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INTRODUCTION

The 6th Annual Worldwide OPFOR Conference was sponsored by COL Maxie McFarland, Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence (DCSINT), U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). It was hosted by the National Ground Intelligence Center (NGIC) at the Foreign Materiel Exploitation Annex, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland. The conference theme was “Implications for Implementing the Contemporary Operational Environment” (see Agenda at Annex A). Participants represented a wide range of OPFOR-related (both Active and Reserve component), Combat Training Center (CTC), intelligence, and training, materiel, and doctrinal development personnel (see attendee list at Annex B). 

The purpose of the conference was:

· Update the Army OPFOR community on evolving Army doctrine and organizations.

· Gather user comments and perspectives regarding draft OPFOR doctrine.

· Gain insight regarding requirements documentation and resourcing strategies related to contemporary operational environment (OE) implementation.

· Share CTC OPFOR tactics, techniques and procedures (TTP).  

· Hear from the field; e.g., CTC/USAR OPFORs and force developers regarding the current state of their programs.

· Using a combination of briefings and the broad range of assembled expertise in focused discussion groups, provide insights from an OPFOR perspective regarding the usefulness, appropriateness and sufficiency of emerging OPFOR doctrine, a proposal for broad-based validation of OE portrayal at the CTCs, and a draft OE resourcing strategy.  The desired endstate was common situational awareness of OE implementation implications and a clearly defined path ahead.

CONFERENCE ORGANIZATION AND DISCUSSION GROUPS

An initial briefing explained the conference purpose and structure to the attendees.  The basic concept called for information briefings on a major discussion topic, after which participants would break out into assigned working groups for in-depth discussion and preparation of findings and recommendations, which would then be back-briefed to the entire conference by the designated group leader.  Other information briefings on topics of general interest and a tour of the NGIC facility were also scheduled

. 


TOPICS:  Evolving Army doctrine and organizations, CTC Transformation, CTC OE validation strategy and implications for the OPFOR Program.  These topics presented a foundation for Day 2 discussions of OPFOR Doctrine.  

BRIEFINGS: 

· FM 3.0, Operations--Mr. Mike Burke, SAMS

· The Objective Force--Mr. Scott McMichael, TRADOC DCSCD

· IBCT--Mr. Scott McMichael, TRADOC DCSCD

· CTC Transformation--Mr. Jim Wolf, TRADOC ADCST-W

· CTC OE Validation Strategy—LTC Jim Clark, TRADOC DCSINT

DISCUSSION ISSUES

Discussion centered on how the new BLUFOR doctrine will impact OPFOR doctrine and portrayal as well as overall CTC Transformation as it evolves to train BLUFOR training outcomes.  The key point brought out in the FM 3-0 brief and infused throughout the discussions was the fact that both BLUFOR and OPFOR doctrine are both being developed under the same framework of contemporary operational environment variables.  Adjustments to OPFOR doctrine, organizations, and materiel capabilities will be driven by how they interrelate with the OE and, more importantly, their necessity and utility in setting conditions for achieving desired BLUFOR training outcomes.  OPFOR will be the same at all CTCs; however, the level of intensity will be variable, based upon rotation unit desired training outcomes.  

The Army must change MDMP to support the new doctrine presented in FM 3-0 in order to get away from an infused pre-condition matrix mentality in which all conditions must be met before taking action.  A commander must always accept some level of risk.  Initiative has its own quality with cascading consequences; good for the initiator, bad for the victim.  CTC OPFORs already operate under the paradigm of making rapid decisions without complete information and have great success. Implementation of the Battle Command Model of Visualize-Describe-Direct by leaders will contribute to solving this problem.  The new doctrine and OPFOR as a training facilitator will be critical in moving away from this paradigm towards one of leader adaptability.  ADCST-W is analyzing BLUFOR leader knowledge, skills, and attributes to determine the required leader attributes for desired training outcomes.

Force protection will be a critical concern for Army forces in the contemporary operational environment. The mobility of the IBCT and resultant dispersion provides some automatic level of protection against enemy PGM attack.  Holistic survivability of the individual soldier, platform with soldier, and IBCT organizations contribute to force protection.  OPFOR must set the conditions to train IBCT force protection.

Contemporary operational environment implementation will be an iterative process beginning with initial implementation based upon existing capabilities and initial doctrinal materials.  As new doctrine is prepared and new materiel funded and fielded it will be integrated into the portrayal over a number of years until a complete implementation occurs.  It can be implemented at the CTCs according to the tentative schedule with available revised doctrine and on-hand equipment.  Until official implementation begins, the current doctrine contained in the FM 100-60 series and TRADOC Pamphlet 350 series remains the only approved OPFOR doctrine.

The proposed expanded CTC assessment strategy attempts to discern if the contemporary operational environment variables, including OPFOR, were properly replicated and, if not, the reasons why.  The group discussed whether the process edged into assessing BLUFOR performance.  It does not do this; rather, it is an attempt to prevent further stovepiping of the various CTC analytical processes, and, as a broader process than the traditional OPFOR validation, may need to be merged under the auspices of another existing process and certainly under DCST as opposed to DCSINT lead.  Observations and recommendations from the revised process; positive and negative (with rotation/unit identity obscured) could be posted on an evaluation website.

Detailed discussion notes are in Annex C.


TOPIC:  OPFOR strategic and operational doctrine presented in draft FM 2-100, Opposing Force Doctrinal Framework and Strategy and FM 2-100.1, Opposing Force Operations.  The intent was to obtain user insights of proposed OPFOR doctrine, identify areas for fine tuning, and provide recommended solutions 

BRIEFINGS:

· OPFOR Strategic Framework--Dr. Don Madill, TSD, TRADOC DCSINT
· OPFOR Operations—LTC John Cleaves, TSD, TRADOC DCSINT
GROUP DISCUSSION ISSUES

Due to time constraints, the working groups were not convened and discussion included all attendees.  BG Schmader emphasized that CONUS implementation of the contemporary OE cannot begin until staffing actions are completed to address FORSCOM concerns.  Additionally, BLUFOR doctrine reflecting the OE is still under revision, which may further delay implementation.  These factors mandate a transition phase of implementation, beginning with BCTP.  Implementation timelines must remain flexible.

A key factor in understanding the OPFOR is that the instruments of power for “The State” are focused on regional goals.  This will drive all aspects of how “The State” and it’s military arm, the OPFOR, operate.  This includes acquisition of equipment and conduct of transitional operations from operations against regional opponents to operations against U.S. forces. The new OPFOR strategic doctrine is flexible for use in scenario development.  Although all OE variables are discussed in the doctrine, the degree to which they can be replicated is scalable using the portions of “The State” (all variables) that matches a specific CTC’s and training unit’s desired training outcomes.  There is no desire to limit OPFOR to a particular offensive or defensive set.  The doctrine and desired training outcomes can be used by scenario writers to do either or both.

The strategic doctrine will be implemented during scenario development into constructive simulation wrap-arounds of the maneuver box.  This will become an even greater need for digital forces, which will need a 24 hour wrap-around for all their C2 and sensors.  What OPFOR needs to do for these feeds needs to be determined.  The group recommended that NSC examine the draft manuals to determine implications for constructive simulations and possible solutions.

The operations manual discussion focused on the issues of the Operational-Strategic Command (OSC) concept, the status and use of COFM in the new doctrine, and exercise design.  There were questions regarding the capability of the OSC to conduct joint operations and it’s flexibility to allow for shifting of force organizations and combining subordinate linear AORs inside a non-linear AOR.  While the OSC concept has the flexibility to accomplish all of these, more detailed verbiage and examples are required in the FM.  Other areas requiring more detailed treatment include:

· Discussion of windows of opportunity for each type of offensive and defensive operation.

· Conditions for an OPFOR planned attack.

· More emphasis on SPF operations.

· More detailed treatment of the structure of the offense and defense.

· More detailed treatment of engineer operations/ resources in the defense.

· Integration of IW planning into operational planning.

The only present treatment of COFM in the new doctrine is in a paragraph on Force Analysis.  However, a detailed COFM methodology has been developed and is available for inclusion.  The higher-level guidance during doctrinal development was to not address COFM.  COFM is attrition-based, while the new doctrine is not.  If we include COFM, we risk keeping BLUFOR from embracing the new doctrine.  The CTCs feel that BLUFOR is going to want some type of COFM to determine relative combat power at the tactical level.  As combined arms moves to lower organizational levels under new Army doctrine, leaders will need some idea of relative combat power to conduct operations.  The answer may be to put more details of force analysis (minus COFM) in the manual, while producing a separate scenario designer’s guide explaining force analysis and COFM. 

In addition to force analysis, the concept exercise/scenario design book could include information for planning and allocating forces and a checklist that helps to insure critical variables have been considered.  DCSINT (TSD) will investigate developing this product.  DCSINT (TSD) will also convene a workshop for key user review of the draft tactical and unconventional manuals in the April 2001 timeframe.

Finally, recommendations suggested establishing a train the trainer portion of MTT to enable USAR TSD’s to provide new OPFOR training to their clients. USAR TSDs must be brought into the process early due to long lead times to implement changes and the fact that some of their clients subsequently go to CTCs.  As part of this process, the group recommended that USAR/OCAR and NGB be briefed on the contemporary operational environment.

Detailed discussion notes are in Annex D.


TOPIC: CTCs shared lessons learned, TTP, and OE implications, and the implications for adapting OPFOR to meet BLUFOR training objectives. NSC presented an overview of some constructive simulation capabilities.  Participants learned the training requirements development procedures, reviewed a proposed prioritization strategy for resourcing new OE capabilities, and identified recommended changes as well as issues involving OPFOR replication in constructive simulation.   

BRIEFINGS:

· CMTC, The Way Ahead… New Operational Environment--Kreg Schnell, CMTC S2

· JRTC, The Asymmetric Threat--MAJ John McCarthy, XO, 1-509th Infantry

· NTC, OPFOR Capabilities—MAJ Paul Calvert (Regt Tng Officer, 11th ACR) and MAJ Don Phillips (XO, 2/11 ACR)

· Tactical Simulation-TACSIM and Wrap Around Simulations—Mr. Kurtis Richey and Mr. Chris Moyer, NSC
· OPFOR Tactical Engagement Systems and Funding Process Outline--CPT Ed Shepherd (ATSC) and Mr. Sam Jones (STRICOM)
· Contemporary Operational Environment, Programs and Resourcing Strategy—Mr. Ed Elmore, OPFOR Directorate, TRADOC DCSINT
GROUP DISCUSSION ISSUES

Following the briefings, attendees broke into a constructive simulation discussion group and a live simulation discussion group.  The constructive group was charged to look at issues related to OE/OPFOR replication in constructive simulation.  The live group charter was to review the draft OE prioritization and recommend changes and additions based upon a CTC-wide view.

The constructive group felt that since constructive simulations focus on Battle Staff and MDMP, they require less fidelity than live simulation.  Therefore, enhancements to capabilities must meet a “so what” test.  This test is: How is the purpose of the simulations balanced with the training objectives with the need to portray a realistic training scenario to facilitate the event?

To determine the impact of the OE on constructive simulations, and to avoid some of the shortfalls of existing simulations, users need to read and absorb the draft OE manuals and, based on their experience, determine what these developing simulations; WARSIM, et al., are capable of portraying and what they cannot.  This should be reported back to DCSINT (OPFOR Directorate) and DCST to determine the next step.

The live group agreed that in the review of the priorities, it was more important to replicate a capability that is not currently at the CTCs rather than one that is replicated, albeit imperfectly.  The group decided to do some major reprioritization.  They felt that the DTLOMS analysis should be priority 1, as it will be the proper analytical basis for the entire program.  CTC TES was moved to priority 2 as it would have an immediate impact on training quality.  The group felt that the increased manpower requirements were the next priority, followed by MANPADS and OSWV, for their goodness in OE replication and potential for increasing OPFOR combat power if the number of tanks are reduced.  The next priorities are specific OE-enablers not presently portrayed; decoys (CC&D) and countermeasures.  These were followed by OPFOR rotary Wing Aviation.  COBs were prioritized at number 11, based on the fact that they are OE enablers with added value to OPFOR.  Information Warfare, GPS Jammer, and media teams were judged less important and perceived as being either someone else’s bill or able to be implemented using other means.

Some additions and deletions to the priorities were.  These were:

· An additional infantry company requirement was added for NTC.

· The JRTC Handheld FLIR and a laser designator (MELIOS) requirement was added for each MCTC as parts of an OPFOR RSTA requirement.

· The C3 enhancement requirement was extended to JRTC.

· JRTC suggested that they have no requirement for the additional COBs requested, as they can already fund and field sufficient numbers.

The group felt that there should be agreement for all of the CTCs to speak with a common voice regarding OPFOR priorities, and that a way to ensure this is for TRADOC DCSINT to send out an approved priorities list. 

Detailed discussion notes are in Annex E.


Each conference participant was issued an Attendee Feedback Sheet to provide comments and recommendations regarding conference administration and content.  Attendees expressed satisfaction with the conference facilities and amenities, thought the briefings and discussion topics were germane, applauded the discussion group sessions, and expressed frustration with the limited time available given the complexity of issues tackled during the conference.

A compilation of relevant comments grouped by key conference events is provided at Annex F.


A total of 15 issues, including 4 still open from the previous year’s conference, were identified as requiring additional action or follow-up. Specific details are provided at Annex G. Periodic updates will be provided to participants via the OPFOR Conference Website.

A- Agenda

B- Attendee List

C- Key Issues from Day One

D- Key Issues From Day Two

E- Key Issues from Day Three

F- Conference Lessons Learned

G- Conference Action Items



DAY 1  (6 FEB 01)


EVENT

0800-0810
Introduction Remarks (LTC Clark, OPFOR, TRADOC DCSINT)  

0810-0820
Welcome (COL Phillips, CDR NGIC) 

0820-0830 


 DCSINT Welcome (MR Reuss, TRADOC

 DCSINT)

0830-1100


 FM 3.0 Operations (MR Burke, SAMS)  

1100-1115
Break / Disseminate lunch

1115-1245


 Objective Force (MR McMichael, TRADOC 

 DCSCD)

1245-1415
IBCT (MR McMichael)

1415-1430


 BREAK

1430-1700
CTC Transformation (MR Wolf, TRADOC ADCST-W)

1700-1730
CTC Validation Strategy (LTC Clark) 

DAY 2 (7 FEB 01)

0800-0815
ADMIN / REVIEW (LTC CLARK)

0815-0915
OPFOR Strategic Framework (Dr Madill, TSD, TRADOC DCSINT)

0915-1200
OPFOR Operations (LTC Cleaves, TSD, TRADOC DCSINT)

1200-1500


 Disseminate Lunch / Working Groups 

 (DOCTRINE)

1500-1530


 Give No Mercy Group BACKBRIEF

1530-1600


 Geronimo Group Backbrief

1600-1630


 Blackhorse Group Backbrief 

1630-1700
Warrior Group Backbrief

DAY 3 (8 FEB 01)

0800-0815
ADMIN / REVIEW (LTC CLARK)

0815-0900
CMTC

0900-0945


 JRTC 

0945-1030


 NTC

1030-1045


 BREAK

1045-1115


 National Simulation Center (Mr Ritchey,

 NSC)

1115-1200 
OPFOR Tactical Engagement System & Funding Process Outline (CPT Shepherd, ATSC, & Mr Jones, STRICOM)

1200-1330


 Disseminate Lunch / Resourcing Strategy 

 (Mr. Ed Elmore, OPFOR, TRADOC DCSINT)

1330-1500


 Working Groups (RESOURCING) 

1500-1545


 Live Simulation Group Backbrief

1545-1630


 Constructive Simulation Group Backbrief

1630-1730


 Conference Wrap-up 

	Last Name
	First Name
	Rank
	Unit
	Duty Position
	Email Address
	DSN
	CIV Phone
	Address
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	Steven
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	B/1-4 IN
	Commander
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	Robert
	MR
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	Robert.Arriola@CCM.osd.mil
	258
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	CW5
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	Sr Tech Analyst
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	979
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	Rhonda
	CPT
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	327
	(703)-607-7313
	NGB-ARO-C 111 S. GEORGE MASON DR. ARLINGTON, VA 22150

	Brady
	Edward
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	ed.brady@ccm.osd.mil
	258
	(505)-678-7281
	ORION/CCM, PO BOX 130, WSMR, NM 88002

	Breitha
	Shirley
	MS
	DoD Contractor
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	shirley.breitha@ccm.osd.mil
	258
	(505)-678-7283
	ORION/CCM, PO BOX 130, WSMR, NM 88002

	Burke
	Michael
	MR
	SAMS
	Doctrine Writer
	burkem@leavenworth.army.mil
	585
	(913)-758-3455
	SAMS 250 GIBBON AVE, FT LEAVENWORTH, KS 66027-1352

	Calvert
	Paul
	MAJ
	11th ACR
	REGT TRNG OFF
	paul.calvert@irwin.army.mil
	470
	(760)-380-3428
	HHT/11ACR                   FT IRWIN, CA 92310

	Calway
	James
	MR
	TSD, DCSINT
	DIVISION CHIEF
	calwayj@leavenworth.army.mil
	552
	(913)-684-7919
	BLDG 53, 700 SCOTT AVE FT LEAVENWORTH, KS 66027

	Clark
	Jim
	LTC
	DCSINT
	OPFOR DIR
	clarkj1@monroe.army.mil
	680
	(757)788-5419
	TRADOC DCSINT ATTN ATIN-O FT MONROE, VA 23651-1067

	Cleaves
	JON
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	BLDG 53, 700 SCOTT AVE FT LEAVENWORTH, KS 66027

	Connolly
	Ed
	MAJ
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	Davis
	George
	SFC
	87th Div (TS)
	OPFOR NCO
	gdd@adem.state.al.us
	680
	(404)-307-7273
	1st BDE, 87th Div 1400 GOLDEN ACORN DR BIRMINGHAM, AL 35244
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	LTC
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	(281)-395-2642
	BPG, 1st BDE, 75th DIV (TS) 1850 OLD SPANISH TRAIL HOUSTON, TX 77054
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	Michael
	MR
	NGIC
	Analyst
	mjduewe@ngic.osis.gov
	689
	(804)-980-7785
	NGIC, ATTN RAS                220 SEVENTH ST, N.E. CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA 22902

	Elmore
	Ed
	MR
	DCSINT
	Intel Analyst
	elmoree@monroe.army.mil
	680
	(757)788-3947
	TRADOC DCSINT ATTN: ATIN-O FT MONROE, VA 22651-1067

	Etcheverry
	Keith
	WO2
	JRTC
	Threat Fidelity
	etchevek@polk-emh2.army.mil
	863
	(337)-531-2202
	USAG, G3/DPTMS, CTC DIV BLDG 1713, 7320 MISS AVE FT POLK, LA 71459
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	Barry
	MR
	DoD
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	barry.fowler@ccm.osd.mil
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	(505)-678-7232
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	Greathouse
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	MAJ
	91st Div (TS)
	Opfor Staff
	coolcece@earthlink.net
	
	(510)-505-0723
	1st BDE, (BCST)(SEG1) 91st DIV (TS) BLDG 500 PARKS RFTA DUBLIN, CA 94568

	Griffin
	Gregory
	CPT
	1-4 IN
	AS3
	gregory.griffin@cmtc.7atc.army.mil
	314-466-2409
	011-49-9472-83-2409
	UNIT 28211, ATTN S-3 APO AE 09173

	Hagan
	Ronald
	MR
	TM C BCTP
	OPFOR Contractor
	haganr@leavenworth.army.mil
	552
	(913)-684-5805
	LOGICON PO BOX 607 LEAVENWORTH KS 66048

	Hall
	George
	MR
	USAAVNC
	Intel. Spec.
	hallg@rucker.army.mil
	558
	(334)-255-3185
	CDR, USAAVNC ATTN: ATZQ-CDC-T FT RUCKER, AL 36362-5000

	Hardy
	Michael
	MAJ
	91st Div (TS)
	Intel Officer
	michael.hardy@usarc-emh2.army.mil
	
	(925)-803-5535
	1st BDE, (BCST)(SEG1) 91st DIV (TS) BLDG 500 PARKS RFTA DUBLIN, CA 94568

	Helton
	Perry
	LTC
	1-4 IN
	Commander
	perry.helton@cmtc.7atc.army.mil
	314 -466-2406
	011-49-9472-83-2406
	COMMANDER, 1-4 IN UNIT 28211 APO AE 09173

	Joesten
	Brian
	LTC
	85th Div (TS)
	OPFOR Tm Chief
	bjoesten@yahoo.com
	
	(419)-297-7042
	BPG, 1st BDE, 85th DIV (TS) BLDG 200 1515 W AVE ARLINGTON HTS, IL 60005

	Johnson
	Michael
	MAJ
	87th Div (TS)
	OPFOR Trng Off
	mike_johnson@tbe.com
	680
	(404)-307-7273
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	Jones
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	MS
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	Intel Analyst
	jonesc@rucker.army.mil
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	Jones
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Day One briefings and discussion focused on evolving Army doctrine and force structure based upon the realities of a contemporary operational environment (OE), the transformation of the CTCs towards replication of the OE, and a proposed revised assessment strategy to encompass the OE.  The following issues were addressed:


 FM 3-0

Issue:  How will the four new operational combinations presented in FM 3-0 be portrayed by the CTC OPFORs?
Discussion:  The emerging OPFOR doctrine being written by DCSINT (TSD) will give the operational flexibility to move OPFOR from it’s current contiguous, linear model to an OE-based portrayal incorporating this as well as contiguous nonlinear, noncontiguous linear, and noncontiguous nonlinear combinations.  Although this may be easier to initially accomplish in constructive simulation, it will also occur at the maneuver CTCs.

Issue:  Asymmetry is not unique to OPFOR.

Discussion:  It addresses dissimilarities but is not synonymous with everything different or what an OPFOR does.  BLUFOR also has and employs asymmetry.  The likelihood of facing OPFOR asymmetry increases with continued U.S. conventional dominance.

Issue:  Does the emphasis on the impact of technology on military operations in FM 3-0 lead a Commander to wait until he perceives he has all available information before making a decision?

Discussion:  FM 3-0 takes the position that there will always be uncertainty associated when facing an adaptive opponent.  A commander must always accept some level of risk.  Initiative has its own quality with cascading consequences; good for the initiator, bad for the victim.  CTC OPFORs already operate under the paradigm of making rapid decisions without complete information and have great success.  The Army’s tactical leaders have looked at the Air Force/Navy paradigm of platform dominance with go/no go criteria and developed a pre-condition matrix mentality for executing ground operations.  We must eliminate it from our tactical doctrine.  The Army must change MDMP to support the new doctrine presented in FM 3-0, as the present MDMP is based upon the linear battlefield.  Implementation of the Battle Command Model of Visualize-Describe-Direct by leaders will contribute to solving this problem.


 OBJECTIVE FORCE & IBCT

Issue:  What is the difference between anti-access and defense as an enemy strategy against the Objective Force?

Discussion: Anti-access is a national-level strategy involving acquisition, force structure and operations aimed at limiting a foreign military access, while defense is the actual operation conducted against an invader.  The difference needs to be emphasized so the distinction is not lost.

Issue:  Force protection is critical for a maneuver-based force such as the IBCT.

Discussion: The mobility of the IBCT and resultant dispersion provides some automatic level of protection against enemy PGM attack.  Holistic survivability of the individual soldier, platform with soldier, and IBCT organizations contribute to force protection.  OPFOR must set the conditions to train IBCT force protection.


 CTC TRANSFORMATION

Issue:  There will no longer be a different OPFOR at each CTC.

Discussion:  There will be one OPFOR with varying levels of intensity dependent upon the desired training outcomes of a rotational unit.  The scenarios and OPFOR will change based upon these, and the mix of variables portrayed within the contemporary OE replicated at the CTCs.

Issue:  Will BLUFOR always have a technological advantage?

Discussion:  Generally, but not always.  Potential opponents may invest in niche technologies and overmatch U.S. forces in these niche areas.  How would this be replicated at the CTCs?  As part of the scenarios and variables.  Do not just mirror-image U.S. technology, other less-advanced, solutions could still be effective.

Issue:  How does CTC transformation address mission rehearsal exercises?

Discussion:  These should become Theater/MACOM and Corps/Division responsibilities.  Guard and Reserve units may train at a separate MRE training site supported by their associated AC counterpart.

Issue:  How do rotational unit training objectives relate to CTC Transformation?

Discussion:  Through an ongoing ADCST-W analysis of BLUFOR leader knowledge, skills and attributes to determine desired training outcomes to produce adaptive leaders operating in the framework of a contemporary operational environment.

Issue:  How can a new operational environment be implemented at the CTCs without all of the new doctrine and necessary equipment?

Discussion:  Implementation will be an iterative process beginning with initial implementation based upon existing capabilities and initial doctrinal materials.  As new doctrine is prepared and new materiel funded and fielded it will be integrated into the portrayal over a number of years until a complete implementation occurs.  Bottom line:  It can be implemented at the CTCs according to the tentative schedule with available revised doctrine and on-hand equipment.


 EXPANDED CTC OE ASSESSMENTS

Issue:  Does the proposed expanded CTC assessment strategy infringe on CTC Operations Group BLUFOR assessment prerogatives or duplicating the Trends Reversal Process?  How will observations be presented to the Army at large?

Discussion:  No, it attempts only to discern if the contemporary operational environment variables, including OPFOR, created the proper conditions to facilitate the training unit accomplishing its desired training outcomes and, if not, the reasons why.  It has nothing to do with grading BLUFOR performance.  However, it is an attempt to prevent further stovepiping of the various CTC analytical processes, and, as a broader process than the traditional OPFOR validation, may need to be merged under the auspices of another existing process and certainly under DCST as opposed to DCSINT lead.  Observations and recommendations from the revised process; positive and negative (with rotation/unit identity obscured) could be posted on an evaluation website.

Issue:  The only approved OPFOR doctrine for implementation at the CTCs and the USAR Divisions (Training Support) is contained in the 100-60 series field manuals and 350 series TRADOC Pamphlets.

Discussion:  OPFOR doctrine is under revision by TRADOC DCSINT to incorporate the OPFOR within the context of a contemporary operational environment.  The draft FMs issued to conference participants reflect these revisions.  However, neither these FMs nor the new doctrine have been formally improved for implementation.  Until this occurs, the existing doctrine remains the approved baseline for replication. 


Day 2 Discussion Notes

Day Two briefings and discussion focused on draft OPFOR doctrine reflecting the contemporary operational environment (OE).  An overview of proposed doctrinal products and briefings on two draft FMs were presented followed by a group discussion.  The following issues were addressed:

Issue:  The contemporary operational environment and OPFOR cannot be implemented immediately at the CONUS CTCs.

Discussion:  Conference participants should not return to their CTC and state that implementation must occur now.  Due to concerns at FORSCOM regarding this, the message needs to be that the staffing coordination process is ongoing, and input and suggestions are welcomed.

Issue:  How aggressive is OPFOR nationalism within the framework of the strategic manual?

Discussion:  This is an issue for scenario writers to address during exercise design to ratchet up or down dependent upon desired training outcomes.

Issue:  How can the standard CTC training scenarios; BCTP (5 days) be adjusted to account for OPFOR transition operations and the required flexibility?

Discussion:  During rotations, a window or snapshot on one of the phases of OPFOR transition or other operations would become the major training event or one of the major training events.

Issue:  During certain rotational scenarios; e.g., a BLUFOR brigade with air supremacy, would the new doctrine limit OPFOR to defensive operations?

Discussion:  There is no desire to set OPFOR on a specific trend; rather, it needs to be capable of being able to do whatever is necessary to meet desire BLUFOR training outcomes.  If BLUFOR desired training outcomes require a defensive OPFOR, then scenario writers will, using the new doctrine, create a scenario and forces to provide this, including a logical Road-to-War leading up to STARTEX.

Issue:  Will there be a transition phase of implementation of the new doctrine?

Discussion:  Yes, it will be phased in first in constructive, then live at the MCTCs, but the present timelines are flexible, partially due to the fact that evolving BLUFOR doctrine has not been approved (and remaining OPFOR doctrine is being written).  These changes mandate an iterative implementation.

Issue:  What is the focus of OPFOR power?

Discussion:  The instruments of OPFOR power, especially military power, are focused on regional goals.  They will acquire new capabilities on the margins, or in technological niches, or they will conduct adaptive operations.

Issue:  Why is the training model changing to an outcome-based model?

Discussion:  The first draft of the contemporary operational environment took a traditional view of looking at the world and potential threats and deciding what the Army must do based upon these.  The TRADOC Commander rejected this approach, based upon the fact that this would result in an Army reactive to threats rather than proactive.  He wants a proactive Army, with certain characteristics, that is adaptable, and the operational environment and OPFOR must be designed to train its desired outcomes.  We must:

1. Make sure leaders understand this.

2. Make sure it is understood that OPFOR is not an organization to be trained for real world missions; rather, they are a training enabler for BLUFOR.  The OPFOR is the primary training enabler.  The OPFOR must be trained but that is not the focus. The OPFOR must be trained to effectively to train BLUE (KEY CONCEPT) so it must be well trained in OPFOR doctrine to provide credible training.  

Issue:  How will the strategic piece be put into MCTC rotations?

Discussion:  Through constructive simulation wrap-arounds of the maneuver box.  This will become an even greater need for digital forces, which will need a 24 hour wrap-around for all their C2 and sensors.  What OPFOR needs to do for these feeds needs to be determined.  Recommend NSC examine draft manuals to determine implications for constructive simulations and possible solutions.

Issue:  Does the State promulgated in the manuals mandate that CTCs replicate all aspects of that State.  For example, CMTC has no ports, but the fictional State has ports.  Must they be replicated?

Discussion:  No.  The CTC scenario writers can use portions of the State (all variables) that matches their CTC to meet the desired training outcomes.

Issue:  Is the OSC capable of Joint operations?

Discussion:  Yes. The capability has been developed to allow for Joint applications.  
Issue:  Under command relationships in the operational manual, it shows that affiliated units obtain logistics from themselves (self).  Will they receive any logistics support from the OSC?

Discussion: Yes, this is possible. The text defines this option better.  

Issue: Would the OSC form subordinate linear AORs inside a non-linear AOR? Or the opposite? 

Discussion: Yes, this could happen, but not currently discussed.  We need to provide more information in both text and graphic form on this option. Also provide an example using a Field Group.  

Issue:  Will there be COFM under the revised doctrine, and how will it be used in scenario planning? 

Discussion:  The only present treatment of COFM in the new doctrine is in a paragraph on Force Analysis.  However, a detailed COFM methodology has been developed and is available for inclusion.  The higher-level guidance during doctrinal development was to not address COFM.  The Army cannot agree internally on what COFM methodology should be.  Therefore, the assumption was made that the best course would be that each CTC would want to use its own methodology.  In any case, the COFM used at the CTCs is a variant of a Soviet-methodology which, as implemented, does not take into account all variables.  Any revised methodology should include all variables, or it should not be used at all.  However, according to the ADCST-W, COFM is attrition-based, while the new doctrine is not.  If we include COFM, we risk keeping BLUFOR from embracing the new doctrine.  The CTCs feel that BLUFOR is going to want some type of COFM to determine relative combat power at the tactical level.  As combined arms moves to lower organizational levels under new Army doctrine, leaders will need some idea of relative combat power to conduct operations.  There is a need to get away from an over-reliance on COFM; need to use it only when needed by commanders on the ground.  Continued reliance may also result in negative training as OPFOR routinely defeats BLUFOR with inadequate COFM.  The answer may be to put more details of force analysis (minus COFM) in the manual, while producing a separate scenario designer’s guide explaining force analysis and COFM.

Issue:  Can you shift the organization of forces during the operation?

Discussion:  Yes, based on the situation. Need to expand this discussion in the text.

Issue:  Will any Rules of War be published in the manuals or as a supplement?

Discussion:  Yes, this will be added. Place TBD.

Issue: IW planing, especially the deception portion, cannot start after ops plan, must be integrated.

Discussion: Must emphasize and explain that IW plan is developed simultaneously with and in support of the operational plan. It is especially important that the deception part be fully integrated and designed to support the overall strategic-operational scheme. Show how IW plan directly supports ops plan.

Issue:  Need more diverse examples of OPFOR maneuver.

Discussion:  Include diagrams and examples for:

1. Larger scale OSC.

2. FG operation.

3. OSC forces tied to ‘terrain’ and SCP.

Issue:  Need more discussion of windows of opportunity.

Discussion: Include discussion of window of opportunity like the one in para 3-58 for each type of offensive and defensive action, not just for that one.

Issue: OPFOR needs guidance on what is a planned attack.

Discussion: OPFOR must be given guidance in the doctrine as to what conditions are optimal/sought for each type of action, emphasizing what level of situational understanding the OPFOR should have to best execute each.

Issue:  SPF not emphasized to degree necessary.

Discussion: Move appropriate parts of SPF discussion from chapter 13 to chapters 3 and 4 as necessary.

Issue:  Forms of maneuver not best placed in ops manual.

Discussion:  Incorporate discussion of forms of maneuver inside key sections of tactics manual.

Issue:  Structure of offense and defense in the operational manual not clear.

Discussion:  Place a discussion of the manner in which concepts will be presented up front in both the offense and defense chapters: plan, prep, execute.

Issue:  Does point defense of high payoff targets need to be discussed in the operational manual?

Discussion:  Examine point defense concept, look at point defense discussion in AD chapter, and see what needs to be incorporated into defense chapter of the operational manual.  Consider inclusion of precision munitions as targets as well as cruise missiles.

Issue:  Not enough engineer operations/resources discussion in defense chapter.

Discussion: Look at what in chapter 10 can/should be moved to chapter 4.

Issue: USAR Training Support Division (TSD) OPFOR training.

Discussion:  Look at establishing a train the trainer portion of MTT to enable TSD’s to provide new OPFOR training to their clients. USAR TSDs must be brought into the process early due to long lead times to implement changes and the fact that some of their clients subsequently go to CTCs.  Recommend that USARC & OCAR and NGB be briefed on the contemporary operational environment.

Issue:  Convening a forum to review the tactics and unconventional warfare FMs.

Discussion:  DCSINT (TSD) will convene a mini-workshop which will include key users to review the tactical and unconventional manuals.  The workshop is tentatively planned for April 2001.

Issue:  Develop an exercise design handbook (or scenario designers guide). 

Discussion: Look at developing an exercise design book that would assist scenario developers.  The book could include information for planning and allocating forces and a checklist that helps to insure critical variables have been considered. 

Discussion:  Old (current) doctrine is still the approved doctrine.  

Issue:  CTCs and USAR TSDs are not cleared to begin implementing the new draft doctrine.  DCSINT needs to issue guidance to the field stating what is currently in effect.


Day three briefings and discussion included presentations from the maneuver CTCs concerning current operations and planned future improvements and initiatives.  Representatives from the National Simulation Center briefed on the TACSIM model in constructive simulation and implementation of wrap-around simulations at the maneuver CTCs.  The training developer (ATSC) and training materiel developer (STRICOM) briefed on the status of funded OPFOR Programs (OSV and OSTV) and the processes for requirements determination and funding for new capabilities.  The final briefing presented a draft priorities listing for new CTC capabilities dictated by contemporary operational environment implementation.  The following issues were addressed:


 CTC OPFOR TTPs

Issue:  There is not enough senior leadership emphasis on force protection.

Discussion:  From the perspective of USAR units training units for deployment to Bosnia, with the contemporary operational environment emphasis on causing BLUFOR casualties and use of asymmetric means, there is not enough emphasis from Army senior leadership on force protection measures as critical training tasks.

Issue:  Are BLUFOR engineers a proper high priority target during CTC rotations?

Discussion:  They are considered high priority targets by both the JRTC and CMTC OPFORS, but this is not taught in Army schools.

Issue:  Civilian on the battlefield (COB) augmentation from rotational units varies between the CTCs.

Discussion:  Divisions will not provide COBs at CMTC.  This is tasked by FORSCOM Regulation at JRTC, however it may require a general to general discussion to make it happen.

Issue:  What is the present authorized status of OPFOR secure communications?

Discussion:  Each CTC is presently authorized to operate using SINCGARS single-channel secure.  Frequency hopping is not authorized at the present time but may be in the near future.  DCSINT will notify the CTCs when it is allowable.


 NSC SUPPORT TO OPFOR

Issue:  Is the ROE used with virtual forces doing what is supposed to do at NTC?

Discussion:  After DCX Phase I completion at the NTC, the ROE should be sent to DCSINT for validation.

Issue:  There is no centralized requirements development process for requirements relating to OPFOR replication in constructive and virtual simulations.

Discussion:  The NSC solicits requirements directly from customers and runs a Parameters Board, but there is no centralized system for OPFOR users to submit requirements.  TRADOC DCSINT will contact DCST and NSC to determine how best to resolve this gap.

Issue:  There are problems to be resolved in the functionality of transitioning from the wrap-around simulation to live simulation at the maneuver CTCs.

Discussion:  During the JCF AWE, the wrap-around lacked the flexibility to address 11th hour impacts on the live force.  There is no dedicated person to fight the OPFOR fight in the virtual simulation.  This leads to problems in the transition.  There should at least be a virtual simulation representative in the OPFOR TOC to make necessary coordination.


 RESOURCING THE OPFOR

Issue:  STRICOM does not have visibility on the status of mine plow/roller VISMODs on the OSTV tank or on the need for changing the aural signature to something different than that of the OSV.

Discussion:  STRICOM will check on the status of these requirements and communicate this to ATSC and DCSINT.

Issue:  If the Basis of Issue Plans for the OSTV-Tank and OSV-BMP are changed to a smaller number, will it affect the production lines and delay fielding?

Discussion:  No, due to an irregular funding stream, decreasing the number of systems will actually speed up fielding through more efficient utilization of available funding.

Issue:  How is the entire contemporary operational environment program protected from funding cuts?

Discussion:  It cannot be entirely protected. However, by merging all the requirement priorities under a single operational environment line on the TMA, some protection from program by program cuts is afforded.  STRICOM and ATSC will further explore this possibility.  The best protection will be obtained by the entire CTC OPFOR community and the CTC Council of Colonel representatives speaking with one voice on the OE priorities.

Constructive Simulation Group Discussion

The Constructive Simulation Group was led by COL Marsella, Commander, BCTP WCOPFOR.  Members included BCTP, USAR Divisions (Training Support), NSC, TRADOC schools and other representatives.  Since constructive simulations are already resident at JRTC and CMTC, are being introduced at NTC, and will grow in importance at all three Maneuver CTCs, a representative from each Maneuver CTC participated in the group. The charter was to identify constructive simulation issues relating to OPFOR/OE replication based upon previous briefings.  The group felt that constructive simulations focus on Battle Staff and MDMP.  Therefore they require less fidelity than live simulation.  Enhancements to capabilities must meet a “so what” test.  Constructive simulation limitations include:

· Limited training time

· Outdated simulations

· Terrain modeling limitations

· Exercise Director influence

How is the purpose of the simulations balanced with the training objectives with the need to portray a realistic training scenario to facilitate the event?  Group members agreed that they lacked the requisite expertise to address which adjustments can/cannot be made to the variety of constructive simulations to accomplish this.

All the present JCATS simulations are based on Cold War attrition models and do not fulfill current needs.

Users need to read and absorb the draft OE manuals and, based on their experience, determine what these developing simulations (WARSIM, et al.) are capable of portraying and what they cannot.  This will be reported back to DCSINT (TSD) and DCST to determine the next step. Intent is to gather a users’ level perspective of what aspects of the OE each of their constructive simulations (CBS, BBS, JANUS, SPECTRUM, etc) can or cannot replicate, if shortfalls are significant in light of the purposes of their exercises, and provide background materiel for the training community (DCST) and the constructive simulations developers (NSC, et al.) to determine how best to proceed.

Live Simulation Group Discussion

The Live group was led by LTC Helton, Commander 1-4 Infantry, CMTC OPFOR.  The group included the Maneuver CTCs, training and training materiel developers, and other representatives.  The charter was to review the draft OE prioritization and recommend changes and additions based upon a CTC-wide view.  There was some discussion that the list was not that important because each CTC is individually pursuing most of these initiatives and will likely obtain them before the formal requirements process even funds these.  The riskiness of this strategy was explained.  After some discussion, it was agreed that in the review of the priorities, it was more important to replicate a capability that is not currently at the CTCs rather than one that is replicated, albeit imperfectly.  The group decided to do some major reprioritization.  They felt that the DTLOMS analysis should be priority 1, as it will be the proper analytical basis for the entire program.  CTC TES was moved to priority 2 as it would have an immediate impact on training quality.  The group felt that the increased manpower requirements were the next priority, followed by MANPADS and OSWV, for their goodness in OE replication and potential for increasing OPFOR combat power if the number of tanks and infantry fighting vehicles are reduced.  The next priorities were specific OE-enablers not presently portrayed; decoys (CC&D) and countermeasures.  These were followed by OPFOR Rotary-Wing Aviation.  COBs were prioritized at number 11, based on the fact that they are OE enablers with added value to OPFOR.  Information Warfare, GPS Jammer, and media teams were judged less important and perceived as being either someone else’s bill or able to be implemented using other means. 

There were several additions and changes.  NTC requested that an additional infantry company be added as an NTC requirement.  They have been using a USMC infantry company as an undocumented authorization, but it may not always be available; in fact, it will not be available for DCX Phase I.  This was done.

NTC requested that a MELIOS rangefinder/designator be added as they need this to accomplish their ROE for laser-guided munitions.  They also requested handheld FLIR, previously  prioritized only for JRTC.  The group decided to group the programs together under the title OPFOR RSTA which will field handheld FLIR and a LRF/LTD to each CTC as priority 9.

C3 enhancement was expanded to JRTC and is priority 10.

It was decided that adding additional AAA systems to the existing ASET-IV, MANPADS and other AD means would not provide enough additional training for BLUFOR to justify inclusion as a requirement.

The revised recommended priorities listing follows:

1.   DTLOMS Analysis

2.   CTC TES Enhancements

3.1  Infantry Company (ALL MCTC)

3.2  Engineer Company (NTC & JRTC)

3.3  Engineer Battalion (CMTC)

4.   OPFOR MANPADS

5.   OSWV

6.   CC&D

7.   Countermeasures

8.   OPFOR Aviation-Rotary Wing

9.   OPFOR RSTA

10.  C3 Enhancement

11.  COB

12.  OPFOR Infantry Weapons

13.  OPFOR Information Warfare

14.  IW Teams

15.  OPFOR GPS-EA

16. OPFOR UAV

17.  Media Teams

18.  OPFOR DEW


Conference Planning and Organization.  The vast majority of respondents stated they received the right information for attending and that the agenda best supported the presentation of briefs and discussions.  However, almost one-quarter of the attendees stated that they should receive the read-ahead prior to arriving.  Attendees received two new OPFOR draft manuals when they arrived at APG. Additionally, there was unanimous agreement to receive a copy of the briefings on a CD rather than a large three-ring binder.  Specific comments both positive and negative:

· Receiving information to prepare for the conference.


- Good use of web site and email to get the information out.


- Got all the “little things” right.

- Disseminate the agenda a minimum of two weeks prior to the 

  start.


- Need reading materials prior to arrival to allow time for 

  real “study”.

· Conference Agenda.


- Flexible enough to allow adjustment on Day 2 to spend more

  time on briefings rather than separate working groups.


- Excellent idea providing hard copy of RC and BCTP briefs

  rather than having everyone make a presentation during the 

  conference.


- Too much information for the time allowed.

Working Groups.  On Day 2, a joint working group was held in place of separate working groups due to extra time spent discussing new OPFOR operational doctrine.  Separate live simulation and constructive simulation working groups convened on Day 3 to discuss OPFOR resourcing strategy.  Specific comments:

· Working Groups effectiveness.


- More time for constructive simulation discussion.


- The collaborative effort worked better on Day 2 rather

  than separate working groups because of the general topic.


- Breakdown into live and constructive working groups was

  very good.

· Mixture of personnel. 

 - Diversity of personnel was great. 

 - Discussion dominated by dirt CTCs.

 - Live and constructive simulation backgrounds do not mix

   well for this purpose.

 - Group leaders did a better job not pushing their own 

   agenda, as compared to the 5th conference.

7th Annual OPFOR Conference.  Attendees were asked to identify what they would change for the next conference and what they would sustain.  Overall attendees would sustain the conference format and basic logistical support.  The major change advocated is bringing in more senior leaders from the CTC program, USARC, and CONUSAs.  Other comments:

· Sustain.


- Open, frank discussion.


- Discussion of OPFOR doctrine/operations.


- Overview of CTC activities.

· Change.

- Reduce the presentations or make the conference longer.

- Conduct more working groups comprised of specific 

  personnel (CTC or USAR TSDs).

- More constructive simulation discussion.

- Less paper, provide electronic or CD copies of

  presentations.  

Other Conference Comments.  

· Ensure scenario development personnel attend.

· More time for Foreign Material Complex Tour.

· Extend the conference by a ½ day.

· Very good, work intensive conference.

· Well-run conference and very appropriate subjects presented.


Action Item 01-01:  Protecting OE TMA resourcing.

Discussion:  Proposed cuts in the production and fielding of the OSV-BMP and OSTV-Tank must be done in concert with funding, development, and fielding of a suite of OPFOR and OE enablers at the CTCs. Universal concern, based on experience, is the cuts in the tracked vehicle programs will not necessarily be matched with fielding the additional capabilities. Concerns are that rather than fielding an integrated OE program, with the synergy of fielding the complementary parts, the TMA and TGOSC will only fund discrete elements of the program, thereby significantly hindering the ability to replicate the OE at the CTCs.

Action:  Determine if currently recognized but unfunded, and newly identified OE replication requirements at the CTCs can be bundled as one line on the TMA, with internal sub-priorities.

Status:  Working. 

Action Office:  ATSC, CPT Ed Shepherd, DSN 927-4714.

Suspense:  Prior to FY04-09 POM build.

Action Item 01-02:  What is the status of the Threat Support Directorate threat data warehouse? (Open action from 5th OPFOR Conference, old number was 00-02.)

Discussion:  TRADOC DCSINT tasked TSD to develop a website allowing Army-wide access to threat/OPFOR information.

Action:  Compile a website based data warehouse for threat/OPFOR information  Issue Sheet submitted to CTC CoC asking for funds and an additional DAC position to develop website. CTC CoC did not validate as a CTC bill. DCSINT (TSD) continues to explore funding options.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, Mr. Nick Comer, DSN 552-7936.

Suspense:  1 May 01.

Action Item 01-03:  Brief OCAR & USARC and NGB on the contemporary operational environment.

Discussion:  USAR Division (Training Support) conference participants identified the need for the reserve component leadership to be brought in on the contemporary OE and it’s impact on USAR training. Some of their client units conduct CTC rotations, making it essential that the training provided by the Battle Command Staff Training (BCST) brigades mirror the environment selected clients will experience at the CTCs.

Action:  Determine appropriate audiences and briefing schedule.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, TBD.

Suspense: TBD.

Action Item 01-04:  Scope of OPFOR Assessment Visits. (Open action from 5th OPFOR Conference, old number was 00-04.)

Discussion:  TRADOC DCSINT wants to look at feasibility / desirability of expanding the scope of TRADOC DCSINT CTC OPFOR assessments to consider other areas/factors. Additionally look at ability to expand current annual assistance visits to non-CTC OPFORs (RC OPFORs, 21st CAV) to assessments similar to those done at the CTCs.

Action:  Results of Staff Study focused on expanded CTC OE assessments and was briefed to TRADOC CofS, DCST, ADCST-W. Also briefed the proposed assessment strategy to the 6th Annual Worldwide OPFOR Conference. Currently studying recommendations and guidance and staffing with other agencies and MACOMs.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, OPFOR Directorate/LTC Jim Clark (CTCs), DSN 680-5419 & Mr. Ed Elmore (non-CTCs), DSN 680-3947.

Suspense:  Ongoing.  

Action Item 01-05:  Status of improvements to the OSTV-Tank design.

Discussion:  In Aug 00, TRADOC DCSINT advised the training materiel developer of the need to include a mine plow and mine roller VISMOD in the production of the OSTV-Tank; these implements would be on a select number of vehicles. Intent was to create a more realistic signature on OPFOR tracked vehicles for the training units to focus on as high payoff targets, rather than the rubber tires slung on a chain that are currently employed at the CTCs. Also in Aug 00, TRADOC DCSINT identified the need to modify the aural signature of the OSTV-Tank from the OSV-BMP, which share a common chassis and power train. The change in aural signature is necessitated in order to provide units training at the CTCs with a different signature distinguishing the two vehicles when not under visual observation. Subsequent to the Conference, ATMD determined the mine plow and roller are specified in the ORD and STRICOM is researching the most feasible means to meet those requirements. The difference in aural signature is not specified in the ORD.

Action:  Further investigate process to change aural signature and notify DCSINT of what further action is required.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  CPT Ed Shepherd, ATMD, DSN 927-4714.

Suspense:  Prior to OSTV-Tank production. Exact date TBD.   

Action Item 01-06:  Review of FM 2-100.2 & FM 2-100.3.

Discussion:  Based on success of reviewing FM 100-2.1 during the OPFOR Conference, suggestions were made to convene a forum to conduct a similar review of FM 100-2.2 (Tactics) and FM 100-2.3 (Unconventional Warfare).

Action:  Convene a mini-workshop of key users to review the FMs.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, MAJ Blake Burslie, DSN 552-7922.

Suspense:  April 2001  

Action Item 01-07:  Preparation for implementing the Contemporary OE at CTCs and USAR Divisions (Training Support).

Discussion: Preparation for implementing the contemporary OE at the combat training centers and the USAR TSDs, is more involved than was initially believed. More actions are involved than simply fielding Mobile Training Teams to train the OPFORs, OPS GRPS, and scenario developers. Potential impacts on contractor support and the contracts they operate under, internal procedural changes, lead times to train USAR simulations units in order to train eSBs, and other issues mandate a more comprehensive determination of what hurdles must be crossed by the different training venues prior to implementing the contemporary OE.

Action: Solicit input from each CTC and the five USAR TSDs.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, OPFOR Directorate, SGM Lowry, DSN 680-4298.

Suspense:  15 March 2001.

Action Item 01-08:  Exercise Design Handbook /Scenario Developer Guide.

Discussion:  The onset of the contemporary operational environment will cause a change in how scenarios and exercises are designed and developed. More explicit definition of the variables comprising the OE and their interactions with each other, along with the need to ensure the OE is designed in such a way that it facilitates units accomplishing desired training outcomes, point to the need for a “how-to-guide” to assist scenario and exercise developers. The reference(s) could include information for planning and allocating forces and a checklist that helps to ensure critical variables have been considered.

Action:  Examine the feasibility of developing these references. If deemed viable, develop the materials.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, Mr. Jim Calway, DSN 552-7919.

Suspense:  1 May 01.

Action Item 01-09:  Declaration of what OPFOR doctrinal references are in affect.

Discussion:  Confusion abounds in the field as to exactly what references are in affect and required for use in OPFOR portrayal. Users are reluctant to use statements on the DCSINT (TSD) website as authoritative and directive in nature. With the partial replacement of TRADOC 350-series PAMs with the 100-60-series FMs, and the impending introduction of a new series of OPFOR 100-2.series FMs, a document from TRADOC DCSINT clearly laying out what is in effect and required for use is needed. In addition, the draft FM 100-62 (on DCSINT’s website) is frequently referred to as a valid reference, but nothing official has been published in that vein. Finally, it’s unclear if the capabilities outlined in DCSINT’s Worldwide Equipment Guide (WEG) are required to be used, or only suggested.

Action:  Publish a memo, over TRADOC DCSINT’s signature, specifying what doctrinal, tactics, and capabilities references are in affect and required for use.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, Dr. Don Madill, DSN 552-7926.

Suspense:  15 Mar 01.

Action Item 01-10:  Revised CAPSTONE process for OPFOR modernization. (Open action from 5th OPFOR Conference, old number was 00-11.)

Discussion:  The CTC program is beginning a CTC Strategic Plan in an attempt to address CTC modernization.

Action:  ATSC is staffing a Live CAPSTONE Requirements Document (CRD) in an attempt to obtain funding priority in the FY 04-09 POM.  This effort includes an OPFOR Annex which addresses future OPFOR requirements.  These requirements are coordinated with DCSINT.  Legacy requirements documentation for OPFOR Aviation and OPFOR Surrogate Wheeled Vehicle, are also being worked between ATSC, DCSINT and STRICOM.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, OPFOR Directorate, Mr. Ed Elmore,  DSN 680-3947.

Suspense:  Prior to FY 04-09 POM build.

Action Item 01-11:  Informing users of changes & clarifications to existing OPFOR doctrine, TTPs, and capabilities.

Discussion:  During semi-annual OPFOR validation visits to the CTCs and annual staff assistance visits to the USAR Divisions (Training Support), it has become evident there is no easily assessable centralized repository of the commonly asked questions and accompanying answers regarding OPFOR portrayal. While an excellent flow of communications exists between DCSINT’s Threat Support Directorate and its clients in the field, the communications are often just between two parties, and don’t inform the wider potential audience. In those cases where a wider audience is informed, the message traffic often doesn’t transfer as incumbents are replaced with new personnel, arriving with a steep learning curve.

Action:  Develop a plan for accomplishing this task.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, Mr. Walt Williams, DSN 552-7923.

Suspense:  1 May 01.
Action Item 01-12:  Implementation of the Operational Environment into the Total Army Training System. (Open action from 5th OPFOR Conference, old number was 00-12.)

Discussion:  Upon approval and promulgation of the FM 100-2.series OPFOR manuals, and phased implementation at the CTCs and USAR Divisions (Training Support), the contemporary operational environment will have to be integrated into the Total Army Training System; e.g., schoolhouse and other instruction.

Action:  Develop a plan for accomplishing this task.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, Ms. Pam Senterfitt, DSN 552-7983.

Suspense:  1 May 01.
Action Item 01-13:  Sharing lessons learned from semi-annual OPFOR validation visits.

Discussion:  During semi-annual OPFOR validations of the 5 CTC OPFORs (2 at BCTP), some common themes emerge, as well as great unique efforts by the individual CTCs. Currently lacking is a recurring process to share this information among the CTCs, as well as other interested parties such as the TRADOC schools & Centers, 21st Cav, and the USAR Divisions (Training Support). Needed is an easily accessible forum for users to see what their counterparts are doing that may be applicable in their units, as well as identifying specific trends where the CTC is not adequately replicating the OPFOR. The solution must be sufficiently sanitized to avoid attribution to a particular CTC for shortcomings, as well as identifying POCs for the good ideas observed.

Action:  Develop a plan to accomplish this task. Consider how to link with CALL’s website, or place it on their site.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, OPFOR Directorate, MAJ Keith Ochoa, DSN 680-2787.

Suspense:  1 June 2001.
Action Item 01-14:  Requirements development process for OPFOR replication in constructive and virtual simulations.

Discussion: There is no centralized requirements development process for requirements relating to contemporary operational environment and OPFOR replication in constructive and virtual simulations. The National Simulation Center (NSC) solicits requirements directly from customers and runs a Parameters Board, but there is no centralized system for OPFOR users to submit requirements. Furthermore, there is no common understanding of how the purpose of each simulation is balanced with the training objectives with the need to portray a realistic training scenario to facilitate the event. Constructive simulation users attending the conference were asked to read and absorb the draft OE manuals, and based on their experience, determine what the current and future simulations are capable of portraying and what they cannot. This information will be provided to DCSINT (TSD), collated, and then provided to DCST & NSC.

Action:  Develop a plan, ICW NSC & TRADOC DCST, for accomplishing this task.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, Ms. Penny Mellies, DSN 552-7920.

Suspense:  1 Aug 01.
Action Item 01-15:  Priorities for OPFOR Modernization & Sustainment.

Discussion:  A working group comprised of representatives from the Maneuver CTCs, training developer and training materiel developer, and other representatives analyzed the DCSINT proposed contemporary OE resourcing strategy. The group added some additional requirements and re-prioritized the list. The group’s consensus was, that to ensure the CTC program--the OPFORs in particular, speak with a common voice at resourcing forums, that the list should be formally submitted to DCST as the CTC OPFOR’s community’s priorities for OPFOR sustainment and modernization

Action:  Develop a memorandum or email for the TRADOC DCSINT to forward to TRADOC DCST, with copies provided to each CTC Commander, ADCST-W, and ATMD.

Status:  Working.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, OPFOR Directorate, Mr. Ed Elmore, DSN 680-5419.

Suspense:  1 March 2001.
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