NATO HANDBOOK

|
S
N
|

2001
NATO Office of Information and Press

1110 Brussels - Belgium



ISBN 92-845-0146-6
HBOSO1EN
© NATO 2001



NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANISATION
(NATO)

MeMBER COUNTRIES

Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom and United States.

The North Atlantic Treaty, signed in Washington in April 1949, created an
Alliance for collective defence as defined in Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter. The Treaty is of indefinite duration. The fourth of April 1999 marked the
50th anniversary of the Treaty.

In accordance with Article 10 of the Treaty, the Alliance remains open to
accessions by other European states in a position to further its principles and
to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area. In 1952, Greece and
Turkey joined the original twelve member countries of the Alliance, followed in
1955 by the Federal Republic of Germany and in 1982 by Spain. In July 1997,
at a Summit Meeting in Madrid, the Heads of State and Government of
the Alliance invited three more countries to begin accession talks, and on
12 March 1999 the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland formally became
members of NATO. The Alliance now links 17 European countries with the
United States and Canada.

In parallel with the internal and external transformation of the Alliance
which has taken place since the end of the Cold War, NATO has established
the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council or “EAPC” as a forum for consultation
and cooperation with Partner countries throughout the Euro-Atlantic area. It
has developed an intensive programme of practical cooperation and regular
consultation with 27 countries participating in the Partnership for Peace initia-
tive launched in 1994. It has created new structures reflecting intensified co-
operation with Russia and partnership with Ukraine as well as an enhanced
dialogue with interested Mediterranean countries. It has undergone far-reach-
ing internal and external reform and has made itself the instrument of peace
and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area at the start of the new millennium.

During 1999, NATO celebrated its 50t anniversary year. A further Summit
Meeting was held in Washington in April 1999, during the height of the conflict
in Kosovo, when NATO countries conducted an air campaign to end the ethnic
cleansing and repression of human rights perpetrated by the government of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The conflict ended in late June 1999, follow-
ing the withdrawal of the Serb forces and the deployment of the NATO-led
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Kosovo Force (KFOR) tasked by the UN Security Council with the implemen-
tation of the Military Technical Agreement concluded on 9 June.

The Washington Summit focused on the ongoing crisis in Kosovo and
addressed issues relating to future stability in South Eastern Europe. Other
decisions taken in Washington included the approval and publication of a
revised Alliance Strategic Concept; adoption of a Membership Action Plan;
endorsement of measures to further enhance the Partnership for Peace pro-
gramme; and the launching of new initiatives designed to adapt the defence
capabilities of NATO member countries to changing requirements and to inject
new momentum into efforts to limit the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction.

Subsequent developments within the Alliance have focused in particular
on strengthening the European Security and Defence Identity within the
Alliance and on developing structures for cooperation between NATO and the
European Union, following decisions taken by the EU to develop its operational
role in relation to crisis management and peacekeeping.

*kkk

The NATO Emblem was adopted as the symbol of the Atlantic Alliance by
the North Atlantic Council in October 1953. The circle is the symbol of unity and
cooperation and the compass rose suggests the common road to peace taken
by the member countries of the Atlantic Alliance.
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EDITORIAL NOTE

Since the publication of the 50th Anniversary edition of the NATO
Handbook, three more countries have joined the Alliance and a number of
other major developments have taken place. These include the initiation in
March 1999 of NATO'’s air campaign against the military structures of the Serb
Government responsible for carrying out the policy of ethnic cleansing in
Kosovo; the deployment of the NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR) in June 1999,
and new initiatives taken at the Washington Summit in April 1999, including the
publication of the Alliance’s new Strategic Concept.

These events are reflected in this edition, as well as other important devel-
opments including changes relating to NATO’s military command structure; the
development of the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI); imple-
mentation of the Defence Capabilities Initiatives (DCI); developments concern-
ing the Partnership for Peace (PfP) and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council
(EAPC); implementation of the Membership Action Plan (MAP); evolution of
NATO-Russia and NATO-Ukraine relations; the widening of the Alliance’s
Mediterranean Dialogue; progress in relation to the South East Europe
Initiative; and developments in other spheres of Alliance activity such as imple-
mentation of arms control measures and non-proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction.

“How to use this Handbook” provides a guide to the contents of the prin-
cipal chapters detailing the recent evolution of policy in the main spheres of
Alliance activity (Part I); and an outline of the contents of subsequent chapters
describing NATO'’s organisation and structures (Part Il). The Preface to this edi-
tion offers an overview of the principal developments shaping Alliance policy
over the course of the last decade.

The information contained in this edition covers developments up to the
end of March 2001. Information concerning the most recent developments
affecting the Alliance as well as official statements and communiqués are
accessible on the NATO web site (www.nato.int).
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FOREWORD BY THE SECRETARY GENERAL

This new edition of the NATO Handbook provides a comprehensive
overview of the North Atlantic Alliance at the beginning of the new millennium.
It portrays an Alliance profoundly influenced and transformed by the tumul-
tuous changes of the previous decade, ready to take on the fourfold challenge
which it faces today.

Firstly, it must fulfil its fundamental and continuing responsibility to its
members by guaranteeing their security and independence. Secondly, it must
extend security further afield to Partner countries throughout Europe, through
bilateral partnerships and multilateral cooperation. Thirdly, and simultaneously,
it must stand ready to back the efforts of the international community to prevent
crises and conflict or, when they occur, to prevent their spread and assist those
involved in them to resolve them by political means rather than the use of mil-
itary force.

And fourthly, to achieve these goals, it must create a fairer balance in the
transatlantic partnership which is at the core of the North Atlantic Alliance, by
strengthening the European role in crisis management and peacekeeping. This
process is about reinforcing the Alliance and providing crisis management
capabilities which NATO can support without necessarily assuming the leading
role itself in every crisis which occurs in Europe. It is about introducing greater
flexibility and better options for preventing or ending conflict, not about chang-
ing the basis of the collective defence for which the Alliance remains the essen-
tial guarantor.

The Alliance described in this Handbook is certainly not one which has
found itself short of a role after the end of the Cold War, despite predictions by
some analysts that it would lose its raison d’étre. Rather it is an Alliance which
has had to manage its own essential process of modernisation and change
without any lapse in its operational ability to fulfil its task, nor delays in devel-
oping the means to perform the new functions required of it by its member
countries. Its dilemma has not been how to identify a new role for itself but
rather how best to seize the opportunity of fulfilling the security agenda estab-
lished for it by the member countries at its creation, namely to safeguard the
freedom, common heritage and civilisation of their peoples. Far from creating
a role for itself, the challenge facing NATO has been to ensure that its existing
roles are not compromised by too many or too vast demands on its resources.

NATO is not a world policeman, but it has a proven, successful track
record as a catalyst for generating effective multinational forces, such as SFOR
in Bosnia and Herzegovina and KFOR in Kosovo, able to ensure the imple-
mentation of peace agreements and to lay the basis for future stability in areas
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of conflict in the Euro-Atlantic area. It is not a club in which membership is
available on demand but it is an intergovernmental security alliance, which
brings burdens and responsibilities as well as benefits to its member countries.
It is not a monolithic, self-determining entity but it is a covenant among mem-
ber countries which they can use for the purposes which they agree in com-
mon, but which is also constrained by the limitations on its scope, resources
and ability to act which they themselves impose. And finally, it is not a vehicle
for power projection by individual member countries but rather a framework
which permits each member country to determine its national interest in the
broader context of consensus among the members of the Alliance as a whole.

The nations have demonstrated their attachment to these values in suc-
cessive decisions designed to adapt the Alliance to changed circumstances
and modern needs. Their efforts have been underpinned by the success of the
different forms of partnership established with non-member countries, bilater-
ally through practical cooperation in the Partnership for Peace and politically,
through consultations in the multilateral forum of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council. The value attached to these cooperative efforts is manifest in the clear
aspiration to join the Alliance demonstrated by many of the countries partici-
pating in them but is also evident from the constructive participation by coun-
tries which have no current aspirations to join the Alliance. In addition, the
degree of cooperation achieved in the bilateral relationship between NATO and
Russia has served to underline the huge gains for all concerned which are to
be had from this process, despite inevitable difficulties encountered along the
way. Between NATO and Ukraine too, a level of understanding and coopera-
tion has been achieved which has positive consequences for all.

Alliance decisions emanating from the series of Summit meetings which
have charted its course since the end of the Cold War have laid the basis for
extending further afield the culture of dialogue and cooperation on security
issues established among NATO member countries for many vyears.
Increasingly, through the work of the NATO-led forces supporting the peace
process in Bosnia and Herzegovina and in Kosovo, this culture is influencing
the process of reconciliation between communities and is helping to lay the
groundwork for future cooperation in the much troubled Balkan region. In other
fields too, such as the Alliance’s Mediterranean Dialogue, the foundation of
openness and understanding essential for future cooperation is being laid.

The main developments in each of these crucial areas of Alliance activity
are described within these pages. Also depicted is the process of adaptation
enabling major steps to be taken in rebalancing the transatlantic relationship
which is at the core of cooperation in the Alliance. This is a multi-faceted task
which has embraced, on the one hand, consultations and cooperation with the
institutions involved in developing the European role in defence and security,
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namely the Western European Union and now, increasingly, the European
Union; and, on the other, practical measures to put in place the operational
capabilities needed if these arrangements are to deliver the improvements in
European security and the overall strengthening of cooperation in the Alliance
which they are intended to bring about. The evolution of the European Security
and Defence Identity (ESDI) and the implementation of the Alliance’s Defence
Capabilities Initiative (DCI), which has ramifications for the whole Alliance but
will also underpin ESDI, are integral to the agenda which the Alliance is pursu-
ing. Their successful completion is central to the challenges | face during my
stewardship of the Alliance as its Secretary General.

There is only one yardstick for measuring the success of all of these ini-
tiatives and activities and that is the extent to which they serve the interests of
the citizens of the Euro-Atlantic area as a whole. Only if they bring about
greater security, increased stability and better mechanisms for handling crises
will they be perceived to have served their purpose. There is therefore an ever
greater need for the choices and decisions involved to be well known and
understood by a broad sector of public opinion in NATO and in its Partner coun-
tries alike. Without that, governments can achieve very little in the longer term.
They therefore have a responsibility to ensure that policies pursued in their
joint national interests are submitted to public scrutiny, supported by the rele-
vant facts and figures and rationale.

| am therefore pleased to be able to commend this book to the attention
of all those who may have the chance to refer to it and to invite them to partic-
ipate professionally and privately in the discussion which these issues merit.
There are no absolutes in the process of securing the best and most stable
environment for the future political, economic and social development of our
countries, only hard choices. Making the right ones is the job of governments,
but taking an active part in the discussion process and if necessary challeng-
ing conventional thinking, is the task of public opinion. Organisations like NATO
must therefore also be prepared to make available as much information as
possible. Without it, discussion of these serious and complex issues risks
being unbalanced and misleading. So | am glad to be able to introduce this
Handbook and | am confident that better understanding of the information it
contains will contribute positively to the public debate and deliberation to which
security issues must be constantly subjected.

(pmspdorco
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How 1O USE THIS HANDBOOK

Part | of the Handbook begins with a summary of the origins of the Alliance
and of its fundamental security tasks (Chapter 1), followed by an appraisal of
factors which have combined to create the new security environment since the
end of the Cold War and to render possible the transformation of NATO which
has taken place as a consequence (Chapter 2).

Subsequent chapters of Part | describe, firstly, the opening up of the
Alliance, both through its enlargement process and through the multilateral and
bilateral forms of cooperation established under the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council, the Partnership for Peace, the Mediterranean Dialogue, the
NATO-Russia Founding Act and the NATO-Ukraine Distinctive Partnership
(Chapter 3); secondly, the emergence of the European Security and Defence
Identity within the Alliance and the intensification of relevant forms of cooperation
initially with the Western European Union and more recently with the European
Union (Chapter 4); and thirdly the practical operational work undertaken by
NATO in the peacekeeping field and in the sphere of arms control and measures
to limit the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (Chapters 5 to 6).

Part Il of the Handbook describes the manner in which policy is formulated
and decisions are taken within the Alliance and summarises the different roles
of the principal NATO policy and decision-making bodies (Chapter 7).
Subsequent chapters address the programmes and activities which are the
mainstay of the Alliance’s effectiveness in the many different fields of planning
and cooperation which together constitute the security agenda of today.
Information is provided on the logistics, standardisation, communications,
armaments, air traffic management and air defence activities which render it
possible for the forces of member countries and NATO Partner countries to
operate together. Information is also given on activities in the field of civil emer-
gency planning and disaster relief; on scientific cooperation; and on coopera-
tion in the environmental and societal spheres (Chapter 8).

Underpinning these programmes and activities are the organisational
arrangements and structures needed to facilitate the exchange of information,
consultation and decision-making processes as well as administrative and bud-
getary aspects in these different fields. Chapters 7 to 14 of the Handbook
therefore provide information on the procedures which enable decisions to be
made; the mechanisms which govern the management of resources and the
administration of common-funded budgets; and the civilian and military organ-
isation, structures and agencies which have been established by NATO to
ensure that its tasks can be carried out in accordance with the decisions taken
collectively by the member countries.
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The importance of the work undertaken by other international organisa-
tions in the security field, independently or in cooperation with the Alliance, as
well as the mutually reinforcing nature of their roles, is reflected in Chapter 15,
which addresses the wider institutional framework for security.

Finally, in Chapter 16, three further influences on the evolution of security
policy are described, namely the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, which pro-
vides the interface at the international level between the legislative and execu-
tive aspects of the formulation of security policy in individual member and part-
ner countries; the Atlantic Treaty Association which brings together a number
of non-governmental associations involved in informing their publics about
NATO’s role and policies; and the Interallied Confederation of Reserve
Officers, which provides the international focus for related activities among
civilians in the different member countries serving as reserve officers.

Abbreviations in common use and sources of further information are listed
in Appendices 1 and 2.

The NATO Handbook is published by the NATO Office of Information and
Press under the authority of the Secretary General as a reference book on the
Alliance and on Alliance policies. The formulations used reflect as closely as
possible the consensus among the member nations which is the basis for all
Alliance decisions. However the Handbook is not a formally agreed NATO
document and therefore may not represent the official opinions or positions of
individual governments on every issue discussed.

Additional information on NATO, as well as the official texts of commu-
niqués and statements issued by the North Atlantic Council, can be found on
NATO’s web site (www.nato.int).
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PREFACE

NATO TobAy - FRom RoME TO WASHINGTON

From time to time, at determining moments in NATO'’s history, the Alliance
meets at summit level with the participation of Heads of State and Government.
The presence of Prime Ministers and Presidents, and their direct participation
in the process of taking decisions by consensus, raises the public profile of
such meetings and bestows on them increased historical significance.

By 1991, the major transformation of the international security environ-
ment marking the end of the 1980’s was dictating the shape of the new NATO
which was to emerge over the next few years. The first of a series of four
Summit Meetings which were to plot the course of the Alliance’s adaptation
during the coming decade, took place in Rome in November 1991. It was to
be followed by a further Summit Meeting in Brussels in January 1994 and
two further decisive meetings in Madrid in July 1997 and in Washington in
April 1999.

The momentum of change instigated by these meetings was maintained
by frequent meetings of Foreign Ministers and Defence Ministers in the inter-
vening periods. The Foreign Ministers’ meeting in Sintra, Portugal, in
May 1997, in particular, heralded moves to extend security cooperation further
afield and to provide appropriate structures for managing the process.

THE RomeE SummiT - NOVEMBER 1991

The Strategic Concept adopted by NATO Heads of State and Government
in Rome in November 1991 outlined a broad approach to security based on
dialogue, cooperation and the maintenance of a collective defence capability.
It brought together political and military elements of NATO'’s security policy into
a coherent whole, establishing cooperation with new partners in Central and
Eastern Europe as an integral part of the Alliance’s strategy. The Concept pro-
vided for reduced dependence on nuclear weapons and major changes in
NATO’s integrated military forces, including substantial reductions in their size
and readiness, improvements in their mobility, flexibility and adaptability to dif-
ferent contingencies and greater use of multinational formations. Measures
were also taken to streamline NATO’s military command structure and to adapt
the Alliance’s defence planning arrangements and procedures, particularly in
the light of future requirements for crisis management and peacekeeping.
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At the Rome Summit Meeting, Allied leaders also issued a Declaration on
Peace and Cooperation, which defined the future tasks and policies of NATO
in relation to the overall institutional framework for Europe’s future security and
in relation to the evolving partnership and cooperation with the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe. It underlined the Alliance’s support for the steps
being taken in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe towards reform;
offered practical assistance to help them to succeed in this difficult transition;
invited them to participate in appropriate Alliance forums; and extended to
them the Alliance’s experience and expertise in political, military, economic and
scientific spheres. To this end, a North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)
was established to oversee the future development of this partnership.

Following the publication of the Rome Declaration, additional measures
were taken at Ministerial Meetings of Foreign and Defence Ministers and by the
North Atlantic Council in Permanent Session to further the process of adapta-
tion and transformation of the Alliance. Three areas of activity merit particular
mention, namely the institutional, political framework created to develop the
relationship between NATO and its Cooperation Partners in Central and
Eastern Europe; the development of cooperation in the defence and military
spheres; and NATO’s role in the field of crisis management and peacekeeping.

Firstly, in the institutional context, the first significant event was the inau-
gural meeting of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council which took place on
20 December 1991, with the participation of the Foreign Ministers or represen-
tatives of NATO countries and of six Central and Eastern European countries
as well as the three Baltic states. The role of the NACC was to facilitate co-
operation on security and related issues between the participating countries at
all levels and to oversee the process of developing closer institutional ties as
well as informal links between them. The 11 states on the territory of the for-
mer Soviet Union forming the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
became participants in this process in March 1992. Georgia and Albania joined
the process in April and June 1992 respectively and, by 1997, when the NACC
was replaced by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), there were 22
NACC Cooperation Partners. NACC cooperation was implemented on the
basis of Work Plans, initially established annually but, from 1995 onwards,
encompassing two-year periods. The Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council took
this process a practical step further and developed an EAPC Action Plan
(1998-2000) as the basis for its future work.

Secondly, in the defence and military spheres, NATO Defence Ministers
met with Cooperation Partners for the first time on 1 April 1992 to consider
ways of deepening dialogue and promoting cooperation on issues falling within
their competence. The Military Committee held its first meeting in cooperation
session on 10 April 1992. Regular meetings took place with Cooperation
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Partners both at the level of Defence Ministers and in the Military Committee
forum. In parallel, with these multilateral meetings, bilateral contacts and co-
operation developed between Ministries of Defence and at the military level.

Thirdly, against the background of the crises in the former Yugoslavia and
elsewhere, attention increasingly turned towards NATO’s role in the field of cri-
sis management and peacekeeping and particularly its support for UN peace-
keeping activities relating to the former Yugoslavia. The main initiatives under-
taken by NATO in this respect are described in Chapter 5.

Consultations and cooperation in the NACC were wide-ranging but focused
in particular on political and security-related matters: peacekeeping; conceptual
approaches to arms control and disarmament; defence planning issues and mil-
itary matters; democratic concepts of civilian-military relations; the conversion of
defence production to civilian purposes; defence expenditure and budgets;
scientific cooperation and defence-related environmental issues; dissemination
of information about NATO in the countries of Cooperation Partners; policy plan-
ning consultations; and civil/military air traffic management.

THE BRUSSELS SumMMIT - JANUARY 1994

In January 1994, at the Summit Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in
Brussels, NATO launched a major new initiative to enhance stability and security
throughout Europe. An invitation was issued to NACC and other states to join in
a new and far-reaching programme of cooperation with NATO known as the
Partnership for Peace (PfP). The Partnership has since developed into a funda-
mental component of security in the Euro-Atlantic area and occupies a central
role in the NATO of today. The Partnership for Peace Invitation was addressed
to all states participating in the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), and
other states participating in the Conference of Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE), able and willing to contribute to the programme. The activities
which each Partner undertakes are based on jointly elaborated Individual
Partnership Programmes. The scope and objectives of the Partnership and its
evolution and subsequent enhancement are described in Chapter 3.

At Sintra, in May 1997, the NACC was succeeded by the Euro-Atlantic
Partnership Council (EAPC), whose purpose was to launch a new stage of
cooperation. The principles of the EAPC were developed in close cooperation
between the Alliance and its Partner countries and were expressed in the
EAPC Basic Document.

The adoption of the EAPC Basic Document signalled the determination of
the then 44 participating countries to raise political and military cooperation
between them to a qualitatively new level. The document reaffirmed the joint
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commitment of the member countries to strengthening and extending peace
and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. The shared values and the principles
underlying this commitment are set out in the Framework Document of the
Partnership for Peace (PfP) (see NATO Handbook - Documentation, published
separately). The EAPC in fact provides the overall framework for political and
security-related consultations and for enhanced cooperation under the
Partnership for Peace.

In December 1997 the EAPC endorsed an Action Plan which reflected the
desire of EAPC members to develop a stronger, more operational partnership
between them. One of the underlying aims of the Action Plan was to give polit-
ical and security-related consultations and cooperation in the EAPC framework
even greater focus and depth and to increase transparency among the 44 par-
ticipating states. EAPC Foreign Ministers also endorsed the principle of estab-
lishing a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre and Euro-
Atlantic Disaster Response Unit.

The EAPC provides opportunities for result-oriented multilateral consulta-
tions, enhanced practical cooperation, increased consultation and cooperation
on regional matters, and increased transparency and confidence in security
matters among all EAPC member states.

Two important principles underpin the success of cooperation between
Allies and Partners in both the Partnership for Peace and the EAPC frame-
work. Firstly inclusiveness: opportunities for political consultation and practical
cooperation are open to all Allies and Partners equally; and secondly, mecha-
nisms for self-differentiation: Partners are able to decide individually the level
and areas of their cooperation with the Alliance. In line with these principles,
the EAPC can meet in plenary session or in a limited format involving the mem-
ber countries of the Alliance and open-ended groups of Partner countries to
focus on functional matters or, on an ad hoc basis, on appropriate regional mat-
ters. The number of cooperative activities undertaken under EAPC auspices
also increased. Based on the principles of inclusiveness and self-differentia-
tion, further activities took place on defence economic issues, science,
defence-related environmental issues, cooperation in peacekeeping, and civil
emergency preparedness.

PfP in its enhanced form remains a clearly identifiable element of practi-
cal cooperation in defence-related and military fields within the flexible frame-
work of the EAPC. Most Partner countries have also established Diplomatic
Missions at NATO, which contribute significantly to communications and con-
tacts in all these spheres.

20



THE MADRID SumMmIT - JuLy 1997

The Summit Meeting held in Madrid in July 1997 was a landmark event
which saw the accomplishment of major initiatives undertaken by the Alliance
during the preceding five or six years. At the same time, it heralded the transi-
tion to a new and challenging phase in NATO'’s development, in which innova-
tive structures and policies introduced to respond to new circumstances would
be tried and tested in practice. The task of Alliance leaders at Madrid was
therefore to pull together the central strands of future Alliance policy as a whole
and to ensure their overall integrity and coherence.

At the Madrid Summit Meeting, the extent of the Alliance’s commitment to
internal and external transformation was fully demonstrated through further
concrete and far-reaching measures in all the key areas of concern: the begin-
ning of accession talks with the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland and the
endorsement of an “open door” policy on future accessions; enhancement of
the Partnership for Peace and the establishment of a new forum in the shape
of the EAPC to take cooperation forward; the opening of a brand new chapter
in NATO-Russia relations; the formalisation of a growing partnership with
Ukraine; the intensification of the dialogue with Mediterranean countries;
progress with respect to the European Security and Defence Identity within
NATO; and the definition of the Alliance’s radically reformed military command
structure. This full agenda bore witness to a NATO able to take on new chal-
lenges without prejudice to its traditional tasks and to base its future role on its
proven ability to adapt to evolving security requirements.

THE WASHINGTON SumMIT - APRIL 1999

From 23-25 April 1999, NATO held the 15th Summit in its 50 year history
in Washington, DC. The Summit took place during an exceptional period in the
Alliance’s history in the midst of a commemoration of its 50th Anniversary, tem-
pered by an unprecedented NATO air campaign aimed at bringing peace to
Kosovo. Although much of the focus at the Summit was necessarily on the cri-
sis in Kosovo, NATO leaders nonetheless put their imprimatur on a host of
other programmes and accomplishments with long-term implications for the
Alliance.

The achievements of Washington fulfilled the promise of the Madrid
Summit held two years earlier. At Madrid, the Alliance had invited the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Poland to begin accession talks and promised that the
door would remain open to others. In Washington, the leaders of these three
countries took their place for the first time at the Summit table, and the Alliance
unveiled an initiative designed to help other interested countries prepare for

21



possible membership in the future. “The three new members will not be the
last” Alliance leaders stated in the Washington Summit Communiqué.

At Madrid, NATO leaders had pledged to enhance the Partnership for
Peace programme and the full range of Alliance partnership activities; in
Washington, leaders noted the progress achieved in this regard and unveiled
new initiatives designed to continue the work. At Madrid, Alliance leaders had
requested a review of the Strategic Concept (in essence the roadmap of
Alliance tasks and the means to achieve them); in Washington a new Strategic
Concept was approved, reflecting the transformed Euro-Atlantic security land-
scape at the end of the 20th century. At Madrid, NATO and Ukraine had signed
a Charter on a Distinctive Partnership; in Washington NATO leaders and the
Ukrainian President held their first Summit meeting and acknowledged the
importance of Ukraine to Euro-Atlantic security and stability.

The work of the Washington Summit is reflected comprehensively in the
Washington Summit Communiqué and the Strategic Concept. The
Communiqué describes the major themes of the Summit and of the Alliance at
this key period in its history. The Strategic Concept equips the Alliance for the
security challenges and opportunities of the 21st century and guides its future
political and military development.

The concrete accomplishments of the Summit - in the form of decisions
and programmes - set the stage for the Alliance to enter the 21st century. While
recognising that the Euro-Atlantic security climate had changed dramatically
over the last ten years, the Strategic Concept also acknowledged ‘the appear-
ance of complex new risks to Euro-Atlantic peace and stability, including
oppression, ethnic conflict, economic distress, the collapse of political order,
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.” It set out the Alliance’s
purposes and tasks for the future and reflected the resolve of Alliance member
countries to maintain the necessary military capabilities to accomplish the full
range of Alliance missions.

An important feature of the transforming posture of NATO is the develop-
ment of the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) within the Alliance.
At the Washington Summit, Alliance leaders welcomed the progress achieved
so far and called for continuing work to make ESDI a reality. NATO also
launched a Defence Capabilities Initiative, designed to help Alliance military
forces become more mobile, interoperable, sustainable and effective. Similarly,
the Alliance introduced changes in the integrated military command structure
reflecting the transformed security environment. These changes are designed
to enable NATO to carry out its operations more efficiently.

The Washington Summit Communiqué outlined another new Alliance ini-
tiative, on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). NATO’s principal aim with
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regard to these destructive weapons is to “prevent proliferation from occurring,
or, should it occur, to reverse it through diplomatic means.” In order to respond
more effectively to the challenges of proliferation, NATO has established a
WMD Centre within the International Staff at NATO Headquarters. The Centre
seeks to coordinate an integrated political-military approach by encouraging
debate and understanding of WMD issues in NATO; enhancing existing pro-
grammes to increase military readiness to operate in a WMD environment; and
increasing the exchange of information on WMD destruction assistance pro-
grammes among allied countries.

Even as they welcomed three new members to their first Summit, NATO
leaders emphasised that the door would remain open to others. A Membership
Action Plan (MAP), the “practical manifestation of the Open Door,” was
unveiled at the Summit. The MAP is a programme of activities from which inter-
ested countries may choose, on the basis of national decisions and self-
selection. The programme covers five areas: political and economic issues,
defence/military issues, resources, security and legal issues. NATO stressed
that the programme should not be considered a list of criteria for membership,
and that active participation in PfP and EAPC remains essential for countries
interested in possible future membership. However, any decision on member-
ship would be made on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the Madrid
Summit Declaration and the Washington Summit Declaration.

After the Summit-level meeting of the North Atlantic Council, leaders or
representatives from the member countries of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council also met in Washington. EAPC leaders discussed the situation in
Kosovo and expressed their support for the demands of the international com-
munity, and their abhorrence of the policies of violence, repression and ethnic
cleansing being carried out in Kosovo by the authorities of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia. Leaders expressed their support for broad-based
security and for economic and democracy-building efforts for the south-eastern
Europe region. They also endorsed a report entitled “Towards a Partnership for
the 21st Century - The Enhanced and more Operational Partnership”, aimed at
improving the ability of the Alliance and Partner forces to operate together in
the future.

Although Russia declined to participate in the Washington Summit
because of events in Yugoslavia, NATO leaders reiterated their commitment to
partnership with Russia under the NATO-Russia Founding Act. They also
underscored the fact that close relations between NATO and Russia are of
mutual interest and of great importance to stability and security in the Euro-
Atlantic area.
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NATO leaders also held their first-ever summit with the President of
Ukraine. Both sides welcomed the progress in their Distinctive Partnership and
discussed a variety of Euro-Atlantic security issues.

The Washington Summit Communiqué reiterated the importance of
NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue as an integral part of the Alliance’s coopera-
tive approach to security. NATO leaders directed the Alliance to pursue early
implementation of enhancements to the political and practical cooperation ini-
tiated under the Dialogue.

The achievements of the Washington Summit were both practical and
conceptual, the fruit of several years of work. They also reflected the immedi-
ate priorities of NATO member countries, in particular the urgency of bringing
to an end the conflict in Kosovo and restoring the rights of the people of
Kosovo.

ENDING THE CONFLICT IN Kosovo

On the evening of 9 June 1999, a Military Technical Agreement was con-
cluded between NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Consistent with
the agreement between the Yugoslav government and the special envoys of
the European Union and of Russia reached on 3 June, the Military Technical
Agreement provided in particular for the immediate withdrawal of Yugoslav
security forces from Kosovo.

On 10 June 1999, the NATO Secretary General, Javier Solana, was able
to announce that the air operations against Yugoslavia had been suspended.
On the same day, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution
1244, welcoming Yugoslav acceptance of the principles for a political solution,
including an immediate end to violence and the rapid withdrawal of Yugoslav
military, police and paramilitary forces. The Resolution also announced the
establishment of “ international civil and security presences in Kosovo” to oper-
ate under UN auspices. The NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR), created to fulfil
the security part of this mandate, entered Kosovo on 12 June and completed
its initial deployment by 20 June. Further details of these events are given in
Chapter 5.

In the aftermath of the Kosovo conflict, by far the most urgent items on the
Alliance’s agenda were the implementation of the agreement ending the con-
flict, the restoration of peace, the return of the refugees and the protection of
the people of Kosovo, regardless of their ethnic origins. The coming together
of forces from NATO countries, Russia, Ukraine and many other non-NATO
countries to achieve these goals owed much to the experience gained from the
continuing deployment of the Stabilisation Force (SFOR) in Bosnia and
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Herzegovina. Many of the countries involved were also active participants in
NATQO’s Partnership for Peace, a factor which has contributed significantly to
the role these multinational forces have been able to play in laying the basis for
future stability in the region.

In the ensuing months, the influence of the Kosovo conflict was also to be
seen in the implementation of a number of the initiatives introduced at the
Washington Summit in April 1999 and subsequent decisions taken by the
Alliance. In particular, it gave added impetus to the move to establish a
stronger European Security and Defence Identity and to build up European
capabilities commensurate with the task of intervening in crisis management
and peacekeeping roles in the event of future conflict in which the Alliance as
a whole might not be involved. This process is described in Chapter 4.

NEw SECRETARY GENERAL

In March 2000, a year after the Alliance’s intervention in Kosovo, NATO’s
new Secretary General, Lord Robertson, issued a report summarising the
achievements resulting from the military operation and the deployment of
KFOR and outlining the challenges which remained.

Lord Robertson, former Minister of Defence of the United Kingdom, took
up his appointment as NATO Secretary General on 14 October 1999. On his
first day in office, outlining the priorities he saw for the Alliance in the coming
months, he gave particular emphasis to three areas of immediate concern and
long-term significance for the Alliance.

First, NATO must play its full role in the stabilisation of the Balkans in the
wake of the Kosovo crisis and ensure that the NATO peacekeeping missions
both in Bosnia and Herzegovina and in Kosovo create as rapidly as possible
the conditions for a self-sustaining peace.

Second, he underscored the need to reinforce the European role in NATO,
characterising this as an urgent necessity if NATO is to be as strong in the
future as it has been in the past. The Alliance must develop good, effective and
efficient links with the European Union, as the latter develops its role in this
area. Stating that “more Europe in NATO does not mean less North America”,
Lord Robertson emphasised the fact that the transatlantic relationship remains
the key to NATO’s effectiveness and that without a strong transatlantic con-
nection, there could be no real stability in Europe or protection for its democ-
ratic values.

Third, he focused on the immediate priority of establishing closer relations
between NATO and Russia, pointing to the resumption of meetings of the
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NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council as a highly positive development in this
process.

This edition of the NATO Handbook describes the evolution of NATO poli-
cies in these and other areas of Alliance activity. For ease of reference the book
has been divided into two parts, the first detailing the cooperative work being
undertaken in specific fields to further Alliance objectives and outlining the con-
text in which policy is evolving; and the second, describing the relevant proce-
dural and structural arrangements which have been put in place to facilitate the
exchange of information, consultation, decision-making and operational tasks
which are fundamental to the process.
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WHAT 1s NATO?

THE ORIGINS OF THE ALLIANCE

From 1945 to 1949, faced with the pressing need for economic recon-
struction, Western European countries and their North American allies viewed
with concern the expansionist policies and methods of the USSR. Having ful-
filled their own wartime undertakings to reduce their defence establishments
and to demobilise forces, Western governments became increasingly alarmed
as it became clear that the Soviet leadership intended to maintain its own mil-
itary forces at full strength. Moreover, in view of the declared ideological aims
of the Soviet Communist Party, it was evident that appeals for respect for the
United Nations Charter, and for respect for the international settlements
reached at the end of the war, would not guarantee the national sovereignty or
independence of democratic states faced with the threat of outside aggression
or internal subversion. The imposition of undemocratic forms of government
and the repression of effective opposition and of basic human and civic rights
and freedoms in many Central and Eastern European countries as well as
elsewhere in the world, added to these fears.

Between 1947 and 1949 a series of dramatic political events brought mat-
ters to a head. These included direct threats to the sovereignty of Norway,
Greece, Turkey and other Western European countries, the June 1948 coup in
Czechoslovakia, and the illegal blockade of Berlin which began in April of the
same year. The signature of the Brussels Treaty of March 19481 marked the
determination of five Western European countries - Belgium, France,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom - to develop a common
defence system and to strengthen the ties between them in a manner which
would enable them to resist ideological, political and military threats to their
security.

Negotiations with the United States and Canada then followed on the cre-
ation of a single North Atlantic Alliance based on security guarantees and
mutual commitments between Europe and North America. Denmark, Iceland,
Italy, Norway and Portugal were invited by the Brussels Treaty powers to
become participants in this process. These negotiations culminated in the sig-
nature of the Treaty of Washington in April 1949, bringing into being a common

1 The Brussels Treaty of 1948, revised in 1984, represented the first step in the post-war reconstruc-
tion of Western European security and brought into being the Western Union and the Brussels
Treaty Organisation. It was also the first step in the process leading to the signature of the North
Atlantic Treaty in 1949 and the creation of the North Atlantic Alliance. The Brussels Treaty is the
founding document of the present day Western European Union (WEU).
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security system based on a partnership among these 12 countries. In 1952,
Greece and Turkey acceded to the Treaty. The Federal Republic of Germany?
joined the Alliance in 1955 and, in 1982, Spain also became a member of
NATO. The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland joined NATO in 1999.

The North Atlantic Alliance was founded on the basis of a Treaty between
member states entered into freely by each of them after public debate and due
parliamentary process. The Treaty upholds their individual rights as well as
their international obligations in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations. It commits each member country to sharing the risks and responsibil-
ities as well as the benefits of collective security and requires of each of them
the undertaking not to enter into any other international commitment which
might conflict with the Treaty.

Between the creation of the Alliance and the present day, half a century of
history has taken place. For much of this time the central focus of NATO was
providing for the immediate defence and security of its member countries.
Today this remains its core task, but its immediate focus has undergone fun-
damental change. The key features of this transformation are summarised in
the relevant chapters of the Handbook.

FUNDAMENTAL SECURITY TASKS

NATO’s essential purpose is to safeguard the freedom and security of all
its members by political and military means in accordance with the North
Atlantic Treaty and the principles of the United Nations Charter. The Alliance
has worked since its inception for the establishment of a just and lasting peace-
ful order in Europe based on common values of democracy, human rights and
the rule of law. This central Alliance objective has taken on renewed signifi-
cance since the end of the Cold War because, for the first time in the post-war
history of Europe, the prospect of its achievement has become a reality.

NATO embodies the transatlantic link by which the security of North
America is permanently tied to the security of Europe. It is the practical expres-
sion of effective collective effort among its members in support of their common
security interests.

The fundamental principle underpinning the Alliance is a common com-
mitment to mutual cooperation among the member states, based on the indi-
visibility of their security. Solidarity and cohesion within the Alliance ensure that

2 In 1990, with the unification of Germany, the former German Democratic Republic came under the
security protection of the Alliance as an integral part of the united country.
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no member country is forced to rely upon its own national efforts alone in deal-
ing with basic security challenges. Without depriving member states of their
right and duty to assume their sovereign responsibilities in the field of defence,
the Alliance enables them to realise their essential national security objectives
through collective effort. In short, the Alliance is an association of free states
united in their determination to preserve their security through mutual guaran-
tees and stable relations with other countries.

The North Atlantic Treaty of April 1949 - which is the legal and contractual
basis for the Alliance - was established within the framework of Article 51 of the
United Nations Charter, which reaffirms the inherent right of independent states
to individual or collective defence. As the preamble to the Treaty states, the aim
of the Allies is to “promote peaceful and friendly relations in the North Atlantic
Area.” However, at the time of the Treaty’s signature, the immediate purpose
of NATO was to defend its members against a potential threat resulting from
the policies and growing military capacity of the former Soviet Union.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) provides the structure
which enables the goals of the Alliance to be implemented. It is an inter-
governmental organisation in which member countries retain their full sover-
eignty and independence. The Organisation provides the forum in which they
consult together on any issues they may choose to raise and take decisions on
political and military matters affecting their security. It provides the structures
needed to facilitate consultation and cooperation between them, in political,
military and economic as well as scientific and other non-military fields.

The resulting sense of equal security among the members of the Alliance,
regardless of differences in their circumstances or in their national military
capabilities, contributes to stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. It creates condi-
tions which favour increased cooperation among Alliance members as well as
between members of the Alliance and other countries.

The means by which the Alliance carries out its security policies include
the maintenance of a sufficient military capability to prevent war and to provide
for effective defence; an overall capability to manage crises affecting the secu-
rity of its members; and active promotion of dialogue with other nations and of
a cooperative approach to European security, including measures to bring
about further progress in the field of arms control and disarmament.

To achieve its essential purpose, as an Alliance of nations committed to
the Washington Treaty and the United Nations Charter, the Alliance performs
the following fundamental security tasks:

“Security: To provide one of the indispensable foundations for a stable
Euro-Atlantic security environment, based on the growth of democratic institu-
tions and commitment to the peaceful resolution of disputes, in which no coun-
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try would be able to intimidate or coerce any other through the threat or use of
force.

Consultation: To serve, as provided for in Article 4 of the Washington
Treaty, as an essential transatlantic forum for Allied consultations on any issues
that affect their vital interests, including possible developments posing risks for
members’ security, and for appropriate coordination of their efforts in fields of
common concern.

Deterrence and Defence: To deter and defend against any threat of
aggression against any NATO member state as provided for in Articles 5 and
6 of the Washington Treaty.

And in order to enhance the security and stability of the Euro-Atlantic area:

* Crisis Management: To stand ready, case-by-case and by consensus, in
conformity with Article 7 of the Washington Treaty, to contribute to effec-
tive conflict prevention and to engage actively in crisis management,
including crisis response operations.

» Partnership: To promote wide-ranging partnership, cooperation, and
dialogue with other countries in the Euro-Atlantic area, with the aim of
increasing transparency, mutual confidence and the capacity for joint
action with the Alliance.” 3

The structures created within NATO enable member countries to coordi-
nate their policies in order to fulfil these fundamental tasks. They provide for
continuous consultation and cooperation in political, economic and other non-
military fields as well as the formulation of joint plans for the common defence;
the establishment of the infrastructure and basic installations and facilities
needed to enable military forces to operate; and arrangements for joint training
programmes and exercises. Underpinning these activities is a complex civilian
and military structure involving administrative, budgetary and planning staffs,
as well as agencies which have been established by the member countries of
the Alliance in order to coordinate work in specialised fields - for example, the
communications needed to facilitate political consultation and command and
control of military forces and the logistics support needed to sustain military
forces. This structure is described in Part II.

3 From the Alliance's Strategic Concept issued at the Washington Summit Meeting in April 1999.
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THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE ALLIANCE

EUurROPE’S NEW SECURITY ENVIRONMENT

On the fourth of April 1989, the Alliance celebrated the fortieth anniversary
of the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty. The event coincided with the begin-
ning of a period of profound change in the course of East-West and interna-
tional relations and a far-reaching transformation of the security environment.
The role of the North Atlantic Alliance has been fundamental in bringing about
the conditions for change described in these pages. By providing the basis for
the collective defence and common security of its member countries and pre-
serving a strategic balance in Europe throughout the Cold War period, the
Alliance has safeguarded their freedom and independence. In accordance with
the North Atlantic Treaty it continues to fulfil these core functions and has
assumed new tasks in addition. It is building on the foundations it has created
in order to promote stability based on common democratic values and respect
for human rights and the rule of law throughout Europe.

The following sections describe the origins and course of these develop-
ments; the progress achieved towards the realisation of many of the long-
standing goals of the Alliance; and the principal issues of concern facing mem-
ber countries and NATO’s Partner countries as they continue to adapt their
policies and shape their common institutions to meet new challenges.

The Origins of the Changed Security Environment

The roots of the changes which have transformed the political map of
Europe can be traced to a number of developments during the 1960s and
1970s which were to have far-reaching implications. While there were many
aspects to these developments, three events stand out in particular, namely:
the adoption by the Alliance, in December 1967, of the Harmel doctrine based
on the parallel policies of maintaining adequate defence while seeking a relax-
ation of tensions in East-West relations; the introduction by the Government of
the Federal Republic of Germany in 1969 of Chancellor Willy Brandt's
“Ostpolitik”, designed to bring about a more positive relationship with Eastern
European countries and the Soviet Union within the constraints imposed by
their governments’ domestic policies and actions abroad; and the adoption of
the CSCE" Helsinki Final Act in August 1975, which established new standards

1 The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) was renamed the Organisation on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in January 1995.
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for the discussion of human rights issues and introduced measures to increase
mutual confidence between East and West.

A series of similarly important events marked the course of East-West
relations during the 1980s. These included NATO’s deployment of
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces in Europe following the December 1979
double-track decision on nuclear modernisation and arms control; the subse-
quent Washington Treaty signed in December 1987, which brought about the
elimination of US and Soviet land-based INF missiles on a global basis; early
signs of change in Eastern Europe associated with the emergence and recog-
nition, despite later setbacks, of the independent trade union movement
“Solidarity” in Poland in August 1980; the consequences of the December 1979
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the ultimate withdrawal of Soviet forces
from Afghanistan in February 1989; and the March 1985 nomination of
Mikhail Gorbachev as General Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party.

In March 1989, in the framework of the CSCE, promising new arms con-
trol negotiations opened in Vienna, between the 23 countries of NATO and the
Warsaw Treaty Organisation, on reductions in conventional forces in Europe
(CFE). The NATO Summit Meeting held in Brussels at the end of May 1989
against this background was of particular significance. Two major statements
of Alliance policy were published, namely a declaration marking the fortieth
anniversary of the Alliance, setting out goals and policies to guide the NATO
Allies during the fifth decade of their cooperation; and a Comprehensive
Concept of Arms Control and Disarmament.

The 1989 Summit Declaration contained many extremely important ele-
ments. It recognised the changes that were underway in the Soviet Union as
well as in other Eastern European countries and outlined the Alliance’s
approach to overcoming the division of Europe and achieving its long-standing
objective of shaping a just and peaceful European order. It reiterated the con-
tinuing need for credible and effective deterrent forces and an adequate
defence, and endorsed US President Bush’s three part arms control initiative
calling for a) an acceleration of the CFE negotiations in Vienna; b) significant
reductions in additional categories of conventional forces, and c) major reduc-
tions in United States and Soviet military personnel stationed outside their
national territory. The Summit Declaration set forth a broad agenda for
expanded East-West cooperation in other areas, for action on significant global
challenges and for measures designed to meet the Alliance’s longer-term
objectives.
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Developments at the End of the Eighties

Developments of major significance for the entire European continent and
for international relations as a whole continued as the year progressed. By the
end of 1989 and the early weeks of 1990, significant progress had been made
towards the reform of the political and economic systems of Poland and
Hungary; and in the German Democratic Republic, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia
and Romania, steps had been taken towards freedom and democracy which
went far beyond expectations.

The promise held out for over 40 years to bring an end to the division of
Europe, and with it an end to the division of Germany, took on real meaning
with the opening of the Berlin Wall in November 1989. Beyond its fundamental
symbolism, the member countries of the Alliance saw this event as part of a
wider process leading to a genuinely whole and free Europe. The process was
as yet far from complete and faced numerous obstacles and uncertainties, but
rapid and dramatic progress had nevertheless been achieved. Free elections
had taken place or were planned in most Central and Eastern European coun-
tries; former divisions were being overcome; repressive border installations
were being dismantled; and, within less than a year, on 3 October 1990, the
unification of the two German states took place with the backing of the inter-
national community and the assent of the Soviet Government, on the basis of
an international treaty and the democratic choice of the German people as a
whole.

Both the fact and the prospect of reform brought about major positive
changes in the relationships of Central and Eastern European countries with
the international community, opening up a new and enriched dialogue involv-
ing East and West, which offered real hope in place of the fear of confrontation,
and practical proposals for cooperation in place of polemics and stagnation.

Such changes were not accomplished without difficulty and, as events
within the former Soviet Union and other parts of Central and Eastern Europe
confirmed, could give rise to new concerns about stability and security. The
bold course of reforms within the Soviet Union itself led to new challenges as
well as severe internal problems. Moreover the dire economic outlook and the
major difficulties experienced in many of the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe in managing the transition from authoritarian government and a cen-
trally planned economy to pluralist democracy and a free market combined to
make political forecasting uncertain and subject to constant revision.

Throughout this period NATO continued to play a key role, providing the
framework for consultation and coordination of policies among its member
countries in order to diminish the risk of crises which could impinge on com-
mon security interests. The Alliance pursued its efforts to remove military
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imbalances; to bring about greater openness in military matters; and to build
confidence through radical, but balanced and verifiable arms control agree-
ments, verification arrangements and increased contacts at all levels.

The Hand of Friendship and Cooperation

At the Summit Meeting in London in July 1990, in the most far-reaching
Declaration issued since NATO was founded, the Heads of State and
Government announced major steps to transform the Alliance in a manner
commensurate with the new security environment and to bring confrontation
between East and West to an end. They extended offers to the governments
of the Soviet Union and Central and Eastern European countries to establish
regular diplomatic liaison with NATO and to work towards a new relationship
based on cooperation. The Declaration had been foreshadowed a month ear-
lier when NATO Foreign Ministers met in Scotland and took the exceptional
step of issuing a “Message from Turnberry”, extending an offer of friendship
and cooperation to the Soviet Union and all other European countries. The
announcement made by President Gorbachev in July 1990, accepting the par-
ticipation of the united Germany in the North Atlantic Alliance, was explicitly
linked to the positive nature of this Message and to the substantive proposals
and commitments made by Alliance governments in London.

The London Declaration included proposals to develop cooperation in
numerous different ways. Leaders and representatives of Central and Eastern
European countries were invited to NATO Headquarters in Brussels. Many
such visits took place and arrangements for regular contacts at the diplomatic
level were made. The Secretary General of NATO also visited Moscow imme-
diately after the London Summit Meeting to convey to the Soviet leadership the
proposals contained in the Declaration and the Alliance’s determination to
make constructive use of the new political opportunities opening up.

A joint declaration and commitment to non-aggression was signed in Paris
in November 1990, at the same time as the Treaty on Conventional Forces in
Europe and the publication, by all CSCE member states, of the “Charter of
Paris for a New Europe”. The Joint Declaration formally brought adversarial
relations to an end and reaffirmed the intention of the signatories to refrain from
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political indepen-
dence of any state, in accordance with the purposes and principles of the UN
Charter and the Helsinki Final Act (see Chapter 15). All other states participat-
ing in the CSCE were invited to join this commitment.

Within a short space of time, new military contacts were established,
including intensified discussions of military forces and doctrines. Progress was
made towards an “Open Skies” agreement, permitting overflights of national
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territory on a reciprocal basis in order to increase confidence and transparency
with respect to military activities. Further talks were initiated to build on the CFE
Treaty on reductions of conventional forces from the Atlantic to the Ural
Mountains, including additional measures to limit manpower in Europe.
Agreement was reached to intensify the CSCE process and to set new stan-
dards for the establishment and preservation of free societies. Measures were
taken to enable the CSCE process, which had been successful in enhancing
mutual confidence, to be further institutionalised in order to provide a forum for
wider political dialogue in a more united Europe. Internally, NATO began a far-
reaching review of its strategy in order to adapt it to the new circumstances.

The Gulf Crisis

Despite the positive course of many of these developments, new threats
to stability can arise very quickly and in unpredictable circumstances, as the
2 August 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and subsequent developments in the
Gulf area demonstrated. The Coalition Force formed under United States lead-
ership to repel the invasion did not involve NATO directly, but the solidarity
achieved within NATO in relation to the conflict played a significant role. The
NATO countries used the Alliance forum intensively for political consultations
from the outbreak of the crisis and took a prominent part in supporting United
Nations efforts to achieve a diplomatic solution. When these failed, the direct
contributions to the Coalition Force of NATO member countries, and their expe-
rience of sharing assets and working together within NATO, again played a
part. Moreover, in an act incumbent upon the Alliance itself, elements of
NATO’s ACE Mobile Force were sent to Turkey in order to demonstrate the
Alliance’s collective defence commitment, under Article 5 of the North Atlantic
Treaty, in the event of an external threat to Turkey’s security developing from
the situation in the Gulf.

Significantly, the unity of purpose and determined opposition by the inter-
national community to the actions taken by Iraq, offered positive evidence of
the transformation which had taken place in relations between the Soviet Union
and the West. The benefits resulting from the establishment of better contacts
and increased cooperation between them were clearly apparent. This early
recognition of mutual interests with respect to the security and stability of the
entire Euro-Atlantic area contributed to the subsequent positive evolution of
NATO-Russian relations culminating in 1997 with the signing of the NATO-
Russia Founding Act.

The dangers inherent in the Gulf crisis reinforced the Alliance’s determi-
nation to develop and enhance the level of its cooperation with the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, as well as with other countries, in accordance
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with the goals set by Alliance Heads of State and Government in the London
Declaration. This determination was further reinforced by the events of 1991,
including the repressive steps taken by the Soviet Government with regard to
the Baltic states, prior to conceding their right to establish their own indepen-
dence; the deteriorating situation and outbreak of hostilities in Yugoslavia,
leading to the break-up of the Yugoslav Federation; and the attempted coup
d’état in the Soviet Union itself which took place in August 1991.

NEW INSTITUTIONS

The North Atlantic Cooperation Council

Against the background of these events, 1991 was marked by an intensi-
fication of visits and diplomatic contacts between NATO and the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe in accordance with the decisions taken by NATO
Heads of State and Government in London. With the publication of the Rome
Declaration in November 1991, the basis was laid for placing this evolving rela-
tionship on a more institutionalised footing. The establishment of the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) in December 1991 brought together the
member countries of NATO and, initially, nine Central and Eastern European
countries, in a new consultative forum. In March 1992, participation in the
NACC was expanded to include all members of the Commonwealth of
Independent States and by June 1992, Georgia and Albania had also become
members.

The inaugural meeting of the NACC took place on 20 December 1991, just
as the Soviet Union was ceasing to exist. Simultaneously, 11 former Soviet
republics became members of the new Commonwealth of Independent States,
entering a period of intense political and economic transformation, both inter-
nally and with respect to their international relations. Against this background,
regional problems became increasingly dominant. In Nagorno-Karabakh,
Moldova, Georgia and elsewhere, outbreaks of violence occurred and serious
intra- and inter-state tensions developed.

However it was the deteriorating situation, continuing use of force and
mounting loss of life in the territory of the former Yugoslavia which were the
major causes of concern, marring the prospects for peaceful progress towards
a new security environment in Europe. From the start of the crisis, the North
Atlantic Council and the North Atlantic Cooperation Council consulted and sup-
ported efforts undertaken in other fora to restore peace.

During the same period, discussion of measures designed to strengthen
the role of the CSCE in promoting stability and democracy in Europe, including
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proposals outlined in the Rome Declaration issued by the Alliance, culminated
in the signature of the 1992 Helsinki Document (“The Challenges of Change”)
at the CSCE Summit Meeting held in July 1992. The document described, inter
alia, new initiatives for the creation of a CSCE forum for security cooperation
and for CSCE peacekeeping activities, for which both the North Atlantic
Council and the North Atlantic Cooperation Council expressed full support.

The development of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council and the role of
the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) which replaced it in 1997 are
described in more detail in subsequent chapters.

The Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC)

The Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), was set up in 1997 to suc-
ceed the North Atlantic Cooperation Council. It brings together the 19 Allies and
27 Partners? in a forum providing for regular consultation and cooperation. It
meets periodically at the level of Ambassadors and Foreign and Defence
Ministers.

Heads of State and Government of the 46 members can also meet, when
appropriate, as they did in Washington in April 1999. The EAPC Summit in
Washington was an opportunity for open discussions on security-related co-
operation within the EAPC in the 21st century. The leaders concentrated on
key-security challenges in the EAPC area, in particular the situation in Kosovo.

Heads of State and Government endorsed two documents relating to fur-
ther development of the Partnership for Peace. The first of these, the “Political-
Military Framework for NATO-led PfP Operations”, addressed the involvement
of Partner countries in political consultations and decision-making, in opera-
tional planning and in command arrangements for future NATO-led operations
in which they participate. The second document entitled “Towards a
Partnership for the 21st Century - the Enhanced and More Operational
Partnership” outlines the main elements designed to make the Partnership for
Peace (PfP) more operational.

The EAPC played a valuable role as a forum for consultation on the crisis
in Kosovo. A series of extraordinary meetings was held to keep Partners

2 Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland,
Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Tajikistan, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia(a), Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, United
Kingdom, United States, Uzbekistan.

(a)  Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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informed of the status of NATO planning and preparations for possible military
options in Kosovo and to exchange views with Partners on developments.

EAPC activities complement Partnership for Peace (PfP) Programmes.
They are based on a two-year action plan which focuses on consultation and
cooperation on a range of political and security-related matters, including
regional issues, arms control, international terrorism, peacekeeping, defence
economic issues, civil emergency planning, and scientific and environmental
issues.

Almost all of non-NATO EAPC members have established diplomatic mis-
sions accredited to NATO, expanding contacts between NATO and Partners
and increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of cooperation.

An important achievement of the EAPC has been the establishment of the
Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC) at NATO
headquarters, following a proposal by the Russian Federation. The Centre was
inaugurated in June 1998 and was called upon immediately to support the UN
High Commissioner for Refugees in relief efforts in Albania for refugees fleeing
from Kosovo. Coordinated humanitarian assistance from NATO and Partner
countries was stepped up in response to the escalating refugee crisis in the
region since the end of March 1999. The EADRCC also played a significant
role in coordinating humanitarian relief for flood-hit parts of western Ukraine.

The EAPC also helps to foster practical regional security cooperation
through topical seminars which form part of the EAPC action plan. The first
such regional cooperation seminar was hosted by Georgia in October 1998.
Since then similar events have been held in Lithuania and Slovakia, Bulgaria
and Uzbekistan.

Ideas for further practical initiatives are being explored, including ways in
which the EAPC might support global humanitarian action against mines and
ways of controlling transfers of small arms.

THE STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF THE ALLIANCE

At the Washington Summit meeting in April 1999, the NATO Allies
approved a strategy to equip the Alliance for the security challenges and oppor-
tunities of the 21st century and to guide its future political and military devel-
opment.

The updated Strategic Concept provides overall guidance for the devel-
opment of detailed policies and military plans. It describes the Purpose and
Tasks of the Alliance and examines its Strategic Perspectives in the light of the
evolving strategic environment and security challenges and risks. The Concept
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sets out the Alliance’s Approach to Security in the 21st Century, reaffirming the
importance of the transatlantic link and of maintaining the Alliance’s military
capabilities. It examines the role of other key elements in the Alliance’s broad
approach to stability and security, namely the European Security and Defence
Identity; conflict prevention and crisis management; partnership, cooperation
and dialogue; enlargement; and arms control, disarmament and non-prolifera-
tion. The Concept also gives Guidelines for the Alliance’s Forces based on the
principles of Alliance strategy and the characteristics of the Alliance’s force
posture. This includes sections addressing the missions of Alliance military
forces and guidelines for the Alliance’s force posture, as well as the character-
istics of conventional and nuclear forces.

The Strategic Concept was first published in 1991. The 1999 version, like
its predecessor, is the authoritative statement of the Alliance’s objectives and
provides the highest level guidance on the political and military means to be
used in achieving them.

The initial formulation of NATO strategy was known as “The Strategic
Concept for the Defence of the North Atlantic Area”. Developed between
October 1949 and April 1950, it set out a strategy of large-scale operations for
territorial defence. In the mid-1950s the strategy of “massive retaliation” was
developed. It emphasised deterrence based on the threat that NATO would
respond to any aggression against its member countries by every means at its
disposal, specifically including nuclear weapons.

Discussions of possible changes in this strategic approach began later in
the 1950s and continued until 1967 when, following intensive debate within the
Alliance, “massive retaliation” was replaced by the strategy of “flexible
response”. This concentrated on giving NATO the advantages of flexibility and
of creating uncertainty in the minds of any potential aggressor about NATO’s
response in the case of a threat to the sovereignty or independence of any sin-
gle member country. The concept was designed to ensure that aggression of
any kind would be perceived as involving unacceptable risks.

The above strategies were enshrined in classified documents, which pro-
vided guidance to national governments and points of reference for military
planning activities. They were not addressed to the general public. Although
the underlying concepts were well known, little public discussion about their
details was possible because their effectiveness depended greatly on secrecy.
They reflected the realities of the Cold War, the political division of Europe and
the confrontational ideological and military situation that characterised East-
West relations for many years.

As the Cold War continued, however, the Alliance also sought to reduce
its dangers and to lay the grounds for progress towards a more positive rela-
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tionship with the Soviet Union and other member countries of the Warsaw Pact.
The Harmel Report, published in 1967, thus established defence and dialogue,
including arms control, as the dual pillars of the Alliance’s approach to security.

With the end of the Cold War era, the political situation in Europe and the
overall military situation were transformed. A new Strategic Concept evolved
during the two years following the fall of the Berlin Wall. This was debated and
discussed within the Alliance and was completed in November 1991. Bearing
little relation to previous concepts, it emphasised cooperation with former
adversaries as opposed to confrontation. It maintained the security of its mem-
ber nations as NATO'’s fundamental purpose but combined this with the spe-
cific obligation to work towards improved and expanded security for Europe as
a whole. In other respects, too, the 1991 Strategic Concept differed dramati-
cally from its predecessors. It was issued as a public document, open for dis-
cussion and comment by parliaments, security specialists, journalists and the
wider public.

In 1997, NATO leaders agreed that the Concept should be reexamined
and updated to reflect the changes that had taken place in Europe since its
adoption, while confirming the Allies’ commitment to collective defence and the
transatlantic link and ensuring that NATO strategy is fully adapted to the chal-
lenges of the 21st century. Intensive work was undertaken throughout the
Alliance, to conclude the revision by the time of the Washington Summit.

In common with all other Alliance business, the approval of the Concept
required consensus on both the substance and the language of the document
by all the member countries of the Alliance. Against the background of the
accession of three new member countries, representatives of the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Poland were present from the outset of the discus-
sions.

The Strategic Concept is the authoritative statement of NATO'’s purposes
and tasks and the highest level guidance on the political and military means to
be used in achieving its objectives.

The 1999 Concept confirms that the Alliance’s essential and enduring pur-
pose is to safeguard the freedom and security of its members by political and
military means. It affirms the values of democracy, human rights, and the rule
of law and expresses the commitment of the Allies not only to common defence
but to the peace and stability of the wider Euro-Atlantic area.

The strategy also defines the Alliance’s fundamental security tasks, both
in terms of collective defence, which has been at the centre of the Alliance
since its establishment, and in terms of the new activities in the fields of crisis
management and partnership that the Alliance is undertaking in order to
enhance the security and stability of the Euro-Atlantic area.
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The Concept describes the strategic environment and assesses the fore-
seeable security challenges and risks. It notes that in recent years the envi-
ronment has been marked by continuing and generally positive change and
that the Alliance has played an essential part in strengthening Euro-Atlantic
security since the end of the Cold War.

With respect to risks, the document reaffirms the conclusion in the 1991
Strategic Concept that the threat of general war in Europe has virtually disap-
peared but that there are other risks and uncertainties facing the members of
the Alliance and other states in the Euro-Atlantic region, such as ethnic conflict,
the abuse of human rights, political instability, economic fragility, and the
spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and their means of deliv-

ery.

One of the distinguishing features of the Alliance’s 1991 strategy was its
delineation of a broad approach to security, encompassing complementary
political and military means and emphasising cooperation with other states that
share the Alliance’s objectives. This comprehensive approach remains a cen-
tral feature of the new Strategic Concept and comprises the following essential
elements:

The preservation of the transatlantic link. The Strategic Concept under-
lines the indivisibility of European and North American security and therefore
the importance of a strong and dynamic partnership between Europe and
North America.

The maintenance of effective military capabilities. The strategy calls for
military capabilities that will be effective under the full range of foreseeable cir-
cumstances, from deterrence and collective defence to crisis response opera-
tions. The Strategic Concept also provides specific guidance on the necessary
capabilities.

The development of the European Security and Defence Identity within
the Alliance. The Strategic Concept confirms that the European Security and
Defence Identity will continue to be developed within the Alliance on the basis
of decisions taken by Alliance Foreign Ministers in Berlin in 1996 and there-
after. It states that this process will require close cooperation between NATO,
the Western European Union and, if and when appropriate, the European
Union3.

The Concept affirms that this process will enable all European Allies to
make a more coherent and effective contribution to the missions and activities

3 The evolution of policy relating to the European Security and Defence Identity and the respective
roles of NATO, the Western European Union and the European Union are described in Chapter 4
and Chapter 15.

45



of the Alliance; it will reinforce the transatlantic partnership; and it will assist the
European Allies to act by themselves as required through the readiness of the
Alliance, on a case-by-case basis and by consensus, to make its assets and
capabilities available for European-led operations in which NATO is not
engaged militarily, taking into account the full participation of all European
Allies if they were so to choose.

Conflict prevention and crisis management. The Concept defines an
important role for the Alliance with respect to conflict prevention and crisis man-
agement, since crisis response operations like those in Bosnia and in Kosovo
are likely to remain a key aspect of NATO'’s contribution to Euro-Atlantic peace
and security.

Partnership, cooperation, and dialogue. The Concept emphasises the
Alliance’s determination to pursue its long-standing policy of partnership,
cooperation and dialogue with all democratic Euro-Atlantic countries, in order
to preserve peace, promote democracy and contribute to prosperity and
progress. It points out that this approach is aimed at enhancing the security of
all, excludes nobody, and helps to overcome divisions that could lead to con-
flict. It also describes the principal instruments of this policy - the Euro-Atlantic
Partnership Council, the Partnership for Peace, the special relationships with
Russia and Ukraine, and the Mediterranean Dialogue.

Enlargement. The Concept confirms the openness of the Alliance to new
members under Article 10 of the Washington Treaty and restates NATO'’s
expectation that it will extend further invitations in coming years.

Arms Control, Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation. Finally, the Strategic
Concept sets out the Alliance’s policy of support for Arms Control,
Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation. It underlines the Alliance’s intention to
keep this aspect of its approach to security in harmony with its approach to
defence; and also affirms that it will seek to enhance security and stability at
the lowest possible level of forces consistent with its ability to fulfil the full range
of its missions.

The final part of the Strategic Concept establishes guidelines for the
Alliance’s forces, translating the purposes and tasks of the preceding sections
into practical - albeit necessarily general - instructions for NATO force and
operational planners. The strategy calls for the continued development of the
military capabilities needed for the full range of the Alliance’s missions, from
collective defence to peace support and other crisis response operations.

Among the capabilities highlighted as particularly important are the ability
to engage opposing forces effectively; deployability and mobility; survivability
of forces and infrastructure; sustainability, and interoperability - including inter-
operability with the forces of Partner countries. In addition, the strategy under-
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lines the indispensable part that Alliance forces play in addressing the risks
associated with the proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons
and their means of delivery.

The Strategic Concept also stipulates that the Alliance will maintain for the
foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces
based in Europe, kept up to date where necessary, at the minimum sufficient
level.

THE ROLE OF ALLIED MILITARY FORCES AND
THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE ALLIANCE’S
DEFENCE POSTURE

Since the establishment of NATO, Allied forces have constituted the basis
for effective deterrence and defence against the threat of war, which remained
the principal security concern of the Allies for forty years. Their primary role
remains that of guaranteeing the security and territorial integrity of member
states.

The task of providing security through deterrence and collective defence
remains unchanged. However, the quite different security situation of the 1990s
has allowed Alliance forces to take on new roles in addition to fulfilling this pri-
mary function. For example, through the enhanced Partnership for Peace pro-
gramme, and within the framework of the EAPC, the NATO-Russia Permanent
Joint Council, the NATO-Ukraine Commission, and other forums created to
intensify cooperation, Alliance military forces are playing an increasingly impor-
tant part in facilitating transparency and creating greater confidence between
NATO and its Partners. They also play a key role in the verification of arms con-
trol agreements. Above all, as operational peacekeeping forces, they have
assumed the vital task of underpinning effective crisis management and con-
flict prevention arrangements, most notably in their role in implementing the
Bosnian Peace Agreement and in providing the international security presence
in Kosovo mandated by the United Nations.

The peacekeeping and crisis management roles of NATO forces have
taken on increasing importance in parallel with the development of the
Alliance’s overall role in this field. Indeed, of all the challenges the Alliance has
faced, none has called for more determination and unity of purpose than that
of putting its military forces at the centre of multinational efforts to end the con-
flict and create the basis for a stable and peaceful future in the Balkans.

The first major combat mission in which military force was used by NATO
as a tool of crisis management to support United Nations efforts to end the
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Yugoslavian conflict took place in 1995. This action, known as “Operation
Deliberate Force”, was a significant factor in the process which culminated in
the conclusion of a peace settlement in Bosnia. NATO was subsequently
tasked at the end of 1995 with the implementation of the military aspects of the
agreement by leading a multinational Implementation Force (IFOR), and the
following year a Stabilisation Force (SFOR), both of which were established in
accordance with United Nations mandates. In so doing NATO moved from a
relatively limited role in supporting UN peacekeeping efforts to assuming full
control of complex peace support operations involving the participation of
forces from numerous Partner and other non-NATO countries. This practical,
operational experience of cooperation in the military field has had wide reper-
cussions, for example in generating enhanced political cooperation, not only
between NATO and its Partners, but also with other countries. The process is
benefiting security and stability in Europe as a whole.

The Alliance operation in Kosovo and its role in alleviating the humanitar-
ian crisis in the neighbouring countries further reinforced NATO'’s role in crisis
management. NATO contributed decisively, in particular through the conduct of
its air campaign and the subsequent deployment of KFOR, to the international
community’s objective of creating the basis for long-term peace and stability in
Kosovo.

The Kosovo air campaign, which demonstrated the cohesion and unity of
the Alliance and its determination to act in the face of sustained violence and
repression of human rights in Kosovo, reinforced the diplomatic efforts of the
international community and achieved the key objectives of the NATO Allies
and their Partners. The humanitarian catastrophe has ended; over 840 000
refugees have returned; a NATO-led international peace force (KFOR) has
been successfully deployed; and the international community has assumed
responsibility for the civil administration through the United Nations Mission in
Kosovo (UNMIK).

The changing role of Allied military forces also reflects the Alliance’s com-
mitment to developing the European Security and Defence Identity within
NATO. This process is now being carried forward in the context of the
European Security and Defence Policy being developed by the European
Union and is described in Chapter 4.

A further related illustration of the way in which Allied military forces are
being adapted to new circumstances is the implementation of the military con-
cept known as “Combined Joint Task Forces” (CJTFs). At the NATO Summit
held in January 1994, Heads of State and Government endorsed the concept
as an important part of the adaptation of Alliance structures to changes in the
European security environment. The concept is designed to provide NATO with
a flexible means to respond to new security challenges, including operations
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involving the participation of nations outside the Alliance. It is aimed at improv-
ing NATO’s ability to deploy, at short notice, appropriate multinational and
multiservice forces matched to the specific requirements of a particular military
operation. It will also facilitate the integration of non-NATO participants in
NATO-led peace support operations. Many of the features of the CJTF con-
cept, which is still being developed, have been put into practice in the context
of the NATO-led peacekeeping operations in the Balkans.

Arrangements for the assignment of forces to CJTFs by member nations
follow normal NATO force planning procedures. Nevertheless, the flexibility
which is built into the CJTF concept places considerable demands on arrange-
ments for commanding and controlling the task forces, that is to say on CJTF
headquarters. Core elements (“nuclei”) of a small number of CJTF headquar-
ters are therefore being established within selected “Parent” headquarters of
NATO’s Command Structure (see Chapters 11 and 12). CJTF headquarters
rely primarily on pre-designated personnel - i.e. personnel undertaking other
responsibilities when not operating in a CJTF context - in “Parent” headquar-
ters, and on pre-trained augmentation personnel provided by other NATO
headquarters and nations.

In summary, the continuing transformation of the Alliance’s conventional
force defence posture is a complex and far-reaching process which has to take
into account all the above factors. Ultimately, in the event of crises which might
lead to a military threat to the security of the Alliance members, NATO forces
must be able to complement and reinforce political actions and contribute to
the management of such crises and to their peaceful resolution. The mainte-
nance of an adequate military capability and clear preparedness to act collec-
tively therefore remain central. The structures and arrangements which have
been built over many years enable member countries to benefit from the polit-
ical, military and resource advantages of collective action and collective
defence. These arrangements are based on an integrated structure, key fea-
tures of which include collective force planning; common funding; common
operational planning; multinational formations; headquarters and command
arrangements; an integrated air defence system; a balance of roles of respon-
sibilities among the Allies; the stationing and deployment of forces outside
home territory when required; arrangements, including planning for crisis man-
agement and reinforcement; common standards and procedures for equip-
ment, training and logistics; joint and combined doctrines and exercises when
appropriate; and infrastructure, armaments and logistics cooperation. The
inclusion of NATO’s Partner countries in such arrangements or the develop-
ment of similar arrangements for Partner countries, in appropriate areas, is
also instrumental in enhancing cooperation and common efforts in Euro-
Atlantic security matters.
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The principal characteristics of the changes affecting NATO’s military
forces are reductions in size and readiness and increases in flexibility, mobility
and multinationality. Underlying the changes themselves, in addition to the
requirements dictated by the Alliance’s new roles, two indispensable principles
have remained sacrosanct: the commitment to collective defence as a core
function which is fundamental to the Alliance; and the preservation of the
transatlantic link as the guarantor of the Alliance’s credibility and effectiveness.

The threat of war which confronted Europe for over four decades, as a
result of ideological conflict, political hostility and military opposition, has very
significantly diminished. Today, attention is focused much less on deterrence
against the use of force, as foreseen under Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
than on the much more likely peacekeeping, conflict prevention and crisis man-
agement tasks which NATO may face.

There are nevertheless risks from instability inherent in conflict situations
which have arisen since the end of the Cold War, such as the situation in the
former Yugoslavia, which illustrate the necessity for continued Alliance solidar-
ity and the maintenance of an effective military capability able to meet a wide
range of contingencies.

The net effect of changes affecting NATO forces themselves has been to
transform NATO forces into a substantially reduced, but more mobile structure.
Ground forces committed to the Alliance by member nations through NATO’s
integrated defence and force planning processes have been cut by 35 percent.
Major naval vessels have been reduced by over 30 percent and air force com-
bat squadrons by some 40 percent since the beginning of the 1990s. There
have also been major reductions in the number of forces held at high states of
readiness. In general, NATO forces have been reorganised in a manner which
will facilitate their flexible regeneration and build-up whenever this becomes
necessary for either collective defence or crisis management, including peace
support operations.

NATO’s DEFeENCE CAPABILITIES INITIATIVE

Launched at the Washington Summit meeting in April 1999, NATO'’s
Defence Capabilities Initiative or DCI is designed to ensure that the Alliance
can meet the security challenges of the 21st century and is prepared to deal
effectively with crises like that in Kosovo, as well as maintaining the ability to
fulfil its fundamental responsibilities for the defence of its member countries. In
the words of Secretary General Lord Robertson: “The Defence Capabilities
Initiative is designed to ensure that all Allies not only remain interoperable, but
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that they also improve and update their capabilities to face the new security
challenges.”

The Initiative covers almost all areas of military capability. This includes
the mobility of forces; their logistical support; their ability to protect themselves
and engage an enemy; and the command and control and information systems
they use in order to ensure that, when necessary, they can deploy rapidly and
efficiently to the locations where they may be needed to manage crises, if nec-
essary, for extended periods.

During the Cold War, NATO’s defence planning was primarily concerned
with maintaining the capabilities needed to defend against possible aggression
by the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact. Today, the European security environ-
ment has become more complex. The most likely threats to security come from
conflict on Europe’s fringes, such as in the former Yugoslavia, or from prolifer-
ation of weapons of mass destruction. As a result, NATO must now be ready to
deploy forces beyond Alliance borders to respond to crises, in addition to being
able to defend against deliberate aggression.

Moreover, as in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo, where NATO forces
are currently deployed, future Alliance military operations are likely to be
markedly different from the kind of operation for which planning was under-
taken during the Cold War. They will probably take place outside Alliance terri-
tory; they may last for many years; and they will involve troops of many nations
working closely together - principally from member states but also, in some
instances, from Partner countries. Moreover, crisis management tasks demand
different skills from those required for fighting wars.

To meet these new security challenges, NATO has to ensure that its forces
have the equipment, personnel and training needed to successfully carry out
all their tasks. Lessons learned in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo, as
well as the experience of earlier multinational operations involving NATO coun-
tries such as those in the Gulf, Somalia and Haiti, have demonstrated where
changes are needed.

The Defence Capabilities Initiative was launched to ensure that NATO is
ready for every eventuality. A High Level Steering Group was formed to over-
see the programme. The Group, which is made up of senior officials from
national capitals and chaired by the Deputy Secretary General of NATO, meets
every few weeks to review progress and guide the process.

DCI will also contribute to the development of the European Security and
Defence Identity, or ESDI, by strengthening European defence capabilities and
the European pillar of NATO. This will enable the European allies to make a
stronger and more coherent contribution to NATO (see Chapter 4).
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DCI aims in particular to improve Alliance capabilities in the following five,
overlapping areas:

* “mobility and deployability”: i.e. the ability to deploy forces quickly to
where they are needed, including areas outside Alliance territory;

 “sustainability”; i.e. the ability to maintain and supply forces far from their
home bases and to ensure that sufficient fresh forces are available for
long-duration operations;

« “effective engagement”; i.e. the ability to successfully engage an adver-
sary in all types of operations, from high to low intensity;

* “survivability”: i.e. the ability to protect forces and infrastructure against
current and future threats; and

* “interoperable communications”: i.e. command, control and information
systems which are compatible with each other, to enable forces from dif-
ferent countries to work effectively together.

To enhance NATO'’s ability to deploy forces in distant crisis areas, mem-
ber states are investigating improved arrangements for transporting troops and
equipment. This includes the sharing of resources and arrangements enabling
commercial planes and ships to be called upon if necessary. The use of com-
mercial resources would require arrangements for their use as well as unam-
biguous legal arrangements to be put in place well in advance.

Logistics is a crucial element in any military operation. The DCI aims to
enhance the numbers and capabilities of Allies’ logistic units. The scope for
pooling of logistic capabilities is also being examined in order to increase effi-
ciency. This will lead to the creation of Multinational Joint Logistic Centres as
part of the Combined Joint Task Force Concept (see Chapter 12).

Modern technologies can permit military force to be applied in a discrimi-
nating way which reduces collateral damage and can shorten a conflict by
demonstrating that continued aggression can not succeed. Such technologies
include day/night and all-weather weapons systems and precision-guided
munitions. DCI is also addressing these areas.

To improve the protection and survivability of forces engaged in military
operations, NATO is looking at ways of enhancing military capabilities in these
fields. Improvements are being examined in reconnaissance and surveillance
systems; air defence systems; and systems to counteract the threat posed by
weapons of mass destruction.

At the same time, as the forces of different countries work more and more
closely together, for example in undertaking crisis management operations, the
need increases to ensure that they can communicate effectively at every level.
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The DCI aims to ensure that technological advances do not degrade commu-
nications interoperability. It also seeks to ensure that advances in technology
are put to the best use in developing communications methods for military use.

NATO’s NUCLEAR FORCES IN THE NEW SECURITY
ENVIRONMENT

Since the end of the Cold War, the Alliance has taken far-reaching steps
to adapt its overall policy and defence posture to the new security environment.
In realising their new broad approach to security, which recognises the impor-
tance of political, economic, social and environmental factors in addition to the
indispensable defence dimension, NATO member countries have taken full
advantage of the opportunities provided by the momentous improvements in
the security environment. NATO’s nuclear strategy and force posture were
among the first areas to be reviewed. They are also the areas that have been
subjected to some of the most radical changes. The most significant changes
are described below.

During the Cold War, NATO’s nuclear forces played a central role in the
Alliance’s strategy of flexible response. To deter major war in Europe, nuclear
weapons were integrated into the whole of NATO’s force structure, and the
Alliance maintained a variety of targeting plans which could be executed at
short notice. This role entailed high readiness levels and quick-reaction alert
postures for significant parts of NATO’s nuclear forces.

In the new security environment, NATO has radically reduced its reliance
on nuclear forces. Its strategy remains one of war prevention but it is no longer
dominated by the possibility of nuclear escalation. Its nuclear forces are no
longer targeted against any country, and the circumstances in which their use
might have to be contemplated are considered to be extremely remote. NATO’s
nuclear forces continue to contribute, in an essential way, to war prevention.
Their role is now more fundamentally political and they are no longer directed
towards a specific threat. They are maintained at the minimum level sufficient
to preserve peace and stability.

In keeping with the reduced salience of nuclear weapons in Alliance strat-
egy, NATO’s nuclear posture was radically reduced. As the Cold War ended,
NATO’s nuclear powers took unilateral steps to cancel planned modernisation
programmes for their nuclear forces. France announced the early cessation of
Hadés missile manufacturing. The United States and the United Kingdom can-
celled plans for a nuclear tactical air-to-surface missile. As a precursor of later
decisions to eliminate ground-launched nuclear systems, the United States
also cancelled plans for a nuclear-capable follow-on system to the LANCE
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surface-to-surface missile and for the production of a new 155 mm nuclear
artillery shell. France has, since 1991, reduced the types of nuclear delivery
systems from six to two; today, the independent French nuclear forces consist
only of four submarines carrying submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBM)
and of Mirage 2000N aircraft with medium-range air-to-surface missiles.

Since 1992, the United Kingdom has given up its nuclear LANCE and tube
artillery roles, its maritime tactical nuclear capability previously based on sur-
face ships, and all air-launched nuclear weapons, thus eliminating the nuclear
role for its dual-capable aircraft. Trident submarines are now Britain’s only
nuclear system.

In October 1991, following an initiative by US President Bush, NATO
decided to reduce the number of weapons available for its sub-strategic# forces
in Europe by over 85 percent. This reduction was completed in July 1992. As
part of these reductions, all nuclear warheads for NATO’s ground-launched
sub-strategic forces (including nuclear artillery and surface-to-surface missiles)
were eliminated and air-delivered gravity bombs were reduced by well over
50 percent. In addition, all nuclear weapons for surface maritime forces were
removed. The elimination process included some 1300 nuclear artillery
weapons and 850 LANCE missile warheads. All of the nuclear warheads that
had been assigned to these forces have been removed from the NATO inven-
tory. Most of them have already been eliminated and the remaining weapons
are to be eliminated in the near future.

The United States has also completely eliminated all naval non-
strategic/sub-strategic systems except submarine-launched nuclear cruise
missiles, which are no longer deployed at sea in peacetime. In addition, it com-
pletely terminated the nuclear role for its carrier-based dual-capable aircraft.
Today, the only land-based nuclear weapons available to NATO are United
States nuclear bombs capable of being delivered by dual-capable aircraft of
several Allies.

NATO nuclear storage sites have also undergone a massive reduction
(about 80 percent) as weapon systems have been eliminated and the number
of weapons reduced. At the same time, a new, more secure and survivable
weapon storage system has been installed.

4 The terms “strategic” and “sub-strategic” have slightly different meanings in different countries.
Strategic nuclear weapons are normally defined as weapons of “intercontinental” range (over 5 500
kilometres), but in some contexts these may also include intermediate-range ballistic missiles of
lower ranges. The term “sub-strategic” nuclear weapons has been used in NATO documents since
1989 with reference to intermediate and short-range nuclear weapons and now refers primarily to
air-delivered weapons for NATO’s dual-capable aircraft and to a small number of United Kingdom
Trident warheads in a sub-strategic role (other sub-strategic nuclear weapons having been with-
drawn from Europe).
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With the end of the Cold War, in a further significant change, NATO
ceased to maintain standing peacetime nuclear contingency plans and associ-
ated targets for its sub-strategic nuclear forces. As a result, NATO’s nuclear
forces no longer target any country. Taking further advantage of the improved
security environment, NATO has taken a number of steps to decrease the num-
ber and readiness levels of its dual-capable aircraft.

In another unilateral initiative, in December 1996, NATO Foreign and
Defence Ministers announced that enlarging the Alliance would not require a
change in its greatly reduced nuclear posture and that NATO has “no intention,
no plan, and no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of new mem-
ber countries, nor any need to change any aspect of NATO’s nuclear posture
or nuclear policy, and that it does not foresee any future need to do so”. NATO’s
remaining much smaller sub-strategic forces will, for the foreseeable future,
continue to meet the Alliance’s deterrence requirements.

Nuclear Arms Control

NATO Allies have maintained a long-standing commitment to nuclear
arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation as an integral part of their
security policy, firmly embedded in the broader political context in which Allies
seek to enhance stability and security by lowering arms levels and increasing
military transparency and mutual confidence. In its 1983 “Montebello Decision”
the Alliance announced, and subsequently carried out, the withdrawal of 1 400
nuclear warheads from Europe. The 1987 US-Soviet Intermediate Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty eliminated land-based intermediate range nuclear
missiles on a global basis, thus bringing to fruition the arms control aspect of
NATQO’s 1979 “dual-track decision”.

The United States and the Russian Federation are deeply engaged in a
process aimed at drastically reducing their strategic nuclear weapons. The
Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty (START 1), signed in July 1991 and in force
since 1994, will reduce the deployed strategic weapons of both sides from well
over 10 000 to 6 000. START Il (signed in January 1993 and ratified by the US
in January 1996 and by Russia in April 2000) will further reduce each side’s
strategic weapons to between 3 000 and 3 500 and will eliminate multiple inde-
pendently-targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRV) from Inter-Continental Ballistic
Missiles (ICBM), as well as provide for procedures for intrusive verification of
compliance. Following the ratification of START Il by Russia, the United States
and Russia have indicated that they are prepared to engage in START Il nego-
tiations to further reduce strategic weapons to between 2 000 and 2 500 and
to introduce measures relating to the transparency of strategic warhead inven-
tories and destruction of strategic nuclear warheads.
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In other related fields, NATO member countries are all parties to and fully
support the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to which there are 187 sig-
natory countries. They have urged all countries which have not yet done so to
accede to and fully implement the Treaty. At the NPT five-yearly Review
Conference in New York in May 2000, the five nuclear powers which are the
permanent members of the UN Security Council - China, France, Russia,
United Kingdom and United States - among other practical steps for imple-
menting the treaty, committed to “an unequivocal undertaking... to accomplish
the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to total disarmament’.
This commitment represents a significant advance in the field of nuclear arms
control and one which can be expected to exert a positive influence on the
future arms control agenda.

NATO strongly supports efforts to reduce nuclear weapons in a prudent
and graduated manner. The Alliance has consistently welcomed progress with
the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) and has stressed the need for
the entry into force of the START II Treaty, which could lead to further sub-
stantial reductions of strategic arsenals envisaged through a START Il Treaty.

All these commitments and developments are in line with the Alliance’s
objective of ensuring security and stability at the lowest possible level of forces
consistent with the requirements of defence.

Role of NATO’s Remaining Nuclear Forces

The fundamental purpose of the nuclear forces that remain is political: to
preserve peace and prevent coercion. They make the risks of aggression
against NATO incalculable and unacceptable in a way that conventional forces
alone cannot. Together with an appropriate mix of conventional capabilities,
they also create real uncertainty for any country that might contemplate seek-
ing political or military advantage through the threat or use of weapons of mass
destruction against the Alliance. By deterring the use of nuclear, biological and
chemical weapons, the Alliance’s forces also contribute to Alliance efforts
aimed at preventing the proliferation of these weapons and their delivery
means.

The collective security provided by NATO’s nuclear posture is shared
among all members of the Alliance. Moreover, the presence of US nuclear
forces based in Europe, committed to NATO, reinforces the political and mili-
tary link between the European and North American members of the Alliance.
At the same time, the participation of non-nuclear countries in the implementa-
tion of the Alliance’s nuclear policies demonstrates Alliance solidarity as well as
the common commitment of its member countries to maintaining their security
and the widespread sharing among them of responsibilities and risks.
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Political oversight of NATO’s nuclear posture is also shared among mem-
ber nations. NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group provides a forum in which the
Defence Ministers of nuclear and non-nuclear Allies alike (with the exception of
France) participate in decisions on NATO’s nuclear posture and in the devel-
opment of the Alliance’s nuclear policy. This is based on agreement among the
member countries that NATO must retain - and must be seen to retain - a core
of military capabilities with an appropriate mix of forces affording it the basic
military strength necessary for collective self-defence. NATO’s nuclear forces
remain an essential element of that core capability, notwithstanding the dra-
matic changes in the security environment which have allowed NATO to under-
take major reductions both in its nuclear posture and in its reliance on nuclear
weapons.
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THE OPENING UP OF THE ALLIANCE

THE PROCESS OF NATO ENLARGEMENT

“The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European
state in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the
security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. (...)”

Article 10, The North Atlantic Treaty Washington DC, 4 April 1949

Since the signature of the North Atlantic Treaty, seven countries have
joined the initial 12 signatories, raising the total number of NATO Allies to 19.
The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland joined the Alliance in March 1999,
following an invitation issued at the 1997 Madrid Summit Meeting. The three
latest member countries participated in their first Summit meeting as members
in Washington in April 1999. At that time, NATO leaders underlined the contin-
uing openness of the Alliance to further new members and pledged that NATO
would continue to welcome new members in a position to further the principles
of the Treaty and contribute to peace and security in the Euro-Atlantic area.

The Alliance expects to extend further invitations in coming years to
nations willing and able to assume the responsibilities and obligations of mem-
bership, when it considers that the inclusion of these nations would serve the
overall political and strategic interests of the Alliance and would enhance over-
all European security and stability.

NATO leaders also launched a Membership Action Plan, specifically
designed to provide advice and feedback to countries aspiring to joint the
Alliance.

The 1995 Study on NATO’s Enlargement

In January 1994 at the Brussels Summit, Allied leaders reaffirmed that the
Alliance was open to membership of other European states in a position to fur-
ther the principles of the Washington Treaty and to contribute to security in the
North Atlantic area.

Following a decision by Allied Foreign Ministers in December 1994, the
“‘why and how” of future admissions into the Alliance were examined by the
Allies during 1995. The resulting “Study on NATO Enlargement” was shared
with interested Partner countries in September 1995 and made public. The
principles outlined in the Study remain the basis for NATO’s open approach to
inviting new members to join. With regard to the “why” of NATO enlargement,
the Study concluded that, with the end of the Cold War and the disappearance
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of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, there was both a need for and a unique
opportunity to build improved security in the whole of the Euro-Atlantic area,
without recreating dividing lines.

NATO enlargement is a further step towards the Alliance’s basic goal of
enhancing security and extending stability throughout the Euro-Atlantic area,
complementing broader trends towards integration, notably the enlargement of
the European Union (EU) and the strengthening of the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) (See Chapter 15). It threatens no one.
NATO will remain a defensive Alliance whose fundamental purpose is to pre-
serve peace in the Euro-Atlantic area and to provide security to its members.

The Study further concluded that the enlargement of the Alliance will con-
tribute to enhanced stability and security for all countries in the Euro-Atlantic
area in numerous ways. It will encourage and support democratic reforms,
including the establishment of civilian and democratic control over military
forces. It will foster the patterns and habits of cooperation, consultation and
consensus-building which characterise relations among the current Allies and
will promote good-neighbourly relations in the whole Euro-Atlantic area. It will
increase transparency in defence planning and military budgets, thereby rein-
forcing confidence among states, and will reinforce the tendency toward inte-
gration and cooperation in Europe. Furthermore, it will strengthen the Alliance’s
ability to contribute to European and international security and support peace-
keeping under the United Nations or OSCE; and it will strengthen and broaden
the transatlantic partnership.

With regard to the “how” of enlargement, the Study confirmed that, as in
the past, any future extension of the Alliance’s membership would be through
accession of new member states to the North Atlantic Treaty in accordance
with its Article 10. Once admitted, new members would enjoy all the rights and
assume all obligations of membership under the Treaty. They would need to
accept and conform with the principles, policies and procedures adopted by all
members of the Alliance at the time that they join. The Study made clear that
willingness and ability to meet such commitments, not only on paper but in
practice, would be a critical factor in any decision taken by the Alliance to invite
a country to join.

States which are involved in ethnic disputes or external territorial disputes,
including irredentist claims, or internal jurisdictional disputes, must settle those
disputes by peaceful means in accordance with OSCE principles, before they
can become members.

The Study also noted that the ability of interested countries to contribute
militarily to collective defence and to peacekeeping and other new missions of
the Alliance would be a factor in deciding whether to invite them to join the
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Alliance. Ultimately, the Study concluded, Allies would decide by consensus
whether to invite each new member to join, basing their decision on their judg-
ment - at the time such a decision has to be made - of whether the member-
ship of a specific country would contribute to security and stability in the North
Atlantic area or not. No country outside the Alliance has a veto or ‘droit de
regard’ over the process of enlargement or decisions relating to it.

At the Madrid Summit in July 1997, at the end of a careful and compre-
hensive process of deliberation and of intensified, individual dialogue with inter-
ested partner countries, Allied Heads of State and Government invited the
Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland to begin accession talks with NATO.
Following this decision, negotiations took place with each of the invited coun-
tries in Autumn 1997 and Accession Protocols for each of the three were
signed in December 1997. These Accession Protocols were ratified by all 16
Allies according to their respective national procedures and by the new mem-
bers. The three countries formally acceded to the Treaty in March 1999.

NATO enlargement is an open, continuing process, not a single event.

The Process of Accession

The main stages leading up to the accession of the three new member
countries were as follows:

* 10 January 1994. At the NATO Summit in Brussels, the 16 Allied lead-
ers said they expected and would welcome NATO enlargement that
would reach to democratic states to the East. They reaffirmed that the
Alliance, as provided for in Article 10 of the Washington Treaty, was
open to membership of other European states in a position to further the
principles of the Washington Treaty and to contribute to security in the
North Atlantic area.

* September 1995. The Alliance adopted the Study on NATO
Enlargement which described factors to be taken into account in the
enlargement process. It also stipulated that the process should take into
account political- and security-related developments throughout Europe.
The Study remains the basis for NATO’s approach to inviting new mem-
bers to join.

* During 1996, an intensified individual dialogue was undertaken with 12
interested Partner countries. These sessions improved their under-
standing of how the Alliance works and gave the Alliance a better under-
standing of where these countries stood in terms of their internal devel-
opment as well as the resolution of any disputes with neighbouring
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countries. The Study identified this as an important precondition for
membership.

* 10 December 1996. The NATO Allies began drawing up recommenda-
tions on which country or countries should be invited to start accession
talks, in preparation for a decision to be made at the Madrid Summit of
July 1997.

+ Early 1997. Intensified individual dialogue meetings took place with 11
Partner countries, at their request. In parallel, NATO military authorities
undertook an analysis of relevant military factors concerning countries
interested in NATO membership.

* 8 July 1997. Allied leaders, meeting in Madrid, invited the Czech
Republic, Hungary and Poland to start accession talks with the Alliance.
They also reaffirmed that NATO would remain open to new members.

» September and November 1997. Accession talks were held with each
of the three invited countries. At the end of the process, the three coun-
tries sent letters of intent confirming commitments undertaken during
the talks.

+ 16 December 1997. NATO Foreign Ministers signed Protocols to the
North Atlantic Treaty on the accession of the three countries.

* During 1998, Allied countries ratified the Protocols of Accession accord-
ing to their national procedures.

* 12 March 1999. After completion of their own national legislative proce-
dures, the Foreign Ministers of the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Poland deposited instruments of accession to the North Atlantic Treaty
in a ceremony in Independence, Missouri, in the United States. This
marked their formal entry into the Alliance.

* 16 March 1999. The national flags of the three new member states were
raised at a ceremony at NATO headquarters, Brussels.

During this period, a number of measures were successfully completed by
each of the perspective member countries in order to ensure the effectiveness
of their future participation in the Alliance. These included measures in the
security sphere (e.g. arrangements for receiving, storing and using classified
information), as well as in areas such as air defence, infrastructure, force plan-
ning and communication and information systems.
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The Membership Action Plan (MAP)

The Membership Action Plan (MAP) is designed to assist those countries
which wish to join the Alliance in their preparations by providing advice, assis-
tance and practical support on all aspects of NATO membership. lts main fea-
tures are:

 the submission by aspiring members of individual annual national pro-
grammes on their preparations for possible future membership, cover-
ing political, economic, defence, resource, security and legal aspects;

» a focused and candid feedback mechanism on aspirant countries’
progress on their programmes that includes both political and technical
advice, as well as annual 19+1 meetings at Council level to assess
progress;

+ a clearing-house to help coordinate assistance by NATO and by mem-
ber states to aspirant countries in the defence/military field;

+ a defence planning approach for aspirants which includes elaboration
and review of agreed planning targets.

NATO Foreign Ministers will keep the enlargement process, including the
implementation of the Membership Action Plan, under continual review. NATO
leaders will review the process at their next Summit meeting which will be held
no later than 2002.

The launching of the Membership Action Plan (MAP) in April 1999 has
helped the countries aspiring to NATO membership to increasingly focus their
preparations on meeting the goals and priorities set out in the Plan. Moreover,
its implementation has ceased to be a matter concerning only ministries of for-
eign affairs and defence. With the establishment of inter-ministerial meetings
at the national level, fulfilling the objectives of the Plan is increasingly engag-
ing other government departments in a coordinated and systematic effort.

The nine countries that have declared an interest in joining NATO and are
participating in the MAP are Albania, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia’.

The MAP gives substance to NATO’s commitment to keep its door open.
However, participation in the MAP does not guarantee future membership, nor
does the Plan consist simply of a checklist for aspiring countries to fulfil.
Decisions to invite aspirants to start accession talks will be taken within NATO
by consensus and on a case-by-case basis.

1 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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The MAP provides for concrete feedback and advice from NATO to aspir-
ing countries on their own preparations directed at achieving future member-
ship. It provides for a range of activities designed to strengthen each aspirant
country’s candidacy. The MAP does not replace the Partnership for Peace
(PfP) programme. The aspirants’ participation in PfP and its Planning and
Review Process (PARP) has been tailored to their needs. Full participation in
PfP/PARP is essential because it allows aspirant countries to develop interop-
erability with NATO forces and to prepare their force structures and capabilities
for possible future membership.

Like PfP, the MAP is guided by the principle of self-differentiation: aspirant
countries are free to choose the elements of the MAP best suited to their own
national priorities and circumstances. All aspirants have submitted an Annual
National Programme on preparations for possible membership, covering polit-
ical and economic, defence/military, resource, security and legal issues. They
set their own objectives, targets and work schedules. These programmes are
expected to be updated each year by aspirant countries but can be amended
at any time.

NATO is following the progress made by each aspirant and providing polit-
ical and technical advice. Meetings of the North Atlantic Council with each of
the aspirants are taking place to discuss progress. Throughout the year, meet-
ings and workshops with NATO civilian and military experts in various fields
allow for discussion of the entire spectrum of issues relevant to membership.
An annual consolidated progress report on activities under the MAP will be pre-
sented to NATO foreign and defence ministers at their regular spring meetings
each year.

Aspirant countries are expected to achieve certain goals in the political
and economic fields. These include settling any international, ethnic or exter-
nal territorial disputes by peaceful means; demonstrating a commitment to the
rule of law and human rights; establishing democratic control of their armed
forces; and promoting stability and well-being through economic liberty, social
justice and environmental responsibility.

Defence and military issues focus on the ability of the country to con-
tribute to collective defence and to the Alliance’s new missions. Full participation
in PfP is an essential component. Through their individual PfP programmes,
aspirants can focus on essential membership related issues. Partnership Goals
for aspirants include planning targets which are covering those areas which are
most directly relevant for nations aspiring NATO membership.

Resource issues focus on the need for any aspirant country to commit
sufficient resources to defence to allow them to meet the commitments that
future membership would bring in terms of collective NATO undertakings.
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Security issues centre on the need for aspirant countries to make sure
that procedures are in place to ensure the security of sensitive information.

Legal aspects address the need for aspirants to ensure that legal arrange-
ments and agreements which govern cooperation within NATO are compatible
with domestic legislation.

PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE

Aim and scope

Partnership for Peace (PfP) is a major initiative introduced by NATO at the
January 1994 Brussels Summit Meeting of the North Atlantic Council. The aim
of the Partnership is to enhance stability and security throughout Europe. The
Partnership for Peace Invitation was addressed to all states participating in the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)2 and other states participating in
the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)3 able and will-
ing to contribute to the programme. The invitation has since been accepted by
a total of 30 countries. The accession to the Alliance of the three former PfP
countries Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland brings the current number of
PfP participants to 27. The activities which each Partner undertakes are based
on jointly elaborated Individual Partnership Programmes.

The PfP programme focuses on defence-related cooperation but goes
beyond dialogue and cooperation to forge a real partnership between each
Partner country and NATO. It has become an important and permanent feature
of the European security architecture and is helping to expand and intensify
political and military cooperation throughout Europe. The programme is help-
ing to increase stability, to diminish threats to peace and to build strengthened
security relationships based on the practical cooperation and commitment to
democratic principles which underpin the Alliance. In accordance with the PfP
Framework Document which was issued by Heads of State and Government
at the same time as the PfP Invitation Document, NATO undertakes to consult
with any active Partner if that Partner perceives a direct threat to its territorial
integrity, political independence, or security.

2 The NACC was replaced by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) in May 1997. The EAPC
has 46 member Countries.

3 The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) became an Organisation (OSCE)
at the beginning of 1995. It has 55 member states, comprising all European states together with the
United States and Canada.
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All members of PfP are also members of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council (EAPC) which provides the overall framework for cooperation between
NATO and its Partner countries. However, the Partnership for Peace retains its
own separate identity within the framework provided by the EAPC and main-
tains its own basic elements and procedures. It is founded on the basis of a
bilateral relationship between NATO and each one of the PfP countries.

Objectives

The Framework Document includes specific undertakings to be made by
each participant to cooperate with NATO in fulfilling the objectives of the pro-
gramme as a whole. They are as follows:

« to facilitate transparency in national defence planning and budgeting
processes;

to ensure democratic control of defence forces;

* to maintain the capability and readiness to contribute to operations
under the authority of the United Nations and/or the responsibility of the
OSCE;

to develop cooperative military relations with NATO, for the purpose of
joint planning, training and exercises, in order to strengthen the ability of
PfP participants to undertake missions in the field of peacekeeping,
search and rescue, humanitarian operations, and others as may subse-
quently be agreed;

to develop, over the longer term, forces that are better able to operate
with those of the members of the North Atlantic Alliance.

The Framework Document also states that active participation in the
Partnership for Peace will play an important role in the evolutionary process of
including new members in NATO.

Procedures and Structures

Any country wishing to join the Partnership for Peace is first invited to sign
the Framework Document. In addition to describing the objectives of the
Partnership, this describes the basic principles on which PfP is founded. By
virtue of their signature, countries reiterate their political commitment to the
preservation of democratic societies and to the maintenance of the principles
of international law. They reaffirm their commitment to fulfil in good faith the
obligations of the Charter of the United Nations and the principles of the
Universal Declaration on Human Rights; to refrain from the threat or use of
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force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state; to
respect existing borders; and to settle disputes by peaceful means. They also
reaffirm their commitment to the Helsinki Final Act and all subsequent
CSCE/OSCE documents and to the fulfillment of the commitments and obliga-
tions they have undertaken in the field of disarmament and arms control.

After signing the Framework Document, the next step in the procedure is
for each Partner to submit a Presentation Document to NATO. This document
indicates the steps which will be taken to achieve the political goals of the
Partnership, the military and other assets the Partner intends to make available
for Partnership purposes, and the specific areas of cooperation which the
Partner wishes to pursue jointly with NATO.

Based on the statements made in the Presentation Document, and on
additional proposals made by NATO and each Partner country, an Individual
Partnership Programme (IPP) is jointly developed and agreed. This covers a
two-year period. The IPP contains statements of the political aims of the
Partner in PfP, the military and other assets to be made available for PfP pur-
poses, the broad objectives of cooperation between the Partner and the
Alliance in various areas of cooperation, and specific activities to be imple-
mented in each one of the cooperation areas in the IPP.

The selection of activities is made by each Partner separately, on the
basis of its individual requirements and priorities, from a list of activities con-
tained in a Partnership Work Programme (PWP). This principle of self-differ-
entiation is an important aspect of PfP which recognises that the needs and sit-
uations of each Partner country vary and that it is for each one of them to
identify the forms of activity and cooperation most suited to their needs. The
Work Programme contains a broad description of the various possible areas of
cooperation and a list of available activities for each area. The PWP, like each
IPP, also covers a two year period and is reviewed every year. It is prepared
with the full involvement of Partners.

Areas of Cooperation

Enhanced PfP cooperation covers a wide spectrum of possibilities, both in
the military field and in the broader defence-related but not strictly military area.
The areas of cooperation listed in the current Partnership Work Programme
2001-2002 are as follows:

1. air defence related matters;

2. airspace management/control;
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

consultation, command and control, including communications and
information systems, navigation and identification systems, interop-
erability aspects, procedures and terminology;

civil emergency planning;

crisis management;

democratic control of forces and defence structures;
defence planning, budgeting and resource management;

planning, organisation and management of national defence pro-
curement programmes and international cooperation in the arma-
ments field;

defence policy and strategy;

planning, organisation and management of national defence
research and technology;

military geography;

global humanitarian mine action;

language training;

consumer logistics;

medical services;

meteorological support for NATO/Partner forces;

military infrastructure;

NBC defence and protection;

conceptual, planning and operational aspects of peacekeeping;
small arms and light weapons;

operational, material and administrative aspects of standardisation;
military exercises and related training activities;

military education, training and doctrine.



Political-Military Steering Committee on Partnership
for Peace (PMSC/PfP)

The Political-Military Steering Committee on Partnership for Peace is the
basic working body with responsibility for PfP matters. It meets in various con-
figurations, either with Allies only or with Allies and Partners.

The main responsibilities of the PMSC include advising the North Atlantic
Council with respect to PfP questions; being responsible for the overall coordi-
nation of the Partnership Work Programme; developing political-military guide-
lines for use by the NATO Military Authorities for the preparation of their input
to the Partnership Work Programme with respect to military exercises and
activities; providing guidance for the preparation of the Individual Partnership
Programmes, and for submitting them to the Council for approval; and devel-
oping and coordinating work in relation to the Partnership Planning and Review
Process (PARP) (see below).

The military aspects of cooperation in PfP are developed by the NATO
Military Authorities on the basis of guidance proposed by the PMSC and
agreed by the Council. The PfP working forum on the military side is the Military
Committee Working Group on Cooperation (MCWG(COOP)), which acts as a
consultative body for the Military Committee. The MCWG(COOP) meets either
with Allies only or with Allies and Partner countries. The Military Committee also
meets with Partners to discuss military aspects of cooperation in PfP.

Partnership Coordination Cell (PCC)

The Partnership Coordination Cell is a unique PfP structure, based at
Mons (Belgium) where the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
(SHAPE) is also located. It was established under the authority of the North
Atlantic Council and executes its tasks under the direct authority of both NATO
Strategic Commanders.

The task of the PCC is to coordinate joint military activities within PfP and
to carry out the military planning necessary to implement the military aspects
of the Partnership Work Programme, notably with respect to exercises and
related activities in such fields such as peacekeeping, humanitarian operations
and search and rescue. The PCC also participates in the evaluation of such
military activities. Detailed operational planning for military exercises is the
responsibility of the military commands conducting the exercise.

The Cell is headed by a Director. Its staff, which has international status,
consists of NATO personnel and, since the beginning of 1998, also includes
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personnel from Partner countries. Staff officers from Partner Missions are also
attached to the PCC for liaison purposes.

At NATO Headquarters, Partner countries have established full Diplomatic
Missions formally accredited to NATO, as well as senior military representation
to the Military Committee.

Examples of enhancements of PfP

Building on the decisions taken in 1997 to enhance PfP, one of the impor-
tant steps implemented early on was the establishment of PfP Staff Elements
(PSEs) in various NATO military headquarters at the strategic and regional lev-
els. A second phase of this process, involving the creation of PSEs at the sub-
regional level, is under consideration. Each PSE consists of a nucleus of Allied
and Partner officers with international status working together on planning for
exercises and conducting other cooperative functions. Some 56 Partner per-
sonnel and a similar number of NATO personnel are involved in the eight PSEs
that have been established. This includes seven Partner officers serving at the
Partnership Coordination Cell (PCC) at Mons, alongside their colleagues from
NATO countries.

Partner countries are represented at meetings of the NATO Military
Committee in EAPC/PfP format by senior officers serving within the missions
of Partner countries established at NATO and designated as their country’s mil-
itary representative.

The Partnership for Peace Planning and Review
Process (PARP)

The PfP Framework Document commits NATO to developing with the
Partner countries a planning and review process, designed to provide a basis
for identifying and evaluating forces and capabilities which might be made
available for multinational training, exercises and operations in conjunction with
Alliance forces. Initially PfP operations were limited to peacekeeping, search
and rescue and humanitarian operations. However, as part of the enhance-
ments of PfP introduced since 1997, PfP operations and corresponding plan-
ning and evaluation requirements have been expanded to encompass the full
range of the Alliance’s new missions, including peace support operations.

The Planning and Review Process is offered to Partners on an optional
basis and draws on NATO'’s extensive experience in defence planning. It is in
essence a biennial process involving both bilateral and multilateral elements.
For each two-year planning cycle, Partners wishing to participate in the
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process undertake to provide information on a wide range of subjects including
their defence policies, developments with regard to the democratic control of
the armed forces, national policy relating to PfP cooperation, and relevant
financial and economic plans. The information is provided in response to a
“Survey of Overall PfP Interoperability” issued by NATO in the Autumn every
second year. Participating countries also provide an extensive overview of their
armed forces and detailed information of the forces which they are prepared to
make available for PfP cooperation.

On the basis of each Partner’'s response, a Planning and Review
Assessment is developed. A set of Partnership Goals is also prepared, in order
to set out the measures each Partner needs to introduce in order to make its
armed forces better able to operate in conjunction with the armed forces of
Alliance countries. After bilateral and multilateral consultations, the Planning
and Review Assessment and the Interoperability Objectives are jointly
approved by the Alliance and the Partner country concerned. A Consolidated
Report, which summarises each of the agreed assessments and the forces
being made available by each Partner, is agreed by the representatives of the
Allies and of all Partners participating in the process. The report is brought to
the attention of EAPC Ministers.

The first PARP cycle was launched in December 1994 with 15 Partners
participating. A Consolidated Report on its achievements was presented to
Alliance and Partner Ministers in spring 1995. Building on the success of this
first cycle, a number of measures were adopted to broaden and deepen the
process for the next cycle which was launched in October 1996. The second
cycle, for which 18 Partners signed up, provided a further demonstration of the
inherent strength of the process. There was a significant increase in the
breadth and quality of information exchanged, resulting in a much clearer pic-
ture of the forces being made available by Partners. The number and sub-
stance of Interoperability Objectives were also substantially increased, further
adding to the measures available for enhancing the Partner countries’ capabil-
ities and their ability to operate with Alliance forces.

The process of developing and preparing the individual assessments and
the Consolidated Report in spring 1997 led the way for the development of rec-
ommendations for further enhancement of the process. This coincided with
measures being taken to enhance the PfP programme as a whole and con-
tributed to the work of the Senior Level Group on PfP Enhancement. The effect
of the recommendations, which were approved by Ministers at their meetings
in spring 1997, is to increase the parallels between the PARP process and the
defence planning process which takes place within NATO itself. For example,
political guidance is to be developed for each cycle, agreed by the Defence
Ministers of the countries participating in PARP in conjunction with the
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Consolidated Report. This political guidance will play a very similar role to the
Ministerial Guidance which has long formed a key part of Alliance defence
planning procedure. In addition, the Interoperability Objectives have been
renamed Partnership Goals, reflecting the fact that their future scope will
extend beyond the development of interoperability, into other defence planning
fields.

PARP has contributed significantly to the close cooperation of Partner
countries in the NATO-led peace operations in former Yugoslavia. In addition,
PARP is helping to strengthen the political consultation element in PfP and to
provide for greater Partner involvement in PfP decision-making and planning.
PARP is also a crucial element in preparing prospective members of NATO for
accession.

An enhanced and more operational Partnership

Partnership emerged as a central underlying theme at the 1999
Washington Summit. Plans were approved by Heads of State and Government
for an enhanced and more operational Partnership which will provide additional
tools to support the Alliance’s role in Euro-Atlantic security. The Summit deci-
sions brought to fruition a number of important enhancements to Partnership
for Peace launched at the Madrid Summit in 1997. These aimed to make PfP
more operational and to give Partners a greater role in PfP planning and deci-
sion-making. In addition, the updated Strategic Concept adopted in
Washington established crisis management and Partnership as part of the fun-
damental security tasks of the Alliance. The strengthened Partnership will also
contribute to the effectiveness of two other Summit initiatives, the Defence
Capabilities Initiative and the Membership Action Plan. In addition, PfP can be
expected to play a key role in fostering security and stability in the Balkan
region in the wake of the Kosovo crisis.

Taken together, the Washington decisions further cement the Partnership’s
role as a permanent fixture of Euro-Atlantic security for the next century.

Cornerstones of the Partnership

The Political Military Framework (PMF) for NATO-led PfP operations pro-
vides for Partner involvement in political consultation and decision-making, in
operational planning, and in command arrangements for NATO-led PfP opera-
tions. The document addresses four phases: (1) a non-crisis phase, (2) a con-
sultation phase prior to initiation of military planning, (3) a planning and con-
sultation phase between initiation of military planning and execution of the
operation, and (4) an execution phase.
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In terms of Partner involvement, a distinction is made between “potential
contributing nations”, “recognised potential contributing nations”, and “con-
tributing nations”. Since summer 1999, the principles and guidelines of the
PMF are being implemented, for example in the context of Partner country par-

ticipation in the Kosovo Force (KFOR) established in June 1999.

The PMF will complement and support the Alliance’s Combined Joint Task
Force (CJTF) concept (see Chapter 12).

The expanded and adapted PfP Planning and Review Process (PARP)
(see above) will closely resemble the Alliance’s force planning process. PARP
will introduce Partnership Goals to define forces and capabilities declared by
Partners for PfP activities. Ministerial Guidance procedures will help shape
these forces and capabilities.

PfP will continue to develop on the basis of enhanced defence-related and
military cooperation, which allows for significantly expanding the involvement
of Partner countries in the PfP work of NATO committees, increasing the pres-
ence of officers from Partner countries in NATO military structures, and
increasing the scope and complexity of NATO/PfP exercises.

Reinforcing operational capabilities

The experience in Bosnia and Herzegovina had shown the importance of
the contribution made by cooperation in PfP to effective multinational peace
support operations. The increased operational dimension of PfP emphasised
at the Washington Summit could therefore take into account the lessons
learned and practical experience gained in the IFOR/SFOR operations in
Bosnia and address the specific challenges to military effectiveness and inter-
operability that such multinational operations present.

A new Operational Capabilities Concept (OCC) has been developed
within PfP to improve the ability of Alliance and Partner forces to operate
together in future NATO-led PfP operations. It will also provide increased flex-
ibility in putting together tailored force packages to mount and sustain future
NATO-led PfP operations. The OCC will focus on the forces and capabilities
potentially available for such operations. The enhanced peacetime working
relationships developing progressively between Partner and Alliance head-
quarters and staffs, and between Allied and Partner formations, will facilitate
the integration of these forces into NATO-led forces. Other central features will
be a database and assessment and feedback mechanisms on the operational
capabilities of forces declared by Partners.

The OCC represents a new and more integrated approach to military
cooperation and links together the different elements of Partnership for Peace.
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Closer and more focused forms of military cooperation generated by the OCC
will improve cooperation in peacetime and result in Partner country forces
which are more effective militarily and better prepared to operate with those of
the Alliance. This will help Partner countries to prepare follow-on forces for the
Stabilisation Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina (SFOR) and for the Kosovo
Force (KFOR) and for other NATO-led operations which may be undertaken in
the future.

The OCC also establishes a link between normal cooperation in the con-
text of the Partnership for Peace and the NATO force generation process which
is activated in a crisis. Over time, it will help to generate forces and capabilities
adapted to the requirements for Alliance-led crisis management operations and
to improve the effectiveness of cooperation in the field. The improvement of
capabilities will have significant impact on the cost/benefit ratio of participation
in Partnership for Peace and will give added value to the Partnership as a
whole.

The Operational Capabilities Concept will also have benefits for other
Alliance initiatives, for example improving the contribution made by the
Partnership for Peace to the CJTF concept (see Chapter 12) and to the imple-
mentation of the Membership Action Plan. Together with Planning and Review
Process (PARP) described earlier, it also establishes a mechanism which will
enable decisions taken in the context of the Defence Capabilities Initiative
(DCI) (see Chapter 2) to be reflected in the future development of PfP.

The Operational Capabilities Concept and the steps for its implementation
were endorsed at the autumn 1999 Ministerial meetings. Its main elements are
being implemented step by step, focusing on the establishment of a database
on the pool of forces and capabilities declared by Partner countries as being
available for PfP exercises and operations and on related assessment and
feedback mechanisms.

Better coordination of efforts for training and
education

The more operational Partnership also includes measures to improve
training and education efforts, through a PfP Training and Education
Enhancement Programme (TEEP), designed to meet the current and future
demands of the Partnership. Even though training and education typically
remains a national responsibility, the programme is helping to improve interop-
erability and promote greater cooperation and dialogue among the wider
defence and security communities in NATO and Partner nations, thus ensuring
the best use of human and other resources.
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TEEP encompasses six main elements, namely:

« linkages and collaboration amongst NATO and PfP training and educa-
tion institutions;

 feedback and assessment related to PfP activities;

« interoperability tools for Partners;

+ exercise planning tools and methods offered to Partners;

« advice by NATO in the field of national training and education strategies;
 advanced distributed learning and simulation.

Most elements of the Programme have been put in place and are in their
first year of implementation. Two areas are still being developed, namely:

Linkages and Collaboration. To date, NATO has recognised and accorded
the status of PfP Training Centre to seven institutions, in Austria, Greece,
Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey and Ukraine. A periodic Conference of
PfP Training Centres and other PfP training and education institutions provides
a forum where all participants can explore ways to exchange information,
experience and expertise, investigate where coordination is possible to avoid
duplication, and examine how to make the best use of resources.

Advanced Distributed Learning and Simulation. The aim in this sphere is
to use distant learning technologies (similar, for example, to internet courses)
and to develop a NATO framework for distant learning and simulation man-
agement for use in the education and training of military personnel for NATO-
led PfP operations and PfP related tasks. The objective is to build a combined
resource of multipurpose training and education tools, with a clear focus on
operational requirements. In the first phase of the project, work has begun on
the development of a prototype as well as an interim overall policy for the future
organisation and management of the resource.

The Partnership’s potential for crisis management

The decisions taken at Washington mark a further stage in the develop-
ment of the Partnership and of the EAPC in view of the latter’s potential for cri-
sis management. It has already proved its worth as a forum for political con-
sultations on topics ranging from Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo to
humanitarian demining and continues to develop. Combined with the improve-
ments in PfP, it is helping to provide NATO and its Partner countries with the
tools needed to improve security and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area as a
whole.
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Since its introduction, the Partnership has played a valuable role in sup-
porting NATO’s overall effort towards conflict prevention and crisis manage-
ment. Practical PfP cooperation has been instrumental in preparing NATO and
Partner forces for joint operations. The interoperability achieved through PfP
contributed to the successful integration of Partner forces in IFOR/SFOR and
subsequently in KFOR.

However, PfP’s role is not restricted to its contributions to military opera-
tions. Quite apart from its focus on transparency, reform, collaboration and
interoperability, the Partnership has made concrete contributions to NATO'’s
conflict prevention and crisis management efforts in general. Well before the air
campaign in Kosovo and the subsequent deployment of KFOR, PfP mecha-
nisms were being used in Albania and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia4 to signal NATO’s commitment to the region and to deal with spill-
over effects of the crisis.

Programmes specifically tailored to the situation in these countries have
been integral elements of the Alliance’s overall approach to the crisis in
Kosovo. NATO assisted the efforts of the government of the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia4 to improve its crisis management, civil emergency
planning, logistic and other capabilities to deal with the effects of the Kosovo
crisis. Assistance programmes for Albania, put in place first after the internal
crisis of 1997, helped rebuild the Albanian armed forces and deal with other
consequences of that crisis, notably problems caused by the destruction and
looting of explosive ordnance storage sites. The NATO/PfP Cell in Tirana is a
visible demonstration of the Alliance’s interest and commitment in the region.

Both the EAPC and PfP will continue to evolve to meet the challenges of
the changing security environment in the Euro-Atlantic area. Neither of them
has reached its full potential in preventing, managing and defusing crises.
Indeed, achieving that potential is one of the Partnership’s major future chal-
lenges.

PfP experience in promoting stability through conflict prevention and crisis
management has been put to use in the development of NATO’s South East
Europe Initiative (SEEI). PfP is making a substantial contribution to SEEI by
applying its practical approach to the stimulation and development of regional
cooperation in South East Europe. Regional actors take the lead in a great vari-
ety of activities which are modeled on PfP but further enhanced by a region-
wide, rather than country-specific, focus. NATO complements these efforts by
activities that it conducts itself. The customised application of PfP tools to
South East Europe is helping to create a model for regional security coopera-

4 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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tion which has relevance and utility beyond this region. In this context, a South
East Europe Common Assessment Paper on Regional Security Challenges
and Opportunities (SEECAP) has been negotiated among countries of the
region to set out their common perceptions of security risks, with a view to pro-
moting an agenda for cooperative actions to deal with regional challenges. A
South East Europe Security Cooperation Steering Group (SEEGROUP) has
also been established to strengthen practical cooperation. This forms another
component of the Partnership’s increasing role in conflict prevention and crisis
management in the Euro-Atlantic area that is destined to develop further in the
future.

Cooperation in Peacekeeping

The Political-Military Steering Committee/Ad Hoc Group on Cooperation in
Peacekeeping (PMSC/AHG), which operates in the framework of the EAPC,
serves as the main forum for consultations on political and conceptual issues
related to peacekeeping, and for the exchange of experience and the discus-
sion of practical measures for cooperation. The PMSC/AHG reports periodi-
cally to meetings of Foreign and Defence Ministers on these matters. All meet-
ings of the PMSC/AHG include Partners. A representative of the OSCE
Chairman-in-Office regularly attends the meetings of the Group and, occasion-
ally, a representative of the United Nations also participates.

In the course of its work, the Group has produced two detailed reports on
cooperation in peacekeeping. The first report from 1993 - known as the
“Athens Report” - dealt with conceptual approaches to peacekeeping. A sec-
ond report, the “Follow-On to the Athens Report” of 1995, revisited these
issues in the light of experiences gained since 1993.

In 1995, drawing on the extensive peacekeeping experience available,
including the experience of the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, the members
of the Ad Hoc Group completed a compendium of “Lessons Learned in
Peacekeeping Operations”. The paper reflects national experiences gained by
Allied and Partner countries in areas such as the preparation, implementation
and operational aspects of such operations. By exchanging national experi-
ences, Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council members aim to develop further prac-
tical approaches to peacekeeping.

In 1999, the PMSC/AHG produced a “Compendium of Views and
Experiences on the Humanitarian Aspects of Peacekeeping”, reflecting the
high level of common understanding developed among the participating
nations and other international organisations and non-governmental organisa-
tions active in the field of humanitarian assistance.
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The Group has continued to exchange views on “Principles, Methods and
Experiences on Early Warning and Conflict Prevention” and is further expand-
ing contacts and discussions with the UN, OSCE and other relevant organisa-
tions on this topic.

CooPERATION BETWEEN NATO AND RussIA

Overview of NATO-Russia Relations

Since the end of the Cold War, NATO has attached particular importance
to the development of constructive and cooperative relations with Russia. Over
the past ten years, NATO and Russia have succeeded in achieving substantial
progress in developing a genuine partnership and overcoming the vestiges of
earlier confrontation and competition in order to strengthen mutual trust and
cooperation.

Since 1991, the Alliance and Russia have been working together on a vari-
ety of defence and security-related issues. In 1994, Russia joined the
Partnership for Peace Programme, further enhancing the emerging broad
NATO-Russia dialogue. Russia’s participation in the implementation of the
Peace Agreement for Bosnia and Herzegovina was a particularly significant
step towards a new cooperative relationship. For the first time, Allied and
Russian contingents worked side by side in a multinational military operation.

By signing the NATO-Russia Founding Act on Mutual Relations,
Cooperation and Security in May 1997, NATO and Russia institutionalised and
substantially enhanced their partnership. They committed themselves to further
developing their relations on the basis of common interests and created a new
forum to achieve this goal: the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC).
Since July 1997 the PJC has been the principal venue for consultation between
NATO and Russia. Its central objective is to build increasing levels of trust by
providing a mechanism for regular and frank consultations. Since the conclu-
sion of the Founding Act, considerable and encouraging progress has been
made in intensifying consultation and cooperation. The PJC has developed into
an important venue in which to consult, to promote transparency and confi-
dence-building and to foster cooperation.

Initial constructive work in the PJC was, however, increasingly overshad-
owed by the emerging crisis in Kosovo. This development culminated in
Russia’s suspension of cooperation within the PJC on 24 March 1999, as a
result of NATO'’s air campaign to end the Kosovo conflict. After the end of the
Kosovo campaign, Russia returned to the PJC, but for some months limited its
agenda to topics related to Kosovo. Russia also agreed to contribute a signifi-
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cant number of troops to the NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR), as provided for
in UN Security Council Resolution 1244.

Following the setbacks encountered in 1999, a visit to Moscow by NATO
Secretary General Lord Robertson in February 2000 helped to restore a
broader relationship, going beyond the Kosovo agenda. As a result of that visit,
NATO and Russia once again are actively engaged in implementing the objec-
tives of the Founding Act. Building on the positive momentum achieved during
the Secretary General’s visit, monthly PJC meetings and regular Ministerial
meetings of the PJC have provided a further positive impetus to NATO-Russia
cooperation across the board. This has included the opening of a NATO
Information Office in Moscow by the NATO Secretary General in February
2001 and the beginning of consultations on the establishment of a NATO
Military Liaison Mission in Moscow.

The Evolution of NATO-Russia Relations

Building upon early cooperation in the framework of the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC) from 1991 onwards, Russia joined the
Partnership for Peace (PfP) in 1994 and agreed to pursue “Broad, Enhanced
Dialogue and Cooperation” with NATO beyond PfP.

Meetings between NATO member countries and Russia at Ministerial,
Ambassadors’ and experts’ levels led to the exchange of information and con-
sultations on wide-ranging issues of common interest, such as peacekeeping,
ecological security and science. In the public information field, new initiatives
included arrangements for improving access to information about NATO in
Russia. As an initial step, a NATO information officer was posted to the NATO
Contact Point Embassy in Moscow in the summer of 1995, later to be joined by
a second officer.

Close cooperation between Russia and NATO on the implementation of
the military aspects of the 1995 Peace Agreement on Bosnia and Herzegovina
added a major new dimension to the evolving security partnership. The
unprecedented participation of Russian troops, along with contingents from
Allied and other Partner countries, in the NATO-led Implementation Force
(IFOR) and subsequently in the Stabilisation Force (SFOR) which succeeded
it, reflected shared goals and joint political responsibility for the implementation
of the Peace Agreement. Today, Russia contributes about 1 200 troops to
SFOR, which numbers approximately 20 000 in all. Russia’s participation also
provides a concrete demonstration of the fact that NATO and Russia can col-
laborate effectively in the construction of cooperative security in Europe. Joint
efforts in SFOR and cooperation within the framework of the Partnership for
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Peace have assisted both sides in overcoming misperceptions about each
other.

Significant initiatives have also been taken in other fields. In March 1996,
a Memorandum of Understanding on Civil Emergency Planning and Disaster
Preparedness was signed between NATO and the Ministry of the Russian
Federation for Civil Defence, Emergencies and the Elimination of
Consequences of Natural Disasters (EMERCOM). This has subsequently
borne fruit, in particular through the establishment of a Euro-Atlantic Disaster
Response Coordination Centre and a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Unit in
May 1998, proposals for which had been initiated by Russia.

The NATO-Russia Founding Act

At their meeting on 10 December 1996, Foreign Ministers of NATO
requested the Secretary General to explore with Russia the scope for an
agreement to deepen and widen NATO-Russia relations and to provide a
framework for their future development. Four months of intensive negotiations
between Secretary General Solana and Russian Foreign Minister Primakov led
to agreement on a ground-breaking document. The “Founding Act on Mutual
Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russia
Federation” was signed in Paris on 27 May 1997 by the Heads of States and
Governments of the North Atlantic Alliance, the Secretary General of NATO
and the President of the Russian Federation.

The Founding Act is the expression of an enduring commitment, under-
taken at the highest political level, to work together to build a lasting and inclu-
sive peace in the Euro-Atlantic area. It creates the framework for a new secu-
rity partnership and for building a stable, peaceful and undivided Europe. It
commits the Alliance and Russia to forging a closer relationship, not only in
their own interest, but also in the wider interest of all other states in the Euro-
Atlantic region.

The preamble of the document sets out the historical and political context
of NATO-Russia relations, recalling the fundamental transformation both NATO
and Russia have undergone since the days of the Cold War. The four sections
of the document outline the principles and mechanisms governing the partner-
ship between NATO and Russia.

Section | spells out the guiding principles on which the NATO-Russia part-
nership is based. Section Il creates a new forum for implementing consultation
and cooperation under the Founding Act: the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint
Council (PJC). Section Ill outlines areas for consultation and cooperation.
Section IV covers political-military issues, including the reiteration of the politi-
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cal commitment by NATO member states that they have “no intention, no plan
and no reason” to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of new members of
the Alliance.

In sum, the Founding Act represents a reciprocal commitment to help build
together a stable, peaceful and undivided continent on the basis of partnership
and mutual interest.

The NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council

The NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC) met for the first time on
18 July 1997 and quickly became the hub of efforts to build confidence, over-
come misperceptions, and develop a pattern of regular consultations and co-
operation.

The PJC meets on a monthly basis at the level of Ambassadors and mili-
tary representatives and twice a year at the level of Ministers of Foreign Affairs
and Defence, as well as at the level of Chiefs of Staff or Chiefs of Defence. It
may also meet at the level of Heads of State and Government.

On 18 March 1998, the Russian Federation formally established its
Mission to NATO and appointed a Senior Military Representative as an integral
part of its Mission, to facilitate military and defence-related cooperation.

In the first three years of its existence, the PJC addressed a wide range
of topics of direct interest to both sides. Among them were:

« the situation in the former Yugoslavia;
* meetings of Military Representatives under the auspices of the PJC;

* measures to promote cooperation, transparency and confidence
between NATO and Russia;

 the contribution by NATO and Russia and the role of the PJC to the
security architecture of the Euro-Atlantic region;

« political and defence efforts against the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction;

* nuclear weapons issues;

« strategies and doctrines of NATO and Russia;
* peacekeeping;

» disarmament and arms control;

* search and rescue at sea;
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* retraining of military officers;

« combating international terrorism;

» defence-related scientific cooperation;

« defence-related environmental issues;

« civil emergency planning and disaster relief.

Under the political umbrella of the PJC, a close network of working groups,
experts’ meetings, joint projects and staff level contacts emerged, to follow-up
and implement consultations of the PJC itself.

The Kosovo Conflict

As the situation in Kosovo deteriorated in 1998, NATO and Russia made
full use of the PJC mechanism to consult on the crisis. In June 1998, the PJC
met at the level of Defence Ministers and condemned Belgrade’s massive and
disproportionate use of force as well as violent attacks by Kosovar extremists.
Ministers reaffirmed their determination to contribute to international efforts to
resolve the crisis.

In the autumn of 1998, NATO and Russia both expressed support for
diplomatic efforts to secure a political solution and to avert a humanitarian cat-
astrophe, and stressed the need for immediate, full and irreversible compliance
with relevant UN Security Council Resolutions. As the situation worsened in
early 1999, NATO informed Russia about its decision to issue an Activation
Order for a limited air response and phased air operation to help put an end to
the intolerable humanitarian situation in Kosovo and to support efforts aimed at
a political solution. On 30 January 1999, the North Atlantic Council issued a
warning to the Belgrade government that failure to meet the demands of the
international community would lead NATO to take whatever measures were
necessary to avert a humanitarian catastrophe.

Russia did not share the Allies’ view on the possible use of military force
to end the conflict and to enforce the international community’s demands
reflected in relevant UN Security Council Resolutions. Nevertheless, in
February 1999, both NATO and Russia emphasised their full support for the
peace talks taking place in Rambouillet. On 23 March, when the talks failed
and all diplomatic avenues to end the conflict had been exhausted, NATO
decided that there was no alternative to the use of force.

When NATO airstrikes over Kosovo began, Russia temporarily suspended
consultation and cooperation in the framework of the PJC. Without formally
withdrawing from the Founding Act, Russia also ceased to participate in meet-
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ings in the framework of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and expelled the
two NATO information officers from Moscow. However, military cooperation in
Bosnia and Herzegovina continued.

In the wake of the Military Technical Agreement signed by NATO and
Yugoslav military commanders on 9 June 1999 and UN Security Council
Resolution 1244 of 12 June, the basis for an international security presence in
Kosovo (KFOR) was established. Russia’s participation in KFOR was made
possible by the signing of a separate agreement in Helsinki. The integrated
force became operational as Serb forces withdrew from the province and the
work of restoring peace and stability began. Today, Russia contributes about
3 250 troops to the 43 000-strong Kosovo force.

Resumption and Broadening of NATO-Russia
Cooperation

Monthly meetings of the PJC resumed in July 1999, but Russia limited the
agenda to topics relating to Kosovo. Committed, on its part, to the full range of
cooperation foreseen in the NATO-Russia Founding Act, NATO urged Russia
to resume cooperation across the board, as agreed in the 1999 PJC Work
Programme.

This was to be a gradual process. When NATO Secretary General Lord
Robertson visited Moscow on 16 February 2000, following a Russian invitation,
a joint statement was issued in which NATO and Russia agreed to a gradual
return to broad cooperation on the basis of the Founding Act. The PJC meet-
ings that followed this visit again had a broader agenda. In particular, frank and
open exchanges on respective military strategies and doctrines have demon-
strated the role the PJC can play in dispelling misperceptions and enhancing
transparency and confidence.

In Florence in May 2000, Foreign Ministers of NATO and Russia agreed
to further intensify their dialogue in the PJC and to seek improved cooperation
on a broad range of issues. They approved a PJC Work Programme for the
remainder of 2000 and confirmed agreement on the establishment of a NATO
Information Office in Moscow as foreseen in the Founding Act. In Florence,
Russia also resumed its participation in the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council.
At a meeting at the level of Defence Ministers in June 2000, Russian Defence
Minister Sergeyev, echoing the view of NATO countries, stated that there was
no alternative to NATO-Russia cooperation. The statement issued at the end
of the meeting also recognised the important role of the partnership for stabil-
ity and security in the Euro-Atlantic area. It recorded agreement to intensify dia-
logue and cooperation in the defence and military field on the basis of common
interest, reciprocity and transparency, as laid down in the Founding Act.
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The situation in Kosovo, and the shared determination of NATO and
Russia to ensure the full implementation of UN Security Council Resolution
1244, remained high on the agenda of the Permanent Joint Council. It issued
firm warnings against acts of provocation or other attempts to undermine the
peace process in the region and took note of ever more converging views on
the situation in the Balkans.

At the PJC Ministerial meeting in December 2000, NATO and Russia reaf-
firmed their commitment to build, within the framework of the PJC, a strong,
stable and equal partnership in the interest of security and stability in the Euro-
Atlantic area. Ministers exchanged letters on the establishment of a NATO
Information Office in Moscow. They also approved an ambitious Work
Programme for 2001, which included promising new items, such as coopera-
tion in the field of search and rescue at sea and defence reform. Defence
Ministers also agreed to begin consultations on the opening of a NATO Military
Liaison Mission in Moscow.

Against the background of enhanced dialogue and improved cooperation,
NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson again visited Moscow on
19-21 February 2001. The Secretary General of NATO and the Russian lead-
ership took positive stock of what had been achieved over the previous year
and discussed how the potential of the Founding Act could be tapped more
effectively. During this visit, the NATO Secretary General officially inaugurated
the NATO Information Office in Moscow, which is expected to contribute signif-
icantly to public understanding of NATO and of the evolving relations between
NATO and Russia.

Future prospects

Cooperation in SFOR and KFOR are striking examples of how NATO and
Russia can indeed interact successfully to achieve common goals. They have
indicated that they will continue to work together closely on the ground, both in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and in Kosovo.

They also face numerous common security challenges in other areas.
Working together to address these challenges is in the interest of both sides
and contributes to the further strengthening of the basis of mutual trust which
is essential for peace and stability in the Euro-Atlantic areas.

5 In December 2000, PJC Foreign Ministers adopted an ambitious Work Programme for 2001, inclu-
ding cooperation in the field of search and rescue at sea, considered by both sides as one of the
most promising area of future practical interaction between NATO and Russia.
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NATO’s PARTNERSHIP WITH UKRAINE

A visit to Ukraine by the North Atlantic Council in March 2000 injected new
momentum into the Distinctive Partnership between NATO and Ukraine estab-
lished in Madrid in July 1997.

The meeting in Kyiv of the NATO-Ukraine Commission - the first time this
body, which directs the Partnership, had met in Ukraine - was an occasion for
the 19 NATO allies and Ukraine to review the full range of their cooperation. It
was hailed as a significant step for bringing Ukraine closer to the Euro-Atlantic
community of nations.

The signing of the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership in Madrid in 1997
shifted cooperation between NATO and Ukraine on to a new plane and gave
formal recognition to the importance of an independent, stable and democratic
Ukraine to Europe as a whole.

The Charter is in line with Ukraine’s declared strategy of increasing its
integration in European and transatlantic structures. It is the basis on which
NATO and Ukraine agree to consult in the context of Euro-Atlantic security and
stability and in areas such as conflict prevention, crisis management, peace
support and humanitarian operations.

Seminars, joint working group meetings and other cooperative pro-
grammes have focused on areas such as defence reform and the reshaping of
the defence establishment, civil-military relations, budgeting and resource
planning. Seminars on retraining retiring Ukrainian military personnel and on
military downsizing and conversion have also been held.

Joint work in civil emergency planning and disaster preparedness is also
a major area of cooperation with direct practical benefits for Ukraine. A
Memorandum of Understanding on civil emergency planning was concluded in
December 1997, providing for cooperation in this field. A disaster relief exercise
was subsequently scheduled for September 2000, in the Transcarpathia region
of Ukraine, to test humanitarian assistance procedures in the event of further
flooding.®

6 Transcarpathia 2000 took place in the framework of the Partnership for Peace programme from
20-28 September 2000. It involved disaster response teams from Belarus, Croatia, Hungary,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine as well as the
participation of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. Disaster response sce-
narios exercised included search and rescue, life support and medical care, water purification and
cleaning of contamination in rivers, and railway accident situations involving toxic spills. In the early
spring of 2001, this mechanism was put to the test when renewed flooding in Transcarpathia cre-
ated the need for a coordinated response.
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Other strong areas of cooperation are the scientific field, in which NATO
has supported the Ukrainian scientific community through grants; economic
aspects of security; and training. In this latter context NATO has launched a
programme of foreign language teaching for up to 100 Ukrainian military offi-
cers.

The NATO Information and Documentation Centre opened by the NATO
Secretary General in May 1997 has become a focal point for information activ-
ities to explain the benefits of the Distinctive Partnership with NATO to the
Ukrainian public. The Centre is the first such centre to be opened in any NATO
Partner country. It has since played an important role in explaining Alliance poli-
cies and overcoming misperceptions.

In December 1998 a Memorandum of Understanding was signed,
enabling two NATO Liaison Officers to be stationed in Kyiv to facilitate
Ukraine’s full participation in the Partnership for Peace. The NATO Liaison
Office was established in 1999, facilitating contacts between NATO and civil
and military agencies involved in Ukrainian participation in the Partnership for
Peace and in the implementation of the NUC Work Plan.

Other positive developments include the ratification on 1 March 2000 by
the Ukrainian Parliament of the Partnership for Peace Status of Forces
Agreement (SOFA) and its additional protocol. This development should facili-
tate increased Ukrainian participation in the Partnership for Peace. The
Parliament also gave its approval to Ukraine’s adherence to the Open Skies
Treaty, making an important contribution to transparency in arms control.

The Evolution of NATO’s Relationship with Ukraine

NATO’s relations with Ukraine began to develop soon after the country
achieved independence in 1991. Ukraine immediately joined the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC), and became an active participant. It joined the
Partnership for Peace programme in 1994, and was among the founding mem-
bers of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council which replaced the NACC in
May 1997.

When President Kuchma visited NATO on 1 June 1995, he signalled his
country’s wish to upgrade NATO-Ukraine relations to a new level. Three
months later, on 14 September 1995, Foreign Minister Udovenko visited NATO
to accept formally the Ukrainian PfP Individual Partnership Programme and to
hold discussions with the North Atlantic Council on issues related to European
security. A Joint Press Statement was issued, outlining the general principles
of NATO-Ukraine relations in the context of the Partnership for Peace and in
other areas.
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Further meetings were held at different levels in 1996 and 1997. A
Ukrainian Mission to NATO, including a military representative, was also estab-
lished as well as Ukrainian representation in the Partnership Coordination Cell
(PCC) adjacent to the headquarters of SHAPE at Mons, Belgium. In accor-
dance with the decision taken by the NATO-Ukraine Commission at its meet-
ing in Luxembourg in May 1998, a NATO Liaison Officer was subsequently
assigned to Kyiv, to facilitate Ukraine’s full participation in the Partnership for
Peace and to enhance cooperation between NATO and the Ukrainian military
authorities in general. Ukraine remains an active participant in PfP and has
hosted a number of PfP exercises on its own territory. The ratification of a
Partnership for Peace Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) by the Ukrainian
parliament has made it possible for this potential, including the use of the
Yavoriv Training Centre in Western Ukraine, to be further exploited.

Ukraine has made significant contributions to international peacekeeping
activities. It contributed an infantry battalion of 550 men to the NATO-led
Implementation Force in Bosnia (IFOR), following the conclusion of the Dayton
Peace Agreement. Similarly, it participated in the Stabilisation Force (SFOR)
which replaced IFOR, contributing a mechanised infantry battalion and heli-
copter squadron involving some 400 men. Although no longer contributing to
SFOR, Ukraine is a contributor to the NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR) and has
also participated in the International Police Task Force and in the UN force in
Eastern Slavonia.

The Charter for a Distinctive Partnership

At the time of the July 1997 Summit Meeting of NATO Heads of State and
Government in Madrid, NATO leaders and Ukrainian President Kuchma signed
a “Charter for a Distinctive Partnership between NATO and Ukraine”, which
had been initialled a few weeks earlier, in Sintra, Portugal. In signing the
Charter, the member countries of NATO reaffirmed their support for Ukrainian
sovereignty and independence, as well as its territorial integrity, democratic
development, economic prosperity and status as a non-nuclear weapons state,
and for the principle of inviolability of frontiers. These are regarded by the
Alliance as key factors of stability and security in Central and Eastern Europe
and on the continent as a whole.

Ukraine’s decision to support the indefinite extension of the Treaty on
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and its contribution to the with-
drawal and dismantling of nuclear weapons based on its territory were warmly
welcomed by NATO. The assurances given to Ukraine, as a non-nuclear
weapon state party to the NPT, by all five nuclear-weapon states which are par-
ties to the Treaty were also regarded as significant factors.
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In addition to the Memorandum of Understanding on Civil Emergency
Planning and Disaster Preparedness, signed between NATO and Ukraine on
16 December 1997, which established civil emergency planning as a major
area of cooperation, other cooperative programmes cover a broad range of
topics. Consultation and cooperation take place, through joint seminars and
meetings of joint working groups, in many different fields, including civil-military
relations; democratic control of the armed forces, and Ukrainian defence
reform; defence planning, budgeting, policy, strategy and national security con-
cepts; defence conversion; NATO-Ukraine military cooperation and interoper-
ability; military training and exercises; economic aspects of security; science
and technology issues; environmental security issues including nuclear safety;
aerospace research and development; and civil-military coordination of air traf-
fic management and control. A NATO-Ukraine Joint Working Group (JWG) on
Defence Reform has been established to pursue further efforts in this area.

The NATO-Ukraine Commission

The North Atlantic Council meets periodically with Ukrainian representa-
tives, as a rule not less than twice a year, in the forum established by the
Charter called the NATO-Ukraine Commission. The role of the Commission is
to assess implementation of the Charter and to discuss ways to improve or fur-
ther develop cooperation.

A NATO-Ukraine Summit Meeting was held in Washington in April 1999
and, in March 2000, the NATO-Ukraine Commission met for the first time in
Kyiv. The Political Committee of NATO visited Ukraine three times between
1997 and 2000 and held a variety of consultations and information exchanges
in Kyiv and other Ukrainian cities.

Future Prospects

The positive developments described above have helped to establish a
firm basis for future cooperation and are indicative of the fields in which
progress has already been made. Robust participation in PfP, which involves
programmes of practical defence-related activities in which many NATO coun-
tries and Partner countries participate, enables Ukraine to measure its defence
establishment against those of its European neighbours and to establish more
effectively its role in European security. Ukraine’s participation in the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) also contributes to this process.
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THE ALLIANCE’S MEDITERRANEAN DIALOGUE

The Mediterranean Dialogue is an integral part of the Alliance’s coopera-
tive approach to security and is based on the recognition that security in the
whole of Europe is closely linked to security and stability in the Mediterranean
region.

The Dialogue was launched in 1994. Six countries joined the Dialogue ini-
tially, namely Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia. Algeria
became a participant in February 2000. The Dialogue is aimed at creating good
relations and better mutual understanding throughout the Mediterranean, as
well as promoting regional security and stability. It provides for political discus-
sions with the participating countries. Its work is organised through an annual
Work Programme focusing on practical cooperation in security and defence-
related areas, information, civil emergency planning and science.

The Dialogue complements other related but distinct international initia-
tives under the auspices of the European Union (EU) and the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).

Activities take various forms, including invitations to participants from
Dialogue countries to take part in courses at the NATO School in
Oberammergau, Germany and the NATO Defense College in Rome. Such
courses cover peacekeeping issues; arms control; environmental protection;
civil-military cooperation for civil emergency planning; and European security
cooperation. A number of international fellowships have also been made avail-
able to researchers from Dialogue countries.

In principle, activities within the Dialogue take place on a self-funding
basis. However, Allies may decide - on a case-by-case basis - to consider
requests for financial assistance in support of Mediterranean partners’ partici-
pation in the Dialogue. The level of participation varies from country to country.

At the Washington Summit in April 1999, Alliance leaders decided to
enhance both the political and practical dimensions of the Dialogue. Among
other things this would create further opportunities for discussion and for
strengthening cooperation in areas where NATO can bring added value. This
applies particularly in the military field, and in other areas where Dialogue
countries have expressed interest.

Evolution of the Mediterranean Dialogue

The Mediterranean Dialogue has its origins in the Brussels Summit
Declaration of January 1994. NATO Heads of State and Government referred
to positive developments in the Middle East Peace Process as “opening the
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way to consider measures to promote dialogue, understanding and confi-
dence-building between the countries in the region” and encouraged “all efforts
conducive to strengthening regional stability”. At their meeting in December
1994 NATO Foreign Ministers declared their readiness “to establish contacts,
on a case-by-case basis, between the Alliance and Mediterranean non-mem-
ber countries with a view to contributing to the strengthening of regional stabil-
ity”. To this end, they directed the Council in Permanent Session “to continue
to review the situation, to develop the details of the proposed dialogue and to
initiate appropriate preliminary contacts”. This resulted, in February 1995, in
invitations to Egypt, Israel, Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia to participate in a
Dialogue with NATO. An invitation was extended to Jordan in November 1995,
and to Algeria in February 2000.

The aim of the Dialogue is to contribute to security and stability in the
Mediterranean, to achieve a better mutual understanding, and to correct mis-
perceptions about NATO among Mediterranean Dialogue countries. It is based
on the recognition that security in Europe is closely linked with security and sta-
bility in the Mediterranean and that the Mediterranean dimension is one of the
security components of the European security architecture.

The Dialogue is progressive, and in principle is based on bilateral relations
between each participating country and NATO. However it allows for multilat-
eral meetings on a case-by-case basis. It offers all Mediterranean partners the
same basis for discussion and for joint activities and aims to reinforce other
international efforts involving Mediterranean Dialogue countries, such as those
undertaken by the Barcelona process?, the Middle East peace process and the
OSCE, without either duplicating such efforts or intending to create a division
of labour.

The Mediterranean Dialogue consists of a political dialogue combined with
participation in specific activities.

The political dialogue consists of regular bilateral political discussions.
These provide an opportunity for extensive briefings on NATO’s activities,
including its outreach and partnership programmes, its internal adaptation and
its general approach to building cooperative security structures. In turn,

7 In November 1995, 15 EU member states and 12 non-member Mediterranean countries (Algeria,
Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey and the Palestinian
Authority) signed the Barcelona Declaration which spelt out the framework of the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership (also known as the Barcelona Process). The Declaration outlines three
major goals: 1. a political and security partnership aimed at creating a common area of peace and
stability; 2. an economic and financial partnership designed to establish a common area of pros-
perity; and 3. a social, cultural and human partnership to increase exchanges between the civil soci-
eties of the countries involved. The Barcelona Process envisages the establishment of a complete
free trade area by the year 2010.
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Mediterranean Dialogue countries are invited to share their views with NATO
on stability and security in the Mediterranean region.

Mediterranean Dialogue countries have been invited to participate in spe-
cific activities such as science, information and civil emergency planning, and
to take part in courses at NATO schools in fields such as peacekeeping; arms
control and verification; the responsibilities of military forces with regard to
environmental protection; civil emergency planning; and NATO European
security cooperation. Participation in these courses is on a self-funding basis.
In order to increase transparency, certain activities in the military field have
been added.

NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue has evolved at a steady pace since it
was launched in 1994. The 1997 Madrid Summit added a new and more
dynamic direction to it by establishing a Mediterranean Cooperation Group.
This created a forum involving Allied member states directly in the political dis-
cussions with Dialogue countries, in which views could be exchanged on a
range of issues relevant to the security situation in the Mediterranean, as well
as on the future development of the Dialogue.

NATO’s SoutH EAST EUROPE INITIATIVE

NATO’s South East Europe Initiative (SEEI) was launched at the
Washington Summit in order to promote regional cooperation and long term
security and stability in the region.

The initiative was based on 4 pillars: a Consultative Forum on Security
Issues on South East Europe; an open-ended Ad Hoc Working Group (AHWG)
on Regional Cooperation in South East Europe under the auspices of the
EAPC in Political Committee Session; Partnership for Peace working tools; and
targeted security cooperation programmes for countries in the region.

The Consultative Forum includes NATO countries; six Partner countries in
the South East Europe neighbourhood (Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania,
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia8, Slovenia); and Bosnia and
Herzegovina. It met initially at Summit level on the margins of the NATO
Summit in Washington in April 1999 and has subsequently met at
Ambassadorial level at NATO headquarters in Brussels.

8 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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The EAPC-AHWG identified ideas for further development to promote
regional cooperation which have been incorporated into a set of activities mod-
elled on activities carried out under NATO'’s Partnership for Peace programme.

The methodology of the Partnership for Peace initiative has been used to
address a number of issues which are important to South East Europe, inclu-
ding transparency in defence planning, crisis management and defence man-
agement. Activities such as workshops on these topics have thus been
designed to have a region-wide focus. Some of these are led by the participat-
ing countries in the region, facilitated by NATO, and others by NATO itself.
Designed to complement each other, they are helping to promote stability
through regional cooperation and integration. A South East Europe Security
Coordination Group has been established to coordinate regional projects.

A complementary programme of targeted security cooperation with
Croatia, building on PfP mechanisms, was introduced in spring 2000. Croatia
joined the Partnership for Peace in May 2000. NATO also has a special secu-
rity cooperation programme with Bosnia and Herzegovina outside PfP, which
likewise complements other South East Europe Initiative activities.

NATO is also providing advice and expertise on the retraining of military
officers made redundant by force structure reforms in Bulgaria and Romania.
This is a NATO project being carried out in the framework of the Stability Pact
for South Eastern Europe?, in cooperation with the World Bank, with funding
arranged between the World Bank and the countries involved. It is therefore a
project which reflects the mutually reinforcing character of the international and
institutional actions being taken in this field.

9 The Stability Pact was initiated by the European Union in May 1999. It was subsequently adopted
at an international conference held in Cologne on 10 June 1999 and placed under the auspices of
the OSCE. It is designed to contribute to lasting peace, prosperity and stability in South Eastern
Europe through coherent and coordinated action, by bringing together the countries of the region,
other interested countries and organisations with capabilities to contribute. It establishes specific
mechanisms to coordinate their joint efforts.
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THE EUROPEAN SECURITY AND DEFENCE
IDENTITY (ESDI)

EvoLuTioN oF THE ESDI

The Alliance is committed to reinforcing its European pillar through the
development of an effective European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI)
which could respond to European requirements and at the same time con-
tribute to Alliance security. By assuming greater responsibility for their own
security, the European member countries will help to create a stronger and
more balanced transatlantic relationship which will strengthen the Alliance as a
whole.

Accordingly, at their meeting in Washington in April 1999, Alliance Heads
of State and Government set in train work on the further development of the
European Security and Defence Identity. Discussions were initiated to address
a number of specific aspects, namely:

* means of ensuring the development of effective mutual consultation,
cooperation and transparency between the European Union (EU) and
the Alliance, based on the mechanisms established between NATO and
the Western European Union (WEU);

* the participation of non-EU European Allies;

« practical arrangements for EU access to NATO planning capabilities and
NATO’s assets and capabilities.

An essential part of the development of ESDI is the improvement of
European military capabilities. The Alliance’s Defence Capabilities Initiative
(DCI), launched in Washington, is designed to ensure the effectiveness of
future multinational operations across the full range of NATO missions and will
play a crucial role in this process. Objectives arising from the DCI and the
efforts of the EU to strengthen European capabilities are mutually reinforcing.

The principles which form the basis for future work on ESDI, set out at the
Washington Summit and in subsequent meetings, are as follows:

* The Alliance acknowledges the resolve of the European Union to have
the capacity for autonomous action so that it can take decisions and
approve military action where the Alliance as a whole is not engaged.

* As this process goes forward, NATO and the EU should ensure the
development of effective mutual consultation, cooperation and trans-
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parency, building on the mechanisms existing between NATO and the
WEU.

 Alliance leaders applaud the determination of both EU members and
other European Allies to take the necessary steps to strengthen their
defence capabilities, especially for new missions, avoiding unnecessary
duplication.

* They attach the utmost importance to ensuring the fullest possible
involvement of non-EU European Allies in EU-led crisis response oper-
ations, building on existing consultation arrangements within the WEU,
also noting Canada’s interest in participating in such operations under
appropriate modalities.

* They are determined that the decisions taken in Berlin in 1996, includ-
ing the concept of using separable but not separate NATO assets and
capabilities for WEU-led operations, should be further developed.

Work on these arrangements, which will respect the requirements of
NATO operations and the coherence of its command structure, deals with
questions such as:

» assured EU access to NATO planning capabilities able to contribute to
military planning for EU-led operations;

« the presumption of availability to the EU of pre-identified NATO capabil-
ities and common assets for use in EU-led operations;

« identification of a range of European command options for EU-led oper-
ations and further developing the role of the Deputy Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe, in order for him to assume fully and effectively his
European responsibilities;

« further adaptation of NATO’s defence planning system to incorporate
more comprehensively the availability of forces for EU-led operations.

By the early 1990s, it seemed to many in Europe and North America that
the time had come for a rebalancing of the relationship between the two sides
of the Atlantic and for concrete steps to be taken by the European member
countries to assume greater responsibility for their common security and
defence. European countries embarked upon a process designed to provide a
genuine European military capability without unnecessary duplication of the
command structures, planning staffs and military assets and capabilities
already available within NATO, while simultaneously strengthening their contri-
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bution to the Alliance’s missions and activities. Such an approach was seen as
responding both to the European wish to develop a Common Foreign and
Security Policy, and to the need for a balanced partnership between the North
American and European member countries of the Alliance.

Developing the European Security and Defence Identity within NATO is an
integral part of the adaptation of NATO’s political and military structures. At the
same time, it is an important element of the development of the European
Union (EU). Both of these processes have been carried forward on the basis
of the European Union’s Treaties of Maastricht in 1991 and Amsterdam in
1997, corresponding declarations made by the Western European Union and
the European Union, and decisions taken by the Alliance at successive Summit
meetings held in Brussels in 1994, Madrid in 1997 and Washington in 1999, as
well as in NATO Ministerial meetings.

With the Treaty on European Union, which was signed in Maastricht in
December 1991 and entered into force on 1 November 1993, the leaders of the
European Community agreed on the development of a Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) ‘including the eventual framing of a common defence
policy which might in time lead to a common defence”. This agreement
included reference to the Western European Union as an integral part of the
development of the European Union created by the Treaty; and a request to
the WEU to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the European
Union which had defence implications. At the meeting of the WEU which took
place in Maastricht in December 1991 concurrently with the meeting of the
European Council, WEU Member states issued a declaration agreeing on the
need for a genuine European security and defence identity and a greater
European responsibility in defence matters.

In January 1994, NATO Heads of State and Government welcomed the
entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty and the launching of the European
Union as a means of strengthening the European pillar of the Alliance and
allowing the European members of NATO to make a more coherent contribu-
tion to the security of all the Allies. They reaffirmed that the Alliance was the
essential forum for consultation among its members and the venue for agree-
ment on policies bearing on the security and defence commitments of Allies
under the Washington Treaty. They also welcomed the close and growing
cooperation between NATO and the Western European Union, achieved on the
basis of agreed principles of complementarity and transparency. They further
announced that they stood ready to make collective assets of the Alliance
available, on the basis of consultations in the North Atlantic Council, for WEU
operations undertaken by the European Allies in pursuit of their Common
Foreign and Security Policy.
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NATO Heads of State and Government directed the North Atlantic Council
to examine how the Alliance’s political and military structures might be devel-
oped and adapted in order to conduct the Alliance’s missions, including peace-
keeping, more efficiently and flexibly; and to reflect the emerging European
Security and Defence Identity. As part of this process, the concept of Combined
Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) was developed. The CJTF concept, described in
Chapter 12, is aimed at providing improved operational flexibility and permitting
the more flexible and mobile deployment of forces needed to respond to the
new demands of all Alliance missions. It was designed inter alia to provide sep-
arable but not separate deployable headquarters that could be employed by
the Western European Union.

At their meetings in Berlin and Brussels in June 1996, NATO Foreign and
Defence Ministers decided that the European Security and Defence Identity
should be built within NATO, as an essential part of the internal adaptation of
the Alliance. This would enable all European Allies to make a more coherent
and effective contribution to the missions and activities of the Alliance. It would
allow them to act themselves as required and would simultaneously reinforce
the transatlantic partnership. Taking full advantage of the Combined Joint Task
Force concept, the strengthened European identity would be based on sound
military principles supported by appropriate military planning, and would permit
the creation of militarily coherent and effective forces capable of operating
under the political control and strategic direction of the WEU.

At the Summit Meeting in Madrid in July 1997, NATO Heads of State and
Government welcomed the major steps taken with regard to the creation of the
ESDI within the Alliance. The North Atlantic Council in Permanent Session was
requested to complete its work in this sphere expeditiously, in cooperation with
the WEU.

NATO-WEU COOPERATION

As a result of the decisions to develop ESDI within NATO, arrangements
were made to ensure that the further adaptation of the Alliance covered all
aspects of NATO support for a WEU-led operation. These included:

« taking WEU requirements into account in NATO’s new defence planning
procedures for developing forces and capabilities. The WEU began con-
tributing to the Alliance defence planning process in 1997 by providing
an input to the 1997 Ministerial Guidance (see Chapter 7);

* introducing procedures for identifying NATO assets and capabilities on
which the WEU might wish to draw with the agreement of the North
Atlantic Council;
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 establishing multinational European command arrangements within
NATO, which could be used to prepare, support, command and conduct
an operation under the political control and strategic direction of the
WEU. (Under these arrangements the Deputy Supreme Allied Europe
Commander (Deputy SACEUR) is given a distinct role, both in normal
times and in the context of WEU-led operations, in relation to the forces
to be made available to the WEU);

* introducing consultation and information-sharing arrangements to pro-
vide the coordination needed throughout a WEU-led operation under-
taken with NATO support;

» developing military planning and exercises for illustrative WEU mis-
sions.

In practice these arrangements were designed to ensure that if a crisis
arose in which the WEU decided to intervene (and the Alliance chose not to),
it could request the use of Alliance assets and capabilities, possibly including
a CJTF headquarters, for conducting an operation under its own political con-
trol and strategic direction.

The assets requested could then be made available for the WEU’s use by
the North Atlantic Council on a case-by-case basis. Conditions for their trans-
fer to the WEU, as well as for monitoring their use and for their eventual return
or recall, would be registered in a specific agreement between the two organi-
sations. During the operation, NATO would monitor the use of its assets and
regular political liaison with the WEU would be maintained. European com-
manders from the NATO command structure could be nominated to act under
WEU political control. The assets would be returned to NATO at the end of the
operation or when required. Throughout the operation, including its preparatory
phase, NATO and the WEU would consult closely.

Decisions were taken at the EU’s Cologne Summit meeting in June 1999
to give the EU the means and capabilities needed for the implementation of a
common European security and defence policy (ESDP). In accordance with
these decisions, the role undertaken by the WEU with respect to the develop-
ment of the European Security and Defence Identity has been progressively
assumed by the European Union.

In the intervening period, NATO continued to work with the WEU to com-
plete and implement arrangements to facilitate cooperation between the two
organisations in the event of a WEU-led crisis management operation making
use of NATO assets and capabilities. Further work was undertaken to refine
arrangements for the use of such assets and for information-sharing. Joint test-
ing and evaluation of procedures and exercising of common elements and
forces were undertaken. A joint NATO-WEU crisis management exercise was
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held in February 2000. At their meeting in Marseilles in November 2000, WEU
Ministers decided to suspend routine NATO-WEU consultation mechanisms,
apart from those that would be required during the transition period.

NATO-EU RELATIONS

The Helsinki meeting of the Council of the European Union held in
December 1999 established a “Headline Goal” for EU member states in terms
of their military capabilities for crisis management operations. The aim is to
enable the EU to deploy, by the year 2003, and sustain for at least one year,
military forces of up to 60 000 troops to undertake the full range of the so-called
Petersberg tasks set out in the Amsterdam Treaty of 1997. These consist of
humanitarian and rescue tasks; peacekeeping tasks; and tasks of combat
forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. Their role would be to
undertake military operations led by the EU in response to international crisis,
in circumstances where NATO as a whole is not engaged militarily. This
process is part of the EU’s resolve to develop a common European policy on
security and defence which would underpin its Common Foreign and Security
Policy militarily. It will avoid unnecessary duplication with NATO structures and
does not imply the creation of a European army.

In addition, the EU decided to create permanent political and military
structures, including a Political and Security Committee, a Military Committee
and a Military Staff, to ensure the necessary political guidance and strategic
direction to such operations. The EU also decided to develop arrangements for
full consultation, cooperation and transparency with NATO and to ensure the
necessary dialogue, consultation and cooperation with European NATO mem-
bers which are not members of the EU on issues related to European security
and defence policy and crisis management.

The dialogue between the Alliance and the European Union is steadily
intensifying in accordance with the decisions taken at Washington and subse-
quently, and in the light of developments in the EU. Meetings of the European
Council in Nice and of the North Atlantic Council in Brussels in December 2000
registered further progress. Alliance Foreign Ministers stated that they shared
the goal endorsed by EU member states for a genuine partnership in crisis
management between NATO and the EU. Both organisations agreed that con-
sultations and cooperation will be developed between them on questions of
common interest relating to security, defence and crisis management, so that
crises can be met with the most appropriate military response and effective cri-
sis management ensured.
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On the basis of the December 2000 meetings an exchange of letters took
place in January 2001, between the Secretary General and the Swedish
Presidency of the EU, on holding joint meetings at Ambassadorial level and
Ministerial level. The arrangement envisages at least three meetings at
Ambassadorial level and one meeting at Ministerial level every six months
(i.e. during each EU Presidency). However both organisations are committed
to stepping up consultations in times of crisis. Thus regular meetings of the EU
Political and Security Committee and the North Atlantic Council now take place
and the two organisations are rapidly moving from the theory of ESDI/ESDP to
consultation and cooperation on concrete and topical issues, such as the situ-
ation in the Western Balkans.

Since mid-2000, joint NATO-EU Ad Hoc Working Groups have been meet-
ing to discuss security issues (for example, procedures for the exchange of
classified information, including intelligence); modalities for EU access to
Alliance assets and capabilities; capability goals (including issues relating to
the Alliance’s defence planning system); and permanent consultation arrange-
ments, taking into account all relevant factors including those relating to par-
ticipation. In spring 2001, the Secretary General of NATO was invited for the
first time to brief the EU General Affairs Council on NATO policy.

In summer 2000, NATO and the EU Council Secretariat established an
interim security agreement between the two organisations governing the
exchange of classified information. Both organisations are working towards the
conclusion of a permanent NATO-EU security agreement.

During the second half of 2000, Alliance experts contributed military and
technical advice to the work of EU experts on the establishment of a catalogue
of forces and capabilities for the EU Headline Goal, in preparation of the EU’s
Capabilities Commitment Conference held in November 2000. At their meeting
in December 2000, Alliance Foreign Ministers expressed NATO'’s readiness to
provide further expert advice upon request by the EU, subject to the necessary
decisions.

Within NATO, work on the principal issues facing the further development
of ESDI continues, in particular the identification of a range of European com-
mand options; the presumption of availability of pre-identified assets and capa-
bilities; assured access to NATO operational planning capabilities; and the
adaptation of Alliance defence planning.
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THE ALLIANCE’S OPERATIONAL ROLE IN
PEACEKEEPING

THE PROCESS OF BRINGING PEACE TO
THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA

The political basis for the Alliance’s role in the former Yugoslavia was
established at the North Atlantic Council meeting in Ministerial session in Oslo,
in June 1992. At that time NATO Foreign Ministers announced their readiness
to support, on a case-by-case basis, in accordance with their own procedures,
peacekeeping activities under the responsibility of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) (subsequently renamed the Organisation
for Security and Cooperation in Europe or OSCE). This included making avail-
able Alliance resources and expertise for peacekeeping operations.

In December 1992, NATO Foreign Ministers stated that the Alliance was
also ready to support peacekeeping operations under the authority of the
United Nations Security Council, which has the primary responsibility for inter-
national peace and security. Ministers reviewed peacekeeping and sanctions
or embargo enforcement measures already being undertaken by NATO coun-
tries, individually and as an Alliance, to support the implementation of UN
Security Council resolutions relating to the conflict in the former Yugoslavia.
They indicated that the Alliance was ready to respond positively to further ini-
tiatives that the UN Secretary General might take in seeking Alliance assis-
tance in this field.

Monitoring and Enforcement Operations

Between 1992 and 1995 the Alliance took several key decisions which led
to operations by NATO naval forces, in conjunction with the Western European
Union, to monitor and subsequently enforce the UN embargo and sanctions in
the Adriatic; and by NATO air forces, first to monitor and then to enforce the UN
no-fly zone over Bosnia and Herzegovina. The Alliance also provided close air
support to the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Bosnia and Herzegovina
and authorised air strikes to relieve the strangulation of Sarajevo and other
threatened areas denominated by the UN as Safe Areas. Decisive action by
the Alliance in support of the UN, together with a determined diplomatic effort,
broke the siege of Sarajevo, led to a genuine cease-fire and made a negotiated
solution to the conflict possible in autumn 1995.

107



Evolution of the Conflict

The evolution of the conflict and the process which culminated in the sign-
ing of the Bosnian Peace Agreement were long and drawn out. The successive
actions taken by the Alliance in support of the United Nations between 1992
and 1995 are chronicled below.

Throughout this period, NATO conducted contingency planning for a
range of options to support UN activities relating to the conflict. Contingency
plans were provided to the UN for enforcement of the no-fly zone over Bosnia
and Herzegovina; the establishment of relief zones and safe havens for civil-
ians in Bosnia; and ways to prevent the spread of the conflict to Kosovo and
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’. Contingency plans were also
made available for the protection of humanitarian assistance, the monitoring of
heavy weapons, and the protection of UN forces on the ground.

July 1992

NATO ships belonging to the Alliance’s Standing Naval Force
Mediterranean, assisted by NATO Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA), began mon-
itoring operations in the Adriatic. These operations were undertaken in support
of the UN arms embargo against all republics of the former Yugoslavia (UN
Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 713) and sanctions against the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) (UNSCR 757).

October 1992

Aircraft belonging to NATO’s Airborne Early Warning and Control System
(AWACS) began monitoring operations in support of UNSCR 781, which estab-
lished a no-fly zone over Bosnia and Herzegovina. Data on possible violations
of the no-fly zone was passed to UN authorities on a regular basis.

November 1992

As an extension of maritime monitoring operations, NATO and WEU
forces in the Adriatic began enforcement operations in support of the sanctions
and embargo imposed by the UN (UNSCR 787). Operations were no longer
restricted to registering possible violations but included stopping, inspecting
and diverting ships when required.

March 1993

On 31 March the UN Security Council passed Resolution 816, which
authorised enforcement of the no-fly zone over Bosnia and Herzegovina and
extended the ban to cover flights by all fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft
except those authorised by UNPROFOR.

1 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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April 1993

A NATO enforcement operation (Deny Flight) began on 12 April. Initially it
involved some 50 fighter and reconnaissance aircraft (later increased to more
than 200) from various Alliance nations, flying from airbases in Italy and from
aircraft carriers in the Adriatic. By December 1995, almost 100 000 sorties had
been flown by fighter planes and supporting aircraft.

June 1993

At a joint session of the North Atlantic Council and the Council of the
Western European Union on 8 June, a combined NATO/WEU concept of oper-
ations was approved for the enforcement of the UN arms embargo in the
Adriatic. The resulting operation (Sharp Guard) included a single command
and control arrangement under the authority of the Councils of both organisa-
tions. Operational control of the combined NATO/WEU Task Force was dele-
gated, through NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), to the
Commander Allied Naval Forces Southern Europe (COMNAVSOUTH) in
Naples.

During the enforcement operation approximately 74 000 ships were chal-
lenged by NATO and WEU forces, nearly 6 000 were inspected at sea and just
over 1 400 were diverted and inspected in port. No ships were reported to have
broken the embargo, though six attempted to do so and were stopped.

With the termination of the UN arms embargo on 18 June 1996, Operation
Sharp Guard was suspended. The NATO and WEU Councils stated that both
organisations were prepared to resume it, in accordance with UNSCR 1022, if
UN sanctions were reimposed.

August 1993

A number of decisions were taken by the North Atlantic Council, following
the adoption of a resolution by the UN Security Council in relation to the over-
all protection of Safe Areas (UNSCR 836). On 2 August, in the face of contin-
ued attacks, it agreed to make immediate preparations for undertaking stronger
measures against those responsible, including air strikes, if the strangulation of
Sarajevo and other areas continued and if interference with humanitarian
assistance to the region did not cease. NATO Military Authorities were tasked
to draw up operational options for air strikes, in close coordination with
UNPROFOR.

On 9 August, the North Atlantic Council approved a series of “Operational
Options for Air Strikes in Bosnia and Herzegovina” recommended by the NATO
Military Committee. These options addressed the targeting identification
process as well as NATO/UN command and control arrangements for air
strikes.
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January 1994

At the Brussels Summit, Alliance leaders reaffirmed their readiness to
carry out air strikes in order to prevent the strangulation of Sarajevo and of
other Safe Areas and threatened areas in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

February 1994

On 9 February, the North Atlantic Council, responding to a request by the
UN Secretary General, authorised the Commander of Allied Forces Southern
Europe (CINCSOUTH) to launch air strikes - at the request of the UN - against
artillery and mortar positions in or around Sarajevo determined by UNPROFOR
to be responsible for attacks against civilian targets in that city. The Council
also decided that all heavy weapons had to be withdrawn from a 20-kilometre
exclusion zone around Sarajevo or placed under UNPROFOR control within 10
days. After the expiry of the 10-day period, heavy weapons of any of the Parties
found within the exclusion zone, unless under UNPROFOR control, would be
subject to air strikes.

On 28 February, four warplanes violating the no-fly zone over Bosnia and
Herzegovina were shot down by NATO aircraft in the first military engagement
ever to be undertaken by the Alliance.

April 1994

Following a request from the UN, NATO aircraft provided Close Air
Support on 10-11 April to protect UN personnel in Gorazde, designated by the
UN as a Safe Area.

On 22 April, in response to a request by the UN Secretary General to sup-
port the UN in its efforts to end the siege of Gorazde and to protect other Safe
Areas, the North Atlantic Council announced that air strikes would be launched
unless Bosnian Serb attacks ceased immediately.

By 24 April, Bosnian Serb forces had pulled back three kilometres from the
centre of Gorazde and humanitarian relief convoys and medical teams were
allowed to enter the city. The Council declared that air strikes would be
launched against remaining Bosnian Serb heavy weapons within a 20-kilome-
tre Exclusion Zone around the centre of Gorazde from 27 April.

Air strikes were also authorised if other UN-designated Safe Areas (Bihac,
Srebrenica, Tuzla and Zepa) were attacked by heavy weapons from any range.
These areas could also become Exclusion Zones if, in the judgement of NATO
and UN Military Commanders, there was a concentration or movement of
heavy weapons within a radius of 20 kilometres around them.
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July 1994

NATO military authorities were tasked to undertake contingency planning
to assist the UN forces in withdrawing from Bosnia and Herzegovina and/or
Croatia if that became unavoidable.

August 1994

On 5 August, at the request of UNPROFOR, NATO aircraft attacked a tar-
get within the Sarajevo Exclusion Zone. Agreement was reached by NATO and
UNPROFOR to order this action after weapons were seized by Bosnian Serbs
from a weapons collection site near Sarajevo.

September 1994

On 22 September, following a Bosnian Serb attack on an UNPROFOR
vehicle near Sarajevo, NATO aircraft carried out an air strike against a Bosnian
Serb tank at the request of UNPROFOR.

November 1994

On 19 November, in implementation of UNSCR 958, the North Atlantic
Council approved the extension of Close Air Support to Croatia for the protec-
tion of UN forces in that country.

NATO aircraft attacked the Udbina airfield in Serb-held Croatia on
21 November, in response to attacks launched from that airfield against targets
in the Bihac area of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

On 23 November, after attacks launched from a surface-to-air missile site
south of Otoka (north-west Bosnia and Herzegovina) on two NATO aircraft, air
strikes were conducted against air defence radars in that area.

May 1995

After violations of the Exclusion Zones and the shelling of Safe Areas,
NATO forces carried out air strikes on 25 and 26 May against Bosnian Serb
ammunition depots in Pale. Some 370 UN peacekeepers in Bosnia were taken
hostage and subsequently used as human shields at potential targets in a bid
to prevent further air strikes.

On 30 May, NATO Foreign Ministers meeting in Noordwijk, the
Netherlands, condemned the escalation of violence in Bosnia and the hostile
acts against UN personnel by the Bosnian Serbs.

June 1995

Plans for a NATO-led operation to support the withdrawal of UN forces
were provisionally approved by the North Atlantic Council. The Alliance
expressed its hope that its planning and preparations would serve to underpin
a continued UN presence in the area.
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By 18 June, the remaining UN hostages had been released. UN peace-
keeping forces which had been isolated at weapons collection sites around
Sarajevo were withdrawn.

July 1995

On 11 July, the UN called for NATO Close Air Support to protect UN
peacekeepers threatened by Bosnian Serb forces advancing on the UN-
declared Safe Area of Srebrenica. Under the control of the UN, targets identi-
fied by the UN were attacked by NATO aircraft. Despite NATO’s air support, the
Safe Area of Srebrenica fell to Bosnian Serb forces. The nearby Safe Area of
Zepa was overrun by Bosnian Serb forces shortly after.

On 25 July, the North Atlantic Council authorised military planning aimed
at deterring an attack on the Safe Area of Gorazde, and the use of NATO air
power if this Safe Area was threatened or attacked.

August 1995

On 1 August, the Council took similar decisions aimed at deterring attacks
on the Safe Areas of Sarajevo, Bihac and Tuzla. On 4 August NATO aircraft
conducted air strikes against Croatian Serb air defence radars near Udbina air-
field and Knin in Croatia.

On 30 August, following continued attacks by Bosnian Serb artillery on
Sarajevo, NATO aircraft commenced a series of air strikes against Bosnian
Serb military targets in Bosnia, supported by the UN Rapid Reaction Force on
Mt. Igman. The air operations were initiated after UN military commanders con-
cluded that a mortar attack in Sarajevo two days earlier had come from
Bosnian Serb positions.

The operations were decided upon jointly by the Commander in Chief,
Allied Forces Southern Europe (CINCSOUTH) and the Force Commander, UN
Peace Forces, in accordance with the authority given to them under UN
Security Council Resolution 836, in line with the North Atlantic Council’s deci-
sions of 25 July and 1 August 1995 endorsed by the UN Secretary General.

The common objectives of NATO and the UN were to reduce the threat to
the Sarajevo Safe Area and to deter further attacks there or on any other Safe
Area; to bring about the withdrawal of Bosnian Serb heavy weapons from the
total Exclusion Zone around Sarajevo; and to secure complete freedom of
movement for UN forces and personnel and non-governmental organisations,
as well as unrestricted use of Sarajevo Airport.

September 1995

On 20 September, the NATO and UN Force Commanders concluded that
the Bosnian Serbs had complied with the conditions set down by the UN and
air strikes were discontinued. They stressed that any attack on Sarajevo or any
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other Safe Area, or other non-compliance with the provisions of the Sarajevo
Exclusion Zone, or interference with freedom of movement or with the func-
tioning of Sarajevo airport, would be subject to investigation and possible
resumption of air strikes.

October 1995

On 4 October, three missiles were fired by NATO aircraft at Bosnian Serb
radar sites at two different locations after anti-aircraft radar had locked on to
Alliance aircraft.

On 9 October, in response to a request for air support from UN peace
forces which had come under artillery shelling from Bosnian Serb guns for a
second consecutive day, NATO aircraft attacked a Bosnian Serb Army
Command and Control bunker, near Tuzla.

November 1995

As prospects for peace in Bosnia improved, the Alliance reaffirmed its
readiness to help to implement a peace plan. Preparations were stepped up for
a NATO-led force to implement the military aspects of the peace agreement.
On 21 November, the Bosnian Peace Agreement between the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Republic of Croatia and the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) was initialled in Dayton, Ohio (USA).

The conclusion of the Peace Agreement enabled the UN Security Council
to suspend sanctions (UNSCR 1022) and to phase out its arms embargo, sub-
ject to certain conditions (UNSCR 1021).

Enforcement of sanctions by NATO and the WEU ceased on 22 November
1995 but could be reinstated if UN conditions were not met.

December 1995
The Bosnian Peace Agreement was signed in Paris on 14 December.

The NATO enforcement operation (Deny Flight), begun in April 1993, was
terminated. On 15 December, the UN Security Council adopted UNSCR 1031,
transferring authority for such operations from the UN to NATO from
20 December and giving NATO a mandate to implement the military aspects of
the Peace Agreement.

The airspace over Bosnia and Herzegovina was subsequently controlled
by the Implementation Force (IFOR) (see below) as part of its task.

The North Atlantic Council also decided that, in accordance with Security
Council Resolution 1037, Operation Joint Endeavour should provide Close Air
Support for the UN Task Force in the region of Eastern Slavonia (UNTAES).

Control of the airspace over Bosnia and Herzegovina and the provision of
Close Air Support to UNTAES continued under the Stabilisation Force (SFOR)
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which succeeded IFOR on 20 December 1996. Provision of Close Air Support
to UNTAES terminated in January 1998 on completion of the UNTAES man-
date.

The NATO-led Implementation Force (IFOR)

IFOR’s Command Structure

As stipulated in Annex 1A of the Peace Agreement, Operation Joint
Endeavour was a NATO-led operation under the political direction and control
of the Alliance’s North Atlantic Council. The Implementation Force (IFOR) had
a unified command structure. Overall military authority rested in the hands of
NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), at that time General
George Joulwan. General Joulwan designated Admiral Leighton-Smith
(NATO’s Commander in Chief Southern Command (CINCSOUTH)) as the first
Commander in Theatre of IFOR (COMIFOR). In November 1996, when IFOR
Headquarters was transferred from Allied Forces Southern Europe
(AFSOUTH) to Allied Land Forces Central Europe (LANDCENT), General
Crouch became Commander in Theatre. He was replaced by General Shinseki
in July 1997. Details of the subsequent command structure of IFOR and of its
successor force, SFOR, are given in the SFOR website (www.nato.int.sfor).

Major IFOR Milestones

An Advance Enabling Force of 2 600 troops began deploying to Bosnia
and Croatia on 2 December 1995. Their task was to establish the headquar-
ters, communications and logistics necessary to receive the main body of
some 60 000 IFOR troops being deployed to the area. The deployment of the
main force was activated on 16 December, after final approval by the North
Atlantic Council of the Operational Plan (OPLAN) and the UN Security
Council's Resolution 1031 of 15 December authorising IFOR’s mission.

The transfer of authority from the Commander of UN Peace Forces to the
Commander of IFOR took place on 20 December, 96 hours after the NATO
Council’'s approval of the main deployment. On that day, all NATO and non-
NATO forces participating in the operation came under the command and/or
control of the IFOR Commander.

By 19 January 1996, 30 days after IFOR’s deployment (D+30), the Parties
to the Agreement had withdrawn their forces from the zone of separation on
either side of the agreed cease-fire line. As of 3 February (D+45), all forces had
been withdrawn from the areas to be transferred. The transfer of territory
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between Bosnian entities was completed by 19 March (D+90), and a new zone
of separation was established along the inter-entity boundary line.

Under the terms of the Peace Agreement, all heavy weapons and forces
were to be in cantonments or to be demobilised by 18 April (D+120). This rep-
resented the last milestone in the military annex to the Peace Agreement.
Technical problems prevented the Parties to the Peace Agreement from com-
pleting the withdrawal and demobilisation or cantonment of heavy weapons
and forces by the deadline. However by 27 June 1996, the revised deadline set
by the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), the cantonment of
heavy weapons was completed.

Civilian Implementation

To achieve lasting peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, full implementation
of the civilian aspects of the Peace Agreement is also crucial. By implementing
the military aspects of the Agreement, IFOR contributed to the creation of a
secure environment conducive to civil and political reconstruction. It also pro-
vided substantial support for civilian tasks within the limits of its mandate and
available resources. The Implementation Force worked closely with the Office
of the High Representative (OHR), the International Police Task Force (IPTF),
the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the International Criminal Tribunal for the for-
mer Yugoslavia (ICTY) and many others, including more than 400 non-govern-
mental organisations active in the area. It offered a range of support facilities
to these organisations, such as emergency accommodation, medical treatment
and evacuation, vehicle repair and recovery, as well as transport assistance,
security information and advice, and other logistical support.

IFOR also provided a broad range of support to the OSCE, assisting in
that organisation’s task of preparing, supervising and monitoring the elections
that took place on 14 September 1996. Following these elections, IFOR pro-
vided support to the Office of the High Representative in assisting the Parties
in building new common institutions.

IFOR military engineers were able to repair and open more than 50 per-
cent of the roads in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and to rebuild or repair over 60
bridges, including those linking the country with Croatia. They were also
involved in the de-mining and repair of railroads and the opening up of airports
to civilian traffic, in restoring gas, water and electricity supplies, in rebuilding
schools and hospitals, and in restoring key telecommunication assets.
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The NATO-led Stabilisation Force (SFOR)

From IFOR to SFOR

After the peaceful conduct of the September 1996 elections in Bosnia,
IFOR had successfully completed its mission. However, it was clear that much
remained to be accomplished on the civil side and that the environment would
continue to be potentially unstable and insecure. One week after the elections,
at an informal meeting in Bergen, Norway, NATO Defence Ministers concluded
that the Alliance needed to reassess how it might continue to provide support
for the establishment of a secure environment after the end of IFOR’s mandate
in December 1996.

One month later, the North Atlantic Council approved detailed political
guidance for a study to be undertaken by the NATO Military Authorities of post-
IFOR security options. In November and December 1996, a two-year consoli-
dation plan was established in Paris and elaborated in London under the aus-
pices of the Peace Implementation Council established under the Peace
Agreement. On the basis of this plan and of the Alliance’s own study of secu-
rity options, NATO Foreign and Defence Ministers concluded that a reduced
military presence was needed to provide the stability necessary for consolidat-
ing the peace. They agreed that NATO should organise a Stabilisation Force
(SFOR), which was subsequently activated on 20 December 1996, the day on
which IFOR’s mandate expired.

SFOR’s Role and Mandate

Under UN Security Council Resolution 1088 of 12 December 1996, the
Stabilisation Force was authorised to implement the military aspects of the
Peace Agreement as the legal successor to IFOR, operating under Chapter VI
of the UN Charter (peace enforcement). Rules of engagement adopted for
SFOR were the same as for IFOR, authorising the robust use of force if it
should be necessary for SFOR to accomplish its mission and to protect itself.

The primary task given to SFOR was to contribute to the secure environ-
ment necessary for the consolidation of peace. Its specific tasks included:

« deterring or preventing a resumption of hostilities or new threats to
peace;

» consolidating IFOR’s achievements and promoting a climate in which
the peace process could continue to move forward;

* providing selective support to civilian organisations, within its capabili-
ties.
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It also stood ready to provide emergency support to UN forces in Eastern
Slavonia.

SFOR’s size, with around 31 000 troops in Bosnia, was about half that of
IFOR. Building on general compliance with the terms of the Dayton Agreement
achieved during the IFOR mission, the smaller-sized force was able to con-
centrate on the implementation of all the provisions of Annex 1A of the Peace
Agreement. This involves:

« stabilisation of the current secure environment in which local and
national authorities and other international organisations can work; and

 providing support to other agencies (on a selective and targeted basis
because of the reduced size of the forces available).

NATO envisaged an 18-month mission for SFOR, reviewing force levels
after six and 12 months to enable the focus to be moved from stabilisation to
deterrence, with a view to completing the mission by June 1998. The six month
review in June 1997 concluded that, with the exception of a force adjustment
during the municipal elections in September, no other significant changes to
the size and capabilities of SFOR would take place until the North Atlantic
Council, in consultation with the non-NATO SFOR contributors, had under-
taken a thorough assessment of the security situation in Bosnia and
Herzegovina after the elections.

SFOR’s Command Structure

The Stabilisation Force has a unified command and is a NATO-led operation
under the political direction and control of the Alliance’s North Atlantic Council, as
stipulated by Annex 1 A of the Peace Agreement. Overall military authority is in the
hands of NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR).

Participation of non-NATO Nations

Every NATO nation with armed forces committed troops to SFOR, as was
also the case with IFOR. Iceland, the only NATO country without armed forces,
provided medical support. All 18 non-NATO nations which participated in IFOR
also participated in SFOR, namely Albania, Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia,
Sweden and Ukraine - all of which are Partnership for Peace countries - plus
Egypt2, Jordan2, Malaysia and Morocco2. Four more countries (Argentina,

2 Participant in NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue.
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Ireland, Slovakia and Slovenia) have also joined SFOR, bringing the total of
non-NATO participating nations to 22.

Non-NATO nations have been incorporated into the operation on the same
basis as forces from NATO member countries. Special arrangements apply to
Russian forces participating in SFOR but, in general, all participating forces
receive their orders from the SFOR Commander through the multinational divi-
sional headquarters. The SFOR headquarters in Sarajevo has personnel from
25 NATO and non-NATO nations.

Contributing non-NATO countries have liaison officers at SHAPE and
have been involved in planning operations and in generating the necessary
forces through the International Coordination Centre. At NATO headquarters,
contributing non-NATO countries are consulted at key junctures and have the
opportunity to express their views or to associate themselves with the deci-
sions of the North Atlantic Council. The main mechanism for political consulta-
tion among the contributing countries was the so-called “NAC+N” format (now
referred to as “EAPC(SFOR)”), consisting of the North Atlantic Council meet-
ing with non-NATO contributing countries. Consultation with non-NATO con-
tributors has also taken place in the context of the meetings of the EAPC and
of the Policy Coordination Group (PCG) in SFOR format.

Participation by non-NATO countries not only contributes to the accom-
plishment of the SFOR mission but has a wider significance. It provides all the
participating forces from Partnership Countries with practical experience of
operating with NATO forces and demonstrates that NATO and non-NATO
countries can work closely together in a NATO-led operation in the cause of
peace. This has a broad impact on the region and contributes to enhanced
security in the whole of Europe and beyond.

Civilian Aspects

Full implementation of the civilian aspects of the Peace Agreement con-
tinues to be a crucial factor in building the basis for a lasting peace. Like the
Implementation Force, the Stabilisation Force provides support for civilian
tasks, but with fewer forces at its disposal has to prioritise its efforts and to
apply them selectively.

As directed by the North Atlantic Council, SFOR provided the secure envi-
ronment for the municipal elections that took place in September 1997. It also
provided other forms of support to the OSCE in the preparation and conduct of
these elections. It continues to support the OSCE in its role of assisting the
Parties in the implementation of agreements reached on Confidence and
Security Building Measures and on Sub-Regional Arms Control. The latter lim-
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its the holdings of heavy weapons by the Parties in order to eliminate the dan-
ger of a sub-regional arms race and to bring about an overall reduction of
heavy weaponry in the area.

Direct support to the Office of the High Representative (OHR) is provided
by making available technical expertise and assistance in telecommunications
and engineering, air transportation, and assets used for information purposes.
Support of this kind is provided on a routine basis.

SFOR also continues to support UNHCR in its tasks in arranging for the
return of refugees and displaced persons. It does this by helping to implement
procedures designed to facilitate returns to the Zone of Separation, negotiated
among the various organisations concerned and the Parties to the Peace
Agreement, for example by ensuring that no weapons other than those of
SFOR itself are brought back into the Zone. SFOR also supports UNHCR by
assessing infrastructure, housing, economic and social factors in over 80 cities.
Information is then shared with the Repatriation Information Centre to assist in
maintaining its data-base on projects related to the agreements on returns.

Like its IFOR predecessor, SFOR continues to work closely with the UN
International Police Task Force (IPTF) through surveillance, communications
and transportation, and by providing security for its activities. SFOR’s law
enforcement support team continues to provide technical assistance to the
IPTF and supports the implementation of the IPTF checkpoint policy. The
implementation of the Brcko Arbitration Agreement of 15 February 1997 is also
supported by SFOR by providing a secure environment in and around Brcko
and by supporting the Brcko Supervisor, the International Police Task Force,
UNHCR and other agencies involved in its implementation.

The support already provided by IFOR to the International Criminal
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) has been maintained by SFOR. This
includes the provision of security and logistic support of ICTY investigative
teams, and surveillance and ground patrolling of alleged mass grave sites. The
North Atlantic Council has authorised SFOR to detain and transfer to the ICTY
persons indicted for war crimes when SFOR personnel come into contact with
them while carrying out their duties. A number of such persons have been
detained and immediately transferred to the jurisdiction of the ICTY in The
Hague. Several indicted persons have surrendered themselves voluntarily.

Support for civil implementation is provided by local forces and by SFOR’s
Civil-Military Task Force (CMTF). The CMTF, located in Sarajevo, consists of
approximately 350 military personnel. Initially drawn mainly from US Army
reserves, the Task Force has subsequently become multinational. CMTF per-
sonnel have mid-level and senior civilian skills in 20 functional areas, including
law, economics and finance, agriculture, industry, commerce and business,
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structural engineering, transportation, utilities, housing, social services (educa-
tion, public health, etc.), cultural affairs, government, management and political
science.

THE FURTHERANCE OF THE PEACE PROCESS
IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

Continuation of a NATO-led Multinational
Military Presence

In December 1997, NATO Foreign and Defence Ministers took a number
of additional decisions in relation to the implementation of the Peace
Agreement in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Recognising the fragility of the peace,
despite positive achievements in several fields, they reiterated NATO’s com-
mitment to the establishment of a single, democratic and multiethnic state.
They applauded the measures being taken by the Office of the High
Representative in Bosnia to facilitate the implementation of the Peace
Agreement by using its full authority to promote the resolution of difficulties
through binding decisions on issues identified by the Peace Implementation
Council. The NAC also acted upon the consensus emerging in the Peace
Implementation Council and elsewhere on the need for a military presence to
continue beyond the expiry of SFOR’s mandate, and requested the NATO’s
Military Authorities to present options.

On 20 February 1998, the Council issued a statement announcing that,
subject to the necessary UN mandate, NATO would be prepared to organise
and lead a multinational force in Bosnia and Herzegovina following the end of
SFOR'’s current mandate in June 1998, and directed the Military Authorities to
initiate the necessary planning.

The new force would retain the name “SFOR” and would operate on a
similar basis, in order to deter renewed hostilities and to help to create the con-
ditions needed for the implementation of the civil aspects of the Peace
Agreement. At the same time the Council projected a transitional strategy,
involving regular reviews of force levels and progressive reductions as the
transfer of responsibilities to the competent common institutions, civil authori-
ties and international bodies became possible.

In view of the generally stable situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
North Atlantic Council directed NATO’s Military Authorities in the autumn of
1999 to restructure and reduce the size of the Stabilisation Force. As a result,
force levels have since been reduced to approximately 23 000 troops. These
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forces are provided by 17 NATO member countries and 17 non-NATO nations,
among them 12 Partner countries, including a 1 200-strong Russian contin-
gent. For the foreseeable future, an SFOR presence will be needed to ensure
the maintenance of a secure environment and to underpin the work being
undertaken to further the civilian reconstruction process.

There have nevertheless been encouraging signs of progress in this con-
text. Refugee returns, and in particular the rate of spontaneous returns, accel-
erated in 1999 and 2000 reflecting growing confidence among the population
that they can return to their former homes and villages in relative safety.
Moreover, the results of municipal elections in April 2000 indicated decreased
support for nationalist parties and some increase in political diversity. A further
event which served to promote stability was the peaceful demilitarisation of
Brcko.

Despite these positive developments, dissatisfaction was expressed at the
meeting of the Peace Implementation Council in Brussels in May 2000 with the
pace of progress in the implementation of the civilian aspects of the Peace
Agreement and with the fact that, after five years, more progress had not been
made in key areas. The Peace Implementation Council established three pri-
ority areas: deepening economic reform; accelerating the return of displaced
persons and refugees; and fostering democratically accountable common insti-
tutions.

As part of this process, the North Atlantic Council has tasked SFOR with
providing guidance and advice to the Standing Committee on Military Matters
(SCMM). Further reference to the role of the SCMM is made in the following
section.

On 11 November 2000 elections took place in Bosnia and Herzegovina. A
state-level government was finally constituted on 22 February 2001 by a num-
ber of moderate parties that came together to form an Alliance for Change. This
was the first government which did not include the major nationalist parties of
the three ethnic groups in the country.

Security Cooperation Activities

In December 1997, in addition to decisions relating to SFOR, the Council
initiated a series of further actions labelled Security Cooperation Activities.
These are quite distinct from SFOR operations designed to ensure compliance
by all sides with the military aspects of the Dayton Peace Agreement. Their
purpose is to promote confidence and cooperation among the armed forces of
Bosnia and Herzegovina and to encourage the development of democratic
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practices and central defence mechanisms, such as the Standing Committee
on Military Matters (SCMM).

An initial set of Security Cooperation Activities endorsed by the Council
included setting up courses for military and civilian defence officials of Bosnia
and Herzegovina at the NATO School in Oberammergau, Germany. These
courses are designed to promote reconciliation, dialogue and mutual under-
standing among the former warring factions within the three entities that which
make up the country and their constituent parties. The programme also
involves visits and seminars designed to help defence officials in Bosnia and
Herzegovina to familiarise themselves with NATO and to increase their under-
standing of the role of the international community in laying the foundations for
future peace and stability in their country. In addition, an assessment was
undertaken to establish how NATO could best assist the government of Bosnia
and Herzegovina in making its central defence institution, the SCMM, fully
effective.

The SCMM is one of the common institutions set up by the Dayton Peace
Agreement and is responsible for coordinating the armed forces of Bosnia and
Herzegovina. It is composed of the Presidents of the ethnic groups within the
country, namely the Bosnian Croats, the Bosnian Muslims, and the Bosnian
Serbs; the Defence Ministers and Chiefs of Defence of the Bosniac-Croat
Federation and of the Republika Srpska; and national and international
observers, as well as a Secretariat. It is strongly supported by NATO and is
developing its role in dealing with defence issues at the state level.

The Security Cooperation Activities sponsored by NATO are coordinated
through the SCMM and involve representation from both the Bosniac-Croat
Federation and the Republika Srpska, as well as from the three ethnic groups.
Courses are conducted on security cooperation issues. Results are judged by
participants and organisers alike to be positive. Without losing sight of its orig-
inal goals, the Security Cooperation Programme (SCP) is focusing increasingly
on more specific objectives. In cooperation with other international bodies, for
example, and as part of the Programme, NATO is helping Bosnia and
Herzegovina to respond to tasks identified in the May 2000 Work Plan drawn
up by the Peace Implementation Council. These include the restructuring of the
Entity Armed Forces, the strengthening of a common defence institution at
state level, and the development of a common security policy for the country.

Reduction of the Entity Armed Forces (EAF)

Following a 15 percent reduction in 1999, the Entity Armed Forces (EAF)
were to achieve a second round of 15 percent reductions in active manpower
by the end of 2000. SFOR is monitoring the situation and is also working with
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EAF Commanders on the development of common security and defence poli-
cies designed to ensure that the future structure of EAF is affordable and
meets security requirements.

Weapon Collection (Operation HARVEST)

In 1998 SFOR began to collect and destroy unregistered weapons and
ordnance held in private hands, to improve the overall safety of the citizens and
to build confidence in the peace process. About 11 000 arms, 10 000 mines
and 35000 hand grenades as well as 3 700 000 rounds of ammunition
(2 800 000 in 1999 and 900 000 in 2000) have been collected since the begin-
ning of the operation, significantly reducing the threat to the local population.
The aim of Project Harvest 2000 was to build upon the success of the work
undertaken in 1999 by shifting the responsibility for the collection of weapons
and ordnance to the national authorities and their armed forces. The operation
is continuing in 2001.

War Crimes! War Criminals

The apprehension of war criminals is the responsibility of the national
authorities. Nevertheless, SFOR has been providing security and logistic sup-
port to investigative teams of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia (ICTY), as well as surveillance and ground patrolling of alleged
mass gravesites. Since 1996, NATO forces have been involved in the deten-
tion and transfer to The Hague of 37 people indicted for war crimes.

Upper Airspace Control

Under the Dayton Peace Accords, SFOR is responsible for normalising
the airspace over Bosnia and Herzegovina by fostering a stable, safe and
secure airspace environment that can eventually be returned to civilian control.
A step in this direction was made in January 2000, when the upper airspace
over Bosnia and Herzegovina was returned to civilian control. Plans are being
made for a reduction of NATO military flight operations to make way for nor-
malisation of the medium level airspace, with a view to full normalisation of the
airspace by the end of 2001.

UNHCRIRefugees and Displaced Persons

Since November 1995, the security provide by SFOR has resulted in more
than 723 000 returns (368 000 refugees and 355 000 displaced persons). The

123



effective implementation of property laws is a crucial part of the process. The
overall figure for repossession of houses and flats reached 51 500 cases by
December 2000. However the pace of progress remains slow and only 21 per-
cent of all claims lodged with the Commission for Real Property Claims
(CRPC) have been decided.

NATO’s ROLE IN RELATION TO THE CONFLICT
IN Kosovo

Background to the Conflict

Kosovo lies in southern Serbia and has a mixed population of which the
majority are ethnic Albanians. Until 1989, the region enjoyed a high degree of
autonomy within the former Yugoslavia, when Serbian leader Slobodan
Milosevic altered the status of the region, removing its autonomy and bringing
it under the direct control of Belgrade, the Serbian capital. The Kosovar
Albanians strenuously opposed the move.

During 1998, open conflict between Serbian military and police forces and
Kosovar Albanian forces resulted in the deaths of over 1500 Kosovar
Albanians and forced 400 000 people from their homes. The international com-
munity became gravely concerned about the escalating conflict, its humanitar-
ian consequences, and the risk of it spreading to other countries. President
Milosevic’s disregard for diplomatic efforts aimed at peacefully resolving the
crisis and the destabilising role of militant Kosovar Albanian forces were also
of concern.

On 28 May 1998, the North Atlantic Council, meeting at Foreign Minister level,
set out NATO’s two major objectives with respect to the crisis in Kosovo, namely:

 to help to achieve a peaceful resolution of the crisis by contributing to
the response of the international community; and

 to promote stability and security in neighbouring countries with particu-
lar emphasis on Albania and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonias.

On 12 June 1998 the North Atlantic Council, meeting at Defence Minister
level, asked for an assessment of possible further measures that NATO might
take with regard to the developing Kosovo crisis. This led to consideration of a
large number of possible options.

3 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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On 13 October 1998, following a deterioration of the situation, the NATO
Council authorised Activation Orders for air strikes. This move was designed to
support diplomatic efforts to make the Milosevic regime withdraw forces from
Kosovo, cooperate in bringing an end to the violence and facilitate the return
of refugees to their homes. At the last moment, following further diplomatic ini-
tiatives by NATO and US officials, President Milosevic agreed to comply and
the air strikes were called off.

UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1199 among other things
expressed deep concern about the excessive use of force by Serbian security
forces and the Yugoslav army, and called for a cease-fire by both parties to the
conflict. In the spirit of the Resolution, limits were set on the number of Serbian
forces in Kosovo, and on the scope of their operations, following a separate
agreement concluded with the Serb government.

It was agreed, in addition, that the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) would establish a Kosovo Verification
Mission (KVM) to observe compliance on the ground and that NATO would
establish an aerial surveillance mission. The establishment of the two missions
was endorsed by UN Security Council Resolution 1203. Several non-NATO
nations agreed to contribute to the surveillance mission.

In support of the OSCE, the Alliance established a special military task
force to assist with the emergency evacuation of members of the KVM, if
renewed conflict should put them at risk. This task force was deployed in the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia4 under the overall direction of NATO'’s
Supreme Allied Commander Europe.

Despite these steps, the situation in Kosovo flared up again at the begin-
ning of 1999, following a number of acts of provocation on both sides and the
use of excessive and disproportionate force by the Serbian Army and Special
Police. Some of these incidents were defused through the mediation efforts of
the OSCE verifiers but by mid-January the situation had deteriorated further
after escalation of the Serbian offensive against Kosovar Albanians.

Renewed international efforts were made to give new political impetus to
finding a peaceful solution to the conflict. The six-nation Contact Group? estab-
lished by the 1992 London Conference on the former Yugoslavia met on
29 January. It was agreed to convene urgent negotiations between the parties
to the conflict, under international mediation.

4 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
5 France, Germany, ltaly, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States.
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NATO supported and reinforced the Contact Group’s efforts by agreeing
on 30 January to the use of air strikes if required, and by issuing a warning to
both sides in the conflict. These concerted initiatives culminated in initial nego-
tiations in Rambouillet near Paris from 6 to 23 February, followed by a second
round in Paris from 15 to 18 March. At the end of the second round of talks, the
Kosovar Albanian delegation signed the proposed peace agreement, but the
talks broke up without a signature from the Serbian delegation.

Immediately afterwards, Serbian military and police forces stepped up the
intensity of their operations against the ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, moving
extra troops and tanks into the region, in a clear breach of compliance with the
October agreement. Tens of thousands of people began to flee their homes in
the face of this systematic offensive.

On 20 March, the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission was withdrawn from
the region, having faced obstruction from Serbian forces to the extent that they
could no longer continue to fulfil their task. US Ambassador Holbrooke then
flew to Belgrade in a final attempt to persuade President Milosevic to stop
attacks on the Kosovar Albanians or face imminent NATO air strikes. Milosevic
refused to comply, and on 23 March the order to carry out air strikes was given
(Operation Allied Force).

NATO’s Objectives

NATO’s objectives in relation to the conflict in Kosovo were set out in the
Statement issued at the Extraordinary Meeting of the North Atlantic Council
held at NATO on 12 April 1999 and were reaffirmed by Heads of State and
Government in Washington on 23 April 1999:

+ a verifiable stop to all military action and the immediate ending of vio-
lence and repression;

» the withdrawal from Kosovo of the military, police and paramilitary
forces;

« the stationing in Kosovo of an international military presence;

« the unconditional and safe return of all refugees and displaced persons
and unhindered access to them by humanitarian aid organisations;

« the establishment of a political framework agreement for Kosovo on the
basis of the Rambouillet accords, in conformity with international law
and the Charter of the United Nations.

Throughout the conflict the achievement of these objectives, accompanied
by measures to ensure their full implementation, was regarded by the Alliance
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as the prerequisite for bringing to an end the violence and human suffering in
Kosovo.

On 10 June 1999, after an air campaign lasting 77 days, NATO Secretary
General Javier Solana announced that he had instructed General Wesley
Clark, Supreme Allied Commander Europe, to suspend NATO’s air operations.
This decision was taken after consultations with the North Atlantic Council and
confirmation from General Clark that the full withdrawal of Yugoslav forces from
Kosovo had begun.

The withdrawal was in accordance with the Military Technical Agreement
concluded between NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia on the
evening of 9 June. The agreement was signed by Lieutenant General
Sir Michael Jackson on behalf of NATO, and by Colonel General Svetozar
Marjanovic of the Yugoslav Army and Lieutenant General Obrad Stevanovic of
the Ministry of Internal Affairs on behalf of the Governments of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and Republic of Serbia. The withdrawal was also con-
sistent with the agreement between the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the
European Union and Russian special envoys, President Ahtisaari of Finland and
Mr. Victor Chernomyrdin, former Prime Minister of Russia, reached on 3 June.

On 10 June the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1244 welcoming the
acceptance by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia of the principles for a political
solution to the Kosovo crisis, including an immediate end to violence and a rapid
withdrawal of its military, police and paramilitary forces. The Resolution, adopted
by a vote of 14 in favour and none against, with one abstention (China),
announced the Security Council’s decision to establish an international civil and
security presence in Kosovo, under United Nations auspices.

Acting under Chapter VIl of the UN Charter, the Security Council decided
that the political solution to the crisis would be based on the general principles
adopted on 6 May by the Foreign Ministers of the Group of Seven industrialised
countries and the Russian Federation - the Group of 8 - and the principles con-
tained in the paper presented in Belgrade by the President of Finland and the
Special Representative of the Russian Federation which was accepted by the
Government of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia on 3 June. Both documents
were included as annexes to the Resolution.

The principles included, among others, an immediate and verifiable end to
violence and repression in Kosovo; the withdrawal of the military, police and
paramilitary forces of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia; deployment of an
effective international civil and security presence, with substantial NATO par-
ticipation in the security presence and unified command and control; estab-
lishment of an interim administration; the safe and free return of all refugees; a
political process providing for substantial self-government; the demilitarisation
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of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA); and a comprehensive approach to the
economic development of the crisis region.

The Security Council authorised Member States and relevant international
organisations to establish the international security presence, and decided that
its responsibilities would include deterring renewed hostilities, demilitarising
the KLA and establishing a secure environment for the return of refugees and
in which the international civil presence could operate. The Security Council
also authorised the UN Secretary General to establish the international civil
presence and requested him to appoint a Special Representative to control its
implementation.

Following the adoption of UNSCR 1244, General Jackson, designated as
the Commander of the force and acting on the instructions of the North Atlantic
Council, made immediate preparations for the rapid deployment of the security
force mandated by the United Nations Security Council.

The NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR)

The first elements of KFOR entered Kosovo on 12 June 1999. As agreed
in the Military Technical Agreement, the deployment of the force was synchro-
nised with the departure of Serb forces from Kosovo. By 20 June, the Serb
withdrawal was complete and KFOR had accomplished its initial deployment
task.

At its full strength KFOR comprised some 50 000 personnel. All 19 NATO
members and 20 non-NATO countries participate in KFOR under unified com-
mand and control (among them 16 Partner countries, including a Russian con-
tingent of 3 200 men).

Also on 20 June, following confirmation by the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR) that Serb security forces had vacated Kosovo,
the Secretary General of NATO announced that, in accordance with the Military
Technical Agreement, he had formally terminated the air campaign.

Throughout the crisis, NATO forces were at the forefront of the humani-
tarian efforts to relieve the suffering of the many thousands of refugees forced
to flee Kosovo by the Serbian ethnic cleansing campaign. In the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedoniaé NATO troops built refugee camps, refugee
reception centres and emergency feeding stations, and moved many hundreds
of tons of humanitarian aid to those in need. In Albania, NATO deployed sub-
stantial forces to provide similar forms of assistance and assisted the UN High

6 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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Commission for Refugees - UNHCR - with the coordination of humanitarian aid
flights, as well as supplementing these flights by using aircraft supplied by
member countries. The Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre
(EADRCC) established at NATO in June 1998 also played an important role in
the coordination of support to UNHCR relief operations.

Of particular concern to NATO countries and to the international commu-
nity as a whole, from the outset of the crisis, was the situation of the Kosovar
Albanians remaining in Kosovo, whose plight was described by refugees leav-
ing the province. All indications pointed to organised persecution involving
mass executions; exploitation of civilians as human shields; rape; mass expul-
sions; burning and looting of homes and villages; destruction of crops and live-
stock; suppression of identity, origins and property ownership by the confisca-
tion of documents; hunger, starvation and exhaustion; and many other abuses
of human rights and international norms of civilised behaviour.

Support for neighbouring countries

The Alliance fully recognised the immense humanitarian, political, and
economic problems facing the countries in the region as a result of the conflict
in Kosovo. In particular, Alliance efforts focused on providing immediate prac-
tical assistance in dealing with the refugee crisis by reassigning NATO forces
in the region to humanitarian tasks.

At the beginning of April 1999, the NATO Commander in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” was given full authority to coordinate NATO’s
assistance to that country and to establish a forward headquarters in Albania,
in coordination with the Albanian authorities and the UNHCR, in order to
assess the humanitarian situation and provide support. The North Atlantic
Council also tasked the NATO Military Authorities to undertake further planning
to this end. Subsequent assistance included the provision of emergency
accommodation and building of refugee camps, and assisting humanitarian aid
organisations by providing transport and other forms of help including the dis-
tribution of food and aid. NATO countries provided financial and other support
to Albania and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia?” and gave re-
assurances that they would respond to any challenges to their security by
Yugoslavia stemming from the presence of NATO forces and their activities on
their territories.

NATO Heads of State and Government in Washington set out their vision
for achieving lasting peace, stability and future prosperity, based on increasing

7 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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integration of the countries in the region into the European mainstream, work-
ing hand in hand with other international institutions towards these goals. They
established a process of individual consultations and discussions between the
19 NATO countries and the countries of the region and undertook to promote
regional cooperation within the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC).
They also agreed to use the resources of the Partnership for Peace (PfP) to
provide more direct and focused assistance in addressing their security con-
cerns. The Alliance welcomed related measures being taken in other forums,
including the European Union proposal to convene a conference on a stability
pact for South Eastern Europe at the end of May 1999. The Alliance also recog-
nised that the G7 group of countries and financial institutions like the World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund would play a vital role in the process
of reconstruction following the end of the Kosovo crisis.

The situation in Kosovo is closely monitored by the North Atlantic Council.
At Ministerial meetings held in May 2000, NATO countries reaffirmed their
determination to play a full part in meeting the aims of the international com-
munity, as set out in UNSCR 1244, to work towards a peaceful, multiethnic,
multicultural and democratic Kosovo in which all its people can enjoy universal
rights and freedoms. NATO Foreign Ministers expressed strong support for the
work being undertaken by the United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) and
the UN Secretary General’s Special Representative and for the continuing high
level of cooperation between UNMIK and KFOR. They also reaffirmed their
determination to ensure that KFOR force levels and capabilities will be main-
tained at the levels required by the challenges it will face. These include main-
taining a secure environment in a still unsettled Kosovo, discouraging and pre-
venting ethnic violence, providing security and protection for all minorities,
assisting the return of refugees, whether of Albanian, Serb, or other communi-
ties, and supporting the OSCE in the conduct of free, fair and safe elections.

In spring 2001, following violent clashes on the border with Kosovo, involv-
ing forces of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia8 and ethnic Albanian
extremist groups reportedly based on Kosovo, KFOR initiated additional
actions including increased ground and aerial patrols, anti-smuggling opera-
tions, and search and seizure operations. Reconnaissance and surveillance
flights were also increased, as were intelligence gathering efforts.

8 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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HuMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN THE KOosovo AREA
AND KFOR AsSISTANCE FOR HUMANITARIAN CAUSES

The creation of conditions in which the underlying political problems of
Kosovo can be resolved is a challenging and long-term task. Given the scale of
the growing humanitarian crisis that faced Kosovo in the spring of 1999 and the
destruction and violence directed by the Milosevic government in Belgrade, the
situation has improved greatly. There is still a long way to go but the facts and
figures below represent a solid list of achievements which are paving the way
for the future stability of the province and the security of the region as a whole.

The findings of the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission, which was sent to
Kosovo from January to March 1998, pointed to organised and systematic
atrocities carried out by Serb and Yugoslav forces against Albanian communi-
ties. Expulsions, arbitrary arrests and killings and other human rights violations
and methods of intimidation were already in evidence. The Mission’s report
found that violations were committed on both sides of the ethnic divide during
the conflict but that the suffering was overwhelmingly on the Kosovo Albanian
side at the hands of the Yugoslav and Serbian military and security apparatus.
The chief prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia (ICTY) has reported that some 526 mass graves have been identi-
fied in Kosovo and more than 4 000 bodies exhumed. A further 300 sites are
being investigated.

Refugees

The scale of the problem involved in the relocation of displaced persons
and refugees in Kosovo has been a major concern. By the beginning of
April 1999, the United Nations High Commission for Refugees estimated that
the campaign of ethnic cleansing had resulted in 226 000 refugees in Albania,
125000 in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia®, and 33 000 in
Montenegro. By the end of May 1999, over 230 000 refugees had arrived in the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia®, over 430 000 in Albania and some
64 000 in Montenegro. Approximately 21 500 refugees had reached Bosnia
and over 61000 had been evacuated to other countries. An estimated
1.5 million people, i.e. 90 percent of the population of Kosovo, had been
expelled from their homes and within Kosovo itself, some 580 000 people had
been rendered homeless. Approximately 225 000 Kosovar men were believed
to be missing and as many as 5 000 Kosovars executed.

9 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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Assistance given by NATO forces to alleviate the refugee situation
included providing equipment and building camps to house 50 000 refugees in
Albania; assistance in expanding camps in the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia'0; providing medical support and undertaking emergency surgery;
transporting refugees to safety; and providing transport for humanitarian aid
and supplies.

NATO forces flew in many thousands of tons of food and equipment into
the area. By the end of May 1999, over 4 666 tons of food and water, 4 325
tons of other goods, 2 624 tons of tents and nearly 1 600 tons of medical sup-
plies had been transported to the area.

Positive progress has been made with regard to returns. Approximately
1 300 000 refugees and displaced persons, from inside Kosovo and abroad,
have been able to return to their homes and villages. However some 200 000
Kosovar Serbs and up to 40 000 people from other minorities are still displaced
within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

In May 2000, a Joint Committee on Returns (JCR) was established to
explore ways and means for the safe and sustainable return especially of
Kosovar Serb residents. KFOR, the United Nations Mission to Kosovo
(UNMIK), and other international organisations have helped to coordinate and
support resettlement activities, within their means and capabilities, and to limit
the potential for ethnic violence. KFOR forces have increased their presence in
minority enclaves to provide more security in the wake of localised violence
against Kosovo Serbs and other minorities.

Reconstruction

In June 1999 there were more than 128 000 damaged and destroyed
houses in Kosovo. By 31 January 2001, about 18 000 houses had been recon-
structed, with more than 8 000 are still under construction. Activity has also
focused on repair and renovation of the electrical power system, restoration of
roads and railroads and the reparation of bridges.

Medical assistance

Medical assistance has been another major sphere of activity for KFOR,
with over 50 000 civilian patients receiving treatment annually.

10  Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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Security

Kosovo today is a vastly different place from the Kosovo that KFOR found
when it arrived in the province in June 1999. Its capital, Pristina, is now a
bustling centre of cars, traffic, commerce and open shops, as are other major
towns. Most citizens of Kosovo enjoy a measure of security and normal life that
has been denied to them for years. Continuous efforts are made to make
Kosovo safe for all. KFOR conducts up to 800 patrols every day, guards over
550 key sites and mans over 250 vehicle checkpoints. On any single day, two
out of three KFOR soldiers are deployed in security operations.

One of the highest priorities for KFOR is improving security for the ethnic
minorities. Over 50 percent of its manpower is engaged in the protection of
minority (mainly Serb) populations in Kosovo. This includes guarding individual
homes and villages, transporting people to schools and shops, patrolling, mon-
itoring checkpoints, protecting sites and assisting the local people. KFOR
forces have also been deployed in Mitrovica to ensure security on either side
of the river Ibar.

There has been a significant reduction in incidents of accidents involving
unexploded ordinance, including mines and cluster bombs, due to the work
being undertaken by civilian demining companies working under contract to
United Nations Mine Action and Coordination Centres as well as KFOR.

Border controls

KFOR continues to control the border area, using a combination of foot,
vehicle and helicopter patrols to man eight crossing points and to support the
UN Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) at four others, as well as providing aerial sur-
veillance.

KFOR is constantly engaged in border security tasks. Vehicles are thor-
oughly searched or subjected to document checks and random searches at
border crossings. Close coordination is maintained with border guards on both
sides and with UNMIK border police and customs officials at most official bor-
der and boundary crossings.

Following the escalation of border violence in spring 2001, NATO author-
ities successfully brokered a cease fire on 12 March 2001. The North Atlantic
Council subsequently decided to implement a phased and conditioned reduc-
tion of the Ground Safety Zone (GSZ) around Kosovo as provided for by the
Military Technical Agreement, based on the plan submitted by the new
Yugoslav government under President Kostunica (Covic Plan).

133



Civil Implementation

In June 1999, there were no civil structures and no administrative services
in Kosovo. By contrast, all executive, legislative and judicial structures have
now been integrated into Joint Integrated Administrative Structures (JIAS). Of
the 19 administrative departments to be established under the JIAS, the first
four were set up in February 2000 and others have been gradually set up since.

On 2 February 2000, the Kosovar Albanian leader, Dr. Ibrahim Rugova,
formally announced the dissolution of the so-called shadow government and
associated structures. The President of the Parliament, Mr. Idriz Ajeti, con-
firmed the dissolution.

The expanded Kosovo Transitional Council held its second session on
16 February 2000 with 28 members in attendance, including the Catholic
bishop. Administrators have since been appointed in all 29 municipalities.
Budgets have been allocated for all core local government activities. In
October 2000, the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) played an important role in the planning of municipal elections, includ-
ing voter registration, under security arrangements provided by KFOR, in
coordination with UNMIK, to protect freedom of movement in the area.

The elections were conducted without major incident, resulting in victory
for the moderate Democratic League of Kosovo party (LDK), led by
Dr. Rugova. Together with the outcome of the December 2000 Serbian elec-
tions, in which the Democratic Opposition of Serbia Party (DOS), led by
Vojislav Kostunica, succeeded in overthrowing the regime of former President
Milosevic, this is expected to have far reaching political implications throughout
the region.

Law and Order

In June 1999, when KFOR arrived in Kosovo the weekly murder rate was
50. By spring 2000 the figure had dropped to 7 per week, comparable with
many large European cities. Much of the violence can now be attributed to
criminal activities, as opposed to acts motivated by ethnic hatred. Such acts
nevertheless continue to take place. However an important part of KFOR
resources continues to be engaged in patrolling and manning checkpoints and
protecting patrimonial sites, as part of the process of restoring law and order.

The Kosovo Police Service (KPS) established by the OSCE and commit-
ted to fair and impartial law enforcement for the population as a whole, now has
some 3 100 active police and is beginning to contribute significantly to the
establishment of law and order. The goal for 2001 is to achieve a force level of
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4 000 active Kosovo police. This is a significant step towards self-sufficiency
and one that should lead to reduced dependence on the UNMIK Police.

International assistance is also helping to rebuild the judicial and penal
system, including the appointment of a substantial number of international
judges.

Rotation of Headquarters Staff

The Kosovo Force comes under the overall command of the Supreme
Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR).

Operational command of KFOR was initially assumed by the Allied
Command Europe (ACE) Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC), which is the land
component of the ACE Rapid Reaction Forces. It subsequently passed to
Headquarters Allied Land Forces Central Europe (LANDCENT), a Principal
Subordinate Command under the former Subordinate Command known as
Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT).

In April 2000, operational command of KFOR passed from Allied Forces
Central Europe (LANDCENT) to the 5-nation Eurocorps?!. This was in line with
the agreement reached between the nations contributing to the Eurocorps and
NATO as a whole, that the corps could be made available to support operations
under NATO command. Operational command passed to AFSOUTH in early
2001. In April 2001, NATO’s Northern region HQ (Regional Command North)
takes over operational command of the force.

1" Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg and Spain.
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THE ALLIANCE’S ROLE IN ARMS CONTROL

NATO'’s policy of support for arms control, disarmament and non-prolifer-
ation plays a major role in the achievement of the Alliance’s security objectives.
NATO has a longstanding commitment in this area and continues to ensure
that its overall objectives of defence, arms control, disarmament and non-
proliferation remain in harmony.

At their Summit Meeting in Washington in April 1999, NATO leaders
decided to increase Alliance efforts to counter the proliferation of Weapons of
Mass Destruction (WMD) and their means of delivery. The WMD Initiative has
initiated a more vigorous and structured debate on WMD issues. The principal
goal of the Alliance and its members remains to prevent proliferation from
occurring or, should it occur, to reverse it through diplomatic means.

As stated in the Strategic Concept of 1999, the Alliance is committed to
contribute actively to the development of arms control, disarmament, and non-
proliferation agreements as well as to Confidence and Security Building
Measures (CSBMs). Member countries consider confidence building, arms
control, disarmament and non-proliferation as important components of conflict
prevention and recognise that the Alliance can play a vital role in this field by
promoting a broader, more comprehensive and more verifiable international
arms control and disarmament process. NATO’s partnership, cooperation and
dialogue programmes offer a unique opportunity to promote these objectives
and contribute to the overall goal of increasing confidence and security and
developing a cooperative approach to international security.

At the Washington Summit NATO Allies agreed, in the light of overall
strategic developments and the reduced salience of nuclear weapons, to con-
sider options for confidence and security building measures, verification, non-
proliferation and arms control and disarmament. Since the Summit, the respon-
sible NATO bodies have undertaken an extensive and comprehensive
evaluation of overall developments and have examined a number of options for
the future.

A summary of the principal developments in this field is given below.

DEVELOPMENTS RELATING TO NUCLEAR, BIOLOGICAL
AND CHEMICAL WEAPONS

The proliferation of Nuclear, Biological and Chemical (NBC) weapons and
their means of delivery are a matter of serious concern for the Alliance. In spite
of welcome progress in strengthening international non-proliferation regimes,

139



major challenges with respect to proliferation remain. The Alliance recognises
that proliferation can occur despite efforts to prevent it and can pose a direct
military threat to the Allies’ populations, territory, and forces.

Some states, including some on NATO’s periphery and in other regions,
sell or acquire or try to acquire NBC weapons and delivery means. Other, non-
state actors have also shown the potential to create and use some of these
weapons.

NATO has greatly reduced its reliance on nuclear forces in the last decade
and major reductions have been made in the forces themselves by the three
member countries of the Alliance which maintain nuclear forces, namely the
United States, France and the United Kingdom. However, the existence of
powerful nuclear forces outside the Alliance constitutes a significant factor
which the Alliance has to take into account if security and stability in the Euro-
Atlantic area are to be maintained. Russia still retains a large number of
nuclear weapons of all types. China has continued to modernise its nuclear
forces over the last decade. In addition, in 1998, India and Pakistan both car-
ried out nuclear tests, posing a serious challenge to nuclear non-proliferation
agreements and increasing dangers associated with regional conflict.

In June 1999, the United States and Russia affirmed their existing obliga-
tions under the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty to consider possible changes
in the strategic situation that have a bearing on the Treaty and possible pro-
posals for further increasing its viability. The United States has subsequently
proposed changes to the Treaty in order to permit deployment of a limited mis-
sile defence system. Bilateral discussions and multilateral consultations, both
on the ABM Treaty and on a third round of Strategic Arms Reductions Talks
(START lll), are taking place.

In September 2000, the United States and Russia also agreed on a
Strategic Stability Cooperation Initiative as a constructive basis for strengthen-
ing trust between them and for developing measures to enhance strategic sta-
bility and to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, missiles
and missile technologies world-wide.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)

For many years, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty has been the cor-
nerstone of international agreements on global non-proliferation and of the
process of bringing about nuclear disarmament. The Treaty was extended
indefinitely at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference. It was also
decided to strengthen the review process and to adopt a set of “Principles and
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Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament” in order to promote
effective implementation of the Treaty.

At the 2000 NPT Review Conference held in New York between 24 April and
19 May 2000, a comprehensive, substantive final document was adopted. lts
conclusions reflect continued support for universal NPT adherence, strict com-
pliance with the NPT’s provisions, strengthened International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) safeguards, and future steps toward nuclear disarmament.

One of the most significant practical achievements of the Review
Conference was agreement on the entry into force of the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), as soon as the required ratifications have been
completed. NATO member countries are committed to working to secure the nec-
essary signatures and ratification in order to achieve an early entry into force of
the Treaty. The Review Conference also emphasised the importance of making
progress towards a treaty to ban the production of fissile material for nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices and called for negotiations on this
subject in the framework of the Conference on Disarmament to be resumed.

Biological and Chemical Weapons

The proliferation of biological and chemical weapons is widely recognised
as a growing international security problem, both for interstate conflict and as
a potential dimension of terrorism.

The 1925 Geneva Protocol bans the use of chemical and biological
weapons. States Parties to the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention
(BTWC), which entered into force in 1975, agree not to develop, produce,
stockpile or acquire biological agents and related equipment used for hostile
purposes. In 1994 a Special Conference established an Ad Hoc Group of
States Parties to the Convention to examine possible verification measures
and proposals to strengthen the Convention. The fourth Review Conference in
1996 agreed that a Protocol should be completed as soon as possible before
the commencement of the fifth Review Conference in 2001. During their meet-
ing held in Florence on 24 May 2000, NATO Ministers reiterated their commit-
ment to this objective.

A Chemical Weapons Convention banning chemical weapons, negotiated
at the Conference on Disarmament between 1980 and 1992, entered into force
in 1997. Each party to the Convention agrees not to develop, produce, acquire,
stockpile or retain chemical weapons, not to use or prepare to use chemical
weapons and not to assist others in acting against the provisions of the
Convention. The Convention also requires States Parties to destroy any chem-
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ical weapons in their possession, and to destroy their chemical weapon pro-
duction facilities.

Missiles and other means of delivery

The proliferation of missile technology is another issue of significant con-
cern. Established in 1987, the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)
brings together 32 states (including all 19 NATO members) that seek to limit
the proliferation of missiles and missile technology. The MTCR partners control
exports of a common list of controlled items in accordance with a common
export control policy.

DEVELOPMENTS RELATING TO CONVENTIONAL ARMS
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

Over the course of the last several years, there have been a number of
promising developments in the area of conventional arms control and related
confidence and security building measures. These include:

The Adaptation of the CFE Treaty

The Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty of 19 November 1990
imposed legally-binding limits on five categories of treaty limited equipment
and included provisions for exceptionally comprehensive information exchange
and notifications, as well as intrusive on-site inspection and verification
arrangements. More than 3 000 inspections have taken place. This trans-
parency in arms holdings is a unique feature in an arms control treaty. The
Treaty brought about dramatic reductions in treaty limited equipment within
Europe. More than 50 000 pieces of equipment have been destroyed or
removed. During the Treaty Review Conference in 1996, the States Parties
recognised the need to adapt the CFE Treaty in order to allow it to continue to
sustain its key role in European security arrangements.

Adaptation negotiations began in May 1996, reflecting the fact that funda-
mental changes had occurred since 1990 such as the reunification of Germany,
the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the USSR, the emergence of new suc-
cessor states which raised the Treaty’s membership from 22 to 30 states, the
process of democratisation in Central and Eastern Europe, and the end of the
Cold War.
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The adaptation process was completed with the signing of a legally-bind-
ing “Agreement on Adaptation” of the CFE Treaty at the Istanbul OSCE Summit
in November 1999. In Istanbul, a “Final Act” was also adopted. This politically-
binding text contains all of the undertakings relating to restraint and progres-
sive reductions towards equipment entittements which States Parties have
offered additionally, in the context of the Treaty adaptation. The Agreement will
enter into force following ratification by States Parties. Pending the completion
of the ratification process, the full and continued implementation of the Treaty
and its associated documents remains crucial.

The Vienna Document

At the Istanbul Summit in November 1999, the member states of the
Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) also adopted the
1999 Vienna Document, which enhances the Confidence and Security Building
Measures (CSBMs) introduced by the Vienna Documents of 1990, 1992 and
1994. The 1999 Vienna Document improves the current CSBMs and empha-
sises the importance of regional cooperation.

Open Skies

Another important element in creating greater openness in the military
field is the March 1992 “Open Skies” Treaty, permitting overflights of national
territory on a reciprocal basis.

The Treaty on Open Skies is intended to enhance confidence building,
facilitate the monitoring of compliance with existing or future arms control
agreements, and strengthen the capacity for the early recognition and subse-
quent management of crises by permitting reciprocal overflights of national ter-
ritory.

A number of trial flights have subsequently taken place, but the complete
regime of observation flights as set forth in the Treaty has not yet entered into
force. Allies continue to support ratification of this Treaty, and have urged the
remaining signatories, Russia and Belarus, to ratify so that the Treaty can enter
into force as soon as possible.

Small Arms and Light Weapons

There has been an increasing international awareness over the last
decade of the need to prevent and reduce destabilising accumulations and
flows of small arms and light weapons, particularly through illicit and irrespon-
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sible transfers. A number of initiatives have been undertaken at the global,
regional and local levels. Since January 1999, practical work on this issue has
been undertaken by the member states of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council (EAPC). The UN General Assembly has agreed to convene an inter-
national conference on the illicit arms trade in all its aspects in the year 2001.

Anti-Personnel Mines

Over the last decade, the international community has become increas-
ingly active in efforts to counter the humanitarian problems and suffering
caused by anti-personnel mines. NATO nations have demonstrated their com-
mitment to tackling this issue.

In 1998, a new protocol to the 1980 Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons was signed. Entitled
“Protocol on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Mines, Booby Traps and
Other Devices”, it entered into force in December 1998. A Convention on the
Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production, and Transfer of Anti-Personnel
Mines and on their Destruction was signed in Ottawa on 3 December 1997. It
came into force on 1 March 1999 and has been ratified by over 100 states.

ALLIANCE PoLicy oN WMD PROLIFERATION

Recognising that proliferation of weapons of mass destruction constitutes
a threat to international security, NATO Heads of State and Government
directed the Alliance in 1994 to intensify and expand its efforts against prolifer-
ation. In June 1994 NATO Foreign Ministers issued the ‘Alliance Policy
Framework on Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction’, a public docu-
ment stating that the principal goal of the Alliance and its member states is to
prevent proliferation from occurring or, should it occur, to reverse it through
diplomatic means. The document also noted that proliferation might neverthe-
less occur despite international non-proliferation norms and agreements, and
that weapons of mass destruction and their delivery means can pose a direct
military threat to NATO territory, populations and forces. Since 1994, the
Alliance has increasingly focused on the range of defence capabilities needed
to devalue WMD proliferation and use. Efforts are continuing to improve
NATO'’s defence posture against WMD risks, in order to reduce the operational
vulnerabilities of NATO military forces, while maintaining their flexibility and
effectiveness in situations involving the presence, threat or use of NBC
weapons.
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The Alliance’s WMD Initiative

In order to respond to the risks to Alliance security posed by the spread of
weapons of mass destruction and their delivery means, the Alliance launched
an Initiative in 1999, building upon previous work, to improve overall Alliance
political and military efforts in this area. This WMD Initiative is helping to pro-
mote a more vigorous, structured debate, leading to better understanding
among NATO countries of WMD issues and how to respond to them: for exam-
ple by improving the quality and quantity of intelligence and information-shar-
ing. In May 2000, a WMD Centre was established at NATO to support these
efforts.

In addition, there are three senior NATO groups dealing with the Alliance’s
political and defence efforts against WMD proliferation, namely the Senior
Politico-Military Group on Proliferation (SGP) and the Senior Defence Group
on Proliferation (DGP), which deal respectively with the political and defence
dimensions of NATO’s response; and the Joint Committee on Proliferation
(JCP), which coordinates and brings together the work on both aspects. The
SGP considers a range of factors in the political, security and economic fields
that may cause or influence proliferation and discusses political and economic
means to prevent or respond to proliferation. The DGP addresses the military
capabilities needed to discourage WMD proliferation, to deter threats and use
of such weapons, and to protect NATO populations, territory and forces.
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PoLicy AND DEciISION-MAKING

THE PRINCIPAL PoLicy AND DEcCISION-MAKING
INSTITUTIONS OF THE ALLIANCE

The North Atlantic Council

The North Atlantic Council (NAC) has effective political authority and
powers of decision, and consists of Permanent Representatives of all member
countries meeting together at least once a week. The Council also meets at
higher levels involving Foreign Ministers, Defence Ministers or Heads of
Government but it has the same authority and powers of decision-making, and
its decisions have the same status and validity, at whatever level it meets. The
Council has an important public profile and issues declarations and commu-
niqués explaining the Alliance’s policies and decisions to the general public and
to governments of countries which are not members of NATO.

The Council is the only body within the Alliance which derives its authority
explicitly from the North Atlantic Treaty. The Council itself was given responsi-
bility under the Treaty for setting up subsidiary bodies. Many committees and
planning groups have since been created to support the work of the Council or
to assume responsibility in specific fields such as defence planning, nuclear
planning and military matters.

The Council thus provides a unique forum for wide-ranging consultation
between member governments on all issues affecting their security and is the
most important decision-making body in NATO. All member countries of NATO
have an equal right to express their views round the Council table. Decisions
are the expression of the collective will of member governments arrived at by
common consent. All member governments are party to the policies formulated
in the Council or under its authority and share in the consensus on which deci-
sions are based.

Each government is represented on the Council by a Permanent
Representative with ambassadorial rank. Each Permanent Representative is
supported by a political and military staff or delegation to NATO, varying in size.

When the Council meets in this format, it is often referred to as the
“Permanent Council”. Twice each year, and sometimes more frequently, the
Council meets at Ministerial level, when each nation is represented by its
Minister of Foreign Affairs. Meetings of the Council also take place in Defence
Ministers Sessions. Summit Meetings, attended by Heads of State or
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Government, are held whenever particularly important issues have to be
addressed or at seminal moments in the evolution of Allied security policy.

While the Council normally meets at least once a week, it can be convened
at short notice whenever necessary. Its meetings are chaired by the Secretary
General of NATO or, in his absence, by his Deputy. The longest serving
Ambassador or Permanent Representative on the Council assumes the title of
Dean of the Council. Primarily a ceremonial function, the Dean may be called
upon to play a more specific presiding role, for example in convening meetings
and chairing discussions at the time of the selection of a new Secretary
General. At Ministerial Meetings of Foreign Ministers, one country’s Foreign
Minister assumes the role of Honorary President. The position rotates annually
among the nations in the order of the English alphabet. An Order of Precedence
in the Permanent Council is established on the basis of length of service, but at
meetings of the Council at any level, Permanent Representatives sit round the
table in order of nationality, following the English alphabetical order. The same
procedure is followed throughout the NATO committee structure.

Items discussed and decisions taken at meetings of the Council cover all
aspects of the Organisation’s activities and are frequently based on reports and
recommendations prepared by subordinate commitiees at the Council’'s
request. Equally, subjects may be raised by any one of the national represen-
tatives or by the Secretary General. Permanent Representatives act on instruc-
tions from their capitals, informing and explaining the views and policy deci-
sions of their governments to their colleagues round the table. Conversely they
report back to their national authorities on the views expressed and positions
taken by other governments, informing them of new developments and keep-
ing them abreast of movement towards consensus on important issues or
areas where national positions diverge.

When decisions have to be made, action is agreed upon on the basis of
unanimity and common accord. There is no voting or decision by majority. Each
nation represented at the Council table or on any of its subordinate committees
retains complete sovereignty and responsibility for its own decisions.

The work of the Council is prepared by subordinate Committees with
responsibility for specific areas of policy. Much of this work involves the Senior
Political Committee (SPC), consisting of Deputy Permanent Representatives,
sometimes reinforced by appropriate national experts, depending on the sub-
ject. In such cases it is known as the SPC(R).The Senior Political Committee
has particular responsibility for preparing most statements or communiqués to
be issued by the Council and meets in advance of ministerial meetings to draft
such texts for Council approval. Other aspects of political work may be handled
by the regular Political Committee, which consists of Political Counsellors or
Advisers from national delegations.
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When the Council meets at the level of Defence Ministers, or is dealing
with defence matters and questions relating to defence strategy, other senior
committees, such as the Executive Working Group, may be involved as the
principal advisory bodies. If financial matters are on the Council’s agenda, the
Senior Resource Board, or the Civil or Military Budget Committees, or the
Infrastructure Committee, depending on which body is appropriate, will be
responsible to the Council for preparing its work. Depending on the topic under
discussion, the respective senior committee with responsibility for the subject
area assumes the leading role in preparing Council meetings and following up
on Council decisions.

The Secretariat of the Council is provided by the relevant Divisions and
Offices of the International Staff, and in particular by the Executive Secretariat,
which has a coordinating role in ensuring that Council mandates are executed
and its decisions recorded and disseminated. The Executive Secretary is also
the Secretary of the Council.

The Defence Planning Committee

The Defence Planning Committee (DPC) is normally composed of
Permanent Representatives but meets at the level of Defence Ministers at
least twice a year, and deals with most defence matters and subjects related
to collective defence planning. With the exception of France, all member coun-
tries are represented in this forum. The Defence Planning Committee provides
guidance to NATO'’s military authorities and, within the area of its responsibili-
ties, has the same functions and attributes and the same authority as the
Council on matters within its competence.

The work of the Defence Planning Committee is prepared by a number of
subordinate committees with specific responsibilities and in particular by the
Defence Review Committee, which oversees the Force Planning Process
within NATO and examines other issues relating to the Integrated Military
Structure. Like the Council, the Defence Planning Committee looks to the
senior committee with the relevant specific responsibility for the preparatory
and follow-up work arising from its decisions.

The Nuclear Planning Group

The Defence Ministers of member countries which take part in NATO’s
Defence Planning Committee meet at regular intervals in the Nuclear Planning
Group (NPG), where they discuss specific policy issues associated with
nuclear forces. These discussions cover a broad range of nuclear policy mat-
ters, including the safety, security and survivability of nuclear weapons, com-
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munications and information systems, deployment issues and wider questions
of common concern such as nuclear arms control and nuclear proliferation.
The Alliance’s nuclear policy is kept under review and decisions are taken
jointly to modify or adapt it in the light of new developments and to update and
adjust planning and consultation procedures.

The work of the Nuclear Planning Group is prepared by an NPG Staff
Group composed of members of the national delegations of countries partici-
pating in the NPG. The Staff Group carries out detailed work on behalf of the
NPG Permanent Representatives. It meets regularly once a week and at other
times as necessary.

The NPG High Level Group (HLG) was established as a senior advisory
body to the NPG on nuclear policy and planning issues. In 1998/1999, in addi-
tion to its original portfolio, the HLG took over the functions and responsibilities
of the then Senior Level Weapons Protection Group (SLWPG) which was
charged with overseeing nuclear weapons safety, security, and survivability
matters. The HLG is chaired by the United States and is composed of national
policy makers and experts from capitals. It meets several times a year to dis-
cuss aspects of NATO’s nuclear policy, planning and force posture, and mat-
ters concerning the safety, security, and survivability of nuclear weapons.

CoNSENSUS PoLiTics AND JOINT DECISION-MAKING

Policy formulation and implementation, in an Alliance of independent sov-
ereign countries, depends on all member governments being fully informed of
each other’s overall policies and intentions and the underlying considerations
which give rise to them. This calls for regular political consultation, whenever
possible during the policy-making stage of deliberations before national deci-
sions have been taken.

Political consultation in NATO began as a systematic exercise when the
Council first met in September 1949, shortly after the North Atlantic Treaty
came into force. Since that time it has been strengthened and adapted to suit
new developments. The principal forum for political consultation remains the
Council. Its meetings take place with a minimum of formality and discussion is
frank and direct. The Secretary General, by virtue of his Chairmanship, plays
an essential part in its deliberations and acts as its principal representative and
spokesman both in contacts with individual governments and in public affairs.

Consultation also takes place on a regular basis in other forums, all of
which derive their authority from the Council: the Political Committee at senior
and other levels, the Policy Coordination Group, Regional Expert Groups, Ad
Hoc Political Working Groups, an Atlantic Policy Advisory Group and other spe-
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cial committees all have a direct role to play in facilitating political consultation
between member governments. Like the Council, they are assisted by an
International Staff responsible to the Secretary General of NATO and an
International Military Staff responsible to its Director, and through him, respon-
sible for supporting the activities of the Military Committee.

Political consultation among the members of the Alliance is not limited to
events taking place within the NATO Treaty area. Increasingly, events outside
the geographical area covered by the Treaty have implications for the Alliance
and therefore feature on the agenda of the Council and subordinate commit-
tees. The consultative machinery of NATO is readily available and extensively
used by the member nations in such circumstances, even if NATO as an
Alliance may not be directly involved. By consulting together they are able to
identify at an early stage areas where, in the interests of security and stability,
coordinated action may be taken.

Neither is the need for consultation limited to political subjects. Wide-
ranging consultation takes place in many other fields. The process is continu-
ous and takes place on an informal as well as a formal basis with a minimum
of delay or inconvenience, as a result of the collocation of national delegations
to NATO within the same headquarters. Where necessary, it enables intensive
work to be carried out at short notice on matters of particular importance or
urgency with the full participation of representatives from all governments con-
cerned.

Consultation within the Alliance takes many forms. At its most basic level
it involves simply the exchange of information and opinions. At another level it
covers the communication of actions or decisions which governments have
already taken or may be about to take and which have a direct or indirect bear-
ing on the interests of their allies. It may also involve providing advance warn-
ing of actions or decisions to be taken by governments in the future, in order to
provide an opportunity for them to be endorsed or commented upon by others.
It can encompass discussion with the aim of reaching a consensus on policies
to be adopted or actions to be taken in parallel. And ultimately it is designed to
enable member countries to arrive at mutually acceptable agreements on col-
lective decisions or on action by the Alliance as a whole.

Regular consultations on relevant political issues also take place with
Partner countries in the context of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council as well
as with Russia, principally through the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council
(PJC); with Ukraine through the NATO-Ukraine Commission; and with partici-
pants in NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue, through the Mediterranean
Cooperation Group. The principles which guide consultations in these forums
are modelled on those which have long formed the basis for consultations
within the Alliance itself and are conducted with the same openness and spirit
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of cooperation. The role of each of these institutions is described in more detail
in the linked sections. Finally, there are provisions for NATO consultations with
any active participant in the Partnership for Peace, if that Partner perceives a
direct threat to its territorial integrity, political independence, or security.

In making their joint decision-making process dependent on consensus
and common consent, the members of the Alliance safeguard the role of each
country’s individual experience and outlook while at the same time availing
themselves of the machinery and procedures which allow them jointly to act
rapidly and decisively if circumstances require them to do so. The practice of
exchanging information and consulting together on a daily basis ensures that
governments can come together at short notice whenever necessary, often
with prior knowledge of their respective preoccupations, in order to agree on
common policies. If need be, efforts to reconcile differences between them will
be made in order that joint actions may be backed by the full force of decisions
to which all the member governments subscribe. Once taken, such decisions
represent the common determination of all the countries involved to implement
them in full. Decisions which may be politically difficult, or which face compet-
ing demands on resources, thus acquire added force and credibility.

All NATO Member countries participate fully in the political level of co-
operation within the Alliance and are equally committed to the terms of the
North Atlantic Treaty, not least to the reciprocal undertaking made in Article 5
which symbolises the indivisibility of their security - namely to consider an
attack against one or more of them as an attack upon them all.

The manner in which the Alliance has evolved nevertheless ensures that
variations in the requirements and policies of member countries can be taken
into account in their positions within the Alliance. This flexibility manifests itself
in a number of different ways. In some cases differences may be largely pro-
cedural and are accommodated without difficulty. Iceland, for example, has no
military forces and is therefore represented in NATO military forums by a civil-
ian if it so wishes. In other cases the distinctions may be of a more substantive
nature. France, a founding member of the Alliance in 1949, withdrew from the
Alliance’s integrated military structure in 1966 while remaining a full member of
its political structures. Spain joined the Alliance in 1982, but in accordance with
a national referendum held in 1986 initially remained outside NATO’s inte-
grated military structure.

At the 1997 Madrid Summit, Spain announced its readiness to participate
fully in the Alliance’s emerging new command structure, once this had been
agreed. In December 1997, an agreement was reached on a new command
structure as a whole, and in particular on the type, number and location of mil-
itary headquarters. In their end of year communiqués, NATO Foreign and
Defence Ministers welcomed Spain’s announcement that it would join the new
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military structure and take part in the new command structure which had just
been agreed.

Distinctions between NATO member countries may also exist as a result
of their geographical, political, military or constitutional situations. The partici-
pation of Norway and Denmark in NATO’s military dispositions, for example,
must comply with national legislation which does not allow nuclear weapons or
foreign forces to be stationed on their national territory in peacetime. In another
context, military arrangements organised on a regional basis may involve only
the forces of those countries directly concerned or equipped to participate in
the specific area in which the activity takes place. This applies, for example, to
the forces contributed by nations to the ACE Mobile Force and to NATO’s
Standing Naval Forces.

CRISsIS MANAGEMENT

The importance attached by NATO member countries to crisis manage-
ment issues is reflected in the Strategic Concept published in 1999 which iden-
tifies crisis management as one of the Alliance’s fundamental security tasks. It
states that in order to enhance the security and stability of the Euro-Atlantic
area, NATO stands ready, case-by-case and by consensus, in conformity with
Article 7 of the Washington Treaty, to contribute to effective conflict prevention
and to engage actively in crisis management, including crisis response opera-
tions. Maintaining an overall capability to manage crises successfully is an inte-
gral part of the Alliance’s approach to preserving peace and reinforcing Euro-
Atlantic security and stability.

The Alliance’s crisis management policy has been adapted since the end
of the Cold War to take account of the radically different nature of the risks
which it now faces. It is based on three mutually reinforcing elements: dialogue;
cooperation with other countries; and the maintenance of NATO’s collective
defence capability. Each of these is designed to ensure that crises affecting
Euro-Atlantic security can be prevented or resolved peacefully.

Consultation among NATO member countries plays an essential role in
crisis management and takes on particular significance in times of tension and
crisis. In such circumstances rapid decision-making, based on consensus on
the measures which need to be taken in the political, military and civil emer-
gency fields, depends on immediate and continuous consultation between
member governments. The principal NATO forums for the intensive consulta-
tion required in this context are the Council and the Defence Planning
Committee, supported by the Policy Coordination Group, the Political
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Committee, the Military Committee and the Senior Civil Emergency Planning
Committee. Other NATO committees may also play a role when required.

The practices and procedures which are then involved form the Alliance’s
crisis management arrangements. Facilities, including communications, in sup-
port of the process are provided by the NATO Situation Centre, which operates
on a permanent 24-hour basis. Exercises to test and develop crisis manage-
ment procedures are held at regular intervals in conjunction with national cap-
itals and NATO Strategic Commanders. Crisis management arrangements,
procedures and facilities, as well as the preparation and conduct of crisis man-
agement exercises, are coordinated by the Council Operations and Exercise
Committee (COEC), which also coordinates crisis management activities with
Partner countries.

In view of the important contribution that Partner countries can make in this
field, crisis management is also one of the agreed fields of activity in the
Partnership for Peace Work Plan and is included in Individual Partnership
Programmes. Activities include briefings and consultations, expert visits, crisis
management courses, Partner participation in the annual NATO-wide crisis
management exercise, and the provision of generic crisis management docu-
ments to Partners. Crisis management is also identified as an area for consul-
tation and cooperation in the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation
and Security Between NATO and the Russian Federation, and in the Charter on
a Distinctive Partnership between NATO and Ukraine (see Chapter 3). Itis also
an area of discussions in the context of the Mediterranean Dialogue.

THE DEFENCE DIMENSION

In the present political and strategic environment in Europe, the success
of the Alliance’s role in preserving peace and preventing war depends, even
more than in the past, on the effectiveness of preventive diplomacy and on the
successful management of crises affecting security. The political, economic,
social and environmental elements of security and stability are thus taking on
increasing importance.

Nonetheless, the defence dimension of the Alliance remains indispens-
able and contributes to the maintenance of stability in Europe as well as to cri-
sis management. Reorganisation of Alliance forces since the end of the Cold
War now enables NATO to react to a much wider range of contingencies.
However, the maintenance of an adequate military capability and clear pre-
paredness to act collectively in the common defence remain central to the
Alliance’s security objectives. Ultimately this capability, combined with political
solidarity, is designed to prevent any attempt at coercion or intimidation, and to
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ensure that military aggression directed against the Alliance can never be per-
ceived as an option with any prospect of success, thus guaranteeing the secu-
rity and territorial integrity of member states and protecting Europe as a whole
from the consequences which would ensue from any threat to the Alliance.

The framework for NATO’s defence planning process is provided by the
underlying principles which are the basis for collective security as a whole:
political solidarity among member countries; the promotion of collaboration and
strong ties between them in all fields where this serves their common and indi-
vidual interests; the sharing of roles and responsibilities and recognition of
mutual commitments; and a joint undertaking to maintain adequate military
forces to support Alliance strategy and policy.

In determining the size and nature of their contribution to collective
defence, member countries of NATO retain full sovereignty and independence
of action. Nevertheless, the nature of NATO’s defence structure requires that
in reaching their individual decisions, member countries take into account the
overall needs of the Alliance. They therefore follow agreed defence planning
procedures which provide the methodology and machinery for determining the
forces needed for the implementation of Alliance policies, for coordinating
national defence plans and for establishing force planning goals which are in
the interests of the Alliance as a whole'. The planning process takes many fac-
tors into account, including changing political circumstances, assessments pro-
vided by NATO’s Military Commanders of the forces required to fulfil their
tasks, technological developments, the importance of an equitable division of
roles, risks and responsibilities within the Alliance, and the individual economic
and financial capabilities of member countries. The process thus ensures that
all relevant considerations are jointly examined to enable the best use to be
made of collective national resources which are available for defence.

Close coordination between international civil and military staffs, NATO’s
military authorities, and governments is maintained through an annual
exchange of information on national plans. This exchange of information
enables each country’s intentions to be compared with NATO’s overall require-
ments and, if necessary, to be reconsidered in the light of new Ministerial polit-
ical directives, modernisation requirements and changes in the roles and
responsibilities of the forces themselves. All these aspects are kept under con-
tinual review and are scrutinised at each stage of the defence planning cycle.

As part of the adaptation of the Alliance, a review of the Alliance’s defence
planning process was carried out. Its conclusions were endorsed by Ministers
in June 1997. A single, coherent and streamlined process is now in place which

1 France does not take part in the Force Planning.
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will ensure that NATO continues to develop the forces and capabilities needed
to conduct the full range of Alliance missions. This includes providing support
for operations which might be led by the European Union in the context of the
European Security and Defence ldentity. Also in that context, the process
enables support to be made available, within the Alliance, for all European
Allies with respect to their planning relating to the conduct of EU-led opera-
tions.

Since 1991, the starting point for defence planning has been the Alliance’s
Strategic Concept setting out in broad terms Alliance objectives and the means
for achieving them. The original Strategic Concept has been superseded by the
Alliance’s new Strategic Concept approved by NATO Heads of State at their
Washington Summit meeting in April 1999. More detailed guidance is given by
Defence Ministers every two years, in a document known as “Ministerial
Guidance”. This gives guidance on defence planning in general and force plan-
ning in particular. It addresses the political, economic, technological and mili-
tary factors which could affect the development of forces and capabilities of
Allies; and sets out the priorities and areas of concern to be addressed by the
NATO Military Authorities in drawing up their force goals in the first instance,
and secondly by nations in their own planning. It deals with planning for forces
and capabilities required both for collective defence and for contingencies
falling outside the scope of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty2. It also provides
guidance, where appropriate, on cooperation with other organisations, and fol-
lowing the 1997 review of the defence planning process included political guid-
ance developed by the Western European Union (WEU) defining the likely
scope of European-led operations.

Specific planning targets for the armed forces of each member country are
developed on the basis of Ministerial guidance. These targets, known as
“Force Goals”, generally cover a six-year period, but in certain cases look fur-
ther into the future. Like the guidance provided by Defence Ministers, they are
updated every two years.

Allied defence planning is reviewed annually and given direction by
Ministers of Defence in an “Annual Defence Review”. In response to a Defence
Planning Questionnaire (DPQ) issued every year, governments of member
countries prepare and submit to the Alliance their force plans and their defence
spending plans for the five-year period covered by the review. The Annual
Defence Review is designed to assess the contribution of member countries to

2 Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty deals primarily with deterrence against the use of force against
members of the Alliance and embodies the principle that an attack against any one of them is con-
sidered as an attack against all. Alliance activities falling outside the scope of Article 5 are referred
to collectively as “Non-Article 5 Operations”.
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the common defence in relation to their respective capabilities and constraints
and in the context of the Force Goals addressed to them. The Review culmi-
nates in the compilation of a common NATO Force Plan that provides the basis
for NATO defence planning over a five-year time frame.

National replies to the Defence Planning Questionnaire are examined
simultaneously by the International Staff (IS) and the NATO Military Authorities.
The International Staff prepares draft “Country chapters” for each country.
These set out in detail any unresolved differences between the NATO Force
Goals and the country plans, including the extent to which national plans are
consistent with the requirements of EU-led operations. They describe whether
countries have fulfilled, or expect to fulfil, existing force commitments under-
taken for the current year. Explanations of any shortcomings are set out, and
national efforts are assessed against the background of their capabilities and
constraints. The draft Country chapters are supplemented by Major NATO
Commanders’ assessments, which focus on force capabilities in relation to
their operational requirements and missions.

The draft Country chapters are considered in “multilateral examinations”.
These include a review of the extent to which countries have fulfilled force com-
mitments undertaken for the current year. They are directed particularly
towards reconciling possible differences between country force plans and
NATO Force Goals or plans. They are also intended to assess the degree to
which the plans of appropriate individual Allies could support the requirements
of EU-led operations and contribute to the coordination of the defence planning
of individual Allies.

In the light of the Country chapters and of an assessment by the Military
Committee, a General Report is submitted to the Defence Planning Committee.
It recommends a NATO five-year force plan for adoption by Defence Ministers,
and examines the overall balance, feasibility and acceptability of the force plan.
It also contains sections on national compliance with their force commitments
for the current year, and an assessment on how far the overall objectives and
specific guidance, laid down in Ministerial Guidance, including that relating to
requirements for EU-led operations, have been met. As part of Alliance con-
sultations, additional “out-of-cycle” consultation with Allies is necessary when a
country is contemplating important changes to commitments and plans
approved by Ministers in the Defence Review and Force Goal process. This
also occurs when the timetable for national decisions prevents consideration of
these changes in the next Defence Review.
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NucLEAR PoLicy

Changes in NATO’s nuclear strategy and force posture are concrete illus-
trations of the many positive steps which have been taken in order to adapt to
the new security environment. Under the momentous security improvements
which have been achieved since the end of the Cold War, the Alliance has
been able to reduce radically its reliance on nuclear forces. Moreover, its strat-
egy while remaining one of war prevention, is no longer dominated by the pos-
sibility of escalation involving nuclear weapons.

NATO’s nuclear forces contribute to European peace and stability by
underscoring the irrationality of a major war in the Euro-Atlantic region. They
make the risks of aggression against NATO incalculable and unacceptable in
a way that conventional forces alone cannot. They also create uncertainty for
any country that might contemplate seeking political or military advantage
through the threat or use of Nuclear, Biological or Chemical (NBC)3 weapons
against the Alliance. By promoting European stability, helping to discourage
threats relating to the use of weapons of mass destruction, and contributing to
deterrence against such use, NATO’s nuclear posture serves the interests not
only of the Allies, but also of its Partner countries and of Europe as a whole.

NATO’s reduced reliance on nuclear forces has been manifested in major
reductions in the forces themselves. In 1991 NATO decided to reduce the num-
ber of weapons which had been maintained for its sub-strategic# forces in
Europe by over 85 percent compared to Cold War levels. In addition to the
reductions of sub-strategic forces, the strategic forces available to the NATO
Allies are also being reduced.

The only land-based nuclear weapons which NATO retains in Europe are
bombs for dual-capable aircraft. These weapons have also been substantially
reduced in number and are stored in a smaller number of locations in highly
secure conditions. The readiness levels of dual-capable aircraft associated
with them have been progressively reduced, and increased emphasis has
been given to their conventional roles. None of NATO’s nuclear weapons are
targeted against any country.

3 The terms NBC (Nuclear, Biological and Chemical weapons) and WMD (Weapons of Mass
Destruction) can be used interchangeably.

4 The terms “strategic” and “sub-strategic” have slightly different meanings in different countries.
Strategic nuclear weapons are normally defined as weapons of “intercontinental” range (over 5 500
kilometres), but in some contexts these may also include intermediate-range ballistic missiles of
lower ranges. The term “sub-strategic” nuclear weapons has been used in NATO documents since
1989 with reference to intermediate and short-range nuclear weapons and now refers primarily to
air-delivered weapons for NATO'’s dual-capable aircraft and to a small number of United Kingdom
Trident warheads in a new sub-strategic role (other sub-strategic nuclear weapons having been
withdrawn from Europe).
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The Allies have judged that the Alliance’s requirements can be met, for the
foreseeable future, by this “sub-strategic” force posture. NATO has also
declared that enlarging the Alliance will not require a change in its current
nuclear posture. NATO countries have no intention, no plan, and no reason to
deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of new members, nor any need to
change any aspect of NATO’s nuclear posture or nuclear policy, and they do
not foresee any future need to do so.

The collective security provided by NATO’s nuclear posture is shared
among all members of the Alliance, providing reassurance to any member that
might otherwise feel vulnerable. The presence of US nuclear forces based in
Europe and committed to NATO provides an essential political and military link
between the European and North American members of the Alliance. At the
same time, the participation of non-nuclear countries in the Alliance nuclear
posture demonstrates Alliance solidarity, the common commitment of its mem-
ber countries to maintaining their security, and the widespread sharing among
them of burdens and risks.

Political oversight of NATO’s nuclear posture is also shared between
member nations. NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group provides a forum in which
the Defence Ministers of nuclear and non-nuclear Allies alike participate in the
development of the Alliance’s nuclear policy and in decisions on NATO’s
nuclear posture.

Further information on the role of NATO’s Nuclear Forces in the new secu-
rity environment and on reductions in this field are given in Chapter 2.

THE ECONOMIC SPHERE

The basis for economic cooperation within the Alliance is Article 2 of the
North Atlantic Treaty, which states that member countries “will seek to eliminate
conflict in their international economic policies and will encourage economic
collaboration between any or all of them”. NATO’s Economic Committee, which
was established to promote cooperation in this field, is the only Alliance forum
concerned exclusively with consultations on economic developments with a
direct bearing on security policy. Analyses and joint assessments of security-
related economic developments are key ingredients in the coordination of
defence planning within the Alliance. They cover matters such as comparisons
of military spending, developments within the defence industry, the availability
of resources for the implementation of defence plans, and securing “value for
money” in the defence sector of national economies.

The premise on which economic cooperation within the Alliance is
founded is that political cooperation and economic conflict are irreconcilable.
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There must therefore be a genuine commitment among the members to work
together in the economic as well as in the political field, and a readiness to con-
sult on questions of common concern based on the recognition of common
interests.

The member countries recognise that in many respects the purposes and
principles of Article 2 of the Treaty are pursued and implemented by other
organisations and international fora specifically concerned with economic
cooperation. NATO therefore avoids duplication of work carried out elsewhere
but reinforces collaboration between its members whenever economic issues
of special interest to the Alliance are involved. This applies particularly to those
which have security and defence implications. The Alliance therefore acts as a
forum in which different and interrelated aspects of political, military and eco-
nomic questions can be examined. It also provides the means whereby spe-
cific action in the economic field can be initiated to safeguard common Alliance
interests.

In the context of the Alliance’s overall security interests and in line with its
evolving priorities, a wide range of economic issues have to be addressed.
These include the study of defence expenditure and budgetary trends; the
restructuring of defence industries; trends in defence industrial employment;
and defence spending projections, their affordability and their implications for
the size and structure of the armed forces.

In accordance with agreed Work Plans, activities conducted in the eco-
nomic sphere of NATO cooperation with Partner Countries have concentrated
on security aspects of economic developments, including defence budgets and
defence expenditures and their relationship with the economy and the restruc-
turing of defence industries. Defence economic issues also feature prominently
in the Action Plan of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council for 2000-2002. The
Action Plan specifically addresses the following topics:

* resource management in defence spending;

« transparency in defence planning and budgeting;

« transition from conscript to professional armies;

* management of former military sites;

« the restructuring of defence industries, including privatisation;
* regional matters.

A fruitful dialogue between Allied and Partner Countries has already taken
place in the spheres of defence budgeting, important topics such as defence
budget formulation, cost-benefit analysis of defence down-sizing, planning and
management of national defence programmes, legislative oversight of defence
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budgets, economic aspects of conscript versus professional armies, and the
role of the private sector in defence.

Economic aspects of defence budgeting and defence expenditures will
remain core subjects in the context of NATO’s cooperation with Partner coun-
tries. In particular, efforts made in NATO countries to apply economic yard-
sticks to the management of defence budgets are likely to be particularly rele-
vant. Examples of areas in which the experience of NATO countries is being
made available include:

* new management principles, drawing on experiences in the commercial
sector, directed towards the establishment of defence agencies respon-
sible for ensuring reliable delivery of goods and services within the con-
straints of a given budget;

» the extension of competition to defence services, in the form of con-
tracting out, market-testing, and external financing;

« the improvement of cost-limitation methods, and the reconsideration of
priorities in the context of a reduction of available resources.

Economic cooperation is also important in the context of the restructuring
of defence industries. The conversion of defence industries, as well as other
issues such as the retraining of former military personnel, represent some of
the areas of mutual interest for consultation and cooperation between NATO
and Russia. They also represent areas for consultation and cooperation
between NATO and Ukraine.

Unlike specialised financial institutions, NATO does not have the mandate
or resources to fund the development of specific economic cooperation pro-
grammes. However, the Alliance has endeavoured to promote dialogue and
exchange of experience with experts from Partner countries involved in man-
aging the restructuring process.

In pursuing this type of cooperation, it has become increasingly clear that
there is no single model for restructuring of defence industries. Although there
are common problems and challenges, it is in the interest of each country to
pursue its own specific policies, taking into account its political, social and eco-
nomic environment. In order to better understand this dualism and to draw
appropriate joint lessons, special emphasis is placed on the analysis of practi-
cal experiences of defence restructuring. This part of the work includes indi-
vidual case studies and draws on the experiences of a broad range of relevant
agencies, national administrations, the management side of private and public
companies, and local and regional authorities. It also allows the sectorial and
regional dimensions of defence restructuring to be taken into account.

163



Cooperation in this area will continue to be centred on practical aspects of
the restructuring and adaptation of the defence industry sector, taking into
account regional differences. In general terms, developments in the demand side
of the defence market, as well as the response of the supply side through indus-
trial restructuring, and the economic consequences of the latter, need to be care-
fully monitored. Moreover, defence industries are losing their singularity and are
being increasingly obliged to bow to market forces. It is therefore also crucial to
analyse effects on the economy of the privatisation of defence companies.

Security aspects of economic developments are discussed at an annual
NATO Economics Colloquium and other seminars and workshops. The
Economics Colloquium is attended by experts from business, universities and
national and international administrations, and provides a framework for an
intensive exchange of ideas and experiences in the economic sphere. Themes
addressed at recent Economic Colloquia have included the social and human
dimensions of economic developments and reforms in Cooperation Partner
countries; the status of such reforms, their implications for security and the
opportunities and constraints associated with them; and privatisation in
Cooperation Partner countriesS.

PusBLIC INFORMATION

Responsibility for explaining national defence and security policy and
each member country’s role within the Alliance rests with the individual mem-
ber governments. The choice of methods to be adopted and resources to be
devoted to the task of informing their publics about the policies and objectives
of NATO varies from country to country and is also a matter for each member
nation to decide. All NATO governments recognise both the democratic right of
their peoples to be informed about the international structures which provide
the basis for their security, and the importance of maintaining public under-
standing and support for their countries’ security policies.

The role of NATO'’s Office of Information and Press is to complement the
public information activities undertaken within each country, providing whatever
assistance may be required; to manage the Organisation’s day-to-day relations
with the press and media; and to provide information to respond to the interest
in the Alliance from non-member nations. A large part of that interest stems
from the Alliance’s cooperation and partnership with the member countries of

5 The May 2001 Economics Colloquium held in Bucharest addressed the interrelationship between
Regional Economic Cooperation, Security and Stability. The proceedings of the annual Colloquia
are published annually in book form and may be obtained from the NATO Information and Press
(Distribution Unit). The proceedings are also published on Internet (http://www.nato.int).
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the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), from its special bilateral rela-
tionship with Russia and its partnership with Ukraine, and from its developing
Mediterranean Dialogue.

In addition, the focus of world public attention on Bosnia and Herzegovina
and on Kosovo has called for a corresponding increase in information pro-
grammes to explain NATO’s role in bringing the conflicts in the former
Yugoslavia to an end and creating the conditions for future stability in the
region. Other developments in the Alliance, including the implementation of the
Partnership for Peace initiative, the restructuring of NATO military forces and
the internal transformation of the Alliance, the strengthening of the European
identity within the Alliance as well as the external transformation of NATO, have
all contributed to the growth of public interest and the need for adequate infor-
mation to be provided to respond to it.

With the opening up of the Alliance to new members, and specifically the
accession of three new member countries, a further significant dimension has
been added to the information challenge. In the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Poland, the individual governments face a continuing need to explain the impli-
cations of membership of NATO to their publics. In each of their countries,
knowledge of NATO, of civil-military relations within the Alliance, and of Alliance
decision-making procedures, has been limited and sometimes adversely influ-
enced by earlier negative public perceptions, entrenched attitudes, and lack of
reliable information. The NATO Office of Information and Press therefore has a
particular obligation to assist each of the three governments and to respond to
public interest from their respective countries within the means at its disposal.
In addition, there has been an increased focus on security issues and on NATO
in each of the nine countries participating in the Membership Action Plan (MAP)
approved at the Washington Summit Meeting in April 1999 (see Chapter 3).
NATO’s information activities are therefore being adapted to enable an ade-
quate response to be made to the requirement for information on the Alliance
to be made more widely available in each of these countries.

The overall objectives of the Alliance’s press and information policies are
to contribute to public knowledge of the facts relating to security and to promote
public involvement in a well informed and constructive debate on the security
issues of the day as well as the objectives of future policy. Each of the action
plans and work programmes drawn up to implement the goals of the principal
initiatives taken by NATO countries in recent years contain specific sections
addressing information requirements for meeting these objectives. This applies
to the EAPC Action Plan adopted by EAPC Foreign Ministers, to the work pro-
grammes of the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council and of the NATO-
Ukraine Commission, and to the work envisaged in the context of NATO’s
Mediterranean Dialogue.
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The programmes administered under the Information budget of the NATO
Headquarters consist of activities which take place within the Headquarters
itself; external events administered by the Office of Information and Press at
NATO; activities which take place under the auspices of governmental or non-
governmental organisations outside the confines of the NATO Headquarters
which may be supported by conceptual, practical or financial contributions from
the Office of Information and Press; and events which are organised by other
external agencies with direct or indirect assistance from NATO. The principal
activities under each of these headings are described below.

In addition to NATO itself, a number of other organisations and agencies
play an important role in providing access to information about Alliance related
topics, disseminating written materials, exploiting the advantages of electronic
communications through the Internet, and responding to public inquiries. The
list of these additional bodies is extensive and includes national and multina-
tional organisations. The following should be mentioned in particular:

* Public information offices and press offices of NATO member country
governments and of governments in EAPC and Partner countries.

* Embassies of NATO member countries serving on a rotational basis as
Contact Point Embassies in the capitals of Partner countries.

* National parliaments and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly (NPA), an
international parliamentary forum created to promote Alliance goals and
policies at the parliamentary level. The NPA has its headquarters in
Brussels.

« National Atlantic Councils, Atlantic Committees or Atlantic Associations
in Member and Partner countries, established as educational founda-
tions dedicated to improving knowledge and understanding of Alliance
goals and policies.

* Institutes and foundations established on a national or international
basis in different countries throughout the Euro-Atlantic area, for the
purposes of promoting policy research and academic input into the
debate on security issues.

 Public Information Offices of the Alliance’s military headquarters located
in different member countries.

* Educational and training establishments of the Alliance such as the
NATO Defense College in Rome, the NATO (SHAPE) School in
Oberammergau, independent institutions such as the Marshall Centre in
Oberammergau, and national defence establishments and colleges.
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« International structures grouping together national chapters of their
organisations, such as the Atlantic Treaty Association (ATA), bringing
together the Atlantic Committees, Councils and Associations of Member
and Partner countries; and the Interallied Confederation of Reserve
Officers (CIOR), which incorporates Reserve Officer associations
throughout the Alliance. The ATA has a small secretariat in Paris and a
contact address in Brussels. The CIOR similarly has a Liaison Office at
the NATO Headquarters in Brussels.

Further information on these organisations is given in Chapter 16.

The Office of Information and Press liaises directly with the Public
Information Adviser’s office in the International Military Staff with regard to
information concerning the activities of the Military Committee.

The Office of Information and Press maintains a small regional information
office in Reykjavik, Iceland. With this exception, there are no regional informa-
tion offices in NATO member countries. Military headquarters belonging to the
Alliance’s integrated military structure, which are located in different parts of
the Alliance, as well as a number of NATO agencies and organisations located
outside the Brussels Headquarters, constitute an important part of the
Alliance’s identity and represent additional points of contact and sources of
information.

As part of its extensive programme of cooperation with Partner countries,
and specifically NATO’s cooperative relationships with Russia and Ukraine, the
North Atlantic Council has undertaken steps to improve access to information
relating to the Alliance in these countries. In 1995, it approved the appointment
of an Information Officer to be located in Moscow, working within the French
Embassy, which was then the Contact Point Embassy for NATO in Russia.

This small information office was transferred to the German Embassy in
1996 when Germany took over the Contact Point role. Germany subsequently
seconded a German Colonel of this office to assist NATO in developing infor-
mation contacts and activities with the Russian armed forces.

In January 1998 an independent NATO Documentation Centre, housed
within the premises of the Russian Institute for Scientific Information for the
Social Sciences (INION), was opened in Moscow. Supported by NATO, the
Centre has provided access to publications and documents relating to security
issues and periodically has also published a bulletin addressed to academic
and other interested audiences.

The activities of the Information Office and Documentation Centre were
curtailed when Russia suspended cooperation with NATO, following the mili-
tary action taken by the Alliance to end the crisis in Kosovo. During a visit to
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Moscow by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson, in February 2000,
agreement was reached which the NATO Allies hope will lead to a resumption
of the full range of cooperation agreed in the NATO-Russia Founding Act. In
February 2001, the NATO Secretary General again visited Moscow and for-
mally inaugurated a NATO Information Office located in independent premises
in the city centre.

A NATO Information and Documentation Centre opened in Kyiv in 1996.
Staffed and financed by the Office of Information and Press, the Centre is
accommodated within the Ukrainian Institute of International Affairs and pro-
vides access to documentation as well as providing a link to other information
activities, including visits to NATO and NATO-sponsored seminars.

The addresses of the various offices and information centres referred to in
this section are listed at the end of the Handbook, together with details of the
NATO Integrated Data Service, which provides worldwide electronic access to
NATO-related information.

The communications tools used by the NATO Office of Information and
Press both directly and in support of the above outlets and intermediaries draw
on conventional oral and written forms of providing information and promoting
dialogue. The Office administers a major programme of visits, bringing up to 20
000 opinion formers annually to the political headquarters of the Alliance, for
briefings and discussions with experts from NATO’s International Staff,
International Military Staff and National Delegations on all aspects of the
Alliance’s work and policies.

The Office of Information and Press issues a number of publications
ranging from compilations of official texts and declarations to periodical and
non-periodical publications which seek to contribute to an informed public
debate on relevant aspects of security policy.

Official texts issued by the Alliance, normally in the form of communiqués
and press statements, are formally negotiated documents articulating the
agreed policy orientation of member countries on specific subjects or on the
collectivity of policy issues reviewed periodically throughout the year. They
constitute the Alliance’s public archive and allow the process of policy-making
and the evolution of decisions to be traced to the political events or circum-
stances to which they relate. All such texts are published in the two official lan-
guages of the Alliance and often in other languages.

In addition to these documents, the Office of Information and Press assists
in the dissemination of statements issued by the Secretary General of NATO,
who is the Organisation’s principal spokesman, and of the texts of speeches by
the Secretary General and other senior officials. These documents also assist
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in explaining policy and giving insights into the objectives and rationale which
lie behind it.

Under the authority of the Secretary General, the Information Office pub-
lishes a periodical called the NATO Review and a range of handbooks,
brochures, newsletters and other reference materials which can contribute to
public knowledge and understanding. These items are printed, according to
resources and requirements, in all the languages used in NATO countries in addi-
tion to the official languages, as well as in many Partner country languages.

Dissemination of written materials also relies increasingly on electronic
media. Most of NATO public documentation and information materials are
issued through the NATO Integrated Data Service. Details are given in
“Sources of Further Information” (Appendix 2).

NATO has a separate Science Programme (described in Chapter 8),
which publishes a newsletter and has its own series of scientific publications
which are issued separately by specialised publishers in accordance with
agreed commercial arrangements.

The personnel resources of the Office of Information and Press include a
NATO Country Relations Section consisting of national Liaison Officers respon-
sible for administering information programmes directed towards their own
member countries. Such programmes consist of arranging visits to NATO,
organising conferences and seminars at different locations throughout the
Alliance, and assisting parliamentarians, academics, journalists and other rel-
evant professional groupings in their countries in obtaining access to the pub-
licly available information they require. An Outreach and Partner Relations
Section fulfils a similar role in disseminating information in many of NATO’s
Partner countries. National Liaison Officers for NATO countries also contribute
to this work, acting as programme officers for the Partner countries for which
their national governments have the current “Contact Point” role through their
national embassies in the different Partner countries.

Information programmes for individual nations may include the provision
of conceptual, practical and limited financial support for relevant publishing
activities of non-governmental organisations in Member and Partner countries.
Similar assistance may also be given to the governments of Partner countries
in preparing and issuing publications designed to inform public opinion about
NATO-related issues.

In the academic field, NATO’s information activities include the award of
an annual Manfred Wérner Fellowship, named after the late former Secretary
General of NATO, and the administration of a series of NATO-EAPC
Fellowships open to scholars in NATO and Partner countries alike. The
Fellowships, which consist of grants to assist recipients with travel and
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research costs, are awarded annually, on a competitive basis, on the recom-
mendations of an independent jury, for the purpose of carrying out studies in
subject areas generally relating to NATO policy areas and to the current politi-
cal agenda of the Alliance.

Under the academic affairs programme, support is also given periodically to
multinational conferences addressing major topics and themes in the security field.

The interest of the public in NATO policies and access to information in
this sphere is manifested both directly and through the press and media cov-
erage given to NATO-related developments and events. A central part of the
work of the Office of Information and Press is therefore related to press activi-
ties and to the support provided by the NATO Press Service for accredited and
other media representatives.

Press briefings and interviews with senior officials, background briefings,
access to photographs, sound and video facilities and electronic transmission
services all form part of the arrangements called for to meet the needs of the
world’s media. Major events or developments in the Alliance, such as Summit
Meetings, may attract upwards of a thousand journalists to the Headquarters,
for whom adequate provision must be made. Similar resources are called for
at major events taking place away from the Headquarters, for example during
Ministerial or Summit meetings held abroad. Support for journalists is provided
by both the Press and Information Services within the Office of Information and
Press, the focus of the Press Service being directed towards the immediate or
short-term requirements, while the Information Office provides access to a
wide range of background information on which media representatives can
draw over a longer time frame.

The Press Spokesman and Press Service work in close daily contact with
the Office of the Secretary General and support the Secretary General in his
media and press contacts. The Press Service is also responsible for arranging
contacts between other senior officials and the media and for the official
accreditation of journalists attending NATO press events. Summaries and
reviews of the international press and press agency reports are prepared by
the Press Service on a daily basis for the benefit of the International Staffs,
National Delegations Diplomatic Missions and Liaison Officials working within
the headquarters building. Information Liaison Officers and Press Office staff
also prepare reviews of the national press in NATO and Partner countries for
the use of the Secretary General and assist in the preparation of his official
visits to these countries.

The Office of Information and Press also manages the NATO
Headquarters Library serving the national and international staffs working
within the Headquarters.
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PROGRAMMES AND ACTIVITIES

Consumer Logistics

Key Logistic Functions

Consumer Logistics and Peace Support Operations
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Armaments Cooperation, Planning and Standardisation
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Air Defence
Civil Emergency Planning
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PROGRAMMES AND ACTIVITIES

CONSUMER LoaisTICS!

The term “logistics” is used to mean different things in different contexts.
There are also differences in the use of the term by NATO nations and in the
categories of support for military operations which are regarded as being com-
ponents of logistics. The NATO definition of logistics refers to “the science of
planning and carrying out the movement and maintenance of forces”. In its
most comprehensive sense, the term refers to aspects of military operations,
which deal with the following spheres:

Design and development, acquisition, storage, transport, distribution,
maintenance, evacuation and disposition of materiel.

Transport of personnel.

Acquisition, construction, maintenance, operation and disposition of
facilities.

Acquisition or provision of services.

Medical and Health Service Support.

The above categories inevitably involve a very wide range of services and
responsibilities. In NATO, these are subdivided, from a decision-making as well
as from an organisational point of view, into the following sectors:

Production or acquisition aspects of logistics, which include planning,
design development and procurement of equipment. These are primar-
ily a national responsibility and are handled nationally. Cooperation and
coordination within NATO nevertheless takes place in numerous
spheres, largely under the auspices of the Conference of National
Armament Directors (CNAD) and its subordinate bodies.
Organisationally, production or acquisition aspects of logistics within
NATO are principally the responsibility of the Defence Support Division
of the International Staff on the civilian side and of the Armaments
Branch, Logistics, Armaments and Resources Division of the
International Military Staff on the military side.

Consumer or operational aspects of logistics, which are generally
understood as supply and support functions of forces. These are the

1 Many of the programmes and activities referred to in this section are implemented by organisations
and agencies established by the North Atlantic Council or the NATO Military Committee to under-
take specific tasks. Details are given in Chapter 14.
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subject of the first part of this section, and fall mainly under the respon-
sibility of the Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference (SNLC) and the
NATO Pipeline Committee. The Committee of the Chiefs of Military
Medical Services in NATO (COMEDS), NATO’s senior military medical
advisory body, has responsibility for advising the Military Committee on
medical matters. From an organisational point of view, responsibility for
consumer or operational aspects of logistics on the civilian side lies with
the Security Investment, Logistics and Civil Emergency Planning
Division of the International Staff. On the military side, they are the
responsibility of the Logistics Branch, Logistics, Armaments and
Resources Division of the International Military Staff.

Logistic Support for the Alliance’s Strategic Concept

The Alliance’s Strategic Concept, approved by NATO Heads of State and
Government in April 1999, emphasises the mobile and multinational character
of NATO forces and the need for flexible Alliance logistics to support them. The
Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference recognised that the provision of logistic
support, though fundamentally a national responsibility, also needs collective
responsibility, improved coordination, cooperation and enhanced multinational-
ity if this flexibility is to be achieved. It responded to the introduction of the new
strategic concept by undertaking an analysis of its implications for logistic prin-
ciples and policies. The importance of this topic is also emphasised in the
Defence Capabilities Initiative launched at the Washington Summit in April
1999 (see Chapter 2). A Policy for Cooperation in Logistics is in the final stages
of development and will shortly be considered by the North Atlantic Council. A
NATO Concept for Cooperation in Logistics is also currently being developed.

Logistics Principles and Policies

New logistics principles and policies were endorsed by the Defence
Planning Committee in 1992 in a document known as MC 319. These princi-
ples and policies have been thoroughly reviewed in the light of the practical
experiences gained from NATO-led peacekeeping operations. A revised ver-
sion was endorsed by the Council in 1997 (MC 319/1). Its principles and poli-
cies apply to peace, crisis and conflict situations, and include operations under
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty as well as “non-Article 5” operations2. They
also apply to operations within the framework of the Combined Joint Task

2 Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty deals primarily with deterrence against the use of force against
members of the Alliance and embodies the principle that an attack against any one of them is con-
sidered as an attack against all. Alliance activities falling outside the scope of Article 5 are referred
to collectively as “Non-Article 5 Operations”.
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Force concept and for operations involving non-NATO nations in NATO-led
operations.

These general principles have served as the springboard for the subse-
quent development of more specific principles and policies relating to func-
tional areas of logistics, such as medical support (MC 326/1), host nation sup-
port (MC 334/1), and movement and transportation (MC 336/1).

Key Principles

Responsibility

Member nations and NATO authorities have a collective responsibility for
logistic support of NATO’s multinational operations. Each NATO military com-
mander establishes logistic requirements and coordinates logistic planning and
support within his area of responsibility.

Provision

Nations must ensure, individually or through cooperative arrangements,
the provision of logistic resources to support the forces allocated to NATO dur-
ing peace, crisis or conflict.

Authority

The NATO military commanders at the appropriate levels need to have
sufficient authority over the logistic assets needed to enable them to employ
and sustain their forces in the most effective manner. The same applies to non-
NATO commanders of multinational forces participating in a NATO-led opera-
tion.

Cooperation and Coordination

Cooperation and coordination among the nations and NATO authorities is
essential. Moreover, logistic cooperation between the civilian and military sec-
tors within and between nations must make the best use of limited resources.
Cooperative arrangements and mutual assistance among nations in the provi-
sion and the use of logistic resources can therefore ease the individual burden
on each nation.

In considering the scope for developing different forms of cooperation in
the field of consumer logistics in order to maximise such benefits, integrated
multinational logistics support, role specialisation, common-funding of
resources, and the application of the “lead-nation” principle are all investigated.
The potential role of NATO Agencies such as the NATO Maintenance and
Supply Agency (NAMSA) is also considered if it is likely to offer cost-effective
solutions.
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The need for coordination in the field of logistic support occurs at numer-
ous levels and may not be confined to NATO itself. For “non-Article 5” opera-
tions, cooperation may need to be extended to non-NATO nations and where
appropriate to the United Nations, the Western European Union, the
Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the International
Committee of the Red Cross and other relevant organisations.

Cooperative Logistics

The aim of cooperation in logistics is to enhance the overall logistics pos-
ture of the Alliance by maximising the effectiveness of logistics support to
NATO and NATO-led or supported multinational operations; and by improving
efficiency and achieving cost savings through economies of scale and elimina-
tion of duplication of efforts in peacetime, crisis and conflict.

The major principles governing cooperation in logistics in NATO are: pri-
macy of operational requirements; collective responsibility; efficiency; and vis-
ibility and transparency.

The development of cooperative logistics arrangements in NATO is facili-
tated by a number of production and logistics agencies which have been cre-
ated for this purpose. Foremost among these agencies is NAMSA - the NATO
Maintenance and Supply Agency. The scope for effective cooperative logistics
is enhanced by the use of modern techniques for the management and pro-
curement of materiel. One example is a concept developed by NAMSA known
as SHARE (Stock Holding and Asset Requirements Exchange). As its name
implies, this is an arrangement which facilitates the sharing or exchange of
stock holdings among users by providing an effective link between their spe-
cific needs on the one hand, and the availability of the corresponding assets on
the other.

Multinational Logistics

The challenges facing the Alliance in the future, including limitations on
resources, underscore the necessity of increased cooperation and multination-
ality in logistic support. Both the need to carry out operations (such as peace
support) in locations where the logistics support provided by the normal
national infrastructure is not available, and the need to integrate non-NATO mil-
itary forces and their logistic support, underline the importance of a multina-
tional joint logistics structure. This has to cover logistic requirements in the field
of transportation, engineering and supply, as well as medical capabilities.
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Multinational logistics is also an important force multiplier that optimises
individual national logistic support efforts. It involves bilateral or multilateral
arrangements which enhance the cost-effectiveness of individual national
logistic support activities as well as their efficiency. Such arrangements can
contribute significantly to the success of both the planning and the implemen-
tation aspects of logistic operations. A number of concepts and initiatives are
being used to bring about increased multinationality in this field, including role
specialisation and the lead nation concept, Multinational Integrated Logistics
Units and Multinational Integrated Medical Units, Host Nation and Third Party
Support, and the development of a Multinational Joint Logistic Centre.

KEY LoaisTIC FUNCTIONS

Mobility

Efficient and timely movement of forces is a pre-requisite for all military
operations. Ensuring the strategic mobility of troops and materiel by providing
adequate lift, transport facilities, equipment, and infrastructure is normally a
major operational requirement. It includes the possible use of civilian resources
and may involve the deployment, staging, and onward movement of large
amounts of materiel and equipment. Planning and evaluation of capacity and
capabilities can therefore be decisive in ensuring that varying political and mil-
itary requirements can be met. The focal point for questions relating to strate-
gic mobility in NATO is the Movement and Transportation Advisory Group
(MAG), a sub-group of the Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference (SNLC). This
body was created to foster cooperative approaches to the management side of
movement, transportation and mobility matters between military and civilian
agencies and between NATO and member nations.

Host Nation Support

Host nation support means civil and military assistance rendered in peace,
emergencies, crisis and conflict by a Host Nation to Allied Forces and organi-
sations which are located on, operating in or in transit through the Host
Nation’s territory. Arrangements concluded between the appropriate authorities
of Host Nations and the “Sending Nations” and/or NATO form the basis of such
assistance.

Host Nation support is crucial to the sustainability of all types and cate-
gories of forces. Bilateral or multilateral agreements which take into account
NATO’s operational requirements contribute to the protection of the forces as
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well as providing the required logistic support and infrastructure for their recep-
tion, movement and employment.

The flexibility needed by multinational forces calls for the involvement of
NATO military commanders in formulating requirements for Host Nation sup-
port, in negotiating Memoranda of Understanding on behalf of NATO and in
coordinating the development of the relevant Host Nation Support agreements.
Moreover the increasingly varied nature of deployment options means that the
planning of Host Nation support arrangements now has to be based on a more
generic approach than in the past.

Medical Support

Medical services make a major contribution to military operations through
the prevention of disease, the rapid evacuation and treatment of the sick,
injured and wounded, and their early return to duty. Medical capabilities in an
area where forces are deployed need to be commensurate with the force
strength and their risk of exposure to sickness or injury. Medical support capa-
bilities also need to be in place and operational prior to the start of military
operations. The Committee of the Chiefs of Military Medical Services in NATO
advises the Military Committee and provides the focus for cooperation in this
field. Civil-military coordination is provided by a Joint Medical Committee
(JMC).

Logistics Interoperability and Standardisation

Operational interoperability directly influences the combat effectiveness of
NATO forces, particularly those involving multinational formations.
Standardisation of equipment, supplies and procedures is thus an overall force
multiplier which has to be taken into account in the design and production of
systems and equipment. The minimum objectives needed to obtain combat
effectiveness are interoperability of the principal equipment, interchangeability
of supplies and commonality of procedures. These requirements have a direct
bearing on logistic support for standardised equipment. Sufficient flexibility also
has to be provided in order to facilitate the participation of non-NATO nations
in NATO-led operations.

Consumer Logistics and Partnership for Peace

Most consumer logistic activities in the Partnership Work Programme and
Individual Partnership Programmes and in nationally-approved bilateral pro-
grammes come into the following categories:
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+ team visits to the Partner country to consider the scope of possible
cooperation on logistic issues and the organisation of logistic courses;

+ information exchange, expert advice, technical assistance, logistic
courses, logistic input into peacekeeping courses, and logistic exercises;

» formal contacts, such as staff talks, seminars and workshops;

* harmonisation and standardisation of concepts, policies, materiel, pro-
cedures and other aspects of logistic structures and systems.

The above activities are all supported by meetings of the principal NATO
forums dealing with the participation of Partner countries. This applies, for
example, to the Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference, the Movement and
Transportation Advisory Group, the NATO Pipeline Committee and the
Committee of the Chiefs of Military Medical Services in NATO, all of which meet
with Partner countries on a regular basis. Further details relating to the above
can be found in Chapter 14.

Logistics Courses for Partners

A NATO Logistics Course takes place three times a year, open to partici-
pants from both NATO and Partner countries. Various other courses are offered
by NATO and by Partner nations relating to NATO logistics, UN and NATO
peacekeeping, medical planning, participation in a Multinational Joint Logistic
Centre, and civil-military cooperation in the field of Civil Emergency Planning.
In the medical field, a PfP Medical Planner’s Course has become an integral
part of the educational programme at the NATO SHAPE School. 34 students
from 17 nations attended the course in April 2000 and there are plans to
increase this to 80 students per course. The class content is continually being
modified by lessons learned in NATO-led operations in the Balkans.

Other related activities include Host Nation Support Seminars for Partners,
designed to introduce civil and military staff officers from Partner nations to the
host nation concept and to NATO planning procedures and arrangements in this
field. They also provide an opportunity for participants to address regional mat-
ters, especially with regard to host nation support for the nations contributing
forces to NATO-led operations in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo.

Exercise Cooperative Support

This is an annual exercise designed to introduce Partner nations to the
Alliance’s concept for the logistic support of multinational operations. Initially
limited to maritime operations only, the exercise now involves land, air and
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maritime activities with the aim of familiarising participants with the full spec-
trum of multiservice logistic support.

Technical Support to PfP Countries

The NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency (NAMSA) is authorised to
render technical assistance, on a reimbursable basis, to Partnership for Peace
countries. Initially consultative in nature, such assistance will involve logistics
management and operations in the longer term.

In addition to these multinational activities, there are extensive bilateral
logistic contacts between individual NATO and Partnership nations.

CONSUMER LoGISTICS
AND PEACE SuPPORT OPERATIONS

The monitoring and enforcement operations undertaken by NATO in sup-
port of United Nations peacekeeping initiatives in Bosnia and Herzegovina as
well as in Kosovo highlighted the importance of consumer logistics in relation
to Crisis Response Operations. The demands of future multinational Alliance
operations, possibly involving non-NATO nations, also point to the need for the
multinational management of logistic support based on agreed logistics princi-
ples and policies. The likely benefits include a reduction in the degree of logis-
tic support that individual nations need to provide, improved cost-effectiveness,
better coordination, increased interoperability and greater flexibility.

PRoODUCTION AND LoOGISTICS ORGANISATIONS

The North Atlantic Council has created a number of NATO Production and
Logistics Organisations (NPLOs) to carry out specific tasks (see Chapter 14).
Those dealing specifically with consumer logistics are the NATO Maintenance
and Supply Organisation (NAMSO) and the Central Europe Pipeline
Management Organisation (CEPMO).

Further information on consumer logistics within NATO can be found in the
“NATO Logistics Handbook”, issued by the secretariat of the Senior NATO
Logisticians’ Conference and available from Logistics (IS Element), SILCEP
Division, NATO, 1110 Brussels. The handbook is not a formally agreed docu-
ment but has proved to be a useful guide to the broad spectrum of issues cov-
ered by the term “logistics”.
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ARMAMENTS COOPERATION, PLANNING
AND STANDARDISATION

Armaments Cooperation

Cooperation between NATO countries in the armaments field is the
responsibility of the Conference of National Armaments Directors (CNAD),
which meets on a regular basis to consider political, economic and technical
aspects of the development and procurement of equipment for NATO forces.
Army, Air Force and Naval Armaments Groups support the work of the
Conference and are responsible to it in their respective fields. A Research and
Technology Board, which is an integrated NATO body responsible for defence
research and technological development, provides advice and assistance to
the CNAD and to the Military Committee. It conducts a programme of collabo-
rative activities across a broad range of defence research and technology
issues. Assistance on industrial matters is provided by a NATO Industrial
Advisory Group (NIAG), which enables the CNAD to benefit from industry’s
advice on how to foster government-to-industry and industry-to-industry coop-
eration and assists the Conference in exploring opportunities for international
collaboration. Other groups under the Conference, formerly known as Cadre
Groups and renamed “CNAD Partnership Groups”, are active in fields such as
defence procurement policy and acquisition practices, codification, quality
assurance, test and safety criteria for ammunition, and materiel standardisa-
tion.

Within the above structure, working groups and ad hoc groups are estab-
lished to promote cooperation in specific fields. The overall structure enables
member countries to select the equipment and research projects in which they
wish to participate. At the same time, it facilitates exchange of information on
national equipment programmes and on technical and logistics matters where
cooperation can be of benefit to individual nations and to NATO as a whole.

In 1993, the North Atlantic Council approved revised policies, structures
and procedures for NATO armaments cooperation. These were designed to
strengthen cooperative activities in the defence equipment field; to streamline
the overall CNAD committee structure in order to make it more effective and
efficient; and to direct the work of the CNAD towards the following key areas:

» harmonisation of military requirements on an Alliance-wide basis;
+ promotion of essential battlefield interoperability;

* pursuit of cooperative opportunities identified by the CNAD and the pro-
motion of improved transatlantic cooperation;
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» the development of critical defence technologies, including expanded
technology sharing.

In 1994, the CNAD agreed on a series of practical cooperation measures
with the Western European Armaments Group (WEAG)3, providing a means of
expanding the dialogue on transatlantic armaments issues between European
and North American allies.

Armaments Planning

In 1989 the North Atlantic Council approved the establishment of a
Conventional Armaments Planning System (CAPS). The aims of this system
are to provide guidance to the CNAD and orientation to the nations on how the
military requirements of the Alliance can best be met by armaments pro-
grammes, individually and collectively; to harmonise longer-term defence pro-
curement plans; and to identify future opportunities for armaments cooperation
on an Alliance-wide basis.

The outcome of this planning process is a series of recommendations
issued every two years by the NATO Conventional Armaments Review
Committee under the authority of the CNAD. The recommendations are
designed to eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort in meeting the military
needs of the Alliance; to provide a framework for the exchange of information
and the harmonisation of operational requirements within the CNAD’s arma-
ments groups; and to establish more rational and cost-effective methods of
armaments cooperation and defence procurement.

Areview of NATO’s armaments planning procedures is being undertaken,
focusing in particular on structures and procedures within the CNAD.

Standardisation

Standardisation amongst NATO forces makes a vital contribution to the
combined operational effectiveness of the military forces of the Alliance and
enables opportunities to be exploited for making better use of economic
resources. Extensive efforts are therefore made in many different spheres to
improve cooperation and eliminate duplication in research, development, pro-

3 From 1976 to 1992, the Independent European Programme Group (IEPG) provided a forum through
which European member nations of NATO could discuss and formulate policies designed to achieve
greater cooperation in armaments procurement. The IEPG was dissolved at the end of 1992 when
its functions were transferred to the Western European Union (WEU). Subsequently, these matters
have been handled by the Western European Armaments Group (WEAG) within the framework of
the WEU.
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duction, procurement and support of defence systems. NATO Standardisation
Agreements for procedures and systems and for equipment components,
known as STANAGS, are developed and promulgated by the NATO Military
Agency for Standardisation in conjunction with the Conference of National
Armaments Directors and other authorities concerned.

By formulating, agreeing, implementing and maintaining standards for
equipment and procedures used throughout NATO, a significant contribution is
made to the cohesion of the Alliance and to the effectiveness of its defence
structure. While standardisation is of relevance in many different areas, the
principal forum for standardisation policy issues is the NATO Standardisation
Organisation (NSO), which aims to incorporate standardisation as an integral
part of Alliance planning and acts as a coordinator between senior NATO bod-
ies confronting standardisation requirements. The NSO was established in
1995 to give renewed impetus to Alliance work aimed at improving the coordi-
nation of allied policies and programmes for standardisation in the materiel,
technical and operational fields. Further details about the NATO
Standardisation Organisation and related bodies are given in Chapter 14.

COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Consultation, Command and Control matters are known within NATO
under the collective name of “C3”. The NATO Consultation, Command and
Control Organisation (NC30) is responsible for the provision of a NATO-wide,
cost-effective, interoperable and secure capability to ensure high level political
consultation and command and control of military forces. This is accomplished
by a number of Communications and Information Systems (CIS) which also
interface with national fixed and mobile networks to cover the whole NATO
area, linking the NATO Headquarters in Brussels, all Headquarters of the
Integrated Military Command Structure, national capitals and the highest lev-
els of national military command. Secure connections are also being estab-
lished for political consultation with nations participating in the Euro-Atlantic
Partnership Council (EAPC).

The NC30 comprises the NATO C3 Board (NC3B), acting as the Board of
Directors of the NC30; the Group of National C3 Representatives (NC3REPS),
acting as the NC3B in permanent session; a NATO C3 Agency (NC3A); and a
NATO Communications and Information Systems Operating and Support
Agency (NACOSA). The NC3B is the senior multinational body acting on behalf
of and responsible for advising the North Atlantic Council and Defence
Planning Committee on all C3 policy matters, including the interoperability of
NATO and national C3 systems, as well as advising the CNAD on C3 cooper-
ative programmes.
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The NC3 Agency performs central planning, engineering, design, integra-
tion, technical support and configuration control for NATO C3 systems. The
Agency also provides scientific and technical advice and support to the
Strategic Commanders and others on matters pertaining to Operations
Research, surveillance, air command and control and provides technical sup-
port for exercises and operations and other projects assigned to it.

NACOSA and subordinate elements operate, control and maintain NATO
Communication and Information systems assigned to them and provide appro-
priate support and training for these systems. Operational policy prioritisation
and procedural direction are decided jointly by both Strategic Commanders.
Non-operational direction is provided by the NC3B.

CiviL/MILITARY COORDINATION OF
AIR TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

The North Atlantic Council established the Committee for European
Airspace Coordination (CEAC) in 1955. In 1998 the Committee was reconsti-
tuted as the NATO Air Traffic Management Committee (NATMC).

The Committee is responsible for ensuring that all civil and military air-
space requirements over the territory of the 19 NATO nations are fully coordi-
nated. This includes the conduct of major air exercises, the harmonisation of
air traffic control systems and procedures, and the sharing of communications
frequencies. Observers from the International Civil Aviation Organisation, the
International Air Transport Association and the European Organisation for the
Safety of Air Navigation (EUROCONTROL) also assist the Committee. In the
context of new Alliance missions, such as peacekeeping, the Committee is
therefore able to provide a unique link between the NATO Military Authorities
responsible for the coordination of large-scale military aircraft movements and
the civil organisations managing the airspace.

In recent years, the surge in civilian air traffic and delays caused by insuf-
ficient capacity of air traffic control and airport structures in many parts of
Europe to cope with peak-time traffic have highlighted the need for effective
coordination between civil and military authorities in order to ensure that the
airspace can be shared by all users on an equitable basis. Moreover, there is
also a need to ensure, on a technical level, that military operators are able to
maintain the required degree of compatibility with the different elements of the
air traffic management system which the civil agencies plan to introduce in the
future. Consequently, and in particular in view of current efforts to achieve pan-
European integration of air traffic management, the Committee is represented
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in a number of international forums. It is a participant in the Programme
approved by the Transport Ministers of the European Civil Aviation Conference.

Since exchanges of views on airspace management constitute part of the
developing partnership between the NATO Alliance and its Partners, the
Committee is also actively engaged in cooperation activities. Since 1991, meet-
ings on civil/military coordination of air traffic management have been held peri-
odically with high-level participation by NATO members and other European
countries. In May 1992, the Central and East European and Central Asian states
which were members of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (later replaced
by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council) took part in a seminar on this issue,
together with representatives from NATO countries, as well as the NATO Military
Authorities and five international organisations with responsibilities in this field.

From November 1992, Cooperation Partners were invited to take part in
plenary sessions of the Committee addressing the civil/military dimension of
the integration of Central and Eastern Europe in Western European air traffic
management strategies. Early in 1994, other European neutral countries were
also invited to participate in its activities. This established the Committee as a
unique forum for coordination between civil and military users of the entire con-
tinental European airspace, as acknowledged by the European Civil Aviation
Conference.

The Partnership for Peace initiative is further increasing concrete cooper-
ation in this area, notably with regard to coordination of air exercises. Regular
plenary and working level meetings now constitute part of the cooperation
activities related to air traffic management foreseen in the PfP Partnership
Work Programme. With the enhancement of the Partnership for Peace there is
a considerable broadening and deepening of the Committee’s activities in this
area in the coming years.

Airspace Management and Control is included in the section of the EAPC
Action Plan for 2000-2002 which lists agreed areas of cooperation within the
Partnership for Peace programme. Cooperation in relation to air safety and air-
space management and control is also foreseen in the context of the NATO-
Russia relationship, NATO’s partnership with Ukraine and the South East
Europe Initiative.

AIR DEFENCE

The NATO Air Defence Committee (NADC) is responsible for advising the
North Atlantic Council and Defence Planning Committee on all aspects of air
defence, including tactical missile defence. It enables member countries to har-
monise their national efforts with international planning related to air command

185



and control and air defence weapons. The air defence of Canada and the
United States is coordinated within the North American Air Defence system
(NORAD).

In 1994, the NADC began a dialogue with Cooperation Partners under the
aegis of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) in order to foster
mutual understanding and confidence in air defence matters of common inter-
est. Developments under the Partnership for Peace initiative which are further
enhancing cooperation in this area include fact finding meetings of air defence
experts, air defence seminars and the maintenance of a Cooperative Air
Defence Programme. The dialogue is continuing within the framework of the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), which replaced the NACC, and in
the context of the Enhanced Partnership for Peace programme.

Effective air defence is fundamental to Alliance security. It is provided by
a complex system which enables aircraft and tactical missiles to be detected,
tracked and intercepted, either by maritime and ground-based weapons sys-
tems, or by interceptor aircraft. The command and control structure which facil-
itates air defence comprises the NATO Air Defence Ground Environment
(NADGE) which includes sites stretching from Northern Norway to Eastern
Turkey, the Improved United Kingdom Air Defence Ground Environment
(IUKADGE) and the Portuguese Air Command and Control System
(POACCS). These systems integrate the various sites which are equipped with
modern radars, data processing and display systems and are linked by mod-
ern digital communications. Weapon systems and the command and control
system form together the so-called NATO Integrated Air Defence System
(NATINADS).

Multinationality is a key principle of the system. Much of the existing air
defence structure has therefore been commonly financed through the NATO
Security Investment Programme (NSIP) (formerly called the Infrastructure
Programme) and a significant part of the successor system, known as the Air
Command and Control System (ACCS), is similarly funded. The ACCS is
designed to combine the tactical planning, tasking and execution of all air
defence, offensive air and air support operations. Its scope is therefore much
broader than just air defence. It is being implemented under the supervision of
the NATO ACCS Management Organisation (NACMO) and will provide an ini-
tial operational capability within the next few years. During the late 1980s, early
warning capability was enhanced through the acquisition of a fleet of E-3A
NATO Airborne Early Warning and Control (NAEW&C) aircraft. The fleet is cur-
rently being improved through modernisation programmes managed by the
NATO AEW&C Programme Management Organisation. These NATO-owned
and operated aircraft, together with E-3D aircraft owned and operated by the
United Kingdom, comprise the NATO Airborne Early Warning Force. The
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French and United States Air Forces also have E-3 aircraft, which can interop-
erate with the NATO air defence structure.

NATO is also studying improvements for the rapid dissemination of early
warning information on Tactical Ballistic Missile launches. Moreover the NATO
Air Defence Committee (NADC) has revised the Alliance Air Defence
Programme, now known as the Alliance Extended Air Defence Programme.
This includes measures to adapt NATO’s air defence structures in order to take
account of the changed security situation and of corresponding changes in the
Alliance’s crisis management requirements. It also includes provisions for tak-
ing multinational training into account and for examining the potential contribu-
tion of maritime assets to air defence, as well as possible reinforcements by
readily transportable air defence elements. In addition, since tactical missiles
are now part of the weapons inventory of many countries, the Alliance is also
examining ways of applying countermeasures to such systems.

Work is being undertaken within the CNAD on the development of an
Alliance Ground Surveillance capability to complement the NATO Airborne
Early Warning capability and to provide an effective system to assist military
operations in the context of extended air defence (e.g. conventional counter-
force operations), peacekeeping and crisis management. Furthermore, on the
basis of Council approved policy, the CNAD is launching studies on layered
missile defence to address the active defence part of the all encompassing
Extended Air Defence Programme.

CiviL EMERGENCY PLANNING

The aim of Civil Emergency Planning in NATO is to coordinate national
planning activity to ensure the most effective use of civil resources in collective
support of Alliance strategic objectives. Civil Emergency Planning is a national
responsibility and civil assets remain under national control at all times.
However, at the NATO level, national intentions and capabilities are har-
monised to ensure that jointly developed plans and procedures will work and
that necessary assets are available. These assets include ships, aircraft,
trains, medical facilities, communications, disaster response capabilities and
other civil resources.

The main roles of Civil Emergency Planning in NATO reflect the funda-
mental security tasks of the Alliance and consist of civil support for military and
crisis response operations, support for national authorities in civil emergencies
and the protection of civilian populations. Beneath these very broad headings,
Civil Emergency Planning has a role to play in managing the availability of civil
assets and facilities and the maintenance of normal life during emergency sit-
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uations such as war, crises and disasters. Increasingly, this work is carried out
in close cooperation with Partner countries, who now play an active part in Civil
Emergency Planning in NATO.

All of this is brought together by the Senior Civil Emergency Planing
Committee (SCEPC), which reports directly to the North Atlantic Council. The
SCEPC meets at least twice a year in Plenary session and eight times a year
in Permanent session. The Secretary General is Chairman of plenary sessions,
but in practice these are chaired by the Assistant Secretary General for
Security Investment, Logistics and Civil Emergency Planning while Permanent
sessions are chaired by the Director of Civil Emergency Planning. Country rep-
resentation at Plenary level is drawn from heads of national Civil Emergency
Planning organisations in capitals. At Permanent level, members of national
delegations at NATO Headquarters normally attend but may be reinforced from
capitals. Reflecting the deep involvement of Civil Emergency Planning in PfP
activities, SCEPC'’s twice-yearly Plenary meetings are also held in EAPC for-
mat, with attendance open to all Partner nations, and Permanent meetings with
Partners are held at least four times a year.

Under the direction of the SCEPC, a number of technical Planning Boards
and Committees bring together national government and industry experts and
military representatives to coordinate planning in several areas of civil activity,
namely;

» European Inland Surface Transport
* Ocean Shipping

« Civil Aviation

* Food and Agriculture

* Industrial production and supply

» Post and telecommunications

* Medical matters

« Civil protection

» Petroleum production and supply (although this is currently in dormant
status).

These bodies meet regularly and provide the vital link between NATO pol-
icy and the means to carry it out. They are supported in their work by smaller,
flexible working groups or specialised technical committees.

Overall direction of Civil Emergency Planning, at NATO and national level,
is by Foreign Ministers, who decide priorities. However, the very wide range of
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Civil Emergency Planning requires careful coordination in capitals of contribu-
tions from the many ministries and national agencies involved in Civil
Emergency Planning today.

Civil Emergency Planning Activities Under Partnership
for Peace

On the basis of plans developed and agreed individually by Partners with
NATO, the Alliance and Partners are working together in support of shared
ideals of democratic control of national institutions, including the armed forces,
and towards addressing the many risks facing nations and described in the
Alliance’s Strategic Concept. Allies and Partners undertake joint planning and
exercises to improve their ability to work together in support of the Alliance’s
broad approach to security. Civil Emergency Planning continues to be the
largest non-military programme of cooperation activities and has included sem-
inars, workshops, exercises, training courses and exchanges of information. All
Partners have been involved from different levels of local, regional and national
governments as well as from non-governmental organisations.

The programme directly addresses the political objectives of Partnership
and is now focusing more and more on concrete cooperation by Partner par-
ticipation in the work of the Planning Boards and Committees. This practical
involvement in NATO Civil Emergency Planning will deepen the role of
Partners and contribute to the development of an enhanced and more opera-
tional Partnership, in line with decisions taken by Ministers and Heads of State
and Government.

At the same time, a large number of other international organisations also
participate in Civil Emergency Planning activities. These include the Council of
Europe, the European Union, the International Atomic Energy Agency, the
International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC),
the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the UN Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA), the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) and the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR).

Disaster preparedness and protection of the population have been com-
mon elements in many PfP Civil Emergency Planning activities. Attention has
been directed on avalanches, chemical accidents, earthquakes, floods, nuclear
accidents and the transport of dangerous goods. Much of this has been done
in cooperation with UNOCHA and its project on the Use of Military and Civil
Defence Assets in Disaster Assistance (MCDA).
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Responding to a mutual wish for more concrete cooperation in disaster
relief, SCEPC in EAPC format developed plans for a Euro-Atlantic Disaster
Response Capability comprising a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response
Coordination Centre (EADRCC) and a Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Unit
(EADRU). EAPC Ministers endorsed the establishment of the EADRCC in May
1998 and it opened the next month. It has done valuable work in coordinating
international response to the floods in Ukraine and the earthquakes in Turkey
and Greece. It also contributed substantially to the UNHCR relief operations in
Albania and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia# and was an invalu-
able asset in the coordination of humanitarian support in the Kosovo crisis.

The EADRU will be a non-standing resource, made up from assets and
resources which nations might be prepared to make available in response to a
request for assistance from a nation struck by disaster. Its existence will greatly
help the development of responsive and flexible help.

NATO-Russia Cooperation

NATO-Russia cooperation in this field began in December 1991 when the
North Atlantic Council tasked the Senior Civil Emergency Planning Committee
to assist in coordinating the transportation of humanitarian assistance to the
then Soviet Union. Over the next few months, NATO-Russia cooperation in
humanitarian activities in the various successor states of the former Soviet
Union provided a solid foundation for subsequent activities between NATO and
Russia. Cooperation has been established between NATO’s Civil Emergency
Planning structures and the Ministry of the Russian Federation for Civil
Defence, Emergencies and Elimination of Consequences of Natural Disasters
(EMERCOM of Russia), both of which have been major supporters of the UN
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs and of its MCDA Project. An
initial workshop in this field took place at NATO Headquarters in December
1992. Since then, considerable follow-up work has been undertaken by both
NATO and Russia.

On 20 March 1996, in Moscow, EMERCOM of Russia and NATO signed
a Memorandum of Understanding on Civil Emergency Planning and Disaster
Preparedness. This commits both parties to increasing their efforts and support
for practical cooperation and mutual assistance in disaster preparedness and
response. Both parties are now considering proposals for cooperation in assist-
ing UNOCHA operations in the event of a major disaster.

4 Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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From 22-23 April 1997, a high level Civil Emergency Planning symposium
on the Humanitarian Challenge for the Next Century was organised under the
framework of Partnership for Peace (PfP), hosted by EMERCOM of Russia.
This event took place in conjunction with a SCEPC Plenary meeting with
Cooperation Partners held in Moscow on 24-25 April, marking the first occasion
that a SCEPC Symposium has been conducted outside a NATO Country. This
was also the first time that a Senior NATO Committee held a formal meeting in
the Russian Federation.

Following the signing of the Founding Act on Mutual Relations,
Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian Federation in Paris
on 27 May 1997 and the creation of the NATO Russia Permanent Joint Council
(PJC), an Expert Group on Civil Emergency Preparedness and Disaster Relief
was created, which identified areas for future work. The Group oversees the
implementation of the NATO-Russia Memorandum of Understanding. The PJC
Pilot Project on the Use of Satellite Technology in Disaster Management is one
example of follow-on work which has since been initiated.

NATO-Ukraine Cooperation

NATO-Ukraine cooperation in Civil Emergency Planning began in 1995,
following heavy rains and the flooding of the Ouda and Donets Rivers in east-
ern Ukraine. The floods incapacitated and partially destroyed the sewage plant
of the town of Kharkov, resulting in severe contamination of the water supplies
for a city of approximately two million people. NATO’s Civil Emergency
Planning Directorate coordinated assistance from NATO and Partner countries
to overcome these problems.

In 1996 Ukraine hosted the first meeting of a Civil Emergency Planning
Board outside NATO. In conjunction with the exercise “Carpathian Safety ‘96",
NATO’s Civil Protection Committee with Cooperation Partners held a meeting
in Lvov. Successful cooperation between NATO’s Civil Emergency Planning
Directorate and the Ministry of Emergencies and Protection of the Population
from the Consequences of the Chernobyl Catastrophe paved the way for
a Seminar on “Aeromedical Evacuation and Rescue Operations in
Emergencies”, conducted in September 1997 in Kyiv.

Cooperation in the area of Civil Emergency Planning and Disaster
Preparedness is a key component of the NATO-Ukraine Charter signed in
Madrid in July 1997. A Memorandum of Understanding with NATO in this area
was signed on 16 December 1997.

The MOU aims at improving capabilities in the field of civil emergency pre-
paredness and disaster management, as well as further enhancing good co-

191



operation between the parties. Accordingly, it focuses on areas of mutual inter-
est, including regional disaster preparedness and emergency management,
civil-military cooperation, transport, aero-medical evacuation arrangements
and enhancement of the overall response capability to nuclear accidents.

ScIENTIFIC COOPERATION

Science Programme Activities

Scientific cooperation in NATO falls within the ambit of the NATO Science
Committee. The Science Committee is responsible for the NATO Science
Programme, under which support is available for collaboration in civil science
between NATO-country scientists and scientists in NATO’s EAPC Partner
countries.

The Science Programme is structured in four sub-programmes encom-
passing a variety of collaborative support mechanisms to achieve different
objectives:

Science Fellowships: The objective of the Science Fellowships sub-pro-
gramme is to prepare for the long-term future by training young researchers.
Administered in a decentralised manner, the fellowships offer opportunities for
Partner scientists to continue their studies or pursue their research for a period
in a NATO country and vice-versa.

Cooperative Science and Technology: The objective of this sub-pro-
gramme is to initiate cooperation and to establish enduring personal links
between scientists of the NATO and Partner or Mediterranean Dialogue coun-
tries. Support is offered for Collaborative Linkage Grants (CLG) and Expert
Visits (EV) to fund collaboration on research projects, and funding to organise
high-level tutorial Advanced Study Institutes (ASI) and intensive brain-storming
Advanced Research Workshops (ARW).

All scientific areas are eligible for support under this sub-programme, and
applications from individuals in the scientific community are examined by
Advisory Panels on Physical and Engineering Sciences and Technology
(PST), Life Science and Technology (LST), Environmental and Earth Science
and Technology (EST) and Security-Related Civil Science and Technology
(SST).

Research Infrastructure Support: The objective of this sub-programme
is to support Partner countries in structuring the organisation of their research
programmes and creating required basic infrastructure. In contrast to the co-
operative nature of the previous sub-programmes, support here is directed
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from NATO towards Partner countries. Different activities are open to support
in two areas - 1) Computer Networking and 2) Science and Technology Policy
and Organisation.

Science for Peace: The objective of this sub-programme is to strengthen
research for application to industrial activities or to environmental problems in
Partner countries. It brings together scientists of research laboratories, indus-
try, or user services, from NATO and Partner countries, for three to five years’
work on applied R&D projects.

The origins of scientific cooperation in NATO can be traced to the 1956
recommendations of the Committee of Three on Non-Military Cooperation in
NATO. This Committee of “Three Wise Men” - Foreign Ministers Lange
(Norway), Martino (ltaly) and Pearson (Canada) - observed that progress
in science and technology was so crucial to the future of the Atlantic com-
munity that NATO members should ensure that every possibility of fruitful
cooperation be examined. In accepting the report of a subsequent Task
Force on Scientific and Technical Cooperation, the Heads of Government
of the Alliance, at a meeting in December 1957, approved the establishment
of a NATO Science Committee. The Science Committee met for the first time
in March 1958.

The Science Programme developed over thirty years on the two pillars of
scientific excellence and Alliance solidarity, and was designed from the outset
to support collaboration between individual scientists in NATO countries, rather
than to finance research work or institutions. During recent years the
Programme has provided increasing opportunities for collaboration with
NATO’s Partners in the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council. At the beginning of
1999 the Programme was completely transformed to provide assistance only
for collaboration between NATO-country scientists and scientists in NATO’s
Partner countries or, for activities of the sub-programme Cooperative Science
& Technology, countries of the Mediterranean Dialogue. Collaboration between
NATO-country scientists exclusively is no longer supported.

Today about 10 000 scientists from NATO and Partner countries are
involved in the NATO Science Programme each year, as grantees and meet-
ing participants, or as referees and Advisory Panel members. Some exam-
ples of the diverse topics supported are: “Industrial Mineral Exploration in
Albanian Ophiolite Complexes” (Environment CLG - Albania and UK);
“Calcium and Transmitter Release in Vascular Nerves” (Life Sciences CLG -
Russia and Denmark); “Magnetic Accretion in Young Stars” (Physics CLG -
Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Armenia, France, USA and Germany); “Application
of Gun and Rocket Propellants in Commercial Explosives” (Security-Related
Civil Science ARW - Russia, USA); “Scientific Issues of Environmentally-
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Acceptable Reclamation and Pollution Endpoints” (Environment ASI -
Ukraine and USA)S.

The Science Committee meets three times a year, and annually with
Partners in the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council. The Committee is assisted in
its work of assessing and selecting applications for support by Advisory Panels
whose members are appointed by the Committee from among the scientists of
NATO and Partner countries.

NATO-Russia Cooperation

Guided by the provisions of the NATO-Russia Founding Act, a
Memorandum of Understanding on Scientific and Technological Cooperation
between NATO and the Ministry of Science and Technology of the Russian
Federation was signed at a meeting of the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint
Council at Ministerial Level, in Luxembourg in May 1998. The purposes of the
Memorandum are (a) to encourage and promote scientific and technological
cooperation between NATO and the Russian Federation in areas of mutual
interest, and (b) to support scientific research and development activities which
further the advancement of science and technology.

The Memorandum provides for the setting up of a Joint NATO-Russia
Scientific and Technological Cooperation Committee (JSTC), which carries out
its work under the authority of the Permanent Joint Council. The Committee is
scheduled to meet once a year, alternatively in the Russian Federation and at
NATO Headquarters.

A first meeting of the JSTC was held in November 1998, at which time the
committee identified three areas for cooperation under the Memorandum of
Understanding: Plasma Physics, Plant Biotechnology, and the Forecast and
Prevention of Catastrophes.

NATO-Ukraine Cooperation

Cooperation with Ukraine under the NATO Science Programme began in
1991, and is being intensified under the provisions of the NATO-Ukraine
Charter. A special NATO-Ukraine Working Group on Scientific Cooperation has
been set up through an exchange of letters between Ukrainian and NATO offi-

5 CLG: Collaborative Linkage Grant
ARW: Advanced Research Workshop
ASI: Advanced Study Institute
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cials. This working group will assess the level of participation by Ukrainian sci-
entists in the NATO Science Programme, and identify means to foster
increased participation.

Cooperation under the Mediterranean Dialogue

The NATO Science Committee also pursues a special initiative with the
Mediterranean Dialogue countries, and scientists from Mediterranean Dialogue
countries may now prepare applications with NATO-country colleagues for sup-
port of Collaborative Linkage Grants, Expert Visits, Advanced Study Institutes
and Advanced Research Workshops. Particular attention is being paid to iden-
tifying topics of regional interest among the Mediterranean Dialogue countries,
and encouraging applications for scientific cooperation in these area.

ENVIRONMENT AND SOCIETY

CCMS - Challenges of Modern Society

The environmental challenges facing the international community were
recognised by the Alliance in 1969 with the establishment of the Committee on
the Challenges of Modern Society (CCMS), created to respond to concerns
about environmental issues. Member countries have participated through this
Committee in numerous initiatives to take advantage of the potential offered by
the Alliance for cooperation in tackling problems affecting the environment and
the quality of life.

Under the auspices of the Committee, projects have been undertaken in
fields such as environmental pollution, noise, urban problems, energy and
human health, and, in particular, defence-related environmental issues.
Examples include pilot studies on Environmental Aspects of Re-Using Former
Military Lands, to assist Partners in converting former military bases to civilian
use; Environmental Security in an International Context; Environmental
Management Systems in the Military Sector; Clean Products and Processes;
Ecosystem Modelling of Coastal Lagoons for Sustainable Management; and
Environmental Impact Assessment.

The Committee provides a unique forum for the sharing of knowledge and
experiences on technical, scientific and policy aspects of social and environ-
mental matters both in the civilian and military sectors among NATO and EAPC
Partner countries. The work of the Committee is carried out on a decentralised
basis and participation by nations to the pilot studies, projects, workshops and
seminars, which are nationally funded, is voluntary. The NATO Civil Budget
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provides some funding for CCMS to award grants to enable experts to partici-
pate in CCMS activities.

For each project embarked upon, one or more nations volunteer to
assume a pilot role, which includes taking responsibility for planning and
financing the work, coordinating its execution, preparing the necessary reports
and promoting follow-up action. In 1993 it became possible for a Partner coun-
try to assume the role of co-director of a pilot study, working with a co-director
from a NATO country. At least two other Alliance countries must be participants.

Since 1996 the Committee has introduced new tools for cooperation within
the framework of the CCMS Programme. These include ad hoc 6-18 month
projects focused on specific topics; and workshops to disseminate information
in well-defined areas. In this context, two projects are ongoing: “Development
of an Integrated Coastal Zone Management Programme (INCOM) through
Coastal and Shelf Monitoring and Modelling in the Black Sea” and “Sustainable
Building for Military Infrastructure”.

In accordance with the EAPC Action Plan for 2000-2002, the Committee
on the Challenges of Modern Society is broadening its work to include joint
meetings with NATO’s Partners and workshops on defence-related environ-
mental issues, as well as new pilot studies on topics of particular interest to
Partner countries. As examples of the types of environmental conferences
sponsored by CCMS, two conferences were organised in 1999, the first one
within the framework of the EAPC Action Plan on “Environmental Security of
Qil Pipeline in Georgia” (Tbilisi, Georgia, October 1999) and the second one in
the framework of the NATO-Ukraine Charter on “Ecological Problems from
Defence Activities in the Black Sea and Azov Sea” (Sevastopol, Ukraine,
October 1999).

Meetings of the CCMS in EAPC format take place annually. Activities ini-
tiated or under discussion include pilot studies on clean-up methodology for
contaminated former military sites; environmental management in the military
sector; environmental security; and work on the interrelationship of defence,
the environment and economic issues, designed to identify environmentally
sound approaches to the operations of armed forces both in Alliance and
Partner countries.

NATO-Russia Cooperation

A Memorandum of Understanding is in preparation between the Russian
Federation and NATO on Environmental Protection.
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NATO-Ukraine Cooperation

Cooperation with Ukraine in CCMS is pursued under the provisions of the
NATO-Ukraine Charter and has focused particularly on defence-related envi-
ronmental problems.

Cooperation under the Mediterranean Dialogue

The Mediterranean Dialogue countries are encouraged to participate in
the projects of the Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society.
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COMMON-FUNDED RESOURCES:
NATO BUDGETS
AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

THE PRINCIPLES OF COMMON FUNDING

NATO is an intergovernmental organisation to which member nations allo-
cate the resources needed to enable it to function on a day-to-day basis and to
provide the facilities required for consultation, decision-making and the subse-
quent implementation of agreed policies and activities. It serves a political
Alliance supported by an essential military structure which provides for the
common defence of the member countries, cooperation with NATO’s Partner
countries and implementation of Alliance policies in peacekeeping and other
fields.

In the military context, apart from a limited number of permanent head-
quarters and small standing forces, the vast majority of military forces and
assets belonging to NATO member countries remain under national command
and control until such time as some or all of these, depending on the country,
may be assigned to NATO for the purposes of undertaking specific military
tasks. The forces of NATO countries contributing to the Stabilisation Force led
by NATO in Bosnia and Herzegovina (SFOR) and to the Kosovo Force (KFOR)
are thus assigned to NATO temporarily in order to fulfil the Alliance’s mandates
but are trained, equipped, maintained and financed by the individual defence
budgets of member nations.

In order to facilitate consultation and joint decision-making in the frame-
work of their Alliance, each member country maintains a diplomatic and military
presence at NATO headquarters as well as civil and/or military representation
at the headquarters of the various NATO agencies and military commands. The
costs of maintaining and staffing their national delegations and military mis-
sions are also a national responsibility, financed in accordance with the differ-
ent accounting principles and practices of each country.

The two examples given above - the costs of maintaining military forces
and the costs of civil and military representation in Alliance forums - illustrate
expenditures which would have to be taken into account in any analysis of the
total cost to each nation of its NATO membership. Such expenditures would
have to be offset by a similar analysis of the economic benefits obtained by
each member country as a result of its participation in the Alliance.

However, the rationale for NATO membership extends far beyond the con-
fines of a financial balance sheet drawn up on the above basis and embraces
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political, economic, scientific, technological, cultural and other factors which do
not lend themselves readily to translation into financial terms. Moreover, to
arrive at a meaningful conclusion each member country would have to factor
into the calculation the costs which it would have incurred, over time, in
making provision for its national security independently or through alternative
forms of international cooperation.

The purpose of this chapter is not to attempt any such theoretical calcula-
tion, which must remain a matter for each nation to address in accordance with
its own procedures and practices. The aim of the chapter is rather to describe
the principles of common-funding and cost-sharing which apply throughout the
Alliance and the major budgets used to manage the Alliance’s financial
resources. Taken together, these expenditures represent less than half of one
percent of the total defence expenditures of NATO countries (see Table 3).

NATO funds are devoted essentially to those expenditures which reflect
the interests of all member countries. The common funding structure is diverse
and decentralised. Certain multinational cooperative activities relating to
research, development, production and logistic support do not involve all and,
in some instances, may only involve a small number of member countries.
These activities, most of which are managed by NATO Production and
Logistics Organisations, are subject to the general financial and audit regula-
tions of NATO but otherwise operate in virtual autonomy under charters
granted by the North Atlantic Council. Reference is made to them below (see
Financial Management).

With few exceptions, NATO funding does not therefore cover the procure-
ment of military forces or of physical military assets such as ships, submarines,
aircraft, tanks, artillery or weapon systems. Military manpower and materiel are
assigned to the Alliance by member countries, which remain financially respon-
sible for their provision. An important exception is the NATO Airborne Early
Warning and Control Force, a fleet of radar-bearing aircraft jointly procured,
owned, maintained and operated by member countries and placed under the
operational command and control of a NATO Force Commander responsible to
the NATO Strategic Commanders. NATO also finances investments directed
towards collective requirements, such as air defence, command and control
systems or Alliance-wide communications systems which cannot be designated
as being within the responsibility of any single nation to provide. Such invest-
ments are subject to maintenance, renewal and ultimately replacement in accor-
dance with changing requirements and technological developments and the
expenditures this requires also represent a significant portion of NATO funding.

The starting point for the process of seeking and obtaining approval for
common funding of a given project is the identification and recognition of the
need for expenditure and a determination that the responsibility for that expen-
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diture cannot reasonably be attributed to a single country and that it will serve
the interests of all contributing countries. The requirement must be duly gener-
ated, stated and authenticated and this in itself calls for a complex interaction
of national and international administrative processes. Once recognised, the
requirement for expenditure must be judged eligible for common funding by
member countries on a defined scale. The determination of whether the
requirement is eligible for common funding is made by consensus of the mem-
ber countries which would be liable to support the cost.

Over the years since the establishment of the Alliance, the application of
these principles has given rise to the elaboration of complex rules involving
scales of integral or partial funding support and the exclusion of various cost
elements, for example, national or local taxes. Another major and perhaps sur-
prising exclusion dating from the time of NATO’s establishment is the remu-
neration of military personnel serving at NATO Headquarters or at any of the
international headquarters forming part of the military structure of the Alliance.
This remains a charge to the assigning nation. Some 15 000 military person-
nel are routinely posted to international headquarters, all of whom are paid for
by their nations. Remuneration of the international civilian staff at NATO
Headquarters in Brussels and at NATO military headquarters is financed
respectively by NATO’s common-funded civil and military budgets. Significant
areas of NATO-related funding are subject to conventions of this nature
accepted by all the member countries.

The criteria for common funding are held under constant review and
changes may be introduced as a result of new contingencies - for example, the
need to develop clear definitions of those parts of NATO’s peacekeeping costs
which should be imputed to international budgets and those which should be
financed by national budgets. Other changes in existing conventions relating to
common funding may result from organisational or technological developments
or simply from the need to control costs in order to meet requirements within
specific funding limitations. Despite these challenges, the principle of common
funding on the basis of consensus remains fundamental to the workings of the
Alliance. It continues to be upheld by all the member countries and can be seen
as a reflection of their political commitment to NATO and of the political soli-
darity which is the hallmark of the implementation of agreed NATO policies.

CoOST SHARING

As a general rule, all member countries participate in the expenditures
which are accepted for common funding. Thus, all member countries contribute
to financing the expenditures of the International Staff, the International Military
Staff and Military Committee agencies and to the common-funded elements of
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Peace Support Operations and Partnership for Peace activities. The expendi-
tures of the NATO Airborne Early Warning and Control Force, however, are
financed by the 13 countries participating in the Force. Expenditure relating to
other parts or entities within the international military structure and expenditure
under the NATO Security Investment Programme are shared according to the
nature of the nations’ participation in NATO'’s integrated command arrange-
ments.

By convention, the agreed cost sharing formulae which determine each
member country’s contributions are deemed to represent each country’s
“ability to pay”. However the basis for the formulae applied is as much political
as it is economic. The formulae applied to the Civil and Military Budgets and to
the NATO Security Investment Programme were originally negotiated in the
early 1950s. They have subsequently been adapted, largely proportionally, to
reflect new membership and differing degrees of participation in the integrated
command arrangements. Their relationship to current measurements of rela-
tive economic capacity such as GDP or purchasing power parities is conse-
quently imprecise.

Currently, the Civil Budget is financed under a single 19-nation formula.
The greater part of the Military Budget covering the international military struc-
ture is financed under a slightly different 19-nation formula and two 18-nation
formulae. The NATO Security Investment Programme is similarly financed
under two different 19 and 18-nation cost-sharing formulae. The part of the mil-
itary budget which funds the NATO Airborne Early Warning and Control Force
is governed by a 13-nation and a 14-nation formula which reflect the indus-
trial/commercial orientation of the cost sharing arrangements for the related
procurement organisation, NAPMO (see Chapter 14).

Tables 1 and 2 show the range of member countries’ cost shares under
the civil and military budgets and for the NATO Security Investment
Programme.

THE CiviL BUDGET

The Civil Budget is established and executed under the supervision of the
Civil Budget Committee and is primarily funded from the appropriations of
Ministries of Foreign Affairs. It covers the operating costs of the International
Staff at the NATO Headquarters in Brussels; the execution of approved civilian
programmes and activities; and the construction, running and maintenance
costs of facilities including the personnel costs associated with providing con-
ference services for all meetings of NATO committees and subordinate groups,
security services, etc. During recent years, a growing portion of budgetary
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resources has been devoted to funding activities with Partner countries. The
total budget approved for 2000 amounts to approximately US$ 133 million?.
Personnel costs absorb approximately 61 percent (US$ 80 million). Special pro-
gramme costs such as those for the NATO Science Programme or for informa-
tion activities consume approximately 26 percent (US$ 35 million). The balance
(13 percent or approximately US$ 18 million) covers other operating and capi-
tal costs.

THE MILITARY BUDGET

The Military Budget, established and executed under the supervision of
the Military Budget Committee, is largely financed from the appropriations of
Ministries of Defence. It covers the operating and maintenance costs and, with
the exception of major construction and system investments financed by the
NATO Security Investment Programme, the capital costs of the international
military structure. This includes the Military Committee, the International
Military Staff and associated Agencies, the two NATO Strategic Commands
(ACE and ACLANT) and associated command, control and information sys-
tems, research and development agencies, procurement and logistics agen-
cies, and the NATO Airborne Early Warning and Control Force.

Currently, the budget also supports the operating costs of the NATO com-
mand structure for peacekeeping activities in Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Kosovo. The total budget approved for 2000 amounts to approximately
US$ 751.5 million. It should be noted that this figure excludes the very sub-
stantial costs of assignment of military personnel, which are borne by
the respective contributing countries. Of the common-funded total, mission
operating and maintenance expenses absorb approximately 43 percent or
US$ 323 million; civilian personnel costs approximately 30 percent or
US$ 225 million; general administrative expenses approximately 22 percent
or US$ 166 million; and capital investment approximately 5 percent or
US$ 37.5 million.

THE NATO SECURITY INVESTMENT PROGRAMME
(NSIP)

The NATO Security Investment Programme is implemented under the
supervision of the Infrastructure Committee within annual contribution ceilings
approved by the North Atlantic Council. The ceiling agreed for 2000 is approx-

1 Caution should be exercised when comparing figures given in this chapter with figures published in
earlier editions of the Handbook. Changes may be due to fluctuations in the rate of the dollar.
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imately equivalent to US$ 688 million. The Programme finances the provision
of the installations and facilities needed to support the roles of the NATO
Strategic Commands recognised as exceeding the national defence require-
ments of individual member countries. The investments cover such installa-
tions and facilities as communications and information systems, radar, military
headquarters, airfields, fuel pipelines and storage, harbours, and navigational
aids. As is the case for the military budget, the NSIP Programme also covers
the eligible requirements for Peace Support Operations such as SFOR and
KFOR including Communications, Information Systems, Local Headquarters
Facilities, Power Systems, and Repairs to Airfields, Rail, and Roads. The intro-
duction of Partnership for Peace in 1994 added a new cooperative dimension
to the programme. More recently, the Defence Capabilities Initiative, launched
at the Washington Summit in 1999 has provided additional guidance on the
future development of the programme.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Since the mid 1990s, under pressures to optimise the allocation of military
common-funded resources, member countries have reinforced NATO’s man-
agement structure by promoting the development of “capability packages” and
by establishing the Senior Resource Board (SRB) which has responsibility for
overall resource management of NATO’s military resources (i.e. excluding
resources covered by the Civil Budget). The capability packages identify the
assets available to and required by NATO military commanders to fulfil speci-
fied tasks. They are a prime means of assessing common-funded supplements
(in terms of both capital investment and recurrent operating and maintenance
costs) as well as the civilian and military manpower required to accomplish the
task. These packages are reviewed by the Senior Resource Board composed
of national representatives, representatives of the Military Committee and the
NATO Strategic Commanders and the Chairmen of the Military Budget,
Infrastructure and NATO Defence Manpower Committees. The Board
endorses the capability packages from the point of view of their resource impli-
cations prior to their approval by the North Atlantic Council. It also annually rec-
ommends for approval by the North Atlantic Council a comprehensive Medium
Term Resource Plan which sets financial ceilings for the following year and
planning figures for the four subsequent years. Within these parameters the
Military Budget and Infrastructure and Defence Manpower Committees over-
see the preparation and execution of their respective budgets and plans. The
Board further produces an Annual Report which allows the North Atlantic
Council to monitor the adequacy of resource allocations in relation to require-
ments and to review the military common-funded resource implications for
NATO’s common-funded budgets of new Alliance policies.
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Financial management within NATO is structured to ensure that the ulti-
mate control of expenditure rests with the member countries supporting the
cost of a defined activity and is subject to consensus among them. Control may
be exercised, at all levels of decision-making, either in terms of general limita-
tions or by specific restrictions. Examples of general limitations are the alloca-
tion of fixed resources or ceilings for operating costs and capital investment (as
agreed by the Senior Resource Board) or civilian and military manpower com-
plements, within which financial managers (the Secretary General, NATO
Strategic Commanders and Subordinate Commanders and other designated
Heads of NATO bodies) have relative discretion to propose and execute their
budgets. Specific restrictions may take many forms, ranging from the imposi-
tion of specific economy measures to the temporary immobilisation of credits
for a given purpose or the restriction of credit transfers. Such restrictions or
controls may be stipulated in the terms in which approval of the budget is given
or exercised by contributing countries through exceptional interventions in the
course of the execution of the budget. Approval of the respective budgets can
be seen as the translation into concrete measures of policies - political, organ-
isational or financial - which contributing member countries wish to implement.
Such policies evolve over time in response to the changing international envi-
ronment and the requirement for corresponding adaptation of the
Organisation’s structures and tasks.

This dynamic process of adjustment over the five decades of the Alliance’s
existence largely explains the diversity and decentralisation of the financial
management structure of NATO. No single body exercises direct managerial
control over all four of the principal elements of the Organisation’s financial
structure, namely the International Staff (financed by the Civil Budget); the
international military structure (financed by the Military Budget); the Security
Investment Programme; and specialised Production and Logistics
Organisations. The latter fall into two groups: those which are financed under
arrangements applying to the international military structure; and those which
operate under charters granted by the North Atlantic Council, with their own
Boards of Directors and finance committees and distinct sources of financing
within national treasuries.

The financial management of the organisational budgets (i.e. the Civil and
Military Budgets) differs from that of the Security Investment Programme. The
diversity and decentralisation of the financial management structure of the
organisational budgets is sanctioned by Financial Regulations approved by the
North Atlantic Council. The Regulations, which are complemented by rules and
procedures adapting them to the particular requirements of the various NATO
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bodies and programmes, provide basic unifying principles around which the
overall financial structure is articulated.

The Regulations prescribe that each NATO body shall have its own bud-
get, expressed in the currency of the host country, with exchange counter-val-
ues being determined via a common accounting unit. The budget is annual,
coinciding with the calendar year. It is prepared under the authority of the Head
of the respective NATO body, reviewed and recommended for approval on the
basis of consensus by a finance committee composed of representatives of
contributing member countries, and approved for execution by the North
Atlantic Council. Failure to achieve consensus before the start of the financial
year entails non-approval of the budget and the financing of operations, under
the supervision of the finance committee, through provisional allocations lim-
ited to the level of the budget approved for the preceding year. This regime may
last for six months, after which the Council is required to decide either to
approve the budget or to authorise continuation of interim financing. This con-
tingency measure, though rarely applied, reinforces the principle of collective
intergovernmental control of expenditure implicit in the requirement for unani-
mous approval of the budget by all contributing member countries.

When the budget has been approved, the Head of the NATO body has dis-
cretion to execute it through the commitment and expenditure of funds for the
purposes authorised. This discretion is limited by different levels of constraint
prescribed by the Financial Regulations regarding such matters as recourse to
restricted or full international competitive bidding for contracts for the supply of
goods and services, or transfers of credit to correct over or under-estimates of
the funding required. Discretionary authority to execute a budget may be fur-
ther limited by particular obligations to seek prior approval for commitments
and expenditure. These may occasionally be imposed by the finance commit-
tee in the interests of ensuring strict application of new policies or of monitor-
ing the implementation of complex initiatives such as organisational restructur-
ing.

While budgetary credits must be committed, to the extent justified by
actual requirements, during the financial year for which they are approved, the
liquidation of commitments by expenditure is permitted during the two suc-
ceeding financial years.

Implementation of the NATO Security Investment Programme has its start-
ing point in the capability packages. Once these have been approved, authori-
sation of individual projects can commence under the responsibility of the
Infrastructure Committee. The Host Nation (usually the nation on whose terri-
tory the project is to be implemented) prepares an authorisation request which
includes the technical solution, the cost, a specification of eligibility for com-
mon-funding, and the bidding procedure to be followed. Particular arrange-
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ments apply with regard to international competitive bidding procedures
designed to facilitate maximum participation by member countries. If a nation
wishes to carry out any type of bidding procedure other than international com-
petitive bidding, it must request exemption from the Infrastructure Committee.
When the Committee has agreed to the project, the Host Nation can proceed
with its physical implementation.

The financial management system which applies to the Security
Investment Programme is based on an international financial clearing process.
Nations report on the expenditure foreseen on authorised projects within their
responsibility. Nations will in most cases have expenditure either exceeding or
below their agreed contribution to the budget. With international financial clear-
ing these inequalities are balanced out by the transfer of funds between
nations. Once a project has been completed, it is subject to a Joint Final
Acceptance Inspection to ensure that the work undertaken is in accordance
with the work authorised. Only when this report is accepted by the
Infrastructure Committee does NATO formally take responsibility for the work
and for the capability which it provides.

Currently, there are several levels of financial reporting. Twice a year the
International Staff prepares for each Host Nation Semi-Annual Financial
Reports. These report on projects under implementation. Quarterly, the pre-
paysheet and paysheet are published. These reports refer to the transfer of
funds between host nations. An NSIP Expenditure Profile is prepared every
spring. This report covers the NSIP expenditure levels for the next 10 years. It
focuses on resource allocation and serves as the basis for the NSIP portion of
the Senior Resource Board’s Medium Term Resource Plan. The NSIP
Financial Statements are prepared in the spring of each year. The financial
statements portray the financial situation of the NSIP as at 31 December of
each year and the summary of activity during the year in a manner similar to
that in private enterprise. The focus in this latter report is on financial reporting
and it serves as the baseline for Infrastructure Committee discussion on the
state of the NSIP.

FINANCIAL CONTROL

Although the Head of the respective NATO body is ultimately responsible
for the correct preparation and execution of the budget, the administrative sup-
port for this task is largely entrusted to his Financial Controller. The appoint-
ment of this official is the prerogative of the North Atlantic Council, although the
latter may delegate this task to the relevant finance committee. Each Financial
Controller has final recourse to the finance committee in the case of persistent
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disagreement with the Head of the respective NATO body regarding an
intended transaction.

The Financial Controller is charged with ensuring that all aspects of exe-
cution of the budget conform to expenditure authorisations, to any special con-
trols imposed by the finance committee and to the Financial Regulations and
their associated implementing rules and procedures. He may also, in response
to internal auditing, install such additional controls and procedures as he
deems necessary for maintaining accountability. A major task of the Financial
Controller is to ensure that the funds required to finance execution of the bud-
get are periodically called up from contributing member countries in accor-
dance with their agreed cost shares and in amounts calculated to avoid the
accumulation of excessive cash holdings in the international treasury. The out-
come of all these activities is reflected in annual financial statements prepared
and presented for verification to the International Board of Auditors.

The International Board of Auditors is composed of representatives of
national audit institutions. It operates under a Charter guaranteeing its inde-
pendence, granted by the North Atlantic Council to which it reports directly. It
has powers to audit the accounts of all NATO bodies, including the Production
and Logistics Organisations, and the NATO Security Investment Programme.
Its mandate includes not only financial but also performance audits. Its role is
thus not confined to safeguarding accountability but extends to a review of
management practices in general.
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PERCENTAGE CoST SHARES OF NATO MEMBER COUNTRIES

Table 2

NATO SEeEcCuURITY INVESTMENT PROGRAMME

NATO Expenditures shared Expenditures shared

Member Country at 18 at19
Belgium 4.24 3.72
Canada 4.025 3.22
Czech Republic 1.0333 0.9
Denmark 3.44 3
France 0 12.9044
Germany 23.135 20.254
Greece 1.05 1
Hungary 0.7463 0.65
Iceland 0 0
Italy 9.1 7.745
Luxembourg 0.2 0.1845
Netherlands 4.74 4.14
Norway 2.895 2.6
Poland 2.8474 248
Portugal 0.392 0.345
Spain 3.7793 3.2916
Turkey 1.13 1.04
United Kingdom 11.7156 10.1925
United States 25.5311 22.333
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The figures given in Table 3 represent payments actually made or to be
made during the course of the fiscal year. They are based on the definition of
defence expenditures used by NATO. In view of the differences between this
and national definitions, the figures shown may diverge considerably from
those which are quoted by national authorities or given in national budgets. For
countries providing military assistance, this is included in the expenditures fig-
ures. For countries receiving assistance, figures do not include the value of
items received. Expenditures for research and development are included in
equipment expenditures and pensions paid to retirees in personnel expendi-
tures.

France is a member of the Alliance without belonging to the integrated mil-
itary structure and does not participate in collective force planning. The
defence data relating to France are indicative only.

Iceland has no armed forces. The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland
joined the Alliance in 1999.

* Source: Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence, M-DPC-2(2000)107 published
on 5.12.2000.
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CHAPTER 10

CIVILIAN ORGANISATION AND STRUCTURES

NATO Headquarters
Permanent Representatives and National Delegations
The Secretary General
The International Staff
The Private Office
The Office of the Secretary General
The Executive Secretariat
The Office of Information and Press
The NATO Office of Security
The Division of Political Affairs
The Division of Defence Planning and Operations
The Division of Defence Support

NATO Headquarters Consultation, Command and Control Staff
(NHQC3S)

The Division of Security Investment, Logistics
and Civil Emergency Planning



The Division of Scientific and Environmental Affairs
Office of Management
Office of the Financial Controller
Office of the Chairman of the Senior Resource Board
Office of the Chairman of the Budget Committees
International Board of Auditors

NATO Production and Logistics Organisations



CIVILIAN ORGANISATION AND STRUCTURES

NATO HEADQUARTERS

The NATO Headquarters in Brussels is the political headquarters of the
Alliance and the permanent home of the North Atlantic Council. It houses
Permanent Representatives and national delegations, the Secretary General
and the International Staff, national Military Representatives, the Chairman of the
Military Committee and the International Military Staff. It also accommodates the
diplomatic missions of Partner countries, the NATO Headquarters Consultation,
Command and Control (C3) Staff and a number of NATO agencies.

There are approximately 3 150 people employed at NATO Headquarters
on a full-time basis. Of these, some 1 400 are members of national delegations
and national military representatives to NATO. There are approximately 1 300
civilian members of the International Staff or agencies and 350 members of the
International Military Staff including about 80 civilian personnel. Officials repre-
senting the diplomatic missions or liaison offices of Partner countries also have
offices at NATO Headquarters.

PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVES
AND NATIONAL DELEGATIONS

Each member nation is represented on the North Atlantic Council by an
Ambassador or Permanent Representative supported by a national delegation
composed of advisers and officials who represent their country on different
NATO committees. The delegations are similar in many respects to small
embassies. Their collocation within the same headquarters building enables
them to maintain formal and informal contacts with each other, as well as with
NATO’s international staffs, and with the representatives of Partner countries,
easily and without delay.

THE SECRETARY GENERAL

The Secretary General is a senior international statesman nominated by
the member governments as Chairman of the North Atlantic Council, the
Defence Planning Committee, and the Nuclear Planning Group; as titular
Chairman of other senior NATO committees; and as Secretary General and
chief executive of NATO. He is also Chairman of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council and of the Mediterranean Cooperation Group, and Joint Chairman
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(together with the representative of Russia and the representative of the NATO
country acting as Honorary President) of the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint
Council. He is also Joint Chairman, together with the Ukrainian representative,
of the NATO-Ukraine Commission.

The Secretary General is responsible for promoting and directing the
process of consultation and decision-making throughout the Alliance. He may
propose items for discussion and decision and has the authority to use his
good offices in cases of dispute between member countries. He is responsible
for directing the International Staff and is the principal spokesman for the
Alliance, both in its external relations and in communications and contacts with
member governments and with the media. The Deputy Secretary General
assists the Secretary General in the exercise of his functions and replaces him
in his absence. He is Chairman of the High Level Task Force on Conventional
Arms Control, the Executive Working Group, the NATO Air Defence
Committee, the Joint Consultative Board, the Joint Committee on Proliferation
and a number of other Ad Hoc and Working Groups.

The Secretary General is responsible for the direction of the International
Staff as a whole and has under his direct authority a Private Office and the
Office of the Secretary General. The International Staff is drawn from the
member countries and serves the Council and the Committees and Working
Groups subordinate to it as well as the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the
NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council, the NATO-Ukraine Commission and
the Mediterranean Cooperation Group. It acts as a secretariat as well an advi-
sory political and operational staff and works on a continuous basis on a wide
variety of issues relevant to the Alliance and to its Partner countries.

THE INTERNATIONAL STAFF

The work of the North Atlantic Council and its subordinate committees is
supported by an International Staff consisting of personnel from member coun-
tries, either recruited directly by the Organisation or seconded by their govern-
ments. The members of the International Staff are responsible to the Secretary
General and owe their allegiance to the Organisation throughout the period of
their appointment.

The International Staff comprises the Office of the Secretary General, five
operational Divisions, the Office of Management and the Office of the Financial
Controller. Each of the Divisions is headed by an Assistant Secretary General,
who is normally the chairman of the main committee dealing with subjects in
his field of responsibility. Through their structure of Directorates, Sections and
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Services, the Divisions support the work of the committees in the various fields
of activity described in other sections.

The International Staff supports the process of consensus-building and
decision-making between member and Partner countries and is responsible for
the preparation and follow-up of the meetings and decisions of NATO commit-
tees, as well as those of the institutions created to manage the different forms
of bilateral and multilateral partnership with non-member countries established
since the end of the Cold War. In addition, there are a number of civil agencies
and organisations located in different member countries, with responsibilities in
fields such as communications and information systems and logistic support
(see Chapter 14).

THE PRIVATE OFFICE

The Private Office supports the Secretary General and Deputy Secretary
General in all aspects of their work. Its staff includes a Legal Adviser and a
Special Adviser for Central and East European Affairs.

THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY GENERAL

The Office of the Secretary General consists of the Private Office and the
Executive Secretariat, the Office of Information and Press and the NATO Office
of Security.

THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

The Executive Secretariat is responsible for the smooth functioning of the
North Atlantic Council (NAC), the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC),
the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC), the NATO-Ukraine
Commission (NUC), the Mediterranean Cooperation Group (MCG), the
Defence Planning Committee (DPC) and the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG),
as well as the work of the whole structure of committees and working groups
set up to support those bodies. It is also responsible for the planning and
organisation of all Ministerial and Summit meetings, both at NATO
Headquarters and abroad. The Executive Secretariat is, furthermore, respon-
sible for the administrative arrangements concerning the EAPC and other bod-
ies meeting in the EAPC or Partnership for Peace formats, and for the coordi-
nation of arrangements for the accreditation of diplomatic missions of Partner
countries to NATO. Members of the Executive Secretariat act as Committee
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Secretaries and Minute Writers, providing administrative and secretarial
backup to the Council and its senior committees. They prepare agendas, deci-
sion sheets, summary records and documents of a procedural nature required
by the bodies concerned and act as advisers to committee chairmen and points
of contact for the committees themselves.

The Executive Secretary, as the Secretary of all Ministerial and
Ambassadorial level bodies, is responsible to the Secretary General for ensur-
ing that the work of the different divisions of the International Staff is carried out
in accordance with the directives given. Through the Information Systems
Service, his office ensures information technology support to both the
International Staff and the International Military Staff and office communica-
tions for NATO Headquarters. He is also responsible for the implementation of
the NATO-wide Information Management Policy and for the declassification,
release to the public and archiving of NATO documents, in accordance with
agreed procedures, when authorised by member countries.

THE OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND PRESS

The Office of Information and Press consists of a Press and Media Service
and an Information Service divided into a Planning and Productions Section, a
NATO Country Relations Section and an Outreach and Partner Relation
Section. The Office has an Information and Documentation Centre in Kyiv. The
Director of Information and Press is Chairman of the Committee on Information
and Cultural Relations.

The Press Spokesman and Press and Media Service issue official state-
ments on behalf of the Alliance and the Secretary General and arrange on the
record and background briefings for journalists. The Press and Media Service
arranges accreditation for journalists; issues written communiqués and
speeches by the Secretary General; and provides a daily press review and
press cutting service for the staff of the NATO Headquarters in Brussels. It
organises media interviews with the Secretary General and other NATO offi-
cials and provides technical assistance and facilities for radio and television
transmissions.

The Office of Information and Press assists member governments and
Partner countries to widen public understanding of NATO’s role and policies
through a variety of programmes and activities. These make use of periodical
and non-periodical publications, video production, photographs and exhibi-
tions, group visits, conferences and seminars and research fellowships. The
Office includes a Library and Documentation Service, a Media Library and a
Distribution Unit.
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The Office maintains close contacts with national information authorities
and non-governmental organisations and undertakes activities designed to
explain the aims and achievements of the Alliance to public opinion in each
member country. It also organises or sponsors a number of multinational pro-
grammes involving citizens of different member countries and, in conjunction
with NATO’s Partner countries, undertakes information activities designed to
enhance public knowledge and understanding of the Alliance in the countries
represented in the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and in the Mediterranean
Cooperation Group.

THE NATO OFFICE OF SECURITY

The NATO Office of Security coordinates, monitors and implements NATO
security policy. The Director of Security is the Secretary General’s principal
adviser on security issues and is Chairman of the NATO Security Committee.
He directs the NATO Headquarters Security Service and is responsible for the
overall coordination of security within NATO.

THE DIviSION OF PoLITICAL AFFAIRS

The Division of Political Affairs comes under the responsibility of the
Assistant Secretary General for Political Affairs who chairs the Senior Political
Committee and is acting chairman of a number of other committees (see
Chapter 13). The Division has a Political Directorate and an Economics
Directorate. The Director of the Political Directorate is Deputy Assistant
Secretary General for Political Affairs, Deputy Chairman of the Senior Political
Committee and Acting Chairman of the Political Committee. The Director of the
Economics Directorate is Chairman of the Economic Committee.

The day-to-day work of the Political Directorate is handled by seven sec-
tions:

* The NATO Muiltilateral and Regional Affairs Section focuses on the
development of NATO'’s relations with other European security institu-
tions, notably the EU and the WEU; preparation of NATO Foreign
Ministers’ and Summit meetings; NATO-related political developments
in member countries; NATO-related developments in a number of other
countries which are not participants in the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council or Partnership for Peace (notably Japan and some European
states); the development of NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue; and the
preparation and follow-up to meetings of working groups of experts from
capitals on regional questions.
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» The Policy Planning and Speechwriting Section is responsible for the
drafting of relevant speeches, articles and notes for the Secretary
General and other leading Alliance officials; the preparation of policy
planning papers; and giving briefings on NATO’s political agenda. It
maintains contacts with the academic community and think tanks and
undertakes the preparatory work and follow-up for the Atlantic Policy
Advisory Group (APAG). Assisting with the preparation of communiqués
and other texts and contributing to the drafting process which takes
place in the context of meetings of NATO Foreign Ministers and meet-
ings at Summit level also form part of the Section’s work.

» The Eastern European Partners Section covers NATO’s relations with
Russia and Ukraine; the implementation of the NATO-Russia Founding
Act and the NATO-Ukraine Charter; overall coordination of annual work
programmes and the preparation and follow-up to Summit, Foreign
Ministerial and Ambassadorial meetings of the NATO-Russia Permanent
Joint Council (PJC) and the NATO-Ukraine Commission (NUC).

» The Euro-Atlantic Partnership and Cooperation Section covers bilateral
relations between NATO and all other Partner countries as well as
issues relating to NATO enlargement and the implementation and over-
all guidance of all activities under the Membership Action Plan (MAP).
The Section prepares Summit, Foreign Ministerial and Ambassadorial
meetings of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, and deals with PfP
issues in support of the Division of Defence Planning and Operations;
coordinates NATO’s South East Europe Initiative and its contribution to
the Stability Pact on South East Europe, and NATO'’s overall political
relations with the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia® in the light of
NATO’s KFOR commitment.

« The Cooperative Security and Political Crisis Management Section is
responsible for cooperative security issues (including the EAPC Ad Hoc
Group on Peacekeeping and the NATO/Russia Peacekeeping Working
Group); overall relations between NATO and the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE); political aspects of crisis
management exercise (CMX) planning; and peacekeeping aspects of
NATO/United Nations relations. The section is the principal focus for
political crisis management issues within the Political Affairs Division,
and is responsible for day-to-day representation of the Division on the
Balkans Task Force2.
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» The Conventional Arms Control and Coordination Section is responsible
for arms control policy and implementation issues related to the CFE
Treaty; the Vienna Document; the Dayton Agreement; regional conven-
tional arms control and Confidence and Security Building Measures
(CSBMs); Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW) and Anti-Personnel
Landmines (APLs); the organisation of NATO multinational CFE inspec-
tion teams; management and development of the NATO verification data
base (VERITY) and management, on behalf of the Verification
Coordinating Committee (VCC), of cooperation with 14 Central and
Eastern European signatory states to the CFE Treaty.

* The Weapons of Mass Destruction Centre was launched in May 2000
as a result of the Initiative on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) that
was approved at the April 1999 Washington Summit. The Centre is a
section of the Political Directorate and includes a number of personnel
from the International Secretariat as well as National Experts. The
Centre’s role is to improve coordination of WMD-related activities, as
well as strengthen consultations on non-proliferation, arms control, and
disarmament issues. The Centre also supports defence efforts to
improve the preparedness of the Alliance to respond to the risks of WMD
and their means of delivery.

The Economics Directorate provides advice concerning economic devel-
opments that have defence and security implications for NATO. It undertakes
studies of economic trends and defence economic issues for the attention of
the Secretary General; carries out studies on security-related economic issues
on behalf of the Economic Committee; prepares economic assessments relat-
ing to NATO countries for the Defence Review Committee, in the context of
NATO defence planning; and maintains contacts with international economic
organisations. The Economics Directorate also has responsibility for imple-
menting cooperation activities with Partner Countries in the framework of the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council
and the NATO-Ukraine Commission. These activities are focused on security-
related economic questions, including defence budgeting, defence restructur-
ing and economic problems in the area of defence policy.

THE DivisioN oF DEFENCE PLANNING
AND OPERATIONS

The Division of Defence Planning and Operations comes under the
responsibility of the Assistant Secretary General for Defence Planning and
Operations, who is Chairman of the Defence Review Committee (the senior
defence planning body in NATO under the authority of the Defence Planning
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Committee) and Vice-Chairman of the Executive Working Group. He is
Chairman of the Policy Coordination Group (PCG). The Division also supports
the Political-Military Steering Committee on Partnership for Peace (PMSC/PfP)
in the coordination and development of Partnership for Peace (PfP) activities.
The Division has a Defence Policy and Force Planning Directorate, a Defence
Partnership and Cooperation Directorate, a Crisis Management and
Operations Directorate and a Nuclear Policy Directorate. The Directorate pro-
vides staff support to the Deputy Secretary General in his capacity as
Chairman of the High Level Steering Group (HLSG), which oversees the imple-
mentation of the Alliance’s Defence Capabilities Initiative.

The Defence Policy and Force Planning Directorate consists of a Defence
Policy Section and a Force Planning Section. It is responsible for defence pol-
icy issues and for most matters of a politico-military nature considered by the
Council or the Policy Coordination Group, as well as for the preparation, in col-
laboration with national delegations, of all papers and business concerned with
the Defence Review, including the analysis of national defence programmes;
for other matters of a politico-military nature considered by the Defence
Planning Committee; for the preparation of studies of general or particular
aspects of NATO defence planning and policy on behalf of the Executive
Working Group and Defence Review Committee; for supporting the PfP pro-
gramme and managing the PfP Planning and Review Process (PARP); for
developing the Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) concept; for the mainte-
nance of a computerised data base of information on NATO forces; and for the
organisation and direction of statistical studies required to assess the NATO
defence effort. The Director for Defence Policy and Force Planning is the
Deputy Assistant Secretary General and is also Vice-Chairman of the Defence
Review Committee.

The Crisis Management and Operations Directorate includes the Crisis
Management Section, the Council Operations Section, and the Peacekeeping
Staff. The Director of Crisis Management and Operations is also responsible
on behalf of the Secretary General for the development and control of the
NATO Situation Centre (SITCEN).

The Crisis Management Section provides staff support to the Secretary
General, the Council and Defence Planning Committee, and relevant subordi-
nate groups on major politico-military crisis management policy issues. It is
responsible for implementing, monitoring and reporting on Council decisions
associated with crisis management and the preparation and conduct of NATO
operations. It also has a liaison and coordination function with NATO and non-
NATO nations and appropriate international organisations such as the United
Nations, the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the
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European Union, the Western European Union, the Office of the High
Representative and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees.

The Council Operations Section supports NATO crisis management by the
development and improvement of procedures, organisation and facilities to
support the needs of the Council and Defence Planning Committee and to facil-
itate consultation in periods of tension and crisis. This includes coordinating
and updating NATO'’s two crisis management manuals, developing an annual
crisis management exercise, reviewing crisis management communications
requirements, supporting the development of ADP support for crisis manage-
ment, and conducting activities with PfP Partners to enhance their capacity to
undertake crisis management and to improve cooperation in the crisis man-
agement field.

The Peacekeeping Staff supports the crisis management process by pro-
viding conceptual and technical advice on peace support operations. The
Peacekeeping Staff also support other aspects of NATO’s work in the field of
peacekeeping, including the development of Alliance peacekeeping policy, the
development of CIMIC (Civil-Military Cooperation) policy, and support for the
PMSC Ad Hoc Group on Peacekeeping.

The Situation Centre, known as the SITCEN, has three specific roles: to
assist the North Atlantic Council, the Defence Planning Committee and the
Military Committee in fulfilling their respective functions in the field of consulta-
tion; to serve as a focal point within the Alliance for the receipt, exchange, and
dissemination of political, military, and economic intelligence and information;
and to act as a link with similar facilities of member nations and of the NATO
Strategic Commands. The situation Centre is supported by a Communication
Centre or “COMCEN".

The Defence Partnership and Cooperation Directorate was established in
1997. It is responsible for PfP policy and implementation. It chairs the Politico-
Military Steering Committee on Partnership for Peace (PMSC) and contributes
to the work of other NATO bodies on issues relating to the EAPC, military co-
operation in the context of PfP, NATO-Russia and NATO-Ukraine relations and
the Mediterranean Dialogue. In the context of PfP implementation, the
Directorate stays in close contact with all PfP Partner countries and chairs
meetings of the NATO teams established to help Partner countries to develop
their Individual Partnership Programmes (IPPs).

The Nuclear Policy Directorate provides staff support to the Secretary
General, the Nuclear Planning Group and its senior body, the High Level Group
(HLG), and to the Senior Defence Group on Proliferation. Its main functions are
to assist in the development of all matters of nuclear policy and strategy, includ-
ing the development of nuclear planning and procedures, exercises and train-
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ing activities; and to assist in the coordination of NATO’s defence-related activ-
ities in response to risks stemming from the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their associated delivery means. Part of the latter function will
in future be fulfilled by the new WMD Centre, which has been established
within the Division of Political Affairs. The Directorate is also responsible for the
preparation of meetings of the Nuclear Planning Group at Ministerial,
Permanent Representative and Staff Group levels, and for the development of
public information on NATO’s nuclear posture and defence-related response to
proliferation risks.

THE DiviSiION OF DEFENCE SUPPORT

The Division of Defence Support, under the responsibility of the Assistant
Secretary General for Defence Support, has the following tasks:

* advising the Secretary General, the North Atlantic Council, the Defence
Planning Committee and other NATO bodies on all matters relating to
armaments research, development, production, procurement, and
extended air defence;

» promoting the most efficient use of the resources of the Alliance for the
equipment of its forces.

The Division provides liaison with NATO production and logistics organi-
sations concerned with cooperative equipment projects and liaison with NATO
military agencies dealing with defence research and related issues. It partici-
pates in all aspects of the NATO defence planning process within its responsi-
bility and competence. The Assistant Secretary General for Defence Support
serves as the permanent Chairman of the Conference of National Armaments
Directors (CNAD) and of the NATO C3 Board and as Co-Chairman of the
NATO Committee for Standardisation. The Division consists of two
Directorates:

The Armaments Planning, Programmes and Policy Directorate supports
the Assistant Secretary General in addressing broad policy and programming
issues related to defence equipment procurement and Alliance armaments
cooperation. Its Director is Deputy Assistant Secretary General for Defence
Support. The Directorate is responsible for the formulation of policy initiatives
in the armaments field designed to help to orient CNAD activities towards the
accomplishment of the Alliance’s missions. It is also responsible for the har-
monisation of NATO armaments planning with other aspects of the Alliance’s
overall defence planning process.
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The Directorate provides support to the Army, Navy and Air Force
Armaments Groups and their subordinate bodies. Their role is to facilitate the
exchange of information and the harmonisation of materiel concepts and oper-
ational requirements for future Alliance land, maritime, and air capabilities in
order to promote cooperative solutions based on the programming steps and
milestones of the Phased Armaments Programming System, and in order to
achieve a high level of equipment standardisation in implementing the NATO
Standardisation Programme.

In addition, the Directorate is responsible for the implementation of the
Enhanced Partnership for Peace programme within the area of responsibility of
the CNAD, including the Partnership Planning and Review Process; the man-
agement of the CNAD’s contribution to the work led by the Senior Defence
Group on Proliferation (DGP) in regard to the defence dimension of NATO’s
Proliferation policy; the support of CNAD’s activities in the field of Extended Air
Defence and Theatre Missile Defence and their coordination with parallel activ-
ities by the NATO Military Authorities, the NATO Air Defence Committee and
the DGP; and the oversight of CNAD’s work on the defence equipment aspects
of peace support operations. The Directorate maintains liaison with external
bodies such as the Western European Armaments Group (WEAG), and agen-
cies such as the NATO EF 2000 and Tornado Development, Production and
Logistics Management Agency (NETMA), the NATO Helicopter Design,
Development, Production and Logistics Management Agency (NAHEMA) and
the SACLANT Undersea Research Centre (SACLANTCEN).

A section of the Staff of the Research and Technology Agency (RTA) is co-
located with the Armaments Planning, Programmes and Policy Directorate
within the Division of Defence Support. The NATO Research and Technology
Agency, which has its headquarters in Paris, supports the activities of the
NATO Research and Technology Board (RTB). The RTA and RTB together
form the NATO Research and Technology Organisation (RTO). The Director of
the RTA reports to the Assistant Secretary General for Defence Support, as
well as to the Director of the International Military Staff.

The Air Defence and Airspace Management Directorate (formerly the Air
Defence Systems Directorate), has responsibility for the important relationship
between air defence and military, as well as civil, airspace and air traffic man-
agement. The Directorate provides support to the NATO Air Defence
Committee (NADC), whose role is to advise the Council and Defence Planning
Committee on all aspects of air defence programme development. It does this
in close cooperation with the NATO Military Authorities. The NADC is respon-
sible for promoting and coordinating efforts to assure the continuing adequacy,
effectiveness and efficiency of NATO'’s Air Defence System from a policy point
of view and the extension of the system to provide capabilities that enable
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NATO'’s Integrated Air Defence System (NATINADS) to fulfil its role in the new
missions and responsibilities of the Alliance. The extension of NATINADS and
its related concept address the need for more flexibility in collective defence,
functional integration of maritime air capabilities, extended air defence to
include missile defence, enlargement and Peace Support Operations/Crisis
Response Operations.

The Directorate’s other major area of responsibility is support of the NATO
Air Traffic Management Committee (NATMC) (formerly Committee for
European Airspace Coordination or “CEAC”). The NATMC's role is to ensure
the coordination of civil and military airspace requirements for the Alliance. It
also plays an important role in the cooperative efforts being undertaken with
Partner countries in relation to the improvement of air traffic management. The
Committee’s role has been expanded to ensure, at the technical level, that mil-
itary operators are able to maintain the required degree of compatibility with the
different elements of the air traffic management system which the civil agen-
cies are introducing now and in the future. In the context of current efforts
towards future pan European integration of Air Traffic Management, the
Directorate represents the Air Traffic Management Committee in a number of
international forums.

Within the framework of NATO’s cooperation activities, the Directorate
also has responsibility for providing advice and assistance on air defence and
airspace management matters to aspirant nations participating in the
Membership Action Plan (MAP) and to other Partner countries. Analytical work
in this context is carried out by the NATO Analytical Air Defence Cell (NAADC)
established within the Directorate for this purpose.

The Directorate also provides liaison with the agencies responsible for the
implementation of air defence related systems, the NATO Airborne Early
Warning Programme, the NATO Air Command and Control System
Programme, the improved HAWK Surface to Air Missile System, and the
Medium Extended Air Defence System (MEADS).

NATO HEADQUARTERS CONSULTATION, COMMAND
AND CoNTROL STAFF (NHQC3S)

The NHQCS3S combines the former C3 elements of both the International
Staff and the International Military Staff in a single integrated staff. The main
task of the NHQC3S is to develop policies and guidance for planning, imple-
mentation, operation and maintenance of NATO’s Communication and
Information System (CIS) and to monitor their application. The staff provides
support to the NATO Consultation, Command and Control Board and to its sub-

230



structure. It also provides support to the North Atlantic Council, the Military
Committee, the Conference of National Armaments Directors, the Senior
Resource Board and other committees with responsibilities relating to C3 mat-
ters. The Staff is organised in six Branches: Requirements and Concepts
Branch (RCB); the Interoperability Branch (IOB); Frequency Management
Branch (FMB); Information Security Branch (ISB); Information Systems and
Technology Branch (ISTB); and the Communication, Navigation and
Identification Systems Branch (CNISB). It operates under the coordinated
management of the Assistant Secretary General for Defence Support and the
Director of the International Military Staff. The Director of the NHQCS3S is a Co-
Vice Chairman of the NC3 Board and Chairman of the National C3
Representatives (NC3 Reps).

THE DiIvISION OF SECURITY INVESTMENT, LOGISTICS
AND CiviL EMERGENCY PLANNING

The Division of Security Investment, Logistics and Civil Emergency
Planning comes under the responsibility of the Assistant Secretary General for
these matters. He is the Chairman of the Senior Civil Emergency Planning
Committee in Plenary Session, and Co-Chairman of the Senior NATO
Logisticians’ Conference. He is also the Chairman of the Infrastructure
Committee. The Division consists of the Security Investment and Civil
Emergency Planning Directorates, the Logistics (IS Element) and the
Resource Policy Coordination Unit.

The Security Investment Directorate comes under the direction of the
Controller, Security Investment Programme, who is Deputy Assistant Secretary
General and permanent Chairman of the Infrastructure Committee. The
Security Investment Directorate supports the Senior Resource Board, the
Infrastructure Committee and the Military Budget Committee by:

 screening Capability Packages from the technical, financial, economic
and political points of view (Capability Packages set out the military
requirements of the NATO Strategic Commanders in terms of capital
investment, operation and maintenance costs and manpower);

« providing policy support and technical and financial supervision of the
NATO Security Investment Programme;

 screening, from a technical and financial point of view, requests to the
Infrastructure Committee for authorisations of scope and funds for pro-
jects which may be eligible for common-funding;
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providing technical and financial screening, as requested, on military
common funded issues under discussion in the Military Budget
Committee;

providing technical and financial support to other NATO committees
(SPC(R), PCG, PMSC) that touch on NSIP issues specifically and on
resource issues in general.

The Logistics (IS Element) comes under the direction of the Head of
Logistics, who is the Chairman of the NATO Pipeline Committee and Deputy
Co-Chairman of the Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference. The Logistics (IS
Element) is responsible for:

the development and coordination of plans and policies designed to
achieve a coherent approach on consumer logistics matters within the
Alliance and through the Partnership for Peace Programme, in order to
increase the effectiveness of forces by achieving greater logistical readi-
ness and sustainability;

providing staff support to the Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference and
its subsidiary bodies;

providing technical staff support to the NATO Pipeline Committee;

supporting, coordinating and maintaining liaison with NATO military
authorities and with NATO and other committees and bodies dealing
with the planning and implementation of consumer logistics matters;

maintaining liaison, on behalf of the Secretary General, with the direct-
ing bodies of the Central Europe Pipeline System (CEPS) and the NATO
Maintenance and Support Organisation (NAMSO).

The Civil Emergency Planning Directorate, under the direction of the
Director of Civil Emergency Planning who is the Chairman of the Senior Civil
Emergency Planning Committee in Permanent Session, is responsible for:

the coordination and guidance of planning aimed at the rapid transition
of peacetime economies of the nations of the Alliance to an emergency
footing;

development of the arrangements for the use of civil resources in sup-
port of Alliance defence and for the protection of civil populations;

providing staff support to the Senior Civil Emergency Planning
Committee and the nine civil emergency planning boards and commit-
tees responsible for developing crisis management arrangements in the
areas of civil sea, land and air transport; energy; industry; food and agri-
culture; civil communications; medical care; and civil protection;



supervision of the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre
(EADRCC) which coordinates international responses to requests for
assistance from or on behalf of a nation stricken by disaster.

The Director of Civil Emergency Planning also oversees civil emergency
planning activities undertaken in the context of the EAPC, Partnership for
Peace, the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council, the NATO-Ukraine
Commission, and the Mediterranean Cooperation Group.

The Resource Policy Coordination Unit is responsible for:

developing, in coordination with the relevant bodies, policy proposals
and planning documents on overall resource issues affecting the
Alliance;

coordinating across all elements of the staff on such issues;

providing support to the Senior Resource Board on the development of
resource policy and resource planning documents.

THE DIVISION OF SCIENTIFIC
AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

The Division of Scientific and Environmental Affairs comes under the
responsibility of the Assistant Secretary General for Scientific and
Environmental Affairs, who is Chairman of the NATO Science Committee and
Chairman of the Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society. He is
assisted by a Deputy Assistant Secretary General and has the following
responsibilities:

advising the Secretary General on scientific and technological matters
of interest to NATO;

implementing the decisions of the Science Committee; directing the
activities of the sub-committees and advisory panels created by it; and
developing ways to promote collaboration in science and technology
between scientists in Alliance countries and those in Partner and
Mediterranean Dialogue countries, thereby strengthening the scientific
and technological capabilities of the countries;

supervising the development of pilot studies, short-term projects and
workshops initiated by the Committee on the Challenges of Modern
Society;

ensuring liaison in the scientific field with the International Staff of NATO,
with NATO agencies, with agencies in the member countries responsi-
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ble for implementation of science policies and with international organi-
sations engaged in scientific, technological and environmental activities;

» overseeing activities designed to enhance the participation of scientists
from Partner countries in the NATO Science Programme and in projects
of the Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT

The Office of Management comes under the responsibility of the Director
of Management who is responsible for all matters pertaining to the organisa-
tion and structure of the International Staff, and for advising the Secretary
General on civilian staff policy and emoluments throughout the Organisation.
He is charged with the preparation, presentation and management of the
International Staff budget. He supervises a Coordination and Policy Section
(which addresses management matters relating to the Organisation as a
whole); a Budgets and Financial Analysis Section; and a Management Advisory
Unit, which has responsibility for advising the Secretary General on matters
related to organisation, work methods, procedures and manpower.

The Deputy Director of Management is responsible for the general admin-
istration of the International Staff including personnel services, the mainte-
nance of the headquarters, the provision of conference, interpretation and
translation facilities and the production and distribution of internal documents.

OFFICE OF THE FINANCIAL CONTROLLER

The Financial Controller is appointed by the Council and is responsible for the
call-up of funds and the control of expenditures within the framework of the Civil and
Military Budgets and in accordance with NATO’s financial regulations. His Office
consists of a Budget and Treasury Service and an Internal Control Service.

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN
OF THE SENIOR RESOURCE BOARD

The Senior Resource Board (SRB) is the principal advisory body to the
Council on the requirements for, and availability of, military common-funded
resources. The SRB is chaired by a national Chairman selected by the nations.
The Chairman is supported by a small staff provided by the International Staff.
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OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BUDGET COMMITTEES

The Chairman of the Budget Committees is provided by one of the mem-
ber countries. His position is nationally funded in order to maintain the inde-
pendence of the Budget Committees. He has a small staff provided by the
International Staff.

INTERNATIONAL BOARD OF AUDITORS

The accounts of the various NATO bodies and those relating to expendi-
ture under NATO’s common-funded Infrastructure programme are audited by
an International Board of Auditors. The Board is composed of government offi-
cials from auditing bodies in member countries. They have independent status
and are selected and remunerated by their respective countries. They are
appointed by and are responsible to the Council.

NATO PrRoDUCTION AND LOGISTICS ORGANISATIONS

There are a number of NATO Production and Logistics Organisations
(NPLOs) established by NATO and responsible to the North Atlantic Council for
carrying out specific tasks. While there are differences in their mandates, fund-
ing, financial authority and management, they all report to a Board of Directors
or Steering Committee responsible for supervising their activities. Further
details are given in Chapter 14.
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MILITARY ORGANISATION AND STRUCTURES

THE MiLITARY COMMITTEE

Earlier chapters have described the NATO Headquarters in Brussels,
which is the political headquarters of the Alliance and is where the Permanent
Representatives, at Ambassadorial level, meet in the North Atlantic Council
under the Chairmanship of the Secretary General to discuss and approve
NATO policy. At regular intervals the Council and other senior level policy com-
mittees (principally the Defence Planning Committee (DPC) and the Nuclear
Planning Group (NPG)) meet in Brussels, or in other Alliance capitals, at higher
levels involving Foreign or Defence Ministers and from time to time, when
Summit meetings are convened, Heads of State and Government.

The decisions taken by each of these bodies have the same status and
represent the agreed policy of the member countries, irrespective of the level
at which they are taken. Subordinate to these senior bodies are specialised
committees also consisting of officials representing their countries. It is this
committee structure which provides the basic mechanism giving the Alliance its
consultation and decision-making capability, ensuring that each member nation
can be represented at every level and in all fields of NATO activity.

In a similar fashion, in order to assist and advise the North Atlantic
Council, DPC and NPG on military matters, senior military officers serve as
national Military Representatives to NATO and as members of the Military
Committee in permanent session, under the chairmanship of an elected
Chairman (CMC). Like the political decision-making bodies, the Military
Committee also meets regularly at a higher level, namely at the level of Chiefs
of Defence (CHODs). Iceland, which has no military forces, is represented at
such meetings by a civilian official. The Committee is the highest military
authority in NATO, working under the overall political authority of the Council,
DPC and NPG.

On a day-to-day basis, the work of the Military Committee is undertaken
by the Military Representatives, acting on behalf of their Chiefs of Defence.
They work in a national capacity, representing the best interests of their nations
while remaining open to negotiation and discussion so that consensus can be
reached. This often involves reaching agreement on acceptable compromises,
when this is in the interests of the Alliance as a whole and serves to advance
its overall objectives and policy goals. The Military Representatives therefore
have adequate authority to enable the Military Committee to discharge its col-
lective tasks and to reach prompt decisions.
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The Committee is responsible for recommending to NATO’s political
authorities those measures considered necessary for the common defence of
the NATO area. Its principal role is to provide direction and advice on military
policy and strategy. It provides guidance on military matters to the NATO
Strategic Commanders, whose representatives attend its meetings, and is
responsible for the overall conduct of the military affairs of the Alliance under
the authority of the Council, as well as for the efficient operation of Military
Committee agencies (see Chapter 14).

The Committee assists in developing overall strategic concepts for the
Alliance and prepares an annual long term assessment of the strength and
capabilities of countries and areas posing a risk to NATO’s interests. Its addi-
tional responsibilities in times of crises, tension or war are to advise the Council
and Defence Planning Committee of the military situation and to make recom-
mendations on the use of military force, the implementation of contingency
plans and the development of appropriate rules of engagement.

The Military Committee meets every Thursday, following the regular
Wednesday meeting of the Council, so that it can follow up promptly on Council
decisions. In practice, meetings can also be convened whenever necessary
and both the Council and the Military Committee often meet much more fre-
quently. As a result of the Alliance’s role in Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Kosovo, the internal and external adaptation of Alliance structures, the devel-
opment of partnership and cooperation with other countries and of the new
institutions to oversee these developments, the frequency of meetings of all the
decision-making bodies of the Alliance has greatly increased.

The Military Committee in Chiefs of Defence Session (CHODS) normally
meets three times a year. Two of these Military Committee meetings occur in
Brussels and one is hosted by NATO nations, on a rotational basis.

In the framework of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) and
Partnership for Peace (PfP), the Military Committee meets regularly with
EAPC/PfP Partner countries at the level of national Military Representatives
(once a month) and at CHODS level (twice a year) to deal with military co-
operation issues. Further details are given in Chapter 12, together with details
of meetings of the Military Committee with Russia and with Ukraine.

The Chairman of the Military Committee

The Chairman of the Military Committee (CMC) is selected by the Chiefs
of Defence and appointed for a three year term of office. He acts exclusively in
an international capacity and his authority stems from the Military Committee,
to which he is responsible in the performance of his duties. He normally chairs
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all meetings of the Military Committee. In his absence, the Deputy Chairman of
the Military Committee (DCMC) takes the chair.

The Chairman of the Military Committee is both its spokesman and repre-
sentative. He directs its day-to-day business and acts on behalf of the
Committee in issuing the necessary directives and guidance to the Director of
the International Military Staff (see below). He represents the Military
Committee at high level meetings, such as those of the North Atlantic Council,
the Defence Planning Committee and the Nuclear Planning Group, providing
advice on military matters when required.

By virtue of his appointment, the Chairman of the Committee also has an
important public role and is the senior military spokesman for the Alliance in
contacts with the press and media. He undertakes official visits and represen-
tational duties on behalf of the Committee, both in NATO countries and in coun-
tries with which NATO is developing closer contacts in the framework of the
Partnership for Peace programme, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the
NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council, the NATO-Ukraine Commission, the
Mediterranean Cooperation Group and the South East Europe Initiative. The
Chairman is also ex-officio Chairman of the NATO Defense College Academic
Advisory Board. The role of the Defense College is described in Chapter 14.

STRATEGIC COMMANDERS

The Strategic Commanders (SCs), namely the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR) and the Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic
(SACLANT), are responsible to the Military Committee for the overall direction
and conduct of all Alliance military matters within their areas of command. They
also provide advice to the Military Committee. They each have representatives
at NATO of General or Flag Officer rank, who assist them by maintaining close
links with both the political and military staffs within the headquarters and by
ensuring that the flow of information and communications in both directions
works efficiently. The SC Representatives attend meetings of the Military
Committee and provide advice on Military Committee business relating to their
respective Commands.

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY STAFF

The International Military Staff (IMS) is headed by a General/Flag officer,
selected by the Military Committee from candidates nominated by member
nations for the position of Director of the International Military Staff (DIMS). The
IMS, under his direction, is responsible for planning, assessing and recom-
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mending policy on military matters for consideration by the Military Committee,
as well as ensuring that the policies and decisions of the Committee are imple-
mented as directed.

The IMS consists of military personnel who have been sent by their
nations to take up staff appointments at NATO Headquarters, to work in an
international capacity for the common interest of the Alliance rather than on
behalf of their nation. Some posts within the International Military Staff are filled
by civilian personnel, who work in clerical and support roles. The International
Military Staff supports the work of the Military Committee, preparing and fol-
lowing up its decisions, and is also actively involved in the process of cooper-
ation with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe under the Partnership
for Peace (PfP) initiative.

Coordination of staff action, and controlling the flow of information and
communications both within the IMS and between the IMS and other parts of
the NATO Headquarters, is the responsibility of the Executive Coordinator
located within the Office of the Director of the IMS. The Executive Coordinator
and his staff also provide secretarial support to the Military Committee as well
as procedural advice. The Director of the International Military Staff is also sup-
ported by five Assistant Directors, each of whom heads a separate functional
Division.

The Plans and Policy Division develops and coordinates the Military
Committee contribution to NATO defence policy and strategic planning. This
includes contributing to the development of politico-military concepts, studies,
assessments and related documents, NATO force planning, the Force Goal
process, the annual defence review, the PfP Planning and Review Process
(PARP) and long term conceptual thinking. The Division also participates on
behalf of the Military Committee in NATO’s overall defence planning process and
develops and represents the views of the Military Committee and of the NATO
Strategic Commanders on military policy matters in various NATO bodies.

The Operations Division supports the Military Committee in the devel-
opment of current operational plans and in addressing questions relating to the
NATO force posture and military management issues relating to NATO’s role in
international crises. The Division promotes and coordinates multinational train-
ing and exercises, including those involving PfP nations; and coordinates
efforts relating to the development of an effective NATO electronic warfare
operational capability and associated training and exercises. It is responsible
for monitoring and assessing Electronic Warfare programmes and require-
ments. It provides support for the NATO Air Defence Committee and has
responsibility within the International Military Staff for air defence matters. The
Division also acts as the point of contact for the NATO Liaison Officer to the
United Nations, a position which is filled by a serving member of the
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International Military Staff, on behalf of the Organisation as a whole, when
required.

The Intelligence Division provides day-to-day strategic intelligence sup-
port to the Secretary General, the North Atlantic Council/Defence Planning
Committee, the Military Committee, and other NATO bodies such as
International Military Staff elements, the Political Committee and WMD
Proliferation Centre. It relies on the NATO nations and NATO Commands for its
basic intelligence needs since it has no independent intelligence gathering
function or capacity. On the basis of these contributions, it acts as a central
coordinating body for the collation, assessment and dissemination of intelli-
gence within NATO Headquarters and to NATO commands, agencies, organi-
sations and nations. In addition to providing routine staff intelligence support,
the Intelligence Division manages and coordinates the production and dissem-
ination of NATO strategic intelligence estimates, intelligence policy documents
and basic intelligence documents, as well as the maintenance of selected data
bases and digital intelligence information services. It also performs strategic
warning and crisis management functions and conducts liaison with other
NATO and national bodies performing specialised intelligence functions and
related activities. In sum, the Intelligence Division, supported by NATO nations
and Commands, keeps the Alliance’s senior bodies continually informed, facil-
itates the Military Committee’s formulation of military advice to political author-
ities, provides an intelligence foundation for guiding the composition, organisa-
tion and operations of NATO forces, and performs a broad range of tasks in
support of NATO defence and political functions.

The Cooperation and Regional Security Division serves as the focal
point for military contacts and cooperation with Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council (EAPC), Partnership for Peace (PfP) countries, Russia within the
framework of the NATO-Russia Founding Act, and Ukraine within the frame-
work of the NATO-Ukraine Charter. It is responsible for the development and
coordination of all IMS staff work on EAPC, PfP, NATO-Russia and NATO-
Ukraine related issues, as well as the Mediterranean Dialogue. Its Cooperation
Policy and Arms Control Branch produces and coordinates IMS PfP policy staff
work, while the Russia-Ukraine Branch plans, develops and implements MC
policy in relation to these two countries. In addition the Arms Control Section of
the Cooperation Policy and Arms Control Branch coordinates and develops
military advice on NATO involvement in different aspects of disarmament, arms
control and cooperative security issues. It is also the channel for the Military
Committee’s focus on issues dealt with by the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in the field of disarmament, arms control and
cooperative security. A section of the Division is located in the Western
Consultation Office (WCO) in Vienna, in order to facilitate and enhance NATO'’s
cooperation with the OSCE. The IMS PfP Staff element (PSE) is integrated
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within the Division as a separate branch, in which Partner officers work side-
by-side with NATO colleagues as the focal point in the IMS for all elements of
Partner country expertise related to the military aspects of PfP. It acts as the
IMS’ primary liaison with Partner Military Representatives and Partner Liaison
Officers at NATO Headquarters.

The Logistics, Armaments and Resources Division (LA&R), in co-
operation with the SILCEP Division of the International Staff, is responsible for
the development of logistics principles and policies, including medical support
and transport and movement. It provides staff support to the Senior NATO
Logisticians’ Conference (SNLC) and Committee of the Chiefs of Military
Medical Services (COMEDS), the deputy military co-chairman of the SNLC,
and the military co-chairman/chairman of its two subordinate bodies. The
Division also has a major responsibility within the area of logistic aspects of cri-
sis management, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, and provides the
IMS representative to the Senior Civil Emergency Planning Committee
(SCEPC) and COMEDS. The Division provides military advice to the Military
Committee on issues relating to development of military policies and proce-
dures for armaments planning, including research and technology matters. It
represents the Military Committee at the CNAD, Major Armament Groups
(MAGs), the Research and Technology bodies and Air/Ground Surveillance
(AGS) Steering Committee, as well as within Western European Armaments
Group (WEAG) and EUROLONGTERM groups. When required, the Division
also supports the NATO Industrial Advisory Group (NIAG). It is also responsi-
ble for development of military policies and procedures for management of
resources, including NATO common military budgets, infrastructure and man-
power in cooperation with the International Staff and the two Strategic
Commanders. It represents the Military Committee on the NDMC, SRB, IC and
MBC. The Management Advisory Unit NATO Defence Manpower Committee
(NDMC) is an independent entity within the Division working directly for the
NDMC, providing the expertise and staff nucleus to carry out management sur-
veys, audits, validations and consultations.

The NATO Situation Centre assists the North Atlantic Council, the
Defence Planning Committee and the Military Committee in fulfilling their
respective functions in the field of consultation. It serves as the focal point
within the Alliance for the receipt, exchange and dissemination of political, mil-
itary and economic information. It monitors political, military and economic mat-
ters of interest to NATO and to NATO member countries on a 24 hour basis.
The NATO Situation Centre also provides facilities for the rapid expansion of
consultation during periods of tension and crises and maintains and updates
relevant background information during such periods.
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The Public Information Adviser (PIA) advises the Chairman of the
Military Committee, the Deputy Chairman of the Military Committee and the
Director of the IMS on public information matters and acts as a public enquiry
and news media coordinator, as well as spokesperson for the Military
Committee and IMS. The PIA’s office coordinates public information activities
with the NATO Office of Information and Press, and the counterpart public
information organisations within the Strategic Commands and national
Ministries of Defence.

The Financial Controller of the IMS is responsible for advising the
Chairman of the Military Committee, the Deputy Chairman of the Military
Committee and the Director of the IMS on all financial and fiscal matters related
to the group of budgets administered by the IMS. He is responsible to the
Military Budget Committee (MBC) for the financial management of the IMS
budget. He is also responsible for preparing, justifying, administering and
supervising all budget-related matters for presentation to the Military Budget
Committee. Among other supervisory functions, he assumes financial control
of the NATO bodies whose budgets are administered by the IMS, namely the
NATO Standardisation Agency (NSA), NATO Defense College (NADEFCOL),
and the Research and Technology Agency (RTA). He is responsible for con-
ducting internal audits of accounts and activities with financial repercussions
within his area of responsibility. Further details about the management of the
Military Budget are to be found in Chapter 9.

The NATO HQ Consultation, Control and Communications Staff
(NHQC3S) is a single integrated organisation composed of personnel from
both the International Staff and the International Military Staff. The Director,
NHQC3S, reports directly to Director of the International Military Staff and the
Assistant Secretary General for Defence Support in meeting the requirements
of the IMS and IS. As one of the co-Vice Chairmen of the NATO C3 Board, the
Director is also the MC’s representative to the Board. Members of the NATO
C3 Staff support the NC3B through maintenance of key positions on the
Board’s eight sub committees and in turn support the provision of NC3B advice
to the MC on C3/CIS Capability Packages from a C3 Policy, Plans and
Architecture point of view. See further details in Chapters 10 and 14.

PARTNER COUNTRY REPRESENTATION

Since 1994 a number of Partner countries have opened Liaison Offices
and, since 1997, permanent diplomatic missions, at NATO Headquarters.
Military links with Partner nations are being further strengthened by the estab-
lishment of “Partnership for Peace Staff Elements”. Currently eight of these ele-
ments, which consist of officers from NATO and PfP Partner countries, are
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located within the IMS at NATO HQ and at the first and second levels of the
NATO integrated military structure. A new PfP Staff element was recently
established at the NATO (SHAPE) School as a potentially important element in
facilitating collaboration with PfP Training Centres and other PfP institutes.
Officers from Partner countries filling such posts work alongside officers from
NATO nations in an international capacity, participating in the preparation of
policy discussions and the implementation of policy decisions dealing with rel-
evant Partnership for Peace military matters. Since 1998, PfP Partner officers
have also been part of the PCC staff and participate fully in its work.
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THE MILITARY COMMAND STRUCTURE

THE ROLE OF INTEGRATED MILITARY FORCES

All nations opting to be members of the military part of NATO contribute
forces which together constitute the integrated military structure of the Alliance.
In accordance with the fundamental principles which govern the relationship
between political and military institutions within democratic states, the inte-
grated military structure remains under political control and guidance at the
highest level at all times.

The role of the integrated military structure is to provide the organisational
framework for defending the territory of member countries against threats to
their security and stability, in accordance with Article 5! of the North Atlantic
Treaty. Within this integrated military structure, the Alliance maintains the nec-
essary military capabilities to accomplish the full range of NATO’s missions.
With respect to collective defence under Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, the
combined military forces of the Alliance must be capable of deterring any
potential aggression against it, of stopping an aggressor’s advance as far for-
ward as possible should an attack nevertheless occur, and of ensuring the
political independence and territorial integrity of its member states. They must
also be prepared to contribute to conflict prevention and to conduct non-Article
5 crisis response operations. The Alliance’s forces have essential roles in fos-
tering cooperation and understanding with NATO’s Partners and other states,
particularly in helping Partners to prepare for potential participation in NATO-
led Partnership for Peace operations. Thus they contribute to the preservation
of peace, to the safeguarding of common security interests of Alliance mem-
bers, and to the maintenance of the security and stability of the Euro-Atlantic
area. The first significant example of this new extended role was the unprece-
dented deployment of NATO military forces alongside those of other countries
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, where NATO was given responsibility by the
United Nations, at the end of 1995, for implementing the military aspects of the
Dayton Peace Agreement.

At the end of 1996, the Implementation Force (IFOR), created to under-
take this task was replaced by a NATO-led multinational Stabilisation Force
(SFOR), also consisting of forces drawn from NATO countries working along-
side those of other countries participating in the effort to create the conditions
for peace in the former Yugoslavia. At the end of 1997, member governments
announced that from mid 1998, subject to a new mandate from the UN Security

1 See footnote 2 on page 158.
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Council, NATO would organise and lead a further multinational force to con-
solidate the achievements to date, retaining the name SFOR.

In 1999, following the end of the Alliance’s air campaign to end the repres-
sion and ethnic cleansing directed against the Kosovar Albanians by the Serb
leadership, a Kosovo Force (KFOR) was created in accordance with the deci-
sion of the UN Security Council, with NATO at its core, to implement the Military
Technical Agreement concluded on 10 June by the KFOR Commander and
Yugoslav representatives. The first elements entered Kosovo on 12 June. As
agreed in the Military Technical Agreement, the deployment of the security
force was synchronised with the departure of Serb security forces from the
province. By 20 June, the Serb withdrawal was complete and KFOR was well
established in Kosovo.

At its full strength KFOR comprised some 50 000 personnel. It is a multi-
national force under unified command and control with substantial NATO par-
ticipation, and arrangements for participation by the Russian Federation. More
than 12 other non-NATO nations participated in the initial troop contributions to
KFOR.

These decisions and the political process leading up to them are
described in other chapters, as well as other aspects of the new roles and
responsibilities of the Alliance including the implementation of the Partnership
for Peace programme and the development of the European Security and
Defence Identity within the Alliance (ESDI). Together, they have made exten-
sive demands on NATO'’s existing military command structure and have exer-
cised a major influence on its further adaptation and on the continuing imple-
mentation of the new command structure, whose activation began on
1 September 1999.

The reorganisation of its forces has changed the Alliance’s overall defence
posture. Adjustments relating to the availability and readiness of NATO forces
continue to reflect the strictly defensive nature of the Alliance. However, the
former concept of forward defence no longer applies in continental Europe,
although regional differences remain with regard to the challenges which the
forces may be required to face and their respective needs for forward deploy-
ment. United States forces in Europe have been cut by about two-thirds, and
the majority of Allied forces previously stationed in Germany have left. These
manifestations of the transformation of the defence posture are described more
fully in Chapter 2.

Other aspects have also played an important part in the transformation.
For example, the flexibility and mobility of the current overall defence posture
includes provisions to ensure that NATO has the means to address challenges
and risks posed by weapons of mass destruction (nuclear, biological and
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chemical weapons) and their means of delivery. Increased attention is devoted
to ensuring that these challenges are reflected in Alliance defence capabilities.

Increased «multinationality» has also been an important factor in the
development of the new defence posture. It has provided enhanced opportuni-
ties for multinational task sharing among Allies, allowing military capabilities
available to NATO to be maintained or enhanced and ensuring that the most
effective use can be made of resources allocated for defence purposes. The
principle of “multinationality” is applied throughout Alliance structures and is of
key importance for NATO’s solidarity and cohesion, for the conduct of Alliance
missions, and as a disincentive for the renationalisation of defence policy.

The principle of collective effort in Alliance defence is embodied in practi-
cal arrangements that enable the Allies to enjoy the crucial political, military
and resource advantages of collective defence, and prevent the renationalisa-
tion of defence policies, without depriving the Allies of their sovereignty. These
arrangements also enable NATO’s forces to carry out non-Article 5 crisis
response operations and constitute a prerequisite for a coherent Alliance
response to all possible contingencies. They are based on procedures for con-
sultation, an integrated military structure, and on cooperation agreements. Key
features include collective force planning; common funding; common opera-
tional planning; multinational formations, headquarters and command arrange-
ments; an integrated air defence system; a balance of roles and responsibili-
ties among the Allies; the stationing and deployment of forces outside home
territory when required; arrangements, including planning, for crisis manage-
ment and reinforcement; common standards and procedures for equipment,
training and logistics; joint and combined doctrines and exercises when appro-
priate; and infrastructure, armaments and logistics cooperation. The inclusion
of NATO’s Partners in such arrangements or the development of similar
arrangements for them, in appropriate areas, is also instrumental in enhancing
cooperation and common efforts in Euro-Atlantic security matters.

EvoLuTiON OF THE NEW MILITARY STRUCTURE

The evolution towards NATO’s new military command structure has been
influenced by many factors, of which the most significant are the development
of the European Security and Defence Identity within the Alliance; the imple-
mentation of the Combined Joint Task Force concept; the reductions and
restructuring of Allied military forces as a whole, rendered possible by the
transformation of the security environment following the end of the Cold War;
and the assumption by the Alliance of new tasks and responsibilities, in partic-
ular in the sphere of peace support operations and crisis management. The
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influence of each of these factors on the military structure of the Alliance is
described below.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
EUROPEAN SECURITY AND DEFENCE IDENTITY

The rationale for the decision made by NATO governments to strengthen
the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) within the Alliance is
described in Chapter 4, together with the implications of that decision and the
resulting interaction between NATO and the Western European Union (WEU)
and the European Union (EU).

The emergence of a more clearly identifiable and strengthened European
role within NATO has both political and military significance and has played a
significant role in defining the parameters of the Alliance’s transformation. The
process is a continuing one which has been influenced at different stages over
the past decade by decisions taken by the European Union, those taken by the
Western European Union, and those taken by the Alliance itself. While these
decisions have been interlinked and form part of the adaptation of European
and Euro-Atlantic institutions to the changed security environment brought
about by the end of the Cold War, other factors have also played a key role.
Three factors should be mentioned in particular.

The first of these has been the intensification of cooperation in the secu-
rity field between the European and North American democracies represented
in NATO and the newly independent states of the former Soviet Union and of
Central and Eastern Europe, as well as European countries which adopted a
neutral or non-aligned political position during the Cold War period. With the
end of the division of Europe, the former opposition between East and West
ceased to be relevant and allowed a broader, inclusive concept of security to
be developed, in the interests of the Euro-Atlantic area as a whole. The sec-
ond essential factor in this context has been the growing importance of crisis
management, peacekeeping and peace support operations, thrown into sharp
relief above all by the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia.

The third fundamental series of developments after the end of the Cold
War began with the wish expressed by a significant number of Central and
Eastern European countries to become members of the Alliance, followed by
the decision by NATO countries to open the Alliance to new members in accor-
dance with Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty, and finally the historic deci-
sion taken in July 1997 to invite three countries to begin accession negotia-
tions. The military impact of this development is described later in this Chapter.
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These developments taken together have provided the context in which
the discussion of the European Security and Defence Identity within the
Alliance has taken place.

In the political sphere, the development of the ESDI is aimed at strength-
ening the European pillar of the Alliance while reinforcing the transatlantic link.
It is designed to enable European allies to assume greater responsibility for
their common security and defence and to enable a more coherent contribution
to be made by the European Allies to the security of the Alliance as a whole.

In the military sphere, the development of the ESDI calls for assets of the
Alliance together with the forces of non-NATO countries, in agreed circum-
stances, to be placed under the authority of the Western European Union for
operations in which the Alliance itself may not be directly involved.

One of the central requirements of ESDI is accordingly for arrangements
which enable the necessary elements of the NATO command structure to be
used to assist in the conduct of operations led by the Western European
Union2. These elements have therefore been described as “separable, but not
separate”, since they could be placed under the authority of the Western
European Union while remaining integral parts of the Alliance’s own military
structure.

A further central aspect in the development of the European Security and
Defence Identity is the concept known as “Combined Joint Task Forces” or
“CJTFs”. This concept and its significance for the adaptation of NATO’s military
structure are described below.

THE CoMBINED JOINT TASK FORCE (CJTF)
CONCEPT

A CJTF is a multinational (combined) and multi-service (joint) task force,
task-organised and formed for the full range of the Alliance’s military missions
requiring multinational and multi-service command and control by a CJTF
Headquarters. It may include elements from non-NATO Troop Contributing
Nations.

2 The role of the Western European Union (WEU) with respect to the development of the European
Security and Defence Identity has been progressively assumed by the European Union (EU), in
accordance with decisions taken by the Council of the European Union in Helsinki in December
1999 and in Feira, Portugal, in June 2000. In November 2000, in Marseilles, corresponding deci-
sions were taken by the WEU Council of Ministers: the operational role of the WEU was formally
transferred to the EU and arrangements were put in place for the WEU's residual functions and
structures. See also Chapter 4 and Chapter 15.
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The CJTF concept was launched in late 1993 and was endorsed at the
Brussels Summit of January 1994. On that occasion, Alliance Heads of State
and Government directed that the further developments of the concept should
reflect their readiness to make NATO assets available, on the basis of case-by-
case decisions by the North Atlantic Council, for operations led by the Western
European Union (WEU), thereby supporting the building of the European
Security and Defence Identity. In addition, they linked the development of the
CJTF concept to practical political-military cooperation in the context of the
Partnership for Peace (PfP).

The need which the concept was created to fulfil arose from the changing
security situation in Europe and the emergence of smaller but diverse and
unpredictable risks to peace and stability. In particular, it was agreed that future
security arrangements would call for easily deployable, multinational, multi-
service military formations tailored to specific kinds of military tasks. These
included humanitarian relief, peacekeeping and peace enforcement, as well as
collective defence. The forces required would vary according to the circum-
stances and would need to be generated rapidly and at short notice.

At the core of the CJTF concept which was evolved to meet these needs
are the command and control arrangements essential to allow such forces to
operate effectively. The wide variety of circumstances under which CJTFs
might operate places considerable demands on the command and control
arrangements for such operations. The role of CJTF headquarters is therefore
crucial. A CJTF headquarters will be formed around core elements (the
“nuclei”) from selected “parent” headquarters of the command structure. It will
be augmented from other NATO headquarters and by nations and contributing
Partner countries as necessary, using a modular approach, in order to meet the
requirements of the specific mission.

A number of trials of the CJTF concept have been completed, for exam-
ple, in the context of the Exercise Allied Effort in November 1997, in which a
number of Partner countries participated as observers; and in the context of the
Exercise Strong Resolve in March 1998, in which Partner countries partici-
pated and were integrated throughout the structure of the CJTF. The aim of the
trials was to validate the evolving CJTF Headquarters concept.

Based on these trials and other relevant staff analyses, the Alliance began
the full implementation of the CJTF concept in 1999. This process, which
includes the acquisition of necessary headquarters support and command,
control and communications equipment is scheduled for completion in late
2004. The implementation process is taking fully into account lessons learned
from NATO-led operations in former Yugoslavia. Work also continues in the
training and equipping of the headquarters contributing to CJTF. The final
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phase of implementation of the Concept will provide the Alliance with an impor-
tant tool for crisis management in the 21st century.

INTERNAL ADAPTATION OF ALLIANCE FORCES

The internal adaptation of the Alliance’s military forces is a further devel-
opment of the reductions and restructuring undertaken in recent years to
enable the Alliance to confront more effectively the circumstances of the
changed security environment.

This process can be traced back to the London Declaration of July 1990,
when Heads of State and Government of NATO nations called for a process of
adaptation commensurate with the changes that were reshaping Europe. The
London Summit was a decisive turning point in the history of the Alliance and
led to the adoption, in November 1991, of a new Strategic Concept, reflecting
a much broader approach to security than had been envisaged hitherto. This
was reflected in the evolution in the European security situation in 1992 and
1993 and, in January 1994, NATO Heads of State and Government called for
a further examination of how the Alliance’s political and military structures and
procedures might be developed and adapted to conduct the Alliance’s mis-
sions, including peacekeeping, more efficiently and flexibly.

In September 1994, the Military Committee launched the NATO Long
Term Study (LTS) to examine the Alliance’s Integrated Military Structure and to
put forward “proposals for change to the Alliance’s Force Structures, Command
Structures and Common Infrastructure”. As work continued on the Study,
Foreign Ministers provided further crucial guidance at their meeting in Berlin in
June 1996, defining the scope of missions for NATO for which the new com-
mand structure would need to be equipped.

At their meeting in Berlin in June 1996, NATO Foreign Ministers affirmed
that an essential part of the Alliance’s adaptation is to build a European
Security and Defence Identity within NATO, to enable all European allies to
make a more coherent and effective contribution to the missions and activities
of the Alliance as an expression of shared responsibilities; to act themselves
as required; and to reinforce the transatlantic partnership. They also called for
the further development of the Alliance’s ability to carry out new roles and mis-
sions relating to conflict prevention and crisis management and efforts against
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery,
while maintaining the capability for collective defence. This was to be comple-
mented by enhancing the Alliance’s contribution to security and stability
throughout the Euro-Atlantic area by broadening and deepening cooperation
with NATO Partner countries.
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This essential impetus for the Military Committee’s work on internal adap-
tation resulted from decisions taken collectively by all 16 member countries. In
December 1997, Spain announced its intention to join the new military struc-
ture. France, which participates in the Military Committee’s work on internal
adaptation, has indicated that it is not in a position to participate fully in NATO’s
integrated structures, but has expressed its continued positive attitude towards
the continuing process of internal adaptation and selective participation in
NATO-led operations.

The Alliance’s efforts to improve its capability to fulfil all its roles and mis-
sions called for three fundamental objectives to be achieved. The Alliance’s
military effectiveness had to be ensured; the transatlantic link preserved; and
the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) developed within the
Alliance.

The overriding imperative in developing any new structure was that it must
be “mission oriented”. It needed to provide NATO with the capability to cope
with the full range of Alliance roles and missions, ranging from its traditional
task of undertaking collective defence, to fulfilling new roles in changing cir-
cumstances, including “non-Article 5” missions such as peace support opera-
tions. Furthermore, factors such as flexibility, force effectiveness, Alliance
cohesion, the principle of multinationality, affordability and incorporation of
ESDI and CJTF requirements all had to be taken into account.

The new structure also had to have growth potential and the flexibility to
accommodate new member nations without the need for major restructuring. In
this context, it was determined that the accession of the Czech Repubilic,
Hungary and Poland would not require any additional NATO command struc-
ture headquarters. Finally, the structure had to afford adequate opportunity for
the participation of Partner countries.

NEw CoMMAND AND CONTROL CONCEPTS

In its internal adaptation work, NATO has developed new concepts of
command interrelationships designed to ensure effective coordination between
the different levels of command established under the new military structure.
These new concepts reflect a more flexible approach to the conduct of Alliance
missions and the fulfilment of mission requirements. They are based on a
streamlined, multi-functional approach to the whole command structure. They
include the following characteristics:

* A“supported/supporting” command relationship. This is one of the main-
stays of the interrelationship concept which has shaped the develop-
ment of the new structure. It is designed to give the North Atlantic
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Council, the Military Committee, and military commanders at all levels
greater flexibility in transferring the weight of emphasis to where it may
be most required.

Greater emphasis on the conduct of Alliance activities and operations at
the regional level. This also takes into account the increased inter-
dependency among regions. Work on the new command structure has
accentuated the need for regionally-based headquarters able both to
receive forces and to support inter- and intra-regional reinforcement.

A flexible approach with respect to command and control (C2) mea-
sures, such as boundaries, coordination lines and phasing which will
greatly facilitate the conduct of exercises and operations. For example,
in Allied Command Europe, only those command and control measures
necessary for the conduct of strategic and regional level daily peacetime
operations need to be permanently employed or established. The
requirement for permanently established boundaries below regional
level in Allied Command Europe is thus eliminated and under the new
structure there are no permanently activated Joint Sub-Regional
Command (JSRC) Joint Operations Areas.

Increased focus on the principle of “multinationality” with regard to the
manning of the new military headquarters. This allows scope for repre-
sentation of all member nations at the Strategic Command level. It also
facilitates representation across the command structure of nations
whose territory is adjacent to other Regional Commands, enhancing ini-
tial reinforcement capabilities; and resulting in wider participation at the
JSRC-level, allowing nations whose territory is adjacent to a country in
which a JSRC is located to be equitably represented.

This adaptation was carried forward under the Terms of Reference of the

Long Term Study launched in 1994. The type, number and location of the head-
quarters which would constitute the command structure was agreed by
Defence Ministers in 1997. With this decision as a basis, the North Atlantic
Council approved activation requests for the headquarters in March 1999,
paving the way for the full implementation of the new NATO Military Command
Structure which began in September 1999.

THE MILITARY STRUCTURE

The integrated military structure includes forces made available to NATO

by the member nations participating in the structure, in accordance with pre-
scribed conditions. These forces are currently organised in three main cate-
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gories, namely Immediate and Rapid Reaction Forces, Main Defence
Forces, and Augmentation Forces.

Reaction Forces are versatile, highly mobile ground, air and maritime
forces maintained at high levels of readiness and available at short notice for
an early military response to a crisis. Immediate Reaction Forces consist of
land, maritime and air components such as the Alliance’s Standing Naval
Forces in the Atlantic and Mediterranean and the Allied Command Europe
(ACE) Mobile Force (Land) (AMF(L)) Headquarters. Rapid Reaction Forces
are composed of other land, air and maritime components such as the ACE
Rapid Reaction Corps Headquarters and the Multinational Division (Central)
Headquarters (MND(C)).

Main Defence Forces include active and mobilisable ground, air and mar-
itime forces able to deter and defend against coercion or aggression. These
forces comprise multinational and national formations at varying levels of readi-
ness which include four multinational main defence corps: one Danish-
German, one Dutch-German and two German-United States. Some of these
forces could also be employed for sustaining “non-Article 5 operations”.

In addition to these forces, an agreement is in place setting out arrange-
ments under which the European Corps (Eurocorps), consisting of units from
Belgium, France, Germany, Luxembourg and Spain, can be made available to
NATO in times of crisis for employment under the framework of both Main
Defence Forces and Reaction Forces. In April 2000, similar arrangements
resulted in the transfer of the operational command of the Kosovo Force
(KFOR) to the Eurocorps as part of the command rotation, under the overall
command of NATO.

Augmentation Forces consist of other forces at varying degrees of readi-
ness and availability which can be used to reinforce any NATO region or mar-
itime area for deterrence, crisis management or defence.

These forces are further delineated between those which come under the
operational command or operational control of a Strategic Commander
when required, in accordance with specified procedures or at prescribed times;
and those which member states have agreed to assign to the operational com-
mand of a Strategic Commander at a future date, if required.

Some of the above terms have precise military definitions. The terms
“‘command” and “control”, for example, relate to the nature of the authority
exercised by military commanders over the forces assigned to them. When
used internationally, these terms do not necessarily have the same implications
as they do when used in a purely national context. In assigning forces to NATO,
member nations assign operational command or operational control as distinct
from full command over all aspects of the operations and administration of
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those forces. These latter aspects continue to be a national responsibility and
remain under national control.

In general, most NATO forces remain under full national command until
they are assigned to the Alliance for a specific operation decided upon at the
political level. Exceptions to this rule are the integrated staffs in the various
NATO military headquarters; parts of the integrated air defence structure,
including the Airborne Early Warning and Control Force (AWACS); some com-
munications units; and the Standing Naval Forces as well as other elements of
the Alliance’s Reaction Forces.

The Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR)

The primary task of SACEUR is to contribute to preserving the peace,
security and territorial integrity of Alliance member states. Should aggression
occur, or be considered imminent, SACEUR, as Supreme Commander, is
responsible for executing all military measures within his capability and author-
ity, to demonstrate Alliance solidarity and preparedness to maintain the integrity
of Alliance territory, safeguard freedom of the seas and economic lifelines, and
to preserve or restore the security of his Area of Responsibility (AOR).

SACEUR conducts military planning, including the identification and
requesting of forces required for the full range of Alliance missions, which
include the promotion of stability, contribution to crisis management and provi-
sion for effective defence. He makes recommendations to NATO’s political and
military authorities on any military matter which might affect his ability to carry
out his responsibilities. SACEUR has direct access to national Chiefs of Staff
and may communicate with appropriate national authorities, as necessary, to
facilitate the accomplishment of his missions.

Like the Chairman of the Military Committee, the Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe, also has an important public profile and is the senior mili-
tary spokesman for the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE).
Through his own activities and those of his public information staff he maintains
regular contacts with the press and media and undertakes official visits within
NATO countries and in the countries with which NATO is developing dialogue,
cooperation and partnership. He is also responsible for developing military con-
tacts with NATO’s PfP Partners.

Allied Command Europe (ACE)

SACEUR is the senior military commander for NATO’s Strategic
Command (SC) Europe. He is a United States (US) Flag or General officer. His
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command is exercised from the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
(SHAPE) at Casteau, Mons, Belgium.

The task of Allied Command Europe is to safeguard the area extending
from the northern tip of Norway to Southern Europe, including the whole of the
Mediterranean, and from the Atlantic coastline to the eastern border of Turkey,
and includes an area around the Canary Islands and its associated airspace.
This equates to nearly two million square kilometres of land, more than three
million square kilometres of sea, and a population of about 320 million people.
In the event of crisis, the Supreme Allied Commander Europe becomes
responsible for implementing military measures to defend, preserve the secu-
rity, or restore the integrity, of Allied Command Europe’s Area of Responsibility
within the framework of the authority given to him by the Alliance’s political
authorities.

Within Allied Command Europe, there are two Regional Commands
responsible to the Supreme Allied Commander Europe:

Allied Forces North Europe (AFNORTH): Brunssum, the Netherlands.
Allied Forces South Europe (AFSOUTH): Naples, Italy.

Allied Forces North Europe (AFNORTH)

Brunssum, the Netherlands

The AFNORTH area includes Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark,
Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland and the United
Kingdom. It also includes the North Sea, Irish Sea, English Channel, Skagerrak,
the Kattegat, the Sound and Belts and the Baltic Sea. The Commander is a
German or United Kingdom four-star Flag or General officer. His subordinate com-
mands are composed of:

* Two Component Commands:

- Allied Air Forces North in Ramstein, Germany;

- Allied Naval Forces North in Northwood, United Kingdom.
* Three Joint Sub-Regional Commands:

- Joint Command Centre in Heidelberg, Germany;

- Joint Command Northeast in Karup, Denmark;

- Joint Command North in Stavanger, Norway.
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Allied Forces South Europe (AFSOUTH)
Naples, Italy

AFSOUTH covers an area of some four million square kilometres including
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Spain and Turkey. It also includes the Black Sea, the Sea of
Azov, the whole of the Mediterranean and the Atlantic Approaches to the Strait of
Gibraltar east of longitude 7° 23’ 48” W, and an area around the Canary Islands and
its associated airspace. The region is physically separated from the AFNORTH
region by non-NATO countries (Switzerland and Austria). The Commander of
AFSOUTH is a United States four-star Flag or General Officer. His subordinate com-
mands are composed of:

* Two Component Commands:
- Allied Air Forces South in Naples, Italy;
- Allied Naval Forces South in Naples, Italy.
* Four Joint Sub-Regional Commands:
- Joint Command South in Verona, Italy;
- Joint Command Southcentre in Larissa, Greece;
- Joint Command Southeast in Izmir, Turkey;

- Joint Command Southwest in Madrid, Spain.

Other Staffs and Commands Responsible to SACEUR

The staffs or commands responsible to the Supreme Allied Commander
Europe and dealing principally with Reaction Forces consist of :

Reaction Forces Air Staff (RF(A)S): Kalkar, Germany;

NATO Airborne Early Warning Force (NAEWF) : Geilenkirchen, Germany;
ACE Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC): Rheindahlen, Germany;
Multinational Division (Central)(MND(C)): Rheindahlen, Germany;

Multinational Division (South) (MND(S)) (yet to be activated; location to
be determined);

Standing Naval Force Mediterranean (STANAVFORMED);
ACE Mobile Forces, Land (AMF(L)): Heidelberg, Germany;
Mine Counter Measures Force North (MCMFORNORTH);

Mine Counter Measures Force Mediterranean (MCMFORMED).
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The Reaction Forces (Air) Staff (RF(A)S)

The RF(A)S was created to facilitate detailed planning for Reaction Forces
Air. The staff of approximately 80 personnel is located at Kalkar, Germany and
is headed by a three-star German Air Force general as Director.

NATO Airborne Early Warning Force (NAEWF)

The NATO Airborne Early Warning Force was established following a
NATO Defence Planning Committee decision in December 1978 to acquire a
NATO-owned Airborne Early Warning air defence capability to provide air sur-
veillance and command and control for all NATO commands. The NATO AEW
Force (NAEWF) is the largest commonly funded acquisition programme under-
taken by the Alliance.

The NAEWEF is a fully operational, multinational force consisting of two
components: the E-3A component, which comprises 18 NATO E-3A aircraft
and operates from a Main Operating Base (MOB) at Geilenkirchen in Germany
and the E-3D component which consists of seven UK-owned and operated
E-3D aircraft based at RAF Waddington in the United Kingdom. The NAEWF
provides an air surveillance and early warning capability which greatly
enhances effective command and control of NATO forces by enabling data to
be transmitted directly from Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS)
aircraft to command and control centres on land, sea or in the air. Each aircraft
is equipped with sophisticated radar systems capable of detecting aircraft at
great distances over large expanses of territory.

The ACE Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC)

The ARRC is the land component of the ACE Rapid Reaction Forces. Its
role is to be prepared for employment throughout Allied Command Europe
(ACE) in order to augment or reinforce local forces whenever necessary. Its
peacetime planning structure includes 10 assigned divisions plus corps troops
from 14 NATO nations, allowing a rapid response to a wide range of eventual-
ities. Its broad spectrum of capabilities enables forces to be tailored appropri-
ately to multi-faceted and unpredictable risks.

The operational organisation, composition and size of the ARRC would
depend on the type of crisis, area of crisis, its political significance, and the
capabilities and availability of regional and local forces. The transportability of
components, the availability of lift assets, the distances to be covered and the
infrastructure capabilities of the receiving member nation also play a signifi-
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cant, determining role. The ARRC Headquarters could deploy up to four divi-
sions and corps troops. The major units available to the ARRC consist of:

+ national divisions from Germany, Greece, Turkey, and the United States,
as well as the Spanish Rapid Reaction Division made available under
special coordination agreements;

 framework divisions under the lead of one nation: one British with an
Italian component; one British with a Danish component; and one Italian
with a Portuguese component;

+ the Multinational Division Central (MND(C)) including Belgian, Dutch,
German and British units;

+ the Multinational Division South (MND(S)) (yet to be activated; location
to be determined);

» corps troop units - predominantly British but with significant contribu-
tions from other participating Allies.

The Headquarters of the ARRC is multinational. It is located in
Rheindahlen, Germany. The Headquarters of the ARRC is under the command
and control of the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) in peace-
time, with the Headquarters of MND(C) under operational command of
Commander, ARRC. The remaining divisions and units come under SACEUR’s
operational control only after being deployed. The commander of the ARRC is
a British three-star general.

The Headquarters of the ARRC assumed, for the first time, command of
the land component of the NATO-led Peace Implementation Forces (IFOR) in
Bosnia and Herzegovina on 20 December 1995.

Immediate Reaction Forces (Maritime)

There are three Maritime Immediate Reaction Forces operating in ACE.
The Standing Naval Force Mediterranean (STANAVFORMED) consists of
destroyer or frigate ships and provides the core of SACEUR's multinational
maritime force in periods of tension or crisis. Two Standing Naval Forces for
mine countermeasures, MCMFORNORTH and MCMFORMED, provide a con-
tinuous NATO Mine Countermeasures (MCM) capability, primarily for regional
use in the AFNORTH and AFSOUTH Areas or Responsibility. They are under
the operational command of SACEUR and can be deployed NATO-wide, when
required.

These forces provide NATO with a continuous naval presence and are a
constant and visible reminder of the solidarity and cohesiveness of the
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Alliance. They are an immediately available deterrent force and make an
important contribution to the Alliance's operational capabilities.

The Standing Naval Force Mediterranean (STANAVFORMED) was
established in April 1992, replacing the former Naval On-Call Force for the
Mediterranean (NAVOCFORMED) created in 1969. It is composed of destroy-
ers and frigates contributed by those nations operating naval forces in Allied
Command Europe (ACE). Ships of other NATO nations participate from time
to time.

The MCMFORNORTH replaced the Standing Naval Force Channel
(STANAVFORCHAN) in 1998 and is composed of units primarily from coun-
tries in the Northern Region. The naval forces of other nations also join the
force from time to time.

The ACE Mobile Force (AMF)

The AMF was created in 1960 as a small multinational force which could
be sent at short notice to any threatened part of Allied Command Europe. The
Headquarters of the AMF is at Heidelberg, Germany. lts role is to demon-
strate the solidarity of the Alliance and its ability and determination to resist
all forms of aggression against any member of the Alliance. The AMF was
deployed for the first time in a crisis role in January 1991, when part of its air
component was sent to south-east Turkey during the Gulf War, as a visible
demonstration of NATO's collective solidarity in the face of a potential threat
to Allied territory. The land component of the force, consisting of a brigade-
sized formation of about 5 000 men, is composed of units assigned to it by 14
NATO nations.

The composition of the AMF has been adapted to meet the requirements
of its new role as part of NATO's Immediate Reaction Forces (IRF). It consists
of air and land elements (IRF(A) and IRF(L)) to which most NATO Allies con-
tribute.

The Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT)

The primary mission of SACLANT, under the overall political authority of
the North Atlantic Council and/or the Defence Planning Committee, is to con-
tribute to the military capability required to preserve the peace, security and ter-
ritorial integrity of Alliance member states. Should aggression occur, or be con-
sidered imminent, SACLANT, as Supreme Commander, is responsible for
executing all military measures within his capability and authority, to demon-
strate Alliance solidarity and preparedness to maintain the integrity of Allied ter-
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ritory; safeguard freedom of the seas and economic lifelines; and preserve or
restore the security of his Area of Responsibility. As the NATO strategic com-
mander located in North America, SACLANT also plays an important role in
maintaining the transatlantic link between Europe and North America. Like
SACEUR, he advises NATO's political and military authorities on military mat-
ters and has direct access to the Chiefs of Defence, Defence Ministers and
Heads of Government of NATO member countries when circumstances
require.

The Headquarters of the Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic (HQ
SACLANT) is located in Norfolk, Virginia, USA.

Allied Command Atlantic (ACLANT)

The ACLANT Area of Responsibility (AOR) extends from the North Pole to
the Tropic of Cancer and from the East Coast of North America to the West
Coast of Africa and Europe (including Portugal, but not the English Channel,
the British Isles or the Canary Islands).

NATO is an Atlantic Alliance, dependent on vital sea lines for economic
well-being in peacetime and survival in war. The primary task of ACLANT is
therefore to contribute to security in the Atlantic area by safeguarding the
Allies' sea lines of communication, supporting land and amphibious opera-
tions, and protecting the deployment of the Alliance's sea-based nuclear
deterrent.

The Alliance's Strategic Concept, approved by Heads of State and
Government at the Washington Summit in April 1999, reflects a broad
approach to security which places increased emphasis on conflict prevention
and crisis management. In keeping with this approach, NATO's maritime force
structures have been adapted to meet the needs of today's security environ-
ment in order to provide the range of options needed to respond to peacetime,
crisis or conflict situations.

NATO's new military command structure eliminates the need for perma-
nently established boundaries between commands below the strategic level.
There are five major subordinate commands, including three Regional
Headquarters, which report directly to SACLANT. Each of the Regional
Headquarters is responsible to SACLANT for planning and executing Alliance
military activities and arrangements, in peace, crisis or conflict, including
undertaking tasks which may be delegated to them within the ACLANT Area of
Responsibility or beyond it if required.
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The five major subordinate commands are as follows:

Regional Headquarters, Eastern Atlantic (RHQ EASTLANT)
Northwood, United Kingdom

The primary mission of RHQ EASTLANT is to contribute to preserving the
peace, security and territorial integrity of Alliance member states throughout
the ACLANT Area of Responsibility. The Commander-in-Chief Eastern Atlantic
(CINCEASTLANT) is a British four-star admiral.

CINCEASTLANT is "dual-hatted", serving both as a regional commander
within the Allied Command Europe (ACE) structure in his capacity as
CINCEASTLANT, and as a component commander under CINCNORTH in his
capacity as Commander, Allied Naval Forces North (COMNAVNORTH).
Operating within the chain of command of both NATO Strategic Commanders
enables the headquarters to be a focus for military movements and seamless
maritime operations involving both Strategic Commands.

CINCEASTLANT is also responsible for the administration and operation
of the Standing Naval Force Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT), on behalf of the
Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic.

Standing Naval Force Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT)

The Standing Naval Force Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT) is a permanent
peacetime multinational naval squadron composed of destroyers, cruisers and
frigates from the navies of various NATO nations. The Force operates, trains
and exercises as a group, providing day-to-day verification of current NATO
maritime procedures, tactics and effectiveness.

Created in 1967, the Force has since involved a total of over 500 ships
and more than 150 000 serving men and women. It participates annually in a
series of scheduled NATO and national exercises designed to maintain readi-
ness and foster interoperability. It provides a visible, practical example of
Allied solidarity and transatlantic cooperation. Recent exercises have also
demonstrated the capacity of the Force to undertake peace support and
humanitarian operations outside the traditional area of responsibility of the
Alliance, in line with NATO's policy of extending security throughout the Euro-
Atlantic area.
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Regional Headquarters, Western Atlantic (RHQ WESTLANT)
Norfolk, Virginia

The primary mission of RHQ WESTLANT is to contribute to preserving the
peace, security and territorial integrity of Alliance member states throughout
the ACLANT Area of Responsibility. The Commander-in-Chief Western Atlantic
(CINCWESTLANT) is an American four-star admiral.

WESTLANT's most significant role in crisis or war is to ensure the safe
transit of critical reinforcement and resupply from North America to Europe, in
support of the full spectrum of NATO forces operating anywhere in or beyond
NATO's area of responsibility.

In peacetime, CINCWESTLANT sponsors joint multinational exercises
and Partnership for Peace (PfP) activities, as well as maintaining operational
control and providing support for the NATO forces assigned to the headquar-
ters.

Regional Headquarters, Southern Atlantic (RHQ SOUTHLANT)
Lisbon, Portugal

The primary mission of RHQ SOUTHLANT is to contribute to preserving
the peace, security and territorial integrity of Alliance member states through-
out the ACLANT Area of Responsibility. The Commander-in-Chief Southern
Atlantic (CINCSOUTHLANT) is a Portuguese three-star admiral.

As the ACLANT commander bordering the southern portion of Allied
Command Europe, CINCSOUTHLANT is the focus for military movements and
seamless maritime operations across much of the southeast boundary
between the European and Atlantic Regional Commands.

Striking Fleet Atlantic (STRIKFLTLANT)
Norfolk, Virginia

The Commander, Striking Fleet Atlantic (COMSTRIKFLTLANT) is the
Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic's major subordinate commander at sea.
As such, his primary mission is to deter aggression by establishing and main-
taining maritime superiority in the Atlantic and ensuring the integrity of NATO's
sea lines of communication. COMSTRIKFLTLANT is an American three-star
admiral.

The composition of the Force can be tailored to manage crisis situations
as they evolve, providing support to aviation forces as well as amphibious and
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marine forces, and directly supporting Allied Command Europe land and air
operations. Forces from Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Federal Republic of
Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom and United
States contribute to the Force. STRIKFLTLANT has a potential wartime com-
plement of three to four carrier battle groups, one or two anti-submarine task
forces, an amphibious task force and approximately 22 000 Dutch, British and
American marines.

NATO exercises are conducted periodically to ensure the interoperability
of the forces assigned to the fleet under realistic environmental conditions and
to strengthen command and control procedures.

Submarine Allied Command Atlantic (SUBACLANT)
Norfolk, Virginia

The Commander Submarine Allied Command Atlantic (COMSUBACLANT)
is the principal adviser to the Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic on submarine
matters and undersea warfare. COMSUBACLANT is an American three-star
admiral.

SUBACLANT provides a coordination capability for Allied Command
Atlantic as well as direct liaison with Allied Command Europe for the manage-
ment of Alliance submarine policy and doctrine. It is essentially a coordinating
authority and is the principal source of submarine operational and tactical doc-
trine to both strategic commands.

Saclant undersea research centre (SACLANTCEN)
La Spezia, italy

The role and structure of the SACLANT Undersea Research Centre,
which forms an integral part of the major subordinate command structure of
ACLANT, is described in Chapter 14 (Research and Technology).

Canada - United States Regional Planning Group
(CUSRPG)

The Canada-United States Regional Planning Group (CUSRPG) is com-
posed of military representatives of Canada and the United States. Its function
is to coordinate the defence efforts of NATO in the Canada-United States
(CANUS) region. There is no overall NATO commander for the region.
Command arrangements therefore depend on the existing structures of the
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Canadian and United States armed forces and the North American Aerospace
Defence Command (NORAD), unless the respective military and national
authorities determine that the formation of other combined headquarters is
required to exercise such command.

The mission of the CUSRPG is to undertake the military planning required
to preserve the peace, security and territorial integrity of the CANUS region.
This includes arrangements for the basing and protection of strategic nuclear
forces in this area; early warning and air defence; protection of industrial mobil-
isation and military potential; and defence against military actions which pose
a threat to the security of the region.

The CUSRPG is composed of a Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC), a
Regional Planning Committee (RPC), a Regional Planning Committee Working
Team (RPC WT), and a Secretariat located in Washington. Observers from the
NATO International Military Staff (IMS) and the NATO Strategic Commanders
(SCs) may be invited to attend RPC meetings.

The Chief of the Defence Staff of Canada and the United States Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are responsible to the NATO Military Committee
(MC) for the coordination of NATO matters in the CANUS region. This includes
the preparation and approval of plans for the defence of the CANUS region
which are forwarded to the Chairman of the NATO Military Committee; main-
taining liaison with the Chairman of the Military Committee, the NATO Strategic
Commanders and other NATO agencies as required; and overseeing NATO
and Partnership for Peace (PfP) training and exercise activities in the CANUS
region.

NATO ENLARGEMENT AND THE ACCESSION
oF NEw NATO MEMBERS

The underlying objective of opening up the Alliance to new members is to
enhance stability in Europe as a whole, not to expand NATO's military influence
or capabilities or to alter the nature of its basic defence posture. NATO's col-
lective security guarantees and its dependence on multinational force struc-
tures offer the best means of achieving the above objective, on the basis of
shared risks, shared responsibilities and shared costs. The opening up of the
Alliance and the accession of three new members in 1999, combined with the
influence of partnership and cooperation in the framework of the Partnership
for Peace programme, allows the military focus to be directed towards current
and future needs. This implies more mobile and flexible capabilities, designed
to facilitate rapid response, reinforcement and other requirements in the crisis
management field. New member countries participate in the full range of NATO
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missions and tasks. They are actively involved, along with the other countries
participating in the integrated military command structure, in the planning,
development and manning of NATO's force structures.

At the Madrid Summit in July 1997, the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Poland were invited to begin accession negotiations with the Alliance. These
were completed and Protocols of Accession were signed by the end of 1997.
The three new member countries acceded to the Alliance in March 1999. In the
intervening period, in parallel with the political process, intensive work was
undertaken both in the countries themselves and within NATO to enable
Czech, Hungarian and Polish forces to adapt their future role so that the
process of joining the military structures of the Alliance could be managed effi-
ciently. Pre-accession briefings and discussions took place to prepare each
country for the obligations which they would assume on becoming members of
the Alliance and to familiarise them with the procedures and practices which
apply. These preparations helped to define each new member country's par-
ticipation in NATO structures, to establish the methods by which their integra-
tion would be achieved, and to facilitate their involvement in Alliance activities
during the accession period.

PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES

Within the general framework of the Partnership for Peace initiative, and
particularly in the context of the Partnership Planning and Review Process
(PARP), a wide range of military activities and initiatives have been introduced
to further strengthen links between NATO and its Partner countries. These are
not limited to participation in military exercises but also include, for example,
opportunities to attend courses at the NATO Defense College in Rome and at
the NATO (SHAPE) School in Oberammergau. PfP nations have also been
invited to put forward candidates for posts under the arrangements mentioned
earlier for Partnership for Peace Staff Elements located at different NATO mil-
itary headquarters, participating fully in the planning and conduct of PfP activ-
ities.

Officers from Partnership countries have also assumed international func-
tions within NATO's International Military Staff at the Partnership Coordination
Cell (PCC) (see Chapter 3). The scope for involvement of personnel from
Partner countries in CJTF exercise planning, concept and doctrine develop-
ment and operations, as well as in CJTF headquarters, is also being examined.

Progress in implementing many of these measures has been rapid. Some
20 Partnership countries participated in the NATO-Crisis Management
Exercise held from 12-18 February 1998. This command post exercise
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(i.e. not involving actual troop deployments) was designed to test and practice
actions to be taken by NATO, in association with its Partners, in implementing
a UN-mandated peace support operation in a hypothetical crisis situation.
Another part of the exercise focused on NATO and Partner country involve-
ment in responding to material disasters.

Throughout these activities as well as through cooperation in relation to
other topics and activities identified as PfP Areas of Cooperation, emphasis is
being placed on increasing transparency in relation to military activities and
enhancing consultation and cooperation.

In conducting NATO/PfP exercises, for example in the context of search
and rescue missions and humanitarian or peace support operations, emphasis
is placed on contributing to the capabilities and readiness of participating coun-
tries to undertake such operations. Simultaneously, mutual understanding of
different military systems and procedures is being enhanced and strengthened.

There is also a strong focus on multinationality within the military head-
quarters as well as in the forces taking part in exercises. This has facilitated the
transition to more complex forms of NATO/PfP exercises involving higher lev-
els of military units. The process has proven to be mutually beneficial to NATO
and Partner countries, allowing valuable lessons to be learned from the expe-
rience of working together in combined exercises.

WIDER CONSULTATION AND COOPERATION

Following the Madrid Summit in July 1997, as part of the process of
enhancing consultation and cooperation and introducing measures to increase
transparency, a number of new institutions were created in both the political
and military spheres.

In addition to the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), NATO-Russia
Permanent Joint Council (PJC), and NATO-Ukraine Commission (NUC), which
operate in the civilian, political dimension and are described in earlier chapters,
meetings take place in various formats to manage the military side of these
multilateral and bilateral cooperative institutions. A Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Military Committee (EAPMC) now meets to discuss and exchange views
among all EAPC countries on military issues. In the same way, to facilitate
closer links in support of the special relationship between NATO and Russia,
meetings of Military Representatives and Chiefs of Staff have been established
under the auspices of the PJC (PJC-MR/CS). Similar meetings are held with
Ukraine at the Military Representatives' level (MC/PS with Ukraine) and at the
Chiefs of Staff level (MC/CS with Ukraine).
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Meetings of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Military Committee (EAPMC)
are held either in Plenary Session, with all Partner countries, or in Limited
Session, in order to focus on functional or regional matters such as joint par-
ticipation in Peace Support Operations. Alternatively, they may be held in
Individual Session with a single Partner country. These meetings take place
either at the level of Chiefs of Defence (CHODs), normally held twice a year to
coincide with the other CHODs meetings taking place in Brussels, or every
month at the level of Permanent Military Representative. These arrangements
limit the frequency and costs of the journeys to Brussels which each Chief of
Defence needs to make. All meetings are chaired by the Chairman of the NATO
Military Committee.

The NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council (PJC) in Chiefs of Staff/Chiefs
of Defence Session (PJC-CS) normally meets at least twice a year, to coincide
with the meeting of the Military Committees in Chiefs of Staff Session in the
spring and autumn of each year.

Each meeting is attended by NATO Chiefs of Defence, the NATO Strategic
Commanders and military representatives of Russia. Meetings of the PJC-MR
in Permanent Session, attended by military representatives based in Brussels,
may take place more frequently.

Both meetings in Chiefs of Defence Session and meetings in Permanent
Session are chaired jointly by three representatives, namely the Chairman of
the Military Committee, a NATO Chief of Defence or a NATO Military
Representative based at NATO headquarters in Brussels, and the Russian
Military Representative. The NATO representation at the above meetings
rotates among NATO countries for periods of three months.

During meetings at both the Chiefs of Defence and Permanent
Representative levels, the three joint chairmen also share the lead for each
agenda item. The agenda for each meeting is prepared on the basis of agree-
ment established bilaterally between the NATO International Military Staff and
the Russian representation, and is subsequently approved by each of the three
chairmen.

The Military Committee with Ukraine meets in Chiefs of Defence session
at least twice a year, and is also scheduled to coincide with other meetings tak-
ing place at the same level. The meeting includes NATO Chiefs of Defence, the
NATO Strategic Commanders and the Ukrainian Representative, and is
chaired by the Chairman of the Military Committee. Meetings of the Military
Committee with Ukraine at Military Representative level are also convened
twice a year.

272



CHAPTER 13

KEY TO THE THE PRINCIPAL
NATO COMMITTEES AND TO
THE INSTITUTIONS OF COOPERATION,
PARTNERSHIP AND DIALOGUE







KEY 1O THE PRINCIPAL NATO COMMITTEES
AND TO THE INSTITUTIONS OF COOPERATION,
PARTNERSHIP AND DIALOGUE

Key 1o THE PRINCIPAL NATO COMMITTEES

The principal forums for Alliance consultation and decision-making are
supported by a committee structure which ensures that each member nation is
represented at every level in all fields of NATO activity in which it participates.
Some of the committees were established in the early days of NATO’s devel-
opment and have contributed to the Alliance’s decision-making process for
many years. Others have been established more recently in the context of the
Alliance’s internal and external adaptation, following the end of the Cold War
and the changed security environment in Europe.

The following section summarises the membership, chairmanship, role,
levels, subordinate structure and principal source of staff support of the princi-
pal NATO Committees. It should be noted that the Secretary General is titular
chairman of a number of policy committees which are chaired or co-chaired on
a permanent basis by senior officials responsible for the subject area con-
cerned. The committees are grouped in accordance with their normal, perma-
nent chairmanship. The list does not therefore follow any rigid hierarchical or
structural pattern.

The main source of support shown under the respective committees is the
Division or Directorate of the International Staff with the primary responsibility
for the subject matter concerned. Most committees receive administrative, pro-
cedural and practical support from the Executive Secretariat. Many of the com-
mittees are also supported by the International Military Staff.

The summaries should not be confused with the detailed terms of refer-
ence for each committee which are approved by its parent body at the time of
its establishment.

All NATO committees take decisions or formulate recommendations to
higher authorities on the basis of exchanges of information and consultations
leading to consensus. There is no voting or decision by majority.

NB: The NATO Military Committee is subordinate to the North Atlantic
Council and Defence Planning Committee but has a special status as the
senior military authority in NATO. The role of the Military Committee is
described in Chapter 11.
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The Military Committee and most of the Committees listed below also
meet regularly together with representatives of Partner states included in the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) and Partnership for Peace (PfP) to
deal with EAPC/PfP issues.

© N o o~ 0w N

10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

North Atlantic Council (NAC)

Defence Planning Committee (DPC)

Nuclear Planning Group (NPG)

Military Committee (MC)

Executive Working Group (EWG)

High Level Task Force on Conventional Arms Control (HLTF)
Joint Committee on Proliferation (JCP)

Political-Military Steering Committee on Partnership for Peace
(PMSC/PfP)

NATO Air Defence Committee (NADC)

NATO Consultation, Command and Control (C3) Board (NC3B)
NATO Air Command and Control System (ACCS)
Political Committee at Senior Level (SPC)

Atlantic Policy Advisory Group (APAG)

Political Committee (PC)

Mediterranean Cooperation Group (MCG)

Senior Politico-Military Group on Proliferation (SGP)
Verification Coordinating Committee (VCC)

Policy Coordination Group (PCG)

Defence Review Committee (DRC)

Conference of National Armaments Directors (CNAD)
NATO Committee for Standardisation (NCS)
Infrastructure Committee

Senior Civil Emergency Planning Committee (SCEPC)
Senior NATO Logisticians’ Conference (SNLC)



25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.

Science Committee (SCOM)

Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society (CCMS)
Civil and Military Budget Committees (CBC/MBC)

Senior Resource Board (SRB)

Senior Defence Group on Proliferation (DGP)

High Level Group (NPG/HLG)

Economic Committee (EC)

Committee on Information and Cultural Relations (CICR)
Council Operations and Exercises Committee (COEC)
NATO Air Traffic Management Committee (NATMC)
Central Europe Pipeline Management Organisation Board of Directors
(CEPMO BOD)

NATO Pipeline Committee (NPC)

NATO Security Committee (NSC)

Special Committee

Archives Committee
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1. North Atlantic Council (NAC)

Subordinate
Committees

Members All member countries.
Chairman Secretary General.
Principal decision-making authority of the North Atlantic
Alliance. The only body formally established by the North
Role Atlantic Treaty, invested with the authority to set up “such
subsidiary bodies as may be necessary” for the purposes
of implementing the Treaty.
Permanent (Permanent Representatives/Ambassadors).
Levels Ministerial (Foreign and/or Defence Ministers).
Summit (Heads of State and Government).
Principal

The Council is supported by a large number of committees
covering the whole range of Alliance activities.

International
Staff Support

All Divisions and Independent Offices of the International
Staff support the work of the Council directly or indirectly.
The Council’s role as the body responsible for fulfilling
the objectives of the Treaty has included the creation of
a number of agencies and organisations which also
support its work in specialised fields.

2. Defence Planning Committee (DPC)

Member countries participating in NATO'’s integrated

Members military structure (all member countries except France).
Chairman Secretary General.
Role Principal decision-making authority on matters relating to
the integrated military structure of NATO.
Permanent (Permanent Representatives/Ambassadors)
Levels S .
Ministerial (Defence Ministers).
Principal
Subordinate Defence Review Committee.
Committees

International
Staff Support

Division of Defence Planning and Operations; Executive
Secretariat.
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3. Nuclear Planning Group (NPG)

Members All member countries except France.

Chairman Secretary General.

Role Pri.ncipal decision-making authority on matters relating to
Alliance nuclear policy.

Levels Defence Ministers, Permanent Representatives.

Principal

Subordinate
Committees

High-Level Group