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ABSTRACT

U S. mlitary forces have been enpl oyed in various
medi uns t hroughout history. Rarely has the United States
commtted forces unilaterally. The U S. National Security
Strategy and the expandi ng gl obal interests of our Nation
dictate that our mlitary forces will be engaged in alliance
and coalition operations. Wth the reduction of overseas
ground base presence, naval forces play an increasingly
critical role in maintaining allegiance with our Allies.
Mul ti national operations will continue to be the npst common
met hod for enploynent of NATO and U.S. forces. However,
conducting mlitary operations in an alliance or coalition
setting is difficult. Effective conbined operations require
a high degree of interoperability. To mnimze the
associ ated risks of operating in a nultinational venue, the
Joi nt Task Force Commander nust factor in the underlying
el ements of command and control, doctrine, training, and
interoperability when planning. This paper provides a
qualitative review of the enploynment of NATO s maritinme
conponent, Standi ng Naval Force Mediterranean, in Operation

Al'lied Force. It identifies the factors that contributed to

interoperability issues that degraded operational readiness,



and suggests potential areas where beneficial changes can be

made.



. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

The end of the Cold War era has accel erated the draw
down of U.S. and NATO forces while concurrently increasing
the risk of regional conflicts. The U S. National Mlitary
Strategy states:

[ T hat while we maintain the unil ateral

capability to wage decisive canpaigns to protect

U.S. and nmultinational security interests, our

arnmed forces will nost often fight in concert with

regional allies and friends, as coalitions can

deci sively increase conbat power and lead to a
more rapid and favorable outcone to the conflict.?

Operating in adhoc coalitions with non-traditional allies
increasingly will characterize tonorrow s conflicts. To
oppose the threats of the Twenty-First Century, the
requirement for a fully nultinational operational force is
critical. Contingency planning for regional crises such as

Operations Desert Shield/ Stormrequires short-notice

response and thus a higher state of Fleet readiness.

The shift in threat from global to regional scenarios
hi ghli ghts the necessity for an increased understandi ng of
the conplexities of Alliance and coalition warfare.
Mul ti national naval forces nay operate under a unified
commander or their own national commanders. The
effectiveness of mnultinational operations depends greatly on

the ability of the commander to achieve unity of effort



anong assigned mlitary forces. To be effective the
mul ti national naval operational commander nust factor in the
foll owing underlying elements of coalition operations when
pl anning: Unity of Effort, Command and Control, Doctrine,
and Interoperability. The commmander's success is
underwitten by understanding nmultinational force dynam cs.

In turn, this enpowers the commander's staff to devel op
pl ans that mnimze or elimnate points of confusion and/or
di sagreenent anong the various national participants.
Application of this ethic to issues of interoperability,
doctrine, and command and control is essential to achieving
unity of effort.

Thi s paper addresses NATO s maritime assets.

Assi gnment and enpl oynent of these assets is cunbersone. It
i nvol ves a web of policy, planning, and procedural
responsibilities. A matrix of NATO nations and deci si on-
makers at multiple levels drives the process. Wth "NATO s
shift towards a new strategic concept of collective
security,"? the effectiveness of nultinational |nmmediate and
Rapi d Reacti on Forces nust be assessed. "It is wdely
t hought t hroughout the U S. Navy that nultinational
operations are difficult, inefficient, high risk, and
interfere with Conmanders’ efforts to acconplish assigned

m ssions. "3



A qualitative review of the enploynment of Standing

Naval Force Mediterranean (SNFM in Operation Allied Force

is presented in this paper. | will provide a basic
background on interoperability issues that prevented SNFM
from bei ng enpl oyed effectively, and propose recomendati ons
to mtigate the interoperability issues so that the Joint
Task Force Commander can better integrate this force for
future operations. Chapter Il presents an introduction to
NATO s | mredi ate Reaction Forces Maritime (IRF(M) -

St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean. Chapter 11l constitutes
an in-depth review of Standing Naval Force Mediterranean’s

role in Operation Allied Force (March-June 1999). Chapter

|V identifies the problens of interoperability unique to

St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean.

I'1. NATO s STANDI NG NAVAL FORCE MEDI TERRANEAN
"Forces available to NATO fall into three categories:
| mredi ate and Rapi d Reaction Forces, Miin Defense Forces,

and Augnent ati on Forces."*

| medi ate and Rapi d Reaction
Forces are versatile, highly nmobile ground, air, and
mariti me assets mmi ntained at high | evels of readi ness, and

avai l abl e on short notice for early mlitary response to a

crisis.



NATO s Standi ng Naval Force Mediterranean
( STANAVFORMED), constituted in 1992, is one of two I mediate
Reaction Forces Maritine (IRF(M assigned to Allied Conmand
Europe (ACE). It is the core of Supreme Allied Comrander
Europe's (SACEUR) multinational maritine response capability
in periods of tension or limted aggression. "The m ssion
of this standing force is to gain or exploit command of the
sea, sea control or sea denial, and/or to project power from
the sea. Maritinme operations range from peaceti ne
operations such as presence and surveillance, and
humani t ari an operations, through operations in tinmes of

tensi on."?®

It consists of Destroyer and Frigate type ships.
STANAVFORMED conpri ses vessels from various NATO
nations that train and operate together as a collective
whol e under the Commander, Allied Naval Forces Southern
Eur ope (COWAVSOUTH). Flying the NATOflag, it is a
flotilla of eight ships that provide a continuous maritine
presence. Participating in a series of schedul ed NATO and
nati onal exercises, it is a constant rem nder of the
solidarity and cohesiveness of the Alliance. Allies that
contribute to the force are Germany, Italy, G eece, The
Net her| ands, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom and the United

St at es.



STANAVFORMED routinely has participated in major

exerci ses such as DYNAMC M X ' 98, STRONG RESOLVE '98, and

in the Partnership for Peace (PFP). In October 1998,
STANAVFORMED depl oyed to the Adriatic Sea as part of NATO
preparations for contingency operations in the forner

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Because of renewed viol ence
in Kosovo, the North Atlantic Council, in January 1999,
decided to increase the capability of NATO forces to conduct
air operations against the forner Federal Republic of

Yugosl avia. STANAVFORMED was deployed to the Adriatic Sea
to increase Alliance presence in the area and denonstrate

NATO s resol ve.

I11. OPERATION ALLI ED FORCE

Overvi ew

“Operation Allied Force lasted for 78 days from March

to June 1999. The United States and NATO engaged in a major
mlitary operation to bring an end to Serbian atrocities in

Kosovo. "®

The Kosovo crisis had been building for a | ong
time. Serbian forces chall enged the peace and stability of
the North Atlantic Region, and NATO was obligated to
respond. NATO intervened to halt a humanitarian catastrophe

and to reestablish stability in the region. “NATO s three

primary objectives were to stabilize the Eastern Europe



region, to stop ethnic cleansing, and to ensure NATO
credibility.”’

The heart of the design for NATO s Kosovo canpai gn was
a major conbined air offensive operation. Operation Allied
Force began on 24 March 1999 and ended with a cease-fire on
10 June 1999. "It was conducted in five phases: Phase O:
depl oynent of assets to the region; Phase 1: establish air
superiority; Phase 2: attack mlitary targets in Kosovo
whi ch provi ded reinforcement to Serbian forces; Phase 3:
expand air operations against high value mlitary and
security force targets; and Phase 4: redepl oynent as

required."?®

During this tinme, fourteen of nineteen NATO
countries conducted air operations against Serbia to stop

Sl obodan M | osevic's ethnic cleansing canpaign. Even though
NATO s political |eadership failed to articulate a clear and

achi evabl e end state, Kosovo was declared a NATO success by

t hose | eaders.

ROLE OF STANDI NG NAVAL FORCE MEDI TERRANEAN

Allied Joint Doctrine, (AJP-01 (A)) states: "that the
primary role of allied mlitary forces is to guarantee the
security and territorial integrity of nmenber states. In
operations, allied forces will act to conplenent and

reinforce political action and are ultinmately under
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political control." Accordingly, the comm tment of NATO

Reaction Forces for Allied Force required the recomendation

of the Mlitary Council to achi eve approval by the Defense
Pl anning Commi ttee.

NATO was not organi zed, ready, manned, nor equi pped to
pl an this contingency. NATO planners did not devel op a
series of major operations on the ground and sea; as a

result, STANAVFORMED s role in Allied Force was |imted.

Mainly for political reasons, the NATO operational schene
did not provide for the optimal use of naval power to shape
t he area of operations.

STANAVFORMED was not enpl oyed to advertised capability.

Depl oyed to the Adriatic Sea as an | mredi ate Reacti on Force
(IRF), it arrived on station but added no value to the
canpaign. As originally pledged, it was supposed to inpose
an enbargo against the former Yugoslavia in April, but this
never occurred. NATO decided that Montenegro's two main
ports, Bar and Kotor Bay, would not be bl ockaded. While not
readily apparent, Greece's solidarity with fellow Christian
Ort hodox Serbi ans may have influenced the decision not to
use STANAVFORMED. Due to political factors, Greece, an
active nenber of the Standing Naval Force during this tinme,
had difficulty enploying one of its units in Operation

Al lied Force.




Nevert hel ess, the other ships operated together and it
becane evident that even the npbst basic daily tactical
evolutions were difficult to conduct. G ven such ni ni mal
operational readiness, the question of SNFM s value to the
Joi nt Task Force Commander remains. The next section wl]l
provi de an anal ysis of those deficiencies that affected

St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean operations.

V.  STANDI NG NAVAL FORCE MEDI TERRANEAN
| NTEROPERABI LI TY | SSUES

"Mul tinational operations' is a collective
termto describe the mlitary actions conducted by
forces of two or nore nations. Miltinational can
al so be described as allied, alliance, bilateral,
conmbi ned or coalition."?

The operational factor of force conprises a nunber of
i ngredients that “are physical in charter, such as the
nunmber of personnel, weapons and equi pnent, physi cal
mobility, firepower, conmand organi zation, |ogistics, and

"1 The factor force

gqual ity of weapons and equi pnent.
conbat power of Standing Naval Force Mediterranean can be
viewed readily through the sheer physical nunmber of assets
assi gned. However, the basic nunbers do not provide a full
under st andi ng of what the true capability of this force nay

be. For exanple, if a force is inadequately trained, poorly

| ed and equi pped, it may be nore of a detrinment than an



asset to the overall mlitary effort. Conversely, a force
properly trained, |ed, and equi pped can be a significant
asset and a force nultiplier to the Joint Task Force
Commander .

St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean in the pure sense
represents an alliance. "It is the result of a forml
agreement between two or nore nations for broad, |ong-term
obj ectives which further the common interests of the

menmbers. " 1?

However, although it represents a standing

al liance, STANAVFORMED tends to display the attributes of a
coalition force. Challenged with interoperability issues,
it is adhoc in nature, units assigned have no long-term
consi stent NATO training, and unity of conmand is difficult
to obtain. Although operating under NATO command, npst of
the naval units maintained a close and often conflicting
relationship with their own national commands. The

following analysis is keyed to Standi ng Naval Force

Medi terranean's participation in Operation Allied Force.

| NTEROPERABI LI TY

A wi de spectrumof mlitary capabilities existed in
STANAVFORMED. Due to the |lack of equi pment standardizati on,
however, there was a significant inbalance anong the

t echnol ogi es each nation enployed. Communication suites



varied fromnation to nation, hindering commnd and control.

Basi ¢ nessage routing on the NATO Fl agshi p was cunber sone.
NATO nessage traffic had to be separated physically fromthe
U. S. nmessage system which was using the new I T-21 routing
equi prent. I n addition, NATO did not provide the force a
conmmon operating picture, which adversely affected the
interoperability of the group.

RCE
Basi ¢ NATO Rul es of Engagenent (ROE) were established

but often m sunderstood by the eight nations in Standing
Naval Force Mediterranean. Crucial questions, such as the
right to take action against forces denonstrating hostile
intent, varied by country and situation. G ven differing
ROE interpretations, ships responded by stating what their
nati onal ROE allowed themto do, not what NATO directed. To
work around this difference and elim nate any possible risk
of i nmproper engagenent, ships were assigned sectors

conpati ble with their national ROE procedures.

TRAI NI NG

St andi ng coalitions should not need to rely
on inventiveness and adaptability during conflict.
Peacetime training should be designed to engage

coalition forces in the nost difficult and
demandi ng tasks they may be asked to performin
war and to fathom the weak points that will cause
friction under the nost trying circunstances. The
point is to identify, then elimnate or narrow t he
seans between forces that could reduce synergy and



synchroni zati on. Procedures that require

mul ti national forces to operate seam essly should

be practiced routinely. Because of the conplexity

of conbi ned operations, the required skills

atrophy quickly. Training should reoccur

cyclically at the operational and tactical |evels.

This is essential both to the basis for trust,

which will be vital in war, and to identify the

abilities and limtations of coalition forces.?*

During assignment to STANAVFORMED, ships conducted an
intense at-sea training programto snmooth out comruni cation
and interoperability issues. Wth naval units rotating in
and out every two to four to six nmonths, it becanme difficult
to maintain a high degree of force readiness. This
frequency of change sustained the adhoc nature of
STANAVFORMED and chal | enged the devel opnent of necessary
operational skills to perform basic operations. Each unit
brought different [evels of training and experience, thus
i nfluencing the I evel at which the force could operate. The
issue is the relevance of national training received. The
type of training conducted did not match the real world
operations that Standing Naval Force Mediterranean was
cal | ed upon to conduct.

STANAVFORMED rotated the warfare commander assignnments
weekly. This did not allow any one ship the ability to

becone proficient in operations. Based on discussions anpng

the eight contributing units, it was clear that the majority



of the naval units had not participated in a NATO exerci se
and had not operated with another nation during the |ast
year. In spite of the NATO doctrine, each nation relied on
its own national directives. The force operated at a basic
| evel and could not advance to an internediate stage due to
training deficiencies.

COVIVAND AND CONTROL

The nmpst contentious aspect of nultinational operations

tends to be conmand and control. There is sensitivity over
who wi || command, and what degree and type of authority the
conmander will have. In Operation Allied Force, the

political |eaders of each nation were concerned about the
degree of day-to-day control national authorities had over
the enmpl oynent of their own assets. The North Atlantic
Council (NAC) directed the mlitary operations in support of
the alliance political objectives for Kosovo. Decisions
were nmade by the collective agreenent of the nineteen nember
nations. This restricted the enploynment of the |Imediate
and Rapid Reaction Forces.

STANAVFORMED had a command structure that proved
awkward and added delays to the execution process. There
was a procedure for the transfer of operational control
bet ween Nati onal and NATO aut horities when ships joined and

detached. However, even though units were under operational



control of Standing Naval Force Mediterranean, there was a
paral |l el command structure in which the national authorities
mai nt ai ned responsibility for the | ogistical support of
assigned units. Frequently, matching |ogistical support
fromei ght separate nations to the operational needs of NATO
was cunbersonme. Having two command and control structures
i ntroduced divergent paths of political and mlitary advice,
often placing a ship's Commanding Officer at odds with the
NATO Commander. To strive for unity of purpose and effort,
Commander, STANAVFORMED conduct ed bi-weekly neetings.
Operations were risk adverse and did not reveal the true
depth of the issues surroundi ng conmand and control.

Conducting a mlitary operation in an alliance or
mul tinational setting is difficult. Effective conbined
operations, be they under a unified command or based on
alliance agreenents, require a high degree of
interoperability. Wthout it the risks of erroneously
engagi ng the wong target are high and unity of effort is
nearly inmpossible.

To remain relevant in the new Europe, “NATO is shifting
t owards a Combi ned Joi nt Task Force (CJTF) concept. This
initiative is intended to provide NATO a powerful new
organi zati onal concept for responding to crises by rapid

»n 14

depl oynent of forces. Wth the increased reliance on



mul ti national forces, interoperability issues nust be
m nimzed. The next section will discuss findings and offer
recomendations to inprove the operational efficiency and

effectiveness of Standing Naval Force Mediterranean.

V. CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMMENDATI ONS

Often a coalition's cohesion will depend on
t he proportionate sharing of burdens, risks, and
credit. All these can be nost fairly and
satisfactorily apportioned if the total force is
able to operate as a single entity... Every
i nprovenent in coalition operations that we bring
to the battlefield will have an inpact on the
success of the operation and reduce the human toll
for our own forces, as well as every one of our
allies. W have the technol ogy and experience to
i mprove coalition warfare. ™

FI NDI NGS
Al t hough Standi ng Naval Force Mediterranean was not

enpl oyed in Operation Allied Force as an I mmedi ate Rapid

Reaction Force, it still remains NATOs first line of
maritime defense in NATO s southern tier. The case of

St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean reflects contentious

di scussi ons anong nenber nations as to whether SNFM s role
as an Immedi ate Rapid Reaction Force is viable given today’s
t hreat environnment.

STANAVFORMED is truly an adhoc arrangenent. The

frequent shifting of assigned units changed force character,



conposition, and scope. This nmade it very difficult to
achieve unity of effort and conmand. The |ack of common
fighting doctrine, coupled with interoperability issues,

must be wei ghed by the Operational Commander, when assessing
the risks associated with SNFM enmpl oynent. G ven its

i nherent inefficiencies, Standing Naval Force
Mediterranean's nmilitary effectiveness was degraded in

Operation Allied Force to the point where it was

guestionable if it could performthe m ssions for which it
was established. Reliance on this nmultinational alliance
rai ses the possibility that NATO nenbers may agree in
general to cooperate, but are less willing in practice to
participate in a specific venture. There is no dispute on
the political value of Standing Naval Force Mediterranean.
A neans to build alliance cohesion, it remains an icon of
NATO continuity.

St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean is ripe for reform
as NATO nenbers |look to play a stronger role in European
security. Wth the increase in asymetrical warfare,

St andi ng Naval Forces bring nmulti-nationality, flexibility,
and regional expertise, and are ideally suited for
operations on the |ower end of the spectrum as well as
conventional enploynent. Froma political-mlitary point of

vi ew, assigning non-traditional m ssions to STANAVFORMED may



enhance the collective security of the region and legitin ze
Partnership for Peace. The majority of the nineteen NATO
menber nations see opportunities for cooperative maritine
ventures in which their smaller navies can participate.
These conditions reflect the true operating environments in
whi ch many of the units will be enpl oyed.

NATO is still struggling against Cold War inertia. No
one has assessed whether the internal processes of the
Al liance are evolving in sync with changes to the external
environnent. Any one nenber nmay veto any proposed action at
any time. This may have been appropriate during the Cold
War when the use of nuclear weapons was a prinme
consi deration, but not today. NATO nust first reorganize to
engage the Twenty-First Century. Enphasis needs to be
pl aced on the skillful enploynent of mlitary forces to
attain NATO s strategic and operational objectives. 1In a
significantly different contenporary operating environnment,
threats may be | ess visible but are no |less |ethal.
Regi onal crises will continue to proliferate and NATO w |
be faced with the dilemsa of Standing Naval Force
Medi t erranean enpl oynent.

"NATO s nodification of its integrated mlitary
structure and adaptation of the Conbined Joint Task Force

CJTF) concept is a step in the right direction,"! but
( p p g



reorgani zati on of NATOs mlitary command structure alone is
not enough. Facets of operational art nust be studied and
applied. NATO mlitary staffs nust be able to assess
critically the situation for the commander, provide detail ed
pl anni ng, and stream ine the approval process. They nust be
trained to devel op and execute operational plans for any
crisis throughout the spectrum of conflict. Exercise
scenarios must be realistic and detailed so that operational
pl anni ng can be exercised. |In addition, training nust
chal | enge commanders and staff officers to use existing
approved operational plans appropriate to a specific
situation. This will require a hard | ook at NATO interna
processes and their applicability to enpl oynment of the
assets assigned to NATO

The Joint Task Force Commander will continue to be
chal l enged with acconplishing warfare tasks, redirecting
efforts, and fostering coordination to maintain operational
integrity. Overshadowing this is the criterion to maintain
inpartiality while building consensus anong wi dely diverse
pl ayers. Encouraging and obtaining unity of effort at the
mlitary, political, and cultural |evels remains a major
chal l enge. G ven the dynam c nature of multinationa
operations and the challenge to integrate forces to bal ance

strengt hs and national agendas, the question of how to best



enpl oy Standi ng Naval Force Mediterranean remmins

unanswer ed. In 1993, initiatives were inplenmented to
devel op operational level multinational maritinme doctrine
(MVWD) to address the coordination and planni ng of

mul ti national forces. “The intent of the MVD project is to
enhance nutual understandi ng between world navies and
contribute to the success of cooperation at sea through the
availability of creditable maritime doctrine and

procedures.”?

Navy Warfare Devel opnment Conmand ( NVDC) has
taken the lead in devel opi ng an operational |evel doctrine
document, Multinational Maritine Operations (MMOPS), as a
mechanismto attain conpatibility and consi stency anong NATO
and world navies. "Distributed in 1996, thirty-two nations,
Suprene Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) and
Suprene Allied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT) have tested it,
and have reported its worldwide utility."*® It is
anticipated that this doctrine, after revision, wll be
di stributed for inplenmentation by NATO and worl d navi es.
This common body of doctrine for nultinational operations
wi Il make a positive inpact in mnimzing interoperability
i ssues for Standing Naval Force Mediterranean.

The main | esson |learned fromthis study is that,

interoperability issues will always be present in

mul ti national operations. It is the magnitude of the



underlying elenments of interoperability that nust be
addressed to ensure operational effectiveness. VWile there
i's no cookbook approach to multinational operations, there
are sonme conmonalities that can be addressed to prepare
better for contingency operations. |ssues of

i nteroperability, common doctrine, and training need to be
addressed to mnim ze the associated risk of operating in a
mul tinational environnent. Differences in culture,

| anguage, technol ogy, and doctrine oppose unity of effort.
Comon, agreed upon procedures and a shared understandi ng of
the battle environment will provide a basis for continuity
of effort. "Procedures that require nultinational forces to
n 19

operate seam essly should be practiced routinely.

RECOMVENDATI ONS

Since the beginning of this century, there
has been a strong common thread in the invol venent

of American forces in conbat. Al nost every tine
mlitary forces have deployed fromthe U S. it has
been a nmenmber of - nost often to lead - coalition

oper ati ons. ?°

American mlitary forces have been enpl oyed in various
medi a t hroughout history. Rarely has the United States
commtted forces unilaterally. The U S. National Security
Strategy and the expanding U.S. global interests dictate
that our mlitary forces be engaged in alliance and

coalition operations. Wth the reduction of overseas ground



base presence, naval forces have increasingly played a
critical role in establishing solidarity with our Allies.
The debate continues regarding how to enpl oy Standing Naval
Force Mediterranean to support the twenty-first century

t hreat environnment.

Based on the evolving role in Europe, NATO nust assess
the use of its maritime forces. There is no question that
St andi ng Naval Force Mediterranean could be flexible, self-
sustai ning, nmobile, and ready to operate. Able to deter
aggression and influence unstable situations, SNFM should be
retained. It offers presence w thout occupation and
deterrence without commtnent to conplenment NATO s
di pl omatic efforts. The nultinational potential of Standing
Naval Force Mediterranean outweighs its costs, but w thout
careful planning and preparation this maritime asset could
be a critical weakness.

The findings and concl usions of this research paper
must be considered prelimnary. The recomendations are
i ntended to suggest potential areas where beneficial changes
may be inmplenented to provide a nore capable force (Standing
Naval Force Mediterranean) for the Task Force Conmander to
enpl oy. However, further study is required to evaluate

their operational feasibility within the NATO conmand



structure. What follows is a list of the recommended

changes:

1. Shift the Immedi ate Rapid Reaction Forces Maritine
(IRF(M) into the Conbined Joint Task Force (CJTF)
structure.

2. Conduct a review of the m ssion of Standi ng Naval
Force Mediterranean to include a feasibility study
of the ability to conduct "out-of-area” non-
tradi tional operations that include peace support
operations, maritinme interdiction operations (MO),
and non-conbat ant evacuati on operations (NEO).

3. Develop a NATO Force Liaison Goup (NFLG to workup,
train, advise, and assess standing force el enents.

4. Adopt the operational |evel doctrine, Miltinational
Maritime Operations (MMOPS), devel oped at Naval
War f are Devel opnent Center, Newport Rhode Island as
a baseline for future SNFM operations.

5. Establish alliance-training exercises. Training
shoul d be tailored and address real world
operations. A valid assessnent of the training
status and conpatibility of national forces should
be undertaken to create a realistic training plan,
and reported to the Joint Task Force Conmmander.

6. Devel op exercises for Standi ng Naval Forces that are
simlar to the Joint Task Force Exercises (JTFX)
that US battle groups conduct.

7. Educate and train NATO staff planners and action
officers in the application of operational art.
Establish a cross training program between the CINC
staff planners and NATO pl anners.

8. Establish nmeasures of effectiveness, and conduct a
sem - annual review of the standards for both
equi pmrent and doctrine to assess their
interoperability and feasibility in today’s
operating environnent.
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