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TITLE I

PERMANENT STRUCTURED COOPERATION (PSC)



Summary. Permanent structured cooperation (PSC) is ofteen sas complex tp

implement. This perception stems from the analggigjuantitative criteria which wa

current when the institutional existence of PSC diasovered by the diplomatic and

S

military players as the rotating presidencies eddpsThe present economic and

financial context which is not evolving in the diten of compliance with quantitativ

criteria, albeit dynamic, contributes to feedingeatain scepticism. Additionally, some
Member States are discovering PSC only now, andyrdamot want to be excluded.

This observation is the source of a widespreadtipasivhich subjects any analysis
the content of PSC and on its implementation mesh@to the setting in place of tl
European External Action Service (EEAS).

The widely differing political and economic situats of European States, and of th
defence, leads to posing as a prerequisite that 9P&(C be the subject of realistic a
progressive implementation using relevant mechamisihadaptation.

A reasonable and pragmatic but resolutely politictdrpretation indeed allows PSC
be considered as a means for the European Uni@a\ance by freeing itself fror
obstacles caused by strong, albeit dynamic consstalhis step forward by the Unig
must proceed from an inclusive approach in which #Y Union Member State
participate, possibly in successive stages and witlere applicable, a transition perig
This inclusive approach has already met a favoaredgponse from the three Memt
States which will shortly be holding the rotatingegidency of the EU, so there is
favourable political period until mid-2012.

Each Member State will find economic interest inCPSn exchange for th
contractualisation of its cooperation before itense This interest will increase as t
launch of PSC will trigger a virtuous financial rhanism: committing to PSC does n

mean spending more for defence, but spending ldetiether and finally spending less.

In an immediate manner, in effect, PSC will work as instrument executing ar
implementing the political will consented to by abetween the Member States, g
affirmed in the framework of a Council convening tministers of defence concerng
This way it will act as a structuring melting pobiwh will frame, at European level, tf
restructurings and necessary convergences of @attaience instruments. PSC sh
encourage a strengthening of the efficacy of tHerde effort in a wide sense and sh
lead to operational advantages, more effectiventefexpenditure, and the end of {
present duplications and shortfalls.

This new instrument shall form the base for prawdithe EU with the necess
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capabilities to carry out its missions, but it iIscanecessary, at the same time, to obtain

new funding at European level, so as to presereeinicentivising nature of th

mechanism without burdening, by an additional Jatag budget of the Member States.
The prospect of several years of tension regardutdygets, especially defence budgets,
and which will not spare any EU Member State, ai#lo spur on a strengthening of the

funding of the collective defence effort in an agprate Community budgetar
framework. In correlation with the elaboration ofEairopean white paper' serving a
prelude to a 'European military programming Acteatly envisaged by certain MER
the European capabilities and armaments policy (BECKId down by the Lisbo
Treaty and which remains to be defined, would faam ideal framework for th
allotment of budget lines devoted to funding thextive defence effort of European
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and immediately from the next 2014-2020 plurianninaimework. A debate on this
Community level funding would be effectively in ®invith the economic government
which is currently being set in place in the EumpédJnion and which will perhaps
shortly involve also national parliaments.




| —ISSUES STUDY

11. The Lisbon Treaty provides the European Unigih wthe institutional means to
organise its Common Security and Defence PolicydB)S

The Lisbon Treaty (hereafter called the 'LT') imtda innovatory provisions in the
defence sphere. In particular, it provides the peaam Union (EU) with a 'toolbox’,
permanent structured cooperation (PSC), to enaldtemove forward on the common
security and defence policy, in a coordinated, praiic and competitive manner.

Ratified by each of the 27 Member States, the LTsustained by a powerful
institutional dynamics. Its provisions cannot bagsidered as lacking interest on the
grounds that some commentators feel they are @dejtoutmoded or too complex to
implement. An institutional text of such scope cefspecognitiorper se There would
be a considerable political risk in claiming thia¢ tefforts accomplished to get the LT
adopted would have been completely wasted in d &islessential as the organisation of
collective defence across the whole Union. Thereuldvobe no better way of
discrediting the European institution in the eydsit® citizens. As a reminder, the
Member States committed, in the ministerial detianaadopted in November 2009, on
the 10" anniversary of the European security and defemtieyp(ESDP), superseded
today by the CSDP, 'to make concrete and adaptpd 8d implement all the provisions
and articles of the Lisbon Treaty pertaining to teenmon security and defence policy
(CSDP)".

12. Grounds for the creation of the ESDP/CSDP

The ESDP came into being owing to a view widelyretan western Europe that the
European Union had to secure the military and aivdlans to ensure security on its
edges, in Europe in particular. As an integral pHrtthe CFSP introduced by the
Maastrict Treaty, its effective implementation tqukce immediately after the adoption
of NATO's new strategic concept, in 2099, by draywithe mechanisms and
determinants of its own development from the neamgformation processes following
this doctrinal reform.

The ESDP has therefore striven from its beginniiogmitiate, in the institutional and
political framework of the Union, an innovatory pedoility-development process
strongly inspired by NATO's experiences in thisdie

As in NATO, the capabilities required to suppore timplementation and also the

development of the ESDP are those which the MerSib@ies make available to the
Union. This situation largely explains the diffites encountered subsequently in the
roll-out of operations conducted in the framewonki/ar under the responsibility of the

Union (see further on), and also justifies the negwndations we make in this report.

13. A decade of sometimes ambitious but inconctusnitiatives condemns the
unstructured approach of the ESDP.

131. It should be recalled that the ESDP earnestrigges in the field. It sometimes gave
rise to strong reactions at its beginnings, butrajens outside the EU, especially the
latest, the Atalanta operation, have contributedyétting European Union Member

States interested in it, even those that hesitatest for reasons linked to the present



economic climate or traditional reasons. It shaalkb be noted that the Lisbon Treaty
institutionalises henceforth the European Defenagenty, a body created on the
margins of the treaty by a Joint Action in 2004e(¢lee corresponding box further on),
and which works in interaction with the Military @mnittee (EUMC) and the European
Union military staff (EUMS) regarding the operatirorces. It is advisable that this
institutionalisation should bear the seeds of $icgmt progress towards a genuine
consolidation/integration of European defence caitiab via channels which the
Member States and competent European institutioills deem most appropriate
(convergences, coordinations, poolings, speciahisaf etc.).

132. According to the global objective for militacgpabilities adopted in 2003, the EU
should be capable of deploying a force of 50,006@000 men in less than two
months, who should be autonomous for a year, bstabjective has never been met
owing to the lack of means made available by thenkler States and the slowness of
the decisional process despite the very high palitilevel of the contracted
commitments.

A European Parliament mission, led by MEP Christidrler who will transmit his
report in the next few weeks after travelling to thle theatres engaged in by the
European Union and after visiting all the tactigedups, will give details of the reality
in the field, in other words that the European Wni® suffering from capability deficits
in all the theatres. For instance, the EULEX misgio Kosovo, launched with a 50%
deficit of militaries, is still awaiting nearly 26fersons to complete its complement.
The Helsinki objectives have not been reached vésetieere was nevertheless a prior
agreement between the States adopted at the higbesible political level. This can
lead to believing that launching another politigaitiative like the PSC appears
unattainable.

Also, the EU interventions present technical slatigtf

a) Recurring capability shortfalls result from the ase of an assignment process for
the military capabilities made available by the MemStates to the Union to carry
out missions it assigns itself under the ESDP/CSDRese shortfalls weaken
operational efficacy as much as the political ds#dy of the Union in the
operations where it intervenes. In effect, capabdiare often unavailable because
simultaneously mobilised for interventions madeast of the national security and
defence policy, or for interventions made withie fihamework of NATO, the UN
or ad hoccoalitions.

b) Regarding the civilian aspects of the ESDP, the iEUstill suffering serious
difficulties to fulfil its police, justice or rulef law missions. But then it would be
necessary to define precisely what the EU must khow to do and how it can
reach that objective.

c) The interplay between civilians and soldiers inélesting missions is the source of
many problems. In Afghanistan, for instance, Euampsoldiers engaged in the
framework of the ISAF cannot communicate with theivilian counterparts
deployed under the ESDP/CSDP because of the equip®eldiers want hardened
equipment, whereas civilians use off-the-shelf popgnt. At European level, this
kind of practices leads to an immense shambleskKdsovo, in particular, the
communication difficulties between solidiers andigamen nearly led to personnel
losses in the European ranks.



d) Also, interoperability between tactical groups does$ work, but then it has not
been planned. In the field, Europeans still dep@emd Americans, especially
regarding intelligence. As for troop transportagitime EU depends on Ukrainian air
transport means, which displeases certain MembatesStbearing in mind the
supposed rapprochement between Ukraine and Rudswaever, a number of
parliamentarians emphasise that the only issue ntérast to their foreign
interlocutors is knowing whether the EU is capatieconducting alone (it being
implied without the Americans) an external opematimtelligence, communications
and air transport appear to be the three sectofzetdeveloped as a matter of
priority to provide the EU with credible militarytervention capabilities, without
forgetting to develop commonalities between miitand civilian equipment by
means of processes that can be funded, where alplglicfrom European funds
established and fed by appropriate channels.

e) Last, the command structures are poorly defined.

This brief presentation of initiatives and even pemtions that are insufficiently
coordinated, a mediocre cost-efficacy ratio, magapability shortfalls, and low
interoperability ..., draws an unflattering picturéish nonetheless embodies a positive
aspect: the undeniable know-how, highly perfeetilol its implementation but real in
terms of experience, of the European Union in tkey wast field of civil-military
action, which illustrates the interconnection betwéhe 'security’ and 'defence’ aspects
of the ESDP/CSDP.

133. Situation of the European defence technolbgicd industrial base (DTIB)

As they seek to keep control over all the actisitielated to it, the Member States have
decided not to entrust the EU with the respongybibf conducting multilateral
equipment programmes in defence fields. The Joirgafisation for Armaments
Cooperation (OCCAR) largely plays this role. Fromwnon, the European Defence
Agency has been commissioned to identify and defuah programmes in accordance
with the right mechanisms for the requirements dfedentiation and voluntary
participation. Its closer interconnection with OCRAIndoubtedly forms a short term
priority.

When seeking new markets, some manufacturers, @rtien least, which are present in
defence equipment markets, under-exploit the piisieb offered by the existence of
EU civil programmes that can provide outlets toirthesearch departments and
production units. So, are industrial lobbies reaffgctive at European level?

SMEs, often highly innovatory in the defence secéwe too often disconnected from
European funding, standardisation and certificatiocuits.

In some fields, like cyberdefence, where the Uni&dtes injects 300 million to one
thousand million Euros per year, American standardshighly like to prevail if the EU
does not define its own. Regarding certificatiomgoess is also essential: out of the 20
thousand million Euros which the NH90 helicoptewstc 4 thousand million were
devoted to obtaining certifications in the variddember States. The European Union
should be allowed to have European standardisatiah certification bodies in the
defence field, of the same level as the Americason



Also European manufacturers are obliged to abid¢hbycontractual requirements of
governmental programmes, which are subject to theemminties of the annual

enforcement of national military programming Act®te should be taken of a chronic
under-enforcement in France, going as far as tb& ¢d the amount budgeted annually
by the military programming Act), a situation thatimpossible in the framework of

European Union programming processes.

134. Last, it should be recalled that Europe's rimdeis organised along two
complementary lines, NATO which is getting to gripghis year 2010 with a revision
of its strategic concept, and the CSDP which isndoto assert itself as the European
pillar in the field, an affirmation which will alsbe beneficial to NATO.

14. Permanent structured cooperation forms thevéaptinciple' of the CSDP

In the defence field, permanent structured coojmras one of the most visible new
provisions of the LT. It appears in articles 42 d&dof the Treaty on European Union
and is also the subject of the appended protocaldg¢see box further on).

The political intentions which presided over thelusion of the provisions on PSC in
the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Eurofen in the LT, whether expressed
publicly or not, are of two natures:

a) A deepening of European political integrationthie defence sphere, by inventing,
rehabilitating, deepening and/or undertaking appate forms of public European
solidarities that can take the form of cooperationsordinations, convergences,
poolings, harmonisations, restructurings, or spise@ons in favour of the CSDP;

b) Use of the EU framework to undertake reformsaofational scope in the defence
sector, by encouraging the States, by a bindingdraork, and on a voluntary basis, to
undertake within themselves the institutional, ketdgy, doctrinal, structural and
macroeconomic reforms in favour of the defencemseat a coordinated manner with
the intentions relating both to the deepening ofogaan political integration in the
defence sphere, and the constitution of a crediblepean pillar within NATO.

PSC forms ale factopolitical process aimed, within the EU institutibflramework, at
extending to challenges of a capability-developmsintictural and financial nature, the
structured cooperation process started by a few hdenStates outside the Union
framework, following the Letter of intention ('Lplvhich defined the first strategic
orientations of the public accompaniment of indaktrestructurings undertaken in
Europe in the defence and armaments sectors, andhmh the principles were
transposed in a framework agreement signed in2009Y.

PSC deploys a structured cooperation mechanismngethe CSDP, the common
policy placed under the political responsibility thfe Council convened in a format
bringing together the representatives of the 2@eSt®arties to the CSDP, Denmark
having chosen to opt out in this respect. And tisDE is itself an integral part of the
common foreign and security policy (CFSP) placedeaunthe responsibility of the
Council in a format bringing together the repreaames of the 27 States Parties to the
CFSP, which forms one of the components of the g@an Union's external action.

PSC, a unique mechanism, is not an embodiment rdfafeced cooperation’, a
mechanism also provided for by the LT in the deéesphere. Enhanced cooperation



must concern a minimum number of Member States thdn by the treaty. Its
implementation, conditional on the joint observataf the failure — total or partial — of
initiatives of the same nature at the level of Bhgopean Union as a whole, involves
several Community institutions. The launch of erdeahcooperation in the CSDP field
is decided unanimously by the Council in the spefitmework of the CFSP.

By contrast, the decision to launch PSC betweenstie Member States that have
respected certain criteria, without any constraistto the number of participants, is
taken by the Council acting by a qualified majarillyis not conditional on the joint
observation of the failure — total or partial —mtiatives of the same nature at the level
of the European Union as a whole. Within PSC, decssare taken unanimously by the
participating Member States (whereas once enhaogederation has been launched,
decisions are taken by the participating Statesgtty a qualified majority). Hence the
absolute need for Member States participating i€ RShave agreed previously on the
terms of their cooperation. Once this prerequisitmet, the conduct of PSC, under the
sole authority of the Council appears, on the fatat, more simple than that of
enhanced cooperation. However, the variety of tutsbnally legitimate players
intervening in one or the other of the fields cexeby PSC (European Commission,
European Parliament, national parliaments in palgiy can justify demands for a
broader mode of governance following the examplevioht happened in other equally
strategic sectors of activities (telecommunicatjdimancial services, etc.).

PROTOCOL No. 10 ON PERMANENT STRUCTURED COOPERATION

THE HIGH CONTRACTING PARTIES,

HAVING REGARD TO Atrticle 42(6) and Article 46 o ffreaty on European Union,

RECALLING that the Union is pursuing a common fgmeand security policy based on the achievement of
growing convergence of action by Member States,

RECALLING that the common security and defencepdian integral part of the common foreign andwsiy
policy; that it provides the Union with operatior@dpacity drawing on civil and military assets; thlhe Union
may use such assets in the tasks referred to inl&rA3 of theTreaty on European Union outside the Union for
peace-keeping, conflict prevention and strengthgmternational security in accordance with thermiples of
the United Nations Charter; that the performancehafse tasks is to be undertaken using capabilitiesided by
the Member States in accordance with the prinaifle single set of forces,

RECALLING that the common security and defenceyoli the Union does not prejudice the specificabger
of the security and defence policy of certain MenSiates,

RECALLING that the common security and defenceyolfi the Union respects the obligations underibeth
Atlantic Treaty of those Member States which seie tommon defence realised in the North Atlantieaty
Organisation, which remains the foundation of tb#textive defence of its members, and is compatiftte the
common security and defence policy establishedmiitfat framework,

CONVINCED that a more assertive Union role in séguand defence matters will contribute to the htiyeof a
renewed Atlantic Alliance, in accordance with therl® Plus arrangements,

DETERMINED to ensure that the Union is capableutif fassuming its responsibilities within the irmtational
community

RECOGNISING that the United Nations Organisatiorymegjuest the Union's assistance for the urgent
implementation of missions undertaken under Chapiéand VIl of the United Nations Chatrter,
RECOGNISING that the strengthening of the secarity defence policy will require efforts by Memb&tté&s in
the area of capabilities,

CONSCIOUS that embarking on a new stage in thelolewvent of the European security and defence policy
involves a determined effort by the Member Stateserned,

RECALLING the importance of the High Representaifthe Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Ryl
being fully involved in proceedings relating to pemnent structured cooperation,

HAVE AGREED UPON the following provisions, whichlshe annexed to the Treaty on European Uniontand
the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

Article 1
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The permanent structured cooperation referred taiiticle 42(6) of the Treaty on European Union sl open

to any Member State which undertakes, from the afeéatry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, to:

(a) proceed more intensively to develop its defeagpacities through the development of its national
contributions and participation, where appropriate,multinational forces, in the main European
equipment programmes, and in the activity of then&g in the field of defence capabilities develamme
research, acquisition and armaments (European Defekgency), and

(b) have the capacity to supply by 2010 at theskagither at national level or as a component aftimational
force groups, targeted combat units for the missiplanned, structured at a tactical level as a leatt
group, with support elements including transpord dogistics, capable of carrying out the tasks nefd to
in Article 43 of the Treaty on European Union, with period of five to 30 days, in particular inspgonse
to requests from the United Nations Organisatiard &vhich can be sustained for an initial period36f
days and be extended up to at least 120 days.

Article 2

To achieve the objectives laid down in Article Envber States participating in permanent structusedperation

shall undertake to:

(a) cooperate, as from the entry into force of Tiheaty of Lisbon, with a view to achieving approedgjectives
concerning the level of investment expenditureaferite equipment, and regularly review these
objectives, in the light of the security environtreemd of the Union's international responsibilities

(b) bring their defence apparatus into line withchather as far as possible, particularly by harnsimy the
identification of their military needs, by pooliagd, where appropriate, specialising their defenemans
and capabilities, and by encouraging cooperatiothia fields of training and logistics;

(c) take concrete measures to enhance the avatighiiteroperability, flexibility and deployabilitof their
forces, in particular by identifying common objees regarding the commitment of forces, including
possibly reviewing their national decision-makirrggedures;

(d) work together to ensure that they take the swsy measures to make good, including throughimadibnal
approaches, and without prejudice to undertakingthis regard within the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation, the shortfalls perceived in the fravoek of the "Capability Development Mechanism”;

(e) take part, where appropriate, in the developneémajor joint or European equipment programmesthie
framework of the European Defence Agency.

Article 3
The European Defence Agency shall contribute toggalar assessment of participating Member States'
contributions with regard to capabilities, in paatilar contributions made in accordance with theemia to be
established, inter alia, on the basis of ArticleaBd shall report thereon at least once a year. abgessment may
serve as a basis for Council recommendations aeéides adopted in accordance with Article 46 & Trreaty
on European Union.

15. Commitments attached to PSC examined in tefrtisoge already contracted by the
Member States within the EU and NATO.

According to Article 42.6 of the Treaty on Européamon (TEU), only those Member
States whose military capabilities fulfil higheriteria and which have made more
binding commitments to one another in this aredn witview to the most demanding
missions shall establish permanent structured catipa within the Union framework.

There is no doubt that, among the requirements mtla 42.6, the commitments
appear that were contracted at the time of deasand declarations by the European
Council or by the Council, which concern directly mdirectly the operational
capabilities necessary to implement the CSDP (lwlitary and civil-military and
civil) for the most demanding missions.

However such commitments were made by all the Uhile@mber States, within the
European Council and/or the Council, via decisiatating to the adoption of the long
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term vision (LTV), headline goals, conceptstc., as well as through mechanisms
making up for capability shortfalls, force geneavaticonferences, and the creation of
the European Defence Agency (see box hereafter).

The European Defence Agency was established unpénta action of the Council of Ministers on 12
July 2004 in order to:

1. Improve the defence capabilities of the Europdaion, especially in crisis management,
2. Promote European cooperation in the armamenrtd fi

3. Strengthen the technological and industrial bas&U defence and create a competitive European
defence equipment market,
4. Encourage research, with a view to strengthenihg European technological and industrial
potential in the defence field.

The present tasks of the Agency therefore comssiticular in:
1. Establishing a global and systematic approachdéfine the needs of the European security and
defence policy and to meet these needs,

2. Promoting cooperation actions between EU Men3ietes in the defence equipment field,
3. Contributing to the development and global nesturing of the European defence industry,
4. Promoting European research and technology i@ defence field, without forgetting Europegn
political priorities,
5. Working, in close cooperation, with the Comnoissin establishing a European defence equipment
market competitive internationally.

The Agency's '‘comparative advantage' is its capaeitieal with all these matters in a
coordinated manner to obtain synergies. Yet the Man$tates, which have still not
granted it the required human and budgetary ressudo not really profit form such
an advantage.

It should be observed here that the Lisbon Trelsty @ontains provisions on the EDA,
which differ somewhat from the provisions includedthe joint action in force (see
box hereafter).

Provisions of the Lisbon Treaty on the Europearcbe¢ Agency
Article 42.3 of the Treaty on European Union

...l... Member States shall undertake progressiteiynprove their military capabilities. The Ageniay
the field of defence capabilities development,asse acquisition and armaments (hereinafter reéert
to as ‘the European Defence Agency’) shall iderdffigrational requirements, shall promote measures
to satisfy those requirements, shall contributédentifying and, where appropriate, implementing/an
measure needed to strengthen the technological inddstrial base of the defence sector, shall
participate in defining a European capabilities andmaments policy, and shall assist the Council in
evaluating the improvement of military capabilities

! Theseconceptswvere drafted by the EU Staff as early as 2000 dwbe all after the military

operation in the Congo in 2003.

Here is their list for guidance: military planniret the political and strategic levels (25
September 2001); force generation (26 SeptembeR)208pid military reaction (24 January 2003);
transport and strategic movements (16 February )200&mework nation (25 July 2002); global
planning (3 November 2005); support for the hoateSin crisis management operations (15 June 2006);
logistic support; reception, staging, onward moveimand integration - RSOM&I - (20 September
2006); battle grouper tactical groups (5 October 2006); medical analthesupport (July 2007); rapid
sea reaction (15 November 2007); rapid air reactiph December 2007); military information
(February 2008); military control and command (Li6e) 2008); geospatial information. These concepts
are continuously updated.
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Article 45 of the Treaty on European Union

1. The European Defence Agency referred to in Ard@€3), subject to the authority of the
Council, shall have as its task to:

(a) contribute to identifying the Member Stateditary capability objectives and evaluating
observance of the capability commitments giverhbyMember States;

(b) promote harmonisation of operational needs addption of effective, compatible procurement
methods;

(c) propose multilateral projects to fulfil the @ofives in terms of military capabilities, ensure
coordination of the programmes implemented by teenkbker States and management of specific
cooperation programmes;

(d) support defence technology research, and coatdiand plan joint research activities and thedgty
of technical solutions meeting future operatione¢ds;

(e) contribute to identifying and, if necessarypiementing any useful measure for strengthening the
technological and industrial base of the defena@meand for improving the effectiveness of militar
expenditure.

2. The European Defence Agency shall be operi Mahber States wishing to be part of it. The
Council, acting by a qualified majority, shall adapdecision defining the Agency’s statute, sedt an
operational rules. That decision should take acd¢amirihe level of effective participation in the
Agency’s activities. Specific groups shall be gewithin the Agency bringing together Member Statgs
engaged in joint projects. The Agency shall cauyits tasks in liaison with the Commission where
necessary.

Adaptation in the Lisbon Treaty of the joint actieetting up the EDA has been started
by the Council and is being finalised.

Additionally, thedeclaration on capabilitieadopted by the Council on the eve of the
European Council of 11 and 12 November 2008 satsengal and precise targets to
enable the EU, in the coming years, to conduct kaneously, outside its territory, a

series of civilian missions and military operatiasfsvarying scope, corresponding to
the most likely scenarifs

By subscribing to this declaration by tHeclaration by the European Council on the
enhancement of the ESPpended to the conclusions of the European Coohdil and 12
December 2008 (paragraph 3), all the heads of Stateof government of the Member States

Europe should actually be capable, in the yearadihia the framework of the level of
ambition established, inter alia of deploying @@ 0nen in 60 days for a major operation,
within the range of operations envisaged withim lleadline goal for 2010 and within the
civilian headline goal for 2010, of planning arahducting simultaneously:

— two major stabilisation and reconstruction ofiers, with a suitable civilian component,
supported by a maximum of 10 000 men for at leastyears;

— two rapid response operations of limited duratising inter alia the EU's battle groups;
— an emergency operation for the evacuation objeain nationals (in less than ten days),
bearing in mind the primary role of each Membext&as regards its nationals and
making use of the consular lead State concept;

— a maritime or air surveillance/interdiction niisg

— a civilian-military humanitarian assistance @tiem lasting up to 90 days;

—around a dozen ESDP civilian missions (intex pblice, rule of law, civil administration,
civil protection, security sector reform and olvsgion missions) of varying formats,

inter alia in a rapid reaction situation, incluglia major mission (possibly up

to 3 000 experts), which could last several years.

For its operations and missions, the EuropeantJases, in an appropriate manner and in
accordance with its procedures, the resourcesapabilities of Member States, of the
European Union and, if appropriate for its mijtaperations, of NATO.
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and the President of the Commission, a fully fledgember of the European Council, grant it
an enhanced status which has the value of 'obgsctpproved' by all the Member States and
the European Commission in the field of capabgitimissions and concepts.

Through said declaration, the European Counwaices its determination to support
this effort in the long termand ‘calls on the Member States to convert these
commitments into national requirements in termseq@iipment'(paragraph 4), by
promoting 'the restructuring of the European defence techgickl and industrial
base, in particular around centres of European #goee, avoiding duplication in
order to ensure its soundness and its competits@nehich 'is a strategic and
economic necessity(paragraph 5).

Also, the Union Member States have all ratified tile Except for the provisions
confirming Denmark's general opt-out from the CS#fd, as no declaration nor any
additional protocol stipulate reservations or ctindalities with respect to the
solidarity requirement embodied in thelidarity clauseset forth in Article 222 of the
Treaty on the functioning of the European Uniond amth regard to thenutual
assistance clause in the event of armed aggressiathe territory of a MembeBtate
set forth in Article 42.7 of the Treaty on Européamion, nearly all Member States are
obliged both politically andde jure to ensure, while intervening, that they do not
jeopardise either the effectiveness, operabilitgdibility, or efficacy of the policies
and actions implemented by the Union in the seguarid defence field on the basis of
the treaty.

Referring more specifically to the clause of Ariel2.7, and in accordance with its
specific provisions, namelyCommitments and cooperation in this area shall be
consistent with commitments under the North Attamteaty Organisation, which, for
those States which are members of it, remains ¢oedation of their collective
defence and the forum for its implementatitim commitment to cooperate pursuant
to this mutual assistance does not go beyond thanittments subscribed to within
NATO for the States which are also members of dhgénisation.

In this respect, thBIATO-EU declaration on the ESDBigned on 16 December 2002,
reassures EU access to NATO's planning capabilities#ts own military operations

and reaffirms the political principles on which tk&ategic partnership is based:
effective mutual consultation; equality and due areg for the decision-making

autonomy of the organizations; respect for theresis of EU and NATO member
states; respect for the principles of the charfethe United Nations; and coherent,
transparent, and mutually-reinforcing developmdnthe military capacity of the two

organizations.

These declarations as a whole in no way augur fleetwe capability of a Member
State to meethigher criteria’ for its military capabilities or its determinaticto
subscribe to'more binding commitments in this fieldor the most demanding
missions'. This applies even before the date of the estabksiinof PSC by the
Council. Hence the need for a new commitment pidothe establishment of PSC,
taking the form of the provisions set forth in @dione of protocol no. 10.

Only the States which have subscribed to these c¢omants, at the same time,
whereas they already meébigher criteria’ for their military capabilitiesfor the most
demanding mission®iill be de jureandde factoeligible for integration into PSC.



14

16.Faced with the economic crisis, will the EU rencaibailding its common security
and defence which the LT invites it to establish?

Admittedly, the general context faced by the Euamp&nion States is not, on the face
of it, one of the most favourable to launch a deéemitiative as important and
demanding as PSC.

A continuous decline in military budgets in Eurdpecompounded by a particularly
serious economic and financial crisis mobilising #nergy of Europeans and their
initiative-taking capacities. Yet it can be consete paradoxically that the present
difficulties are also of a nature to raise the amass of Europeans on the need to
better coordinate their military expenditure antdyranore strongly to support, in a
more organised manner, their defence technologiodlindustrial base (DTIB). Indeed
they cannot underrate its major importance todaytamorrow.

This search for synergies within the European Unmoast be backed up by the
implementation of funding that does not imply aeritn the Member States'
contribution to the effort made collectively in ttefence sphere.

The Member States, even those which traditionallyote a large share of their
budgetary effort to defence, will be less and labke to fund alone some of their
military and security equipment, nonetheless essefdr the affirmation of the
European Union internationally. The permanent sedor synergies between the
Member States, on the one hand, and the competeop&an institutions, on the other
hand, is vital to continue to irrigate the DTIB wifunding, without which the
European Union could no longer collectively have tlecessary equipment to cope
with the looming threats (especially in the cybéedee sphere).

To support the European defence industry in a sbré ever greater budgetary
contraction, while obliging it to consolidate itsffeying, some European
parliamentarians advocate increasing the EDA'satioeral budget.

Ten thousand million Euros are awaiting their adkoen by the European Commission
Enterprise and Industry Directorate-General, fatiliein programmes, but France in
particular is scarcely paying attention to thisgndas satellite programmes meeting the
capability-development needs of the Union, purstarthe CSDP, could be launched
under the supervision of the EDA, executed by theogean Space Agency, and co-
funded using this same Community funding. Thera isorrisome lack of collective
awareness that the civilian security market is beng increasingly important and will
certainly be the bigger in the future. Thereforaipment of the Félin type (Félin being
the French acronym for the cat-like 'infantry-maithvintegrated equipment and links')
must necessarily allow soldiers to communicate ywilice officers and civilians!

Then there is the ongoing transformation of NATQahtis also tapping the capacities
of the Member States. Furthermore, NATO is envisg@n extension of its field of
action to the civil-military framework which is psely already the intervention
framework of the EU.

The present economic context bears the seeds efieus risk of an irreversibly
negative evolution of the CSDP if no provision cinites to dynamising its operation
in a rational and coordinated manner, thereby nising its implementation cost. It is
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therefore absolutely vital for the Union Statedinal the ways and means of giving an
initial impetus to PSC by ensuring its implemermatmechanisms become applicable.

The schedule of rotating presidencies is favourableéhis end: the three countries
taking over, from Spain, the rotating presidencyhef Council of the European Union,
Belgium (second half 2010), Hungary (first half 2Dland Poland (second half 2011
and first half 2019 have agreed on the implementation of new CSDfUments. In a
political analysis documeht the three countries give their vision of some new
provisions of the LT — especially PSC — while pimpmg the implementation
difficulties. The extreme terseness of the presemaof some provisions indeed
hinders their common comprehension, and therefayaires prior work of ‘convergent
reading’', with a view téusing these instruments in the best possible wambng the
five provisions found for the future defence Europerehs PSC which, according to
them, must lead to strengthening the efficacy efdbfence effort at European level.
By a political document in the first annex to tmeport, the three Member States
specified, on the eve of the Belgian presidencgir joint position on PSC which, we
will see, is in tune with our prudent and pragmatcception of the future of this new
instrument.

3 During the rotating Danish presidency of the ffifalf of 2012, Poland will keep control of

CSDP issues, because of the opt-out clause graotBénmark in this field.

4 Unofficial paper, jointly drawn up by Belgium, Hurg and Poland. Among the recent
contribitions on PSC, mention is also to be madéhefpublic report presented in June 2010 to the
Western European Union Assembly, and of which we @isummary in annex 2.

° The four other provisions analysed, some of whau lse seen as spurring inclusivity, are the
aid and mutual assistance clause (Article 42 TBbW®, solidarity clause (Article 222 TFEU), the start
up fund (Article 41 TEU), and the 'avant-garde' gpgArticle 4285 and 44 TEU).
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Il —PSC:
AN ADAPTED BUT ENGAGING CONTRACTUAL FRAMEWORK , FOR A
PRAGMATIC AND DYNAMIC APPROACH TO THE CSDP

21. The LT gives the impression of urging Europe@nspend more for their defen
whereas they want money to be better spent bymgalnd coordinating their efforts.

%)
D

The aim of reducing costs by the pooling of mearnsch is expected by the CSDP and
desired by EU countries, appears to contradict ghespect of additional efforts

suggested by the TEU with respect to PSC. Thisrappaontradiction is, in the present
context of financial and economic crisis, the fasgument put forward to justify strong
reservations against PSC.

22. A political and pragmatic approach to PSC afidhis apparent contradiction to pe
surmounted.

The spirit of the Treaty is the progressive cortom of a collective defence.

Observation of the facts since Saint-Malo confiransl reinforces the inclusive nature
which PSC must have. It is a credibility requiretiem the EU internationally and also
a feasibility requirement. What's more, other regments will be restrictive when

related in particular to cooperation programmetha armaments and equipment field
which must, in the PSC framework, be implementethva concern for economic

efficacy in the European sense and without any testgoncession of the geographic
return type. As such these requirements imposabiarigeometry cooperations.

The disparate situations of the EU States with naggdao defence therefore makes it
essential to implement flexible framing that condsinnclusivity and restrictiveness.
This is precisely what PSC allows through the pmvis set forth in Protocol no. 10
devoted to it.

23. The 'development’ of the national contributionhe tlefence effort required of
PSC member countries must be understood as aragecie the effort made in favour
of the CSDP.

As described in that protocol, PSC sets forth dgpiirement for each State to ‘develop '
its national contribution to the defence effort

There are of course several possible interpretatdrthis requirement: is it a matter for
each State to increase the share of its defencgebwdth respect to its GDP or its
general budget? Or is it rather a matter for edcthem, in the framework of their
currently observed defence budgets, to increaseaire the share of defence in favour
of the CSDP-PSC, by committing to precise objestive

If we accept to envisage the issue in an open aeid manner, the latter interpretation
is to be adopted, in accordance with the termsashgraph a) of Article 2 of said
protocol. We realise that the implementation of R&alild be greatly facilitated this
way.

Is it however a PSC 'on the cheap', as could bectdg? No, it is rather a realistic PSC,
comprising an ‘entry ticket' within the means ofd@pean countries. This PSC bears an

According to the terms ofrficle 1 of Protocol no. 10.
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intrinsic dynamics fed by the operational requiratee as regards equipment,
interoperability, and the keeping of equipment @od condition, etc...

The integration of a Member State in PSC therefdoes not suppose a greater
budgetary effort but rather a higher contributiorthe CSDP. This interpretation leads
to dismissing the definition of collective and imgive criteria in favour of the notion
of national effort: the individualised contractualiterion, consented to, accepted,
controlled and renewed as time goes by.

24. PSC reconciles the essential inclusivity which fpean defence must establish
and the necessary restrictiveness attached to antanprogrammes and industral
cooperation.

PSC is a twin-base mechanism, resting on two catiper bases — 'force generation’
and 'armaments programmes', which implies for ddemmber State:

a) Mandatory adherence to the 'force generation lgstie supply of one or several
tactical groups and their environment; the tactigabups component may be
completed by civilian means adapted to the condEU missions.

When the Member States make military forces avilédr possible participation
in collective actions this is priori within their reach, except perhaps for the
smallest of them. Many States already adhere te twithin the European
framework or that of NATO (21 countries out of 2%everal components of this
operational dimension already exist (the tacticedugs in particular), but we
should head towards an intensification of their, umster coordination of tactical
groups among themselves, and compatibility, inrugetion theatres, of these
military units with the civilian forces also depkxy by the EU.

b) Optional adherence ‘where applicable’, but recondiedn to the ‘armaments
programme base', which leads to avoiding the specdi mandatory and
unconsented-to industrial cooperations.

The roll-out of equipment programmes concerns alav&U States which have
defence industries or research laboratories thaasaume the cost. The European
Defence Agency, now provided with institutional Iigaby the LT, must be the
kingpin of this provision of the Treaty, yet withotlnis preventing any other form
of bi- or multilateral cooperation in the militagquipment sphere. Of course EU
States that don't have defence industries must thavpossibility of cooperating in
equipment programmes, especially via their findnmatributions. But no binding
mechanism of technological or industrial returnssthe imposed.

This 'a la carte' approach therefore reconciles:

- The inclusivity requirement by, in practice, aliog all EU States to be PSC
applicants by contributing, alone or in cooperatamtactical group, while most Member
States already have some on account of EU or NAEGcal groups;

- The necessary restrictiveness for all questie@meerning armaments programmes and
industrial cooperations related to them.

Practically, PSC bears the seeds of a specialisapproach at European level.
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25. Open to all European Member States who conunrespect its operating mode,
PSC is not an 'excluding’ structure.

- PSC does not compete with NATO, an organisatiatih \&n exclusively military
purpose, unlike PSC which aims at giving the EUdsgacities to fill all the missions it
has set itself in the security and defence sph@Pesersberg missions'), which covers a
range of capacities far broader than NATO's indiesent state of its strategic concept.
In this respect, the aptitude for humanitarian miss and also an effective and
therefore credible civil-military component, must & major focus of PSC. With this in
mind, and in order to strengthen complementaritthviNATO, the European Union
must arm a civil-military headquarters, the buighrof which already exist, but which
remains to be equipped with all the competencesnaduct EU civil-military operations
with a fast reaction. The interoperability of tleedes engaged by virtue of PSC must be
ensured, first technically, and then operationally, means of regular training and
possibly by making use of NATO's training infrastiwres, largely under-employed.
The implementation of PSC must not lead to duphgabrgans existing in NATO.

- It does not at all exclude bi- or multilaterabp@rations in the armaments programmes
sphere, within the framework of or outside the Bpe@n institutions.

- It does not encroach on national defence polid@mntributing to such a collective
instrument in no way implies a loss of autonomytfer Member States participating in
it.

- It does not interfere in the export field.

- It does not imply mandatory participation in cgtéwns conducted by the EU, but in
order to preserve the credibility of the operatlooapabilities of PSC, it must be
properly understood that the States assert theg Will on adhering to the ‘force
generation’ base by which they make a virtual assent of contingents to PSC.

- PSC does not compete with and does not elimerageof the organisms existing in the
EU. PSC is not mandated to decide on or directajpes. It fits into a capability-
development approach providing the EU with the rsesnits policy.
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26. Belonging to PSC would imply for each State tbaclusion of a 'national PSC
commitment’ which would act as an entry criteriomd &hen subsequently as an
‘objective’ contract for each stage of PSC.

Abandonment of the budgetary criterion notion iaciar of that of an 'individualised

contractual criterion' implies the existence of levél' mandated to examine the
admissibility of the proposal made by each MemhiateSand control the reality of its
commitment.

Protocol no. 10 entrusts to the European Defencengy (EDA) the responsibility of
controlling (annually) the reality of equipment gramme commitments. The EDA
therefore sees its institutional legitimacy stréegied by this role of 'permanent
secretary' of the 'armaments programmes base'.

In an equivalent manner, referring to the 'forcaegation base’, it is clear that only the
European Union Military Staff (EUMS) is able to appate the operational quality and
employability of the tactical groups made availabjethe Member States as well as
their logistics environment.

27. PSC governance would include:

a) An initial phase consisting in gaining a senseperspective regarding: 1
Petersberg missions, 2) The review of existing bdijpas and 3) Major capabilityt
development shortfalls, to deduce from them a #SIC stage and the nature of the
'national PSC commitment' of each applicant State;

N

b) A mode of governance by successive objectivedgracts allowing progress to
be made in the European Union's level of capadslitalong with the evolution of
‘approved objectivespér sere-assessable);

C) Political steering and control over the impleta¢gion of PSC by the PSC
Council of Ministers, based on the politico-miligaaind diplomatic competences of the
Political and Security Committee and of the EUMG, waell as on the respective
technical and operational competences of the EDAEUMS.

PSC represents a roadmap for progress. It musftrerbe devised as a succession of
stages of which the Member States will determine thagnitudes and rhythm
depending on the capability-development objectiiey set collectively.

The first PSC launch stage presents major intdsesause it 'triggers' motion. It is
essential that it allow the greatest number ofeStad join PSC. Later, PSC member
countries will trace the prospects of their evanti

That's why pragmatism and realism command thattaré fsom the present situation of
each State. Each State shall commit, before itsspbg an individualised contract, to
reach, in the time-frame in question, the objectee by common agreement with the
EU in the PSC approach.
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PSC is a new way forward based on the followinggples:
- Inclusivity: the CSDP is and must be a collectippraach;

- Efficacy of expenditure: States must be able tondpéetter thanks to the
progressive pooling of their defence and, in actiaat, therefore contain their
expenditure;

- Restrictiveness: the States decide freely on theguipment programmes
cooperations.

PSC governance could be a matter for the defenemdlloof Ministers, in Council
format, of which the creation is envisaged, presidg the High Representative who is
moreover Vice-President of the European Commissama, which seems adapted to
taking decisions concerning the executive aspectBSL. These decisions could be
prepared by the EU Military Committee (EUMC), onetlbasis of information
consolidated at the level of the two standing sadeds of the two bases - ‘force
generation' and 'armaments programmes', the EUM$ha&nEDA.

Referring to aspects that are not exclusively atendor the executive component of
PSC (establishment of military programming Actstabishment of the elements of
national and European budgets on public investmeartsining to security and defence
equipment programmes, democratic control over PSGn appropriate mode of
governance remains to be established involvingartiqular the European Parliament
and national parliaments and compensating for Huetfalls observed to date in this
respect (non-compliance with contracted commitmaedifSculties to fund programmes

carried out in cooperation, etc.).

The ‘individualised contractual criterion' notianassential for implementation of PSC.
This amounts to laying down the principle that asctd PSC is not subjected to the
taking into account of a level of national budggtaxpenditure imposed by the PSC
Member States or by the Community bodies but tadkeng into account of a level of
national effort made in favour of the CSDP and aped collectively at Union level.

It is a matter here of contractualising the comrentof each Member State to meet,
each for its own part, a common European objedipproved collectively at Union
level. The expected gains will result here fromtdreimplementation, through the
contractualisation channel, of the subsidiarity praportionality principles in the fields
covered by PSC. Better still, this contractualmatcan be enhanced by a component
mobilising a European funding mechanism that caovige, where applicable,
additional financial resources allowing it to beaganteed that the beneficiary State
shall respect its contractualised objective. The afsan additionality principle adapted
to the specific context of PSC would then assuee giccess of such individualised
contractualisation, on account of its twin, encgurg and binding, nature.

Implementation of PSC also requires the establisthroka financial, economic, social
and territorial environment ready to take into agcdothe expected effects of the
innovations, restructurings, consolidations, antbnalisations that are the subject of
PSC.
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28. Community funding prospects for PSC.

Even if the intrinsic inclusivity of PSC allows faa contractualised 'a la carte'
contribution in its implementation, it affords tpelitical advantage of envisaging the
funding of certain programmes, aimed at providitg tEU with the necessary
capabilities, with community funds (additional oraim). EU funding of the activities

developed under PSC is a highly complex issue. Eoiopean funding can assume
three forms: budgetary, non budgetary and publxage partnership (see annex 3).

It should be recalled that contrary to ideas widedld in European institutions and
capitals, nothing in the LT bans the contributidrfiumds from the EU general budget to
finance activities or programmes for the developnwérequipment, goods, services or
technologies that can be used in the defence sphere

Nevertheless, as a political precaution, at leastfirst stage, it is recommended to limit
this type of contribution to programmes and adgegitaimed at the development of
equipment, goods, services and technologies of dsaland/or for use in the civil-
military framework.

In this respect, it should be noted here that thelso provides for the establishment of
a European capabilities and armaments policy (ECH&t)without it being defined in
the body of the treaty (and, even more so, withioheing the subject of an additional
protocol which would give it greater visibility). rAcle 42 paragraph 3 of the TEU
indeed mentions the participation of the Europeafebce Agency in the definition of
such a policy (cf. box). However there are no detas to this new policy in terms of
aims, objectives, and the institutions involved defining and implementing it. In
particular, the relationship between the ECAP a8@ 5 not explained.

Article 42 paragraph 3

Member States shall make civilian and military dasifides available to the Union for th
implementation of the common security and deferateyp to contribute to the objectives
defined by the Council. Those Member States whpther establish multinational forces may
also make them available to the common securitydafieince policy.

1]

Member States shall undertake progressively to avptheir military capabilities. The Agency
in the field of defence capabilities developmergsearch, acquisition and armamenmts
(hereinafter referred to as ‘the European Defencgericy’) shall identify operational
requirements, shall promote measures to satisfysghmequirements, shall contribute to
identifying and, where appropriate, implementingy ameasure needed to strengthen fthe
industrial and technological base of the defenaagme shall participate in defining a European
capabilities and armaments policy, and shall asgist Council in evaluating the improvement
of military capabilities.

According to the present terms of the treaty, thereo problem for the ECAP to be
developed outside the CFSP field, as it could coneetivities covering a far broader
range than the strict CFSP perimeter. Far beyordsthe defence stakes, the ECAP
would thus crystallise within the European Uniodebate which has not managed to
emerge between the traditional players of the dugliac-military sphere on the
appreciation of the global risks and threats aiffigcthe Union's capacity to accomplish
the crisis management and security missions it ge¢f and also its capacity to
consolidate the strategic autonomy of its technoldgand industrial base essential for
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its major strategic objectives. Conducted at th@hevel, this global approach could
lead in particular to a 'European white paperntteea 'European military programming
Act'.

The ECAP could be introduced in particular on theib of Article 352 of the Treaty on
the functioning of the European Unforif the competent Union institutions were to
decide so. The Union and its Member States wouteh thave a political framework
propitious to the creation of the financial, ecomgnsocial and territorial environment
required by the implementation of PSC, and alsaemg full overall coherence of the
programming initiatives (programming Acts, Europe@mogrammes, etc.) and
contractual initiatives of a capability-developmaent ‘armaments’ dimension adopted
under PSC. As we have seen, the objective of PS@deed to achieve military and
civil-military capabilities for comparable nationbudgets, none of the States being
individually obliged to increase the share of itelget devoted to defence. A second
funding channel, to be explored at the same timeuldv consist in allocating
Community resources (public and private) to a gpoliche ECAP — identified as having
also to contribute to strengthening European Uravil-military capabilities within
PSC.

This new Community policy would then mobilise nelayers, especially the European
Commission. By becoming a stakeholder in the EUtanyl capabilities development
process, the Commission would progressively famgiaitself with its new field of
intervention, bearing in mind that it already papgates in mechanisms allowing the
launch and funding of dual purpose and/or secribgrammes (refer to annex 3 for a
macroscopic approach to the envisageable finanmahanisms).

If the ECAP were to make its début, it would nallyrahare a common destiny with
PSC as the very definition of the ECAP is in tunthwhe pursuit of PSC objectives and
the organisation of PSC actions, the EDA intervgremplicitly in the LT in the two
processes of the global development of the EU'slmfpes and armaments: PSC and
the ECAP. Upstream in the process, the EDA woultigipate, alongside other players
to be identified, in the definition and operationaplementation of the ECAP and,
downstream, it is also the European organ tasket werifying the concordance
between the announced commitments and the effectmamitments of PSC Member
States.

! It should be recalled that this type of impremisor legal vacuum regarding the provisions sehfby the

TEU does not form a major obstacle insofar as #remal framework of these provisions has beendain. In this
case, indeed, the TEU has, in what it is agreezhliothe flexibility clause (Article 352 TFEU), madrovision for
the European Council to rule on the necessary adgrgs or clarifications to meet the Treaty objezgivBut this
flexibility clause does not apply to the CFSP framek.
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[l — P SC ADDED VALUE

31. PSC offers above all considerable politicalezbldalue with respect to what exists
institutionally. With this new organisation, the Bull present to the world a renewed
image of cohesion, coherence, credibility and efficin the organisation of its CFSP.

The pace of the deepening of European politicagration in the defence sphere and
also regarding the reforms required nationallyhiis field have not led to the expected
results either in terms of the effective operapitit the ESDP/CSDP and economies of
scale (especially at budget level) or the constbdeof the European technological and
industrial base essential for CSDP operability #redstrategic autonomy of the Union
in the defence sphere.

Consequently, this structuring instrument (PSC ttutes ade facto convergence
framework in the political, strategic, budgetarydastructural fields), with binding
consequences both for the Union and for the Sgadgcipating in PSC on a voluntary
basis, appeared to the drafters and signatoridseofreaties as being the only one that
can intensify and simultaneously redynamise thegiration, convergences and reforms
processes in a field as demanding as that of defenc

Also, if the Member States participating in PSCided to form a group of Member
States in the sense of Article 44 for the purpddsetng entrusted with the conduct of a
mission for the EU, then PSC would in fact fuliil aperational function.

The EMU (Economic and Monetary Union) experience pgrmanent structured
cooperation — which does not bear its name — biffised to convince all the heads of
State and of government to use this type of matrtmtsiral instrument to allow their
States and the Union to advance their reforms spead more in keeping with strategic
and budgetary requirements.

The creation of the European Defence Agency, anddlusion in the treaty, let it be
hoped that a dynamics will emerge, genuinely prop# to the development of the
instrumental component of the Union's politicalapil

Unfortunately, the propensity of the Member Statedail to keep their contracted
commitments either outside the Union (as for ingtam the multilateral framework
attached to the Letter of intention aimed at eshlslg the conditions for a strong
public accompaniment of restructurings in the armais field) or in the Union

framework (whether vis-a-vis the Stability and GtbwPact, the Lisbon Strategy, or,
referring to ESDP/CSDP, the capabilities developnmeachanism), has not allowed it
to reach as such all the objectives that had besigreed to it. This has therefore
participated in further undermining the credibiliby the commitments to cooperate,
even in a legally binding form, which the Stateteeimto here or there.

Will PSC escape this fate?

The question of inclusivity (must PSC make roomédibthe Union States or only some
of them?) continues to give rise to hesitationgneif we have seen that the idea of
involving all 27 Member States in PSC meets with@dt general agreement.
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Internationally, what would indeed be the politicaédibility of a Europe leaving the
defence of its vital interests to a few of its Memlstates? Who would decide in the
event of an external intervention, the twenty-sewealse the few PSC Member States?

By contrast, can it reasonably be claimed that tyvseven countries can together
devise and carry out industrial programmes for anevas or security equipment?
There is no shortage of examples illustrating th#itly of such a proposition.

PSC must therefore allow such contradictions to rbanaged, which implies
organisation based on flexible and extremely add@tamechanisms. Most fortunately,
the text of Protocol no. 10 appended to the LT,cWwhexplains the nature of the
commitments made by the States participating in ,ASGufficiently flexible to meet

the indisputable difficulties of application.

32. PSC forms a consolidation factor for the EusmpdExternal Action Servicg
(EEAS).

By the permanent secretariat role which two bodieslved in the CFSP, the EUMS
and the EDA, will have to play on behalf of PSCc¢lose cooperation with the Political
and Security Committee and the EUMC, the launcRSE will serve to spur the setting
in place of an effective EEAS, including in the GSDeld.

33. PSC is an asset for the EUMC and the EUMS whidibe able to base themselves
on identified capabilities with a controlled opévatl value.

34. PSC is an asset both for the EDA and for thefean DTIB because the adherence
of the States to a joint military approach canndtdncourage them to equip themselves
later with armaments, equipment and technologiesded by Europeans.

PSC must contribute to the emergence of the 'Earofi@efence Equipment Market'
referred to by the European Commission in its comgation of 2007 entitled 'Strategy
for a stronger and more competitive European defamtustry'.

35. PSC is a framework to clarify the rules of ¢fagne regarding industrial cooperation
on equipment programmes.

The States are free to cooperate to the best ofbssibilities to reach the objectives
they collectively set themselves. They are howeveouraged to pool their efforts by
participating in the main armaments programmes. B&& not challenge Article 346
of the Treaty on the functioning of the Europeaniddn(former Article 296 of the
Treaty establishing the European Community). P®Qelation with the EDA, must
contribute to regulating the offset requirementghia internal market denounced by the
European Commission.
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36. PSC has an affirmed civil-military dimensionancordance with the orientations
which the EU has already transcribed in its extesmton.

The civil-military dimension is inherent in Peteesty missions. This is a specific
characteristic distinguishing the CSDP from NATOS@ must strengthen this
dimension by favouring the development of capaesitnecessary for fast, targeted,
coordinated and adjustable interventions.

37. PSC forms a framework propitious to the moailen of Community resources off a
public and private nature.

The role of PSC in developing the Union's exteawdion capabilities can allow it to be
hoped that, in a certain number of sectors, Comiyueisources of a public nature
(general budget of the EU) and private nature (Be@o Investment Bank - EIB, etc.)
will be mobilised. The humanitarian and civil-nmalify sector requires communication
means, air transport or helitransport means, aedtité logistics means, today lacking.
Cannot it be imagined that the Community budgel patticipate in the production of

the equipment necessary for the efficacy of theoactlecided by the EU itself?

Similarly, the 'capabilities development plan' elated jointly by the EUMS and the

EDA has highlighted capability-development sholsfah sectors where duality cannot
be disputed: communication, surveillance of maetiareas, logistic transport, health
equipment and facilities, etc. The duality of equgnt could also facilitate the use of
public Community resources. Such a prospect obiyaudy has meaning if PSC is of

a nature as inclusive as possible.

38. A few proposals to make PSC more attractivéaHerMember States.

In conclusion to this survey of what forms the atidalue of PSC with respect to
mechanisms already in place, it should simply beeoked that PSC must present
indisputable attractiveness to EU States so tletdimamics which it beafser seare
triggered.

Apart from the obvious interest it presents for theropean Union of displaying 'a
presence' internationally, PSC must be part of in-win' relationship with the EU
States and especially those which still have ailsledefence today.

What proposals can be made that have a strongtimeerature for the Member States?

a) Pooling, whenever possible, of the processes fepikg equipment in operational
condition.

b) Networking of the training structures of armed &s@ersonnel.
c) Greater integration of certain zone control and/ailiance missions.

d) Contribution of the Community budget to fundingteer civil-military actions in
which PSC Member States would be called on to @pdie.

e) Contribution of the European budget to the produntistandardisation and
certification of equipment devoted to security nuses implemented in the PSC
framework.
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f) Coverage by the European budget of equipment spatyf devoted to civil-
military operations (helicopters, projectable headtquipment, population rescue
materiel, etc....) and which could also be usedterdivil intervention force which
the Barnier report recommends setting in place.

g) Definition and execution, through the EDA, of jofotce equipment programmes.

h) Use of innovatory funding mechanisms already toedl in other strategic sectors
(space sector in particular).
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V- OPERATIONAL CONCLUSION

The Lisbon Treaty, ratified by the 27 Member Staiéshe EU, must now enter into

force by implementing the planned provisions. Tlegal frameworks exist, the

definition frameworks also, the bodies participgtinn or accompanying the

implementation already function, and the incredgibgnse economic context is a lever
encouraging the rationalisation of expenditure regfaut of necessity. Everything is
therefore a matter of political determination.

But this implementation cannot be a failure. It impass through an intermediary
'gearing up' phase to allow the European Statdaki® possession of the instrument,
develop PSC governance procedures, and also tdf\sfiee nature of the relationship
between PSC and NATO, it being recalled that theldys down the fundamental
principle of compatibility between the two entities

With this in mind, we feel the need for a phasimgiqd integrating a short period of
time for analysis and definition prior to the offitlaunch of PSC. For optimal efficacy,
we recommend that each of the 27 Member Stateslclumsignate a 'Mr PSC' in
charge of:

- In a first stage, identifying with his interlocus the contours of the contract which the
Member State he represents commits to respeciei®8C framework. This stage can
and must be immediate, so as to be in phase amthdand with the ongoing debates at
NATO and on the other hand with the defence-reladidstments which the Member
States (especially those devoting a significantestod their budget to them) will be
forced to make in the coming months under the pressf their political and financial
agendas.

- In a second stage stemming quite logically fréva previous one, preparing, at the
level of EU defence ministers, the common declaratif the Member States enshrining
their participation in PSC and thus contractuagjgimeir commitment before their peers.

- In a third stage, once PSC has been launchedoaaccompany the structuring of its
permanent operation of which follow-up could atwufe date be entrusted to the
European Union Military Committee (EUMC), ensuritige best possible coordination
between national and European players, includirgdbtaining of new Community
fundings, if possible as early as the elaboratpirase of the next 2014-2020
pluriannual budgetary framework, so that permasémictured cooperation becomes a
long-term melting pot for European cooperationieids of strategic importance and a
political success for the Member Sates.



