CHECKLIST FOR OT READINESS REVIEW

1. THE TEMP IS CURRENT AND APPROVED.
a. Does the TEMP depict the phase of testing being certified and when was it last approved? 

(1) Are the TEMP thresholds current and are they consistent with requirements documents? 



(2) Does the TEMP depict the phase of testing being certified for? 

2. ALL DT&E OBJECTIVES AND PERFORMANCE THRESHOLDS HAVE BEEN MET, OR PROJECTED TO BE MET AT SYSTEM MATURITY. THE RESULTS INDICATE THAT THE SYSTEM WILL PERFORM SUCCESSFULLY IN OT&E AND WILL MEET THE CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL AT THE NEXT PROGRAM DECISION MILESTONE (E.G. FULL RATE PRODUCTION ON COMPLETION OF OPEVAL). ALL DT&E TESTING DATA HAS BEEN PUBLISHED AND DISTRIBUTED. WITH THE EXCEPTION OF COMBINED DT/OT, THE DT TEST REPORT ARE DISTRIBUTED 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE START OF OPERATIONAL TESTING. 

a.  Has all TEMP-Specified DT&E testing been completed and reports published? 

b. (1) Have the final, signed copies of the DT&E reports been provided for the OT Readiness Review? (2) Have the TECHEVAL quicklook (if applicable) and DT&E final reports been provided to: OPNAV T&E Coordinator, OPNAV Requirements Officer, COMOPTEVFOR 

c. Have all TEMP-Specified T&E performance thresholds been met? 

(1) Have all the DT&E thresholds been successfully demonstrated? 

(2) Have all the OT&E thresholds been successfully demonstrated? 

 
(3) For any DT&E deficiencies resulting from the TECHEVAL testing, how are the deficiencies being remedied? 

(4) Has a 25-hour stress test been successfully completed?
1. What other longevity testing has been completed? 

(a) Is there a high probability that the system will perform successfully in OPEVAL/FOT&E and meet the criteria for AFRP (if applicable) on completion of OPEVAL/FOT&E? 

2. Has the program manager reviewed OPTEVFOR's test plan in depth? 

1. Is the OT analysis methodology consistent with that used in DT? 

2. Are there any remaining areas of disagreement?

3.  

 
4. Is there an approved copy of the OPTEVFOR test plan available for the OT Readiness Review? 

3. THE RESULTS OF DT&E (AND PREVIOUS OT&E) DEMONSTRATE THAT ALL SIGNIFICANT DESIGN PROBLEMS (INCLUDING COMPATABILITY, ELECTROMAGNETIC ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, INTEROPERABILITY, SURVIVABILITY/VULNERABILITY, RELIABILITY, MAINTAINABILITY, AVAILABILITY, HUMAN FACTORS, SYSTEM SAFETY AND LOGISTICS SUPPORTABILITY) HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ARE IN PROCESS.
 

a. Are there any ECP’s still outstanding against requirements?
(1) What is the impact to the overall system performance?
b. What testing has been done to demonstrate any late fixes?
(1) How do these tests compare with the rigor of TECHEVAL?
(2) Have fixed been installed in all test units?
c. Have the applicable environmental tests been completed?
(1) If not, will the OT&E subject the system to environments not tested to?
(2) Has OPTEVFOR concurred with the schedule for deferred testing?
d. Has EMI/EMC testing been done of the system installed in its operational environment?
(1) Are there any restrictions placed on the system, or interfacing systems as a result of these tests?
(a)Has the TEMP Ao threshold been demonstrated? 

f. Has the mission profile within which Ao is to be measured been identified by the program manager (e.g., in the TEMP)? Is it clearly reflected in the system operating guidelines and technical manuals? Does the OPTEVFOR test plan expand performance beyond that profile?

4. SYSTEM OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE DOCUMENTS, INCLUDING 3-M AND PRELIMINARY ALLOWANCE PARTS LIST (PAPL), HAVE BEEN DISTRIBUTED TO COMOPTEVFOR. 
a. What is the status (accuracy and adequacy) of technical manuals?
b. Has the tactical guidance document been approved by the appropriate authority and distributed to the platform and OPTEVFOR? 

c. What is the status (accuracy and adequacy) of Preliminary APLs? 
e. What is the status (accuracy and adequacy) of Interim or Preliminary Allowance Equipage Lists (AELs)? 

f. What are the status and quality (clarity, accuracy and adequacy) of Maintenance Requirement Cards (MRCs)? 

g. What was the sailor assessment of: 
• technical manuals? 
• APLs? 
• AELs?
• PMS Documentation (MRCs)?
• test equipment?
• training?
• safety?
• other?
h. Have the deficiencies uncovered during TECHEVAL been corrected in: 
• technical manuals? 

• APLs? 
• AELs? 
• MRCs?
• training?
• safety? 
• test equipment?
• other?
i.. Have the technical manuals been validated and verified with input from the Fleet? If negative, when is it scheduled to be accomplished?

j. Does the PAPL identify the system to the piece part level? 

k. Does the PAPL reflect the failure rates and Level of Repair (LOR) in accordance with Availability Centered Inventory Rule (ACIR) and maintenance concepts respectively? 

 

5. ADEQUATE LOGISTIC SUPPORT, INCLUDING SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS, SUPPORT/GROUND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT, ETC., IS AVAILABLE AS DOCUMENTED IN THE TEMP AND INTEGRATED LOGISTICS SUPPORT PLAN (ILSP). 
· spares and repair parts 
· special tools 
· other (trucks, dollies, etc.) 
a. Is this support available for all subsystems and all interfacing systems? 
b.Has someone recently physically checked that the spare parts and Maintenance Assist Modules (MAMs) have been delivered for OPEVAL/FOT&E and are available? When were they last checked? 

c. Does the spares and repair parts listing reflect high failure rate items and critical failure needs? 

d. Do the repair parts have National Stock Numbers whenever possible?

6. THE APPLICABLE SYSTEM TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION SUCH AS FAILURE MODE EFFECT AND CRITICALITY ANALYSES, LEVEL OF REPAIR ANALYSES (LORA), LIFE CYCLE COST (LCC), AND LOGISTIC SUPPORT ANALYSES (LSA) HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO COMOPTEVFOR. 
· Integrated Logistics Support Plan (ILSP) (Production and Deployment Phase) 
· Failure Mode and Effects Analysis (FMEA) 
· Level of Repair Analysis (LORA) 
· Life Cycle Cost (LCC) 
· Logistic Support Analysis (LSA) 
· other necessary supporting documentation 

a. Is the ILSP (P&D) adequate for OPEVAL use? 

7. THE OT&E MANNING OF THE SYSTEM IS THE SAME (IN NUMBERS, RATES, RATINGS, AND EXPERIENCE LEVEL) AS IS PLANNED FOR FLEET UNITS UNDER NORMAL OPERATING CONDITIONS. 

· in numbers? 
· in rates? 
· in rating? 
· in experience level? 
a. If the manning is not the same, what is the impact? 

b. Is there any impact of maintenance requirements on ship's manning? 

8. THE NAVY TRAINING PLAN HAS BEEN APPROVED AND PROVIDED TO COMOPTEVFOR. 
a. Has the approved NTP been provided to COMOPTEVFOR? 

b. If the NTP is not approved, has a waiver to proceed to OPEVAL without it been granted by OPNAV? 

c. Is the planned training adequate for: 
· operators? 
· maintenance personnel? 
d. What is OPTEVFOR's preliminary assessment of the NTP? 
e. What is the ship crew's preliminary assessment of the NTP? 

 

9. TRAINING FOR PERSONNEL WHO WILL OPERATE AND MAINTAIN THE SYSTEM DURING OT&E (INCLUDING OPTEVFOR PERSONNEL) HAS BEEN COMPLETED, AND THIS TRAINING IS REPRESENTATIVE OF THAT PLANNED FOR FLEET UNITS UNDER THE NAVY TRAINING PLAN. 

· install? 
· operate? 
· maintain? 
a. Have the OPTEVFOR personnel received the same training? 

b. If the training has not been completed, when will it be completed? 
c. Where was the OPEVAL/FOT&E crew obtained? 
d. How much training did each of the members of the OPEVAL/FOT&E crew receive? 
· classroom 

· hands-on
· maintenance
· operations
· factory
· Land Based Test Site (LBTS)
e. Does the training compare favorably with that planned for Fleet units?
f. Have back-up personnel been trained in case planned operators cannot perform or in case they are transferred during OPEVAL? 

g. What is the attitude of the operators toward the training?
h. What is the attitude of the operator toward the planned OPEVAL/FOT&E?

10. ALL RESOURCES REQUIRED FOR OPERATIONAL TESTING (INSTRUMENTATION, SIMULATORS, TARGETS, EXPENDABLES) HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND ALL APPROPRIATE DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE.

· special health/hazardous waste teams or equipment?
· targets (required/expended)?
· special instrumentation?
· support equipment?
· installation removal requirements?
· expendables?
· spare and repair parts?
· maintenance assist modules (MAMs)?
· personnel?
· test site(s)?
· test range(s)?
· aircraft?
· ship(s)/boats?
· submarine(s)?
· supporting systems (including computers/software)?
· models and simulators?
· personnel training (officers/enlisted/civilians)?
· planned travel?
· operational security (OPSEC)?
· special tools?
· test equipment required for maintenance?
· other?

a. Is instrumentation to be used for this OT&E adequately calibrated and adequate to meet OT&E accuracy requirements?

b. Has the instrumentation package been validated?
c. Are the following resources the same as used for TECHEVAL?

· targets, all types, variants, and augmentations
· special instrumentation
· support equipment
· expendables
· spare and repair parts
· maintenance assist modules (MAMs)
· personnel
· test site(s)
· test range(s)
· aircraft types
· ship(s)/boats
· submarine(s)
· supporting systems (including computers/software)
· personnel training (officers/enlisted/civilians)
· security
· special tools
· other

d. Are there available back-ups for critical resources?

11. THE SYSTEM PROVIDED FOR OPEVAL/FOT&E, INCLUDING SOFTWARE AND THE TOTAL LOGISTICS SUPPORT SYSTEM, IS PRODUCTION REPRESENTATIVE.

a. Are the known differences between this hardware and software and the production hardware and software understood by OPTEVFOR?

b. Could any of the known configuration differences cause OPTEVFOR to limit the scope of 
testing during OT and is OPTEVFOR aware of the impact of these differences?

c. Has the software been exercised and stressed in production representative hardware to ensure it correctly performs its intended function (is technically ready for fleet release), and thoroughly tested and validated to meet CNO thresholds and performance requirements. [NOTE: IF THIS IS NOT THE CASE, SPECIFY IN DETAIL THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SYSTEM TO BE USED FOR TEST AND THE FINAL PRODUCTION CONFIGURATION] 

12. ALL THREAT INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR OPEVAL/FOT&E (I.E., THREAT SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS AND PERFORMANCE, ELECTRONIC COUNTERMEASURES, FORCE LEVELS, SCENARIOS AND TACTICS) IS AVAILABLE AND A LIST OF SUCH INFORMATION (INCLUDING SECURITY CLASSIFICATIONS) HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO COMOPTEVFOR.

a. Does COMOPTEVFOR have the most current threat assessment from the intelligence community?

b. Was additional or updated threat data obtained from the Scientific Intelligence Liaison Officer (STILO)?

c. Has there been a change in the threat, which could jeopardize OPTEVFOR's assessment of the system?

d. Has there been a change in the threat, which would warrant change of operational/performance thresholds or test scenarios?

 

13. THE SYSTEM SAFETY PROGRAM HAS BEEN SATISFACTORILY COMPLETED.

a. Has the system safety program been developed in accordance with MIL-STD-882?
b. Has the system been engineered to minimize the risk of operator error, and to reduce the impact of error on system and operator safety?

c. What are the particular hazards to the operator and maintainer of the system (life support, electrical shock, etc.) and have these hazards been reduced to an acceptable level? How are these documented?

d. Does the system/equipment have approval from the Weapon System Explosive Safety Review Board, if required? 

e. Has a hazard analysis been performed?
f. Have all hazards been identified?
g. Have the identified hazards been corrected?
h. Can the system be safely operated and maintained in its intended environment?
i. Have the operators been trained to perform emergency procedures?
j. Are all required emergency resources available to support testing?
k. Are appropriate emergency rescue measures available to mitigate personnel injury?
l. Have required certifications for diver life support systems been obtained from SEA 00C?

14. THE SYSTEM COMPLIES WITH NAVY OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH/HAZARDOUS WASTE REQUIREMENTS WHERE APPLICABLE.

a. Has the program manager conducted an assessment of the environmental effects of the program either through an EA (Environmental Assessment) or a PEA (Programmatic Environmental Analysis) as outlined in OPNAVINST 5090.1B? If so, are there any environmental restrictions to conducting the test at the OT site? Have these restrictions been documented and forwarded to CNO N45?
b. Will any Environmental, Safety or HAZMAT restrictions prevent OPTEVFOR from resolving Critical Operational Issues (COI's) or conducting the test?
c. Will the system be used differently in OT which would require new Safety and Hazardous waste procedures or a Environmental Assessment?

d. Has coordination with the test site/platform in the safe handling, loading, use, disposal and emergency procedures for the system been performed? 

15. SOFTWARE MATURITY METRICS ANALYSIS DEMONSTRATE THE SOFTWARE IS STABLE AND EXPECTED TO PERFORM AT A LEVEL COMMENSURATE WITH THE OPERATIONAL TEST PHASE.
a. How mature is the software?
(1) Are the software requirements stable? How many ECP’s have been written against requirements over the course of the test program?

(2) Is the software design stable? What percentage of the software code/modules have been modified over the course of the test program

b. Is the software test program complete?
(1) To what degree have the number of software tests been successfully completed compared to the total number of software test requirements?

(2) To what degree have the software paths or decision points been tested compared to the total number of paths or decision points?

c. Will the quality of the software support the operational test?
(1) What are the number of software faults/reports generated and resolved during testing by priority, age and status?

16. FOR SOFTWARE QUALIFICATION TESTING (SQT), A STATEMENT OF FUNCTIONALITY, DESCRIBING THE SOFTWARE CAPABILITY, HAS BEEN PROVIDED TO OPTEVFOR.

a. Does the statement of functionality address all of the latest changes?
b. Does OPTEVFOR agree that the statement adequately describes the software being presented for test?

17. FOR PROGRAMS EMPLOYING SOFTWARE, THERE ARE NO UNRESOLVED PRIORITY 1 OR 2 PROBLEM REPORTS (SPR), AND ALL PRIORITY 3 PROBLEMS ARE DOCUMENTED WITH APPROPRIATE IMPACT ANALYSIS.

a. Have all PRIORITY 1 and 2 ("High Level") PTR’s been resolved?
(1) If not, has OPTEVFOR and CNO been made aware of this?
(2) How will any PTR’s be corrected before the start of OT?
(3) What regression testing will be done to verify fixes?
(4) Can the PTR be repeated in the Lab and in the field?
b. Has OPTEVFOR and CNO concurred with the impact analysis?
(1) For those that cannot be fixed before OT&E, what is the probability of occurrence during OT&E?

18. FOR AIRCRAFT PROGRAMS, THERE ARE NO UNRESOLVED BOARD OF INSPECTION AND SURVEY (INSURV) PART I OR II DEFICIENCIES.

a. Will your system be used onboard aircraft? If so, have the appropriate air certification testing been completed?

 

