May 12, 2005

Mr. Raymond DeFaria

Kearfott Guidance and Navigation Crop. 

150 Totowa Road

Wayne, NJ. 07474-0946

Subject: INS repair and concerns 

Dear Mr. DeFaria – 


Thank you for the quote and along with this fax there should be a copy of our PO number 0511282 accepting the quote and authorizing payment of the specified amount upon completion. We are looking forward to having the unit by the June 27th date and have made ship schedule adjustments accordingly to complete our previously planned missions.  


I also would like to take a moment and outline concerns I’ve expressed to Mr. Goldman verbally. The MBARI operations and engineering staff have looked into the possible causes of the laser failure. We’ve talked this over and reviewed the available data for our vehicle system. The application here at MBARI is relatively benign in comparison to the Kearfott specifications. We have very minimal temperature range changes, the vehicle runs on batteries and has no electrical noise to speak of. The vehicle doesn’t have any power spikes (we record all of these parameters continuously) and by all measures of your specification the INS has been gently treated. Using this data in combination with the very low hours of operation we are wondering what the mechanism of failure is. It would be greatly appreciated to have the conclusions and report of your failure analysis. Was this an infant mortality issue versus a more serious design flaw? We had expected something on the order of 10,000 hours of operation, not the approximate 735 we’ve actually used the unit. I’ve confirmed by specification and discussions with Kearfott personnel that 10,000 hours is a reasonable expectation. We are a small non-profit research institute on a fixed budget, money is obviously a big issue but not our only concern. I’ve had to divulge the failure to our external collaborators. I’ve have let them know we are uncertain of what happened along with the high cost of repair what this will mean for future operations. 


MBARI has been an advocate of your device to our industrial partner and their customers. We’ve provided data for papers (which Kearfott presented) and by our community standards we have endorsed the SeaDevil. Previously, any failures had been covered under warranty but more importantly they were easily explained while we also received good support. Kearfott stood by their product and the prompt service mitigated much of our worries. Based on the sum of the points outlined, a SeaDevil was selected and installed in a prototype system for the U.S. Navy over one of your competitors. Many industrial developers and Naval research laboratories converse with us about technical directions and we take this very serious. We value our reputation with these groups as much as anything and they come to us because of our reputation for knowing what we are talking about. Our reputation has allowed us entrance to a number of attractive activities, we are very cautious to prevent being excluded. I hope you can see our position, dollars and ship time are very big issues but not the only ones. Much of that ship time and money is dependent on other factors. 


Thank you for your time and I hope to hear from you about the failure analysis conclusions. We are hoping a clear and simple explanation can be had for a core sub-system failure at a 7% level of life expectancy. Is it just an infant mortality issue that got through your quality control system or are our greater fears true, the design has a fundamental flaw just becoming apparent? Your assistance is setting to rest the concerns within our staff and our community of collaborators would be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely – 

William J. Kirkwood

Associate Director of Engineering

Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute 

