After-Action Report, 7th Annual Worldwide OPFOR Conference

DAY ONE:  Introduction and Briefings

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Gary Phillips, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence-Threats (ADCSINT-T), U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), sponsored the 7th Annual Worldwide OPFOR Conference.  It was hosted by the National Ground Intelligence Center (NGIC) at the Foreign Materiel Exploitation Annex, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland.  The conference theme was to facilitate a greater understanding of the Contemporary Operational Environment (COE)(see Agenda at Annex A). Participants represented a wide range of OPFOR-related (both Active and Reserve component), Combat Training Center (CTC), MACOM, and training development personnel (see attendee list at Annex B). 

The purpose of the conference was:

· Facilitate a greater understanding of the COE.

· Provide feedback on new OPFOR organization and doctrine, training effectiveness of COE, and specific CTC implementation requirements
· Foster discussion and sharing of information across the Army OPFOR community.
BRIEFINGS: 

· Conference Introduction--Mr. Phillips, ADCSINT-Threats TRADOC

· CTC Training Vision--Mr. Wolf, CTCD, ADCST-W, TRADOC

· COE Implementation Update, BCTP Lessons/Learned/Schedule--LTC Friedly, BCTP World Class Opposing Force, TRADOC 

· Implementing the Campaign Plan at Maneuver CTCs--Mr. Phillips, ADCSINT-Threats TRADOC 

· OPFOR Organizational Requirements/Capabilities--LTC Cleaves, TSD, TRADOC

· Caspian Sea Scenario Update--Mr. Phillips, ADCSINT-Threats TRADOC

· Working Group Orientation--LTC Miller, OPFOR Directorate, TRADOC

BRIEFING SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

CONFERENCE INTRODUCTION:

Mr. Phillips presented an initial conference concept briefing which focused on an overview of the COE concept, the constructs of COE and future operational environment (FOE) as a continuum of threats over time and their use in developing a training opponent for the evolving interim and objective Army forces.  He also presented his bottom line conference expectations:

· Deeper understanding of the application of OPFOR doctrine and the OE variables to training events 
· Adjustments to the doctrine.

· Defining COE implementation.

· How do we know when we are there?

· What’s stopping us?
· Organization of the OPFORs at the CTCs.

· Requirements vs. constraints.
Discussion:  None.

Issues:  None.

Taskers:  None.

CTC TRAINING VISION

Mr. Wolf of CTCD presented a briefing on CTC training objectives focused on desired training outcomes.  The outcomes focus on leader and unit outcomes using metrics of:

· See first.

· Understand first.

· Act first.

· Finish decisively.

The challenge is to implement a COE that causes these desired outcomes to be developed and refined.

The briefing also addressed spectrums of conflict and their applicability to the CTCs, a COE implementation timeline and a risk assessment for resourcing and training of various COE aspects at the CTCs, home station and training institutions.

Discussion:  

CTCs have the lead for COE implementation, and the established implementation timeframes are moving to the left as the CTCs are moving forward.  Although implementation is driven by funding to some extent, lack of complete funding is not an impediment to initial implementation.  

Training support divisions (TSDs) raised the issue of training units desiring to fight OPLANs.  COL Oberst, FORSCOM G2 stated that mission rehearsal exercises have become institutionalized, and that units with short-term missions should train for it during these, as opposed to training for real-world OPLAN missions at CTCs or in TSD exercises.

Issues:  

This briefing did not include a discussion of USAR implementation, and it did not discuss ARNG implementation other than identifying an implementation NLT date.  All RC TSD conferees stated that their organizations were slow to implement COE because the FM 7-100 series doctrinal manuals are still in draft form and there was no documentation officially directing implementation.

TSDs raised the issue of how they receive COE training.  LTC Cleaves stated that this is done through train-the-trainer courses conducted at Fort Leavenworth and that all TSDs had been invited to the December class; however there were only a few attendees.  There appears to be a problem of units not sending the right people for this training; e.g., one sergeant cannot be expected to train an entire division.  COE is too great a change to be easily accepted for implementation by commanders, thus higher ranks must be represented in train-the-trainer events to have a greater chance at effecting implementation.  

Mr. Phillips, the ADCSINT-T directed all units to stop using the FM 100-60-series and any earlier FMs/TRADOC Pamphlets, and exclusively use the FM 7-100 series FMs.

Taskers:  Threat Support Directorate offered TSDs seats at the institutional train-the-trainer class at Fort Leavenworth, and stated recognition of the need to consider TSD COE needs through more train-the-trainer-events.

COE IMPLEMENTATION UPDATE, BCTP LESSONS/LEARNED/SCHEDULE

BCTP COE implementation occurred during DCX II and is standard in all rotations.  One of the major lessons learned is that COE affects more areas than OPFOR (exercise director, senior observers, O/Cs, contractors, AAR, exercise design); the role of higher headquarters (of the training unit) is critical, relating to road-to-war and scenario development.  COE implementation at BCTP resulted in a change to the training conditions, not the mission.  BCTP changed the OPFOR through getting approval of a COE OPFOR model (ICW Threat Support Directorate), a series of COE command seminars, and a CBS COE Working Group.

CBS transformation is key, particularly in the areas of replicating complex terrain for sanctuary and protection.  BCTP found that original OPFOR forces were too "top of the line" and now recommends task organizing forces from the approved COE database to include a range of capabilities from low to high technology.

Discussion:  

BCTP is attempting to implement a common scenario, which will help focus units on COE, as well as transforming exercise control, by assisting higher headquarters in orders development, in order to make exercises less susceptible to subjective decisions.  Success of both of these efforts will depend upon changing the mindset of key decision makers, including exercise directors and senior observers.

Issues:

TSDs wanted information regarding how CBS changes were made and how BCTP COE working groups were organized.  It was suggested that TSDs (and others) request information regarding CBS changes through the National Simulation Center.  The OPFOR database and COE OPFOR Overview slides can be requested from BCTP.  COL Oberst suggested that BCTP can expect requests that all constructive scenarios be made COE-compliant.

Taskers:  None

IMPLEMENTING THE CAMPAIGN PLAN AT MANEUVER CTCs
This briefing defined the end state for expectations of COE when implemented at the CTCs as well as offering a definition of what constitutes implementation.  The mission end state is to integrate into all training an Opposing Force and a set of environmental variables that represent likely conditions that army leaders, soldiers and units will face and produces training outcomes that will allow the Army to fight and win the nation's wars now and in the future.  The briefing also presented draft leader/soldier and unit desired training outcomes.  Implementation of COE was defined as:

· OPFOR that operates in accord with FM 7-100 series doctrinal manuals.

· OPFOR equipped and organized according to a TRADOC DCSINT approved Order of Battle.

· COE variables matched against training objectives with a sufficient manifestation of the COE variable to realistically challenge that task.

· Training audience and trainers possess basic understanding of COE doctrinal constructs and concepts.  US Army doctrine and TTP reflect an appreciation of COE.

· Rules of engagement (ROE) for the OPFOR that do not compromise the COE doctrine.

Objectives for implementation at the CTCs, TRADOC Schools, Home Station, and potentially joint organizations were discussed.  The briefing did not include RC implementation. 

The briefing concluded with "real issues" for discussion based on Mr. Phillips observations of CTC training.  These issues are:

· Poorly written training objectives make exercise design difficult.

· Exercise design is done backward by writing the Road-to-War (RTW) first, then the tactical piece, when it should be accomplished by building the tactical piece around training objectives then scope the RTW to fit.

· OPFOR is constrained by unrealistic ROE to "give BLUE a chance to train".

· CSA guidance "equal chance to win" and "level playing field" not evident in all events.

· Air-to-ground and ground-to-air interface are unrealistically portrayed.

Discussion:  

What presently constitutes COE compliance?  This is not presently codified, but DCSINT will use draft doctrine and accreditation checklists to accomplish this.  Based upon review of ROE at each CTC, all are presently non-compliant as they require OPFOR to do non-COE things; e.g. limited numbers of certain equipment in the box to create a desired training effect.  

Changes for training effects should be made during scenario design rather than in ROE.  This allows for adjustments on an exercise-by-exercise basis.  

Exercise design should be based on BLUFOR task organization and training objectives, and training objectives should be taught at the institutional level.  OPFOR being constrained from more free-play runs the risk of marginalizing BLUFOR training achievements.  There is a much greater learning curve when there is a risk of failure.

CTC capabilities for replication should be decided by the training audience; e.g. FORSCOM, USAREUR.  This issue is discussed in detail in the following section.

Issues:

Still to be determined is an appropriate feedback loop from the COE accreditation process to the Army to enable incorporation of lessons learned.

Taskers:  

· RC implementation will be included in the COE campaign plan.

· DCSINT will coordinate with DCST regarding institutional-level instruction of training objectives.

OPFOR ORGANIZATIONAL REQUIREMENTS/CAPABILITIES

LTC Cleaves presented this briefing for the purpose of providing the analytical methodology and results used to determine the required OPFOR brigade tactical group (BTG) order of battle (OB) at each MCTC.  The methodology was based on assumptions that Army forces must be able to accomplish tasks listed in the FM 7-15 Army Universal Task List, that training will focus on these tasks, that major end items acquired to reflect COE will be the major systems used for CTC training through 2020 and beyond, that FM 25-100/101 training principles will remain cornerstones of Army training, that Army units will become more capable, and that Army units will move from legacy to interim and objective force equipment and training principles as soon as they become available.

The analysis assumed the largest potential near-future BLUFOR troop list engaging in the task most difficult for OPFOR; i.e., requiring the largest OPFOR, for each CTC.  This was accomplished using a force ratio analysis to determine the size of required OPFOR, war-gaming the fight on representative COE terrain using BLUFOR/OPFOR doctrinal subject matter experts, and using the results to group OPFOR into logical troop formations appropriate for each CTC.  This was done for major killing systems, as well as the battlefield functional areas of reconnaissance and engineer.  The results are a BTG organization and required equipment for each MCTC.  DCSINT advises the Army on what the OPFORs should have.  The training audience uses a variety of factors to determine what will be acquired and used in particular training situations.  An OPFOR TOE is not the same as the OPFOR organization for training.  COE is not intended to reflect a single real world threat (see Annex C, CTC Implementation of COE).  

Discussion:  

Based on FM 3-0, and perceptions of the COE, there is a perception at JRTC that BLUFOR commanders are determining that division/brigade defense is no longer on their critical task list.  This raises the question as to differences between a brigade defense and a brigade in a force protection posture.  The logic behind the decision to exclude a Defensive task is not clear.  FM 3-0 does not exclude defense from operations.  The question really becomes one of exercise design; will CTCs ensure units training at their centers conduct at least one defensive oriented mission per rotation through the scenario build and subsequent OPFOR actions?  The danger is that units will cease to train defenses because it is not going to occur at the Training Center.  There are real world examples of the importance of being able to conduct defensive operations as well.  The forces conducting Operation Anaconda went in offensively oriented and found themselves on the defensive very quickly.  This defense was conducted to buy time and build resources for the conduct of future offensive operations.  It is ironic that this unit’s sister brigade was simultaneously conducting a rotation at JRTC with no scheduled defensive missions.       

Issues:  

NTC felt that BLUFOR receives more than the 8 fixed wing sorties per battle used in the analysis. They feel that as many as 20 are allotted.  This will be investigated by LTC Cleaves to see how great the difference actually is.

Will there be a recognized Army-wide standard for force ratio analysis?  DCSINT believes that there should be and will address this issue in the forthcoming exercise design handbook.

With the continuing success of OPFOR fighting at less than 3:1 ratios, is 3:1 still a valid planning factor?  We cannot base force development upon training results, it must be based on a potential worst case.

LTC Cleaves stated that if the CTCs feel they need significantly different numbers of OPFOR than their analysis recommends, there needs to be a discussion.  There was no discussion that indicated this.

Taskers:  

· Training Support Directorate will conduct a similar analysis to determine requirements for Division Tactical Group assets and non-military equipment for each MCTC.  The issue is capability replication versus specific equipment sets.  DCSINT (Threat Support Directorate) defines required capabilities for COE replication per MCTC, MCTCs analyze internal replication capabilities (using available equipment or resources) with DCSINT approval of recommended solutions.  Those capabilities that cannot be replicated internally are pursued through training materiel requirements development.  DCSINT approves resulting organizations/capabilities and accredits portrayal during rotations if replication is IAW doctrine and effects desired training outcomes.  A critical element in attaining doctrinal COE organizations and equipment is gaining MACOM concurrence of proposed organizational structures. 
· Training Support Directorate will also produce an exercise design handbook and investigate the question of BLUFOR sorties at NTC.  

CASPIAN SEA SCENARIO UPDATE

This briefing provided an overview of an area of the world (Caspian Sea) that has been identified as having good representation of all COE variables and thus providing an excellent geographic location for construction of Army scenarios.  The briefing provided an overview of the area and in in-depth discussion of extant COE variables.  This set the stage for Day two working groups to use one of four assigned COE vignettes based on the scenario to evaluate COE doctrine and OPFOR capabilities.

Discussion:  None.
Issues:  Conference attendees were somewhat exasperated that there are at least three different Caspian Scenarios in development.  The MCTCs believed this scenario was relevant only to constructive simulations training (specifically BCTP and RC TSDs).  Their focus was on their specific terrain and they were subsequently disappointed to see training vignettes developed using the Caspian terrain as opposed to CTC specific terrain.

Taskers.  None.

WORKING GROUP ORIENTATION

Working from the previous Caspian Sea scenario update, LTC Miller gave a military situation update, and a RTW leading to an OPFOR invasion and disposition of forces as of the arrival of US forces in the region.  He then assigned conferees to each of four working groups focused on a vignette within the overall scenario and hosted by a facilitator.  The groups/facilitator were:

· TRADOC Centers/TSDs--OSC Defense (LTC Cleaves)

· NTC--BTG Integrated Attack (MAJ Burslie)

· CMTC--Maneuver Defense (Mr. Williams)

· JRTC--Dispersed Attack (Mr. Phillips)

Groups were instructed to use the vignettes as a background for discussion and briefings of the following issues (Note:  For the reasons mentioned in the Caspian Sea Scenario Update issues, NTC never used the developed vignette, opting instead for their own integrated attack scenario.  This scenario served the same function as the Caspian vignette and met the conference training objectives.):

· COE implementation defined.

· Training required prior to implementation.

· Ability to replicate environmental variables.

· HICON transition requirements.

· Implementation of FM 7-100 series doctrine.

· OPFOR Organization and equipment.

· Changes to ROE.

· Comments on previously defined "real issues".

Discussion:  None.

Issues:  None.  
Taskers:  OPFOR Directorate must re-evaluate the effectiveness of developing training vignettes on neutral terrain if this concept is used during subsequent conferences.  MCTCs are very focused on how to correctly apply the doctrine to their specific terrain.  The use of Training Support Directorate proposed organizations was helpful because it drove home the need for asymmetric capability replication and helped gain concurrence among MCTC OPFORs that they are currently inadequately equipped to conduct full spectrum COE operations.

DAY TWO:  Working Group Discussions

NTC WORKING GROUP (BTG INTEGRATED ATTACK)  

As previously discussed, COL Davis, Commander, 11th ACR (NTC OPFOR), was the group leader and decided not to use the Caspian Vignette.  He gave a briefing on NTC Implementation of COE.  NTC will begin COE implementation in Rotation 02-08 in May.  In June, NTC changes it's OPFOR force structure, Rules of Engagement (ROE), and ROE Implementation Document (RID) to COE.  OPFOR intends to begin its COE rotation with an integrated attack against BLUFOR, using two battalions and AT units to form a point of penetration against BLUFOR for exploitation.  There are limited COE events during RSOI.  OPFOR reconnaissance has increased as part of COE, with more systems in the disruption zone; however, the CBI limits the number of BMPs forward because of the damage they can cause and the fact that they are not reconstituted if lost.  This is a subjective call by the OPFOR Commander, COG and CG as they are concerned that if BLUFOR is overwhelmed with too much free play COE may be rejected by senior leaders.  NTC plans to use 400 all-purpose infantry in appropriate rotations, with 300 being augmentees.  They are investigating a variety of possible means to obtain augmentees as many supporting units have been overtasked since 9-11.  COL Davis feels that artillery RID/ROE restrictions need to be reviewed in light of COE.  NTC feels that a virtual UAV will suffice for OPFOR, and they will push to keep their UH-1 fleet flying through cannibalization.  

Discussion:

When asked why OPFOR would begin with an integrated attack, COL Davis explained that this was done as part of a DTG defense in the wrap around.  He offered copies of an NTC-developed 11th ACR COE Handbook for implementation of COE.  Regarding COE equipment requirements in general, the OPFOR is working internal acquisition of certain items (thermal sights, decoys, etc.), but feels it is able to accomplish COE implementation in the near-term with items on-hand or due in.  However, they want the entire fill of items (OSV/OSTV), and will be able to field doctrinal numbers while keeping the overhead in rebuild programs.  He also indicated that Operations Group needs an MTT or other COE training.

Issues:  

While the use of a virtual UAV will solve problems for the OPFOR, it will create problems for the BLUFOR unless there is a way to replicate the UAV in the box.  A virtual UAV must be able to be targeted, engaged, and destroyed.  There must also be a discernable signature that allows the BLUFOR to recognize this very visible collection asset is targeting it.  

Another concern from NTC is how they conduct AARs during continual operations.  This issue was not discussed in detail during the conference but significantly impacts the NTC battle rhythm. 

NTC does not support a new OSWV R&D or procurement effort.  They believe they can continue to use existing vehicles to transport infantry units as required, and additional wheeled vehicle requirements; for reconnaissance and AT weapons systems, can continue to use visually modified HMMWVs.    

Taskers:  DCSINT should re-evaluate the need for several OSWV variants as a future combat system.  Each training center desires additional wheeled AT assets, but other OSWV variants appear to be a low priority.

TRADOC CENTERS/TSDs WORKING GROUP(OSC AREA DEFENSE)

COL Contreras, OPFOR Branch Chief, 1st Bde, 85th TSD, was the group leader.  LTC Cleaves briefed the Caspian Sea Vignette background but did not describe the course of the battle; the group decided they had plenty of discussion items without going into the “snapshots” of the fight.

Discussion:  The group felt that many issues should be addressed in a future COE Conference for the TSDs.  Other overarching discussion issues revolved around making the 7-100 series FMs “final,” and the need for a COE Implementation Directive from the appropriate chain of command (FORSCOM, CONUSAs, TRADOC, or the CINCs), with implementation dates and milestones. 

Issues: 

· Each TSD must identify and send the right persons to COE Train the Trainer courses.
· A training course on COE Exercise Design would be very helpful.
· No simulations effectively replicate the urban environment.
· Develop method for sharing current workarounds and parameter changes for all simulations.
· Simulation parameters and workarounds should be standardized.
· The exercise design must not constrain the commander from executing “redos.”
· HICONs require augmentation and/or increased personnel to address noncombatant, paramilitary, and multinational requirements.
· Put naval systems in the WEG.
· Include OPFOR naval and air doctrine in the FM 7-100 series.
· Develop method for disseminating TTP for replicating adaptive techniques in simulations.
Taskers:  None.
CMTC WORKING GROUP (MANEUVER DEFENSE)

Mr. Walt Williams, Threat Support Directorate, was the group facilitator, and LTC Perry Helton, Commander, 1-4 Infantry (CMTC OPFOR) was the group OIC.

Discussion: No input.

Issues:  None.

Taskers:  None.

JRTC WORKING GROUP (DISPERSED ATTACK)

Mr. Gary Phillips, TRADOC ADCSINT-T, was the group facilitator and LTC Skip Lewis, JRTC OPFOR Battalion Commander, was the group OIC.  Mr. Phillips led the group through a very detailed discussion of the Area of Operations focusing on the terrain and OPFOR capabilities.  He then followed with a discussion of the OPFOR dispersed attack doctrine, walking the group completely through the purpose, conduct, and characteristics, of this mission.  The group constantly participated in the discussion and added their observations and questions at will.  It was a very professional and expertly conducted example of facilitation.  Mr. Phillips presented the training vignette once the group had a thorough understanding and working knowledge of the terrain, weather, equipment, and doctrine.  He then gave the group the opportunity to work through the mission using a COA they developed.  

Discussion/Issues:

The OPFOR working group determined there were several key equipment and personnel shortages hindering their ability to conduct a dispersed attack on the ground at JRTC.  The most significant shortage came in the intelligence arena, where they lack collection assets in every area except HUMINT.  The working group also identified several shortages that further inhibited successful implementation of COE.  These shortages are covered in their Day 3 back brief below.

Taskers:  None.

Day 3:  Working Group Briefbacks
JRTC WORKING GROUP (DISPERSED ATTACK)

JRTC used the Caspian vignette to discern insights for COE implementation but will implement, regardless of other factors in May 2003.  The working group defined implementation as:

· OPFOR/JRTC capabilities reflect COE.

· Scenario/CBI/OPFOR reflect 7-100 series FMs.

· An OPFOR/JRTC COE train-up occurs before December 2002.

JRTC requires the following training:

· MTT before Dec 02.

· OPFOR leader training.

· Soldier level briefings.

· New equipment training.

Regarding portrayal of environmental variables, JRTC is in the process of rewriting it's base scenario.  The OPFOR is also missing key military capabilities, particularly in the intelligence battlefield functional area, where they require assets beyond HUMINT.

Other identified shortfalls include:

· ATGMs/RPGs

· Augmentees

· MANPADS/Towed AA

· Engineer Company

· UAVs

· Tactical comms/cell phones

· EW jamming

· Anti-LZ mines

· Heavy mortars/Counterfire radar/ADHPM

  Mr. Phillips feels that national will is reflected by the ROE under which BLUFOR operates.  The ROE must change, if BLUFOR actions warrant it, within the duration of the rotation, thus reflecting the importance of National Will on tactical operations.  The issue of time was addressed as the timing of events during the framework of the rotation.  

JRTC felt that they did not need a revised HICON.

Discussion:  

The main discussion involved constraints placed upon OPFOR and how these could be mitigated in order to implement COE.  Mr. Phillips stated that ROE is not necessarily a limiting of OPFOR items.  ROE as a constraint is more telling OPFOR how they may (or may not) use allocated systems.  COFM-based ROE adjustments per se, are acceptable.  

LTC Cleaves suggested a pre-exercise contract guaranteeing a pre-set number of "unaffected" fights, but not all, out of a total rotation as a means of enforcing consequences.  Another technique is to have alternative training venues for prematurely destroyed assets.  The destroyed asset would continue to train but the maneuver commander would not benefit from that training during execution of a planned mission.  This would force the commander to compensate for the loss of a critical asset and drive home the point that the rear area is vulnerable and must secure itself against attack.  Every one at the conference agreed that commanders must face the consequences of their decisions, this is critical in developing adaptive leaders.  At NTC, leaders make a decision, then there is an effect; e.g., if they lose Apaches to direct attack due to inadequate security, their effects are limited in the close fight.  

NTC also uses "re-cocks" to reinforce lessons learned for AARs.  While “re-cocks and re-keys” are successful techniques at MCTCs, they may be less effective in constructive simulations unless Blue units are allowed to adjust existing orders.  All “re-cocks” require some form of AAR preceding re-initiation of training.  

On a separate issue, JRTC stated a need for "how-to" manuals (like FM 7-8, 7-10, 7-20, MTPs) for FM 7-100 implementation.  LTC Cleaves suggested that Threat Support Directorate eventually publish a 7-100 series small unit tactics manual.

Issues:  JRTC must request the MTT by provided preferred time periods and by ensuring all parties, not just the OPFOR, attend the training.  HICON changes, while probably transparent to the OPFOR, are necessary components for full implementation of COE at JRTC.  The nature of these upgrades to existing JTOC capabilities have been laid out in the JRTC Assessment Visit report, agreed in principle to by the COG during the out briefing.   
Taskers.

· TSD MTT to JRTC pending a request from the Operations Group.

· TSD produces a FM 7-100 series small unit tactics manual (timeline was not established).

CMTC WORKING GROUP (MANEUVER DEFENSE)

CMTC thinks that the COE design is "brilliant".  Their assessment of what constituted implementation was the same as JRTC with the addition of training to the OPFOR and OC academies.  CMTC will conduct their initial COE implementation during their April/May 02 rotation.  Basing their analysis on DTLOMS, they have determined shortfalls in the organization and materiel areas.  CMTC can update TTPs for implementation, but requires modernization help for technology and equipment to achieve full compliance. 

The Warrior Prep Center executed COE in January 2002 and will continue to conduct COE rotations in the future.

CMTC has a variety of training needs as follows:

· OPS Group Training

· LTP

· Staff/Scenario writers

· OCs/OC Academy

· DTOC

· OPFOR Training

· OPD/NCOPD "Train-the-Trainer"

· Staff/MDMP

· STX Lanes

· OPFOR Academy

They stressed that on-site training is critical.  Mr. Phillips stated that they owe each CTC an MTT.

CMTC briefed how they integrate the COE variables in the box, through use of various groups and urban areas.  They also briefed how their OPFOR must evolve with new capabilities.

CMTC has no HICON, but realizes they will need one for COE.  They concur with the TRADOC OPFOR organizational design.

CMTC ROE must undergo a number of adjustments in order to implement COE.  Most importantly, ROE must not impose time restrictions or limit OPFOR actions.

Discussion:  Further discussion ensued regarding ROE.  Again the point was made that ROE must not force OPFOR to do non-COE things.  CMTC G2 discussed a conceptual way to try to lead BLUFOR into accepting risk by developing 3 OPFOR packages, ranging from low, through mid-capable, to full-up, the lower two being scaled down pre-exercise.  The more risk a commander is willing to take, the higher the level of OPFOR.

Issues:  None.

Taskers:

· MTT from Threat Support Directorate to each CTC.  TSD MTT to CMTC pending a request from the Operations Group. 

· The CMTC OPFOR Directorate Assessment Visit scheduled for 5-16 May will focus on potential roles and issues for developing a HICON at CMTC.

· The ADCSINT-T (Mr. Gary Phillips) and the OPFOR Directorate (-) will visit the Warrior Prep Center 2-4 May before traveling on to CMTC.  The assistance visit will provide feedback to the WPC on existing scenarios, their interpretation of doctrine, and will review WPC products upon request.

NTC WORKING GROUP (BTG INTEGRATED ATTACK)  

NTC briefed their implementation timeline for compliance by 21 Jun 02 when the OPFOR changes to COE and all rotations are COE.  Their biggest outstanding concern is the need for additional training for the OPFOR, Operations Group, Rotational Units, and senior trainers and leaders.

NTC assessed how each of the environmental variables either are or are not implemented.  In the near term they have shortfalls in the areas of urban terrain, information warfare and other technology areas, which can only be addressed through the POM.

There are a number of HICON issues, including:

· SIM/STEM wraparound.

· Integrated Fires Command portrayal.

· Control of paramilitary (under OPFOR).

· DTG control of SPF/UAV.

· OPFOR OCs.

· TDA increase for OPS Group.

· New Star Wars Building.

· NTC IS upgrade.

NTC briefed how the OPFOR will evolve from a Motorized Rifle Regiment to BTG.  They also briefed their proposed near-term (interim) OPFOR force structure compared to the previous DCSINT proposal.  They indicated a need to consider COFM in metering the OPFOR to meet BLUFOR training objectives.  One example of this applied to the suggested force structure is that they propose adding only 12 of 44 wheeled AT systems, as they feel that the latter number will have too great a training impact.  NTC feels that they have most of what they need on the ground to implement the COE in the near-term, thus their interim OB.  However, they propose to continue support of all capabilities for future fielding based upon POM availability and future training requirements.

NTC concurs that training objectives are not properly written and supports enforcement of AR 350-50-1 standards.  They also suggested a number of tactical engagement simulation and instrumentation issues which must be addressed to solve air-ground/ground/air engagement interface shortfalls.

Discussion:  The NTC organizational structures and numbers of equipment are still working documents.  The NTC OPFOR is scheduled to brief the NTC CG in the coming days to present their proposals and subsequent responses to FORSCOM on their organizational analysis.  All references to organizations are currently working draft proposals.  
Issues:  Once the CG approves the proposals mention in the discussion above, TRADOC DCSINT must review the organizations for doctrinal validity.       

Taskers:  None.

TRADOC CENTERS/TSDs WORKING GROUP(OSC AREA DEFENSE)

This group defined implementation as:

· Doctrine is final.

· Standard force structure completed and final.

· Training and exercise products demonstrate an understanding of COE.

· OB becomes force structure.

Discussion of COE variables focused on shortfalls of constructive simulations in replicating certain of these. Additionally, replication of some actors (NGOs, etc.) will require additional resources.  Time limits imposed by the 30-hour exercise length impose constraints on the depth of some COE play.

COE implementation within the TSDs is larger than an OPFOR issue.  Training is required at all levels, and includes the need for additional slots in train-the-trainer (TTT) courses at Fort Leavenworth, with proper personnel identified to attend, more TTTS (and perhaps MTTs).  They also suggested a COE Training Conference which would include training in COE exercise design as well as doctrinal instruction.  Training needs to occur for contractors, OCs, lanes trainers, exercise designers, and the training audience.

Another major issue is the sharing of information on OPFOR force structures, TTP, and simulation workarounds and parameter changes.  The TSDs want to be able to build upon what BCTP is already doing.  OPFOR information is already available from WCOPFOR; A solution appears for CBS changes may be to be put them on some accessible website at the NSC.

Finally, the TSDs feel they need some senior level guidance from TRADOC directing COE implementation.  They suggested a letter from TRADOC through FORSCOM to the U.S. Armies.

Discussion:  TSD representatives asked what the standard for TRADOC certification of COE implementation would be and if they would be held to it.  Answer was that this is being developed and we don't want to share draft standards as they could be implemented at the local level and later changed.  TRADOC will not accredit replication at the TSDs until this concept is approved in the draft AR 350-2, but will conduct Staff Assistance Visits to ensure implementation is done IAW published doctrine.

Issues:  None.

Taskers:  

· DCSINT will either produce a memorandum stating that the manuals are approved as final for implementation or explaining the implementation of working drafts as the standard for Army training.

· Threat Support Directorate must evaluate the feasibility of hosting a Reserve Component COE Training Conference; OPFOR Directorate will assist.  

CONFERENCE WRAP-UP

Conferees agreed that the conference helped dispel some misconceptions about COE; they agree that the doctrine is virtually complete but may undergo minor changes as a result of implementation.  Major concerns are access to COE training for all training elements and the need to ensure "buy-in" from the training unit commanders at all levels.  

There are ongoing concerns about potential for dilution of COE effects during training in the name of meeting BLUFOR training objectives, but the conference discussed some methods for avoiding this; e.g., alternative training for destroyed assets.  The basic tenets of implementation, as presented by Mr. Phillips, were agreed to with slight modification pertaining to CTC specific issues.  Mr. Phillips has these issues and will modify the implementation standards as he continues work on the Campaign Plan.  

The conference assessment is that CTCs are prepared for near-term implementation of COE, even though additional training and resources are required.  Full implementation is recognized as a long-term process requiring changes to existing CTC infrastructure (i.e., HICON, materiel, ROE and scenario development changes).  

CTC OPFOR Organizations will undergo revisions and possible reorganization to implement near-term COE requirements; TRADOC DCSINT will approve these changes if they are COE compliant.  Future organizations must have the ability to replicate the desired capability laid out in doctrinal manuals and may not necessarily replicate all of the equipment currently in the organization charts.  CTC’s are responsible for determining their priority systems requirements for fielding.

COE implementation must be synchronized across the entire training domain, including TRADOC schools, USAR/ARNG, and Home Station Training.  Mr. Phillips has agreed to host a meeting of TRADOC schools and assist implementation with TSP development.  OPFOR Directorate will assist as required.  OPFOR Directorate will continue to conduct staff assistance visits to USAR TSDs; however, ARNG training is not adequately addressed.  Home Station training venues require participation from TRADOC DCST and FORSCOM DCSOPs, TRADOC DCSINT will participate and assist TRADOC DCST if they will assume the lead for this conference.  
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7th Annual Worldwide OPFOR Conference

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUNDS, MARYLAND

2-4 April 2002
DAY 0  (1 APR 02)             EVENT


All Day



TRAVEL

1500-1800 Conference Registration and hand-out

pick up, Swann Creek Lodging Office, APG, MD.

DAY 1  (2 APR 02)



 0700-0745


Late Registration

0800-0810


NGIC Deputy Commander Welcome

0810-0830 DCSINT Welcome, Conference Purpose & End

State (Mr. Phillips, TRADOC, DCSINT)

0830-0845 Administrative Briefing, Agenda (Ed

Elmore)

0845-0945


CTC Training Vision, Mr. Wolf (DCST) 

0945-1000


Break

1000-1030 COE Implementation Update--BCTP Lessons

            Learned/Schedule (LTC Friedly)

1030-1130


Implementing the Campaign Plan at MCTCs 

                         (ADCSINT-T)

1130-1300
Lunch Break

1300-1500 OPFOR Organizational

Requirements/Capabilities(LTC Cleaves)

1500-1515           Break
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1515-1615           Caspian Sea Scenario Update (Mr.

 Phillips)

1615-1700


Working Group Orientation (LTC Miller)

DAY 2 (3 APR 02)

0800-1130
DCSINT SMEs present Training Vignette & Mission Briefings to each Working Group.

1130-1300
Lunch


1300-1700
Working Groups conduct assessment of COE Effectiveness and Variables, and OPFOR Organization, Doctrine & Equipment.

1800-2000 Informal Social at APG’s Top of the Bay 

Club 

DAY 3 (4 APR 02)

0800-1200
Final Working Group Out-briefs. Each Group will have approximately 1 hour. 15 min break after second brief

1200-1300
Lunch

1300-1500
Conference Wrap-up and Concluding Statements (TRADOC DCSINT) 

DAY 4 (5 APR 02)


ALL DAY


TRAVEL
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1. Reference.  7th Annual World Wide OPFOR Conference Group Discussion, 2-4 April 2002. 

2. Referenced discussion was based on National Training Center (NTC) and Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) analysis of COE implementation at their respective CTC.  These center’s raised issues about the basis for determining OPFOR organizations, these organizations’ relationship to existing “real world” threat, and proposed equipment capabilities that do not mirror “near term” threats.  The following provides information that may assist FORSCOM as these CTCs continue their analysis.

3. During the 2002 OPFOR Conference hosted by the TRADOC DCSINT the OPFOR force structure requirements were addressed.  The requirements brief was prefaced by some assumptions;

a. Army forces must be able to accomplish tasks listed n FM 7-15, Army Universal Task List.

b. Army training will focus on performance of FM 7-15 tasks.

c. The fundamental principles of FM 25-100/101 will remain the cornerstone of Army training for the forseeable future.

d. Objective force units will be more capable than today’s units.

e. Army units will begin to train with interim and objective force equipment prior to complete fielding of the objective force.

f. Army units will begin to train using interim and objective force principles as soon as they become known to the force.

4. Based on information provided by the CTCs TRADOC anticipated the following US Army troop lists at the NTC and JRTC in the near future.

a. NTC

· 1 X Armor Battalion (44 M1)

· 2 X Infantry Battalion (88 M2)

-     Squads: 44

· HV AT: 38 (Javelin/TOW)

· Artillery: 36 M109A6, 6 MLRS

· 18-24 AH64 sorties per battle

· 0-6 UAV sorties per battle

· 8-10 fixed wing sorties per battle (currently under TSD review to determine if this planning factor is too low)

b. JRTC

· 3 X LAV Battalions (180 Combat LAVs)

· Squads: 54

· HV AT: 14

· 18-24 AH64 sorties per battle

· 0-6 UAV sorties per battle

· 8-10 Fixed wing sorties per battle

5. The Chief of Staff of the Army provided the following guidance in his CTC Vision Statement relative to OPFOR force ratios.

a. “ Free thinking OPFOR with an equal chance to win”

b. “ Tactical scenario where the outcome is not assured”

c. “ The CTC OPFOR should provide the toughest, most challenging fight short of war for rotational units.  To be credible, it must reflect 21st century operational environment and be equipped to replicate capabilities forces may face on future battlefields.”

6. The foregoing parameters provided the basis for the TRADOC DCSINT analysis of the required CTC OPFOR force structure.  The OPFOR provides the “condition” in the FM 25-100 model of task –condition – standard.   The most difficult task the OPFOR is envisioned to have is the attack of a defending brigade, a task clearly articulated in FM 3-0, Army Operations and FM 7-15, Army Universal Task List.  Accepted military theory indicates that to have a even chance of winning a force must gain 3:1 odds at the point of attack.  This ratio may include “force mulitpliers” but in the final analysis there must be sufficient combat platforms available to accept losses and still maintain combat power.

7. The TRADOC DCSINT conducted extensive wargames to evaluate proposed OPFOR structures against the assumed US Army force list in a brigade defense.  The proposed OPFOR organizations reflect the necessary combat power to have an even chance of success when attacking a brigade defending.

8. The two major themes in the referenced discussion were proper size of the OPFOR and use of only immediately available weapons technology.  Both criteria are met in the proposed structure.  In all cases the OPFOR structure is in accord with FM 7-100 series and the weapons provided are available today throughout the world.  The OPFOR is sized appropriately to meet the CSA’s guidance when compared to the US Army force lists and the AUTL task of defend.  The OPFOR force structures as proposed do not limit the use of simulations or work- arounds to reflect the necessary capabilities during a CTC rotation.  The CTC OPFOR is intended to be a sparring partner for the US Army reflecting a composite of possible and projected threats – the purpose is training not OPLAN rehearsal.  In only the case of a Mission Rehearsal Exercise (MRE) would a real world threat potentially be used, and CTC’s retain the ability to support these exercises as required.

9. Referenced discussion raises the concern over the status of OPFOR doctrine.  The FM 7-100 series is largely complete with only minor adjustments being made as we evaluate the training outcomes from COE exercises.  FM 100-60 series of OPFOR manuals will be rescinded in the near future.  We anticipate that all OPFORs will use the 7-100 series for exercise design and OPFOR employment as we move toward release of the manuals as standard Army doctrine.

10. We believe the analysis is sound and provides the basis for  achieving an “objective” OPFOR that will face the transforming Army and provide substantial training value.  Implementation of this robust OPFOR will require imagination and innovative ideas in an environment of constrained training resources.   The issue at hand is the training risk we are willing to assume.   The CTC OPFORs capabilities and structure can surely be constrained to accommodate available resources with the attendant reduction in the ability to train certain combat tasks.

ANNEX D (Conference Action Items (Taskers)), to 2002 OPFOR AAR

CONFERENCE TASKERS

Tasker 02-01:  Threat Support Directorate offered TSDs seats at the institutional train-the-trainer class at Fort Leavenworth, and stated recognition of the need to consider TSD COE needs through more train-the-trainer-events.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate/LTC Cleaves, DSN 552-7975.

Tasker 02-02:  RC implementation will be included in the COE campaign plan.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, ADCSINT-Threats, Mr. Phillips, DSN 552-7968.

Tasker 02-03:  DCSINT will coordinate with DCST regarding institutional-level instruction of training objectives.

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

Tasker 02-04:  Training Support Directorate will conduct an analysis to determine requirements for Division Tactical Group assets and non-military equipment for each MCTC.  

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, LTC Cleaves, DSN 552-7975.

Tasker 02-05:  Training Support Directorate will also produce an exercise design handbook and investigate the question of BLUFOR sorties at NTC.  

Tasker 02-06:  OPFOR Directorate must re-evaluate the effectiveness of developing training vignettes on neutral terrain if this concept is used during subsequent conferences.  

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

Tasker 02-07:  DCSINT should re-evaluate the need for several OSWV variants as a future combat system.  

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

Tasker 02-08:  Threat Support Directorate will conduct an MTT to JRTC pending a request from the Operations Group, as well as to CMTC and NTC.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, LTC Cleaves, DSN 552-7975.

Tasker 02-09:  Threat Support Directorate will produce a FM 7-100 series small unit tactics manual (timeline TBD).

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, Threat Support Directorate, LTC Cleaves, DSN 552-7975.

Tasker 02-10:  DCSINT will either produce a memorandum stating that the manuals are approved as final for implementation or explaining the implementation of working drafts as the standard for Army training.

Action Office:  TRADOC DCSINT, ADCSINT-Threats, Mr. Phillips, DSN 552-7968.

Tasker 02-11:  Threat Support Directorate must evaluate the feasibility of hosting a Reserve Component COE Training Conference; OPFOR Directorate will assist.

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

Tasker 02-12:  Home Station training venues require participation from TRADOC DCST and FORSCOM DCSOPs, TRADOC DCSINT will participate and assist TRADOC DCST if they will assume the lead for this conference.

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