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I.  Strengthening EU capabilities in the field of Civil Protection

Members of the General Secretariat of the Council informed the Working Party on:

—  The framework in which the European Security and Defence Policy, especially its civil
track, is developed; the various bodies (CFSP committees, including the yet to be
established “Civilian crisis management committee”, and the Policy Unit within the
Secretariat) already or soon to be involved; and the coordinating mechanism at the
Secretariat;

—  The main topics addressed by the Seminar on non-military Crisis Management (Lisbon,
3 and 4 April 2000) and its outcome, especially the areas of priority for the EU, namely
police and complementary actions in support of the judicial system, and civil
protection/search and rescue. Civil protection was highlighted as an area where the EU

could improve the impact and visibility of its actions, while taking full account of, and
building further on, existing coordination mechanisms. The importance of ensuring

good internal coordination between the 1st and 2nd pillar was underlined as a way to
maintaining overall consistency. In this respect establishing a database in the field of

civil protection was deemed useful.
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The initial views of two delegations were that actors in the field of civil protection should not
get involved in civilian crisis management. One of these delegations stressed that civil
protection matters should remain under the 1st pillar and be handled by civil protection
experts. This delegation also noted that the proposed framework for civilian crisis
management seemed to mix quite different areas, for instance police and civil protection, and
was under the impression that the coordinating mechanism under development was prejudging
decisions not yet fully endorsed by all delegations. Moreover its reading of the Helsinki
conclusions was not that they called for establishing some sort of overall coordinating

mechanism.

Other delegations were somewhat more positive towards the orientations given by the
European Council in Helsinki and the conclusions of the Lisbon Seminar while offering
various comments, some of them already presented at the previous meeting, and questions for

clarification, such as:

—  Ifcivil protection assets are to be made ready and available for additional missions, how
is this going to be financed?

—  Is establishing (new) database(s) of available resources a useful way forward if the
difficulty actually lies with better using coordinating mechanisms? In any case, such a
database should include information on bi- and multilateral agreements in force;

—  When thinking on where and how to allocate civil protection assets it should be kept in
mind that the first priority for such assets is in their country of origin;

— A clear distinction should be made between the location (in the EU or in third countries)
and the occasion of interventions (conflict, disaster), and the nature of the means
involved (military equipment, civil protection assets, ...);

—~  Duplication of efforts/structures/mechanisms should be avoided. The EU should
therefore make the best out of the coordinating mechanisms and training facilities that
already exist in several international organisations (UN, NATO, OSCE). In this respect
it was thought useful that an inventory of existing coordinating mechanisms be made
available. It was suggested that this Working Party’s task should be to reflect on how to
avoid duplication, in the framework defined by the Helsinki conclusions; this could be
facilitated by drawing lessons from previous interventions. Moreover it should be borne
in mind that the Helsinki conclusions only addressed a “small” part of civil protection
matters.

It was also pointed out that relying on existing, non-EU coordinating mechanisms, was
not contradictory with preserving the identity of EU actions and might not dispense the
EU from setting its own mechanism;
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As a first step, coordination should be improved between the various Departments
involved in each Member State.

Following this exchange of views the Chairman noted that:

The coordinating mechanism foreseen by Helsinki is not intended for the operational
management of EU interventions;

The Helsinki conclusions do not specify how to avoid duplication; this should be one of
this Working Party’s tasks;

—  This Working Party is not going to decide on the future civilian crisis management
committee and should focus on concrete improvements of the co-ordination and
cooperation between Member States for interventions both within and outside the EU.

Only one delegation was in a position to give a preliminary reply to the questions set out at the

top of page 5 of 7149/00. The Chairman therefore reiterated his invitation for written replies

and explained that these questions should assist in assessing:

whether it is necessary to do more, in terms of coordination, than what already exists in
the EU and other international organisations;

—  what could be the specific contribution of this Working Party to the follow-up of
Helsinki.

Given the importance and sensitivity of these questions several delegations suggested that the

June meeting of General Directors should address them.

II. Consolidating Council Resolutions on Civil Protection

Following the Chairman’s presentation of the content and structure of the draft Resolution

comprised in SN 2211/00 several delegations volunteered preliminary comments, such as:

It should be clarified whether this draft resolution incorporates and replaces all the
previous ones (but the 1991 Resolution on mutual aid, which should nevertheless be
mentioned in the text) or simply complements them. In this respect, the resolution
should not be limited to identifying elements that are still relevant, and (proposed) new
elements should be highlighted;
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- The text should clearly distinguish between actions/measures falling under the
Community action programme and other actions, and identify who (Member States,
Community..) is doing what (Vade-mecum, cooperation between schools..);

—  Keeping a reference to the 112 common emergency phone number might be useful;

- In order to keep the text reasonably self-understandable and concrete for the general
reader a certain amount of details should be retained. In this respect the bracketed text
(paragraph 5, 1st and 3rd bullet points, and paragraph 6, 1st bullet point) should stay;

— Integrating civil protection objectives in other policies (paragraph 4) is a legitimate
priority which could be made more concrete by singling out specific policy areas, such
as environment;

- NGOs and the private sector could also be mentioned as resources that could better
contribute to civil protection-related activities (paragraph 5, 6th bullet point);

- The role of General Directors of civil protection should be more firmly stressed
(paragraph 6, 4th indent: “the important role that DG of civil protection or their
counterparts [.] play ..”);

—  The instruments listed in paragraph 6 should also comprise bilateral agreements;

- In paragraph 7, the 1st bullet point should mention the cooperation of the Commission
with the international organisations active in this field; the 3rd bullet point should also
cover Malta, and the 4th one could refer to pilot-projects that are already under way;

- It might be preferable that other fora (pertaining to the 2nd pillar) assess paragraph 8; its
3rd bullet point should be limited to recommending that expertise of actors in the civil
protection be taken into account (i.e. the words “ to lay down ...disasters and” should be
deleted).

Noting that consultations were still under way in several Member States the Chairman
concluded that, at the present time, all delegations but the German one seemed to be willing to

progress further with this draft resolution, and invited written comments for the first week of
May.
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