have been a Titan [II MCCM and a
Minuteman Il MCCM, a 3901 SMES Evaluator, and an 168 Ops Inspector...dhen
I graduated ¢from IQT I received a saintenance AFSC as a secondary AFSC,
because back then the school was the same for asveryone. Maintenance is
NOT deseaning! MCCMs can do it - we all did it in the brown shoe
days! Minuteman crew duty was boring - I would have welcosed the
opportunity to do sosething where I could make a direct contribution to
the everyday aission and see the results. This is a great idea -
let the ops guys handle it!

OMMB Squadron Comeander: ...As & currant squadron comsander I°'d
rather ses ops put some amore effort into letting my teaas into the
LCC...instead of demanding that we leave so they can sleep. Also, ['d
prefer that MCCMs let ay folks into the LFs sooner instead of making us
wait, If you're looking for something to do, try to work an thase ideas.

Assistant DCM1 ,..The secret is not to change ways of doing
anything Jjust because somsesone is doing something in addition to what
they have done in the past. Sieply apply standard tech data,
regulatiaons, training, and evaluation criteria that already exist and Sl
press on, More tise is being wasted making simple things complicated! —y
Try it - vyou sight like it! Would provide good OER material beyond “He 9 .4
answers telephone when the lights light and the bells ring."...I started e
working this in 3901 SMES five years ago!!! DO IT!!

Flight Coamsander: Our jobs are very complex already. They
encomapass many areas in anx already (LCC flodr leveling, comm equipment
troubleshaoting, ste.). The anx aspect of our job should be
de-esphasized, not i{ncreased. On & typical slert, we do not have tiae
to perfors many simple tasks, like cleaning, & enx tasks would spread us
aven thinner. DON'T DO IT. DON'T EVEN CONSIDER IT.

Flight Coammander: Don‘t lat crews do mnx. They have TOO much to do
& learn now, There is only so such blood you can squeeze out of crew
neabers,

Wing Command Post Emergency Actions Officer: Missile ops & missile
anx AFSCs should be integrated. All entries to missile career field
enter thru anx & progress to ops 2-4 yrs. Crossflows also. No aissile
crew amember comes on line without prior missile mnx experience. This
will give us a more mature crew force & enx officers before they go on
crew.

Flight Cosmander’'s Deputy:s The ayth of capsule crews watching TV,
eating foil packs and getting fat while on alert is long gone. One has
to consider the hsavy anx schedule which is required on an older missile
systea. Second, consider the heavy EAM traffic which requires both crew
sesbers to simultaneously decode 20-30 aessages per 24-hour alert.
Besides kesping proficient with the weapon systes we aust know the Ny L
security regs & codes regs completely. Add to this the implied KRG
requiremsent to complete 808 by correspondence & acquire a Master's, ‘®
Command personnel should remesber that our prisary job is to turn keys.
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Staying proficient in the weapon systea is difficult enough as indicated
by crew Standboard results & asonthly END, codes and weapon systes tests.
WNhat should be considered is adding a THIRD CREW MEMBER to take care of
all the cosmunications equipment. My best advice would be to have staéf
personnel, from wing comeander on down, pull § alert per aonth as a
third crew aeember, The experience of a full alert would reaind thes of
the opressures of crew duty. Given that, ideas like this would be
squashed at the start. One final resark: If the job is so easy, why are
people faorced to crosstrain into this AFSC & why does Palace Missile &
SAC refuse to release these people.

Flight Coasander: [ have over 36 months on crew, including DOV, DOT
during a previous assignment. [ feel that capsule crews should not have
to perfora anx. On a typical alert we process about 10-13 messages at
an ACP this is very cusbersome & PLCCs (sic). Presently, we receive
repeat transaiasions of these eessages over SACCS, SLFCS, AFSAT. All
sust be acknowledged. Additionally, we have numerous comaunications
tests which we sust acknowledge. Currently, even with the uncomfortable
rest we receive after 24 hours in the capsule your alertness & ability
to perfora has been decreased. Instead of increasing coambat crew
responsibilities with the pressure & responsibility & increase (sic)
cossunications we need a THIRD CREW MEMBER or return to 12-hour shifts.

DOTI Instructor MCCC: It has always been my concern, in a generated
state of readiness that esquipment or anx people may not arrive with the
required drawers, radios, etd., to saintain 100X capabilities of an LCC.
If at all feasible economically, at least the SCPs should have spare
parts at their LCF to use i{f required. Using this concept even in a
post-attack situation if for example an NF radio goes out, the crew will
have one readily available.

Line MNCCC: I can’t believe this is even being considered. There is
too wmuch to do as it {s now. It has never been eore difficult to pull
alerts as it is today. We are already responsible for EVERYTHING now and
anx shauld be done by mnx, What else are they going to want us to do?
As it is now, pecple aust be FORCED to take 18XX ops positions, & SAC
still can’'t get enough and continues losing people every day. Tack on
enx to the duties and you won't get anyone at all to do the job. It's a
shase because the job is a very important one. But SAC has dug its own
grave and is always bitter about losing people to BLCM or anywhere else.
8o it tries not to let anyone leave. Add mnx to the burden and no one
Wwill be left to keep!

Flight Comsander:t Crews shouldn’'t be evaluated by DOV. No DOV
interference should be allowed. I think performing maintenance is a good
idea. Evaluation leads to tension placed an crewaembers. As a crewmeaber RURR
for 3 vyears I would enjoy the sxperience. ! fesl the timse saved on down el
equipment would indicate the need for this program. The problem arises e
when DOV gets involved. The evaluation & training shauld be perforaed by
asintenance personnel (experts). DOV personnel have a tendency to
exaggerate what they see. Also, the mainte.ance to be performed should
be directed through the appropriate saintenance branch.
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DOTI Instructor NCCC: Any saintenance by capsule crews would be a
special service. Therefore, crew aembers should not have the additional
pressure of an evaluation on their backs.

Flight Coasander:s Crews would only need ainimal training - {$ it
asounted to any additional monthly training - we need sore crew force to
reduce the alert level- Alsa, only crews that volunteer to do
saintenance are required to be trained. Alsa, crews that train in
saintenance given 1st shot at cross-training to Missile Maintenance
(31XX}.

Jab Control Senior Controller: Maintenance should be lisited to
drawers and nuts & bolts because more extensive saintenance would place
too great a burden on training and the crews. It would also sliminate
the need ¢for follow-on inspections. ALL crews should be qualified
to elisinate any confusion in maintenance or operations scheduling.

DOTI Instructor DMCCC: Capsule crews already face sultiple tests &
evaluations. By adding additional tasks you also increase the tests &
evaluations. Free time is in short supply now. To increase training &
evaluation ¢to cover these additional tasks would further drop an already
low morale. We don’'t need the extra headache.

Flight Cammsander: 1. No trouble-shooting should be allowed by MCCas
unless they are at least in telephone contact .with qualified maintenance
pearsonnel,

2. RGR tasks should be specific and included in T.0. for
crewaenbers. No decisians should be made by MCCHMs.

3. Crewneabers already perfors many tasks that duplicate tasks
performed by asaintenance. For aexample, LCF Processor Shutdown and
Startup, R&R Launch Control Panel & Launch Enable Control 8roup, drawer
reseating, AFSATCOM & GSLFCS trouble-shooting SLFCS Limited Startup,
Manual Comm Monitoring.

4, Suggested other ¢things that crews can perform: AFSATCOM BIT
Test, ADJUST Modulation on UHF, R&R Launch Indication Panel.

Flight Commander: | think maintenance & operations should not mix. i
There's enough responsibility & enough work for any line, shop, or -3
flight commander crew to do without sore responsibility - without adding .
another dimension to an already frustrating Jjob, With the added te
communications requiresents already alaost beyond most of us - Sometimes o
we think that we need a comamunications officer on board anyway - [ think
that to make MCCMs be wmaintenance-qualified would be the last straw. v
You'd have to DRAFT people into nmissile operations then. Not many :
volunteers now & look at the retention in 18XX careser field now. People s
would want to leave this job in droves. Like I said, maintainers should ]
perform maintenance in the LCCssy there’'s no need to re-invent the wheel.

Linre MCCC: Minor maintenance in the LCC should be perforaed by the {f
MCCMs. They understand more clearly how the situation occurred & should 1
be trained on corrective actions. -
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Flight Cosmssander: I have oprior experience in Communications
Maintenance. My experience was that operations personnel dasaged &
interfered with squipment nmore than they helped. "Simple” maintenance
does NOT exist. Bent pins on the back of equipment drawers or failure to
resove plugs etc., cannot be blamed on the operations crew ("it was like
that when we got it") and leads to bdickering betwesn operations &
azintenance. Maintenance people should do maintenance. 1§ they need more
people get thes. Operations should not be burdened with more complexity
in an already haphazardly-designed systes.

Flight Commander: I have 3 years Titan (crew duty - 18XX). The fact
that we did asinor maintenance was no big deal. The isportant fact was,
we had MAINTENANCE T.0.s to support us. Anybody can do it if they follow
procedures, [ strongly disagree with any maintenance function without
the proper TECH DATA to cover that function.

Line DMCCC: Ops should stick with operations; maintenance should
stick with weaintesnance. The pressure is gqgreat enough for operations
personnel when SMES, 15AF, SAC I6 are around. Mnx would then be subject
to evaluation thus adding to the already constant pressure. I personally
fewl that we operations officers should devote our time to just being
operations officers waiting for the Big Key Turn!

Line MCCC: Crew amembers at Whiteman are tasked with at least 8
alerts a wsonth due to shortages of persaonnel. With increased alerts &
coam systeas, crew members have less time with families. Their workload
is Dbeing steadily increased. Now with a saintenance task there will be
sven nmore training/evaluation days. Many time while on alert, crew
sembers can be very busy due to increasing massage traffic (due to
AFSATCOM) or processing faults due to bad weather. 1f crew aembers are
to be maintenance qualified, bonus payments should be given to crew
senbers. This wight alleviate personnel shortages in the 18XX career
field - gear it like flight pay.

DOTM MPTO: Had two years as 1825 one year as 1833. I believe that
MOST crews could perfarm sinor maintenance in the LCC, given the alert
tour was not very hectic. Some alerts would not give the crew time to
perform maintenance, unless the LCC was shutdown, due to maintenance at
the LFs, message traffic, etc.

Line MCCC: NO MORE EVALUATIONE! Check maintenance if done properly
fine if not - ask why, Though I agree that MCCM could jerfora soss
saintenance - technical procedures should be left to maintenance
personnel unless you send MCCMs to school.

Line MCCCi 1 feel that the requirements placed on the aissile crews
are already inhumane - let’'s not add to it!

Line MCCCi Crews should volunteer for maintenance training if there
is a large minority who are not in favar of perforsing such tasks. Only
experienced crews should be allowed to volunteer (i.e., on line crew for
aore than & months). Capsule crews SHOULD NOT BE EVALUATED on performing
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saintenance tasks. If they are volunteers & are certified by a competent
authority, they should be entrusted since they are actually helping the
wing aaintenance functions. The idea is excellent & feasible. It will
save on down tisme & manhours...crews should not be involuntarily tasked
with saintenance functions, as this would degrade quality control due to
crew aembers with poor attitudes. Also, the crews should not be
evaluated as this would cause discontent and would ruin the idea that
capsule crews are helping out by volunteering.

Flight Commander's Deputy 31 1 have prior saintenance experience
with aircraft and I am ¢amiliar with the basics of equipment racks, and
other amaintenance procedures. Therefore [ lean tawards having MCCMs do
minor wmaintenance & drawer swaps. A BIB DRAWBACK I8 BEINB EVALUATED on
the actions, unless the evaluations are separate L if vyou fail a
saintenance evaluation there should be no adverse effects except that
you would not be qualified to do wmaintenance. Also if you were not
susceptible to I8 or 3901st BMES ohservations or evaluations of the
task, just wing svaluations.

DOTI Instructor MCCC: While replacing drawers is a simple activity
that MCCMs could perfora, who will be troubleshooting to detersine WNICH
drawer is the problesa? If & asaintenance team sust be dispatched to
troubleshoot a problea, they say as well take any drawers that say be
raquired with thes, WHill crew mesbers be issued another T.0. to amaintain
or will the Operations T.0. be expanded? There should be clearly
defined limits as to what a crewsesber can & CAN'T do.

Chief, BStandardization Evaluation Division (Lt. Col.): Capsule
crews should not perform any msaintenance than they are currently (sic).,
The increase in aessage traffic over the course of the years gives the
capsule crews Jlittle or no free time to perform complicated maintenance
functions. 1In addition, a Standardization/Training program would have to
be considered in this area.

DOTI Instructor MCCC: The idea of missile coabat crews perforaing
saintenance at their own LCC may be a good one, except that there isn't
usually tise enough to do such maintenance on a day-to-day basis during
alert... giving crewsesbers another responsibility without proper
authority/quidance (question 45) is a potential nightmsare. 1 also
personally feel that maintenance functions IN ADDITION to EWQ, COMMAND &
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS, SECURITY, AND FAULT MONITORING/COORDINATING MNX
FUNCTIONS would be overwhelaing to amost 2-ean crews. Training &
evaluating wmaintenance tasks performed by MCCMs would be impossible
under the current wing structure of DOV & DOTI. With increasing
communications knowledge necessary, the asissile combat crew
affectiveness would be further reduced by introducing maintenance
requiresents. The ONLY way that I can see for MCCMs to perfora
maintenance at LCCs is to increase crew composition to 3 PERSONS, and/or
expanding the instructor/evaluator branches at each wing by significant
percentages, not to mention expanding Initial Qualification Training at

Vandenberq AFB from 13 weaks to approximately 20 weeks. T
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Line DMCCC: The idea is one of unique efficiency. I don't feel that
all crews should be qualified for maintenance tasking. As already
intisated by your survey ! fesl select crews of known technical ability
(COMMON SENGE) would be your likely candidates. I'm all for it for it's
a8 way to reduce downtime & give crews maintenance experience for later
career broadening., Maybe the crews would be designated by SMX (Squadron
Mnx Cremw).,

Line MECC: With the present & proposed cosm equipment modifications
in the LCC, we're alaocst becoming coma officers. In maintenance is
thrown in, you're going to have "jacks of all trades k saster of none”.
There is just so such you can expect people to do & resain proficient in
their prisary duties., [f tasked with ssintenance, initially the emphasis
will be on training & evaluating those tasks at the expense of our
primary duties. It already happened with the new BLFCS & AFSATCOM
(C-cubed) procedures. Missile Operations has changes significantly in
the last 2 vyears & I don't think people realize what we are doing down
here.

Flight Coasander, ex-Navy subaarine crewsan: ! aa tatally against
MCCMs perforaing saintenance. My crews have enough task coverage under
less than ideal conditions, The C-cubed mod placed an additional burden
on MCCMs. We should be reconsidering 24-hour alerts, concentrating on
human ¢factors such as readucing noise levels and NOT concerning ourselves
with NCCMs performing saintenance. v

Line NMCEC: The ideal (sic) of capsule crews perforaing maintenance
is OUTRAGEOUS! When was the last time you pulled an ALERT? My capsule
is so full of equipmsent [ can’t gqeat into the book cabinets without
moving the bed, all that equipment seans ay work load has extended
tremendously. Have you given a survey to pilots to see if they would
perfors asaintenance on their planes? Please feel free to contact as.
(signed, address, AUTOVON #)

Line MCCCs I think that it is absolutely RIDICULOUS to expect a
2-man Minutemen crew to perfora saintenance tasks on top of everything
else we're already responsible for! S8SOME training in this area, & only
to be used in a real “pinch® aight be 0K - BUT it should NOT become part
of normal training or EVALUATION - our primary aission is to remain
ready to exescute when directed - NOT play “grease monkey”'! Current
systems are already coeplex enough, without adding additional
saintenance probless' (ie, we have encugh to worry about, thank you!),

DOV Evaluator MCCC: Those who are considering adding this extra
workload to weissile operations have obviously not pulled alerts
recently. Additional comsunications equipment has bwen added to the LCC,
greatly increasing not only the alert workload, but ¢the required
technical knowledge & self-study required to gensrate sase. Crew mesbers
frequently reach the saturation point now, then high volume msessage
traffic with sultiple retranssissions combines with heavy LF maintenance
& common fault & power probleams. Although there are occasionally *slow®
alerts which would allow crew members time tc perform maintenance, the
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alert workload is NOT controlled by the crew. The additional workload
requiresents placed on DOTI/DOV/TTB/QCLE personnel would require
additional manning in these areas, negating a significant portion of the
sanhours "saved" by saintenance personnel.

Line MCCC: It is a good idea, but with sore & more training being
accoaplished by Vandenberg ¢for initial training with lesser asounts of
tiae, crews spend nmore tise at the wings catching up just on the
operations side. To drop maintenance in their lap would be terrible. But
once they are situated then 1 think they should be trained in
saintenance. Too amany times has sosething malfunctioned & I could have
fixed it without a wmaintenance team, but had to wait, It degrades the
systes & incapacitates a crew until it is ¢ixed.

Airborne MCCC (4th ACCS): Fantastic idea, to allow crews to work on
their own equipaent. This will help the crewassbers learn sore about
their weapon systea & take some pride in their worksanship. If this idea
is isplemented, keep DOT & DOV out of tha loop because they are not as
qualified to tmach or evaluate as a TTB or QC&E team would be. [ think
some of our officers could learn a great deal froa the enlisted troops
an the saintenance side of the house. This idea shauld be put inte
effect at the earliest available date. (signed)

Line MCEC: NO WAY!! Quit trying to find some way of adding work &
use what you now have. Maost of the timae maintenance crews are doing
. nothing anyway.

TTB Instructor: Bood idea, it will save dispatch timse and money and
keaep the crews ¢roe getting bored., With the crews only working on LCCs
they would becoae proficient at it (sic), and notice simple probleas
sasily.

ANCDIC Technical Engineering Branch: Bhould be lisited to certain
tasks. Minor saintenance and equipaent drawer remsoval and replacesent. 1!
would not recommend they be qualified on Battery Charger checkout, for
example.

Branch Chie#, Quality Control Divisiont 1§ capsule crews were
allowed to perfora eaintenanca, [ belisve that their eaphasis would be
to keep the overall systes up without auch concern for the individual
components. This would cause additional work for maintenance personnel
on the support base, It has been ay experience with sany oféicers
associated with asaintenance...that they tend to do things that they are
not qualified to do because they think they understand the systee...if
capsule crews are going to perfora saintenance...they need to attend
technical training at ATC with follow=-on training at the wing TTD,
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