The International High Level Sofia Conference on “Smart Defence – Pooling and Sharing: 

Eastern European View on Multinational and Innovative Approaches for Capabilities Development”

Session II

Challenges for the Smart Defense Initiative on Regional Level

DR. HOLGER BAHLE

NATO DEFENCE PLANNING AND SMART DEFENCE TEAM

SOFIA, 02 APRIL 2012

1.
During the next couple of minutes I would like to share with you considerations about “Challenges for the Smart Defense Initiative on Regional Level”, and offer some food for thought for a practical way ahead.  Those do not reflect a formal NATO position, but notions of consultancy and honest brokering in a facilitating role.
2.
The center of gravity to all my views are at the core of the Alliance: Cohesion and solidarity of sovereign nations.

[In case 3.
The Smart Defence initiative, building on new and innovative approaches to capability acquisition, offers Allies a way to acquire capabilities that they could not otherwise afford individually.  Multinational cooperation is of importance; it should be shaped through a strong long term political commitment to meaningful consultation about Defence plans. The willingness to think of multinational cooperation as the rule and a positive mindset on the provision of national capabilities for operations and missions is essential.] 
[In case 4.
The Connected Forces initiative presents an opportunity to build on the lessons learned from recent operations to ensure that Allies retain the ability to work effectively together into the future.  The Alliance needs to ensure that it retains the valuable gains in interoperability between Allies and with partners that have been achieved in part as a result of NATO’s recent operations. The linkages and interaction should be enhanced between the NATO Command Structure, the NATO Force Structure and national headquarters, including by further strengthening regional focus and understanding.]
[In case 5.
Both initiatives are important complements to ongoing efforts such as the Lisbon package of NATO’s most pressing capability needs and various NATO reform initiatives.  All capability strands are inextricably linked to the NATO Defence Planning Process.]  
6.
After intense debate among Allies a common understanding of “Smart Defence” has been developed.  A consensus based narrative is being debated in NATO which will find its way into a declaratory part of the next NATO Summit in Chicago.  The same might apply to the Connected Forces initiative.  
There are a few important issues outside the official message which should not be underestimated in their relevance: 
-
NATO is concerned that the initiatives follow political intent as a NATO Summit deliverable and cannot be sustained as a long term effort.  NATO is seeking for supporting mechanisms to maintain momentum.  
-
NATO has not exploited all opportunities and mechanisms to reach out to partner nations.  Their potential to contribute and benefit needs to be pursued much more ambitiously. 

-
Nations are concerned that they declare interest in participating in a project or even take the lead, but that they are left alone and NATO from top level will jump to a next summit driven initiative while leaving smart defence and connected forces to a self synchronising effort.  The outcome of which can be predicted without much imagination. NATO is about to establish facilitating roles in close coordination with Allies and partner nations. 
-
Nations accept Smart Defence provided that unnecessary duplication with the EU Pooling and Sharing Initiative is avoided.  Some nations do not make a difference between the NATO Smart Defence and EU Pooling and Sharing Initiatives.  Some would wish to strengthen their support by the European Defence Agency with a lowered or low interest in NATO Agencies.  Some duplicate their effort to get output and the “best bang for the buck”.  Some stress segregation of NATO EU cooperation which sets limits in terms of inviting partner nations to projects.   

-
Elements mentioned by the General Manager of NC3A are used to state that Smart Defence is nothing new; multinational cooperation has been happening all the time, with more or less success; ‘less success’ in many cases implied increasing costs or delivery of out dated solutions.  This is reality and therefore we should be careful in expectation management and not be too excited.  

-
For some Allies Smart Defence since its inception in 2011 has been implying additional burden on already approved defence budgets.  So, the flexibility to adjust defence plans is tending to zero, the more so as Smart Defence in principle is not about savings.  Therefore on going projects are ring fenced and not linked to the initiative.  Smart Defence should not deal with huge modernisation of forces or intensive investment and procurement programs or projects.   
-
Smart Defence on the other hand could be misinterpreted as a means to justify further budget cuts.  This would have a negative impact on the NATO Defence Planning Process.  NATO might expect Allies’ reluctance to accept new targets which will be consulted over the next months to come until 2013.  From a NATO staff perspective there is no advice arguing against the binding commitment of Allies who have signed the Washington Treaty accepting all obligations.
-
Smart Defence requires skill sets in a collaborative professional project management culture, notably if a lead nation declares responsibility for a project.  Political ambition and intent are not always backed-up by the essential and underpinning executive level in Ministries and Staffs and Services who might not be used to jointly cooperate and coordinate in an all-governmental approach and adapt reliable business processes outside the normal routine of planning systems and bureaucracy.  In addition hierarchies, stovepipes and partial interests prevail and hamper progress.  This has been true for the NATO Defence Planning Process since approval in 2009 in NATO and in nations.  Why should it be different in case of complementary initiatives?  
-
Allies fear that they are forced to specialise and hence loose their sovereignty and access to capabilities.  They would overly rely on the good will of dominant project lead nations, who have more industrial base weight than others.  Where are the limits of sharing, cooperation and integration?  There is a tendency that instead of lead nations, Strategic Commands or Agencies take the lead instead, which ensures impartiality and better national control through committees. 
-
How can Allies be sure that a fair share of domestic enterprise and industrial participation is guaranteed; should multinational cooperation allow offsets? Can there be a realistic demand for return on investment in defence capabilities?  Under circumstances of economic crisis this usually is a showstopper from a Finance Ministry perspective.  There are differences between enterprise/business and public sector planning, but we may digest at a defence sector return on investment in kind through defence planning reinvestment targets.
-
By the way, do nations and stakeholders allow transparency on acquisition bidding and brokering processes, cost drivers and benefits?  Are there controlling mechanisms in place to which all project partners provide input and have access?  I am sure that “Transparency International” has a valid interest in bringing inconsistencies to the public attention, and that the EU would welcome progress in member countries.     
7.
One underlying assumption of both initiatives is that the best chance of success can be envisaged through a regional approach involving groups or a group of nations bound together by strategic proximity.  Determining elements could include geography, cultural affinity, common equipment, language, national levels of ambition, history, economic interests beyond defence cooperation.  In theory that should build trust and ease the entering into binding commitments related to improved and innovative delivery of defence capabilities.  
8.
I would like to drop the question: are we all clear what we mean by “regional”?  Can we assume that SEE is a “region” which implies elements of strategic proximity?  It seems that we state the obvious, common sense and understanding in Central and South Eastern Europe and simply state “yes”. Or: We might admit that this is just a construct which in the end does not need to be operationalized, because it does not really help to produce output of relevance in capability terms.  To be honest with you: I have no clear position and appreciate your views.
9.
A regional approach should not lead to fragmentation of the Alliance by design, a la carte and toolbox mentality, and draw dividing lines jeopardising cohesion and overall solidarity.  And it might be fair to assume that the reality of nations’ interests would express quite the opposite, i.e. exclude being constraint to a “region”, but have the will to go beyond and global.  Hence it may well be the case that geographic proximity is an argument, not to cooperate in capability terms. Nations might wish to escape those kind of geographical limitations and interact outside “regional” limits.  It is up to the sovereign nations to decide on how and with whom they would wish to cooperate.  The link outside the region could even offer more opportunities to enrich a program or project.  Would it not be helpful to reach a common understanding amongst all relevant stakeholders through dialogue and discourse before they enter programs and projects?  
10.
Let me suggest that we look at the issue from a capability delivery perspective and focus on some basic parameters which should be shared amongst interested nations from the outset.  Agreements should be documented and communicated in a transparent way to avoid misunderstandings.  Flexible cooperation requires certainty at a minimum about:
· “Length of time: is a particular initiative designed to set up a temporary or permanent small group cooperation?

· Location: is small group cooperation designed to take place within NATO structures or outside of them?

· Scope: does mini-lateralism cover a specific capability area or does it have a wide scope?

· Membership: is small group cooperation inclusive, in that sense that Allies, (and let me add partner nations) who wish to participate are allowed to do so, or is it restrictive?”
  

11.
With this allow me to move to pratical aspects.  Signs in that neither “region” nor “strategic proximity” tend to be drivers for Smart Defence are obvious when looking nations’ choices of projects of interest for them.  How can we deal with the overwhelming number of projects on the market?  Well, I suggest that we change the perspective as we judge the added value of single Smart Defence projects.  Instead of an isolated, scattered pick and choose way of showing interest, bailing out or participating we could do something else.  Can’t we develop a South Eastern European commonly agreed concept about finding innovative options of cooperation available to transform existing capabilities?  This question in itself might justify a project in and for the region.   
12.
It should be no surprise that I propose the regional capability “SEEBRIG” to serve as a common denominator and an agent for change in and for SEE.  Without reinventing the wheel, but with a good and established framework there is a chance for further developing existing capabilities. Those are visible, well experienced and bear the potential be enriched and transformed for both: for the benefit of the Alliance and also the EU.  The targets for change and transformation could be the SEEBRIG HQ and all designated or affiliated units and formations from Allies and partner nations. Observers might alter their status and others could be invited to join. 
13.
I felt encouraged by a recent Bulgarian-U.S. activity.  Bulgaria recently agreed on enhancing strategic cooperation with US European Command. Deputy Defence Minister Tzvetkova is quoted to have highlighted on 14 March 2012 “that the joint experience gained so far in the course of the activities carried out at the Novo Selo Field Training Area forms a good basis for the enlargement of the scope of future trainings and participants therein. Involving countries from the region in the trainings and exercises may turn out to be a significant contribution on the part of the U.S. and Bulgaria to NATO's Smart Defence initiative.  She added that the facilities can be used for pre-deployment training of contingents which would participate in international operations, for training of military formations from countries in the region, as well as for training of personnel participating in the MPFSEE."
 
14.
Following the same logic I looked at all Smart Defence Tier 1 projects and selected most of them as being relevant.  Conceptually the same could be done for all Tier 2 projects, Connected Forces, Pooling and Sharing or potentially other projects which have not yet been mentioned and could serve that purpose of common interest (for example: “smart energy” which is advancing under the lead of the NATO Emerging Security Challenges Division).
15.
The slide shows on the top row all SEEBRIG participating and observer nations.  On the left column you see Tier 1 projects.  The text in some boxes indicates the lead and participating nations in a Smart Defence project.  In some cases I selected SEEBRIG nations randomly for explanatory text, when no SEEBRIG nation assumes a lead role.  The crosses in the boxes show that SEEBRIG members and observers until today declared to participate in a project.  
What does that indicate?

-
Interest for a project is not driven by regional considerations only; 
-
some SEEBRIG nations will gain insight, expertise, gather lessons learned and best practice from isolated projects which others will not have unless there is a shared ground of interest.
What could we do?

-
With a “SEEBRIG perspective” cross fertilisation, sharing and contributing to capability improvement could be offered or requested and achieved even, if other SEEBRIG nations do not enter into a specific project;
-
other SEEBRIG members may support project participants and share the burden of involvement; 

-
some SEEBRIG members may grab the opportunity and reconsider their project interests and participation;
-
a partner nation, not member of SEEBRIG, could offer cross pollination from an attractive project which may for example link to the C2 structure of operational HQs.  Connected Forces might be the incentive for Austria to be invited to SEEBRIG and share recent best practice from the fully deployable Joint Force HQ in ULM, which potentially could command the SEEBRIG.        
16.
Along those lines I suggest that this becomes part of a wider scope to launch a project.  SEEBRIG members, observers and invitees might agree upon launching  a new Tier 2 or even Tier 1 project for that purpose.  
17.
I could envisage a practical way ahead on how the South Eastern European Region (plus or enhanced) could turn challenges into real opportunities.  Here is my proposal:  This conference could be a milestone event to kick off the start of a project which looks at supporting structures and potential to improve capability delivery.  We could name it 

>Multinational Project 'Support Defence Cooperation in SEE'<
18.
What might be some essentials of the project? 
· Objectives of the project need to be SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, timely)

· the project should be temporary and forecast the time horizon (0 / 1 / 3 / 5 years) with clearly defined phases, workpackages, and milestones; 
· the project could be designed with phases as follows: 
1) Before entering into any solutions, SEE should take the time and engage with many stakeholders to develop a concept (capture/evaluate the ‘as is’  - develop the ‘to be’).  This would have to include Business Cases / recommendations / consultation process / decision making in the appropriate fora.  Worthy of note: The concept requires recognition of stakeholder views, interaction, dialogue and deals with acceptance of an integrated approach; in my view the prerequisite of fertile cooperation.
Guiding motto: Do not fix, if not broken!! It is important to stress that there is no intent to add any costly and bureaucratic structures or plan investment without return or benefits.  

The concept phase should cover two areas:
a) SEE multinational cooperation support structures and mechanisms (review initial project management team / office; it may be decided to turn the project office into a program (SEEBRIG transformation) office and have projects (capability areas) managed from within existing structures.
b) SEEBRIG is the regional agent for change and transformation.  It drives the evaluation of selected Smart Defence, Connected Forces, Pooling and Sharing, and other existing projects in order to promote synergies potentially for areas like 
- C2/C4ISR 

- Sustainment and Deployability

- Education/Training/Exercises/Evaluation

- Certification

- Research and Development / Technology
2) Planning  and implementation of support structures and mechanisms
3) Planning and implementation of SEEBRIG (Smart Defence / Connected Forces) pilot cases (test runs) in line with the concept.  
4) Evaluation and improvement of measures 
5) Full validation (enhanced Final Operating Capability)

6) Termination and handover of project

19.
What might initially be required to run the project?

· Initially a small, professional project management team (impartial, unbiased) in one office should be established with authorised access to all stakeholders: only one responsible project manager; he/she leads 5-10 core project team members from interested nations, staffs/university, NGO. The team would reach out to a wide network of Allies, partner nations, stakeholders, communities of interest, administrations, academia, industry, NATO HQs and staffs, NATO Agencies.  In time  contributions to project phases and work packages are key;  let me underline that NATO Delegations and Missions need to be fully aligned to this effort.  This team has to be reviewed as part of the conceptual phase.  If better mechanisms are available or can be arranged, get rid of the team. 
· the project management will follow recognised and internationally certified standards; 
· therefore and if there is a need, the team should enjoy education and training in project management with the aim to establish self sustaining skill sets within the governments;  selected staff of stakeholders should be aligned to the same management approach;  
· the project requires a responsive governance structure.  
· It would need one government sponsor (preferred a [host] lead nation) which by authority ensures consistent strategic government oversight and directing authority and is acting on behalf of a steering mechanism;

· the appropriate body to assume the steering role should be identified. We may think about SEDM, or SEEGroup.  It is important to have all participating nations on board.
· all activities need to be visible, transparent and shared with all stakeholders, hence up to date communication is key;
· as industry/enterprises are involved, from the outset (even in pre competitive phase) Transparency International will be invited to track all steps and interactions, in order to avoid corruption and that any benefit from interaction with industry will fall to governmental officials or any other stakeholder. Should there be any event indicating that illegal activities happen, this will be announced immediately with the expectation that the project is not jeopardised;
20.
The project team should be allowed to build its own temporary and visible identity.  It should express the special nature of this challenging and future oriented task, dedicated to the transformation of the Multinational Peace Force South Eastern Europe.  “The soldier who brings peace” is quite nicely symbolised by this hand painting in by the Bulgarian artist Todor Popov in January 2012.  The original is registered in the Bulgarian Ministry of Culture.  
21.
Summary:  Challenges for the Smart Defence initiative on regional level can be turned into opportunities.  Personally I am convinced that there is potential for change and meaningful transformation in substantial areas.  This requires time, stamina, patience and most of all high level support, by many stakeholders, not just their good will or intent.  
Thank you for your attention.
Potential practical areas for multinational cooperation (sustainment)
A further range of very practical sustainment (meaning logistics, maintenance, infrastructure) topics can illustrate the benefits and added value in fostering regional cooperation.  Those are proposed by the NATO staffs and could promote an initial discussion between stakeholders.  The topics are an offer, food for thought, and neither intended to be authoritative nor complete in its coverage.
Those could become part of the conceptual analysis of the project 
>Multinational Project 'Support Defence Cooperation in SEE'<

a)
Pooling and Sharing.  Have you considered joining:

· all multinational strategic lift organisations?

· the Multinational Logistics Coordination Centre (MLCC)?

· the NAMSA (future Support Agency) Operational Logistics Support Partnership (OLSP)?

· A multinational integrated logistics unit?

b)
Stockpiles, including munitions.  Would you consider:

· for nations with similar weapons systems, consolidated munitions procurement?

· one shared regional civil-emergency and crisis management stockpile ?

· better sharing of spares, tools and test equipment at home and while deployed?

· regional stockpiles held by contractors?

c)
Equipment Procurement.  Would you consider;
· multinational procurement and life-cycle management of the same or similar equipment?

· agreeing role specialist areas among the group of nations?

d)
Regional Contracting (Static and Deployed).  Would you consider:

· implementing a short-notice regional contracting capability for deployed operations?

· reviewing all equipment refit and maintenance work to assess what can be contracted?

· reviewing all static base support (shared services) to assess what can be contracted?

e)

Partial Capabilities.  Are there any partial capabilities in your nation that could be developed with the assistance of other nations? For example, one nation has provided Role 2 hospital equipment and another has provided the medical staff.  In addition, smaller nations have also provided a complete rotation of staff for a mentor nation.    

f)
Military infrastructure.  That topic is closely linked to capability development.  Have you considered improved sharing of:
· military schools?

· warehouses, in particular expensive special warehousing? (e.g. refrigerated, anti-static benches, munitions storage….)

· headquarters and offices?

· information networks? 
· military ranges and training areas?  
� IISS, Dr Bastian Giegerich, NATO’s Smart Defence Initiative, February 2012 (www.iiss.org).


� See more information on:


http://www.defpro.com/news/details/33586/?SID=620b3dfdeda6faa5436c25ee13c3489d
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