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Message From
~ Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Henry H. Shelton

For 78 days, from March to June 1999, the United States and its NATO allies
engaged in a major military operation to bring an end to Serbian atrocities in Kosovo. At
a turning point in NATO’s long and successful history, Operation Allied Force was an
overwhelming success. We forced Slobodan Milosevic to withdraw his forces from
Kosovo, degraded his ability to wage military operations, and rescued over one million
refugees. - We accomplished these goals through a cohesive alliance of democratic
nations whose military men and women conducted the most effective air operation in,
history.

From the onset of the operation, the United States and its NATO allies had three
primary interests: :

Ensuring the stability of Eastern Europe. Serb aggression in Kosovo directly
threatened peace throughout the Balkans and thereby the stability of all of southeastern
Europe. There was no natural boundary to this violence, which .already had moved
through Slovenia and Croatia to Bosnia.

Thwarting ethnic cleansing. The Belgrade regime’s cruel repression in Kosovo,
driving thousands from their homes, created a humanitarian crisis of staggering
proportions. Milosevic’s campaign, which he dubbed “Operation Horseshoe”, would
have led to even more homelessness, starvation, and loss of life had his ruthlessness gone
unchecked.

Ensuring NATO’s credibility. - The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the
Republic of Serbia signed agreements in October 1998 that were to be verified by the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe and monitored by NATO. In the .
period leading up to March 1999, Serbian forces increasingly and flagrantly violated
these agreements. Had NATO not responded to Milosevic’s. defiance and his campaign
of ethnic cleansing, its credibility would have been called into question. .

The attached report, which is forwarded in response to Congressional
requirements, provides considerable detail on both the diplomatic background to the
Kosovo conflict and to the military and humanitarian relief operations that followed. The
United States military forces that took part in this challenging effort performed superbly.
The men and women of our armed forces excelled in undertaking a military operation
that delivered a decisive response to Serbian aggression and was characterized by
extraordinary professionalism, innovation, and bravery. '
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The Kosovo conflict confirmed one of NATO’s enduring strengths: the
independence of each of NATO’s member nations defines the institution. The fact that
these separate nations sometimes disagreed in the course of the campaign (on some of the
tactics, but never on the core aims) is proof of the fundamental democratic spirit that
animates NATO, and that spirit will keep the Alliance strong in facing any future
challenge to the peace, stability, and freedom of the North Atlantic region.

The campaign over Kosovo was not a traditional military conflict. There was no
direct clash of massed military forces in Operation Allied Force. Throughout the
conflict, Milosevic was unable to counter effectively NATO’s military operations
(although the continuous threat to allied pilots posed by large numbers of surface-to-air
missiles and anti-aircraft artillery was formidable). Therefore, he chose to fight chiefly
through indirect means: use of terror tactics against Kosovar civilians; attempts to
exploit the premium the alliance placed on minimizing civilian casualties and collateral
damage; creation of enormous refugee flows to trigger a humanitarian crisis; and the
conduct of disinformation and propaganda campaigns. Militarily, Milosevic’s forces
dispersed themselves among civilian populations and exploited the small signature of
dispersed light infantry and police forces. They hid many of their better military
" weapons and kept their surface-to-air missile defenses largely intact through hit-and-run-
tactics.  NATO’s military effort prevailed in spite of these strategems, incurring very few
losses in the process. ’

NATO’s success in Operation Allied Force was the result of nineteen nations
working together. While the United States provided the preponderance of the military
forces employed during the campaign, our NATO allies were crucial partners and
contributors throughout the operation. Our European allies aircraft that were committed
to the operation were roughly as large a part of their total inventory of aircraft as was the
case for the United States, and they flew a very substantial number of strike missions,
facing the same dangers as U.S. aircrews. In addition, European nations had substantial
ground forces deployed in Albania and Macedonia. European airbases were essential for
the effective prosecution of the air operation.  European facilities providing.
communications, intelligence, and logistics support similarly were necessary for the
campaign’s prosecution. Europeans provided the majority of the humanitarian relief
. supplies, particularly in adjacent countries such as Albania and the Former Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia, which was critical in limiting the human cost to the many
- Kosovo refugees. Finally, it is the Europeans who are shouldering the major share of the
peacekeeping effort.

The Department of Defense is continuing to study the operations over Kosovo and
to refine its future plans and programs in light of the lessons learned in this conflict.
Necessarily, analysis of some of the complex operations and reconciliation of multiple
sources of information takes time. A series of major internal reviews already has taken
place, however, with significant and positive results. The Department has identified the
need for specific enhancements in its precision strike, electronic warfare, and
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities.
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Overall, the Department has funded more than $3.5 billion in enhancements to
address the lessons learned from the Kosovo operation. Of this amount, over $1.9 billion
was provided by the Congress in the FY 2000 supplemental. In addition, the Department
devoted considerable attention to the Kosovo lessons learned during the development of
the FY01-05 program, with the result that an additional $1.6 billion was added to the

program.

~ Precision Strike. Using the emergency supplemental funds provided by the
Congress, the Department’s current program incorporates $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2000
to procure additional precision munitions. This includes $431 million to convert 624
_ additional Tomahawk missiles to the latest land-attack configuration, $306 million to
procure approximately 11,000 additional Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) kits, and
$178 million to convert 322 additional air-launched cruise missiles to a conventional
configuration. Other investments include substantial additional numbers of expanded
response standoff land attack missiles (SLAM-ER), high-speed anti-radiation missiles
(HARM), Maverick air-to-surface missiles, laser-guided bombs, and general-purpose
bombs. In addition to the $1.2 billion provided by the FY0O0 supplemental, the
Department’s FY01-05 program includes an additional $234 million for various precision
strike investments, including a substantial investment ($158M) for targeting pods.

Electronic Warfare. A number of EA-6B upgrades were funded by $158 million
from the FY0O supplemental, along with the procurement of 7,600 additional ALE-50
towed decoys. The FY 01-05 budget and program invests an additional $389 million to
accelerate improvements to the EA-6B electronic warfare aircraft, to add another Navy
". expeditionary squadron (the fifth) to support joint missions and ease the deployment
strain on that important element of the force, and for the-initiation of a jointly-conducted
Analysis of Altematives to determife what capabilities w1ll be required to replace the
EA-6B beginning in about 2010 to 2015.

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR). The supplemental provided -
$37 million to replace and enhance UAVs, $111 million for additional EP-3 aircraft and
enhancements, and $30 million for other ISR-related investments. These investments
reflect, among other lessons, the fact that the operations in Kosovo saw an unprecedented
use of unmanned aerial vehicles. Funding is being used to replace Predator UAV losses,
- to repair Hunter UAVs and maintenance facilities, and to add a laser designator capability
to Predator. The FY01-05 budget and program invests an additional $918 million for: a
new JSTARS aircraft ($260 million), accelerated acquisition and early deployment of the
Global Hawk program ($390 million), and additional EP-3 and other ISR enhancements.

Finally, and separate from the above, the Department’s FY01-05 program adds
$1.5 billion to address the need for increased investments in the tasking, production,
exploitation, and dissemination (TPED) of intelligence assets. Although plans to make
these enhancements were well under way prior to the Kosovo conflict, these investments
address many of the shortcomings in ISR mtegratlon that were identified in the Kosovo
lessons learned review. :
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Additional details on the FY 2001 budget and the FY01- 05 program are prov1ded
in the FY01 budget submission. -

In addition to lessons that are reflected in budget changes, numerous operational
and other lessons have been developed. The Department has instituted a course of action
to ensure the lessons of this operation are not lost. Specifically, the Joint Staff is
reassessing and updating doctrine, training, joint professional military education, war
planning and Joint Vision 2010 in light of what was learned from Operation Allied Force.
Additionally, the lessons from Kosovo will be integrated into the Joint Forces
Command's Joint experimentation process. Finally, the lessons from the operation will
be inducted into the Department's appropriate formal processes for trackmg, remediation,
and dlssemmatlon of lessons learned. :

Operation Allied Force proved that our military forces are unequaled in skill and
capability. Our challenge and our commitment are to ensure that we preserve the same
warfighting edge in the future. The President’s budget submission will describe in more
detail the forces and capabilities needed to accomplish this goal.

‘We can all take pride in our accomplishments in Operation Allied Force. They
were the direct result of the tremendous skill and dedication of our men and women in
uniform, the partnership that has been forged between the Administration and Congress,
the enduring strengths of our allied relationships and the unflagging support of the
American people. ‘An abiding “lesson learned “ from this operation is that sustaining all
of these is critical for the future security of the nation. '
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INTRODUCTION (U)

(U)  This report presents the results of the Départment of Defense review of the
conduct of Operation Allied Force and associated relief operations as required by
Congress. The first and most important lesson learned from Operation Allied Force is
. that it was extraordinarily successful. Slobodan Milosevic’s ethnic cleansing of Kosovo
was reversed. Allied Force was the largest combat operatibn in NATO’s history and one
that achieved all of its military objectives. It forced Milosevic to withdraw his forces
from Kosovo, allowing nearly a million refugees to return home. Of equal note, Allied
Force was the most precise military operation ever conducted. No military operation of
" such size has ever inflicted less damage on unintended targets. And all of this was
accomplished without a single combat fatality to NATO forces — an incredible and
unprecedented achievement for an operation of this scale. At the end of all our effort, .
Milosevic and his police and military forces were out of Kosovo, a NATO-led
peacekeeping force had deployed there, and the refugees were able to return. '

(U)  Our success was due in large partvtobthe outstanding performance of our men
and women in the air, in the field, and at sea; the high quality of their leadership, training
and education; and the unequaled quality of our equipment, material, and technology.
Nonetheless, it is important not only to study what went well, but what could have been
done better. |

Operational Perspective (U)

- (U) By their very nature, combat operations are incredibly demanding; In the
case of Operation Allied Force, these inherent difficulties were magnified by the complex
nature of the operation itself, a ruthless adversary, and less-than-ideal environmental
conditions. Combined operations are a difficult task in the best of circumstances; during
Allied Force U.S. military forces conducted combined air operations with 13 of our
- NATO a‘llies.v U.S. forces were deployed to over two dozen bases in the European region,
while numerous locations in the United States, around the world, and in space provided
people or systems that contributed to the operation.
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(U)  Despite this complexity, we successfully integrated air, land, and sea
operations throughout the conflict. Some of our activities — notably, targeting, strike '
operations, and humanitarian assistance — were conducted from locations around the
globe. Within the Kosovo area of operations, NATO carried out combat strikes over the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the province of Kosovo using aircraft from 14 of its
member states, including the United States. In addition, NATO forces provided defenée
and logistics support for the alliance forces deployed in Italy, Albania, and the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; conducted support operations in Bosnié—Herzegovina;
and carried out naval operations in the Adriatic Sea. The latter included, at one time,
aircraft carriers, submarines, and surface ships from four nations, all operating within the

same confined sea space.

(U)  Throughout Operation Allied Force, NATO maintained effective and
efficient control over an intricately layered airspace in what was perhaps the most
" complex and challenging environment in which U.S. combat aircraft have ever operated.
The scope of this complex air operation included thousands of combat sorties over hostile
territory laden with a formidable air defense network that continually engaged allied
pilots, military sorties in and out of theater, commercial and private flights, and
humanitarian relief flights. '

| (U)  Adverse weather greatly complicafed efforts to acquire and identify targets,
increased the risk to aircrews, and made it more difficult to restrict damage to only the
targets we intended to strike. - The rugged mountainous terrain also confounded NATO’s
ability to find targets and posed hazards of its QWn. Despite these difficulties, NATO
conducted the most precise and lowest collateral damage air operation in history. We
were able to do so largely because of our commitment to developing precision munitions,
the platforms and systems to deliver them, and vigorously training forces under realistic

conditions.

Purpose of the Report (U)

(U)  While the Department of Defense is proud of its success in Operation Allied
Force, we are also aware that we need to examine our performance with a critical eye and
leamn from both what went well and what could have been done better. Over the last
several months, at the direction of the Secretary of Defense, the Department has
undertaken a detailed examination of our performance in the operation. In response to a
mid-June request for assessments of our performance during Operation Allied Force,
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hundreds of specific after-action assessments were provided by the Unified Commanders,
the Services, the Defense Agencies, the Joint Staff, and the Office of the Secretary of
‘Defense. Based on these assessments and other information, we have identified. key
lessons learned from this experience. We have also determined where the Department
needs to take immediate action to improve capabilities and where we can afford to wait
for existing plans to come to fruition. This report documents those lessons learned and
identifies the remedial actions that are necessary to improve U.S. capabilities even
further, or to correct our shortcomings. In addition, thesé lessons will be added to the
database maintained by the Joint Center for Lessons Learned so that they can be followed
up throughout the Department of Defense. '

Ofganization of the Report (U)

(U)  The main body of this report is divided into 10 chapters that describe the
conduct of Operation Allied Force, its associated humanitarian relief operations, and the
important lessons learned from those operations. This r_natérial 1s organized starting with
the events leading up to the conflict and then proceeds through the major activities
involved in planning and executing the operation, e.g., force deployment and basing,
force direction, intelligence and targeting support, force protecﬁon, target attack, and -
force sustainment. For each of these activities, the principal lessons learned and the
major observations associated with those lessons have been identified. In addition, the
observations are summarized in a separate section at the end of the report. Following this
are annexes that provide additional detail regarding topics of particular interest.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (U)

~

(U) ~ For 50 years, NATO has given caution to its foes and comfort to its friends.
As a watershed in NATO's long history, Operation Allied Force was an overwhelming
success. NATO accomplished its mission and achieved its strategic, operational, and
tactical goals in the face of an extremely complex set of challenges. It forced Milosevic
to withdraw from Kosovo, degraded his ability to wage military operations, and rescued
and allowed resettlement of nearly one million refugees. It put a peacekeeping force with
NATO at its core into place, and remains committed to a peaceful, multi-ethnic and
democratic Kosovo, enjoying substantial autonomy within the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. 'NATO accomplished this by prosecuting the most precise and lowest-
collateral-damage air operation ever conducted — with no U.S. or allied combat fatalities
in 78 days of around-the-clock operations and over 38,000 combat sorties against very

active Yugoslav integrated air defenses.

(U)  Despite extensive efforts to resolve the crisis in Kosovo short of military
action, NATO was eventually left with no other recourse but to use military force. In
reaching that decision, NATO recognized that the use of military force could not
immediately stop Serbian attacks on Kosovar civilians. These attacks had been planned
in advance and were already in the process of being carried out when Operation Allied
Force began. At the outset of the air operation, NATO set specific strategic objectives
for its use of force in Kosovo. These objectives were to: (1) demonstrate the seriousness
of NATO’s opposition to Belgrade’s aggression in the Balkans, (2) deter Milosevic from
continuing and escalating his attacks on helpless civilians and create conditions to reverse
his ethnic cleansing, and (3) damage Serbia’s capacity to wage war against Kosovo in the
future or spread the war to neighbors by diminishing or degrading its ability to wage
military operations. These objectives would be accomplished by attacking strategic
targets throughout the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and fielded forces in Kosovo.

(U) In taking these actions, alliance forces demonstrated unrivaled military
prowess by executing the largest combat operation in NATO's history. A number of new
- systems and capabilities were used for the first time in combat and performed in ways
that exceeded our expectations. We were also able to reassure and help neighboring
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countries come through the crisis intact, despite Milosevic's intent to destabilize the
region. In short, NATO demonstrated both the unwavering political cohesion and the
unmatched military capability that will be required to meet the security challenges of the
~ 2lst century. ' '

Lessons Learned {9))

(U) In June 1999, the Secretary of Defense initiated actions to collect lessons
from Operation Allied Force. This report captures the most critical lessons and identifies
areas where more detailed assessments are needed to determine appropriate changes in
doctrine, training, organization, and technology. At the same time, it is essential that one
does not draw the wrong lessons from this unique conflict. The Department has studied
the Kosovo operation with an eye toward identifying concepts that have broad
applicability to many different situations. The most important of these lessons or related
observations are summarized in the paragraphs that follow; their implications are outlined
in more detail in the Summary of Major Observations that follows the main body of the -
report. '

Men and Women in Service (U)

(U) First and foremost, the success of Operation Allied Force was an
extraordihary demonstration of the competence, capability, determinaﬁon, perseverance,
and patriotism of the men and women who serve in America’s armed forces. Success
was made possible by‘thousands of airmen, Marines, sailors, and soldiers in the active
forces as well as in the Guard and Reserve, whose courage and dedication allowed them
to overcorzne the countless challenges they faced throughout this operation. Their-
accomplishments confirmed that quality people, combined with first-class technology and
~equipment, is what gives America's armed forces the decisive edge. Our nation can be
extremely proud of our Service men and women and the spirit with which they carried
out their obligations, not only in waging the air operation but also in carrying out
humanitarian efforts during and after the conflict.

NATO Contributions (U)

(U)  Another key to success was the cohesion demonstrated by our NATO allies.
All 19 NATO members contributed steadfastly to the effort, -despite extraordinary

domestic pressures in a number of countries. It simply would not have been possible to
Xviii '

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

carry out even the U.S. part of this operation without the NATO members contributing
their airspace, their infrastructure, their military bases, and their airfields — often at the
cost of considerable disruption to civilian activities. This alone was a tremendous
achievement for the NATO alliance. |

(U)  Our NATO allies also provided significant military capabilities. Twelve
other NATO nations deployed military aircraft to the operation in roughly the same
proportion to their overall inventories as did the United States. They also contributed
ground forces to help> stabilize the countries neighboring Kosovo and to conduct
humanitarian relief operations. The NATO command structure allowed the Supreme
Alhed Commander to employ effectively those assets that the NATO members had
committed to the operatlon 'NATO also demonstrated a capability to conduct sustained
and effective combined operations on a multinational basis.

~ Improving Allied Military Capabilities (U)

(U)  Although experience in Operation Allied Force confirmed that the United
States and our allies have made significant accomplishments working fogefher, it also
 made clear that improvements are necessary. Our experience demonstrated the urgent
need to pursue the Defense Capébilities Initiative, which the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff introduced last year to address the shortcomings of
NATO. Among the most important of these are deficiencies in command-and- control
and information . systems, secure communications, precision strike - capablhty, air
operations support, and mobility systems. During Allied Force these shortcomings
combined to shift a disproportionate burden of responsibility for combat operations to the
United States and impeded our ability to operate more effectively with NATO allies. A
more detailed assessment of allied military capabilities is contained in the Report on

NATO Defense Capabllmes Initiative that will be submitted in accordance thh Section

1039 of the FY 2000 Defense Authorization Act.

(U)  Unless addressed, these disparities will limit NATO’s ability to operate as an
effective alliance over the long term. Accordingly, the successful implementation of the
Defense Capabilities Initiative is a top priority. On an encouraging note, NATO is
already concentrating on what needs to be done to improve precision-strike capabilities
- and strategic lift, and to deploy secure communications that are fully interoperable with
U.S. equlpment

©XIX

"UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED
Target-Approval Process (U)

(U) During the course of the campaign, NATO developed mechanisms for
delegating target approval authority to military commanders. For selected categories of
targets — for example, targets in downtown Belgrade, in Montenegro, or targets likely to

.involve high. collateral damage — NATO reserved approval for higher political
authorities. NATO leaders used this mechanism to ensure that member nations were
fully cognizant of particularly sensitive military operations, and, thereby, to help sustain
the unity of the alliance.

Bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade (U)

(U)  The bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade was entirely unintended.

- It was the result of a failure in the process of identifying and validating proposed targets.

The headquarters of the Yugoslav Federal Directorate of Supply and Procurement

(FDSP) was a legitimate military target, but the technique used to locate it was severely

- flawed. None of the military or intelligence databases used to validate targets contained

~ the correct location of the Chinese Embassy. Nowhere in the target review process was a
mistake detected. - ' -

(U)  Immediate corrective actions have been implemented and organizations
primai'ily responsible for these databases have been tasked to institutionalize long-term
corrective measures. Additionally, the Defense Intelligence Agency and the National
Imagery and Mapping Agency have established rapid response procedures for critical
database updatesi for “No Strike” targets. The Intelligence Community and other
government agencies will explicitly report whenever foreign embassies move or are built.

Relationship with Russia (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force clearly tested Russian relations and, at least for a
brief period, complicated our ability to interact with Russian counterparts. In the end,
however, Russia worked with the alliance and provided considerable diplomatic
assistance in bringing the conflict to an end. Russian leaders eventually agreed with -
NATO that all the Serb forces should leave Kosovo, that the refugees should return, and R
that some form of international peacekeeping force should be deployed. Today, NATO-
Russian collaboration is contributing directly to the success of the peacekeeping

_operation in Kosovo as well as that in Bosnia.
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Effect on Our Capability To Fight Two Major Theater Wars (U) |

(U)  Concerns have been raised about how Operation Allied Force affected the
Department’s ability to carry out the most stressing requirement associated with its
defense strategy ? to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major theater wars. Had
one such war broken out while the United States was involved in Kosovo, the
Department is confident that the challenge could have been met, albeit at a higher level of
risk than would have been the case if U.S. forces had not been conducting operations in
Kosovo. The Department was cognizant of these ‘risks at the time and made various
adjustments in our posture and plans to address those risks. Consistent with U.S. defense
strategy, if we had faced the threat of two major theater wars, we would have withdrawn
our forces from other activities, including Operation Allied Force, but we are confident
that we would have ultimately prevailed. '

Ground Operation (U)

'(U) In the early stages of NATO’s operational planning for the Kosovo crisis,
NATO considered a wide range of contingency planning options, including use of both -
air and ground forces, to achieve the alliance’s objectives. In the period leading up to the
initiation of the air operation, there was not a consensus in the United States or the
alliance to aggressively pursue planning for a ground force option in other than a
permissive environment. At that time, we were exhausting all diplomatic initiatives
while maintaining the credible threat of NATO air power. Following the failure to reach
a settlement with the Serbs at Rambouillet and Paris, U.S. and allied leaders decided that
execution of a phased air operation was the best option for achieving our goals. |

Absence of Combat Fatalities (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force was conducted without a single allie(.l'combat fatality.
However, this outcome, as gratifying as it now is, is not what was expected when the
operation began. The likelihood of casualties in high-intensity combat operations is very
significant. Among the gravest decisions senior civilian and military leaders face is to
accomplish fully the military objectives set forth, while maintaining acceptable risk to
personnel. In this instance, a combination of skill, technology, training, and tactics
enabled U.S. and NATO forces to incur no combat fatalities, despite great risk to our
pefsonnel, particularly withering fire from Serb air defenses. This achievement cannot be
expected in every future conflict.
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Command, Control, Communications, and Computers (U)

(U) The command, control, communications, and computers (C4) systems

~ provided for Operation Allied Force were unprecedented in terms of capacity and variety
- of services. The available bandwidth was nearly double that used during the Gulf War,

an operation with far more forces committed. This achievement was made possible by
the communications infrastructure in Europe, both military and civilian, which are among
the most robust and flexible available to the United States in any theater of operations. In
addition, extraordinary efforts were made to bring additional C4 capabilities into the
theater, even though this impacted other U.S. military commitments worldwide.

(U) The widespread use of video teleconferencing and other advanced
technologies for command and control and collaborative planning presented numerous
limitations and challenges. In order to optimize the application of these systems and
accustom operational commanders to their effects, appropriate doctrine, tactics,

~ techniques, and procedures must be developed. In addition, these technologies should be

included regularly in future large-scale joint and combined training exercises.

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (U)

(U)  For the United States, Operation Allied Force provided a real-world test of
information superiority concepts outlined in Joint Vision 2010. Over the course of
Operation Allied Force, U.S. intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities
provided unprecedented levels of information to NATO warfighters. The supporting
intelligence architecture included a worldwide network of processing centers and high-
speed data communications, all operating in direct support of combat operations in
Kosovo. Despite NATO’s success, it is evident that further integration of worldwide
collection of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems is needed to provide
warfighters with a more coherent picture of the battlespace and more accurate and timely

targeting support.

(U)  Among the capabilities that require particular attention are unmanned aerial
vehicle (UAV) systems, which were used extensively in combat for the first time. UAVs .
contributed greatly to NATO’s success by increasing the information available for strike
and other operations. In addition, better sensors along with improved processing and

+ . dissemination capabilities are needed to provide a capability to counter any future

adversary.
Xxii
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Preferred Munitions (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force involved what was undoubtedly the most precise air
and missile combat operation in history. In large part, this was made possible through the
successful development and deployment of weapons such as the Tomahawk Land Attack
Missile (TLAM) missile and the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), both of which
use Global Positioning System (GPS) information for guidance. The desire to avoid
collateral damage and the Balkan region’s frequently adverse weather resulted in the use
of large numbers of these preferred munitions. - As a consequence, we now need to
accelerate replenishment of our preferred munition stockpiles — a process that has been
helped considerably by the appropriation of funds in the Fiscal Year 1999 Defense
Supp]emental. In addition, the Department is looking at ways to expand the number of
platforms that employ precision munitions, giVen their effectiveness against fixed targets
during Operation Allied Force.

(U)  The Department is also examining whether we have the right mix of
munitions and if they are stored where we are likely to need them the most. The success
of these munitions in Operation Allied Force strongly suggests that they will be
employed at very high rates in future conflicts. In addition, while it is clear that our
weapons systems were highly accurate and highly effective, it is apparent that we need to
improve our capability to conduct precision engagement, especially against mobile
targets that are easy to hide. Also, the potential vulnerability of these systems to

jamming is a critical issue that must continue to be addressed.

Air Defense Suppression (U)

(U)  Key among the factors that made Operation Allied Force difficult for NATO
forces was the Serbian integrated air defense system. The command centers, radars, and
- missile launchers that make up this system were very high priority targets from the
beginning of the war. Despite thié, the Serbs used their system to launch a large number
of surface-to-air missiles and anti-aircraft artillery at allied pilots. In fact, the average
aircrew participating in Operation Allied Force experienced a missile-launch rate three
times that encountered by the average Coalition aircrew during Desert Storm.

(U)  Nonetheless, NATO was able to' mitigate the threat. In over 38,000 sorties,
only two aircraft were lost to hostile fire — a testament to NATO’s skillful conduct of the
operation. ' To achieve this result, however, NATO had to devote considerable resources
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to suppressing the enemy's air defenses. Rather than expend sorties attempting to find
and attack the large numbers of man-portable missile and anti-aircraft artillery threats,
‘NATO commanders chose to operate most aircraft at altitudes beyond the effective reach
of these systems. Electronic warfare and air-defense suppression aircraft (such as the
EA-6B and the F-16CJ) supported nearly all strike aircraft on their missions. Our
experience in Operation Allied Force thus re-emphasized the importance of having a

comprehensive air-defense suppression strategy. Accordingly, the Department will \
conduct a detailed and thorough study of joint air-defense suppression capabilities in the
Airborme Electronic Attack Analysis of Altematives. In addition, it is clear that all
members of the alliance need to develop appropriate air defense suppression capabilities.

Logistiés and Deployment (U)

U) Asis the case in every military operation, logistics proved critical in Allied
Force. Working with limited infrastructure and the competing demands of combat and
humanitarian operations, logisticians made the extremely difficult seem routine. This
was helped, in part, by the addition of the C-17 to the strategic airlift fleet. The C-17’s
high reliability and basing versatility clearly enhanced our ability to deploy forces to, and
within, the European theater. Although the overall deploymexit process was successful, -
arrival of some forces was delayed owing to changes in operational plans and needed
adjustments to standard practices. These problems highlight the need for progress-on
several initiatives aimed at making time-phased force deployment data more relevant and
more usable. Another factor in our success was an improved capability to track supplies
and equipment from the warehouse to the warfighter. While much has been done in this

area, there is still room for improvement.
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I.  GEOPOLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS (U)

(IJ) As a result of the end of the Cold War, NATO has shifted its focus away
- from deterring and if necessary responding to Soviet and Warsaw Pact aggression toward
crisis management operations beyond NATO members’ territory. These types of
operations cut across the spectrum of military conflict to include such activities as
humanitarian assistance and peace enforcement operations. This shift of focus is not
without challenges, particularly due to many NATO nations’ requirements for more

deployable forces in the context of constrained defense budgets.

(U)  Inaddition, the rise of Slobodan Milosevic to power coincided with a pattern
* of increased instability in the Balkan region. For the former Yugoslavia and the Balkans
as a whole, the decade of the 1990s was marked by the rise of nationalism and a series of
increasingly violent armed confrontations. Between 1992 and 1995, Milosevic instigated
wars in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia. - During this period, we witnessed increased
involvement in the area by many NATO nations and then eventually NATO itself, a
reflection of our concern that failure to take action could lead to widespread regional
instability. In the case of the Bosnian conflict, for example, NATO took several
important actions. NATO air strikes ultimately contributed to a general cease-fire in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and set the stage for the Dayton Peace Accords of November 1995.
- NATO then sponsored a peacekeeping mission to Bosnia, in support of the Dayton
- accords, which remains in place today. ’

A. Prelude to Conflict V)

1. Background on the Conflict (U)

(U) The potential dangers of the situation in Kosovo had been recognized for
more than a decade. In concert with his rise to power in the late 1980s, Milosevic took
away Kosovo’s autonomy and implemented severely repressive policies that excluded
Kosovar Albanians from virtually all positions of responsibility, even though ethnic
Albanians made up 90 percent of Kosovo’s population. In December 1992, President
George Bush warned Milosevic that “the United States will respond in the event of Serb-

1

UNCLASSIFIED



UNGLASSIFIED

incited violence in Kosovo.” In 1998, Serbia’s discrimination turned into systematic
 violence against the Kosovar Albanians, precipitating the crisis that compelled the
international community and NATO to act on the diplomatic and military fronts.  In
October 1998, under pressure of impending NATO military action, Milosevic agreed to
sharply reduce his forces in Kosovo, refrain from repression, and begin negotiations
towards an autonomous regime for the province. The agreements allowed for the
deployment into Kosovo of unarmed international observers from the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission) and a NATO

air verification mission.

(U)  Despite initial Serb compliance with the agreements, the violence in Kosovo
quickly resumed. Evidence of a deliberate decision by Milosevic to ethnicaily cleanse
Kosovar Albanians from Kosovo is now clear. Notably, the massacre of 45 ethnic
Albanians by Serb forces at Racak on 15 January 1999 served to once again galvanize the
international community, and led to a renewed emphasis for all sides to exercise restraint
and engage in a negotiating process. Contact Group Ministers, meeting in London on 29
January, called on both sides to end the cycle of violence and to commit themselves toa
process of negotiation leading to a political settlement. On 30 January, NATO issued a
statement by the North Atlantic Council (NAC) giving full support to the Contact Group
- Strategy. The NAC further agreed to give NATO Secretary General Solana authority to
authorize air strikes against targets on the territory of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

(U)  Following prolonged peace settlement talks at Rambouillet and thereafter in
Paris, the Kosovar Albanians signed a proposed agreement, in which all citizens of
Kosovo would enjoy, without discimination, equal rights and freedoms. The agreement
outlined requirements for a cessation of hostilities and the redeployment, partial
withdrawal, and demili(tarizati'on of all forces in Kosovo. The agreement also set forth
guidelines for civil implementation of a settlement, including democratic self-
government, proposed civil structures, police and civil public security, elections, and
humanitarian assistance and economic reconstruction. Belgrade, howe_ver, refused to
agree. The negotiations ultimately failed because of Milosevic’s intransigence. »

(U) Even while block;ng international diplomatic efforts, Milosevic was
finalizing a barbaric plan for expelling or forcing the total submission of the Kosovar
Albanian community. On 19 March, the day the peace talks were officially suspended in
Parnis, the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission — whose operations had been increasingly
obstructed by Belgrade authorities — withdrew from Kosovo. Just one day later, Serb
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forces launched a major offensive and began driving thousands of ethnic Albanians out of
their homes and villages, summarily executing some while displacing many others and
setting fire to many houses. Dubbed “Operation Horseshoe,” this ethnic-cleansing

campaign was comprehensively planned months in advance by Milosevic.

(U)  With this as backdrop, on 21 March, the international community initiated
one last diplomatic effort. U.S. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke was dispatched to
Belgrade to deliver a final warning to Milosevic. On 22 March, in response to Belgrade’s
continued intransigence and repression, and ip view of the evolution of the situation on
the ground in Kosovo, the North Atlantic Council authorized Secretary General Solana to
decide, subject to further consultations with the allies, on a broader range of air
" operations, if necessary. Ambassador Holbrooke departed Belgrade on 23 March, having
received no concessions of any kind from Milosevic. Secretary General Solana
thereupon directed General Wesley Clark, Supreme Allied Commander Europe
(SACEUR), to initiate air operations in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. On 24
March, the United States and its NATO allies turned from a path of diplomacy backed by
the threat of force to a military campaign supported by diplomacy. This military
campaign was known as Operation Allied Force. (A more complete description and
chronology of events leading up to the start of Operation Allied Force is contained in-
Annex A.) '

2. Interests at Stake (U)

(U) . The United States and its NATO allies had three strong interests at stake

during the Kosovo crisis.

(U)  First, Serb aggression in Kosovo directly threatened peace throughout the
Balkans and the stability: of southeastern Europe. There was no natural boundary to this
violence, which previously had moved from Slovenia to Croatia to Bosnia and then to
Kosovo. Continued fighting in Kosovo threatened to: (a) undermine the successful
' Dayton peace process in Bosnia; (b) re-ignite chaos in Albania; (c) destabilize the Former
‘Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, with its large Albanian minority; and (d) spill over into
other neighboring countries, including Bulgaria and Greece. Instability in this region had
the potential to exacerbate rivalries between Greece and Turkey, two NATO allies with
significant and often distinct interests in Southern Europe.

(U)  Second, Belgrade’s repression in Kosovo created a humanitarian crisis of .
staggering proportions. Dubbed “Operation Horseshoe,” this ethnic cleansing campaign
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was comprehensively planned months in advance by Milosevic as a brutal means to end
the crisis on his terms by expelling and killing ethnic Albanians, overtaxing bordering
nations’ infrastructures, and fracturing the NATO alliance. NATO and other members of
the international community responded to this crisis, preventing starvation and ensuring,
ultimately, that the Kosovars could return safely to their homes.

(U)  Third, Milosevic’s conduct leading up to Operation Allied Force directly
challenged the credibility of NATO, an alliance that has formed the . bedrock of
transatlantic security for 50 years. The Federal Republic of ‘Yugoslavia and the Republic
of Serbia signed agreements in October 1998 that were to be verified by the Organization
for Security and Cooperatioﬁ in Europe and monitored by NATO. In the period leading
up to March 1999, the Federal Republic of Yugoslévia incréasing]y and flagrantly
violated these agreements.. Had NATO not eventually responded to these violations and
other acts of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, its credibility, as well as the credibility
-of the United States, would have been called into question.

(U) Balancing NATO’s response to the Kosovo conflict with the desire to
maintain a positive and cooperative relationship with Russia, which strongly opposed
NATO military actions against Yugoslavia, was essential. Given the importance of
maintaining a constructive relationship with Moscow, both the United States and NATO
had to consider carefully how actions in the Balkans would affect their long-term
relationship with Russia. Ultimately, we were able to work constructively with Russia.
Moscow’s diplomatic assistance helped bring the conflict to an end, and Russia
contributes forces to the Kosovo Force (KFOR).

3. Reaffirming the Alliance (U)

(U) - The North Atlantic Treaty Organization proved to be flexible, effective, and
ultimately successful during a uniquely challenging time in its history. Despite domestic
pressures in many NATO nations, an enormous humanitarian crisis, and isolated
instances of target misidentification with incidental injury or collateral damage, the
nations of the alliance held firm and unified and saw the operation through to a successful
conclusion. In short, NATO accomplished its mission and achieved its gdals: NATO
stopped the killing; forced Milosevic’s forces out of Kosovo; made it possible for the
refugees to return; put a peacekeeping force with NATO at its core into place; and
remains committed to a peaceful, multi-ethnic and democratic Kosovo, enjoying
‘substantial autonomy within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, where all people can
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live in peace and security and enjoy universal human rights and freedoms on an equal

basis.

(U) It was no surprise that conducting a military campaign in the alliance was
challenging (discussed in more detail in Chapter 1I). Nevertheless, Operation Allied
Force could not have been conducted without the NATO alliance and- without the
infrastructure, transit and basing access, host-nation force contributions, and most
importantly, political and diplomatic support provided by the allies and other members of
the coalition. These immense contributions from our allies and partners — particularly
those nations near the theafer of conflict such as the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Albania and others — were in large part a
dividend of sustained U.S. and NATO engagement with those nations over the last few
years. This engagement — including vigorous participation in Partnership for Peace
activities — helped to stabilize institutions in these nations so they were better able to
withstand the tremendous burden inflicted upon them by the humanitarian crisis and the
conduct of the operation itself. The whole alliance owes a particular debt of gratitude to
Italy, without whose commitment the operation would have been greatly jeopardized.

(U) Admittedly, gaining consensus among 19 democratic nations is not easy and
can only be achieved through discussion and compromise. However, the NATO alliance
is also our greatest strength. It is true that there were differences of opinion within the
alliance. This is to be expected in an alliance of democracies, and building consensus
generally leads to sounder decisions. If NATO as an institution had not responded to this
crisis, it would have meant that the world’s most powerful alliance was unwilling to act

when confronted with serious threats to common interests on its own doorstep.

(U) It is important to remember that the alliance had been addressing this crisis
— through diplomatic activities and military planning — for some time before the onset
of the military campaign itself. Because NATO had been engaged in trying to resolve
this conflict before the operation commenced, because ‘it had conducted planning for the
operation itself, because of its member nations’ respect for differences of opinion and the
need for consensus, and simply because the alliance is the most effective means there is
for addressing European security problems — as it demonstrated through perseverance
and unwavering solidarity — it was both natural and inevitable that we would work
through NATO. Without the direct support of our NATO allies and key coalition
partners, the campaign would not have been possible. There are, of course, useful lessons
to be leamed for' NATO decision—making processes during crises and for alliance
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capabilities, which we will discuss, but this must not obscure the fact that NATO stood
up to the challenge facing it, and succeeded.

B. The Campaigh Over Kosovo (U)

1.  -An Asymmetric Conflict (U)

(U)  The campaign over Kosovo was not a traditional military conflict. There was
no direct clash of massed military ground forces in Operation Allied Force. Milosevic
was unable to challenge superior allied militafy capabilities directly. His fielded forces
‘were compelled to hide throughout most of the campaign, staying in caves and tunnels
and under the cover of forest, Avillage, or weather. He was forced to husband his
antiaircraft missile defenses to sustain his challenge to our air campaign. Therefore, he
chose to fight chiefly through asymmetric means: terror tactics and repression directed
- against Kosovar civilians; attempts to exploit the premium the alliance placed on
minimizing civilian casualties and collateral damage; creation of enormous refugee flows
to create a humanitarian crisis, including in neighboring countries; and the conduct of
disinformation and propaganda campaigns.

(0)} These.tac_tics created several serious challenges for our.forces, all of which’
we were able to overcome thanks to excellent training, leadership, equipment and
motivation. Nevertheless, these challenges underscored the continued need to develop
new operational concepts and ‘capabilitie_s to anticipate and counter similar asymmetric -
challenges in the future. Simply put, adversaries will use unconventional approachés to
circumvent or undermine U.S. and allied strengths and exploit vulnerabilities.

~(U)  Milosevic illustrated very clearly his propensity for pursuing asymmetric
approaches. He chose his tactics in the hope of exploiting the NATO nations’ legitimate
political concerns about target selection, collateral damage, and conducting military
operations against enemy forces that are intentionally intermingled with civilian refugees.
In the case of refugee flow, the time-scale was so rapid and the numbers so great that it
initially overwhelmed the neighboring counn‘ies; particularly the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and Albania. The humanitarian crisis created by
Milosevic appeared to be an attempt to end NATO’s operation by “cleansing” Kosovo of
ethnic Albanians, overtaxing bordering nations’ infrasti‘uctures, and fracturing alliance
cohesion. He failed, despite all these efforts, principally because NATO adapted to the
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(U)  In sum, all these factors — diplomatic and economic leveragé combined with
superior military force — played important roles in the settlement of the crisis.

D. Iniplications for U.S. Defense Strategy (U)

(U) In considering the implications of Operation Allied Force for U.S. defense
strategy, two important questions arise: what would be the impact of Operation Allied
Force on our ability to execute a single major theater war (MTW), and did the
participation of U.S. forces jeopardize our ability to execute the most demanding
requirement of the defense strategy, namely the ability to fight and win two nearly
simultaneous major theater wars?

(U)  If the threat of major theater war had developed in another theater duirng
Operation Allied Force, the United States would have taken all actions necessary to
prevail. Our first course of action would have been to take additional steps to enhance
our deterrent posture in the likely theater of coﬂﬂict, as was the case during Allied Force.
Had deterrence failed, we would have deployed those forces that would be required to
halt the initial attack and then build our combat strength to conduct counteroffensive

operations.

(U)  Without question, a situation in which the United States would have to
prosecute two major theater wars nearly simultaneously would be extraordinarily
demanding — well beyond that required for Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm
in 1990 and 1991. It would involve our complete commitment as a nation and would
entail all elements of our total force. The Department recognizes that, if confronted with
two major theater wars, we would need to withdraw U.S. forces from ongoing peacetime
activities and smaller-scale contingency operations — including, in this instance, from
Operation Allied Force — to prepare them for war. Consistent with our defense strategy,
U.S. forces could not have continued the intense campaign in Kosovo and, at the same

time, conducted two nearly simultaneous major theater wars.

(U)  Ultimately, if the decision was made to disengage from Kosovo in order to
mount two major theater wars in defense of vital interests in other theaters, we would .
have been able to do so, albeit at higher levels of risk than would have been the case if -
U.S. forces had not been conducting operations in Kosovo. We were cognizant of these
risks at the time and made various adjustments in our posture and plans to address those
risks. Operation Allied Force heightened awareness to the fact that managing these risks

1s a highly complicated endeavor that would benefit from a more structured and dynamic
_ 12 ‘
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set of tools for assessing our 