CLASSIFICATION

	[image: image3.jpg]


[image: image1.jpg]




	HYPOTHETICAL LIGHTWEIGHT TORPEDO (HLT) SYSTEM ( )
 FORMDROPDOWN 



	OT- FORMDROPDOWN 
 final REPORT
to the Chief of Naval Operations 

COMOPTEVFOR 3980 (XXX-OT-XX)

Ser XXX-XXX


	21 JUNE 2003


	[image: image2.wmf]


	Distribution limited to U.S. Government agencies only; test and evaluation document.  Other requests for this document must be referred to CNO (N091) or COMOPTEVFOR via dtic using dtic form 55.


Derived from: 

Declassify on: 



	
Commander, Operational Test and Evaluation Force

Norfolk, Virginia


BLANK PAGE

THE COMMANDER’S REPORT ( )
( ) This is my operational assessment report ( FORMDROPDOWN 
) of the (Enter System/Equipment Name), CNO Project No. (999).  The purpose of this test was to assess the (Enter System/Equipment Name’s) by identifying system enhancements and significant areas of risk to the program's successful completion of operational evaluation (OPEVAL).  This assessment was accomplished by my operational test director, enter rate/rank, first, last name, in conjunction with my operational test coordinator, enter rate/rank, first, last name.

( ) The xxxx System accumulated XXX operating hours over a 2- FORMDROPDOWN 
 period (start to finish) in platform at test site. 

OVERALL TEST RESULTS ( )
( ) The level of risk is associated with the successful resolution of COIs at OPEVAL.  This risk is based upon assessment of thresholds, program documentation, program plans, and subject matter expert analysis.  A white assessment does not necessarily imply that no areas of risk were identified.  

( ) The system met or exceeded all expected (or tested) threshold values.  See critical operational issue (COI) assessments below, and encl (1), page XX for full quantitative test results.

	COI Assessments ( )
CLASSIFICATION

	COI
	OT-A (EOA)

2 Feb 02
	OT-B1 (OA)

	Weapons Employment
	White
	White

	Communications
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Navigation
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Targeting
	Red
	Yellow

	Mission Planning
	Red
	Red

	Flight Performance
	Green
	Yellow

	Survivability
	Green
	Green

	Tactics
	Yellow
	Red

	Joint Interoperability
	White
	White

	Reliability
	White
	White

	Maintainability
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Logistics Supportability
	Red
	Red

	Compatibility
	Green
	Red

	Interoperability
	Green
	Green

	Training
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Human Factors
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Safety
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Documentation
	Yellow
	Yellow

	Transportability
	White
	White

	Color codes for OAs are:

Red – High level of risk identified.    

Yellow – Moderate level of risk identified.

Green - Little or no risk identified.

White – Not evaluated or assessed as a result of system immaturity or lack of information.  


Below is your discussion of major enhancements and risk areas (with reference, where appropriate, to enclosure details).  The following are examples: 

( ) Our task for the OA was to assess the XX aircraft in the conduct of several mission essential tasks typically assigned to this aircraft type.  The primary focus of the test was on the aircraft performance-based key performance parameters (KPP) and cockpit workload during mission scenarios.  System immaturity prevented a thorough assessment of many mission areas such as night, shipboard, joint, or live fire operations.  

( ) In the XX aircraft, increased excess power that translated to speed and apparent payload, smooth ride, and improved maneuverability were impressive.  The integrated avionics suite (IAS) provided enhanced situational awareness for the crews and a reduced overall workload in some areas; however, the cockpit display of warnings, cautions, and advisories was unsatisfactory, resulting in pilot confusion or disregard (see encl (1), page 63, par. 19.5.1).  

( ) Mission planning was an arduous, time-consuming process (see encl (1), page 32, par. 7.2.1).  Logistics planning for the program appears well behind schedule or deficient in several areas (see encl (1), page 51, par. 14.2.1).

( ) The xxxx System demonstrated the potential to significantly upgrade the xxx in nearly all respects; however:

· ( ) The aircraft did not support effective targeting with the Target Sight System (TSS) (see encl (1), page 29, par. 6.2.1). 

· ( ) Existing legacy design limitations limited the ability to fully use those capabilities to enhance weapons employment or endurance (see encl (1), page 18, par. 3.2, and page 37, par. 8.5.1.1).  

MAJOR LIMITATIONS TO THE SCOPE OF TESTING ( )
Describe the major limitations to the scope of this test (provide references to enclosure where applicable).
( ) The limitations listed below, (following statement is time dependent to program plans) although expected due to system level of maturity, affected the test team’s ability to assess the Weapons Employment, Joint Interoperability, Reliability, and Transportability COIs:
· ( ) The engineering, manufacturing, and development configuration of the test aircraft dictated a restricted flight envelope that precluded a full and realistic operational test.  
· ( ) Aircraft maintenance during OT-B1 was performed by the manufacturer and was not fleet representative.  
· ( ) The operational flight program available during test provided limited weapon system functionality (see encl (1), page 4, par. 4.1.1 and page 5, par. 4.1.5).  
· ( ) Aircraft blade fold racks were not available for OT-B1, so main rotor blade folding could not be assessed (see encl (1), page 5, par. 4.1.7).  


EFFECTIVENESS AND SUITABILITY FINDINGS ( ) 
List the significant risk areas to operational effectiveness and suitability identified during this test period.  Risk areas cover more than test metric failures or observed discrepancies.  Programmatic and testing issues may result in significant risks depending upon where the program is in its development.  The system should measure actual program progress against planned progress -- measured level of functionality vs. the level of functionality expected at the time of the assessment.  If the OA is early in the program the lack of requirements could be a significant risk for the program.  If the OA is the last one prior to OPEVAL and no actual weapons have been fired this could present a high risk to the program.  If there have been five OAs and an identified risk area(s) has never been addressed it would be a high risk area(s) to the program’s success.  All significant risk areas should have a short justification as to why they are significant risk areas.  

The following format is mandatory:  

( ) Within the limitations to the scope of testing:

( ) The most significant risks to operational effectiveness identified for the xxxx System are:

· ( ) First risk area and short description as to why this is a significant risk.  

· ( ) Second risk area and short description as to why this is a significant risk.  

( ) The most significant risks to operational suitability identified for the xxxx System are:

· ( ) First risk area and short description as to why this is a significant risk.    

· ( ) Second risk area and short description as to why this is a significant risk.
Example:

( ) Within the limitations to the scope of testing:

( ) The most significant risks to operational effectiveness identified for the xxxx System are:

· ( ) The inability to effectively locate, track, and prosecute targets with the TSS (see encl (1), page 29, par. 6.2) due to:

· ( ) Poor daytime visual contrast of the color television camera image

· ( ) The absence of motion compensation or scene stabilization

· ( ) Inability of the system to consistently autotrack even high contrast targets 

· ( ) The limited range, endurance, and the inability to complete core missions (see encl (1), page 37, par. 8.4 - 8.5 and page 41, par. 10.6) due to:  

· ( ) Design deficiency in the center internal fuel tank

· ( ) Aircraft external stores’ hard mounting point and lug structural load restriction

· ( ) Limitation to hover time due to number two tail rotor drive shaft hanger bearing elevated temperatures

· ( ) Tail low attitude during landings

( ) The most significant risks to operational suitability are:

· ( ) Maintainability, logistic supportability, and documentation (see encl (1), pages 47-52, pars. 13.1 – 14.2.6 and page 64, par. 20) due to:

· ( ) Immature maintenance concept for BIT

· ( ) Inadequate, unreliable, and unavailable support equipment

· ( ) Inaccurate maintenance documentation  

RECOMMENDATIONS ( )
( ) Within the scope of this assessment, I recommend continuing program development for the xxxx System.  Further operational testing should be conducted to adequately address all unevaluated COIs for the xxxx System when the system is more mature.  I also recommend correcting the following risk areas prior to the next operational assessment (or OPEVAL if there is no other scheduled OA): 

Example (bullet format):

· ( ) Ineffective xxxx system targeting with tss
· ( ) Limited range and endurance of the xxx
· ( ) Elevated hanger bearing temperatures in the xxx that preclude extended hovering or low airspeed operations

· ( ) Inability of xxxx  to land in remote areas

· ( ) Immature maintenance concept for bit
· ( ) Inadequate, unreliable, and unavailable support equipment

· ( ) Inaccurate maintenance documentation

( ) Additional recommendations requiring correction are found in enclosure (1) section 4.  
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Section 1 - - Test operations ( ) 
1. Chronology ( )
( ) Project operations were conducted per references (a) and (b) (see appendix D) from 1 June until 9 July 2001 at Barking Sands Tactical Underwater Range and in the Bering Sea.

2. System Description ( )
( ) The Mk 007 HLT is a new-generation ASW torpedo, which can be launched by surface, air (multiservice), and submarine platforms.  The HLT System consists of the Mk 007 torpedo and the torpedo interface console (TIC), which provides the torpedo with a continuous targeting interface with the host platform.  Torpedo propulsion is provided by a revolutionary fuel cell system that uses liquid alcohol and gaseous oxygen, providing run distances up to 25,000 yards.  The overall torpedo weight, with fuel and warhead, is 1,600 pounds.  The HLT System will be forward deployed with an aircraft squadron or ship for long periods where maintenance facilities are limited.  Additional details are in reference (a).

3. SYSTEM Operation ( )
( ) The system was operated by fleet personnel in the intended operating environment.  Personnel in assigned ships, submarines, and aircraft squadrons operated and tested the HLT System as COMOPTEVFOR trusted agents.  Personnel skills required for the HLT System operation consisted of familiarity with torpedoes and personal computers using Windows-based operating systems, and completion of the HLT System training courses.

4. METHODOLOGY ( )
	This paragraph is a synopsis (‘big picture’) of methods used to run the test; support equipment, ranges, data recording and analytical methods used, test team composition.  Add some information about your scenarios…who did what and when.  Provide a table of missions/sorties by aircraft or ship type, etc., if necessary, to better illustrate your overall test.  


4.1 

( ) Three aircraft types (P-3, SH-60, and C-130), three submarines (SSN 763, SSN 668, and AGSS 555) and one destroyer (DD 967) were assigned to the two forces (blue and orange) and were dedicated to the conduct of operational test.  All but the AGSS 555 were equipped with the HLT system.  AGSS 555 was used strictly as a target.  Six fleet pilots flew the aircraft.   

4.2 

( ) A total of 40 missions in 936 operating hours, using the scenarios shown in section 3, were accumulated for dedicated operational test.  The HLT System underwent flight evaluations using pilot profiles outlined by the HLT syllabus and the ORD.  Missions were flown in the ASW search, contact, and destroy categories.  The majority of the aircraft missions were flown from Barbers Point Naval Air Station, Hawaii.  Table 1 provides a summary of the 40 missions.  

	Table 1.  ( ) OT-IIB Missions Summary
CLASSIFICATION

	Shooter
	Mission Type
	Day
	Night
	Target
	Shallow/

Deep
	Cumulative

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Sorties/Missions
	Hours

	P-3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SH-60
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C-130
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DD 967
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SSN 763
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


4.3 

( ) ASW pilots completed electronic questionnaires during the post-mission debrief for each test sortie.  The questionnaires logged pilots’ observations, ratings of maneuvers flown, and any human factors issues noted during the mission.  Data were also collected from cockpit voice recordings and flight data recorder (FDR) downloads.  Submarine and surface ship officers, fire controlmen, and torpedomen each completed electronic questionnaires after each mission.

4.4

( ) Test team maintenance personnel (submarine, shipboard, and air) conducted evaluations during test missions to assess operational suitability.  Maintenance actions for the aviation units were conducted per published maintenance manuals and logged into the Naval Aviation Logistics Command Management Information System (NALCOMIS).  Shipboard and submarine units used the 3-M System documentation.  Personnel also completed hard copy questionnaires following maintenance events.  Maintenance demonstrations supplemented the limited scheduled and daily maintenance to provide a more complete evaluation. 

4.5

( ) Submarine operations employed …

4.6

( ) Surface unit operations employed…

5. limitations ( ) 
5.1 Major ( )
( ) The following major limitation(s), (following statement is time dependent to program plans) although expected due to system level of maturity, affected the test team’s ability to assess COI(s), but did not affect the ability to draw a conclusion regarding the continued program development of the HLT System (list COIs here):
5.1.1

5.1.2

5.2 Minor ( )
( ) The following minor limitations did not affect the assessment of COIs or the ability to draw a conclusion regarding the continued program development of the HLT System:
5.2.1
5.2.2
BLANK PAGE

Section 2 - - Project Background ( )
1. History ( )
( ) The HLT was developed to accomplish the ASW task using a lightweight homing torpedo launched from existing surface ships and aircraft.  The mission need is highlighted in Decision Coordinating Paper 173, revised 1 November 1998.  The Secretary of Defense, at Milestone 1, made the decision to develop the HLT, and reaffirmed that decision at Milestone II.

2. Previous OT&E ( )
2.1 OT-1 ( )
( ) OPTEVFOR conducted an early operational assessment (EOA) from 1 April to 16 August 1997, including a system demonstration at the Atlantic Underwater Test and Evaluation Center in the Bahamas.  COMOPTEVFOR concluded the HLT System was potentially operationally effective and potentially operationally suitable, and recommended continuation of the HLT program development.  See table 2 for COI resolution.

2.2 OT-IIA ( )
( ) OPTEVFOR conducted an operational assessment (OA) from 26 August 1998 to 17 February 1999 at the Nanoose Underwater Tracking Range, British Columbia, Canada, and the Quinault Underwater Tracking Range, WA.  COMOPTEVFOR concluded the HLT System was potentially operationally effective and potentially operationally suitable, and recommended continuation of the HLT program development leading to operational evaluation.  See table 2 for COI resolution.
	Table 2.  ( ) Previous OT&E
CLASSIFICATION

	COI
	OT-I (EOA) 16 Nov. 97

POE/POS
	OT-IIA (OA) 17 May 99

POE/POS

	ASW Weapon Sensor System
	Green
	Green

	Torpedo Effectiveness
	White
	Yellow

	Terminal Homing
	Green
	Yellow

	Deep Water Target
	White
	Green

	Shallow Water Target
	White
	Yellow

	Arctic Target
	White
	Green

	Tactics
	White
	Green

	Joint Interoperability
	White
	Yellow

	Reliability
	White
	Yellow

	Maintainability
	White
	White

	Availability
	White
	White

	Logistic Supportability
	White
	White

	Compatibility
	White
	Green

	Interoperability
	White
	Green

	Training
	White
	Green

	Human Factors
	Green
	Green

	Safety
	Green
	Green

	Documentation
	White
	Green

	Color codes for EOAs/OAs are:

Red – High level of risk identified.    Yellow—Moderate level of risk identified.

Green—Little or no risk identified.    White—Not evaluated or

                                          assessed.


2.3 Previous Risk Areas ( )
2.3.1

( ) The following high risk areas from OT-IIA were evalu​ated during OT-B1 (if any):  (or: No areas of risk from previous testing were evaluated.)
2.3.1.1
( ) ……(COI) (corrected) or (undetermined)

2.3.1.2
( ) ……(COI) (uncorrected) or (not tested)

Section 3 - - Tests and Results ( )
( ) All E- and S-tests were accomplished using the procedures and data analysis described in reference (b) (see appendix D). 

	The above statement will apply if there were no deviations from what your test plan said you were going to do.  If your procedures or data analysis had to change, this statement might read, for example:


( ) All E- and S-tests except test E-1 were accomplished using the procedures and data analysis described in reference (b).  For deviations, see Procedures and Data Analysis paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2.

1. QUANTITATIVE TEST RESULTS ( )
( ) Table 3 contains the major quantitative test results from OT-B1.

	Table 3.  ( ) Major Quantitative Test Results
CLASSIFICATION

	Characteristic
	Parameter
	Result
	Threshold

	Deep Water Target
	TEFF (KPP) Deep Water Target
	0.89
	>0.50

	Shallow Water Target
	TEFF (KPP) Shallow Water Target
	0.44
	>0.50

	Arctic Target
	TEFF (KPP) Arctic Target
	0.83
	>0.50

	Reliability
	RHLT (KPP)

MTBOMFTIC
	0.93

234 hr
	>0.90

>300 hr

	Maintainability

     BIT
	MCMTOMFTIC
MaxCMTOMFTIC
MRTTIC
PCD (TIC)

PCFI (TIC)

FA (TIC)
	2.5 hr

3.5 hr

4.6 min
0.98

0.92

0.24
	<4 hr

<7 hr

<5 min

>0.95

>0.90

<0.25

	Availability
	AO (TIC)
	0.96
	>0.93

	KPP           key performance parameter

TEFF           torpedo effectiveness

PACQ           probability of acquisition

PHIT           probability of hit

RHLT           torpedo mission reliability

MTBOMFTIC      mean time between operational mission failures/faults for TIC

MCMTOMFTIC     mean corrective maintenance time for operational mission 

                failures/faults for TIC

MaxCMTOMFTIC   maximum corrective maintenance time for operational mission 

                failures/faults for TIC

MRTTIC         mean reboot time for TIC

PCD            probability of correct detection

PCFI           probability of correct fault isolation

FA            false alarm

AO            operational availability


2. SCENARIOS ( )
( ) The scenarios employed for effectiveness testing of the HLT were developed from reference (c) (see appendix D), and are described below:
2.1 Scenario A:  Gate Keeper Operations ( )
( ) The blue force (P-3, SH-60, C-130, SSN 763, and DD 967) was provided with a general threat track.  Blue forces established a barrier search.  Upon detection of an orange submarine, blue forces prosecuted by conducting rotational attacks to allow expenditure of force weapons (HLT).  Orange forces (SSN 688/AGSS 555) simulated a transiting threat diesel submarine and were required to reach the goal line by X time.  Orange forces could approach and attack blue forces as desired.

2.2 Scenario B:  Surface Ship Barrier Operations ( )
( ) Blue force (DD 967) conducted a barrier search, but did not deploy SH-60 aircraft.  Orange submarines (SSN 688/AGSS 555) were required to approach and attack blue forces.  After any attack, each unit was required to disengage, lose contact, and re-prosecute.

2.3 Scenario C:  Arctic Area Search Operations ( )
( ) Blue submarine (SSN 763) conducted non-vectored area search to detect and attack the orange threat (SSN 688).  Orange threat was required to approach and attack blue submarine.

3. TEST E-1 - ASW WEAPON SENSOR SYSTEM ( )
( ) Will the installed sensor systems in air, surface ship, and submarine ASW platforms adequately support detection, classification, and localization of threat targets with the accuracy necessary for HLT delivery and target acquisition?

3.1 Results (Green ) ( )
( ) The HLT System demonstrated the capability to perform all sensor system operations expected for this level of development. 

3.2 Risk Areas ( ) 
( ) No risks were noted.
3.3 Operational Considerations ( )
OPCONs normally don’t apply in EOA and OA phases, possibly, except in the last OA phase before OPEVAL.  If there are no OPCONS, delete this paragraph. 
4. TEST E-2 - TORPEDO EFFECTIVENESS ( )
( ) Will the HLT be effective against a submarine, maneuvering and nonmaneuvering, with and without countermeasures?

4.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The assessed torpedo effectiveness was 0.69 (criterion:  >0.50), based on 29 hits in 42 shots.

4.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No high risks were noted.

4.2.1 Low Risk ( )
------

4.3 Operational Considerations ( )
5. TEST E-3 - TERMINAL HOMING ( )
( ) Will the HLT terminal homing be effective against threat targets, maneuvering or nonmaneuvering, with or without countermeasures? 

5.1 Results (Green) ( )
5.1.1
( ) The assessed terminal homing was…..  See figure 1.

	


CLASSIFICATION
Figure 1.  ( ) xxxxxx

5.1.2

( ) ……etc. 
5.2 Risk Areas ( )
5.3 Operational Considerations ( )
6. TEST E-4 - DEEP WATER TARGET ( )
( ) Will the HLT be effective against a target operating in water with a depth greater than 100 fathoms? 

6.1 Results (Green) ( ) 
( ) The demonstrated TEFF for deep water targets was 0.89 (KPP criterion:  >0.50), based on PACQ of 18 target acquisitions out of 18 acquisition attempts; and PHIT of 16 hits out of 18 target acquisitions in water depth greater than 100 fathoms.

6.2 Risk Areas ( )
6.3 Operational Considerations ( )
7. TEST E-5 - SHALLOW WATER TARGET ( )
( ) Will the HLT System be effective against a target operating in water with a depth less than 100 fathoms?

7.2 Results (Red) ( )
( ) The assessed TEFF against a shallow water target was 0.44 (KPP criterion:  >0.50), based on PACQ of 18 target acquisitions out of 18 attempts; and PHIT of 8 target hits out of 18 target acquisitions in water depth less than 100 fathoms.

7.2 Risk Areas ( )
7.2.1 High ( )
( ) The 10 failures were a result of “type 4” threat countermeasures, which caused the torpedoes to fail to hit their targets (poor torpedo probability of hit).

7.3 Operational Considerations ( )
8. TEST E-6 - ARCTIC TARGET ( )
( ) Will the HLT be effective against a target operating under ice in the arctic region?  

8.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The demonstrated TEFF against an arctic target was 0.83 (KPP criterion:  >0.50), based on PACQ of 6 target acquisitions out of 6 acquisition attempts; and PHIT of 5 target hits out of 6 target acquisitions in arctic waters.

8.2 Risk Areas ( )
8.3 Operational Considerations ( )
9. TEST E-7 - TACTICS ( )
( ) Will the tactics developed for the HLT System support its effective employment in its operating environment? 

9.1 Results (Green) ( )
9.2 risk Areas ( )
9.3 Operational Considerations ( )
10. test e-8 - joint interoperability ( )
( ) Will the HLT effectively interface and operate with corresponding systems or units of other U.S. forces in the execution of its intended operational mission?

10.1 Results ( )
10.2 Risk Areas ( ) 
10.3 Operational Considerations ( )
11. TEST S-1 - RELIABILITY ( ) 
( ) Will the reliability of the HLT support completion of its mission?

11.1 Results (Red) ( )
11.1.1

( ) The assessed reliability (R) for the HLT was 0.93 (KPP criterion:  >0.90) based on 42 torpedo missions without an OMF, and 45 total missions.

11.1.2

( ) The assessed MTBOMF for the HLT TIC was 234 hours (criterion:  >300 hours), based on four operational mission failures/faults in 936 hours of system operating time.  Table 5 shows the OMFs observed during test.

11.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) Table 4 contains the OMFs observed during test:

	Table 4.  ( ) Severe Reliability Deficiencies
CLASSIFICATION

	Date
	Platform
	OMF

	3 June 
	Torpedo – USS (sub name)
	Torpedo fin failure

	7 June 
	Torpedo – VP-4
	Torpedo wiring failure

	16 June 
	Torpedo – USS (ship name)
	Torpedo propulsion failure

	9 June 
	TIC – HSL-37
	TIC computer lock-up

	12 June 
	TIC – VP-4
	TIC circuit card #1

	15 June 
	TIC – USS (ship name)
	TIC circuit card #3

	27 June 
	TIC – USS (sub name)
	TIC computer lock-up


11.3 Operational Considerations ( )
12. TEST S-2 – MAINTAINABILITY ( ) 
( ) Will the HLT be maintainable by fleet personnel?

12.1 Results (Green) ( )
12.1.1

( ) The assessed MCMTOMF was 2.5 hours (criterion:  <4 hours), based on correction of four OMFs in 10 hours. 

12.1.2

( ) The assessed MCMTOMF was 3.5 hours (criterion:  <7 hours), based on the maximum length of time for correction of the four OMFs.

12.1.3

( ) The assessed MRTTIC was 4.6 minutes (criterion:  <5 minutes), based on 39 reboots in 180 minutes.

12.1.4 

( ) The assessed PCD (TIC) was 0.98 (criterion:  >0.95), based on 40 correctly detected fault/failure indications out of 41 actual faults/failures.

12.1.5

( ) The assessed PCFI (TIC) was 0.92 (criterion:  >0.90), based on 37 correctly isolated faults/failures out of the 40 detected faults/failures.

12.1.6

( ) The assessed FA (TIC) was 0.024 (criterion: <0.25), based on 1 false alarm in 41 BIT fault/failure indications.

12.2 Risk Areas ( )
12.3 Operational Considerations ( )
13. TEST S-3 - AVAILABILITY ( )
( ) Will the availability of the HLT support completion of its mission?

13.1 Results (Green) ( )
13.1.1

( ) The assessed AO for the TIC was 0.96 (criterion:  >0.93), based on 936 hours of uptime and 35 hours of downtime.  

13.1.2
( ) A total of 10 hours of neutral time (not counted as up or down time) was incurred for maintenance hours to correct 39 minor deficiencies and an annual preventive maintenance task.  Appendix D contains a spreadsheet detailing availability during OT-IIB.

13.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.
13.3 Operational Considerations ( ) 
14. TEST S-4 - LOGISTIC SUPPORTABILITY ( )
( ) Will the HLT SYSTEM be logistical​ly supportable?

14.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT demonstrated the level of logistic support required at this phase of testing.  

14.2 Risk Areas ( )
14.2.1

( ) There were no high risks.
14.2.2 Low Risk ( )
14.2.2.1

( ) The HLT TIC software configuration as installed in USS (NAME SUB SHOOTER) and in 146AW C-130 aircraft was not the same as the TIC software configuration installed on the other operational test platforms.  The TIC software was required to be reloaded prior to use, as some functionality was not available in the previous software configuration.  TIC software configuration control was not demonstrated by the developing agency per the ALSP.

14.2.2.2

( ) One failed TIC component (TIC circuit card #3) was not included in the on-board allowance parts list.  The subsequent off-board logistic delay time accounted for 68% of the total system downtime during OT-IIB.  Upon receipt, this circuit card was easily replaced by USS (NAME SHIP SHOOTER) organizational maintenance personnel in less than 30 minutes.  The system’s return to operation was adversely impacted by the logistic delay of not having the circuit card available on board.

14.4 Operational Considerations ( )
15. TEST S-5 - COMPATIBILITY ( )
( ) Will the HLT SYSTEM be compatible with its operating environment?
15.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT System was compatible with its operating environment.

15.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.
15.3 Operational Considerations ( )
16. TEST S-6 - INTEROPERABILITY ( )
( ) Will the HLT SYSTEM be interoperable with systems with which it must interface?
16.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT System was interoperable with all required systems.

16.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.

16.3 Operational Considerations ( )
17. TEST S-7 - TRAINING ( )
( ) Will HLT SYSTEM training support system operation and maintenance by fleet personnel?
17.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT System training was as expected for this level of development.

17.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.

17.3 Operational Considerations ( )
18. TEST S-8 - HUMAN FACTORS ( )
( ) Will the human factors aspects of the HLT System support completion of its mission?
18.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT System human factors aspects supported completion of its mission.

18.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.

18.3 Operational Considerations ( )
19. TEST S-9 - SAFETY ( )
( ) Will the HLT SYSTEM be safe to operate and maintain?
19.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT System was safe to operate and maintain.

19.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.

19.3 Operational Considerations ( )
20. TEST S-10 - DOCUMENTATION ( )
( ) Will the technical documentation support operation and maintenance of the HLT SYSTEM?

20.1 Results (Green) ( )
( ) The HLT System documentation was as expected for this level of development.

20.2 Risk Areas ( )
( ) No risks were noted.

20.3 Operational Considerations ( )

Section 4 - - Recommendations ( )
Do not separate recommendations into categories (i.e., major, minor, additional, etc.).  You must prioritize all risks and list them from highest to lowest by system operational impact.  List recommendations regarding program improvements last.  Do not repeat the major recommendation from the letter regarding continued program development.)     (Delete this note and the colored notes below.)
1. 

( ) The following must be corrected prior to OPEVAL: (these are the risks, that, if not fixed, will keep the system from going to OPEVAL)
1.1  

( ) Investigate and correct shallow water torpedo effectiveness deficiency (see page 8, par. 7.2.1).  (Shallow Water Target)

1.2

( ) Improve the TIC reliability (see page 9, par. 10.1.2).  (Reliability)

2. 
( ) The following must be implemented to achieve full required mission capability: (you can go t OPEVAL with these, but they must be fixed future OT&E)

2.1

( ) Improve the TIC software configuration control for system installation (see page 11, par. 13.2.1).  (Logistic Supportability)

2.2
( ) Incorporate the TIC circuit card number 3 into the on-board allowance parts list (see page 11, par. 13.2.2).  (Logistic Supportability)

3.
( ) Implementation of the following will result in enhanced operational effectiveness and suitability: (these are your low risk areas/operational considerations)
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Section 5 - - Services Provided ( )
	RESOURCE
	PROVIDED

	
	

	Test Articles (torpedoes)
	

	Air/Ship/Sub Configurations
	1 June to 9 July 2001

	
	

	Test Sites and Instrumentation
	

	Barking Sands Range (BARSTUR)
	26 days

	Bering Sea Arctic Site
	10 days

	
	

	Test Support Equipment
	

	Item
	1 each

	Item
	2 each

	(list all that were used)
	

	
	

	Threat Systems/Simulators
	

	688-class sub (anechoic-coated)
	36 days

	USS DOLPHIN (AGSS 555)
	27 days

	
	

	Test Targets and Expendables
	

	Item
	2 each

	Item
	1 each

	Item
	6 each

	(list all that were used)
	

	
	

	Operational Force Test Support
	

	P-3C UIII (5 hr/sortie)
	11 sorties

	SH-60B    (4 hr/sortie)
	6 sorties

	SH-60F    (4 hr/sortie)
	6 sorties

	C-130     (5 hr/sortie)
	7 sorties

	    (w/AN/SKY-2.2)
	

	SSN 688
	14 days

	DDG (AN/SQQ-89(V3) Combat System)
	22 days

	
	

	Simulations, Models, and Test Beds
	

	Weapons Analysis Facility (WAF)
	1 June to 9 July 2001

	
	

	Special Requirements              
	

	(list all that were used)
	

	
	

	Manpower/Personnel Training
	

	Enlisted personnel
	13

	Officer personnel
	 9

	
	

	T&E Funding Requirements
	

	Flight Hours
	

	P-3C   (Cost/flt hr $1900)
	100k

	SH-60B (Cost/flt hr $1200)
	26k

	SH-60F (Cost/flt hr $2400)
	50k

	C-130  (Cost/flt hr $1900)
	72k

	Helo Recovery (SH-60B)
	158k

	Range Time ($25,000/day)
	925k

	
	

	Modeling and Simulation
	150k

	Navy Labs Support
	115k

	(3.125 man-years)
	

	Contractor Support
	25k

	(0.625 man-year)
	

	
	

	Total
	$1,621k


APPENDIX A - - ---------------------- ( ) etc. 
Appendix A is for intended for test-related information, whether it’s an expansion of one of your sections or for information sent from other commands.  If not used for this function, move appendix B to here, and renumber it and the subsequent appendices.
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APPENDIX B - - distribution of report ( )
	The report distribution (“Copy to” list) (beginning below) is a generic list containing the activities who must receive copies of all reports. IT IS NOT COMPLETE. Other CNO codes (and other activities) usually apply to your report. You must follow the instructions for distribution of reports shown in chapter 8 of the OTD Guide, and add particular organizations depending on what type of report you have (i.e., OSD oversight, warfare-particular, etc.). 


Copy to:

OSD (DOT&E (2), S&TS/DT&E)


ASSTSECNAV RD&A (DASN(RDT&E))

CNO (N7, N71, N09, N091, N912, N…  (Program Sponsor (DCNO))
COMNAV   SYSCOM (   -00)
(Cognizant Commander)
COMFLTFORCOM 
COMNAVSEASYSCOM (SEA-62T, SEA -03) (3)


COMNAVAIRSYSCOM (AIR-1.6)

COMNAVAIRSYSCOM (AIR-5.0E)  (only for ACAT I & II A/C weapons






reports. Use a separate line due







to their own address)

COMSPAWARSYSCOM (SPAWAR-053-4)
COMLANTFLT
COMPACFLT
COMUSNAVEUR
COMSECONDFLT
COMTHIRDFLT
COMFIFTHFLT
COMSIXTHFLT
COMSEVENTHFLT
COMNAVNETWARCOM
(For projects related to C4I)
NAVWARCOL
CNA
DTIC (2)

PRESINSURV
(For surface and subsurface reports only)
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APPENDIX C - - Acronyms and Abbreviations ( )
ALSP
acquisition logistics support plan

Ao
operational availability

ASW
antisubmarine warfare

CASREP
casualty report

COI
critical operational issue

EOA
early operational assessment

FA
false alarm

HLT
Hypothetical Lightweight Torpedo

KPP
key performance parameter

LOI
letter of instruction

MAXCMTOMF
maximum corrective maintenance time for operational mission failures/faults

MCMTOMF
mean corrective maintenance time for operational mission failures/faults

MRTTIC
mean reboot time for torpedo interface console

MTBOMF
mean time between operational mission failures/faults

MOA
memorandum of agreement

OMF
operational mission failure/fault

OPSEC
operations security

OTD
operational test director

PACQ
probability of acquisition

PCD
probability of correct detection

PCFI
probability of correct fault isolation

PHIT
probability of hit

R
reliability

STAR
system threat assessment report

TA
threat assessment

TEFF
torpedo effectiveness

TIC
torpedo interface console
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Appendix D - - REFERENCES ( )
(a) Test and Evaluation Master Plan No. 999 of (date)
(b) COMOPTEVFOR ltr 3980 (999-OT-IIB) Ser 4XX/XXX of (date)
(c) System Threat Assessment Report (STAR)/Office of Naval 
Intelligence (ONI) Threat Assessment (TA) 7-97,


Antisubmarine Weapon Systems of May 97 ( )
	Ensure all cited references in the report refer the reader to the correct appendix. (Delete this note when reference page is complete.)
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To avoid confusion in the differences between this letter and the cover and enclosure, this letter is based not on the HLT example, but on an actual executive letter.  Its purpose is to provide the best possible example of the policy for EOA/OA reports. If at all possible, keep the executive letter to five pages or less in length.  Please delete this text box now.





Use this only if the Commander’s letter is unclassified and the enclosure is classified.  Delete it if the entire document is classified.
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Delete the derivative classification information here if the Commander’s letter is unclassified.





If this letter is unclassified, put UNLCASSIFED in the header and footer.  No “( )”s are required on any heading or paragraph.
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