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Foreword

This Handbook is one document of the series of ECSS Documents intended to be used as supporting
material for ECSS Standards in space projects and applications. ECSS is a cooperative effort of the
European Space Agency, national space agencies and European industry associations for the purpose
of developing and maintaining common standards.

The material in this Handbook is defined in terms of description and recommendation how to
organize and perform the work of verification of a space system product, as specified in the ECSS-ST-
10-02.

This handbook has been prepared by the ECSS-E-HB-10-02 Working Group, reviewed by the ECSS
Executive Secretariat and approved by the ECSS Technical Authority.

Disclaimer

ECSS does not provide any warranty whatsoever, whether expressed, implied, or statutory, including,
but not limited to, any warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose or any warranty
that the contents of the item are error-free. In no respect shall ECSS incur any liability for any
damages, including, but not limited to, direct, indirect, special, or consequential damages arising out
of, resulting from, or in any way connected to the use of this document, whether or not based upon
warranty, business agreement, tort, or otherwise; whether or not injury was sustained by persons or
property or otherwise; and whether or not loss was sustained from, or arose out of, the results of, the
item, or any services that may be provided by ECSS.

Published by: ~ ESA Requirements and Standards Division
ESTEC, P.O. Box 299,
2200 AG Noordwijk
The Netherlands
Copyright: 2010© by the European Space Agency for the members of ECSS
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1
Scope

This handbook provides additional information for the application of the verification standard ECSS-
E-ST-10-02C to a space system product.

This handbook does not contain requirements and therefore cannot be made applicable. In case of
conflict between the standard and this handbook, the standard prevails.

This handbook is relevant for both the customer and the supplier of the product during all project
phases.

To facilitate the cross-reference, this handbook follows as much as is practical, the structure of the
standard and quotes the requirements, to make it self standing and easier to read (the text from the
standard is in italic).

As the Standard applies to different products at different product levels from single equipment to the
overall system (including space segment hardware and software, launchers and Transportation
Systems, ground segment, Verification tools, and GSE) several examples of tailoring, to match the
specificity of each application, are proposed in Annex B.

Specific discipline related verification aspects are covered in other dedicated standards and
handbooks. In particular the detailed aspects for Testing are covered in the ECSS-E-ST-10-03 and in its
corresponding handbook ECSS-E-HB-10-03.

The application of the requirements of the standard to a particular project is intended to result in
effective product verification and consequently to a high confidence in achieving successful product
operations for the intended use, in this respect this handbook has the goal to help reaching these
objectives.
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3
Terms, definitions and abbreviated terms

3.1 Terms from other documents

For the purpose of this document, the terms and definitions from ECSS-ST-00-01 apply, in particular
for the following terms:

validation

verification

3.2 Terms specific to the present handbook

3.2.1 acceptance stage

verification stage with the objective of demonstrating that the product is free of workmanship defects,
is in accordance with the qualified design and is ready for its intended use

3.2.2 analysis

verification method performing a theoretical or empirical evaluation using techniques agreed with the
customer

NOTE The selected techniques can typically include statistics, qualitative
design analysis, modelling and computer simulation.

3.2.3 commissioning

verification and validation activities conducted after the launch and before the entry in operational
service either on the space elements only or on the overall system (including the ground elements)

3.2.4 in-orbit stage

verification stage valid for projects for which in-orbit verification is performed, including the
commissioning and verification activities which are delayed because the activation of a space element
is performed later during the mission (e.g. for Interplanetary mission, lander).

3.2.5 inspection

verification method by visual determination of physical characteristics

NOTE 1 Product characteristics include constructional features, hardware
conformance to document drawing or workmanship requirements,
physical conditions, software source code conformance with
coding standards

NOTE2 See also ECSS-ST-00-01.
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3.2.6 model philosophy

definition of the optimum number and the characteristics of physical models required to achieve
confidence in the product verification with the shortest planning and a suitable weighing of costs and
risks

3.2.7 post-landing stage

verification stage valid for projects for which post-landing verification is performed (e.g. for
Multimission projects)

3.2.8 pre-launch stage

verification stage with the objective to verify that the flight article is properly configured for launch
and capable of functioning as planned for launch

3.2.9 qualification stage

verification stage with the objective to demonstrate that the design fulfils the applicable requirements
including proper margins

3.2.10 review-of-design

verification method using approved records or evidence that unambiguously show that the
requirement is met (e.g. using design documents, design reports, technical descriptions, engineering
drawings)

3.2.11 test

verification method by measurement of product performance and functions under representative
simulated environments

NOTE See also ECSS-ST-00-01.

3.2.12 Verification Control Board (VCB)

a board composed of customer and supplier representatives that monitors the verification process and
formally assesses the requirements verification close-out.

3.2.13 verification level

product architectural level at which the relevant verification is performed

3.3 Abbreviated terms

The following abbreviated terms are used within this document:

Abbreviation Meaning

AIT assembly, integration and test

AITP assembly, integration and test plan

AlV assembly, integration and verification
AIVP assembly, integration and verification plan
AOCS attitude and orbit control system
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Abbreviation
AR
ARPT
BB
CDR
CRR
CP
DM
DRD
ECSS
EEE
EIDP
ELR
EM
EMC
EOL
EQM
FM
FMECA
FRR
FS
GPS
GSE
H/W
HFE
I/F
IM
IRPT
ISO
LRR
LTM
MU
NCR
NRB
OBDH

Meaning

acceptance review

analysis report

Breadboard

critical design review

commissioning result review
commissioning plan

development model

document requirements definition
European Cooperation for Space Standardization
electronic electrical and electromechanical
end item data package

End of Life Review

engineering model

electromagnetic compatibility

end-of-life

engineering qualification model

flight model

failure mode effects and criticality analysis
flight readiness review

flight spare

global positioning system

ground support equipment

Hardware

human factors engineering

Interface

integration model

inspection report

International Organisation for Standardisation
launch readiness review

Life Test Model

mock-up

Non conformance report

Non conformance review board

on-board data handling

10
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Abbreviation
ORR
P/L
PDR
PFM
PRR
PTR
QA
oM
OR
RCS
RF
RFW
ROD
RRPT
S/C
S/IW
SM
SRR
SS
STM
SVF
TCL
ThM
TPRO
TRR
TRPT
TSPE
TT&C
VCB
VCD
VP
VRPT

Meaning

Operations Readiness Review
Payload

preliminary design review
protoflight model
preliminary requirement review
post test review

quality assurance
qualification model
qualification review
reaction control system
radio frequency

request for waiver

review of design

review of design report
spacecraft

software

structural model

system requirements review
subsystem
structural-thermal model
software validation facility
test configuration list
thermal model

Test Procedure

test readiness review

test report

Test Specification

telemetry, tracking and command

verification control board
verification control document
verification plan

verification report

11
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4
Verification principles

4.1 Introduction

ECSS-E-ST-10 states that verification demonstrates, through a dedicated process, that the deliverable
system meets the specified requirements and is capable of sustaining its operational role during the
project life cycle.

ECSS-E-ST-10-02 establishes the requirements for the verification of a space system product. It
specifies the fundamental concepts of the verification process, the criteria for defining the verification
strategy and the requirements for the implementation of the verification programme. It is intended to
apply to different products at different levels, from single equipment to the overall system (including
space segment hardware and software, ground segment, launchers and transportation systems,
Verification tools and GSE).

Concerning the scope of the standard, it is useful to address at this point some frequently asked
questions posed by users, in order to emphasize certain concepts and definitions imposed by higher
level standards and by the accepted European practices enshrined within the standard.

4.2 Verification versus Validation

A question often posed is why, within European space projects, we mandate a “verification”
programme as opposed to a “verification and validation” programme, as practiced in other
engineering disciplines (e.g. software, ground segment).

In general terms verification addresses whether a product satisfies the requirements placed upon it,
whilst validation addresses whether a product will satisfy the needs of its users, or as is often more
simply said,

Verification proves the product is right.
Validation proves it is the right product.

The Verification Standard does not mandate the need for a separate programme of validation of space
products, since product verification is performed against a set of requirements that also address the
suitability of the product to fulfil the needs of its intended use. However, the standard does not
prevent the execution of a separate validation activity if this is considered appropriate, as is practiced
for example, in the operation or ground segment domains. Essentially the process to be followed is the
same, although it addresses mainly the use of the product.

12



ECSS-E-HB-10-02A
/ E CSS 17 December 2010

4.3 Applicability to all engineering domains

The verification standard is applicable to all engineering domains where space products are
developed and as such it is viewed as an “umbrella” under which all domains are covered.

In order to use the standard in a specific engineering domain it is necessary to tailor the standard for
that domain and where necessary, to make applicable the standards that define the verification
requirements of that domain. A clear example is the verification of the ground segment and
operations, whereby its verification is addressed specifically in ECSS-E-ST-70 (Ground systems and
operations), by mandating specific verification (and validation) requirements and processes for the
ground segment. The fact that ECSS-E-ST-10-02C addresses in detail the space segment does not
preclude the use of the standard in other domains, subject to correct tailoring.

4.4 Development

The ECSS glossary defines development as the process by which the capability to adequately
implement a technology or design is established before manufacture and that this process can include
the building of various partial or complete models of the products in order to assess amongst other
things, their performance.

Whilst it is obvious that testing and analysis activities occur during the product development process,
they are not addressed by the standard because they are not formal requirement verification activities
in the sense of the customer-supplier relationship and consequently do not fall within the mandate of
ECSS verification standard.

13
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5
Verification guidelines

5.1 Verification process
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.1 specifies that:
a. The verification process shall demonstrate that the deliverable product meets the specified
customer requirements and is capable of sustaining its operational role through:
1. Verification planning;
2. Verification execution and reporting;
3. Verification control and close-out.

The detailed objectives of the Verification process are as follows:

a. to demonstrate the qualification of design and performance, as meeting the specified
requirements at the specified levels;

b. to ensure that the product is in agreement with the qualified design, is free from workmanship
defects and acceptable for use;

C. to confirm product integrity and performance at particular steps of the project life cycle (e.g.
launch, commissioning, mission events and landing).

While this process looks sequential in nature, it is in fact more complex because the verification
process of a multi level product is conducted in a top down approach for the planning, while the
execution and reporting is conducted bottom up. In addition, the verification control and close-out is
conducted in parallel to the entire process.

The verification process activities are incrementally performed at various levels and in different
stages, and utilizing a combination of the different verification methods as described in the following
clause 5.2.

5.2 Verification planning

5.2.1 Verification approach

5211 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.1 specifies that:

a. The customer shall define the project requirements, verification objectives and constraints
affecting the supplier verification process.

Note:  For example, ground segment characteristics, launch service, envisaged
end to end tests involving several suppliers. The usual general objectives
are listed in clause 4.1.1 “Verification objectives”.

14
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b.

The requirements specified in 5.2.2.1a shall always include those of the technical

specification
c. The supplier shall define the verification approach by conducting the following steps:
1. Identify and agree with the customer the set of requirements to be subject of the
verification process;
2. Select the methods and levels of verification, associated model philosophy and
verification tools;
3. Identify the stages and events in which the verification is implemented.

d. The verification approach shall be defined by the supplier in the Verification Plan (VP) for
approval by the customer prior to implementation.

e. For each requirement to be verified, the verification strategy shall be defined in terms of the
combination of the selected verification methods for the different verification levels at the
applicable verification stages in the initial issue of the Verification Control Document
(VCD also called verification matrix (see Annex B), for approval by the customer.

To reach the verification objectives a verification approach is defined in phases A and B of the project
by analyzing the requirements to be verified, taking into account:

a. design peculiarities and constraints,

b. qualification status of candidate solutions (product category),
C. availability and maturity of verification tools,

d. verification (including test) methodologies,

e. programmatic constraints, and

f. cost and schedule.

The requirement criticality, in terms of technical and programmatic impacts on the verification
implementation, should be assessed by the involvement of the verification team in the requirement
definition process during phases A and B, since it drives the verification strategy.

The verification approach should allow:

a. To ensure the definition of correct verification criteria for each requirement by participating in
the preparation of product specifications.

b. To assess the impact that verification has on the design (e.g. modularity, testability, and
accessibility).
c. To ensure a coherent approach to verification implementation throughout the various levels

avoiding duplication of activities.

d. To ensure early verification of critical items to reduce the risks of late failure identification.
e. To ensure the coverage of the interface verification.
f. To optimize the design and use of ground support equipment, simulators, test tools and test

software (e.g. re-use between levels, stages and models).
g. To optimize the use of test facilities.

h. To plan for feedback to the verification activity from the commissioning results in case of multi-
mission projects or recurring products.

i. To consider innovative solutions that can reduce overall verification costs.
j- To provide visibility and objective evidence of verifications performed.

The use of requirement categories and requirement traceability helps to ensure consistency between
verification activities, and to avoid duplications or gaps in the entire verification.

15
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In generating the verification approach, the supplier conducts the following verification steps (see
Figure 5-1) while ensuring coherency across all verification levels

a. Identify “What” are the products and requirements subject of the verification process;

b. Identify “How” to verify them by a selected method of verification at a certain level on the basis
of a determined model philosophy during the project implementation phases;

C. Identify “When” to implement the verification steps through selected stages and events all
along the project life cycle.

What? How ? When ?
Identify the consistent set Select methods and Identify the phases and
of verifiable project levels of verification and events in which the
requirements to be associated model verification is
subject of the verification philosophy implemented
process

Reiterations for
technical - cost - schedule reasons

Figure 5-1: Basic verification approach

5.2.1.2 What

Requirements may be grouped in homogeneous category at this step if it facilitates subsequent work.
The requirements applicable to a particular product are usually all contained in technical
specifications (including interface requirements). A subset of some standards may be part of the set.

In order to facilitate the verification implementation, the project requirement should be:
a. traceable,

b. unique and associated to a proper identifier (preferably a unique requirement ID, in its absence
a document and sub clause number,

C. single and not a combination of several requirements,

d. verifiable using one or more approved verification methods,

e. unambiguous,

f. referenced as necessary to other requirements (with applicable document and sub clause
identification),

Some requirements are obvious in their verification execution (example: requirements to issue test
procedures/reports). To limit the documentation and tracking effort these requirements should be
identified and in agreement with the customer marked as "not to be tracked" in the VCD. This means

16
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that these requirements are still applicable requirements but no formal verification report is issued
and tracked in the VCD.

In other words a successful verification starts with a satisfactory set of requirements. Each
requirement is seen as both the origin and the conclusion of the verification process, and treated as
fundamental technical information rather than a constituent of a verbose text.

5.2.1.3 How

52131 Overview

Then the supplier defines the verification approach in steps, generally conducted in an iterative
process based on technical, cost and schedule considerations.

The verification planning activity should take into account the following elements:

a. the product and specification trees;

b. the applicable models;

C. the estimated duration of procurement, design and manufacturing of each model;

d. the utilization of models (in line with the model philosophy);

e. the estimated duration of the integration of models;

f. the selected test programme and sequences at different levels with estimated time and
resources;

g. the analysis, review-of-design and inspection activities combined on the basis of the verification

strategies and estimated time and resources;
h. the activities and time associated with the procurement of the verification tools to be used;

i the project milestones and the verification output.

5.2.1.3.2 Step 1 — method, level, model philosophy and verification tool.

After identification of the requirements to be verified the potential verification methods and
alternatives in each particular case are assessed in the context of the overall flow, the testing
techniques, and the analytical tools available.

The verification levels are selected, taking into account as a minimum the programmatic aspects
specified below:

a. standardized product levels (e.g. service modules);

b. make or buy decisions (e.g. off-the-shelf products);

C. reduction of overhead costs (e.g. deletion of subsystem level);
d. responsibility.

Additionally to the aspects associated with a specific requirement (category), the following rules
apply to the selection of levels of verification:

a. In order to have an early feedback in the programme, verification of critical requirements (for
instance related to new technologies) should be achieved at the lowest level of integration of the
product to which the critical requirement applies.

b. All physical or functional requirements for a given product should be verified on that product
level.

17
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C. Special attention should be given to the selection of levels of verification of external interfaces
due to the potential impacts on the verification program.

d. In the case of verification by test, the use of actual interfaces is preferable to the use of
simulators.

e. Duplication of verification activities on different levels should be avoided.

f. In addition to the combination of the verification activities between the different levels, the

verification of complex functional chains (e.g. operational performances and mechanisms
actuation) should include integrated end-to-end testing.

Models are selected by defining the optimum number and type of physical models to achieve a high
confidence in the product verification, with the shortest schedule and a suitable balance of costs and
risks. Model philosophy should be defined and frozen in project Phase A or B. Examples of model
philosophies are prototype, protoflight or a mix of both, called hybrid model philosophy. This is
further discussed in clause 5.2.5. The number of models is minimized and their reuse between
different levels maximized to reduce costs. Parallel models are utilized in order to suitably separate
the test activities from each other and consequently to reduce risks of schedule slippage.

The Design verification (qualification main objective) is carried out on the product which is
representative of the end product configuration (e.g. prototype models, flight models in case of
protoflight or hybrid approach).

The Workmanship verification (acceptance main objective) is carried out on the final products (e.g.
flight models, and spares).

Customer approval is necessary when design parameters, are verified using development models.

5.2.1.3.3 Step 2 - facilities

Selection of the facilities according to their technical characteristics, location, availability and cost.

52134 Step 3 - resources

Identification of the resources required.

5.2.1.4 When (stage and event)

The verification stages are selected taking into account:
a. the project characteristics,

b. the associated life cycle

C. the adopted model philosophy

Additionally to the aspects associated with a specific requirement (category), the following rules
apply to the selection of stages of verification:

a. When due to the mission characteristics verification includes in-flight activities, the verification
does not rely only on in-flight activities. Requirements are verified prior to the flight to the
extent compatible with the acceptable risks and with the physical possibilities (e.g.
microgravity).

b. All verifications associated with any stage should be completed prior to the start of the next
stage. In particular, qualification is finished before the start of acceptance.

18
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5.2.2 Verification methods

5221 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.2.1 specifies that:

a. Verification shall be accomplished by one or more of the followings verification methods:
1. test (including demonstration);
2. analysis (including similarity);
3. review-of-design;
4. inspection.

b. All safety critical functions shall be verified by test.
c Verification of software shall include testing in the target hardware environment.

d. For each requirement verified only by analysis or review-of-design, a risk assessment (part
of the VP) shall be conducted to determine the level (major/minor) of the impact of this
requirement on the mission.

e. If the impact of the requirement is major, a risk mitigation plan (part of the VP) shall be
defined which includes a cross check based on two independent analyses (in terms of model
used and suppliers).

Test is the preferred verification method as it provides generally a higher confidence in the
verification of a product's performance and design. If a representative test cannot be conducted, then
an analysis substitutes or complements it.

In selecting the verification method/levels/stages the following guidelines are considered:

a. The selected method does not produce risks to personnel, flight hardware and facilities;
b. The selected method is feasible and the required facilities exist as far as possible.
C. The selection of the methods considers the level of confidence that can be achieved with a given

fidelity, accuracy, and validity;

d. Analysis is used when flight conditions cannot be accurately simulated on the ground and/or
when it is not economically feasible to test the entire spectrum of flight conditions. Analysis and
test methods are very often complementary.

e. If several verification methods are possible with the same level of confidence on the verification
results, the selection is oriented to minimize the required effort (impact on cost and schedule)

f. Verification of critical requirements (for instance related to new technologies) should be
achieved as soon as possible (e.g. at the lowest suitable level) to have early feedback on the
programme.

g. To bypass difficulties of testing (i.e. size of facilities, test representativeness) in presence of

complex systems or to minimize expensive system testing a combined approach could be
selected including test campaign at lower level and analysis at higher level.

h. In particular if environmental testing at higher level is impracticable or too costly, lower level
testing should be carried out, completed by analysis, to demonstrate compliance with higher
level requirements.

i When mission characteristics require in-flight verification, the verification does not rely on on-
orbit activities only; requirements are verified with proper methods prior to the first flight.

j- Internal and external interface verification is carried-out at the appropriate responsibility level.
In case of testing the use of actual interfaces is preferable to the use of simulators.

k. The lower level verification should be completed prior to the associated higher level one.

19



m/ ECSS-E-HB-10-02A
17 December 2010

|E

Duplication of verification activities on different levels should be avoided.

The verification in any stage should be completed prior of the start of the next stage, in
particular qualification should be finished before acceptance start.

Final verification of software is performed by test in the target hardware environment.

the verification of complex functional chains (typically operational performances and
mechanisms actuation) should plan for an integrated end-to-end testing, in addition to the
verification activities performed at lower levels

All physical or functional requirements for a given product should be verified on that particular
product level to the maximum extent feasible and reasonable.

Attention should be paid to avoid over-testing, since parts and equipment are being tested at
parts, equipment, subsystem and system level.

Verification by similarity is an exceptional process, which can be applied only if all the
conditions mentioned in Clause 5.2.2.3.b are met. It cannot be considered as a standard
verification method.

The four verification methods are not necessarily applicable or efficient for all stages (and all the
stages are not applicable to all the products). The following table provides a synthesis of the following
requirements while adding some example.

Method Test Analysis Review of Design Inspection

Qualification stage X X X X

Acceptance stage

<
>

pre-launch stage

=
>

in-orbit stage X X(1) X(2) X (3)
(including commissioning)
post-landing stage X X

(1) For example budgets (e.g. link, power, mass).

@) In

this case limited to the software change process for in-flight software or ground segment

software.

(3) For manned spacecraft or for ground segment.

5.2.2.2 Test
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.2.2 specifies that:

a. Verification by test shall consist of measuring product performance and functions under
representative simulated environments.

b. The analysis of data derived from testing shall be an integral part of the test and the results
included in the test report.

c. When the test objectives include the demonstration of qualitative operational performance,
the execution shall be observed and results recorded.

d. A test programme shall be prepared for each product in compliance with test requirements
specified in ECSS-E-ST-10-03.
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e. The test programme shall be coordinated with the integration flow.

f. Tests performed as part of the integration flow to check quality and status of the in-progress
configuration (including interfaces), having a formal verification purpose, shall be included
in the test programme.

g The test programme shall be defined in the Assembly, Integration and Test plan (AITP)).

Although the detailed requirements concerning testing are captured in the test standard ECSS-E-ST-
10-03, the verification standard provides high level requirements for all verification methods in order
to have a coherent verification approach

In defining the test programme the following guidelines are considered:
a. Critical products and interfaces are tested early in phase C/D of the programme.

b. Test flow and sequence are based on the possibility to detect potential failures and defects early
in the test programme.

c. The balance of costs and risks is taken into account.

d. Work around plans and contingencies are taken into account.

e. Re-integration testing (also called regression testing) should be avoided.

f. Test feasibility should be confirmed in phase A or B of the programme.

g. The reuse of models, simulators and support equipment should be considered.

Tests are selected based on their effectiveness in verifying the specified requirements considering
lessons learned, statistical data from past projects and state of the art test methods. The lessons
learned and the statistical data (combining information on ground testing failures and flight
anomalies) are useful to determine test effectiveness. Failures not detected during ground testing can
end up as early flight failures.

The impacts of the de-integration and re-integration tests (also called regression tests) on the
verification program are assessed. De-integration and re-integration are performed for various reasons
e.g. fault-findings, during post landing phase in the case of multimission or to carry-out modifications
Or repairs.

Starting from the initial VCD, test matrices are established showing the correlation of requirements
(categories) with the test to be performed at the different levels in the various verification stages. They
identify the test verification events to be used for planning purposes.

Test is further addressed in the Test handbook.

5.2.2.3 Analysis
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.2.3 specifies that:
a. Verification by analysis shall consist of performing theoretical or empirical evaluation
using techniques agreed with the Customer.

Note:  Techniques comprise systematic, statistical and qualitative design analysis,
modelling and computational simulation.

b. Verification by similarity shall be part of the verification by analysis.
c. Similarity analysis shall provide evidence that an already qualified product fulfils the
following criteria:
1. The already qualified product was not qualified by similarity.
2. The product to be verified belongs to category A or to category B (defined in Table
5-1) but no testing is required to achieve qualification.

Note:  Implicitly the product to be verified cannot belong to categories C and D
equipment (defined in Table 5-1).

21



/ I CSS / ECSS-E-HB-10-02A
17 December 2010
d. Similarity analysis shall define any difference that can dictate complementary verification
activities.
e. An analysis programme shall be defined in the Verification Plan (VP).

f. An analysis programme shall be applicable to qualification and in-orbit stages only.

An analysis programme compatible with the selected verification approach is defined on the basis of
the verification strategies for the various requirements (categories). In defining the analysis
programme the following guidelines are considered:

a. The analytical technique is validated. The verification by analysis is dependant on the quality of
the analytical techniques and on the experience gained in using them.

b. Mathematical model used to perform the analysis should be verified, as far as possible, with
laboratory data or in-flight data.

C. When analysis is supported by test data, testing is performed on a representative model.
d. The modelling system used is described, and its usage justified.

e. The product configuration, to which the analysis applies, is identified.

f. All boundary conditions are stated.

g. All assumptions used in the analysis are stated.

h. The field of investigation and the range of validity of the results are defined.

i. The analytical uncertainty is taken into account such that specified performance is
demonstrated with a defined margin.

j- Analysis covers both the nominal and the worst case conditions.

k. Analysis for verification may use existing analysis prepared for other purposes (e.g. design or
requirement allocation)-

L Analysis can be used in support of test or vice versa.

m.  Analysis may be used at all verification levels.

Starting from the initial VCD, analysis matrices are established showing the correlation of the
requirements (categories) with the analyses to be performed at the different levels. These matrices
identify the analysis verification events to be used for planning purposes.

Sometime the expressions “qualification by similarity”, or “verification by similarity” are used in an
improper way. Verification by similarity is not an additional verification method on top of the 4
defined in the standard. A similarity analysis can be conducted on a product in order to provide
evidence that it belongs to category A (as defined in Table 5-1). If it is achieved, then the new product
is considered qualified (by similarity) as specified in clause 5.2.4.2. If the similarity analysis shows that
the product belongs to category B, then the similarity analysis should provide sufficient information to
allow determining the required delta qualification programme.

5.2.2.4 Review-of-design (ROD)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.2.4 specifies that:

a. Verification by Review-of design (ROD) shall consist of using approved records or evidence
(e.g. design documents and reports, technical descriptions, engineering drawings) that
unambiguously show that the requirement is met.

Note:  Examples of such approved records are design documents and reports,
technical descriptions, and engineering drawings

b. A review-of-design programme shall be defined in the Verification Plan (VP).
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c. A review-of-design programme shall only be applicable in the qualification stage or in the
in-orbit stage

A review-of-design programme, compatible with the selected verification approach, is defined on the
basis of the verification strategies for the different requirement (categories). In defining the review-of-
design programme, the following guidelines are considered:

a. The activity should be carried out simultaneously with the product design reviews.

b. The activity may include the review of lower level records (e.g. requirement verified by test at a
lower level).

Verification by review-of-design may be used at all verification levels.

Starting from the initial VCD, review-of-design matrices are established showing the correlation of the
requirement categories with the review-of-design activities to be performed at the different levels.
These matrices identify the review-of-design verification events to be used for planning purposes.

Review of design in the in-orbit stage is limited to the software change process See ECSS-E-ST-40 for
more details.

5.2.2.5 Inspection
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.2.5 specifies that:

a. Verification by inspection shall consist of visual determination of physical characteristics.

Note:  Physical characteristics include constructional features, hardware
conformance to document drawing or workmanship requirements, physical
conditions, software source code conformance with coding standards.

b. An inspection programme shall be defined in the Verification Plan (VP).
Inspection can be complementary to review of design.

An inspection programme compatible with the selected verification approach and model philosophy
is defined on the basis of the verification strategies for the different (categories of) requirement. In
defining the inspection programme the following guidelines are considered:

a. The activity should be carried out together with quality assurance tasks during the
manufacturing or integration process.

b. The activity may be performed by the crew during the in-orbit verification.
C. Inspection can be complementary to the review-of-design.
Verification by inspection may be used in all stages and all verification levels.

Starting from the initial VCD, inspection matrices are established showing the correlation of the
requirement categories with the inspections to be performed at the different levels in the applicable
verification stages. These matrices identify the inspection verification events to be used for planning
purposes.

5.2.3 Verification levels
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.3.1 specifies that:
a. Verification shall be accomplished through the selected verification levels.
Note:  Usual levels are defined in 4.2.3

b. When a requirement is fully verified at lower level, the traceability to lower level
verification evidence shall be identified.
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c. Formal close-out of qualification and acceptance at lower levels shall be performed prior to
close-out at higher level.

The number and type of verification levels depends upon the complexity of the project and on its
characteristics (levels are generally derived from product and specification trees). The usual
verification levels for a space project are:

a. Equipment (e.g. valves, batteries and individual electronic boxes);

b. Subsystem (e.g. electrical power, attitude control, structure, thermal control and software);
C. Element (e.g. launcher, satellite, ground segment);

d. Overall system (e.g. combined space and ground segments, manned infrastructure system).

Below the equipment level there is the parts and materials level. The general requirements for the
evaluation, approval and procurement of parts and materials are defined in ECSS-Q-ST-60 and ECSS-
Q-ST-70.

The identification of the verification levels is driven by technical and programmatic considerations
(e.g. functional architecture and overhead cost) having in mind that verification is carried out against
the applicable requirements under the responsibility of the organization upon which the requirements
are placed.

5.2.4 Verification stages

524.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.1 specifies that:

a. Verification shall be accomplished through the selection of the appropriate stages on the
basis of project specificity from the following:

1. qualification,
2. acceptance,
3. pre-launch,
4. in-orbit (including commissioning),
5. post-landing.
b. Qualification, acceptance and pre-launch stages shall be completed before launch.
c. When the verification programme includes an in-orbit stage, the verification shall not rely

only on in-orbit activities.

d. When the verification programme includes a post landing stage, the verification shall not
rely only on in-orbit activities or post landing activities.

Even if the verification programme includes an in-orbit stage or a post landing stage, the verification
is conducted also before launch (this is shown with the entries in the Verification stages of the VCD
relevant to pre-launch on-ground verification e.g. qualification, acceptance).

5.2.4.2 Qualification
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.2 specifies that:

a. In the qualification stage the verification shall demonstrate that the design, including
margins, meets the applicable requirements.

b. Qualification shall be carried-out on hardware and software which is representative of the
product configuration in terms of design, materials, tooling and methods.

c. The qualification programme shall be prepared considering the product category according
to heritage as defined in Table 5-1.
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Table 5-1: Product categories according to heritage

(Table 5-1 of ECSS-E-ST-10-02)

Category Description Qualification programme
A Off the shelf product without modifications | None

and

o subjected to a qualification test programme at

least as severe as that imposed by the actual
project specifications including environment
and

o produced by the same manufacturer or
supplier and using the same tools and
manufacturing processes and procedures

B Off the shelf product without modifications. | Delta qualification programme,
However: decided on a case by case basis.
0 It has been subjected to a qualification test

programme less severe or different to that
imposed by the actual project specifications
(including environment).

C Off the shelf product with design Delta or full qualification
modifications programme (including testing),
Modification includes changes to design, decided on a case by case basis
parts, materials, tools, processes, depending on the impact of the
procedures, supplier, or manufacturer modification..

D Newly designed and developed product. Full qualification programme.

During this stage, verification activities are executed with the objective to demonstrate that the design
being qualified and therefore that the flight product will fulfil the requirements in the expected
environment. To cover the uncertainties in measurement and environment, margins are applied.
Discipline specific margins (e.g. power, frequency, data rate, processor loading) are defined in the
discipline specific standards. Test margins and tolerances are defined in the testing standard ECSS-E-
ST-10-03. These margins have also to cover the aspect that the flight product has to survive the flight
levels/stresses as well as the acceptance tests.

The qualification programme for Cat B product has mainly to cover the differences in the
requirements, including the environment.

In case of a different supplier, changed processes or different parts, it also demonstrates that the final
product still fulfils the requirements. The delta qualification programme therefore concentrates on
these aspects.

Cat C products have design modifications with respect to the originally qualified design. The delta
qualification programme in this case concentrates on the impact of these changes on the qualification.
In case of major modifications a full qualification programme is performed.
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5243 Acceptance
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.3.1 specifies that:

a. In the acceptance stage the verification shall demonstrate that the product is free of
workmanship errors and is ready for subsequent operational use.

b. Acceptance shall be carried-out on the final hardware and software.
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.3.2 specifies that:

a. The acceptance article shall be manufactured in agreement with the qualified design.

b. The acceptance article shall perform as the qualified product.

During this stage, verification activities are executed with the objective to demonstrate that the
product under acceptance:

a. conforms to its relevant qualified design,

b. is not affected by defects that could be introduced during manufacturing or assembly, either by
workmanship or by inadequate process,

C. is able to fully provide its required functions and performances, as specified for flight.

This verification process applies on hardware and software in their full flight configuration.

5.2.4.4 Pre-launch
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.4 specifies that:

a. In the pre-launch stage the verification shall demonstrate that the product is properly
configured for launch activities and early operations.

b. In the pre-launch stage the verification shall confirm that the product is capable of
functioning as planned during launch and early operations.

A number of activities are usually accomplished during the pre-launch stage. These activities are
needed to demonstrate that the transportation to the launch site or any storage condition have not
damaged the product, to put the flight product in its specific launch configuration, and to integrate it
with the launcher vehicle where applicable, depending on the product level.

Test and inspection techniques are applied at this stage. They complement the verification activities
completed at acceptance, where the real flight products and interfaces now replace the use of the
simulators.

5.2.4.5 In-orbit
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.5 specifies that:

a. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall ensure no degradation occurred during the
launch, early orbit phase, at periodical intervals and before specific operational use.

b. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall supplement/confirm ground verification by
providing operating conditions which cannot be fully or cost effectively duplicated or
simulated on ground.

c. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall characterize the system under operational
conditions especially for the aspects that cannot be determined before the launch.

d. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall confirm that the space and ground elements are
compatible with each other.

e. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall perform calibration and tuning activities specific
to the mission payload.

Note:  The working arrangement between the elements suppliers (e.g. satellite,
ground segment) and the final customer defines the share of responsibilities
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for preparing, conducting and reporting the in orbit - commissioning
activities. The completion of this stage allows declaring readiness for
routine operations (Phase E2-exploitation).

The in-orbit stage is valid for projects where, due to their characteristics (e.g. mission or in-orbit
operations), in-orbit verification is performed.

The space element supplier should update its analyses and mathematical models using in-orbit
experience and the telemetry made available by the Customer (e.g. thermal, power, aero-thermal
behaviour during re-entry, RF link budget).

Verification at periodical intervals concerns generally health check. The periodicity is mission
dependent and agreed with the customer.

For GEO and LEO satellites, this verification during in-orbit stage is done during the commissioning
shortly after the launch.

For other missions (e.g. moon, planets, comets, inter-planetary...), this verification may be delayed
until reaching the targeted location(s) and environment(s).

5.2.4.6 Post-landing
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.4.6 specifies that:

a. The verification in the post-landing stage shall address the product integrity and
performance after the mission.

b. In case the product is intended to be re-launched the verification shall address:
1. health check, at periodical intervals agreed with the customer, during storage
periods;
2. the product performance after modification, repair or replacement;
3. the readiness for reuse.

The post-landing stage is valid for projects that, due to their characteristics (e.g. multi-mission
projects), post-landing verification is performed.

Many projects are actually facing a return to earth or a multi-mission scenario (e.g. re-entry
demonstrators, NASA STS, the Logistics Modules for the ISS) and in the next future, it is expected that
the re-usable launchers or the advanced crew transportation systems, including associated re-entry
demonstrators, will see similar perspectives.

In this context the classical verification stages, completed with the in-orbit activities, are
complemented by additional post-landing verification. In the case of a simple re-entry, it covers at
least the product integrity and performance after the mission.

In case of subsequent mission, it covers at least the health checks during storage, the product
performance after modification, repair or replacement and the readiness for reuse. For products to be
re-launched, the verification programme is updated taking into account the previous flight
verification programme and in-orbit experience. This program is established by reviewing and
assessing existing documentation, on the basis of the requirements for the new flight and by
inspecting the hardware and software to be re-flown.

5.2.5 Models and Models Description

5.25.1 Introduction
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.5 specifies that:
a. The model philosophy shall be defined as part of the overall verification planning.

During the development and verification process of a product various models are used. The model
philosophy defines the optimum number and the characteristics of physical models required to
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achieve confidence in the product verification with the shortest planning and a suitable weighing of
costs and risks.

The following guidelines, relevant mainly to flight elements, are intended to help the definition of the
models involved in the verification process and the selection of the associated model philosophy. This
section starts with a description of the models (build status and use) involved in the verification
process, then criteria are established how to select a model philosophy and examples of typical model
philosophies are provided.

Clause 5.2.5.2 describes the various models; the ECSS Glossary ECSS-ST-00-01C section 3.3 gives the
definition of the main ones.

5.25.2 Models description

52521 General

Various types of models can be employed according to verification requirements. These models can
either be hardware models, virtual models (software simulators and analytical models) or a
combination of both (hybrid models). A short description of the major models used is given. These
models are maintained under configuration control (except models used for development purposes).
The Table 5-2 provides a schematic summary of the models with related objectives, representativity
and applicability. The representativity of the models depends from their intended use.

5.2.5.2.2 Mock-Up (MU)

Mock-Ups are used in support of design definition for overall architecture analyses, configuration
design and assessment, interface control and definition, human factors and human computer interface
(HCI) assessment, operational procedures evaluation and layout optimization.

According to their representativity, mock-ups are classified as:

a. Low fidelity: to be used in the initial verification phases (generally, mock-ups for human factors
engineering requirement development activities or for validation of software HCI
requirements).

b. High fidelity: under configuration control in all areas where interface control and flight

hardware manufacturing support is provided (e.g. area of utility routing, connector brackets
and attach points).

The Mock-Ups can be incremental tools, i.e. they are progressively upgraded to reflect a final
configuration.

Mock-Ups intended for human factors evaluation are also used in test campaigns such as parabolic
flights, buoyancy and swimming pool tests. Their representativity depends on the type of test to be
performed.

5.2.5.2.3 Development Model (DM)

In general the Development Models are used in the development areas of new design or where
substantial redesign is performed. They are applicable to every type of product (e.g. electronic box,
mechanisms, structural parts and thermal equipment) and can be subjected to functional and/or
environmental testing. Development Models of subsystems are also envisaged such as: thermal
control active control loop breadboards, attitude & orbit control system and guidance & navigation
control benches. The DM is sometimes also called Bread Board model (BB)
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5.25.2.4 Structural Model (SM)

The Structural Model is fully representative of the end product for structural aspects. It is used for
qualification of the structural design and for mathematical models correlation. Generally, the system
Structural Model consists of a representative structure, with structural dummies of the flight
equipment. It also includes representative mechanical parts of other subsystems (e.g. mechanisms and
solar panels). The SM is also used for a final validation of test facilities, GSE, and related procedures.

5.2.5.25 Thermal Model (ThM)

The Thermal Model is fully representative of the thermal properties of the end product. It is used for
the qualification of the thermal design and for the correlation of mathematical models. Generally, the
system Thermal Model consists of a representative structure with thermal dummies of the flight
equipment. It includes also representative thermal parts of other subsystems.

5.25.2.6 Structural-Thermal Model (STM)

The Structural-Thermal Model combines the objectives of the Structural Model and Thermal Model. It
consists, at system level, of a representative structure equipped with dummies of flight equipment. On
the other hand, the Structural-Thermal Model can also be a Structural Model refurbished for thermal
verification purposes after structural qualification (provided no potentially destructive tests have been
performed on the Structural Model).

5.2.5.2.7 Suitcase Model

The Suitcase Model is intended to be used with the ground station for verifying correct TM reception,
TC commanding and ranging. It is representative of the RF receiver and transmitter (including
ranging) as well as the data handling part involved in the TM/TC protocol. This representativity is
generally achieved with non-redundant EM equipment for the RF part and breadboard for the data
handling part running the flight software with the correct space element identifier. See also ECSS-E-
ST-10-03.

5.25.2.8 Electrical and Functional Model (EFM)

The Electrical and Functional models (sometimes called also integration models) are functionally
representative of the end products in both electrical and software terms. They are used for functional
and interface tests and for failure mode investigations. Some part can be simulated by software; the
rest is using commercial parts.

5.25.2.9 Engineering Model (EM)

The Engineering Model is flight representative in form, fit and function, without high reliability parts
and usually without full redundancy. The Engineering Model is used for functional qualification,
failure survival demonstration (and parameter drift checking if military parts are used). The
Engineering Model is also used for final validation of test facilities and GSE and the related
procedures.

5.2.5.2.10 Engineering Qualification Model (EQM)

The Engineering Qualification Model fully reflects the design of the end product except for the parts
standard (military grade parts can be used instead of high reliability parts, provided they are
procured from the same manufacturer). The Engineering Qualification Model is used for functional
performance qualification (including verification of procedures for failure detection, isolation and
recovery and for redundancy management) and EMC testing. It may also be used for environmental
testing if the Customer accepts the risk, in this case the Qualification Model (QM) rules applies.
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5.25.2.11 Qualification Model (QM)
The Qualification Model fully reflects the end product design in all aspects. The Qualification Model is

used for complete functional and environmental qualification tests. It is used only for equipment and
subsystems newly designed or when a delta qualification for adaptation to the project is performed.
The QM sees qualification test levels and durations as specified in ECSS-E-ST-10-03. Qualification
Model is not intended to be used for flight.

5.25.2.12 Life Test Model (LTM)

The Life Test Model is used to demonstrate by testing that the product can achieve the required
lifetime and perform the required quantity of cycles. For qualification the tests are performed in the
environment specified for qualification. This model is required for mechanisms, if a protoflight
approach is applied and a high number of operation cycles are required. Life Test Models can not be
used for flight.

5.25.2.13 Proto-Flight Model (PFM)

The Proto-Flight Model is the flight end product on which a partial or complete protoflight
qualification test campaign is performed before flight. The protoflight models only see acceptance or
protoflight test levels and durations as specified in ECSS-E-ST-10-03. Limited life constraints,
especially when mechanisms are present, are evaluated as for any flight model.

5.2.5.2.14 Flight Model (FM)

The Flight Model is the flight end product. It is subjected to formal functional and environmental
acceptance testing. The FM sees acceptance test levels and durations as specified in ECSS-E-ST-10-03.
5.25.2.15 Flight Spare (FS)

The Flight Spare is the spare end product for flight. It is subjected to formal acceptance testing.
Refurbished qualification product can be exceptionally used as Flight Spare.

5.2.5.2.16 Function oriented model

The function oriented model is dedicated to the qualification of particular functional requirements. It
reflects the end product design in the aspects subject to the qualification. The definition of this model
depends on project characteristics and verification requirements. Examples of function oriented
models are

—  aerodynamic models,
— robotics and automation models, and

—  ground segment functional models.

5.2.5.2.17 Training model

The training model is dedicated to development and training of activities (including flight
procedures). Therefore, it is usually a functional representative of the flight model modified to be
capable to function under natural gravity. For example, training model can be used to:

—  train flight crew and ground personnel,
—  develop and verify procedures,
—  establish training records, and

—  perform baseline data collection.
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For the ground segment, it means an environment with sufficient fidelity to allow achievement of
objectives.

5.2.5.2.18 Virtual and hybrid models

In the functional and electrical domain, simulation models are used for development and verification.
These models exist either in pure software configuration (simulators) or in a combination of software
and hardware components. Their composition may change in course of the project life cycle. A
particular case of such model is the Software Verification Facility (SVF) addressed in clause 5.2.6.3. A
detailed definition is given in ECSS-E-TM-10-21A (System Modelling and Simulation).

5.2.5.2.19 Human related models

These models are dedicated to the qualification of particular human factors engineering requirements.
Their representativity is limited, depending on qualification objectives.

5.2.5.2.20 Ground segment specific models

These models are dedicated for a particular purpose in the verification process of the ground segment
and operations, for example:

— A model, composed of a subset of the ground segment plus a satellite simulator, to
develop and verify procedures, and the Human Machine Interface (HMI).

— A model to validate the telecommand (TC) and housekeeping telemetry (TM) data
processing, as well as the associated procedures, on a representative TM/TC
environment, before applying it on the operational environment. In that case, a satellite
simulator is part of the setup.

— A model to validate the payload telemetry data processing on a representative
environment before applying it on the operational environment. In that case, a payload
data simulator may be required, in particular before the launch.

— A training model (see 5.2.5.2.16).
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Table 5-2 : Summary model definitions
Model Objectives Representativity Applicability Remarks
Mock-Up (MU
ock-Up (MU) e I/F layout o Geometrical System/element levels | According to their
optimization/ configuration representativity MU’s
assessment are classified as:
e Layouts

e Integration
procedure
validation

e Accommodation
checks

e Interfaces

o Low fidelity

e High fidelity (to be
maintained under
configuration control)

Development Model
(DM)

Confirmation of
design feasibility

e Total conformity
with functional
electrical & S/W
req. in agreement
with verif.
objectives (size,
shape & I/Fs could
not be
representative)

All levels

e Development testing

e Sometime it is also
called breadboard
(BB)

Structural Model (SM)

o Qualification
structural design

e Validation of
structural
mathematical
model

o Flight standard
with respect to
structural
parameters

e Equipment
structural
dummies

e SSlevel (structure)

e Sometime it could
be considered
system level if
involves other SS
or is merged with
the system test
flow

Qualification testing

Thermal Model (ThM)

e Qualification of
thermal design

o Flight standard
with respect to

e SSlevel (thermal
control)

Qualification testing

o thermal .
e Validation of e Sometime it could
parameters .
thermal be considered
mathematical e Equipment system level if
model thermal dummies involves other SS
or is merged with
the system test
flow
Structural-Thermal SM & ThM objecti SM & ThM System level lification testi
Model (STM) objectives . N ystem leve Qualification testing
representativity

e Equipment thermo
structural
dummies

Suitcase Model

Simulation of
functional & RF
performances

o Flight design
e Commercial parts

e Functional
representativity

e Equipment level

e System level

Space to ground
interface testing

Electrical and Functional
Model (EFM)

e Functional
development

e S/W development

e Procedure
validation

e DPrepare flight test
programme

e Closed loop tests

e Functional
representativity

o Commercial parts

e Simulators of
missing parts

All levels

e Development or
qualification testing

e It could be considered
something in between
a mock-up and an EM

e Sometime is called
also Integration
Model
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Model Objectives Representativity Applicability Remarks
Engi ing Model
ngmeering Yode Functional e Flight All levels Partial functional
(EM) R o e .
qualification failure representative in qualification testing
survival form-fit-function
demonstration & . .
. o without high
parameter drift S
. reliability parts
checking
and usually
without
redundancy
Engineering Functional Full flight desi All level Functional qualificati
Qualification Model * Functiona ¢ Full flight design evels unctional qualification
qualification of testing
(EQM) . e MIL-Grade parts
design & I/Fs
procured from the
e EMC same
manufacturer of
high reliability
parts
lification Model
%&; reation Mode Design qualification o Full flight design e Equipment level Qualification testing
& flight standard
e SSlevel
Life test Model (LTM
ife test Model ( ) Qualification of e Flight Equipment level e Model for
lifetime representative mechanisms in a
with respect to the protoflight approach
qualified function with lifetime
requirements
e Can not be used for
flight
Protoflight Model (PFM
rototlis odel ( ) o Flight use Full flight design & All levels Protoflight qualification
. flight standard testing
e Design
qualification
Flight Model (FM
'8 odel (FM) Flight use Full flight design & All levels Acceptance testing
flight standard
Flight S FS
ight Spare (E5) Spare for flight use Full flight design & Equipment level Acceptance testing
flight standard

Function oriented model

Qualification against Flight representative All levels Qualification testing
the applicable as necessary for the oriented to a specific
functional limited qualification function or requirement
requirements objectives
Training model . . . . . .
Flight training Flight representative All levels Qualification testing
baseline data with modifications to oriented to specific HFE
allow for normal requirements
gravity operation
Virtual and hybrid
models Y Development and Virtual or physical All levels o Composition may
verification of specific | flight representativity change in course of
aspects as necessary for the the project life cycle
applicable verification
. e Often replaces pure
objectives
hardware models
Human related models . . . . . .
Qualification against Flight representative All levels Qualification testing

the applicable HFE
requirements

as necessary for the
limited qualification
objectives

oriented to specific HFE
requirements

ground segment specific
models

Verification process of
the ground segment
and operations

Representative as
necessary for the
applicable verification
objectives

Ground segment

See also ECSS-E-ST-70
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5.25.3 Model philosophies description

52531 Introduction

The model philosophy defines the optimum number and the characteristics of physical models
required to achieve confidence in the product verification with the shortest planning and a suitable
weighing of costs and risks

The model philosophy is defined by means of an iterative process which combines programmatic
constraints, verification strategies and the integration and test programme, taking into account the
development status of the candidate design solution.

The various issues to be considered are shown in Figure 5-2.

Programmatic
Constraints

Schedule / Cost

Industrial Architecture

Reviews

Interfaces

Customer requirements

Verification Integration and

Strategy Model Test programme
Requirements Categories hil h Test Requirements
Verification methods Philoso pny Test Sequence

Test Configurations
Test Facilities

Verification levels
Verification stages

Development
Status

New Technologies
Design Quialification
Heritage

Potential Suppliers

Figure 5-2: Parameters for Model Philosophy definition

The starting point is the development status of the products. Development of a new product with new
technology requires an extensive model philosophy which allows full qualification. On equipment
level, breadboards and development models are used to identify problems at an early stage. For
qualification a dedicated model is used. On system level EMs are used which have on one side a high
fidelity but avoid the cost and schedule impact of high reliability parts in QMs and FMs.

The model philosophy is also influenced by the verification and the test strategy. For specific
verification tasks, specific test models can be required.
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On the other hand the model philosophy strongly influences the schedule. A sequential use of a model
on different levels and for different purposes can increase the schedule duration, whereas parallel
work on various models can shorten it.

Also industrial structure may affect the model philosophy, in particular additional model maybe
necessary. It is good practice to have clear interfaces, responsibilities and deliveries

The selection of a model philosophy for a specific project is always a balance between the cost and the
schedule of the program and the risk which can be taken. Cost increases if specific models are
necessary for early verification or check of critical aspects Several types of model philosophies can be
employed according to verification requirements. A short description of the major model philosophies
utilized in the verification process is given in what follows.

5.2.5.3.2 Prototype philosophy

This approach is generally used in projects for which all affordable measures are taken to achieve
minimum risk. The usual characteristics of these projects are:

a. new or complex design,
b. impossibility to be recovered or repaired after launch, and
c. special mission requirements.

The prototype approach makes extensive use of the aforementioned defined models to cover
verification needs. The disadvantage is high cost. The advantages of this approach are

a. low risks,
b. capability to perform parallel activities on different models,
C. completion of qualification activities prior to acceptance, and

d. capability to use QM or EQM (see Table B-1) as integration spare during higher level activities.

On the basis of project requirements, the related model philosophy is tailored.
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Figure 5-3: Example of Unmanned project model philosophy

Figure 5-3 and Figure 5-4 show examples of prototype philosophies for unmanned and manned
projects respectively. In the figures the different models and their flow at several verification levels
together with the respective test activities and the final utilization are identified.

In particular the Figure 5-3 shows the common case in which, after the thermal and structural
qualification, parts of the STM (namely structure and thermal control) are utilized to complete the
satellite level EM, in addition to EM/QM equipment. It is important to note that after the system
electrical or functional qualification the EM is used for ground support to flight operation. Feedback
from qualification on the FM manufacturing is also taken into account.

Figure 5-4 shows an example of model philosophy for a manned transportation project, in which
element level mock-ups are utilized for interface and layout optimization and human factor
engineering dedicated verification. High fidelity mock-ups are used in conjunction with IM (i.e.
special case of EFM) for crew training on ground.

In addition, after system functional, thermal and structural interface verification between elements,
EQM and STM are used for flight simulation on ground. The FM is subjected to an orbital flight test
for final in-orbit verification.
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Figure 5-4: Example of Manned project model philosophy
5.25.3.3 Protoflight model philosophy

This approach is applied to projects whose characteristics are:

a. no critical technology is employed in the design,

b. qualified products are extensively used, and

C. compromise is permitted to reduce cost by accepting a moderate level of risk.

The pure protoflight approach is based on a single model (protoflight model: see Figure 5-5) to be
flown after it has been subjected to a protoflight qualification and acceptance test campaign (see ECSS-
E-ST-10-03 for details).

The advantage of this approach is its lower cost. The disadvantages are

a. increased risk,

b. serial activity flow on the same model,

c. mixed qualification and acceptance activities, and
d. no integration spares.

In the event of recurring units the following is taken into account:
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a. The recurring unit can be FM only if there is no modification, or if modifications are minor to
the extent that no delta qualification test is necessary.

b. Otherwise the recurring unit is PFM.

Figure 5-5 shows an example of protoflight model philosophy for a project having also incorporated
subsystem activities into the system responsibility, formally deleting the subsystem verification level.

In this example, EQM is utilized at equipment level for pre-qualification (whenever necessary).

EQM ! M ! % PEM !
1 | I
z | | -
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Figure 5-5: Example of Protoflight model philosophy
5.25.34 Hybrid model philosophy - Hybrid model philosophy (hardware oriented)

The hybrid philosophy is a compromise between prototype and protoflight approaches. The hybrid
model philosophy is used in projects where advanced qualification activities are performed in areas of
new design or in areas having a critical impact on the verification programme. The hybrid approach
always results in a protoflight model be flown after a protoflight test campaign whose scope is
reduced with respect to that of the pure protoflight approach (see ECSS-E-ST-10-03). Specific
qualification tests in the critical areas are carried out on dedicated models (see Figure 5-6). In these
areas only acceptance testing is performed on the PFM. The advantages and disadvantages of this
approach lie between those of the prototype and the protoflight approaches in terms of risks, costs
and schedule. It represents a good compromise; in fact this is the reason why it is often selected. In
particular, in the hybrid approach it is feasible to

a. perform some parallel activities,
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b. use QM and EQM (if planned in the model philosophy) as integration spares during high level
activities, and

c. conform to the delivery dates of high reliability components and accommodate possible use of
commercial components.

Figure 5-6 shows an example of hybrid model philosophy for a scientific satellite in which payload
instrument verification levels similar to the spacecraft subsystem verification levels are defined. It is
important to note that

a. the decoupling of the STM activities from the EM activities enables programme flexibility and
reduction of schedule risks,

b. the protoflight approach for the instruments advances availability of the Payload EM for the
satellite functional qualification test campaign,

C. the EQM or PFM is qualified at equipment level, depending on its development status,

d.  a suitcase model and the software validation facility at satellite level can be used to verify
specific interface performance, and

e. a mock-up structure can be used for the EM configuration.

5.2.5.35 Hybrid model philosophy (including virtual models)

Current development in modelling and simulation techniques supports partial or total replacement of
the EM by software models. This approach is already used in the engineering and design phase (see
ECSS-E-TM-10-21A (System Modelling and Simulation). In this approach the system starts with a pure
numerical representation in which critical components are gradually replaced by hardware product
(breadboards or EMs). This configuration is often called Functional Verification Test bench (FVT) as it
provides the means to perform the functional verification normally performed on an EM.

The advantage is a continuous flow from design into verification which avoids a break due to
unavailable hardware. The disadvantage is that there always remains a level of uncertainty no matter
how well the simulation represents the actual final product.

This approach also allows the reuse of the structure from the STM after refurbishment for the flight
model, resulting in lower cost.

5.2.5.3.6 Perspectives in Model Philosophy

The choice of model philosophy is strongly influenced by the type of project. In the case of one-of-a-
kind projects (typically scientific missions), the tendency is to go in the direction of a pure protoflight
approach supported by virtual models (where the qualification campaign is carried-out by analysis or
directly on the flight hardware). In the case of a series of satellites (e.g. constellation), a pure prototype
approach is normally used where a QM undergoes a full qualification test campaign and the recurring
FMs see only a limited acceptance campaign (this increases the frequency of the production).

5.2.5.4 Product matrix

On the basis of the selected model philosophy and of the qualification status of the product, a product
matrix is prepared. The product is normally classified according to the product categories defined in
Table 5-1. The type and the extent of the test programmes for each category also depend on the project
model philosophy. The requirements for the test programme definition are provided in ECSS E-ST-10-
03. The product matrix identifies for each product the related qualification status and the models to be
used.

Table 5-1 shows an example of product matrix at satellite level.
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Figure 5-6: Example of Hybrid model philosophy
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Table 5-3 : Example of a j

product matrix as viewed with a satellite perspective

No. Subsystem/Instrument | Qual. Status|STM |EM |PFM | SP | Remarks
1 Structure D 1 1 * |*STM Spare
2 Thermal control D 1 * 1 1 |*STM Spare
3 AOCS
e Coarse sun sensor A 2* 1 2 * Dummy
e Star tracker A 3* 1 |3 * Dummy
e Star tracker electr. A 3* 1 |3 * Dummy
e Gyro package A = 1 1 * Dummy
e Gyro electronic A 4: 1 3 : Dummy
« Reaction wheel A 1* 1 |4 : Dummy
 Wheel drive electronic A 1* 11 . Dummy
e Actuator gyro electronic A ! s Dummy
« Flap assembly D 2* 1 2** * Dummy ** PFM
. D 1* 1 1** * Dummy ** PFM
e Control electronic
4 RCS
e Tanks B(A) 8* 8** |8 * Dummy ** from STM
e Thrusters A 12 |1 12 * Dummy
e Thrusters bracket D 4 4** 14 * Dummy ** from STM
e Latch valves A 11 11 111 * Dummy
e Filter A 1* 1 1 * Dummy
e Flow meter D 1 171 * Dummy
. . A 3* 1 3 * Dummy
A 3* 1 3 * Dummy
. Pressure transducers D 1% 1+ 1 * Dummy ** from STM
e Pipework
5 Power
e Power control unit C 1* 1> 1 * Dummy ** EQM
e Battery regulator unit A 1* 1 1 * Dummy
¢ Battery mgt unit A 1* 1 |1 * Dummy
e Pyro drive unit C el * Dummy ** EQM
e Power distribution unit D = J1 1 *Dummy ** PFM
« Battery A 2 12 |2 * Dummy
6 OBDH
e Central terminal unit A 1* 1 1 * Dummy
e Common pulsed distr. unit | A 1* 1 |1 * Dummy
« Digital bus unit A 4> 4 |4 * Dummy
« Intelligent control unit C(D) 2% 2 2 * Dummy ** EQM
e Mass memory unit D(C) 111 *Dummy ** PEM
e Remote bus interface A 2* 2 2 * Dummy
7 Solar array
¢ Deployable panel D 2* 1 2 * Dummy
¢ Yokes D 1* 1 12 * Dummy ** from STM
 Mid-panel body D ¥ 11 |1 * Dummy
8 TT&C
e Transponder C 2* 1** 12 * Dummy
¢ RF distribution unit A 1* 1 |1 * Dummy
e Antenna D 3* 1 3x* * Dummy ** 1PFM ** 2EQM
9 Harness D 1 1 1
10 | Gradio instrument D 1* 1 1+ * Dummy ** PFM
11 |GPS 1 (1 (1% * Dummy ** PFM
12 |Boom D 1* 1* 11 * Dummy ** from STM
13 | Magnetometer 1* 1 1x* * Dummy ** PFM
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5.2.6 Verification tools

5.2.6.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.6.1 specifies that:

a. Tools to be used to support the implementation of the verification process shall be identified.

b. All verification tools shall be verified for their intended use.

c. The degree of verification applied to tools used to support the verification programme shall
be established.

Note:  This requirement does not imply that formal verification is performed for
all verification tools (e.g. tools of common use).

d. Formal verification procedures shall be established and applied to tools which are specified
as deliverable items.

Verification tools include Ground Support Equipment, simulators, virtual models, test benches,
analytical tools, test facilities, communication tool as required for the scope of ECSS-E-ST-50 standards
(e.g. suitcase, NDIU), clamp band, TM recorder, RF recorder, tools to support SVT, tools to exchange
data between satellite and Mission control centre before launch (e.g. NDIU), database, TM/TC list,
satellite simulator and in orbit/commissioning tools. The standard and the handbook cannot address
the details of all of them individually but gives high level requirements applicable to a class of tools.

Since verification results strictly depend on the quality of these tools, special attention is paid to their
design and verification.

The compatibility between system and lower level verification tools should be ensured to enable
system activities to be built upon the next lower level activities (e.g. re-use of test procedures).

5.2.6.2 Ground Support Equipment (GSE)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.6.2 specifies that:

a. All Ground Support Equipment (GSE) shall be verified under expected environmental
conditions and operational constraints.

b. The compatibility of the interfaces of the Ground Support Equipment (GSE) with flight
products and facilities shall be verified by test.

c. The prevention of damage on the flight product due to Ground Support Equipment (GSE)
failure shall be verified.

Note:  For hazards to personnel, flight hardware, facilities and environments
related to GSE, see ECSS-Q-ST-40.

d. Ground Support Equipment (GSE) that is modified or used in a new application shall be
re-verified or re-validated.

Space segment Ground Support Equipment (GSE) are used to support assembly, integration, test,
handling, transport, storage, launch campaign and post-flight activities. GSE that connects to space
equipment follows the same interfacing standards as the flight equipment and has adequate
protection to prevent damage to the space equipment (mechanically and electrically). In particular
mating and de-mating of physical connections is closely monitored.

GSE is also built to comply with safety standards imposed by the countries in which it will be used.
GSE is validated for use on FM spacecraft through use of simulators and earlier models of the space
element.

Any equipment part of the operational Ground Segment interfacing physically with a flight product
(e.g. during a pre-launch compatibility test) has to follow the requirements on GSE as well.
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5.2.6.3 Software validation facility (SVF)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.6.3 specifies that:

a. The SVF shall be verified by comparing the performance of the simulation models with the
specified performance of the product or environment to be simulated.

b. Any flight hardware or software product simulated by the SVF shall be finally verified
against the measured performance of the actual flight product.

The Software Validation Facility (SVF) is one of the test benches capable to support all phases of
onboard software test and validation including;

a. modelling of the software operating environment (including the capability for margins and
error injection),

b. verification of the onboard software in operational conditions, using non-intrusive methods,
debugging and trouble-shooting of onboard software The SVF is used prior to the integration of
the software into the target hardware during the software development activity, as a tool to
support independent software validation and to support software maintenance (e.g. during in-
orbit stage).

5.26.4 Simulators
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.6.4 specifies that:

a. Simulators shall be validated to demonstrate that the simulator characteristics are
representative of the simulated product to the extent required for the verification to be
supported.

Simulators are used at all levels to simulate products, functions, environments or interfaces in absence
of the real hardware and software during integration and test activities. =~ Simulators of physical
characteristics (e.g. 3-D digital mock-ups) are used to support integration activities in terms of
accessibility demonstration, handling, interfaces with launcher, GSE and facilities etc. Simulators of
functional characteristics (e.g. virtual functional models) are used to support verification activities in
terms of simulating missing equipment, test procedure validation, support equipment interfaces, etc.

Simulators are also used whenever the actual system constituents are not available. Example of
simulators and their uses can be:

—  I/F simulators: structural interface devices, integration testing.

— Environmental simulators: environmental testing, operational scenario validation (e.g.
solar chambers, water submersion model).

—  System (full or partial e.g. satellite) simulators: operational scenario validation, procedure
verification, operations training, mission simulations, joint integrated simulations.

Depending on the individual mission and purpose, model fidelity can range from mock-up to simple
front-end fidelity or to flight representative.

5.2.6.5 Software tools for verification by analysis

ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.6.5 specifies that:

a. Suitability of previously validated analytical software tools shall be assessed for the
intended application.

b. Non-validated analytical software tools shall be subjected to a validation process prior to
their use.
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Software tools are utilized to carry out the analytical verification in domain such as thermal,
mechanical, fluid dynamics, optical, EMC, flight dynamics and link budget. The use of existing and
validated tools is the preferred approach.

5.2.6.6 Integration & test facilities and test tools
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.6.6 specifies that:

a. The capability of the integration and test facilities and test tools to perform their intended
function in terms of performance and calibration shall be verified as part of the overall
integration and test process.

Note:  See ECSS-Q-ST-20-07 for test facilities.

Integration and test facilities and test tools are used to support the integration and test programme of
the space and ground segment, as well as at system level.

5.2.7 Verification process phasing

527.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.7 specifies that:

a. The verification process shall be phased with the project life cycle, in accordance with
ECSS-M-ST-10

b. Verification planning to assess feasibility and support programmatics shall start in the
early phases (e.g. during phase A).

c. The preliminary verification planning shall cover all products and requirements by the end
of phase B.

d. Verification planning shall be completed by the end of Phase C.

Note:  Covering all verification stages e.g. pre-launch, in-orbit (including
commissioning) and post landing.

e. Verification execution and reporting shall be incrementally carried out through the project
life cycle starting from phase C.

f. Verification control shall start with the initial issue of the verification control document
(VCD) during phase B.

g Verification close out status shall be assessed and approved by the customer for each

product at the end of each stage.

Note: E.g. qualification close out status at the end of the qualification stage
during the Qualification Review (QR).
On the basis of the logic of the verification process, a verification planning that synchronizes the
verification activities with the project milestones and programmatic constraints is established and
agreed with the customer.

Figure 5-7 shows an example of the verification process with its output in relation to the project
phases and milestones.
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Figure 5-7: Example of verification process phasing with the project life cycle
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5.2.7.2 Phase A

During the feasibility phase (Phase A) the verification activities are focused on the assessment of the
general project requirements and on the definition of the development and verification approach,
including the model philosophy and the associated product matrix.

The results are discussed at the Preliminary Requirement Review (PRR) in order to assess the
feasibility of the development and verification programme.

The verification personnel should be involved in order to follow a concurrent engineering approach
which avoids separation between design and verification.

5.2.7.3 Phase B

During the preliminary definition phase (Phase B) in parallel with the system definition and design,
particular effort is spent in supporting the requirements generation and allocation in order to have a
consistent set of verifiable and traceable requirements at all levels. This work includes the preparation
of verification matrices that form the basis of subsequent verification planning and control. In
particular, the environmental requirements are used as an input to generate the project test
requirement specification applicable to the different verification levels.

The applicable requirements may be grouped in categories and, for each (group of) requirements, a
verification strategy is generated based on the detailed verification methods, levels and stages, and the
coherence of the overall verification approach is checked. These strategies support the identification of
the verification tasks (in terms of objectives, characteristics, success criteria and supporting tools), that
form the core of the assembly integration and verification plan. The same strategies are inputs for
lower level planning. The verification approach is also included as fundamental part of the System
Engineering Plan (SEP).

Usually, in Phase B, lower level activities are also initiated. In particular some C/D development tests
are anticipated for critical items. In addition, it is a good practice to prepare the verification control
documents at the different levels, in order to arrive to a more reliable phase C/D programmatic
assessment. The output of phase B, in particular verification requirements and planning, are discussed
at the System Requirement Review (SRR) and at the Preliminary Design Review (PDR) in order to
freeze system design and implementation concepts.

5.2.7.4 Phase C

With the start of the detailed definition phase (Phase C) the detailed design is initiated, so particular
attention is paid to accessibility, testability, handling and transport in order that integration can be
performed in the most effective way and that the GSE design can be optimized. In this phase,
development tests are carried out.

Preliminary verification by analysis and review-of-design are executed at lower levels and the results
discussed at the relevant Preliminary Design Review (PDR). During the same phase the equipment
manufacturing starts on the basis of the frozen design.

Verification by inspection activities start during the lower level manufacturing process. The activities
related to the procurement of the planned verification tools are also initiated and their availability
assured for the relevant activities.

The integration activities on the system models (e.g. STM and EM) start in accordance with the
relevant integration & test specifications and procedures.

The system monitoring and control of lower level verification activities is continued in parallel and
results are fed to the verification data base.
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The phase C is normally terminated with the critical design review (CDR) where analysis and review-
of-design activities are completed and qualification tests are terminated at lower levels and initiated at
higher level. Usually the CDR authorizes the flight unit manufacturing (i.e. the start of the next phase).

5.2.7.5 Phase D

The production phase (Phase D) completes the qualification and acceptance activities from the lowest
to the highest levels. In particular integration and test are carried out and controlled through the
relevant reviews and the corresponding verification reports are prepared.

The verification close-out is documented through the Verification Control Documents (VCD), frozen
by the Verification Control Boards (VCB). They are presented at the Qualification Review (QR) and
Acceptance Review (AR) which declare the completion respectively of the qualification and
acceptance activities. For a multi-mission project, a multi-mission qualification review is often
additionally identified.

The part of the Verification Plan (VP) dealing with in-orbit verification (and in particular the
commissioning) is refined and reviewed at the ORR.

5.2.7.6 Phase E

The utilization phase (Phase E) includes launch campaign and commissioning in-orbit verification.
The evaluation of the verification results of the pre-launch campaign is addressed at the Launch
Readiness Review (LRR), while the evaluation of the verification results of the LEOP and early in-orbit
stage are addressed at the Commissioning Result Review (CRR).

Additional reviews may be necessary when in-orbit verification includes delayed activities associated
to events of particular mission (e.g. interplanetary mission).

The verification close-out is documented through the verification control documents (VCD), frozen by
the verification control boards (VCB).

5.2.7.7 Phase F

During the disposal phase (Phase F), the re-entry and re-orbiting activities are authorized with an
End-of-Life Review (ELR) and the recovery and post landing verification are evaluated during a
dedicated review.

5.2.7.8 Verification flow

A detailed flow of the verification activities is shown in Figure 5-8, Figure 5-9 and Figure 5-10.
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5.3 Verification execution and reporting

531 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.1 specifies that:

a. The supplier shall assign clear responsibility for the implementation of the verification
programme.

b. The requirements for the test preparation and execution including Test Readiness Review
(TRR) and Post Test Review (PTR) shall be as per ECSS-E-ST-10-03

c. When nonconformity is detected during the verification process, a Nonconformance Report

(NCR), in conformance with Annex A of ECSS-Q-ST-10-09, shall be raised and processed
according to ECSS-Q-ST-20

d. The verification results shall be recorded by the supplier in reports for review by the
Verification Control Board (VCB) through the VCD.

The verification process activities are incrementally performed at different levels and in different
stages applying a coherent bottom-up strategy and utilizing a suitable combination of different
verification methods. In particular the verification by test is carried-out on different physical models
in agreement with the selected model philosophy. When doing this, the following should be kept in
mind:

a. The Non-conformance review board (NRB) evaluates the impacts on the verification
programme.
b. A failure questionnaire should be used to collect statistical information for entry into a database

containing verification lessons learnt as a result of verification activities.
The verification control board (VCB) is defined in clause 5.4.2.
An example of verification team responsibilities is given in clause 5.3.2.
The verification process execution & reporting ensures:

a. traceability of all requirements to the verification process elements (methods, levels, stages,
documentation, close-out, etc.),

b. visibility of coherence between products and levels,
C. monitoring of the verification process throughout the project life cycle,
d. identification of impacts at the various levels in case of change of requirements or criticality’s

during lower level verification, and

e. integration into the higher level of the lower level verification data.
5.3.2 Example of verification team responsibility and interfaces
5.3.21 Verification team responsibility

The verification team, irrespective of the specific company organization (i.e. the fact that its duties are
performed by one or more groups in the company) is responsible for:

a. verification management and interfaces with the customer for verification aspects;
b. contribution to project reviews;
C. requirement allocation and traceability support;
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d. the preparation of the VCD in term of methods, levels and stages definition;

e. the preparation of the verification philosophy and VP (or the verification part of the AIV plan);

f. the review/approval of the AIT Plan (or the AIT part of the AIV Plan)

g. VCD population and verification data base management;

h. providing the chairman for the verification control board;

i. the monitoring of lower level verification documentation;

j- participation in lower design and test reviews;

k. the review and approval of lower verification documentation;

L the preparation of test specifications and the review/approval of the Test Procedure;

m. the preparation of the review-of-design, analysis and inspection procedures;

n. providing the chairman for the test review boards (TRR and PTR);

0. evaluating the integration and test execution and participation in the non-conformance review
board (NRB);

p- the review/approval of test, analysis, inspection and Review-of-design reports

q. the preparation of the verification reports;

5.3.2.2 Relationship with specific engineering disciplines

Coordination and coherence of the contribution of specific engineering disciplines to the verification
process is assured by the verification team. In particular the following from the specific engineering
disciplines is normally envisaged:

a. support to ensure that the requirements are verifiable;

b. ensure high level requirements decomposition, when necessary, to have individually
measurable parameters;

C. support in the preparation of the VCD in term of methods, levels and stages definition;
d. embedding the verification approach inside the technical specification;

e. support to verification control board (VCB);

f. support in test specifications preparation;

g. participation in lower level verification monitoring;

h. review and approval of test procedures;

i. participation in reviews;

j- monitoring of system integration and test execution in order to evaluate test results;
k. execution of analysis and review-of-design, and preparation of the relevant reports;
L support in phase E/F verification requirements generation.

5.3.2.3 Relationship with product assurance and quality control

The verification team works in cooperation with the product assurance and quality control team. In
particular the following support from the product assurance and quality control is normally
envisaged:
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a. support in the preparation of the VCD in term of methods, levels and stages definition;
b. participation in lower level verification monitoring;

C. participation in reviews;

d. monitoring of integration and test execution and chairing of NRB;

e. execution of analysis and inspection, and preparation of the relevant reports;

f. monitoring of phase E/F operations.

5.3.2.4 Relationship with project management and product/quality assurance

The verification team works in cooperation with the project management and product/quality
assurance teams. In particular the following support is normally envisaged:

a. support in verification planning and model philosophy;

b. support in monitoring and control of resources and schedule;
C. support in management of changes;

d. preparation of test configuration list;

e. participation in lower level verification monitoring;

f. participation in reviews.

5.4 Verification control and close-out

541 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.4.1 specifies that:

a. The implementation of the verification process shall be controlled by the Verification
Control Board (VCB).

b. The verification process control shall be supported by a computer based verification
database.

c. The verification database shall be delivered to the customer in an electronic form to be

agreed with the customer.

d. The supplier shall provide to the customer verification evidence for the customer’s
applicable requirements agreed to be verified, independently from the level where
verification has been accomplished.

The verification control board (VCB) is defined in clause 5.4.2. The verification process is controlled in
its execution and declared completed by the Verification Control Board (VCB) when, based on
objective evidence, the product is verified against the identified requirements and the associated
verification objectives fully reached.

The use of a computer based database enables immediate and flexible reporting of data in support of
the verification documentation, avoidance of repetitive jobs and minimization of errors. It should
support the whole verification process and thus contain for the requirements to be verified at least all
the information to be published in the VCD. It should also allow exchanging or sharing these data
between customer and supplier. The content and format as deliverable is specified and agreed with
the customer.

The implementation of the verification programme is controlled and monitored following:
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a. A day-by-day verification control approach oriented to identify potential problems, to reduce
the risk of cost increase and schedule slippage.

b. Formal control and review boards (TRR, PTR and VCB).

In order for the VCD to be reviewed at customer level, it is necessary to have adequate synthesis of the
verification close-out status as stated in the DRD.

5.4.2 Verification control board (VCB)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.4.2 specifies that:

a. A Verification Control Board (VCB), with participation of customer and supplier
representatives, shall be established to incrementally assess the achievements and the status
of the verification process.

Note: The VCB is set-up in relation to the complexity and the extents of the
verification activities.

b. The verification process shall be considered completed when the Verification Control Board
(VCB) confirms that:
1. documented evidence is recorded in the VCD,
2. identified requirements have been verified
3. associated product verification objectives are reached

c. The conclusions of the VCB  shall be submitted for approval to the customer’s contractual
authority.

d. The Verification Control Board (VCB) shall assess the verification status with a periodicity
agreed with the customer, along the project life cycle.

Note:  The results of the VCB are at least presented on the occasions of project
reviews as defined in ECSS-M-ST-10.

The Verification Control Board (VCB) shall endorse the final issue of the Verification
Control Document (VCD).

©

The VCB meets, along the project life cycle, with a periodicity agreed between customer and supplier
as soon as the evidence, of the verification close-out, is available (as a minimum in the occasions of the
project reviews). In these meetings the supplier shows the verification status evidence and asks for the
concurrence of the customer.

Other members of the VCB are not specified in the standard, but should include relevant experts from
the supplier and customer and QA representatives.

5.4.3 Re-verification
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.4.3 specifies that:

a. The extent of the re-verification to be performed shall be determined by Supplier and agreed
with the customer, in the following cases:

failure and repair as decided by Non-conformance Review Board (NRB);
unplanned disassembly or demating;

refurbishment, maintenance or design changes;

changes of requirements after initial verification;

long duration storage;

flight use of qualification hardware.

b. The Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be updated by the supplier to record as

open, those requirements subject to re-verification until this is performed and closeout
agreed by the customer.

o a0k wbdpE
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The planned verification process may change due to any of the events listed above. In these

circumstances the need for re-verification is considered and agreed between supplier and customer.
The new verification planning is reflected in a new version of the VCD.
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6
Verification documentation

6.1 Introduction

The verification process and its implementation activities are documented by means of a specific set of
verification documents:

a. Verification plan (VP), see clause 6.2

b. Assembly, integration and test plan (AITP), see clause 6.2.3.1 and ECSS E-ST-10-03
C. Verification control document (VCD), see clause 6.2.2

d. Test specification (TSPE), see clause 6.3.7.1 and ECSS E-ST-10-03

e. Test procedure (TPRO), see clause 6.3.7.2 and ECSS E-ST-10-03

f. Test report (TRPT), see clause 6.3.1 and ECSS-E-ST-10-03
g. Analysis report (ARPT), see clause 6.3.2 and ECSS-E-ST-10
h. Review of design report (RRPT), see clause 6.3.3

—-

Inspection report (IRPT), see clause 6.3.4
j- Verification report (VRPT), see clause 6.3.5

The list above is a compromise between minimizing documentation effort to meet cost constraints and
the requirement to properly trace the verification events, which is fundamental in order to reduce
risks and to facilitate recovery actions in case of problems. The verification process documentation is
summarized in Figure 6-1.

The Verification Matrix is no longer considered a separate document (see clause 6.2.2).

A certain level of documentation tailoring may be utilized to reduce the costs, on the basis of the
specific circumstances agreed between customer and supplier. For example:

a. The Verification Plan and the AIT Plan can be combined in a single document called Assembly
Integration and Verification Plan (AIV Plan), maintaining the entire set of unique information of
the two documents.

b. The Verification Plan and AIT Plan can be reduced to a single Test Plan (e.g. at equipment level,
when the verification is mainly by test).

C. The AIT plan can include the Test Specifications (e.g. in the case of a product without the need
of complex tests).

d. The Test Specification can include the Test Procedures (e.g. when the procedure is simple).

e. The VCD can include the information of the Verification Reports (e.g. for the case of single
verification method).
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Figure 6-1: Verification documentation

Taking as an example a system thermal requirement to be verified with a thermal balance test and the
associated analysis in the qualification stage, the following documentation steps take place:

a.

The requirement is identified in the relevant system specification together with its verification
entries (i.e. “T” and “A” methods at “System” level in “Qualification” stage) before being
documented in the VCD.

The system VP and AITP Plans define the relevant verification events and associated flows (i.e.
thermal balance test and thermal analysis), outlining them in the dedicated activity sheets.

The specific test requirements, which take into account project general test requirements
contained in the test requirement specification (i.e. tailoring of the ECSS-E-ST-10-03), are
subsequently detailed in a thermal balance test specification which is followed by test
procedures with the relevant step-by-step instructions.

The test results are summarized in the dedicated test report.

In parallel the required analysis is carried out in relation to the test activities (i.e. test
prediction/correlation) and the results presented in the relevant analysis report (including the
flight predictions).

The synthesis of the performed verification activities (test plus analysis) is described in the
verification report.

The system verification control document progressively records the status of the verification
implementation and finally gives the evidence of the requirement verification close-out.
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6.2 Verification planning documents

6.2.1 Verification plan (VP)

6.2.1.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.8.1 specifies that:

a. The supplier shall provide a Verification plan (VP) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are in Annex G.

b. The contents of the Verification plan (VP) shall be in conformance with the DRD in
Annex A.

NOTE  The quoted annexes above refer to the standard.

The VP is the master plan for the project verification process and serves to demonstrate how the
requirements are verified by a coherent implementation approach.

It is created on the basis of the specification of the product to be verified and its associated initial VCD
(see clause 6.2.2), taking into account the development philosophy, the applicable standards, the
programmatic constraints and the availability of tools and facilities. The level of detail varies with the
type of product and in relation to the actual phase of the project.

It is the starting point for the AIT Plan (see ECSS-E-ST-10-03) containing the test programme whilst
the Analysis, Review of Design and Inspection programmes are usually directly contained in the VP.

The VP is issued for the different project reviews starting with preliminary versions at PRR/SRR in
order to explain the verification approach and support programmatic evaluation. The content will be
phased, as shown in annex A, in order to meet the project review objectives.

For each section of the DRD provided in ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex A, the requirements are recalled at
the beginning of the section in italics. It is then followed by guidance whenever considered relevant.

6.2.1.2 VP DRD explanation

6.2.1.2.1 Introduction

a. The VP shall contain a description of the purpose, objective, content and the reason
prompting its preparation.

b. Open issues, assumption and constraint relevant to this document shall be stated and
described.
6.2.1.2.2 Applicable and reference documents

a. The VP shall list the applicable and reference documents in support to the generation of the
document.

The applicable documents are normally the product specification, the related standards (e.g. ECSS-E-
ST-10-02 and ECSS-E-ST-10-03) and any other documents cross-referenced in the text to the extent
indicated in the text.

The reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this
handbook).

The document to be produced are addressed in clause 6.2.1.2.11.
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6.2.1.2.3 Definitions and abbreviations
a. The VP shall list the applicable dictionary or glossary and the meaning of specific terms or
abbreviations utilized in the document.
6.2.1.2.4 Verification subject
a. The VP shall briefly describe the subject of the verification process.

The product to be verified is identified and briefly described to allow understanding its role, main
functions and breakdown.

6.2.1.2.5 Verification approach

a. The VP shall describe the basic verification concepts and definitions (methods, levels and
stages).

Defining methods, level and stages is a fundamental step of preparing the verification plan. The
selectable methods are defined in the standard, whilst the level and stages can be tailored for the
specific application.

6.2.1.2.6 Model philosophy

a. The VP shall describe the selected models and the associated model philosophy, product
matrix.

See clause 5.2.5 above.

6.2.1.2.7 Verification strategy

a. The VP shall describe the selected combination of the different verification methods at the
applicable verification levels and stages, in general and for each requirement type/group
(including software).

b. The allocation of the requirements to the specific verification tasks shall be given.
These strategies may be summarized in dedicated tables (see Figure 6-2 and Figure 6-3).
Figure 6-2 shows an example of the summary table for each requirement group at the selected levels.

Figure 6-3 shows an example of the verification strategy for one single requirement group (Data
Management) including levels/steps and specific models/events.
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Requirement category S/C level MI';::: o E'ﬁﬁr’:r >
Lathcher irtefaces | =T E |
Ground secment irterfaces B AT B, A BT
Payioad interfaces & perfor. BRAILTIRAIT A
Configuraionbhyzical prop. BoA EAILT | RTAI
Light fightress I R ILBT LR
[Data handing T A T.A R.T A
SAN functions TAR AR R.T A
Wirting A A, R
Mechanical T, A TA T A
Mechanising &pyro T, A T.A ALLTR
Fadiation protection A,
Attitude and orbit control T A Tl T.A
Propulsion
Feaction contraol TA AR Tal
Fadin Frequency TA Tl Ty
Themmal
T.A T.A T. A

-
23
==
FRE
= |
=

T=Te 5‘[ A= Analysis, | = Inspection, R = Review of Design

Figure 6-2: Example of Verification Strategies per Group/level
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Figure 6-3: Example of verification strategy for a single Requirement Group

6.2.1.2.8 Verification programme

a. The VP shall document the verification activities and associated planning in the applicable
verification stages.

b. Analysis, review-of-design, inspection and test programmes should be detailed through
dedicated activity sheets, or through reference to the AIT Plan.

Figure 6-4 shows examples of the overall verification planning.

Figure 6-5 and Figure 6-6 show examples of activity sheets.

61



[EEY

ECSS-E-HB-10-02A
17 December 2010
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2nd YEAR
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MAJOR REVIEWS
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oEQM
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STM ACTIVITIES

®EQT.DESIGN/PROC. /MFG/TEST

®MODULES A/T

OSYSTEM A/T

EQM ACTIVITIES

®EQT.DESIGN/PROC. /MFG/TEST

®MODULES A/T

®SYSTEM A/T

PFM ACTIVITIES
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OSYSTEM A/T

®LAUNCH CAMP

Figure 6-4: Example of verification planning
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ASHI00A EVAWORKSIIE ANALYSIS

DEFECTIVE
The am of the analysisis to study the work site layout for EV A in COLTMBTIE.

REQUIREMENTY TC EE FERIFIED
It islirked to the requirements:
37211 CENTERING [EQ/4]

hitegmted extemalpadoad crewrmob iy aids or grep pokits challbe deciznedto accommodate the Shthpercertik Smerican
femalk to @5th percertie Amerianmalk ardhoopom e measirem e e

3nrlll Crew hohiioy fids . when woddng in a fo ot estraint p oo siion [E VAl

Crewr mobilicy 1 ids or g sp pods challbe phoed nathdn 24 dwches o the Bft or might of the body cerde rhine aden srodiing dua foot
e stmhtpostion as deccrbed i Fignre 372.1.1.1; 1.

37r1112 Crew hlohidny dids: coevanernd er's two -handed work envelop e [E (Wil

Crew mobilicy 2 ids or zracp podts challbe plhced within 18 dches abowre or belowrthe certer of the TeAmember's opimum o,
hatded wrotk erwekpe as descrbed b Fipme 3.7.2.1.3,:1.

31111 EXTRAVEHEULAR ACTIVIIY CREWNEMEER FIELD 0T VIEW [EQiA]

hitegmted exemalpayde ad e quipm ext, dkphy, andmarkdgs requied to be seento pedfomm EWARsks challbe bcated wrihi the
fie 1 of miewrof the Extrarehicub s Mob diy T (EWT) a2 defimed b Figmre 3.7.2.13;1.

ACTIFITY CONINTIONS

The analysis will be supported by software simodation. The software models of SEREME EMT (including
wotk etrvelope), EV A equipment will be representative for dimens ons and kinematics
capahilitiealimitations.

TASES DESCRIFTION

The analysis will inchade a5 a minimom the following aspects:

- Identification of EV A interfaces,

- Identification and verification of access direction and EV A support ie. APFR based on 35RME or APFR
located on stracture

- Identification and verification of access of the EV A glove to the relevant EV A crew interface.

- Identification of EVA crew member postire and werification EV A LFs are within the EV A work
etrvel opre and within the field of wiew.

- Definition of required EV & supports (Handrails F APFR S Tether poirta”) and verification of their correct
location and oriertation to sgpport the erewr member with respect tothe requiirements.

- Verification of non-irterference of the surrounding hardware tothe EV A actiwaty.

- Identification and werification of adequate EV A intesrfaces for P/L removable partsto be transportedin
EV 4

RESQOURCES REQUIRED:
The 3067 JTACK in cormection with 3D DRI will be used for the analysis.
The following per sontiel shall be inwolved . .

FLANNED DURATION
The expected daration 12 20 working days

Figure 6-5: Example of activity sheet for analysis programme
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TASK 31000 - eru st

CEIRCTIVE

The aim ofthe I5T 1 13 to ensure the integnity and functionality of all subsystems/Thstruments installed onto the
platform and to verify the correct operation of the fully integrated Satellite in a series of representative mission
modes including back-up modes.

It wall be taken as reference for the further ISTs performed after the environmental test campaign.

Validation of SDB as well.

REQUIREMENTS TO BR VERIFIED
It 15 linded to the requirements:

ACTIFITY OO OTTICNS

Irutial configuration:

The 5/C PFM will be on the RE5. The removable panels will notbe present but the Structure Support Rod (S8R
will he mounted.

The DFACS missing units will be simulated by the EGSE {(GMFE and Real Time Simulator),

Final configuration:

Az per hitial Configuration

Build Standard:

FFM 5/C: PFM Hlatform wathout wangs and related mounted units, FM S5TI Eeceivers, PFIL SREM, PFIM
Gradiometer

FASKES DESCRIPTION

The IST will include:

o System activabion venfication

# System operative modes and transitions verification both autonomous and intiated by external commands,
including the baclk-up mode;

s SunlitEclipse Transiton and viceversa verification

o Orhits main mission profile (Autonomy functional check)

s Equipment health check

s Satellite specific system functional/performan ces verification:

—verification of the power conditoning, distnbution capabilities and power consumption for different
operating configurations

—verification of the spacecraft reconfiguration following commmanded switch-over between main and
redundant units (redundancy management)

—verification of TLM and TLC management (i e real ime and time delay commands, 5-Packets formatting,
TM data coding etc...)

o]Fa & MPA venfication

REEOURCES REQUIRED

Integration Foom (Class 100.0007.

MGSE: HTA HCE, MAP SBS, R55, S8R, Hand Cartwith standard tools,
EGSE: Power SCOE, GMFE, BT, RF S5COE, CORE EGEE |, 55TI SCOE, .
The following personnel shal be involved .

FPLANNED DURATION
The expected duration 15 20 working days

Figure 6-6: Example of Activity Sheet for Integration and Test Programme

6.2.1.2.9 Verification tools

a. The VP shall describe high level definitions of the verification tools to be used, such as S/W
facilities, special tools, simulators, analytical tools.
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6.2.1.2.10 Verification control methodology

a. The VP shall describe the proposed methodology to be utilized for verification monitoring
and control. including the use of a verification data base.

6.2.1.2.11 Documentation
a. The VP shall list the involved verification documents and describe their content.

The DRDs of ECSS-E-ST-10-02 and ECSS-E-ST-10-03 are the involved verification documentation

6.2.1.2.12 Organization and management

a. The VP shall describe the responsibility and management tools applicable to the described
verification process.

b. It shall describe the responsibilities within the project team, the relation to product
assurance, quality control and configuration control (including anomaly handling and
change control) as well as the responsibility sharing with external partners.

c. The relevant reviews shall be planned and responsibilities described.

6.2.2 Verification control document (VCD)

6.2.2.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.8.2 specifies that:

a. The supplier shall provide a Verification Control Document (VCD) for the reviews as
agreed with the customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.

b. The contents of the initial issue of the Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be in
conformance with the DRD in Annex B.

ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.4.4.1 specifies that:

a. The content of the completed Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be in accordance
with the DRD in Annex B.

b. The supplier shall update the Verification database within one week of the approval of a
report.

c. The intermediate issues of the Verification Control Document (VCD), reflecting the current
status of the verification database, shall be made available to the Verification Control Board
(VCB) upon request.

d. The intermediate issues of the Verification Control Document (VCD), reflecting the current
verification and compliance status, shall be delivered at each formal review as agreed with
the customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.

e. The final issue of the Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be submitted to the
Verification Control Board (VCB) after the approval of the last report, within the time
frame agreed with the customer.

NOTE The quoted annexes above refer to the standard.

The VCD provides traceability during the phase B, C, D and E of how and when each requirement is
planned to be verified and is actually verified.

The initial issue of the VCD is prepared for each product specification at the selected verification
levels. It is an input to the preparation of the verification plan by listing all the requirements to be
verified with the selected methods in the applicable stages at the defined levels. In the past, this issue
was called the verification matrix document.
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The initial issue of the VCD is completed along the project life cycle to provide evidence of the
implementation of the Verification process. In particular the Verification Control Data Sheets (VCDS)
are progressively filled (see example in Figure 18).

A specific issue of the VCD is released for each stage of the verification (e.g. at the end of the
Qualification Stage, the VCD contains all the close-out records relevant to qualification activities).

It should be noted that in case of recurrent products based on the same qualification, the VCD for the
acceptance is relevant to each single product even if the qualification stage is valid for all.

In summary the VCD provides, with the support of the Verification Data Base, the following:
a. traceability of relationships between requirements,

b. traceability of all requirements to the verification process (methods, levels, stages, planning
documentation, reports, waivers, closeout, and compliance etc.),

C. visibility of the coherence across products and levels,
d. monitoring of the verification process throughout the project life cycle,
e. identification of impacts at the various levels in case of change of requirements or criticality’s

during lower level verification,
f. integration into the higher level of the lower level verification data.

The VCD is formally agreed with the customer. The VCD becomes part of the EIDP, as detailed in
ECSS-Q-ST-20.

For each section of the DRD provided in ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex B, the requirements are recalled at
the beginning of the section. The quoted text is in italic. It is then followed by guidance whenever
considered relevant.

6.2.2.2 VCD DRD explanation

6.2.2.2.1 Introduction
a. The VCD shall contain a description of the purpose, objective, content and the reason
prompting its preparation.
b. Open issues, assumptions and constraints relevant to this document shall be stated and
described.

c. The VCD content shall be phased with the product life-cycle such that the initial issue
contains the verification matrix, intermediate issues cover the planned on-ground
verifications and their executions evidence (in particular for qualification and acceptance
completion), the in-orbit and post landing activities; final issue provides evidence of the
close-out of the overall verification process.

6.2.2.2.2 Applicable and reference documents

a. The VCD shall list the applicable and reference documents in support to the generation of
the document.

The applicable documents are normally the product specification, the related standards (e.g. ECSS-E-
ST-10-02) and any other documents cross-referenced in the text to the extent indicated in the text.

The reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this
handbook).
6.2.2.2.3 Definitions and abbreviations

a. The VCD shall list the applicable dictionary or glossary and the meaning of specific terms
or abbreviations utilized in the document.
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6.2.2.2.4

Verification subject

a. The VCD shall describe the verification control approach applied to the product, the
involved documentation, and the computerized tool, used to support the process:

b. The VCD shall include the requirements to be verified (with reference to the specifications
involved), call up the verification methods, levels and stages definitions and explain the
verification close-out criteria.

The subject is the description of the verification control approach and not of the product itself.

6.2.2.2.5

Verification summary status

a. Each issue of the VCD shall summarize the current Verification Close-out status.

Example of the close-out status table is provided in Figure 6-7.

PROJECT: 777
LEVELS
METHODS STAGES EQ SS EL SY
Q X(Y) X(Y) X(Y) X(Y)
T A XY) | o | o |,
Ie X(Y) NA | |
A Q | s o | |,
R Q | o | |,
| Q | o | |,
A Y U O
NOTE: X = Planned Y = Executed N/A = Not Applicable

6.2.2.2.6

Figure 6-7: Example of the close-out status table

Verification control data

a. The VCD shall collect in the form of a matrix, for each requirement, the following
verification information:

1. Requirement identifier,

2. Requirement text

3. traceability between requirement,

4, Levels and stages of verification,

5. methods,

6. link to the relevant section of the verification plan and any planning document,
Note:  For example, test specification.

7. References to any documentation that demonstrates compliance to the requirements,
Note: For example, report, analysis, waivers, RFD, NCR, NRB, customer

closeout records.

8. Status of Compliance (yes, no, partial),

9. Close-out status (open / closed),

10.  Reasons of the close-out status,

b. The initial issue of the VCD shall contain a verification matrix limited to:
1. Requirement identifier,
2. Requirement text,
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traceability between requirement,

Levels and stages of verification,

methods,
link to the relevant section of the verification plan.

©o 0k~ w

Figure 6-8 shows an example of the Verification Control data sheet.

Specification Verification Control — Verification
data Document data Verification Stage
Levels
Program name: <Progran Name> + \ AIVDB Report Page: 1 of XXX
VCD DOC.: < VCD_Id> Iss/Rev: <Iss/Rev> Date: <VCD_date>  Title: <VCD_Header> Stage : <Stage>
SPECIFICATION: No.: <Spec_Nr> Issue/Rev: <Iss/Rev> Date: <Spec_date>  Title: <Spec_Header> ClI Identifier: <CI_number>
Req_Nr Header Serial RFW Methods Y EX.DOC REP.DOC REMARKS | O/C | VCB Ref.
Req TEXT Number L1 L2 L3 L
COMMENTS

VERIFICATION

PLANNING
DOCUMENT
CODE & STATUS
EXECUTION
REW’s STATUS
CODE
———— VERIFICATION
———— REQUIREMENT NUMBER HW VE,\F;:EFT'EQTD'SON ~——— REPORTING
TITLE & TEXT data ATDIFFERENT | DOCUMENT CUSTOMER -
LEVELS | CODE&STATUS APPROVAL |

Figure 6-8: Example of VCD sheet

6.2.3 Other verification planning Documents

6.2.3.1 Assembly, Integration and Test plan (AITP)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.2.8.3 specifies that:
a. The supplier shall provide the AITP for the reviews as agreed with the customer
Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.

b. The Assembly, Integration and Test plan (AITP) shall be in accordance with the DRD in
ECSS-E-ST-10-03.

NOTE  The quoted annex above refers to the standard.

The AIT plan contains the assembly, integration & test programme for all models, the AIT activity
sheets, the relevant planning, the selected test facilities, the involved documentation and the AIT
management & organization. The AIT plan is the master plan for the AIT process.

If agreed with the customer:
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a. The plan for Assembly and Integration may be separated from the plan for the Test. This is
normally done in specific circumstances such as project with a complex production cycle (e.g.
for launcher).

b. The AIT Plan may contain only the test programme. This is normally done for certain lower
level products, such as simple equipment.

6.2.3.2 Test Requirement Specification

The test requirement specification was a system support specification, containing the general test
requirements in terms of type of tests, sequences, margins, duration’s, tolerances, screening policy and
methodology. It was applicable to all verification levels through the relevant product specifications
(e.g. system, subsystem and equipment specification).

Since the release of verification and testing standard at issue B, the test requirement specification is
replaced by the ECSS-E-ST-10-03 tailored to the specific application.

6.3 Verification execution and reporting documentation

6.3.1 Test report (TRPT)

6.3.1.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.1 specifies that:

a. The test report (TRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board (VCB) after the
test completion, within the time frame agreed with the customer.

b. The content of the Test report (TRPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex C.

c. The supplier shall provide the Test reports (TRPT) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.

d. A Test report (TRPT) shall be provided for each Test verification task as identified in the
VP or AITP.

NOTE  The quoted annexes above refer to the standard.

A test report is prepared for each test corresponding to a VP or AITP Test Activity Sheet or to a Test
Specification.

The principal purpose is to provide the customer with the evidence of the test activity performed for
verification close-out of the relevant requirements. It responds to the requirements contained in the
product specification and in the test specification (see ECSS-E-ST-10-03) and the test procedure (see
ECSS-E-ST-10-03). In case of environmental tests, pertinent data about the test facility is also given. It
is an input to a verification report in the case of multi-method verification.

It may include results coming from many test procedures e.g. a Test Report for a FM environmental
test normally includes also the as run procedures of the associated functional tests.

In some cases, a first issue of the document may only contain the raw results with the preliminary
engineering assessments whilst the final issue contains the complete engineering evaluation.

The test report including its engineering assessment may be complemented with a more detailed
analysis report.
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For each section of the DRD provided in ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex C, the requirements are recalled at
the beginning of the section. The quoted text is in italic. It is then followed by guidance whenever
considered relevant.

6.3.1.2 TRPT DRD explanation

6.3.1.2.1 Introduction

a. The TRPT shall contain a description of the purpose, objective, content and the reason
prompting its preparation.

b. Open issues, assumptions and constraints relevant to this document shall be stated and
described.

6.3.1.2.2 Applicable and reference documents

a. The TRPT shall list the applicable and reference documents in support to the generation of
the document.

The applicable documents are normally the product specification, the test specification, the test
procedure(s), the related standards (e.g. ECSS-E-ST-10-02, ECSS-E-ST-10-03) and any other documents
cross-referenced in the text to the extent indicated in the text.

The reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this
handbook).

6.3.1.2.3 Definitions and Abbreviations
a. The TRPT shall list the applicable dictionary or glossary and the meaning of specific terms
or abbreviations utilized in the document

6.3.1.2.4 Test results

a. The TRPT shall contain the test results with supporting data (including the test execution
dates, the as run procedure, and the test facility results).

b. The TRPT shall contain the analysis of test data and the relevant assessment

c. The TRPT shall provide a synthesis of the test results.

6.3.1.2.5 Anomalies

a. The TRPT shall include the list of deviations to the test procedure, the non-conformance
including failures and the problems.

6.3.1.2.6 Conclusions

a. The TRPT shall summarize
1. the test results, including:
(@)  the list of the requirements to be verified (in correlation with the VCD),
(b)  traceability to used documentation,
()  conformance or deviation including references and signature and date),
2. the comparison with the requirements and.
3. the verification close-out judgement

b. Open issues shall be clearly stated and described

c. Separate test analyses shall be cross-referenced.

The requirement close-out may be summarized in a separate table to be prepared for each pertinent
requirement or group of requirements (see Figure 6-9).
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Program: BATELLITE O ldentifier: 1-000- 1AMV Repart Program: SATELLITE  CI ldentifier: 1-000- LAIVEE Heperr
Test Report [d.a SAT-RP-001 Page: 1ol 2 Teat Heport [d.: SAT-RP-001 Poge: 2of 2
Test Report Sheet
s VERIFICATION DESCRIFTION:
Title: P | Propecties Test d - QUALIFICATION
d._;-l: $'|'\TTIFE:=|'-1 it ?L:f:;: ﬁ.,md The Requirement hkins been verified by n means of & test st syvetern livvel ae part
of tho physical Proparties Svstem Test which is combined with system mnss
Specficntion 1D: SAT-5PEC-001 laaRise: 1/ bugdget analyeis basd op e equipment test results

Specificntion Name: SATELLITE SYSTEM SPECIFICATION
Hequirement Mumber: 4.1

Fiequirement Header: Mass

Text nnd Verification Matrox:

The Satellite System shnll nod exceed 2 L

lﬁhxe

B _5¥ [ 35 { -

EE‘_‘}'- F‘ A |- VERIFICATION RESULTS:

!-"R}E‘:-IJ';HNGEI = - - Dy watellite masa 1.5 0ig line with the sxpected resulis. Verifeation success.
& . Tully chozed-nut,

10 HEADER STATUS

|*3wu=|xihu‘ G-MABS-T | Physical Propertios o Propared Tate Cheched! Date .hf\.’.hppw Tt
[Activiy Sheet: | A-4.1.2 Fhyeical Froperties [ [Mr One [Mr. Two M. Three
| Specafiention: BAT-T3-001 | Physical Properlies System 5 3 1 i
'Fg’:mum: BAT-PR-001_| Phyrical Properties Proeedure | -

Figure 6-9: Example of test report sheet

6.3.2 Analysis report (ARPT)

6.3.2.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.2. specifies that:

a. The Analysis report (ARPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board (VCB)
after analysis completion, within the time frame agreed with the customer.

b. The Analysis report (ARPT) shall be in conformance with the DRD in Annex Q of ECSS-
E-ST-10.

c. The supplier shall provide an Analysis report (ARPT) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.

d. An Analysis report (APRT) shall be provided for each Analysis verification task identified
in the VP.

NOTE The quoted annex above refers to the standard.

Analysis without verification objectives are out of scope the ECSS-E-ST-10-02 standard. But for
documentation simplification reasons the Analysis Report DRD has been kept at E-10 level with clear
identification in its content of the specific aspects linked to verification objectives.

The following considerations are therefore applicable to the Analysis Report version for Verification.
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The Analysis Report is prepared for each analysis corresponding to an analysis Activity Sheet of the
VP.

It contains proper evidence that the relevant requirements are verified and the indication of any
deviation.

It is an input to a verification report in the case of multi-method verification.

Its applicable documents are normally the product specification, the verification plan, the document
containing the analysis rules, the related standards (e.g. ECSS-E-ST-10-02) and any other documents
cross-referenced in the text to the extent indicated in the text .

Its reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this
handbook).

The requirement close-out may be summarized in a separate table to be prepared for each pertinent
requirement or group of requirements (see Figure 6-10).

Prograen: SATELLITE  CL lantifiar: 1-000- LATVIR Repeer | FProgram: SATELLITE  Cl ldenuifioe: 1-000-1AMNVBH Hepor
Teat Heport lil: SAT-RP-001 Fage: 1 of 2 Test Report Id.: SAT-HP-0HHN Pape: 2af 2

Amnalysis Report Shest
VERIFICATION DESCRIFTION:

Title: tnss Budget Analvsis Swagn: QUALIFICATION

Laweld; E¥YSTEM Stodus: Clesoil Tl Hequirement hae been verified by o mnss budget annlysis which evaluates
Lhi remstal iz alequipmend Tevel for the specified equipment bevel for the specilied

Speeilieation 1k SAT-5PEC-00 leefev: L/- eqqiaipinil and the Lol rosults st system bevel on the averall satellite in dry

Spevification Name: SATELLITE SYSTEM SFECIFICATION entrliticn itcleding the parts nod covered by o dedicated specification.

Hequirement Mumber: 2.1
Hevguirenment Header; Muask

Text nndd Verifieation Mnatrix

The Fatellite System shall ned exeeed 2 o

o0 T
E‘-"ﬂ'.' _|5Y S5 EQ| -
LIAL TA A il B 3
L - . - i
AL T | T 2 VERIFICATION RESULTS:
:_fj?--'»"'“fm - f- - 1- Hequirement successfally werified. Bry sotellite mas L5 @ Estimate averall
eriellite mass 1,98 1
o HEADER STATLS
Gircuplng: [ c-mMass-A | Msss Analysis 3 Prepeed Tta Chechod! Data ALV Appr/ Thate
pesxlip Liiee | 441 [ Wass Rnalysis o Mr. Dne M. Twe [ Hz. Thres |
Specilication: = = K 1L Ty LG I
Prossidairs; = o = n S

Figure 6-10: Example of an analysis report sheet

6.3.3 Review-of-design report (RRPT)

6.3.3.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.3 specifies that:

a. The Review-of-design report (RRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board
(VCB) after the Review-of-Design completion, within the time frame agreed with the
customer.
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b. The Review-of-design report (RRPT) shall be in conformance with the DRD in ECSS-E-

ST-10-02C Annex D.

c. The supplier shall provide a Review-of-design report (RRPT) for the reviews as agreed with
the customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G..

d. A Review-of-design report (RRPT) shall be provided for each Review-of-design verification
task identified in the VP.

NOTE The quoted annexes above refer to the standard.

The review-of-design report (RRPT) is prepared for each review-of-design task corresponding to a
review-of-design activity sheet of the VP. Its principal purpose is to provide the customer with the
evidence of satisfactory completion of review- of-design for verification close-out of the relevant
requirements. The review-of-design report can cover the activity relevant to the verification of several
requirements in the case that the event is unique (for example review-of-design performed during a
project design review).

It is an input to a verification report in the case of multi-method verification.

For each section of the DRD provided in ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex D, the requirements are recalled at
the beginning of the section. The quoted text is in italic. It is then followed by guidance whenever
considered relevant.

6.3.3.2 RRPT DRD explanation

6.3.3.2.1 Introduction

a. The RRPT shall contain a description of the purpose, objective, content and the reason
prompting its preparation.

b. Open issues, assumptions and constraints relevant to this document shall be stated and
described.
6.3.3.2.2 Applicable and reference documents

a. The RRPT shall list the applicable and reference documents in support to the generation of
the document.

The applicable documents are normally the product specification, the verification plan, the document
containing the review of design rules, the related standards (e.g. ECSS-E-ST-10-02) and any other
documents cross-referenced in the text to the extent indicated in the text.

The reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this

handbook).

6.3.3.2.3 Definitions and Abbreviations

a. The RRPT lists the applicable dictionary or glossary and the meaning of specific terms or
abbreviations utilized in the document with the relevant meaning.

6.3.3.24 Review-of-design summary
a. The RRPT describes the review-of-design activity in terms of method and procedures used.
6.3.3.2.5 Conclusions
a. The RRPT shall summarize
1. the review-of-design results, including
1. the list of the requirements to be verified (in correlation with the VCD),
2. traceability to used documentation,
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3. conformance or deviation including references and signature and date,
2. the comparison with the requirements and
3. the verification close-out judgment.

b. Open issues shall be clearly stated and described..

The requirement close-out may be summarized in a separate table to be prepared for each pertinent
requirement or group of requirements (see Figure 6-11).

Prograne SATELLITE O ldentifier: 1-0000- LAIVINE Report | | Progrnm: SBATELLITE Ol dentifler: 1-000- LATVIME fapor
RO Repart [d: SAT-RP-(d4 Page: Lol 2 ROD Report Id.: SAT-RP-001 Pajpe. 2 of 2

Review-of-Design Report Sheat
VERIFICATION DESCHRIFTION:

||::3;| E{fg"ﬂ:?,' Mo ece S0 EE?; EHEI.;_[HC'&TIGN The Requircment has been verified by u suitable combinaticn of HOD and

Inspection netivities at System Level based on ROD and [nspection resulis,
Bpecifioation [0 SAT-SFEC-004 IreBe: 1= roapect wely, ab3E and Equipmant levels. The Inspection is enrried cut on the
Specification Mame: SATELLITE SYSTEM SPECIFICATION wickiilical connector and the ROD i perfarmed an the interleces [IWG com-

Aequirement Mumber: 4.2 pared wilh Fig. 4.2-1
Hegquiromant Heador: Launchar Electrient Interfnees

Text aml Verifiealicn Matrix:

The Satellite Svatem Elscirical Interfac with the Laisscher slall bo in
ngreement with Fig. 4.2-1

Stage -?"l'_. 55 EqQ|- VERIFICATION RESULTS:
ﬁ(r-:r-‘:l-[- : :-H : A II The Review of the connectar Inferface Drawing 02 in comparison willy the

2 | i requirement of the Fig. 4.2-1 has been suceessfully performed, The Beguire-
PRE-LALINGH] I ment is sucoessfully verified.

n HEADER STATLUS
Grouping: G-ELIF-H | Electrical Iniorface C Preqparad Tt Checked’ Dute: ALV Appr. Date
Activil Cheot: A-4ET Elecizica] Tnterfnce [ Mr. One | Mr. Two
| Specilication: N = L L. =
Froced ures - - N
Figure 6-11: Example of review-of-design report sheet
6.3.4 Inspection report (IRPT)

6.3.4.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.4 specifies that:

a. The Inspection report (IRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board (VCB)
after the inspection completion, within the time frame agreed with the customer.

b. The Inspection report (IRPT) shall be in conformance with the DRD in Annex E.

c. The supplier shall provide an Inspection report (IRPT) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.

d. An Inspection report (IRPT) shall be provided for each Inspection verification task
identified in the VP.

NOTE  The quoted annexes above refer to the standard.
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The Inspection Report is prepared for each inspection verification task corresponding to an Inspection
Activity Sheet of the VP. The principal purpose is to provide the customer with the evidence of the
performed inspection activity in verification close-out of the relevant requirements. The inspection
report can cover the activity relevant to the verification of several requirements in case that the event
is unique (for example an inspection of several I/F requirements).

It is an input to a verification report in the case of multi-method verification.

For each section of the DRD provided in ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex E, the requirements are recalled at
the beginning of the section. The quoted text is in italic.

It is then followed by guidance whenever considered relevant.

6.3.4.2 IRPT DRD explanation

6.3.4.2.1 Introduction

a. The IRPT shall contain a description of the purpose, objective, content and the reason
prompting its preparation.

b. Open issues, assumptions and constraints relevant to this document shall be stated and
described.

6.3.4.2.2 Applicable and reference documents

a. The IRPT shall list the applicable and reference documents in support to the generation of
the document.

The applicable documents are normally the product specification, the verification plan, the document
containing the inspection rules, the related standards (e.g. ECSS-E-ST-10-02) and any other documents
cross-referenced in the text to the extent indicated in the text.

The reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this
handbook).

6.3.4.2.3 Definitions and Abbreviations

a. The IRPT shall list the applicable dictionary or glossary and the meaning of specific terms
or abbreviations utilized in the document with the relevant meaning.

6.3.4.2.4 Inspection summary

a. The IRPT shall describe the product configuration data of the inspected item.

6.3.4.2.5 Conclusions

a. The IRPT shall summarize:

1. inspection results, including:

a the list of the requirements to be verified (in correlation with the VCD),

b traceability to used documentation,

[ inspection event location and date,

d expected finding,

e conformance or deviation including proper references and signature and date,
2. comparison with the requirements, and
3. verification close-out judgement.

b. Open issues shall be clearly stated and described

The requirement close-out may be summarized in a separate table to be prepared for each pertinent
requirement or group of requirements (see Figure 6-12).
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Figure 6-12: Example of an inspection report sheet

6.3.5 Verification report (VRPT)

6.3.5.1 General
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.5 specifies that:

a. The supplier shall prepare a Verification report (VRPT) when more than one of the defined
verification methods are utilized to verify a requirement or a specific set of requirements.
b. The Verification report (VRPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex F.

c. The Verification report (VRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board (VCB)
after the completion of the last contributing verification activities, within the time frame
agreed with the customer.

d. The supplier shall provide a Verification report (VRPT), for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.
NOTE  The quoted annexes above refer to the standard.

The VRPT reports the approach followed and how the verification methods were combined to achieve
the verification objectives. The verification report can cover the verification of several requirements.

The VRPT is prepared on the basis of the initial Verification Control Document (VCD) and the
associated Verification Plan (VP), considering the results of the relevant test, analysis,
review-of-design and inspection reports.

76




/ E m/ ECSS-E-HB-10-02A
17 December 2010

For each section of the DRD provided in ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex F, the requirements are recalled at
the beginning of the section. The quoted text is in italic. It is then followed by guidance whenever
considered relevant.

6.3.6 VRPT DRD explanation

6.3.6.1.1 Introduction

a. The VRPT shall contain a description of the purpose, objective, content and the reason
prompting its preparation.

b. Open issues, assumptions and constraint relevant to this document shall be stated and
described.
6.3.6.1.2 Applicable and reference documents

a. The VRPT shall list the applicable and reference documents in support to the generation of
the document.

The applicable documents are normally the product specification, the verification plan, the related
standards (e.g. ECSS-E-ST-10-02), all the elementary reports (i.e. test, analysis, review of design and
inspection) used to build this report and any other documents cross-referenced in the text to the extent
indicated in the text.

The reference documents provide additional information to the authors and readers (e.g. this
handbook).

6.3.6.1.3 Definitions and Abbreviations
a. The VRPT shall list the applicable dictionary or glossary and the meaning of specific terms
or abbreviations utilized in the document with the relevant meaning Verification subject.
6.3.6.1.4 Verification results

a. The VRPT shall describe the verification approach, the associated problems and results with
reference to the relevant test, analysis, review-of-design and inspection reports.

b. The VRPT shall identify the deviations from the verification plan.

6.3.6.1.5 Conclusions
a. The VRPT shall list the requirements to be verified (in correlation with the VCD).

b. The VRPT shall summarize verification results, the comparison with the requirements and
the verification close-out judgement.

c. Open issues shall be clearly stated and described.

The requirement close-out may be summarized in a separate table to be prepared for each pertinent
requirement or group of requirements (see Figure 6-13).
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Program: SATELLITE CI Identifier: 1-001-01AIVDB Report

Ver. Report Id.: sat-rp-006 Page: 1 of 1

Verification Report Sheet

Title: MASS Stage: QUALIFICATION
Level: System Status: Closed
Specification ID: SAT-SPEC-001 Iss/Rev: 1/-

Specification Name: Satellite System Specification

Requirement Number: 4.1 Methods: T, A
Requirement Header: Mass

VERIFICATION DESCRIPTION:

The requirement has been verified at system level by means of a combination
of Test and Analysis as described in the attached Test and Analysis Report
Sheets (included in the respective reports: SAT-RP-001 and SAT-RP-002)

VERIFICATION RESULTS:

The Verification has been successfully completed, dry satellite mass 1,5 Tons,
estimated overall satellite mass through analysis 1,9 Tons.

!BELOW ONLY PAPER PART TO BE WRITTEN BY THE USERS!

Prepared /Date Checked/ Date AlV Appr./ Date
Mr. One Mr. Two Mr. Three

Figure 6-13: Example of verification report sheet

6.3.7 Other verification execution and reporting Document

6.3.7.1 Test Specification (TSPE)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.6 specifies that:

a. The supplier shall provide the Test specifications (TSPE) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.
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b. The Test specifications (TSPE) shall be in conformance with the DRD in Annex B of
ECSS-E-ST-10-03.
NOTE  The quoted annex above refers to the standard.

An example is given in the corresponding handbook (ECSS-E-HB-10-03).

The test specification is prepared for each test corresponding to a VP or AITP Test Activity Sheet with
the objective to detail the test requirements for special purposes (e.g. to interface with a test facility).
The test specification reflects an intermediate step in the test process definition between the overall
planning (VP or AITP) and the specific test procedure(s).

The test specification contains the specific test activity objectives, the selected approach, the article
configuration, the set-up description, the necessary GSE, the equipment and instrumentation, the
conditions for the activity, the required facilities, the sequence of activities with the detailed
verification requirements, the success criteria, the organization and responsibilities, the involved
documentation, the relationship with product assurance activities, the schedule.

If agreed with the customer, the test specification may be combined with the AIT or the AIV plan. This
normally depends on the actual project requirements.

6.3.7.2 Test Procedures (TPRO)
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.6 specifies that:

c The Test procedures shall be in conformance with the DRD in Annex D of ECSS-E-ST-10-
03.

d. The supplier shall provide the Test procedures (TPRO) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer

Note:  Guidelines are provided in Annex G.
NOTE The quoted annex above refers to the standard
An example is given in the corresponding handbook (ECSS-E-HB-10-03).

The test procedure provides detailed step-by-step instructions for conducting test activities in
agreement with the test specification. The test procedure contains the activity objective, the applicable
documents, the references to the relevant test specification, the participants required, the article &
tools configuration list and the step-by-step procedures.

The Test Specification can include the Test Procedures (e.g. when the procedure is simple).

6.3.7.3 Miscellaneous
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.3.2.6 specifies that:

e. The rules for the analysis, inspection and review of design shall be defined in writing before
their execution.

Note:  For example, analysis, inspection or review of design procedures.

These rules can be stated in self standing documents (e.g. procedures) or embedded in the VP.

6.3.7.3.1 Analysis Procedure

This document should contain at least the following information:
a. requirements to be verified by this analysis

b. analytical tool to be used (SW programme)

C. short analytical model definition
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d source of input data (e.g. test reports, assumptions, drawings,...)

6.3.7.3.2 Inspection Procedure
This document should contain at least the following information:
a. requirements to be verified by this inspection

b. product to be inspected

c. inspection method and required tools (if any)
d. when the inspection is performed (e.g. before, during or after integration)
6.3.7.3.3 Review of Design Procedure

This document should contain at least the following information:

a. requirements to be verified by this review
b. documents to be reviewed (e.g. drawings, diagrams, manuals,..)
6.3.7.3.4 Additional documentation

In addition, the following documents are usually part of the verification process to provide
traceability and event record:

a. test configuration lists (TCL);
b. end-item data packages (EIDP);

C. logbooks (including work items and deviation work items);

d. non-conformance reports (NCR);

e. request for waivers (RFW);

f. manuals, simulation plans and verification tools documentation.
6.3.8 Other close-out documents

ECSS-E-ST-10-02C clause 5.4.4.2 specifies that:

a. The supplier shall make available to the customer for consultation the evidences mentioned
in the VCD in addition to the deliverable reports.

The VCD is a summary document containing references to deliverable and not deliverable
documentation.

In this second case the customer has normally the right to access the necessary documentation for
consultation purposes.
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Annex A
Verification documents delivery per review

ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Annex G (informative) states that:

The verification documents are delivered by the supplier to the customer at each review either for
information or for approval, with the identified maturity, as per table G-1.

Note:  This implies that the DRD template can be adopted, but not followed.
NOTE The quoted annex and table above refer to the standard.

Before an ITT, the customer should tailor this table to the specificities of the project, level and product
to allow proper cost estimate by the supplier.

During the working arrangements negotiation, an agreement should be finalised between the
customer and the supplier on the tailoring of this table.

This table intends to cover the overall system as well as the space and ground segments However,
when the standard is applied at a level below the overall system, some reviews are generally not
relevant (e.g. ORR, FRR, LRR and CRR).

Depending of the product characteristics, some documents may be combined to reduce costs or even
ignored if not relevant.

The requirement and design reviews may be simplified or even suppressed depending upon the
product maturity, e.g. when a product is already existing or even “off the shelf”.

Some document are mentioned for a given review for programmatic purpose (e.g. VP at PRR) to
prepare the proposal of the following phase.

Pure software products have to follow the deliverable list of ECSS-E-ST-40.

ECSS-E-ST-10 also mention requirement traceability and justification activities starting in phase A
which are sometimes called verification but are out of the scope of this standard.
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Annex B
Verification Standard Tailoring

When viewed from the perspective of a specific project context, the requirements defined in the
Standard should be tailored to match the genuine requirements of a particular profile and
circumstances of a project (e.g. space element, ground segment, launcher, overall system or lower
level product). It is normally done under the customer responsibility, before business agreement
award, even if the supplier may provide contribution during the proposal phase.

NOTE Tailoring is a process by which individual requirements of
specifications, standards and related documents are evaluated, and
made applicable to a specific project by selection, and in some
exceptional cases, modification of existing or addition of new
requirements.

The following table indicates in which circumstances the standard should be tailored:

—  According to the mission/product type (e.g. Commercial Application Satellite, Scientific
Interplanetary probe, Habitable space infrastructure, transportation system, etc.)

—  According to the phase of the mission (e.g. phase A,B, C, D, E, F)
—  According to the product verification level (e.g. system, subsystem, equipment)
The following table gives also examples for the tailoring of the standard for specific products such as:
—  Alower level product without software (e.g. hardware equipment).
—  Alower level pure software product.

— A space element (e.g. commercial or scientific satellite) or a major subset of it (e.g.
payload, platform).

— A satellite ground support equipment (GSE).
—  Anexpendable launcher.
— A ground segment or a major constituent of it.

—  Anoverall system (satellites plus ground segments).

In the table a YES means that tailoring is possible according to the projects and products
characteristics, while a NO indicates that the requirements should not be tailored.
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Table B-1: Tailoring guidelines and some examples per product type
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Verification Requirement - Specific product type
o
% g z E E E e E T E|= &
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5.1 VERIFICATION PROCESS
a. The verification process shall demonstrates that the deliverable product meets the
specified customer requirements and is capable of sustaining its operational role through:
1. Verification planning; No No [ No | No [No | No |No [No | No | No
2. Verification execution and reporting;
3. Verification control and close-out.
5.2 VERIFICATION PLANNING
5.2.2 Verification methods
5.2.2.1 General
a. Verification shall be accomplished by one or more of the following verification methods:
1. test (including demonstration);
2. analysis (including similarity); No No [ No | No [No | No |No [No | No | No
3. review-of-design;
4. inspection.
b. All safety critical functions shall be verified by test. No No |[No |No |No [No | No | No |No | No
c. Verification of software shall include testing in the target hardware environment. No No | No |No | No |No |No |No |No | No
d. For each requirement verified only by analysis or review-of-design, assessment analysis
(part of the VP) shall be conducted to determine the level (major/minor) of the impactof | Yes | Yes | No | No | No |No | Yes | No | Yes | No
this requirement on the mission
e. If the impact of the requirement is major, a risk mitigation plan (part of the VP) shall be
defined which includes, a cross check based on two independent analyses (in terms of Yes | Yes [ No | No |No | No | Yes | No | Yes | No
model used and suppliers)
5.2.2.2 Test
a. Verification by test shall consist of measuring product performance and functions under | No ‘ No ‘ No I No ‘ No ‘ No ‘ No | No | No ‘ No
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ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Verification Requirement

Specific product type
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representative simulated environments.
b. The ana}lys1s of d'ata derived from testing shall be an integral part of the test and the No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
results included in the test report.
c. When the test objectives. include the demonstration of qualitative operational No No | No INo | No [ No | No [ No | No | No
performance the execution shall be observed and results recorded.
d A tes‘t programme'shall.be prepared for each product in compliance with test ves | No INo INo | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No
requirements specified in ECSS-E-ST-10-03.
e. The test programme shall be coordinated with the integration flow. No No |yes | Yes |[No | No |No | No | No | No
f. Tests performed as part of the integration flow to check quality and status of the in-
progress configuration (including interfaces), having a formal verification purpose, shall | No No |yes | Yes | No | No | No |No | No | No
be included in the test programme.
g. The test programme shall be defined in the Assembly, Integration and Test plan (AITP). Yes | No |yes | Yes | Yes | No | No | No | No | No
5.2.2.3 Analysis
a. Verification by analysis shall consist of performing theoretical or empirical evaluation
using techniques agreed Wlth the Custcomer. . o . . No No | No Ino | Ne | No | No | No | No | No
NOTE Techniques comprise systematic, statistical and qualitative design
analysis, modelling and computational simulation.
b. Verification by similarity shall be part of the verification by analysis. No No | No |No | No | No |No |No |No | No
c. Similarity analysis shall provide evidence that an already qualified product fulfils the
following criteria:
1. The already qualified product was not qualified by similarity.
2. The product to be verified belongs to category A or to category B (defined in Table1) | Yes |No |[No | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | Yes
but no testing is required to achieve qualification.
NOTE Implicitly the product to be verified cannot belong to categories C and
D equipment (defined in Table 5-1).
d. Similarity analysis shall define differences that can dictate complementary verification ves | No INo INo | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | Yes

activities.
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ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Verification Requirement

Specific product type
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e. An analysis programme shall be defined in the Verification Plan (VP). No No |[No |No |No [No |No |No |No | No
f. An analysis programme shall be applicable to qualification and in-orbit stages only. No No |No |No |No [No | No | No |No | No
5.2.2.4 Review-of-design
a. Verification by Review-of design (ROD) shall consist of using approved records or
evidence (e.g. design documents, and reports, technical descriptions, engineering
drawings) that unambiguously show that the requirement is met. No No |No | No | No | No |[No |No |No | No
NOTE: Examples of such approved records are design documents and
reports, technical descriptions, and engineering drawings.
b. A review-of-design programme shall be defined in the Verification Plan (VP). No No |[No |No |No [No |No |No |No | No
c A re_v1ew-.0f-des1gn programme shall only be applicable in the qualification stage or in No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
the in-orbit stage.
5.2.2.5 Inspection
a. Verification by inspection shall consist of visual determination of physical characteristics.
NOTE: Physical characteristics include constructional features, hardware
conformance to document drawing or workmanship requirements, No No [ No | No [ No | No |No [No | No | No
physical conditions, software source code conformance with coding
standards.
b. An inspection programme shall be defined in the Verification Plan (VP). No No |No |No | No |No | No |No | No | No
5.2.3 Verification levels
a. Verification s'hall t?e accomplished through the selected verification levels. NOTE: Usual No No | No INo | No [ No [ No | No | No | No
levels are defined in 4.2.3
b. Wh.efl a }"eqmr.ement is fully V'erlfle‘d. at lower level, the traceability to lower level No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
verification evidence shall be identified.
c. Formal close—oujc of qualification and acceptance at lower levels shall be performed prior No No | No INo | No [ No | No | No | No | No
to close-out at higher level.
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5.2.4 Verification stages
5.2.4.1 General
a. Verification shall be accomplished through the selection of the appropriate stages on the
basis of project specificity from the following:
1.  qualification,
2. acceptance, Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
3. pre-launch,
4. in-orbit (including commissioning),
5. post-landing.
b. Qualification, acceptance and pre-launch stages shall be completed before launch. No No | No |No | No | No |No |No | No | No
c. When th.e Verlflcatl‘orT programme includes an in-orbit stage, the verification shall not rely No No | No INo | No INo I No | No | No | No
only on in-orbit activities.
d. When the V(i‘.rlfICat.lOn programme 1nc1ude.s a pos.t l.a.ndmg stage, the verification shall not No No | No INo |No I No [ No | No | No | No
rely only or in-orbit activities or post landing activities.
5.2.4.2 Qualification
a. In the' qualification stage:* the Ver1f1c'at10n shall demonstrate that the design, including No No | No INo | No [ No | No | No | No | No
margins, meets the applicable requirements.
b. Quahflc?tlon shal‘l be Ca.rrle'd-out on hardv_vare and s9ftware Whlch is representative of No No | No INo I No | No INo | No | No | No
the end item configuration in terms of design, materials, tooling and methods.
c. The qualification programme shall be prepared considering the product category
according to heritage as defined in Table 5-1 of the standard “Product categories Yes No [ No | No |Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | Yes
according to heritage”
5.2.4.3 Acceptance
5.2.4.3.1 General
a. In the acceptance stage the verification shall demonstrate that the product is free of No No | No INo | No | No I'No | No | No | No

workmanship errors and is ready for subsequent operational use.
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b. Acceptance shall be carried-out on the final hardware and software No No |[No |No |No [No | No |No |No | No
5.2.4.3.2 Acceptable article
a. The acceptance article shall be manufactured in agreement with the qualified design. No No | No |No | No | No |No |No |No | No
b. The acceptance article shall perform as the qualified product. No No [No |No |[No |[No |No | No |No | No
5.2.4.4 Pre-launch
a. In the pre-launch stage the verification shall demonstrate that the product is properly
configured for launch act1v1t1e§ ‘and‘early operatlF)ns ' Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | Yes
b. In the pre-launch stage the verification shall confirm that the product is capable of
functioning as planned during launch and early operations.
5.2.4.5 In-orbit
a. In the in-orbit sta'ge the Ver1f1cat'10n. sha‘ll ensure no degradation .o.ccurred c.iurmg the Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | No | No
launch, early orbit phase, at periodical intervals and before specific operational use.
b. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall supplement/confirm ground verification by
providing operating conditions which cannot be fully or cost effectively duplicated or Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | No | No
simulated on ground.
c. In thc.e ¥n—orb1t sta}ge the verification shall characterize the system under operational Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | No | No
conditions especially for the aspects that cannot be determined before the launch
d. In the 1r‘1—orb1t. stage the verification shall confirm that the space and ground elements are ves | No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | No | No
compatible with each other
e. In the in-orbit stage the verification shall perform calibration and tuning activities specific
to the mission payload .
NOTE: The working arrangement between the elements suppliers (e.g.
satellite, ground segment) and the final customer defines the shareof | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | No | No

responsibilities for preparing, conducting and reporting the in orbit -
commissioning activities. The completion of this stage allows
declaring readiness for routine operations (Phase E2-exploitation).

87



[EY

ECSS-E-HB-10-02A

17 December 2010
ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Verification Requirement - Specific product type
]
=) v — 3 g =
o] c 2] )] -— (3] -— —_
- R BN R
A » [ - o S |9 2| m g |2 g8 &
sE| 5| 8| & &|&8 2| B |8 Pz
aZ| al aleo| & |ag O 4|0 20n
5.2.4.6 Post-landing
a. The verification in the p(')st‘-landlng stage shall address the product integrity and Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
performance after the mission.
b. In case the product is intended to be re-launched the verification shall address:
1. ahealth check, at periodical intervals agreed with the customer, during storage
periods; Yes No | No | No |Yes | No | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
2. the product performance after modification, repair or replacement;
3. thereadiness for reuse.
5.2.5 Models
a. The model philosophy shall be defined as part of the overall verification planning. | No ‘ No ‘ No I No ‘ No ‘ No ‘ No | No | No ‘ No
5.2.6 Verification tools
5.2.6.1 General
a. .Tools. t.o be used to support the implementation of the verification process shall be No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
identified.
b. All verification tools shall be verified for their intended use. No No | No |No | No |[No | No | No |No | No
c. The degree of verification applied to tools used to support the verification programme
shall be established. : : : e No |[No |[No |No |[No |[No |No |No |No |No
NOTE: This requirement does not imply that formal verification is performed
for the verification tools (e.g. tools of common use).
d. Forn.m.l Verlﬁca’gon proc'edures shall be established and applied to tools which are No No | No INo I No [ No [ No | No | No | No
specified as deliverable items.
5.2.6.2 Ground Support Equipment (GSE)
a. All G.rf)und Support E'qmpment (G.SE) shall be verified under expected environmental Yes | No | No |No | Yes | No | No | No | Yes | Yes
conditions and operational constraints.
b. The Compatlblht}_/ of the mterfaces_o_f the Ground Support Equipment (GSE) with flight ves | No INo INo | Yes | No | No | No | Yes | Yes
products and facilities shall be verified by test.

88



|[EY

ECSS-E-HB-10-02A
17 December 2010

ECSS-E-ST-10-02C Verification Requirement

Specific product type

]
=) v — 3 g =
o] c 2] )] -— (3] -— —_
- R BN R
A » [ - o S |9 2| m g |2 g8 &
52| 8| 8| & 2|83 2| § |8 92 Y
aZ| al aleo| & |ag O 4|0 20n
c. The prevention of damage on the flight product due to Ground Support Equipment
(GSE) failure shall be verified.
Y No [ No | No |Y No | No |No |Y Y
NOTE: For hazards to personnel, flight hardware, facilities and environments € © © © € © © © €S
related to GSE, see ECSS-Q-ST-40.
d. Grouer. Support Eq}llpment (GSE) that is modified or used in a new application shall be ves | No INo INo | Yes | No | No | No | Yes | Yes
re-verified or re-validated.
5.2.6.3 Software validation facility (SVF)
a. The SVF shall be verified by comparing the p.erformance of tl'}e simulation models with Yes No | Yes | Yes | No | No | Yes | No | Yes | Yes
the actual performance of the product or environment to be simulated.
. flighth 1§ imul he SVF shall be finall ifi i
b. flight hardware or software product sunu.ated by the SVF shall be finally verified against ves | No | Yes | Yes | No | No | Yes | No | Yes | Yes
the measured performance of the actual flight product.
5.2.6.4 Simulators
a. Simulators shall be verified to demonstrate that the simulator characteristics are
representative of the simulated product to the extent required for the verification to be No No [ No | No [No | No |No [No | No | No
supported.
5.2.6.5 Software tools for verification by analysis
a. Sultablllty of Prev.lously validated analytical software tools shall be assessed for the No No | No INo |No INo [ No | No | No | No
intended application.
b. No.n-vahdated analytical software tools shall be subjected to a validation process prior to No No | No INo | No INo | No | No | No | No
their use.
5.2.6.6 Integration & test facilities and test tools
a. The capability of the integration & test facilities and test tools to perform their intended
function in terms of performance and calibration shall be verified as part of the overall No No | No INo I No | No I No | No | No | No

integration and test process.
NOTE: See ECSS-Q-ST-20-07 for test facilities.
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5.2.7 Verification process phasing
a. The verification process shall be phased with the project life cycle, in accordance with No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
ECSS-M-ST-10.
b. Verification plannmg to assess feasibility and support programmatics shall start in the No Yes | No I No | No INo | No | No | No | No
early phase (e.g. during phase A).
c. The preliminary verification planning shall cover all products and requirements by the No Yes | No I no INo [ No | No | No | No | No
end of phase B.
d. Ver'1f'1cat'10n planning shall be com}?leted 'by' the en'd of Phase.z C NQTE: Covering all' No vYes | No I No | No I No [ No | No | No | No
verification stages e.g. pre-launch, in-orbit (including commissioning) and post landing.
e. Verllflcat.lon executlor} and reporting shall be incrementally carried out through the No vYes | No INo | No I No | No | No | No | No
project life cycle starting from phase C.
f. Ver1f1cat101.1 control shall start with the initial issue of the verification control document No Yes | No I No | No I No | No | No | No | No
(VCD) during phase B.
g. Verification close out status shall be assessed and approved by the customer for each
product at the end of each st'a‘ge. . - No Yes | No I No | No | No | No | No | No | No
NOTE: E.g. qualification close out status at the end of the qualification stage
during the Qualification Review (QR).
5.2.8 Verification planning documents
5.2.8.1 Verification plan (VP)
a. The supplier shall provide a Verification plan (VP) for the reviews as agreed with the
customer Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
b. The contents of the Verification plan (VP) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex A. No No |No | No |No [No |No |No |No | No
5.2.8.2 Verification Control Document (VCD)
. Th lier shall i ificati 1D D) for th i
a e supplier shall provide a Verification Control Document (VCD) for the reviews as Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

agreed with the customer
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NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
b. The contents (?f the initial 1‘ssue of the Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be in No No | No INo I No | No INo | No | No | No
accordance with the DRD in Annex B
5.2.8.3 Other verification planning Document
a. The supplier shall provide the AITP for the reviews as agreed with the customer
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G. The Assembly, Integration and Test plan Yes No | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
(AITP) shall follow the DRD defined in ECSS-E-ST-10-03.
b. g’}rlell()%zzembly, Integration and Test plan (AITP) shall follow the DRD defined in ECSS-E- No No | No I'No I No [ No [ No | No | No | No
5.3 VERIFICATION EXECUTION AND REPORTING
5.3.1 General
a. The supplier shall assign clear responsibility for the implementation of the verification No No | No I'No | No [ No | No | No | No | No
programme.
b. The requirements for the test preparation and execution including Test Readiness Review
(TRR) and Post Test Review (PTR) shall be as per ECSS-E-ST-10-03. Yes No | No fNo | Yes | No | Yes | Yes | Yes | No
c. When nonconformity is detected during the verification process, a Nonconformance
Report (NCR), in conformance with Annex A of ECSS-Q-ST-10-09, shall be raised and No No | No | No |No |No |No |No | No | No
processed according to ECSS-Q-ST-20
d. The verification results shall be recorded by the supplier in reports for review by the
Verification Control Board (VCB) through the VCD. No No | No | No | No | No | No | No No ) No
5.3.2 Verification execution and reporting documentation
5.3.2.1 Test report (TRPT)
a. The test report (TRPT? s}'1all be éubrmtted to the Ver'lﬁcatlon Control Board (VCB) after No No | No INo [ No [ No [ No | No | No | No
the test completion within the time frame agreed with the customer.
b. The content of the Test report (TRPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex C. No No | No | No |No |No |No |No | No | No
c. The supplier shall provide the Test reports (TRPT), for the reviews as agreed with the Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
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customer
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
d. A Test Report (TRPT) shall be provided for each Test Verification Task as identified in the No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
VP or AITP
5.3.2.2 Analysis report (ARPT)
a. The Analysis rePort (ARP'T) sha.ll l.)e subITutted to the Verlflca_tlon Control Board (VCB) No No | No INo [ No | No I No | No | No | No
after the analysis completion within the time frame agreed with the customer.
b. The Analysis report (ARPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in ECSS E-ST-10C Annex Q. | No No [No | No |No | No |No | No |[No | No
c. The supplier shall provide an Analysis report (ARPT), for the reviews as agreed with the
customer Yes Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
d. é;Analyms Report (ARPT) shall be provided for each Analysis Task as identified in the No No | No INo | No [ No | No | No | No | No
5.3.2.3 Review-of-design report (RRPT)
a. The Review-of-design report (RRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board
(VCB) after the review-of-design completion within the time frame agreed with the No No | No | No |No |No |No |No | No | No
customer.
b. The Review-of-design report (RRPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex D. No No | No |No | No |[No | No | No |No | No
c. The supplier shall provide a Review-of-design report (RRPT), for the reviews as agreed
with the customer Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
d. A Re\'/1'ew-'of-Des1gn Report (RRPT) shall be provided for each Review of Design Task as No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
identified in the VP
5.3.2.4 Inspection report (IRPT)
a. The Inspection report (IRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board (VCB) No No | No INo [ No | No INo | No | No | No

after inspection completion within the time frame agreed with the customer.
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b. The Inspection report (IRPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex E. No No |[No |No |No [No |No | No |No | No
c. The supplier shall provide an Inspection report (IRPT), for the reviews as agreed with the
customer Yes Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G
d. An In%s.pecflon Report (IRPT) shall be provided for each Inspection Verification Task as No No | No INo | No [ No | No [ No | No | No
identified in the VP
5.3.2.5 Verification report (VRPT)
a. The supplier shall prepare a Verification report (VRPT) when more than one of the
defined verification methods are utilized to verify a requirement or a specific set of No No |No | No |No | No [No |No |No | No
requirements.
b. The Verification report (VRPT) shall be in accordance with the DRD in Annex F. No No |No |No | No [No |No |No |No | No
c. The Verification report (VRPT) shall be submitted to the Verification Control Board
(VCB) after the completion of the last contributing verification activities within the time No No | Yes | No | No | No |No [No | No | No
frame agreed with the customer.
d. The supplier shall provide a Verification report (VRPT), for the reviews as agreed with
the customer Yes Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G
5.3.2.6 Other verification execution and reporting Document
a. The supplier shall provide the Test specifications (TSPE) for the reviews as agreed with
the customer Yes Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
b. Z?Egggf E{:)Sei:fllg_a(;c;(‘)ns (TSPE) shall be in conformance with the DRD defined in Annex B No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
c. The Test procedures shall be in conformance with the DRD defined in Annex D of ECSS- No No | No INo I No [ No [ No | No | No | No
E-S5T-10-03.
d. The supplier shall provide the Test procedures (TPRO) for the reviews as agreed with the | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
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customer
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
e. The rules for the analysis, inspection and review of design shall be defined in writing
before their execution. No No | No | No |No |No |No |No | No | No
NOTE: For example, analysis, inspection or review of design procedures.
5.4 VERIFICATION CONTROL AND CLOSE-OUT
5.4.1 General
a. The implementation of the verification process shall be controlled by the Verification No No | No INo | No [ No | No | No | No | No
Control Board (VCB).
b. The verification process control shall be supported by a computer based verification No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
database.
c. The VerlfIC.athl’l database shall be delivered to the customer in an electronic form to be No No | No INo I No [ No [ No | No | No | No
agreed with the customer
d. The supplier shall provide to the customer verification evidence for the customer’s
applicable requirements agreed to be verified, independently from the level where No No | No | No [ No | No |No |No |No | No
verification has been accomplished.
5.4.2 Verification control board (VCB)
a. A Verification Control Board (VCB), with participation of customer and supplier
representatives, shall be established to incrementally assess the achievements and the
status of the verification process. No No [ No | No [No | No |No [No | No | No
NOTE: The VCB is set-up in relation to the complexity and the extents of the
verification activities.
b. The verification process shall be considered completed when the Verification Control
Board (VCB) confirms that:
1 documented evidence is recorded in the VCD, No No | No | No |No [No |No | No | No | No

2. identified requirements have been verified
3. associated product verification objectives are reached
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c. The coT1clu51ons of the VCB shall be submitted for approval to the customer’s contractual No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No
authority.
d. The Verification Control Board (VCB) shall assess the verification status with a
periodicity agreed with the customer, along the project life cycle.
N No | N N N N N N N N
NOTE: The results of the VCB are at least presented on the occasions of project © © © © © © © © © ©
reviews as defined in ECSS-M-ST-10.
e. The Verification Control Board (VCB) shall endorse the final issue of the Verification No No | No INo |No I No [ No | No | No | No
Control Document (VCD).
5.4.3 Re-verification
a. The extent of the re-verification to be performed shall be determined by Supplier and
agreed with the customer, in the following cases:
1. failure and repair as decided by Non-conformance Review Board (NRB);
2. 1 d di bl demating;
P ar.me 1sasse.m y or eema 1n.g, No No | No |No |[No |No |No |No |No | No
3. refurbishment, maintenance or design changes;
4.  changes of requirements after initial verification;
5. long duration storage;
6. flight use of qualification hardware.
b. The Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be updated by the supplier to record as
open, those requirements subject to re-verification until this is performed and closeout No No [ No | No [No | No |No [No | No | No
agreed by the customer.
5.4.4 Verification control and close-out documentation
5.4.4.1 Verification Control Document (VCD)
. Th f th 1 ificati 1D D) shall be i
a e content 0. the comp e’fed Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be in No No | No INo [ No [ No | No | No | No | No
accordance with the DRD in Annex B.
b. ;Ig;:oiltlppher shall update the Verification database within one week of the approval of a No Yes | Yes | No | No | No | No | No | No | No
c. The intermediate issues of the Verification Control Document (VCD), reflecting the No No |No |No |No [No |No |No |No | No
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current status of the verification database, shall be made available to the Verification
Control Board (VCB) upon request.
d. The intermediate issues of the Verification Control Document (VCD), reflecting the
current V(.erlﬁcatlon and compliance status, shall be delivered at each formal review as Yes | Yes | Yes | Yos | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
agreed with the customer
NOTE: Guidelines are in Annex G.
e. The final issue of the Verification Control Document (VCD) shall be submitted to the
Verification Control Board (VCB) after the approval of the last report within the time No No | No | No [ No | No |No | No | No | No
frame agreed with the customer.
5.4.4.2 Other close-out documents
a. The supplier shall make available to the customer for consultation the evidences No No | No INo | No I No [ No | No | No | No

mentioned in the VCD in addition to the deliverable reports.
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