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TUESDAY 18 JANUARY 2005 

________________ 

Present 

Bowness, L (Chairman) 
Dykes, L 
Lea of Crondall, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Morris of Aberavon, L 
________________ 

Witnesses: Mr Marc Deffrennes, Mr John Mattiussi, and Mr David Spence, 

Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Section, European Commission – DG RELEX, 

examined. 

Q75  Chairman: Mr Deffrennes and your colleagues, thank you very much for meeting with 

the Committee this afternoon.  I know it has been explained to you but, for the record, we are 

carrying out an inquiry into the European Union Strategy on Non-Proliferation of Weapons of 

Mass Destruction.  Since we have been in Brussels, we have talked to various people, 

including Dr Giannella, Mr Solana’s Representative, this morning, and indeed the NATO 

Weapons of Mass Destruction Centre over lunch.  Clearly, there are a number of issues.  

I think you have had notice of some of the questions we would like to raise.  There will be 

other questions probably arising out of our other discussions we would like to put to you.  

Before we move on to questions, would you like first to tell us a little bit about your 

organisation and where you fit into the scheme of things and the relationship with other parts 

of the European Union, including Dr Giannella.  Perhaps, at the same time, you can indicate 

the priorities that you have, or the Commission has, in implementing the Strategy? 

Mr Deffrennes: Yes, certainly.  First of all, welcome to the European Commission.  We are 

certainly pleased about your visit here.  It is a great pleasure and also an honour to be in front 

of such an important audience.  From the Commission perspective, we most welcome the 
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inside view you are trying to have on these things.  We believe it is important that the 

parliaments of the Member States representing European public opinion at large try better to 

understand what is being done at the EU and Community level.  Hopefully, this might also be 

looked at in the same way by other national parliaments of Member States.  Having said that, 

I propose in a short introduction to give you, perhaps, the historical development of the 

non-proliferation file from an EU/European Community perspective.  In fact, we can say that 

the Commission and the Community started to look at this issue as early as the Nineties.  

After the end of the Cold War you know large programmes were developed to support the 

former Soviet Union, in particular the Russian Federation, in the transition phase.  The 

European Community has financed a large programme through the TACIS Programme of 

technical assistance to the CIS.  Within that, specific support has been provided to set up and 

develop the International Science and Technology Centre in Moscow and then, a little after 

that, the equivalent centre in Ukraine, the STCU.  They now cover not only Russia and 

Ukraine but also all the other countries of the former Soviet Union.  That is clearly a kind of 

target for a non-proliferation programme with the purpose of avoiding the proliferation of 

experts, scientists, who formerly worked on weapons of mass destruction related programmes 

in the former Soviet Union.  The Community has built some expertise over the years in this 

specific field.  Again, activity started on the ISTC in Russia as early as 1994 with active 

programmes in 1996.  We have tried at Commission level to develop a kind of co-ordination 

mechanism to ensure that different projects within a specific field were looked at and 

co-ordinated with what Member States or other main donors were doing.  I remember myself 

setting up in 1997 the first contact expert group, as it was called, for the ISTC programme on 

the issue of fissile material disposition, in particular weapons-grade plutonium disposition.  

That was a way for us in the Commission, and in the Community also, to build relations with 

other main contributors, in particular in this case the US and Japan, who were also active in 
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Russia in this specific field.  That is the starting point, the origin, as to how the Community 

and the Commission started to be involved in the issues of non-proliferation of weapons of 

mass destruction in the former Soviet Union.  The next stage was the decision which was 

taken by the Council in 1999 to launch an EU Joint Action for non-proliferation and 

disarmament in the Russian Federation.  EU joint action is a specific tool, a specific 

instrument, within the Common Foreign and Security Policy of the EU.  I think launching that 

specific joint action was the first time a kind of visibility was provided from an EU 

perspective, from a Member State perspective, from a Council perspective.  At that time, in 

1999, the Council asked the Commission to implement the joint action.  We did that but we 

did it by making sure that we were involving the experts of the Member States and the 

Member States themselves in the implementation of these specific programmes, which are by 

nature rather sensitive.  Through the programme of the joint action on Russia, over the last 

five years, we have basically implemented, at a value of around €20 million, projects in two 

fields.  One is fissile material disposition, again in particular the weapons-grade plutonium 

disposition.  We are talking about 34 tonnes of weapons-grade plutonium coming from the 

disarmament process in the Russian Federation.  The other main axis of activity has been 

chemical weapons destruction, again in the Russian Federation, where we have supported 

projects on three sites where chemical agents were stored.  At Gorny and Kambarka we are 

working with the Germans and on the site of Schuschye we are specifically working with the 

United Kingdom and the United Kingdom organisation the MoD is involved on their side also 

on the bilateral relations and bilateral activities with the Russians.  That was 1999.  The next 

stage in this historical development was the Kananaski Summit of the G8 in June 2002 where 

the Community committed €1 billion over a period of 10 years to foster co-operative 

programmes – non-proliferation, disarmament, weapons of mass destruction – again with the 

former Soviet Union, first with an accent on Russia but then, at later stage, to cover the full 
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range of the countries of the former Soviet Union.  Basically there we have committed 

€1 billion for a period of 10 years.  Certainly the other G8 members, including the United 

Kingdom, have also committed important amounts of money for this endeavour.  We are now 

in the process, year after year, of implementing this commitment and the various programmes.  

I have here with me a table which I have developed for the specific group of the G8, those 

countries which are following the implementation of the global partnership, which gives 

commitments and spending from the Community budget for the fulfilment of the objective of 

the G8 global partnership.  We can come back to that at a later stage if there are specific 

questions or if we want to enter further into the detail.  The important thing to keep in mind 

here is that today, if we look to the fulfilment of the commitment from the Community side, 

we are more than fulfilling our commitment if we include in that fulfilment also our standard 

activities to improve nuclear safety in the former Soviet Union, the wide range of activities to 

improve nuclear safety.  If we focus specifically on non-proliferation and disarmament of 

weapons of mass destruction, then we are basically providing around €40 million a year 

specifically for non-proliferation disarmament.  Within this €40 million, we continue to 

contribute to the non-proliferation of expertise, which is ISTC/STCU; we are contributing to 

safeguards of nuclear materials, in particular in Russia; we are contributing to nuclear security 

improvement in north-west Russia.  We are also contributing through the joint action, which 

is part of this endeavour, to chemical weapons destruction and to plutonium disposition.  All 

in all, the figure is €40 million a year.  That means that the reading you could get from these 

figures is that we are somewhat below the commitment we had made of €1 billion over 10 

years, which is €100 million a year.  It depends from what angle you look at this and whether 

or not you integrate the full spectrum of nuclear safety activities, which was indeed included 

in the wording of Kananaski but, nevertheless, it is a global partnership against the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  The next stage in the process is June 2003 
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when the Council of the European Union adopted its Action Plan of Thassaloniki, which was 

the first time the issue of non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction was raised to the 

highest level of political decision at EU level.  The Action Plan of Thassaloniki was drafted 

jointly by the Council Secretariat – and in April/May 2003 there were very few people 

working at the Council on these matters – and also with myself and a few colleagues on the 

Commission side.  The Action Plan of Thassaloniki is really a joint product from the Council 

Secretariat under the leadership of the Greek Presidency at that time and the Commission.  

Within 2003 two other main events have demonstrated the importance that non-proliferation 

had taken politically from an EU perspective.  First of all, clearly there was the nomination of 

Mme Giannella as the Personal Representative of the High Representative in charge of 

non-proliferation and disarmament of weapons of mass destruction; the second important 

event was the adoption, in December 2003 by the Council of the EU Strategy against the 

Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.  That is the evolution of the file.  It started at 

a low level with a few projects handled through regular and standard funds and the means of 

the European Community.  This allowed us in the Commission to build different pieces 

together to acquire a certain view, to establish contacts and relations with other main actors, 

in particular the US side and certainly also the Member States, and to build the different 

blocks.  The file has taken a higher profile politically at EU level, in particular as a result of 

the tragic events of 11 September 2001, but it took a while after that before the profile really 

came on board at EU level, which was within 2003.  Where are we today from a Commission 

perspective?  Throughout the year 2004 we have actively contributed to the implementation 

of the WMD strategy.  We are prepared to come back to that with more details.  We have 

been very actively involved with the file on export control of dual-use goods.  We have been 

really a driving force beyond the peer review process which has been engaged at EU level to 

look to recommendations to improve the export control of sensitive materials.  We are also 
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deeply involved in discussions and negotiations of agreements with third countries, which 

now, as you certainly know, will also include in future a clause related to weapons of mass 

destruction.  Another main area in which we are deeply involved is with continued 

co-operation and assistance programmes, and in the year 2005 that will be, from the 

Commission perspective, our main target and objective.  We want now to concentrate on 

trying to ensure that over the medium to long-term perspective, which means in the next 

budget cycle, the period 2007-2013, there will be financing means available for activities and 

programmes to foster co-operation assistance on non-proliferation and disarmament with third 

countries.  That is one of the main elements and lessons we have learnt from the past.  That 

political visibility has been raised but it is always very hard to follow up with practical cases, 

practical projects and programmes, because up to now that was not really foreseen within the 

budgets of the Community.  We want to try to avoid this type of problem in future.  We are 

now starting the work, within 2005, to lay the ground for the next financial instruments in 

order to prepare the programming for that.  We will run with one particular case.  Before this 

meeting there was a prep meeting with other people in this room to start work on that.  

Thanks to the efforts of the European Parliament, we are paying for a scooping study, which 

will be done by a well-known institute, SIPRI, the Swedish international peace research 

institute.  They will do a scoping study to help us to define an area of priorities for further EU 

and Community programmes and projects that we will then use to do the programming and to 

justify the requests we will have for budgets over the period 2007-2013.  I come back to what 

I said previously and that is to fulfil completely the commitments we have taken on within the 

G8 global partnership at Kananaski in 2002. 

Chairman: Thank you very much. 

Q76  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: Mr Deffrennes, you were kind enough to say at the very 

beginning that you welcomed the national scrutiny.  I have to say that I am quite surprised at 
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how difficult it is to scrutinise what is going on.  This is because it appears that one proposal 

at Thessaloniki has not actually been implemented, and that is the very last proposal that was 

made to set up a unit which would function as a monitoring centre – and I see your colleague 

smiling broadly – entrusted with the monitoring of the consistent application of the EU 

strategy and the collection of information and intelligence in liaison with the situation centre.  

This would be set up by the Council Secretariat and fully associate the Commission.  You 

said the work that was done on the strategy was very much, and I think your words were, 

a joint action by the Council and the Commission.  So I presume that you were fully engaged 

in that proposal.  It was reported 18 months later that it had not happened.  It is now two years 

since this decision was taken, even if you do not include its trailing at Thessaloniki.  It still 

does not appear to have happened.  When we talked with Mme Giannella about it this 

morning I have to say it was not entirely clear to me why it had not happened, whether, as 

might have been a possible implication, it had not happened because of certain difficulties 

between the Commission and the Council, or whether the Council has such a restrained 

budget and we understand certainly a reduced budget this year that it cannot give this 

development any kind of priority.  I am puzzled because it seems to me that if the outside 

world is to look at what is going on and to consider whether your performance indicators and 

maybe your prioritising are right, it would have been hugely assisted by that recommendation 

being implemented.  I am personally very grateful for your explanation and your priorities 

about what is happening and so forth but we are quite a bit down the line and it is hard for us 

to judge, for example, whether the money that has been devoted to a Russian project of 

chemical weapons and other Russian projects which you referred to is actually giving us value 

for money.  We do not have this sufficiently in the public domain.  I am sorry to concentrate 

right at the beginning on something that may seem to you a secondary issue, which is 

communication, but it seems to me a pretty primary issue in terms of maintaining 
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international European support for what is going on.  As we have also understood, there are 

not all that many member countries of the Union who really care about this particular issue.  It 

is important that more than three actually feel charged up by the successes that you have to 

report. 

Mr Deffrennes: There are two aspects to your question.  One is the issue of co-ordination of 

the implementation within the European institutions.  The other is the issue of transparency 

and information for the outside world if we talk about the European institutions.  Coming 

back to where you started, which is the issue of this monitoring centre, indeed, as I have told 

you, I have myself been directly involved in drafting of the recommendations for Thessaloniki 

with colleagues in the Secretariat.  That was prior to the time when Mme Giannella was 

appointed Personal Representative for these matters.  I think what we had in mind at our 

working level when we developed the initial ideas – and I must say that in the first draft 

maybe it was not “monitoring standards” which was used, we used another word for that 

which somewhere was changed in the adoption process of the documents – was that we 

wanted to have a kind of joint mechanism for the implementation of this strategy.  We were 

convinced, both at the level of my colleagues in the Secretariat and ourselves at our level in 

the Commission, of the kind of double dimension to the issue.  It is clearly a very political 

dimension with a clear decision-making process by the Member States through the Council 

mechanism.  On the other side, there is longstanding expertise and there are specific 

Community competencies which might be affected by these different issues, plus all the 

budget aspects coming from the Community Budget anyway – even this year this budget is 

a Community budget – where the Commission has both the expertise, the experience and 

a central role in terms of the implementation.  We were convinced of the importance of 

having a kind of joint implementation structure.  That is the origin of what then became after 

that the monitoring centre.  Today we are working very closely with colleagues in the 
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Secretariat and the Office of the Personal Representative.  It is clear that things are changing.  

As you know very well, the Commission is looking at the process to be adopted, as we will 

probably see.  This will lead to a new structure where a foreign minister will be in charge of 

foreign affairs and external relations.  He will also be the Vice President of the Commission 

and in charge of the DGs for external relations at that time.  All that will then be merged 

together within one structure.  That is not yet the case today, which means that we need to 

have this type of co-ordination on a regular basis.  It is not always easy.  Indeed, clearly we 

still have the two structures, so we need to reinforce this co-ordination.  It would be better to 

have a unique structure which will cover the various aspects.  I am talking here on a personal 

basis.  In terms of transparency and information, you are probably right that we should 

improve our information process in these specific matters.  I must say that it is also a matter 

of capacity and manpower.  You referred to the very limited means of the Personal 

Representative.  Nevertheless, there are 10 persons working for her.  If you look to the 

equivalent in the Commission, we are one or two people, in fact one and a half, myself and 

half of the time of John Mattiussi, in charge specifically of the dossier of non-proliferation 

and disarmament of weapons of mass destruction.  Again, you can have different readings of 

that.  You could also say, “Yes, but there are so many other people looking at this issue inside 

the Commission”, and that is true.  We have all the budget people who are looking to the 

budget and financial aspects of the programmes; you have our DG energy people who are 

looking to the safeguard issues through the Euratom Treaty, et cetera; you have all the desk 

officials of DG RELEX – the person in charge of Pakistan, the person in charge of Syria, the 

person in charge of Iran – who are looking at these non-proliferation issues.  This requires 

even more co-ordination effort if you want to look at it from a demotic perspective and point 

of view as to what are trying to do where we are in the Commission system.  We are spending 

a lot of effort and time inside our system.  We should clearly improve, and I agree with you, 
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the communication.  Nevertheless, I want to say that for that specific purpose of transparency 

and communication, we specifically organised two years ago, in November 2003 in 

Strasbourg, an inter-parliamentary conference to which we invited the members of the 

European Parliament but also representatives of the parliaments of the various Member 

States.  We explained what we were doing and what we intended to do within the framework 

of the G8 Global Partnership but also at a wider level.  At that time, Mme Giannella was 

already in place, so she was also certainly invited to participate, and she contributed with 

a presentation.  We have tried to do things.  We also have this type of information that we 

have assembled through the G8 Global Partnership mechanism, which is open and public, as 

was decided within the G8 framework.  I certainly take your point and I must say that we 

should improve our communication, transparency and information to people outside. 

Q77  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: May I just very shortly ask:  who is blocking the setting 

up of the unit or has a formal decision been taken to postpone this until the implementation of 

the Constitution because we understood that this unit was not requiring the constitutional 

changes to set it up; it was envisaged years ago.  Frankly, if it existed, it would be far better 

than a one-off conference with parliamentarians every however many years to bring us up to 

speed.  This would be something that was actually delivering on a regular basis the 

information and intelligence in liaison with the Situation Centre.  If we had that, we would 

then be in a position to act as your mouthpieces, as your spokesmen, because the information 

would be there.  It seems to me an extraordinary thing that that was foreseen as being 

necessary and now it has just gone into the sands. 

Mr Deffrennes: I do not think there has been a decision not to set it up.  The only point is that 

it has not been seen to date as a priority in the implementation of the Strategy on WMD. 
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Q78  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: By whom?  The Council has repeatedly said, “Why has it 

not happened?” in their reports on the progress.  Who says it is not important? 

Mr Deffrennes: Again, I do not think that we can say one person has said it is not important 

or we do not want to have it put in place. It has not been put in place because at this stage 

I have not seen a real discussion taking place on the mechanism and the structure to set it in 

place.  At least from the Commission side there has not been a blocking.  There has not been 

any formal discussion on that up to now, so there is no blocking mechanism inside the 

Commission not to set up that monitoring centre.  Specifically in terms of its monitoring role, 

what is a little more difficult is indeed the setting up of a joint structure to implement the 

strategy because for that the upcoming evolution in the framework of the Constitution is 

certainly an element and we are looking at priorities. 

Q79  Chairman: I think I understand broadly in terms as to why because we sort of go round 

in circles.  Lord Maclennan has quoted to you from the Thassaloniki Council but the most 

recent monitoring paper that we have – I know there is another one in December but the one 

from last June – actually talked about the issues, scope, mission and possible modalities of 

a monitoring centre being still to be considered on the basis of a paper established by the 

Office of the Personal Representative.  That would suggest that the initiative rests there, and 

then we were told this morning that of course she could not get it.  I think this is the basis of 

the question:  whose fault is it? 

Mr Deffrennes: I would not say it is the fault of the Personal Representative but it is clear 

that these updates go back to the Strategy and each point of the Strategy.  The wording is 

related to the wording of the Strategy.  The first draft on these reports is now provided by the 

Office of the Personal Representative.  Clearly, when we see that type of wording, on my side 

I am certainly for an input from the Commission side and that is written in the report.  Again, 
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there is no antagonism between the Personal Representative or the Council Secretariat and the 

Commission on that.  It is just a matter which today has not been discussed. 

Q80  Lord Dykes: Obviously the overall architecture and structure of this is still in its 

infancy and therefore we must make allowances for that and allow time for it to develop.  

When a number of institutions are swirling around each other anyway, it does make 

understandably for institutional delays.  I think Lord Maclennan put his finger on a number of 

weaknesses which are of concern to us all during this meeting.  Could I come back to the 

question of funding because it does seem to me that both in respect of particular attributions 

and certain sectors, there is a very modest amount of money in play.  Then, when you take the 

larger global amount, as you cited, the large amount agreed for a 10 year period for these 

operations in Russia, that does seem to be a much more substantial amount of money, but then 

one learns subsequently that the releases of course are much less than the actual original 

appropriations. Again, that happens with the budget process in many areas, so it is not 

necessarily something to be too alarmist about but it does cause some concern.  Coming to 

one specific example, I believe there is still a delay and a dispute about the chemical weapons 

approach, the allocations to that organisation, OPCW, and that is a terribly small amount of 

money to deal with all the global interests coming from the European Union.  Can you say 

anything more about that and can you let your hair down a bit, to use an English phrase, and 

talk frankly about your frustrations about the lack of adequate funding  for these new 

programmes? 

Mr Deffrennes: First of all, on the specific question related to the financial support to the 

OPCW, this issue is now solved.  The financing agreement between the Commission and 

OPCW was signed at the end of last year, 2004, and now the discussions are going on.  In 

fact, it is now the OPCD that has to propose areas of action within the general terms of 

reference which were agreed.  That issue is solved.  The reason why there was a delay here, as 
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is the case and might be the case in future, is related to the discrepancy between a political 

will to do something with an organisation or with a country in a specific field on the one side 

and, on the other side, I would say that because of the restrictions arising from the financial 

procedures not every type of project can be financed in any type of organisation.  For 

example, if you go back to the Russian programme for chemical weapon destruction, the 

easiest way would be to go to the Russians and say, “You need how much?  €100 million.  

Here is €100 million.  Spend it.”  That money would be in the Russians’ hands, but then you 

have no control.  That too is not acceptable.  As Commission officials sometimes we have to 

live with great frustrations because we have heavy procedures which have to be respected.  

One lesson learnt for the future may be that when we develop a programme or an idea for 

a project or a programme with a third country or with a third organisation, it is important that 

at the same time as we develop the political ID for the scope of the project, we also look at the 

feasibility of it from a procedural point of view.  In the case of OPCW, the programme came 

from there, and so it was a political decision:  we want to do something with OPCW.  Then 

the people come back and say, “Now you just implement it”.  No, it does not work like that 

because we cannot just implement it; it takes time and it is expensive and we need to sign 

a financing agreement.  In terms of the overall financial allocations, indeed the budget side of 

this is working over a period of five years, or in this case seven years.  We are still today 

within 2002-2006.  All this programming is done at the beginning of the cycle and after that it 

is very difficult to change the priorities, except if there is a priority, for example like the 

reconstruction of Iraq or the tsunami or stuff like that when it is still possible to have a kind of 

reallocation of budgets.  In the budget cycle which started in 2002, which means the 

programming was done in 2001, this issue of non-proliferation and disarmament was not at all 

a priority at that time at EU level.  Prior to Thessaloniki, the issue of weapons of mass 

destruction was not a priority, either in the Council, the Parliament or the European 
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Commission.  There were some programmes here and there but it was not a priority.  It only 

became a priority in 2003.  Again, we cannot change things like that.  It is a permanent 

frustration for the Council and for the Member States in the Committee on Non-Proliferation, 

the CONOP and in the Committee on Disarmament, the CODUN, to have to say, “As the EU, 

we would like to have action here”, or “Can the Commission do something there?”  No, we 

cannot, because we did not foresee it.  That is why from our side this year and next year we 

consider that our priority is to focus on that and to prepare the ground for 2007-2013 to try to 

ensure that we will have the financing means available.  That is not easy to do.  It is also not 

easy inside the Community system or even inside the Commission system because all that is 

also a matter of priority.  As you know, there are also discussions in other frameworks within 

the overall Community budget.  Will it be 1 per cent, will it be 1.24 per cent, will it be 

1.13 per cent on average, et cetera?  I will not say more about that.  It is clear that after that 

this leads to a need to define priorities.  When you talk to my colleagues in other areas, they 

will certainly consider that their area is the area of priority and that most of the focus should 

continue to be given there.  It is really a matter of defining the priorities.  That why again 

what we want to do in our unit this year is that scoping study in order to have a very sound 

and in in-depth analysis and justification for our request to justify the priorities that we see 

there.  In the end, in 2006, it will still be a decision by the Council and the Parliament to 

approve the request for budgets by the Commission.  That is what we are trying to do but it is 

a hard task looking to the future. 

Q81  Lord Lea of Crondall: When we met NATO, and obviously they are closer to the 

world intelligence community I guess than you are but my question is about intelligence, we 

started with a bit of a discussion about how far you would worry if you were on Mars and 

looking at the earth.  Would you say that the biggest worry for Member States should be 

about states like North Korea, states like Iran, states actually or quasi states or non-state 
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actors?  Where should the worry now be focused?  The UN Panel says a little bit about this 

but they are expressing some alarm.  Of course I think you are, in conjunction with Mme 

Giannella, drawing up some commentary on the UN Panel leading up to this conference in 

May.  Could you comment on where you get your intelligence from?  Presumably someone is 

looking at trade in illegal weapons, or illegal trade in weapons, whichever way you like to put 

it.  Can you tell me how you get information and where from? 

Mr Deffrennes: You are right to point to the fact that in the Commission we do not have 

access to intelligence information.  That is clear.  The Council has some access to intelligence 

information through citizens and other sources more than we have in the Commission.  

I explained to you at the beginning how we entered into this area of non-proliferation.  We 

have concentrated in the past on a certain number of projects which may not be focusing one 

hundred per cent on the weapons themselves but which are critical in supporting 

non-proliferation and the disarmament process of these weapons.  In terms of infrastructure 

projects, for example, we give support to the Suchi site with the United Kingdom MoD in 

particular in supplying an electricity transformer, which will supply the destruction facility.  

Electricity is a critical element.  If you do not have that, the destruction plant cannot run.  This 

does not touch the weapons themselves.  There is an area there for Commission/Community 

activity which is not seen as too sensitive from the perspective of the Council or the Member 

States.  That is why we want to do a scoping study this year.  Up to now, we have been 

pushed a bit to the back and we have being told we should do this or that.  We have been 

asked why we do not start a project here or there.  With the scoping study we want to make up 

a bit of distance this year to prepare the ground for 2007-2013 when we hope to have serious 

budgets available and to take an objective look.  We will start to do a kind of threat analysis 

by discussing this with the Member States and the Office of the Personal Representative.  

From there, we will define possible priorities for action.  There is no doubt that today from a 
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non-proliferation perspective, both DPRK and Iran are very critical files.  It is not certain how 

far a Community programme can really help today directly in Iran when it touches the issue 

of the potential weapons of Iran.  Certainly there are all the other aspects like economic 

support and the trade and co-operation agreement which is in negotiation between the 

Commission and the Iranians where things can be done.  It is also clear for non-state actors 

that if they co-operate on non-proliferation and weapons of mass destruction – and we are 

talking about potential CBRN terrorism – that is also an area where things have to be done.  

There are so many things to do and so many priorities that certainly we deserve to take a 

further look at the issue of what we want to do within the year 2005.  Nevertheless, I would 

also like to say here that it is important when a decision is taken that something is important 

and a programme is started to keep on going and to implement it up to its end and not to 

change priorities every year.  There are various good reasons to change a priority.  In 

particular, we have started to work with the Russian Federation.  There are large amounts of 

stocks of weapons related to materials which are still there.  A continued, long-term operation 

is required to secure and get rid of these materials.  Even if you have important priorities like 

Iran, DPRK, et cetera, which may be more political priorities which need to be handled 

politically first of all, when we talk about big assistance programmes, we should certainly not 

forget to continue to work on what we have already launched which deserves a long-term 

operation. 

Mr Mattiussi: May I add a couple of points?  Obviously you realise that the Commission does 

not work in isolation.  We are just one part of the overall machinery.  We are trying to fulfil 

the aims of the European Security Strategy, which identifies WMD proliferation as a major 

risk.  It also identifies terrorism as a major risk and the combination of the two as potentially 

very serious.  That is Member States setting the objectives.  We are fitting into that.  

Marc Deffrennes has led a lot of work on the G8 Kananaski Agreement.  The agenda is being 
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set at the world level and the Commission is playing a role.  We support the work of the UN 

on multilateralism, so there are UN activities.  We know the Commission has done a lot of 

work to support the UN SCR1540.  Whilst we do not at the moment have the same sort of 

intelligence background that NATO does, the situation centre is coming on-line and there is 

growth of intelligence data.  We do have a lot of indicators that are pushing us in that 

direction, and we are not working isolation on any of this; we are fitting into overall UN, G8, 

European objectives. 

Lord Lea of Crondall: I would say that is fair comment.  Thank you. 

Q82  Lord Morris of Aberavon: You have just mentioned not working in isolation.  Could 

you tell us what is the relationship at your level with your opposite numbers in NATO and the 

WMD Centre?  How often do you meet and are there any difficulties in keeping in touch, 

agreeing meetings and agendas? 

Mr Deffrennes: I am afraid the answer will not be very satisfactory to you.  We have very 

few relations with NATO.  This is not really on purpose but just because it has happened like 

that.  We meet them from time to time during outside events, conferences and seminars.  

From time to time, we have an informal meeting – and it is not very frequently – with them at 

working level, with Ted Whiteside.  That is an area where, clearly, we should improve in 

future.  Through our scoping study, we also want to have discussions with them, with other 

organisations too but with NATO in particular, to see what they are doing and how best we 

can co-ordinate the actions that they have and we have.  John Mattiussi knows better than 

I because he has worked with NATO for a while.  I do not think we are really competing in 

terms of the nature of the projects they are handling and we are handling.  Certainly, this 

deserves better contacts at least, if not co-ordination, in future. 

Q83  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Is it policy not to work together? 
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Mr Deffrennes: It is not policy not to work together.  It is has just happened that way.  It is 

a matter of prudence, in a way, but it is not a formal policy not to work with them.  There are 

close relationships between the European Union and the Council, the Political and Security 

Committee in particular, and the NATO committees.  There are exchanges in these areas but 

at working level, up to now it has not happened. 

Q84  Lord Morris of Aberavon: When did you last meet at working level? 

Mr Deffrennes: One year and a half ago at the meeting at the Council. 

Mr Mattiussi: It may be less and that may time be for the Commission.  I think perhaps the 

Council has met with them more recently.  NATO has not, to my knowledge, asked for any 

meetings.  I can give the perspective.  I worked in the United Kingdom Delegation to NATO 

and was responsible in the United Kingdom Delegation for non-proliferation.  There are two 

issues here.  Are we in the same business and what are the overlaps?  There are overlaps.  

When I was involved in non-proliferation for NATO, a lot of the priorities were on protecting 

NATO forces against proliferation threats, the ability of troops to fight in WMD 

environments.  There were also detection abilities and, after 9/11, the terrorism threat was 

looked at.   NATO is not in the business of risk reduction.  NATO has no funds.  The G8 do 

not go to NATO.  They are not invited to G8 meetings and the Commission is.  The 

Commission is invited to G8 meetings because the Commission brings assistance.  It can 

access and deliver money on risk-reduction activities.  The second part of the question is 

asking if there are institutional problems.  Sometimes there are institutional problems between 

NATO and the EU, and there is no point in trying to hide it, but my experience is that most of 

those problems actually originate in NATO and that sometimes the WMD Centre has got into 

trouble for talking to the EU.  These are not problems so much with the institutions but some 

delegations in NATO sometimes block NATO talking to the EU.  It can happen both ways but 
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our experience over the recent years is that the problems have been more with the NATO side 

than with the EU side. 

Q85  Lord Dykes: Incidentally, and as a small supplementary to that, is it an inhibiting factor 

that there are four members of the EU who are not members of NATO?  Do they discourage 

contacts?  They probably do not. 

Mr Deffrennes: They do not do so at working level. 

Mr Mattiussi: That does not happen at working level but under the Berlin Plus arrangements 

there are security problems.  On the ESDP side certain nations have been excluded from 

meetings. 

Q86  Lord Dykes: At the practical working level there is no problem? 

Mr Mattiussi: There is no problem at all. 

Q87  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Could I just complete my questions?  Recognising that you 

are in different businesses, as you described, and there is a difference in the membership, 

would you welcome a closer association at your level with your counterparts in NATO?   

How do you suggest, if you would welcome it, that could be achieved?  Who could achieve 

it? 

Mr Deffrennes: I certainly would have no objection.  This is what I was trying to say when 

I said that we were not playing on the same ground, and John Mattiussi also said that.  Our 

understanding today is that the way NATO approaches an issue and the way we in the 

Community and the Commission in particular approach an issue are different.  We are 

looking to assistance programmes, to Russia, et cetera, and they are looking at it from the 

perspective given by John Mattiussi.  Up to now, we have not felt the need really to have 

regular exchanges with NATO because we need co-ordination.  Having said this, that is 
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probably one thing we will look at in future, and again the scoping study we are going to do 

will look at the issue of NATO.  NATO will be visited.  Out of that scoping study we will also 

be able to determine if, in the future, there will be further interest in having these types of 

exchanges.  Certainly, I think at working level we can just decide it ourselves.  If we need to 

have these types of exchanges, to have a better view and better co-ordination, it is our duty 

and responsibility to make the best out of it.  NATO and our people can certainly set up this 

type of informal exchange meeting.  If it needs to be formalised at a later stage, we will see if 

there is any interest in doing that and how that happens, but from tomorrow if there is such 

a need or interest, we can certainly establish a relationship at working level with them. 

Mr Mattiussi: To add to what Marc has said, in the meeting we had earlier, and this goes back 

to the intelligence point, there was recognition that one area where NATO is way ahead of us 

at the moment is in terms of threat assessments, both in the states and in equipment.  In the 

discussion we had in our previous meeting and the scoping study on what we should aim our 

priorities, Marc Deffrennes, encouraged our researchers to contact NATO to see if the EU 

might gain access to some of that threat information.  That is a practical example of where we 

have actually initiated work and steps to try to talk to NATO. 

Q88  Lord Morris of Aberavon: What became of the initiative? 

Mr Mattiussi: It was only an hour ago you gave the order, so we do not know. 

Mr Deffrennes: That happened earlier today and we were preparing the scoping study. 

Q89  Lord Morris of Aberavon: Why could it not have happened earlier? 

Mr Deffrennes: There are so many things to do in a day! 

Q90  Lord Morris of Aberavon: I am not talking about a day but in a year and a half? 

Mr Deffrennes: Even at that. 
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Mr Spence: May I make two points, one on reinforcement and one on a different point?  

Mr Deffrennes is a very modest man.  In some of the questions you are asking, I think the 

answer he would not give, because he is too modest, is that he is the only Commission official 

doing it.  Part of your answer is that if he had a team, if he had the unit that was 

recommended, and you saw the recommendation for that, it probably would be done.  He is 

on his own and that is part of the answer.  The second thing is, and I have partly to disagree 

with my colleagues in terms of relations with NATO, that I have personally been reprimanded 

for having relations with NATO because the Commission is not supposed to do that – and this 

is not by the Commission but by a Member State.  I think this may not be the case in the area 

that Mr Deffrennes is talking about but certainly we do have a history of reticence on the side 

of certain Member States for the Commission to have direct relations with NATO as an 

organisation. 

Q91  Lord Maclennan of Rogart: You have mentioned work is being done on the response 

to the High Level Panel’s recommendations on the Non-Proliferation Review Conference.  Is 

there a prospect that the Union will be able to speak with one voice on any of these 

recommendations in a manner which will lend real weight to them?  The High Level Panel’s 

report was quite worrying and concerning.  They saw that these weapons are underlying 

a very serious threat.  What I have rather taken from the discussion is that, for entirely 

understandable reasons, not least the low priority being given to it by member countries, this 

is a programme which has been spread over a number of years and gradually developed as the 

budget allows and so on, but here we have a direct challenge to do something and some of it 

may not cost anything, like the proposal that the Security Council should be required to issue 

warnings to countries or at least to respond to countries that have used nuclear or other 

weapons.  I have asked people how this response is going to be put together and if is it too 

low a priority for the Member Countries.  Is the European Union not a forum where even 
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like-minded people can actually distil their agreements and present them together in an 

impressive fashion, because that would lend enormous weight to these things if that were to 

happen. 

Mr Deffrennes: I think there will be one response from the EU to the UN Secretary General 

on that report.  It will also be a unique EU response which will embrace all aspects covered 

by the report where, as you know very well, on proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 

there is only one element.  That will be co-ordinated through the Council group in the UN.  

There is a committee on relations with the UN.  That group has been charged to provide, 

through the presidency, the formal EU response to the UN Secretary General.  The input into 

that reply on the non-proliferation side is provided by the groups on non-proliferation and 

disarmament, so again there are two groups there providing their inputs.  I must say that the 

time line is very challenging because basically the expectation is to have the group on UN 

discussing at the end of this month, which means that the other group should have met earlier 

and discussed this in detail and provided their concerted and consensus views on it.  I think it 

will end up with a very general and light feedback.  There will be feedback which will include 

non-proliferation issues but it will not be an in-depth analysis and review of the report.  One 

of the elements which will be mentioned, for example, is that much focus should be put on the 

nuclear side; there should perhaps be more focus placed on the biological side, compliance, 

verification, et cetera.  That is one of the elements.  There should also perhaps be more 

mention of the UN Security Council 1540 within the UN report.  That is mentioned but it is 

not focused on much.  That is a very important resolution which has been taken.  If you really 

focus now on the Commission input into that report, again I think the input is channelled 

through our desk in charge of multilateral relations and in particular relations with the UN 

that will then provide from the Commission the Commission input into the EU report.  It will 

not appear as a Commission input to the Secretary General but as an input from the 
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Commission into the EU report to the Secretary General.  We are at an even lower level.  We 

might also provide input from our perspectives on that.  Let us be frank, due to the lack of 

resources and the important task we have in future of preparing the financial instruments, 

et cetera, from my personal perspective, I would like to have more time to look into the 

report, to make contacts and provide written input, et cetera, but we really do not have the 

time and resources to do that.  That is one of the programmes from a Commission perspective.  

When you look to the non-proliferation and disarmament issue as a theme, the fact is that it 

really starts from inside the Commission, then it goes all over the system.  The UN desk is 

looking at some of these aspects.  The Iran desk is looking at another programme.  Our 

financial people are looking at the implementation of the programmes.  We try to have overall 

co-ordination.  I have not mentioned the other DGs.  DG Trade is looking at the issue of 

export control and the duel-use regulation for export control, et cetera.  We have tried very 

hard in the Commission to convince our system of the need to have at least a core or 

minimum group of people to focus on the theme of non-proliferation and disarmament and yet 

still do the co-ordination.  We have not been successful from that perspective.  It still very 

much diluted and we have a lot of work to do on co-ordination, in addition to all the rest of 

the work. 

Q92  Lord Lea of Crondall: I have a brief supplementary on that.  You mentioned the time 

line.  I am beginning to think that I have not understood it property but we have not had the 

time either in doing our little study to go to Geneva, Vienna, and The Hague, Buenos Aires or 

wherever else everybody operates from.  There is clearly a global picture in the United 

Nations.  You have mentioned this Review Conference, which is in May, but the UN Panel 

had a chapter on weapons of mass destruction as part of the review of the United Nations, 

which goes to another conference in September.  Presumably, the United Nations’ machinery 

grinds forward with its own logic towards September and then to the General Assembly in 
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some way in the autumn as well as feeing back from this Review Conference, which will not 

draw up a new treaty, in May.  Can you say a bit more about the time line?  Clearly there is 

a time line of a few days to start to get your committee to look at a preliminary draft reply.  

Will not some of this grind on until the autumn, and with what sort of thing – a new treaty 

possibility?  What sort of thing are we talking about later in the year? 

Mr Mattiussi: Am I right that you are breaking out the NPT Review Conference, and that is 

being discussed separately in the EU? 

Q93  Lord Lea of Crondall: Yes.  What is the outcome of the NPT Review Conference?  

What sort of output are people generally expecting it will recommend to somebody else?  The 

NPT Review Conference cannot make the decisions. 

Mr Mattiussi: Where we are at the moment is that the EU is deciding on what its position as 

the EU will be at the Review Conference. 

Q94  Lord Lea of Crondall: A minor feed into that is that by February someone is drawing 

up a comment on the Panel chapter on weapons of mass destruction.  Both of these things are 

going in a time line which leads to the NPT Review Conference in May.  I am just asking if 

I have understood all this.  Then there is the process of the UN review going to New York in 

September.   

Mr Deffrennes: That is another story. 

Q95  Lord Lea of Crondall: It is not another story in the sense that anything which is 

a treaty change would have to go to a higher level of the United Nations Treaty. 

Mr Deffrennes: Unless I have misunderstood something, I do not think there will be a treaty 

change.  There will be no change of the NPT.  The NPT is what it is.  This is a Review 

Conference on the NPT, which will be a very interesting and difficult one. 
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Q96  Lord Lea of Crondall: What if somebody wanted to say, as the UN Panel have said, 

that the powers should be taken, by treaty presumably, to say that every Member State should 

agree to respond by not using nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear weapons state, or 

something like that?  I do not know what the legal and juridical basis of some of these 

agreements would be.  Presumably it is not the end of the game when you get to an NPT 

Review Conference? 

Mr Deffrennes: For the NPT, and also for relations with the UN, it is clear that the Member 

States at this stage want to keep all their freedom in terms of their position within these 

frameworks.  Nevertheless, work is going on in the Committee on Non-Proliferation and in 

particular to prepare to try to go as far as possible in terms of defining a European Union 

common approach, maybe a common position or an opinion on the common approach, and 

certainly a declaration within these international frameworks.  It is also clear, if you talk about 

the NPT in particular, that there will not be one hundred per cent consensus on the various 

aspects covered by the NPT.  That is clearly the case.  Since there is not one hundred per cent 

consensus, clearly again once more the Member States want to keep their own freedom and 

flexibility within these frameworks.  There the role of the EU and certainly of the Community 

is looking more to progress which can be made globally by the Member States together.  This 

is more a question, I would say frankly, for the Council than for the Commission. 

Q97  Chairman: Mr Deffrennes, can I as a boring chairman come back to the rather more 

mundane situation, the issue of Russia?  You have pointed out that it is a big part of the work, 

certainly in financial terms.  We were told informally somewhere else while we have been 

here that really everybody was too patient with Russia.  We seem to hear criticisms about the 

EU’s programme, that they cannot get their act together and they cannot spend the money.  

How much is this actually down to Russia’s default in terms of co-operating and are we 

actually getting real progress for the money we spend? 
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Mr Deffrennes: It is clear that, first of all, we should not hide, and clearly there is heaviness 

on our side.  Perhaps some of my colleagues would not like me to say that too loudly, but it is 

a fact.  We have heavy procedures, heavy bureaucracy, and it takes time between 

a decision-making process to run a programme or a project, the start of implementation, and 

the end of implementation.  All that is very long and heavy.  I can give you just one example.  

I organised a seminar in November 2002 in Moscow to launch the idea of a project on the 

export control of dual-use goods with the Russians.  For different reasons, which I will not 

detail here but they are all good reasons, the project will start at the earliest at the end of 2005.  

That is three years between the seminar to launch the process for dialogue with the Russians 

and the start of the project, let alone the end.  That is just one example.  That is not just the 

Commissions’ fault.  That is about the heaviness of the procedures and the bureaucracy.  This 

comes about because there is a very strong desire for scrutiny, audit, verification and 

monitoring, and that is imposed by the Member States on the Community system.  We too are 

suffering from that.  Certainly you need verification, audits, et cetera, but then sometimes this 

enters the situation of what the priority is.  Is the priority the implementation of a programme 

or is the priority respect for the procedures?  That is one thing.  On the other side, it is also 

true that working with the Russians is very hard.  I have been working with them since 1992.  

I was in Moscow for the first time in February 1992 for the first TACIS programme on 

nuclear safety.  It is as difficult today basically as it was at that time because they have their 

own priorities.  They want to get as much benefit and as much money as possible out of the 

programmes.  We see that in the programmes in which they themselves have a direct interest 

or a direct responsibility, these programmes are progressing reasonably well.  If you are not 

on their lines of priority, then they will still find a way to get you money but it will take a long 

time and you are not very sure of the effectiveness of the implementation.  One lesson learnt 

is to make sure that when you devise a programme with them, it is a programme which is 
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important for them as well and ideally a programme where they themselves are putting in 

quite a lot of money. 

Q98  Chairman: Are you suggesting, in the case of those programmes where they are not 

particularly interested, that some of the money might end up not particularly in someone’s 

pocket but actually financing something different from the project? 

Mr Deffrennes: No, because you still have a verification mechanism.  When you have this 

type of programme you can still do monitoring and there are still the auditing processes, 

et cetera.  What you have said certainly happens sometimes, that is clear, but in general you 

can certainly verify.  In terms of progress, in terms of efficiency, that is certainly impeded if 

you have such situations. 

Q99  Chairman: I fear that is the end of our time. 

Mr Deffrennes: My colleagues and I in the Commission are certainly at your disposal for 

further meetings if you need them.   

Chairman: Thank you very much for the time that you have given us. 


