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Should NATO change the status of the current Enhanced Forward Presence policy on defending NATO states against Russia?
[bookmark: _GoBack]The NATO’s Enhanced Forward Presence (EFP) is made up of four combat groups.  They include; Canada in Latvia, the United States in Poland, the United Kingdom in Estonia as well as Germany in Lithuania. The agenda the four nations majorly contributes to the battalion. Besides the mentioned nations, other countries take part in it. The structure groups have operational obligations. Their works include; the understanding structure of NATO, provision of national commands from nations that contribute and command line from the hosting government. I realize that the EFP’s countries that help regulate the rules of commitment.
However, in the event of any combat, the Enhanced Forward Presence has the mandate to increase pressure on NATO members for them to equally respond. In my opinion, NATO’s EFP rules should not be engaged, as it is crucial in the following ways. Primarily, it will boost a direct prize in income and furthermore, aid in minimizing pressure within the nations to merely concede to Russia. With that, there is the prevention of the Russian growth and strengthening restriction of the countries.
Another point is that the EFP policy should change because its force would stop the Russian intervention. It is due to EFP’s work of guaranteeing that many associates of NATO get involved in a battle. Also, being the representative of Turkey, I note the possibility of the state trying to avoid NATO’s governmental structure of command.  All the NATO allies make the decision making. Therefore, whenever there is a decision to be made on whether to go to war with Russia or not, the North Atlantic Council will have to cast their votes.
Moreover, in case there is a threat from Russia, the NATO allies will be upon pressure to make the Spearhead battalion ready. I realize that it is difficult for NATO to persuade Russia into communicating with them. Last but not least, in any event of a Russian attack, the NATO will have a hard time in fortifying the troops.
Should NATO establish a so-called military Schengen, to allow for fast mobilization of military equipment across the border of NATO countries, in case Russia attacks a NATO member state?
A Military Schengen has a purpose of rapidly moving troops to be deployed at the borders of Russia. In my point of view, NATO should establish the structure for essential reasons. Turkey being the European Union’s foremost partner located in the Middle East has a great significance in the military leadership of NATO. The creation aims at providing the extreme range of troops that can deploy if Russia attacks. Therefore, the forces reside at the Russian borders.
Another point is that, the establishment of military Schengen becomes easy for NATO allies to have a warning from the Russian violent behavior. It is essential to be warned as early as possible when it comes to averting a crisis. In the present day, Turkey is aggressively participating in most operations of NATO. However, at some point, Turkey bought missiles from Russia. That posed a difficulty in them trying to convince their allies that their commitment to NATO is still active. Lastly, NATO allies require determination, resolution and hard work to be alert and ready just in case of an attack. 
Should NATO maintain the NATO-Russia Council and the NATO-Russia Founding Act?  
In my opinion, NATO should uphold the NATO-Russia Council and the NATO-Russia Act. It is because when NATO and Russia cooperate amongst each other, there will be improved developments.  For instance, the NATO-Russia Council fights against terrorism, the collaboration of the military and managing of crisis. Furthermore, the NATO-Russia Council is in charge of decision-making processes. Finally, the partnership between Russia- NATO Council provides room for consulting between Russia and NATO in the event of a crisis. The important thing is, NATO and Russia do not reflect themselves as opponents. It is due to their shared goal of overpowering that leaves a conflict. They also must build up common collaboration and reliance. 
What's more, the NATO-Russia Founding Act is useful in the following ways:
•    It provides natural clearness in making and affecting security course of action and army principles.
•    It contributes to the growth of a steady and resilient partnership in the Euro-Atlantic region.
•    It acknowledges the importance of law, social equality and human rights. 
 Should NATO increase its coordination and funding for joint cyber defenses?
NATO should increase its management and joint advances to prevent cyber-crimes. The cyber-attacks and threats are increasingly becoming collective, destructive and sophisticating. On the other hand, NATO and its associates have created a defense that provides cooperative security and managing of crisis. Although cyber-attacks are actual threats, most of these actions do happen unnoticed. I noticed that in the year 2011, NATO certified an improved policy on cyber defense. It was to curb the cyber threats. Otherwise, it is necessary for NATO to have collaboration with other associates such as the European Union. The two joints collaborate to build a cyber-flexibility. To conclude, the act of implementing the partnership boosts the cyber defense, education, and training.
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