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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The basic purpose of this study was to investigate the guidance

and rationale behind current USP~F test and evaluation policy found in AFR

80-14, Test and Evaluation , and AFR 23-36, Air Force Test and Evaluation

Center (AFrEX); to make recxsnrendations to the program manager concerning

the use of these regulations; and finally to provide a source documant of

the corporate manory involved in the revision of these regulations.

TO assess current T&E policy, a review was first m~~e of corres-

pondence and direction resulting in the initiation of the regulations’

revision. Prior versions of the regulations and Departhent of Defense

Directives (DoDD) were ccit~ared with the current ones to determine re-

sultant policy changes and trends. Appropriate journal articles and other

AF regulations were reviewed, and finally, discussions with Air Staff per-

sonnel that participated in the revision of the regulations were held to

gain insight into rationale for the policy changes. The report concludes

with rexxmendations to the program manager as to how to make better use

of the T&E regulations.

The significant results include a cx~plete discussion of the rea-

soning behind the major aspects of USAF T&E policy and a review of the

draft DoDD 5000. 3, Test and Evaluation, as it might impact AF policy.

Detailed review of DoW 5000. 3 showed that there are several proposed

thanges in policy. Separate testing is no longer stressed but rather

ii.



ccinbined test programs when cost/thne benefits result. However, the draft

proposes that the OT&E agency independently cond~i t  operational tests sup-

porting production decision. Importance is also given to consideration of

and planning for , incorporation of software into the aoguisition process.

Another new roguirenent is the coordination and review of the Test and

Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) by OSD. This proposal appears to conflict

with DoDD 5000.1 direction to decentralize responsibility for systgn ac-

quisition managen~ent.

This study will be useful to not only program managers but also to

program office personnel and IYT&E and (Yr&E test team n~ ribers in gaining

fuller understanding of their role in T&E. Moreover, it provides a
corporate neTtory that is not recorded elsewhere which can be used by HQ

USAF and MAJCOM personnel involved in T&E policy and also historical re-

searchers.
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SECTION I

PURPOSE, QDALS AND SCOPE

The test and evaluation (T&E) policy of the US Air Force is eni-

bodied in primarily two regulations: AFR 80-14, Test and Evaluation, and

AFR 23-36 , Air Force Test and Evaluation Center (AFr~~) .  Both were re-

vised in 1976 in response to direct guidance by the USPiF Chief of Staff

to bring greater clarity to T&E policy and to nodify the AFrEX charter.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to investigate the guidance and ra-

tionale behind these revisions with the ultimate goal of increasing man-

agenent’ s understanding of its role in test and evaluation. There is

often a tendency to translate a regulation too literally without under-

standing the real purpose behind a certain policy. This study clari fies

the reasoning behind current T&E policy in hopes of preventing misinter-

pretations in the future .

An additional purpose of the study is to provide a docunented

accounting of the corporate maiory involved in rewriting these regula-

tions. Since nost of the individuals involved have cxtTpleted their

assigri ents at the Pentagon, this report should be a valuable resource

docunent for new personnel that might becx*ne involved in future revisions

of the regulations.
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Goals and Scope

To assess current T&E policy, a review was first made of letters

and direction that resulted in the initiation of the regulations’ re-

vision. Prior versions of the regulations and pertinent Departrrent of

[~ fense Directives (D0ED) were ccrnpared with the current ones to determine

resulting policy changes and trends. In addition , appropriate j ournal

articles and other Air Force regulations were reviewed for their impli-

cations in T&E policy. Finally, discussions were held with Air Staff

personnel that participated in the revision of the regulations to gain

insight into the rationale behind policy changes. In addition to provid—

ing a better understanding of USAF T&E policy and hcw future DoD policy

may affect it , the report concludes with reconn~ ndations to the program

manager concerning how to make better use of the T&E regulations .

The scope of this study is limited to the Air Force canponent; to

the major T&E changes in ARFs 80-14 and 23-36 (dated 19 July 1976) and

DoDDs 5000.1, Major Systenis Aoguisitions, and 5000.2 , Major System Ac-

quisition Process (dated 18 January 1977); and also to major changes in

the draft DODD 5000.3, Test and Evaluation, which is still under revision.
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SECTION II

B~CN3R)UND

In mid 1975, two letters were primary in triggering the revision

of AFR 80-14 , and AFR 23-36. The first was f ran Lt General Hails, Vice

Ctimiander TAG , to Lt General Huyser, Deputy Chief of Staff , Pi.ans and

Cperations, Hq USI½F (1:1) . 1 In his letter, General Hails stressed full

support by TAC for AFTTECI 5 role, but questioned the need for AFID to

manage operational T&E (CYT&E) after the production decision. He felt the

user could best conduct the follow-on testing (FGr&E).

The second letter was f run J½FrEX ’ s axnmander, Major General Cross,

to the USAF Chief of Staff (CSAF) , (2). Since General Cross was about to

retire, he felt it appropriate to give his impressions of AFITX since its

establishrrent. He was particularly worried that the General Accounting

Office (GPQ), which at the tine was doing a special survey of the Ser-

vices’ OT&E organizations (5:2), would recciinend that OSD establish an

independent OSD test onganization, as GPL) did not believe that AFrEC, CYTE~

and OPTFMJR had achieved their independence. In this regard , he rexintended

these vital actions (2) :

• Clearly establish the independence of AF’PEC ’ s missions.

• Revise AFR 80— 14 to:

‘This notation will be used throti hout the report for sources of
quotations and major references. The first niinber is the source listed in
the bibliography. The second nunber is the page in the reference.

3
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1. Eliminate duplication of testing responsibilities.

2. Reassess the delegation of responsibility for overall

managenent of LYT&E and initial o erational test and

evaluation (IOT&E).

3. Assure dedicated IOT&E at the earliest possible tine

in DT&E/IOr&E test programs.

4. Establish organization of CYT&E teams both in IOT&E

and FOT&E and outline relationships with MP~3CYi~4S and

the isplenenting carrnand.

• Provide AFIEx the flexibility to acxi-nplish (Yr&E in the

nvst realistic environrient.

It had been a year and a half since the establishnent of AFTEC. As

with any new organization , AFrEt had experienced growing pains and had had

to feel out and establish its own place in the test carinunity. But now

was a tine for reevaluation and redefinition of its role in Air Force ac-

quisition progr~~~.

Before proceeding any further, it should be noted that when regula-

tions are revised at Headquarters USAF, coordination generally involves

Directorate level or below.2 The Air Staff office of primary responsibility

(OPR) coordinates the revision with other appropriate Air Staff offices

and major ctnm~ands. However, in this case, the Chief of Staff felt this

2Directorates are the next organizational level below Deputy Chiefs
of Staff (See Chart 1).
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issue was important enough that he personally gave sane very specific

guidance concerning AFrEC’ s role to be incorporated into the applicable

regulations..

General Jones provided the following thoughts to the ~½ir Staff

cx~ cerning the TAC and AFI’EC issues:

• He wanted AFTEC to have nore clout and canplete control of

IOT&E.

• AFIDC was to assune an adversary role as the independent

test agency.

• He wanted AFPEX2 personnel in the plant and the System

Program Office (SPO) to learn as much as possible about

the new system.

• AFIPJC should be involved in fewer programs, but do them

better.

To accunplish this direction , the Air Staff ininediately established

a T&E Policy S~brking Group made-up of manhers fran across the Air Staff

(4) .  The group was co-chaired 1w the Chiefs of the (Yr&E Diu-i sion (formally

AF/XOOFA, now AF/XOODE) and the Assistant for Aoguisition Managanent

Office (fonnally AF/Ptt4, now the Test and Evaluation Division: AF/RDXT)

whose offices have primary responsibility (OPR) for AFR 23-36 and AFR

80-14 respectively. One of their first actions was to solicit inputs

fran all affected W~JCXi4S and Air Staff agencies (3).

While awaiting responses, the group developed their revision

6



strategy. Both regulations would be revised concurrently to insure con-

tinuity. Though sate of the MM Xr4 reo~utendations varied widely fran

establishing policy, the ~~rking Group decided not to be revolutionary ,

but rather to be evolutionary, staying within the present policy f rame-

work to clarify and emphasize respective responsibilities. Guidance from the

the Chief of Staff and direction found in DoD Directive 5000.3 , Test and

Evaluation, would be used as baselines.

In addition, other issues needed resolution (26):

• Scope of AFTEC involvement in cost of ownership.

• or&E gap between production decision and availability of

production hardware.

• OT&E in nixlification programs, simulator programs and

foreign military sales (FMS) .

• Responsibilities in canbined JYr&E/C1r&E programs.

• Control over Or&E test teams.

• AFTEC versus MAJCOM responsibility for conduct of F~YP&E.

7
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SECTION III

CURRENT USP.F T&E PHILOSOPHY & POLICY

GENERAL (Y~~~ NTS

Through the fall of 1975, the T&E Policy ~~rking Group labored

over iteration and reiteration of drafts to AFRs 80—14 and 23-36. Gred-

ually, a policy was developed within both the framework of existing ob-

jectives and the guidelines set forth by the Chief of Staff. Where no

clear-cut guidance was specified, the Group based decisions on their in-

terpretation of what Congress ’ intent was in establishing independent

test agencies. In this manner, the Group hoped to follow not only Con-

gressional direction but the spirit and intent of that direction so that

the Air Force would be above critici~ n in its conduct of test and evalua-

tion.

Related to the concern of following the latest policy guidance was

the Working Group ’ s desire to keep the regulations as general as possible

(6).  Terms such as “normally, ” “usually” or “generally” were often used.

The rationale for this approach was not for the p&lrpose of appearing

vague or providing inadeguate direction. The ‘generality” was incorporated

because there are no cook-book methods for managing either a system ac-

quisition program or the test portion of a program. As a result , the

regulations were revised to give program managers and test directors the

widest latitude in managing their programs while staying within the

8
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bounds of the aforementioned guidance.

Another philosophy that was basic throughout the revision was to

assure that whatever was written would be applicable to all systems, be

it a light bulb or a giant rocket , and not just aircraft.

Since all policy changes were first addressed in APR 80-14 and the

changes that apply to APR 23-36 were later added for consistency purposes ,

the following dissertation concerns only APR 80-14 unless otherwise noted.

When the term “the regulation” is used, it means AFR 80-14.

A primary issue that needed to be resolved in the regulation was

“Just what is test and evaluation during the aoguisition process?” It

appeared that over the year and a half since AFTEC’ s inception, many

people had cane to believe there were three types of T&E: developnental

(IYr&E) , initial (I(Yr&E) , and follow-on (FCYP&E). This assi.inption was

probably due to the fact that the earlier version of APR 80-14 appeared to

stress the breakout of testing into these three categories (16:4-6).

It was a canton assumption by many that all programs had to include the

three types during the testing phase. However, this assumption often led

to confusion as to what to call the cperational testing in programs that

had no specific requiratent for lYr&E , such as certain ncdification pro-

grams or off-the-shelf hardware. As a baseline, the Group wanted to de-

velop a clear definition of what T&E is car~rised of and specific de-

finitions for the various divisions of T&E. This baseline was necessary

before any of the other issues could be addressed.

9



The Group ’s efforts resulted in a strong philosophy concerning T&E,

and they felt it should be emphasized in the revision. The current re-

gulation , paragraph 2a , states specifically :

“Th ere are two basic kinds of test and evaluation :
Developmental Test and Evalua tion ( IYr&E ) and Operational
Test and Evaluation ((Yr&E) ” (17:1) .

Thus, whenever T&E is used in the regulation, it is meant to include both

LYr&E and (Yr&E. Though this may appear as a satewhat obvious statatent, it

has important implication. For instance , paragraph 2a goes on to say:

“The primary purpose of all T&E in the aoguisition process
is to estimate the military utility of a system 

This stata ent indicat es the canton thread that runs through all testi ng,

whether develoçaiental or operational : T&E is to assess military utility.

An example or two might prove helpful: Example 1 - Though develo~ztenta l

missions are very precise and are flown under controlled condi tions to

deter mine and veri fy stability and control or perfor mance characteristics

of an aircraft , the develo~itenta l test pilot can also provide valuable

assessments to the operatio nal test team concerning military utility . In

fact , an exceptional operational background is a prine reguisite for selec-

tion to the USAF Test Pilot School. Thus, the Air Force Systems Canriand

(AFSC ) test pilot is often highly qualified to recognize a system’ s opera-

tional qualities and the impact on military utility that might becane

~1istorically, the applicants chosen for the USAF Test Pilot School
have experience in sore than one operational aircraf t and otherwise have
excelled such as #1 in pilot training, Top Gun Award, Fighter Wing Stand-
board Examiner , Weapons School Graduate , etc.

10



evident during a IYr&E mission. Feedback of this sort could result in

improved Clr&E missions and possibly reduce the number of flights required

by the (Yr&E team. Example 2 - Another example is the laboratory engi-

neer involved in a military system. It has been noted that some experi-

mental engineers possess a natural tendency to seek technical perfection.

Sate design engineers will tinker and fiddle indefinitely in their quest

for perfection with the resulting consequence of schedule slippage and

cost problems. Though he works in highly specialized and technical areas,

sanetines with concepts so abstract that there is no foreseeable use , the

engineer still must never forget that his primary goal is military utility.

If the resulting system is too technical , too catplex , how can it be of

real use to the soldier on the battlefield? The last thing an engineer

should want is to have his system described in the manner of a quote

attributed to a British naval officer:

“The extrene ingenuity of this system rather blinds one to
its utter uselessness” (21:32).

Though the testing baseline of military utility overlaps between

DT&E and Clr&E, there are primary concerns that are different between the

two. DT&E enca~passes the detailed engineering analysis of the system’ s

performance, demonstrating that the system meets certain thresholds and

specif ications. CYr&E, on the other hand, views military utility in terms

of the validated military requirement and the operational a~~1oyment and

maintenance concepts as prepared by the major ccmnands.

11



Types of (YT&E

Several of the replies to the Working Group’s request for revision

inputs reccirinended that CYr&E be broken down into various cate~~ries in

addition to the I(Yr&E/FtYT&E phases. However, the Working Group felt that

any further ‘~ivision would serve no real purpose and would only tend to

overburden and add confusion to the acquisition process which was already

beleaguered with acronyms.

A New Definition for I(Yr&E

Since DoDD 5000.3 called for “an initial phase of operational test-

ing (ICYr&E) ” to be accorrplished prior to the production decision (13:4) ,

the Working Group chose to stay with this definition, and sore importantly,

that IGr&E would terminate with the first major production decision.

Thereafter, all operational testing would be called follow-on operational

test and evaluation (FUP&E). This differed fran the prior version of APR

80-14 which had allowed ICYr&E to continue past the production decision if

all the ICY~&E objectives had not been net (16:5) .

There were several reasons for the def inite cutoff of I(Yr&E at the

Milestone (M.S. ) III review:

• The cutof f forces the CYr&E agency to do accurate and can-

plete ICJP&E planning. If an IOT&E objective is important enough to be

required for the production decision, then it is important enough to be

accaiplished by the production decision. Otherwise , it is not a valid

pre-production objective, or if it is valid, M.S. III s1~~.i1d be slipped

12
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until the objective can be accar~1ished.

S The definite cutof f lim its the artount of develo~irental funds

spent for operational testing. Since the cost of I(Yr&E is extracted fran

RIYT&E funds (3600 appropriations) , terminating IO~&E at the production

decision changes funding to the operation and maintenance (O&M) account

(3400 appropriations) . This changeover results in an additional benefit .

It reduces the possibility of critici~ n by Congress and the GAD of the

amount of money spent on weapon system developnent. By specifically lim-

iting IC/r&E, the change prevents I(YT&E fran lingering on long after the

production decision, which in one case dragged out over 18 months and re-

quired in excess of $2 million for just one portion of the ICYr&E yet to

be conducted.

• Finally, a definite cutoff at the Mi lecthne III review allows

a more orderly changeover of IOr&E to FGT&E in the Planning, Programing

and Budgeting System (PPBS ) cycle. Otherwise, the possibility of I(Yr&E

continuing past M. S. III to sate nebulous point in time presents quite a

problem to the planners and budgeteers and also opens the Service to

Congressional criticiem for overruns if the schedule slips.

It might be added that the Working Group defined the “first major

production decision” as that particular review where the decision is made

to buy the system in large quantities as opposed to an earlier M. S. III

that might have approved only a limited buy of a few artic les. It is

stated in the APR 80-14 glossary as the decision to begin production of

procur~nent-funded end items intended for Service deployment (17:3).

13
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AFrEX ’s Role in FtYr&E

After the production decision at M. S. III , operational testing is

called FCY~&E , as mentioned earlier. Fundamental to the concept of FOr&E

is that operational testing can continue throughout the life of a system,

lasting many years. However, in directing the Catiponent CYP&E independent

agency to accanplish follow-on phases of (Yr&E, DoDD 5000.3 does not specify

how long the agency should remain involved (13:4).

In resolving this issue, the Working Group reviewed the guidance

described earlier in Section II . To surinarize briefly here, TAC wanted

to assuse control of FDT&E fran PFPEX2 after the production decision and

the CSPIF favored reducing AFrEC ‘s involvetent in programs. These two

requests provided the basis for the Working Group ’ s decision to limit

AF’rEC’ s managetent of RYr&E: The extent of AFrF~ ’ s participation is now

determined by HQ USAF (15:1).

AFrEC’ s principal role in Fur&E is that of furnishing the degree

of independent (YP&E required to refine initial estimates made in ICYP&E.

This requiratent is used in each program as a criteria by H~ USAF in de-

termining the amount of AFI~~ participation in FOT&E. It was concluded as

a general rule that AFTEC should remain involved thrc*~ h production of at

least the first article. The Working Group felt that AF’rB’ s conduct of

FtYT&E at its start was necessary to:

• Evaluate deficiency corrections.

• S~.pport further production decisions ; and

14



• Evaluate system configuration changes after the production
decision.

~~alification/Cperational Test and Evaluation (QOT&E)

The discussion up to this point has been beilding to a very im-

portant and basic premise that was used throughout the revision of APR

80-14: (Yr&E is only split into the components of I(Yr&E and FUr&E when

there is an acccrtpanying developrental (DT&E) program involving 3600

money. By OSD direction (9:251.2) IClr&E is paid fran DT&E funds, and

therefore, if there is no developient (3600) money in a program , it fol-

lows that any operational testing that might be required cannot be called

“ IClr&E. ” The question then is , “~qhat do we call this type of operational

testing?”

The answer originally proposed was to go back to the basic defini-

tion of T&E and simply name this special testing, “OT&E. ” (After all, the

objectives of (Yr&E do not change with the prefix in front of (Yr&E. ) This

titling was to be applied to such examples as:

“those Class IV and V modifications, simulators, cenrn-
ercially developed items, and other items which may require
no developtent, per se and therefore, no D~&E “ (17:3).

Note the key words: “those items which. .. . require no development. ”

It also should be emphasized that not all simulators or all nkxiifications

are included, only those which are not involved in a development program

with (3600 money) , but still must be tested operationally. For instance,

an off-the-shelf tape recorder works fine at sea level but how does it

work at 40,000 feet in a six g turn.
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However, people had become so ingrained in referring to CYr&E as

“initial” or “follow-on,” that during coordination of the draft regulation,

the notation of just plain “OT&E” confused them. To prevent any further

confusion, the term “qualification (Yr&E ” was introduced to indicate the

need for operationally qualifying an item for its entry into the inventory.

Relationship Between IYT&E and CYT&E

Upon defining T&E and it components , the Working Group next eval-

uated the relationship among these carVonents. One of the most important

issues discussed was the need for separate (Yr&E. This issue was closely

related to the USI½F Chief of Staff’ s concern over the amount of control

that AF’rEC had in conducting ICIP&E. After considerable discussion anong

the Working Group neirbers, it was concluded that separate (Yr&E was the

basic intent of Congress and also the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel (20:9) ,

even though in actuality, much of the testing is done in a carbined de-

velopment/operational test environment. To follow the Chief’ s direction

of more clout for AF’rEC and to prevent GPO criticism that the Air Force

regulation differed fran the DoD directive, the Working Group placed the

following words in the regulation exactly as they appear in DoDD 5000.3

( 13:4):

Operational testing should be separate fran development testing.

Obviously this philosophy is an ideal one , arid both USAF and Dci)

acknow1ec~ e this by allowing canbined testing where separation would

cause unacceptable delay or increase in cost.
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General Stat~ tent of T&E Management Policy

Air Force Regulation 800-2 (18:1) states that “all acquisition

programs shall be managed by a single individual known as the Program

Manager. ” This philosophy was incorporated in APR 80-14, but with a

clarifying exception:

The program manager has overall responsibility for a system
acquisition proqram (except the inanagetent of OT&E). (17:3)

The Working Group felt that excluding the management of CYr&E was an im-

portant and necessary exception in order to give AY~EC more control of

OT&E and also to show the Air Force’ s desire to endorse AFPEX2’ s canplete

independence fran the developing cannand.

However, AF~EC must also be independent fran the using and sup—

porting ccznnands. Once the Or&E Test Team is formed of personnel f ran

these carrnands, the (Yr&E Test Director must have full authority if he is

to do his job well. As a result, the regulation now directs that the

(Y2&E Test Director have operational control over the OT&E team to include

decision authority over the use or movement of all assigned OT&E team

members and Clr&E resources. The team normally is comprised of personnel

fran at least several caunands, such as TAC, A’lt, and AFLC.

Regardless of the broad responsibilities of the CYT&E Test Director,

the individual with overall responsibility for a program is the program

manager who has the job of “incorporating the (YP&E requirements into the

test program” (17:3) in addition to managing t1I’&E. Although the Test Di-

rector must provide support for (YP&E as appropriate, the C1~&E Test



Director , on the other hand, must make the resources under his operational

control available to support the lY~&E test plan when specified in the test

documentation. If additional DT&E support is needed fran the (Yr&E test

team, it will be provided by mutual agreement of the Test Director and the

CYr&E Test Director (17:6).

The last statement hints at a most important point that was con-

sidered by the Working Group to be basic in any test program. The Test

Director and (Y]2&E Test Director must develop a close working relationship

with each other right fran the very start if the program is to stay within

cost and schedule constraints. Clearly defined responsibilities and early,

coordinated planning are vital.

OT&E Test Program Management

The question of who manages the (Yr&E programs was decided by the

Working Group as follows. The regulation now restricts AFrEX to only

major programs (as defined in DoDD 5000. 1, (11:2)) and certain HQ USAF-

designated non-major programs; all other non-major programs are managed

by the using commands. However, AF~EC must approve test plans and carment

on final reports of the latter non-major programs. In this way , the

Working Group further limited 2\FTrEX ’ s involvement in CYr&E , yet allowed

for their independent assessment of all (YT&E.

Concerning what the management of (YP&E includes, the regulation

specifically charges 1\FFEX (or the designated MPJC(~i) to olan , direct ,
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conduct, control and independently evaluate and report on (YP&E by OT&E

personnel. The Working Group also emphasized the responsibility for

independent evaluation as opposed to independent testing. As stated

earlier , separate testing cannot be conducted on many programs because of

tine and money constraints .

As a result , the Working Group changed the designation f ran

“canbined I~r&E/IC1r&E test program” (16:6) to just “ccmbined test program”

(17:6) . This change further emphasizes the subtle yet important concept

that on a ccirbined program it is not the evaluation that is canbined , but

the testing. A separate evaluation is the real task of the independent

test agency.

HQ AFSC has encouraged ccmbined developmental/operational test

programs whenever practicable and cost effective, as opposed to a separate

LYT&E followed by a separate ICYr&E (19:23) . While separate IOP&E is

usually best for small , low cost articles , it is often prohibitively ex-

pensive for major systems like aircraft.

In ccnribined programs, the I(Yr&E requirements must be accurately

defined and blended into the the tYr&E effort. Evaluation, as well as

testing, requires good planning due to the high cost of test data:

It is a mistake to believe that caithined test events
ccttpromise the independent evaluation of a system. But the
requirement for careful planning for the evaluation of
carbined test data is obvious. A canton problem in the past
stemired f ran poorly-defined user test requirements which
led to a test event that failed to provide needed user data .
Significant improvement in this area should result from
AF’~~~h involvement in operational test planning (19:24).
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Innovative OT&E Management oncep~~~
Several steps were taken to give AFI~~ increased control over their

assigned responsibilities and at the sane tine, stronger involvement in

the T&E process. Early participation was felt necessary to provide con-

tinuity after Required Operational Capability (RJC ) validation and to

adequately plan the test schedule. As a result , the Working Group provided

for OT&E participation in the conceptual and validation phases including

test program planning and for AF’rFX~ personnel located in the system pro-

gram offices (SPOs) and contractor facilities. In addition , the AFTEX2

(Y~&E Test Director may exercise authority to rate the performance of key

MPJCa~4 (YT&E test team personnel (if agreed to by the affected M~JCGyI)

(15:2). This authority was recommended by the Working Group to give AFI’EX~
further increased control over the Cft&E test team maithers.

Responsibilities of the Test Director

Because the implementing cannand’ s Test Director is the direct re-

presentative of the program manager on the test team, his responsibilities

were made to coincide very closely with those of the program manager: 

the implementing cc*rmand provides a test director who is
responsible for DT&E , for integrating combined test events and
for insuring that resources are made available to carry out the
cathined test program (17:6).

Since the program manager has overall responsibility for a program

(except (YT&E management) , it fol1c~ s that the Test Director has overall

responsibility for the test portion of the program (except CIr&E management) .



Relationship Between the (YP&E Test Director and the Test Director

In the earlier version of the regulation , the (Y~&E test director on

a combined developmental/operational test team had been loosely referred

to as the “deputy director ” for IOT&E (16:6) . This title had became sate—

what of an issue , and the Working Group decided to change the title for

several reasons:

1. AFTEC did not like the term “deputy” because it implied
that the deputy director worked for the test director .
viewed this as a violation of their basic requirement for
independence.

2. Members of AFSC did not like “deputy ” either , but for
different reasons. The term “deputy” implied that the
deputy director would take charge of the entire test pro-
gram if the test director were ‘iDY or became ill . Certainly
the title was never intended to be interpreted in this
manner, but it still gave people as uneasy feelinq .

3. The title was incorrect in specifying only IOT&E
because the deputy director usually continued his
participation into the FGT&E phase of testing.

As a result , the Working Group decided upon the title of “CIT&E Test Di-

rector ” which is appropriate for both separate and canbined test programs.

The n~~ title provides the desired degree of independence , deletes any

possibility of assuming the Test Director ’s role, and indicates the cor-

rect generic name which includes both ICYr&E and F(YT&E . Nevertheless, the

Test Director (fran the developing c~~~~~~) has overall responsibility

for accxniiplishing the test program. Besides his responsibilities listed

above, he has responsibility for the safe conduct of all tests which

includes “approval authority for all DT&E test events and approval au-

thority to insure that CYr&E events comply with safety standards” (17:7).
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Misconceptions of Ccirbined Testing

Except for the semantic change concerning the (Yr&E Test Director , the

basic relationship between the cathined test team n~~nbers remains un-

changed from the 1975 to the 1976 revisions of AFR 80—14 . Yet , concerns

were beginning to surface even before the regulation was published . A

letter f ran the Vice Chief of AFSC alleged that “dividing the test effort

into two distinct teams is detrimental to truly combined and integrated

testing” (7) . Furthermore , confusion over , and misinterpretation of this

section (paragraph 17) of the regulation is still evident. A recent stu-

dent report f ran one of the military professional schools states , “Para-

graph 17 seems to negate any sort of team concept in combined test-

ing” “Joint planning is not mentioned” “Unfortunately 80-14

(does not specify) an individual who has overall test program responsi-

bility” (24 :14) .

In refuting these misinterpretations, it should be mentioned that one

of the basic objectives in the revision was to shorten the regulation by

cleaning up the verbosity and redundancy of the earlier revision . Thus,

the Working Group took great effort in stating a particular guidance only

once in the regulation , unless it was absolutely necessary that the guid-

ance be repeated elsewhere for the sake of clarity or emphasis. Thus ,

because certain direction is not found in one paragraph does not mean that

that particular direction is not elsewhere in the regulation.

For instance, paragraph 7 states , “When the implementing Qinnand 
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begins test program planning , the appropriate M1½JCC I’4S and agencies will

participate , as required (17:4) .“ This joint planning is applicable to

cczrbined testing discussed later in the regulation and is certainly implied

in paragraph 17 which states , “the planning should assure that combined

testin g would fulfill developmental and operational test objectives”

(17:6). FkM else could planning adequately assure the T&E objectives

without having “jo int planning?”

Response to the concerns over division of the test effort into two

distinct teams and J’IF’ s without an overall director have already been

discussed earlier in this text. It might be added that referr ing to

combined test teams as Joint Test Forces (JTF) does not follow the ter-

minology used in AFR 80-14 . Joint programs are defined as those that are

conducted with other Services , U.S.  agencies or foreign governments

(17:3 ) , whereas what AFSC now calls J ’I? programs are defined in AFR 80-14

as “combined test programs” (17:6) . Logical ly, a more appropriate title

for the test team would be Cathined Test Force (C’iF) . Use of a more

correct title in denoting the type of program is becatiing increasingly

important as the n~uther of joint programs increases with the other

Services and foreign governments . The cruise missile and F-l6 programs

are examples of each.

OT&E in ~kx3ification Programs

‘I~i~~h AFSC is usually the implementing cannand, AFLC is also involved

in a number of acquisition and riodificati on programs . In considering (Y~&E
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in modificaticn programs, AFIC is tasked with identif ying in coord ination

with A~rEC those modifications that may require the satisfaction of (YF&E

objectives beyond normal modification testing or proofing . In other words ,

if a modification program involves sufficient risk , AFIC should recamend

to HQ USAF that (Yr&E be conducted (17:10) . The purp ose behind this addi-

tion to the regulation is to again assure that adequate testing is done

before a system becares operational .

Progr am Reviews

The Chief of Staff ’s (CSAF) desire to give AFI’EC more clout was further

satisfied in another way: The Carrna nder of P~F1’EX may request AF’1~X attend

specific program reviews besides providing (Y~&E information to the CSP~F in

preparation for decision Milestone reviews (15:2).

C~erating and Support (O&S) Costs

‘lb clarify management of O&S costing , the Working Group expanded the

regulation ’s direction in what had formerly been known as cost of owner-

ship . The major commands are to develop and provide the O&TE test agency

the models , techniques , or cost element data used to construct estimates

of O&S costs (17:9) . These are to be used during (YT&E to acquire infor-

mation which can improve and validate O&S cost estimates ar id identify

system parameters or deficiencies which impact O&S costs.

Forei gn Military Sales (FMS)

With the increased proportion of FMS cases involving newer weapons

24
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systems, F~4S considerations and requirements are becoming more important

in the earlier phases of a system’ s life cycle. At first the Working

Groip thought to require all F14S testing to comply with AFR 80-14. How-

ever, the requesting foreign countries restricted by political , schedul-

ing, or even monetary constraints might have good reason not to fund

testing under our rules; therefore , the regulation was made less re—

strictive. T&E for FMS programs will conp]y, where feasible, with the

principles of P~FR 80—14 (17:3) .

Su mmary of Changes

A concise suimnarj of the major changes to AFR 80-14 and 2 3-36 is

presented in the following matrix. The regulations are added as ~ppendices

A and B to aid in review of the subject .

25



.. U

~~ 00

~~~~~~~~~~ 0

r
~ 

w t f l

-4- 4 W ~~~

~- 4 W
1 W  U)

I;~ p E~I~~I ~D U) r~

~ • H r r11 4J-4 ..

~d.~ 
Q .

~
.

(~~~ 
~~~~~ r ~~~~~~~~~

~~~ 

.

~~

. c~ ~~~W~~~~C’1...
c~ 

•-4
~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

N

~.4
.,-I ~ o ’a •~ ~~~h h

.~~~. .~~~~ .‘a .8~~0 ...-~ . a) ’ — .~~~~~-

~~~~~~~~~~

CM

9.4
0

I

26

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-I• ,; -~,_ -_.• - -‘



4J

I ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

d ~~~~~~~~0 0 ~0 0 
~~~~~~~ U

~~~~~~• I
•i~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

.

~~~ 
,
~~ ~~~ 

•

~~ ~~~~~~~

H 1 ~!U F ~ !i !ll ! ~
U) U)

h

2

~~~~~
27 

L• _L_-_- .•-• ~~- 
-
~
-•

~~~
- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — -  • - -~~ -•—•
~~

-- .~—



O~~ 9~4~ -.
~~~~~ 0-;~

~•D ~~ C’,J

~~• O — 4
Cl)

~~ ~~~~~~~~ U~~~~
~~ H

~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ L~U .it~

~ 2 .
• ~~~

28

— 

—



SECPION IV

EFFa’ rS OF NEW DoD DIREL’TION PERTAINING W USAF T&E POLICY

New Guidance

In 1976, the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) established

policies to be folla.~ed by all Federal Government executive branch agen-

cies in the acquisition of major systems . This direction has became

known as 0MB Circular No. A-109, (8) and has had the first major impact

on acquisition policy since the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel cane up with

113 substantive recanmendations in 1970 (22:5). Subsequently , DOD began

reviews of DoDDs 5000. 1, 5000 .?, and 5000.3 to implement the new guidance.

Revision of DoD Directives

DoDD 5000.3, Test and Evalua tion , was to have been published soon

after D0DD5 5000.1 and 5000.2 were issued in January 1977 , but the length

of the coordination process followed by plans to reorganize the Director

of Defense Research and ~~gineer ing (DDP.&E) have delayed completion of

this revision (29). The following summary will focus primarily on the

changes of the T&E portions of these directives and how they relate to

Air Fbrce T&E policy.

The main purpose behind the revision of DODDS 5000.1 and 5000.2 was

to introduce the Mission F~enent Need Statement (M~NS) and Milestone 0

(Program Initiation) . Briefly, the M~7’~S is a statement prepared by a
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DoD Component to identi fy and support the need for a new or improved

mission capability as op osed to a requirement for specific hardware.

Approval of the MH,~S by the Secretary of Defense with subsequent direc-

tion to one or more Canoonents to exolore and develop system concepts to

satisf y the approved need is called Milestone 0 (12:6). DODD 5000. 3

ccztplenents the other two directives and tO be in agreement with them,

was put in revision slightly behind the two. As mentioned earlier, how-

ever , the draft DODD 5000.3 is still under study. Though there are a

nuther of changes to the directives , most of than either relate to the

basic purpose for revising the documents or simply clarif y previous

policy. As a result, there are no major changes in the area of test and

evaluation in DODD 5000.1 or 5000.2. However the draft DoW 5000.3 has

some important revisions, arid there are several which need further study

and resolvenent before the draf t becomes final.

1Y~&E No Longer to Assess Military Utility?

In starting , an important deletion was noticed in the basic de-

finition of (YP&E and lYr&E in the new directives . Though DODD 5000.1

defines OT&E al:~~icl 1:2) as being conducted to estimate a system’s

milita ry utility , operational effectiven ess and operational suitability

(refer &iced to the 1973 DODD 5000. 3 ) ,  the draft DODD 5000. 3 drops the

term “military utility ” fran discussions and definitions of both IYr&E

arid Clr&E which were in the older version (13:2, 3). For instance, the draft

DoDD 5000.3 has added a Glossary of defini tions in which DT&E is defined
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as:

that test and evaluation conducted to assist the
engineering design and development process and verify
attainment of technical performance specifications and
objectives.

~breover , DoDD 5000.1 fails to give any definition at all for DP &E in its

definition section.

What does all this lead to? It appears that Dr&E is not to be in-

volved in estimating milita ry utili ty if the draft DODD 5000.3 is ap-

proved. This is unfortunate because, as mentioned in Section II, feed-

back concerning military utility by the developmental test pilot to the

Or&E test team could lead to improved OP&E missiona and possibly reduce

(Yr&E required data.

Furthermore, an additional viewpoint provided to the decision makers

could reduce the risk of parochialism or biased reporting that can easily

occur in the present environment where there are j ust a few pilots on a

test program. For instance , under the DoD requirement to choose an average

pilot for operational tests , the background of the individual selected may

be limited to 2 or 3 aircraft as opposed to that of the developmental test

pilot with a minimum of 20—30 air craft. If the operational pilot is con-

ditioned to poor characteristics in his past aircraft (such as weak brakes ,

inadequate visibility or a gunsi ght that jitters ) and the test article

exhibits mix~h the sane characteri stics , he is liable to judge them as

or “good. ” The develcçamen tal test pilot , on the other hand , is
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able to give a more valid assessment of its true characteristics by

comparison to a broad spectrum and number of aircraf t.

AFTEC to Participate in Planning of lYr&E?

A problem area that needs to be re-worded is in the draft as fol lows :

The Component OT&E Agency will participate in ~1anning of
!YT&E (underlining added) to ascertain which portion of IYr&E
will contribute to the aoccmiplishment of (Yr&E objectives
(14:6).

The thought is there but the interpretation that results is not correct .

AFflEC does not share in planning Elr&E. The main idea behind the referenced

sentence is that coordinated test planning is necessary in a program. To

prevent misinterpretation , a better choice of words would be:

The Component (Yr&E Agency will participate with the
Component’ s develcpxrent agency during IY~&E planning to
ascertain which portion of IYP&E will contribute to the
accomplishment of OT&E objectiv es.

Some Changes Led by the Air Force

It is noteworthy that there are a couple areas in which Air Force

policy has led DoD in its revision of DODD 5000.3. The most important

is earl y involvement by Clr&E personnel. The draft directive is following

suit and specifies that 0r&E will comnence as early as possible in the

development cycle. This earl y involvement is part of the overall effort

to load the front end of the aoguisition process with greater planning

and visibility in order to decrease productior Vo&S costs later on.

Further more, the draft defines ICIr &E as the Air Force does:
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O’r&E conducted prior to the Mi lestone III decision is
designated Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E) .

*
It has no effect on the Air Force , but the Arirry and Navy should change

their C1r/IYr and OPEVAL/TECHEVAL terminology.

Finally, joint programe with other Camponents are given increased

enphasis in the draft including the introduction of Joint Operationa l Test

and Evaluati on (JC IT &E) . This empha sis gives further reason to call a USP1F

cxithined develcpnental /coerat ional test team a Cathined Test Force rather

than a Joint Test Force , as proposed earlier in Section III.

Cathined Versus Independent Testing

Another important change evident in the draft DODD 5000.3 is the

softening of current DoD philosophy that states operational testing

should be separate fran development testing (13:4) . Ac~nira1 Kolinorgen ,

Asst Director of the DDR&E office resp onsible for DODD 5000.3 , indicates

that the new T&E policy changes emphasizing earlier operational testing ,

valid reliabili ty goals and canbined developmental and operational testing

are expected to improve the efficiency of the aequisition process (23:8 ) .

The draft version reflects this new policy by stating :

Development testing and operational testing may be carb ined
where clearl y identified and significant cost/time benefits
would result... (14:7) .

This approach is much more realistic and clearly a necessity in most

major prograne.

However, the sane paragraph in the revision takes a firmer view
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toward independent testing by the CY’r&E agency.

As a norma l practice the operationa l tests supporting a
production decision will be conducted indepe ndently by
the (Yr&E organization (14:8).

With emphasis on canbined test programs but independent testing , there

will have to be close coordination and planning between the Test Direc tor

and the Clr &E Test Director. To reduc e the possibility of schedule stretch -

out due to independent testing , the Test Director s will need to maximize

the test missions where data is cainon t. both , yet ensure that the re-

quired independent testing can be accomirodated separately .

Long-Lead Items

The abili ty to order long-lead items has been a pro blem with Program

Managers ever since concurrent development got a bad name. DODD 5000.1

now gives the Secreta ry of Defense authori ty to approve long- lead pro-

duction items at Mi lestone II. In addition , the draft DODD 5000.3 allows

OT&E to provide inputs to decisions made in Milestone II for long-lead

items or for limited production.

TEMP

The Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TE1~4P) section in DoDD 5000.3

has been expanded in the draft . Besides indicating that the TEMP will

prescribe complianc e with environmental activities and will include

electran agnetic xupati bility considerati ons, the TEMP will be sulniitted

to 061) “ for coord ination and reviews.. . relative to the major milestones. ”
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This requirement app ears to be removing sate of the management auth ri ty

fran the prog ram manager , and since DoDD 5000.1 calls for the decentral iza-

tion of resp onsibility for program manag ement , there seems to be a con-

flict between the two dire ctives. If the draft DODD 5000.3 is approved ,

the program manager can look forward to the possibility of what has been

ter med “inicromanag enent” fran OSD. In addition , this new review could

further lengthen the front end of acx~uisition programs where a growth

has been noticed over the past few years.

Software fltphasized

There is a whole new section in the draft DODD 5000.3 concerning

T&E of computer software plus references to software elsewhere in the

draft. At first glance it appears q~estionable whether software is so

uniq te f ran other special programs , such as satellites , siiru lators or

ground power carts , that it requires separate attention. However , this

special emphasis is necessary because major programs have floundered as

a result of inadequate development of software (28) . Software has be—

cane extremely expens ive in itself ar id therefore , must be given considered

attention along with other system components in the developtent process.

Flexible Management

Finall y, a review of DODD 5000.1’ s Policy section indicates that

sucoessful management of system acxpiisition depends upon recognition

that programs are different and require management flexibility (11:12).

This ackn owledgement reinforces the Air Force ’ s philosophy used in
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writing ~½FR 80-14 tha t there are no step-by-step methods in program

management.
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SEX TION V

StJM ~4N~Y AND PE~Ct1M~NDA TIONS

In the foregoing Sections , insight was given as to the important

irotivators behind current USP~F test and evaluation policy, the rationa le

used in establishing this policy, and recent expected changes to it. This

study should prove valuable to the program manager (PrI ) in giving a clearer

understanding of the T&E regulations and ultimately assist in program

management.

Besides the additional guidance presented in the earlier Sections ,

there are also a nixnber of recommendations and conclusions that can be

derived from these discussions.

1. Be careful of biased interpretation.

Though this recommendation applies to all regulations in general ,

it is especially important in AFRs 80-14 and 23-36 where AFI’EC has been

tasked to assime an adversary role. In addition , test teams are one of

the most complex organizations as far as management is concerned because

of the diversity in backgrounds and parent carinands . There is a tendency

to interpret regulations in terms of one’ s prejudices and biases and to

fit the interpretation to benefit one ’ s particular aspect of a management

pr ~~lem while disregarding an equally valid, but o~posite, interpretation.
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In addition to the PM’ s own biases, the PM must be aware of the bias

possibility in other program offices and in test team members, and weigh

opposing interpretations, looking first as to which is the more correct,

and second, how the program will be affected.

2. Be flexible.

AFRs 80—14 and 23-36 were written to provide general rather than

specific guidance for a purpose - to allow the greatest flexibility in

program management. DODD 5000.1 .,tates:

Successful management of system aoquisition depends upon
competent people, defined responsibilities and aut hority ,
realistic objectives , rational priorities and recognition
that programs are different and require management flexi-
bility (11:2). (Underlining added for emphasis)

The PM should take advantage of the “ generalities ” discussed earlier in

T&E policy to tailor the program to its unique requirem ents . These

generalities can provide much of the flexibility required for a success-

ful progr am.

3. There are no cook-book methods in program management.

Since it is recognized in reccintendation 2 that programs are

different and unique, then it follows that here are no step-by-step pro-

cedures in managing a program. This conclusion results fran the common

belief that aoguisition management does not lend itself to scientific

regimentation, or as Henry Boettinger put it , “ In sheer banality , few

statements exceed the asseitior i that management is an art ” (2 5 :54) .

1~gain , the “ generalities ” in 1~ Rs 80-14 and 23-36 permit the PM maximum
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latit i.x]e within DOD and USAF policy constraints in which to practice his

craft.

4. Recognize what is not said in regulations.

Thi s , too, applies to all regulations and guidance. not just

AFRs 80-14 and 23— 36. ~~o often there is a tendency to criticize the policy

that is found in regulations while completely neglecting what is not said.

Where there is no policy given , the PM can gain additional latitude and

flexibility in conduct ing his program as necessary without restrictions .

The smart manager will take advantage of these unsaid possibilities and

tailor his program accordingly.

5. Early planning is vital.

Final ly , but foremost , ear ly planni ng is necessary . The Air

Force stressed this need earl y in USPIF policy , and now DOD is also

emphasizing its importance (23: 7) .  Because of the numerous MMCCt4s in-

volved during an aoguisition, close coordination between all agencies

is required to keep a program within cost and on schedule. Early plan-

ning between tyr&E and (Yr&E personnel is especially important in combined

EYr&E/IGr&E test programs . The competition is severe for resources in

order to accomplish desired objectives under schedule constraints .

In addition , the personalities of the Test Director and the OT&E

~~st Director are very important. These individuals must be able to work

closely together without friction during planni ng, control , and conduct

of the test program and also in resolving differences as they arise . The
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French author and politician Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber sums up the idea :

“Management is the art of arts because it is the organizer of ta lent ”(25:55) .

The Test Director and the OT&E Test Director must strive to be true artists

in working not only together but also with their test teams because they

both have the common and ultimate goal of providing a better weapon system .
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Attachments Page
1. Glossary 13
2. Test and Evaluation Activities (Chart) 16
3. Test and Evaluation Objectives Annex (Format) 17

SECTION A—SCOPE AND CONCEPTS (a) During the conceptual and validation
phases of a system ’s life cycle , T&E is conducted1. Scope. A~ir Force test and evaluation (T~iE) ‘~ to demonstrate feasibility, to minimize designconducted in four areas of effort: T&E in the risks , and to determine design alternatives andtechnology base program; T&E in the acquisition trade-offs required to best achieve prog ram ob-process; T&E activities within Air Force en- jectives. Tests of subsystems , components , orgrnee nng service resources; and jo int prog rams system prototypes are conducted to develop datawith other governments or with other US Gov- on which to base a full-scale engineering de-ernrnent agencies. The emphasis of this regula- velopment decision. While the testi ng emphasistion is on T&E during the acquisition process (see during this period is on the DT&E , a cadre of per-chart in attachment 2). sonnel responsible for OT&E will participate in
the conceptual and validation phases , and will re-

2. Concepts: port on any OT&E conducted.
a. Development and Acquisition Programs. (b) During the full-scale engineering de-

There are two basic kinds of test and evaluation: velopment phase , T&E progresses from subsys-
Development Test and Evaluation (DT&E) and tem and component checks to full-system tests.
Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E ). DT&E The objective is to further determine that design
and OT&E are essential parts of the system ac- risks are minimized , system design is comp lete ,
quisition process , and may occur throughout all and if the military utility of the system would jus-
phases of the system ’s life cycle. The primary tify production.
purpose of all T&E in the acquisition process is to 1. While DT&E will require heavy em-
estimate the military utility of a system , subsys- phasis in full-scale eng ineering development ,
tern , or item of equi pment (all hereafter referre d OT&E will play an essential role in the first major
to as a system). production decision for a system. A prerequisite

(1) DT&E is conducted to demonstrate that for this decision is that an initial phase of OT&E
eng ineering design and development are corn- (called IOT&E) be accomplished to provide an es-
plete , that design risks have been minimized , and timate of expected system operational effective-
that the system will meet engineering and opera- ness and suitability.
tional specifications. DT&E is essentially a de- 2. IOT&E ends with the first major pro-
tailed engineering anal ysis of a system ’s per- duction decision , and thereafter , all operational
formance (beginning with individual subsystems testing is called follow-on operational test and
and progressing through a complete system), evaluation (FOT&E ). These T&E relationships
where system design is tested and evaluated are shown in attachment 2.
against engineering and performance criteria by 3. Operational testing should be separate
the implementing command. from development testing. However , ea! y phases

(2) OT&E is conducted to estimate a prospec- of OT&E may need to be combined with develop-
tive system ’s operational effectiveness and opera- ment testing where separation would cause delays
tional suitability, and to identify any operational involving unacceptable military risk , or would
deficiencies and need for any modifications. In ad- cause an unacceptable increase in the acquisition
dition , OT&E provides information on organiza- cost of the system.
tion , personnel requirements , doctrine , and tac- (c) During the production and deployment
tics. OT&E is essentially an operational assess- phases , test and evaluation is conducted to refine
ment of a system ’s performance where the corn- system operating, maintenance , and support com-
plete system is tested and evaluated against oper - cepts; develop new operating concepts; deter-
ational criteria (requirement and employment mine the need for and assess the technical and op-
concepts ) by personnel with the same qua lifica- erational effectiveness of system modifications;
tions as those who will operate , maintain , and insure the effectiveness of the manufacturing
support the system when deployed , process , equipment and procedures (Production

(3) DT&E and OT&E will begin as early as Qualification and Acceptance Tests); and deter-
possible in a system ’s life cycle and continue mine if the system is and remains in a relativel y
throug hout , as necessary, to assess the system ’s stable configuration for operational use. Whilc
milita ry utility and ‘educe acquisition risk. DT&E may continue at a relatively high level in
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the production and dep loyment phases , OT&E 3. Relationship Between the System Program
activities will normally increase in scope. Mana ger and AFTEC. The program manager

(d) In addition to OT&E application as de- has overall responsibility for a system acquisition
scribed in (a) , (b) and (c) above , there are pro- program (except the management of OT&E ). His
grams for which OT&E must be performed even responsibility includes manag ing DT&E , incor-
though there has not been a foregoing IOT&E. porating the OT&E requirements into the test
This type of testing is referred t o as “qualification program , and providing support for OT&E as ap-
OT&E. ” Examp les of this are those Class IV and propriate. AFTEC (or the designated major
V modifications , simulators , commercially de- command (MAJCOM ) ) has responsibility for
veloped items , and other items which may require manag ing the OT&E in a major acquisition pro-
no development , per se , and therefore , no DT&E gram. That is , AFTEC (or the designated MAJ-
or IOT&E , and which may or may not be as- COM ) will plan , direct , conduct , control , and in-
sociated with a production decision , dependentl y evaluate and report on OT&E.

b. Technology Base Programs. Test and evalua-
tion is also conducted in the research , exploratory 4. Consolidating Test Events and Resources. To
development , and advanced development subdivi- minimize duplication of testing, t est eve n ts
sions of the Air Force Technology Base Program. should be consolidated to the extent that the con-
In these phases of technology development , test solidation does not alter or compromise the test
and evaluation is conducted to verif y hypotheses; purpose and objective. Test data from all avail-
measure phenomena; develop new techni ques , able sources will be used to the extent possible.
procedures , and materials; and estimate the mili- a. Tests will not be conducted without evalua-
tary ut ility of new components , subsystems , or tion. However , if relevant data is available from
technolog ies, earlier tests or other sources , evaluations may be

c. Engineering Services. Engineering Services made without additional testing.
(including testing ) are unique capabilities pro- b. Existing Government-owned T&E capabi li-
vided primaril y by AFSC T&E activities which ties (for example , range s, instrumentation , and
are made available to support the T&E efforts of other related resources) will be used when ever
government agencies (through the AFSC En- possible. However , T&E will be conducted in the
gineering Services Program ) and government- most realistic operational environment that is
sponsored agencies (AFR 80— 19 , Support of Non- economically prudent and feasib le.
governmental Test and Evaluation ). These en-
gineering services are not necessarily a part of 5. Documentation. Program documents , suc h as
any Air Force development or acquisition pro- the Decision Coordinating Paper (DCP ), P rogram
gram , but are provided under specific support ar- Memorandum (PM), Program Management Di-
rangements. They include technical support , rective (PMD), Test Directive (TD), or Program
facilities and knowledge not available elsewhere. Management Plan (PM P ), must include a state-

d. Joint Programs: ment of the critical questions and areas of risk to
( 1) When the Air Force is lead service in a be resolv ed by T&E. This documentation will also

joint-service acquisition program , T& E is con- provide a summary of test objectives , schedules .
ducted as outlined in this re gulation. and milestones.

(2) When another service or agency is the a. Each DCP should discuss , in its T&E see-
lead service , T&E is conducted in accordance tion , whether or not the system is amenable to
with an agr eement between the Air Force and multi-service testing or two-sided testing. If such
other involved services or agencies. testing is app ropriate , the DCP and Test and

(3) When joint service testing is sponsored Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP ) should state the
by ODDR&E , T&E is conducted in accordance intent and plans for its conduct. The following
with agreements between ODDR&E , the Air definitions apply:
Force , and other involved services. (1) Multi-service testing. Testing that entails

(4) j oint testing with other governments will active partici pation (for examp le , personnel and
be in accordance with country-to-country agree- money) of more than one service during the de-
ments. velopment of a weap on system potentially appli-

(5) Test and evaluation associated with cable to the needs of mor e than one Service.
Foreig n Military Sales prog rams will also comply, (2) Two-sided testing. Testing in which two
where feasible , with the principles of this regula- systems perform in adversary roles. This could
tion. involve either multi p1 services or a single serv-

ice.
SECT ION B—POLICY GUIDANCE ON T&E b. The OT&E and DT&E crit eria used to judge
MANAGEMENT the system ’s performance must be based on the
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military requirement and on the operational using the test articles of another command , an
employment and maintenance concepts prepared agreement between the commands (or the coor-
by MAJCOMS or other agencies and approved by dinated test plan ) will assign supervisory respon-
HQ USAF . These criteria must be reflected in sibi lity under the various test arrangements.
the Test and Evaluation Objectives Annex Specificall y:
(TEOA ) to the PMD; see attachment 3. ( 1) The appropriate test director will make

sure that the test items are operated within cur-
6. What Systems Are To Be Tested: rent operational limitations , and in accordance

a. New systems , including conventional arma- with all of the pertinent Air Force , major com-
ments , nuclear weapons systems (except subsys- mand and test force directives and procedures.
tems that are governed by joint DOD-Energy (2) Accountability for aircraft or drone , mis-
Research and Development Administration sile , explosive , ground , and nuclear accidents will
(ERDA ) agreement ), associated equipment , and be determined as outlined in AFR 127—4 .
commercial items will be tested and evaluated in
accordance with this regulation. 8. Priority for Allocating Test Articles and

b. All modifications which fit the criteria for Equipment. The allocation and delivery of test
major programs (as defined in DODD 5000.1) or articles , peculiar test equi pmen t , or spares for
modification programs that require RDT&E- the system undergoing test , will take precedence
funded development will be tested and evaluated over any production , training or operational re-
in accordance with this regulation. quirements for system equipment and personnel ,

(1) If no RDT&E funding is required , or if the unless directed otherwise by HQ USAF. Also ,
modification does not fit the criteria for a major unless directed otherwise by HQ USAF , common
program , the engineering, prototyping, and test items will be supp lied according to the DOD
and proofing will satisf y preproduction T&E re- Priority System.
quirements and will not require reporting outside
modification channels , unless the PMD directs 9. Documenting Waivers. Wh en a T&E program
otherwise. However , in these programs , the im- cannot be conducted as prescribed here , t he na-
pact of the modification on operational effective- ture and rationale for the proposed deviati on
ness and suitability must be assessed early in pro- must be specified in the program document (for
gram planning. example , the Test and Evaluation Master Plan

(2) If the production decision requires the (TEMP) ) which must be approved by HQ USAF .
satisfaction of OT&E objectives beyond normal If approved , the waiver will be documented in the
modification testing or proofing, HQ USAF may proper program directives.
require comp liance with the T&E principles out- a. If the waiver concerns T&E outlined in a
lined here and require reporting as specified in program memorandum for a non-major program ,
parag raph 26. the waiver must have the approval of the Secre-

c. For one-of-a-kind systems , or systems that tary of the Air Force , or a designated Assistant
involve the development or procurement of only a Secretary.
very few units over an extended period (for b. If the waiver concerns T&E outlined in a
example , simulators ), the T&E procedures out- DCP for a major program , the waiver must have
lined here will apply. Compatibility with existing the approval of the Secretary of Defense.
or planned equipment will be tested. OT&E will
be conducted as early as possible , but no later 10. International Constrain ts. Under the
than final acceptance. Strategic Arms Limitation (SAL) Agreements ,

there are certain constraints which restrict the
7. Participation in Program Planning. When conduct of USAF development , test , and opera-
the implementing command (or MAJCOM or AF- tional activities. All USAF test activities will
TEC ) begins test program planning, the appro- comply with these restrictions and requirements ,

as outlined in AFR 28—1.pilate MAJCOMS and agencies will participate ,
as required.

a. When more than one MAJCOM or agency is SECTION C—CONCEPTS AND OBJECTIVE S
involved in a given OT&E activity or program , OF T&E PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
the program directive will designate the lead 11. What Is Involved in the Development Test-
command , unless separate tests are necessary ing and Evaluation Phase:
because of different mission requirements. a. To determine how well the technical and op-

b. If the T&E being done by one command in- erationat requirements which were specified ir
volves fly ing an aircraft of anothe r command , or the program documentation have been met,
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DT&E is usually performed on a model , pro- MAJCOM s will support DT&E as specified in pro-
totype , or preproduction article (this article may gram directives and in the planning documents.
also be used for IOT&E ) . Therefore , it is essen- The implementing command develops these
tial to plan for an adequate number of test articles documents in conjunction with AFTEC and the
for DT&E and IOT&E which are fabricated and MA JCOM s.
configured in a manner which represents the an- b. The contractor , under the direction of the
tici pate d production item. implementing command , usuall y conducts the

b. Sufficient DT&E must be accomp lished be- earl y part of DT& E , which includes the prepro-
fore every major decision point in the program to duction qualification tests.
assure that the major objectives of that phase ( 1) The imp lementing command (with sup-
have been met before starting the next phase. port from AFTEC and the MAJCOMs specified in
However , if deve lopment test ing is not complete the planning documents), will take part in the
before the first major production decision , the contractor-conducted DT&E , to ass ist in plan-
implementing command may carry on additional fling and conducting the testing; to provid e visi-
DT&E after this decision if it is required for de- bility of potential problem areas and an earl y as-
velopment or eng ineering testing of an updating sessment of system capabilities; and to minimize
change , or for testing a performance area not duplication of Air Force and contrac tor testing.
demonstrated earlier in DT&E (see the chart in (2) The Air Force will assume comp lete re-
attachment 2). sponsi bility for the conduct of DT&E at the ear-

liest practical point.
12. What Are the Major Objectives of DT&E. (3) Air Force Preliminary Evaluations
This phase of T&E is carried out in order to do (AFPEs ) may be conducted to determine the ex-
the following: tent that the DT&E objectives prescribed in the

a. Assess the critical questions and areas of risk program documents have been met , or discrepan-
of the system , and carry out the development ob- cies have been resolved.
jecti ves specified in the program documents. In
t he process:

( 1) Identif y deficiencies in the system , and 14. Concepts for Operational Testin g and
determine the degree to which the development Evaluation. This phase is generall y divided into
contract specifications have been met. two types of OT&E: initial OT&E (IOT&E ) and

(2) Insure the compatibility and performance follow-on OT&E (FOT&E ) .
of the support items (for example , simulators , a. In OT&E , t he operat ional env iron ment mu st
life-support systems , support equipment , compu- be as realistic as possible , to assur e that system
te r resources , technical manuals , and other data ). performance and supportability criteria can be

(3) Provide estimates of system reliability evaluated under conditions similar to those in the
ari d maintainability to be expected when de- intended operation al environment.  Con-
ployed. sequently,  all OT&E objectives should be

(4) Determine whether the system is safe and examined as thoroughly as feasible during
ready for operational testing. IOT&E. However , since the estimate of the sys-

b. Provide data with which to assess tech nical tern ’s military utility (including the identification
risk an(l evaluate trade-offs among specifications , of operational deficiencies ) is a primary factor in
req uirements , life cycle cost and schedules. In the first major production decision , it should be
addition: thorough enoug h to provide a reasonable assess-

( 1) Accumulate and provide data for the es- ment of the system ’s military utility in its in-
timation of survivability, vulnerability, and logis- tended operational environment. Therefore:
tic support of the system. (1) IOT&E will begin as early as possible in

(2) Provide data for refining estimates of re- the system life cycle , using prototypes (prepro-
quirements for training programs and training duction items or RDT&E-funded pilot production
equipment. items) as test vehicles (if they are reasonabl y

(3) Provide information on environmental is- representative of the expected production items)
sues to be used in preparing impact assessments. and will end with the first major production deci-

c. Insure design integ r ity over the specified sion.
operational and environmental range by conduct- (2) When major modification is required be-
ing prepro (luct ion qualification tests. cause of future system applications , threats , ta c-

t ics , or doctr in e , the modification program may,
13. Policy on Managing the DT&E Program: in itself , be considered as a new system develop-

a. The implementing command is responsible for ment program , and may undergo IOT&E to sup-
DT&E program management. AFTEC and the port a production decision (see attachment 2) .
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b. FOT&E is conducted to conti nue to refine c. AFTEC will monitor nonmaj or I OT&E pro-
estimates of the system’s military utility, to as- grams that are mana ged by MAJCOM~ and othersist in further production decisions or system con- selected OT&E prog rams.
figuration changes that are necessary. d. AFTEC (or the MAJCOM designated to

( 1)  FOT&E will beg in after the first major conduct OT&E ) will inform the pr ogra ni manager
production decision , and may continue th roug h- and the using (operating ) and supporting cam-
out the system’s life cycle. mands of det ”iciences as soon as they are iden-

(2) Pilot or prepro duction test items will be tified. The implementing command wiI initiate
used for FOT&E if production items are not yet action to resolve the deficiencies in coordination
available , with AFTEC and the MAJCOM s.

e. I CBM operational test , Phase I and 11 . are
15. What Are the Major Objectives of OT&E. directed by the Joint Chie fs of Staff and are ru n-
The objectives of this phase of T&E are as fol- ducted to determine (Phase I) or verif y (Phas e 11 )
lows: the weap on system ’s reliability and accuracy fa -

a. To estimate the operational effectivene ss and tors for the Single Integrated Operati onal Plan
operational suitability of the system , as well as (SlOP ).
other operational aspects of its milita ry utility.

b. To identify any operational deficiencies .
c. To recommend and evaluate desirable 17. Conducting a Combined Test Pro gra m:

changes and trade offs in productio n configura- a. Operational testing should be separate from
tion. development testing. H owever , w hen separate

d. To provide information for use in refining testing would cause a delay involving unaccepta-
training concepts and programs; in develop ing ble military risk or cause an unacceptable in-
and refining tactics , techniques and doctrin e; and crease in the acqu isition cost , combined testing
in supporting and up dating technical orders and should be considered early in the progra m plan-
other publications , fling. The planning should assure that combined

e. To provide information obtained during ac- testing would fulfill developmental and opera-
t ual use to permit tiona l test objectives. If the test program is corn-

( 1) Refinement of official program operating bined:
and support (O&S ) cost estimates , and (1) The implementing command will prepare

(2) Identification of system characterist ics or the DT&E plan and be responsible for integrating
(leficienci e s which significantl y impact O&S OT&E requirements into a com bined test pro-
costs. gram .

(2) AFTEC (or the desi gnated MAJCOM )
16. Policy on the Conduct of OT&E Programs. will prepare the OT& E plan and forward it to the
AFTEC is responsible for Air Force OT&E pro- imp lementing command for incorporation into the
gram management; responsibility for conducting combined program documentation.
OT&E is assigned to AFTEC or the MAJCOMs (3) AFTEC (or the designated MAJCOM )
as follows: will  coordinate on the combined program

a. AFTEC will conduct OT&E on major sys- documentation to insure that it includes OT&E
tems and on those nonmajor systems designated requirements.
by HQ USAF. On these OT&E prog rams , the b. In conducting the combined test program ,
AFTEC commander appoints the OT&E test di- the implementing command provides a test direc-
rector from the AFTEC staff or from the MAJ - tor who is responsible for DT& E , for integrating
COM (with the concurrence of the MAJCOM combined test events , and for insuring that re-
commander). This test director exercises opera- sources are made available to carry out the corn-
tional control over the OT&E team. Here , “oper- bined test program. In addition:
ational control ” includes decision authority over (1) AFTE C (or the desi gnated MAJCOM )
the use or movement of all assigned OT&E team will provide the OT&E test director who manages
members and OT& E resources identified in the the OT&E portion of the combined program. The
test program documentation. resources under the operational mtro l of this

b. MAJ COMs will conduct OT&E on all other test director will also be made available to sup-
nonmajor systems as designated by HQ USAF. A port the DT&E test plan , as specified in the corn-
MAJCOM commander may also initiate an OT&E bined test documentation.
program to satisfy command requirements. The (2) The test director and OT&E test director
MAJCOM s will establish a command focal point will make available additional support under their
to serve as the point of contact for OT&E mat- operational control as required and as agreed
ters. upon mutually.
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c. OT&E personnel will participate activel y in and assumptions to la ’rm it the OT& E team to
t he combined test to enable the successful accom- construct appropriate rust elements.
plishment of OT&E. To avoid dup lication of test- b. Provide an office of primary r e sponsib i l i t y
ing, all test data will be made available to par- for OT&E matters and keel) C~ AF full y informed
t icipating test agencies , as req uired to accom- as to the needs and accomp lishments of OT&E.
pu sh  T&E objectives. c. Re solve any inter com man (l differences which

d. To assure an independent operational as- may exist concerning T&E.
sessment under combined testing, the combined d. Provide draft T&E directives to AF ’T E (’ or
program documentation may specif y that AFTEC the appropriate MA ,J (’ OM s for comment.
or the MAJCOM conduct separate test events e. Implement follow-up action on test findings ,
when AFTEC (or the MAJCOM) determines that test reports , an d evaluation recornmendations.
t he system ’s operat ional capabilities cannot be f. Approve the programming of Air Force test-
properl y assessed un(ler the combined testing. ing in support of other government agencies (as
H owever , t he test director from the implement- appropriate ) an (l nongovernment agencies.
ing command will review the safety aspects of the
program. 19. Respons ib i l i t i es  of t !’e Implement in g

e. AFTEC (or the desi gnated MAJCOM ) will Command. This command (usuall y AFSC ) will:
provi de to the CSAF a separate operational a. Perform planning and programming for
evaluation of the resultant test information , specified acquisition programs and projects.

f. The imp lementing command test director of ( 1) Plan , program and bud get (acco rding to
the combined test program is responsible for the AFM 172—1) for test resources for T&E. Prepare
safe conduct of all tests. He will have approval and cOOr (linate T&E portions of appropriation
authority for all DT&E test events and approval program documents with all agencies having pro-
authority to insure that OT&E events comply gram responsibilities.
with safety standards. (2) Designa te the responsible development

test agencies for DT& E in the PMP and related
SECTION D—ASSIGNMENT OF RESPON- program documentation.
SIBILITIES (3) In coordination with AFTE C or the appro-

pilate MAJCOM , establish significant test miles-
18. Responsibilities of HQ USAF: tones to be included in the PMP , TEMP , an d re-

a. Publish the formal Air Force prog ramming lated program documentation.
and management documentation. (4) As dir ected by the PMD , prepare a draft

(1) Provide test and evaluation directives via TEOA , in coordination with AFTEC and the par-
PMDs (including the TEOA ) and test directives tici pating MAJCOMs , and submit it to HQ USAF
(TDs); also , ass ign precedence ratings to all HQ for approval. AFTEC and the participating
USAF-directe d test and evaluation projects. MAJCOMs will also provide OT&E objectives to

(2) Establish and publish in appropriate the imp lementing command.
documents the initial critical questions and areas (a) The approved TEOA , which is (lissemi-
of risk subsequent ly identi fied and refined by the nated as an annex to the PMD , will list the
implementing command , AFTEC , and the par- specific objectives of the T& E program. These
ticipa ting commands. objectives will be designed to provide answers to

(3) Designate the agencies or commands to be the critical questions and areas of risk stated in
responsible for specific test and evaluation pro- the DCP or PM.
grams , including the extent of AFTEC and (b) The annex then becomes the baseline
MAJCOM participation in FOT&E. for test data evaluations.

(4) Review (and approve , when specified) (5) Provi de for contractor participation in
system a~d project documents , test and evaluation as required .

(5) R eview test requirements and approve (6) In coordination with the participating test
the allocation of HQ USA F-controlled resources; agencies , (leV~lOp T& E alternatives early in pro-
also provide instructions for the disposition and gram planning to determine wheth er separate or
support of test articles in the PMD before the combined testing will save time , money, and in-
production decision (DSARC III  on a major pro- sure adequacy of testing. When directed , submit
gram ). recommendations to HQ USAF for review and

(6) Approve the OT&E Master Progr am. approval.
(7) Provide to AFTEC (or the designated (7) Insure that AFTEC and the appropriate

MAJ COM ) the O&S cost estimates for each new MAJ COMs have an early opportunity to study
system as estimates are developed and refined , and comment on DT& E of systems identified for
This includes adequate detail on the methodology possible acquisition.

— — - - — -
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(8) Program for Joint Test Assembly (JTA ) a. Plan , direct , con duct , cont rol and in(lepend-
nuclear weapons and warhead s, as specified b ently evaluate the report to (‘SAF on major and
the MAJCOM. HQ USAF-designated non-major  OT& E p ro-

b. Exercise final responsibility for: grams throug h at least first production article
( 1) DT&E in the technology base program. testing.
(2) DT& E in all phases of the system life cy- b. In consonance with their mission respon-

cle. sibilities , insure that Air Force OT& E is effec-
(3) Implementing combined test programs. tivel y planned and conducted.

c. In conjunction with AFTEC an(l MAJCOMs , c. For HQ USAF-clesi gnated , MAJCOM-
identif y the critical questions and areas of risk to conducted OT&E programs , AFTEC wi l l  ap-
be addressed as test objectives during T&E , an(l prove the test plans and comment on the final re-
deve lop and plan t he T&E program to meet the port, if appropriate. For IOT&E. AFTEC will
program decision milestones (DSARC milestones participate with sufficient activity and program
for major programs). involvement to permit a thoroug h evaluation of

d. Insure that T&E planning includes prepara- the program. AFTEC will submit an evaluation
tion for logistics support of test articles , and as- of the final report to the CSAF , with information
sures adequate log istics support for all phases of copies to the appropriate MAJCOM , t he program
T&E throug hout the entire effort , to include re- manager , the HQ USAF OPR for OT& E . an(l
tention as a test article for other testing after other interested agencies.
program completion. d. For MAJCOM-initiated programs , com me n te. As early as possible before starting full-scale as appropriate on MAJCOM test plans and evalu-
eng ineering development , prepare the TEMP , ation reports and include appropriate information
detailed test plans , and other program docu- in the OT&E data file (see below , subpara ,j
ments ; after coordinating these plans and docu- e. Serve as the principal field command forments with AFTEC and appropriate MAJCOMs , providing OT&E information to the Secretary ofidentif y and integrate the effort and schedules of Air Force (SAF) and CSAF in preparation for
all T&E , and , in conjunction with AFTEC (or DSARC or Air Force decision milestone reviewsdesignated MAJCOM ), insure that all necessary for major programs , other program reviews , andT&E is completed before the key decision points; in support of Air Force procurement requests forkeep the TEMP current; and show the rationale which OT&E information is statutoril y requiredand approval authority for each change in it. to be supp lied to the Congress (through HQf. Plan and budget for required update or mod- USAF) .ification of test articles based upon HQ USAF di- f. Submit for HQ USAF approval the OT& Erection. portions of DCPs , PMs , PMDs , afl( l other appro-g. In coordination with AFTEC or the appro- priate documents with inputs from the MAJ-priate MAJCOMs , develop and implement an ef- COMs.fective data system , ana lytical techni ques , and
test procedures to assess design reliability and g. Accomplish detailed planning and budgeting
maintainability and logistic support models. for OT&E in accordance with AFM 172—1. Furnish

(1) Collect and process reliability and main- the implementing command and other participat-
tainability data (see AFR 80—5) and provide it to ing commands copies of the detailed planning in

sufficient time to permit inclusion of support re-appropriate agencie s responsible for evaluating quirements in their budget.reliability, maintainability, availability, logistics
supportability, and O&S cost estimates. h. Participate with the imp lementing command

(2) Collect , analyze , and evaluate test data in preparation of the TEMPITEOA , prepare the
and prepare and distribute reports on develop- OT&E portion of the TEMPITEOA , and coordi-

nate on the TEMP/TEOA.mental tests.
(3) Review test results & reported deficien- i. Provide information on deficiencies , as they

cies to recommend correcti ve action . occur , to the program manage r and to affected
h. Provide representation and furnish en- MAJCOMs.

gineering and test support during OT&E until j. Maintain an OT&E Master Program , Master
AFLC assumes program manageme nt responsi- Inst rumentation/Capabilities Plan/ Guide , and a
bility for the system. data file on Air Force OT&E programs , as appro-

priate.
20. Responsibilities of the Air Force Test and k. Provide cop ies of planning documents ,
Evaluation Center. AFTEC , as the manager of interim reports , and final reports of electronic
the Air Force OT&E program will (in addition to warfare—related T&E (including radar cross sec-
its responsibilities assigned under AFR 23—36): tion tests ) to th e USAFSS/Air Force Electronic

_  - - - . —.- . . . -
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Warfare Center/S IJ D for inclusion in the T&E (4) Facilities programmed and uni que or addi-
USAF electronic warfare (EW ) data bank. tional requireme n ts ess e nt ia l  to  suc ce ssful

I . Provide operating and support (O&S) cost in- employment.
formation resulting from operational suitability e. Collect and process data , using standard Air
testing to agencies responsible for developing, Force data systems or command-uni que systems .
va lidating, or u pdating the inputs and cost factors to assess reliability, maintainabi l i t y . ava i labi l i t y .
used in O&S cost models. This information will logistics supportability , and O&S cost impacts .
emp hasize the test sensitive elements of O&S Standard or speciall y deve loped data retrieval
cost estimates. and anal ysis programs will he used for the  :t~-

m. Identif y to HQ U SAF those modification sessments.
programs that will require the satisfaction of (1) Develop an(1 provide to A F’TE(’ b r  th e
OT& E objectives beyond normal modification designated MAJCOM ) the models . tec hn iques ur
test ing or proofing. cost element data used to construct est imates of

operating and support costs . These are to be used
during OT&E to acquire information which can he

21. Responsibilities of the Major Commands. used to improve and vali (late O& S cost es t imates
Each MAJCOM will maintain a command focal and identif y system characteristics or (lefi( ’ien-
point for T&E and perform these functions , as des which impact O&S costs.
appropriate: (2) Develop and establish procedures to bring

a. Pr ovide opera t iona l em ployment and about a continuing interchange of information
maintenance concepts for T&E program use in with other commands or agencies.
accordance with paragraph 5b above. (3) Provide technical information requested

b. Identify critical questions and areas of risk by the testing activity for the planning and con-
(within their cognizance) for DT&E and OT&E duct of testing.
for submission to the responsible test organiza- (4) Provide cop ies of planni n g documents ,
tions. interim reports , and fin al repor ts of electron ic

b. Participate earl y in the planning and pro- warfare (EW ) related T&E (including ra (lar cross
gramming of test and evaluat ions.  Provide section tests) to the USAFSS/Air Force Elec-budget requirements , system test requirements tronic Warfare Center/SUD for inclusion in the(to include training required for operational per- T&E USAF EW data bank .sonnel), and test article requirements for OT&E f. Review test reports and recommen(lations ,to AFTEC on a schedule to support established and implement actions on test findings fallingbudget and RFP cycles. Fund for resources as within command cognizance.prescribed in AFM 172— 1. Participate in prepara-
tion of the TEMP/TEOA and in T&E as directed
by program documentation (for example , PMDs , 22. Responsibilities of the Using Comman ds. In
PMPs , and HQ USAF TDs). addition to the responsibilities in paragraph 21 ,

(1) Review and coordinate on test plans and , the using commands will:
as specified (in PMDs , TDs , or approved test a. Accomplish HQ EJSAF-desi gnated (or
plans ), provide qualified personnel to the test command-initiated ) OT&E , with support from
teams and provide resources to other commands the imp lement ing command or par t ic ipat ing
or agencies for the T&E projects. MAJCOMs.

(2) In coordination with AFTEC and the im- (1) For HQ USAF-designated OT& E , obtain
plementing command , plan and program required AFTEC approval on test plans.
manpower spaces to insure that qualified person- (2) Forward reports on OT&E to AFTEC for
nd are available for T&E. evaluation , comment and submission to CSAF . as

d. Provide data on the ad equacy of established specified in paragraph 26c.
requirements for manpower and training to oper- (3) For command-initiated OT& E , prep are
ate and maintain the system in its operational en- and coordinate plans with all participating MAJ-
vironment , with recommendations for establish- COMs; forward test plans and reports to AFTEC
ing or chang ing Air Force specialties. Also , de- for review and comment.
termin e the adequacy of: (4) For HQ USAF-designated OT&E , pro-

( 1) Technical data available to support and vide a Test Director; also , for AFTEC-conducted
operate the system. OT&E , when requested by the AFTEC corn-

(2) Health protection , life support , and medi- mand er.
cal safety proce d ure s, directives , and equi pment. (5) For HQ USAF-designated OT& E , pro-

(3) Support equipment (including materials vide O&S cost information resulting from opera-
handling equipment ). tional suitability testing to responsible agencies 

- - - -  -- __w~~~~~~ _— _ . .  - - - .



10 AFR 80— i-I 19 July 1976

for updating official program O&S cost estimates. will assist in DT&E and OT&E , as mutually
Emphasis will be on the elements of these esti- agreed upon by both test directors.
mates which are test sensitive. e. Assist AFTEC (or if appropriate , the MAJ-

b. Plan , progra m , bud get (according to AFM COM), in developing definitions , criteria , and
172— 1) , and provide , from within the command, computational procedures for use in making
the resources (personnel , equipment, fl ying OT&E assessments of reliability, maintainability ,
hours , operating budgets , and so forth ) necessary availability, supportability, and O&S cost im-
to accomplish OT&E. pacts. Through evaluating the developmental , op-

c. Manage that OT&E which primaril y con- erational , and related test and management data ,
cerns operational training; employment exer- provide input to test reports on logistics suppor-
cises , tests undertaken to develop or refine tac- tabi lity, and system effectiveness an (l suitability.
tics, techniques, m ocedures, and doctrine; or f. Participate with th~ test organization in as-
tests and exercises to establish or verify system suring that failure rate data are directed to all
reliability and accuracy factors for deployed appropriate agencies by priority procedure s:
strategic forces as required by the JCS for the also:
SlOP. (1) Incorporate the resultant changes into

logistics planning for the operational inventory as
earl y as practicable.

23. Responsibilities of the Air Force Logistics (2) Insure that procedures are established for
Command. In addition to the responsibilities in timel y feedback of T&E-generated reliability and
paragraph 21 , AFLC will: maintainability ( R & M )  data into the main-

a. Provide logistic support and planning for tenance-p lanning and provisioning procedures.
test programs. g. Provide engineering support (including Air

b. Identif y, to the test organization , the test Force and contractor personnel) during OT&E
objectives and data requirements in logistic areas when assigned program management responsibil-
for new systems under T&E . Define maintenance ity.
test objectives in relation to the initial collection h. Perform the functions of paragraph 19 when
and preparation of equipment allowances list of designated as the implementing command.
tools , test sets , and calibration equipment re-
quirements.

c. In coordination with AFTEC , identify to HQ
USAF those modification programs that may re- 24. Responsibilities of the USAF Securit y Serv-
quire the satisfaction of OT&E obje ctives beyond ice. This agency will:
normal modification test or pro ofing. a. For SIGINT Systems:

d. When desi gnated as a supporting command , ( 1) Developed by the National Security
partici pate on test teams for planning, conduct- Agency (NSA) for multiservice (including Air
ing, and reporting determination of logistics sup- Force ) use:
portability for DT&E , and verify or assess these (a) Monitor NSA DT&E and plan , pro-
factors for OT&E. gram , and provide for Air Force participation

(1) During MAJ COM-conducte d OT&E , par- during the NSA planning and conduct the OT&E .
ticipate on the test team as necessary to assess (b) Prepare comments on the NSA opera-
reliability, maintainability, availability, suppor- tional test reports. These comments , along with a
tability and, when applicable, O&S cost impacts. copy of the NSA report, should evaluate the

(2) When DT&E and OT&E programs are adequacy of NSA testing, discuss any disagree-
separate , provide a special assistant for inte- ments with the conclusions and recommenda-
grated logistics to the test director (from the im- tions, and describe the action taken to resolve
plementing command) during DT&E, and to the any differences. Forward these comments to
OT&E test director , to assist in making a valid CSAF through AFTEC .
assessment of logistics supportab ility. (2) Developed by NSA for sole use by Air

(3) For an AFTEC-conducted OT&E pro- Force:
gram , provide membership on , and a special as- (a) Monitor NSA DT&E.
sistant for integrated logistics to chair , the (b) Plan , program , conduct , and i’eport on
Logistics Supportab ility Evaluation Team OT&E. Forward OT& E report to NSA and
(LSET ). This Team is responsible for assessing AFTEC with copies to other intere sted MM-
logistics supportability and to the extent testing COMs and agencies.
permits , the validity of operating and support (3) Conduct IOT&E or IOT&E portions of
cost estimates. combined tests of systems developed by AFSC.

(4) In a combined test program, the LSET b. For COMSEC Equipment.
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( 1)  M o n i t o r  and p ar t ic ipate  in NSA- directives , and compile and verif y the training
con(lucted development tests of NSA-developed data , t ra ining programs , curricula , t ra in ing
COMSEC equipment proposed for Air Force use. standards , and activities.

(2 ) For NSA-developed COMSEC equip- c. Plan , develop, and provide adequate and
ment. timely training for personnel to test , operate, and

(a) Provide for Air Force participat ion in maintain equipment , and , when appropriate , ac-
joint service DT& E , IOT&E , and combined test complish this according to AFM 50—2 , Instruc-
programs by planning, programming and coor- tional System Development.
d ina t ing  with AFTEC and the participa ting d. Develop tentative specialty training stand-
MAJUOMs-SOAs. ards for new or revised Air Force specialties from

(b) Conduct DT& E and furnish technical evaluation during testing. Include the evaluation
advice an(l assistance to AFTEC (or the using of these standards as a test objective in the ATC
commands , as appropriate ) in the conduct of portion of the test plan.
OT& E of systems intended for Air Force use, in-
cluding the Air Force portion of joint service SECTION E—ADMINISTRATIONtests.

(c) Acquire all COMSEC equipment re- 26. Reporting Requirements:
quir2d for Air Force testing. a. T&E Procedures. Reporting requirements

(d) Evaluate and program logistic support are specified here , in AFR 23—36, and in PMDs.
during NSA development testing, DT&E and (1) Unless otherwise specified, each test re-
lOT&E, to provide for continuing logistic support port is to be released for publication no later than
of equipment owned by the Air Force. 60 calenda r days aft er the final test event is com-

(e) Coordinate with NSA on changes re- pleted. Interim reports may also be published.
ciuire d as a result of deficiencies identified during However:
Air Force testing. (a) Each test report must first be reviewed

(3) Participate with AFSC in DT&E of com- for the proper security classification and assigned
bined test programs for equipment development the proper distribution statement as required by
and production delegated to the Air Force as out- AFR 80—45.
lined in AFM 100—45; conduct the IOT&E for such (b) COMINT , ELINT , and COMSEC final
systems. Service tests of NSA-developed COM- test reports must be distributed as specified in
SEC equipment are considered combined test NSA Circular 80—6 (2).
programs. Here, NSA uses the term “service (c) Copies of all other reports must be sent
test ” for testing that the military services per- to the Defense Documentation Center , Cameron
form to verif y compliance with their require- Station , Alexandria VA 22314 (if it carries a dis-
ments before the major production decision. tribution statement A , send 12 copies; if it carries

c. Conduct all required Air Force TEMPEST distribution statement B, send 2 copies).
testing of classified information processing sys- (2) If the testing is conducted as an engineer-
tems acquired for Air Force use, as prescribed by ing service , the participating agencies will mutu-
AFR 100—51. ally determine the reporting requirements.

d. Provide electronic warfare (EW) support as (3) When ICBM tests are conducted at the di-
follows: rection of JCS , submit reports as directed in

(1) Establish and maintain the USAF EW JCSM 478—75; these reports are controlled and
data bank according to AFR 55-90. distributed as outlined in AFR 11— 11 and JCS pol-

(2) Provide EW research services to MAJ- icy memorandum 39.
COMs. (4) Test reports that provide evaluation data

(3) Provide technical assistance to MAJ- or information relative to competitive procure-
COMs in planning, conducting, and evaluating ment will be handled according to AFR 70— 15.
tests of EW systems. b. DT&E Procedures. The implementing com-

mand will submit DT&E reports to the HQ USAF
25. Responsibilities of the Air Trainin g Corn- OPR , with information copies to AFTEC and par-
mand. In addition to the responsibi lities in para- ticipating MAJCOMs.
graph 21 , this command will: c. OT&E Procedures.

a. Participate in system acquisition from publi- (1) On each AFTEC-conducted OT&E pro-
cation of the formal Air Force requirements gram , the AFTEC commander will forward the
document throug h DT&E and OT&E. OT&E evaluation report directl y to the CSAF ,

b. Prepare a test plan to support AFTEC and with informatio n copies to the commanders of the
MAJCOMs during T&E , provide qualified per- participating MAJ COM s , HQ USAF OT&E OPR ,
sonnel to test teams as required by PMD ’s or Test and other interested agencies.
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(2) On each HQ USA F-desi gnated , (4) Dui ’ing the conduct of OT&E , any system
MAJCOM-conducte d OT&E program , the MAJ - deficiency will be reported as soon as possible to
COM will forward copies of the evaluation report the implementing an(l partici pating commands in
to the CSAF through the AFTEC commander accordance with HQ USAF Air Force directives
who evaluates and comments on the report , if ap- and policies.
prop riate.

(a ) The MAJ COM will forward information 27. Authority for Direct Communication. Di-
copies of the evaluation report concurrently to rect communication is authorized between Airthe HQ USAF OPR for OT& E , and to other in- Force Commands an(l the Army, Navy, Marinetereste d agencies. 

. Corps , and other Government agencies in imp le-(b) The AFTEC commander will forward menting this regulation.comments on the evaluation report to the CSAF ,
with information copies to the HQ USAF OPR for
OT&E , to the participating MAJ COMs , and to 28. Document L)ispo sition. Disposition of
other interested agencies. documentation prescribed by this directive will

(3) On each MAJ COM-initiated OT&E pro- be made according to AFM 12—50.
gr am , test plans , and evaluation reports are for-
warded to the AFTEC commander for comment , 29. Funding. Funding for T&E will be in accord-
if appropriate. ance with AFM 172— 1.

BY ORDER OF THE SECRETAR V OF THE AIR FORCE

OFFICIAL DAVID C. J ONES , General , USAF
Chief of Staff

JAMES J. SHEPARD , Colonel , USAF
Director of Administration

SUMMARY OF REVISED , DELETED , OR ADDED MATERIAL
This revision clarifies management relationships and responsibilities between AFTE C, the imp lement-
ing command , and other commands in the conduct of OT&E and combined development/operational
testing (Sections B & D); stipulates the participation early in system development of OT&E personnel
(para 2a , (3) , 7, 14a(1)); redefines IOT&E as that OT&E conducted prior to the first major production
decision , and FOT&E as all OT&E after that decision (para 14); addresses the conduct of ODDR&E
sponsored joint Service testing, and applies the principles of the regulation to Foreign Military Sales ,
where feasible (para 2d (5) ); encompasses T&E in simulator and system modification programs (para
2a (3)(d), 6b , &~); implements the requirement to investigate the appropriateness of multi-service testing
and two-sided testing during DCP development (para 5); changes the title of Master Instrumentati on/
capabilities Program to Master Instrumentat ion/Capabilities Plan-Guide (para 20j); limits AFTEC’ s
monitorship role (para 20c, 22a(1) and 26c(3); and adds a format for the Test and Evaluation Objectiv es
Annex (atch 3).

__________ - .— .. -.- -
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GLOSSARY

1. Accept ance Tests. Those tests performed to insui’e that it continues to meet operational needs
demonstrate that a specifi c lot of articles have and retain its effectiveness in a new environment
been manufactured to specification tolera nces. or against a new threat.

2. Acquisition Proces s. Normally, it consists of 10. Imp lementing Command. The command re-
five phases ( Conceptual , Validation , Full Scale sponsible for the acquisition and/or modification
Engineering Development , Production and De- of the system , subsystem , or item of equipment.
ployment ) with key decision points after each of
the first three phases. A program may skip a ii . Initial Operational Test and Evaluation
phase , or may have program elements in any or all (IOT&E). That portion of operational test and
phases. (See AFR 800—2 for comp lete explana- evaluation conducted prior to the first major pro-
tion. ) duction decision.

3. Air Force Preliminar y Evaluation (AFPE ) . 12. Interoperability. The ability of systems, units
The AFPE is conducted to evaluate the system or forces to provide services to , and accept serv-
performance and the technica l and engineering ices from , other systems , units , or forces , and to
potential , ieientify any gross deficiencies , and de- use the services so exchanged to enable them to
termine the degree to which contract specifica- operate effectively together.
tions are being met (will include an assessment of
operational effectiveness and suitability ). 13. Life Cycle Cost. The total cost of an item or
-I . Availabilit y. Availability is a measure of the system over its full life. It includes the cost of de-
degree to which an item is in the operable and velopment , production , ownership (operation ,
commitable state at the start of the mission when maintenance , support , etc.) and , wh ere applica-
the mission is called for at an unknown (random) ble , disposal (see AFR 800— 11).
time (inherent availability ) (MI L— STD—721B).
For OT& E purposes , availability is considered 14. Logistics Supportability. How well the corn-
synonymous with operational readiness. posite of support considerations necessary to

achieve the effective and economical support of a
5. Compatibility. The capability of two or more system or equi pment for its life cycle meets
operational items/systems to exist or function as stated quantitative and qualitative requirements.
elements of a larger operational system or opera- This includes integrated logistics support (ILS)
tional environmental without mutual interfer- and logistics related O&S cost considerations.
ence.

15. Logistics Supportabilit y Evaluation Team
6. Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council (LSET ). An AFTEC or MAJCOM OT&E test
(I )SARC ). An advisory council established by and team activity assigned overall responsibility for
functioning for the Secretary of Defense (SEC- preparing a unified assessment of logistics sup-
DEF ) to apprise the SECDEF of the program porta ~iility . The LSET is normally chaired by the
status and readiness of a major defense system AFLC Special Assistant for Integ rated Logistics
prior to proceeding to the next phase in the acquis- and includes representation from the MAJCOMs
ition process. and other activities having logistics interest.

7. Evaluation. The review and analysis of qual- 16. Maintainability. A characteristic of design
itative and/or quantitative data obtained from de- and installation expressed as the probabi lity that
sign review , hardware inspection , testing, and/o r an item will be restored to a specified conditio n
operational usage of equipment. within a given period of time when the mainte-

nance is performed using prescribed procedures
8. First Major Production Decision. The deci- and resources. System maintainability may also
sion to begin production of procurement-funded be expressed in such terms as Mean-Time-to-
end items intende d for Service dep loyment. Repair , Maintenance Manhours per Fl ying Hour ,

or Mean Down-Ti me (see AFR 80—5).
9. Follow-on ()T&E. That test and evaluation
which is conducted after IOT&E to continue and 17. Military Utility. A generic term used to de-
refine the estimates mad e during the IOT&E , to scribe the value of an item or system with respect
evaluate changes , and to reevaluate the system to to a current concept of operation.

_ _
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18. Operational E ffectiveness. How well the random from the first production lot , and are re-
system performs its intended mission in its in- peated if the process is changed significantl y and
tended environment , exclusive of system support when a second or alternate source is brought on
considerations. Survivability, compatibility, and line.
interoperabi lity may be considerations in evaluat-
ing effectiveness. 25. Reliability:

a. Hardware Reliability. Hardware reliability
19. Operational Suitabilit y. How well the sys- is the probability that a part , component , subas-
tem performs its intende d mission when operated sembl y, assembl y, subsystem , or system will per-
and maintained by milita ry personnel in the field. form for a specified interval under stated condi-
This normally includes capability, availability, re- tions with no malfunction or degradation that re-
liability, maintainability, logistics supportability, quires corrective maintenance actions (AFR
training requirements , and an assessment of 80—5).
operating and support cost characteristics. b. Operational Reliability. The probability that

an operationally ready system will perform as re-
20. Pilot Production. A limited production run o quired to accomplish its intended mission or func-
a new system which has completed engineeri ng tion as planned (AFR 80—5).
development and for which the capability to mass
produce the item for inventory needs to be dem- 26. Supporting Command. A command that pro-
onstrated. vides direct support to a system or test prog ram.

Normall y refers to AFLC, USAFSS, and ATC in
21. Prepro duction Article. An article which is in their role as logistics support and training or-
final form , employs standard parts (or nonstand- ganizations.
ard parts approved by the agency concerned), and
is representative of final equipment. 27. Survivability . The capability of a system to

avoid or withstand a man-made hostile environ-
22. Program Manager. The single Air Force man- ment without suffering an abortive impairment of
ager during any specific phase of the acquisition its ability to accomplish its designated mission.
process (Program Manager or System Manager/
Item Manager ). 28. T&E Master Plan (TEMP ). This is an overall

test and evaluation plan designed to identify and
23. Prototype. First full-scale functional form of integrate the effort and schedules of all T&E to
a new system , subsystem , or component , on be accomplished in connection with an acquisition
w hich the desi gn of subsequent production items pr ogram.
is patterned.

29. Test and Evaluation Objectives Annexes
24. Qualif ication Tests. Those tests that verify (TEOA ) To PMD. The TEOA provides a common
the design and manufacturing process and thus baseline for the independent evaluations by the
provide a baseline for subsequent acceptan ce imp lementing command and AFTEC or
tests. Qualification testing is conducted to ac- operating/supporting commands. The TEOA de-
complish two separate functions: lineates discrete objectives of the overall test

a. Preproduction Qualification Tests. A series of program. The attainment of these objectives will
formal contractual tests are conducted to insure provide the answers to the critical questions and
design integrity over the specified operational and areas of risk presented in the DCP.
environmental range. The test should be con-
ducted on prototype or preproduction items fabri- 30. Test. Any program or procedure which is de-
cated to the proposed production design specifica- signed to obtain , verify, or provide data for the
tions and drawings. These tests are a constraint to evaluation of: research and development (other
production release on programs which involve than laboratory experiments ) ; progress in ac-
volume acquisition. The preproduction qua lifica- complishing development objectives; or perform-
tion tests include those contractual reliability and ance and operational capability of systems , sub-
maintainability demonstration tests required systems , components , and equi pment items.
prior to production release.

b. Production Qualification and Acceptance 31. Test Directive. A HQ USAF document which
Tests. A series of formal contractual tests are provides direction and guidance for OT&E for
conducted to insure the effectiveness of the man- those cases not covered by PMD.
ufactu ring process , equipment , and procedures.
These tests are conducted on a sample taken at 32. Test I)irector. A person assigned to conduct a
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test in accordance with the test plan , and who plan for the t ime phased task of providing
exercises overa ll responsibility for achieving test answers and solutions to the critical questions
plan objectives, and areas of risk identified in the DCP and other

prog ram documentation. It must also list the re-
33. Test Plan. A formal document which provides sources required to conduct , analyze , and report
t he complete detailed coordination and integrated on the test.
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TEST AND EVALUATION OBJECTIVES ANNEX (TEOA )

Explanation. The TEOA is intended to be a brief statement of specific T&E objectives that will serve as
the baseline for all evaluations of DT& E and OT&E programs. In order to insure that all of the commands
and agencies involved are directed toward the same objectives in their evaluation , the TEOA will be
employed when more than one command or agency is testing or evaluating a system. Its only purpose is to
furnish a clear and concise statement of the T&E objectives. (Organizational relationshi ps and respon-
sibilities are outlined in the PMD or Program Management Plan , as required , but not in the TEOA .)

Since satisfaction of most DT&E and IOT&E objectives is requisite to the first major production
dec ision , the TEOA should delineate which objectives must be accomplished before production deci-
sion , and which after. At the time the TEOA is first issued , FOT& E objectives may be full y deve loped .
Subsequent updating of the TEOA may then be required to complete the statement of FOT&E objec-
t ives.

The following outline serves as the basic format for the TEOA:

TEST AND EVALUATION OBJECTIVES ANNEX (TEOA) FOR (Subject System)

I . INTRODUCTION: An introductory statement should firmly establish the intent of the TEOA; for
example, “This Test and Evaluation Objectives Annex (TEOA) establishes the specific objectives of the
overall test and evaluation program in terms of the operational and engineering criteria for judging of
the system’s performance. It will be the common baseline for independent evaluation by all participat-
ing organizations. Achievement of the objectives in this TEOA will provide answers to the critical
questions and areas of risk stated in Decision Coordinating Paper (or PMD) # ~~~~~~, (date).”

II. SYSTEM PARAMETERS: Describe those key system characteristics and performance parameters
which will be tested and evaluated. Do not attempt to list all parameters that will be measured in the
test program.

II I .  TIlE CRITICAL QUESTIONS AND AREAS OF RISK: (Both development and operational) to
be addressed by test and evaluation may be included here if not already specified in the PMD.

IV.  GENERAL OBJECTIVES: Brief summary statements of both DT&E and OT&E objectives oiay
be provided here. Include objectives to be addressed both by contractor-conducted and Air Force-
conducted tests.

V. SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES: List the specific objectives for DT&E and OT&E which address those
critical issues and areas of risk stated in the DCP and PMD which can be resolved by testing. Clearl y
indicate the relationship between the issues/risks and the test objectives. (Do not enumerate test
methods or procedures , these will be established in the TEMP.) Some DT&E and/or OT&E not critical to
the production decision may occur after the first major production decision. Therefore , indicate (either
by asterisk , or if required for clarity, by sectioning) which objectives must be satisfied prior to the
production decision. In cases where several production decisions are required , e.g. , (DSARC lilA , B , or
C) indicate which objectives are to be satisfied prior to each decision.
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APPENDIX ~
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE AF REGULATION 23-36
Head quarters US Air Force
Washington DC 20330 19 Jul y 197

Organization and Mission—Field
AIR FORCE TEST AND EVALUATION CENTER (AFTEC )

This regulation establishes AFTEC as a separate operating agency (SOA) and exp lains its mission .
orga n iza t ion , relationshi ps , policies and responsibilities.

1. Mission. The mission of AFTEC is to manage 4. Policies. The following policies app ly in the
the Air Force ’s Operational Test and Evaluation management of the Air Force OT&E program.
(OT&E) program in accordance with Air Force a. OT&E is conducted to estimate the militarypolicy. AFTEC operates within the Air Force utility, to include the operational effectiveness ,

• concept of T&E, as outlined in AFR 80—14 and opera ti ona l su it abi lity and operat ing and supportserves as the principal field command for provid- cost information (as defined in AFR 80— 14) of aing OT&E information to the Air Force Chief of system subsystem , or eq uipment item (here-Staff (CSAF) and Secretary of the Air Force i~iafter referred to as a system) and to identif y(SAF). AFTEC plans , directs , controls , and ‘~~ any operational deficiencies of the system.
depen dentl y evaluates and reports on OT&E as ‘ 

-

well as recommends OT&E policy to HQ USAF. b. OT& E in the system acquisition process is
normall y co nducted in phases:

2. Organization. Principal AFTEC organiza- (1) Initial OT & E (IOT&E ) . While all OT&E
tiona l element s incl ude: object ives shoul d be t h orou ghl y examined d uring

a. AFTEC-assigned personnel consisting of IOT&E , its pr imary objective is to estimate the
test directors , managers , monitors , afl( I other military utility (as well as identi f ~v operational de-
specialists. ficiencies) of the system. Since such an estimate is

b. OT& E teams consisting of AFTEC-assign ed a major factor in the first major production (leci-
personnel and other resources (for example , per- sion , it should be thoroug h enoug h to provide a
sonnel , forces , and equipment) provided by major reasonable assessment of the sy stem ’s mi l itary
commands (MAJCOMs) according to HQ USAF utility in its intended operational environment.
program management directives (PMDs) or test IOT&E begins as early as possib le in a system ’s
directives (TDs). life cycle and ends with the first major prod uction

dec ision. However , when any future system appli-
3. Command Relationships: cation , threat , tactic , or doct rin e req uir es a major

a. The AFTEC commander commands a SOA modification to the system , t he modification pro-
an(1 reports directly to the CSAF. gram itself may be considered as new system de-

b. MAJCOMs support AFTEC as directed by velopment and require IOT&E leading to a pro-
HQ USAF PMDs , TDs , and other directives. duction decision.

c. AFTEC obtains support from Air Force , (2) Follow-on OT&E (FOT&E ) . The objec-
DOD , and governmental ranges or centers in the tive of this phase is to refine the estimates of a
same manner as other governmental users of such system ’s military utility as the basis for further
facilities , possible production decisions , system configura-

(I. The AFTEC commander  has command tion changes , and operational use. FOT&E begins
jurisdiction over those personnel , facilities , prop- after the first major production decision and may
erty. and funds organic to AFTEC. He also exer- continue throughout the system’s life cycle. Pilot
cises operational control over OT&E team re- or preproduction test items (if they are reasona-
source s (luring specific OT&E programs. How- bl y representative of the expected production
eve r , commanders of MAJCOM s retain command items ) will be used should conditions warrant
jur i sd ic t ion  over those resources provided continuing OT&E before production items are
AF’TEC OT&E teams , except as specified in available. The principal AFTEC role in FOT&E
parag raph 4g for key OT&E team personnel. is that of furnishing the degree of independent

operational testing and evaluation required to re-
fine initial estimates made in IOT&E. These re-
fined estimates are essential to support fu rther

Supersedes AFR 23—36 , 1 January 1974. (For production deci~-ions and system configuration
summary of revised , deleted , or added material , changes after the first major production decision.
see signature page.) The extent (phasing and activity level) of the
OPR: XOOE AFTEC role in FOT& E project s is determined by
I ) ISTR IB UT I ON: F HQ USAF.

— -•--— —- - -.------- - -- — —~ — • — -
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c. OT& E is conducted and reported in cu ns u— s ihi l i ty  for I)T& E and for in tegra t ing  the  cell— *

liance wit h the system ’s operational  emp loyment h ined test events.
and main tenance  concepts prepared by MA.J — (1) On AFTEC-c on duc t ed OT& F pr ograms .
( ‘ ( )M s and oth er  agencies and approved by HQ the A FTEC commander assigns a Test Director
U~ AF ’. for OT&E who manages the OT~ E part of the

d . AFTEC con ( lUct s ()T& F. ( I n all major and combined test and has operat ional  control  ver
( lesi gnat e (I  non-major Air Force systems. Majo i ’  the OT& E team and the  OT~ F: portion of the t est
systems are th ese desi gnated by th e Secretary of progra m.
Defense (SECI)E F) for his decision to in i t ia te  or 2) The resources un ( ler  the  () l ) el’a ti on al coi l -
i nc rea se  p rogram commi t  m e n t s .  Desi gnated trol of the AFTE C OT& F: Test Director wil l , in
n on— maj or systems are usual ly identified by the  addition to supporting the OT& E effort , l)e made
HQ USAF’ for special at tention , but AFTEC may a v a i l a b l e  as spec i f i ed  in t he  c o m b i n e d
also recommend those non—major programs which development!op erational test p lan . to suppo rt the
A FTE C should c on d u c t .  HQ [SAF’ assi gns DT&F portion of t he combined test program.
OT&E programs that AF ’TEC conducts as well as (~~) A d d i t i o n a l  DT& E support  f rom t h e
some OT& E programs that MA.J(’OMs conduct. OT& E test team is made available , as required ,
O t h e r  OT& E programs are conducted by the by mutual agreement of the  DT& E an (l OT& E
MA,IC( )Ms when (lii’ecte(l by their  commanders. test directors.

e . AFTE C’s responsibilities (10 not include up- (-1 ) AFTEC prepares the OT& F: part of the
erational t ra in ing ,  emp loyment exercises . t -sts coml)ined p lan , coordinates on the entire plan ,
under t aken  primarily to develop or refine tactics , and ensures tha t  OT& E does not unnecessarily
techni q u es , procedures , and doctrine or to estab— duj ) l icate any programmed DT& E.
I ish or ver i fy sy stem reliability and accuracy fac— i. When combined t e s t ing  does not pe rmi t
tors for dep loyed strateg ic forces as required by \ FTE C to p rope r l y ass ss t h e  op e r a t i o n a l
the .Joint Chiefs of Staff for the Sing le Integrated capabilities of the  system . A F T E C  may conduct
Opera t iona l  Plan.  In fo rma t ion  derived from some separate test events  to ensure an in (I ep end —
OT& f: may be used by the MA .JCOMs to refine cut  ope ra t i ona l  a ssessment .  These separa te
tact  ICS .  OT& E requirements are defined as an integral

f. In addi t ion to i ts  own system acquisition pro- part of the  combined test .  The AF ’TEC com-
grams . the Air Force conducts joint  OT&E of mande i’ has full re spon sibili ty for manag ing and
sys t ems  ( i n c l u d i n g  I) I ) R& E-sponsored jo in t  funding such activities.
OT&E )  wi th  other  Armed Services and gov- j .  For HQ U SAF-des i gna t ed , MA JC OM-
ernmenta l agencies. as directed by HQ USAF. conducted OT&E programs , AFTEC will pa rtici-
.AFTE C manages the Air Force ’s portio n of this pate sufficiently in test plann ing to permit ap-
j oint OT& E . using organic capabilities and other proval of the test plans and comment on the final
resources pr vide d by MAJCOMs according to report if appropriate. For IOT&E , AFTEC will
IJSAF directives. The AFTEC commander estab- 1)articipat e with sufficient activi ty and progra m
lishes liaiso n with the other services and gov- involvement to permit a thorough evaluation of
er nmenta l agencies as he deems appropriate to the program.
conduct designated joint OT& E programs. k. To assure adequate familiarity with systems

g. On AFTEC-conducted OT&E programs , the that are expected to reach OT&E , AFTEC will
A FTEC commander designates a test director to partici pate i n . or observe , the pre-DT& E de-
he~ul OT& E teams. The AFTEC commander ap- ve lopme nt  of major and other HQ U SAF-
poi nts test directors from ( 1) AFTEC personnel (lesignatecl systems to the extent agreed upon by
or 2) M A.JCOMs with the concurrence of the AFTEC and the implementing command , or as
MA.JCOM commander. The AFTEC test director directed by HQ U SAF. This may include locating
exercises operational control over OT&E team AFTEC team pei ’sonnel at the system program
resources (luring a specific OT& E program and offices (SPOs), or with SPO personnel at contrac-
may exercise authority to rate the performanc e of tor facilities.
key MAJCOM OT& E test team personnel with
agreement of the affected MAJCOM. 5. Responsibilities:

h. While OT& E must ensure an independent a. AFTEC provides OT& E information to the
assessment of a system ’s military utility, opera- SAF and the CSAF in preparation for DSARC
tio nal t e s t ing  is often conducted concurrentl y and Air Force decision milestone rev iews for
with development testing. At such times , the major programs , and as otherwise requested by
planning for OT& E and DT& E must consider in- HQ USAF. The Commander of AFTEC may also
tegrati on into a combined test program. In this request attendance at specific program reviews.
situation , the implementing command (normally Such attendance is contingent upon approval by
AFSC ) provides a Test Director and has respon- HQ USAF.
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h . A l”TE(’ provid es OT&E informat ion t i  sU p— ~ir  s u h m i t t - l  by t b  .AF’TEC commande r  di—
port th iso Au’ F or ce  1 i u l n ’ ~ !ll~~l t req1U~~t 5 for rect l y th e  (‘S:\ F’ wit h ‘ pies ir vided t i  corn—
which OT~- F in format ion  is s t a tu to r i l y  required manders  i t ’ appropr ia te  M A J (  ‘ I ) Ms .
to be stip~> Ii e i i  to ( ‘ ngi’ v~-s . :~) AF  ITh( - p a t  j u i } i i i t ’~ ~v i t h  th e  irn p l en ien t—

. AF’T F;( ’ r econ1nlt ’ii l~ to ( ‘S AL— ’ the  act -urn— in u mmand  n r rn a l l v  AFS( ‘) in Drep ar ing th e
p lishment  it ’ adequat e  UT~ F . ]‘

~~
- i- • l i ~t er  Plan TEMP Test and E v a l u a t i o n

A l”’!’ F;c n ia inta i  is a data file on all Air F r u ’ ) h j c i ’t iv e~— 
• 
A n n e x  T E J A )  and  r ’ p a i - u ~ t h e

() T ~ F programs w h i c h  includes r e levant  in t o’— ( ) l~~ 1- . i ’ t I U) i t  t ha t  1 E M I ’  I F.OA and r i —
niation from system l) T&E . ()T~~E . j o in t  t e s t s . nat s on t li T E M P  TEOA.
\~ eapon Syst en i  l’;v a lt i a t i on  l’ ri gi’ams.  and ~ her 

~~, ~~ HQ 1’ S_A F’— de ’~ic -n at ’d , MA .J (  ‘ ( ) M —
a~lpi’ opi’iate t I - s t a i l ( i  ( ‘v a l U a t i ( i n  ~~~~~~~~~~~~ t i ’  .Aii’ conducted OT& F: pi ’ogi’ams
Force and 1)011) eva lua t i on .  

- - 
( 1 )  .A1- ’TF; u must  a~~~I’ ve al l  test  p lans I i -

A F’TEC ~~~~ HQ 1’SAF in the  prepara t ion  for e they are imp le mented \ue t as ~t i ted in
i t the a i i i i t i a l  l ’ i’ gram ( ) I j e c t i ve  M em orandum p u ’ tgi’ i ph 1e) . To t’ac i l i t a te  approva l f t h e  MA. J—L’( ~M) and budget by rn a ii i ta inin~, and up da t ing  (‘( 

~~
‘%

~ ~ p lan . A FTE( pai’tic ipat es . in fo r mula t  —

a n n u a l l y  t i le  to l l ow ing  docun ien ts :  ing all MA.J ( ’OM ( l o dun i en ta t i on . t est  orders , and( 1 )  The UT& F Mas t e r  Program \\ h ich  id e n-  so t’oi’th , associated wi th  I OT& F~ and appr (~ )r iat e
t it ies  S ~4i ’n~ S ~o be tes ted , the  ~u e  aflI l bjec — F’OT& F programs  (see - l } n 2 (  ( A d d i t i o n a l l y,
t i v e ~ of OT& i-; . mi l es t i iic ~.. pa r t i c ip at rn g  COrn - und er  t h i s  category , it ’ an opera t ional  tes t  pro-
mat ids . all ! e s t i m a t e s  i t  i ’u~~ urces required foi’ gram is cornbi ied wi th  a devel opn i ent  t e s t  pro—
the  period of the  1”ive-Year Defense Program. gi’ani . AF ’TF :( ’ approves the  I0T~ F por t ion of( 2 )  The ( ) ‘!‘

~~~ F: M a~ t er In s t r u m e n t  a t i on !  an ( l coordinat es (In the comhin ed test program
Capabil i t ie s  P l a t i  ( ;u i le which  ident i f ies  ex is t ing  documenta t ion .
and i’equil ’e(l I t t i l l de( l  it fl ( l  un funded )  .\ir Force ( 2 )  Reports of these tests ai’e submit ted  to
OT& F: ins t i ’ tin ien t at i on  and faci l i t ies ,  the  ( ‘S.A F’ through the AF’TF:c commander  for

t ’. AF”FE(’ i- u ti’ e~ . for H Q 1. ‘SA F’ use and il l)— evaluat ion and ci rnn ient  on IOT)~ i- and other ap-
i~

s pr oval , the I (‘l’~ i-: P uu1 ’tl ~ 1is I ’ l) ec i s i  i i )  ~ o0l’ ( 1inat— propriate OT& F programs. Cop ies i t  the  A FTEC
lug Papers ( [ ) C Ps) , I i ’  gram M emoi’ a i i i la . PM 1)s , commander ’s eva lua t ion  and comments are pr o—

~~ A i-ca (‘oo rd m a t  ing Pap ers . ~in ( l s in i i la i ’  DOD \‘ i(le(l to commanders of appropriate  M A,JC( )M s .
i l ( i cumen t a t i (m including critical q u e st i i i l i s  and the HQ USAF OPR foi’ OT&E . and other in—

• • areas of risk to  he a(ldi ’esse(I in () T& F: - 
- 

terested agencies.
g. The AFTEC commander is responsible for j .  On M A . J ( ’ OM - i n i t  j a t e d  OT& F programs:((‘( ‘ k F: t’und ing  which  inc lud -~ : AF ’TEC comments , as appropriate . on test plans( 1) F und ’~ toi A F TF I. ~upp o t (o~ € the id iiid e~ ( luation 1€  p01 t~ uid in c lude ’~ appi opl i iteci st s ) . ” i h e ~& ci i~ t includ e su ch i tems  as pay fo r  i n fo rm a t  i n  in the  OT~ E data t’ile (re ferencecivilian r1’~onnel . as ~vell as t ravel , tr an spi i r t a— paragraph .‘~d) .

t i ot i , P~°’ 
ili€ ’iii . i ’en t s , ‘ f a c i l i t y  pI’ j i ’c t s  h c ii—

tract .” ( ‘l ilt l’act ual sk ’r \  ic ‘S . st i ll ! i c . and , e(!,u i i ) — 6. T& F: Waivers. In the cast of major programs .ment i ’c ’~~ar \  t o
• 
accomp lish Al- 1 L( 

• 
s mission. 

any  waiver  of the T~ F outlined in th e appr oved12) F’tiiids ( I~& I ) )  t o SuPP Oi’t ~~~ u i Ii ~’ IOT~ F. r)èP is granted only by the  Secretary of I)efense,pr gram s , hot h A F I’ F ( -co~i du cte d and other  For pr gra ins  directed by a program memoran-M A.R ()M -conduct e d  (per  A F M i~ - l,, , \ °~ D , dum (PM ) . wa iver  of T~ F outlined in the  PM max’(~ ) Funds ( )~ M to supp (oi ’t specifi c F OT& F
: be approved by the Secre t ary  of the Air  Force orur otrr am s a m !  01 ~ K for one—of—a—kind sy stems , .

- a designated Ass i s tan t  Secretary. F or other pi’o—
~u h a~ ~initi I i n  and ( I ~~ I \ & ~ moc i i c ~ trnn 

gi ini~ %\ Ii ’ em of HQ I ~ A F appi o~ ed ~~ E obplograms ~ h K h  H~ 1 ~ A L -  hap’ ( I i i  € ( t €  - 
je ct i ves rna\’ he approv ed h~’ HQ I’SAF’ . Ap-

a ual ‘ item-s fl~ ing pi o~ eel ~ a R t  i ai e ( 1(Ic umented in th e appro
hour costs of supporting aircraft , munit ions , and priate progi ani directi~es.
regu lar pa~’ of personnel are not included in ,A F-
TE(” s funding responsibilities except when re- 7. Reports. Repoi ’t s  published by AFTEC will be
quired by the DOl) uniform funding policy for submitted by AFTF ( ’/ C( ’ to the  participating
T& F’ MAJCOMs , t i the HQ USAF’ OPR for OT1~E , to

h. On AFTEC-conducted OT& E programs: other in teres ted  age n cies , and to (‘SA F’ when ap-
( I )  The AFTEC test direct o m ’ ass i gns si lt c’ i fk’ pm ’ opi ’la t c  Categories of reports published by

tasks to OT& E team members and d i r ec t s  and AF ‘FEC are:
controls test operations. a. Status Repor ts. These reports  provide

( 2 )  The OT& E teams plan , conduct , evaluate , periodi c (weekly, monthl y, etc) information or
• and report on assigned OT&E programs. Reports  important test findings.

_______  • -__-• 
‘~~~~~
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b. Quarterly Report. This repor t , normall y a d. Final Report. This m’eport Pr esents the final ‘

letter i’eport , w ill provi d e information on appro- test results ,
priate major and designate(l non-major programs . .8. Direct Communication. I) irect communica-for senioi’ management level review. . .tion is authorized between tne Commander , Al ’ -

c. Interim Report , This report is written at the TEC , and the commanders of ot her US .A F’ c ’irn-
request of HQ USAF when required for a major man ds , other government agencies , the Offi ce- of
program milestone or if operational test findings the SE( ’DEF , and othem ’ Armed Services on mat-
result in a significant impact on the test program. ters pertaining to A F’TEC responsibil i t ies.

BY ORDER OF THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE

OFFICIAL DAVID C. JONES , Genera l . USAF
Chief of Staff

JAMES J. SHEPARD , Colone l , USAF
Director of Administration

SUMMARY OF REVISED , DELETED , OR ADDED M A T E R I A L
This revision clarifies management relationshi ps and respons ibilities between AFTEC, the i m plement-
ing command , and other commands in the conduct of OT&E and combined deve lopment/i i p erationa l
te sting (pai’a 2 , 3, 4 , 5, & 5) ; sti pulates the participation , earl y in sy stem deve lopment of OT& E pci ’-
sonne l (para 4j); i-edefines IOT& E as that OT&E conducted prior to the first major product ion decision.
and FOT&E as all OT&E after that decision (para 4b(1) and (2) ); addresses the conduct of OD I ) R & F
sponsored joint Sei’vice testing (para 40; outlines the revise(l OT& E funding policy applicable to
AF ’TEC (para 5g); requires AFTEC to provide information to SAF and CSAF in preparation foi’ deci-
sio n mflest one reviews for major programs (para 5a); limits AFTEC reviews of M.A.J( ’OM con olucted
programs to IOT&E and selected FOT&E (para 4b and j ) : and changes the title of the OT&E Mast em ’
Ins t rumentation/Capabi l ities Program to the OT& E Master Instrumentation/Capabili t ies Guide/Plan
)pai ’a ~i ’ ( 2 )  ) (lefifles the auth om ’ity ,  distrib ution , and categories of AFTEC OT&E reports (para 7) .



BIBLIOGR1WHY

Letters and Massages

1. Hails , Robert E., Lt General , USIW , Vice Ca’rmander , Tactical Air
Caimmnand (TAC) , Letter to Lt General Robert E. Huyser, Deputy
Chief of Staff , Plans and Operations , HQ USAF , 26 June 1975.

2. Cross, Richard G. ,  Jr. , Maj . General , USAF , Camiander, Air Force
Test and Evaluation Center (1~FrEYC) , Letter to General David
C. Jones , Chief of Staff , USAF , 14 July 1975.

3. CSAF/xoO/PrM Ma ssage, subject: “Proposed Revision of AFRs 23-36 and
80—14 , ” dated 041430Z Ai.~ust 1976.

4. Gaddis ,Norman C., Bri g General , US1~iF , Deputy Director of Operations ,
Deputy Chief of Staff , Plans and Operations, HQ USZ½F, Letter
to Air Staff directorates , subject : “EstablislliEnt of a T&E
Policy Working Group ,” 15 August 1975.

5. Hale , Alan B.,  Lt Colonel , USAF, Chief Test Support Division (AF/
RDPQ) , Directorate of Developnent and Acquisition , Menorandurn
for General Russell , subject: “ J½FTEX ’ s Mission as Affected
by AFR 80-14 and a G1~iO Survey of DoD Test Organizations,”
26 August 1975.

6. Kessler , David C., Major , USAF, AF/PDPQ Meither , Test Policy Working
Group, Menorandum for General Toonay, subject : “Status of
AFRs 80—14 arid 23—36 Revision,” 29 August 1975.

7. Marsh, 1~±ert T., Lt General , USA.F, Vice Ca’miander, Air Force Systai~s
Ccrmiand (AFSC) , Letter to Deputy Chief of Staf f , Research and
Develoi1t~nt, subject : “AFR 80—14 , Test and Evaluation, arid
AFR 23-36, Air Force Test and Evaluation Center,” 16 June 1976.

Govermnent Publications , Directives , Reports and Regulations:

8. Office of Managen~nt and Budget, Circular No. A-109, Major System
Acquisitions, Washington, D.C. , 5 Apri l 1976.

9. DoD Manual 71l0-l-M , Departn’ent of Defense Budget Guidance Manual,
Washington, D.C., 12 August 1977.

10. DoD Directive 5000.1 , Maj or System I~cguisitions, Washington, D.C. ,
18 January 1977,



11. DoD Directive 5000.1 , Major System Acquisitions, Washington, D. C.,
18 January 1977.

12. DoD Directive 5000.2 , Major System Acquisition Process, Washington,
D.C., 18 January 1977.

13. DoD Directive 5000.3 , Test and Evaluation, Washington, D.C. ,
19 January 1973.

14. DoD Directive 5000. 3, Test and Evaluation, Washington, D.C. , 12 July
1977 (DRAVP) .

15. Departnent of the Air Force , AF Regulation 23-36, Air Force Test and
Evaluation Center (AFI’EC), Washington, D.C., 19 July 1976.

16. Department of the Air Force , AF Regulation 80-14 , Test and Evaluation,
Washington , D.C., 10 February 1975.

17. Department of the Air Force , AF Regulation 80-14, Test and Evaluation,
Washington, D.C. , 19 July 1976.

18. Departirent of the Air Force, AF Regulation 800-2 , Acquisition Program
Management, Washington, D.C. , Printer’ s proof (Expected publish
date: November 1977) .

19. Air Force Systems Ccmnand, U. S. Air Force Test and Evaluation, Fifth
Edition, Andrews AFB, MD , August 1975.

20. Blue Ril bon Defense Panel, ~ppendix F to the Report to the President
and the Secretary of Defense on the Department of Defense,
Washington, D.C. , July 1970.

21. Defense Systeme Management College , Introduction to Military Program
Management, Ft Belvoir , VA, March 1971.

22. Shillito , Bar ry, in the Defense Management Journal , “Overmanagenent-
And Its Cure ,” February 1971.

23. Kol].norgen , L. S., RAdm, USN , in the Defense Management Journal,
“Reducing Risk Through Testing,” October 1977.

24. Butchko, John M., Lt Col , USAF, “The Role of Operational Test and
Evaluation in the Air Force Aircraft Acquisition Process ,”
D~~~~, Ft Belvoir, VA, May 1977.

—



Interviews and Other Documents

25. Boettinger , Henry M. in the Harvard Business Review, “ Is Management
Really an Art? ,” January-February 1975.

26. Beck , Hc~’iard A.,  Interview at USAF/X(X)DE on 21 October 1977.

27. Del ligatti, Robert S. ,  Lt Col , USAF , Interview at USI½F/XOOEE on
21 October 1977.

28. Emma, Frank . J . ,  Colonel , USAF , Director , Carputer Systems Engineering,
Hanscam Field , MA. , Interview at DSMC on l3 October 1977.

29. Kams, Charles W., GS-15, Interview at SSST&E/ODDR&E on 16 September
1977.


