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FOREWORD

In spite of significant budgetary restraints, the U.S. Army faces the challenges of
maintaining combat readiness and preparing for the battlefield of the 21st century. In fiscal year
1994, Congress appropriated funding for the Virtual Brigade Training Program (Department of
Defense, October 1993). Shortly thereafter, program development was assumed by the Force
XXI Training Program (FXXITP).

Several training efforts have been initiated under the FXXITP. One of those efforts is
called Combined Arms Operations at the Brigade Level, Realistically Achieved Through
Simulation (COBRAS). This work has been developed by the U.S. Army Research Institute for
the Behavioral and Social Sciences and the U.S. Army Armor Center (Memorandum of
Agreement entitled “Force XXI Training Program [i.e., Virtual Brigade Training Program},” June
1994). The first COBRAS effort -- COBRAS I, developed two types of exercises designed for
the staffs of inexperienced, conventionally-equipped brigades: vignettes for segments of the staff
and a larger Brigade Staff Exercise (BSE) focusing on the primary staff members plus the staff
responsible for combat support (CS) and combat service support (CSS). Both exercise types
offer practice and feedback opportunity in combat fundamentals.

The second COBRAS effort - COBRAS 11, the subject of this report expands on the
COBRAS I training research and development, implementing lessons learned and satisfying
training needs (i.e., training for staff personnel linking the brigade staff and additional CS and CSS
systems) exposed during that and related, concurrent efforts.

This report discusses the background of the COBRAS II project and documents the
design and development of the resulting training program. Also contained are lessons learned for
future development efforts, and training issues that will likely demand attention in the near future.
Force XXI policy makers and training developers will find this report useful in the course of
continuing steady progress toward Force XXI goals in training and readiness.

ZITA M. SIMUTIS
Technical Director
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COMBINED ARMS OPERATIONS AT BRIGADE LEVEL, REALISTICALLY ACHIEVED
THROUGH SIMULATION II (COBRAS II): REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND LESSONS
LEARNED

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research Requirement:

In 1994, the Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, in
coordination with the Force XXI Training Program and the U.S. Army Armor Center, launched a
research and development effort designed to help brigade staffs become proficient in the combat
fundamentals that will be required on the digital battlefield. This effort, titted Combined Arms
Operations at Brigade Level Realistically Achieved through Simulation (COBRAS), is
developing and evaluating structured, simulation-based training programs and strategies to
address the training need.

The predecessor project (COBRAS I) developed two types of exercises: a Brigade Staff
Exercise (BSE) and a set of brigade staff vignettes (Graves, Campbell, Deter, & Quinkert, 1997).
The COBRAS II project, the subject of this report, was to expand on that work. The objectives
of the COBRAS 1I project were to: (a) develop a BSE that provides structured training for a
wider audience, (b) develop additional vignettes that support training for additional audience, (c)
formatively evaluate the newly-developed training, and (d) from that evaluation, provide lessons
learned and insights into the advancement of the Force XXI training strategy.

Procedure:

Working from the COBRAS I products, developers identified precisely the new training
audience positions, revised the scenario to provide performance opportunities for the full
audience, and revised the exercise architecture based on lessons learned in the initial project. This
foundation was then used to construct the training support package (T SP) materials for both the
BSE and the vignettes.

The comprehensive formative evaluation was ongoing, with numerous internal and
external reviews of decisions and products. Two implementations of the BSE supported
improvement to the quality and functionality of the training model and TSPs. Evaluation of the
vignettes depended on small scale pilot tests, supplemented by intensive reviews and proofing
within the project staff.

Findings:
The design, development, and evaluation processes described above combined to produce

structured exercises and TSPs consistent with project requirements. Products include this report
and other documents relating to the development methodologies and the performance
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requirements (i.e., brigade staff task lists) produced during the project, in addition to the TSP
materials themselves.

The BSE provides an opportunity for the brigade commander, his principal staff, and the
special staff who serve as links between the brigade and its key combat support and combat
service support systems to practice their roles during all phases of a three mission scenario. The
14 vignettes were developed to provide structured practice opportunities for selected segments of
the brigade staff. As a set, the vignettes cover general staff events (e.g., plan brigade rear
operations) that occur during the three mission phases.

Lessons learned during the project and insights into anticipated training needs are
presented to assist training developers, including Force XXI policy-makers, as they continue to
advance and promote the Force XXI Training Program. The lessons focus on the development
and implementation of structured simulation-based training, as well as on the potential value of
such programs. Insights are structured around ongoing work under a second follow-on project,
COBRAS 111, and address some training needs that may surface in the not too distant future.

Utilization of Findings:

This report presents the history of the development of the COBRAS II program and the
lessons learned during the project's duration. As continued emphasis is placed on providing low-
resource, cost-effective training for U.S. Army staff personnel, this report can lead those training
development efforts into the selection of effective design and implementation strategies.
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COMBINED ARMS OPERATIONS AT BRIGADE LEVEL, REALISTICALLY
ACHIEVED THROUGH SIMULATION II (COBRAS II):

REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT AND LESSONS LEARNED
INTRODUCTION

Military forces of today and the 21st century are at a decisive inflection point in how they
do business. It is characterized by the transition from mostly analog battlefield systems to
operations with the new digital systems. However, before the transition from conventional to
digitized systems and organizations can be achieved, Army leaders have forecast the need to
strengthen basic combat skills, with an emphasis on command, control, and communications (C3).
In the face of reduced monetary and personnel resources, they are looking to simulation-based
training to complement institutional training and live field training exercises in preparing soldiers
for the demands of future missions, organizations, and weapon systems.

One of the first such programs was the Virtual Training Program (VTP)! developed as a
research and development (R&D) product by the Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and
Social Sciences (ARI) in 1993-1994. The VTP provides Army National Guard and active
component (AC) units with high-quality, time-compressed structured training in virtual and
constructive environments (Hoffman, Graves, Koger, Flynn, & Sever, 1995). Both offensive and
defensive exercises were developed for the battalions, battalion staffs, companies, and platoons.

In 1995, ARI undertook another effort, Combined Arms Operations at Brigade Level,
Realistically Achieved through Simulation, which was referred to as COBRAS. The COBRAS
project developed structured simulation-based training exercises for the staffs of conventional
mounted brigades. The exercises included a Brigade Staff Exercise (BSE) and vignettes for
subsets of the brigade staff (Graves, Campbell, Deter, & Quinkert, 1997).

The follow-on project, COBRAS 11, is the subject of this report. Expanding on the
products created during the original project’, the COBRAS II effort includes an expanded BSE
with a wider training audience that, in effect, replaces the initial (COBRAS I) BSE, and additional
brigade staff vignettes.*

! The program was originally known as the Reserve Component Virtual Training Program. As active component
(AC) units and institutional training managers became interested in using the program, the “Reserve
Component” designation was dropped.

2 In this report, the original COBRAS development work will be referred to as COBRAS 1, to ensure the distinction
between the two efforts.

3 The COBRAS 1 project also enhanced the VTP by adding opportunities for training combat support (CS) and
combat service support (CSS) functions. This COBRAS II battalion-level work is described in Hoffman’s report,
Combat Support and Combat Service Support Expansion to the Virtual Training Program SIMNET Battalion
Exercise: History and Lessons Learned (1997). The products of that effort reside with the VIP
observer/controller (O/C) Team of the 16th Cavalry Regiment, Fort Knox.



Purpose of the Report

This report documents the development process and lessons learned during the COBRAS
11 project. It is addressed to three audiences: the sponsors of training development programs, the
developers of the training programs, and those policy-makers who are responsible for Army
training today and in the future. In addressing those audiences, the report has three objectives:

L.

to detail the history of the development effort, from the initial design activities through
the production and delivery of the final training support package (TSP) materials;

to describe the resulting training exercises and TSPs, focusing on the unique aspects of
the COBRAS II versus the COBRAS I program designs; and

to present lessons learned from the project, provided to assist Force XXI policy-
makers as they continue to advance the program, and to aid developers of other
structured simulation-based training programs.

Organization of the Report

This report is organized in seven sections:

Section 1: The COBRAS II Project. Describes the early stages of the project in terms
of project initiating circumstances, the technical objectives, and training program
design.

Section 2: COBRAS 1I Development Plan and Evaluation Plan. Describes the
COBRAS 1I project's development methodology and presents the timeline of project
events.

Section 3: Development of the Brigade Staff Exercise. Describes the development of
the BSE in preparation for the trial implementation, highlighting how and why the
COBRAS 1 BSE was modified from its original version to achieve the objectives of the
COBRAS II project.

Section 4: Trial Implementation of the Brigade Staff Exercise. Describes the BSE
trial implementation and its findings, and discusses the actions taken to improve the
exercise as a result of the trial.

Section 5: Development and Pilot Testing of the Brigade Staff Vignettes. Describes
the development of the vignettes. Modifications to the COBRAS I development
processes are highlighted. Also describes the vignette pilot implementations and their
findings, and discusses the actions taken to improve the vignettes as a result of the
pilots. Included is a discussion of how certain COBRAS I vignettes were re-examined
and modified according to the COBRAS II development methodology.

Section 6: Lessons Learned for the Development of Future Training. Summarizes
lessons learned that may apply to future training development projects. Most of the
lessons relate to the construction and content of TSPs for COBRAS-like programs.

Section 7: Future Directions. Discusses the second COBRAS follow-on effort,
COBRAS 111, and project notes regarding future development efforts.



Appendix A provides definitions of the acronyms used in this report. Appendix B,
Foundations: Overview of the COBRAS I Program, describes the original project in order to
provide a brief background for this report. It includes a synopsis of the COBRAS I program
including descriptions of the exercises and TSPs. The discussion also summarizes certain aspects
of the COBRAS I development methodology that influenced or supported continued development
in the COBRAS 1I effort. Finally, Appendix C provides a description of the basic methodology
for development of structured simulation-based training and a description of the specific use of
the methodology for development of structured, small group exercises (vignettes).



SECTION 1: THE COBRAS I PROJECT

The planned scope and activities of the COBRAS II project were outlined by ARI, the
United States Army Armor Center (USAARMC), and the Force XXI Training Program during
the early stages of the project. During this time, the conceptual foundations of the program were
solidified as development objectives and requirements. This section describes the early stages of
the project, in terms of the project initiating circumstances, the project's technical objectives, and
the training program design.

Project Initiation

In early 1994, with the support of the Senate Appropriations Committee, the U. S. Army
was directed to . . . expand the existing simulation facilities at Fort Knox, develop a training
strategy, use it to enhance the readiness of the 194th Separate Armor Brigade, and evaluate the
effectiveness of these simulations and this new strategy” (Department of Defense, October 1993).
Congressionally-identified funding was provided to the ARI - Armored Forces Research Unit at
Fort Knox. The resulting program, known as the Force XXI Training Program, was seen as an
Army-wide program for integrating virtual, constructive, and live simulation-based training into
the Force XXI plan for enhancing combat readiness. The effort, conducted by ARI, was titled
“Force XXI Training Program for the Conventional Mounted Brigade”* and began in January
1995.

The COBRAS II project, being a direct extension of the earlier effort, is the product of a
continuance of the congressionally appropriated funding. Again, ARI defined the requirement in a
statement of work ((SOW] ARI, 1995), and a technical response (Human Resources Research
Organization [HumRROY}, 1995) was prepared to detail the approach to meeting the requirement.
That technical response was followed by preparation of the research plan (HumRRO, Hughes
Training, Inc., BDM Federal, Inc., & PRC, Inc., 1996), which further delineated the courses of
action to be taken to fulfill the requirements of the SOW. It also provided additional detail
regarding the proposed design of the COBRAS 1I program.

The SOW, technical response to the SOW, and research plan laid down the first detailed
expectations for the COBRAS II project. These expectations, which represent the purpose and
specifications of the program, are described below.

Project Purpose

The initial COBRAS I program was designed to improve the decision-making processes of
the brigade headquarters through the use of simulation, while at the same time reducing the
amount of time and number of personnel required to prepare for and support the training. Ata
more abstract level, however, the program represented a test-bed for training concepts and
training technology. That is, it provided an initial architecture for addressing collective training
needs for a conventional brigade staff and the linkages to higher and subordinate echelons.

4 One more name change occurred in the spring of 1995, when the program title Combined Arms Operations at
Brigade Level, Realistically Achieved Through Simulation, and its acronym, COBRAS, came into common
usage.



As a training program, the COBRAS I exercises provided the conditions for brigade staff
members to practice decision-making, communications, synchronization, and integration
processes among themselves and with other echelons. However, only 11 of the brigade staff
members were included in that initial effort. The research requirement for the COBRAS II
project was to expand the exercise to include five more members of the staff, representing
communications, chemical, military police (MP), army aviation, and military intelligence (MI) and
electronic warfare.

COBRAS II Program Design Synopsis

As in COBRAS I, the COBRAS II exercises were to be designed according to the
principles of structured training. These principles include: (a) a focus on performance of selected
critical tasks, (b) standardized exercise control to ensure task performance, (c) standardized
feedback to correct and reinforce task performance, and (d) exercise support by means of a
comprehensive TSP.

The following synopsis provides a brief overview of the exercises and materials to be
developed. It describes the types of exercises, the characteristics of the program's tactical
scenario, the program's instructional design characteristics, and the characteristics of the TSPs.
The program was to be a direct expansion of the COBRAS I program,; that original program is
described in Appendix B to provide a more complete background.

Exercise Types

The SOW called for development of exercises (i.e., a BSE and vignettes) of the same type
as were created during the COBRAS I effort. Like those exercises, the new exercises were to be
differentiated by the scope of their focus.

« The BSE was to be a large scale training exercise that would immerse the brigade
commander, selected members of his staff, and key leaders with links to various
battlefield operations systems (BOS) in a multi-mission scenario covering all phases of
the missions (plan, prepare, and execute, including consolidation and reorganization).

« The vignettes were to be short (less than one training day) structured exercises
targeting particular groups of brigade staff members on specific aspects or events
within the context of the plan, prepare, and execute phases of tactical missions. At
least two vignettes were to target the vertical linkage between the battalion and
brigade echelons.

Tactical Scenario

Both types of exercises were to be based on a single scenario that would represent a
variation of the base scenario produced during the initial COBRAS project. In that scenario, a
conventional mounted brigade is opposed by a Krasnovian enemy operating according to the
conventional Soviet-style threat specifications described in the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) Pamphlet (PAM) 350-16 (Department of the Army [DA], 1994) and U.S.
Army Combined Arms Center & Fort Leavenworth PAM 350-1 (DA, 1993).

The scenario includes three missions (i.e., movement to contact [MTC], area defense
[AD], and deliberate attack [DATK]). These three missions are incorporated in a storyline



covering a continuous war, where the outcomes of one mission determine the location and general
conditions for the next mission. The scenario is set on National Training Center (NTC) terrain
and covers the plan, prepare, and execute phases of each mission, with a focus on CS and CSS
operations. The COBRAS II requirements dictated that the details of the scenario be altered,
however, in order to incorporate events (e.g., a chemical threat, an aviation mission) that would
stimulate activities for the new training audience members.

Instructional Design

The instructional design of the program was to be consistent with the design of the initial
COBRAS program, and was to accommodate both the expanded training audience and the
lessons learned in COBRAS I. The exercises were to be exportable and implementable without
the benefit of a dedicated observer/controller (O/C) team. This meant that all participants,
including O/Cs, would have to come from within the training brigade or its division, or from a
sister brigade. It also meant that the TSP would be completely self-contained, requiring no
contractor support team to explain how to implement the program. The training objectives and
performance observation and feedback systems were to be based on the design of the COBRAS I
program.

Training Support Packages

The development of the COBRAS II TSPs was to start with the materials developed in the
COBRAS I program. The model for the BSE included a single TSP that would be flexible
enough to be used under different implementation configurations. The vignette model included an
individual TSP for each vignette, linked together in a single training management component.

It was anticipated that new ideas, information, and instruction would emerge during BSE
and vignette development, because of the expanded training audience requirements, and would be
incorporated into the TSPs. Additionally, job aids, guides, and task lists would be created, as they
were found to be beneficial or necessary, during the project.

Development Link Between Projects

The timing of the two projects eased the transition from COBRAS I to COBRAS Il in two
ways. First, the trial implementation of the COBRAS I BSE did not occur until after the
conclusion of the COBRAS I project. Second, the development of the COBRAS I vignettes for
constructive simulation environments was not completed during the timeframe of the first project,
but was assimilated into the development of the COBRAS II vignettes.

The final trial of the COBRAS I BSE was conducted with members of the 2! Brigade, 1%
Infantry Division (ID) (Mechanized), Fort Riley in August 1996. In fact, this was the only
implementation of the COBRAS I BSE with an intact brigade staff. The other implementation
was an early pilot test conducted with members of the 16th Cavalry at Fort Knox, who were
generally battalion-level personnel roleplaying a brigade staff.

At the time of the COBRAS I final trial, the TSP was complete and had undergone
thorough review, in terms of tactics and instructional quality issues, by the brigade-level subject
matter expert (SME) personnel on the COBRAS team as well as external reviewers. Because the
project had already been concluded, and because the COBRAS II BSE was to replace the
COBRAS I BSE, the strategy for utilizing trial results was to incorporate it in designing and



developing the COBRAS II exercise and TSP, rather than using the information to revise the
COBRAS I products.®

The COBRAS 1 project's effort to develop two vignettes to be conducted in constructive
simulation environments was delayed, in part due to difficulties in gaining access to the simulation
systems for development and tryout, and also because of the difficulty of the task and the
unexpected time required to develop short duration exercises that use constructive simulation.
These factors extended the development time frame. Early in the COBRAS II project, the
decision was made to complete development of the two COBRAS I simulation-based vignettes at
the same time as the development of similar COBRAS 1I vignettes. It was expected that lessons
learned during the development of the COBRAS 11 BSE and vignettes would contribute to
improving both sets of simulation“based vignettes.

Summary

The COBRAS 11 design and development process was a carefully considered extension of
COBRAS I work. From its inception, the COBRAS 1I BSE was intended to be the surviving
exercise package, with the COBRAS I BSE relegated to archives and of historical interest only.
However, the COBRAS II vignettes would be added to the previously constructed set. In the
following section, the description of the COBRAS II development plan demonstrates clearly the
similarities between the projects, in terms of the development methodology employed and the
evaluation plan.

$ Although areas for improvement in the COBRAS I BSE materials were identified, none precluded the use of the
BSE at an appropriate point in a brigade’s training strategy.



SECTION 2: COBRAS I DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION PLAN

Like its predecessor, COBRAS II employed the methodology for the development of
structured simulation-based training (C. H. Campbell, Campbell, Sanders, Flynn, & Myers, 1995),
which was an outcome of the development of the VIP. COBRAS II, however, was able to
benefit from lessons learned during the application of the methodology in the first COBRAS
project, as documented in a revised methodology (C. H. Campbell & Deter, 1997,

C. H. Campbell, Deter, & Quinkert, 1997).

Consistent with both versions of the methodology and the project SOW, the conduct of a
formative evaluation was a vital aspect of the COBRAS II effort. The evaluation strategy
required iterative implementations and reviews of the training throughout the course of its
development. The findings from the evaluation were key to improving the program in terms of its
task focus and implementation approach.

This section of the report presents the development method and timeline of the COBRAS
II project. The three major topics include:

o  Development Methodology: A description of the structured simulation-based training
development methodology.

« Formative Evaluation Approach: Describes the evaluation approach and provides a
brief introduction to the evaluation procedures performed during the COBRAS 1I
project.

e Development Process. Describes the major project events and phases.
Development Methodology

The revised development methodology (C. H. Campbell, Deter, & Quinkert, 1997) was to
drive the COBRAS 11 project's development of the BSE and vignettes. (For readers unfamiliar
with the methodology, a description is presented in Appendix C.) Because the COBRAS II BSE
represented an expansion of the COBRAS 1 exercise, a modified application of the methodology
was employed to account for the fact that many aspects of the exercise (e.g., scenario,
performance job aids) had been previously constructed and needed only modification. For the
vignettes, however, the methodology was to be followed in full; that is, each of the vignettes was
to be developed from an initial concept and would therefore require a full implementation of the
methodology.

Formative Evaluation Approach

An integral and critical aspect of development was the formative evaluation. In the
context of structured training development, “formative evaluation” means an ongoing cycle of
examine-evaluate-refine. Formative evaluation occurs not after a project’s completion, but during
the development and initial implementations of the program.

The evaluation method for the COBRAS II program was based on the formative
evaluation process outlined by Herman, Morris, and Fitz-Gibbon (1987), modified to be
consistent with the method used in the creation of the VTP (Hoffman et al., 1995). The examine-



evaluate-refine cycle was executed throughout every phase of design and production to ensure
that each component of the BSE and vignettes was functional, doctrinally correct, and consistent
with other components.

The COBRAS II formative evaluation began informally with assessments of how to
implement the initial design decisions consistent with and supportive of the project's objectives.
For example, inclusion of additional training audience members would not be permitted to reduce
the amount of training for the original training audience. As new concepts and training materials
were developed, further assessments were made regarding how these products would support the
training objectives and the further development of the program. These early evaluation activities
were primarily internal to the development team, with briefings and guidance from the Force XXI
Training Program and the USAARMC at critical decision points.

As development efforts proceeded, evaluation activities became more formal and
comprehensive in nature, and increasingly significant external support was required. These
included two types of evaluation activity: pilot exercises and trial implementations. The conduct
and results of the evaluation activities are presented in Sections 4 and 5, and are summarized
below.

For the BSE, pilot exercises were conducted with program developers assisted by
developers of other structured training programs, simulation site staff, and military personnel from
the USAARMC. Vignette pilot tests (conducted for only five of the vignettes) involved
COBRAS developers, 16™ Cavalry Regiment (Fort Knox) O/Cs from the VTP, and military
personnel who were representative of the user population. In both cases, the focus was on
assessment of the correctness and usability of selected components of the exercises.

Trial implementations usually involve users representative of the intended training
participants, and are intended to allow evaluation of all components of the TSP. A trial
implementation provides the forum for obtaining comprehensive user input regarding efficacy of
design decisions, material functionality, user acceptability, and perceived training benefit. For the
BSE, a trial implementation of one mission was conducted. None of the vignettes had a full trial
implementation; instead, intensive project staff reviews were conducted.

The methods employed to collect information changed between the early informal
evaluation processes and the pilots and trials. During early stages of development, the activities
were relatively unstructured, and very little systematic data collection and analysis, in a traditional
sense, was performed. Developers focused their attention on specific processes that they needed
to assess. For example, in early simulation-supported tryouts of the scenario settings, the scenario
contained initial conceptions of events that were to occur to drive the activities of the newly
added target training audience personnel. The evaluations were aimed at determining if the
simulation representation of the scenario would function as intended, providing cues and
conditions as designed. A scenario might be tested, revised, and tested again in the same day;
consequently, the focus was on obtaining and applying information rapidly.

During the latter pilot implementation, however, the data collection was more systematic
and specific. Expected outcomes were targeted before each pilot or trial, in the form of specific
questions, and evaluation instruments were designed to facilitate the collection of information to
address the issues. Generally, pilot results included corrections, clarifications, resolution of



inconsistencies, amplifications or elaboration, deletions, and development of new materials and
procedures as solutions to specific design problems.

The trial implementation was larger in scope than the pilots, and consequently involved
more extensive formative evaluation procedures. The formative evaluation instruments for the
trial were designed to support both observational and querying methods of data collection. The
instruments generally included structured interview guides, evaluator guides, questionnaires, and
group discussion guides.®

Each evaluation exercise was designed for timely documentation of results so that
information could be disseminated quickly among the training developers. Involvement of the
training developers in the observation process facilitated the extraction of findings and their
translation into steps for modification. The observations and data from each exercise were
organized and analyzed rapidly. The findings were then distributed immediately to the training
developers and dialog sessions were organized, as necessary, to clarify and prioritize revision
actions.

Development Process

As described above, the project followed the methodology for development of structured
simulation-based training. The methodology is not a strictly linear procedure, but rather
anticipates considerable modifications to design decisions as further development continues.

The first phase of the project stretched through the first eight months of the project.
During this phase, various design decisions were delineated pertaining to the training audience
definition, the training objectives, the scenario specifications, and the TSP architecture. Part of
the reason for the seemingly inordinate time requirement was that the COBRAS 1 effort itself was
still underway when COBRAS 1I work began. Thus information affecting COBRAS II decisions
was still being generated by the COBRAS I project.

A critical event was the conduct of the trial of the COBRAS I BSE at Fort Riley, KS, in
August 1996. During the trial, developers assessed the implementation with an eye towards how
the exercise should be modified to represent a functional COBRAS II BSE.

The actual development of the COBRAS scenario, delineation of the training objectives,
and construction of the TSP for the BSE and vignettes began well before the COBRAS I BSE
was implemented at Fort Riley. The design processes of performance analysis and scenario
construction were overlaid with TSP construction in order to meet a trial implementation set to
occur only four months after the Fort Riley trial. The initial development of the BSE, along with
the development of the scenario and task analyses is described in Section 3.

The trial implementation of the BSE, described in Section 4, occurred as planned at Fort
Lewis, WA, in December 1996. Participants included members of the 3™ Brigade, 2™ ID and the
181* Brigade Reserve Training Detachment. The trial enabled developers to try out and obtain
information on many aspects of the exercise, including the training objectives and tasks, but
excluding the scenarios of the MTC and AD missions. After the trial, intense internal reviews of

¢ Questionnaires were reviewed by ARI prior to the trial to ensure rights of the respondents would be protected.
The questionnaires were assigned ARI Personnel Test Number 60-02.
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the TSP were conducted, and data were analyzed and applied to improve the exercise. Feedback
regarding the DATK (the mission executed during the trial) scenario, was extrapolated to assist in
the refinement of the other two missions as well as the DATK.

The BSE received another significant evaluation with the same brigade along with O/C
personnel from I Corps after the project was considered finished (in May 1997). Section 7 of this
report describes this implementation and its application to future generation COBRAS programs.

Significant work on the vignettes began with identification of vignette concepts, or topics
of focus. The more resource demanding vignette efforts were initiated after the BSE trial. It was
during this period that the concepts and scopes of the individual vignettes were refined and the
associated TSPs constructed. This initial vignette development work is described in Section 5 of
this report.

Pilots of the vignettes involved military SMEs in armor, field artillery, chemical
operations, CSS, and intelligence. The number of available U.S. Army participants and their
expertise supported pilot implementation of only the five vignettes that focused on those areas.
Again, however, the results were extrapolated and applied as appropriate to refine all the
COBRAS 11 vignettes.

The internal reviews and refinement of the vignettes, after the pilots, was a particularly
important aspect of their development. These reviews examined the extent to which each vignette
facilitated training for its audience. At the conclusion of the reviews, each vignette had been
substantively revised, relying heavily on the feedback received during the external pilots. The four
vignettes designed for constructive simulation, including the two that were incomplete from the
COBRAS I project, were the last vignettes to be completed.

Throughout the project, Force XXI Training Program and USAARMC were kept
informed on the progress and obstacles by means of a series of in-process review (IPRs).

Summary

Within the development and evaluation plan described here, there were various
considerations and decisions that shaped the final products. The next three sections of the report
describe the design and development events, so that future developers may have a more complete
picture of the processes and issues they may confront. Sections 3 and 4 describe the production
of the BSE and Section 5 describes the production of the vignettes. Following the development-
oriented sections, the report provides lessons learned and a description of the needs that remain to
be addressed by future R&D.
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SECTION 3: DEVELOPMENT OF THE BRIGADE STAFF EXERCISE

Because the developmental process for COBRAS II is very similar to the COBRAS 1
process (Graves et al., 1997), this report highlights the aspects of development and the exercise
itself that were unique to the COBRAS II effort. It identifies those aspects of the BSE that were
changed during the project, how they were changed, and the outcomes of those changes (i.e., new
or revised TSP components).

This section deals with BSE development in preparation for the trial implementation at
Fort Lewis, WA in December 1996. The topics covered include:

Designating the Primary Training Audience: Describes how SOW identification of
additional brigade functional areas for the exercise evolved into designation of the
specific new audience members.

Designing the Tactical Scenario: Explains how the COBRAS I scenario was altered
to include scenario events that would cue the involvement of the new training audience
members.

Designating the Training Objectives. Describes the task identification and selection
process and its products.

Designing the Exercise Architecture: Presents the architecture of the COBRAS II
BSE as it was prepared for the trial, and how it differed from that of the original BSE.

Developing the Training Support Package: Provides a synopsis of the BSE TSP as it
was prepared for the trial. Special focus is placed on describing how the COBRAS II
TSP differed from the COBRAS I version.

Designating the Primary Training Audience

The first and most consequential decision in designing the BSE was identifying new
training audience members. The SOW identified five functions that were to be represented by the
new training audience: signal, chemical, MP, Army aviation, and intelligence and electronic
warfare. Specific training audience positions to represent the functions were identified by
reference to three criteria:

First, the new audience members had to be active participants in the staff process,
which was, from the beginning, the focus of the BSE. The members might be
peripheral participants, or involved only in selected activities, but they had to be
involved in the direct interaction that takes place among the brigade staff.

Second, the new members had to be active throughout the majority of the exercise.
This would ensure that the training benefit would be worth the time required for
preparation and participation in the exercise.

Third, each new audience member's role in the exercise had to be consistent with
current and emerging (to the extent possible) doctrine.

The research into the various functional areas included thorough job analysis of the
principal participants in each function, primarily through the relevant field manual and Army

12




training and evaluation program-mission training plan publications. As the selection process
proceeded, developers consulted and maintained contact with representatives of the proponent
agency schools (e.g., the U.S. Army Intelligence and Electronic Warfare School at Fort
Huachuca). These relationships ensured that the most current doctrinal information was
considered, thereby facilitating the decision-making process. Eventually, the following individuals
were added as training audience members:

o the signal officer,

o the MP platoon leader,

o the assistant operations and training officer (S3)/chemical officer (CHEMO),
e the MI company commander, and

o the Army aviation liaison officer (AVN LNO).

Representatives of the Force XXI Training Program and the USAARMC concurred with
the selection of the new audience members as well as the rationale for their selection. This was an
important step in ensuring that the expectations of the proponent agencies and program
stakeholders would be met. The expanded training audience is shown in Figure 1.

Designing the Tactical Scenario

The COBRAS II scenario was not developed from scratch, but represented a revision, or
more accurately, an expansion of the COBRAS I scenario. In the early stages of scenario
redesign, efforts were driven by two distinct purposes:

1. to include events for the new training audience members, and

2. to incorporate improvements based on findings obtained during the COBRAS I trial
implementation.

The first purpose (above) required an analysis of how well the existing storyline and series
of events would involve the new training audience members, drawing them into the staff process.
Scenario events that simply gave them something to do were not sufficient. This analysis
depended on a general, comprehensive job and task analysis for each of the five positions, derived
from Army documentation and from discussions with SMEs. Further progress was made during
the COBRAS I trial, during which developers monitored the implementation while envisioning
ways to tie in the performance of the new audience members.

The integration of the S3/CHEMO was judged to require the most extensive changes to
the scenario. The major change would be including a threat of opposing force (OPFOR) chemical
operations. It seemed likely that, during further development, the unchecked use of threat
chemical weapons could alter the scenario timeline and become the dominant focus of the brigade
staff’s efforts. Throughout the development process, developers watched carefully for unintended
effects of introducing chemical events into the scenario.
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Figure 1. COBRAS I and COBRAS II primary training audience links to brigade assets.

On the other hand, the COBRAS I scenario appeared to offer sufficient opportunities and
cues for the activities of the signal officer and the AVN LNO. These two positions were expected
to be able to maintain their activities to an adequate extent within the existing maneuver and close
air support aspects of the scenario.

Integration of the MP platoon leader would require the addition of tactical activities in the
brigade's rear. These activities would keep the MP platoon leader involved in the staff process
without altering significantly the overall activity of the brigade. Similarly, activities and cues to
ensure integration of the MI company commander could be accomplished without major changes
in the scenario. The MI company commander would be provided the typical company-level assets
and would interact with the staff in matters of intelligence reports. His/her presence would alter
only the brigade's task organization, while leaving intact the remainder of the scenario.

Incorporating these new events and opportunities for performance was the major push in
the scenario design effort. Equally important, however, was the need to preserve the structure of
the exercise in terms of other design considerations, including the contiguous-mission design, time
requirements, and provision of training opportunities for the original training audience members.
The contiguous nature was required to cue CS and CSS activities, and the time required for a
mission had to be bounded to maintain the exercise's appeal to brigades as something they could
accomplish within their limited time and simulation resources.
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The second purpose of the scenario design effort, to incorporate the necessary
modifications and improvements identified during the COBRAS I trial, was addressed
immediately following the trial, and continued well into the scenario design process. Observations
and participant feedback about how the scenario could be improved were compiled and discussed
in order to identify suggestions that were valid and consistent with the intent for the COBRAS II
scenario. The major changes are summarized in Figure 2.

Work to integrate new events and other improvements into the scenario began with the
revision of tactical products, starting with the corps and division operations order (OPORD)
materials. Other aspects of the scenario, such as products that contained ancillary information
(e.g., personnel status, levels of supply and maintenance, intelligence summary information,
meteorological and terrain information) that would flow down from division and corps, were also
altered to provide performance cues as necessary. Together, these products were the structuring
mechanism of the scenario, as they set the situation and conditions under which a brigade would
develop its plan.

The initial testing of the scenario occurred in map exercises and staff roleplay enactments.
Map exercises were conducted to ensure that the scenario was tactically sound and that the
actions required of the brigade were consistent with current doctrine, as well as internally
consistent. The scenario was also reviewed to ensure it would not lead the training brigade
outside of the context of the contiguous mission concept. The most important focus, however,
was on verifying that the scenario would contain the battle events that would cue activity within
the brigade staff, including CSS functions.

The roleplay enactments, which were a critical part of the task identification effort
(described below), provided opportunities to examine the extent to which the scenario's events
would provide performance opportunities for the new training audience personnel. At the same
time, attention was also paid to maintaining the performance requirements of the original training
audience. Notably, there were few instances in which the revised scenario altered fundamentally
the performance requirements of these positions.

Following the initial map exercises and roleplay enactment time frame, and when the
tactical products were judged as being sufficiently complete, simulation-based tryouts were
conducted, much like those conducted during the COBRAS I project. The tryouts required the
development of BBS electronic files which contained the details of the task organization,
readiness levels, and operational graphics. Their purpose was to ensure that the scenario would
unfold as designed, producing the desired events and cues.
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Scenario Revisions Based on COBRAS I Trial
Reduced the brigade’s initial readiness levels in all missions to force more CSS activity.

Modified OPFOR routes to refine the timing and locations of confrontations with the
brigade.

Moved the brigade’s air avenue of approach to make close air support more realistic.

Extended engineer obstacle zone to influence the outcome of the fight in the area defense
mission.

Modified field artillery Family of Scatterable Mines (FASCAM) authorities to better define
conditions of release and deployment.

Clarified the limit of advance in terms of times, locations, and size of forces.
Included a tactical combat force in 55 Division to match doctrinal specifications.
Clarified contact points.

Provided more information on activities of adjacent units by means of scripted messages
from the Exercise Control (EXCON).

Revised the scripted message to cause intelligence summaries to be sent at regular intervals.

Figure 2. Scenario revisions based on COBRAS I Brigade Staff Exercise trial results.

Mission by mission, the scenario was evaluated for its capacity to logically and realistically
contain the events that would cue the intended performance requirements. The resulting scenario

and tactical products were judged to be appropriate to support continuing development.

COBRAS II Scenario Storyline

The COBRAS II scenario, with all the changes made during that effort, formed the basis
of the COBRAS II BSE. It also provided the framework for how the higher echelon, adjacent
and supporting units, subordinate units, and OPFOR were to operate in the vignettes. Although
individual vignette scenarios were not direct mission, enemy, terrain, troops, time, and civilian

considerations (METT-TC) slices of the larger scenario, the events that provided vignette

conditions were drawn from the scenario. Figure 3 contains a brief description of the COBRAS II

scenario.
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The Road to War

The scenario storyline begins with the brigade in a field training exercise (FTX), having been deployed
to the country of Mojave because of an increasing threat from the Krasnovians. The FTX, which
creates decrements in personnel and equipment status, ends as intelligence indicates that the
Krasnovians are preparing to cross the international border.

Note: The mission sequence presented below is the recommended sequence; however, the BSE will
support any of the three missions being run in any sequence.

The Area Defense (AD)

The brigade staff then receives an order for an AD mission, and must simultaneously conduct its
consolidation and reorganization activities and plan for the AD using a modified decision-making
process. The Krasnovians conduct their attack, which fails after inflicting some losses to the brigade.
The brigade then conducts a rearward passage of lines to a rear assembly area (AA) (not performed in
the exercise).

The Deliberate Attack (DATK)

Three days later (these three days are not represented in the exercise), the brigade receives a subsequent
order to conduct a DATK mission against the remnants of the Krasnovians. The three days in the
scenario provide a realistic time for the brigade to return its forces to a level of combat readiness which
will make the DATK mission feasible. Again, the brigade staff uses the deliberate decision-making
process (DDMP) to develop its plan, briefs the plan, monitors preparation activities, and conducts the
attack. The storyline ends with the defeat of the Krasnovians.

The Movement to Contact (MTC)

While the brigade is in its AA conducting medical, repair, and replacement activities, it receives an
order to conduct an MTC mission. Using the DDMP, the brigade staff prepares their order, while
subordinate units continue their logistics efforts. The MTC is conducted against the Krasnovians’
meeting battle.

After the brigade has met and defeated the Advance Guard Main Body (AGMB), circumstances require
the brigade and the enemy to stop their advances and take up hasty defenses. The Krasnovian lead
elements retreat to hasty defensive positions awaiting the arrival of second echelon forces to conduct an
attack.

Figure 3. Summary of COBRAS II scenario storyline.

Designating the Training Objectives

Because of the addition of new training audience members, additional training objectives

and tasks were required to augment the COBRAS I lists. Additional analysis was also required to
determine how the addition of the new audience and scenario events would affect the tasks for the

existing audience (i.e., those 11 designated during the COBRAS I project). Together, these
requirements guided the COBRAS II project's task identification process.

During the initial months of the project, the decision was made to identify the tasks for the
new training audience members based on the same considerations as were used during the

COBRAS I project: The tasks were to be consistent with current doctrine, but could represent
performance requirements that were not documented in the Army's doctrinal publications or other

task-focused R&D efforts.
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The task identification process was modeled on the one used in the COBRAS I project.
The original methodology was titled the Staff Performance Analysis (SPA), documented by Ford
and Campbell (1997); the variant process for COBRAS II was referred to as the modified staff
performance analysis, or Modified SPA (ModSPA). The SPA used roleplay enactments by
COBRAS staff with expertise in all aspects of brigade operations as the primary means of
identifying staff tasks. Each enactment focused on a single event, as defined by logical break-
points in staff activities. Most enactments required the participation of the full brigade staff, or at
least that part of the staff represented by the targeted training audience.

The SPA provided opportunities to identify the tasks for all training audience members
concurrently. That is, as an event was roleplayed, every brigade staff representative was
documenting his or her activities in preparation for further analyses. For the COBRAS 11
ModSPA, a similar but less time- and labor-intensive method was employed. It involved roleplay
enactments of every scenario event (every event had to be examined in order to compile tasks for
the entire exercise), but did not require the documentation of activities for the entire brigade staff.
The analysis would focus on identifying the performance requirements for the new audience
members, but would also serve to identify the activities of other staff who were involved in the
relevant aspects of the staff process. The participation of the new audience and the inclusion of
scenario events targeting their functions was expected to alter, to some extent, the performance
requirements for the original training audience.

As a concluding verification of the task lists, assistance was provided from job and task
analysts external to the COBRAS Il staff. These analysts had been working on the battlefield
functions over most of the previous three years.” Their extensive work in exploring the staff
activities at brigade and battalion levels enabled them to provide a review of the technical
accuracy of the draft task lists, to offer suggestions on modifications or additions to make the lists
more descriptive of staff activities, and to provide a verification of the consistency among lists for
various staff members.

Results of the Modified Staff Performance Analysis

The ModSPA yielded task lists for each of the new training audience members and minor
revisions to the task lists of the original training audience (described and contained in Deter,
Campbell, & Ford, 1998). The newly created task lists portray each staff member's involvement
and actions in each mission segment, as well as the actions and events that should cue training
participants to perform the required tasks (an example is shown in Figure 4). The task lists are
contained in the BSE materials for two purposes: to assist observers in observation and feedback,
and to preview performance expectations for the training audience members.

7 The battlefield functions work is described in Harrison (1993).
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Brigade Operations and Training Officer Task List
for Mission Analysis-Movement to Contact Mission

1 Task: Updates operations estimate with current battlefield information.
Cue: Receipt of division warning order (WARNO)
Product: Updated operations estimate

2 Task: Briefs the current brigade status to include locations of maneuver units and other critical
weapons systems, tactical command post (CP), and tactical operations center (TOC).
Cue: On request of the Brigade Executive Officer (XO) or Commander

3 Task: Reproduces sufficient copies or extracts of division order and distributes to Brigade XO,
staff, and other key participants.
Product: Sufficient copies of the division order/extract for the brigade staff to use in decision-
making process

4 Task: Reads and analyzes the Corps Commander's intent in conjunction with the corps mission
and scheme of maneuver.
Product: Sketch of the corps scheme of maneuver

S Task: Reads and analyzes the Division Commander's intent in conjunction with the division
mission and scheme of maneuver.
Product: Sketch of the division scheme of maneuver

6 Task: Assesses task organization within the division to determine its possible effects on the
brigade's mission and tasks.

7 Task: Reads and analyzes the division order and extracts information related to Army airspace
command and control (A2C2) operations such as A2C2 concept, A2C2 control
measures, suppression of enemy air defense operations in the division, enemy and
friendly air corridors, attack positions and objectives, forward arming and refueling
point locations, and identification, friend or foe/selective identification feature lines.

Product: Updated A2C2 estimate

8 Task: Identifies and assesses assets available to the brigade.

9 Task: Conducts terrain analysis and trafficability in the brigade sector with the Brigade
Intelligence Officer and Brigade Engineer to include: avenues of approach, mobility
corridors, key terrain, and obstacles.

Product: Initial terrain analysis

Figure 4. Sample of individual task list resulting from the modified staff performance analysis
activities.

Although these tasks contained information concerning staff interactions, they were not
directly usable in providing feedback on staff processes in the form of after action review (AAR)
sessions. The AARs are generally group sessions involving all members of the primary training
audience, in which the observers facilitate discussions of what happened, what should have
happened, and what staff behaviors should be sustained or improved (DA, 1991). To construct
the AAR framework, the tasks were aggregated into staff process descriptions, which were then
prepared in the form of AAR outlines for use by the observers. A sample is shown in Figure 5.
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Mission Analysis

o Prepare initial intelligence preparation of
the battlefield
e  Analyze higher mission
e  Analyze division order
Course of Action (COA) Development

e  Analyze commander’s guidance

¢ Analyze relative combat power

e  Generate conceptual possibilities
Wargaming

e Follow a wargame method

e Employ all friendly forces/resources

e Identify critical events and decision

points

COA Comparison

e Select comparison method
¢  Determine decision criteria

Orders Preparation

o Incorporate commander’s guidance
Identify who, what, where, when, and
why
Rehearsal

Define the standard
Orient participants to terrain
Verbalize concept of operation

Modified Decision-Making Process

e Mission analysis
e Essential information
¢ Commander’s concept

Mission Execution

e Acquire information
e  Analyze and interpret information
o Update estimates

Assess risk
Briefing and approval

Develop scheme of maneuver
Incorporate all BOS

Record results
Apply action/reaction/counteraction
Assess results

Assign weighting values to criteria
Record results (COA decision matrix)

Incorporate BOS plans
Review and approve

Select key events to rehearse
Describe enemy COAs

Focus on three major purposes of
rehearsals

Wargame
Orders preparation
Rehearsal

Disseminate information
Make recommendations and decisions
Supervise

Figure 5. Staff process description formed from the individual task lists.

Because of the low-resource nature of vignettes, with no significant observer staff to assist
in performance, the individual task lists were not directly incorporated in the vignettes. Rather, as
with the AAR materials, descriptions of staff process pertinent to the vignette event were created.
These descriptive statements served as the training objectives, and discussion probes were also
developed to present more detailed behavioral descriptions.

The ModSPA also facilitated generation of sample tactical products that would be used as
training aids in association with the BSE. Sample products were to be used by the observers to
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show the training audience “a-way” examples of the tactical products that should result from the
staff process.

Designing the Exercise Architecture

Every aspect of the original (COBRAS I) BSE was precisely designed to support the
intent of the exercise, which was driven by the specific training audience and the scenario.
Participants had well defined and purposeful roles, simulation layout and usage were described in
specific terms, the scenario was highly structured, and the TSP was thorough and direct. Because
the exercise was not intended to train all aspects of brigade functioning, the model specified 8-10
hour workdays and operations out of administrative CP locations in or near the simulation center.
Thus, all components of the design and the TSP itself were created to represent a tightly linked
group of products that, when put together, would support the functioning of all participants.

In the COBRAS II effort, even though the same basic exercise model was to be employed,
the training audience was expanded, leading to a sequence of changes throughout the exercise's
architecture. Additionally, lessons learned during the development of the original BSE had to be
incorporated. The changes to the BSE structure fall into three areas:

« participant types and numbers,
o roleplayer and interactor training, and
« performance observation and feedback.

Participant Types and Numbers

The number of participants changed not only by the addition of the new training audience
members, but also because of the need for supporting personnel for those functions (i.e.,
observers, roleplayers, and interactors). Overall, the increase was from 113 to 132 participants.

Concerning observers, the COBRAS I BSE had recommended a staffing plan that
combined some of the training audience members functionally under observers. The revised BSE,
however, specified one observer for each training audience member; a one-for-one staffing
arrangement. As a compromise to support circumstances where obtaining 16 observers might be
unfeasible, the new BSE also offered a less intensive staffing plan similar to the plan proposed in
the original BSE. This minimal staffing plan called for ten observers. New observer positions
included a Chemical Observer, a Signal Observer, a Personnel and MP Observer, an Army
Aviation Observer, an Engineer Observer, and an air defense artillery (ADA) Observer. The last
two of these split the duties of what, in the COBRAS 1 BSE, had been the CS Observer.

Four roleplayers were added to provide information and task cues to the new target
audience. Additionally, five interactors were added to staff the simulation workstations. Figure 6
presents the COBRAS II BSE exercise layout.
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Exercise Director
COBRAS Coordinator XX

r

1

HICON Workstation:
HICON Workstation Operator/
BBS System Controller

EXCON Workstation:
DIV G3, G2, G1/4, FSO, ADA,
ENG, AVN Roleplayers;

3 Interactors; 1RTO/Admin

—

Target Training Audience

Brigade Main CP:
Bde Cdr, X0, S2, S3, FSO,
FSCOORD, ADCOORD,
ENG, SIGO, CHEMO, MI Co
Cdr, Avn LNO, MP Pit Ldr

Brigade TAC: (execution only)
Bde Cdr, S3, FSCOORD

Brigade Rear CP:
S1, S4, FSB Cdr

Assistant staff officers and NCOs

Observers:
One per target audience member (16)
-or.
Senior Observer, Ops, intel,
FS, Personnel and MP, CSS, .
ENG, ADA, Chemical, Signal,
Army Aviation

]
OPFOR Workstations (3):
OPFOR Controller;
2 Interactors per station

Blue Forces Controller

Task Force Workslallons (4):
Ops, Intel, CSS, CS Roleplayers;
3 Interactors; 1 RTO/Clerk

Cavalry Troop Workstatlon
Ops/CS, CSS Roleplayers;
3 Interactors; 1 RTO/Clerk

FA Battalion Workstation:
Ops/FC, CSS, intel Roleplayers;
3 Interactors 1 RTO/Clerk

Engmeer Battallon Workstatlon
= Ops/CS, CSS, 2 ENG Co Cdr Roleplayers;
: 3 lnteractors 1 RTO/Clerk

ADA Battery Workslatlon
Ops/CS, CSS Roleplayers;
3 lnteractors 1 RTOICIerk

FSB Workstatlon
Ops, CSS Roleplayers;
3 Interactors; 1 RTO/CIerk

Brigade Troops Workstatlon
MI, MP, Chemical Roleplayers,
3 lnteractors; 1 RTO/Clerk

Figure 6. Participant locations during conduct of a COBRAS II Brigade Staff Exercise.
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Roleplayer and Interactor Simulation Training

In order to facilitate BBS training for interactors and roleplayers, the COBRAS I BSE
provided a brief training outline and slides. However, during the COBRAS I pilot and trial
implementation, the training for interactors and roleplayers was not sufficiently detailed on the
specific functions to be performed during the COBRAS program (Graves et al., 1997).

In the development of the COBRAS II BSE, the developers chose to provide more
specific guidance regarding the BBS training needs that were required by the BSE. The
COBRAS BBS roleplayer/interactor training plan was designed and written to supplement the
interactor training that a site typically provides. The program focuses on helping the interactors
and roleplayers to implement the COBRAS scenario in BBS, an activity that is key to allowing the
brigade staff to achieve their training objectives.

The roleplayer/interactor training is a three-phase program, including BBS train-up for
interactors, practical exercises in which interactors practice the tasks that are important during
BSE execution, and a mini-exercise in which interactors and roleplayers can learn how to work
together to accomplish their objectives and portray the scenario. The role of the site staffis to
help interactors learn how to operate BBS and to help roleplayers learn how to work with
interactors.

The roleplayer/interactor training is executed according to the guidance provided in the
BBS Site Manager's Guide, and uses two other information sources as well: the BBS 5.0
Warfighter's Guide (National Simulation Center; BBS General Support Team; Logicon Technical
Services, Inc., and U.S. Army Communication Electronics Command, 1994) and the COBRAS
interactor guides. The program, described below, was thoroughly documented in the COBRAS
BBS Site Manager's Guide, a component of the BSE TSP that was added for COBRAS II.

The overall goal of the roleplayer/interactor training is to establish a good working
relationship between roleplayers and interactors; roleplayers should know how to utilize the
interactors. Specific objectives for each phase of the training are described in the COBRAS BBS
Site Manager’s Guide as:

o Phase 1 - “..interactors should be familiar with the scope and specifics of the tasks
they are to perform. They should also be able to execute the most common and
important tasks on the simulation.”

o Phase 2 - “...interactors should have improved their ability to perform BBS tasks well
enough to conduct a mini-exercise with roleplayers.”

o Phase 3 — “...the interactors should be able to hone their BBS skills and the roleplayers
should become generally familiar with BBS.”

By the end of the mini-exercise, all of the interactors and roleplayers should have some
familiarity with how to execute the mission in BBS, as well as a common understanding of the
differences between BBS and tactical terminology. Additionally, roleplayers must understand
which operations and combat functions can and cannot be performed in BBS and which
operations have to be performed by magic at the higher control workstation.
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Performance Observation and Feedback

Significant modifications were made to the BSE design in the area of performance
observation and the provision of feedback. The role of the observers in the COBRAS II BSE was
essentially the same as in COBRAS I to serve as mentors, coaches, and providers of feedback
both in informal discussions and in more formal AARs with the brigade staff. In COBRAS ],
frequent AARs (at least daily) were used instead of the more common model of an AAR only at
mission completion. This approach was followed again in COBRAS II. However, as a result of
observations during the Fort Riley COBRAS I trial implementation, certain modifications were
made in the observer TSP materials.

One of these changes concerned AAR preparation. During the trial implementation,
observers remarked that there was not enough time in the schedule to prepare for the AARs, and
requested a two hour pause in the exercise (one hour to prepare, one hour for the AAR itself). At
the same time, training audience members stated that one hour of “pause time” in the exercise for
AARs was as much as they were willing to give up. As a compromise, the instructions to
observers were modified to suggest that they take an hour for AAR preparation while the brigade
staff continued to work on the next phase of the exercise; the AAR itself would still require only
one hour of pause.

Another change was made to the AAR materials themselves. More slides were added to
the package to provide the observers with additional visual presentations of the critical materials.
Most of the added slides were expected to serve as back-up material, in case the brigade
commander wanted additional discussion on specific points. As with COBRAS I, the slides were
presented both on paper and in a Microsoft® PowerPoint® format. The electronic version was
provided to enable observers to customize the slide content and order for their own use.

The AAR focus for each mission segment was also revised in order to clarify the intent.
Each AAR was focused on helping the brigade commander and his staff determine if the outputs
of that segment would provide all that was needed-the inputs—for the next segment. These
outputs could be products, guidance, decisions, staff input, information, or analysis and sharing of
information. The AARs were designed to help guide the staff to:

o look at what they just accomplished and the processes they used,

« compare it to what they intended to accomplish and the processes they intended to
use,

o determine if they needed to make changes to their processes, and
o describe how they intended to accommodate those changes in future operations.

The third area of change concerned the provision of the sample brigade products. These
were to be used to show or demonstrate selected outcomes of staff activities. A selected set of
products was reviewed during the trial implementation with the observers, and their reactions
were uniformly positive. These products were developed during the ModSPA described above.
They were intended to serve as models of type of content only, as the specific contents would
depend on the particular decisions worked out by the brigade staff during their planning.

Finally, there was a more explicit emphasis on involving the commander in designing the
specific observation plan. The Senior Observer was instructed to meet with the brigade
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commander to clarify his (the commander’s) expectations, paying particular attention to his stated
training objectives and focus so that the observer team could be attuned to that emphasis. The
Senior Observer was to review the unit tactical standing operating procedures (TACSOP) and
resolve any differences between it and the COBRAS task lists and AAR materials by means of
discussions with the commander. Additionally, all of the observers were expected to become
familiar with the TACSOP before the exercise began.

Developing the Training Support Package

As the changes in the participants and other aspects of the BSE's design were
incorporated, the BSE TSP changed accordingly. Because the trial implementation would involve
only one mission, development focused on design for that mission only. The major changes that
were made in preparation for the trial implementation were as follows:

o The tactical materials were revised as described above, providing the modified division
OPORDs, intelligence reports, and message traffic for the added scenario events.
Several additional overlays were also provided because of the aviation events now
being included.

e The training audience preparation materials for the new TSP contained a more
complete description of the AAR process.

e Observer materials also contained the fuller AAR description, as well as guidance on
the use of the sample products. A completely new set of AAR materials was provided,
with more slides (especially back-up slides) and textual guidance for the slides. The
sample products were included in a separate package.

o The interactor guides were restructured to provide separate materials for each type of
BBS workstation terminal (i.e., combat, CS, and CSS), because the activities at the
terminals vary so widely.

 Additional roleplayer guides were prepared to cover the separation of the ADA and
engineer functions as well as the addition of the brigade troops workstation.

e The OPFOR Controller was given somewhat more latitude in choosing schemes of
maneuver, always under the oversight of the Exercise Director.

« Instructions on conduct of the exercise in the Exercise Guide were modified to track
with the changed scenario. Instructions on TSP distribution were modified in
accordance with revisions to the TSP and were also expanded in order to make them
easier to use.

o The BBS Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE) and Initialization Book and
the BBS Archive Book, which contain documentation on the BBS database
specifications, were revised to enhance clarity and completeness.

o Three new guides were added to the TSP for the COBRAS II BSE:

o The Brigade Orientation Guide provides the brigade commander with a complete
description of the exercise and its resource requirements. It is designed to help the
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commander decide whether or not he should implement the COBRAS II BSE, and
what he needs to do to get started.

o The XO Guide contains instructions for the brigade XO on staff preparation for the
exercise, and also describes how CSS reports have been distributed to the training
audience members in their preparation materials. This last information allows the
XO to know what information about starting conditions has been provided to
various elements of the training audience.

o The Simulation Site Manager’s Guide includes descriptions of the BBS tapes and
other documentation. The intent was to inform the simulation site staff about the
rationale for the structure and contents of the database, so that they would not feel
compelled to revise the database, and so that any revisions requested by the brigade
commander could be made without damaging the integrity of the exercise.

Figure 7 provides a description of the overall COBRAS II BSE TSP structure, as it
existed going into the trial implementation.

Summary

Even with the COBRAS I experience and materials, development of the COBRAS II BSE
and vignettes was a complex process. The initial development described here resulted in
preparation of the BSE and vignette exercises and TSPs ready for trial implementation. The next
section (Section 4) describes the BSE trial implementation and evaluation plan, the findings, and
the results of that trial, including the revisions made to the exercise and TSP. For vignettes, the
evaluation processes will be described in Section 5.
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TSP C-a‘te}go‘rAy' )

Exercise
Management

. xrls c o e Exercnse, r, d Blue
Forces Controller, with Appendixes
o Brigade Orientation Guide

Tactical Materials

o Corps Concept (Movement to Contact, Area Defense, and Deliberate Attack)
o Division Orders and Tactical Materials (including overlays)
¢ Scripted and hard-copy messages

Participant Guides
and Materials

Training Audience:
o Training Audience Guide (generic, for all 16 training audience members)
¢ XO Guide to Unit Preparation and Materials Distribution
« Initial Situation Packages and start of exercise (STARTEX) Position Overlays
(per staff member, per mission)
o Task Lists (per staff member, per mission)
Observers:
o Observer Guide (generic, for all Observers)
o Task Lists (per Observer, per mission)
e Observer After Action Review Briefing Materials
Roleplayer Teams:
¢ EXCON Roleplayer Guide e Opposing Force Controller Guide
e TF 1-5 Roleplayer Guide e Cavalry Troop Roleplayer Guide
o TF 1-7 Roleplayer Guide o Field Artillery Roleplayer Guide
¢ TF 3-5 Roleplayer Guide ¢ Engineer Roleplayer Guide
o TF 1-80 Roleplayer Guide o FSB Roleplayer Guide
* ADA Roleplayer Guide * Brigade Troops Roleplayer Guide
e Initial Situation Packages and STARTEX Position Overlays (per roleplayer
team, per mission)
BBS Interactors:
¢ EXCON Interactor Guides (versions for CS, and CSS Interactors at EXCON
workstation)
o Blue Interactor Guides (versions for Combat, CS, and CSS Interactors at Blue
workstations)
o Red Interactor Guides (versions, for Combat and CS Interactors at Red
workstations)

Simulation
Materials

Tools for initializing BBS and making changes or corrections:
o Simulation Site Manager’s Guide
o BBS TOE and Initialization Book
e BBS Archive Book
o BBS System Tapes

Figure 7. Structure of the COBRAS II Brigade Staff Exercise training support package at the
time of the trial implementation.
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SECTION 4: TRIAL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BRIGADE STAFF
EXERCISE

The key evaluation event during the development of the COBRAS II BSE was the trial
implementation conducted at Fort Lewis, WA, with 3" Brigade, 2" ID. This trial involved use of

the TSP for one mission with participation of personnel representative of the target training
audience.

This section describes that trial, and indicates the evaluation methodology employed and
the trial results. Three topics are discussed:

o Trial Implementation: Describes the specifics of the formative evaluation in terms of
the purpose of the trial, the evaluation methods and restrictions/constraints, and the
evaluation staffing plan.

o Trial Implementation Results: The trial results represent analysis of feedback
provided by participating unit members and observations made by COBRAS
developers. The findings provide a comprehensive summary portrayal of the data
collected.

e Program Revisions: Describes the extent of revisions that were made to the TSP as a
result of the trial.

Trial Implementation

The purpose of the trial implementation was to permit evaluation of the effect of training
program design decisions, the utility of the TSP components, and perceptions of training benefits.
Exercise developers observed the planning, preparation, and conduct of the exercise and
performed various data collection activities. Although developers were prepared to assist in
implementation as necessary, in order to ensure that the exercise could be conducted, the intent
was to operate in a “hands-off” mode as much as possible.

Certain features of the actual implementation limited the ability to generalize the findings
beyond the single implementation. In general, the exercise was implemented according to the
guidance provided in the TSP. There were several departures, however, as described below.

« Because only one mission (the DATK) was exercised, CSS activities were not fully
performed. These activities generally take place between missions, when the brigade is
recovering from one operation and preparing for the next.

o The unit employed three task force (TF) units and no cavalry troop during the
exercise, rather than the four TFs and one cavalry troop called for in the scenario.
While this organization matched the brigade’s actual structure, the change required
modification of the division OPORD, brigade sector, and associated tactical materials.
Thus evaluation of the exact METT-TC elements, as designed, was incomplete.
However, the trial implementation still produced many valuable insights concerning
tactics, unit desires, and the complexity of correctly generating all of the cues needed
for unit performance.
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observer experience at the battalion level.

o The model called for a senior officer, preferably from the brigade’s higher
headquarters, to serve as the Exercise Director. However, because no one of that
level was available to fill the role, those duties and responsibilities were shared by the
brigade commander, the Senior Observer, and the officer in charge (OIC) of the
simulation center, with some assistance from the COBRAS team members on site.

e Pre-exercise training conducted by the simulation site staff did not follow the
roleplayer/interactor training plan contained in the TSP. Rather, the staff used their
own familiarization approach. This change was estimated to have had little negative
effect on acquisition of BBS skills, but did it not provide the additional COBRAS
information and emphasis. Observations of the training were used to modify the
COBRAS training description to bring it more in line with what was actually done and
with what should be anticipated at other BBS sites.

COBRAS staff involvement in the implementation was extensive. Two pre-
implementation trips were conducted to coordinate the staffing for the exercise, work with the
simulation site staff on modifying the BBS files, and assist in modifications to the tactical
materials. Innumerable telephone conversations occurred to ensure that the TSP materials were
being correctly assembled and distributed. In every case where COBRAS staff assisted in
preparations, detailed notes were recorded about the nature of the request for assistance, so that
the TSP could be examined and revised as necessary.

For the conduct of the trial implementation itself, 12 of the COBRAS staff were on site
before the interactor and roleplayer training began, two days prior to the exercise start. Again any
requests for assistance were noted for later incorporation into the materials.

Trial implementation data were collected by means of four general methods:

o Structured interviews were conducted with key participants, including all three
members of the exercise administrators (the simulation center OIC, COBRAS
Coordinator, and Blue Forces Controller), all observers and training audience
members, the individual representing the Division Operations Officer (G3) at EXCON,
and the OPFOR Controller. The interview protocols had been prepared before the
trial began, in order to ensure that careful attention was paid to critical evaluation
issues.

o The observers had little brigade level experience, although they did have extensive
|
|
|
|
i
|
|

o COBRAS developers observed every phase of the implementation process, from initial
unit decisions and preparation and distribution of the TSP materials through conduct
of the exercise itself.

"o Questionnaires were prepared and distributed to all of the participants, including even
the brigade assistant staff members and staff sections, all roleplayers, and all
interactors. The questionnaires contained a mixture of two types of items: S-point
scale response items (e.g., disagree-agree) and open ended items (e.g., what additional
initialization instructions were needed?).
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« Group discussions at the conclusion of the exercise were used to obtain more in-depth
information and perceptions of the training quality and value, and ideas about exercise
features that should be strengthened, modified, or dropped.

Trial Implementation Results

The results from the participant interviews and questionnaires at the trial implementation
of the COBRAS II BSE are described below. The presentation is organized into three topics:
exercise design, TSP, and training benefit.

Exercise Design Findings

The aspects of the exercise design that were evaluated during the trial implementation
included the following:

e resource requirements,

o the scenario,

o brigade staff task lists and sample products,

o adequacy of staffing and experience specifications,

o pre-exercise BBS training for interactors and roleplayers,
o observation and feedback procedures,

e exportability, and

o implementation conditions.

Resource requirements. Resource requirements are a long-standing concern in
simulation-based exercises. Given the resources that brigades are able to commit to training, the
exercise was designed to use personnel efficiently, and the TSP was organized to limit reading and
study prerequisites to the absolute minimum. Of particular interest was the extent to which the
BSE TSP would reduce the effort a brigade and the simulation center staff would expect to
expend in designing, planning, preparing for, and conducting such an exercise. Results
concerning resource requirements included:

o The simulation center OIC and COBRAS Coordinator were asked about the extent to
which the scenario and the implementation instructions reduced preparation time. Their
responses to both questions were positive, indicating that the scenario and TSP were
valuable in reducing the total time spent in preparation for the exercise. This finding
reinforces the assumption that the structured training concept is valuable for time-
strapped organizations.

 Roleplayers and interactors were asked to evaluate the time and effort expenditures for
the BSE, contrasting those expenditures with those required for other types of training.
As shown in Figure 8 both roleplayers and interactors characterized their responsibilities
in the BSE as being relatively less intensive, in terms of the time and effort required,
than typical BBS exercises.
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Ratings of time and effort required by the BSE
compared to typlcal BBS exercises

M More
W About the Same
Oless

Roleplayers Interactors
(minus EXCON) n=17)
(n=16)

Figure 8. Feedback on time and effort requirements for roleplayers and interactors.

o The training audience members (n=16) reported that the BSE required less of an
investment by the brigade than do typical BBS exercises, leader training programs, and
NTC rotations. Figure 9 presents the ratings provided for each program type.

Training audience ratings of time and effort required
by the BSE and other types of staff training

6
Zs
<4

3
£
<

0

Leader Training National Training BBS Exercise COBRAS
Program Center

Figure 9. Feedback on the time and effort requirements for training audience members.

o The three exercise management participants were asked how the exercise compared to
other exercises in terms of personnel requirements. There was no consensus among
them. The simulation center OIC indicated that the BSE required more personnel than
other exercises, while the COBRAS Coordinator believed the BSE required fewer
persons. The Blue Forces Controller reported that there was no difference.

In sum, trial feedback indicated that the BSE was acceptable, although not ideal, in terms
of the time and personnel resources it requires. However, no major changes that could have
significantly reduced the requirements while preserving the instructional content necessary to
support the training structure were indicated.

Scenario. The scenario was another topic for evaluation. The COBRAS II scenario, a
modification of the original COBRAS I scenario, underwent numerous modifications during the
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course of the project. Map exercises, OPORD reviews, and internal pilots all greatly facilitated
the iterative process of designing, testing, and revising the scenario. The trial represented the final
test of the scenario to verify the internally-tested design modifications. Feedback was collected
from participants on various aspects of the scenario.

o The training audience, simulation center OIC, and COBRAS Coordinator were asked
about the extent to which the scenario presented a sufficiently challenging tactical
problem to drive planning and preparation. Feedback indicated that the tactical
problem was moderately to highly challenging for the training audience respondents
(n=16) (see Figure 10). The simulation center OIC and COBRAS Coordinator also
responded that the tactical problem challenged the brigade staff members.

Training audience responses on the extent to which
the scenario presented a challenging tactical problem

Percent
‘acaRR88 8

sk ¥ Gediis:

Very Great Extent Great Extent Moderate Extent Slight Extent

Figure 10. Feedback on the difficulty of the tactical problem.

« The same participants were also asked about the extent to which the scenario
conditions supported a challenging exercise. This item differs from the previous one in
its focus on the conditions during execution, as caused by the OPFOR, division
directives, CSS conditions, and so on. The results from the training audience (Figure
11) were positive, as were results from the simulation center OIC and COBRAS
Coordinator, indicating that the exercise was appropriately challenging but not
overwhelming.
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Training audience responses on the extent to which
the scenario supported a challenging exercise

Percent
cnoadDN8RELS

Very Great Extent Great Extent Moderate Extent

Figure 11. Feedback on the difficulty of the exercise caused by scenario conditions.

e Another aspect for scenario evaluation concerned the completeness of CSS activity in
the BSE, compared to other BBS exercises. Results from those who were questioned,
including the training audience (n=15), simulation center OIC, COBRAS Coordinator,
and Blue Forces Controller, indicated a dramatic difference in favor of the BSE. This
provided support for achievement of one of the program objectives, to provide CSS
practice for the brigade staff. Results for the training audience are shown in Figure 12.

Training audience ratings of the amount of
CSS Activity in the BSE and in typical BBS exercises

More Equal Less

Figure 12. Feedback on the amount of combat service support activity in the Brigade Staff
Exercise.

o The EXCON roleplayers (n=6) and OPFOR controller, who were most responsible for
driving the scenario and providing the performance cues, were asked about the extent
to which the scenario cued opportunities for the training audience to practice the
training objectives. The results were clearly positive, with six respondents reporting
that the scenario provided the required cues to a great extent, and one reporting a
moderate extent of agreement that the cues are appropriate for the training objectives.
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Brigade staff task lists and sample products. The BSE provides exercise specific task
lists, as well as sample products, for the brigade staff and observers. A close examination of the
utility of these products, therefore, was a key component of the evaluation. Questionnaire items

The OPFOR Controller was asked whether or not the OPFOR’s specified courses of
action were too restrictive. His response was ambivalent, indicating that he neither

agreed nor disagreed that the scenario was too restrictive.

and interviews with observers and training audience members were designed to address utility
issues. Five items concerning the task lists and sample products were posed to the observers.
The results on the five items were generally positive, indicating that both the task lists and the
sample products were useful to observers for their intended purposes. The items are shown
below, with results portrayed in Figure 13 and Figure 14.

To what extent did reviewing the task lists help you prepare for the BSE?

To what extent were the task lists useful in keeping track of what to observe?
To what extent were the task lists useful in coaching the brigade staff?

To what extent did studying the sample products help you prepare for the BSE?

To what extent were the sample products useful in coaching the brigade staff?

Observer ratings of the utility of the brigade staff task lists

70 ¢

60 |

50

‘ Bl Great/ Very Great

€40 Extent
g'GO B Moderate Extent

20 0 Slight or No Extent

10

Useful for Useful for Useful for
Preparation (n=9) Observing (n=9) Coaching (n=9)

Figure 13. Feedback from observers on the value of the brigade staff task lists.
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Observer ratings on the utility of the sample products

H Great/Very Great
Extent

B Moderate Extent

O Slight or No Extent

Useful for Preparation (n=6) Useful for Coaching (n=8)

Figure 14. Feedback from observers on the utility of the sample products.

Three questionnaire items that focused on the task lists and sample products were
addressed to members of the training audience. Again, the results were consistently positive. The
items are shown below, with results shown in Figure 15.

o To what extent did the task lists clarify what you would be doing during the BSE?
o To what extent did the task lists match the demands of your job during the BSE?
« To what extent were the task lists useful in helping you prepare for the exercise?

Comments provided by the observers and training audience were also helpful in explaining
how the task lists and products could be used in the BSE context. These comments included the
following: '

o “The task lists served as a memory jogger/reminder as I prepared [to perform] each
event.”

o “Task list is a good tool to review after and before a task is completed.”

o “The task lists are very good for someone who hasn’t had much experience [as an
observer]. It helps to re-trigger their minds on where to focus when observing the
brigade staff.”

« “Task lists are the most important part for [observer] preparation and coaching.”
o “Look at the task lists in preparation for each segment.”

o “Although they use [a different format], the training audience found it useful to see
another product.”

« “Sample products are good for format and how it meshes with the order.”

o+ “Wish [observers] had the products earlier, to use in preparation.”
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Training audlence ratings of the brigade staff task lists

B Moderate Extent

1 O Slight or No
Clarified Training Matched Useful for Extent
Objectives (n=15) Demands of Job Preparation (n=15)

(n=14)

Figure 15. Feedback from the training audience on the brigade staff task lists.

Adequacy of staffing and experience specifications. Because of the importance of
limiting the number of support personnel, one focus of the evaluation lay in scrutinizing the extent
to which certain participant groups were adequately staffed.

o Figure 16 presents the results of a questionnaire item on staffing adequacy for
EXCON and blue forces roleplayers and observers. In general, there seemed to be no
strong indication that staffing levels required any changes.

Participant ratings of the extent to which
support personnel staffing levels were sufficlent

288
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a 40 B Greal/Very Great
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2 M Moderate Extent
10
0 0 Slight or No Extent
EXCON Blue Force Observers (n=9)
Roleplayers (n=6) Roleplayers

(n=19)

Figure 16. Feedback on the adequacy of support personnel staffing.

o Another question was addressed to the simulation center OIC, COBRAS Coordinator,
and Blue Forces Controller, asking about the need for the positions of Exercise
Director, COBRAS Coordinator, and Blue Forces Controller. Both the simulation
center OIC and the COBRAS Coordinator responded that the roles were essential.
The Blue Forces Controller, however, reported that his position was not necessary,
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commenting that he never knew what exactly he was supposed to do during the
exercise. This may reflect the continuous presence and involvement of the simulation
site staff, who monitored the blue forces workstations themselves.

Had the trial been implemented in strict accordance with the program design, the
experience levels of every participant would have closely resembled the levels recommended in
the TSP. Given that this was not the case, it was judged as being more beneficial to ask
participants if their own experience levels were appropriate for the roles they filled, rather than
asking participants whether or not the intended levels would have been correct. The results are
shown in Figure 17.

Participant responses on whether they had the right amount of experience for
their roles

Percent
0388323888

TF Roleplayers (n=3) Other BLUEFOR EXCON Roleplayers  Observers (n=9)
Roleplayers (n=11) (n=6)

Figure 17. Feedback on the experience levels required for Brigade Staff Exercise participants.

It is interesting that the participants’ recommendations concerning experience levels were
highly consistent with the recommendations included in the TSP. Some of the comments
included:

« For TF roleplayers — experience in the positions roleplayed; experience in tactical
planning and orders writing; completed the Armor Officer Advanced Course.

o For other subordinate unit roleplayers — present or former staff officer; at least 12
months experience in a direct support platoon in support of a brigade.

o For EXCON roleplayers — for G3, someone who has worked on a division staff, for
division aviation operations, attack aviation experience; for Division Support
Command, experience with brigade level OPORDs and logistics; for division
intelligence officer, battalion or brigade intelligence officer experience; for division
engineer, minimum combat training center (CTC) experience as assistant brigade
engineer; for division fire support, division level experience.

o For observers — must have been in the job or branch qualified in a division job.

Pre-exercise BBS training for interactors and roleplayers. The pre-exercise simulation
training for interactors and roleplayers was also of interest during the trial implementation.
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Developers had outlined a three-phase training plan to be conducted by the simulation site staff,
covering BBS fundamentals, interactor practice, and a mini-exercise/BSE rehearsal for interactors
and roleplayers. However, the site chose to conduct their own train-up. Therefore, developers
sought information regarding how the BBS training could be made most adaptable to the site
staff, while still achieving the COBRAS goals, as listed in Section 4.

The findings indicated that roleplayers, interactors, and site staff all felt that BBS
familiarization and a roleplayer/interactor practice session were both necessary and sufficient.
However, it was also observed that the training provided by the simulation site staff was, in this
instance, exceptionally well organized and implemented. Therefore, the more extensive BBS
training plan was retained in the TSP in the hope that sites with less well defined procedures
would use it.

Observation and feedback procedures. The area of greatest concern on the observation
and feedback system dealt with the frequency of AARs and their perceived benefit. Observers
were asked to evaluate the AAR structure. Responding to questionnaire items addressing the
utility of frequent AARs and the extent to which the exercise schedule supported sufficient AAR
preparation time, the observers (n=9) were supportive of the plan (see Figure 18). The three
questionnaire items included:

o To what extent do you feel that frequent AARs (every 6-8 hours) were more valuable
than a single summary AAR for a multi-day exercise?

o To what extent do you feel that the AARs were valuable for the brigade staff?
¢ To what extent was there enough time to prepare for the AARs?

Observer ratings of the value and feasibility of the
20 BSE after action review (AAR]) strategy
60
50
« 40
E B Great Extent
230
B Moderate
20 Extent
[ Sight or No
10 . Extent
o d 2
Value of Value to Sufficient
Frequent Brigade Staff AAR
AARs Preparation
Time

Figure 18. Feedback on the Brigade Staff Exercise after action review structure.
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Several observers also provided comments about the AAR structure. Those comments
included:

o I felt there were too many AARs, which prevented me from doing one-on-ones with
my counterpart. I feel there should be three AAR times: kind of a beginning, middle,
and end, and in-between have a pause-ex for a half-hour and have the O/Cs give
feedback to their counterparts and then see if they do some adjustments based on O/C
recommendations.

o Time was a little tight, but [the AARs] are pretty informal, and “pre-done” slides in
TSP make it OK.

o The one-on-one AARs between the observers and staff are most productive but most
difficult to fit in because the staf