KEY ISSUES IN DEFENCE POLICY
Middle East
Since the last of my newsletters the conflict in the Middle East has changed. The coalition of 67
states built to fight Daesh has all but succeeded in destroying the fledgling state the group had built
in what remains of Syria and Northern Iraq. Air strikes from the UK and International partners served
to seriously degrade and hinder Daesh’s ability to operate. There is a complex group of actors
fighting Daesh; some pro-Western and backed by the US and NATO, most notably the Iraqi Government and Kurdish Peshmerga. Other groupings included the Assad regime and its Russian allies as
well as some Islamist groups with links to Al-Qaeda and Hezbollah.
Daesh has now all but been destroyed as a territorial entity, the fall of Raqqa to the Syrian Democratic Forces (SDF), a US backed coalition of Arabs and Kurds, dominated by the Kurdish YPG, in October 2017 signalled the culmination of this destruction. The flow of foreign fighters has fallen by as
much as 90% . In the time since the fall of Raqqa, remaining Daesh fighters have retreated into the
desert. Their threat as a conventional military force is over, but they will now certainly focus on inciting the terror attacks they have become infamous for.
The Assad regime, buoyed by its support from Russia, has regained a lot of the ground lost in the
initial phases of the war. The regime now holds the key urban and economic areas of the country
and is regaining control of the last remaining opposition strongholds in Ghouta after horrific attacks
on civilians.
Following its success against Daesh, and the uneasy peace it has with the Assad regime forces, the
YPG dominated SDF, pushed across the Euphrates and into the province of Afrin, on the Turkish border. The YPG has strong links with the PKK, a Kurdish independence campaigning organisation operating in Turkey since the 1980s. The PKK has been labelled a terrorist organisation by both Turkey
and the US. The threat of the YPG dominated SDF controlling the whole of the Syrian border with
Turkey is deemed a threat by the Turkish government. Turkey launched an offensive of its own,
backing its own allied groups fighting the Syrian Government into Afrin to remove the SDF from the
province. The offensive began in January, and by the middle
of March the whole province was under Turkish control.
This turn of events leaves NATO allies in a difficult position
with Turkish backed groups facing off against the US backed
SDF.
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As you will be aware Defence policy is one of my Parliamentary responsibilities. I remain on both the House of Commons Defence Select Committee (HCDC) and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly. I am
the Chair of the Labour Party Backbench Defence Group and Chair
the RAF and the Reserves and Cadet Forces All Party Groups. The
eye of the UK Defence community is currently focused sharply on the
UK’s defence budget, our foreign policy and defence strategy to face
old and new strategic threats. The possible weakening of our security
links with Europe following Brexit is a further concern. The UK’s main outlet for
Defence since the Second World War has been NATO. With our Defence
Budget under strain, and the US administration’s confusing messages and our
departure from the EU this update will, I hope, help to clarify the problems we
face. Calls for an increase in defence funding has taken on a greater urgency
following the chemical attack in Salisbury.

In Iraq, the fall of Mosul signalled the end of the threat of
Daesh, but has brought tensions between the Iraqi Government and the autonomous Kurdish region to the fore. The
Kurds handed territory they had captured from Daesh back
to the Iraqi Government after the fall of Mosul. However,
since then a referendum on Kurdish independence held by
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the Kurdish Government has increased tension.
The UK has played a key role in the allied effort to remove Daesh and stabilise the region. After Parliament authorised the bombing campaign against Daesh in Syria and Iraq, the RAF has been a key partner in conducting a targeted and controlled campaign, aiming to degrade Daesh’s ability to operate unhindered and to systematically destroy
its military infrastructure. These operations were crucial in ensuring that the forces opposing Daesh on the ground
were able to halt and eventually roll back the territorial gains the group had made over the preceding years. The
1,400 UK troops and civilian staff deployed are not in a combat role, but have played an invaluable part in intelligence gathering and training, to both the Iraqi Army and the Kurdish Peshmerga. This has resulted in the training of
more than 25,000 Iraqi soldiers, including 6,600 Kurdish Peshmerga

The UK has played its part in stopping the spread of an ideology based on hate and violence and helped train the
Iraqi armed forces to defend their country.
Eastern Europe
In light of the actions of the Russian Government in Ukraine since 2014, and Georgia and the Baltic States before
that, Eastern Europe has swung back into the spotlight of defence.

The growing fear of a Russian resurgence and interference in Eastern Europe has forced many to look again at
building a coherent response to Russian aggression. NATO has increased its presence particularly as some of its
Member States now border the Russian Federation.
A demonstration of this threat to the borders of the Baltic States and NATO, was Russia’s largest military operation
for some time in 2017. Estimates of the numbers of Troops deployed varied, but most sources settle on the number
of around 13,000 service personnel. In this operation the combined forces of Russia and Belarus conducted an exercise against the fictional state of "Veshnoriya", a construction with a similar geography to the Baltic States. Although the exercise was termed a "defensive tactical anti-terrorist exercise" by Russia, it quickly came to resemble
an offensive action against a conventional enemy with a similar capability as NATO in a geographic area similar to
the Baltic States. These actions show that Russia is prepared to fight a limited conventional war with a NATO like
enemy, as well as attempting to intimidate NATO members in Eastern Europe. This is an area Russia sees as its traditional sphere of influence and has never accepted the NATO membership of many of the States of the former
Warsaw Pact and Soviet Union.
In response to this threat, NATO has made several changes over the past few years. Member States are now pledging to work towards a 2% of GDP spent on Defence and an increase in frequency and tempo of joint exercises in
Europe in order to deter Russian aggression. Further to this, NATO has deployed extra troops to its Eastern Member states, notably, US soldiers in Poland, training missions to Ukraine and a permanent presence in the Baltic
States.

The UK contribution to this effort has been twofold. First of all the UK has
been engaged in offering training and limited material support to Ukraine, a
partner state of NATO. However, the main UK contribution has been to the
alliance’s efforts in the Baltic States.
The UK has deployed around 800 troops to Estonia, including, as of November 2017, about 400 Soldiers from the Royal Welsh. These men and women
are a part of NATO’s enhanced forward presence designed to demonstrate
NATO’s resilience and unity and deter any further Russian aggression. As well
as this, the UK has also contributed aircraft to NATO missions in the region
aimed at showing Russia that NATO is willing and able to defend its Members.

UK Operations Elsewhere
Despite pulling out of combat operations in Helmand province in 2014, the UK still maintains a military presence in
Afghanistan. Personnel based in Kabul, are there to provide training and assistance to the Afghan National Security
Forces.
The most important element of this training is in the Afghan National Army Officer Academy, the Afghan Sandhurst. This Academy has been modelled on the lines of the British Army’s own Royal Military Academy Sandhurst
and, under the supervision of British instructors, is training highly skilled Officers for the Afghan National Army. This
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role is as important now as it was when the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was set up by NATO to help build, secure and stabilise Afghanistan. With a reinvigorated Taliban and the emergence of
Daesh and AQ in some areas of the country, it is crucial that the
350,000 strong Afghan National Security Force has the leadership to
deal with this threat effectively.
Outside of the UK, the largest number of UK Armed Forces personnel
are currently training or on operations in Africa. The breadth of issues
with which UK Armed Forces engage with in Africa goes to demonstrate the wide impact a capable, well trained and principled military
can have.
These tasks include conventional military activities, such as training. The UK operates its own training establishment
in Kenya as well as providing training teams to develop the capabilities of partner countries. In Sierra Leone, 90 UK
personnel are deployed providing training services to the Sierra Leonean Defence Forces. The UK has over 350 Soldiers deployed in Nigeria, training the Nigerian Security Forces to help win the fight against militant groups such as
Boko Haram.
The UK is also contributing to Humanitarian and Peace keeping Missions, particularly in South Sudan and Somalia.
The British Army is also engaged in stopping the illegal wildlife trade, training trackers in the continent and increasing the capabilities of local park rangers to protect elephants from poachers.
UK Armed Forces have provided this kind of relief and support not just in Africa but around the world. In September 2017, the Navy and RAF responded to the devastation in the Caribbean with Operation Ruman, the UK’s biggest
military and civilian operation since 2011. The RAF delivered 1,500 tonnes of aid and transported more than 2,000
people.
The Royal Navy has also gone through a busy period, continuing its contribution to SNMG1, the multinational NATO
Naval Taskforce and Operation Sophia, the European Union’s effort in the Mediterranean to stop illegal people
smuggling and provide humanitarian assistance. As well as this, the UK has taken the lead role in Operation Atalanta, another European Union Mission. This multinational naval taskforce is based off the Horn of Africa and is tasked
with preventing piracy in the region.
Defence in the UK
UK military spending
Britain’s place in NATO depends heavily on the strategic value it offers its allies, the issue of cuts to the defence
budget is pivotal to Britain’s ability to fulfil its commitment to our allies and to maintain our reputation in the
world.
Even though Britain does officially meet the minimum NATO requirement of spending 2% of its GDP for defence,
the percentage spent on defence issues has almost halved since the 1990s. The Cold War Dividend encouraged this
development, but the 2008 financial crash and subsequent austerity push by the Government has only exacerbated
the trend.
The 2.08% the Government officially spends on defence does not reflect the effective expenditure spent on keeping
up and improving the military.
In 2015, the Government revised the criteria with which defence expenditure is calculated, so that it now includes
expenses which do not contribute directly to the safety of the UK, such as military pensions. My Defence
Committee published a report on defence expenditure in April 2016 which showed that, the effective percentage
spent on defence is 1.97%, falling slightly below the NATO benchmark for the first time, putting the importance of
the UK within NATO at risk.

To get in touch, write to me at: 47 Nolton Street Bridgend, CF31 3AA Call: 01656 750002
Email: moonm@parliament.uk
Facebook: http://www.facebook.com/madeleine.moon; or visit www. madeleinemoonmp.com
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To stop this worrying trend of cuts to the military budget, I recently brought up this issue on numerous occasions.
In the debate on Health, Social Care and Security I voiced my concerns regarding the budget of £36 billion,
comparing it to the amount Germany or France would spend on defence when they met the 2 % benchmark,
almost double as much as the UK spends right now.
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): I thank the former Chairman of the Select Committee for giving way. He, like
me, was at a dinner last night at which it was pointed out that at 2%, without pensions and all the other bizarre
add-ons that the Government add to get this country to 2%, France will be spending €56 billion on defence; Germany, when it gets to 2%, will be at €70 billion. We are at £36 billion. How can we hold our heads up high and say that
we can defend ourselves with sums like that?
Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest East) (Con): The hon. Lady is a staunch defender of everything to do with the defence of
this country, and she is absolutely right. It is a measure of the management downwards of our expectations that we
are supposed to ring the church bells in triumph at our not falling below the bare minimum that NATO members are
supposed to achieve. We really have to rethink this. We really should be looking at 3% of GDP, and not this bare
minimum of 2%.
In addition I brought this issue up during Defence Questions to the new Secretary of State for Defence, Gavin
Williamson, urging him to stop this policy of cuts.
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): Despite what the Secretary of State says, Lieutenant General Hodges and
James Mattis have both said that we will lose our clout in NATO and our place at the top table if the cuts continue.
Will the new Secretary of State commit to stopping the cuts to our capability, and will he make sure that Britain
stays at the top table and that we have the capability to defend ourselves and our allies?
The Secretary of State for Defence (Gavin Williamson): The Government’s commitment to making sure that we have the very best for our armed forces has always been clear. The rising defence budget, which is going from £36 billion to £40
billion, is evidence of that commitment. [Interruption.] The United States knows
quite clearly that we will always be there in support of them,
In response to the 2016 report, the government committed to raising the
defence budget up to £40 billion and annually by 0.5% until 2020-2021.

As the report warns, however, the ”promise of new money“ has to be treated
with caution, as it may be ”undermined by the inclusion of items in the recalculation of defence expenditure that previously had not fallen within the MoD
budget“ once again.
Modernising Defence Programme
As a response to the increasing pressure being put on to the Government from MPs from all parties, it was
announced in January 2018 that the MoD would be carrying out a review of Defence Policy, the Seperate National
Security and Capability review, entitled the Modernising Defence Programme.
Through a series of debates and questions, Members of the House have demonstrated their concern that at this
crucial time in the UK’s future, the Military is being neglected to a dangerous extent. So much so that we are in
danger of losing our Armed Forces as a capable and credible force on the world stage.
This point of view was further backed up when a National Audit Office report was published suggesting that over
the next ten years a gap in the Defence Budget looks set to emerge of between £4.9bn and £20.8bn. This gap was
due to the spending commitments laid down in the MoD’s equipment plan. The NAO report stated; “The Depart-
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ment’s Equipment Plan is not affordable. At present the affordability gap ranges from a minimum of £4.9bn to
£20.8bn if financial risks materialise and ambitious savings are not achieved.”
Because of this pressure, and the repeated observations that the Government has become so paralysed by the
Brexit process that it is failing to make important decisions in other areas, the Government agreed to conduct a
separate review of the Country’s Defences.
The Modernising Defence Programme is expected to reach its conclusions by the summer of 2018 and Members
hope to use the time to pressure the Government into giving the MoD the extra money it desperately needs.
The Defence Committee is keeping close eye on the development of the Modernising Defence Programme, running
an inquiry alongside the programme in order to ensure it is properly scrutinised. The Defence Committee has already held several evidence sessions, including a contribution from the Secretary of State. On several occasions, I
have used these sessions to quiz a range of witnesses on the Modernising Defence Programme.
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): Do you feel there has been a different approach to engagement with you
since the change to the Modernising Defence Programme? How does that engagement compare with the engagement on past defence reviews? Is there a different relationship between you and the MOD?
Deborah Haynes (Defence Editor, The Times): It all depends on the character of the Secretary of State. He dictates
the engagement policy, and the press office has to follow his direction. Under the current Defence Secretary there
seems to be a greater desire to acknowledge the difficult challenges, whereas before I would come to the press
office and say, “I’ve heard this,” and be met with a wall.

Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab):
Deborah Haynes (Defence Editor, The Times): Yes, denial, and a statement like, “We’ve got a rising budget, £178
billion over the next 10 years, blah, blah, blah,” which doesn’t actually mean anything. You say, “Okay, that’s great,
but what about this?” It doesn’t answer the question. There is now a desire to acknowledge that there is a problem
and that they are dealing with it. That is an interesting evolution, and we will see what happens. I think it is going to
become more difficult in the summer, when we actually see the product of the work. If it is more of the same, without a better answer— not a genuine efficiency programme and restructuring, which is what we are told is going to
happen, accompanied by more money—we will see how the new engagement survives.
With the conclusions of the report not due until the summer, Members are taking the opportunity to increase the
pressure to ensure that the Government realises the anger amongst MP’s on all sides over the neglect of the military. In light of the recent incident in Salisbury, it is clear that Britain cannot afford to allow its defence capability to
be hollowed out and serious measures are needed to reverse this trend.
The announcement, in early 2018, by the Secretary of State for Defence that he had secured more money for his
department from the Treasury was welcome news. Members can only hope that this is a sign that the issue of Defence is finally being taken seriously by the Government and the conclusions of the Modernising Defence Programme will reflect this.
Defence Committee Inquiries
North Korea
This report examined how North Korea has made significant advances in its
nuclear weapons development programme, with an unprecedented series
of missile launches and nuclear tests over the past two years. We recognised that it is possible that North Korea can already strike the United Kingdom with ICBMs, which could potentially carry and deliver nuclear warheads. We also acknowledged it is almost certain to achieve this range within the next six to 18 months. We said however that, "North Korea has not
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yet publicly demonstrated that it has mastered either nuclear warhead miniaturisation or re-entry", and a North
Korean nuclear strike against the UK seems "highly unlikely", given its primary focus on threatening the United
States mainland.
The Committee found that, "It is obvious to North Korea that launching such weapons would lead inescapably to
devastating military consequences". By contrast, it is "far more likely that the UK will continue to suffer from reckless North Korean cyber-attacks, such as “Wannacry", on account of the regime's "utter lack of concern about who
gets hurt by such attacks". There is also "a definite danger that North Korea would have few, if any, qualms about
promoting nuclear proliferation to other states, or even non-state actors", and the government is asked what action
it will take to prevent North Korea from selling on its nuclear technology.

Successive United Nations reports also show how North Korea has been able to bypass sanctions imposed in response to its nuclear weapons programme, often assisted by lax enforcement on the part of certain countries. The
Committee recommended that the Foreign and Commonwealth Office set out what steps it has taken to encourage
other countries to enforce—in full—the agreed sanctions against North Korea.
If there was a conflict in the region, the UK would have no legal obligation to provide military assistance. Yet, in the
event of North Korean aggression, we considered that it is unlikely that the UK would stand aside. It could provide
significant offensive cyber-capabilities or relieve US forces from commitments outside the region.
UK forces would also be needed to evacuate UK citizens in the region, but we felt that there would be almost insuperable challenges for any evacuation to succeed if the UK further reduced its amphibious capability, as has been
threatened this year.
Armed Forces and Veterans Mental Health
The Defence Committee is also carrying out an inquiry into Mental Health of Veterans and those still serving.
Mental Health has historically been an overlooked aspect of health throughout society and perhaps more so within
our Armed Forces. We were advised by medical witnesses that PTSD was not the major problem and that levels
were similar to those in the general population.
The main problems were with alcohol abuse and adjustment disorder.
Mrs Madeleine Moon (Bridgend) (Lab): I want to ask you some questions about how many women are coming
forward, because I am deeply concerned that we are missing an issue. I have been talking to a number of serving
and veteran women about their willingness to come forward, and basically, they are not willing to come forward
because all the groups being run are dominated by men. They do not want to engage with groups that are largely
men.

Is there a problem of a lack of support for women with mental health and post-traumatic stress disorder in the serving and veterans community, because of the focus on male veterans and serving personnel? Is that something you
have looked at at all?
Professor Nicola Fear, Director, the King’s Centre for Military Health Research, King’s College London: Our cohort
study of about 9,000 personnel is predominantly men, but about 10% of those are women, so we have about 1,000
women. We asked them exactly the same questions as we asked the male service members and veterans. Data from
our phase 3, which is the most recent data, shows that there is no difference between men and women in the prevalence of PTSD or common mental disorders. We find that men are more likely to misuse alcohol compared with
women, which is what we would see in the general population. When we look at help-seeking behaviours, women
are more likely to seek help, which again reflects what we would see in the general population. Perhaps some of the
details, and the particular reasons why people are seeking help—men versus women—is something we could consider in our cohort. We do not find any difference in rates of leaving between men and women, but the reasons for
leaving do differ. Women are more likely to leave for health problems and pregnancy, and we also find in our data
that women report lower levels of job control and unit cohesion compared with men.
Armed Forces Covenant
The Armed Forces Covenant represents an agreement between those serving in the military and the society for
which they serve; a commitment by society to look after members of the Armed Forces. The Defence Committee
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investigation into the Covenant is based on the release of the Armed Forces Covenant Annual Report 2017.
This inquiry is an opportunity for the Committee to examine Covenant implementation and delivery, new and existing commitments, and challenges identified by the External Members of the Covenant Reference Group and other external commentators.
Hybrid Warfare
Although perhaps seemingly unrelated, the recent attacks in Salisbury and the revelations about Cambridge Analytica are linked to two events in a new threat to the UK emerging over the last few years.
Hybrid Warfare uses a serious of techniques, ranging from assassinations, designed to send a message, to more
subtle manipulation of data and news, in order to destablise and call in to question the accepted norms of society.
These actions, whether by a Foreign State or political interest group, represent a serious threat to the Defence and
Security of the UK. We need to treat them with the gravity they deserve, and educate ourselves to recognise the
attempts at manipulation of public opinion.
The Arctic

I Chaired the Defence Committee’s Sub-Committee on the Arctic and High North.
Climate change means that the Arctic is becoming increasingly open to shipping,
people and, ultimately states. In the years to come it will become a new frontier, with
huge reserves of resources to be found and exploited. As a result this currently
ungoverned space will become one in which the potential for state competition will
grow, it is important that the Defence Committee carefully examines the potential
developments and effects on Britain’s Defence and the pressures on NATO‘s alliance.
Over the course of the Sub-Committee’s investigation we learnt that Russia has taken
the lead in the race to build a military capable of operating in the unique conditions of
the Arctic and looks set to move quickly to exploit the freed up waterways as the ice
continues its retreat. The majority of this new sea route will follow Russia’s coastline,
cutting the transit route from Asia to Europe considerably. However, in terms of
Britain’s Defence, the most important area is the gap between Greenland, Iceland and the UK (commonly known as
the GIUK Gap). This is a naval choke point leading into the North Atlantic and will become increasingly vital to
control in order to ensure our security and freedom of movement across the Atlantic.

UK and NATO Defence relations
With increasing international, diplomatic and military challenges, such as the growing nuclear capability of North
Korea, tensions between Russia and NATO, as well as the threat posed from international terrorism. It has become
more important than ever to ensure that NATO and our relationship with the US are cornerstones of UK defence.
We now live with a not peace not war tension with Russia. Threats are no longer simply kinetic fights between
opposing military forces. In an age of hybrid warfare where the attack is often unattributable, we face economic,
propaganda, cyber and disinformation threats and more alarmingly, the chemical weapons incident in Salisbury.
What is NATO and why is it valuable ?

Founded in 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) grew to become the main western military alliance
during the Cold War. It continued to expand afterwards, with former members of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet
Union, such as Poland, Romania and the Baltic States joining.
Today NATO plays an important role in ensuring the stability and safety of the transatlantic region, in close
partnership with the UN.
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NATO provides military operations, such as the “Enhanced Forward presence“ in the Baltic region, which the UK
contributes to, in order to secure NATO’s vulnerable Eastern flank. The Alliance also provides defence against
cyberattacks and offers aid and assistance to partner nations around the globe. An important aspect of NATO is the
co-operation between Member states working towards a common goal. This co-operation allows the limited assets
of one state to be boosted by those of another, creating a robust and capable defence for each Member state.
An example of this cooperation is the UK’s new aircraft carrier “HMS Queen Elizabeth.” The UK alone is not able to
provide a Fleet with the full spectrum of capabilities, the Royal Navy only numbers 19 Surface Ships, barely enough
to provide a Carrier Support Group. However, with the support of other Member states to provide capabilites in
other areas, the UK is free to focus on building a powerful Aircraft Carrier Group which can act in support of, or be
supported by, other Member states.
This is the value of NATO. It affords each and every Member state a degree of protection which would be
unachievable alone. A screen of protection behind which its Members can develop and grow.
NATO - a dwindling of commitment?
Criticism has been levelled at NATO Members failing to reach
the 2% target of GDP, currently 8 members meet this target
with others planning to do so. This is more of a reflection of the
long peace experienced in Europe and North America,
particularly since the end of the Cold War, than a lack of
commitment to the Alliance. Governments choosing to cut
defence budgets and spend the “Cold War Dividend“ on
domestic growth. It is also a reflection of how much former
Warsaw Pact countries had to spend on developing their
economic, social and military capability after the fall of the
Berlin Wall. This period of prosperity has been achieved in no
small part by the protection and unity of the NATO alliance in
the face of existential threat. To get complacent about this now would be a serious miscalculation. NATO
Governments have begun to recognise this misstep and defence budgets accross the alliance are growing once
again.
There has been concern in relation to the Trump Administration’s commitment to NATO and this has caused
tension within the Alliance. What is however more important is that, despite the tweets, there has been no
reduction to the US military commitment to the Alliance or spending on defence support in Europe. The US remains
a driving force in NATO defence posture across the alliance.
Two new NATO Command Centres also demonstrate US commitment to transatlantic peace and security. One will
be responsible for securing air and sea routes between Europe and North America. The second will be a logistic
command focusing on the movement of personel and equipment. This latter remains a major problem for NATO.
Differing gauges of railways, lack of heavy lifting equipment, bridges not able to take heavy loads and border
regulations of the movement of military personnel and equpment all need to be tackled
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CDSP and Brexit
Britain is one of the higest spenders on defence in the EU at present and one of only three member states
possessing nuclear weapons. Although the UK only ranks fifth amongst contributor to Common Security and
Defence Policy (CDSP) military operations and seventh for CDSP civilian missions, it has been providing financial aid,
personnel and expertise for EU military operations off the Horn of Africa and in the Mediteranean.
As an extension of the Berlin Plus agreement with NATO from 2002, in which the shape of responsibilities and
capabilities the EU possesses is defined, such as sharing of information and domestic border control. The EU has
established three main institutions, controlled by the Common Security and Defence Policy: the European Defence
Agency (EDA), the European Defence Fund (EDF) and the Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO).
The idea of an EU CDSP was first discussed as an aspiration in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. It gained new energy in
2013 at the European Council Summit. The then EU High Representative for Foreign and Security Policy, Baroness
Ashton, published a report in October of that year which made a number of recommendations for strengthening
CSDP, improving the availability of civilian and military capabilities, and strengthening Europe’s defence industry.
The Council made a “strong” commitment to the further development of a credible and effective CSDP, focusing
specifically on: Increasing the effectiveness, visibility and impact of CSDP, Enhancing the development of capabilities and Strengthening Europe's defence industry .
Defence Action Plan - In November 2016 the European Commission
published a Defence Action Plan to support more efficient spending
on joint defence capabilities by Member States, strengthen security
and foster a competitive and innovative European defence industrial
base.
At its heart are 3 measures: The creation of a European Defence Fund
for collaborative research projects; support for SMEs; and ensuring
Europe has an open and competitive single market for defence. It
was launched in June 2017 with the intention of supporting investment in joint research and the joint development of defence equipment and technologies.
The fund has two strands: a preparatory ‘research’ strand (the European Defence Research Programme) which will
fund collaborative research in innovative defence technologies in EU Member States and Norway, directly from the
EU budget (up to €90 million until 2020); and a ‘capability’ strand which will create financial incentives for Member
States to cooperate on joint defence equipment projects, in order to reduce their costs.
This ‘strand’ will have two elements: the European Defence Industrial Development Programme (EDIDP) (€500 million in 2019-20) which will part-finance the early stages of development for new defensive technologies
(prototypes), and a ‘financial toolbox’ to facilitate joint defence acquisition by multiple Member States. However,
EDIDP funding will only be available to organisations that are majority owned and controlled either by EU governments or EU nationals, and only collaborative projects will be eligible for EU co-financing.
In December 2017 the Council of Ministers also formally adopted a Decision establishing Permanent Structured Cooperation. 25 EU Member States have joined PESCO, with the exception of Denmark, Malta and the UK, and an
initial list of 17 capability projects have been identified. Only participating Member States will have decision making
rights with regard to PESCO. Those States which remain outside of the mechanism, including the UK, will have no
powers or voting rights over current projects or its future strategic direction. Any capabilities developed through
the PESCO mechanism will remain under national control and will not be “EU” assets.
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EU-NATO cooperation
Recognising that the current strategic environment is one of unprecedented security challenges, in July 2016 the
President of the European Council, the President of the European Commission and the NATO Secretary General
signed a Joint Declaration intended to give new impetus and substance to the NATO-EU strategic partnership. That
Declaration outlined seven priority areas where cooperation between the two organisations should be enhanced:
countering hybrid threats; operational cooperation; cyber security and defence; defence capabilities; defence industry and research; exercises and supporting Eastern and Southern European partner’s capacity building efforts.
The first 17 PESCO projects contain but are not limited to a European Medical Command, Cyber Rapid Response
Teams, Naval Surveillance and Military Disaster Relief.
The main criticism PESCO faced, particularly in the UK, is the possibility of duplicating and thus undermining NATO
structures, such as the possible development of a European armed force and take sovereignity away from the EU
member states due to its compulsory nature.
Contrary to this, the PESCO has in no way duplicated NATO structures so far but rather enhanced cooperation in
areas NATO does not cover. Instead even making the developed facilities available to joint EU-NATO operations,
aiming to work with international institutions, such as NATO and UN. Additionally participation in PESCO projects is
voluntary and decisions are made by the member states in unanimity, only commitments each member has agreed
to do are compulsory.
With the UK leaving the EU, the Government´s position on post Brexit participation is not entirely clear. As defined
in the paper on post Brexit cooperation, the continuation of some projects involving the UK and a partnership is
sought after that is ”deeper than any current third-country partnership.“
The UK will be leaving the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). There are plenty of questions remaining
unanswered, especially regarding the way the UK will be able to participate in CDSP decision-making. The
Government has reaffirmed its goal to remain in this field of EU policy-making. The Government has expressed an
eagerness to also remain part of the European Defence Fund and the European Defence Industrial Development
Fund.
The Government has indicated its desire to participate in CSDP operations. However, one of the main sticking
points may be the extent to which the UK will be allowed to participate in operational planning and mandate development for CSDP missions. It is unclear how the Government will respond if the EU refuses access to all decision
making akin to those held by EU Member States. But equally, the UK may decide not to contribute key strategic
assets to an EU operation without any say over the operation.
Prior to exiting the EU, and potentially up to 2020 under transitional arrangements, the UK will both contribute to,
and have access to the European Defence Fund. Questions have been raised over the likely involvement of UK industry in programmes that access such funding, due to the long term nature of such projects. Beyond the transitional period, the ability of UK industry to access EDF funding at all has been raised, given the current governance
rules of the EDF.
In the longer term, as a third party state outside of the EU, the UK will also have no decision making rights, and no
veto, over how EU defence policy evolves. There is much still to be negotiated over the future EU. UK defence relationship. One thing is sure. The UK remains committed to European defence. The UK remains deeply committed
to NATO and somehow we have to make this work if those who would like to see the EU, the UK and NATO weakened and divided are not to succeed.
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The NATO Parliamentary Assembly (PA)

A temporary military alliance in the North Atlantic Region (NATO) to ensure
the stability, democracy, and freedoms of Western Europe in the face of the
communist threat was signed in April 1949. It was not until July 1955 that the
first NATO Conference of Parliamentarians, the forerunner of today’s Parliamentary Assembly, was created.
The NATO PA has 5 main committees examining Defence and Security, the
Civil Dimensions of Security, Science and Technology, Economics and Security
and Politics.
The Committees reports provide a common understanding across the Alliance, within NATO and within individual
countries of the issues we need to address, the problems and challenges we face and the difficult decisions before
us.

The NATO PA enables the political engagement of allies and sharing of understanding of capabilies, threats and
future develoments. A vital opportunity to maintain the close ties of friendship between the alliance members
built over decades. These friendships provide an opportunity to understand each others perspectives, histories and
priorities. Importantly they provide an opportunity to regard common challenges and threats from a myriad of
perspectives deepening and widening understanding.
There are times when members disagree, there are times when there are tensions but the PA allows these to be
worked through just as tensions and disagreements are worked though in Westminster. Though perhaps with less
noise. I am proud to be the UK‘s deputy leader of our strong and talented delegation

