TABLE FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF RDC OPTIONS
Note:  

· The fundamental differences between the categories of Options are;

· Options A is based on standby RDCs in accordance with bi-lateral agreements between the AU and member states
· Options B1 – B3 are based on a Standing RDC.  
· Options C1 and C2 are based on a part Standing and part Standby RDC.  
· Options D1 and D2 are based on a Standby RDC only. 

· The Options are grouped by letter because they are essentially the same.  However, the difference between 1 and 2 is whether the RDC is drawn from the Continent as a whole or from a specific Region.  
· Option A 2 differ in the sense that the RDC will be a permanent capability accountable only to the AU – thus, a separate military force composed of Africa citizens, selected on specific criteria and trained to the required standards.
· The part Standing/part Standby Option is predicated on the RDC deploying in two Phases, Phase I being 1,000+ and Phase II being a further 1,500+ depending on the mission. 

· None of these Options will be successful if the required ASF HQ structures are not suitably staffed.

· All Options are able to meet the AU rapid deployment criteria.  
Option Descriptions:

Category A - All units are prepared iaw agreements with the AU, but under member state’s C2 until deployment
Category B - All units co-located while on standby

Category C - Only Phase I units co-located during period on standby
Category D - RDC only co-located at Mounting Base before deployment
	CATEGORY A 

(Only Phase I units co-located during period on standby)

	Description

	Standby Force 

Organised by the AU in close collaboration with identified and willing Lead Nations

	Features

	· Mobilised in suitable base as provided by Lead Nations
· Phase I units co-located during period on Standby with bouquet of requirements as for phase I.  

· The rest of the force available within the Lead Nation where on standby as per requirement.
· RECs/Regions will have no jurisdiction over forces.  

· The RDC can be deployed on any mission once sanctioned by the PSC.  (MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments.)

· Military force with the other components of the RDC, civilian and police, on standby in accordance with roster as agreed by Lead Nation.  See Annex A. 
· The C&C is vested in the AU Commission once on standby in the mounting base
Note:  Lead Nations can on bi-lateral agreements with other member states complement their own RDC.

	Prerequisites

	· Lead Nation availability and willingness to support the concept

· Political acceptance

· Other members states (MS) & REC acceptance

· Sufficiently Lead Nations to support the concept and to have flexibility in tasking. 
· Lead Nations must supply sufficient forces for strict/robust ASF selection during preparation/mobilisation phase

· AU support in training to ensure required standards.

· Sufficiently equipped for any task.  AU might have to assist with strategic lift requirements. 
· Reimbursement policies negotiated and availability of AU funds. 

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· RDC to be equipped with bouquet of options for possible different scenarios 
· Self sufficiently equipped with all requirements (accommodation, training, maintenance, depot, administration &C2 capabilities, to remain in the mission area for at least 30 days.
· A credible and competent strategic and operational level command structure at AU HQ  

	Other Considerations

	· MS will not support the concept if they do not trust the Command and Control competencies
· Efficient organisational capacity must be in-place before acceptance/adoption – strategic and operational levels 

	Costs

	· Facility Establishment costs = Lead Nation costs
· Facility Maintenance costs = Lead Nation costs
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M0,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M1,8 per 1 week in mounting base

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,083

· Troop maintenance = ±$M1,4

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,025
· Total = ±$M4,208
Note: Per ±2000 force for 1 week in mounting base

	Advantages

	· A ‘permanent’ force ready for deployment as per requirement
· Command and Control of the RDC will be uncomplicated

· The mobilisation of the RDC will be simplified with short lines of communication 
· Capability will discourage militant factions getting ‘out of control’

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response as per RDC tasks 

· REC/Region remains centre to the establishment and mobilisation of the RDC 

· Lead Nations remain central to Africa’s collective security system

	Disadvantages

	· RECs/Regions are left out of the collective security responsibilities
· AU and REC/Region ‘competing for the same resources. Lead Nation’s RDC will most probably form important part of REC/Region’s RSC


	Risks

	· A ‘non-starter’ if political support is not achieved and Lead Nations are not forth coming.  

· Lead Nations must concur for the unconditional deployment of the RDC for the type and area of operation once PSC mandate was issued

	Recommendations

	Recommended as preferred option



	CATEGORY B
(All units co-located while on standby.  In a dedicated base or in accordance an agreement with a specific country)

	Option B1
	Option B2
	Option B3

	Description

	A Standing Force
Drawn from Member states (Lead nation concept – main component from lead nation with other components from other MS on the continent)
	A Standing Force
Drawn from all Member states (Trained individuals from MS)
	A Standing Force
Drawn from MS within REC/Region.  The REC/Region to coordinate the integration of the various components from different MS (Same as for Option I but no lead nation and REC mobilise the contingent as per requirement

	Features

	· The whole contingent (civilian, police and military) is co-located in one base with full bouquet of requirements.  

· Air support (Helicopter – utility & offensive)

· Full spectrum of ‘assault force’ – light & mechanised infantry, etc

· HQ Coy and all support structures – training facilities, accommodation, workshops, etc

· RECs/Regions will have no jurisdiction over forces during standby and the RDC can be deployed on any mission once sanctioned by the PSC.  (MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments.)
· The full RDC (military, civilian and police), on standby in accordance with roster as agreed by MS.  See Annex A.


	· The whole contingent (civilian, police and military) is co-located in one base with full bouquet of requirements.  

· Air support (Helicopter – utility & offensive)

· Full spectrum of ‘assault force’ – light & mechanised infantry, etc

· HQ Coy and all support structures – training facilities, accommodation, workshops, etc

· Member states will have no jurisdiction over the individuals whilst employed by the AU other than normal jurisdiction under international laws.  

· This permanent RDC can be utilised for any mission sanctioned by the PSC.  MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments

· This RDC, which is a permanent capability, will have its forces on standby in accordance with a suitable roster system.  (ie 3 x months training, 3 x months standby, 3 x months R&R), thus implies a force of ±2500 x 3 plus required support staff

	· The whole contingent (civilian, police and military) is co-located in one base with full bouquet of requirements.  

· Air support (Helicopter – utility & offensive)

· Full spectrum of ‘assault force’ – light & mechanised infantry, etc

· HQ Coy and all support structures – training facilities, accommodation, workshops, etc

· RECs/Regions will have no jurisdiction over forces once sanctioned by the PSC for whatever mission.  MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments

· Military force with the other components of the RDC, civilian and police, on standby in accordance with roster as agreed by MS.  See Annex A


	Prerequisites

	· Political acceptance

· Other members states (MS) & REC acceptance

· Efficient ASF strategic and operational organisational capabilities

· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified MS unit capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· MS must supply sufficient forces for strict/robust selection during mobilisation phase

· Extensive training by AU appointed institution

· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Permanent Base for mobilisation and standby - self sufficient, equipped with all requirements (accommodation, training, maintenance, depot, administration &C2 capabilities,  (can be outsourced to MS or REC for AU cost in preferred country – maybe with AU Log depot?) 
· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options for possible different scenarios

	· Political acceptance

· Members states & REC acceptance

· Efficient ASF strategic and operational organisational capabilities

· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified MS individual/volunteer capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· Sufficient forces for strict/robust selection

· Careful selection of command cadre to ensure the development of the RDC into a competent force

· Trained by AU appointed institution

· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Permanent Base for  mobilisation and standby – self sufficient, equipped with all requirements (accommodation, training, maintenance, depot, administration &C2 capabilities,  (can be outsourced for AU cost in selected MS)
· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options
 for possible different scenarios– simple to complex

	· Political acceptance

· Members states & REC acceptance 

· Efficient ASF strategic and operational organisational capabilities
· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified units from MS with capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· Sufficient forces for strict/robust selection

· Trained by AU appointed institution

· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Permanent Base for  mobilisation and standby – self sufficient, equipped with all requirements (accommodation, training, maintenance, depot, administration & C2 capabilities,  (can be outsourced for AU cost in selected MS)
· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options
 for possible different scenarios– simple to complex


	Other considerations

	· MS will not support the concept if they do not trust the Command and Control competencies at ASF strategic and operational levels
· Efficient organisational capacity must be in-place before acceptance/adoption – strategic and operational levels 


	· MS will not support the concept if they do not trust the Command and Control competencies at ASF strategic and operational levels
· Efficient organisational capacity must be in-place before acceptance/adoption – strategic and operational levels
	· MS will not support the concept if they do not trust the Command and Control competencies at ASF strategic and operational levels
· Efficient organisational capacity must be in-place before acceptance/adoption – strategic and operational levels 


	Costs

	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M10
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M1 per year
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M1,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M57

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,6

· Troop maintenance = ±$M43,5

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,75
· Total = ±$M162
Note: Per ±2500 force for 6 months
	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M10
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M1 per year
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M1,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M57

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,6

· Troop maintenance = ±$M43,5

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,75
· Total = ±$M162

Note: Per ±2500 force for 6 months
	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M10
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M1 per year
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M1,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M57

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,6

· Troop maintenance = ±$M43,5

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,75
· Total = ±$M162

Note: Per ±2500 force for 6 months

	Advantages

	· A permanent force ready for deployment as per requirement
· Capability will discourage militant factions getting ‘out of control’
· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response  


	· A permanent force ready for deployment as per requirement

· Capability will discourage militant factions getting ‘out of control’

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response  


	· A permanent force ready for deployment as per requirement

· Capability will discourage militant factions getting ‘out of control’

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response  

· REC/Region remains centre to the establishment and mobilisation of the RDC


	Disadvantages

	· High costs
· Exclusion of regional and other MS

· Ignore AU concept of inclusiveness rather than exclusiveness

· Further development and support only for those with existing capacities

· Will be perceived as a separate force from the ASF

· Will require an oversize capacity to fulfil in  

	· High costs

· Exclusion of regional and MS from participating in rapid deployment

· Ignore AU concept of inclusiveness rather than exclusiveness

· Will take time to train the RDC into a cohesive entity
	· High costs



	Risks

	· Can cause disruption of the unity of the AU

· Failure to successfully implement RDC will result in failure of ASF – the ASF without RDC is a non-entity

· Risk of alienating smaller MS or RECs/Regions
· Insufficient structures/capacity at strategic and operational levels will put strain on C&C - ‘bad’ missions will ensure rejection from stakeholders


	· Can cause disruption of the unity of the AU

· Can be seen as the AUs own militia and can result in reluctance of participation in the concept of collective security
· Risk of alienating smaller MS and/or RECs/Regions
· Insufficient structures/capacity at strategic and operational levels will put strain on C&C - ‘bad’ missions will ensure rejection from stakeholders

	· Failure to successfully implement RDC will result in failure of ASF – the ASF without RDC is a non-entity

· Risk of alienating smaller MS or RECs/Regions
· Insufficient structures/capacity at strategic and operational levels will put strain on C&C - ‘bad’ missions will ensure rejection from stakeholders

	Recommendations

	Not recommended
	Not recommended
	Not recommended




	CATEGORY C 

(Only Phase I units co-located during period on standby)

	Option C1
	Option C2

	Description

	Standing/Standby Force 

Organised by the AU
	Standing/Standby Force 

Organised by RECs/Regions

	Features

	· Mobilised in suitable base as provided by REC/Region

· Phase I units co-located during period on Standby with bouquet of requirements as for phase I.  
· The rest of the force are in their MS but on standby

· RECs/Regions will have no jurisdiction over forces during standby and the RDC can be deployed on any mission once sanctioned by the PSC.  (MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments.)

· Military force with the other components of the RDC, civilian and police, on standby in accordance with roster as agreed by MS.  See Annex A.

	· Mobilised in suitable base as provided by REC/Region

· Phase I units co-located during period on Standby with bouquet of requirements as for phase I.  

· The rest of the force are in their MS but on standby

· RECs/Regions will have no jurisdiction over forces during standby and the RDC can be deployed on any mission once sanctioned by the PSC.  (MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments.)



	Prerequisites

	· Political acceptance

· Other members states (MS) & REC acceptance

· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified MS unit capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· MS must supply sufficient forces for strict/robust selection during mobilisation phase

· Extensive training by AU appointed institution

· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Permanent Base for mobilisation and standby (outsourced?) 
· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options for possible different scenarios
	· Political acceptance

· Members states & REC acceptance

· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified MS individual/volunteer capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· Sufficient forces to for strict/robust selection

· Trained by REC/Region appointed institution iaw ASF standards
· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Permanent Base for  mobilisation and standby – self sufficient equipped with all requirements (accommodation, training, maintenance, depot, administration &C2 capabilities,  (can be outsourced for AU cost in selected MS)
· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options
 for possible different scenarios– simple to complex

	Costs

	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M5
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M1 per year
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M0,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M22

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,1

· Troop maintenance = ±$M17,2

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,3
· Total = ±$M46,5
Note: Per ±1000 force for 6 months
	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M5
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M1 per year
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M0,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M22

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,1

· Troop maintenance = ±$M17,2

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,3
· Total = ±$M46,5
Note: Per ±1000 force for 6 months

	Advantages

	· A ‘permanent’ force ready for deployment as per requirement

· Capability will discourage militant factions getting ‘out of control’

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response as per RDC tasks 


	· A permanent force ready for deployment as per requirement

· Capability will discourage militant factions getting ‘out of control’

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response as per RDC tasks  

· REC/Region remains centre to the establishment and mobilisation of the RDC 

· RECs/Regions remain part of Africa’s collective security system


	Disadvantages

	· RECs/Regions are left out of the collective security responsibilities
· Co-location during standby implies the availability of extensive unique requirements as per possible tasking/operation

· High costs from creation of another ‘base’ during standby 

	· Co-location during standby implies the availability of extensive unique requirements as per possible tasking/operation

· High costs from creation of another ‘base’ during standby 



	Risks

	· A ‘non-starter’ if political support is not achieved, for the unconditional deployment of the RDC for the type and area of operation – the C&C must be vested in the AU Commission

	· A ‘non-starter’ if political support is not achieved, for the unconditional deployment of the RDC for the type and area of operation – the C&C must be vested in the AU Commission

· Poor communication between REC/Region can result in disputes – the C&C must be vested in the AU Commission



	Recommendations

	Not recommended

	An option for consideration on the condition that the RECs/Regions and MS support the unconditional utilisation of the RDC when it goes on standby – as per PSC mandate


	CATEGORY D 

(Standby Force co-located at Mounting Base before deployment)

	Option D1
	Option D2

	Description

	Standby Force

Drawn from all REC/Regions and organised by the AU (ASF HQ)
	Standby Force

Drawn from RECs/Regions on Roster system in collaboration with the ASF HQ

	Features

	· The AU (ASF HQ) will negotiate with different RECs/Regions for the availability of sufficient RDC forces (2 x Capabilities of ± 2000 each) – can consists of different elements form all RECs/Regions as provide by their members states
· The RDC will train together to ensure smooth operations during deployment, but will remain in their respective basis ‘on standby’  

· Only the force that will be employed in Phase I will co-locate in Mounting Base prior to deployment (after PSC mandate and within the NTM period) during the period on Standby.

· Other units required for phase I integrate/co-located at a Mounting Base before deployment. 
· RECs/Regions will have no jurisdiction over forces once sanctioned by the PSC for whatever mission.  MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments

· The remainder of the force is on standby.  See Annexure A.

	· The RDC will train together to ensure smooth operations during deployment, but will remain in their respective basis ‘on standby’  

· Only the force that will be employed during Phase I will be co-located at a Mounting Base before deployment (after PSC mandate and within the NTM period) during the period on Standby.
· RECs/Regions have the responsibility to develop the RDC iaw ASF standards, but will have no jurisdiction over forces once sanctioned by the PSC for whatever mission.  MoUs can/should however clearly define conditions where PSC has sole authority for assignments

· REC/Region for the management of the Phase II standby RDC


	Prerequisites

	· Political acceptance

· Other members states (MS) & REC acceptance

· Efficient ASF strategic and operational organisational capabilities

· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified MS unit capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· MS must supply sufficient forces for strict/robust selection during mobilisation phase

· Extensive training by AU appointed institution

· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Arrangements (MOUs) with RECs/Regions to provide training bases for RDC in respective REC/Region – partly for AU cost as per MoU 

· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options for possible different scenarios


	· Political acceptance

· Other members states (MS) & REC acceptance

· Efficient ASF strategic and operational organisational capabilities

· Sufficiently defined scenarios for PSC tasking

· Specifically identified MS unit capabilities (±4000 for 2 x RDC)

· MS must supply sufficient forces for strict/robust selection during mobilisation phase

· Extensive training by AU appointed institution

· Standardised equipment

· What?

· From where?

· Paid for by?

· Standardised doctrine/SOP

· Detailed MoUs

· Permanent Base for mobilisation and standby - self sufficient, equipped with all requirements (accommodation, training, maintenance, depot, administration &C2 capabilities,  (can be outsourced to MS or REC for AU cost in preferred country – maybe with AU Log depot?) 

· Base to be equipped with bouquet of options for possible different scenarios



	Other considerations

	· MS will not support the concept if they do not trust the Command and Control competencies
· Efficient organisational capacity must be in-place before acceptance/adoption – strategic and operational levels 


	· MS will not support the concept if they do not trust the Command and Control competencies
· Efficient organisational capacity must be in-place before acceptance/adoption – strategic and operational levels 



	Costs

	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M? Rental cost only 
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M?
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M0,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M1,8 per 1 week in mounting base
· Daily allowances = ±$M0,083
· Troop maintenance = ±$M1,4
· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,025
· Total = ±$M4,208
Note: Per ±2000 force for 1 week in mounting base
	· Facility Establishment costs = ±$M? Rental cost only 
· Facility Maintenance costs = ±$M?
· Deployment costs (travel) = ±$M0,9 per rotation
· Salaries @ 30% UN rates = ±$M1,8 per 1 week in mounting base

· Daily allowances = ±$M0,083

· Troop maintenance = ±$M1,4

· Training costs = Not calculated
· Insurances = $M0,025
· Total = ±$M4,208
· Note: Per ±2000 force for 1 week in mounting base

	Advantages

	· By keeping the focus at regional level it enhances regional coherence and builds on the regional capability
· The rapidly deployable force could form the basis of a build up to brigade strength, again operating within the regional envelope

· It simplifies the training requirement
· A permanent force ready for deployment as per requirement

· Capability will discourage militant factions getting out of control

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response

· Least expensive option

	· By keeping the focus at regional level it enhances regional coherence and builds on the regional capability;

· The rapidly deployable force could form the basis of a build up to brigade strength, again operating within the regional envelope;

· It simplifies the training requirement.

· A permanent force ready for deployment as per requirement

· Capability will discourage militant factions getting out of control

· Serve as an deterrent

· Provide AU & UN with a recognised capability for early response
· RECs/Regions remain part of the AUs collective security system

	Disadvantages

	· Will be difficult to coordinate
· Integrated training and mobilisation will pose challenges for creativity 

· Exclusion of regional and other MS other than utilisation of their forces


	· Not a standing (permanent) force
· Poor communication between RECs/Regions will jeopardise success of RDC 

	Risks

	· Will be very difficult to coordinate and ineffective communication might result in the inability of the AU to utilise the RDC as envisaged - Failure to successfully implement RDC will result in failure of ASF 

· Insufficient structures/capacity at strategic and operational levels will put strain on C&C - ‘bad’ missions will ensure rejection from stakeholders

	· Insufficient structures/capacity at strategic and operational levels will put strain on C&C - ‘bad’ missions will ensure rejection from stakeholders

	Recommendations

	Not recommended
	Recommended


Evaluation of the Options
Options B1, C1, D1 against B2, C2, D2.  The main argument between drawing troops from the Regions or from the Continent as a whole rests on which is the most effective process for generating forces and on which provides the most efficient command and control.  To date the AU, through necessity, has raised forces on a bilateral basis and has struggled to put together ad hoc coalitions.  Command and control has been equally ad hoc.  While understandable at present, for the future, a much more effective way of raising trained forces is likely to be the use of the regional mechanisms.  The ASF Concept is based on the REC/Region being able to deliver a capability to the AU.

Options B2 C2 against D2.  The argument between the creation of a standing element or a standby element is mainly one of cost, although the political ramifications should not be overlooked.  A standing RDC gives the AU autonomy at the expense of national sovereignty.  The cost of a standing capability proved the downfall of the UN Strategic Reserve.  Clearly, the compromise Option C2, which has a smaller standing element, is less costly but reduces the autonomy of the AU.  It remains a significantly expensive option, unless Member States continue to pay for the forces donated to the AU and, equally, the Member States cover the cost of providing equipment, accommodation, running and maintenance costs, training etc.  There are ways of reducing the cost to the AU but nevertheless the cost remains to be bourn by either the AU or the Member States.

Option D1 against D2.  These were the main options discussed at the expert’s workshop in July 2007.  
� Forces must be trained to different scenarios and terrains.  It implies additional costs for exercises and transport


� Forces must be trained to different scenarios and terrains.  It implies additional costs for exercises and transport


� Can be heavily dependent on air deployable capabilities and support (utility and attack helicopters) 


� Can be heavily dependent on air deployable capabilities and support (utility and attack helicopters) 


� Forces must be trained to different scenarios and terra ins.  It implies additional costs for exercises and transport


� Can be heavily dependent on air deployable capabilities and support (utility and attack helicopters) 


� Forces must be trained to different scenarios and terrains.  It implies additional costs for exercises and transport


� Forces must be trained to different scenarios and terrains.  It implies additional costs for exercises and transport
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