


The application of sophisticated ISR systems and the
use of UAVs have exploded since the start of operations
in the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq. This transformed
operational speed, depth and effectiveness of ISR informa-
tion dissemination. The only NATO-owned surveillance
asset is the NATO Airborne Early Warning (NAEW), with
the remaining ISR systems proffered by other participat-
ing nations. The NAEW is a multinational and immediately
available airborne surveillance, warning and control capa-
bility in support of Alliance objectives with deployment
authority controlled by the North Atlantic Council (NAC).
Seventeen of NATO’s 28 member nations provide finan-
cial support and 14 provide personnel to the combined
command? Most national forces in the Alliance have UAV
systems in their inventories or are
acquiring the capability over the
next few years. Seventeen of the
28 Alliance members have nearly
5,000 UAVs, from hand-held micro
UAVs to airline-size reconnais-
sance platforms, in their current
inventories.® New technologies
and increased reliability mean that
UAVs offer significant operational
benefits, and governments across
the globe are increasingly recogniz-
ing the key roles they play in tradi-
tional defense. In the civil sphere,
they conduct myriad missions such
as tracking Somali pirates, scouting
forest fires and counting migra-
tory animals. Unfortunately, most
of these systems are developed in
a proprietary environment and do
not rapidly integrate into existing
C2 structures.

NATO, in addition to standard-
izing policy and doctrine for each
element of the ISR system, is pursu-
ing two parallel strategies to remove
incompatible systems within its
architecture. First, it is developing
a NATO-owned ISR capability, similar to the NAEW, which
is derived from the RQ-4B Global Hawk UAV platform. It
is also finalizing a C2 system capable of integrating diverse
UAV platforms into a single system.

NATO is bridging the gap between nationally derived
ISR capabilities and its stated requirements with the
development of the Alliance Ground Surveillance (AGS)
program, the first real attempt to have a coordinated ISR
enterprise under NATO control. AGS will be an integrated
system, consisting of an air and a ground segment, enabling
the Alliance to perform persistent surveillance over wide
areas from high-altitude, long-endurance, unmanned air
platforms operating at considerable stand-off distances.
The intent is to provide by the year 2016 a single surveil-
lance data node to interface and exchange information with

“The methodology
for realizing

Strategic Concept
goals is through
informed decision-
making and real-
time information
awareness...”

component commands, tactical operation centers and intel-
ligence networks. Figure 1 depicts the system architecture
composition of the AGS Core system.

In an impressive step in the right direction to develop
greater UAV interoperability, NATO recently announced the
Multi-sensor Aerospace-ground Joint ISR Interoperability
Coalition (MAJIIC2) program aimed at linking participat-
ing nations’ sensor data from their ISR, surveillance and
EW systems, even if their individual platforms were not
originally designed for that kind of compatibility. While the
name behind the original acronym suggests a focus on aero-
space platforms like UAVs, the project aims to handle any
sensor platform on ground, sea, or air. The specific benefit
of MAJIIC2 is that the data itself is exchanged outside the
boundaries of any collecting system
and can be shared with (or denied
to) anyone with network access. It
greatly multiplies the available ISR
to a commander. He can instantly
access imagery from other nations’
UAVs, meaning that he does not
have to deploy his own asset, or he
can deploy his own UAV in another
area, allowing for the most efficient
use of the assets.* Though mutu-
ally supporting, AGS and MAJIIC2
are separate, parallel networks
providing leaders with similar data
streams necessary to develop infor-
mation awareness.

Up to this point, it seems that
NATO is pursuing a sound strat-
egy. It has policies in place to regu-
late new system development, it is
building a multinational surveil-
lance program, and it is building
a communications architecture to
enable all ISR systems to feed into
it. So what is the problem? Time
and money. The AGS program has
been conceived and developed for
more than 15 years, and costs are
expected to exceed $4 billion.® Only 14 nations participate
in the program, and budget constraints forced Denmark
to drop out. Program aircraft are undergoing their first
successful test flights. Radar and other sensors are still in
design phase. It is not expected to reach full operational
capability until 2016 at the earliest. MAJIIC2, on the other
hand, is expected to cost approximately $100 million, a cost
spread among nine nations. It’s not expected to reach full
operational capability until 2016, but has been integrated
successfully into realistic exercises and passed a deployed
operational test in Afghanistan.

NATO should consider ceasing development of the AGS
and fully develop, fund and accelerate MAJIIC2. Having
one system as the Alliance standard is the single most
important thing NATO can pursue to expand information
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information utilized by NATO leaders to make the decisions
is derived from numerous and sometimes sensationalized
sources such as the media. The purpose is to enable the
right force structure to mobilize rapidly and gain the requi-
site information to assist the North Atlantic Council to make
informed, yet rapid, consensus-based decisions for further
employment of follow-on NATO forces.

As mentioned above, the only NATO-operated surveil-
lance system is the NAEW, which is not capable of provid-
ing the spectrum of intelligence and information required
by NATO leaders. NATO should construct a UAV rapid
deployment force by pooling existing UAV forces or through
the development of niche
capabilities. The Alliance
should develop a NATO-
owned package of smaller
UAV systems with the ability
to rapidly deploy to feed the
information requirements
of senior policymakers. As
an example, a low-cost and
rapidly mobile approach is
to procure systems like the
INSITU Integrator or the
South African ATE Vulture
UAVs, which are capable of
launch, flight and recov-
ery operations without a
runway or prepared sight.
Additionally, for these and
similar systems, training is
simple and the aircraft are
easy to fly and maintain.
They operate at low-alti-
tude and therefore do not
require extensive knowledge
of the airspace structure,
and can operate autono-
mously or linked to a larger
network.

There are two meth-
odologies for developing
this capability: pooling and
niche operations. The great-
est advantage of pooling
resources is that it offers the
Alliance a capability that is
rapidly deployable in the near-term and offers nations the
ability to contribute equipment and/or personnel without
the potential for negative effects of national caveats.

Similar in capability, yet diverse in size, NATO’s military
force has not changed structure since its inception. Most
member nations have similar force constructs as their fellow
members. As NATO expanded into Eastern Europe, the
force model for the new members mirrored the western
military defense model. In addition to some of the newer
members of the Alliance, some of the smaller member

The unmanned reconnaissance drone Luna X-2000 sends video and
data to a ground station in real-time. The German government has
employed the lightweight craft in Irag and Kosovo.

French Soldiers prepare a medium-range unmanned aerial vehicle

in Afghanistan in 2011. UAVs are an important tool for MAJIIC2, a
coalition of nine countries, including France, that shares surveillance,
reconnaissance and intelligence data.

nations such as Iceland, Luxembourg and Portugal have
little ability to support a larger military contribution to the
Alliance. NATO should encourage nations such as Iceland,
Estonia, Luxembourg and Albania to develop niche UAV
capabilities. By encouraging a common-funding approach,
costs could be minimized and NATO could multiply its
number of tactical UAVs and significantly add to its overall
ISR architecture. These assets could either be owned and
operated by each member nation, or supported under a
NATO-operated construct similar to the NAEW.

The final statements of the 2010 Strategic Concept
focus on promoting international security through coop-
eration and partnering. ‘At
the root of this cooperation
is the principle of seek-
ing security ‘at the lowest
possible level of forces’ by
supporting arms control,
disarmament and non-
proliferation.” The meth-
odology for realizing these
goals is through informed
decision-making and real-
time information awareness.
Financially, there will be
costs that will be difficult to
agree upon, but the last-
ing effect of developing a
comprehensive ISR capabil-
ity enables the Alliance to
converge capabilities instead
of developing diverging
systems. The recommen-
dations are a paradigm
shift for NATO. Instead
of developing capabilities
nationally and then re-engi-
neering them (and paying
again) at the Alliance level
5 to make them interoperable,
. S the Alliance must seek to
develop a comprehensive
approach that will deliver
capabilities designed to be
interoperable, and enabling
member nations to maintain
a flexible, mutually support-
ing relationship without overburdening smaller nations, or
excessively taxing larger ones. O
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