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1  Internet Governance 

(30708) 
11222/09 
COM(09) 277 

Commission Communication: Internet governance: the next steps 

 
Legal base — 
Department Business, Innovation and Skills  
Basis of consideration Minister’s letter of 28 January 2009 
Previous Committee Report HC 19–xxv (2008–09), chapter 1 (21 July 2009) 
To be discussed in Council To be determined  
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Not cleared; further information requested  

Background 

1.1 On its website, the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) 
explains that “to reach another person on the Internet you have to type an address into 
your computer — a name or a number. That address has to be unique so computers know 
where to find each other. ICANN coordinates these unique identifiers across the world. 
Without that coordination we wouldn’t have one global Internet.” 

1.2 ICANN was formed in 1998 by the US Administration. It is a not-for-profit public-
benefit corporation with participants from all over the world. It coordinates and oversees 
the day-to-day management of the domain name system (the DNS) of unique identifiers 
for communicating on the Internet. It says it is: 

“dedicated to keeping the Internet secure, stable and interoperable. It promotes 
competition and develops policy on the Internet’s unique identifiers. ICANN doesn’t 
control content on the Internet. It cannot stop spam and it doesn’t deal with access to 
the Internet. But through its coordination role of the Internet’s naming system, it 
does have an important impact on the expansion and evolution of the Internet.”1 

The Commission Communication  

1.3 The Communication provides an analysis of progress on Internet governance in the 
last 10 years, the public policy issues involved — from finding ways to ensure that citizens 
can benefit fully from the Internet’s potential as well as dealing with inappropriate content, 
consumer protection and jurisdiction in an increasingly global world — and the role of 
governments in the process, where “users will inevitably turn to their governments if there 
is any major national disruption to their Internet service, and not to the various Internet 
governance bodies.”  

1.4 It identifies three basic factors in the success of the Internet’s rapid development: 

 
1 See http://www.icann.org/ for full information on ICANN. 
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— An open and interoperable architecture, based on the origins of the Internet in research 
and academia; 

— Private sector leadership, which facilitated the move of the Internet from academia to 
society at large and which “continues to deliver important policy objectives and needs 
to be maintained and supported”; 

— The multi-stakeholder model, which has led to “processes to initiate and develop 
consensus in Internet governance policies.” 

1.5 The Internet’s growing importance for society as a whole “increasingly requires 
governments to be more actively involved in the key decision-making that underlies the 
Internet’s development”. But “private sector initiative must be maintained … Private sector 
leadership and effective public policies are not mutually exclusive”. 

1.6 The Commission then reviews its involvement since 1998 in Internet governance, 
including the development of ICANN, and seeks to identify a number of public policy 
principles and proposes an approach for moving forward international discussions on 
these matters, with calls for more transparency and multilateral accountability in the 
governance of the Internet. The technical aspects are summarised and analysed in our 
previous Report.  

1.7 The Communication anticipates the expiry in September 2009 of an agreement known 
as the Joint Project Agreement (JPA) between ICANN and the US Department of 
Commerce that has provided the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) with oversight of ICANN’s affairs. The expiry of the JPA does not 
affect the US Government’s oversight of changes to the root zone file2 managed by the 
Internet Assigned Numbers Authority — IANA (which is part of ICANN).  

1.8 In his accompanying Explanatory Memorandum of 9 July 2009, the then Minister 
(Lord Carter of Barnes) endorsed the Commission’s attribution of the success of the 
Internet over the last 20 years to “private sector leadership and unhindered innovation at 
the edge, rather than through any central command structure ” He noted that this private 
sector-led, bottom up model for Internet governance is consistent with Paragraph 48 of the 
Declaration of Principles by the UN World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS, 
2003–2005) which states that the ‘international management of the Internet should be 
multilateral, transparent and democratic, with the full involvement of governments, the 
private sector, civil society and international organisations.’3  

1.9 In addition to ICANN, the then Minister also noted the Communication’s reference to 
the Internet Governance Forum (IGF) which was created by WSIS and announced by the 
UN Secretary General in 2005 as an annual multi-stakeholder forum for addressing 

 
2 According to the Internet Society, DNS root name servers “are a small but essential part of the Internet Domain 

Name System (DNS) … The root zone file is at the apex of a hierarchical distributed database called the Domain 
Name System (DNS). This database is used by almost all Internet applications to translate worldwide unique names 
like www.isoc.org into other identifiers; the web, e-mail and many other services make use of the DNS. The root 
zone file lists the names and numeric IP addresses of the authoritative DNS servers for all top-level domains (TLDs) 
such as ORG, COM, NL and AU”. For further information see http://www.isoc.org/briefings/019/.  

3 See headnote: (27466) 8841/06 HC 41–xxi (2006–07), chapter 15 (9 May 2007) for the Committee’s consideration of 
the Commission Communication: Towards a global partnership in the information society: follow-up to the Tunis 
phase of the World Summit on Information Society (WSIS). 
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Internet issues which, given the global nature of the Internet, it is not possible for any 
individual country or single group of stakeholders to address.  

1.10 He described the “key issue at the heart of the Communication” as “the future role of 
governments in this process of ensuring the Internet remains secure, stable and 
interoperable as it undergoes some fundamental changes at a time when the final phase of 
the US Government’s process of privatising ICANN with the ending of the JPA.”  

1.11 While reaffirming that governments do not need to be involved in the day-to-day 
management of the Internet, the Communication argues that private sector bodies like 
ICANN need to be made accountable to the international community; notes that there is 
no international consensus for creating a new inter-governmental organisation that would 
undertake oversight and external accountability; and, as part of an evolutionary approach 
to ICANN, recommends:  

—  a mechanism for “multilateral accountability” in place of the current US 
oversight of the root zone;  

—  the securing of public policies based on “multilateral intergovernmental 
cooperation”; 

— a leadership role for the EU in this “evolutionary process.”       

1.12 The then Minister outlined UK policy relating to Internet governance, the means for 
governments to address Internet-related public policy issues, including stability, security, 
competition, diversity and multilingualism as being “to support the private sector-led, 
bottom-up multi-stakeholder model as uniquely providing the means to act quickly and 
globally to secure public policy goals”, which he said “reflects the European consensus that 
any proposed recourse to wholly inter-governmental oversight would be contrary to the 
WSIS outcomes.” He regarded the Commission’s proposal for a new mechanism for 
external intergovernmental oversight as “likely to play into the hands of some members of 
the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) who are seeking to extend its inter-
governmental mandate to include Internet public policy issues.” Instead, the then Minister 
said, it was preferable to build upon the ten year experience of the Governmental Advisory 
Committee (GAC), and further strengthen its membership, working methods and ways of 
influencing ICANN’s policy processes. He saw the resumption of the active participation of 
China, the country with the largest number of Internet users, in the work of the GAC at its 
most recent meeting in June 2009 in Sydney and the presence of Russia as invited guest at 
that and two previous GAC meetings, as “very positive signs of the increased acceptance of 
the GAC as the governmental forum representing over 90% of the world’s Internet users, 
for discussing public policy issues related to Internet Governance”, and said that the UK 
would “continue to work with ICANN in extending the reach of the GAC to those 
governments not yet engaged in the process.” He concluded his comments thus: 

“It will be important for the Council to agree a common European position on a 
successor arrangement to the US Joint Project Agreement for ensuring that ICANN 
fulfils its mandate as the unique multi-stakeholder, private sector-led organisation 
for coordinating the technical functions related to the management of the Internet’s 
domain name system, with the full support of all stakeholders including 
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governments, and without risk of capture by any specific interests. This will continue 
to be a matter for discussion between the Commission and the High Level Internet 
Governance Group (HLIG) of senior policy experts from European administrations 
(including the UK), at its next scheduled meeting in September 2009.  

“The UK will work with the Presidency and other Member States to secure that any 
Council conclusions on the Communication reflect this position.”  

Our assessment 

1.13  The Committee felt that the then Minister had set out clearly — and in our view 
persuasively — his preferred approach; and that, at this stage, which approach would 
prevail was still in the balance. We therefore retained the Communication under scrutiny, 
and asked the then Minister to write to us after the next HLIG meeting with his assessment 
of how matters then stood, and of the chance of the Council agreeing to the sort of 
common European position that he advocated.4 

The Minister’s letter of 28 January 2010 

1.14 In his letter, the Minister for Digital Britain (Stephen Timms) provides an update on 
progress in developing a common European position on the successor arrangement to the 
US Department of Commerce’s Joint Project Agreement (JPA) with ICANN and “on other 
associated developments relating to this policy area.” The Minister notes that the 
Government has always supported what he describes as the US administration’s key 
requirements for a fully privatised ICANN:  

• “ICANN would be sufficiently safeguarded against capture.  

• “ICANN would be sufficiently accountable to its multi-stakeholder community 
and would preserve the principles of bottom-up development of policies by those 
parties affected, and would maintain the structures, practices and bylaws of the 
ICANN model that had been developed by the community — including their 
regular review.  

• “ICANN would be internationalised to allow it to meet the needs of the global 
Internet community of the future.  

• “ICANN would be financially and operationally secure.  

• “ICANN would maintain its focus on organisational and operational excellence in 
performing its technical mission of ensuring safe and stable operations relating to 
the unique identifiers of the Internet, and of the IANA functions.” 

1.15 The Minister then explains that the successor agreement to the JPA, known as the 
“Affirmation of Commitments” (AoC), was duly launched by the National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA — part of the US 
Department of Commerce) and ICANN on 1 October 2010, and continues as follows:  

 
4 See headnote: HC 19–xxv (2008–09), chapter 1 (21 July 2009). 
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“The AoC effectively draws a line under the period of experiment and maturity of the 
previous 10 years during which ICANN had generally fulfilled its technical mission 
of ensuring that the system of unique identifiers on which all Internet 
communication relies was robust and properly managed.  

“Significantly, unlike in its previous agreements with ICANN, the US Government 
has also made explicit in the AoC the importance of ICANN acting in the public 
interest. ICANN will be required accordingly to assess how its decisions are 
“embarked, supported and accepted by the public”.  

“Accordingly, the AoC requires ICANN to undertake annual reporting, reviews, 
analyses, fact-based policy development and fully responsive consultation.  

“Moreover the AoC signifies a major shift in ICANN’s relations with governments. It 
has replaced an essentially bilateral relationship of accountability with the US 
government with an enhanced role for the Governmental Advisory Committee (the 
GAC) in reviewing ICANN’s performance. This therefore would potentially involve 
all governments. There are currently 94 country members including China which 
rejoined the GAC in June 2009 after several years’ absence and Russia which will 
attend its first meeting in Nairobi in March. The European Commission is also 
represented on the GAC.  

“The AoC identifies four issues for which separate review teams will be established. 
The Chair of the GAC (currently the Latvian representative Ambassador Janis 
Karklins) will be involved both in selecting representatives from stakeholder 
communities and independent experts to take part in the reviews and as an active 
participant. The four reviews will cover: 

“1. Ensuring accountability, transparency and the interest of global Internet users; 

“2. Preserving security, stability and resiliency;  

“3. Promoting competition, consumer trust and consumer choice; 

“4. Securing Law enforcement access to accurate and complete registrant data 
(known as “WHOIS”).” 

1.16 The Minister then notes that, following consultation with Member States the 
European Presidency issued a statement: 

“welcoming the reaffirmation by the U.S. Administration of its confidence in the 
private sector-led, bottom-up multi-stakeholder model for the technical 
coordination and day-to-day management of the DNS, ICANN’s global public 
interest mission and the increased role for all governments and the GAC in enabling 
public policy issues to be addressed within ICANN even more effectively.”5 

1.17 The Minister then explains that: 

 
5 The full text of which he says is available at http:/www.se2009.eu/en/the_presidency/about_the_eu/ 

transport_telecommunications_and_energy/internet_governance_issues_during_the_swedish_precidency.   
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“while the AoC agreement clearly demonstrated the intention of the US 
administration to provide greater international oversight of ICANN primarily 
through the GAC, neither the US administration nor ICANN had detailed proposals 
at the time of the AoC’s launch as to how to achieve this, other than to require that 
the first review on transparency and accountability should be completed by 
December this year (the other three have either later or contingent timelines). The 
High Level Internet Governance Group (HLIG) of EU policymakers therefore 
proposed to develop a European position on implementation generally and how the 
four ICANN reviews should be conducted.”  

1.18 The Minister then reports that: 

— after initial disagreement between the Commission and Member States on, in 
particular, the size of the review teams and how European stakeholders should be 
involved in the process, the HLIG meeting on 3 December endorsed his approach — 
the review team structure for all four areas should be lightweight but nonetheless 
ensuring a degree of equitable representation regionally across all four panels without 
rendering them too large and unmanageable — and agreed to nominate one person to 
represent the EU on the accountability and transparency review team which will be the 
first to be constituted and the first to report (in December this year);  

— the HLIG agreed that the membership should be such as to legitimise the public 
interest and to avoid the impression of ICANN reviewing itself, and that the criteria for 
identifying the EU member of this review team shall include him or her being “high 
level, respected, with ability to represent the interests of a wide group of countries and 
familiarity with the subject of Internet governance — but not already intimately 
involved, so as to bring a degree of independent perspectives”;  

— he has subsequently endorsed the choice of the outgoing Commission Director-
General for Information Society, Fabio Colasanti, to be nominated by the EU for this 
review team. Discussions about the composition of the other three review teams which 
will report in 2011 and have yet to be initiated; 

— at its meeting on 28 January 2010, the HLIG would review progress with 
implementation of the AoC on which ICANN has now gone out to consultation and 
consider whether new COREPER guidelines regarding the future governance of 
ICANN should be drawn up, in which discussions his Department will continue to be 
actively involved in these discussions.  

1.19 Finally, the Minister briefly outlines other issues that are taking place relating to 
Internet governance as follows: 

“Firstly, there is the debate in the UN General Assembly later this year on whether 
the mandate for the Internet Governance Forum (IGF) should be renewed, and if so 
whether it should be changed. The IGF was established by the UN World Summit on 
the Information Society (WSIS) in Tunis in 2005 for addressing Internet 
opportunities and challenges. The mandate set out in the Tunis Agenda expires later 
this year following the holding of the 5th IGF in Vilnius in September. Our position 
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is that the mandate for this important multi-stakeholder forum should be renewed 
for a further 5 year period and we will be lobbying within the UN to achieve this.  

“Related to this is the holding of the Plenipotentiary Conference of the International 
Telecommunication Union (ITU) in Mexico in October. This will examine the 
future role of the ITU and whether it should undertake a greater role in the Internet 
space, including activities such as Internet naming and addressing which are 
currently the sole purview of ICANN. The UK, the European Union and the US 
remain fundamentally opposed to an inter-governmental agency such as the ITU, as 
opposed to the multi-stakeholder ICANN, taking on such a role. However, our 
ability to convince others — including China and a number of developing countries 
in the Group of 77 — will depend to a certain extent on the progress made in 
implementing the AOC.”  

Conclusion 

1.20 We are grateful to the Minister for this comprehensive update, which we are 
reporting to the House because of the importance of the issues involved. 

1.21 The outcome thus far would appear to be satisfactory. But, as the Minister makes 
clear, the battle is far from over; and recent developments in China and closer to home 
concerning access to the Internet and internet security suggest that the battle lines are 
becoming more, rather than less, defined. That being so — unless each one is the 
subject of a new and preliminary Commission Communication — we should be 
grateful for a further update from the Minister ahead of the two meetings to which he 
refers above. 

1.22 In the meantime we shall continue to retain the document under scrutiny.  

 
 
 



10    European Scrutiny Committee, 13th Report, Session 2009–10 

 

2  Pre-accession finance for Iceland 

(31101) 
15367/09 
COM(09) 588  

Draft Council Regulation amending Council Regulation No 1085–
2006 of 17 July 2006 establishing an Instrument for Pre-Accession 
Assistance (IPA) 

 
Legal base Article 181 TEC 
Document originated 29 October 2009 
Deposited in Parliament 9 November 2009 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 24 November 2009 
Previous Committee Report None 
To be discussed in Council To be determined  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

2.1 Council Regulation (EC) No 1085/2006 of 17 July 2006 establishing an Instrument for 
Pre-Accession Assistance6 provides for assistance to candidate and potential candidate 
countries in their progressive alignment with the standards and policies of the European 
Union, including where appropriate the acquis communautaire, with a view to 
membership. 

2.2 In the introduction to the proposal, the Commission recalls that, on 16 July 2009, 
Iceland presented its application to the Council to become a member of the European 
Union; and that, in its session on 27 July 2009, the General Affairs Council “recalling the 
renewed consensus on enlargement expressed in the conclusions of the European Council 
of 14/15 December 2006, and particularly the principle that each applicant country is 
assessed on its own merits, decided to implement the procedure laid down in Article 49 of 
the Treaty on European Union”; and that, accordingly, the Commission was invited to 
submit to the Council its opinion on Iceland’s application. The Commission then notes 
that, pending the presentation of the Commission’s opinion to the Council, Iceland can be 
considered as a potential candidate country. 

The proposed Council Regulation  

2.3  Against this background, the Commission says that amendments to Council 
Regulation (EC) No 1085/2006 of 17 July 2006 establishing an Instrument for Pre-
Accession Assistance (IPA) are therefore necessary in order to enable Iceland to benefit 
from the assistance provided under the umbrella of IPA for the potential candidate 
countries. The Commission says that the first amendment is introduced in Annex II and 

 
6 OJ No. L 210, 31.7.06, p. 82. 
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foresees including Iceland in the list of potential candidate countries; and that, secondly, an 
amendment is introduced in Article 4.  

2.4 The Commission explains that: 

—  Article 4 stipulates that assistance under the Regulation is provided in accordance with 
the general policy framework for pre-accession defined by the European and Accession 
Partnerships and taking due account of the Reports and the Strategy Paper comprised 
in the annual Enlargement package of the Commission; 

— considering that the European and Accession Partnerships have been designed 
particularly for the Western Balkans and Turkey to provide guidance for EU 
integration and harmonisation with the acquis, and the fact that Iceland is integrated in 
the European Economic Area, it is necessary to introduce a minor amendment to 
Article 4, notably by adding a paragraph which specifies that support to Iceland is 
provided only on the basis of the Reports and Strategy Paper comprised in the annual 
Enlargement package of the Commission; and that 

— this amendment will exclude the application of the European and Accession 
Partnerships to Iceland. 

The Government view 

2.5 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 24 November 2009, the Parliamentary Under-
Secretary at the Department for International Development (Michael Foster) says that the 
UK is supportive of Iceland’s membership application, and “therefore supports the 
principle of Iceland receiving funds from the Instrument for Pre-Accession.” He notes that 
Iceland is already closely aligned to the EU through membership of the European 
Economic Area (EEA), and through signature of the Schengen agreement: 

“However, as a country with a very small administration, Iceland will need assistance 
to cope with the burdens of accession negotiations, (eg translation costs) and with 
the preparations for the administration of structural funds.”  

2.6 The Minister anticipates that Iceland will receive less than €10m per year, and only for 
two years, and that this money will be found from within the existing IPA financial 
framework. He also says that “the amount is too small to affect significantly the percentage 
of the instrument which is scored as ODA.”  

The Minister’s letter of 25 February 2010 

2.7 In his letter, the Minister for Europe at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Chris 
Bryant) likewise recalls the events of last July, and continues as follows: 

“The Commission has analysed Iceland’s application on the basis of the country’s 
capacity to meet the criteria set by the Copenhagen European Council of 1993. 

“On 24 February 2010 the Commission published their Opinion recommending 
opening accession negotiations and a detailed Analytical Report. We are considering 
this carefully. I will provide an explanatory memorandum in due course as normal 
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but I want to take this opportunity to highlight some key aspects of the Opinion and 
our reaction. 

“In its Opinion the Commission notes that Iceland is a parliamentary republic with 
deeply rooted traditions of representative democracy and assesses that it satisfies the 
political criteria. It assesses that Iceland can be considered a functioning market 
economy as required by the economic criteria. It further assesses that Iceland has a 
generally satisfactory track record in implementing its obligations under the EEA 
and is well prepared to take on the obligations of membership. The Commission 
highlights a number of areas where serious efforts will be needed to align legislation 
with the acquis and ensure its implementation and enforcement including: fisheries; 
agriculture and rural development; the environment; free movement of capital; 
financial services; as well as customs union; taxation; statistics; food safety, veterinary 
and phytosanitary policy; regional policy and coordination of structural instruments; 
and financial control. Fisheries negotiations are likely to be particularly sensitive. We 
remain determined to see an early end to Icelandic whaling.  

“The UK Government has responded to the Commission’s Opinion by making clear 
both that we fully support Iceland’s application to join the EU and that it is essential 
that Iceland meets its international obligations, including those under the Deposit 
Guarantee Directive which is part of its obligations under the EEA agreement. 

“As the Committees will recall, after the collapse of Landsbanki in October 2008 the 
Icelandic compensation scheme had insufficient funds to reimburse all depositors as 
required by the Directive. On 30 December the Icelandic Government agreed the 
terms of a loan with the UK and Netherlands to enable Iceland to discharge its 
obligations. However, the Icelandic President refused to sign the bill into law it is 
now due to be put to a referendum in Iceland on 6 March. As I write, talks on the 
Icesave loan are continuing between officials from HM Treasury together with their 
Dutch colleagues and representatives from Iceland.  

“The UK, along with every other Member State, will want to consider the 
Commission’s recommendation carefully before deciding whether to open accession 
negotiations. The accession process is based on strict criteria. Iceland — like all 
candidate states — will have to meet these. The Commission has made it clear that 
Iceland must address the weaknesses in its financial supervisory system and the 
deposit guarantee scheme at an early stage. A satisfactory resolution of the Icesave 
issue is necessary to rebuild confidence of the international financial community, aid 
the recovery of the Icelandic economy and enable Iceland to meet the criteria and 
obligations for EU membership.”  

2.8 The Minister concludes his letter by saying that he will keep the Committee informed 
of the progress of Iceland’s membership application.  

Conclusion 

2.9 Although the Parliamentary Under-Secretary makes no mention of its role in this 
process in his Explanatory Memorandum, we were subsequently informed by his 
officials that the proposed amendment also required the agreement of the European 
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Parliament. We also found it notable that the Minister made no mention of the collapse 
of Landsbanki in October 2008 and its aftermath. We therefore awaited further 
developments. 

2.10 We have now been informed that the European Parliament has given its support to 
the proposal as drafted, and that it will therefore be presented to the Council 
“imminently”. We have also received further relevant information from the Minister 
for Europe. 

2.11 There is no reason not to clear the draft Council Regulation, which we now do. But 
we are reporting this to the House nonetheless because of the level of political interest 
in the overall context. 

2.12 We are also sending a copy of this Report to the Treasury Committee, because of 
its current inquiry into the collapse of financial institutions. 

 
 
 

3  Combating child labour 

(31279) 
5380/10 
SEC(10) 37  

Commission Staff Working Document: Combating Child Labour  

 
Legal base — 
Document originated 14 January 2010 
Deposited in Parliament 27 January 2010 
Department International Development  
Basis of consideration EM of 9 February 2010 
Previous Committee Report None; but see (29436) 6175/08: HC 16–xxvi (2007–08) 

chapter 7 (2 July 2008)  
To be discussed in Council To be determined  
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

3.1 The Commission notes as its starting point the Council Conclusions of May 2008 on 
the Rights of the Child in the European Union’s External Action.7 There, the Council 
highlighted the EU’s commitment to promote human rights using all available 
instruments, and thus to promoting and protecting the rights of the child through the EU’s 

 
7 Available at http://www.eu2008.si/en/News_and_Documents/Council_Conclusions/May/0526_GAERC-

pravice_otrok.pdf. For the Committee’s consideration of the related Commission Communication, see headnote: 
(29436) 6175/08: HC 16–xxvi (2007–08) chapter 7 (2 July 2008). 
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external action. The Council affirmed the importance of a comprehensive and integrated 
human rights-based approach towards the promotion and protection of the rights of the 
child, as embodied in the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) and its two 
optional protocols, encompassing all areas of EU external action; and its commitment “to 
actively examine how it can best achieve this goal using available instruments in all 
different formats of political dialogue between the EU and its Member States and third 
countries, trade negotiations, development cooperation, humanitarian aid and action in 
multilateral fora [and] to supporting the fight against all forms of child labour.” The 
Council also:  

• emphasised the need for EC negotiations and EU agreements with third countries 
to promote the ratification of and compliance with the International Labour 
Organisation (ILO) Conventions on Child Labour and contribute to the 
elimination of all forms of child labour;  

• underlined the importance of dialogue with partners on child labour issues; called 
on the Commission to analyse the impact of positive incentives on the sale of 
products that have been produced without using child labour and to examine and 
report on the possibility of additional measures, including trade related measures, 
on products that have been produced using the worst forms of child labour, in 
compliance with WTO obligations; and  

• asked the Commission to examine how Corporate Social Responsibility, codes of 
ethical conduct and other actions might help ensure transparency, including by 
informing consumers how products are made. 

The Commission Staff Working Document  

3.2 This report responds to those Conclusions, seeks to identify and assess current EU 
policy options and instruments to combat child labour and puts forward a number of 
questions for discussion. Nine annexes: list those countries that have not yet ratified 
relevant ILO conventions; provide financial information about the International 
Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour (IPEC); and look at the UN Global 
Compact on Human Rights and Child Labour, Corporate Social Responsibility, lessons 
learned on OECD efforts to fight corruption, relevant EC programmes and case studies in 
Turkey and the garment industry in Bangladesh. All of this is summarised under the 
following four headings.  

Addressing the root causes: poverty and education 

3.3 In the report, child labour covers children under 17 years old in active employment to 
the detriment of their education and personal development, and is divided into two 
categories — work that may jeopardise health, safety or morals; and forced labour, 
including slavery and child trafficking.  

3.4 The Commission says that in its last comprehensive global statistics (2004), the ILO 
reported that 218 million children aged 5–14 were engaged in child labour globally, 
including 126 million in hazardous work. In the poorest countries where farming 
represents a sizeable share of the economy, child labour is concentrated in agriculture; 
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worldwide, 69% of child labour is estimated to take place in agriculture. Employment in 
domestic work is largely undocumented, with particular implications for under-reporting 
of girls’ employment, as girls form almost 90% of child domestic labourers. Of all forced 
labour worldwide, ILO estimates that 40% to 50% are children — about 5.7 million 
children.  

3.5 As a result of efforts to reduce child labour, the number of children at work dropped by 
11 per cent from 2000 to 2004, particularly in the area of hazardous work and among 
young children; if sustained, the ILO estimates that the worst forms of child labour could 
be eradicated within ten years.  

3.6 The Commission recalls that the UN Millennium Development Goal 2 calls for all 
children to complete a full course of primary education by 2015; at present, it says there are 
an estimated 113 million children currently without primary schooling, of which 60 per 
cent are girls. The Commission says that the cost of ending child labour by creating schools 
and replacing the lost income that children provide to their families would be around $760 
billion over the next 20 years and the benefits might be as much as seven times as large, 
when the gains of increased human capital are considered: 

“With the appropriate domestic policy mix and international support, the worst 
forms of child labour can be eliminated globally. In the current global economic 
outlook, it is imperative to ensure that the successes of the past decade towards the 
elimination of child labour are not reversed.” 

Comprehensive policy frameworks are needed to effectively combat child 
labour 

3.7 The Commission argues that, along with Governments, the ILO, UNICEF, trade 
unions, industry, private sector and the NGO community, the European Union has a role 
to play, deploys a variety of policies and instruments to combat child labour and has made 
the fight against child labour an important focus of EU development cooperation and of 
political dialogues with partner countries. The Commission calls for strengthened 
coordination between dialogues with third countries and development cooperation and for 
enlargement policy to support this action through various forms of pre-accession strategy. 
In the field of trade policy, the Commission sees the special incentive for sustainable 
development and good governance (GSP+) as having helped speed up the ratification of 
ILO core labour standard conventions in a number of partner countries: 

“Under certain conditions GSP preferences can be withdrawn because of serious and 
systematic violations of principles laid down in eight ILO core labour conventions. 
Labour related commitments and instruments are also taken up in bilateral trade 
agreements under negotiation. An open trade policy combined with appropriate 
domestic policies can contribute to economic growth and social development. There 
is limited international experience on trade restrictive measures as an instrument for 
the fight against child labour. Estimates indicate that only about 5 % of child labour 
is addressing the situation of children working for export markets and there is no 
guarantee that their situation would be improved. A clear distinction needs to be 
drawn between incentivising the adoption of core governance standards and 
potentially harmful protectionist measures.” 
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3.8 In public procurement within the EU, the Commission says it is refining guidance on 
how social considerations can be taken into account under current rules; goods or services 
sourced from child labour may be a possible ground to exclude certain bids from a 
procurement procedure. 

The role of industry: Corporate Social Responsibility 

3.9  The Commission says that effective strategies against child labour have involved 
exporters and importers as well as trade unions, employers’ organisations and community-
based institutions so as to mobilise broad-based support for change. It sees Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives as providing a highly relevant tool to secure private 
sector commitment against child labour, and cites the ILO Tripartite Declaration of 
Principles concerning Multinational Enterprises and Social Policy and the UN Global 
Compact and the OECD through its Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises as 
appropriate frameworks of voluntary initiatives promoting social responsibility. It also 
notes that the OECD Guidelines are scheduled for review in 2010 with the issue of child 
labour being further considered in that context, and highlights the Commission’s March 
2006 Communication on CSR as the basis for a European approach. 

Stepping up efforts to eliminate child labour globally 

3.10 There is, the Commission says, room for stepping up EU efforts to eliminate child 
labour, based on a comprehensive policy response. The instruments — political dialogue, 
development assistance, domestic policies, and trade measures — can be more effective if 
applied in a mutually supportive manner and as part of a broader policy framework that 
focuses on development and poverty eradication. Consideration could be given to 
enhancing policy coordination and linking development assistance with other policy 
measures, and further raising the profile given to CSR. The paper concludes with a number 
of questions (which are reproduced at Annex 1 of this chapter of our Report) “to foster a 
broader discussion on possible additional measures to reinforce the EU contribution to the 
fight against child labour” and engender “a debate on this matter to inform further policy 
work”. 

The Government’s view 

3.11 In his Explanatory Memorandum of 9 February 2010, the Minister of State at the 
Department for International Development (Gareth Thomas) agrees with the main 
findings of the report and looks forward to working with EU partners to take this 
important agenda forward. 

3.12 The Minister also: 

—  agrees that: 

• the MDG Review High Level Event (September 2010) provides a key moment to 
revisit MDG commitments, including commitments on universal primary 
education, and agrees that this is a central pillar in efforts to combat child labour; 
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• comprehensive national social protection systems are essential and help to replace 
poor households’ income which is lost when children are withdrawn from work, 
and notes that DFID officials are working closely with Commission staff on the 
European Report on Development 2010, which will focus on social protection;  

• the global downturn threatens to push more children into work and that policy 
measures must address this risk, in line with international commitments contained 
in G20 Communiqués from the 2009 London and Pittsburgh Summits;  

— welcomes the fact that the ILO will issue a report in 2010, updating on global progress 
towards the 2016 targets included in its Global Action Plan to Eliminate Child Labour, 
noting that the challenge of undocumented and under-reported domestic labour 
remains, with particular implications for girls’ work;  

— also agrees that the use of import bans as an instrument for combating child labour is 
not effective; but 

— opposes “the possible use of trade restrictions in connection to child labour”, saying 
that: 

“In relation to GSP+, the EU should continue to regard ILO as the competent body 
to monitor international core labour Conventions and not seek to ‘complement 
(this) through its own action’.” 

3.13 By way of additional information, the Minister also says that the ILO Report, updating 
the 2004 data, will be launched in The Hague on 9 and 10 May, and that ILO negotiations 
on a new instrument on domestic work will be taken forward at the International Labour 
conferences of June 2010 and June 2011. Here, the Minister says,  

“The UK government position is to resist a binding Convention and to push instead 
for a Recommendation. UK trades unions and NGOs support a Convention, mainly 
to address the situation of domestic workers in developing countries.” 

Conclusion 

3.14 This is a thorough and thought-provoking analysis of an important issue. That 
being so, we are puzzled as to why the Minister should have outlined the UK position 
on a key upcoming event (c.f. paragraph 3.13 above) in a footnote in his Explanatory 
Memorandum. 

3.15 Although the Minister does not say so, we presume that it will inform the EU’s 
preparations for the MDG Review High Level Event in September 2010, and that these 
will emerge in due course in one or more Commission Communications. We therefore 
look forward to hearing more from the Minister in due course. 

3.16 In the meantime, in view of the widespread interest in these issues, we draw this 
report to the attention of the House. 
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Annex 1: The Commission’s Questions to be discussed 

• “The EU’s contribution towards the elimination of child labour requires a holistic 
approach, which brings together development cooperation, political dialogue and trade 
instruments in support of actions undertaken by our partners. 

— What additional steps should be undertaken to enhance coordination between 
different EU policies that are relevant for the fight against child labour?  

— Which further actions could be envisaged in terms of improved cooperation within 
the EU in terms of development cooperation or information gathering? 

— How could closer cooperation be developed with other governments or 
international organisations — such as the US and ILO — that are active in the fight 
against child labour? 

• Because of its focus on poverty and education, development cooperation lies at the 
heart of efforts to eliminate child labour. However, the effectiveness of cooperation 
programmes may be hindered in the absence of strong political commitment by 
national authorities and involvement by all relevant stakeholders. 

— Is there scope for developing initiatives in support of national comprehensive child 
protection systems including child labour? 

• Issues related to the fight against child labour are frequently raised in human rights 
dialogues with third countries. 

— How to ensure a more systematic approach to discussing child labour with third 
countries to strengthen commitments and follow developments, in particular in 
countries with high rates of child labour? 

— How to ensure an appropriate follow-up, including as regards technical assistance 
activities? 

— How to better involve local civil society and international organisations in 
preparations and follow-up to human rights dialogue? How to involve other 
relevant stakeholders (corporations, social partners, research institutions) in the 
process? 

— What action/s should be envisaged in cases of particularly serious and widespread 
instances of child labour and lack of cooperation from the authorities of the 
country concerned? 

• EU trade policy has played a supportive role in the fight against child labour, notably 
through the use of GSP+ incentives. 

— While the initial focus has been on encouraging the ratification of the core ILO 
Conventions, the focus of attention is now shifting towards monitoring their 
effective implementation, notably through the competent international monitoring 
bodies: how should the EU contribute to this monitoring process or complement it 
through its own action? 



European Scrutiny Committee, 13th Report, Session 2009–10    19 
 

 

— How should the issue of child labour be considered in relation to countries that are 
not GSP+ beneficiaries? 

• EU trade policy in relation to child labour has focussed on trade incentives rather than 
trade restrictive measures, even though under certain circumstances GSP may be 
temporarily withdrawn. In principle, three types of trade restrictive actions could be 
considered; 

• partial or total withdrawal of standard GSP or EBA preferences in case of 
particular serious and systematic breaches of core international obligations or 
principles relating to child labour, 

• exclusion from public procurement of products manufactured through certain 
types of child labour, a ban on imports of products made by forced child 
labour. 

Each of these options raises a number of questions in terms of effectiveness, relation to 
broader development objectives, enforceability, consistency with current EU legal 
framework etc. 

— What are the views of Member States, the EP, and stakeholders on the possible use 
of trade restrictions in connection to child labour? 

• European business can play an important role in promoting the elimination of child 
labour. 

— How to promote best practice as regards monitoring and reporting on child labour 
in CSR initiatives? 

— Should further initiatives be envisaged at OECD level, taking into account the 
review in 2010 of the OECD Guidelines on Multinational Enterprises? 

— How to enhance monitoring of initiatives to eliminate child labour in certain 
economic sectors? 

— Are additional policy initiatives required in support of CSR? 

On the basis of the comments received from Member States, the European Parliament and 
stakeholders, the Commission services will consider possible additional initiatives in 
support of the EU fight against child labour.” 
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4  Common Security and Defence Policy 

(30693) 
10748/09 
–– 

Presidency Report on European Security and Defence Policy  

 
Legal base — 
Department Foreign and Commonwealth Office 
Basis of consideration Minister’s letters of 22 December 2009, 1 February

2010 and 11 February 2010 
Previous Committee Report HC 19–xxi (2008–09), chapter 8 (24 June 2009); also 

see (30691) 10665/09: HC 19–xxi (2008–09), chapter 7 
(24 June 2009) 

Discussed in Council 18–19 June 2009 European Council  
Committee’s assessment Politically important  
Committee’s decision Cleared (reported to the House on 24 June 2009) 

Background 

4.1 At their 1998 summit meeting in St Malo, the then Prime Minister, Tony Blair, and 
former President Chirac proposed that the European Union should have “the capacity for 
autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces”: in particular, the military 
capacity to take on humanitarian tasks, rescue, peace-keeping and the tasks of combat 
forces in crisis management (as listed in Article 17.2 EU, known as Petersberg tasks).8 
These proposals were adopted at the Cologne European Council in June 1999.  

4.2 At the 1999 NATO Washington Summit and, subsequently, the December 2000 Nice 
European Council, both organisations agreed that the EU would act only where NATO as a 
whole was not engaged. NATO also agreed at the Washington summit to support ESDP 
with the so-called “Berlin-plus” arrangements, whereby the EU can call on key NATO 
facilities in order to run its own military operations. The Helsinki European Council in 
December 1999 set Member States a military capability target known as the Headline Goal 
— deploying 50–60,000 troops, capable of conducting the full range of Petersberg Tasks, 
within 60 days, sustainable for up to a year, with air and naval support as necessary, before 
the end of 2003. From the likely scenarios envisaged, the EU Military Staff (EUMS) 
generated the “Helsinki Headline Catalogue” which specifies which capabilities are 
required in each of 144 capability areas. Member States aimed to address these shortfalls 
through the November 2001 European Capabilities Action Plan (ECAP). 

 
8 The “Petersberg tasks” constitute an integral part of ESDP and are set out in Article 17 EU. They cover: humanitarian 

and rescue tasks; peace-keeping tasks; tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. These 
tasks were set out in the Petersberg Declaration adopted at the Ministerial Council of the Western European Union 
(WEU) in June 1992. On that occasion, the WEU Member States declared their readiness to make available to the 
WEU, but also to NATO and the European Union, military units from the whole spectrum of their conventional 
armed forces. 
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4.3 Notwithstanding the findings of the first phase of ECAP in May, the June 2003 
Thessaloniki European Council confirmed that ESDP was operational across the full range 
of Petersberg tasks, albeit limited and constrained by recognised capability shortfalls. 

4.4 The June 2004 European Council then approved a new Headline Goal 2010, which 
focuses on the qualitative aspects of capabilities — interoperability, deployability and 
sustainability — as the basis of Member States’ work on meeting capability shortfalls in the 
medium term. 

4.5 At the same time, the December 2003 European Security Strategy, identified, in place of 
large-scale aggression against any Member State, terrorism, proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, regional conflicts, state failure and organised crime as “new threats 
which are more diverse, less visible and less predictable”. This and the EU’s Headline Goal 
2010 aspirations led in 2004 to the Battlegroups initiative — each Battlegroup based on a 
combined arms, battalion-size force (1,500 troops) reinforced with combat support and 
combat service support; sustainable in the field for 30 days, extendable up to 120 days; 
capable of standalone operations or for the initial phase of large operations; employable 
across the full range of both the Petersberg tasks and those identified in the European 
Security Strategy; designed specifically, but not exclusively, to be used in response to a 
request from the UN. 

4.6 At the 2004 Capability Commitment Conference, Member States made an initial 
commitment to the formation of 13 Battlegroups. Four Member States (UK, France, Italy 
and Spain) provided their national Battlegroups at an early stage of the programme, and in 
2006 a German-French Battlegroup with contributions from Belgium, Luxembourg and 
Spain had achieved partial operational capability for evacuation and extraction. From 
January 2007, the EU was to have the full operational capability to undertake two 
Battlegroup-size rapid response operations, including the capability to launch both 
operations almost simultaneously. 

4.7 The EU’s civilian crisis management capability, or civilian ESDP, has developed in 
tandem, principally since the Helsinki European Council in December 1999. The June 
2000 Feira European Council listed four priority areas in which the EU should acquire 
civilian capabilities — police, the rule of law, civil administration and civil protection — 
with the goal by 2003 of a police force of up to 5,000 personnel contributing to 
international missions across the range of conflict prevention and crisis management 
operations. The December 2004 European Council endorsed a Civilian Headline Goal 
2008 which envisages the deployment of civilian ESDP capabilities within 30 days of the 
decision to launch a mission (e.g., to help with security sector reform and support to 
disarmament and demobilisation processes) while the December 2005 European Council 
agreed on a concept for setting up and deploying civilian response teams with the initial 
goal of a pool of up to 100 experts by the end of 2006 (for early assessment of a crisis 
situation, support for the establishment of civilian ESDP missions and support to an EU 
special representative or an ongoing civilian operation; mobilised and deployed within five 
days of a request).  
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The ESDP Presidency report 

4.8 Hitherto, each Presidency has submitted a report on ESDP to the European Council (in 
December or June): recording significant developments over the six months of each 
Presidency; referring where appropriate to activities undertaken in earlier months; 
highlighting progress in specific areas; and drawing attention to others where further work 
is planned.  

4.9 On 24 June, the Committee considered what turned out to be the last such report, 
recording ESDP developments during the Czech Presidency in the first half of 2009 and 
setting out the mandate for the incoming Swedish Presidency. The main sections of the 
report were: EU Operational Activities, Lessons Learned, Development of Civilian and 
Military Capabilities, Civil-Military Coordination, Human Rights, Gender and Children’s 
Issues, EU Training and Exercises, and Co-operation with International Organisations and 
third states. It was helpfully and comprehensively summarised and analysed by the then 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Chris 
Bryant), as detailed in the relevant chapter of our Report (the annex to which contained the 
Swedish Presidency mandate, and which we again reproduce as an annex to this chapter).  

4.10 Although this report raised no questions per se, as was customary, we reported it to 
the House because of the widespread interest in European Security and Defence Policy.  

4.11 We also cleared the Report,9 which was duly endorsed by the 18–19 June 2009 
European Council. 

4.12 Elsewhere in that Report we considered the annual report of the Council to the 
European Parliament on Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), where we 
summarised recent discussion with the Foreign and Commonwealth Office concerning 
scrutiny of CFSP and ESDP issues.10  

The Minister’s letter 22 December 2009 

4.13 The Minister for Europe at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Chris Bryant) 
then wrote to the Committee concerning the Conclusions (generated by the customary 
biannual GAERC with Defence Ministers, held on 16–17 November 2009) which were 
endorsed by the 10–11 December 2009 European Council, containing a detailed update on 
developments in the field of ESDP, “re-branded by the Lisbon Treaty as the Common 
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP)”. These, the Minister explained, had replaced the 
customary Presidency report. 

4.14 The Minister welcomed them as “a comprehensive description of progress and 
achievements in ESDP under the Swedish Presidency”, in which he said “the UK has 
continued to take a leading role …  to ensure that it remains in line with our objectives of 
having a more capable, coherent and active policy that remains supportive of, and 
complementary to, NATO.” He welcomed in particular: 

 
9 See headnote: HC 19–xxi (2008–09), chapter 8 (24 June 2009). 

10 See headnote: (30691) 10665/09: HC 19–xxi (2008–09), chapter 7 (24 June 2009). 
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• “the substantial progress in the field of civilian capabilities, especially improving 
the EU’s ability to respond rapidly to a crisis by reworking the mechanism for 
deploying Civilian Response Teams, and establishing a temporary warehouse to 
store civilian equipment in order to ensure rapid deployment to new or existing 
missions; 

• “the increased focus on coordinating civilian and military capabilities where this is 
useful. We support this logical step which is an important component in delivering 
the comprehensive approach. The work has re-emphasised the need for greater 
coherence and consultation between the civilian and military capability 
development processes and institutional bodies. In delivering a more coherent 
approach to civ/mil capability development we have stressed (and the Presidency 
has supported) the urgency in establishing the Crisis Management Planning 
Directorate and the centrality of the directorate in all future civ/mil cooperation. 
We will continue to support further work in developing more concrete areas for 
co-operation, for example in logistics;  

• “agreement that EU Battlegroups could be used in a more flexible manner, on a 
voluntary and case-by-case basis, when Battlegroups’ participants are willing and 
subject to unanimity in the Council that the Battlegroup is the best instrument for a 
given situation; and 

• “the progress made on the EU/NATO strategic partnership in crisis management, 
which is vital, given that 21 European countries are members of both organisations. 
Progress includes better use of the EU/NATO capability group and agreement that 
the EU and NATO defence planning processes should be more coherent with each 
other.” 

4.15 The remaining 12 pages summarised developments under a variety of headings, such 
as Operational Activities in various parts of the world, capabilities — both civilian and 
military — cooperation with international organisations and EU-NATO.  

4.16 With regard to the last of these, the Minister referred to “fundamental political 
problems which seriously undermine the EU and NATO’s relationship”, where, he said, 
the “sensitivities of some Member States and Allies regarding the exchange of classified 
information remain an immediate problem which impacts directly on operational 
theatres”, and with regard to which he would “continue to work with partners and Allies to 
take practical steps to improve relations, building on, for instance, the work we have done 
in increasing transparency in the two organisations’ defence planning processes.” 

4.17 In its response of 13 January 2010, the Committee noted that all the measures that 
required scrutiny had already passed before the Committee in the form of Council 
Decisions, Common Positions and Joint Actions: but that, because of this change of 
practice, the House had been denied the normal opportunity of an Explanatory 
Memorandum from the Government on a Presidency report, which the Committee had 
customarily reported to the House because of the political importance of the subject 
matter. Since this appeared to be a retrograde step, the Committee asked to know what will 
happen in future with regard to both the customary six-monthly report and the annual 
report to the European Parliament each June.  
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4.18 In the meantime, particularly because of the issues the Minister had highlighted 
concerning “fundamental political problems which seriously undermine the EU and 
NATO’s relationship”, the Committee thought it desirable to forward a copy of his letter to 
both the Foreign Affairs and the Defence Committees.  

The Minister’s letter of 1 February 2010 

4.19 In his response of 1 February 2010, the Minister confirmed that: 

—  there will no longer be an end of Presidency report on CSDP and that, instead, he will 
write to the Committee with the Government’s position following the publication of 
the Conclusions, in June and November, covering developments in the previous six 
months, as he did in December; and 

— there will continue to be an annual report on the Common Foreign and Security Policy 
to the European Parliament each June.  

The Minister’s letter of 11 February 2010 

4.20 In this further letter, the Minister sought to summarise the EU’s first annual report on 
“the identification and implementation of lessons and best practices in civilian European 
Security and Defence Policy missions, renamed CSDP under the Lisbon Treaty.” He began 
by saying that the report itself is not available publically “because it draws on classified 
material, including mission planning documents and reports”, and that “despite this, the 
UK strongly supports transparency in the learning lessons process and, as such, we are 
keen to share some of the main points highlighted in the report.” 

4.21 The Minister then continued as follows:  

“The report reiterates the EU’s commitment to the identification and 
implementation of lessons and best practices, and the continuous learning process 
essential for the improvement of civilian CSDP missions. The report analyses 
progress made, drawing on different thematic and mission specific reports from the 
last seven years. 

“Since the first civilian mission deployed in 2003, the report notes that civilian CSDP 
missions have varied in range (police, monitoring, justice and security sector 
reform), nature (non-executive and executive), geographic location (Europe, Asia, 
Middle East, Africa) and authorised size (from 16 in Guinea-Bissau to 1641 in 
Kosovo). The report emphasises the progress that has been made in setting up and 
conducting civilian missions and how increased coordination between Council 
Secretariat, Commission and Member States has made this feasible, although it notes 
that there is still work to be done to improve coordination at strategic and 
operational levels. We strongly support this conclusion and would expect issues of 
coordination to be addressed as the European External Action Service is 
implemented. 

“The report considers the lessons learned from different stages of civilian CSDP 
missions. For the strategic planning stage, the report includes the following lessons: 
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• “the importance of developing a long term approach to Security Sector Reform 
(SSR) involving all EU actors, international organisations and other donors, 
particularly with reference to the EU SSR mission in Guinea-Bissau;  

• “the need to integrate media and communication expertise from the very start 
of a mission; and 

• “the importance of pre-deployment training — including devising a common 
training package/curricula — for all mission staff.  

“At the operational and conduct stage, the lessons include:  

• “the need to have appropriate numbers of trained and expert planning staff 
contained in the field planning team for new missions;  

• “the requirement for pre-trained personnel and appropriate equipment that 
can be rapidly deployed; and 

• “taking steps to improve the flow of information within some missions. 

“The report also made a number of other points for further implementation 
including: 

• “formulating more precise mission exit strategies;  

• “integrating gender and human rights expertise into strategic planning for 
missions; 

• “bringing together lessons learned from both military and civilian CSDP 
missions in a more effective way and developing a software tool, including a 
restricted website, to store and enable easier analysis of these examples. 

“Finally, the annual report highlights broad future objectives and priorities for 2010. 
The first is to pursue further work on strategic planning to ensure that missions are 
clearly integrated into an overall EU policy towards a host country and region. The 
UK is pushing for such a strategy on EU engagement in Georgia, including the EU 
Monitoring Mission (EUMM) in Georgia. Secondly, to carry out horizontal lessons 
reports on topics such as EU-UN co-operation and on mainstreaming of human 
rights and gender across missions. Thirdly, to ensure that all missions include a 
lessons identified section in their six-monthly reports. These objectives will require 
careful monitoring and follow-up throughout the year, which the UK will continue 
to support. We will work to ensure that the EU builds on this first annual report to 
pursue even more precise lessons in the future, including benchmarks for 
implementation.” 

Conclusion 

4.22 Over the years, in our previous Reports on individual ESDP missions, on the 
biennial ESDP Presidency Reports and on the annual CFSP report to the European 
Parliament, the Committee has pressed for precisely this sort of evaluation of missions. 
We are accordingly grateful to the Minister for his initiative in writing thus.  
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4.23 Looking ahead, with a new High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs 
and Security Policy and a new European External Action Service, there are likely to be a 
number of developments in the organisation and control of such missions. We 
therefore encourage the Minister not only to provide details of further such reports but 
also to press for them to be produced in a publicly available format. We see no reason 
why, eschewing the sort of sensitive material to which he refers, such reports could not 
be produced, and consider that they would make a significant contribution to the wider 
discussion of this increasingly important dimension of European Common Foreign 
and Security Policy. 

4.24 In the meantime, for the same reasons as before, we are reporting this information 
to House and drawing this chapter of our Report to the attention of the Foreign Affairs 
and Defence Committees. 

 

Annex 1: Mandate for the Swedish Presidency 

“On the basis of this report and taking into account the European Security Strategy, the 
incoming Presidency, assisted by the Secretary-General/High Representative (SG/HR) and 
in association with the Commission, is asked to continue work on developing the 
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), and in particular: 

• To prepare decisions on current and future missions and operations, civilian as 
well as military and to ensure their effective implementation and lessons learned 
processes; 

• To continue to develop civilian capabilities in the comprehensive framework of the 
Civilian Headline Goal 2010, notably to ensure follow-up to the initiatives on the 
enhanced effectiveness of civilian crisis management on the basis of key 
operational aspects outlined in the document “Operational aspects of Civilian 
ESDP capabilities-follow up to Gymnich in Hluboka”, and taking into account the 
priorities in the “Traffic Lights” paper; 

• To continue work on contributing personnel in line with the commitments made 
at the European Council of December 2008 as well as building upon the findings of 
the seminar on national strategies on 11th of June 2009; 

• To explore synergies between ESDP and Justice and Home Affairs, including by 
highlighting the mutual operational benefit in the fight against organised crime, 
developing information sharing between ESDP missions and EUROPOL and by 
strengthening the involvement of JHA ministers and relevant national authorities;  

• To continue to enhance and strengthen mission support to enable the European 
Union to respond adequately to crises, including by using preparatory measures, 
improving the timely provision of equipment by developing work on framework 
contracts and work on a warehouse concept; 

• To make further progress on the arrangements for planning in order to ensure 
rapid deployment of personnel and equipment, including a review of the concept 
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of CRT in order to make it more usable and comprehensive in terms of personnel 
categories;  

• To promote the development of civilian lessons learned processes through 
adoption of the Annual Report on Lessons Learned in November 2009, in view of 
achieving continuous learning;  

• To continue on-going work within the context of military Headline Goal 2010. 
Encourage the European Defence Agency (EDA), in close cooperation with the 
European Union Military Committee (EUMC), to take forward the work on the 
agreed actions from the Capability Development Plan; 

• To support EDA’s efforts to generate and develop cooperative projects and 
programmes in the fields of capability, research and technology and armaments; 
and to encourage the agency, in close cooperation with the European Commission, 
to work towards increased synergies between defence and civilian security-related 
research activities;  

• To support the implementation of strategies adopted: the European Defence 
Research and Technology Strategy, the European Armaments Cooperation 
Strategy and the European Defence Technological and Industrial Base Strategy. 

• To follow up, on the basis of a proposal of the Head of the Agency, the 
establishment of a three-year financial framework and a budget for 2010 for EDA;  

• To prepare Council decisions for approving the draft EDA/OCCAR administrative 
arrangement, on the basis of a proposal by the Head of the Agency, as well as an 
EU/OCCAR security agreement; 

• To explore possible synergies and coherence between the EU civilian and military 
capability development processes;  

• To promote increased usability and flexibility of the EU Battlegroups as 
instruments for crisis management; 

• To support a close and transparent cooperation between civilian and military 
actors/systems in the field of maritime surveillance; 

• To strengthen training in the field of ESDP, encompassing both civilian and 
military dimensions, in particular through the European Security and Defence 
College (ESDC) and taking into account national activities as well as the 
Community instruments; 

• To continue to support the initiative of promoting the exchange of young officers 
inspired by Erasmus; 

• To continue to promote an EU comprehensive approach to conflict prevention and 
crisis management in ESDP, in line with ESDP agreed guidelines and 
commitments, and to ensure the effective implementation of human rights aspects; 
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• To take forward work on the basis of the document “Implementation of UNSCR 
1325 as reinforced by UNSCR 1820 in the context of ESDP”, especially in relation 
to training; 

• To take forward work to develop the EU capacity on mediation and dialogue, 
within the broader context of CFSP and as part of the implementation of the 
European Security Strategy and the EU Conflict Prevention programme;  

• To develop the work on the ESDP contribution to Security Sector Reform (SSR), in 
particular through the establishment of a pool of experts and by taking forward 
work on training initiatives and an EU assessment tool for SSR; 

• To take forward work on an Action Plan for security and development as a follow-
up to the Council Decision of November 2007; 

• To take forward work on climate change and security as a follow-up to Council 
Decision of December 2008; 

• To continue to implement the European Union exercise programme, including 
post exercise reporting of MILEX 09, planning and conduct of CME09, and the 
start of planning for CME/CMX 10 and for MILEX 10 exercises; 

• On the basis of the “Joint Statement on EU-UN Cooperation in crisis 
management”, continue to promote consultations and cooperation with United 
Nations in the field of crisis management; 

• To enhance the EU-NATO strategic partnership in crisis management, to ensure 
effective and practical coordination where the two organisations are engaged in the 
same theatre; to ensure the mutually reinforcing development of capabilities where 
requirements overlap, including through exchange of information in the EU-
NATO Capability Group; to continue the implementation of the existing 
framework of cooperation between the EU and NATO; 

• On the basis of the Africa-EU Joint Strategy and the Action Plan (2008–2010), 
continue to strengthening the strategic partnership between the EU and Africa, 
including the African Union (AU), in the area of African capabilities for the 
prevention, management and resolution of conflicts; 

• To maintain close cooperation and dialogue on crisis management also with other 
key partners, in particular the OSCE, the States that are candidates for accession to 
the EU, the non-EU European NATO-members, Canada, Russia, Switzerland, 
Ukraine, the United States and the Mediterranean partners of the Union for the 
Mediterranean; 

• To take forward the dialogue and cooperation with NGOs and civil society in the 
framework of crisis management and conflict prevention. 
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5  Financial assistance for Member States 

(a) 
(31313) 
6243/10 
COM(10) 50 
 
(b) 
(31337) 
6244/10 
— 

 
Draft Council Decision amending Decision 2009/459/EC of 6 May 
2009 providing financial assistance to Romania 
 
 
 
Council Decision amending Decision 2009/459/EC of 6 May 2009 
providing financial assistance to Romania 

 
Legal base Article 143 TFEU; —; QMV 
Documents originated (a) 8 February 2010  

(b) — 
Deposited in Parliament (a) 11 February 2010  

(b) 23 February 2010 
Department HM Treasury 
Basis of consideration EM and Minister’s letter of 24 February 2010 
Previous Committee Report None 
Discussed in Council 16 February 2010 
Committee’s assessment Politically important 
Committee’s decision Cleared 

Background 

5.1 Article 143 TFEU (formerly Article 119 EC) allows the Commission to investigate the 
situation of a Member State experiencing difficulties with its balance of payments or 
movement of capital. It can then make recommendations to the Member State to bring the 
situation to an end. If the actions taken by the Member State or the Commission are 
insufficient they may make recommendations to the Council to grant mutual assistance. 
Such assistance may include:  

• a concerted approach to international organisations;  

• measures needed to avoid deflection of trade (where the Member State has 
maintained or reintroduced quantitative restrictions against third parties); and  

• granting of limited credits by other Member States (subject to their agreement).  

5.2 Council Regulation (EC) No. 332/2002 established a Community medium-term facility 
for balance of payments support for Member States outside the eurozone. Pursuant to 
Article 143 TFEU this facility can be activated by the Commission, in agreement with the 
Member State concerned, or at the direct request of the Member State. The facility can be 
mobilised when a Member State is “in difficulties or seriously threatened with difficulties as 
regards its balance of payments either as a result of an overall disequilibrium in its balance 
of payments or as a result of the type of currency at its disposal”. When agreement has been 
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reached, through a Council Decision, to grant a loan to a Member State, the Commission, 
through the European Central Bank, borrows the money on financial markets and lends it 
on to the Member State, with accompanying economic policy conditions, with a view to 
stabilising the balance of payments.  

5.3 Regulation (EC) No. 332/2002 replaced Regulation (EEC) No. 1969/88, in which the 
total amount outstanding of the facility was limited to €16 billion (£14.97 billion). A lower 
ceiling of €12 billion (£11.20 billion) was determined, on the one hand, in the light of the 
reduction, following introduction of the euro, in the number of Member States that could 
potentially access the facility and, on the other, taking into account the then forthcoming 
enlargements of the Community. This limit was raised to €25.00 billion (£23.30 billion) in 
November 2008.11 The European Council of 19–20 March 2009 endorsed the 
Commission’s intention to propose a doubling of the limit to €50.00 billion (£46.50 
billion).12 

5.4 Against the background of a deteriorating economic and financial situation, Romania 
approached the International Monetary Fund and the EU in March 2009 for financial 
assistance. In May 2009 Romania received a support package of €20.00 billion (£17.23 
billion) of which €5.00 billion (£4.30 billion) was contributed by the EU’s balance of 
payments facility, as provided for in Council Decisions 2009/458/EC and 2009/459/EC.13 

The documents 

5.5 The draft Council Decision, document (a), is to amend Decision 2009/459/EC. 
Document (b) incorporates a minor amendment to the first document suggested by the 
Economic and Financial Committee. The purpose of amending Decision 2009/459/EC is to 
ensure consistency between the policy conditions attached to the balance of payments 
financial assistance and the recently revised deadline for the correction of Romania’s 
excessive deficit under the excessive deficit procedure of the Stability and Growth Pact, 
which was set in a Council Recommendation of July 2009.14 The scope and intensity of the 
economic recession and the larger-than-expected contraction of real GDP in Romania 
have been cited as the main reasons for both the revision of the excessive deficit procedure 
deadline15 and the amendment of the Council Decision. The amendments made: 

• replacing the words “adopting a clearly-set medium-term fiscal programme 
designed to lower by 2011 the general government deficit to not more than the 
Treaty reference level of 3 % of GDP” with “implementing a clearly-set medium-
term fiscal program so as to bring the general government deficit below the Treaty 
reference value of 3% of GDP with a timeframe and consolidation path consistent 
with the Council recommendations to Romania adopted under the excessive deficit 
procedure”; and 

 
11 (30106) 15105/08: see HC 16–xxxvi (2007–08), chapter 24 (26 November 2008). 

12 See http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/106809.pdf. 

13 (30614) —: see HC 19–xvi (2008–09), chapter 8 (6 May 2009). 

14 (30764) 11401/09 (30765) 11402/09: see HC 19–xxvi (2008–09), chapter 23 (10 September 2009). 

15 Adopted by the Council on 16 February 2010: see (31361) 6231/10 on which we expect to report shortly. 
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• replacing the words “adopting and executing an amended budget for 2009 (by the 
second quarter of 2009), targeting a general government deficit of no higher than 
5,1 % of GDP in ESA 95 terms” with “adopting and implementing annual budgets 
for 2010 and beyond, consistent with the consolidation path set out in the 
Supplemental Memorandum of Understanding.” 

The Government’s view 

5.6 The Economic Secretary to the Treasury (Ian Pearson) says that the Government: 

• thinks that in the current exceptional economic climate it is vital to ensure that the 
Community is fully able to continue supporting Member States in need, ensuring 
wider financial stability and protecting the single market; 

• thinks, therefore, that it is appropriate to make the amendments suggested in the 
documents; and  

• supported the proposal at the 16 February 2010 Council. 

5.7 In both his Explanatory Memorandum and his letter the Minister explains, and 
apologises for, the breach of the scrutiny reserve resolution caused by the support for the 
proposals he now reports, saying that:  

• there was a very tight timetable between consultations and the vote in the Council; 

• the final version of the proposed Decision was not received until 11 February 2010, 
with the Commission seeking adoption at the 16 February 2010 ECOFIN Council; 

• given the severity of the recession in Romania and the risk of contagion across the 
EU, economic policy conditions for the disbursement of instalments of the 
assistance needed to be changed to ensure consistency with the revised deadline for 
the correction of Romania’s excessive deficit; and 

• the Government believed that it was right to support this as it sends a strong signal 
on the EU unity, ability and willingness to act swiftly and decisively to support 
Member States facing difficulty.  

Conclusion 

5.8 Whilst we have no questions to ask on these documents and clear them, we draw 
them to the attention of the House for the new information they contain about EU 
support for Romania. 

5.9 As for the breach of the scrutiny reserve resolution we accept the need for swift 
action and note the Minister’s relative promptness in reporting the circumstances. We 
urge the Government to avoid, in so far as possible, such breaches arising and, where 
they are unavoidable, to report them as soon as possible.  
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6  Documents not raising questions of sufficient legal or 
political importance to warrant a substantive report to 
the House 

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills 

(31319) 
6307/10 
COM(10) 49 

Draft Regulation implementing the bilateral safeguard clause of the
EU-Korea Free Trade Agreement. 

(31323) 
6359/10 
COM(10) 43 

Commission Report on the Second Progress Report on the operation 
of Directive 1999/5/EC, on radio equipment and telecommunications 
terminal equipment and the mutual recognition of their conformity. 

(31325) 
6446/10 
COM(10) 42 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Joint Committee created by the Agreement between the 
European Community, and the Government of Denmark and the 
Home Government of the Faroe Island, with regard to the 
amendment of Annex II of Protocol 3, concerning the list of working 
or processing required to be carried out on non-originating materials 
in order that the product manufactured can obtain originating status, 
pursuant to the entry into force of the Harmonised System 2007. 

(31326) 
6484/10 
COM(10) 33 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Joint Committee created by the Agreement between the 
European Economic Community, and the Kingdom of Norway, with 
regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 3, concerning the 
list of working or processing required to be carried out on non-
originating materials in order that the product manufactured can 
obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry into force of the 
Harmonised System 2007. 

(31327) 
6487/10 
COM(10) 44 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Joint Committee created by the Agreement between the 
European Economic Community and the Republic of Iceland, with 
regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 3, concerning the 
list of working or processing required to be carried out on non-
originating materials in order that the product manufactured can 
obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry into force of the 
Harmonised System 2007. 
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(31340) 
6617/10 
COM(10) 35 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member Statesand the People's Democratic 
Republic of Algeria with regard to the amendment of Annex II of 
Protocol 6, concerning the list of working or processing required to 
be carried out on non-originating materials in order that the product 
manufactured can obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry 
into force of the Harmonised System 2007. 

(31341) 
6618/10 
COM(10) 31 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Joint Committee established under the Euro-
Mediterranean Interim Association Agreement on Trade and 
Cooperation between the European Community and the Palestine 
Liberation Organisation (PLO) for the benefit of the Palestinian 
Authority of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip with regard to the 
amendment of Annex II of Protocol 3, concerning the list of working 
or processing required to be carried out on non-originating materials 
in order that the product manufactured can obtain originating status, 
pursuant to the entry into force of the Harmonised System 2007. 

(31342) 
6619/10 
COM(10) 38 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member States and the Arab Republic of 
Egypt, with regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 4, 
concerning the list of working or processing required to be carried 
out on non-originating materials in order that the product 
manufactured can obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry 
into force of the Harmonised System 2007. 

(31343) 
6620/10 
COM(10) 45 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member States and the State of Israel, with 
regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 4, concerning the 
list of working or processing required to be carried out on non-
originating materials in order that the product manufactured can 
obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry into force of the 
Harmonised System 2007. 

(31344) 
6621/10 
COM(10) 39 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member States, and the Hashemite Kingdom 
of Jordan, with regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 3, 
concerning the list of working or processing required to be carried 
out on non-originating materials in order that the product 
manufactured can obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry 
into force of the Harmonised System 2007. 
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(31345) 
6623/10 
COM(10) 41 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member States, and the Republic of Lebanon 
with regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 4, concerning 
the list of working or processing required to be carried out on non-
originating materials in order that the product manufactured can 
obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry into force of the 
Harmonised System 2007. 

(31346) 
6624/10 
COM(10) 40 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member States, and the Kingdom of Morocco, 
with regard to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 4, concerning 
the list of working or processing required to be carried out on non-
originating materials in order that the product manufactured can 
obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry into force of the 
Harmonised System 2007. 

(31347) 
6625/10 
COM(10) 37 

Draft Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Union 
within the Association Council created by the Euro-Mediterranean 
Agreement establishing an association between the European 
Communities and their Member States, and the Republic of Tunisia, 
with regards to the amendment of Annex II of Protocol 4, concerning 
the list of working or processing required to be carried out on non-
originating materials in order that the product manufactured can 
obtain originating status, pursuant to the entry into force of the 
Harmonised System 2007. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(31330) 
6509/10 
COM(10) 47 

Commission Report on implementation of Council Directive 
91/676/EEC concerning the protection of waters against pollution 
caused by nitrates from agricultural sources based on Member State 
reports for the period 2004 - 2007. 
 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office 

(31261) 
5266/10 
— 

Draft Amendments to the Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice 
following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. 

(31262) 
5268/10 
— 

Draft Amendments to the Rules of Procedure of the General Court 
following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. 
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(31263) 
5269/10 
— 

Draft Amendments to the Rules of Procedure of the Civil Service 
Tribunal following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon. 

(31294) 
5973/10 
COM(10) 2 

Commission Report on the application of Annex X to the Staff 
Regulations — Years 2006, 2007 and 2008. 

(31316) 
6274/10 
COM(10) 28 

Commission Report: Evaluation of the implementation of the early 
retirement measure Article 9 of Annex VIII to the Staff Regulations of 
Officials and Article 39 of the Conditions of Employment of Other 
Servants of the European Communities. 

(31335) 
— 
— 

Council Decision in support of SEESAC arms control activities in the 
Western Balkans, in the framework of the EU Strategy to combat the 
illicit accumulation and trafficking of SALW and their ammunition.   

(31336) 
— 
— 

Draft Council Decision concerning the signing and provisional 
application of the Agreement between the European Union and the 
Republic of Montenegro on the participation of the Republic of 
Montenegro in the European Union military operation to contribute 
to the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and 
armed robbery off the Somali coast (Operation ATALANTA). 

Department of Health 

(31317) 
6288/10 
COM(10) 20 

Draft Council Decision on the signature of an Agreement between 
the Republic of Croatia and the European Union on the participation 
of the Republic of Croatia in the work of the European Monitoring 
Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction. 

(31318) 
6290/10 
COM(10) 21 

Draft Council Decision on the conclusion of an Agreement between 
the Republic of Croatia and the European Union on the participation 
of the Republic of Croatia in the work of the European Monitoring 
Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction. 

Northern Ireland Office 

(31314) 
6254/10 
COM(10) 12 

Draft Regulation concerning European Union financial contributions to
the International Fund for Ireland (2007-2010). 
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HM Revenue and Customs 

(31315) 
6272/10 
COM(10) 18 

Draft Council Decision authorising Member States to accede to the 
Convention relating to international exhibitions signed at Paris on 22 
November 1928 and supplemented by the Protocols of 10 May 1948, 
16 November 1966, 30 November 1972 and the Amendment of 24 
June 1982 and the Amendment of 31 May 1988. 

Statistics Authority 

(31324) 
6378/10 
+ ADD 1 
COM(10) 46 

Commission Report on the implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 
No. 577/98. 
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Formal minutes 

Wednesday 3 March 2010 

Members present:  

Michael Connarty, in the Chair 

Mr Adrian Bailey 
Mr David S Borrow 
Mr James Clappison 
Jim Dobbin  

Mr David Heathcoat-Amory 
Kelvin Hopkins 
Angus Robertson 
Mr Anthony Steen

1. Scrutiny of Documents  

Draft Report, proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read. 

Ordered, that the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1.1 to 6 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Thirteenth Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chairman make the Report to the House. 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 10 March at 2.30 pm. 
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Standing order and membership 

The European Scrutiny Committee is appointed under Standing Order No.143 to examine European Union 

documents and— 

 

a) to report its opinion on the legal and political importance of each such document and, where it considers 

appropriate, to report also on the reasons for its opinion and on any matters of principle, policy or law which 

may be affected; 

b) to make recommendations for the further consideration of any such document pursuant to Standing Order 

No. 119 (European Standing Committees); and 

c) to consider any issue arising upon any such document or group of documents, or related matters. 

 

The expression “European Union document” covers — 

 

i) any proposal under the Community Treaties for legislation by the Council or the Council acting jointly with 

the European Parliament; 

ii) any document which is published for submission to the European Council, the Council or the European 

Central Bank; 

iii) any proposal for a common strategy, a joint action or a common position under Title V of the Treaty on 

European Union which is prepared for submission to the Council or to the European Council; 

iv) any proposal for a common position, framework decision, decision or a convention under Title VI of the 

Treaty on European Union which is prepared for submission to the Council; 

v) any document (not falling within (ii), (iii) or (iv) above) which is published by one Union institution for or 

with a view to submission to another Union institution and which does not relate exclusively to consideration 

of any proposal for legislation; 

vi) any other document relating to European Union matters deposited in the House by a Minister of the Crown. 

 

The Committee’s powers are set out in Standing Order No. 143. 

 

The scrutiny reserve resolution, passed by the House, provides that Ministers should not give agreement to EU 

proposals which have not been cleared by the European Scrutiny Committee, or on which, when they have been 

recommended by the Committee for debate, the House has not yet agreed a resolution. The scrutiny reserve 

resolution is printed with the House’s Standing Orders, which are available at www.parliament.uk. 

Current membership 

Michael Connarty MP (Labour, Linlithgow and East Falkirk) (Chairman) 
Mr Adrian Bailey MP (Labour/Co-op, West Bromwich West) 
Mr David S. Borrow MP (Labour, South Ribble) 
Mr William Cash MP (Conservative, Stone) 
Mr James Clappison MP (Conservative, Hertsmere) 
Ms Katy Clark MP (Labour, North Ayrshire and Arran) 
Jim Dobbin MP (Labour, Heywood and Middleton) 
Mr Greg Hands MP (Conservative, Hammersmith and Fulham) 
Mr David Heathcoat-Amory MP (Conservative, Wells) 
Keith Hill MP (Labour, Streatham) 
Kelvin Hopkins MP (Labour, Luton North) 
Mr Lindsay Hoyle MP (Labour, Chorley) 
Mr Bob Laxton MP (Labour, Derby North) 
Angus Robertson MP (SNP, Moray) 
Mr Anthony Steen MP (Conservative, Totnes) 
Richard Younger-Ross MP (Liberal Democrat, Teignbridge) 
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