RESPONSE TO 31ST REPORT OF THE 2007-08 SESSION ON THE EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY REVIEW 2008
Chapter 1: The Security Strategy

The 2003 Strategy

The European Security Strategy represents the collective thinking of Member States on the challenges and security threats facing them at the beginning of the 21st century, as perceived in 2003. The ESS is not a strategy in the military sense of prescribing detailed actions and set timelines. However, it does helpfully define a common approach to the main security challenges and sets three important EU security objectives: addressing the threats, building security in the EU’s neighbourhood and working with other states and organisations to achieve “effective multilateralism” (paragraph 11).

The 2003 European Security Strategy is a clearly drafted and concise document. We attach importance to any revised Strategy not being significantly longer. In consultation with its EU partners, we believe that the Government should seek a limited number of changes to the 2003 European Security Strategy, in order to introduce or strengthen references to climate change, the links between security and development, energy security, human security and the “responsibility to protect”, and multilateral nuclear disarmament. Other issues, including implementation and operational lessons, could be covered in a separate document to be appended to the revised Strategy (paragraph 18).

The Government agrees with the Committee that the 2003 Security Strategy has been helpful in setting out a common approach to the security issues faced by the EU.  Throughout the process the Government has emphasised that the fundamental analysis underpinning the European Security Strategy is still relevant, but that a changed global environment made a review timely.  As I said in my letter of 17 December 2008, in order to ensure that the document remained focused on the high level strategic aims of CFSP and the threats facing the EU, Javier Solana’s Policy Unit took lead responsibility for drafting the review of the strategy.  The Government was particularly keen to ensure that references to climate change, energy security, responsibility to protect and multilateral nuclear disarmament were robust and accorded with our policy positions.  Broadly, I believe that we were successful in securing such recommendations, many of which I consider in more detail below.  

Concepts of security range from the traditional defence against armed attack from a hostile power, to more recent concepts, such as human security, which focuses on the individual. Both types of concept are relevant to European security and should be taken into account in the review. The August 2008 conflict in Georgia has, for example, reminded Europeans of the continuing existence of military threats while events in Afghanistan have shown the importance of human security. But we would caution against an approach which extends the concept of human security to almost any form of human activity; and also against any attempt to establish a hierarchy between state security and human security (paragraph 31).

Rightly, the Review does not seek to engage in the debate about how security should be defined.  Rather, it makes clear that CFSP’s success in tackling complex challenges depends on flexibility.  However, in line with evolving concepts of security it does recognise the importance that should be attached to “people-based” approaches, “coherent with the concept of human security” (page 14).

We consider that developments in the past five years on the global scene and the events in Georgia in August 2008 make a review timely, while recognising that the December 2008 date for the presentation of the review is too early for the implications for transatlantic relations of the US election to have been absorbed and for the future of the Lisbon Treaty to have been resolved (paragraph 35).

The ESS should in future be reviewed on a regular basis, normally every five years (paragraph 36).

The timing of the ESS Review will enable the EU's engagement with the incoming US administration to be more comprehensive regarding questions of security.  There are currently no plans to review the European Security Strategy on a regular basis.  The original document and the review are intended to set out a broad framework rather than specifying detailed plans of action.  Shifting international positions and global trends will impact on the relevance of the strategy and its review.  As such, we see it as a fluid document that is flexible enough to guide action in the short to medium term, but which may need to be updated in the future as threats change.

Chapter 2: The Strategy’s Profile and Influence

The Strategy’s influence on policy-making
The European Security Strategy is used extensively and influences policymaking in the EU institutions, especially in the parts of the Council and Commission dealing with security issues. To build on this achievement, we would encourage the Council and Commission services to take steps to heighten awareness of the Strategy among staff dealing primarily with other policy areas, especially trade and development, justice and home affairs, energy and the environment. We believe that in future the Commission should make more use of the Strategy as a point of reference in proposals it puts forward, including in its Annual Policy Strategy and, where appropriate, Country Strategy Papers which the Commission drafts as part of its development cooperation policy (paragraph 43).

The Government agrees that heightening awareness of the Strategy amongst Member States and the EU institutions will assist in taking forward its recommendations.  Consideration is ongoing within the institutions as to how best to achieve this, and the Government will continue to engage to ensure that our views are reflected.

The European Security Strategy represents a common European analysis and Member States should therefore use it as a point of reference although we recognise that it is likely to continue to have a highly varying degree of influence on policy-making in the Member States. We support the Government’s efforts to influence the outcome of the current review and encourage them to raise awareness of the Strategy within relevant Departments, including MOD, FCO, DFID and BERR, including through its incorporation into staff training modules (paragraph 44).

The conclusions of the ESS and the Review of its implementation are broadly in line with the UK’s own National Security Strategy, in terms of the key principles of preferring a multilateral approach, grounded in a set of core values, wherever possible seeking to tackle security challenges early. Similarly the ESS promotes capability development in line with our own objectives set out in the National Security Strategy, for example developing better civilian responses.  The National Security Strategy is the framework under which relevant Departments consider their policy responses in the security field, and we feel that this is the right vehicle through which to consider the security questions facing the UK.
Is there a need to increase public awareness of the Strategy?

Awareness of the ESS among the general publics in the EU is low and interest is likely to remain at that level unless a conscious effort is made to remedy this and to connect the Strategy to developments which affect citizens’ everyday lives. We believe that, once the review has been completed, the European institutions and the governments of Member States should make explaining its relevance an important part of their public diplomacy; and that HMG should do this in the UK.  We also recommend that any future review of the Strategy should be preceded by a more systematic consultation of civil society institutions than has been the case on this occasion (paragraph 49).

The UK Government is actively seeking to engage on its delivery agenda for the EU.  Over the past year we have held a series of seminars at home and across European capitals to explain what we are seeking to achieve in Europe, and ensure we reflect the views of Europeans.  We will continue to engage on issues of concern to UK and European citizens and we will consider whether European security should be a topic for future discussion at seminars of this nature.

Chapter 3: Changes in the Security Environment Since 2003 

The changing security environment since 2003

The coherence between the EU’s internal and external security activities needs strengthening as coordination between the EU’s external policies and home affairs policies was identified as an area of weakness in evidence to the Committee. We believe this should be covered in the review of the Security Strategy (paragraph 57).

The UK National Security Strategy is clear that we need to develop a more integrated approach to security.  The review of the ESS recognises that security “issues cross boundaries, touching as much on domestic as foreign policy” (page 18).  Indeed, the review acknowledges explicitly that “we need to improve the way in which we bring together internal and external dimensions” and that “progress has been slow and incomplete” (page 7).  More needs to be done in practice to ensure that the Stockholm Programme, the Justice and Home Affairs work programme to be agreed under the Swedish Presidency (the successor to the Hague Programme), takes this aspect on board to recognise the link between internal and external security.  Following a review of the JHA External Strategy in 2008, the French Presidency renewed focus on the external aspects of policies across the JHA area.  This emphasis will continue during the Czech and Swedish Presidencies with a dedicated Working Group to improve linkages and better harness the links between the internal and external elements of JHA policies. The Government is mindful of the interconnectedness of the internal and external elements of security policy, and has been involved in a range of efforts to better develop these linkages at EU level.

Climate change and its implications for international security

The most important development since 2003 is that the EU has become more aware of the current and potential effects of climate change. This is a crucial concern because developing countries will be among those hit hardest by the consequences of climate change but have the least ability to cope and adapt, thereby potentially impacting on competition for natural resources, conflicts and international security. We believe that the review should recognise this (paragraph 69).

These security implications strengthen the case for the UK and the EU to play a leading role in addressing climate change, which is a fundamental challenge of our times. Its relevance as a threat multiplier and an exacerbating factor of human insecurity and conflict means it is one of the main issues which should be given significant attention at the December European Council (paragraph 70).

The Government agrees that if we do not limit the threat of dangerous climate change through an urgent transition to a global low carbon economy, the EU will not be able to deliver security for its citizens.  The UK has taken the lead in integrating climate change into traditional security policy through pushing climate change to the top of the international debate about security.  The importance of climate change as a security threat is reflected in the UK’s National Security Strategy published in March 2008, which states “climate change is potentially the greatest challenge to global stability and security, and therefore to national

Security” 

The mandate for Javier Solana and the European Commission to publish the joint report in June 2007 on “Climate change and international security” came as a result of UK efforts, including the UN Security Council debate on climate security in April 2007.  The agreement on a legislative package by the December 2008 European Council to implement the EU’s energy and climate change commitments demonstrates that the EU is now a strong front runner in international action on climate change.  The UK Government will continue to push all Member States to honour their climate change commitments.  
Further analysis and research is required to identify with a greater degree of precision the exact implications of climate change for international and human security, including for conflict and migration dynamics. These are likely to vary considerably in different regions of the world, and we therefore strongly support the work currently underway by Dr Solana and

Commissioner Ferrero-Waldner on regional analysis which is the place for further development of these issues (paragraph 71).

The UK is clear about the potential threat climate change poses to global security and our own national security.  We support the Commission work currently underway on further regional analysis.  The Government agrees that we need to deepen understanding of the second and third order impacts triggered by climate change such as water scarcity, migration, crop decline; and how climate change will interact with other factors that can trigger instability such as weak governance.  The UK is contributing to the Commission’s work with a series of studies.  We are funding UK, US and Chinese think-tanks to conduct a study examining the security implications of climate change in China which started in December 2008.  The Government is starting a joint study with the French Government in March 2009 on the security implications of climate change in the Sahel region in Africa.  We are also in the process of developing further studies to commence over the course of 2009.

We are concerned that the EU has not yet paid enough attention to the importance of adaptation in developing countries. Without undermining the ambition of its mitigation objectives, the EU should place a greater emphasis on meeting this challenge, including by stepping up the budgetary resources available for this end. Technology transfer to these countries will also play an important role (paragraph 72).

The Commission has proposed the Global Climate Change Alliance (GCCA) to help developing countries most affected by climate change and through which the EU and developing countries will work to integrate climate change into poverty reduction strategies.  The Government will continue to work with the Commission and member states to support poor and vulnerable developing countries to develop climate-resilient development plans and programmes, and continue to press for new additional finance of national planning and delivery to help countries adapt to climate change.  The Government will also work to ensure Commission aid programmes take account of the risks from climate change.  

Development and security

The increasing importance of the links between security and development should be taken into account in the review of the European Security Strategy. Achieving human security and resolving conflicts in developing countries make a direct contribution to the security of the EU and to addressing global challenges ranging from pandemics to migration and environmental degradation (paragraph 83).

An important part of this agenda is tackling the root causes of conflict and radicalisation, including poverty, inequality, the perception of injustice and marginalisation, poor governance and human rights abuses. The development assistance of the EU should be conflict-sensitive and contribute to peace-building and conflict prevention in fragile states (paragraph 84).

It is in the EU’s interests to help prevent violent conflict and security threats from developing. An emphasis on prevention can save lives and often only costs a fraction of the cost of international intervention once a crisis has developed. Greater attention and resources should be devoted to this objective (paragraph 85).

The Government fully supports the recognition in the European Consensus on Development that there cannot be sustainable development without peace and security, and that without development and poverty eradication there will be no sustainable peace.  The ESS Review explicitly recognises that conflict is often linked to state fragility and that “preventing threats from becoming sources of conflict early on must be at the heart of our approach.”  This in turn is linked to the need for development assistance.  The EU clearly has a comparative advantage in preventing and resolving conflict because of the array of tools that it can deploy.  It will be important that European Commission development assistance remains focused on addressing the needs of developing countries and the structural causes of conflict.   

The Government will work with the Commission and Member States to implement the Council Conclusions on fragility and security and development of November 2007.  On security and development, these recognised that the responsibilities and roles of development and security actors are complementary but remain specific.  The conclusions also committed to a greater focus on conflict prevention through intensified cooperation with the United Nations and African Union; joint analyses, planning, training and implementation between Council bodies, the Commission and Member States as well as cooperation with other stakeholders.  The Commission is preparing an Action Plan on Security and Development to present to Member States in early 2009.  

Energy Security

Energy Security is an increasingly important challenge for the EU, and should be fully addressed in the review of the European Security Strategy.  Concerns have been heightened by the EU’s dependence on Russian oil and gas imports which we highlighted in our report in May 2008 on the EU and Russia. Greater diversification of energy sources and routes, as well as solidarity between the Member States in their external energy relationships, should be identified as key objectives of EU security policy (paragraph 92).

The UK pushed hard to ensure that energy security was given suitable prominence within EU security considerations, and this has gained additional significance in light of the recent Russia-Ukraine gas dispute and its impact on the EU.  We agree with both the Committee’s Report and the ESS Review that greater diversification of supply is needed, and believe that the Second Strategic Energy Review (released 13 November) will be instrumental in achieving this.  We also support the EU’s ambitions to go further in implementing the concept set out in the ESS Review of the “solidarity of all Member States” (page 8) on questions of energy security.  As I said when I gave evidence to the Committee, the EU should push forward to achieve a fully liberalised and complete internal market for energy.  

The “Responsibility to Protect”

The “Responsibility to Protect”, as agreed at the UN summit in 2005, reflects a major shift in the international community’s thinking since the European Security Strategy was adopted in 2003 and it should be taken into account in the review of the European Security Strategy. We believe that the EU should be ready to play a leading role in attempts to put this concept into operation; and should endeavour to reduce the suspicion felt towards it by many developing countries. The review should also underline the fact that the concept refers to the use of force only as a last resort and should put more emphasis on its use as a preventive tool (paragraph 97).

The Government believes the Responsibility to Protect should be a governing principle of EU security, conflict and stabilisation policy.  We will continue to argue for the EU to implement the concept, to explain the concept to others and to play a positive role with regard to implementation at the international level.  We would have liked the ESS Review to give more prominence to the concept but it does acknowledge that “we hold a shared responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity” (page 18).
Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament

The fundamental interest that the EU has in the revival of negotiations on multilateral nuclear disarmament should figure prominently in the review of the European Security Strategy. We believe that the EU will need to discuss in depth the multilateral nuclear disarmament agenda ahead of the 2010 NPT Review Conference. We strongly encourage the Government to work towards a consensus on a common EU approach. We recommend that the EU maintain an intensive dialogue with the US administration and the new US president so as to capitalise on the recent initiatives on both sides of the Atlantic in favour of significant progress on this issue (paragraph 104).

The Government agrees with the Committee that work ahead of the 2010 NPT Review Conference should include the multilateral disarmament agenda.  The UK and the EU have a common policy objective to strengthen all three pillars of the NPT, and the Government believes that, whilst acknowledging that more needs to be done on specific issues, such an approach should be based on non-proliferation, disarmament and peaceful uses of nuclear energy.  The Council Declaration on tighter international security endorsed by the December European Council makes clear that the EU will step up the implementation of the 2003 non-proliferation strategy.  

The ESS Review highlights EU support for multilateral approaches to the nuclear fuel cycle, countering financing of proliferation, measures on bio safety and bio security, containing proliferation of delivery systems, and negotiations on a treaty banning production of fissile material.  The Government firmly supports EU activity in these, as well as other, areas.

The Government agrees with the Committee’s recommendation that the EU maintain an intensive dialogue with the US Administration and the new US President on these issues, and will support the High Representative, the Presidency and the troika in engaging them at the earliest opportunity.  The UK will also do so on a bilateral basis.

Chapter 4: The Impact on the Strategic Objectives

EU Enlargement and the European Neighbourhood Policy

The substantial enlargement of the EU in 2004 and 2007 came after the adoption of the 2003 Security Strategy which placed considerable emphasis on accession as an integral part of assuring the EU’s security within the European region. This consideration remains as valid now as it was then (paragraph 113).

The potential for membership of the EU acts as a strong incentive to candidate countries to strengthen their democracy and the market economy. The EU’s enlargement process therefore contributes to European security by building areas of stability and good government on Europe’s borders. The continued enlargement of the EU should not be dependent upon entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty (paragraph 114).

We welcome the British Government’s support for giving Ukraine an EU accession perspective (paragraph 115).

Chapter 2 of the ESS recognises the European interest in countries on its borders being well-governed. We agree with this aim, a key tool in which is the European Neighbourhood Policy for nations who are not, or not yet, potential candidate members. The ENP plays an important role in constructing security and stability in the EU’s wider neighbourhood and sufficient resources should be allocated to enable it to be implemented effectively. Key subjects for action, both political and economic, will be the internal stability and economic well-being of the individual countries, migration and cooperation to combat terrorism (paragraph 116).

Europe’s neighbourhood policy and enlargement are an important tool for ensuring EU security and bringing stability to the Western Balkans and our region.  The ESS Review was right to place building stability in Europe and beyond as one of the three planks of on-going EU security considerations.  The Government wants the Lisbon Treaty to come into force, but agrees that it would be possible for enlargement to take place within existing treaties.  We believe that Ukraine, as a European country, should be able to join the EU if it meets the membership criteria.  The clearer we can make this prospect the stronger the incentive for Ukraine to undertake the difficult reforms necessary.  Finally, the UK particularly supports the conclusions of the December European Council on the importance of the Eastern Partnership, which is a high priority for the Czech Presidency and offers the potential to deepen significantly the EU’s relationship with its Eastern neighbours.  
Effective multilateralism

Effective multilateralism is a key pillar of the EU’s security strategy. In particular, the EU’s commitment to international law and a rules-based international system contributes to global peace and stability, and gives it influence and credibility as a reliable partner. The challenge now is to continue to build stronger international institutions, including the United Nations and the world’s financial and trade systems (paragraph 120).

The United Kingdom, France and a number of Member States have been at the forefront of the nascent global debate on the need to make more effective the existing international system.  And here the focus will rightly fall over the next few months – and at the London Summit on 2 April - on reforming global financial and economic institutions. However, the Government remains keen to ensure that we do not lose sight of improving the broader international architecture, including on security issues.

The Government’s work on the post-conflict stabilisation strand of the International Institutional Reform initiative focuses on improving the effectiveness of the UN, the EU and regional organisations such as the AU in responding to conflict.  This can only be achieved if key players provide a coherent response behind an integrated leadership and a shared strategy.  The Government believes that the EU, the UN and others need to work more closely together during and immediately after a conflict, to ensure that the international response is co-ordinated, coherent and best placed to meet local needs, thus contributing to a sustainable peace.  We will continue to encourage the EU to engage actively with the UN and others to ensure that this happens.

Working with partners: the US

The EU’s most important bilateral relationship is that with the USA. The inauguration of the new president in the US presents the EU with an opportunity to intensify the transatlantic dialogue on security strategy (paragraph 127).

It is absolutely essential that the EU continues to build on the opportunities of a strong relationship with the US, and the ESS Review notes that the US is the “key partner” in security questions and in building a more effective multilateral order (page 16).  

In the area of traditional defence, the ESS recognises that the United States has played a critical role in European security, in particular through NATO.  We welcome the expressed willingness of the French President to work more closely with the NATO structures. The objectives of the EU and NATO are different but we commend efforts by both organisations to align their strategic concepts as far as possible. Consideration should now be given to developing areas of cooperation with NATO, particularly as the majority of EU states belong to NATO (paragraph 128).

The Government believes that NATO and the transatlantic relationship remain at the heart of European defence.  NATO and the EU must be mutually reinforcing, rather than seeking to duplicate, challenge or undermine each other and we welcome the clear public statements of French President Sarkozy that the two organisations are complementary.  The European Council of December 2008 reaffirmed the goal of strengthening the strategic partnership between the EU and NATO and the setting up of an informal EU-NATO high-level group to improve cooperation between the two organisations.  We will continue to work with Allies and European partners to further this goal.
Working with new partners: Russia and China

Recent events in Georgia have underlined the importance of Russia for European security. We believe that the document to be adopted by the December European Council should refer to the challenge that Russia presents both as a partner and a source of risk and instability (paragraph 133).
Russia’s future actions will depend partly on the response of the EU and its partners, and the rest of the world. The actions of the EU in sending an observer mission to Georgia and appointing a Special Representative over the summer of 2008 showed that the EU can act quickly when the political will to act is there. A continuing firm stance on the principles of sovereignty and territorial integrity will be needed, together with dialogue and sensitivity to Russia’s genuine concerns. The review of the European Security Strategy should address these issues (paragraph 134).

The UK Government position continues to be that events in Georgia last summer make it imperative that the EU should step up its support for the region, especially the longer-term reform process.  The text of the European Security Strategy Review strikes a balance in noting that relations with Russia have deteriorated and that the expectation is that Russia will “honour its commitments in a way that will restore the necessary confidence” (page 16).  The UK will continue to encourage EU Member States to engage with Russia as one, making clear, in the words of the ESS Review, that “respect for the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of states and the peaceful settlement of disputes are not negotiable” (page 4).  
Working with other: international and regional organisations

Regional institutions are also essential in helping to maintain peace and stability, and the EU should continue to work closely with organisations where Member States have membership, such as NATO, the OSCE and the Council of Europe. In addition, the EU should continue to build the relationship with the African Union, ASEAN and others, helping to build up the capacity of African peace and security institutions, including the early warning, dispute resolution and peacekeeping capacities of African regional and sub-regional organisations (paragraph 140).

The Government agrees that EU relationships with regional institutions have an important role to play in ensuring security.   In Kosovo, for example, EULEX is operating successfully alongside the NATO force, and in Africa the EU has deepened its dialogue with the AU through the Peace and Security Partnership of the EU-Africa Strategy.  The African Peace Facility which will provide up to €300m of assistance in 2008-2010, remains the only “African-owned”, predictable source of donor-funding for AU peacekeeping.  In addition the EU has two military ESDP missions in Africa and two civilian missions in the Democratic Republic of Congo to help address army and police reform.  The Government fully supports the continued development of EU relationships with regional organisations, including with ASEAN where the cooperation on the 2005-06 EU-led Monitoring Mission in Aceh demonstrated what could be achieved. 
Chapter 5: Implementation: Is the EU More Active, Capable and Coherent?

Implementation

Implementation of the Security Strategy is a key area on which the EU should focus its efforts. This could be achieved through the adoption of action plans or sub-strategies to take implementation forward. These action plans or sub-strategies should be linked to the overall approach to security set out in the Strategy, rather than incorporated into the existing document (paragraph 146).

The Government considers that, now the formal review process is complete, implementation is the key next step.  This can be best achieved by actively implementing existing EU strategies and action plans which cover the majority of areas referenced in the ESS review and flow from the 2003 Strategy.  

More Capable

We are concerned that the EU still suffers from major shortfalls of key military and civilian capabilities, made available by the Member States, although there has been an improvement since the first mission was launched in 2003. The EU’s capacity to take on new crisis management operations on missions abroad will soon reach its limit if more resources are not allocated.  Concerns focus mainly on the lack of civilian and military personnel and assets, with a particular gap being the shortage of helicopters. Work should continue in the European Defence Agency on the development of European capabilities, in full coordination with NATO (paragraph 168).

The December European Council adopted a Declaration on Strengthening Capabilities which refined Europe’s Level of Ambition in civilian and military terms.  Much has already been achieved in this sphere and the rapid deployment of the EU Monitoring Mission to Georgia showed what could be achieved with the necessary will and resources.  Currently the EU has ten civilian missions deployed, and with the strategic aims of the ESS Review in mind, the EU and Member States will need to consider where to focus their combined civilian efforts to ensure security.  In addition to this, agreement was reached at the December European Council on establishing a single civilian/military planning structure, drawing together existing resources to enable a more joined-up approach to strategic-level planning.

The refined Level of Ambition means that much more attention will be required on the key enablers needed for more small military operations (e.g. helicopters, engineers and medical) The declaration also states that “for its operations and missions, the European Union uses, in an appropriate manner and in accordance with its procedures, the resources and capabilities of Member States, of the European Union and, if appropriate for its military operations, of NATO” – recognising that Member States and Allies choose the most appropriate organisation to carry out a particular mission.  This reinforces the need for greater convergence between the EU and NATO on capability planning.  
Under the French Presidency a series of voluntary initiatives aimed at filling gaps in EU military capabilities have been established: multinational air transport fleet; voluntary exchange programme for young European officers; a deepening co-operation between the European Defence Agency (EDA) and the Organisation for Joint Armament Co-operation (OCCAR).  We welcome these initiatives (although we are not participating in all of them) as ways of strengthening interoperability and capability development across Europe in an inclusive/open way.
EU civilian crisis management capacity, comprising, for example, rule-of-law experts, judges or policemen, can make an essential contribution to preventing and resolving conflicts and strengthening democracy and respect for human rights. Member States, whose responsibility it is to provide personnel for missions, should consider developing or strengthening their national programmes for deploying civilians abroad particularly in the areas of policing and justice. These should be high quality serving or recently retired personnel, rather than be those who are simply available. For serving personnel this should considered being a career enhancing, developmental period of service (paragraph 169).

The establishment of the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability in 2007 has helped to improve coherence in the planning and conduct of missions. Work on improving civilian crisis management should be continued as part of the implementation of the ESS (paragraph 170).
Member States should consider how to make the pay received by seconded personnel more equitable in comparison with the pay of UN and NATO personnel operating in the same theatre. We welcome the existence of the system of sharing common costs of EU missions with defence implications (Athena mechanism) (paragraph 171).

The Government believes that a focus on quality, rather than simply numbers, in civilian secondments is essential.  This should involve consideration of the incentives and possible barriers to participation by civilian and police personnel, balanced against an assessment of the different requirements of individual missions.  In 2009 we anticipate taking forward some work to consider questions of recruitment and training and the Czech Presidency will be focusing on the latter.  The UK will also play an active role in discussions on improving the management of missions through the CPCC, which the Review of the ESS highlights as key.  The High Representative’s initiative endorsed by the December European Council to enhance the strategic planning capability of the Secretariat by bringing together military and civilian expertise will also help in this regard.

Member States should be encouraged to address the capability shortfalls which have been identified by the EU. Member States should also be urged not to impose national caveats, or conditions, on the deployment of troops to ensure that they can fulfil their commitment to the EU and operate under agreed rules of engagement (paragraph 172).

The UK agrees that mission personnel should be able to operate as flexibly as possible in order to meet the requirements of the missions of which they are a part.  The UK has consistently led the way in Europe, for example in Afghanistan, where UK troops are engaged in some of the most challenging combat situations faced by any Member State’s forces. 
The world-wide search for helicopters which are suitable for use during EU missions, for example for lift, should continue and contributions from non-EU countries should be welcomed, on a no-cost to the EU basis if possible. The contribution of Russian helicopters for Chad is welcome (paragraph 173).

The UK-France summit communiqué of 27th March 2008 acknowledged the importance of improving helicopter availability “by addressing critical shortfalls in capability which constrain the deployment of helicopters in operations”.  The UK and France have undertaken to support initiatives such as pilot operational and advanced training courses and upgrading helicopters.  The UK has established a multinational Helicopter Fund, facilitated by SHAPE, to help finance activities to improve the availability of helicopters to NATO, EU and UN operations.

As part of the multinational helicopter initiative we are now leading work in the European Defence Agency on training of helicopter pilots for future operations.  In addition to this, Spain has recently agreed to provide heat and dust helicopter training under the initiative. 

We welcome the fact that the EU has a “lessons learned” process to take stock of the outcome of EU missions but believe that it can be improved. There would be merit in compiling an overarching document with lessons for the future based on the EU’s past experience of missions. Member States should be encouraged to be as frank as possible about mistakes and failures as well as successes for improvements to be made (paragraph 174).

We also agree that now is the time to undertake some further work to look at operational lessons learned from ESDP and we anticipate that further work will be taken forward under the Czech and Swedish Presidencies on this front.  

More coherent

The question of coherence will need to be addressed seriously with or without the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty if the effectiveness of the EU’s actions in the security field is not to fall far short of its aspirations (paragraph 195).

The Government believes that ensuring a coherent EU response to crises, conflict and security is paramount in considerations of CFSP going forward.  The UK will continue to lobby through the working groups in Brussels and at the political level to bring about EU policies and actions in the CFSP field which are proportionate and specific to the security threats identified in the Review of the ESS.  We will also continue to press for future actions in the security area to be conducted within the framework set out in this strategy refresh.  

