
KINETIC FIELD SOLUTIONS 

01 / ASSESSMENT SCOPE 

What was assessed &  

what was not. 
This excerpt is derived from a completed independent KFS assessment.  
The assessment boundary is stated explicitly so that conclusions are read in the context of 

the evidence that supports them. 

EVALUATION QUESTION 

Is the system practically usable, supportable and 

sustainable under realistic operational conditions? 

ASSESSMENT LOCATION 

Ukraine / remote review.  

Specific location withheld in this public excerpt. 

EVIDENCE USED 

Documentation review; operator interviews; field 

evaluation; prior hands-on operational experience with 

the assessed system. 

MANUFACTURER PARTICIPATION 

None.  

The assessment was performed independently. 

NOT INCLUDED 

Product demonstration; engineering interviews;  

training review; reassessment. 

BOUNDARY 

The assessment does not replace formal certification, 

safety testing, engineering verification or authorized 

military testing. 

 

SANITIZATION NOTE 

Manufacturer name, product name, detailed configuration, identifying imagery and 

selected configuration-specific findings have been withheld or generalized.  

The assessment logic, domain structure and sample findings shown here are retained from 

the completed assessment. 
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02 / ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK 

Ten domains.  

One readiness question. 
KFS examines whether a system can be practically used, supported and sustained - not simply 

whether it can perform its headline technical function. 

01   Mission Fit 06   Interoperability 

02   Operator Usability 07   Logistics Footprint 

03   Training Burden 08   Environmental Robustness 

04   Deployment Burden 09   Supportability 

05   Maintainability 10   Feedback Responsiveness 

The assessment is intended to identify 

Strengths 
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gaps 
Unnecessary 

complexity 
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Maintenance 
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Support  
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Engineering 
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further 
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03 / EVIDENCE & DECISION LOGIC 

Scores are not conclusions  

without evidence. 
The assessment separates readiness score, evidence strength and finding priority so that a low score, a weakly 

supported concern and a high-confidence operational problem are not treated as the same thing. 

READINESS SCORE 

5 STRONG FIELD READINESS 
Requirement satisfied with minimal operational 

friction. 

4 FIELD READY 
Generally suitable for operational use; minor 

improvement may increase effectiveness. 

3 USABLE WITH LIMITATIONS 
Intended function is achievable, but identifiable 

limitations create additional burden. 

2 MAJOR READINESS GAP 
Limitation materially reduces usability, reliability, 

sustainability or adoption. 

1 CRITICAL READINESS GAP Limitation can prevent effective or sustainable use. 

EVIDENCE LEVEL 

E0 

NO EVIDENCE 

E1 

MANUFACTURER 

CLAIM 

E2 

DOCUMENTED 

E3 

DEMONSTRATED 

E4 

REPEATED  

OPERATIONAL 

EVIDENCE 

FINDING PRIORITY 

P1 CRITICAL 
Immediate attention; can prevent meaningful use 

or seriously undermine readiness. 

P2 MAJOR 
Materially affects field performance, sustainability 

or adoption. 

P3 MODERATE Creates recurring friction or unnecessary burden. 

P4 OPTIMIZATION 
Useful improvement, but not currently a major 

readiness limitation. 
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04 / SAMPLE DOMAIN 

Mission Fit 
Core question: Does the system solve a real, relevant and sufficiently important user problem? 

Domain Score 3.9 / 5 

CRITERION SELECTED CHECK SCORE EVIDENCE 

MF-01 Problem Definition 5 / 5 E4 

MF-03 Current Relevance 3 / 5 E3 

MF-07 Requirement Alignment 4 / 5 E4 

MF-08 Scalability of Use 2 / 5 E4 

KEY FINDING 

The system addresses a clearly relevant operational need, but effective use still depends on 

a relatively high baseline of technical and piloting competence. Less experienced crews can 

struggle to identify critical setup or fault conditions and to translate what they observe into 

information that support or engineering teams can act on. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Reduce the specialist knowledge required for routine setup and first-line troubleshooting. 

A guided pre-use workflow, clear connection checks, status indicators and simple fault-isolation 

steps would make the system easier to adopt by crews with uneven technical backgrounds. 
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05 / SAMPLE DOMAIN 

Maintainability 
Core question: Can personnel diagnose common faults and restore the system using realistic field 

resources? 

DOMAIN SCORE   2.9 / 5 

CRITERION SELECTED CHECK SCORE EVIDENCE 

MT-01 Fault Diagnosis 3 / 5 E4 

MT-02 Diagnostic Information 2 / 5 E4 

MT-03 Repair Documentation 1 / 5 E4 

MT-08 Modularity 2 / 5 E4 

MT-10 Manufacturer Return Dependency 5 / 5 E4 

KEY FINDING 

First-line troubleshooting is possible when the operator already understands the indicator 

logic, but the system provides limited diagnostic support when a fault is ambiguous. The lack of a 

consolidated fault and repair reference materially increases diagnosis time and contributed to a 

slower launch/recovery process during the assessment. 

ENGINEERING IMPLICATION 

Troubleshooting knowledge should be externalized into a standardized architecture that 

links indicators and symptoms to likely causes, checks, recovery steps and escalation criteria. 

  



KINETIC FIELD SOLUTIONS 

SANITIZED ASSESSMENT EXCERPT   //   6 

06 / PRIORITY FINDING 

From observation to  

engineering action. 
A material finding is carried through the chain from evidence to operational consequence, 

likely cause, recommended action and expected benefit. 

P2 / MAJOR 

Troubleshooting and diagnostic knowledge is not sufficiently externalized into a single 

operator-facing fault-isolation process. 

EVIDENCE CONFIDENCE: HIGH 

EVIDENCE 

Repeated operational observations across Operator Usability, Maintainability, 

Supportability and Feedback Responsiveness criteria. 

OPERATIONAL / USER IMPACT 

Longer setup and recovery time, greater dependence on experienced users and direct 

support, and inconsistent fault reporting. 

LIKELY CAUSE 

Current documentation is stronger on the normal operating workflow than on fault states, 

likely causes and recovery logic. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Create one standardized troubleshooting architecture linking indicators and symptoms to 

likely causes, checks and recovery steps, with clear escalation criteria. 

EXPECTED BENEFIT 

Faster fault isolation, more independent users, fewer repetitive support contacts and 

higher-quality engineering feedback. 
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07 / DECISION OUTPUT 

The assessment ends in 
priorities, not observations. 
Selected output from the completed assessment, with manufacturer-identifying and configuration-

specific content removed. 

OVERALL FIELD 

READINESS 

3.25 / 5 

ASSESSMENT 

CONFIDENCE 

High 

PRIMARY PRIORITY 

Troubleshooting / diagnostics 

SELECTED RECOMMENDED ACTION MATRIX 

PRIORITY FINDING 
RECOMMENDED 

ACTION 
OWNER EFFORT 

P2 
Troubleshooting / 

diagnostics 

Fault-isolation matrix; 

update manual / video 

Product / 

Support 
Medium 

P2 Training maturity 

Progressive workflow, 

troubleshooting and crew-

role training 

Training / 

Product 
High 

P3 Feedback loop 
Standard feedback form, 

routing, priority and closure 

Product / 

Support 
Low-Med 

FINAL ASSESSMENT STATEMENT 

The assessed system showed strong mission relevance and was field-usable.  

The main readiness constraints were training maturity, troubleshooting 

documentation, deployment burden and the feedback-to-engineering loop.  

Reducing dependence on experienced operators and direct support would 

improve scalability and sustainment. 

 

THE OBJECTIVE IS NOT MORE DOCUMENTATION.  

IT IS A CLEARER ENGINEERING AND PRODUCT DECISION. 


