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PREFACE

This proposal has been prepared for the Multinational Interoperability Council (MIC) in response to an action item requesting member approval of the emerging role of the MIC and its relationships with other interoperability forums.  The original action was reflected as "confirm member approval of the MIC assuming the position of the overarching organization to develop, maintain, and supervise coalition interoperability activities" (October 1999 Six-Nation Council Report). 

At the April 2000 MIWG, there was consensus that the action item is too broad in scope and that a more conservative approach should be undertaken.  The April MIWG tasked the MIC Executive Secretary to develop the issue and prepare a proposal for coordination.  The initial proposal was published for MIWG coordination in July.  The proposal was further debated at the September 2000 MIWG and subsequently re-staffed for final comments.  The enclosed report reflects the general viewpoints of the MIWG to include annotations where there is dissenting viewpoints to a particular recommendation and is now published as a final report. 

The coordinated findings and recommendations will be presented to the Principals at MIC 2000 (November 8-9) for final discussion and decisions.

Role of the Multinational Interoperability Council

INTRODUCTION

This proposal has been composed in response to an action item developed at the October 1999 Multinational Interoperability Council (MIC).  The intent is to examine the role of the MIC, define the proper coordinating relationships with the other multinational interoperability forums, and conclude with a coordinated proposal to the MIC Principals in November 2000.

BACKGROUND

The MIC (previously referred to as the Six-Nation Council) was first proposed at an October 1996 symposium entitled "C3I for the Coalition Task Force".  At that time, it was envisioned to be an independent, senior management level oversight body which would identify interoperability issues and formulate actions to be resolved primarily by its own mid-level multinational working groups.  The senior national representatives (Principals) to the Council were to be assisted by “their national infrastructures in formulating proposals and implementing agreed actions.”  No other recommendations were documented from the 1996 symposium that provide further amplification on the role envisioned for the MIC.

In October of 1999, the Multinational Interoperability Council Principals broke new ground in debating the proper role of the MIC.  There was much discussion regarding the many interoperability forums that are conducting uncoordinated and duplicative work in some cases.  The Principals generally agreed that the MIC could assist in reducing some of the redundant work and should examine and more clearly define its evolving role and relationships in regard to other interoperability forums.  The MIC assigned an action item to the Multinational Interoperability Working Group (MIWG) to define the proper role and relationships of the MIC and reach consensus of member nations by April 1, 2000.  As the task was further analyzed, it was determined by the MIWG that the timeline was too aggressive and that recommendations in this regard would be presented to the MIC for final approval in November 2000. 

DISCUSSION
The following discussion provides key foundation points for developing recommendations in regard to this action item.  The areas addressed are not intended to be all-inclusive, but to provide a top-level analysis of the most relevant points leading to the recommendations that follow.
Interoperability Forum Led by the Operator
Generally speaking, the MIC is the only multinational interoperability forum led by the operations branch (J-3).  In most nations, the operations branch is the key staff element developing and coordinating military operational requirements.  The operations personnel also have the ability and the responsibility to coordinate other functional staff elements as well as all Services to bring a joint and/or combined perspective to any issue.  With the operator in the lead position, the MIC leadership can help span the many elements of the joint warfighting staffs that must work together to resolve the truly difficult interoperability issues.  

Forum that Addresses Overarching Interoperability Issues such as Policy, Doctrine, and Procedures

The stated goal of the MIC is to facilitate the sharing of relevant information across national boundaries in support of the warfighter in coalition operations.  Technology developments will assist in connecting information systems of coalition partners in the future.  However, the sharing of information in coalition operations requires more than technology solutions; it also requires pre-coordinated policy, doctrinal, and procedural solutions.  By design, a major focus of the MIC is the investigation of policy, doctrinal, and procedural interoperability impediments and the suggestions/agreements to pursue solutions to these impediments which are underlying causes of many of our current interoperability issues.   The MIC's approach, scope, and resultant solutions could positively affect the efforts of several other interoperability forums.  Therefore, it is important and implied that the MIC establish an effective coordinating and information sharing relationship with relevant interoperability forums.

Relevant Interoperability Organizations  

There are several organizations and agencies that address coalition interoperability in some form or fashion.  A fairly inclusive listing is provided at the attachment.  However, is not practical for the MIC to attempt to establish a formal relationship with all of these organizations.  On the other hand, it is prudent for the MIC to establish an interactive relationship with the most relevant and to help develop and evaluate those capabilities needed to conduct coalition warfare. 

These relevant multinational interoperability groups span the full spectrum from single–service to functionally focused organizations.  The single-service focused groups are represented by ABCA (Army), AUSCANNZUKUS (Navy), and ASCC (Air Force).  They tend to concentrate on issues that affect their particular aspect of the battlespace whether land, maritime, or air.  The Quadripartite Combined Joint Warfare Conference (QCJWC) concentrates on issues affecting joint doctrine and publications.  The Combined Communications Electronics Board (CCEB) and The Technical Cooperation Program (TTCP) are more functionally oriented and address more of the cross service areas of C3 interoperability.  Another relevant international forum is the C3 Senior National Representatives (SNRs) which concentrates on the functional C3 aspects of coalition warfare, but does so in the context of NATO. 

With these groups in mind, the CCEB appears to be the most relevant interoperability forum for the MIC to initially establish a close working relationship.   The CCEB addresses joint and coalition C4 issues across the spectrum of operations and to some extent, works with the above mentioned single-service forums.  Therefore, the multinational C4 perspective of the CCEB makes it most relevant to the work of the MIC.  It would also appear that the MIC should establish a close relationship with C3SNR for some of the same reasons.  However, the MIC should also develop and maintain informal information sharing relationships with the single-service forums such as the ABCA, ASCC, and AUSCANNZUKUS as well as the TTCP. 

Finally, NATO is a relevant organization and as the MIC matures it should consider developing a working relationship with the appropriate bodies within NATO such as the NATO Standardization Agency, the Joint Service Board, and the C3 Board.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations constitute the proposal for the proper role of the MIC as well as additional steps that would be necessary to implement this proposed role.

1.  The MIC should take the initial steps to assist in coordinating interoperability activities. 

The MIC's efforts in identifying C3I operational requirements as well as addressing doctrinal, procedural, and policy impediments to coalition information sharing can provide a great assist to the on-going work of other interoperability forums.  By developing the core coalition concepts, doctrine, and information exchange requirements, the MIC sets the way for the work of the more specialized multinational forums.  In this regard, the MIC should take steps to assist in the coordination of activities of the most relevant multinational forums.  The MIC should provide operational level insights and focus for future activities of the other relevant interoperability forums.  It should exchange reports, studies, and other relevant documents as well as sharing work plans.   This proactive role can assist in clarifying coalition interoperability issues, reduce redundant activities and initiatives, and more effectively set the conditions for the MIC to become a catalyst for fielding solutions to interoperability impediments.

2.  The MIC should establish formal and informal relationships with the most relevant multinational interoperability forums.

To effectively coordinate activities with other forums, the MIC should begin establishing more formal ties with the most relevant interoperability forums.  As a starter, the MIC should formalize its relationship with the CCEB.  Fortunately, efforts in this regard are already underway.  At the May 2000 CCEB Principals Meeting (P30M), the Principals agreed to establish a complementary role with the MIC.  In this regard, the CCEB will respond to MIC taskers in the area of C4 and coordinate other activities with the MIC as required.   The CCEB also agreed to the participation of France and Germany in CCEB working bodies when appropriate.  The MIC Executive Secretariat should coordinate a Statement of Cooperation (SOC) with the CCEB upon approval of this recommendation by the MIC Principals.  The SOC will document the specific details of the CCEB-MIC relationship to ensure a consistent relationship in the years ahead.  The final draft version of the SOC will be presented to the MIC Principals for consideration at MIC 2000. 

The MIC should also discuss a formal relationship with the C3SNR due to its joint perspective and a similar member nation constituency.  This would also assist in providing insight to the working issues of NATO.

The MIC should establish informal information sharing relationships with the ABCA, AUSCANNZUKUS, ASCC, QCJWC, and TTCP organizations because their efforts are certainly relevant to the MIC.  As the MIC matures, it may want to establish more formal relationships with these forums as well.  Finally, the MIC should investigate the feasibility of a relationship with NATO through the newly formed NATO Standardization Agency (NSA).  The NSA will become a single, integrated body, composed of military and civilian staff, with the authority to coordinate standardization issues between all domains   

The MIC Executive Secretariat will act as the external point of contact for the MIC and will be responsible to effect initial coordination with all relevant interoperability forums.

3.  The MIC should formalize terms of reference for key MIC entities.

As the MIC evolves to a more active and formalized entity, it may be time to formalize the member nation commitment by signing a revised MIC charter.  The current MIC Charter (dated March 1, 2000) is used as a guideline for MIC operations, but it is not a binding instrument because it is unsigned.  As the incumbent Principals rotate, the MIC could lose momentum and member nation support over time without a formal commitment of some form.  However, through the final staffing process, it was determined that not all MIC members agree to a signed charter at this time.  Therefore, it is recommended that this proposal be more fully discussed at the November 2000 meeting.

It is also recommended that the MIC establish internal Terms of Reference (TOR) for key MIC internal supporting entities such as the CAPSTONE MIWG and the Executive Committee (EXCOM).   These supporting organizations currently function informally as their roles and responsibilities are still being refined.  As with any maturing organization, some formal TOR needs to be established to clearly define expected functions and responsibilities of these supporting elements of the MIC.

SUMMARY

During the MIC meeting in November 2000, the Principals will reconsider the evolving role of the MIC.  To facilitate their review, the elements of this proposal will be presented to the Principals for their final discussion and approval. 

Attachment

Listing of Multinational Interoperability Organizations

ATTACHMENT

MULTINATIONAL INTEROPERABILITY ORGANIZATIONS

American-British-Canadian-Australian (ABCA) Armies Standardization Program:  Organization begun in 1947 that produces standardization agreements and advisory publications to help the member Armies operate together during coalition operations.  The purpose of the ABCA Program includes:

· Ensuring the fullest cooperation and collaboration among armies

· Achieving the highest possible degree of interoperability among armies through materiel and non-materiel standardization

· Obtaining the greatest possible economy by the use of combined resources and effort

Air Standardization Coordinating Committee (ASCC):  Organization which focuses on standards and common procedures to help Air Forces of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States (including Navy and Marine Aviation) to operate effectively as airmen in joint and combined operations environment

AUSCANNZUKUS Naval C4 Organization:  Organization formed among the navies of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States to promote interoperability between member nations in doctrine, standards, and information exchange.

Combined Communications Electronics Board (CCEB):  Group originated in 1942 among Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States to coordinate all military communications-electronics matters from member nations.  Its mission is to advance C4 interoperability for combined operations through policy, procedures, publications and participation.  The CCEB vision is to maximize the effectiveness of combined operations by the definition of a Combined Information Environment.  It exercises its leadership in communications and information system matters by coordinating and harmonizing its efforts with those of the Single Service forums.  Currently, the CCEB principals are the J6 or J6 equivalents of the member nations.

Conference on NATO Armaments Directors (CNAD):  Serves as the primary DoD advocate for international armaments cooperation by management, support, and execution of DoD’s activities in international armaments cooperation to achieve national security objectives of the US.  OUSD(AT&L) is the US National Armaments Director and is the US delegate to the NATO conference o National Armament Directors.  Cooperation in weapons development and acquisition is the responsibility of the CNAD which is made up of the senior person of each nation responsible for weapons procurement.  Four Power NAD consists of France, Germany, UK and US.  Will soon expand to Five Power with the addition of Italy.

· Senior National Representatives (SNRs):  The SNRs are a series of quadrilateral (soon to be quintilateral) groups formed to address cooperation and interoperability among France, Germany, United Kingdom, and United States (and Italy as the fifth nation) in Land, Air, Maritime, and C3 environments.  The SNRs are coupled to the National Armaments Directors (NADs) of the four nations.  For the U.S., the NAD is the USD(AT&L).  The SNRs work issues in their respective environments predominantly in the context of NATO; they also pursue issues of common interest that may not be of interest to NATO.  Besides the C3SNR, the Single Service SNRs are, in some cases, engaging in C3 work, e.g., the Quadrilateral Army CIS Interoperability Group (QACISIG).

· C3 Senior National Representatives (C3SNR):  The C3SNR works C3 policy and technical issues for the Senior National Representatives.

Quadripartite Combined Joint Warfare Conference (QCJWC):  The function of the QCJWC is to maximize defense force interoperability amongst its member nations consisting of Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States.  Members represent the doctrine and training staffs of their respective national defense headquarters.  The QCJWC meetings will be conducted annually.  The role of the QCJWC is to exchange: views and techniques on the study, development, teaching and promulgation of joint operations doctrine and procedures; doctrinal and procedural publications; views, techniques and processes for the analysis, evaluation and validation of joint doctrine and procedures; suggestions to enhance interoperability; information on opportunities for participation in member nations' joint training and exercises.

The Technical Cooperation Program (TTCP):  An organization composed of officials from the non-atomic military research and development communities of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States.   Its purpose is to enhance national defense at a reduced cost and its aim is to foster cooperation in science and technology among member nations.

Multinational


Interoperability


Council









6

_1009353290.doc
[image: image1.png]






