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To Whom It May Concern 
 
This is a submission to the Defence Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal, Inquiry into 
Medallic Recognition for Service with Rifle Company Butterworth, from the Australian Rifle 
Company Group Veterans 1970 – 1989. 
 
In this submission we have addressed, what we consider to be the primary elements that 
constitute Warlike Service being: 
 
Mission - To protect operational assets, property and personnel within the perimeter of Air 
Base Butterworth by joint arrangement and mutual support. 
 
Rules of Engagement – The Infantry Company carried out two distinct roles whilst at Air 
Base Butterworth comprising both roles of Security and Defence as referenced in Section 3-
9 of this submission. The Rules of Engagement were broad in application to cover both of 
these situations. 
 
Objective Danger / Incurred Danger – If a serviceman is told there is an enemy he will be in 
danger, then that member will not only perceive danger, but to him or her it will be an 
objective danger on rational and reasonable grounds. If called upon, the member will face 
that objective danger.  
 

 
Stan Hannaford – RCB Veteran 1974/75 
On behalf of RCB Veterans 1970/89 
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FOREWORD 

 
The Sanremo Handbook on Rules of Engagement is intended to continue in the same vein 
as previous well-known Sanremo publications such as the Sanremo Manual on International 
Law Applicable to Armed Conflicts at Sea, published in 1995 and the Sanremo Manual on 
the Law of Non-International Armed Conflict, published in 2006.  

Published by the Institute as a working tool, the booklet is not intended to state the official 
opinions or positions of individual governments nor of specific international organisations on 
the different issues considered.  Its only aim is to guide the reader – and in particular the 
participants in the military courses of the International Institute of Humanitarian Law – 
through the intricacies of the generally accepted and widespread concept of rules of 
engagement.  

The Handbook reflects the results of a three-year project initiated by Professor Dennis 
Mandsager of the United States Naval War College, with the full support of the Institute, who 
identified the need for a common Rules of Engagement reference that could be used by any 
nation for training and/or operations.  The Handbook was informed by several workshops 
conducted at the International Institute of Humanitarian Law, Sanremo, plus numerous 
multinational exercises and courses, which drew input from highly qualified experts from 
different regions of the world. The Handbook, in its current form, reflects best practice from 
nations across the globe.   

The text has been prepared by Commander Alan Cole RN, Major Phillip Drew, Canadian 
Forces, Captain Rob McLaughlin, RAN and Professor Dennis Mandsager, Captain, JAGC, 
US Navy (Ret.). The final draft has been reviewed by a team of Council members of the 
Institute, composed of Brigadier General Erwin Dahinden, Dr. Baldwin de Vidts, Professor 
Wolff Heintschel von Heinegg, Professor Marie Jacobsson, Dr.  Michael Meyer and 
Professor Michel Veuthey, with the cooperation of Colonel Darren Stewart, Director of the 
Military Department of the Institute.   

There are no other Handbooks of its type in existence; it has been designed so that it can be 
used by any nation or group of nations without reference to security caveats or restrictions.  
Of course this was always the intent, to provide a tool that could be used to facilitate and 
enhance multinational cooperation and mutual understanding while ensuring that military 
forces are in compliance with national security and policy concerns. 

As the political control on the use of force and with that, the use of Rules of Engagement to 
regulate the conduct of armed forces by individual nations, alliances and coalitions around 
the world continue to grow, so too the need to be able to train on and understand Rules of 
Engagement similarly gains importance.  It is essential that a clear understanding exists that 
whilst Rules of Engagement are often a mix of military and political policy requirements, 
these must be bounded by extant international and domestic legal parameters. Such legal 
constraints may never be exceeded, but are quite often restricted further by the effect of 
Rules of Engagement.  Too often national or multinational security classifications mean that 
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the publication and sharing of Rules of Engagement experience and best practice is 
problematic. The ability for militaries to share their experiences as well as for academics, 
students and the public to consider the subject is critical in order to promote awareness of 
the practical implementation of International Humanitarian Law through Rules of 
Engagement.   

The new Handbook will meet the requirements of our military courses, but it will be equally 
available to other interested institutions and parties. It is my sincere hope that the Handbook 
will find a use either in those areas of the world where Rules of Engagement doctrine does 
not currently exist or as a vehicle to aid in the creation of realistic and meaningful exercises 
at the national and multi-national level. The Handbook is intended to be of assistance to 
those working both at the strategic level, to aid in the preparation of clear and unambiguous 
rules of engagement, as well as for those involved in their implementation in order that 
Rules of Engagement are issued in a language that is easily understood and that assists 
military personnel’s ability to accomplish the mission. 

Given that this is an area which is constantly changing, reflecting the nature and manner in 
which nations participate in military operations, we fully expect users of the Handbook to 
come up with suggestions to refine and hone the practice articulated in the Handbook in 
future editions of the text. 

I should very much like to thank Professor Dennis Mandsager, who was the originator of the 
initiative, the Drafting Committee of the Handbook, as well as all the members of the 
Institute (including Professor Natalino Ronzitti and Vice Admiral Ferdinando Sanfelice di 
Monteforte) who, on a personal basis, gave useful comments and suggestions.  Finally, my 
thanks go to the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC).  Its substantial financial 
contribution facilitated not only the fast publication of the Handbook and its translation into 
other languages, but also allows the IIHL to distribute the Handbook to all interested 
students and institutions. 

  

 

        Ambassador Maurizio Moreno 

         President, IIHL 
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PREFACE 

The U.S. Naval War College, like many similar schools, conducts unclassified and classified 
research, teaching, war games, and conference and has an international student body.  
When the topic involves rules of engagement (ROE) and when the participants represent 
multiple nations, meaningful discussion is problematic.  Participants often arrive with either 
little knowledge of ROE, or with knowledge of a classified national set of ROE that is not 
releasable to other nations, or with knowledge of a set of classified multinational ROE that is 
not releasable outside a coalition. The goal of this ROE Handbook project was to alleviate 
that problem by developing a realistic, comprehensive, and unclassified ROE Handbook that 
is usable by all nations for training, education, exercises, war games, and real world 
operations.   

The first step in the drafting process was to identify counterparts in Australia, Canada, and 
the United Kingdom, with whom the College already had a close working relationship, to join 
the drafting team.  The second step was to join forces with the International Institute of 
Humanitarian Law (IIHL) and its large international student body to test Handbook drafts in 
teaching and workshop environments. 

The challenges for the drafting team were considerable.  Many questioned the feasibility of 
developing an ROE that would be acceptable to the international community.  Nations have 
different treaty obligations, different views on international law, different views on policy, and 
different views on the authority and responsibility of commanders.  Additionally, almost all 
reviewers believe that real world ROE must be classified. 

The drafting team produced multiple drafts, which were critiqued at many varied venues, 
including two multinational ROE workshops and two naval operations courses held at IIHL.  
The result at each event was robust ROE play.  After three years of drafting and testing, the 
IIHL Council approved publication of the Handbook in September of 2009. 

The format of the Handbook is unique in that, in addition to ROE measures, it includes 
formats for a wide range of ROE-related matters, including ROE cards, warnings, responses 
to warnings, and other matters.  The drafting team recognises that many nations have their 
own formats for these items; however, many do not, and students often do not have access. 

The Handbook contemplates that, in a multinational force, higher authority in each nation 
will approve ROE for its forces and that each multinational partner will comply with national 
law and policy.  Accordingly, the Handbook provides multiple, and often inconsistent, 
options for ROE measures.  Consensus on each measure is not critical.  Sharing ROE 
information with the multinational force commander, however, is critical. 

The drafters request that users of the Handbook share constructive criticism, questions, and 
comments, as well as any lessons-learned from ROE exercises.  Please email them to 
sanremo@iihl.org 
 

Dennis Mandsager 
U.S. Naval War College 
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TABLE OF ROE 

 
This table sets out the ROE Series headings found in the Compendium of ROE at Annex B 
to this Handbook. The Compendium of ROE contains the specific rules and notes that are to 
be used for drafting ROE.  
 
 
GROUP 10-19: USE OF FORCE IN THE DEFENCE OF SELF AND OTHERS 
 
Series  

10 Use of Force in Individual Self-Defence 

11 Use of Force in Unit Self-Defence 

12 Use of Force for the Protection of Others 

13 Use of Force in National Self-Defence  

14-19 SPARE 

 
GROUP 20-29: MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT  
 
Series  

20 Use of Force for Mission Accomplishment 

21 Protection of Freedom of Movement of Persons 

22 Prevention of Interference with Ships and Aircraft 

23 Warning Shots 

24 Disabling Fire 

25 Search and Detention of Persons 

26 Use of Force to Secure the Release of Persons 

27 Indirect Fire (Unobserved Indirect Fire and Observed Indirect Fire) 

28-29 SPARE 

 
GROUP 30-39: TARGETING IN ARMED CONFLICT 
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Series  

30 Engagement of Military Objectives Including Hostile Forces 

31 Identification of Targets  

32 Neutrals 

33-39 SPARE 

 
GROUP 40-49: OPERATIONS RELATED TO PROPERTY 
 
Series  

40 Use of Force to Protect Property 

41 Protection of Vital/Mission Essential/Specified Property  

42 Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of Property 

43-49  SPARE 

 
GROUP 50-59: GEOGRAPHIC POSITIONING 
 
Series  

50 Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

51 Ground Reconnaissance 

52 Aerial Reconnaissance 

53 Relative Positioning of Force Units 

54 Exercising in the Presence of a Potential Adversary 

55 Diversions 

56 Use of Obstacles and Barriers 

57 Zones  

58 Freedom of Navigation 

59 SPARE 
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GROUP 60-69: WARNINGS, HARASSMENT, SHADOWING, ILLUMINATION 
  
Series  

60 Warnings 

61 Harassment 

62 Shadowing, Surveillance, and Marking 

63 Sensors and Illumination 

64-69 SPARE 

 
GROUP 70-79: CARRYING OF WEAPONS  
 
Series  

70 Authority to Carry Weapons 

71-79 SPARE 

 
GROUP 80-89: LAND MINES, CLUSTER  MUNITIONS AND BOOBY TRAPS 
 
Series  

80 Use of Land Mines 

81 Use of Cluster Munitions 

82 Use of Booby Traps 

83-89 SPARE 

 
GROUP 90-99: MARITIME OPERATIONS  
 
Series  

90 Maritime Law Enforcement 

91 Submarine Contacts 

92 Naval Mines 

93 Boardings 
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94 Suppression of Piracy 

95-99 SPARE 

 
GROUP 100-109: AIR OPERATIONS 
 
Series  

100 Use of Air to Surface Munitions 

101 Use of Air to Sub-surface Munitions 

102 Air to Air Engagements  

103-109 SPARE 

 
GROUP 110-119: ASSISTANCE TO CIVIL AUTHORITIES 
 
Series  

110 Use of Force in Assistance to Civil Authorities, including Law Enforcement 

111 Search, Detention and Arrest of Persons  

112 Treatment of Detained and Arrested Persons  

113-119 SPARE 

 
GROUP 120-129: CROWD AND RIOT CONTROL 
 
120 Crowd and Riot Control 

121 Riot Control Agents  

122 Riot Control Munitions/Water Cannons 

123-129 SPARE 

 
 
 
 
GROUP 130-139: INFORMATION OPERATIONS 
 
Series  
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130 Electronic Warfare Measures 

131 Computer Network Operations 

132 Psychological Operations  

133 Military Deception  

134-139 SPARE 

 
GROUP 140-149: OUTER SPACE OPERATIONS 
 
Series  

140 Interference With Satellite Communications 

141 Neutralization/Destruction of Satellites 

142-149 SPARE 

 
GROUPS 150 PLUS: SPARE 
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PART I: INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
 
1. The purpose of this Handbook is to assist in the drafting of Rules of Engagement 
(ROE) and related legal and operational guidance for use in training, exercises, war games, 
and operations.   The Handbook is not a manual on the Law of Armed Conflict. The 
Handbook takes into account the requirement to identify and manage the respective legal 
and policy positions of nations participating in a multinational operation and promotes an 
understanding of national ROE policies. The Handbook also sets out suggested ROE for a 
number of selected environments and tasks, and procedures for approving and 
implementing ROE in single service, joint, or multinational operations.  
 
STRUCTURE OF THE HANDBOOK 
 
2. This Handbook adopts the following structure: 
 

a.   Parts I to VI provide an introduction to the Handbook, the key legal 
considerations impacting upon the use of force, the concept of self-defence, the 
policy factors that influence the development of ROE, the ROE methodology adopted 
in this Handbook, and ROE procedures.    
 
b.   Annex A provides guidance on the planning and drafting of ROE, specific 
guidance on ROE for selected operational environments and operational tasks, 
guidance on hostile intent and the escalation of force in self-defence, and information 
on the relationship between targeting and ROE.   
 
c.   Annex B provides a menu of ROE provisions that may be tailored as 
necessary to accomplish various missions.   
 
d.   Annex C and its Appendices provides sample ROE and ROE-related 
documents.   
 
e.   Annex D provides definitions for a number of terms used in this Handbook. 
These terms are italicized wherever they appear (e.g. opposed boarding), thus 
indicating that reference should be made to the definition in Annex D.  

 
DEFINITION AND STATUS 
 
3. ROE are issued by competent authorities and assist in the delineation of the 
circumstances and limitations within which military forces may be employed to achieve their 
objectives.  ROE appear in a variety of forms in national military doctrines, including execute 
orders, deployment orders, operational plans, or standing directives.  Whatever their form, 
they provide authorisation for and/or limits on, among other things, the use of force, the 
positioning and posturing of forces, and the employment of certain specific capabilities.  In 
some nations, ROE have the status of guidance to military forces; in other nations, ROE are 
lawful commands.   
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 ROE are not used to assign missions or tasks nor are they used to give tactical 
instructions.  Missions and tasks are assigned through Operations orders and other similar 
instruments of command and control. 
 
APPLICABLE LAW AND POLICY 
 
4. International Law.  The conduct of military operations is governed by international 
law, including the law of armed conflict (LOAC) (also referred to as the “law of war,” or 
“international humanitarian law”), and applicable international human rights law. Both 
nations and individuals are obliged to comply with LOAC.  All nations are obliged to train 
their forces to comply with LOAC and with other provisions of international law that impact 
upon military operations. This Handbook is intended to facilitate the creation of ROE to 
provide for the judicious use of force in compliance with international law.  Nations are 
bound by Geneva Law and Hague Law.  Nations may have different treaty obligations and 
differing interpretations and/or application of both treaty and customary international law. In 
multinational operations these differences need to be identified and factored into the 
planning and conduct of operations.   
 
5. National Laws.  The armed forces of each nation must comply with their own national 
laws.   For example, the national laws of some nations may restrict the ability of forces to 
use force, in particular deadly force, to protect others or to defend property. Accordingly, 
some nations may issue restrictions or amplifying instructions to supplement the ROE for 
multinational operations. To the greatest extent possible, such restrictions or instructions 
should be shared with multinational partners. It is particularly important to ensure that 
commanders operating in multinational operations are aware of any such restrictions so that 
they may employ forces in an efficient and effective manner. 

 
6. National Policy.  In the same way that nations may have different legal positions on 
certain issues, the planning and conduct of military operations must take into account 
differing national policy positions.  Some military options, available under both international 
and national law, may not come within national policy intent, either generally or with respect 
to a specific operation.  For example, some nations in some circumstances may limit 
permissible levels of incidental injury or collateral damage to levels below that acceptable 
under LOAC, while others may not allow their military to conduct law enforcement activities.  
In multinational operations, such policy differences need to be identified and factored into 
the planning and conduct of operations.  This Handbook allows for the creation of ROE that 
provide for the conduct of operations in compliance with national policy.   
 
 
7. Multinational Operations.  In multi-national operations participating nations should 
operate under coherent ROE arrangements.  Policy and legal differences can lead to 
different ROE among the members of a multinational force.  Different ROE can be a source 
of friction in conducting operations.  Problems of this sort are best resolved through 
negotiations rather than through a process that leads to an ROE that reflects the lowest 
common denominator.  If there are irreconcilable differences in ROE, those differences 
should be shared with other members of the force whenever feasible. 
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PART II: SELF-DEFENCE 
 
8.   Categories of Self-Defence. International law and the domestic laws of all nations 
recognise a right of self-defence, which is the use of force to defend against attack or 
imminent attack. Self-defence is available in all situations, including armed conflict.  National 
laws differ on the definition and content of the right of self-defence.  As a consequence, 
individuals and units will exercise this right in accordance with their respective national law.  
For some nations, self-defence is not governed by ROE.  For some nations, the terms 
“hostile act” and “hostile intent” are related to mission-accomplishment, rather than self-
defence.  The Handbook has adopted what the drafters view as the more generally 
accepted view, while recognizing that nations may have different approaches.  In any event, 
the Handbook is intended for use by all nations.  For the purposes of this Handbook, the 
right of self-defence is considered on four levels.   
 

a. Individual self-defence. This refers to the right of an individual to defend 
himself or herself (and in some cases other individuals) from an attack or imminent 
attack.  Some nations permit commanders to limit individual self-defence in the same 
way as for unit self-defence (See Annex B, series 10). 
 
b.   Unit self-defence. Unit commanders have the right to defend their unit and 
other units from their nation in the face of an attack or imminent attack.  For some 
nations, the concept of unit self-defence is both a right and an obligation; whereas for 
others the concept is only a right. Some nations permit the right of unit self-defence 
to be limited by orders from higher authority. Unit self-defence may be extended to 
units and individuals from other nations when authorised by the applicable ROE.    
(See Annex B, series 11). 
 
c.   Protection of Others. This refers to the right to defend specified persons (who 
are not part of the Force) against an attack or imminent attack.  For some nations, 
the right of individual self-defence or unit self-defence may not include the right to 
use force to defend another nation’s citizens.  (See Annex B, series 12). 
 
d.   National self-defence.  As recognised in Article 51 of the United Nations 
Charter, refers to the right of a nation to defend itself against armed attack, and for 
most nations, the threat of imminent armed attack.   (See Annex B, series 13). 
Decisions on whether or not national self-defence will be invoked are retained at the 
highest levels of governmental or executive authority. 
 

9.   Hostile Act and Hostile Intent.  For the purposes of this Handbook, the right to use 
force in self-defence arises in response to a hostile act (attack) and/or demonstrated hostile 
intent (threat of imminent attack).   Appendices 4 and 5 to Annex A provide guidance on the 
determination of hostile intent and the magnitude and duration of force that may be 
employed in self-defence. Higher authority may provide mission-specific guidance on 
indicators of hostile act and hostile intent.   
 
10.   Use of Force in Self-Defence.   Subject to any limitations promulgated in ROE (either 
series 10 or 11), all necessary and proportional means and actions may be used in self-
defence.  Where time and operational circumstances permit, military forces should warn the 
threatening entity in order to give it an opportunity to withdraw or cease its threatening 
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actions.  Military forces are permitted to use force in self-defence only if non-forceful 
alternatives to prevent or deter the attack or imminent attack: 
 

a.   Have been exhausted,  
 
b.   Are unavailable, or  
 
c.   Are deemed insufficient to defend forces in those circumstances.   
 

The use of force is generally authorised so long as the hostile act or hostile intent continues.  
The use of force must be proportional, which means that the nature, duration, and scope of 
force used should not exceed what is required.  (Note: The concept of “proportionality” in 
self-defence should not be confused with the concept of “proportionality” in international 
armed conflict, which is related to attempts to minimize collateral damage.) 
 
11.   Pursuit.  Self-defence, unit self-defence, protection of others, and national self-
defence include the authority to pursue and engage forces that continue to demonstrate 
hostile intent. ROE may limit the extent to which pursuit is authorised, depending upon the 
military and political situation.  Pursuit in self-defence should be distinguished from “hot 
pursuit,” which, for the purposes of this Handbook, is a measure that applies only in a 
maritime law enforcement context and is defined in customary international law and in 
Article 111 of the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention. 
 
12.   Relationship between Self-Defence and Mission Accomplishment ROE.  Individuals 
and units have the right to defend against attack and imminent attack.  As a general rule, 
ROE issued for a mission do not limit this right.  Because national laws and policies differ, 
there will not always be consistency in a multinational force as to when the right to use force 
in self-defence ends and the use of force for mission accomplishment begins.  
Inconsistencies should be clarified in the planning process. 
 

 
PART III: THE USE OF FORCE DURING OPERATIONS 

 
13. Broadly speaking, during peacetime, the use of force is permitted in self-defence, in 
the exercise of law enforcement authority, and to accomplish operations or missions 
specifically authorised by a higher national authority or other governing body, such as the 
U.N. Security Council.   

 
a.   It is universally recognised that individuals and units have a right to defend 
themselves against attack or imminent attack.  Nevertheless, because national laws 
and policies differ with respect to the application of self-defence to military 
operations, Series 10, 11, 12, and 13 of Annex B provide specific ROE intended to 
clarify the extent of the authorisations granted for the application of force in self-
defence.  For example, some nations permit commanders to restrict the exercise of 
the right of individual self-defence and/or unit self-defence, while others do not. 

 
b.   Where the use of force is not justified by self-defence, but is nonetheless 
necessary for accomplishment of an assigned military mission, reasonable force may 
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be exercised within the constraints of the relevant national and international law.  
Series 20 to 140 of Annex B provide measures for mission accomplishment.   
 
c. Deadly force can be used against persons posing an imminent threat to life.  
National views on other circumstances in which deadly force is permitted vary widely 
among nations.  The Handbook provides multiple ROE measures, the use of which 
will depend upon national laws and policies. 

 
14. During armed conflict, and in addition to self-defence, commanders may be 
authorised to engage an enemy in accordance with LOAC.    
 

a. The extent to which different aspects of LOAC might apply depends in the 
first instance on whether a conflict is an international or non-international armed 
conflict. Generally, the political leadership of a nation determines the characterization 
of an armed conflict to be applied by its armed forces.  This characterization is based 
on a legal analysis of the factual situation. When planning operations and crafting 
ROE for multinational operations, senior commanders and their legal advisors need 
to be aware of how other nations characterize the conflict, as those characterizations 
will affect which LOAC framework is applied by those nations. 
 
b. In international armed conflicts situations, only combatants (unless hors de 
combat) and civilians directly participating in hostilities and military objectives may be 
the object of attack.  In non-international armed conflicts situations, only fighters 
(unless hors de combat) and civilians directly participating in hostilities and military 
objectives may be the object of attack. 
   
c. Commanders, planners, and legal advisors must recognise the fact that not 
all nations are parties to the same LOAC treaties. Further, even those who are 
parties to the same treaties do not all have the same interpretations of the law 
embodied in those treaties.  However, ROE language is generally crafted to reflect a 
number of recurring LOAC rules and principles concerning the use of force: 

 
i. Military necessity - the requirement whereby a belligerent has the right 
to apply any measures that are required to bring about the successful 
conclusion of a military operation and which are not forbidden by LOAC. 

 
ii. Distinction - the requirement to distinguish between the civilian 
population and combatants and between civilian objects and military 
objectives and to direct operations only against combatants and military 
objectives. 

 
iii. Proportionality - the prohibition of an attack that may be expected to 
cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, damage to civilian 
objects, or a combination thereof, which would be excessive in relation to 
the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated. 

 
iv. Humanity - the prohibition of the infliction of suffering, injury or 
destruction not actually necessary for the accomplishment of legitimate 
military purposes. 



 

  6  

  ©  

v. Precaution - in the conduct of military operations, constant care shall   be 
taken to spare the civilian population, civilians and civilian objects. 

 

vi. Weapon prohibitions - the prohibition of weapons that cause superfluous 
injury or unnecessary suffering. 
 

15. Detailed discussion of LOAC is beyond the scope of this ROE Handbook.   
 

 
PART IV: POLICY DIRECTION TO MILITARY AUTHORITIES 

 
16.   Higher authority within a nation or in a multinational force will provide direction on the 
goals to be achieved when undertaking a military mission. This may include direction on 
force posture as well as authorisations or limitations on the scope of action a commander 
may take to accomplish the mission. Policy direction from government, including conclusions 
of legal analysis, may limit the operational freedom of military commanders and prevent 
them taking all the actions available to them under the law.  Policy direction does not 
however provide a legal authority for use of force in the conduct of operations where such 
use of force is outside the law.   
 
17.   The ROE authorised for a mission will typically include specific instructions regarding 
the use of force. In addition to self-defence, ROE will therefore generally reflect multiple 
components, including political guidance from higher authorities, the tactical considerations 
of the specific mission, and LOAC.  Succinct and unambiguous rules are essential.   
 
18.   Political leadership may also provide narrative guidance on its policy aims and 
objectives so as to enable commanders to respond appropriately as a situation develops.  
Such guidance should be explained in plain language, and supporting ROE should reflect 
this guidance within the context of the mission. Such guidance may change as mission 
objectives and ROE authorisations mature to reflect changes in policy and mission context. 

 
 

PART V: DRAFTING METHODOLOGY 
 
19.   The ROE in this Handbook are drafted as a series of prohibitions, restrictions, and 
permissions set out in the Compendium of Rules at Annex B.  This Handbook adopts a 
“restrictive” approach to authorisation.  This means that if an ROE measure is not addressed 
in the ROE, commanders must assume that they have no authority (beyond individual self-
defence and unit self-defence) to carry out that action. In respect of the exercise of 
freedoms of navigation and overflight (e.g. high seas freedoms, innocent passage, transit 
passage, and assistance entry), specific ROE provisions are not required unless those 
rights are to be restricted.  Nevertheless, measures that either authorise or prohibit such 
actions are included to facilitate clarity.  
 
20.   Annex B provides a menu of ROE options that may be tailored to a specific mission. 
The nature of the operation(s) may dictate that planners or commanders propose rules not 
listed in this Handbook.  In such cases, the “spare” rules in the relevant series or a new 
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series may be employed. Sample ROE for an operation are contained in Appendix 1 to 
Annex C. 
 
21.   When the term “SPECIFY” is included in the ROE measure, the term refers to a need 
to add specific parameters that focus the application of the rule.  Such parameters might be 
in relation to ranges, particular weapon types, specific nationalities, or certain actions or 
conduct.   Accordingly, where this term appears, specific words must be inserted into the 
ROE measure to clarify and tailor the meaning of the provision.    
 
22.   When the ROE authorise the use of deadly force, this authorises the use of all lesser 
degrees of force permitted by law, up to and including deadly force.  The actual tactics, 
techniques and procedures for applying force or utilizing non-deadly force will vary based 
upon factors such as environment, weapons systems available, the prevailing threat, and 
applicable law.  The tactical employment of approved ROE is a matter of command 
judgment. 
 
23.   Specific rules may be retained for activation by a specified command authority.  This 
means that the rule is only able to be used upon specific positive approval by the specified 
commander.  This approval will generally be sought and granted by the quickest appropriate 
means and confirmed formally. Furthermore, such approval may be on a case by case 
basis, or given for a specified period of time, geographical area, or mission.  Retention of a 
rule is indicated by amplification to the rule that states the approval level.  The format 
adopted in this Handbook is as follows: 

 
AMPN: This rule is retained by (SPECIFY level of authority e.g. Force Commander).   

 
24.   While commanders may restrict the use of issued ROE measures, they cannot 
authorise their forces to exceed them.  Commanders at all levels who are uncertain about 
the suitability of ROE must immediately request a change or clarification. Additionally, if the 
ROE are considered unclear or insufficient, commanders must immediately seek clarification 
from higher authority. 
 

 
PART VI: ROE PROCEDURES 

 
25.   Approval.  ROE are authorised either by national authorities or by the governing 
body of an international organisation in accordance with its procedures and with national 
agreement (e.g. UN). ROE are developed and staffed as part of the operational planning 
process, either parallel to or as part of the development of the relevant operation plan 
(OPLAN) or operation order (OPORDER). They may be included in these documents or 
published separately by message or otherwise.  The OPLAN or OPORDER will also set out 
the geographical area (Area of Operations) to which the ROE apply.  Some nations include 
their request for mission specific ROE directly in the draft OPORDER.  
 
26.   Review.  ROE must be continuously reviewed to ensure that they are clear and 
lawful, that they are sufficient to address the requirements of the mission, and that they 
provide the commander with the necessary powers to deal effectively with the threat.  
Message formats for requesting ROE (ROEREQ), for authorising ROE (ROEAUTH), and for 
implementing ROE (ROEIMP) are provided in Appendix 2 to Annex C.   
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27.   Security.  While ROE for training and exercises often may be unclassified, the ROE 
for actual operations are generally classified at the same level as the OPLAN or OPORDER. 
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GUIDANCE ON PLANNING AND STAFFING  
 

1.   This Annex provides recommended procedures for the development, staffing and 
publication of ROE.  

 
2.   The following appendices are included: 
 

Appendix 1 Planning Procedures 
  
Appendix 2 Environment-Specific Guidance 
  
Appendix 3   Task-Specific Planning Considerations 
  
Appendix 4 Guidance on Hostile Intent 
  
Appendix 5 Escalation of Force in Self-defence 
  
Appendix 6 Targeting and ROE 

 
  
 
  



Appendix 1 to Annex A 

  10  

  ©  

PLANNING PROCEDURES 

1.   The development and implementation of effective ROE is critical to mission 
accomplishment. This Appendix provides suggested guidelines for incorporating ROE 
development into operational planning. 
 
2.   ROE are authorised by national authorities (individually or collectively) or sometimes 
by the governing body of a multinational force operating under the umbrella of an 
international organisation (e.g. UN, NATO, AU or EU).  ROE development should take place 
as part of the operational planning process.  
 
3.   The establishment of an ROE Planning Cell should be considered. The Cell should 
be led by operational staffs and include legal advisors, policy advisers and officers with 
specialist expertise in land, air, maritime, outer space, and/or cyberspace operations, as 
appropriate.  In multinational operations, early engagement with other multinational force 
nations is essential.    
 
4.   Responsibility for drafting ROE usually sits with current operations or plans and 
policy staff, but this varies among nations.  The legal advisor should play a significant role in 
assisting with ROE development and should serve as a principal assistant to the operations 
staff that drafts ROE. 
 
5.   Legal advisers will ensure that ROE are consistent with the relevant law and reflect 
the political mandates and the national policies of nations contributing to the Force.  
Therefore legal advisors will need to analyse the legal basis for the mission and the legal 
framework that will regulate the application of force, taking into account the characterization 
of the conflict.  This includes identifying the nature of the operation, including whether it is an 
armed conflict and, if so, the nature of the armed conflict (international or non-international).  
 
6.   Once ROE have been drafted and approved (see the ROE DRAFTING CHECKLIST 
at Annex B), they are published to the Force.  ROE will normally be contained within or 
linked to an operational planning document or order.  In addition, guidance on the use of 
force may also be contained or referred to in other sections of planning documents or 
orders.  Where this occurs, particular care must be taken to ensure that different sections 
containing ROE guidance are harmonized.  
 
7.    Consideration should be given to creating ROE products (cards, briefs, etc.) that 
summarize key ROE provisions for distribution to and training of operational forces.  
Additionally, an ROE matrix that summarizes the ROE of each multinational partner is a 
useful tool (see Appendix 3 to Annex C). 
 
8.   ROE should be continually assessed by both tactical and operational level 
commanders so that appropriate adjustments can be made as missions develop, as the 
intelligence picture changes (in particular, threats to tactical level units), and, where 
applicable, as the enemy’s tactics, techniques and procedures evolve.  New measures 
should be requested or implemented as necessary so as to ensure the ROE remain 
consistent with the mission, the operational situation (especially the threat), political and 
policy guidance, and the law.  Proposing or implementing changes is achieved through 
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ROEREQ, ROEAUTH, and ROEIMP procedures (see Appendix 2 to Annex C).  Whenever 
ROE are believed to be unclear, clarification should be sought from higher headquarters.  
 
9.   Scenario based ROE training will ensure that ROE are understood and applied 
properly by all units and members of the Force.  Multinational Force commanders should 
meet with subordinate commanders to ensure a common understanding of ROE.  
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ENVIRONMENT-SPECIFIC GUIDANCE 
 
2.1   Land Operations 
 

a.   Introduction 
 

The distinctive feature of land operations is that they take place on sovereign 
territory, with or without the permission of the sovereign government.   
 

b.   Legal Considerations 
  

The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE for land operations are: 
 
i. The legal basis for presence and activities in the sovereign territory of 
another nation: in particular whether the military activity has the consent of 
the nation(s) in which it is taking place.    
 
ii. Where the nation has given consent, whether or not the law of the 
nation in which the forces are present applies, in particular the extent of any 
Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
or other international arrangement. 
 
iii. Whether there is a legal basis to arrest or detain. 

 
c.   Applicable ROE 

 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Protection of Freedom of Movement of Persons (Series 21) 
x Warning Shots (Series 23) 
x Search and Detention of Persons (Series 25) 
x Neutrals (Series 32) 
x Use of Force to Protect Property (Series 40) 
x Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of Property (Series 42) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Relative Positioning of Force Units (Series 53) 
x Exercising in the Presence of a Potential Adversary (Series 54) 
x Diversions (Series 55) 
x Use of Obstacles and Barriers (Series 56) 
x Zones (Series 57) 
x Harassment  (Series 61) 
x Sensors and Illumination (Series 63) 
x Use of Land Mines, Cluster Munitions, and Booby Traps (Series 80-

82) 
x Assistance to Civil Authorities (Series 110) 
x Crowd and Riot Control (Series 120) 
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x Information Operations (Series 130 - 133) 
 
2.2   Maritime Operations 
 

a.   Introduction 
 
The distinctive feature of the maritime environment is that it includes areas subject to 
the territorial sovereignty of nations (national waters and national airspace) and 
areas not subject to the territorial sovereignty of any nation (international waters and 
international airspace).  
 
b.   Legal Considerations 

The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE for maritime operations are: 
 

i. The sea area where operations are to take place and the legal regime 
that applies, including navigation and overflight rights, the duties and rights of 
the coastal and flag states, and the rights and duties of neutrals or other non-
participants. 
 
ii. The legal basis for the operation, including any specific legal authority 
for conducting operations in national waters or for conducting maritime 
interdiction operations. 
 
iii. The principle of sovereign immunity. 

 
c.   Applicable ROE 
 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Prevention of Interference with Ships and Aircraft (Series 22) 
x  Warning Shots (Series 23) 
x Disabling Fire (Series 24) 
x Search and Detention of Persons (Series 25) 
x  Neutrals (Series 32) 
x Inspection, Seizure and Destruction of Property (Series 42) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Diversions (Series 55) 
x Zones (Series 57) 
x Harassment (Series 61) 
x Sensors and Illumination (Series 63) 
x Maritime Law Enforcement (Series 90) 
x Submarine Contacts (Series 91) 
x Naval Mines (Series 92) 
x Boardings (Series 93) 
x Suppression of Piracy (Series 94) 
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2.3   Air Operations 
 

a.   Introduction 
 
The distinctive feature of air operations is that they take place in both national 
airspace and international airspace.   
 
b.   Legal Considerations 
 
The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE for air operations are: 
 

i. The area where operations are to take place and the legal regime that 
applies, including the rights of overflight. 
 
ii. The interception and use of force against civil aircraft or any other 
specifically protected aircraft, such as medical aircraft. 

 
c.   Applicable ROE 

In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 

x Prevention of Interference with Ships and Aircraft (Series 22) 
x Warning Shots (Series 23) 
x Identification of Targets (Series 31)  
x Neutrals (Series 32) 
x Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of Property (Series 42) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Relative Positioning of Force Units (Series 53) 
x Diversions (Series 55) 
x Zones (Series 57) 
x Harassment  (Series 61) 
x Shadowing, Surveillance and Marking  (Series 62) 
x Submarine Contacts  (Series 91) 
x Use of Air to Surface Munitions  (Series 100) 
x Use of Air to Sub-surface Munitions (Series 101) 
x Air to Air Engagements (Series 102) 
 

2.4   Outer Space Operations   
 

a.   Introduction 
 

The distinctive features of outer space are that it is beyond the sovereignty of any 
nation and that all nations enjoy freedom of equal access and use.  
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b.   Legal Considerations 
 
The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE for space operations are: 

 
i. It is prohibited to place conventional weapons on the moon and 
celestial bodies and to station nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 
destruction anywhere in outer space. 
 
ii. No nation can claim jurisdiction or sovereignty over any portion of 
outer space.   
 
iii. The use of satellites for surveillance, communication and navigation 
for military purposes, over-flight by missiles, and the stationing of 
conventional weapons on satellites are not prohibited activities.  
 
iv. The determination of where national airspace ends and outer space 
begins is not yet settled. 
 

c.   Applicable ROE 
 

In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Interference with Satellite Communications (Series 140). 
x Neutralization/Destruction of Satellites (Series 141). 

 
2.5   Cyberspace Operations 
 

a.   Introduction 
 
The distinctive feature of cyberspace is that it is a notional environment and beyond 
the jurisdiction of any single nation. Computer network operations (CNO) are the 
principle form of operations in cyberspace and are often non-kinetic, making the 
determination of hostile act and hostile intent difficult. 
 
b.   Legal Considerations 
 
The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE for cyberspace operations are: 
 

i. Domestic and international civil and criminal laws and national policies  
vary widely on the legal aspects of CNO.  Further, multilateral and bilateral 
communications treaties have provisions that impact the conduct of computer 
network operations. 
 
ii. Despite being non-kinetic, operations in cyberspace may constitute a 
hostile act or hostile intent.  Factors in the determination of both include the 
severity, immediacy, directness and effects of the operation. 
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c.   Applicable ROE 
 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 

x Computer Network Operations (Series 131) 
x Interference with Satellite Communications (Series 140) 
x Neutralization/Destruction of Satellites (Series 141)
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TASK-SPECIFIC PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

3.1 Peace Operations 

a.   Introduction 

The distinctive features of Peace Operations  are that they involve a mixture of 
military forces and diplomatic and humanitarian agencies and are designed to 
achieve a peaceful resolution or other specific conditions.  
 
b.   Legal Considerations 
 
The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE are: 
 

i. The legal basis for presence in the sovereign territory (including 
national waters and airspace) of another nation, in particular whether the 
military activity has the consent of the nation(s) in which it is taking place.    
 
ii. Where the legal basis for presence includes a UNSC Resolution, 
whether that resolution is under Chapter VI or Chapter VII.   
 
iii. Whether any Chapter VII resolution gives the authority to use “all 
necessary means” and whether the basis for the use of force is restricted to 
self-defence, which may include the defence of designated persons. 
 
iv. The extent of any Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) or other international arrangement. 

 
c.   Applicable ROE 
 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Protection of Freedom of Movement of Persons (Series 21) 
x Warning Shots (Series 23) 
x Search and Detention of Persons (Series 25) 
x Use of Force to Protect Property (Series 40) 
x Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of  Property (Series 42) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Relative Positioning of Force Units (Series 53) 
x Diversions (Series 55)  
x Use of Obstacles and Barriers (Series 56)  
x Sensors and Illumination (Series 63) 
x Use of Force in Assistance to Civil Authorities, Including Law 

Enforcement (Series 110) 
x Search, Detention, and Arrest of Persons (Series 111) 
x Treatment of Detained and Arrested Persons (Series 112) 
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x Crowd and Riot Control (Series 120) 
x Riot Control Agents (Series 121) 
x Riot Control Munitions/Water Cannons (Series 122) 
 

3.2   Non-Combatant Evacuation Operations (NEO) 
 

a.   Introduction 
 
The distinctive feature of Non-combatant Evacuation Operations (NEO) is that they 
assist other government departments in evacuating nationals and selected others 
from threatening circumstances in a foreign or host nation. NEOs are fundamentally 
defensive in nature. 
 
b.   Legal Considerations 
 
The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE are: 
 

i. The legal basis for presence in the sovereign territory (including 
national waters and national airspace) of the nation from which the NEO is 
taking place; in particular whether the NEO is conducted with or without host 
nation consent  and, accordingly, whether the context is permissive, 
uncertain, or hostile. 
 
ii. The extent of any Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) or other international arrangement. 
 

c.   Applicable ROE 

 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Protection of Freedom of Movement of Persons(Series 21) 
x Warning Shots (Series 23) 
x Search and Detention of Persons (Series 25) 
x Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of  Property (Series 42) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Relative Positioning of Force Units (Series 53) 
x Diversions (Series 55)  
x Use of Obstacles and Barriers (Series 56)  
x Sensors and Illumination (Series 63) 
x Use of Force in Assistance to Civil Authorities, Including Law 

Enforcement (Series 110) 
x Crowd and Riot Control (Series 120) 
x Riot Control Agents (Series 121) 
x Riot Control Munitions/Water Cannons (Series 122)  
x Electronic Warfare Measures (Series 130) 
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3.3   Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Relief (HA/DR) 

a.   Introduction 

The distinctive features of Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Relief (HA/DR) are that 
they are generally short-term programs to alleviate suffering caused by natural or 
man-made disasters, and they complement the efforts of local civil authorities or 
other agencies with the consent of the host nation. 
 
b.   Legal Considerations 

The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE are: 
 

i. Whether the carriage of weapons is necessary and whether the host 
nation has given consent to do so. 
 
ii.  The extent of any Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or other international arrangement. 
 
iii. The operational restraints imposed by the host nation. 
 

c.   Applicable ROE 
 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Freedom of Movement of Persons (Series 21) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Use of Force in Assistance to Civil Authorities, including Law 

Enforcement (Series 110) 
x Crowd and Riot Control (Series 120) 
x Riot Control Agents (Series 121) 
x Riot Control Munitions/Water Cannons (Series 122) 
 

3.4   Assistance to Civil Authorities 
 

a.  Introduction 
 
The provision of assistance to civil authorities involves domestic operations in which 
military forces perform civilian functions normally the responsibility of other 
government agencies. 

 
b.   Legal Considerations 
 
The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE are: 

i. Whether the carriage of personal weapons is necessary. 
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ii. Whether a power of arrest or detention is required. 

c. Applicable ROE 
 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 
 

x Use of Force to Protect Property (Series 40) 
x Authority to Carry Weapons (Series 70) 
x Use of Force in Assistance to Civil Authorities, including Law 

Enforcement (Series 110) 
x Search, Detention, and Arrest of Persons (Series 111) 
x Treatment of Detained and Arrested persons (Series 112) 
x Crowd and Riot Control (Series 120) 
x Riot Control Agents (Series 121) 
x Riot Control Munitions/Water cannons (Series 122)  

 
3.5   Maritime Interdiction Operations 
 

a.  Introduction 
 
The distinctive feature of maritime interdiction operations is that they involve the 
assertion of jurisdiction by warships (and/or military aircraft) over the vessels and/or 
aircraft of other states.  Each participating nation will have a national position on 
what they are permitted to do (both as a matter of law and policy) in international 
waters and international airspace in respect of other nations’ vessels and aircraft. 

 
b.   Legal Considerations 

 
 The principal legal considerations when drafting ROE are: 

 
i. The sea area where operations are to take place and the legal 
regime that applies, including navigation and overflight rights, the duties and 
rights of the coastal and flag states, and the rights and duties of neutrals or 
other non-participants. 
 
ii. The legal basis for the operation, including any specific legal authority 
for conducting operations in national waters or for conducting maritime 
interdiction operations. 
 
iii. The principle of sovereign immunity. 
 
iv. Different national legal and policy positions on the right to visit on the 
basis of a master’s consent. 
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c. Applicable ROE 
 
In addition to the compulsory rules as set out at paragraph 3.d.i of Annex B, the 
following ROE should be considered: 

 
x Prevention of Interference with Ships and Aircraft (Series 22) 
x Warning Shots (Series 23) 
x Disabling Fire (Series 24) 
x Search and Detention of Persons (Series 25) 
x Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of Property (Series 42) 
x Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

(Series 50) 
x Diversions (Series 55) 
x Zones (Series 57) 
x Harassment and Counter-Harassment (Series 61) 
x Sensors and Illumination (Series 63) 
x Maritime Law Enforcement (Series 90) 
x Boardings (Series 93) 
x Suppression of Piracy (Series 94) 
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GUIDANCE ON HOSTILE INTENT 
 
4.1   Defining Hostile Intent 
 

a.   Hostile intent is the threat of the imminent use of force. A determination of 
hostile intent is based on the existence of an identifiable threat recognizable on the 
basis of both of the following conditions: 

 
i. Capability.  
 
ii. Intention. 

 
b.   The right to use force in self-defence arises either when forces have been 
attacked and/or when there is demonstrated hostile intent.  Demonstrated hostile 
intent exists when there is a reasonable belief that an attack or use of force is 
imminent, based on an assessment of all the facts and circumstances known at the 
time.  Some nations permit the right of individual self-defence and unit self-defence 
to be limited by a force commander (see Series 10 and 11 in Annex B). 

 
4.2   Ascertaining Hostile Intent.  In determining whether an entity is demonstrating hostile 
intent, forces will use their best judgment and consider available intelligence, political and 
military factors, indications and warnings, and all other relevant information concerning the 
capabilities of possible threats in the area of operations.   
 
4.3   Indicators of Hostile Intent.   There is no checklist of indicators that will conclusively 
determine hostile intent.  The following are examples of actions that may, depending on the 
circumstances, demonstrate hostile intent: 

 
a.   Aiming or directing weapons.  
 
b.   Adopting an attack profile. 
 
c.   Closing within weapon release range. 
 
d.   Illuminating with radar or laser designators. 
 
e.   Passing targeting information. 
 
f.    Laying or preparing to lay naval mines.   
 
g.   Failing to respond to the proactive measures listed below in 4.4. 

 
4.4       Proactive Measures that may Assist in Ascertaining Hostile Intent.  In addition to the 
above indicators of hostile intent, time and circumstances permitting, forces should take 
proactive measures to assist in determining the intent of an opposing entity or force, 
including, but not limited to: 

 
a.   Verbal query (see Appendix 7 to Annex C). 
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b.   Verbal warning (see Appendix 7 to Annex C). 
 
c.   Visual signals.  
 
d.   Noise signals.  
 
e.   Physical barriers. 
 
f.   Changing course and speed to determine if continuing to maintain an attack 
profile. 
 
g.   Illuminating with fire control radar. 
 
h.   Firing warning shots.
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ESCALATION OF FORCE IN SELF-DEFENCE 
 
5.1   Introduction. In all self-defence situations, when confronted with circumstances in 
which the use of force may become necessary, it is appropriate to exercise control over the 
application of force so as to ensure that the use of force is justifiable. Consequently, when 
time and circumstances permit, use of force must always be graduated (also referred to as 
escalation).  Escalation of force (EOF) may involve sequential actions that begin with non-
deadly force measures and may graduate to deadly force measures.  EOF procedures are 
designed to avoid unjustifiable use of force.  EOF procedures also may assist in the 
determination of hostile intent (see Appendix 4 to Annex A). 
 
5.2  Graduated use of force. Graduated use of force requires that individuals confronted 
with a need to use force should always aim to use the least harmful option available in those 
circumstances. Indeed, one principal purpose of graduated use of force is to create 
operational time and space in the hope that there will be no need to escalate to use of 
deadly force in self-defence.  
 
5.3    Use of force options. A variety of options for use of force may be available in any 
given situation. The options available will often include: 
 

a.  Presence. 
 
b. Verbal and visual warnings, including display of weapons. 
 
c.  Soft physical pressure. 
 
d. Hard physical pressure. 
 
e. Non-lethal weapons (such as batons). 
 
f. Lethal weapons (such as firearms). 

 
5.4    General Considerations. There are a number of general considerations that should 
be taken into account in relation to EOF policy, options, and training: 
 

a.  EOF is concerned with employing the necessary option. Use of force options 
must be read within their context on every occasion – that is, the assessment as to 
what the minimum first response shall be should be made on a case-by-case basis. 
Use of an excessive option, where a less harmful option could reasonably have 
achieved the aim of neutralizing or removing the threat in the circumstances 
encountered, may have legal consequences for individual users of force. 
 
b. Where time and circumstances permit it is expected that less harmful options 
(for example, warnings or warning shots) will be exercised before more harmful 
options are used. 
 
c. On some occasions, for operational reasons, ROE may limit access to certain 
less harmful EOF options. For example, ROE may prohibit use of warning shots. 
However, it must be remembered on all occasions that ROE and EOF procedures do 
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not limit the right of self-defence.  Subject to any limitations promulgated in ROE 
(either series 10 or 11), all necessary and proportional means and actions may be 
used in self-defence.   
 
d. Force preparation should include scenario-based training in EOF situations 
that members of the Force are likely to encounter during the operation, such as 
checkpoint or access control operations. 
 
e. Use of proactive measures to determine hostile intent (see paragraph 4.4 of 
Appendix 4 to Annex A) and EOF measures are similar and may serve the same 
purpose.  
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TARGETING AND ROE 

6.1   Targeting is the process of selecting and prioritizing targets and matching the 
appropriate response to them, taking account of operational requirements and capabilities, 
applicable ROE, and LOAC.   

6.2   The relationship between ROE and targeting is summarized as follows: 

a.  Forces may target only those military objectives permitted to be targeted in 
the relevant ROE. 
 
b.  ROE may impose policy restrictions on targeting that go beyond the 
requirements of the LOAC. 
 
c.  ROE must never permit targeting that is not consistent with LOAC. 

6.3   Targeting Directives for a mission may set out limitations such as restricted target 
lists and no-strike lists. Additionally, commanders may be restricted from taking certain 
actions by their ROE.   
 
6.4   In order to conduct targeting for any mission, planners, often referred to as a 
“targeting cell”, must have ROE for mission accomplishment (Series 20) that permit the use 
of force, up to and including deadly force.  These ROE measures will reflect the effects that 
the commander intends to achieve.  If there are no permissions under Series 20, then 
attacks cannot be conducted.   
 
6.5 ROE will reflect the LOAC requirement that under no condition will an attack be 
permitted where the expected incidental injury or death of civilians and collateral damage to 
civilian objects is excessive in relation to the concrete and direct military advantage 
anticipated to be gained by the attack.  In exceptional cases, higher authority or a 
commander (through an operation order or statement of commander’s intent) may direct that 
more restrictive standards be applied. For example, a commander may: 
 
  a. prohibit attacks in which any collateral damage is a foreseeable 

consequence; 
 
 b. prohibit attacks where incidental injury or death of specified classes of 

persons (such as children) or a specified number of persons is expected;  

c. prohibit attacks where otherwise permissible collateral damage to specified 
civilian objects is expected; or 

d. direct that selected military objectives be disabled rather than destroyed. 

The above restrictive standards, as a general rule, would be applicable to mission 
accomplishment situations and not to use of force in self-defence situations.  
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MODEL TARGETING CHECK-LIST 
 

Target Description: 

Grid Ref: 

1 Do you have authority under ROE / Orders to conduct attack?    
    
If yes proceed to 2.  If no DO NOT ATTACK 

2 Is the objective on a No Strike / Restricted Target List? 
 
If no proceed to 3.  If yes DO NOT ATTACK 

3 Does the target make an effective contribution to enemy military action? 
 
If yes proceed to 4.  If no DO NOT ATTACK 

4 Will its destruction or neutralization, in current circumstances, offer a definite military 
advantage? 
 
If yes proceed to 5.  If no DO NOT ATTACK 

5 Is the attack expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, 
damage to civilian objects, or a combination thereof (i.e. collateral damage)? 
 
If yes proceed to 6.  If no proceed to 11.  

6 Do your targeting directive and ROE permit collateral damage? 
 
If yes proceed to 7. If no DO NOT ATTACK 

7 Is there an alternative military target available with the same military advantage, with 
less risk of collateral damage? 
 
If no proceed to 8.  If yes return to 1 for new target 

8 Have all feasible precautions in the choice of means and methods of attack with a 
view to avoiding, and in any event to minimizing, incidental loss or civilian life, injury to 
civilians and damage to civilian objects been taken?  
 
 If yes proceed to 9.  If no, do so, and then reassess 8. 

9 Where circumstances permit, has an effective advance warning been given of attacks 
that may affect the civilian population? 
 
If yes proceed to 10.  If no, issue warning before proceeding to 10. 

10 Is the attack expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, 
damage to civilian objects, or a combination thereof, which would be excessive in 
relation to the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated? 
 
If yes DO NOT ATTACK.  If no proceed to step 11. 

11 ATTACK  PERMITTED - BUT CONTINUE  TO MONITOR.   IF CIRCUMSTANCES 
CHANGE - DUTY TO REASSESS ATTACK. 
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COMPENDIUM OF ROE 
 

1.   This Compendium provides rules for the drafting of ROE.  The rules are divided into 
groups that deal with different areas of military activity.  Within these groups there are a 
number of series of rules, each of which regulates a distinct activity.  Individual rules are 
selected from the series as required. Spare numbers are provided for the drafting of rules 
not included in the Compendium.   Some of the rules include the term “(SPECIFY).”   This 
means that detail must be inserted to clarify the meaning of the rule.  
 
2.   The Handbook is constructed on the basis that the right to use force in individual 
self-defence or unit self-defence is not limited unless a rule in Groups 10-19 specifically 
does so. 
 
3.   The process for drafting ROE from this Compendium is set out below and 
summarized in the ROE Drafting Check List.  

a.   Analyse the mission.  Pay particular attention to the policy, operational and 
legal considerations that may affect ROE, including higher authority intent or 
guidance.  Determine the character of the operation as involving armed conflict 
(international or non-international) or as falling outside armed conflict in order to 
determine the applicable rules. 
 
b.   Identify tasks from Mission Statement in OPORD.  The OPORD will contain 
the mission statement and military tasks that are to be completed to accomplish the 
mission.  These tasks need to be identified before any consideration can be given to 
drafting ROE.  

c.  Identify any current ROE.  This is necessary to determine if changes will be 
required.   
 
d.  Prepare the ROE. .     
 

i. Identify Compulsory Rules.   The first ROE to be considered are the 
compulsory rules. The compulsory rules deal with matters that are 
fundamental to any mission and must be present in every ROE, even if the 
rule selected is one that prohibits the military activity.  Every ROE is to 
include a rule from each of series 10, 11, 12, 60 & 70. For any mission 
beyond self-defence, a rule from series 20 is required.  In situations involving 
armed conflict, measures from series 30 and 32 are required. 
 
ii. Identify Environment-Specific Rules.  Appendix 2 to Annex A provides 
guidance for drafting ROE for environments including land, maritime, air, 
outer space, and cyberspace operations.  The rules that are most likely to be 
required are set out for each environment but are not compulsory.   
 
iii. Identify Task Specific Rules.  Appendix 3 to Annex A provides 
guidance for drafting ROE for specific tasks including peace operations, non-
combatant evacuation operations, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief, 
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and assistance to civil authorities.  The rules that are most likely to be 
required are set out for each environment but are not compulsory.  
 
iv. Review remaining rules in Compendium.  Each mission is unique so 
the environment and task specific guidance will not always be sufficient.  
ROE drafters should check all the series in the Compendium to see if any 
other rules are required to accomplish the mission. 

 
v. Draft rules.  The ROE message should be drafted with ROE listed in 
numerical order.  It is possible, and sometimes necessary, to have two rules 
chosen from the same series. 
 
vi. Draft spare rules, if required.  The Compendium cannot anticipate 
every possible mission and rule that may be required.  Where a rule is not 
provided, it can be drafted under a spare number using the same format as 
other rules in that series or as part of a new group or series. 
 
vii. Determine Retained Rules.  Decide which rules, if any, are to be 
retained at a higher level.  These rules will remain dormant until a ROEIMP 
message is issued. 

 
e.    Validate ROE by comparing to tasks.  The ROE must be checked against the 
mission and task to ensure that it supports mission accomplishment within the 
limitations set out by higher authority.  Rectify shortfalls, if any. 
 
f.  Obtain approval.  Seek approval from the appropriate level of authority. 
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ROE DRAFTING CHECKLIST 
 

 

  

Analyse the Mission 

Identify tasks from Mission Statement 
in OPORD 

 
Identify any current ROE 

Identify compulsory rules 

Identify environment specific rules 

Identify task specific rules 

Review remaining rules in 
compendium 

Draft rules, including spare rules if 
required 

Determine retained rules 

Validate ROE by comparing to tasks 

ROE do not support tasks 

Identify shortfalls and rectify 

ROE support tasks 

Obtain approval 
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GROUP 10-19: USE OF FORCE IN THE DEFENCE OF SELF AND OTHERS 

Note:  For purposes of self-defence, Force includes persons accompanying the Force, Prisoners of 
War, internees and detainees under the control of the Force. 

Series 10 Use of Force in Individual Self-Defence 

Purpose: To regulate the right to use force in individual self-defence. 

 Rule  

 10 A Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in individual self-
defence is permitted, except as follows: (SPECIFY). 

 10 B   Use of non-deadly force in individual self-defence is permitted. 

 10 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in individual self-
defence is permitted. 

 10 D    Use of non-deadly force in defence of property where there is 
likelihood that destruction of, or damage to, that property will lead to 
the injury of (SPECIFY persons) is permitted. 

 10 E   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in defence of property 
where there is a likelihood that destruction of, or damage to, that 
property will lead to an imminent threat to life of (SPECIFY persons) 
is permitted. 
 
Note:   Defence of property in such situations is an exercise of the 
right of individual self-defence, unit self-defence, or the right to 
protect the specified persons.  Specified persons might include 
members of the Force, own state nationals, all civilians, etc.  See 
Series 40 for measures regarding the use of force to protect 
property where no imminent threat to life exists.   
 

 10 F-Z Spare. 

Series 11 Use of Force in Unit Self-Defence 

Purpose: To regulate the right to use force in unit self-defence. 

 Rule  

 11 A Use of force, up to and including deadly force, is permitted in unit 
self-defence, except as follows: (SPECIFY). 

 11 B   Use of non-deadly force in unit self-defence is permitted. 
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 11 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in unit self-defence of 
(SPECIFY groups or units, e.g. the Force, civilians) is permitted. 

 11 D    Use of non-deadly force in unit self-defence of (SPECIFY groups or 
units) is permitted. 

 11 E   Use of non-deadly force where there is likelihood of damage to 
property that will lead to injury of persons in own unit or other units 
of own nation is permitted. 
 

 11 F Use of non-deadly force where there is likelihood of damage to 
property that will lead to injury of persons in (SPECIFY groups or 
units, e.g. the Force, civilians) is permitted. 
 

 11 G Use of force, up to and including deadly force, where there is a 
likelihood of damage to property that will lead to an imminent threat 
to life in own unit or other units of own nation is permitted. 
 
Note:   Defence of property in such situations is an exercise of the 
right of unit self-defence in situations where the unit or persons in 
the unit are in peril.  See Series 40 for measures regarding the use 
of force to protect property.   

 11 H-Z Spare. 

Series 12 Use of Force for the Protection of Others 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force for protection of persons who are not members of 
the Force. 

 Rule  

 12 A Use of force for the protection of others is prohibited. 

 12 B   Use of non-deadly force for the protection of others in (SPECIFY 
group) is permitted. 

 12 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, for the protection of 
others of (SPECIFY group) is permitted. 

 12 D    Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent the 
commission of a serious crime against (SPECIFY) persons is 
permitted. 

 12 E-Z Spare. 

Series 13 Use of Force in National Self-Defence 
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Purpose: To regulate the use of force in national self-defence. 

 Rule  

 13 A Use of force in national self-defence is prohibited. 

 13 B  Use of non-deadly force in national self-defence of (SPECIFY 
nation) is permitted. 
 

 13 C  Use of non-deadly force in national self-defence of (SPECIFY 
nation) when authorised by (SPECIFY authority) is permitted. 

 13 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in national self-
defence of (SPECIFY nation) is permitted. 
 

 13 E Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in national self-
defence of (SPECIFY nation) when authorised by (SPECIFY 
authority) is permitted. 

 13 F-Z Spare. 

Series 14-19 SPARE 

GROUP 20-29: MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT   

Series 20 Use of Force for Mission Accomplishment 
 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force for the purposes of mission accomplishment. 

Note:  Where there is no armed conflict, some nations will only deadly force 
only in self-defence. 
 

 Rule  

 20 A Use of non-deadly force to accomplish the mission is permitted. 

 20 B   Use of non-deadly force to counter force used to interfere with the 
mission is permitted. 
 

 20 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to accomplish the 
mission is permitted. 
 

 20 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to counter force used 
to interfere with the mission is permitted. 
 

 20 E-Z Spare. 
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Series 21 Protection of Freedom of Movement of Persons  

Purpose: To regulate the use of force in providing freedom of movement of personnel. 
 

 Rule  

 21 A Use of force to prevent interference with the freedom of movement 
of persons belonging to the Force is prohibited. 

 21 B   Use of non-deadly force, to prevent interference with the freedom of 
movement of persons belonging to the Force, is permitted. 
 

 21 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent 
interference with the freedom of movement of persons belonging to 
the Force, is permitted. 

 21 D Use of force to prevent interference with the freedom of movement 
of (SPECIFY persons) is prohibited. 
 

 21 E Use of non-deadly force, to prevent interference with the freedom of 
movement of (SPECIFY persons), is permitted. 
 

 21 F Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent 
interference with the freedom of movement of (SPECIFY persons), 
is permitted. 
 

 21 G-Z Spare. 

Series 22 Prevention of Interference with Ships and Aircraft 

Purpose: To regulate the circumstances in which force may be used to prevent 
unauthorised boarding or seizure of ships or aircraft.  
 

 Rule  

 22 A Use of force to prevent unauthorised boarding of ships/aircraft is 
prohibited. 

 22 B   Use of non-deadly force to prevent unauthorised boarding of 
(SPECIFY ships/aircraft) is permitted. 
 

 22 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force to prevent 
unauthorised boarding of (SPECIFY ships/aircraft), is permitted. 

 22 D-Z Spare. 

Series 23 Warning Shots  
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Purpose: To regulate the use of warning shots other than in self-defence. 
 
Note:  For use of warnings other than warning shots see Series 60. 
 

 Rule  

 23 A Firing of warning shots is prohibited. 

 23 B   Firing of warning shots in the vicinity of (SPECIFY elements) is 
permitted. 
 

 23 C Firing of warning shots to compel compliance with (SPECIFY 
instructions) is permitted. 
 

 23 D Firing of warning shots is permitted. 

 23 E-Z Spare. 

Series 24 Disabling Fire 
 

Purpose: To regulate the use of disabling fire. 

 Rule  

 24 A Use of disabling fire is prohibited. 

 24 B   Use of disabling fire to compel compliance with (SPECIFY 
instructions) is permitted. 
 

 24 C Use of disabling fire is permitted. 

 24 D-Z Spare. 

Series 25 Search and Detention of Persons 

Purpose: To regulate the circumstances in which persons may be searched and 
detained, other than in Assistance to Civilian and Law Enforcement Authorities 
(see Series 111). 
 

 Rule  

 25 A Search of (SPECIFY persons) is prohibited. 

 25 B   Search of (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 
 

 25 C Use of non-deadly force to search (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
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 25 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to search (SPECIFY 
persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 25 E Use of non-deadly force to disarm (SPECIFY persons) is permitted. 

 25 F Use of force, up to and including deadly-force to disarm (SPECIFY 
persons), is permitted. 
 

 25 G Detention of (SPECIFY persons) is prohibited. 

 25 H Detention of (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 
 

 25 I Use of non-deadly force to detain (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 25 J Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to detain (SPECIFY 
persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances), is permitted. 
 

 25 K Use of non-deadly force to prevent the escape of (SPECIFY 
persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 25 L Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent the escape 
of (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances), is permitted. 
 

 25 M-Z Spare. 

Series 26 Use of Force to Secure the Release of Persons 
 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force in securing the release of persons. 

 Rule  

 26 A Use of force to secure the release from custody of persons 
belonging to the Force is prohibited. 

 26 B   Use of non-deadly force to secure the release from custody of 
persons belonging to the Force is permitted.  
 

 26 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to secure the release 
from custody of persons belonging to the Force, is permitted. 
 

 26 D Use of force to secure the release from custody of (SPECIFY 
persons) is prohibited. 
 

 26 E Use of non-deadly force to secure the release from custody of 
(SPECIFY persons) is permitted. 
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 26 F Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to secure the release 
from custody of (SPECIFY persons), is permitted. 
 

 26 G-Z Spare. 

Series 27  Indirect Fire (Unobserved Indirect Fire and Observed Indirect Fire) 
 

Purpose: To regulate the use of indirect fire 
 
Notes: 
1. Definitions of the terms direct fire, observed indirect fire, and unobserved 
indirect fire vary among nations.  Annex D provides generally accepted 
definitions.  If national policy dictates a different definition, that definition should 
be published with the ROE. 
2. For the purposes of this Handbook, direct fire and observed indirect fire are 
permitted unless restricted by a rule. Unobserved indirect fire is not permitted 
unless authorised by a rule. 
 
 

 Rule  

 27 A Use of (SPECIFY unobserved fire, observed indirect fire, or all 
indirect fire) is prohibited (in the following situations: SPECIFY 
situations, e.g. populated areas). 
.   

 27 B    Use of unobserved indirect fire is permitted (in the following 
situations: SPECIFY situations). 
 

 27 C-Z Spare. 

Series 28 –29  Spare  

GROUP 30-39: TARGETING IN ARMED CONFLICT 
 
Series 30  ENGAGEMENT OF MILITARY OBJECTIVES INCLUDING HOSTILE FORCES 

Purpose: To regulate the engagement of military objectives including hostile forces. 
 

 Rule  

 30 A Attack on declared hostile forces and other military objectives within 
(SPECIFY area) is permitted.  

 
AMPN: Declared hostile forces are:  

 
a.  Combatants of the armed forces of (SPECIFY nation),  

 
b.  Civilians taking a direct part in hostilities, and/or 
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c.  (SPECIFY others e.g. group/vessel.)  
 

 30 B   Non-destructive attack on (SPECIFY property) is permitted. 
 

 30 C  Attack on (SPECIFY property) is prohibited. 
 

 30 D-Z Spare. 
 
Note: All actions under this series are to be conducted in 
accordance with the LOAC. For example, medical personnel, 
chaplains of the armed forces and those who are hors de combat 
may not be attacked.  Series 30 should be considered in conjunction 
with Series 31 - Identification of Targets. 
 

Series 31  Identification of Targets 
 

Purpose: To regulate the means of identification required in using force against a target. 

 Rule  

 31 A Identification of a target must be by visual means. 
 
Note:  For the purpose of this rule, visual includes the use of image 
magnifiers such as binoculars, telescopes and periscopes. 

 31 B Identification of a target must be by visual means and (SPECIFY 
number and/or combination of the following means): 

 
a.   Identification friend or foe (IFF) 
b.   Other means requiring a response 
c.   Thermal imaging 
d.   Electro-optical 
e.   Electronic intercept intelligence 
f.    Data link information 
g.   Passive acoustic analysis 
h.   Track origin and behaviour 
i.    Flight path correlation 
j.    Magnetic signature 
k.   EW support measures 
l.    Other identification means not requiring a response 
 

 31 C   Identification of a target must be by (SPECIFY number and/or 
combination of the following means): 
 
a.   Visual 
b.   Identification friend or foe (IFF) 
c.   Other means requiring a response 
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d.   Thermal imaging 
e.   Electro-optical 
f.    Electronic intercept intelligence 
g.   Data link information 
h.   Passive acoustic analysis 
i.    Track origin and behaviour 
j.    Flight path correlation 
k.   Magnetic signature 
l.    EW support measures 
m.  Other identification means not requiring a response 
 

 31 D Use of information from (SPECIFY force/sources) for target 
identification is prohibited. 
 

 31 E Use of (SPECIFY means) information from (SPECIFY 
force/sources) for target identification is permitted. 
 

 31 F Use of information from (SPECIFY force/sources) for target 
identification is permitted. 
 

 31 G-Z Spare. 

Series 32 Neutrals 

Purpose: To regulate the interaction of own force with neutrals. 

 Rule  

 32 A Interference with the activities of neutrals is prohibited. 

 32 B   Interference with the activities of neutrals in accordance with the law 
of armed conflict for the purposes of (SPECIFY actions, e.g. to 
conduct visit and search, instructing the vessel/aircraft to depart 
from the immediate area of operations, etc) is permitted. 
 

 32 C Conduct of (SPECIFY operation) in (SPECIFY neutral states) 
territorial sea, archipelagic waters or airspace is permitted.   
 

 32 D-Z Spare. 

Series 33 – 39  Spare  

GROUP 40-49: OPERATIONS RELATED TO PROPERTY  
 
Series 40 Use of Force to Protect Property 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force to protect property. 
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 Rule  

 40 A Use of force to protect property belonging to the Force is prohibited. 

 40 B   Use of non-deadly force to protect property belonging to the Force is 
permitted. 
 

 40 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to protect property 
belonging to the Force is permitted. 
 

 40 D Use of force to protect property is prohibited. 
 

 40 E Use of non-deadly force to protect property is permitted. 
 

 40 F Use of force, up to and including deadly force to protect property is 
permitted.  
 

 40 G-Z Spare. 

Series 41 Protection of Vital/Mission Essential/Specified Property 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force in the protection of vital property, mission essential 
property, and other specified property. 
 

 Rule  

 41 A Use of non-deadly force to protect (SPECIFY) property is permitted. 

 41 B   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to protect (SPECIFY 
property) is permitted. 
 

 41 C-Z Spare. 

Series 42 Inspection, Seizure, and Destruction of Property 

Purpose: To regulate the circumstances in which property may be inspected, seized, and 
destroyed. 
 

 Rule  

 42 A Inspection of (SPECIFY property) is prohibited. 

 42 B   Inspection of (SPECIFY property) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 

 42 C Use of non-deadly force to inspect (SPECIFY property) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
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 42 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to inspect (SPECIFY 
property) in (SPECIFY circumstances), is permitted. 
 

 42 E Seizure of (SPECIFY property) is prohibited. 

 42 F Seizure of (SPECIFY property) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 
 

 42 G Use of non-deadly force to seize (SPECIFY property) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 42 H Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to seize (SPECIFY 
property) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 42 I Use of force to secure the release of property following its seizure is 
prohibited. 
 

 42 J Use of non-deadly force to secure the release of property belonging 
to the Force following the seizure of such property is permitted. 
 

 42 K Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to secure the release 
of (SPECIFY) property belonging to the Force following its seizure, 
is permitted. 
 

 42 L Use of non-deadly force to secure the release of (SPECIFY 
property) is permitted.  

 42 M Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to secure the release 
of (SPECIFY property), is permitted. 
 

 42 N Destruction of (SPECIFY property) is prohibited. 

 42 O Destruction of (SPECIFY property) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 
 

 42 P-Z Spare. 

Series 43 – 49  Spare  

GROUP 50-59: GEOGRAPHIC POSITIONING  
 
Series 50 Geographic Positioning of Force Units and Cross-Border Incursions 

Purpose: To regulate the position of Force units in relation to the territory, maritime zones 
or airspace of others. 
 
Note: Except to the extent excluded, restricted, modified, or amplified by a 
measure in Series 58, Force units may exercise freedoms of navigation and 
over-flight in accordance with international law (see Part V, paragraph 19). 
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 Rule  

 50 A Entry into (SPECIFY area) of (SPECIFY nation or area) is 
prohibited. 

 50 B   Approach closer than (SPECIFY distance / range) to (SPECIFY 
area) is prohibited. 
 

 50 C Entry into (SPECIFY area) except for the following circumstances 
(SPECIFY e.g. for transit passage, when rendered necessary by 
force majeure or distress, in assistance entry, in self-defence, etc.) 
is prohibited.  
 

 50 D Entry into (SPECIFY area) for (SPECIFY purpose or task, e.g. 
innocent passage, transit passage, archipelagic sea lanes passage, 
and assistance entry, SAR, NEO) is permitted. 
 

 
 50 E Entry into (SPECIFY area) is permitted. 

 
 50 F-Z Spare. 

Series 51 Ground Reconnaissance 

Purpose: To regulate the conduct of ground reconnaissance. 
 

 Rule  

 51 A Conduct of ground reconnaissance in (SPECIFY area) is prohibited. 

 51 B Conduct of ground reconnaissance in (SPECIFY area) is permitted. 

 51 C-Z Spare. 

Series 52 Aerial Reconnaissance 

Purpose: To regulate the use of aerial reconnaissance 
 

 Rule  

 52 A Aerial reconnaissance over (SPECIFY area) is prohibited. 

 52 B   Aerial reconnaissance against (SPECIFY force) is prohibited. 

 52 C Aerial reconnaissance at altitudes of less than (SPECIFY altitude 
above ground level) over (SPECIFY force/area) is prohibited. 
 



 Annex B 

 

  43  

  ©  

 52 D Aerial reconnaissance against (SPECIFY force) is permitted. 

 52 E Aerial reconnaissance over (SPECIFY area) is permitted. 

 52 F Aerial reconnaissance is permitted. 

 52 G-Z Spare. 

Series 53 Relative Positioning of Force Units 

Purpose: To regulate the position of Force units in relation to other forces or assets. 

 Rule  

 53 A Approaching closer than (SPECIFY distance / range) to (SPECIFY 
forces / contacts of interest) is prohibited. 

 53 B   Approaching (SPECIFY forces /contacts of interest) within 
(SPECIFY distance) for (SPECIFY purpose—e.g. to establish 
identity) is permitted. 
 

 53 C Approaching (SPECIFY forces / contacts of interest) within 
(SPECIFY distance) is permitted. 
 

 53 D Unrestricted approach of (SPECIFY forces / contacts of interest) is 
permitted. 
 

 53 E-Z Spare. 

Series 54 Exercising in the Presence of a Potential Adversary 

Purpose: To regulate the conduct of exercises in the presence of a potential enemy.  
 
Note: While the conduct of an exercise is a lawful activity, such activity in the 
presence of a potential enemy, could be viewed as provocative. 
 

 Rule  

 54 A Conduct of exercises in the presence of (SPECIFY) units is 
prohibited. 

 54 B   Conduct of (SPECIFY) exercises in the presence of (SPECIFY) 
units is permitted. 
 

 54 C Aiming of weapons in the direction of (SPECIFY) is prohibited. 

 54 D Aiming of weapons in the direction of (SPECIFY) is permitted. 
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 54 E-Z Spare. 

Series 55 Diversions 

Purpose: To regulate the use and enforcement of diversions. 

 Rule  

 55 A Ordering of diversions is prohibited. 

 55 B   Advising (SPECIFY persons/objects) on land to avoid (SPECIFY) 
areas is permitted. 
 

 55 C Advising (SPECIFY) aircraft to avoid (SPECIFY) areas is permitted. 

 55 D Advising (SPECIFY) ships to avoid (SPECIFY) areas is permitted. 

 55 E Ordering of diversions to (SPECIFY person/objects) on land for 
(SPECIFY) purpose is permitted. 
 

 55 F Ordering of diversions to (SPECIFY) aircraft for (SPECIFY) purpose 
is permitted. 
 

 55 G Ordering of diversions to (SPECIFY) ships for (SPECIFY) purpose is 
permitted. 
 

 55 H Ordering of diversions and other instructions to ships suspected of 
operating in breach of UNSCR (SPECIFY) is permitted. 
 

 55 I Use of (SPECIFY actions) to compel compliance with (SPECIFY 
diversion instructions) is permitted. 
 

 55 J Use of non-deadly force to compel compliance with (SPECIFY 
diversion instructions) is permitted. 
 

 55 K Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to compel compliance 
with (SPECIFY diversion instructions), is permitted. 
 

 55 L-Z Spare. 

Series 56 Use of Obstacles and Barriers 

Purpose: To regulate the use of obstacles and barriers. 

 Rule  

 56 A Use of obstacles and barriers is prohibited. 
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 56 B   Use of non-explosive obstacles and barriers in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 56 C Use of a counter-terrorist warning boom is prohibited. 

 56 D Use of a counter-terrorist warning boom in (SPECIFY 
circumstances/location) is permitted. 
 

 56 E-Z Spare. 

Series 57 Zones 

Purpose: To regulate enforcement mechanisms for declared zones in land, maritime, and 
air environments. 
 

 Rule  

 57 A Use of non-deadly force against (SPECIFY units) entering 
(SPECIFY area) without permission for (SPECIFY purpose e.g. 
reconnaissance) is permitted. 

 57 B   Use of non-deadly force within (SPECIFY area) to disarm (SPECIFY 
groups or individuals) is permitted. 
 

 57 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, within (SPECIFY 
area) to disarm (SPECIFY groups or individuals) is permitted. 
 

 57 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force on (SPECIFY units) 
entering (SPECIFY area) without permission is permitted. 
 

 57 E Use of force, up to and including deadly force on (SPECIFY units) 
who have entered (SPECIFY area) and failed to depart when 
warned is permitted. 
 

 57 F-Z Spare. 

Series 58 Freedom of Navigation 

Purpose: To regulate the exercise of freedom of navigation.  
 
Note:  These rights are to be exercised with due regard for the legitimate rights 
of the Coastal State in the relevant zone.  Unless otherwise directed, this Rule 
permits exercise of applicable rights in international waters that are subject to 
excessive maritime claims – both geographical (such as excessive straight 
baselines) and jurisdictional (such as over security in the CZ or EEZ). 
 

 Rule  
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 58 A Exercise of freedom of navigation in the (SPECIFY claimed security 
zone or other excessive maritime claim) of (SPECIFY nation / 
nations) is prohibited. 

 58 B   Exercise of freedom of navigation in the (SPECIFY claimed security 
zone or other excessive maritime claim) of (SPECIFY nation / 
nations) is permitted. 
 

 58 C Exercise of freedom of navigation in the Contiguous Zone (CZ) and 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) of (SPECIFY nation / nations) is 
permitted. 
 

 58 D-Z Spare. 

Series 59  Spare  

GROUP 60-69: WARNINGS, HARASSMENT, SHADOWING, ILLUMINATION  
 
Series 60 Warnings 

Purpose: To regulate the use of warnings.  
 
Note: For use of warning shots refer to Series 23 – Warning Shots.  Nothing in 
this Series prohibits an individual/vehicle/vessel or aircraft from communicating 
or displaying a warning signal. 
 

 Rule  

 60 A Use of warnings is prohibited. 

 60 B   Use of warnings is permitted. 
 

 60 C Use of (SPECIFY warnings) directed towards (SPECIFY elements) 
is permitted. 
 

 60 D Energizing fire control radar as a means of warning is permitted. 

 60 E-Z Spare. 

Series 61 Harassment 

Purpose: To regulate harassment. 
Note:  A specific definitions of “harassment” should be included if there is doubt 
as to the definition of the term. 

 Rule  

 61 A Harassment is prohibited. 
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 61 B   Harassment that will not result in physical damage is permitted. 

 61 C Harassment that may result in physical damage is prohibited. 

 61 D Harassment that may result in physical damage is permitted. 

 61 E Harassment to a similar extent and, in a similar fashion, to 
harassment received by any element or unit of the Force is 
permitted. 
 

 61 F-Z Spare. 

Series 62 Shadowing, Surveillance, and Marking 

Purpose: To regulate or restrict the conduct of shadowing, surveillance, or marking. 

 Rule  

 62 A Shadowing is prohibited. 

 62 B   Shadowing of (SPECIFY) forces is permitted. 

 62 C Marking is prohibited. 

 62 D Marking of (SPECIFY) forces is permitted. 

 62 E Conduct of surveillance is permitted. 

 62 F-Z Spare. 

Series 63 Sensors and Illumination 

Purpose: To regulate the use of sensors and means of illumination. 
 
Note: Care shall be taken not to illuminate the bridge, cab, or cockpit in such a 
way as to blind persons in control of ships, vehicles, or aircraft being 
illuminated. 
 

 Rule  

 63 A Illumination is prohibited. 

 63 B   Illumination of (SPECIFY) by (SPECIFY equipment) is permitted. 

 63 C Use of laser designators in (SPECIFY circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 63 D Use of laser range finders in (SPECIFY circumstances) is permitted. 
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Note:  It is unlawful to use laser targeting systems to deliberately 
cause blindness. 
 

 63 E Energizing fire-control radars in the direction of (SPECIFY) 
permitted. 
 

 63 F Use of all illuminants and illumination systems is permitted. 

 63 G Use of active sensors is prohibited. 

 63 H Use of active sensors is permitted. 

 63 I Unrestricted use of sensors is permitted. 

 63 J-Z Spare. 

Series 64-69 Spare  

GROUP 70-79:  CARRYING OF WEAPONS  
 
Series 70 Authority to Carry Weapons 

Purpose: To regulate carrying of weapons. 

 Rule  

 70 A Carrying of weapons by members of the Force is prohibited. 

 70 B   Carrying of weapons by members of the Force in (SPECIFY 
location) is prohibited. 
 

 70 C Carrying of weapons by members of the Force in (SPECIFY area) is 
permitted. 
 

 70 D Carrying of (SPECIFY type of weapons, e.g. crew served weapons) 
by members of the Force in (SPECIFY area) is permitted. 
 

 70 E Carrying of weapons except in (SPECIFY location) is permitted. 
 
Note:  Measure 70E is to be used when Force members are 
permitted to carry weapons in the area of operations, but are 
restricted from carrying weapons in places such as in the vicinity of 
cities, in host nation government buildings, etc. 
 

 70 F Carrying of weapons by members of the Force is permitted. 

 70 G-Z Spare. 
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Series 71 –79  Spare  

GROUP 80-89: LAND MINES, CLUSTER MUNITIONS AND BOOBY TRAPS  
Note: Treaty law and national policies, which go beyond the requirements of customary 
international law, have placed limitations on the use of these weapon systems by some nations. 
 
Series 80 Use of Land Mines 

Purpose: To regulate the use of land mines (including anti-personnel mines). 

 Rule  

 80 A Use of land mines (including anti-personnel mines) is prohibited. 

 80 B   Use of anti-personnel mines is prohibited. 

 80 C Use of surface laid anti-vehicle mines in (SPECIFY area) is 
permitted. 
 

 80 D Use of concealed anti-vehicle mines in (SPECIFY area) is permitted. 

 80 E Use of land mines (including anti-personnel mines) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 80 F Use of command-detonated mines is permitted. 

 80 G Use of land mines (except anti-personnel mines) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 80 H Use of land mines (except anti-personnel mines) is permitted. 

 80 I Use of land mines (including anti-personnel mines) is permitted. 

 80 J-Z Spare. 

Series 81 Use of Cluster Munitions 

Purpose: To regulate the use of cluster munitions. 

 Rule  

 81 A Use of cluster munitions is prohibited. 

 81 B   Use of cluster munitions against (SPECIFY objectives) is permitted. 
 

 81 C Use of cluster munitions in (SPECIFY area) is permitted. 
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 81 D-Z Spare. 

Series 82 Use of Booby Traps 

Purpose: To regulate the use of booby traps. 

 Rule  

 82 A Use of booby traps is prohibited. 

 82 B   Use of explosive booby traps is prohibited. 

 82 C Use of explosive booby traps in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 
 

 82 D Use of booby traps against (SPECIFY objectives) is permitted. 

 82 E-Z Spare. 

Series 83-89  Spare  

GROUP 90-99: MARITIME OPERATIONS  
 
Series 90 Maritime Law Enforcement 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force in the conduct of maritime law enforcement 
operations in own maritime zones, or in the maritime zones of other states 
where appropriately authorised. 
 

 Rule  

 90 A Use of non-deadly force to enforce resource-related legal regimes 
and relevant domestic law in the exclusive economic zone and on 
the outer continental shelf is permitted. 

 90 B   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to enforce resource-
related legal regimes and relevant criminal law in the exclusive 
economic zone and outer continental shelf is permitted. 
 

 90 C Use of non-deadly force to enforce fiscal, immigration, sanitary, and 
customs legal regimes and relevant domestic law in the contiguous 
zone is permitted. 
 

 90 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force to enforce fiscal, 
immigration, sanitary, and customs legal regimes and relevant 
domestic law in the contiguous zone is permitted. 
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 90 E Use of non-deadly force to effect hot pursuit is permitted. 

 90 F Use of force, up to and including deadly force to effect hot pursuit is 
permitted. 
 

 90 G Use of non-deadly force to halt non-innocent passage in the 
territorial sea is permitted. 
 

 90 H Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to halt non-innocent 
passage in the territorial sea is permitted. 
 

 90 I Use of non-deadly force to conduct law enforcement in national 
waters is permitted. 
 

 90 J Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to conduct law 
enforcement in national waters is permitted. 
 

 90 K-Z Spare. 

Series 91 Submarine Contacts 

Purpose: To regulate the interaction of Force units with submarine contacts. 

Note: The use of deadly force against a submarine contact would be 
authorised under Group 10-19 (SelfdDefence) or Rule 30A (Armed Conflict). 
 

 Rule  

 91 A (SPECIFY action) against (SPECIFY) submarine contacts in 
(SPECIFY area or circumstances) is prohibited. 

 91 B   Continued tracking of (SPECIFY) submarine contacts by (SPECIFY 
means e.g. passive/active sonar, magnetic anomaly detection, 
sonobuoy) is permitted. 
 

 91 C Use of warnings to induce (SPECIFY) submarine contacts to 
(SPECIFY result e.g. surface, leave the area) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances e.g. when located within xxx range of own forces) is 
permitted. 
 

 91 D Use of non-deadly force to induce (SPECIFY) submarine contacts to 
(SPECIFY result e.g. surface, leave the area) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances e.g. when located within (SPECIFY range) of own 
forces) is permitted. 

 91 E Use of use of force, up to and including deadly force to induce 
(SPECIFY) submarine contacts to (SPECIFY result e.g. surface, 
leave the area) in (SPECIFY circumstances e.g. when located within 
xxx range of own forces) is permitted. 
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 91 F Use of warnings to induce (SPECIFY submarine contacts) to 
(SPECIFY result e.g. surface, leave the area) is permitted. 
 

 91 G Use of non-deadly force to induce (SPECIFY submarine contacts) to 
(SPECIFY result e.g. surface, leave the area) is permitted. 
 

 91 H Use of force, up to and including deadly force to induce (SPECIFY 
submarine contacts) to (SPECIFY result e.g. surface, leave the 
area) is permitted. 
 

 91 I-Z Spare. 

Series 92 Naval Mines 

Purpose: To regulate the use of, and response to, naval mines. 

 Rule  

 92 A Use of naval mines is prohibited. 

 92 B   Use of armed naval mines in (SPECIFY areas) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 92 C Use of controlled naval mines in (SPECIFY areas) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 92 D Stopping, boarding and searching of (SPECIFY vessels) in 
(SPECIFY areas) when there are reasonable grounds to suspect 
they are carrying or laying naval mines is permitted. 
 

 92 E Use of force, up to and including deadly force against (SPECIFY 
vessels) engaged in (SPECIFY activity) in (SPECIFY areas) is 
permitted. 
 

 92 F The removal, sweeping or neutralization of naval mines in (SPECIFY 
areas) is permitted. 
 

 92 G-Z Spare. 

Series 93 Boardings 

Purpose: To regulate the boarding of ships. 

Notes: 
1. See also Series 23 Warning Shots and Series 24 Disabling Fire.  
2.  International law recognises a number of legal bases for boarding of ships 
by warships. The issue of whether the boarding is compliant, non-compliant or 
opposed is a separate issue. For example, a lawful boarding may nevertheless 
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be opposed when a master seeks to prevent the boarding despite the legal right 
of the warship to conduct it. 
3.  Compliant boardings, non-compliant boardings, and opposed boardings 
must each be authorised by separate measures. 
 

 Rule  

 93 A Boarding of ships is prohibited. 

 93 B   Compliant boarding of (SPECIFY ships) is permitted. 

 93 C Compliant boarding of (SPECIFY ships) where there are reasonable 
grounds for suspecting that the ship is (SPECIFY e.g. engaged in 
piracy, slave trading, ship without nationality, or ship of the same 
nationality as the warship refusing to show flag, or ship engaged in 
unauthorised broadcasting) is permitted. 
 

 93 D Compliant boarding of (SPECIFY ships) in accordance with UNSCR 
(SPECIFY) is permitted. 
 

 93 E Non-compliant boarding of (SPECIFY ships) is permitted. 

 93 F Non-compliant boarding of (SPECIFY ships) where there are 
reasonable grounds for suspecting that the ship is (SPECIFY e.g. 
engaged in piracy, slave trading, ship without nationality, or ship of 
the same nationality as the warship refusing to show flag, or ship 
engaged in unauthorised broadcasting) is permitted. 
 

 93 G Non-compliant boarding of (SPECIFY ships) in accordance with 
UNSCR (SPECIFY) is permitted. 
 

 93 H Opposed boarding of (SPECIFY ships) is permitted.  

 93 I Opposed boarding of (SPECIFY ships) where there are reasonable 
grounds for suspecting that the ship is (SPECIFY e.g. engaged in 
piracy, slave trading, ship without nationality, or ship of the same 
nationality as the warship refusing to show flag, or ship engaged in 
unauthorised broadcasting) is permitted. 
 

 93 J-Z Spare. 

Series 94 Suppression of Piracy 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force to suppress piracy. 

Notes: 
1. See paragraph 2.2 in Appendix 2 to Annex A for guidance on drafting rules of 
engagement for maritime operations.  
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2.  For protecting individuals from piratical attacks, refer to Series 12 – Use of 
Force for the Protection of Others. 
3.  For rules for accomplishing the piracy mission, refer to Group 20-29: Mission 
Accomplishment. 
 

 Rule  

 94 A Use of non-deadly force is permitted in suppression of piracy in the 
following situations: (SPECIFY  situations) 

 94 B   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in suppression of 
piracy is permitted in the following situations: (SPECIFY situations). 
 

 94 C Continued pursuit of a fleeing pirate ship or pirate aircraft that 
proceeds into the territorial sea, archipelagic waters or airspace of a 
coastal state is permitted. 
 
Note:   Every effort should be made to obtain the consent of the 
coastal state prior to continuation of the pursuit. 
 

 94 D Continued pursuit of a fleeing pirate ship or pirate aircraft that 
proceeds into the territorial sea, archipelagic waters or airspace of 
(SPECIFY) is permitted. 
 
Note:   Every effort should be made to obtain the consent of the 
coastal state prior to continuation of the pursuit. 
 

 94 E 

 

Continued pursuit of a fleeing pirate ship or pirate aircraft that 
proceeds into the territorial sea, archipelagic waters or airspace of a 
coastal state is prohibited. 
 

 94F Destruction of pirate equipment, including (SPECIFY equipment), is 
permitted. 

 94 G-Z 

 

Spare. 

Series 95 –99  Spare  

GROUP 100-109: AIR OPERATIONS 
 
Series 100 Use of Air to Surface Munitions 

Purpose: To regulate the use of air to surface munitions. 

 Rule  
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 100 A Use of air to surface munitions is prohibited. 

 100 B   Use of non-precision air to surface munitions is prohibited. 

 100 C Use of non-precision air to surface munitions in (SPECIFY areas) is 
prohibited. 
 

 100 D Use of precision-guided air to surface munitions in (SPECFY areas) 
is permitted. 
 

 100 E Use of air to surface munitions against (SPECIFY objectives) is 
permitted. 
 

 100 F-Z Spare. 

Series 101 Use of Air to Sub-surface Munitions 

Purpose: To regulate the use of air to sub-surface munitions 

 
 Rule  

 101 A Use of air to sub-surface munitions is prohibited. 

 101 B   Use of air to sub-surface munitions against targets belonging to 
(SPECIFY force) is permitted. 
 

 101 C Use of air to sub-surface munitions in (SPECIFY areas) is permitted. 

 101 D-Z Spare. 

Series 102 Air to Air Engagements 

Purpose: To regulate air to air engagements 

 
 Rule  

 102 A Beyond visual range air-to-air engagement is prohibited. 

 102 B Beyond visual range air-to-air engagement of hostile aircraft is 
permitted. 
 

 102 C-Z Spare. 

Series 103 –109 Spare  

GROUP 110-119: ASSISTANCE TO CIVIL AUTHORITIES  
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Series 110 Use of Force in Assistance to Civil Authorities, Including Law 
Enforcement  

Purpose: To regulate the use of force in support of civilian authorities. 

 Rule  

 110 A   Law enforcement assistance to (SPECIFY civilian authorities) is 
prohibited. 

 110 B Use of non-deadly force to prevent the commission of a crime 
against (SPECIFY person and/or property) in the absence of civilian 
law enforcement officials is permitted. 
 

 110 C Use of non-deadly force to prevent the commission of a crime 
against (SPECIFY person and/or property) is permitted. 
 

 110 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent the 
commission of a serious crime in the absence of civilian law 
enforcement officials is permitted. 
 

 110 E Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent the 
commission of a serious crime is permitted. 
 

 110 F Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent the 
commission of a crime against (SPECIFY) property is permitted. 
 

 110 G-Z Spare. 

Series 111 Search, Detention and Arrest of Persons 

Purpose: To regulate search, detention and/or arrest of persons during law enforcement 
related operations. 
 
Note:  For search and detention of persons in non-law enforcement operations, 
refer to series 25 – Search and Detention of Persons. 
 

 Rule  

 111 A Search of (SPECIFY persons) is prohibited. 

 111 B Search of (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 

 111 C Use of non-deadly force to search (SPECIFY persons) in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 

 111 D Detention or arrest of persons is prohibited. 
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 111 E  Detention of persons found committing a serious offense is 
permitted. 
 

 111 F Detention of persons found committing an offense is permitted. 

 111 G Detention of persons found escaping from having committed a 
serious offense is permitted. 
 

 111 H Arrest of persons found committing a serious offense is permitted. 

 111 I Arrest of persons found committing an offense is permitted. 

 111 J Arrest of persons reasonably believed to be about to commit a 
serious offense is permitted. 
 

 111 K Arrest of persons reasonably believed to be about to commit an 
offense is permitted. 
 

 111 L Arrest of persons reasonably believed to have committed a serious 
offense is permitted. 
 

 111 M Arrest of persons who are reasonably believed to have committed 
an offense is permitted. 
 

 111 N-Z Spare. 

Series 112 Treatment of Detained and Arrested Persons  

Purpose: To regulate actions taken against persons who have been detained or arrested 
during law enforcement related operations. 
 
Note:  For detention of persons in non-law enforcement operations, refer to 
Series 25 - Search and Detention of Persons. 
 

 Rule  

 112 A Use of non-deadly force to search a detained or arrested person for 
weapons or other items that could pose a threat to the safety of any 
person is permitted. 

 112 B   Use of non-deadly force to disarm (SPECIFY persons) is permitted. 
 

 112 C Use of (SPECIFY restraints e.g. handcuffs) on (SPECIFY persons) 
is permitted. 
 

 112 D Use of non-deadly force to prevent any (SPECIFY persons) from 
escaping is permitted. 
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 112 E Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to prevent any 
(SPECIFY persons) from escaping is permitted. 
 

 112 F-Z Spare. 

Series 113-119 Spare  

Series 120 Crowd and Riot Control 

Purpose: To regulate the use of force in riot control. 

 Rule  

 120 A Use of force during riot control is prohibited. 

 120 B   Use of non-deadly force during riot control in (SPECIFY 
circumstances) is permitted. 
 

 120 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, during riot control in 
(SPECIFY circumstances), is permitted. 
 

 120 D-Z Spare. 

Series 121 Riot Control Agents 

Purpose: To regulate the use of riot control agents. 

 Rule  

 121 A Use of (SPECIFY riot control agents, e.g. all) is prohibited in 
(SPECIFY circumstances). 

 121 B Use of (SPECIFY riot control agents) in (SPECIFY circumstances) is 
permitted. 
 

 121 C-Z Spare. 

Series 122 Riot Control Munitions/ Water Cannons 

Purpose: To regulate the use of riot control munitions and use of water cannons 

 Rule  

 122 A Use of riot control munitions is prohibited. 

 122 B   Use of riot control munitions is permitted. 
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 122 C Use of (SPECIFY riot control munitions e.g. baton rounds, bean 
bags etc.) is permitted. 
 

 122 D Use of water cannons is prohibited. 

 122 E Use of water cannons is permitted. 

 122 F-Z Spare. 

Series 123-129 Spare  

GROUP 130-139: INFORMATION OPERATIONS 
 
Series 130 Electronic Warfare Measures 

Purpose: To regulate the use of electronic warfare measures. 

 
 Rule  

 130 A Use of electronic warfare measures is prohibited. 

 130 B   Use of (SPECIFY electronic warfare measures) against (SPECIFY) 
is permitted. 
 

 130 C Use of electronic warfare measures is permitted. 

 130 D-Z Spare. 

Series 131 Computer Network Operations (Comprised of computer network attack, 
computer network defence, and related computer network exploitation enabling 
operations). 

Purpose: To regulate the conduct of computer network operations. 

 Rule  

 131 A Computer network attacks are prohibited. 

 131 B   When authorised by (SPECIFY), computer network attacks to 
(SPECIFY effect, e.g. destroy, degrade, disrupt, deny) against 
(SPECIFY target system(s) - e.g. information on computers and or 
networks, or the computers and or networks themselves) of 
(SPECIFY target state, actor or system e.g. governmental systems, 
commercial systems, military systems) are permitted. 
 

 131 C When authorised by (SPECIFY), use of active computer network 
defence in response to unauthorised activity within friendly 
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information systems or computer networks is permitted. 
 

 131 D When authorised by (SPECIFY), computer network exploitation 
against (SPECIFY target) automated information systems or 
computer networks is permitted. 
 

 131 E-Z Spare. 

Series 132 Psychological Operations  

Purpose: To regulate the use of psychological operations. 

Note: This Series is to be read with the relevant rules relating to Series 53 - 
Relative Positioning of Force Units. 
 

 Rule  

 132 A Psychological operations are prohibited. 

 132 B   Psychological operations broadcasts to (SPECIFY target audience) 
over (SPECIFY medium e.g. radio channels, television channels, 
web pages) are permitted. 
 

 132 C Use of (SPECIFY method e.g. computer, email and telephone 
systems) to communicate approved messages to (SPECIFY 
approved target audiences) is permitted. 
 

 132 D Leaflet distribution to communicate approved messages is 
permitted. 
 

 132 E-Z Spare. 

Series 133 Military Deception 

Purpose: To regulate the use of military deception. 
 
Note: Perfidy is prohibited at all times. 

 Rule  

 133 A Military deception is prohibited. 

 133 B   When authorised by (SPECIFY), use of (SPECIFY physical military 
deception e.g. dummy or decoy equipment) against (SPECIFY) is 
permitted. 
 

 133 C When authorised by (SPECIFY), use of (SPECIFY technical means 
e.g. electronic deception) against (SPECIFY) is permitted. 
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 133 D When authorised by (SPECIFY), use of (SPECIFY administrative 
means e.g. convey/deny oral, pictorial, documentary, or other 
physical evidence) against (SPECIFY) is permitted. 
 

 133 E-Z Spare. 

Series 134 –139 Spare  

GROUP 140-149: OUTER SPACE OPERATIONS 
 
Series 140 Interference With Satellite Communications 

Purpose: To regulate interference against satellite communications. 

 Rule  

 140 A Interference with satellite communications is prohibited. 

 140 B   Interference with strategic early warning sensors and core 
communications systems is prohibited. 
 

 140 C Interference with communications for (SPECIFY satellite type e.g. 
communications, reconnaissance, global positioning etc.) belonging 
to (SPECIFY state/organisation) for (SPECIFY scope, intensity and 
duration of time) is permitted. 
 

 140 D Interference with communications for satellites belonging to 
(SPECIFY state/organisation) is permitted. 
 

 140 E-Z Spare. 

Series 141 Neutralization/Destruction of Satellites 

Purpose: To regulate actions taken to neutralise or destroy satellites. 
 

 Rule  

 141 A Neutralization of satellites is prohibited. 

 141 B   Neutralization of (SPECIFY satellite type e.g. communications, 
reconnaissance, navigation, global positioning etc.) belonging to 
(specify state/organisation) is permitted. 
 

 141 C Neutralization of (SPECIFY satellite type e.g. communications, 
reconnaissance, navigation, global positioning etc.) belonging to 
(SPECIFY state/organisation) for (SPECIFY scope, intensity and 
duration of time) is permitted. 
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 141 D Destruction of satellites is prohibited. 

 141 E Destruction of (SPECIFY satellite type e.g. communications, 
reconnaissance, navigation, global positioning, etc.) belonging to 
(SPECIFY state/organisation) is permitted. 
 

 141 F-Z Spare. 

Series 142-149 Spare  

GROUP 150 plus: SPARE 
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FORMATS FOR ROE AND ROE-RELATED MATERIALS 

1.  This Annex provides a selection of documents to serve as models.  

Appendix 1 ROE Annex to OPORDER 

Appendix 2 ROEREQ, ROEAUTH and ROEIMP Messages 

Appendix 3 ROE Matrix for Multinational Operations 

Appendix 4 ROE Cards 

Appendix 5 Maritime Warning Zone Announcements 

Appendix 6 Requests for Identification and Warnings 

Appendix 7 Responses to Queries, Warnings and Challenges 
at Sea 

 
2.  These models are samples only. They may or may not be appropriate for any particular 
operation. If used, they must be tailored to the specific circumstances of the operation.   
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ROE ANNEX TO OPORDER 

ROE ANNEX TO OPORDER FOR OPERATION RESTORE STABILITY MARITIME 
INTERDICTION OPERATIONS (MIO) 
 
References:  A. UNSCR XXXX (20XX) 

 B. Multi-National ROE Handbook 

1. Reference A established sanctions against the nation of ALPHA.  Military forces 
participating in OPERATION RESTORE STABILITY have been authorised to use all 
necessary means to enforce these sanctions. 
 
2. OPERATION RESTORE STABILITY forces will conduct this operation in 
accordance with References A and B and the ROE implemented in this ROE directive. 
 
3. Nothing in these ROE negates the right of individual self-defence. Nothing in these 
ROE negates a commander’s right to take all necessary and appropriate action in unit 
self-defence. 
 
4. The following ROE have been authorised for use by the Force when conducting the 
MIO within the Area of Operations: 
 

10 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force in individual self-defence is 
permitted. 

 
11 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in unit self-defence of 

Operation RESTORE STABILITY units is permitted.  
 
12C    Use of force, up to and including deadly force, for the protection of persons 

on boarded vessels is permitted. 
 
20 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to accomplish the mission is 

permitted 
 
23 C Firing of warning shots to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 

permitted. 
 
24 B Use of disabling fire to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is permitted.  

AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander Operation Restore Stability. 
 
55 H Ordering of diversions and other instructions to ships suspected of 

operating in breach of UNSCR XXXX is permitted. 
 
93 G Non-compliant boarding of suspect ships in accordance with UNSCR 

XXXX is permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander 
Multinational Force. 
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ROE REQUEST (ROEREQ), ROE AUTHORISATION (ROEAUTH), AND ROE 
IMPLEMENTATION (ROEIMP) MESSAGES 

 
2.1   Introduction.  The following types of formatted message may be used to request, 
authorise, or deny ROE: 

 
a.  ROE Request (ROEREQ). 
 
b.  ROE Authorisation or denial (ROEAUTH). 
 
c.  ROE Implementation (ROEIMP). 
 

ROEREQ and ROEAUTH messages should contain the entire text of each ROE being 
requested/authorised. Message formats are provided below. For each operation, each 
message should be numbered sequentially. 
 
2.2   ROEREQ Messages.  ROEREQ messages are used by a commander to seek the 
implementation, modification or cancellation of ROE by a superior commander. They can be 
originated by any commander in the operational chain of command.  Each ROEREQ must 
include an explanation of why the ROE are required and the consequences should that ROE 
not be approved. 
 
2.3   ROEAUTH Messages.  ROEAUTH messages are used by the appropriate higher 
headquarters to authorise or deny ROE. Each message should be numbered sequentially. 
 
2.4   ROEIMP Messages.  ROEIMP messages are used by a commander to control the 
application of ROE that has been authorised by higher headquarters.  It may contain 
additional guidance or restrictions, or may withhold certain ROE which has been authorised. 
 
2.5   Amplification to ROE.  Amplification (AMPN) are instructions contained within a 
ROEAUTH or ROEIMP message that provide additional information and guidance with 
respect to one or more of the ROE measures that have been authorised. Clarification for 
any or all of the ROE within any of these messages may be included in AMPN lines. 
 
2.6   Message Formats.  All ROEREQ, ROEAUTH and ROEIMP messages should be 
numbered sequentially (i.e. ROE REQUEST SERIAL ONE, ROE REQUEST SERIAL TWO, 
ROE REQUEST SERIAL THREE, etc.) and should include the following paragraphs: 
 

Paragraph 1   Background/justification. An explanation of why the ROE 
rules are being requested, authorised or denied. 
 

Paragraph 2   New rules requested or authorised. 
 

Paragraph 3  Previous measures cancelled (if any). 
 

Paragraph 4  Previous measures remaining in force (if any). Paragraph 4 
must contain an accurate, up to date list of all authorised 
rules. 

Paragraph 5   Additional remarks (if any). 
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Each ROE message will contain all appropriate paragraphs so that commanders need only 
retain the latest message in order to have the complete current listing of all rules in force for 
the mission. If it is necessary to request or authorise ROE rules not found in the 
Compendium, the text of the requested rules should be set out in plain language in 
paragraph 2 of the ROE message utilizing an unassigned (SPARE) rule number from the 
most appropriate Series. 
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2.7 Sample ROEREQ message:  
 

From Commander Operation Restore Stability 
To Commander Multinational Forces 
Info (Appropriate Information Addressees) 
Subj/ROEREQ Serial One/Operation Restore Stability 
Ref/A/ Multinational ROE Handbook 
 
1.  Background/justification: BRAVO warships are disrupting operations in 
relation to ALPHA by harassing Force units.  BRAVO is allowing 
smuggling operations to be conducted in its territorial sea in violation of 
UNSCR XXXX.   
 
2. New rules requested: 
 

20 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to counter force used to 
interfere with the mission is permitted. 

50 F Entry into the territorial sea of BRAVO to disrupt smuggling 
operations is permitted. 

 
3.  Previous rules cancelled: None. 
 
4.  Previous rules remaining in force: 
 

10 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force in individual self-defence 
is permitted. 

11 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in unit self-defence of 
Operation RESTORE STABILITY units is permitted.  

12C    Use of force, up to and including deadly force, for the protection of 
persons on boarded vessels is permitted. 

20 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to accomplish the 
mission is permitted 

23 C Firing of warning shots to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 
permitted. 

24 B Use of disabling fire to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 
permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander Operation 
Restore Stability. 

55 H Ordering of diversions and other instructions to ships suspected of 
operating in breach of UNSCR XXXX is permitted. 

93 G Non-compliant boarding of suspect ships in accordance with UNSCR 
XXXX is permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander 
Multinational Force. 

 
5.  Additional remarks: Request approval of ROE rules 20 D and 50 F to facilitate 
effective MIO. 
 

 



Appendix 2 to Annex C 

  68  

  ©  

2.8 Sample ROEAUTH message: 
 

From Commander Multinational Force 
To Commander Operation Restore Stability 
Info (appropriate information addressees) 
Subj/ROEAUTH Serial One/Operation Restore Stability 
Ref/A/ Commander Operation Restore Stability ROEREQ Serial One 
 
1.  Background/justification: Reference A requested new ROE measures to 
counter BRAVO interference with MIO operations.  Rule 20C is authorised.  Rule 
50 F is not authorised. 
 
2. New rule authorised: 
 

20 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to counter force used to 
interfere with the mission is permitted. 

 
3. Previous rules cancelled: None. 
 
4. Previous rules remaining in force: 
 

10 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force in individual self-defence 
is permitted. 

11 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in unit self-defence of 
Operation RESTORE STABILITY units is permitted.  

12C    Use of force, up to and including deadly force, for the protection of 
persons on boarded vessels is permitted. 

20 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to accomplish the 
mission is permitted 

23 C Firing of warning shots to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 
permitted. 

24 B Use of disabling fire to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 
permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander Operation 
Restore Stability. 

55 H Ordering of diversions and other instructions to ships suspected of 
operating in breach of UNSCR XXXX is permitted. 

93 G Non-compliant boarding of suspect ships in accordance with UNSCR 
XXXX is permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander 
Multinational Force. 

 
5.  Additional remarks:  

 
50 F (Entry into the territorial sea of BRAVO to disrupt smuggling 
operations is permitted.) is NOT authorised at this time due to pending 
diplomatic action by the UN Secretary General. 
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2.9 Sample ROEIMP message: 

From Commander Operation Restore Stability 
To Combined Task Force Restore Stability 
Info (appropriate information addressees) 
Subj/ROEAUTH Serial One/Operation Restore Stability 
Ref/A/ Commander Operation Restore Stability ROEREQ Serial One 
Ref/B/ Commander Multinational Force ROEAUTH Serial One 
 
1.  Background/justification: Reference A requested new ROE 
measures to counter BRAVO interference with MIO operations.  
Reference B responded to that request.  Measure 20 D is authorised.  
Measure 50 F is not authorised. 
 
2.  New rule authorised: 
 

20 D Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to counter force used to 
interfere with the mission is permitted. 

 
3. Previous rules cancelled: None. 
 
4. Previous rules remaining in force: 
 

10 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force in individual self-defence 
is permitted. 

11 C   Use of force, up to and including deadly force, in unit self-defence of 
Operation RESTORE STABILITY units is permitted.  

12C    Use of force, up to and including deadly force, for the protection of 
persons on boarded vessels is permitted. 

20 C Use of force, up to and including deadly force, to accomplish the 
mission is permitted 

23 C Firing of warning shots to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 
permitted. 

24 B Use of disabling fire to compel compliance with UNSCR XXXX is 
permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander Operation 
Restore Stability. 

55 H Ordering of diversions and other instructions to ships suspected of 
operating in breach of UNSCR XXXX is permitted. 

93 G Non-compliant boarding of suspect ships in accordance with UNSCR 
XXXX is permitted.  AMPN: This rule is retained by Commander 
Multinational Force. 

 
5.  Additional remarks:  

 
50 F (Entry into the territorial sea of BRAVO to disrupt smuggling 
operations is permitted.) is NOT authorised at this time due to pending 
diplomatic action by the UN Secretary General. 
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ROE MATRIX FOR MULTINATIONAL OPERATIONS 
 
3.1  An ROE matrix provides a summary of the ROE rules in effect for each nation in a 
multinational force. The matrix provides a quick reference for planners and commanders in 
determining which unit or units may engage in specific actions. 
 
3.2  This Appendix provides a sample matrix for maritime interdiction operations. Four 
participating nations (A, B, C, and D) are listed at the top of the matrix. ROE series are listed 
on the left side. A block with the word “YES” indicates the nation’s unit has the ROE rule 
available. A block with a footnoted “YES” indicates the nation’s unit has the ROE rule 
available, but with some limit or qualification listed in the footnote. A block with “NO” 
indicates the ROE rule is not available. 
 

Rule ROE Nation A Nation B Nation C Nation D 

11A Unit self-defence of 
other nations’ units YES YES YES YES (1) 

23A Warning shots YES (1) YES NO YES 

24C Disabling Fire YES (1) NO NO YES 

25B/J Search and Detention 
of Persons YES (1) NO NO YES (1) 

93B Compliant boarding NO NO NO YES 

93E Non-compliant 
boarding NO NO NO YES 

93H Opposed boarding NO NO NO YES (2) 

 
1. Only with permission from higher authority 
2. Only if low threat of resistance 
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ROE CARDS 
 
4.1    In general, ROE cards (sometimes referred to as soldiers’ cards) provide summaries 
of the key ROE principles regulating the use of force by individuals for a particular mission.  
They are not a substitute for training. 
 
4.2    ROE cards must be concise and easy to understand. 
 
4.3   Model ROE cards are provided for 3 situations: 
 

a.  Self-defence 
 
b.  Peace Operations, and 
 
c.  Armed Conflict, including a code of conduct. 

 
4.4   The use of force in self-defence by individuals is governed by the domestic law of 
their nations.   Cards issued to individuals must not authorise the use of force beyond that 
permitted by their domestic law.  
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SELF-DEFENCE CARD 
 
NOTHING IN YOUR ROE LIMITS YOUR RIGHT TO TAKE ACTION IN SELF-
DEFENCE. 
 
USE OF FORCE IN SELF-DEFENCE 
 
1.  You have the right to use force only in self-defence. 
 
2.  You may use force, up to and including deadly force, in response to a 
hostile act or hostile intent directed against:   

 
x You 
x Members of your unit 
x (SPECIFY Other individuals) (Note: See ROE Group 10-19) 

 
3.  A warning is to be given before opening fire in self-defence, if time and 
circumstances permit.   
 
4.  You are to warn by shouting:  (SPECIFY e.g. “STOP OR I WILL FIRE”). 
 
USE OF FORCE 
 
5.  If you have to open fire, you must: 
 

x Fire only aimed shots 
AND 
x Use no more force than is necessary to neutralise the threat 
AND 
x Take all reasonable precautions not to injure anyone other than 

your target. 
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PEACE OPERATIONS CARD 
 
NOTHING IN YOUR ROE LIMITS YOUR RIGHT TO TAKE ACTION IN SELF-
DEFENCE. 
 
MISSION 
 
1.  Your Mission is (SPECIFY).  
 
USE OF FORCE IN SELF-DEFENCE 
 
2.  You have the right to use force in self-defence. 
 
3.  You may use force, up to and including deadly force, in response to a 
hostile act or hostile intent directed against:   

 
x You 
x Members of your unit 
x (SPECIFY Other individuals) (Note: See ROE Group 10-19) 

 
4.  You may use necessary and proportional force, up to and including deadly 
force, in order to: 

 
x (SPECIFY task) 
 

5.  A warning is to be given before opening fire in self-defence, if time and 
circumstances permit.   
 
6.  You are to warn by shouting: (SPECIFY e.g. “STOP OR I WILL FIRE”). 
 
USE OF FORCE 
 
7.  If you have to open fire, you must: 
 

x Fire only aimed shots 
AND 
x Use no more force than is necessary to neutralise the threat 
AND 
x Take all reasonable precautions not to injure anyone other than 

your target. 
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ARMED CONFLICT CARD 
 
NOTHING IN YOUR ROE LIMITS YOUR RIGHT TO TAKE ACTION IN SELF-
DEFENCE. 
 
MISSION 
 
1.  Your Mission is (SPECIFY).   
 
2.  You have the right to use force both in self-defence and against the enemy. 
 
USE OF FORCE IN SELF-DEFENCE 
 
3.  You have the right to use force in self-defence at all times. 
 
4.  You may use force, up to and including deadly force, in response to a 
hostile act or hostile intent directed against:   

 
x You 
x Members of your unit 
x (SPECIFY Other individuals) (Note: See ROE Group 10-19) 

5.  A warning is to be given before opening fire in self-defence, if time and 
circumstances permit.   
 
6.  You are to warn by shouting: (SPECIFY e.g. “STOP OR I WILL FIRE”). 
 
7.  If you have to open fire, you must: 

 
x   Fire only aimed shots 
AND 
x   Use no more force than is necessary to neutralise the threat 
AND 
x   Take all reasonable precautions not to injure anyone other 

than your target. 
 
USE OF FORCE AGAINST THE ENEMY  
 
8.  Within (SPECIFY area), the following may be attacked: 

x (SPECIFY military objectives and declared hostile forces) 
(Note: See ROE Group 30-39). 

 
9.  Minimize incidental injury or death of civilians and collateral damage to 
civilian objects. 
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CODE OF CONDUCT (REVERSE SIDE OF MODEL ARMED CONFLICT 
CARD) 

 
1.  Comply with the law of armed conflict and report suspected breaches to 
your superiors. 
 
2.  Do not attack those who surrender. Turn them over to your superiors. 
 
3.  Treat all detainees humanely. 
 
4.  Collect and care for all wounded, sick, and shipwrecked. 
 
5.  Respect civilians and their property. 
 
6.  Do not take war trophies. 
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MARITIME WARNING ZONE ANNOUNCEMENTS 

5.1   Maritime Warning Zones are an operational issue. Properly established and 
appropriately implemented maritime warning zones provide operational commanders with 
the means to enhance the self-defence and force protection posture of their assets, and with 
the means to announce potential hazards to other users of the water space. However used, 
maritime warning zones cannot and do not absolve commanders of their responsibility for 
the safety of the forces they command or for their duty to comply with LOAC and other rules 
of international law.  
 
5.2   Maritime Warning Zones are typically announced through a Notice to Mariners 
(NOTMAR), Notice to Airmen (NOTAM), or similar announcement. 
 
5.3   Model announcements are provided for two types of zones: 
 

a.   Warning Area in International Waters. 
 
b.   Warning Area and Exclusion Zone in the Territorial Sea. 
 

5.4   Where the term “(SPECIFY)” is included, detail must be inserted to clarify the 
meaning of the provision. 
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MODEL ANNOUNCEMENT - WARNING AREA 
 
1.  Due to (SPECIFY event or circumstances), (SPECIFY forces) are operating 
at a heightened state of readiness and taking additional defensive precautions 
against (SPECIFY threat).  Consequently, all aircraft, surface vessels, and 
subsurface vessels approaching (SPECIFY object e.g. oil platform, warship) 
are requested to maintain radio contact with (SPECIFY force) on bridge-to-
bridge channel 16, international air distress (121.5 MHZ VHF) or military air 
distress (243.0 MHZ UHF). 
 
2.  (SPECIFY force) will take appropriate measures in self-defence if warranted 
by the circumstances.  Aircraft, surface vessels, and subsurface vessels 
approaching (SPECIFY force) will, by making prior contact as described above, 
help make their intentions clear. 
 
3.  (SPECIFY force), when operating in confined waters, shall remain mindful 
of navigational considerations of aircraft, surface vessels, and subsurface 
vessels in their immediate vicinity. 
 
4.  Nothing in this warning is intended to impede or otherwise interfere with the 
freedom of navigation or overflight of any vessel or aircraft, or to limit or 
expand the right of self-defence of (SPECIFY force).  This warning is published 
solely to advise of the heightened state of readiness of (SPECIFY force) and to 
request that radio contact be maintained as outlined above. 
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MODEL ANNOUNCEMENT – WARNING AREA AND EXCLUSION ZONE IN 
THE TERRITORIAL SEA 

 
1.  A warning area and an exclusion zone, as described below, are established 
due to (SPECIFY event that lead to the declaration of the zones).   
 
2.  All mariners are advised to remain clear of (SPECIFY forces) and to identify 
themselves and make their intentions known when operating in the vicinity of 
(SPECIFY forces). If queried, mariners should clearly identify themselves and 
state their intentions and if given directions from (SPECIFY forces), they 
should promptly execute such directions so as to make their intentions known. 
Mariners are reminded that (SPECIFY forces) are prepared to take defensive 
measures, including if necessary the use of deadly force, against any contact 
whose identity or intentions are unknown and which poses a threat. 
 
3. Effective immediately, a warning area is established around (SPECIFY 
geographic coordinates).  
 
4. The warning area extends (SPECIFY distance) from (SPECIFY point).  This 
warning area is distinct from and in addition to, the exclusion zone established 
later in this announcement. 
 
5.  Vessels are advised to remain clear of the warning area for all but essential 
transits. If transit requires entry into the zone, vessels are advised to contact 
(SPECIFY contact) via marine vhf channel 16, identify themselves and make 
transit intentions known. If (SPECIFY forces) advise a vessel to depart the 
warning area, the vessel should immediately depart. Such direction will be 
given only when necessary to keep the vessel from standing into danger. 
 
6.  Additionally, effective immediately, an exclusion zone is established, and 
the right of innocent passage is temporarily suspended in accordance with 
international law around (SPECIFY geographic coordinates) within (SPECIFY 
territorial sea). The exclusion zone extends (SPECIFY distance) from 
(SPECIFY point). 
 
7.  Only (SPECIFY vessels) and (SPECIFY forces) are allowed to enter the 
exclusion zone. Vessels attempting to enter the zone without authorisation 
may be subject to defensive measures, including when necessary, the use of 
deadly force. All reasonable efforts will be taken to warn vessels away before 
employing deadly force. However, deadly force will be employed when 
necessary.  
 
8.  Questions regarding this advisory may be directed to (SPECIFY point of 
contact and contact information). 
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REQUESTS FOR IDENTIFICATION AND WARNINGS 
 

6.1   Where time and circumstances permit, forces or individuals presenting a threat 
should be warned and given the opportunity to withdraw or otherwise cease threatening 
actions. This appendix provides sample language for use in issuing such warnings. 
 
6.2   Failure to respond to warnings may be considered as evidence of hostile intent. 
 
6.3   In the maritime and air environments, requests for identification and warnings to 
aircraft are generally communicated via Military Air Distress (243 MHZ) and International Air 
Distress (121.5 MHZ) circuits. Warnings to surface ships are generally transmitted via 
Channel 16 bridge-to-bridge circuit. 
 
6.4  Land operations examples: 
 

“(SPECIFY identity)! Stop or I will fire!” 
“Attention! Unless you disperse/stop, I will use a (SPECIFY device) against you.” 

 
6.5   Air operations examples: 
 

Query: “Attention, unidentified air contact (at SPECIFY position and IFF squawking 
SSR/call sign number___), at (SPECIFY altitude), you are approaching a (SPECIFY 
nation) (SPECIFY warship or military aircraft). Request you establish 
communications, identify yourself, and state your intentions.” 
 
Warning: “Unidentified (use identity if known) air contact (at SPECIFY position and 
squawking SSR/call sign number___), at (SPECIFY altitude), (SPECIFY course), 
and (SPECIFY) speed, you are approaching a (SPECIFY warship or military aircraft). 
Your (identity is unknown and/or your) intentions are not clear. You are standing into 
danger. Request you establish communications now or alter course immediately to 
(SPECIFY course) to remain clear. 
 

6.6   Maritime examples: 
 

Query: “Attention, unidentified surface (or submerged) contact (SPECIFY position), 
you are approaching a (SPECIFY nation) warship. Request you establish 
communications, identify yourself, and state your intentions.” 
 
Warning: “Unidentified (use identity if known) surface (or submerged) contact (at 
SPECIFY position and/or IFF squawk), at (SPECIFY course), and (SPECIFY speed), 
you are approaching a (SPECIFY warship or military aircraft). Your (identity is 
unknown and/or your) intentions are not clear. You are standing into danger. 
Request you establish communications now or alter course immediately to 
(SPECIFY course) to remain clear. 
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RESPONSES TO QUERIES, WARNINGS AND CHALLENGES AT SEA 
 
7.1   This Appendix provides sample responses to queries or challenges received by 
warships and military aircraft in the maritime environment. 
 
7.2   As a general rule, military units are authorised by national authorities to provide 
limited information in response to challenges or queries from foreign warships and military 
aircraft. Hull or side number, and course and speed are usually provided. Ship or aircraft 
type, name, previous ports of call, destination, current operations, and other information not 
related to the safe transit of the unit are not usually provided. 
 
7.3   Suggested language for a response to a challenge: 
 

a.   First part of the response should include “This is (SPECIFY nationality) 
warship (or military aircraft) (SPECIFY number).” 
 
b.   Second part of the response depends on the location and transit mode of the 
unit. Options include: 

“I am conducting routine operations in international waters.” 
“I am engaged in innocent passage.” 
“I am engaged in transit passage.” 
“I am engaged in archipelagic sea lanes passage.” 

 
c.   If asked for information not authorised for disclosure, the following response 
is suggested: “This is (SPECIFY nationality) warship (or military aircraft) (SPECIFY 
number). I am not authorised to provide that information.” 
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GLOSSARY 
 
anti-personnel mine a land mine designed to be exploded by the presence, proximity or 
contact of a person and that will incapacitate injure or kill one or more persons. Mines 
designed to be detonated by the presence, proximity, or contact of a vehicle (as opposed to 
a person) that are equipped with anti-handling devices, are not considered anti-personnel 
mines as a result of being so equipped. 

armed naval mine a naval mine laid either with all safety devices withdrawn or armed when 
laid so as to detonate when pre-set conditions are met. 
 
assistance entry the entry into the territorial sea by ships or aircraft without permission of 
the coastal state to engage in bona fide efforts to render emergency assistance to those in 
danger or distress at sea.  This right applies only when the location of the danger or distress 
is reasonably well known.  It does not extend to a search, which requires the consent of the 
coastal state. 
 
attack acts of violence or computer network attack in which there is a reasonable 
expectation that death, bodily harm or damage to property may occur.   

cluster munition in general, a conventional munition that is designed to disperse or release 
explosive submunitions with lethal effect.  National definitions vary depending upon national 
policy and treaty obligations. 

compliant boarding a boarding where the master and crew of the vessel cooperate. 
 
computer network attack actions taken through the use of computer networks to disrupt, 
deny, degrade, or destroy information resident in computers and computer networks, or the 
computers and networks themselves.  Also called CNA. 
 
computer network defence actions taken through the use of computer networks to protect, 
monitor, analyse, detect and respond to unauthorised activity within information systems 
and computer networks.  Also called CND. 
 
computer network exploitation  enabling operations and intelligence collection capabilities 
conducted through the use of computer networks to gather data from target or adversary 
automated information systems or networks.  Also called CNE. 
 
computer network operations comprised of computer network attack, computer network 
defence, and related computer network exploitation enabling operations.  Also called CNO. 
 
controlled naval mine  a naval mine with no destructive capability until affirmatively  
activated by some form of arming order (whereupon they become armed naval mines). 
 
counter-terrorist warning boom device placed in the water around ships to warn and 
prevent small vessels from approaching the ship. 
 
cyberspace a global domain characterised by the use of electronics and the 
electromagnetic spectrum to store, modify and exchange data via networked systems 
including the internet, telecommunications systems, and associated infrastructure.  
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deadly force force intended or likely to cause death, or serious injury resulting in death, 
regardless of whether death or serious injury results. 
 
declared hostile force  any civilian, paramilitary, or military force or terrorist organisation 
that has been declared hostile by appropriate authority.  
 
detention the act of holding a person against their will for lawful purposes such as 
prosecution, maintenance of public safety, or pursuant to a lawful order.  
 
direct fire fire directed at a target that is visible to the aimer. The target itself is used as a 
point of aim for either the weapon or the director. 
 
disabling fire fire directed at a vessel, aircraft or vehicle so as to impair its manoeuvrability 
but not its survival. 
 
electronic warfare a core capability of information operations that includes any military 
action involving the use of electromagnetic and directed energy to control the 
electromagnetic spectrum, to protect personnel, facilities, and equipment, or to attack the 
enemy.  Also called EW. 
 
exclusion zone a zone established by a sanctioning body to prohibit specific activities in a 
specific geographic area.  See also maritime warning zone and warning area. 
 
fighters members of armed forces and dissident armed forces or other armed groups 
participating in a non-international armed conflict. 
 
Force the military unit or organisation operating under these Rules of Engagement.  For 
purposes of self –defence, Force includes persons accompanying the Force, Prisoners of 
War, internees and detainees under the control of the Force. 
 
force protection actions taken to prevent or mitigate hostile actions against personnel (to 
include family members), resources, facilities, and critical information. force protection does 
not include actions to defeat the enemy or protect against accidents, weather, or disease. 
 
higher authority authority within a nation that is senior to the commander of the Force or 
units of the Force. 
 
hostile act an attack or other use of force against a nation, the Force or other designated 
persons or property.  
 
hostile intent the threat of an imminent hostile act.   
 
host nation a nation that receives with its consent the forces and/or supplies of allied 
nations, and/or coalition partners, to be located on, to operate in, or to transit through its 
territory. 
 
indirect fire fire directed at a target that cannot be seen by the aimer and that is not itself 
used as a point of aim for the weapons or the director.  Indirect fire includes observed 
indirect fire and unobserved indirect fire. 
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individual self-defence the right of an individual to defend himself or herself (and in some 
cases other individuals) from hostile act or hostile intent. 
 
information operations the integrated employment of the core capabilities of electronic 
warfare, computer network operations, psychological operations, military deception, and 
operations security, in concert with specified supporting and related capabilities, to 
influence, disrupt, corrupt or usurp adversarial human and automated decision making while 
protecting our own.  Also called IO. 
 
international airspace airspace over the contiguous zone, the exclusive economic zone, 
the high seas, and territories not subject to national sovereignty. 
 
international waters all ocean areas not subject to the sovereignty of a nation. All waters 
seaward from the territorial sea are international waters in which high seas freedoms of 
navigation and overflight are reserved to the international community.  International waters 
include only contiguous zones, exclusive economic zones, and high seas. 
 
joint activities, operations organisations, etc, in which two or more armed services 
participate. 
 
maritime interdiction operations operations to enforce restrictions on the movement of 
persons/material on and over the maritime environment within a defined geographical area. 
 
maritime warning zone a designated ocean area and superjacent air space in which a 
nation purports to restrict the freedom of navigation and/or overflight of other users or 
otherwise impacts the exercise of those freedoms.  See also exclusion zone and warning 
area, which are types of maritime warning zones. 
 
marking to maintain contact of a target from such a position that the marking unit or marker 
has an immediate offensive capability. 
 
military deception actions executed to deliberately mislead adversary military decision 
makers as to friendly military capabilities, intentions, and operations, thereby causing the 
adversary to take specific actions (or inactions) that will contribute to the accomplishment of 
the friendly force’s mission.  
 
national self-defence the defence of a nation, a nation’s forces, and a nation’s persons and 
their property. Generally, unit commanders may exercise the right of national self-defence 
only when authorised by higher authority. 
 
national airspace airspace above the territory, internal waters, territorial sea, and 
archipelagic waters of nations. 
 
national waters waters subject to the territorial sovereignty of coastal nations.  National 
waters include only internal waters, territorial seas, and archipelagic waters. 
 
naval mines an explosive device laid in the water, on the sea bed or in the subsoil thereof, 
with the intention of damaging or sinking ships or of deterring ships from entering an area. 
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neutralise to render ineffective, either temporarily or permanently.  
 
non-combatant evacuation operations operations directed by national authority whereby 
non-combatants are evacuated from foreign countries to safe havens when their lives are 
endangered by war, civil unrest, or natural disaster.. 
 
non-compliant boarding a boarding where agreement to board has not been obtained. 
 
non-deadly force force not intended or likely to cause death, or serious injury resulting in 
death. 
 
observed indirect fire indirect fire for which the point of impact or burst can be seen by an 
observer.  The fire can be controlled and adjusted on the basis of observation. 
 
opposed boarding a boarding where the master or crew has made it clear that steps will be 
taken to prevent the boarding. 
 
outer space this region begins at the undefined upper limit of national airspace and extends 
to infinity. International law recognises freedom of transit by man-made satellites and other 
objects at earth orbiting altitude and beyond. 
 
peace operations a broad term that encompasses conflict prevention, peacebuilding, 
peacekeeping, peacemaking and peace enforcement operations conducted in support of 
efforts to establish or maintain peace. 
 
perfidy  the use of unlawful deceptions.  Acts of perfidy are deceptions designed to invite the 
confidence of the enemy to believe that protected status under the law of armed conflict 
must be accorded, with the intent to betray that confidence.  Feigning surrender in order to 
lure the enemy into a trap is one example of an act of perfidy.  National LOAC manuals 
should be consulted for more detailed definitions and examples. 
 
piracy an illegal act of violence, depredation (e.g. plundering, robbing, or pillaging), or 
detention in or over international waters committed for private ends by the crew or 
passengers of a private ship or aircraft against another ship or aircraft or against persons or 
property on board such ship or aircraft. 
 
psychological operations planned operations to convey selected information and 
indicators to target audiences to influence their emotions, motives, objective reasoning, and 
ultimately the behaviour of governments, organisations, groups, and individuals. The 
purpose of psychological operations is to induce or reinforce attitudes and behaviour 
favourable to the originator’s objectives. 
 
self-defence the use of necessary and proportional force, including deadly force, to defend 
forces, personnel, or property against attack or imminent attack. 
 
serious crime murder, rape, aggravated assault or any other crime that could reasonably 
be expected to kill or cause serious bodily harm. 
 
shadowing observing and (not necessarily continuously) maintaining contact with an object.   
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Shadowing may be carried out either overtly or covertly. 
 
status of forces agreement (SOFA) an agreement that defines the legal position of a 
visiting military force deployed in the territory of another state.  
 
unit self-defence the right of unit commanders to defend their unit, other units of their 
nation, and other specified units against hostile act or hostile intent. 
 
unobserved indirect fire indirect fire for which points of impact or burst are not observed.   
 
warning area an announcement that provides notice of potential hazards at sea, such as 
weapons testing, exercises, combat, or other operations.  See also exclusion zone and 
maritime warning zone. 
 
warning shot a shot fired in the vicinity of a person, vessel, or aircraft as a signal to 
immediately cease activity, but not intended to cause damage or injury.



 

  

 

 
 

The International Institute of Humanitarian Law is an independent, non-profit 
humanitarian organisation founded in 1970. Its headquarters are situated in Villa 
Ormond, Sanremo (Italy).  

The main purpose of the Institute is to promote international humanitarian law, 
human rights, refugee law and related issues. 

The Institute has earned an international reputation as a centre of excellence in the 
field of training, research and the dissemination of all aspects of international 
humanitarian law. 

The Institute works in close collaboration with a large number of important 
international organisations dedicated to the humanitarian cause, including the 
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), and the International Organization for 
Migration (IOM). It has operational relations with the EU, UNESCO, NATO, OIF 
(Organisation internationale de la francophonie), the International Federation of Red 
Cross and Red Crescent Societies and the Istituto Italo-Latino Americano (IILA). It 
has consultative status with the United Nations (ECOSOC) and the Council of 
Europe.  

The Institute’s finances are drawn largely from membership fees, course participant 
fees, voluntary contributions by Governments, Institutions or Organisations, and 
subsidies, bequests or donations. The financial resources of the Institute are modest 
when compared with the extent of its commitment and activity in a field of increasing 
interest to the international community. 
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COOPER, Ms Jacqueline, Director Nature of Service Branch, Department of Defence 

ROBERT, The Hon. Stuart, Assistant Minister for Defence, Commonwealth Parliament 

THOMPSON, Colonel Murray, Acting Director General Military Strategic Commitments, VCDF Group, 

Department of Defence 

Committee met at 10:43 

CHAIR (Dr Jensen):  I welcome all witnesses and members of the public to the Petitions Committee hearing 
today, where we will discuss a selected petition. Under the rules of the House of Representatives, the Petitions 
Committee is required to consider if petitions comply with the requirements for petitioning the House. If so, the 
petition may then be presented to the House, and the committee may refer it to the relevant government minister 
for a response. We may also hold public hearings into petitions, allowing both principal petitioners and 
government agencies to further consider the concerns raised in petitions and the response made. 

I remind participants and interested parties that, in undertaking hearings on a petition, the committee is not 
endorsing or advocating on the contents of a given petition, nor are we able to grant the requests made in 
petitions. It is not the committee's practice to make any recommendations based on hearings of this kind. These 
hearings are an opportunity for participants to cover in more detail the issues raised in petitions which, as we 
know, are restricted to 250 words, and for the committee to hear about people's experiences of engaging with the 
petitions process. 

Today we will be hearing from representatives from the Department of Defence to discuss a petition which 
calls for the reclassification of the military service of Rifle Company Butterworth between 1970 and 1989. I now 
invite representatives from the Department of Defence to discuss the petition. I remind witnesses that, although 
the committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, this hearing is a legal proceeding of parliament 
and therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the chambers themselves. The evidence given today will be 
recorded by Hansard and will attract parliamentary privilege. If you would like to make a brief opening statement, 
we can then go straight to questions. 

Mr Robert:  Thanks Chair, and thank you for the opportunity to come along as the responsible minister and to 
bring Colonel Thompson, Director General of Military Strategic Commitments, and Ms Cooper. It was interesting 
speaking to Colonel Thompson before; he actually spent three years of his life—I think you said as a 'RAAF brat', 
Colonel— 

Col. Thompson:  I did. 

Mr Robert:  on RAAF Base Butterworth in the 1970s. It is good that we can bring someone along who is not 
only a military professional but who can also can speak firsthand on what it was like there at the time, with mum 
and dad, at Butterworth. 

I would like to make an opening statement. I thank the committee for its interest in the matter of the nature of 
service classification for Army's Rifle Company Butterworth, and for the opportunity to address you. On 3 March, 
the committee referred to me a petition seeking reclassification of the service of Rifle Company Butterworth 
between 1970 and 1989. The petition contends that because those troops were deployed to provide a protective 
and quick reaction force, this service should be reclassified from 'peacetime' to 'warlike'. 

In preparing a response to the petition, a senior research officer with no prior involvement in earlier Defence 
reviews of Rifle Company Butterworth's service has reviewed and extended prior research. The research 
undertaken has been considerable and it has been thorough, including re-examining all available official 
documentation held at the War Memorial and the National Archives of Australia, encompassing opened, closed 
and not-yet-examined documents. Defence records were also examined, including RAAF Base Butterworth 
commanding officer reports, RAAF unit history records, and commanders' diaries for those Australian battalions 
which provided an infantry rifle company for rotation through Butterworth. This research sought to define roles 
and responsibilities of the infantry rifle company which rotated through Royal Australian Air Force Base 
Butterworth, and the environment in which members of the Australian Defence Force served, including the level 
of exposure to the risk of harm. 

By way of background, approximately 9,000 Australian Defence Force personnel served on infantry rifle 
company rotations between 1970 and 1989. It is estimated that up to 19,000 members of the Royal Australian Air 
Force also served at Butterworth during the same period. In addition, there were Australian public servants and 
teachers working at or near the base. For RAAF personnel, these were accompanied postings, with families living 
in married quarters located outside the base perimeter fence in the nearby area and on Penang. There were no 
restrictions placed on movement by car, taxi or bus in the Butterworth area, or on travel via ferry to Penang 
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Island. During the Vietnam conflict, which ended in 1972, Penang was a formal rest and recuperation leave 
centre. Also, at least from the 1960s to now, Penang has been an unrestricted international holiday destination. 
While Australian forces remained in Malaysia following the confrontation ceasefire on 11 August 1966, no state 
of war or emergency existed and, accordingly, the Malaysian government made no further requests for assistance 
in security operations. Therefore, there were no allotments of Australian forces for special duty in Malaysia after 
14 September 1966, and Australian forces were not engaged in any operations against hostile forces or dissident 
elements. 

Ownership of the Butterworth Air Base was transferred to the Malaysian government on 31 March 1970. Until 
1970, security at Butterworth was provided by the Royal Air Force, but responsibility transferred to the Malaysian 
authorities with the transfer of ownership. The program for rotating an infantry rifle company to Butterworth was 
implemented on 15 November 1970 by the Australian, New Zealand and British battalions from the 28th 
Commonwealth Brigade, which was located in Singapore. Interestingly, New Zealand also deployed a company 
on rotation from 1971 to 1973. With the withdrawal of the Australian battalion from Singapore in September 
1973, a company group was provided from the Australian base battalion, deploying on three-month rotations. It 
was around January 1980 that the infantry rifle company located at Butterworth on rotation assumed the title of 
'Australian Army Rifle Company Butterworth', or RCB. The roles of the infantry rifle company were to provide a 
ground force presence in Malaysia; to conduct training; and, as claimed in the petition, to assist in the security of 
Butterworth, if required, and to provide a quick reaction force, if required. However, importantly the infantry rifle 
company was not to be involved in local civil disturbances or to be employed in operations outside the perimeter 
of the air base. The Malaysian armed forces were responsible for the security of the base, and RAAF personnel 
had primary responsibility for internal base security. The infantry rifle company provided a quick reaction force, 
normally a section size of 10 diggers, outside of normal weekday working hours—1800 hours at night through to 
0600 hours. RAAF property and assets were not guarded during normal working hours when they were under 
surveillance of air force personnel working on the flight line or elsewhere on the air base.  

The rules of engagement and the orders for opening fire for the infantry rifle company, which also applied to 
all RAAF personnel, were defensive in nature and were to be applied within the air base only. In the event of a 
security emergency being declared, the infantry rifle company was to assist with the protection of facilities, 
personnel and families under the direction of the officer in command in the air base. The ground defence 
operations centre was established to manage all emergencies at the air base, including security related 
emergencies. While this operation centre was manned on a regular basis, such as during air defence exercises, 
simulations of a declared emergency and during the movement of highly flammable material as a precaution in 
response to local disturbance or potential threat, no security emergency was ever declared at RAAF Base 
Butterworth.  

No attempt has been made by Defence to conceal the fact that there was a level of threat to RAAF Base 
Butterworth, but the level of threat was assessed as low. To give you some credence, the level of threat in Iraq for 
combat operations now is assessed as high. Defence has acknowledged that there were instances of elevated 
concern over possible threats to the base from communist terrorists, as they were known at the time, and local 
racial disturbances that gave cause to the GDOC, which is the Ground Defence Operations Centre, to be manned 
at times and for security practices to be changed. However, the daily routine of the air base continued unabated 
throughout the period.  

Whilst communist terrorists were active at various times and in various parts of the Malaysian Peninsula, life 
continued as normal for the local population, as well as those posted to Butterworth and their families who lived 
outside the wire. Instances of the perimeter fence being cut were not attributed at the time to communist terrorists, 
but considered to be done for the purpose of petty theft. There was never an attack on RAAF Base Butterworth by 
communist terrorists. While the period of 1966 to 1989 has been referred to as the second emergency, this title 
appears to be have been applied retrospectively—there is no historical record of the Malaysian government ever 
declaring a second emergency.  

Submissions seeking review of a nature of service classification of past service are considered in the context of 
the legislation and policies that applied at the time of the service under review. The applicable legislation was for 
the period of RCB service, 1970 to 1989, was the Repatriation (Special Overseas Service) Act 1962. Special 
overseas service, which is equivalent to the contemporary classification of warlike service, required that personnel 
be allocated for special duty within a declared special area. Special duty was defined under that legislation as 
'duty relating directly to the warlike operations or state of disturbance by reason of which the declaration in 
respect of the specific or the special areas was made'. Because no state of war or emergency existed in Malaysia 
after the end of confrontation on 11 August 1966 and because the Malaysian government made no request to the 
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Australian government for military assistance after this date, ADF personnel were not engaged in duty relating to 
warlike operations or a state of disturbance in Malaysia between 1970 and 1989.  

As a result, ADF service, including those at Butterworth, cannot be considered to be the special service under 
this act at the time, the Repatriation (Special Overseas Service) Act 1962. Therefore, instead of seeking 
reclassification of their service under the Special Overseas Service Act, Butterworth claimants are seeking a 
warlike classification under the current framework, which was incorporated into the Veterans' Entitlements Act 
1986, and they were seeking this in 1997. Warlike operations under this current framework, since 1997, are 
defined as 'those military activities where the application of force is authorised to pursue specific military 
objectives and there is an expectation of casualties'. These operations can encompass, but not are not limited to, a 
state of declared war, conventional combat operations against an armed adversary, and peace enforcement 
operations, which are military operations in support of diplomatic efforts to restore peace between belligerents 
who may not be consenting to intervention and may be engaged in combat and activities. No ADF service at 
Butterworth through the period 1970-1989 including those of Butterworth meets any of these criteria. The 
Butterworth—or the RCB, the Rifle Company Butterworth—were not pursuing any specific military objectives, 
were not authorised to use force beyond the minimum required for self-defence and there was definitely no 
expectation of any casualties. 

Importantly, at no time throughout the period 1970 to 1989 did any Australian government consider it 
necessary or appropriate to reconsider or reclassify the Rifle Company Butterworth or any ADF service at 
Butterworth. As advised earlier, 28,000 ADF personnel or there about served at Butterworth during the period. 
Since 2006, Defence has provided responses to 40 submissions from 17 claimants seeking reclassification of this 
service from 1970 to 1989 and one claimant for the reclassification of other ADF services at RMAF Base 
Butterworth. Many of these claims have been form letters generated by simply one or two individuals. There is no 
evidence to suggest that the views of the 17 individual claimants seeking reclassification of Butterworth service 
are supported by the majority of the estimated 28,000 personnel who served at Butterworth between 1970 and 
1989. 

RCB service has been considered by several independent reviews, which have consistently found it to be 
peacetime service. The 1994 Committee of Inquiry into Defence and Defence Related Awards concluded that: 
Neither does the Committee consider that service at Butterworth was clearly and markedly more demanding than normal 
peacetime service… 

Despite noting that service at Butterworth in Malaysia was one of the specific areas of ADF service that the 
review was asked to advise on, the Review of service entitlement anomalies in respect of South-East Asian service 
by Justice Mohr in 1999 made no recommendation of the reclassification of service at Butterworth. 

The 2003 Review of veterans' entitlements by a committee led by Justice Clarke stated that training and 
protection of Australian assets are normal peacetime garrison duties. The committee considered that peacetime 
service, whether rendered in Australia or overseas, can be arduous and even hazardous. But these factors alone do 
not warrant consideration of that duty as operational or qualifying service for veterans under the Veterans' 
Entitlement Act 1986. The Clarke committee concluded that no evidence was found that service at South-East 
Asia currently established as peacetime service should be considered warlike. No operational area was prescribed, 
no specific armed threat was present and there were no rules of engagement to pursue specific military objectives. 

The 2011 Inquiry into recognition for members of Rifle Company Butterworth for service in Malaysia between 

1970 and 1989, concluded by the Defence Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal, recommended that no change 
be made to the current medallic entitlements, as there was no convincing evidence that the service of the RCB 
was warlike. A nature of service review board in 2011 considered RCB service and found that it was 
appropriately classified as peacetime service. The board—consisting of senior executive service band 2 
representatives in the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Department of Veterans' Affairs, 
Department of Finance and Department of Defence—was established to consider claims for the reclassification of 
past service. 

The final report by Medallic Recognition Joint Working Group: Service in South-East Asia 1950-2011 in 2013, 
sponsored by the New Zealand government, stated that the service of its rifle infantry company between those 
three years—which served similarly to the RCB at Butterworth—was not operational service. The New Zealand 
JWG, joint working group, found that the communist terrorist activity was of very slight significance to the New 
Zealand deployment to Butterworth and did not characterise the tours in anyway. 

I do not that the petition contends that Defence, in assessing the claims, has not apply consistent standards, 
been misleading with its facts, not considered key data provided, denied natural justice, rewritten history in 
retrospect and based decisions on budgetary constraints rather than recognising service at the appropriate level. 
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Defence has comprehensively examined and re-examined the available official documentation to confirm the 
roles of the infantry rifle companies that rotated through Butterworth and to assess the extent of exposure to the 
risk of harm. 

Defence is confident that all records and other evidence provided by claimants has also been considered. No 
attempt has been made to conceal the fact that there was a level of threat to RMAF Base Butterworth, but the 
levels assessed as low. The daily routine of the air base continued unabated throughout the period. Service 
personnel and their accompanying families had no restrictions on movements and nearby Penang was a popular 
tourist destination. 

I acknowledge that the roles of the Rifle Company Butterworth were to provide a ground-force presence in 
Malaysia to conduct training to assist in the security of Butterworth if required and to provide a quick reaction 
force if required. However, these roles in themselves do not constitute a warlike classification. 

CHAIR:  I am sorry to interrupt. Can I get a member to move that a subcommittee consisting of me and Mr 
Buchholz be formed for the purposes of holding this roundtable on petitions? We would not have a formal 
quorum without moving that. To move it allows the hearing to continue. 

Mrs PRENTICE:  I so move. 

Mr Robert:  It is a fact that RCB service does not meet the essential criteria for classification as special 
overseas service or as warlike service, because Australian forces were not engaged in any operations against 
hostile forces or dissident elements after the end of confrontation on 11 August 1966. The Defence review is 
consistent with several independent reviews that considered RCB service, including the external New Zealand 
review. I also note that at no time throughout the period 1970 to 1989 did any Australian government consider it 
appropriate to change the classification of any ADF service at Butterworth from peacetime service. The decision 
not to retrospectively reclassify RCB service is not based on budgetary constraints. Whereas all matters presented 
to government, including those dealing with past ADF service, must include consideration of any costs associated 
with the proposal, the decision to maintain the peacetime classification is based on the review of the nature of 
RCB service. 

In conclusion, the service of Rifle Company Butterworth has been reviewed comprehensively by Defence and 
by several independent reviews, including a review by New Zealand. Reviews of service have found consistently 
that this service does not meet the essential criteria for reclassification as special overseas service or as warlike 
service. The role and responsibilities of the RCB, and all evidence of the exposure to the risk of harm, support the 
extant peacetime classification. At no time throughout the period 1970 to 1989 did any Australian government 
consider it necessary or appropriate to reconsider or change the classification of RCB or any other ADF service at 
RMAF Base Butterworth. I take this opportunity to acknowledge the valuable contribution of all ADF service at 
Butterworth, including that of the Rifle Company Butterworth. The peacetime classification in no way denigrates 
the sometimes difficult and arduous nature of these deployments. Once again, I am grateful for the opportunity to 
address you on this matter and am happy for me or the Defence team to take any questions that the committee 
may have. 

CHAIR:  First, in response to this petition, which states that no state of war emergency existed in Malaysia 
between 1970 and 1989, how would you characterise the activities of communist insurgents from Sarawak or the 
official peace between the Malaysian government and Malaysian communists? 

Mr Robert:  I will pass that to Colonel Thompson (a) because he is the subject matter expert and (b) because 
he was a child growing up there at the time. 

Col. Thompson:  There was a communist insurgency, but it was extremely low level. It was actually along the 
border areas of what is now Thailand, and certainly by the mid-seventies it would be characterised as banditry 
more than a comprehensive insurgency. There were very limited attacks on any Malaysian constabulary, because 
it was a police action. The military were not deployed against them—only very occasionally. By 1989 it had 
ended. The communist terrorist Chin Peng, who had been living the jungle, was an old man and he finally came 
out and effectively ended the communist insurgency. 

CHAIR:  Former RCB personnel have stated that they and their families expected that combat would occur 
and that casualties would be sustained and have argued that it is not relevant whether actual combat occurred if 
there was an expectation that combat would occur. Is that consistent with the practice during the period 1970 to 
1989? 

Col. Thompson:  It is all a matter of perspective. There were certainly no orders given and, although certain 
orders to Rifle Company Butterworth may well have heightened the risk in their order of training and raising 
people's awareness, I can tell you firsthand that the everyday expectation, especially of families, was one of an 
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idyllic and peaceful lifestyle rather than any threat ever. I will pass to Ms Cooper, who can categorise some of 
those. 

Ms Cooper:  The point the claimants are making is the concept of perception of harm, which was discussed by 
Justice Moore when he did his review. It has also been tested in the courts. Many people have claimed they have 
warlike service, because they perceived danger and they all felt danger; however, the conclusion from the courts 
was that there had to be a real and objective danger, not just a perception of danger. 

Mr Robert:  Chair, if you look through the commanders' diaries and look to the evidence of government and 
military at the time, there was never an expectation of casualties occurring. If I look at my time as a military 
officer in 1998 in Bougainville during the crisis there, we were unarmed—the first unarmed mission. It was seen 
as a peace-making operation and while there was an Australian Service Medal issued, not an Active Service 
Medal—no-one was claiming it was war-like, but it was quite common for us to be confronted by weapons and 
knives and weapons in faces, there were confronting issues in reconciliation and disarming rebels, but no-one was 
claiming that Bougainville should be increased to war-like service. 

Mrs PRENTICE:  So Bougainville was non-war-like? 
Mr Robert:  Absolutely. It is a peace-monitoring group which comes under deployment allowance as opposed 

to international campaign allowance. We faced consistent issues in danger, engaging with hostile rebel groups, 
challenging banditry and theft across the area and helicopters engaged by weapons fire. And that is a peace-
monitoring arrangement. 

Mr BUCHHOLZ:  To your knowledge, have the petitioners sought an audience with you or with the 
Department of Defence? 

Mr Robert:  I cannot remember offhand. It would not surprise me if they had. Most claimants who want me to 
exercise ministerial discretion on these issues always want to come to present their case. As a general rule, I do 
not do it because we have established processes in place—notwithstanding the Defence Honours and Awards 
Appeals Tribunal, the professional body which seeks to explain that. It is a bit like me getting involved in a court 
case, which we would not do. Because we have DHAAT as a tribunal which sits on these matters, I tend not to 
entertain discussion outside of— 

Mr BUCHHOLZ:  Are you aware of any other claims of a similar nature by a different group or any other 
organisation? 

Mr Robert:  I am going to pass that to Jackie who is head of nature of service. 

Ms Cooper:  Other claims by a different group regarding the— 
Mr BUCHHOLZ:  Regarding the similar claim which has been made in— 

Mr Robert:  Are there any other operations, Jackie—Somalia, Rwanda? 
Ms Cooper:  We are constantly getting claims for reclassification of past service going back as far as to pre-

Vietnam. A similar one would be 4RAR after the end of confrontation. When they returned to their barracks at 
Terendak in Malacca they sought to have war-like service for the period after confrontation for 12 months after 
that. That is the most similar. 

Mr BUCHHOLZ:  Are you able to advise the committee whether there is any precedent where there has been 
a reclassification? 

Ms Cooper:  Yes. We have reclassified, as the minister said, Rwanda. We have reclassified a short period in 
UNTSO service, the UN observers in Israel and Palestine. That was only a 33-day period. Over such a long 
period, not any major ones. We have reclassified mainly service of individuals who may not have been recognised 
at the time as having been contributing to a war-like operation. 

Mr BUCHHOLZ:  Can you give an oversight as to the reasoning for the reclassification in those instances, so 
we can draw a comparison? 

Ms Cooper:  Rwanda was reclassified as war-like due to exposure to the risk of harm and primarily there was 
exposure to the risk of psychological harm. 

Mr BUCHHOLZ:  And the risk rating in that conflict? 

Ms Cooper:  That was high all the way through. Those people were out in the areas where the warring factions 
were operational. 

Mr Robert:  Did that include the massacre? 
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Ms Cooper:  Yes. It was classified as non-war-like in the first instance because it was considered a 
humanitarian mission. As it became obvious, they were at risk there and the soldiers did have to defend some of 
the local citizenry. It was reclassified as war-like. 

Mr BUCHHOLZ:  Is there any way that the defence force could see any light of this being reclassified? Is the 
evidence you have given us conclusive? 

Mr Robert:  Yes. 
Mr BUCHHOLZ:  I am just asking for the Hansard record, because I have no doubt our petitioners will troll 

through Hansard looking to make sure that we have gone as hard as we can. 

Mr Robert:  That is a question the government should answer. Based on all the available evidence we have, 
written and otherwise, there is nothing that would at present indicate that the risk level would move from low. 

Mrs PRENTICE:  Has there been any request from the Bougainville people to have their service reclassified? 

Mr Robert:  Not that I have seen. Jacqueline, anything from the department? 
Ms Cooper:  Yes, we have had one or two. I believe they have also had a request through the Defence 

Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal to have the medallic recognition raised to a AASM. 
Mrs PRENTICE:  Am I allowed to ask where it is going? 

Ms Cooper:  It has been denied. 

Mrs PRENTICE:  It has been denied? 
Ms Cooper:  We have reviewed the service and it is— 

Mr Robert:  It was an unarmed operation. I was in the middle of it at the very start. 
Mrs PRENTICE:  It was not friendly. 

Mr Robert:  No. I ran the force protection element of it—out there every single day in it. However, it was still 
unarmed. We were unafraid with our little yellow hats on. 

CHAIR:  Former RCB personnel have likened their service to that undertaken by Defence Force personnel in 
East Timor between 1999 and 2003. Is this a reasonable comparison? If not, how does the service of RCB differ 
from that undertaken by Australians in East Timor? 

Col. Thompson:  I would say that the nature of service was considerable. East Timor was an armed operation 
with an expectation of casualties, with a real threat from the insurgents at the time. Combat patrols were 
extensively taken and force protection measures—which you would expect in a warlike circumstance—were 
undertaken. The Rifle Company Butterworth—it would be difficult to draw any comparisons with what went on 
in East Timor.  

CHAIR:  Any further questions? Are there any concluding remarks that you would like to make? Okay. Thank 
you very much for your evidence. If the committee has further questions for you, the secretariat will contact you. 
We have now come to the end of our public hearing session. I thank all participants for their contribution. It has 
been a most interesting public hearing. As our participants today know, it is not the committee's practice to make 
recommendations on the basis of this kind of public hearing, nor is it the committees role to investigate petition 
issues beyond hearing from relevant ministers and petitioners. The aim of today's hearing is to amplify the issues 
raised by petitions and to look into them, particularly in the light of any government response. There will be an 
official transcript which will be published on the committee's website in due course.  

Resolved that these proceedings be published.  
Committee adjourned at 10:13 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
The Defence Honours and Awards Tribunal shall inquire into and report on unresolved 
concerns regarding service of Australian Defence Force members at the Royal Thai Air 
Force Base Ubon between 25 June 1965 and 31 August 1968.   
 
In conducting its inquiry the Tribunal shall: 
 

(a) make findings and recommendations as to the eligibility of Australian 
Defence Force members who served at Ubon for the Vietnam Logistic 
Support Medal or the granting of any other form of recognition for their 
service, and 

(b) consider any other material relevant to these claims, including, but not limited 
to, any previous reviews conducted with regard to recognition for this service. 

The Tribunal is to examine relevant documentary evidence, and consider the nature and 
context of the service in relation to the criteria for Australian and Imperial awards that 
existed at that time, in order to arrive at a fair and sustainable response to claims for 
recognition. 

The Tribunal may interview such persons as it considers appropriate and consider material 
provided to it that is relevant to these terms of reference. 

The Tribunal is to report to the Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Support on its 
findings in regard to the above and any recommendations that arise from the inquiry.  

In making its findings and formulating its recommendations the Tribunal is required to 
maintain the integrity of the Australian honours system and identify any consequential 
impact any finding or recommendation may have on that system. 

The Tribunal is to determine its own procedures, in accordance with the general principles 
of procedural fairness, when conducting its inquiry as set out in these Terms of Reference. 

 
 

4









REPORT OF THE TRIBUNAL 
 
Conduct of the Inquiry 
 
1. The Defence Honours and Awards Appeals Tribunal (the Tribunal) is established 
under the Defence Act 1903.  Its functions are set out in s 110UA of the Act.  The 
Minister may direct the Tribunal to hold an inquiry into a specified matter concerning 
honours or awards and the Tribunal must hold an inquiry and report, with 
recommendations, to the Minister. 
 
2. On 16 July 2010, the then Parliamentary Secretary for Defence Support, 
the Hon Dr Mike Kelly AM MP, directed the Tribunal to inquire into and report on 
unresolved recognition issues for Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) personnel who 
served at Ubon (Thailand) between 1965 and 1968.  A full copy of the Terms of 
Reference (TOR) is at the commencement of this report. 
 
3. The inquiry was undertaken by the following members of the Tribunal: 
 
  Professor Dennis Pearce, AO (Chair) 
  Air Commodore Mark Lax, OAM, CSM (Retd)  
  Mr Kevin Woods, CSC, OAM 

 
Steps taken in the inquiry 
 
4. The inquiry commenced on 16 July 2010, with advertisements being placed in the 
major newspapers nationally giving notice of the inquiry and calling for submissions by 
30 August 2010. 
 
5. On 30 July 2010, the Tribunal wrote to key government organisations, the 
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet and the Department of Defence (Defence), 
advising them of the inquiry and inviting them to make submissions.  The Tribunal also 
wrote to interested organisations and individuals who had previously made 
representations to the Minister. 
 
6. The Tribunal received 24 written submissions from individuals and interested 
organisations.  Attached at Appendix 1 is a list of the organisations and individuals who 
made written submissions.  
 
7. The Tribunal conducted hearings in Canberra on 6, 8 and 21 October 2010 to hear 
evidence from various individuals, interested organisations and from Defence.  A total of 
10 persons made oral submissions to the Tribunal.  Appendix 2 provides details of the 
Tribunal hearings and the persons who appeared at those hearings.    
 
8. The Tribunal also considered additional supporting material including archival and 
departmental records and eye witness reports. The material is listed at Appendix 3.  
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Summary of RAAF service at Ubon 
 
9. Ubon is a Royal Thai Air Force (RTAF) base in South Eastern Thailand.  In 1962, 
as part of Australia’s SEATO1 commitment, RAAF No. 79 Squadron comprising eight 
Sabre jets, together with associated support staff, was posted to the base.  The purpose of 
the posting was to provide support for Thailand against a possible communist invasion 
from Laos.  The Rules of Engagement (ROE) for No. 79 Squadron allowed the use of 
force against aircraft attacking Thailand with weapons without warning.  The squadron’s 
area of activity was limited to the Thai borders.   
 
10. By 1965 it was apparent that the threat to Thailand had passed and it was proposed 
by the RAAF that the Squadron return to Australia.  However, by this time the United 
States Air Force (USAF) 8th Tactical Fighter Wing had commenced to use Ubon, initially 
in support of Thailand but later as a base for air attacks on North Vietnam.  Following 
high-level negotiations it was agreed that No. 79 Squadron would remain at Ubon with a 
view to its providing a bilateral joint US/Asian military presence to confront the spread of 
communism in South East Asia. 
 
11. An integrated air defence system for Thailand was developed involving the USAF, 
the RTAF and the RAAF with fighter planes on air defence alert.  This system was part of 
the USAF’s Mainland South East Asia Air Defence Network which was in turn part of the 
Pacific Air Defence Network operated by US Pacific Command.  
 
12. From March 1965, the USAF increased its bombing of North Vietnamese targets 
under Operation ROLLING THUNDER.  Ubon was one of the bases used for this 
operation.  As a result it was perceived that Ubon had become a significant target for 
retaliatory raids. 
 
13. On 25 June 1965, with the consent of the Australian Government, No. 79 Squadron 
commenced the highest sustainable armed air defence alert of Alert State Five.  This alert 
level applied daily from dawn to dusk seven days per week.  It meant that two of the 
Squadron’s eight Sabres were continuously fully armed and made ready for takeoff on 
five minutes notice.  New ROE permitted use of force against aircraft attacking forces in 
Thailand and before the attackers used their weapons.  However, the restriction on flying 
only within Thailand airspace was maintained. 
 
14. At about the same time a flight of Airfield Defence Guards (ADG) was sent to Ubon 
to protect the base from ground attacks.  These guards patrolled the base on a 24 hours 
seven days per week basis.  They also undertook patrols outside the base perimeter which 
US forces were not permitted to do.  
 
15. High-level government discussions occurred from time to time on the broadening of 
No. 79 Squadron’s activities but these were not proceeded with, largely because of the 
perceived sensitivities of the Thai and Malaysian Governments to be seen to support the 
USAF’s involvement in the Vietnam War and as such activities were outside the SEATO 
treaty obligations. 
                                                           
1 SEATO was the Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation, a multi-national collective defence arrangement 
established between 1954 and 1977. Member states included Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, France, 
(East) Pakistan, The Philippines, ROC (Taiwan), USA and the UK. Notably, Singapore and Malaysia were 
not members. 
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16. No action was taken by the USAF to protect Ubon with aircraft while 
No. 79 Squadron was at the base. Rather the base was used as the take-off point for 
Phantom fighter bomber aircraft on a 24 hours seven days per week basis.  Planes took off 
in groups of four every 15 minutes throughout daylight hours and in groups of two at that 
interval during the night. 
 
17. No. 79 Squadron withdrew from Ubon on 26 July 1968.  Before doing so, a request 
was made to Commander 7th Air Force for approval to release the Squadron from its alert 
status.  This was duly given. 
 
18. A fuller account of this history is included in an extract from the Report by the 
Independent Review Panel on Vietnam Campaign Recognition for RAAF Service at Ubon, 
Thailand 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968, 2004, (Riding Report) set out in summary 
form at Appendix 4.2  
 
Award sought 
 
19. The RAAF personnel who served at Ubon from 25 June 1965 till 26 July 1968 have 
been awarded the Australian Active Service Medal (AASM) 1945-75 with Clasp 
‘THAILAND’.  They are also seeking the award of a campaign medal.  The award sought 
is either the Vietnam Medal (VM) or the Vietnam Logistic and Support Medal (VLSM). 
 
20. The VM may be awarded to Australian Defence Force personnel who rendered 
service in operations in Vietnam.  The service that qualifies for an award is: 
 

• Service of 28 days continuous or aggregated in ships or craft employed in 
operations on inland waters or off the coast of Vietnam; 

• Service of one day or more on the posted strength of a unit or formation on land in 
Vietnam; 

• One operational sortie over Vietnam or Vietnamese waters by aircrew on the 
posted strength of a unit allocated for direct support of operations in Vietnam. 

 
21. The VLSM may be awarded for service of one day or more in the area of 
operations of Vietnam during the period 29 May 1964 to 27 January 1973: 
 

• As a member of the crew of a ship or aircraft operating in support of the 
Australian Armed Forces; 

• While attached to a unit or organisation operating in support of the Australian 
Armed Forces; 

• While attached to, or serving with, a unit of the Australian Armed Forces or allied 
forces as an observer. 

 

                                                           
2 Readers should also consult the two official histories: Chris Coulthard-Clark, The RAAF in Vietnam: 
Australian Air Involvement in the Vietnam War 1962-1975, Allen & Unwin, St Leonards, 1995, pp 10-16; 
and Alan Stephens, Going Solo: The Royal Australian Air Force, 1946-1971, AGPS, Canberra, 1995, 
chapter 14 (pp 272-281). 
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The area of operations of Vietnam is defined as the area of land and waters forming part 
of the territory of Vietnam; the waters off the coast of Vietnam; and the airspace above 
those areas. 
 
22. It is accepted that service in Ubon does not fall within the qualifications for the 
award of either of these medals as presently stated. 
 
Previous consideration of claims 
 
23. Claims for recognition for service in Ubon have been considered on a number of 
occasions as set out in Appendix 5.  The following is an outline of those reviews and their 
outcomes. 
  
24. The Committee of Inquiry into Defence and Defence-Related Awards, 1994, 
(CIDA) recommended the award of the Australian Service Medal (ASM) 1945-75 with 
Clasp ‘UBON’ for all who served at the Ubon airbase for a period of 30 days or more.  
This recommendation was accepted by the government, although the clasp was amended 
to ‘THAILAND’. 
 
25. The Review of Service Entitlement Anomalies in Respect of South-East Asian 
Service 1955-75, 2000, (Mohr Review) considered that service at Ubon between 
25 June 1965 and 31 August 1968 was properly to be regarded as ‘warlike’.  It 
accordingly recommended that medallic awards and eligibility for repatriation benefits 
should recognise this.  These recommendations were based largely on the change in the 
ROE applicable to No. 79 Squadron by the removal of the requirement that engagement 
only be permitted against aircraft ‘attacking with weapons’.  The recommendations were 
accepted by the government which resulted in the upgrade of the ASM, awarded 
following the CIDA Report, to an AASM 1945-75 with Clasp ‘THAILAND’ for service 
during the period specified.  
 
26. The Report of the Review of Veterans’ Entitlements, 2003, (Clarke Review) 
recommended against extending eligibility for repatriation benefits to persons who served 
at Ubon in the period prior to 25 June 1965.  Such service could not be classified as 
‘warlike’. 
 
27. The Report by the Independent Review Panel on Vietnam Campaign Recognition 
for RAAF Service at Ubon, Thailand 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968, 2004, (Riding 
Report) recommended that the VM be awarded to the personnel who served at Ubon 
during the period referred to.  This recommendation was not accepted by the government.  
 
28. The Ministerial direction to the Panel required it to consider ‘whether additional 
information presented by the RAAF Ubon Recognition Group provided sufficient 
evidence for amending the regulations governing the award of the VLSM to cover Ubon 
service during the period 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968’.3  The Panel recommended 
that the VM be awarded.  This was technically outside its Ministerial direction which had 
directed it to the VLSM only.  This was alluded to in the Minister’s statement rejecting 
the Panel’s recommendation. 
 
                                                           
3 AIRMSHL Riding advised the Tribunal that he was not given formal TORs, but merely a letter from the 
Minister to undertake the review. 
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29. The Review of service recognition for RAAF Ubon (1965-68), 2008, (Abigail 
Report) recommended that no action be taken to offer further recognition, including by 
way of the VLSM, for service of RAAF personnel stationed at Ubon.  The government 
accepted this recommendation. 
 
30. The Abigail Panel’s TOR required it to ‘consider the merits of the claim for 
further service medal recognition by way of the Vietnam Logistic and Support Medal.  
The panel will examine the documentary evidence available and consider the nature and 
context of service at RAAF Ubon to arrive at a fair and sustainable outcome’.  In 
accordance with its Terms of Reference, the panel did not call for submissions.  However, 
it took evidence from representatives of the RAAF Ubon Recognition Group (RURG) 
after complaint was raised about its methodology.  It did not call on other witnesses. 
 
31. It was primarily because of the conflicting outcomes of the last two reports that the 
matter was referred to the Tribunal.  
 
32. In the Tribunal’s view the conflict between the reports turns on the difference in 
result flowing from a close adherence to the formal legal status of No. 79 Squadron at 
Ubon, which was the approach taken by the Abigail Panel, and endeavouring to go behind 
that formal status to ask the question what was the task in fact undertaken by No. 79 
Squadron while based at Ubon - the approach taken by the Riding Panel.  
 
Representations to the Tribunal 
 
33. The RURG was set up in 1990 to press for recognition of service at Ubon.  The 
founder of RURG, Mr Mal Barnes, and its Executive Officer, Mr Richard Stone, appeared 
at a hearing of the Tribunal.  Mr Barnes had served at Ubon in 1966 as a Leading 
Aircraftsman.  Mr Stone had been there in 1968 as an Administrative Officer.  Both men 
had given evidence to both the Riding and the Abigail reviews.  
 
34. Evidence was given to the Tribunal also by: 
 

Air Vice-Marshal Roxley McLennan AO, (Retd) National President,  
Royal Australian Air Force Association 

Air Vice-Marshal Peter Scully, AO (Retd)  
Wing Commander Peter Larard (Retd) 
Group Captain John Jacobsen (Retd) 

 
With the exception of Air Vice-Marshal McLennan, each of these witnesses had served as 
a Sabre pilot at Ubon during the relevant period (1965-68), and each had also been the 
Detachment Commander.  All of them had appeared before the Riding Committee but 
none had given evidence to the Abigail Panel. 
 
35. At the invitation of the Tribunal, Wing Commander Glen Hombsch (Retd), the 
Flight Commander of the Ubon ADG in 1967-68, gave evidence to the Tribunal relating 
to the role of the Defence Guards at the base. 
 
37. Air Marshal Douglas Riding appeared before the Tribunal at the Tribunal’s 
invitation.  Air Marshal Riding had served as a pilot at Ubon and was the chair of the 
Riding Review.  
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38. Major General Peter Abigail was invited by the Tribunal to appear before it but 
declined, indicating that he did not wish to add anything to his report. 
 
39. The Department of Defence, represented by Mr Pat Clarke and Mr Brett Mitchell, 
appeared before the Tribunal.  The Defence Department maintains that the 
recommendation of ‘no action be taken to offer further recognition including by way of 
VLSM, for service of RAAF personnel stationed at Ubon’ in the Abigail Report was 
correct.  
 
40. Twenty-four written submissions were received and taken into account by the 
Tribunal.  All submissions except that from Defence supported recognition for those who 
served in Ubon by the award of either the VM or the VLSM. 
 
Analysis of evidence 
 
41. A consistent picture was presented by all witnesses.  Ubon was a major base for 
US aircraft from the early 1960s.  Initially it was used as part of the US’s SEATO 
commitments.  However, from 1965 the base was used by the USAF only for the air war 
against North Vietnam.  It was not used for the defence of Thailand except by a squadron 
of RTAF piston driven planes (No. 22 Squadron, RTAF) which engaged in local area 
patrol duties.  The USAF activities were devoted to the Vietnam War, not to the defence 
of Thailand which was no longer considered to be under threat of attack from any quarter. 
 
42. The Mohr Review’s description of the position is instructive. It said: 
 

The US stance in Thailand changed from being concerned, primarily, with that 
country’s air defence to one of using Thailand as a base for the USAF’s increased 
aerial commitment to the military effort in the Vietnam conflict.  As a 
consequence, the threat of retaliation from either China or North Vietnam against 
bases in Thailand from which USAF aircraft operated grew markedly.  There was 
an increased threat posed to airfields in Thailand by direct aerial attacks, attacks on 
the USAF aircraft returning to Thailand and from ground attacks on airfields by 
communist insurgents.  As Ubon was one of the most important USAF bases for 
its air operations in the Vietnam conflict, the threat to that airfield grew to quite a 
high level. 
 
The Australian Defence Committee in 1965 reviewed the implications for 
Australia of the USAF build up of forces at Ubon.  Notwithstanding the increased 
threat to Ubon, the Committee felt that, 
 

… while the operations by RAAF aircraft in the air defence role will be 
confined to the boundaries of Thailand, the fact that RAAF aircraft are 
being employed in the defence of an air base from which offensive 
operations are being mounted against North Vietnam could be considered by 
North Vietnam and Communist China as being similar to participation in the 
actual offensive operation. 
 

Nevertheless, the Defence Committee considered: 
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… the probability of enemy air attacks [on Thailand] would be slight. 
 

Despite this assessment, the RAAF’s commitment to the air defence of Thailand 
was elevated to meet the increased threat posed by the USAF’s escalating efforts 
in the Vietnam conflict.  A critical conference was held on 12 June 1965 between 
Commander Second Air Division USAF and the Officer Commanding RAAF 
Ubon.  At the conference it was proposed that the RAAF undertake the air 
defence alert tasks with its aircraft at ‘Alert State Five’, from dawn to dusk seven 
days a week. 
 
‘Alert State Five’ required that two fully armed aircraft be held on an operational 
readiness platform, preflighted, with pilots in close presence, ready and able to 
become airborne within five minutes to engage an intruding aircraft with a view 
to its destruction.  This was the highest ‘alert state’ that could be achieved.  
‘Alert State Two’, which required pilots to be seated in their aircraft, was 
impossible because of extreme heat experienced in that climate, and the next 
alert state, which called for a ‘Combat Air Patrol’ to be mounted with two 
aircraft airborne at all times, was beyond the Squadron’s capability.4

 
43. The RAAF Sabres were operated under specific ROE as specified in SEATO 
Plans 4 and 6, with the intention to preserve the integrity of Thailand’s airspace.  
According to the RAAF Official Historian: 
 

Pilots were given three conditions under which ‘the use of force’ against hostile 
aircraft was permissible: self defence; in the air defence of Thailand when 
instructed by the Air Board; and if requested by the Thai authorities in the event of 
an attack without prior warning and prior reference to the Board was not 
practicable.5

 
On 25 June 1965, the RAAF detachment officially became part of the Thai Integrated Air 
Defence System controlled out of the Headquarters in Bangkok.  The ROE changed to 
allow the Sabre aircraft to be placed on five-minute alert.  The order to ‘scramble’ the 
Sabres would come from the Thai Air Defence Commander and not the Australian Air 
Officer Commanding.  
 
44. Upon the arrival of the USAF in April 1965, Australian, US and Thai forces 
regarded the base as an integrated entity. Australian forces personnel shared guard duties 
with the other forces.  RAAF fire fighters participated in fire and rescue of US aircraft 
crash incidents, airfield accidents and ground fires.  RAAF refuellers were also used to 
refuel US aircraft.  There was a continuing exchange of information between the parties.  
Most significantly, the USAF did not allocate resources to the defence of the base.  As 
noted previously, RAAF Sabres provided the air cover for the base and RAAF ADGs 
provided the ground cover by protecting the base perimeter and surrounding terrain. 
 
45. The evidence to the Tribunal indicated that the perceived threat to the base was 
real.  The author of the official history, the RAAF in Vietnam, noted that:  ‘The RAAF 
                                                           
4 Review of Service Entitlement Anomalies in Respect of South-East Asian Service 1955-75 (The Mohr 
Review), Chapter 6, pp 6-3 and 6-4. Italics in original. The official histories both agree with this position. 
Coulthard-Clark, p 89-90 and Stephens, p 277-78.  
5 Stephens, p 276. 
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personnel so deployed there [to Ubon] had not the slightest doubt they were at war’.6  The 
Sabres of No. 79 Squadron were scrambled from time to time to meet an apparent threat 
from incoming aircraft.  Orders to scramble came from the USAF.  No engagement ever 
occurred but there were instances of suspected enemy aircraft turning away, presumably 
when the presence of the Sabres became known.  While the Alert State Five applied only 
during daylight hours, there were occasions when the pilots were placed on standby at 
night. 
 
46. The pilots’ living quarters were alongside a very large fuel supply depot and 
adjacent to the runway from which the USAF Phantoms took off day and night.  Sleep 
was problematic even when not on alert.  Such a location meant the quarters were a target 
for enemy mortar attacks, another factor that highlighted the belief that the Australians 
were in a war-zone. 
 
47. The ADGs conducted airfield defence duties 24 hours a day, seven days a week7.  
They conducted armed patrols outside the base perimeter at night as well as during the 
day.  They occasionally conducted vehicle patrols outside of the base perimeter for up to 
distances of 20 kilometres.  Patrols outside of the base perimeter were always 
accompanied by a Thai police officer. 
 
48.  All witnesses described the atmosphere on the base as ‘tense’.  They were always 
apprehensive of an attack.  This was particularly because the USAF aircraft were not 
protected with revetments but were simply lined up on the airfield.  There were usually 
around 70 aircraft at the base.  They would have provided an opportune target for any 
enemy force.  Witnesses who saw service in both Vietnam and at Ubon were unable to 
distinguish the sense of danger between the two areas of service. Indeed the guard work at 
Ubon was regarded by those who served in both theatres as more exacting than that in 
some areas of Vietnam. 
 
49. The evidence all points to the purpose of the Australian engagement at Ubon in 
practice having changed in 1965 from providing assistance in the defence of Thailand 
under SEATO arrangements to providing support for the USAF air war against North 
Vietnam.  This support was limited to the protection of the Ubon base and the USAF 
planes located there.  Nonetheless, this was recognised by the US authorities as providing 
an essential element of their air operations under Operation ROLLING THUNDER.  It 
was put to the Tribunal by one witness that the first step in any air power deployment is to 
secure the base from which operations are conducted.  This step was taken for the USAF 
by the RAAF.8

 
The formal position 
 
50. No evidence has been found stating that No. 79 Squadron was based in Ubon as 
part of Australia’s commitment to the Vietnam War.  This was sufficient to persuade the 
Abigail Panel that no further award should be conferred for service with No. 79 Squadron. 
That Panel said: 
   
                                                           
6 Coulthard-Clark, p 11. 
7 It was suggested by Defence that Ubon did not operate on weekends. This is not correct. The base may 
have been closed then but the air operations and the guard duties continued throughout the weekend. 
8 Wing Commander Larard (Retd), interview, 6 October 2010. 
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Throughout the entire period of deployment of RAAF Ubon, from 1962 to 1968, the 
purpose of the commitment remained to contribute to the air defence of Thailand 
and the forces were limited to operations within Thai territory.  The commitment 
and limitations preceded the commencement of the USAF air campaign against 
North Vietnam in 1965, and subsequently ran in parallel with that campaign. 
… 
However, this type of co-operation [with the USAF at Ubon] and the provision of 
air defence within Thailand does not lead to a conclusion that RAAF Ubon was 
participating in the Vietnam War.  It was not the primary purpose of the 
commitment. RAAF Ubon was never so assigned and the unambiguous policy 
intent of the Australian Government at the time is compelling in this regard. 

 
51. If the matter is to be determined having regard only to the position stated formally 
by the Australian Government at the time, the Tribunal would agree with the Abigail 
Panel’s conclusion.  However, it was put to the Tribunal that the matter should be 
determined by looking at the factual circumstances that existed in their totality and not 
just as appears on official documents. 
 
The case for recognition 
 
52. The Tribunal has seen ample indication in the mass of documents relating to 
No. 79 Squadron’s assignment to Ubon that indicates that there was sensitivity in 
Thailand and Malaysia about the role of the Squadron.  The Vietnam War was a point of 
considerable contention among South-East Asian countries and there was a strong desire 
by some of them to avoid any appearance of commitment to either side in the conflict.  
References are common to Thai concerns about the role of Ubon as a support base for the 
USAF air war over Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia.  The Australian documentation reflects 
these concerns.  
 
53. There can be no doubt that the Australian Government did not wish it to appear 
publicly that No. 79 Squadron was engaged in the Vietnam War.  Whether one can, or 
should, take the next step of saying that the Squadron was not engaged in that War seems 
to the Tribunal to be less certain.  The documentation reveals a continuing dialogue 
between Australian and US Government representatives about the involvement of 
Australian forces in the War.  The Ubon operation featured regularly in these discussions.  
The documentation is directed almost exclusively to the Vietnam War.  The protection of 
Thailand rates barely a mention. 
 
54. On the ground, the Australian involvement in the management of the airfield and 
the activities based on it was almost exclusively with the USAF.  The RTAF was seen as a 
fringe player. 
 
55. It is apparent that the Australian Government did not wish to expand the role of 
the Squadron beyond the Thai border.  However, this seems to have been driven more by 
Thai sensitivities referred to above than any decision that it should represent the extent of 
the Australian involvement.  There are suggestions, supported by the Defence Committee, 
for an expanded role but these were rejected expressly on political grounds.  It might be 
noted that, at the same time as the government was specifying the limits to 
No. 79 Squadron’s involvement, it was agreeing to an expansion of the Army and Naval 
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commitment to the War, and considering the deployment of a squadron of RAAF 
Canberra Bombers. 
 
56. It is accepted that, from mid-1965, there was no external threat to Thailand except 
such as might flow from the fact of air bases in Thailand being used to attack North 
Vietnam.  The only ‘enemy’ was North Vietnam and its allies.  The primary task of the 
Squadron was to defend the Ubon air base.  
 
57. The position seems to the Tribunal to be that the formal position was that 
No. 79 Squadron was at Ubon to protect Thailand from external aggression.  From mid-
1965, the practical reason for being there was to assist the USAF in its air war against 
North Vietnam.  This is recognised by the Abigail Report which stated: 
 

… the Panel concludes that the activities of RAAF Ubon did provide de facto 
support within Thailand to the USAF air campaign in Vietnam … The Panel 
believes it reasonable to conclude that this outcome was both understood and 
accepted by the Australian government at the time. 

   
58. However, as indicated above, the Abigail Panel considered that this did not 
warrant a finding of participation in the Vietnam War. 
 
59. The Tribunal agrees with the Abigail Report’s factual conclusions both on the 
formal basis on which No. 79 Squadron was present at Ubon and on the activities that 
were conducted by the Squadron at Ubon.  The question that it must address is whether 
those conclusions lead to the rejection of a claim for recognition as they did for the 
Abigail Panel or whether it is appropriate to look behind that formal position to reach a 
conclusion on whether the Squadron’s actions at Ubon (together with base support 
personnel) warrant recognition with a campaign medal. 
 
Identification of ‘the war’ 
 
60. The Tribunal considers that it is relevant to take into account the finding of the 
Mohr Review that determined that service at Ubon was ‘warlike’.  This conclusion was 
based on the following finding: 
 

‘Alert State Five’ was not peacetime or garrison duty, nor was it a training 
exercise. ‘Alert State Five’ required that two fully armed aircraft be at the end of 
the runway with pilots in close presence, ready and able to be airborne within five 
minutes to engage an intruding aircraft with a view to its destruction, subject to 
identification or lack of it.  The danger of casualties was clearly forecast.  
 
The question then remains as to whether or not this was ‘warlike’ or ‘non-
warlike’. Did the squadron face an objective danger?  Did they ‘incur’ danger?  
Even though no danger eventuated in the sense that there were no actual combat 
engagements, they were armed for combat and had been told by those who knew 
more of the situation that danger did exist and they must hold themselves in 
readiness to meet it, not at some indeterminable time in the future, but at five 
minutes notice. 
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In regard to base security this fell into two distinct areas.  First, there was security 
within the base itself.  The Review heard from a number of those who have been at 
Ubon.  It is clear from what was said that within the base itself the RAAF 
contingent had prepared defensive protection and arms had been issued for use if 
needs be. Second, the ADGs patrolled both day and night outside the perimeter of 
the base and in so doing saw evidence of terrorist activity.  So far as it is known 
they were never engaged in an exchange of fire, but the danger of terrorist activity 
in the general area was known and precautions taken.  These patrols were armed 
and authorised to fire if the situation called for fire. 
 
The Rules of Engagement for the RAAF contingent from 1965 onwards signified 
that contact with hostile forces of an enemy should be expected and that these 
hostile forces were to be engaged in armed combat with the aim of destroying 
them.  In these circumstances there was an expectation of casualties. 
 
Conclusion 
It is my opinion that, in the final analysis, the period of service at Ubon in the 
period 1965-1968 was warlike in nature.  Their service, most certainly comparable 
with many other groups of the three services in other similar limited conflicts, 
should properly be rewarded with the appropriate repatriation and medal 
entitlements. 

 
61.  The Government accepted the Report’s recommendation by its approval of the 
award of the AASM 1945-75 with Clasp ‘THAILAND’ to those serving at Ubon.  
 
62. It is difficult to see what the operation was that could be classified as warlike other 
than the war against North Vietnam or its allies.9  There was no circumstance post-July 
1965 involving Thailand that could be described as warlike – except the threat of attack 
from North Vietnam.  This threat arose from the air campaign being undertaken by the 
USAF as part of the Vietnam War. 
 
63. Whatever might have been said in the formal decisions relating to the retention of 
No. 79 Squadron in Ubon, it is clear that the real purpose of its posting was to assist the 
USAF air campaign against North Vietnam.  There was no other reason for the Squadron 
to be there.  Thailand was not under independent threat.  The proposal was that the 
Squadron be returned to Australia when the threat to Thailand came to an end in 1965. It 
was in response to US requests that the Squadron was left at Ubon. 
 
Conclusion on eligibility for award 
 
64. It seems to the Tribunal to be splitting hairs to say that No. 79 Squadron was 
retained at Ubon for the defence of Thailand and not as part of the Vietnam War effort 
when it is recognised that it was the use of Thai bases in support of that War that was 
providing the threat to Thailand.  
 
65. The extent to which Australian decision-making was tailored to the political 
sensitivities of the time is demonstrated by the evidence to the Tribunal of the subterfuges 
                                                           
9 The Tribunal noted that the Australian War Memorial Roll of Honour recognises the two members of the 
RAAF detachment who died during the Ubon detachment, 1965-1968.  
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practised to replace aircraft stationed at Ubon with new aircraft based at RAAF Base 
Butterworth in Malaysia when routine maintenance was required.  Two Sabres would be 
flown in from Butterworth as escort for transport aircraft and swapped at the base for the 
Sabres that were to be serviced.  This, it was said, avoided the Malaysian Government 
being made aware of the regular use that was being made of the Sabres at Ubon.  Whether 
this deceived the Malaysians may be doubted, but it met the political niceties that were 
regarded as a necessity. 
 
66. The question therefore is whether, after 45 years, it is now possible to confront the 
reality of No. 79 Squadron’s involvement in the Vietnam War.  In the Tribunal’s view it is 
time for it to be recognised that the Squadron was making a significant contribution to the 
air campaign directed against North Vietnam.  It provided the protection of an important 
base on behalf of the USAF.  This is how the US viewed what the Squadron was doing 
and the Tribunal considers that it is the correct view of the Squadron’s actions. 
 
Recognition flowing from this conclusion 
 
67. The Tribunal’s TOR requires it to make findings and recommendations as to the 
eligibility of ADF members who served at Ubon between 25 June 1965 and 
31 August 1968 ‘for the VLSM or the granting of any other form of recognition for their 
service’.  
 
68. Some witnesses before the Tribunal urged the recommendation of the VM.  They 
said that No. 79 Squadron and the ADG members were as much engaged in the Vietnam 
War as those in the geographical area of Vietnam.  They were ‘at the sharp end’ of the 
conflict.  It was said that the making of awards by reference to geographical areas based 
on a ground war failed to have proper regard to the practicalities of air war.  Operations 
involving aircraft are often not confined to the boundaries of a war’s area of operation 
(AO).  It is not sufficient to recognise air support only in terms of flights over the 
designated AO.  Significant contributions are made and danger encountered outside the 
AO which should be recognised by the campaign medal appropriate to service in the AO. 
 
69.  It was this line of approach that had resulted in the Riding Report recommending 
the award of the VM.  The Tribunal has sympathy for this approach and it should be taken 
into account when determining eligibility in relation to future conflicts.  However, the 
Government has rejected the award of the VM to the Ubon personnel and the Tribunal is 
not persuaded that there is such a clear case for its award as to warrant a fresh 
recommendation. 
 
70. The Tribunal considers that the position in regard to the VLSM is different.  This 
medal was struck to recognise service personnel who had given essential and direct 
logistic support to Australian forces in Vietnam.  As noted previously, the VLSM is 
awarded to persons who served in the Vietnam AO as a member of the crew of a ship or 
aircraft operating in support of the Australian Armed Forces or while attached to a unit or 
organisation operating in support of the Australian Armed Forces.  Service does not have 
to be on the Vietnam land area but includes service up to 185 km off the coast.  This 
picked up the service of those who served on the HMAS SYDNEY. Service on RAAF 
Hercules transport aircraft also qualified for the medal. 
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71. The Tribunal considers that service at Ubon from July 1965 equates with the type 
of service for which the VLSM has been awarded.  The USAF air war directed against 
North Vietnam was an integral part of the conflict in which Australian forces were 
engaged.  There is no doubt in the Tribunal’s view that the Australian personnel at Ubon 
performed an essential support role for the USAF.  As recognised by the government, they 
were engaged in warlike activities and that war was the Vietnam War.  The Tribunal 
concluded that service at Ubon from 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968 should be 
recognised with the award of the VLSM. 
 
72. The Tribunal was not pressed to recommend any other form of recognition for 
service at Ubon and it makes no such recommendation. 
 
Possible flow on from award of VLSM 
 
73. The Tribunal directed its attention to other service that might claim to be in a 
position equivalent to that of service personnel at Ubon.  No other personnel of whom the 
Tribunal is aware served under like conditions to those at Ubon.  Accordingly, the 
Tribunal does not consider that there is likely to be any legitimate claims for further 
recognition.  
 
74. The Tribunal’s recommendation is based on the immediate support provided by 
Ubon personnel to the USAF at the Ubon base, the level of preparedness that this support 
demanded and the nature of the threat to the base.  These conditions were not replicated, 
for example, at RAAF Base Butterworth.  Nor did they apply to RAAF personnel 
involved in the observation of the combat flying of USAF F-111s under Operation 
COMBAT LANCER at RTAF Base Takhli.  These personnel are mentioned in the Mohr 
Review.  However, they were not involved in direct logistical support of the kind 
provided at Ubon, nor were they under the same level of threat. 
 
75. For the same reason that the Mohr Review did not find that service at Ubon prior 
to 25 June 1965 should be regarded as ‘warlike’, the Tribunal finds that such service does 
not qualify for the award of the VLSM. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
76. The Tribunal makes the following recommendations:  
 
Recommendation 1: RAAF personnel who served at Ubon air base in Thailand from 
25 June 1965 until 31 August 1968 be awarded the Vietnam Logistic and Support Medal. 
 
Recommendation 2: The Vietnam Logistic and Support Medal Regulations be amended 
to give effect to this recommendation. 
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Appendix 1 – Submissions 
 
The Tribunal received submissions from the following people and organisations: 
 
Donald Godfrey Battams 
Allen Burns  
Squadron Leader Trevor Butler (Retd) 
Vittorio Carbone  
Terry Deery  
Department of Defence 
Warren E Dickson  
Mike Fogarty  
Claude Halsey  
Group Captain John Jacobsen (Retd) 
John Jeffreys  
Cecil John Edmund Levien BEM 
Peter Edward Lewis  
Henry Michael Loeckenhoff  
Robert Manning  
Michael Morrissey  
Maxwell James Pahl  
Denys Potts  
Royal Australian Air Force Association 
RAAF Ubon Branch SA Division 
RAAF Ubon Reunion Recognition Group  
Joseph Douglas Richards  
Sydney Ryan  
Arthur Skimin  
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Appendix 2 – Tribunal Hearings 
 
15 September 2010 
 
Chair: Professor Dennis Pearce, AO  
Members: Air Commodore Mark Lax, OAM, CSM (Retd) and Mr Kevin Woods, CSC, OAM 
 
 
06 October 2010 
 
Chair: Professor Dennis Pearce, AO  
Members: Air Commodore Mark Lax, OAM, CSM (Retd) and Mr Kevin Woods, CSC, OAM 
 
Witnesses: 
 
Air Vice-Marshal Roxley McLennan, AO (Retd), National President RAAF Association 
 
Air Vice-Marshal Peter Scully, AO (Retd) (via Teleconference) 
 
Wing Commander Peter Larard (Retd) (via Teleconference) 
 
  
08 October 2010 
 
Chair: Professor Dennis Pearce, AO  
Members: Air Commodore Mark Lax, OAM, CSM (Retd) and Mr Kevin Woods, CSC, OAM 
 
Witnesses: 
 
Group Captain John Jacobsen (Retd) (via Teleconference) 
 
Pat Clark and Brett Mitchell, Department of Defence 
 
Mal Barnes and Richard Stone, RAAF Ubon Recognition Group 
 
Air Marshal Douglas Riding, AO, DFC (Retd) 
 
 
21 October 2010 
 
Chair: Professor Dennis Pearce, AO  
Members: Air Commodore Mark Lax, OAM, CSM (Retd) and Mr Kevin Woods, CSC, OAM 
  
Witness: 
 
Wing Commander Glen Hombsch (Retd) (via Teleconference) 
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Appendix 3 – Additional Material Examined by the Tribunal 
 
 
Archival Records 
 
National Archives of Australia  
 
Series A1209 
 
1961/600 SEATO Plan 5 (Defence Committee) 
1962/122 SEATO MPO Plan 7 
 
Published sources 
 
Chris Coulthard-Clark, The RAAF in Vietnam: Australian Air Involvement in the Vietnam 
War 1962-1975, Allen & Unwin, St Leonards, 1995 
 
 Alan Stephens, Going Solo: The Royal Australian Air Force, 1946-1971, AGPS, 
Canberra, 1995 
 
Other sources 
 
The previous official reports concerning Ubon service are listed and summarised at 
Appendices 4 and 5 
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Appendix 4 – Summary of RAAF Involvement at Ubon10

 
The RAAF Contingent was sent to Thailand in June 1962 under the aegis of SEATO Plan 
5, a plan to counter communist insurgency in Laos.  
 
The Contingent consisted of the Command Element, No. 79 Squadron and Base Squadron 
Ubon.  
 
The original role of No. 79 Squadron was air defence of Thailand and Base Squadron 
Ubon’s role was to support the squadron and provide airfield support services to SEATO 
air forces using the airfield.  
 
Operational air defence command and control was coordinated through 
COMUSMACTHAI.  
 
The ROE allowed the use of force against aircraft attacking Thai territory with weapons 
without warning.  
 
In early 1963 the Laotian crisis passed and the Australian Government considered 
withdrawing the RAAF Contingent, following withdrawal of UK and NZ air forces and 
US ground forces deployed under Plan 5.  
 
But it decided to leave the Contingent in place to provide a bilateral joint US/AS military 
presence to confront the spread of communism in South East Asia.  
 
In response to a perceived air threat from North Vietnam in August 1964, the USAF and 
RTAF developed an integrated air defence system for Thailand with fighters on air 
defence alert and new ROE. The RAAF was invited to join.  
 
This new Thai air defence system was part of the USAF Mainland South East Asia Air 
Defence Network which was in turn part of the Pacific Air Defence Network.  
 
The RAAF/USAF and RTAF agreed new RAAF Roles, Tasks and ROE, significantly 
broadening the original, to mount an air defence alert and allow use of force against 
aircraft attacking forces in Thailand, and before the attackers used their weapons.  
 
The context of this new air defence tasking had its genesis in December 1964 when the 
US signalled its intention to mount an air campaign against North Vietnam and the 
Communist supply routes through Laos.  
 
In response to a request to assess what additional assistance Australia might provide to 
South Vietnam, one of the additional forms of assistance in the air campaign suggested by 
the Department of Defence was the employment of No. 79 Squadron at Ubon in the air 
defence role at a high state of alert.  This was supported by the Department of External 

                                                           
10 Report by the Independent Review Panel on Vietnam Campaign Recognition for RAAF Service at Ubon, 
Thailand 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968, 2004, pp 17-19. 
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Affairs who also suggested that perimeter defence forces at Ubon would be desirable, 
given the likelihood of an enemy retaliation to the air campaign.  
 
US Operation ROLLING THUNDER commenced on 2 March 1965 with attacks against 
North Vietnam and Laos with reprisal raids for specific VC activity and on interdiction 
targets in the Ho Chi Minh Trail supply routes.  
 
As a result, the perceived enemy threat against allied bases in Thailand increased, with air 
and ground attacks possible.  
 
The likelihood of air attack was considered slight but would be catastrophic if carried out. 
Allied air defence forces were maintained at the highest sustainable level of air defence 
alert.  
 
On 25 June 1965, No. 79 Squadron commenced the highest sustainable armed air defence 
alert of Alert State Five daily from dawn to dusk with the new ROE in effect.  
 
The ground threat from insurgents was considered more likely, and the RAAF sent a 
flight of Airfield Defence Guards to protect the RAAF Contingent at Ubon.  
On 26 July 1965 President Johnson requested additional Australian forces for the war.  
 
Expanding the role of No. 79 Squadron was considered but not taken up primarily 
because of Department of External Affairs’ concern about deniability.  In this context, the 
RAAF Sabres were a unique type of aircraft in the air campaign, and as they could only 
have come from Ubon in Thailand, this would have created political difficulties at the 
time for the Thai Government.  As a consequence No. 79 Squadron’s support for the air 
campaign remained in the air defence role.  
 
In mid 1966 the US established a more comprehensive air defence plan (OPLAN 427-66) 
for Mainland South East Asia because of concern about the continuing vulnerability of 
vital equipment and bases in Thailand and South Vietnam to enemy air attack.  
 
The Minister for Defence approved No. 79 Squadron’s participation in this plan.  
 
No. 79 Squadron was listed under ‘Augmentation Forces’ in OPLAN 427-66.  
 
Overall air defence operations were conducted through a single control agency. 
  
PACAF publications were the standard source of reference for all operations.  
 
The Mainland SEA air defence region operated on a 24 hour basis.  
 
No. 79 Squadron operations were subject to RAAF ROE including geographic constraint.  
 
Alert states by all air defence forces were determined and ordered by the Commander 7th 
Air Force in Saigon and the host country air force.  
 
No. 79 Squadron operated under this plan until its withdrawal on 26 July 1968.  
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To give effect to the withdrawal, which was necessary because of the Mirage III re-
equipment program, Department of Air requested Commander 7th AF Commander’s 
approval to release of No. 79 Squadron from its alert status.  
 
7th AF approved release with effect 0001hrs local, 26 July 1968.  
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Appendix 5 – Summary of Previous Ubon Reviews 
 
RAAF service at Ubon between 1965 and 1968 has been the subject of five previous 
reviews. This Appendix summarises the findings, recommendations and Government 
decision for each case. 

 
TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF REVIEWS 

 
Review Date 

Complete 
Recommendation Outcome 

CIDA 1994 Service be recognised by  
ASM 45-75 with Clasp 
‘UBON’ 

ASM 1945-75 with Clasp 
‘THAILAND’ 

Defence/DVA 
Review 

1997 Service be classed as 
‘Operational’ 

Service classed as 
‘Operational’ 

Mohr 2000 Service be classed as 
‘Warlike’ 
ASM 1945-75 upgraded to 
AASM 1945-75 

Service classed as 
‘Warlike’ 
AASM 1945-75 with 
Clasp ‘THAILAND’ 

Riding 2004 Service be recognised with 
the Vietnam Medal 

No change 

Abigail 2008 No further 
recommendation 

No change 

 
 
The Committee of Inquiry into Defence and Defence-Related Awards (CIDA) 
 
Intent: A comprehensive two-stage public inquiry into the Australian system of honours 
and awards.11

  
Dates of Review: May 1993 – March 1994. 
 
Findings/Recommendations:12

 
The Committee recommended ‘that service of Australian personnel at Royal Thai 
Airforce (sic) base at Ubon be recognised through the Australian Service Medal 1945-75 
with Clasp ‘UBON’.  The relevant qualifying period should be 30 days. 
 
The Committee recommended that members of 2 Field Troop Royal Australian Engineers 
and other Australian personnel who participated in Operation Crown and served in Ban 
Kok Talat between January 1964 and May 1966 should also be awarded the Australian 
Service Medal 1945-75 with Clasp ‘UBON’, with the relevant qualifying period of 30 
days. 
 
Outcome/Government Decision: ASM 1945-75 with Clasp ‘THAILAND’ 
                                                           
11 Report of the Committee of Inquiry into Defence and Defence-Related Awards, March 1994 (hereafter 
called CIDA), p i. 
12 CIDA pp vi, 45-46 

 
 

27



 
1997 Defence/DVA Report on Service Entitlement Anomalies Review (The 
Defence/DVA Review) 
 
Intent: A joint-interdepartmental review to consider four specific periods of service by 
members of the ADF where it is claimed anomalies in regard to eligibility for repatriation 
benefit exists.  One of the four periods of service examined was the RAAF contingent at 
Ubon in Thailand, 31 May 1962 to 31 August 1968.13

 
Dates: 1997 
 
Findings/Recommendations: 
 
It recommended that members serving at Ubon in Thailand from 31 May 1962 to 
31 August 1968 be accorded operational service under the provisions of the Veterans’ 
Entitlement Act 1986.14

 
Outcome/Government Decision: Upgrade of service from non-operational to operational. 
 
Review of Service Entitlement Anomalies in Respect of South-East Asian Service 
1955-75 (The Mohr Review) 
 
Intent: A review of possible anomalies in service entitlements affecting those members of 
the Australian Defence Force who served in South-East Asia during the period 1955-75.15

 
Dates of Review: April 1999 – February 2000 
 
Findings/Recommendation: 
 
The Committee recommended that ‘RAAF service at Ubon in the period 25 June 1965 
until the Squadron was withdrawn on 31 August 1968 be classified as ‘warlike’ 
operational service and that personnel be eligible for the appropriate repatriation and 
medal entitlements’.16  
 
Outcome/Government Decision: Upgrade of ASM 1945-75 with Clasp ‘THAILAND’ to 
AASM 1945-75 with Clasp ‘THAILAND’. 
  
Independent Review Panel on Vietnam Campaign Recognition for RAAF Service at 
Ubon, Thailand, 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968 (The Riding Review) 
 
Intent: To establish whether the additional information presented by the RAAF Ubon 
Recognition Group provided sufficient evidence for amending the regulations governing 

                                                           
13 1997 Defence/DVA Report on Service Entitlement Anomalies Review (hereafter called the 
Defence/DVA Review), pp 9-13. 
14 Defence/DVA Review, p 13. 
15 Review of Service Entitlement Anomalies in Respect of South-East Asian Service 1955-75, February 
2000 (hereafter called the Mohr Review), p v. 
16 Mohr Review, pp xvi, 73. 
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the award of the VLSM to cover Ubon service during the period 25 June 1965 to 
31 August 1968.17

 
Dates: June 2004 – July 2004. 
 
Findings/Recommendations: 
 
Inter alia, that ‘service by the RAAF Contingent at Ubon between 25 June 1965 and 
31 August 1968 does not satisfy the purpose of the Vietnam Logistic and Support Medal, 
but does completely satisfy the purpose of the Vietnam Medal as declared by Her Majesty 
Queen Elizabeth II in the Royal Warrant’. 
 
The Review recommended to the Minister that ‘the Vietnam Medal be awarded to 
personnel who served on the posted strength of the RAAF Contingent at Ubon, No. 79 
Squadron and Base Squadron Ubon between 25 June 1965 and 31 August 1968, and that a 
mechanism be found to amend the explanatory conditions of the Vietnam Medal’.18

 
Outcome/Government Decision: Recommendation not accepted as outside the TORs. 
 
Review of Service Recognition for RAAF Ubon (1965-68) (The Abigail Review) 
 
Intent: An independent panel to review the treatment of award recommendations 
stemming from the Battle of Lon Tan, and service medal recognition for service with 
RAAF Ubon.19

 
Dates of Review: October 2007 – March 2008 
 
Findings/Recommendation: 
 
The Panel recommended that ‘no further action be taken to offer recognition, including by 
way of the Vietnam Logistic and Support Medal, for the service of RAAF personnel 
stationed at Royal Thai Air Force Base Ubon between 25 June 1965 and 31 August 
1968’.20

 
Outcome/Government Decision: Government accepted the review findings. 
 
 

                                                           
17 Report to the Minister Assisting the Minister for Defence by the Independent Review Panel on Vietnam 
Campaign Recognition for RAAF Service at Ubon, Thailand, 25 June 1965 to 31 August 1968 (hereafter 
called the Riding Review), p 2. 
18 The Riding Review, pp 35-36 
19 Review of service recognition for RAAF Ubon (1965-68) (hereafter called the Abigail Review), p v. 
20 The Abigail Review, pp vii, 15. 
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