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Summary 

The Research Transition Office (RTO) at the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research 

(WRAIR) conducted the Fiscal Year 2020 (FY20) Ready and Resilient Quality Control (R2 QC) 

evaluation on behalf of the Army Resilience Directorate (ARD; Headquarters of the Army 

[HQDA], G-1). ARD is the Army’s proponent for resilience training and suicide prevention 

training, part of the Ready and Resilient (R2) training portfolio (see tables 1 and 2 for portfolio 

details). RTO personnel observed nine courses total (i.e. one for enlisted, four for officers, three 

for warrant officers, one pre-command course for officers and enlisted) in FY20. Of these nine 

courses, only two courses used the current lesson plans approved by ARD. For these two 

courses, Soldiers reported favorable ratings of both the curriculum and instructors. Of the 

remaining seven courses, instructors used incorrect, outdated material, unit resilience training 

material, their own material, or a combination of these unapproved sources. Many instructors 

did not know how to obtain the current lesson plan or that one even existed. Recommendations 

are provided for ARD, as the proponent for R2 training to address these implementation issues. 
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Introduction 

The purpose of R2 training is to strengthen personal readiness and resilience. R2 

training is delivered in Initial Entry Training (IET) and Professional Military Education (PME) 

throughout a Soldier’s career (U.S. Army, 2017; U.S. Army, 2014). For IET, ARD has Program 

of Instruction (POI) time for officer, warrant officer, and enlisted ranks. ARD lost POI time for 

resilience training in PME schoolhouses in 2018 (Lundy, 2017) with the exception of six hours in 

the Basic Leader Course (i.e. preparing specialists and corporals to become sergeants) and 

seven days in the Sergeant Major Course (i.e. preparing master sergeants and first sergeants to 

become sergeants major) (see Table 1 for more details about resilience training in IET and 

PME). ARD currently has POI time for suicide prevention training in IET courses (see Table 2 

for more details about suicide prevention training in IET). For each resilience or suicide 

prevention course, ARD is required to upload the lesson plan and associated documents into 

the Training Development Capability (TDC) database so instructors across the Army have 

access to the most current curriculum. The Army uses TDC to create, edit, and manage learning 

products (U.S. Army, 2021) (for more information about the purpose, requirements, and product 

reviews of TDC, see Appendix A).  

Details of the evaluation 

For each R2 QC Quality Improvement Evaluation data collection, RTO personnel used a 

three-pronged approach to thoroughly assess the state of R2 training in each course. First, a 

research team member observed the training using a fidelity checklist to report the content 

taught and rate participant engagement (see Appendix B for the fidelity checklist). Second, after 

the training concluded, Soldiers took a brief survey to share their opinions about the training and 

the instructor (see Appendix C for the course evaluation). Third, the research team member 

interviewed the instructor to learn about their preparation for and perceptions of the training (see 

Appendix D for the interview guide). 
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Upon receiving WRAIR’s Human Subject Protection Board approval for the evaluation 

protocol, two RTO Training Specialists (i.e. retired non-commissioned officers [NCOs]) began 

coordinating enlisted, officer, and warrant officer IET and PME data collections. Data collection 

for IET and PME involved coordination through the Center for Initial Military Training (CIMT) for 

Basic Combat Training (BCT) / One Station Unit Training (OSUT) and through the Sergeants 

Major Academy, NCO Leadership Center of Excellence (NCOLCoE) for the Basic Leader 

Course (BLC) observations. Efforts to observe in-person BCT/OSUT training for FY20 were 

denied due to new COVID-19 restrictions and risk mitigation protocols that were implemented 

by all Army training institutions world-wide. Since BCT/OSUT can neither be conducted nor 

observed virtually, these observations were postponed in FY20. However, BLC training was 

conducted using other various instructional formats including in-person, virtual, and hybrid. 

Coordination with the NCOLCoE for a list of Non-Commissioned Officer Academies conducting 

virtual and hybrid instruction and direct coordination with the NCO Academy yielded one BLC 

observation for FY20. 

Coordination of data collections for officer and warrant officer courses, including Basic 

Officer Leader Course-Basic (BOLC-B), Warrant Officer Candidate School, Officer Candidate 

School, Direct Commissioning Course (DCC), Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC), and 

Company Commander/First Sergeant Pre-Command Course (CCFSPCC) was achieved by 

accessing the Army Training Requirements and Resources System1 (ATRRS) to conduct a 

search for classes and dates that occurred during FY20. For Army institutions, the point of entry 

was generally the organization’s Operations Section; however, ROTC and CCFSPCC required 

alternate access. In some cases, the ATRRS course administrative information included points 

of contact which were used to initiate the data collection coordination with schoolhouses. In 

cases where contact information was out of date, the institutions’ websites were searched to 

                                                 
1 ATRRS is a part of an online system managed by the U.S. Army that tracks military training records, 
course participation, class schedule management, class quota specification, or class seat reservations. 
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obtain current information for points of contact. Since ATRRS is not used for ROTC, 

coordination efforts were done by accessing college and university ROTC websites and calling 

the administrative specialist to arrange a call with a Professor of Military Science. Follow-up 

emails and calls were generally noncommittal or ignored; therefore, no ROTC observations 

were completed. For the CCFSPCC, there were additional challenges since the course 

ownership varied by installation (i.e. garrison, corps, division commands).  

Methods 

Observations, surveys, and interviews were completed for nine courses at seven 

installations during FY20. Six observations were virtual due to COVID and three were in-person. 

During the observation, the researcher noted if the training was approved or unapproved on a 

fidelity checklist. The research team collected five-minute surveys from participants in classes 

that used the approved R2 curriculum. Survey data analysis included descriptive statistics to 

describe the participants’ perceptions of the usefulness, relevance, and helpfulness of the 

curriculum and materials as well as satisfaction with the instructor. Additionally, a Training 

Specialist or a Research Psychologist conducted each of the 11 instructor interviews about R2 

curriculum. Research Associates or Research Assistants transcribed the interview as it 

occurred. The interview data were then parsed by class type and mined for comments and 

trends, such as instructor demographics, training logistics, timing of the content relative to the 

rank of the Soldier students, and recommendations for curriculum changes or sustains. 

Results  

Of the nine courses observed, two instructors (BLC and DCC) used the current lesson 

plans for R2 training. In their interviews, the reasons the instructors cited for using outdated or 

incorrect lesson plans included: 1) using the curriculum that was provided to them by the 

curriculum manager or equivalent (63%), 2) lack of awareness of an authorized lesson plan to 

use (27%), and 3) adding supplemental material because of personal interest (10%). Two 

hundred twenty-four Soldiers were surveyed because they received the approved curriculum. 
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Most of these Soldiers (95%) agreed that the training was useful and relevant, would help them 

personally (84%) and professionally (95%), and that the instructor was effective in delivering the 

material (97%) (see Appendices E and F to review the survey results for the BLC and DCC 

course, respectively). 

Discussion  

Overall, Soldiers who received the approved and up-to-date training valued the classes. 

As the proponent, ARD should continue to communicate the existence of and to reinforce the 

use of these approved lesson plans. When the approved materials are taught, Soldiers are 

ensured a baseline of foundational information in IET and more nuanced and targeted leader 

training in PME. With Soldiers in only two of nine courses receiving approved lessons, ARD 

should continue efforts to ensure training compliance and accountability to ensure Soldiers 

receive the appropriate information and skills.  

Instructor interviews indicate that they want to provide meaningful R2 training but may 

not know there is approved or updated curriculum, or they may believe that they have more 

relevant content to provide based on their personal interest or experience. The R2 QC team can 

effectively address these challenges by first providing assistance visits for instructors, 

curriculum managers, commanders/commandants, and schools who want to ensure their 

students get the most current content and instruction but are not sure how to get to it, and 

secondly, acting as a mechanism of quality control for those who do not to comply with HQDA 

mandatory R2 proponent developed training. 

While ARD does have proponent oversight of several HQDA mandatory training 

requirements for units and institutional environments as identified in Tables F-1 and F-2 of AR 

350-1 (2017), their institutional oversight has not been systematic. ARD is a non-traditional 

training and education proponent that has no schools in IET and PME—only lessons.  
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Recommendations 

 ARD establishes (internally or outsourced) two traditional training and education 

proponent support functions: 

o (1) Training Developer support for United States Army Training and Doctrine 

Command (TRADOC) learning products and TDC database management 

o (2) Quality Assurance (QA) Program element support for TRADOC and other 

learning products 

 ARD establishes the Training Developer support for TRADOC learning products and 

TDC database management. 

 ARD implements QA Program element support for TRADOC and other learning 

products. 

 ARD continues conducting the R2 QC evaluation to assist with and confirm schoolhouse 

compliance2.  

 If outdated or unauthorized lesson plans are still being used, the instructor, curriculum 

manager (or equivalent), Commander/Commandant, and ARD are outbriefed on the 

coordinated expectation and results of the observation.  

 Broad and ongoing R2 QC observations becomes a schoolhouse expectation from the 

proponent even when broad compliance has been reached to continue to inform lesson 

revisions, maintain relevance, and meet the sequential and progressive curriculum 

intent.  

                                                 
 2 When coordinating an observation and data collection, the R2 representative should 

communicate to the schoolhouse POC the current lesson plan number, lesson title, approval 
date, and the course that is expected to be observed to ensure TDY funds will not be wasted 
observing incorrect material. 
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 ARD training developers for TDC reviews the content in the TDC database to verify that 

the correct lesson plans are available and remove (i.e. obsolete) or replace (i.e. 

supersede) unauthorized or old lesson plans.  

 ARD training developers maintains an expert level of fluency in TDC product and task 

development to ensure the TDC database remains current with only approved training 

products.  

 The Common Faculty Development-Instructor Course and Common Faculty 

Development-Developers Course adds the following information to their respective 

curriculum: 

o Hands-on instruction of the local processes used by instructors and faculty to 

search for and obtain the most current training materials 

o The role of their curriculum manager (or equivalent)  

o A brief overview of the TDC database and its purpose 

 Provide instructors access to an Army Training Network or ARD portal so they can 

download the approved lesson plans. A footnote and QR code should be included with 

the curriculum directing trainers to a portal with the approved curriculum.  

 In order to keep proponent schools current on curriculum updates and training materials, 

ARD should regularly participate in relevant CIMT and PME POI and/or curriculum 

working group meetings and reviews addressing R2 training content (e.g., BCT POI 

reviews, Drill Sergeant Academy POI reviews, BOLC-B/Warrant Office Basic Course 

Common Core Task List reviews, Combined Arms Center [CAC] Training Managers and 

Developers forums, CAC Mid-grade Leaders Continuum telecons).   

 Regular engagement with the NCOLCoE leadership and training development team to 

stay in the loop on Army NCO leadership initiatives and focus areas to ensure they are 

supported or reinforced within R2 training products. 
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Limitations 

This evaluation has an extremely small sample size in the context of the Army education 

system. COVID mitigation protocols limited in-person training observation, if these were even 

allowed, while other schoolhouses were quickly shifting to online learning, when appropriate. 

However, results highlight several issues that can be addressed by ARD in order to improve 

implementation of R2 training in IET and PME. Another limitation was that surveys were only 

conducted directly after training so the research team is unable to determine if there were 

changes in knowledge, attitudes, or behaviors due to the training.  

Conclusions 

With this limited snapshot of R2 training observations, surveys, and interviews, the initial 

trends indicate that the current lesson plans are not being taught by many instructors. When 

using the approved material, Soldiers indicated the concepts and skills were relevant and 

useful, and could be applied in professional and personal settings. The Soldiers recognized that 

instructors were knowledgeable and did well teaching the class. It is important for the instructors 

to be aware of and teach the current lesson plans for the benefit of Soldiers, units, the Force, 

and the Soldiers’ Families. 
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Acronyms 
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Table 1 

Resilience Training (Developed by WRAIR) in Initial Entry Training and Professional Military 

Education       

                    

Table 2          

Suicide Prevention Training in Initial Entry Training    

  

 



 
 

17 
 

Appendix A 

Training Development Capabilities (TDC) 

Purpose  

 TDC is used to develop, store, and manage learning products for all training domains. It 

is the primary automated tool used by Army (TRADOC and non-TRADOC) schools and 

centers to create, edit, and manage all training and education products that support both 

the institutional and operational forces. It also informs Army electronic repositories and 

other automated development tools with learning content and resource requirements.  

Requirements 

 Formalized training is required to access and develop products in TDC. In order to begin 

product development in TDC, the Training Developer will need a number of items from 

the subject matter experts, including all resourcing requirements for input into fillable 

screens within the system. Items required include: instructional content, instructor notes, 

terminal learning objective, enabling learning objectives, instructor actions tests and 

assessments, checks on learning, presentations (PowerPoints), instructor requirements, 

instructor and student handouts, instructor to student ratios, video links/files, references, 

supported tasks, facilities, equipment, and personnel required, content distribution 

restrictions, time requirements, module groupings, targeted Learning Levels and 

Domains; Training Aids, Devices, Simulators, and Simulations; Graphic Training Aids; 

course supplies; administrative data; etc. 

Reviews and Updates 

 TDC products have several reviewer points. Input begins at the Pre-Development stage, 

then moves on to the Development, next it’s routed to the training developer’s Manager 

Review, afterwards products are routed to CAC/ArmyU for external (TRADOC level) 

review, upon return, products are returned to the training developer Manager for action 
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or forwarding to the Approver. Systematic product revisions and reviews are conducted 

about every three years or sooner depending on triggering circumstances. Centers of 

Excellence/schools and institutions must also maintain strict version and edition control 

of learning products contained in TDC, pursuant to established policy in order to 

maintain the quality of this database. 
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Appendix E 

Survey Responses for the Basic Leader Course 
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Appendix F 

Survey Responses for Direct Commissioning Course 

 

 

 

 


