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The Army Operating Concept directs us to “win in a complex world.” To accomplish this directive, the 
Army must develop leaders who can innovate and thrive in “complex and dynamic” environments that 
reflect conditions we will likely face. To that end, unit commanders leading a seasoned force must train 
in such operational environment (OE) conditions and against an uncooperative opposing force (OPFOR), 
making their scrimmage as hard, or even harder, than any anticipated real-world fight. By understanding 
the process of creating training conditions that introduce increasing levels of OE complexity, commanders 
will challenge the next generation of Army leaders to learn, be agile and adaptive, and figure out a way to 
win! 

This article seeks to expand the concepts established in Army Doctrinal Reference Publication (ADRP) 3-
0, Unified Land Operations, in easily understood language by defining terms that describe required OE 
training conditions (complex, dynamic, simple, and/or static). It serves as a guide to assist leaders, units, 
and training developers until FM 7-0 and other training doctrine are updated, based upon Army efforts to 
improve training and readiness. Applying these definitions will help leaders present the minimal required 
conditions needed to develop leaders, achieve training objectives, and build unit readiness. 

For Army forces, the dynamic relationships among friendly forces, enemy forces, and the variables of an 
operational environment make land operations dynamic and complicated.  — ADRP 3-0, 1-16 

Illustration of OE Training “Conditions”  

In the early stages of the war on terrorism, a training unit conducted an out-of-sector mission at one of 
the Army’s premier Combat Training Centers (CTCs) to destroy an improvised explosive device (IED) 
manufacturing facility with an insurgency training camp. The camp was located in high mountainous 
terrain, accessible only through a tough steep climb or via an air assault movement; the unit chose the 
latter. The training camp consisted of a fortified defensive position in which the training center directed 
the OPFOR to fight in place with no special weapons or environmental circumstances. The unit’s objective 
provided “simple and static” training conditions in that the OPFOR and environmental circumstances were 
singular in nature and did not change throughout the execution of the task.  

In a similar out-of-sector mission at a different CTC several years later, another training unit conducted an 
attack against a similar IED facility with an insurgent training camp. However, to make the objective more 
challenging, the OPFOR held three hostages and were equipped with man-portable air defense systems. 
CTC trainers also directed the OPFOR not to fight in place, but rather create multiple dilemmas for the 
training unit on and off the objective. Finally, the CTC directed the training unit to incorporate local 
national forces into their operations process and coordinate their plan through the replicated host-nation 
government. This objective presented “complex and dynamic” training conditions in that the training unit 
had multiple variables to contend with while the OPFOR had the freedom to create a plan and change 
conditions in response to anticipated training unit actions.  



These actual training events serve as ideal examples of how the Army is moving to create increasingly 
more realistic and challenging training conditions. Within the task, condition, and standard framework for 
training, creating appropriate OE conditions are becoming a critical criterion for training and unit 
readiness reporting. These OE conditions will serve as one of several criteria for achieving task proficiency 
ratings of “Trained, needs Practice, or Untrained” (T-P-U).  

Figure 1 — Objective Task Evaluation Criteria 

Required OE “Conditions” for Unit Training  

The Army spent several years contemplating the need for creating a more objective method for task 
proficiency reporting. After extensive deliberations, as part of the Army Training Summit in the summer 
of 2014, senior trainers from across the Army began to develop criterion-based standards for achieving 
task proficiency ratings with both task-dependent and independent variables. At the annual Army Training 
Leader Development Conference in July 2015, these were proposed to the Chief of Staff of the Army and 
the most senior Army leadership, who directed that these criteria be added to Army training doctrine. 

For company and above level mission essential task list (METL) training events, task-dependent criteria, 
defined during the “plan and prepare” phase of exercises, include three sub-components, of which the 
first is the OE. The OE sub-criterion is further defined by operational variables, whether the task is 
completed during the day or night, and whether the OPFOR features a hybrid threat or a regular/irregular 
threat. Deliberate planning about each element influences a unit’s potential proficiency rating — the more 
complex, the higher the achievable rating if the task was completed correctly.  

Defining OE Terminology 

Each criterion sub-standard links its definition directly to ADRP 3-0. The ADRP dictates that it is the 
relationships among friendly and enemy forces, coupled with operational variables, which make land 
operations “dynamic and complex.” Hence, ideal training conditions needed to achieve “T” proficiency 
ratings should also contain “dynamic and complex” OE conditions. Conversely, the lack of such can be 
defined as “static and simple;” hence, the four terms of OE criteria are: dynamic, complex, static, and 
simple. But before each is defined, trainers must understand what operational variables are.  



Army planners describe conditions of an OE in terms of operational variables. Operational variables are those 
aspects of an OE, both military and non-military, that may differ from one operational area to another and 
affect operations. Operational variables describe not only the military aspect of an OE but also the 
population’s influence on it. Army planners analyze an OE in terms of eight interrelated operational variables. 

— ADRP 3-0, 1-9 

Operational variables, as defined by the ADRP, include eight interrelated aspects: political, military, 
economic, social, information, infrastructure, physical environment, and time (PMESII-PT). What makes 
these variables complex, is when multiple variables (four or more) influence military operations or have a 
direct or secondary effect from the outcome of military actions. Both OPFOR and training unit leaders 
have to contend with these variables. Conversely, merely fighting an opposing force without any other 
environmental factors bearing on the task is a simple environment. Dynamic conditions imply that one or 
more of the operational variables and the OPFOR disposition change (freethinking) during the period of 
execution. In a dynamic OE, the disposition, composition, strength and/or tactics of the OPFOR might 
continue to develop as the unit executes its task. Static OE means that conditions do not change 
throughout the unit’s conduct of the task.   

Complex: Hybrid threat/OPFOR with multiple OE variables 
Dynamic: Threat and OE change during task as a cause and effect 
Simple: Regular or irregular threat with minimal OE effects 
Static: Threat and OE do not change during execution of task 

The second primary sub-criterion, other than day or night conditions that are self-descriptive, 
encompasses the type of threat a unit must “spar” against. The Army Operating Concept (as well as the 
Army Training Strategy) spotlights the need to train against hybrid threats, which combine regular and 
irregular with criminal organizations into mutually benefiting threats to U.S. forces. The term “insurgents” 
is purposely not used as it represents an irregular force with ideological aims, typically focused on the 
overthrow of a government, but is not a separate threat category. As displayed in the Objective Task 
Evaluation Criteria chart (Figure 1), units seeking a “T” rating in collective training must replicate the 
hybrid threat. Training Circular (TC) 7-100 provides detailed information for the construct and tactics of a 
hybrid threat for training purposes.  

A hybrid threat is the diverse and dynamic combination of regular forces, irregular forces, terrorist 
forces, and/or criminal elements unified to achieve mutually benefiting effects. Hybrid threats combine 
regular forces governed by an international law, military tradition, and custom with unregulated forces 
that act with no restriction on violence or their targets.  — ADRP 3-0, 1-9 

Creating OE training Conditions 

The theory is simple: create increasingly complex training conditions to achieve higher objective training 
evaluations (Trained). To achieve objective ratings for: 

• Trained: Planners must create complex and dynamic training conditions against a hybrid threat during 
limited visibility (night). This is further defined as training against a regular and irregular OPFOR within an 
environment that consists of multiple (four or more) OE variables (PMESII-PT) which change the task in a 
cause-and-effect relationship.  

• Trained (-): Planners must create complex or dynamic training conditions against a hybrid threat during 
limited visibility (night). This is further defined as training against a hybrid OPFOR within an environment 
that consists of multiple (four or more) OE variables that do not change, OR against a regular or irregular 
OPFOR with minimal OE effects, but that change during in a cause-and-effect relationship.  



• Needs Practice or Untrained: Planners can create simple and static training conditions against a regular 
or irregular threat with minimal OE effects (three or less) that do not change during the execution of the 
task (typically used during crawl-walk stages of training).  

Figure 2 

For operational variables to be relevant, they must be linked to the unit’s mission variables -— known as 
METT-TC (mission, enemy, terrain and weather, troops and support available, time available, and civil 
considerations). Army doctrine states that incorporating the analysis of operational variables (PMESII-PT) 
with mission variables (METT-TC) ensures that leaders consider their OE in relation to their mission (see 
Figure 3). Therefore, to create complex training conditions, operational variables must be relevant to a 
unit’s mission or task.  



 

Upon receipt of a warning order or mission, Army leaders filter relevant information categorized by the 
operational variables into the categories of mission variables used during mission analysis. They use the 
mission variables to refine their understanding of the situation.   — ADRP 3-0, 1-9 

Available Resources 

The U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) G2 is the Army’s responsible official for 
understanding, describing, delivering, and assessing the OE. Leading an OE enterprise of key stakeholders 
to support the training, education, leader development, and concept & capability development 
communities, TRADOC G2 supports both the institutional and operational force. It achieves this through 
its Analysis & Control Element (ACE), with elements located at Fort Leavenworth, Kan., and Fort Eustis, 
Va., and through the OE Training Support Center (TSC), located in Newport News/Fort Eustis, Va.  

The TRADOC G2 ACE provides analytical support for understanding and describing the OE and its 
associated threats, working closely with the Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth in support of 
training and education, and with the Army Capability Integration Center at Fort Eustis for future concept 
and capability development. The ACE Threats directorate at Fort Leavenworth provides training support 
products, such as the TC 7-100 series of hybrid threat manuals, as well as the Decisive Action Training 
Environment (DATE) for scenario design. This element also publishes the Regionally Aligned Forces 
Training Environment (RAFTE), the Exercise Design Guide (TC 7-101), and the Red Diamond Magazine. 
Additionally, ACE-Threats also provides a semi-annual five-day course on the OE and threat tactics, and 
provides mobile training teams for home-station training upon request. The TRADOC G2 ACE-Threats 
information is readily available via the Army’s Training Network. 

The TRADOC G2 OE TSC is the Army’s primary delivery center for creating OE training conditions. The OE 
TSC, a restructured organization formerly known as the Training Brain Operations Center (TBOC), now also 
includes delivery capabilities of the Intelligence, Surveillance, & Reconnaissance (ISR) Directorate, the 
OPFOR Program Directorate, and an enhanced Modeling and Simulations Directorate, bringing to bear all 
OE delivery capabilities within one center. The OE TSC delivers innovative capabilities aimed at helping 
units to create operational manifestations of the OE at home station, particularly the information factor. 
These capabilities currently include those listed in Figure 4.  

Conclusion 

There is no cookie-cutter solution to creating complex and dynamic OE training conditions, just as there 
is no one “correct” solution for creating conditions necessary to achieve a “Trained” task proficiency 
rating. Trainers and exercise planners must understand the construct and influence of operational 
variables (PMESII-PT) and relevance to the mission variables (METT-TC). Success in training will lead to 
success in combat — even under “complex and dynamic” OE conditions. 

To “win in a complex world,” as our Army Operating Concept directs, requires leaders who can innovate 
and thrive in complex and dynamic environments. Unit commanders must train in such conditions 
against an uncooperative and freethinking OPFOR, making their scrimmage as hard as the next fight. 
Understanding the aforementioned process for creating complex, dynamic, simple and/or static training 
conditions enables commanders to increase the intensity and realism of training, challenging the next 
generation of Army leaders to learn, be agile and adaptive, and figure out a way to win! 
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