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Select Committee on Defence Third Report 

The Defence Committee
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Select Committee on Defence Third Report 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction 

1.  The men and women of the Armed Forces deserve the highest praise for their conduct and 
performance in Iraq. The commitment required of them not only during the combat operations but 
also in the subsequent peacekeeping and peace support roles is of a very high order. (Paragraph 1)

2.  We extend our deepest sympathies to the families of those who lost their lives. (Paragraph 1) 

3.  We welcome the openness of MoD and the Armed Forces in publishing its 'lessons learned' reports 
on operations in Iraq and we commend them for the efforts they made to do so promptly after the 
major combat phase had concluded. (Paragraph 6) 

4.  We regret that MoD has failed to provide us with certain documents which we have requested and 
has demonstrated on occasion less co-operation and openness than we have the right to expect as a 
select committee of the House of Commons. (Paragraph 21)

Special Forces 

5.  The 'increasing role' of Special Forces was demonstrated in operations in Afghanistan, and has now 
been emphatically reinforced by the crucial role which they played in Iraq. Their skills and 
professionalism provide a unique capability to the total British military effort. (Paragraph 23)

Planning and Strategy 

The debate within the Pentagon 

6.  The British, who had had embedded staff officers at Centcom from September 2001, were the first 
foreigners to be brought into the American planning process and appear to have been influential in the 
overall shape of the plan. In this the British-American relationship also drew on more than 10 years of 
close collaboration between the RAF and USAF in enforcing the northern and southern no-fly zones 
over Iraq. We are not, however, able to define the areas in which the British made specific contribution 
to what was essentially an American campaign plan, other than in the consideration of the northern 
option and in niche capabilities such as special forces operations.(Paragraph 43)

Effect of Operation Fresco 

7.  Although the Armed Forces commitment to Operation Fresco did not prevent them from putting 
together an effective force package for the operation in Iraq, it did limit the total numbers. It also 
adversely affected some elements of the force (by for example requiring high readiness units to move at 
short notice from fire-fighting to deploying to Iraq). In the longer term it could have undermined the 
Armed Forces' ability to sustain combat operations.(Paragraph 56) 

8.  Overall, the demands that Operation Telic placed on UK Armed Forces in the context of other 
operational requirements were very close to the maximum that they could sustain. (Paragraph 57)

Planning Assumptions 
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9.  We believe that MoD should consider whether for major equipment and capabilities the planning 
assumptions process is sufficiently flexible to match the very wide range of types and scales of 
operations which our Armed Forces may be required to undertake in the future.(Paragraph 59)

The Northern Option to the Southern Option 

10.  From the evidence we have seen it appears that the late decision to move from the north to the 
south led to a requirement for the UK to deploy a significantly larger force—at least one brigade, 
something over 5,000 troops. This may well have been a contributory factor in complicating the various 
logistical problems that were later faced. (Paragraph 69)

The force balance 

11.  MoD needs to urgently re-examine the mechanisms, including the use of reserves, by which units 
are brought to war establishment with minimal disruption in all important preparatory phases of the 
operations.(Paragraph 71) 

12.  Overall, however, the signs are that, above Brigade level (i.e. at Division level), UK Armed Forces 
have become a one operation force—one operation which must be followed by a lengthy period of 
recovery before they can be in position to mount another similar operation, even within a coalition. 
(Paragraph 74) 

13.  We are pleased to learn that according to Lessons for the Future, MoD intends to review the 
generation of force elements at readiness and the implications for notice to move times. But we feel that 
MoD should be more explicit in articulating what scale of forces can be offered for expeditionary 
operations of choice in the future, while ensuring adequate resources, equipment and training time. 
(Paragraph 75)

Command and control 

Higher Command Levels 

14.  The appointment of a deployed UK National Contingent Commander worked effectively in 
Operation Telic.(Paragraph 82) 

15.  We expect MoD to revisit the question of the deployability of PJHQ, raised in the SDR, in the light 
of recent operations, and we look forward to their conclusions. (Paragraph 82)

Command relations with the Americans 

16.  We recommend that MoD considers whether the highest levels of British command structures 
might be made more adaptable so as to be able to operate more closely in parallel with their American 
counterparts, when UK and US forces are operating together.(Paragraph 84)

The Maritime Component 

17.  The Royal Fleet Auxiliary made a vital contribution to the operation. MoD should ensure that the 
shortcomings which were highlighted are addressed.(Paragraph 88)

Targeting 

18.  There is clear evidence of UK influence on the air targeting operations of the coalition. Principally 
this influence seems to have been applied to issues of perception, specifically how attacking particular 
targets would be received by European allies. The extent to which the UK persuaded the US out of 
attacking certain targets on grounds of principle is less clear. We asked MoD for specific examples of 
UK influence but they failed to provide any, even on a classified basis.(Paragraph 98) 
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19.  We feel that the shortcomings in the practice and training of close air support by the RAF and land 
forces which have emerged in recent operations must be urgently addressed. This will require a 
reassessment of the numbers of and equipment for Forward Air Controllers, both on the ground and in 
the air, the provision of adequate targeting pods for individual aircraft and significantly greater 
exercising of these capabilities in a joint environment. Such exercises are likely to have to take place 
overseas since, as we understand it, no UK based facility exists for such training. (Paragraph 104) 

20.  Effective and timely arrangements for assessing battle damage are crucial for continuously 
informing the campaign plan and for establishing whether the aim of minimising damage to civilians 
and civilian infrastructure has been achieved. We look to MoD to exploit the latest technological 
advances to further improve the speed and accuracy of battle damage assessment. (Paragraph 106)

Use of Reserves 

Call-out and mobilisation 

21.  While we are pleased to learn that for Operations Telic 2 and 3, MoD has been able to give most 
reservists 21 days notice to report, we are concerned that for Telic 1 reservists were given 14 days 
notice to report, and in some cases considerably less. We expect MoD to ensure that the appropriate 
lessons are learned to avoid the need for such short notice to report, and to recognise the impact of this 
on reservists, their families and their employers. (Paragraph 116) 

22.  We expect MoD and the reserve organisations to take appropriate action to ensure that reservists 
are made fully aware of their liability for call out. (Paragraph 117) 

23.  We recommend that MoD consider what action can be taken to ensure that the substantial 
proportion of regular reservists who failed their medicals return to being 'fit for role'. (Paragraph 119) 

24.  Overall, it appears that the majority of reservists mobilising through Chilwell considered that they 
had received adequate training before being deployed. However, we are concerned about the non-
alignment of TA and Regular shooting standards and expect MoD to address this issue as soon as 
possible. (Paragraph 122)

Finance and compensation issues 

25.  We are concerned to learn that some TA reservists experienced problems regarding their pay. We 
understand that for future operations, where significant numbers of reservists are deployed, PJHQ 
have agreed to the deployment of a Reserves Cell whose role will include issues such as pay and 
allowances. We expect MoD to ensure that this lesson is implemented in full.(Paragraph 125) 

26.  It is clearly wrong that reservists who are compulsorily mobilised for combat operations should 
lose out financially. We note that to date only a small number of appeals have been made by reservists 
dissatisfied with their individual financial arrangements. We recommend that these be considered 
sympathetically and that MoD monitor closely the numbers and outcomes of such appeals over the 
coming months. (Paragraph 126) 

27.  We expect MoD to ensure that the procedures for reservists claiming financial assistance are 
streamlined and less intrusive. (Paragraph 127)

Employment issues 

28.  We note that MoD has commissioned a study to measure the degree of employer support for the 
mobilisation of the Reserve and look forward to seeing the findings and the lessons that MoD identify. 
But we consider that MoD needs to adopt a more proactive approach to identifying cases where 
reservists have experienced employment problems following a period of mobilisation. Reservists need 
to be assured that they will not lose their jobs, as a result of being mobilised, and that support will be 
available if they encounter such problems.(Paragraph 129) 
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29.  We are very concerned to learn that 11 members of the TA in Germany (over a quarter of the TA 
in Germany deployed to Operation Telic), who form part of a key squadron (the Amphibious Engineer 
Squadron), lost their jobs with civilian employers on returning from deployment on Operation Telic. 
We expect MoD and the reserve organisations to raise these matters with the relevant authorities 
within Germany and with the civilian employers of the TA reservists in Germany. (Paragraph 131) 

30.  We are concerned that the requirement on reservists to inform their employers of their reserve 
status seems to have been announced ahead of the findings of MoD's own study on employer support. 
There does not seem to have been prior consultation with members of the Reserve. We recommend that 
MoD set out why it chose to make this change at this time. (Paragraph 132)

Impact on the reserves 

31.  It is unreasonable that reserve personnel deployed on Operation Telic should have to do additional 
service, on top of the six to nine months taken up by that tour, to qualify for their annual bounty and 
we recommend that MoD waives this requirement.(Paragraph 134) 

32.  MoD has identified a number of lessons relating to the Reserve from the experience of Operation 
Telic. We look to MoD to implement these lessons in full. We welcome the announcement that, 
following Operation Telic, MoD is adjusting the arrangements for the higher management of the 
Reserve and that the Directorate of Reserve Forces and Cadets will come under the direct command of 
the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff, which reflects the importance of this key part of our Armed Forces. 
(Paragraph 135) 

33.  Throughout our inquiry we have come into contact with a range of reservists who served on 
Operation Telic. As with the Regular service personnel, we have been impressed with their dedication 
and the invaluable contribution they made. We concur with MoD's conclusion that reservists 'showed 
the highest quality and commitment… their value in all phases of an operation has again been 
demonstrated.' (Paragraph 136)

Defence Medical Services 

Manning 

34.  We find it worrying that some five years after the Strategic Defence Review the problems in the 
DMS, in particular the problem of under manning, appear to be as bad as they ever have been. We 
were alarmed to learn that for the major specialties for war MoD had 'emptied the boxes' for 
Operation Telic. Further deployments in the near future are only likely to exacerbate the problems.
(Paragraph 143) 

35.  We acknowledge that the manning issue is not an easy one to address quickly, but we look to MoD, 
the Department of Health, the NHS and the medical profession to support the DMS in its efforts to find 
new and innovative solutions. (Paragraph 144) 

36.  We recommend that MoD bring together the Department of Health, the NHS and the medical 
profession with the DMS in order urgently to identify solutions to the problem of increasing specialism 
among surgeons in the NHS. (Paragraph 146) 

37.  We are most concerned to learn that 47 medical reservists have resigned on returning from 
Operation Telic, and that MoD is aware of further resignations from Army medical reservists. The 
number of resignations represents some six per cent of the 760 medical reservists deployed. We expect 
MoD to monitor this issue closely, to identify the reasons behind the resignations, and to take account 
of these in its recruitment and retention efforts. (Paragraph 147)

Impact on the NHS 

38.  This was the first operation where all the medical personnel deployed came almost exclusively from 
the NHS and it appears that the arrangements, such as the liaison between MoD, the Department of 
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Health, and NHS Trusts worked well. However, thankfully, the number of casualties was low and the 
arrangements for treating casualties in NHS hospitals were not fully tested.(Paragraph 149)

Medical equipment and supplies 

39.  We are pleased to learn that lessons about the need to have more medical supplies on the shelves 
rather than over-relying on UORs have been recognised. We expect MoD to identify the appropriate 
balance between holding items and relying on UORs. We also expect MoD to review any cases from 
Operation Telic where inadequate or insufficient equipment may have disadvantaged clinical outcomes 
and, if any such cases are identified, to take appropriate action to avoid such situations occurring in the 
future. (Paragraph 152)

Deployment 

Sea Lift and Air Lift 

40.  We conclude that deploying such a large force to the Gulf in the time available was a significant 
achievement.(Paragraph 155) 

41.  MoD should identify how the challenges of limited landing slots for aircraft and small sea ports 
could be addressed in the future. (Paragraph 158) 

42.  We recognise the achievement of the DTMA in securing the sea lift for Operation Telic. We 
recommend that, drawing on the experience from Operation Telic, MoD should undertake a review of 
ro-ro shipping to inform its future planning. (Paragraph 162) 

43.  The action taken by MoD ensured that the UK had sufficient lift, but the outcome could well have 
been different. For any future operations, MoD needs to avoid competing directly with the US for 
outsize lift and co-ordinate its efforts to secure such assets. (Paragraph 163) 

44.  Recent operations have highlighted the need for sufficient sea and air lift. We look to MoD to 
ensure that those assets that have performed their task well are available to our Armed Forces in the 
future. We regret that the A400M programme, which is intended to meet the UK's Future Transport 
Aircraft requirement, has experienced delays to its planned in-service date. We expect MoD to ensure 
that the current forecast in-service date is met and that any capability gaps from delays already 
experienced are filled. (Paragraph 167)

Urgent Operational Requirements 

45.  We acknowledge that there were constraints on when the UOR process could begin, but it is of real 
concern that in some cases this resulted in Armed Forces personnel not having access to the full 
complement of equipment, such as Minimi machine guns and Underslung Grenade Launchers. 
(Paragraph 177) 

46.  Much of the equipment procured as UORs made a significant contribution to the success of the 
campaign and, in most cases, industry supplied equipment at very short notice. However UORs are not 
the solution in every case. MoD needs to be better informed of which types of equipment and 
capabilities can be delivered in UOR timescales—there were a number of cases where equipment was 
not delivered by the time required or where users did not have a full complement. We do not consider 
that MoD planning properly recognised that the delivery date for a piece of equipment and the date by 
which a capability is achieved are not the same. If personnel are to be confident and fully efficient with 
their equipment there must be adequate time for familiarisation, training and integration. 
Furthermore, given the desire stated in the recent White Paper to be able to intervene anywhere in the 
world at short notice, we believe that the risks of relying on UORs instead of holding adequate stocks, 
are not sufficiently well analysed or understood in MoD's risk assessment processes. (Paragraph 181) 

47.  There are likely to be positive lessons from the UOR process which have applicability to MoD's 
normal equipment acquisition processes: for example, where UORs were used to accelerate existing 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5703.htm (5 von 15)26.07.2005 17:05:16



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

programmes. We expect MoD to identify and implement these and reflect on the appropriateness of 
UOR procurement becoming institutionalised. (Paragraph 183) 

48.  We expect MoD to evaluate fully the performance of the equipment procured as UORs and the 
specific enhancements they provided to the UK's military capabilities. This evaluation must also take 
full account of the views of those members of the Armed Forces who used the equipment in action. 
Disposing of useful equipment cannot represent good value for money if it then has to be re-acquired in 
the future. (Paragraph 184)

The start of operations 

From planning to operations—what was found 

49.  The Committee congratulates the Royal Navy for the success of the complex and demanding 
operation to clear mines from the waterway to Umm Qasr and urges the MoD to review, as a matter of 
urgency, the capability of the Royal Navy to undertake mine clearance operations in shallow and very 
shallow waters, given the likely need for increasing amphibious operations in the littoral.(Paragraph 195)

The Approach to Basra 

50.  The operation to take Basra was a significant military achievement. One measure of its 
success—and in the context of an effects-based operation an important one—was that just one week 
later there were joint UK/Iraqi patrols. (Paragraph 202)

Major defence equipment 

Overall performance 

51.  We are pleased to learn that in most cases the major defence equipments performed well in the 
difficult conditions encountered in Iraq although, given the nature of the enemy, many equipments 
were not tested to the full.(Paragraph 209)

Availability of equipment 

52.  The availability of most defence equipment was generally high during Operation Telic. However, it 
is disappointing that an impressive capability such as HMS Ocean is let down by unreliable landing 
craft and 'that there are difficulties with the acceptance of the new landing craft.' We expect MoD to 
remedy this issue as soon as possible to ensure that the capabilities of HMS Ocean are maximised.
(Paragraph 213)

Communication and Information Systems 

53.  It concerns us that for the next four to five years we will continue to be dependent upon Skynet 4 
which has recognised limitations and which let us down on this occasion. (Paragraph 215) 

54.  Operation Telic highlighted serious shortcomings in the reliability, capacity and redundancy of the 
UK's communications and information systems, which to a large extent are a consequence of under-
investment in the past. While we acknowledge that work is in hand to address these shortcomings, we 
find it very worrying that it will be some time before any real improvements will be seen, particularly 
given the frequency with which UK Armed Forces are now involved in operations, and the increased 
need to communicate effectively not only within UK forces but also with our allies. (Paragraph 218)

Combat identification 

55.  We welcome the overall finding of the National Audit Office that on Operation Telic, the measures, 
procedures and training relating to combat identification were largely effective. We are disappointed 
that a copy of the review of combat identification undertaken by the Vice Chief of Defence Staff, which 
was provided to the National Audit Office, was not made available to the Defence Committee during its 
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inquiry.(Paragraph 222) 

56.  We expect MoD to make available to Parliament and the Committee the summaries of the 
conclusions of the reports of the Boards of Inquiry into individual blue on blue incidents as soon as 
possible and for the summaries to provide sufficient information on the causes of the incidents and the 
lessons learned in order to reassure the Armed Forces and ourselves that everything practicable was 
done to minimise the possibility of such incidents. (Paragraph 229) 

57.  We expect MoD to implement the lessons from Operation Telic relating to combat identification. 
MoD should push forward with the work with its allies to agree on a single system. The latter is 
particularly important given that future UK military action is most likely to be as part of a coalition. 
We note MoD's view that the opportunities for fratricide in an increasingly complex battle space are 
likely to increase, but look to MoD to identify the required action and make the necessary investment to 
ensure that such incidents are reduced to a minimum. (Paragraph 233)

UAVs 

58.  We are pleased to hear that, despite its chequered past, Phoenix made a valuable contribution to 
the operation. We support the robust approach being adopted in relation to the Watchkeeper UAV 
programme, which aims to 'nail the… requirement and to make sure that the companies deliver that 
which we have asked for' although we continue to be concerned that the accelerated in-service date for 
the programme may not be met. We will continue to monitor the progress of this key programme.
(Paragraph 236) 

59.  We consider it well worthwhile that MoD is assessing the usefulness of man-portable UAVs for 
current operations in Iraq. We expect MoD to reflect the results of this assessment when deciding on 
the overall mix of UAVs for the future. (Paragraph 237)

Apache 

60.  We conclude that there are key lessons from the United States' experience in Iraq which MoD 
needs to take into account when developing its tactics, techniques and procedures for its Apache 
helicopters. We expect MoD to take the required action to ensure that UK Apache helicopters are as 
capable as they can be, given the new sorts of environments and operations they are likely to be 
operating in.(Paragraph 240)

Sea King 

61.  The Sea King helicopter made a significant contribution to the operation and highlighted the 
benefit of acquiring equipment that is sufficiently adaptable. However, we are concerned to learn that, 
at times, the Sea King provided the only dedicated stand-off sensor coverage for 3 Commando 
Brigade's operations on the Al Faw peninsula. We expect MoD to ensure that the Astor programme 
meets its in-service date to fill the current capability gap.(Paragraph 241) 

62.  We expect MoD to ensure that the lessons identified to minimise the Sea King's vulnerability are 
fully implemented. (Paragraph 242)

The Defence White Paper 

63.  We have announced our intention to undertake an inquiry into the Defence White Paper. We will 
also continue to monitor the progress of the FRES programme as part of our annual inquiry into 
defence procurement.(Paragraph 246)

Personal equipment and protection 

64.  We are pleased to note that, following its initial rejection of the concerns about personal equipment 
and protection, MoD now acknowledges that there was a problem which had a detrimental impact on 
service personnel. Robust arrangements should now be introduced to gauge the views of more junior 
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ranks and specialists whose widespread concerns do not seem to be properly understood, reflected and 
acted upon by more senior commanders and officials further up the chain.(Paragraph 249)

Desert boots and clothing 

65.  The issue of the availability of desert clothing and boots during Operation Telic has been both a 
confusing and worrying story. MoD should clarify its position on the circumstances in which desert 
clothing and boots are to be used and ensure that all service personnel understand the position. MoD 
clearly underestimated the impact on morale of failing to provide service personnel with the clothing 
and boots which they required and expected. We find it unacceptable that some two weeks after the 
start of the combat phase 60 per cent of the additional clothing requirement that had been ordered was 
not available in theatre. We understand that MoD has now increased its stockholding of desert and 
tropical clothing and boots up to a total of 32,000 sets. We expect MoD to keep the level of stockholding 
under review.(Paragraph 257)

Enhanced body armour 

66.  Body armour is another example of where MoD's in-theatre distribution and tracking led to 
shortages in critical equipment. MoD should identify and implement solutions to address these 
shortcomings and ensure that service personnel receive the equipment they are entitled to. (Paragraph 
262) 

67.  We will be interested to see the results of the audit of previously issued body armour components 
and the action that MoD plans to take in response to the findings. (Paragraph 264) 

68.  Before any firm decision on whether enhanced body armour should become a personal issue item is 
made, the views of service personnel, as well as the logistic implications of a change in policy, must be 
considered. If the conclusion is that enhanced body armour is not required for all operations, efforts 
should nonetheless be made to ensure that where it is required it is issued to personnel before their 
deployment. (Paragraph 265)

SA80 A2 

69.  The modifications to the SA80 have provided UK service personnel with a more effective weapon 
system. MoD must ensure that users of the weapon are kept fully aware of the cleaning requirements 
for different environments and provide the necessary cleaning material. Concerns about the weapon's 
safety catch must be monitored and, where necessary, appropriate action taken. (Paragraph 267)

Ammunition 

70.  Our examination suggests that there were problems with the supply of ammunition when the 
fighting echelon began operations. MoD accepts that in the very early stages there were some problems 
and not all service personnel had the right amount. We expect MoD to establish the scale of the 
problem, to investigate any specific cases identified, in particular the tragic incident involving the six 
Royal Military Policemen, and to implement the necessary action to avoid any re-occurrence in the 
future. (Paragraph 270)

Night vision capability 

71.  We understand that MoD is currently reviewing the scales of issue of night vision equipment. We 
consider that the ability to operate confidently and effectively at night greatly enhances force protection 
and capability. We look to MoD to examine the case for providing night vision capability to all service 
personnel who are required to operate at night. (Paragraph 272)

NBC equipment 

72.  We find it alarming that MoD had to 'move Combopens around in theatre' to fulfil the 
requirement.(Paragraph 274) 
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73.  Given the potential threat posed by Iraqi armed forces, sufficient chemical warfare detection and 
protection were particularly important for this operation. However, there were serious shortcomings in 
the supply and distribution system and the required levels of detection and protection were not always 
available to everyone. Indeed, while MoD ideally would have liked each serviceman and woman to have 
had four suits available, only one suit per person was available, which MoD judged to be sufficient for 
this operation. Furthermore it is essential that personnel have confidence in the effectiveness of the 
equipment with which they are provided. It was fortuitous that service personnel did not suffer as a 
consequence, but had the Iraqis used chemical weapons systematically, as employed in the Iran-Iraq 
war, the operational consequences would have been severe. The lack of armoured vehicle filters seems 
to us to be a matter of the utmost seriousness. The lessons identified need to be implemented as a 
matter of urgency to ensure that servicemen and women serving on operations have complete and 
justified confidence that chemical warfare attacks will be detected in time, that their individual 
protection equipment will save their lives and that operational success will not be imperilled. This is 
particularly important given that UK service personnel are more likely to be operating in such 
environments in the future. (Paragraph 281)

Logistics and asset tracking 

74.  Given how critical logistics are to operations, we expect MoD to implement the lessons identified in 
its reports on Operation Telic, and also those lessons identified by the National Audit Office. We intend 
to closely monitor the progress of MoD's end-to-end review.(Paragraph 283) 

75.  We are in no doubt that one of the key lessons to emerge from Operation Telic concerns 
operational logistic support and specifically, the requirement for a robust system to track equipment 
and stocks both into and within theatre—a requirement which was identified in the 1991 Gulf War. 
The lack of such a system on Operation Telic resulted in numerous problems with the in-theatre 
distribution of critical items such as ammunition, body armour and NBC equipment. MoD has told us 
that having such a system is top of its logistics priorities and we understand that proposals will be 
submitted to Ministers in the spring. We urge Ministers to provide the necessary funding. However, we 
find it alarming that a full system is unlikely to be in place within the next five years. (Paragraph 291)

Accommodation and food 

76.  We are pleased to learn that the majority of Armed Forces personnel in Iraq are now in 
satisfactory air-conditioned accommodation. Such accommodation is vital in ensuring that Armed 
Forces personnel can perform their roles effectively when they are deployed to harsh environments. It 
should be a priority of any operation that appropriate accommodation is made available as quickly as 
possible. (Paragraph 296) 

77.  During our visit to Iraq we were impressed with the quality of the food provided to our Armed 
Forces, particularly given the difficult conditions, such as the very high temperatures, in which catering 
personnel had to work. (Paragraph 299)

Operational Welfare Package and Families 

78.  We regret the decision to withdraw the free postal service in February 2004.(Paragraph 300) 

79.  The operational welfare package in place for Operation Telic worked well and was well received. 
However, we are concerned that early entry forces saw little benefit from the package. MoD 
acknowledges that this is an area where improvements are needed. We expect MoD to implement such 
improvements as quickly as possible. (Paragraph 302) 

80.  We are pleased to learn that the needs of families are being addressed and that there is now a 
families element to the operational welfare package. (Paragraph 305) 

81.  MoD is currently considering further ways of providing improved information to families. Given 
how important this is to families, MoD should implement the improvements identified as quickly as 
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possible. (Paragraph 306) 

82.  The families of reservists have not, in the past, received the same level of support as the families of 
regular service personnel. We recommend that MoD takes action to address this imbalance. This is 
particularly important given the increased contribution which reservists are now making and are 
expected to make to future operations. (Paragraph 309) 

83.  MoD needs to ensure that service personnel have access to the required level of life and accident 
insurance while on operations. (Paragraph 310)

Bereavement 

84.  We conclude that, overall, MoD's casualty reporting arrangements worked well during Operation 
Telic. We emphasise the critical importance of ensuring that next of kin are informed of any casualty 
by the MoD and not the media. We welcome the improvements in the revised arrangements introduced, 
which now better reflect the needs of bereaved families. (Paragraph 316) 

85.  We welcome the fact that widows' benefits have been extended to unmarried partners of service 
personnel who die in conflict, and that bereaved families can now remain in their service 
accommodation until they are ready to leave. We look to MoD to implement any further improvements 
which are identified by the current tri-Service review of bereavement policy. (Paragraph 318)

Training 

86.  The high number of operations which UK service personnel have been involved in has had an 
adverse impact on their training. We expect MoD to ensure that service personnel returning from 
operations catch up with their training as soon as possible and that promotion opportunities are not 
adversely affected because of their operational deployment. But we recognise that, in the short term, 
the most important point is for service personnel to recuperate properly and that this includes the 
opportunity to take the leave to which they are entitled. However, the Government must recognise that 
the Armed Forces are simply not large enough to sustain the pattern of operational deployment since 
the Strategic Defence Review permanently without serious risk of damage to their widely admired 
professional standards. (Paragraph 320)

Post operational health 

87.  We are pleased to hear that MoD has commissioned researchinto the physical and psychological 
health of personnel who deployed and that the initial research is being followed up in a major study to 
commence early this year. We look forward to seeing the outcome of this work and expect MoD to take 
appropriate action in response to its findings.(Paragraph 322) 

88.  We are pleased to learn that the take up and use of the new medical form appears to have been 
high and that, despite the increased administrative burden, it has proved popular with users. We note 
that MoD is reviewing the format in order to ensure even greater utility for future operations. 
(Paragraph 323) 

89.  We welcome the measures relating to post traumatic stress disorder which MoD introduced for 
Operation Telic. We look to MoD to monitor this aspect closely and also other illnesses experienced as a 
result of being deployed on Operation Telic. We are disappointed by the delays to the publication of 
MoD's paper covering the health lessons from Operation Granby and the experience of Operation 
Telic. Given the level of interest in these matters, we expect MoD to publish this paper as soon as 
possible. (Paragraph 327)

Costs and recovery 

Resource Accounting and Budgeting 

90.  Resource Accounting and Budgeting (RAB) is a complex financial process and MoD needs to 
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ensure that its staff are appropriately trained in its application. We remain concerned that the 
application of RAB may, perhaps through a misinterpretation of its aim, have led to stock holdings 
being reduced too far. We recommend that MoD undertakes a review which assesses whether RAB is 
leading to poor decision making, in particular in relation to stock level holdings.(Paragraph 333)

Cost of the operation 

91.  It will be some time before the costs of the operation in 2003-04 are known—perhaps not until late 
summer 2004 when they are published in MoD's Annual Report and Accounts. MoD acknowledges that 
it has taken longer than expected to assess the costs of stock consumed and equipment lost or damaged 
during the conflict phase. We expect MoD to ensure this work is advanced as quickly as possible and 
for the outcome to be reported to Parliament as soon as it is completed.(Paragraph 339) 

92.  We expect MoD to recover costs owed to them by other coalition partners as soon as possible. 
(Paragraph 340)

Funding of the operation 

93.  We expect MoD to replace the equipment, and the stores and supplies, necessary to restore the 
operational capabilities consumed or lost during Operation Telic as soon as possible, to ensure that 
Armed Forces personnel can undertake their roles effectively.(Paragraph 344)

Transition and Reconstruction 

Plans and preparations 

94.  Being a junior partner in a coalition constrained the British Government in its ability to plan 
independently for after the conflict.(Paragraph 355)

Constraints 

95.  We believe that it was a misjudgement by the Government to have decided that planning to meet 
the needs of the Iraqi people following a conflict was particularly sensitive—more sensitive, even, than 
the deploying of military forces. This misjudgement unnecessarily constrained planning for the post-
conflict phase.(Paragraph 357) 

96.  It has also been suggested that DfID's role in post-conflict planning was constrained by the attitude 
of the then Secretary of State towards the prospect of military action. Although our witness from DfID 
denied that this was the case, we remain to be convinced. (Paragraph 358) 

97.  The poor co-ordination of planning within the US Administration meant that better co-ordinated 
British input into the process had less impact than it should have had. (Paragraph 362) 

98.  The need to maintain a unified Iraq under central control has been a constraint—usually a 
reasonable constraint—on British freedom of action in the south-east of the country. (Paragraph 364) 

99.  Perversely, the failure of the wider international community to support the coalition's military 
action did little or nothing to constrain that action, but did make it more difficult for the coalition to 
restore law and order and to administer Iraq once hostilities were over. (Paragraph 365)

Planning assumptions for the transitional phase 

100.  The Government was right to plan for a humanitarian crisis. Such a situation might have arisen, 
and the Government would have been rightly condemned if its preparations had been inadequate. 
(Paragraph 369) 

101.  For the Government to argue that it was unaware of the extent of the repressive brutality of the 
Iraqi regime strains credibility. It was widely known, not least because of information published by the 
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Government. (Paragraph 375)

Insecurity and disorder in the transitional phase 

102.  Much has been made of the many Iraqis who were involved in looting and destruction in the 
immediate aftermath of the removal of Saddam Hussein's regime. It should not be forgotten that 
thousands more were locked up indoors, fearing for their security and for their lives.(Paragraph 379) 

103.  The scale and shape of the force provided were best suited to achieving the coalition's desired 
effects in the combat phase, but not to carrying those effects through into the post-conflict phase. We 
acknowledge, however, that the scale of force which might have best achieved these effects was beyond 
the Government's means. (Paragraph 387) 

104.  A harsh critic might argue that coalition planning assumed that it would be possible to employ 
elements of the Iraqi police, army and administration to maintain law and order, because the 
alternatives were too difficult to contemplate. That assumption was not only incorrect, but incautious. 
A realistic judgement, based on good intelligence, should have warned of the risk of serious disorder. 
(Paragraph 388) 

105.  It was indeed crucial to protect Iraq's oil infrastructure from damage, as the main potential 
source of future Iraqi wealth. But it was a mistake not to have identified and protected (and to have 
been seen to be protecting) other key buildings and infrastructure as a priority. (Paragraph 390) 

106.  If 'a few more' troops were needed to protect key sites, this should have been identified as a 
scenario at the planning stage, and these troops should have been found and deployed with this specific 
task in mind. (Paragraph 392) 

107.  The Government should have taken more care to identify in advance sites in Iraq likely to contain 
records of use to the coalition, and should have ensured that forces were provided to protect these sites 
from damage and looting. (Paragraph 397) 

108.  While coalition forces successfully removed Saddam Hussein's regime with remarkable speed, 
they were not able to establish themselves on the ground with sufficient speed and precision to avoid a 
damaging period of lawlessness during which much of the potential goodwill of the Iraqi people was 
squandered. (Paragraph 398) 

109.  None of these criticisms, however, should be seen to detract from the thoroughly impressive way 
in which individual members of Armed Forces personnel demonstrated their ability to accomplish the 
transition between warfighting and peacekeeping operations swiftly and effectively. (Paragraph 399) 

110.  We commend the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) for the performance of its 
humanitarian role in Iraq, before, during and after the combat phase of operations, and we commend 
British forces for the way in which they co-operated with the ICRC. (Paragraph 402)

Lessons for future campaigns 

111.  We recommend that the Government should consider closely, in the light of operations in Iraq, 
how the United Kingdom provides peace support capabilities, and in particular how the transition is 
managed between warfighting and peacekeeping. We further recommend that the Government should 
consider whether either a dedicated part of the Armed Forces, or even a separate organisation 
altogether, could be specifically tasked with providing these capabilities.(Paragraph 407) 

112.  We are concerned about the continuing requirement on the ground for specialists from the 
military in areas which would under other circumstances be provided by civilian organisations. Many 
of these specialists will be reservists, and their prolonged deployment may have adverse consequences 
for retention in specialisms which are already suffering from undermanning. (Paragraph 411) 

113.  We agree that the provision of language training will need to be re-examined if the Armed Forces 
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are to be more involved in expeditionary operations in the future. In an effects-based operation aiming 
to win over hearts and minds, an ability to communicate with the local population is vital. (Paragraph 
414) 

114.  Preparations should have been made in advance of the military campaign to ensure that police 
advice on maintaining law and order would be available as soon as possible after the end of the combat 
phase. (Paragraph 416) 

115.  While we support entirely the notion that Iraqis should be encouraged to take responsibility for 
their own security, we are concerned that local militias which have been allowed to operate in the south-
east of Iraq may represent vested interests. There is a danger that these may seek to use their position 
to pursue agendas which might not be to the advantage of the people of Iraq more generally. (Paragraph 
417)

Reconstruction 

116.  The circumstances of the conflict in Iraq were particular: operations without broad international 
consensus in a country with a relatively advanced but extremely decrepit infrastructure. While MoD is 
right to assess whether a national capability to repair infrastructure is required, it would be wrong to 
assume that a capability which might have been useful in Iraq will necessarily be required in future 
operations.(Paragraph 422) 

117.  Quick Impact Projects are, as one of our interlocutors told us in Iraq, a 'band-aid' solution, which 
cannot hope to approach the scale of the reconstruction effort required in Iraq. But they have been a 
vital tool for showing that there are immediate benefits from the presence of coalition forces and the 
end of Saddam Hussein's rule. We commend all those involved. (Paragraph 425) 

118.  Coalition efforts to clear unexploded ordnance throughout Iraq will make the country a far safer 
place for the people who live there. But the failure to provide sufficient forces to guard and secure 
munitions sites in the weeks and months after the conflict cost Iraqi civilian lives, and also provided 
potential enemies of the coalition with a ready stock of easily accessible weaponry. (Paragraph 431) 

119.  The Government should look again at whether the relatively modest funds that it has dedicated to 
supporting the clearance of unexploded ordnance in Iraq are adequate for the task at hand. (Paragraph 
432) 

120.  Mistakes were made in identifying potential local leaders, and without better intelligence and a 
better understanding of Iraqi society, such mistakes were probably inevitable. (Paragraph 437) 

121.  The Armed Forces have done their utmost to fulfil their responsibilities to the Iraqi people as the 
occupying power, and we applaud them. But they have been under-resourced for this enormous task. It 
is unreasonable to expect the military to have a fine-grained understanding of how an unfamiliar 
society operates; but without this understanding, and without substantial civilian support in the form 
of experts and interpreters to help them to gain this understanding, mistakes were bound to be made 
which would make it more difficult to construct the kind of Iraq that the coalition wants to see: stable, 
secure and prosperous; a threat neither to its neighbours nor to the wider world. (Paragraph 441)

Information Operations 

UK psychological operations capabilities 

122.  Our evidence suggests that if information operations are to be successful, it is essential that they 
should start in the period when diplomatic efforts are still being made, albeit backed by the coercive 
threat of military force through overt preparations. This would allow for the full potential of 
information operations to be exerted in advance of the start of hostilities and might even contribute to 
their avoidance. (Paragraph 455)

Effectiveness 
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123.  We believe that the British information operations campaign did not begin early enough. We are 
concerned that the lessons of the Kosovo campaign were not better learned in this important area. It is 
disappointing that the coalition is widely perceived to have 'come second' in perception management. 
However, we recognise that 'coming second' may be inevitable if a conflict of choice is being pursued by 
liberal democracies with a free media. We are, however, persuaded that information operations are an 
activity which can be expected to become of increasing importance in future operations. There were a 
number of successes which provide evidence of the potential effectiveness of information operations. 
We recommend that the Government should consider significantly enhancing our capabilities in this 
area. (Paragraph 465)

Role of the Media 

124.  We believe that the importance of the media campaign in the modern world remains under-
appreciated by sections of the Armed Forces. The early establishment of a robust media operations 
capability in theatre must be a priority for any operation. Where an operation is perceived to be a 'war 
of choice' the ability to handle multiple media organisations in theatre with professionalism and 
sophistication is essential.(Paragraph 477) 

125.  We strongly believe that the live broadcast of the death of service personnel would be utterly 
unacceptable. We recommend that MoD begin discussions as a matter of urgency with media 
organisations to find a solution to this very real possibility in a future conflict. (Paragraph 480) 

126.  Overall the embedding of journalists with combat units worked well. The experience is likely to be 
seen as a precedent for future operations. Problems arose, however, firstly with the shortage, 
particularly early on, of properly trained and experienced media officers in some units and secondly 
because of the inflexibility of the deployment arrangements of the journalists. We recommend that 
MoD take steps to avoid these problems arising in future operations. (Paragraph 486) 

127.  Whatever the intentions, it is clear that the arrangements to provide a broader context for 
individual reports from embedded journalists did not work in Operation Telic. In part this was a 
consequence of advances in technology and of the growth in 24 hour news channels, both of which can 
be expected to apply at least as forcibly in any future conflict. MoD needs to consider how better to 
support the context setting of battlefield information in the future. (Paragraph 495) 

128.  MoD did not fully appreciate how the embedding system, coupled with rolling 24 hour news 
programmes, would undermine their ability to manage the information coming out of the combat 
theatre. Nor were they successful in managing the expectations of the different journalists in different 
centres such as the Forward Transmission Unit and Qatar. We believe that failure to support the media 
presence swiftly enough with enough adequately trained and skilled media relations personnel was a 
serious shortcoming and one that MoD should not allow to happen again. It is also the case that this 
campaign went the coalition's way most of the time—in the circumstances of a more difficult military 
campaign it is not clear how the Ministry of Defence would cope with the pressures of unfavourable 
coverage from the front line. (Paragraph 499)

Cause and Effect 

129.  We welcome the fact that on this occasion the decision to commit forces followed resolutions of 
both Houses of Parliament, and believe that it should be seen as an explicit precedent for future combat 
operations. (Paragraph 504) 

130.  The crafting of the targeting set to minimise civilian casualties was not only a choice made by the 
coalition in order to achieve a particular effect, or deliver a particular message; it was also a 
requirement of international law. (Paragraph 514) 

131.  The priority for military planning must be the achievement of military objectives. We are 
concerned that too great a focus on effects-based planning, and on the part military action can play as 
one component in a spectrum of political and diplomatic activity, may further complicate the tasks of 
military planners and commanders who are already operating in an ever more complex battle space 
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and under more intense and intrusive scrutiny than ever before. (Paragraph 517)
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1  INTRODUCTION 

1. The men and women of the Armed Forces deserve the highest praise for their conduct and performance in 
Iraq. The commitment required of them not only during the combat operations but also in the subsequent 
peacekeeping and peace support roles is of a very high order. That commitment is most forcibly demonstrated by 
the fact that 33 members of the Armed Forces lost their lives during the combat operation, and, 24 have subsequently 
lost their lives in the post-conflict period.[1] In addition 1,757 personnel have suffered injuries or illnesses severe 
enough to require their aeromedical evacuation, 160 of whom have been seriously ill or injured.[2] Considering the 
size of the deployed force and the task demanded of them these figures are thankfully small. But that is no comfort to 
the friends and families of those who lost their lives. We extend to them our deepest sympathies. 

2. We are conscious that our coalition partners and the Iraqi people have also suffered significant casualties and we 
extend our sympathies to them as well. 

3. We are aware that there have been a very small number of occasions on which the conduct of British service 
personnel appears to have fallen below what is expected of them. Some of these have been the subject of continuing 
investigations. We did not consider it appropriate to seek evidence on particular cases before those investigations had 
been completed. 

Our inquiry 

4. It has been the practice of Defence Committees to conduct inquiries following major combat operations involving 
UK Armed Forces.[3] The focus of our inquiry and therefore of this report has been the British contribution to the 
combat operations in Iraq in March and April 2003. But we have also examined the preparatory and deployment 
phases and the transition from combat operations to peace keeping and peace support operations. It is our intention to 
return to issues relating to the continuing British military commitment in Iraq later this year. 

5. We chose not to commence our inquiry into Operation Telic until the combat operations had concluded, in order, 
to quote our predecessors in 1991, 'to avoid any possibility of endangering their success and thus the lives of British 
and Allied personnel, or of distracting the attention of those whose efforts had to be single-mindedly devoted to the 
endeavour.'[4] Nonetheless we kept a close eye on the operations as they unfolded. We are grateful to the Secretary 
of State for following the example of his predecessors in being prepared to give us regular private briefings during 
the combat phase. 

6. The Ministry of Defence (MoD) routinely conducts a 'lessons learned' exercise after an operation. On this occasion 
it decided to publish some initial lessons within a few months, with a more considered report following later. The 
Secretary of State told us: 

…the Ministry of Defence has launched a thorough and broad-ranging exercise to identify lessons learned 
from the operation. This work has only just started; it will be several weeks before we can publish our initial 
thoughts, and several months before we can present definitive conclusions.[5]

MoD published Operations in Iraq: First Reflections on 7 July 2003 and Operations in Iraq: Lessons for the Future 
on 11 December 2003. The second of these documents is not dissimilar in form to MoD's Kosovo: Lessons from the 
crisis, which was published in 2000. We welcome the openness of MoD and the Armed Forces in publishing its 
'lessons learned' reports on operations in Iraq and we commend them for the efforts they made to do so 
promptly after the major combat phase had concluded. 
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7. Our inquiry began with evidence from the Secretary of State on 14 May 2003. Our final session of evidence was 
again with the Secretary of State on 5 February 2004. In total we took evidence on 19 occasions from 48 witnesses. 
As well as senior members of the Armed Forces and MoD who were involved in the operation our witnesses 
included officials from other Government departments, representatives of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross and of the media, as well as academics and commentators. A full list of our witnesses is on pages 204-6 . We 
also visited many of the units of our Armed Forces which took part in the operation and other organisations which 
contributed. In July 2003 we travelled to Iraq. We visited British forces in the south of the country and then flew to 
Baghdad to meet Ambassador Paul Bremer and other senior members of the Coalition Provisional Authority and Lt 
General Ricardo Sanchez, Commander of Combined Task Force 7 (ie the principal elements of Coalition forces in 
Iraq). We were also briefed on the work of the Iraq Survey Group. We would like to take this opportunity to express 
our thanks to all those who shared their experiences and their knowledge with us as well as all those without whose 
help we could not have undertaken our many visits. Much of what has proved to be most useful and informative in 
the course of this inquiry has emerged from those visits. 

8. Many of the officers involved in Operation Telic have subsequently been promoted. However, in order to avoid 
confusion, we have in this report referred to them throughout by the rank they held during the operation. 

9. Throughout our inquiry we have been assisted by our Specialist Advisers: Mr Paul Beaver, Professor Michael 
Clarke, Rear Admiral Richard Cobbold, Dr Toby Dodge, Air Vice Marshal Tony Mason, and Brigadier Austin 
Thorp. We are grateful to them. 

Other inquiries 

10. We have already noted that MoD has published two documents on the lessons which it has drawn from 
operations in Iraq. A number of other inquiries have also taken place which have been relevant to our work. 

11. The Foreign Affairs Committee published a report on the decision to go to war in Iraq on 7 July 2003.[6] That 
report focussed on the dossiers presented to Parliament by the Government in September 2002 and February 2003. 
The same committee published a report on the foreign policy aspects of the war against terrorism (one of a series of 
such reports) on 31 July 2003 which contained sections covering the diplomatic processes in the UN and elsewhere 
in the run up to the conflict and on post-war Iraq, including the role of the UN and the British diplomatic presence in 
Iraq.[7] On 2 February 2004 the committee published its latest report on the foreign policy aspects of the war against 
terrorism which examined developments in Iraq over the period since the earlier report.[8] 

12. The Intelligence and Security Committee conducted an inquiry into Iraqi weapons of mass destruction which 
examined whether the available intelligence, which informed the decision to invade Iraq, was accurate and properly 
assessed and whether it was accurately reflected in government publications. Their report was published on 11 
September 2003. 

13. The National Audit Office (NAO) published its report into Operation Telic on 11 December 2003. The report 
focuses on the mechanics of the deployment for, and execution of, the operation and the performance of equipment 
used by the Armed Forces. The Committee of Public Accounts held an evidence session with MoD's Accounting 
Officer, the Chief of Defence Logistics, and the Deputy Chief of Defence Staff (Commitments) on that report on 21 
January 2004. 

14. In July 2003, the Government asked Lord Hutton, a Law Lord, to conduct an inquiry into the circumstances 
surrounding the death of Dr David Kelly, who had been one of the chief weapons inspectors in Iraq in the period 
following the 1991 Gulf War and was employed by the Defence Science and Technology Laboratory of MoD. Lord 
Hutton published his report on 28 January 2004.[9] It was the subject of a full day's debate in the House of Commons 
on 4 February 2004. 

15. On 3 February 2004, the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs announced the establishment 
of a committee of Privy Counsellors, under the chairmanship of Lord Butler of Brockwell, to review intelligence on 
weapons of mass destruction. Its terms of reference are: 

to investigate the intelligence coverage available in respect of WMD programmes in countries of concern and 
on the global trade in WMD, taking into account what is now known about these programmes; as part of this 
work, to investigate the accuracy of intelligence on Iraqi WMD up to March 2003, and to examine any 
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discrepancies between the intelligence gathered, evaluated and used by the Government before the conflict, 
and between that intelligence and what has been discovered by the Iraq survey group since the end of the 
conflict; and to make recommendations to the Prime Minister for the future on the gathering, evaluation and 
use of intelligence on WMD, in the light of the difficulties of operating in countries of concern.[10]

It has been asked to report by the summer recess 2004. 

16. Where relevant and appropriate we have sought to take the work of these inquiries into account in this report. 
Where those inquiries have been tasked with answering specific questions we have not sought to second guess their 
conclusions. Only the NAO report focussed specifically on military issues and we have made extensive use of the 
information contained in it. Our inquiry, however, is the only one which has examined the military operations in their 
broader political context. That context was of particular importance in this case because this was advertised from the 
outset as an 'effects-based' operation in which the success or otherwise of military actions could only be judged by 
reference to political outcomes. We discuss the implications of this in greater detail below. 

Relations with MoD 

17. A glance at our list of witnesses shows that the overwhelming majority of them have been from MoD. We also 
asked for and received a significant amount of written information. As we mentioned above we have visited a 
number of MoD sites. By and large we have received the co-operation and assistance which we have requested. In 
some respects however we have not: 

●     We requested sight of the directives issued by the Chief of Defence Staff to the commanding officers in 
theatre. This was after the conclusion of combat operations and we were prepared to receive them in the form 
of classified papers and respect that classification. Our request was refused. 

●     We requested copies of the Rules of Engagement (RoE) under which British forces fought. Again this was 
after the conclusion of combat operations and again we would have been prepared to receive them as a 
classified document. The RoE of the American forces have been published. Our request was refused. 

●     We requested copies of the 'lessons learned' reports produced by senior officers involved in the operation. 
Lessons for the Future states, 'all Service units, MoD directorates and agencies directly involved in an 
operation whether in theatre or elsewhere, [are required] to submit frank reports via the chain of command on 
their experiences.' These reports were provided to the National Audit Office for their inquiry.[11] Our request 
was refused, ostensibly on the grounds that the disclosure of these reports would 'harm the frankness and 
candour of internal discussion, both on this operation and for future operations.'[12] 

18. As noted above we made a number of visits to military units and establishments involved in the operation as well 
as visiting British forces in Iraq. All of our visits were valuable and informative. Some were arranged at short notice, 
and where that was the case, there were inevitably occasional constraints on whom we were able to meet or what we 
were able to do. But sometimes we were perhaps not as well served as we should have been. One such occasion led 
to correspondence between us and MoD. 

19. When he appeared before us at the conclusion of our inquiry, the Secretary of State said: 

I should begin by congratulating the Committee on what I know has been a very thorough inquiry into 
Operation Telic. I will not pretend that this process of scrutiny is always entirely comfortable for those who 
sit on this side of the table…but…All those who care about defence will certainly welcome and applaud the 
inquiry. It is a serious and appropriate examination of what are extremely important issues.[13] 

In a debate in the House on 13 January, he said, of MoD's own lessons learned exercise: 

There is no benefit in a lessons process that is bland or uncritical. I encouraged the production of an honest, 
unflinching report that focussed quite rightly on the future, and outlined areas where there must be 
improvements.[14]

20. MoD's two published lessons documents were prepared and published with commendable speed and, while they 
did not hesitate to draw attention to the many successes of the operation, they did also identify failings and 
shortcomings in a number of areas. But they were conducted within MoD, drawing on evidence provided through the 
chain of command. The process was not independent and it was not transparent. 
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21. By contrast, our inquiry has been both transparent (as far we have been able to make it) and independent. We are 
an all party committee, established by the House of Commons and entrusted by it with the responsibility to scrutinise 
the policies and actions of MoD and the Armed Forces. Our report is derived from the evidence we have received. 
Some of that evidence has been classified. We have spoken to many of the commanding officers whose reports on 
the operation we have not been allowed to see. We do not believe that they would have been less candid in the 
reports which they submitted, if they had known that those reports would be provided to us. We regret that MoD 
has failed to provide us with certain documents which we have requested and has demonstrated on occasion 
less co-operation and openness than we have the right to expect as a select committee of the House of 
Commons. 

Special Forces 

22. We raised the increasing importance of special forces to modern military operations in our inquiry into the New 
Chapter to the Strategic Defence Review last year. In a speech to RUSI in July 2002 the Secretary of State said 'there 
will also be an increasing role for the use of Special Forces in the present environment.' 

23. That 'increasing role' was demonstrated in operations in Afghanistan, and has now been emphatically 
reinforced by the crucial role which they played in Iraq. Their skills and professionalism provide a unique 
capability to the total British military effort. It remains, however, the policy of MoD to make no public comment 
on their activities. As the Secretary of State told us in May 2003, '…I am not going to go into the detail of what 
[Special Forces] were doing.'[15] The information which we have received subsequently on their activities has 
largely been classified. Because of this longstanding policy on the part of MoD not to speak publicly about their 
contribution, we have been unable to cover their activities in the way they deserve in this report.
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2  PLANNING AND STRATEGY 

Military Preparations and Coercive Effect 

24. Sir Kevin Tebbit, Permanent Under Secretary at the Ministry of Defence, explained that military preparations 
were in the first instance undertaken for coercive purposes: 

It is very clear to us that the initial objective was for military capability to be used for coercive purposes and 
only if the diplomatic track failed was it for military action. The whole plan was to support a diplomatic 
process, culminating in Resolution 1441 in November, followed by the return of the inspectors and the hope 
that that process would indeed bring the result, the bringing into conformity with the security resolutions by 
Saddam Hussein. It was only subsequently, when it became evident that diplomacy had failed, that what had 
been a military plan put there for coercive and contingent purposes had to become a reality.[16]

25. As Lieutenant General John Reith, the Chief of Joint Operations (CJO) put it: 

There was a political process running parallel with the military process here. We were producing a capability 
which was being used at that stage for a coercive effect to try to make a success of UN Security Council 
Resolution 1441. At the same time, there was a diplomatic process, trying to get us to be allowed to use 
various bases within the region, and there was a public face to many of the people we dealt with and a private 
face, and, clearly, in the end, we managed to get the basing we required.[17]

It might be argued that, if the purpose of using the military was as a coercive force during diplomatic phase, there 
should have been no constraint on the military preparations and deployments undertaken, since the more convincing 
the coercion the more effective it might be expected to be. The Iraqi regime, however, was not the only audience: 
other members of the UN Security Council needed to believe that UK and US attempts to find a peaceful solution 
were sincere, as did the broader international community and domestic US and UK audiences. 

The UK and the planning process 

26. The bedrock of the UK's involvement in the planning was the close relationship between MoD and the United 
States Department of Defense (DoD), which had been built up over a number of years. Sir Kevin Tebbit explained 
the relationship: 

we have had very close relationships with the Americans, particularly on Iraq. It is often forgotten that we had 
our northern and southern no-fly zone military operations going for ten years with the United States. This has 
obviously been our closest ally for a long time and we have very close entrenched links, both organisationally 
and on the basis of individuals…The relationships went throughout the system: military to military 
relationships, DoD to Ministry of Defence relationships, the Hoon/Rumsfeld relationship was very important 
in all of this, as much as, at the top level, the Prime Minister and the President, Number 10 and the White 
House, the Foreign Secretary and Colin Powell. Throughout the system there were interlocking relationships 
of personalities.[18]

The close working relationship between the armed services of the two countries had been reinforced by shared 
operations most recently in Afghanistan and the no-fly zones in Iraq. Much of the effectiveness of the British 
military contribution to the planning process derived from the embedding of British staff officers from the Permanent 
Joint Headquarters (PJHQ), in Centcom in Tampa—a development dating from just after 11 September 2001, when 
some 40 were based there. A similar number has been maintained ever since.[19] According to General Reith, the 
result of these close working relationships was that the British were able to 'put a degree of sensitivity into the 
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planning… and… General Franks appreciated our contribution.'[20] The embedding of military officers at Centcom 
gave the British influence over planning; there are, however, parallel dangers of being locked into American policy 
where that planning leads to military action. We discuss British and American command and control relations in 
Chapter 4. 

EARLY PREPARATIONS 

27. The UK National Contingent Commander, Air Marshal Brian Burridge, told us that the planning began in June or 
July 2002, when the British were invited to participate by the US, in advance of other nations such as Australia and 
Canada.[21] A wider invitation was sent out by the State Department in November to a number of countries inviting 
their participation.[22] The British were thus able, he maintained, to influence planning from 'the bottom up':[23] 

We began looking at Iraq planning in the summer. We had no timetable, but—it was put to me that if the UK 
was at any stage likely to participate, then best we at least understand the planning and influence the planning 
for the better. At no stage did we say 'Here is the end date by which we are going to do this'. What we did 
have was a couple of windows. We said ideally it makes sense either to do this in the spring of 2003 or 
autumn of 2003. When we started planning, the US forces were still reconstituting after Afghanistan. That 
was an issue for them: how quickly would they be ready to do another operation of this size?[24]

28. Sir Kevin Tebbit said that at the military level, there was some exchange of views in 'summer 2002' with serious 
planning crystallising in the autumn.[25] General Reith, however picked up that the Americans were engaged in 
planning in May 2002 and confirmed that the British were involved from June onwards: 

It was in about May last year when we picked up that the Americans were doing some, what they call, 'no 
foreigners' planning, to which we were not allowed access, which was unusual, because normally we have 
very, very good access on everything. Clearly, there was a decision, I think in June of last year, by the 
Americans to bring the UK and Australia in on their planning cycle. I then got authority from the Ministry of 
Defence to get involved in that planning, on the basis of no UK commitment.[26]

The Committee was also told that the use of Urgent Operational Requirements[27] was being discussed by MoD, or 
'rather by the military and the suppliers in May 2002.'[28] 

29. However, Sir Kevin Tebbit claimed that this military planning did not amount to any 'serious engagement' with 
the Americans.[29] MoD's Director General, Operational Policy, Mr Ian Lee, characterised it as a free form exercise 
with little concrete occurring until September, when the detailed planning actually began: 

Planning…dates back to having embedded staff with the Americans, and back to May/June and the first 
consideration of this in small groups…just…think of this as a continuum, where, at the beginning of the 
continuum, one is talking about staff discussions, people in a very exploratory way just discussing a subject 
and then gradually it becoming slightly more defined. One is talking about contingency plans on paper, and 
that was going on during the summer last year in these very small groups, but…entirely on a 'no commitment' 
basis, just an exploratory activity. It was not until September…after President Bush had been to the United 
Nations and made the speech…that we got into a phase which might be more recognisable as planning, in the 
sense actually of developing options and beginning to think about taking action in respect of training, or 
whatever, which would have an effect of some sort on the ground, as opposed to entirely paper contingencies.
[30]

30. The Secretary of State insisted that planning for 'a specific military operation' did not get under way until after 
the Prime Minister's statement to the House of Commons on 24 September 2002.[31] But since the specific operation 
undertaken by British forces was fundamentally redrawn in January 2003, we are not clear how much weight to place 
on the distinction drawn by the Secretary of State. 

31. Surprisingly, Major General Robin Brims, the UK Land Component Commander, only became aware of the 
planning at the end of September and increasingly involved in October/November. He developed some plans for 
exercises in December.[32] However, he was not directly involved with Centcom at that stage, although he attended 
some commanders conferences where he was made aware of their planning.[33] An exercise ('Internal Look') was 
held at Centcom before Christmas, which was a mission rehearsal for the Americans. The plan was run through and 
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the British made comments on the basis of their own analysis of the plan.[34] 

32. The UK Air Component Commander, Air Vice Marshal Glen Torpy, became involved in the planning in the 
summer: 

we first became involved in planning for the operation really in the summer of last year. That really came 
about because of our intimate involvement in the southern no-fly zone operations. Inevitably, because of the 
very close linkage between the RAF and the United States Air Force in the no-fly zone operations, we became 
aware that the Americans were starting to look at some contingency planning and we became involved in that 
at a very early stage. That matured over the autumn.[35]

33. Unlike the 1991 Gulf War, which was preceded by a 38 day air campaign, the land campaign in 2003 was not 
preceded by a discrete air campaign. One scenario had apparently envisaged an air campaign of up to 20 days and it 
has been alleged that a 2-3 day air assault including 3,000 precision attacks was cancelled at the last minute.[36] Air 
Vice Marshal Torpy explained how the decision not to have a preparatory air campaign phase was reached: 

When we started doing the initial plan, we constructed it in a similar manner to that seen during the first Gulf 
war and during Kosovo, with a discrete phase, in which air was going to be used to shape the battle space so 
that it would set the conditions for the land component and the maritime component as well. As we developed 
our thinking, gained more intelligence, there was a shortening of that phase and it came down in the early part 
of this year from approximately 16 days down to a matter of five days…that was driven even closer together, 
as we got closer to the likelihood of the operation being executed, for three factors really. First of all, there 
was a growing realisation that we needed to secure the southern oil fields as swiftly as possible to prevent any 
subsequent damage, because we always realised that the southern oil fields were going to be key to the long-
term future of Iraq. There was a nervousness by the American land component and by General Franks over 
the vulnerability of having a very large land contingent in a fairly small area in Kuwait and the likelihood of a 
threat from Iraqi forces, possibly an asymmetric threat…General Franks felt that if he had the ability to 
synchronise the components together as comprehensively and coherently as possible then he would have the 
highest possible chance of dislocating the regime as swiftly as possible and getting the campaign over and 
done with as quickly as possible…as our thinking matured and as the plan developed, we believed that we 
could bring what was commonly known as A and G day closer and closer together.[37]

However, this strategy was not without risks: not least because it placed a good deal of pressure on the coalition air 
forces to carry out a multitude of tasks at the same time: 

The risk of bringing A and G day together basically left the air component with five simultaneous tasks and 
there then would have to be a prioritisation on resources…So the air component's nervousness in compressing 
the campaign, was (a) would he have the resources to carry out those tasks? and (b) would he be able to 
execute, for instance, gaining air superiority in sufficient time for him to be able to do some of the other tasks?
[38] 

34. The Maritime Component Commander, Rear Admiral David Snelson, explained the background to the shaping of 
the maritime commitment: 

The process whereby we arrived at what the maritime contribution should be was basically to look at the 
effect that we had to produce for the Joint Commander, Air Marshal Burridge, on the ground. One of the early 
considerations was the opening of the port of Umm Qasr. That was a specified task very early on in the 
planning, and for that we knew we would need mine counter-measures ships…it quickly became apparent that 
we would need to occupy elements of Iraqi territory close to the waterway so that the Mine Counter-Measures 
Vessels could operate safely. It was that which led, in the first instance, to the consideration for an 
amphibious contribution…this was done with the backdrop of a likely UK land contribution being from the 
north, so the amphibious element was a limited operation, in the first concept, to support the mine counter-
measures forces. 

When it was decided the UK land element would be coming from the south, it made a great deal of sense to grow 
that into a brigade-sized operation to make sure that we had occupied and taken the oil infrastructure on the Al Faw 
peninsula…as well as contribute to the UK land effort. Precision strike Tomahawk submarines clearly were required 
for tasking against specific targets, then…we needed a frigate and destroyer force for protection, and we needed the 
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logistics backup at sea as well.[39] 

DID THE PLAN MATCH THE THREAT? 

35. Dr Barry Posen, Professor of Political Science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, praised the coalition 
campaign plan for not over-estimating Iraqi capabilities and for playing to western strengths notably in air power. Mr 
Paul Beaver, however, believed that the capabilities of the Republican Guard had been overestimated and that the 
threat from irregular Fedayeen groups and terrorists was underestimated.[40] Air Marshal Burridge explained that 
one strategy open to Saddam Hussein was: 

to delay us by using irregular forces and that is what he did…We were not surprised that he did it. I was 
surprised by how much he did it, because the judgement, which was impossible to make, was the extent to 
which he had front-loaded those southern cities with the Baath militia, with the Al Kud with the Saddam 
Fedayeen and the extent to which actually they had moved some small groups of Republican Guard down 
there. He chose to face us with irregular forces using asymmetric methods, fighting in civilian clothes, using 
human shields extensively, profligate with the lives of their own people, using ambulances as armoured 
vehicles. He knew that culturally that is quite difficult for us to deal with because it is high risk to the 
population whose hearts and minds we are trying to secure.[41]

36. In the early stages the planning had envisaged mounting an attack from the north, through Turkey, as well as 
from the south. Dr Posen questioned whether the plan was adequately resourced once the Turkish option was closed. 
The US 4th Infantry Division, which was standing off Turkey, was not available when the major combat phase 
started and Dr Posen argued that it would have been reasonable for another division to have been available to the 
commanders, or at least for materiel to have been pre-positioned to make it easier to bring another division into 
theatre.[42] Professor Chris Bellamy of Cranfield University characterised the plan as a high risk one based on 
intelligence about the will of the Iraqis to fight: 

…there was a reluctance among senior members of the Iraqi military leadership to fight and I am sure that the 
allied planners had intelligence to that effect which gave them the confidence to put in what, by any normal 
military criteria, was a high-risk plan.[43]

This was confirmed by the UK National Contingent Commander: 

We were convinced that the regular army would not fight and that was pretty obvious from their dispositions. 
In many ways the divisions to the north-east of Basra were configured as though they were fighting a war 
with Iran. In fact most had deserted and those who had not deserted were not going to fight. But we were not 
talking about a conventional armour to armour piece of manoeuvre warfare. What we had were very long 
lines of communication with these irregular forces able to apply irritation, but it was only irritation.[44] 

The Secretary of State, however, told us that the planning was conducted on a 'worst case scenario, on the 
assumption that Iraqi forces might fight more rigorously than actually it turned out that they did.'[45] 

THE DEBATE WITHIN THE PENTAGON 

37. The press reported that there was a vigorous debate within the US military about the plans for Iraq. According to 
Dr Posen, the plan probably went through a number of iterations. Initially, a group around the Secretary of Defense, 
Mr Donald Rumsfeld, appeared to have thought that the regime could be easily toppled and hence the talk of very 
small forces, special forces and air power being able to do the job. The US military apparently pushed back against 
this idea and General Tommy Franks, the Centcom Commander, proposed what became a rather large force. Under 
pressure from the Rumsfeld team to have it made smaller, Dr Posen believed that in the end the force may have been 
lighter than General Franks had wanted. This was demonstrated by the planning which included the US 4th Division, 
which, in the end, was still at sea when the ground campaign began. Furthermore, the 101st Division did not have 
most of its equipment available to it when the attack began. [46] The compromise appears to have been to adopt a 
rolling start—starting the attack with a medium sized force of three Corps ground formations, backed by massive 
airpower. A further 100,000 troops would be held in reserve until needed.[47] Some reports claimed that the 
discussions over a larger or smaller force continued in the Pentagon into March.[48] 
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38. Dr Posen argued that in the event, the key battles were fought by the coalition's heaviest units. There were three 
heavy brigades in the 3rd Division, two marine brigades which were heavily reinforced, turning them effectively into 
mechanised brigades, and what he termed the 'heavy unit', the British 7th Armoured Brigade. The 101st Airborne 
Division (an air cavalry unit) was never used as a division. Instead it provided forces for other units. 

39. Air Marshal Burridge however argued that the application of air power had completely changed the way one had 
to think about the size of forces for such operations and the coalition's force mix had been appropriate: 

The effect of modern air power in post-modern warfare is overwhelming, absolutely overwhelming. Some 
700 sorties a day could be used in counter land operations. This is one of the aspects we will study. Von 
Clausewitz always told us that if you are going to invade somebody's country go at three to one…We did it 
the other way round but von Clausewitz did not have the understanding of air power. Air power was decisive 
in the manoeuvre battle.[49]

Dr Posen, although more cautiously, accepted this view: 

it is the massive responsiveness of American air power today which makes a plan that 20 years ago would 
have looked insanely risky look bold but still well considered and, on the whole, still prudent.[50]

40. Where the force package was weak, Professor Bellamy argued, was in its preparation for phase 3b (the grey area 
between war and peace) and phase 4 (post combat peace support operations). At which stage another division, 
perhaps configured for peace support operations would have been very useful.[51] General Reith told the Committee 
that the size of the land force was set once the task was identified and the only reinforcement held ready was the 
spearhead battalion.[52] In the event it was not deployed, and it is apparent from its size and configuration that it was 
held in case it was needed to reinforce troops engaged in combat operations. We discuss the planning for the post-
conflict phase below (paragraphs 350-75). 

41. In conclusion the coalition plan for the invasion of Iraq went through a number of iterations and was altered up to 
a very late stage, possibly as late as March, with the initial compression and eventual removal of any preparatory air 
campaign in advance of the ground assault. This is unsurprising and in part reflected developments in military 
assessments (for example of the risks from asymmetric attacks that might be faced by forces in Kuwait during a 
prolonged air campaign). But some changes were driven by political developments and imperatives. We discuss 
these below. 

42. Debate had also continued on the size and structure of the force assigned to General Franks. It seems likely that 
the force package that was finally arrived at was, in the opinion of a number of senior commanders, on the 'light' 
side, but it was self-evidently adequate to the task. 

43. The British, who had had embedded staff officers at Centcom from September 2001, were the first 
foreigners to be brought into the American planning process and appear to have been influential in the overall 
shape of the plan. In this the British-American relationship also drew on more than 10 years of close 
collaboration between the RAF and USAF in enforcing the northern and southern no-fly zones over Iraq. We 
are not, however, able to define the areas in which the British made specific contribution to what was 
essentially an American campaign plan, other than in the consideration of the Northern Option (which we 
discuss below) and in niche capabilities such as special forces operations. 

16   Q 1690 Back

17   Q 890. UN Security Council Resolution 1441 was unanimously adopted on 8 November 2002. It declared Iraq in 
breach of past UNSCRs and established UNMOVIC to enter Iraq and verify disarmament. Back
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3  THE UK FORCE 

44. Britain deployed the largest force it had sent overseas since the 1991 Gulf War—some 46,150 service personnel 
out of a total coalition force of 467,100.[53] Some 32,000 of these troops were deployed to Kuwait. The forces broke 
down as follows: land, 28,000; maritime, 9,050; and air, 8,100. The final 1,000 were deployed to the national 
contingent headquarters in Qatar and elsewhere. The force included 19 warships, 14 fleet auxiliary vessels, 15,000 
vehicles, 115 fixed wing aircraft and 100 helicopters. But these bald figures do not reflect the full extent of the 
British contribution. Most importantly, the UK provided a significant proportion of the combat power on the ground, 
including a third of the main battle tanks available to the coalition land component commander.[54] 

45. According to MoD the size and structure of the force was based on an assessment of the mission and 
sustainability requirements. The size of the force was not in itself the focus of a decision: 'the figure of about 45,000 
was simply the sum of decisions on the various components of the force'.[55] But some of those decisions were more 
obviously about components than others: 

The decision to fight at divisional level was taken for a variety of reasons…most importantly, the military 
estimate based on the mission analysis for both northern (attack from Turkey) and southern (attack from 
Kuwait) options demanded a divisional sized force in order to be successful. Furthermore, a divisional 
approach allowed the UK to have significant influence over the planning and the execution of operations in 
Iraq.[56]

Sir Kevin Tebbit argued that the main political criterion in judging the size of the British force was that Britain 
wanted to have a material rather than a symbolic effect: 

Political considerations were pretty general. The importance of having something which was appropriate and 
was more than a token, in other words that it could actually do a proper job in pursuit of joint objectives. If 
there were political objectives about the size of force—and I do not think we ever looked at it in that form—it 
would have been that it should be appropriate to what the UK could provide in the circumstances, while being 
sufficient to have a material effect rather than just a paper effect.[57] 

46. The Secretary of State told us that the force fielded had its roots in the work of the 1998 Strategic Defence 
Review (SDR), although he did note that it was larger than that prepared for under the SDR's planning assumptions.
[58] As he later stated 'the scale of this operation was such that it went beyond what was anticipated, for example, in 
relation to the Joint Rapid Reaction Force concept of deployment…'[59] The SDR envisaged a Joint Rapid Reaction 
Force (JRRF) that would encompass all 'ready' forces, forming a joint 'pool' of forces from which elements could be 
assembled for rapid reaction missions. The aim was to be able to support up to a medium-scale operation (up to 
Brigade level) in two echelons of forces—a rapidly deployable spearhead, and a follow-on more substantial force (at 
20-30 days' notice). The SDR envisaged the JRRF pool including about 20 major warships and 22 other naval 
vessels, four army/commando brigades, 110 combat aircraft and 160 other aircraft. 

47. Exercise Saif Sareea II in Oman in 2001, which the Committee observed, was intended to 'demonstrate key 
aspects of the JRRF concept'—it did not test the JRRF because its scale was less than that of the JRRF; it excluded 
NBC capabilities; it did not transport the 40,000 tons of munitions expected in war fighting, and the deployment to 
Oman was not rapid but rather spread over three years to save money. MoD's appraisal of Saif Sareea II cautioned 
that 'strategic lift continues to be a limiting factor and concerns remain over the overall ability to sustain a medium-
scale war-fighting force and operation at extended range' (where the report defined 'medium' as 15,000 personnel).
[60] Lessons for the Future states that 'the deployment was at a larger scale and completed in shorter timelines than 
were allowed for in the way the Armed Forces are structured and resourced.' Working beyond the existing planning 
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assumptions placed strains across the whole force. For example, even 16 Air Assault Brigade (16 AAB) (one of the 
UK's highest readiness forces) had to generate its forces in less than its mandated Notice to Move Timescales.[61] 

48. The scale of the operation was also reflected in the large number of reserves that were called out to support 
Operation Telic—the largest mobilisation of reserves since the Suez crisis of 1956.[62] 

49. The Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (Personnel), Lieutenant General Anthony Palmer, accepted that gaps 
existed in the force that was put together for Operation Telic: 

The force we put together was selfevidently sufficient to do the job. That does not mean to say there were not 
gaps we had to deal with at the time in some …specialties…and we did that either by using augmentation, 
taking people from other units to fill those slots, or we used the Territorial Army who are there exactly for 
that purpose.[63]

He revealed that at one stage almost two thirds of the entire Army was committed (ie preparing for, taking part in, or 
recovering from operations): 

To give you a figure, 62 per cent of the Army was committed at the maximum commitment 
level—historically we have never been higher.[64]

50. MoD admitted that the Iraq operation had been demanding and, while claiming that it had shown the SDR's force 
structures to have been robust, accepted that it also suggested a need for a rethink on the demands of multiple, and 
more frequent, small and medium operations: 

The New Chapter to the SDR identified a trend for our forces to meet an increasingly varied pattern of 
concurrent and sequential operational commitments, at small and medium scale. Experience suggests that for 
many assets, such as deployed headquarters and logistic support, conducting several smaller scale operations 
is more demanding than one or two larger scale operations. Therefore, in addition to retaining the capacity to 
undertake the most demanding, but less frequent, large scale operations, it has become clear that we should 
structure our forces with a focus on the demands of concurrent medium and small scale operations.[65]

51. Asked if a larger force could have been deployed, the Secretary of State said that there were 'areas in which we 
could have deployed more forces.'[66] The force was large enough to stay in theatre for a 'reasonable length of time' 
for combat operations and follow-on humanitarian operations, he added. If it had gone on for a 'very long time, going 
into many months,' judgements would have had to have been made about replacing in particular combat forces.[67] 
This could have been done but he would have preferred not to have had to.[68] It is not clear from these answers how 
difficult it would have been for MoD to have replaced these forces had a prolonged combat phase made it necessary. 

Effect of Operation Fresco 

52. During the run up to military operations the Fire Brigades Union was involved in industrial action in connection 
with a dispute over pay and conditions. During periods of industrial action, the Armed Forces provided a 
replacement fire fighting capability. This commitment was known as Operation Fresco. The Secretary of State told 
us that although 19,000 service personnel were earmarked for Operation Fresco, it did not affect the overall 
deployment to Iraq.[69] However, he did concede that one consequence of Operation Fresco was to reduce by 19,000 
the number of troops to choose from in assembling the force for Operation Telic.[70] MoD officials explained how 
Operation Fresco played a role in shaping the force: 

The precise nature of the force and size of the force was something which evolved as a result of proposals 
from the military side in relation to a political willingness to be involved. The final size was a result of the 
interaction between the two elements and other things, like we still had the fire-fighters' strike going on, and 
the need to continue to hold back 19,000 troops against that contingency.[71]

Furthermore it would have proven problematic if reinforcements had been required: 

My recollection…is that it did not seriously affect the size of the military force which was sent but it was 
beginning to have, and would certainly have had if it had continued, a serious effect on our recuperation speed 
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and our ability to continue to roule forces were it necessary to do so for a long campaign. The concern about 
the fire-fighters' strike was potential, as it happened, rather than actual. I do not believe we would have 
actually put together a different military force had we not had that obligation, but it was certainly something 
which affected consequence planning and recuperation times.[72]

Nonetheless, Operation Fresco and the need to have troops ready for a prolonged fire dispute did effectively put a 
ceiling on what Britain could offer: 

It more or less put a ceiling; it did not affect the package we had decided on. If the fire-fighter strike had been 
continuing it would not have been possible to put together anything much bigger than what we decided on, 
but it was not a constraint. Some of the individual units were shuffled—I cannot remember the date off the 
top of my head, but certainly the parachute battalion which actually went was taken off fire-fighting duties 
because it was thought it might form part of the force which would go to Iraq. There was some juggling of 
which people were actually designated fire-fighting duties, as opposed to which were more likely to be 
deployed to Iraq.[73]

53. Operation Fresco also meant that Rear Admiral Snelson was not confident of having more surface ships if 
required: 

The personnel factor did not affect the ships per sethat much...Where personnel did affect us probably most of 
all was that had I required more destroyers and frigates for escort purposes then the demands of Operation 
Fresco, the support for the fire-fighting, and so on, would have curtailed the number of ships we could have 
had at some point, was my judgement.[74]

He also noted that Fresco duties would have constrained what additional units could be sent if needed: 

…there was not a direct impact on the front-line fighting forces that we had, but…[Operation 
Fresco]…impacted on the ability to draw forward more forces, had we needed them, against an enemy who 
had more capability himself at sea or was determined to fight back further.[75]

54. 16 AAB, which as we have noted is a high readiness force assigned to the Joint Rapid Reaction Force, was 
engaged on Operation Fresco duties in the winter of 2002/03, and only handed over these obligations to other units 
on 6 January 2003. They then shifted to begin pre-deployment training for Operation Telic two days later on 8 
January. This late notice to move significantly constrained the time available for deployment and training. 

55. The Royal Marines deployed with the whole of 3 Commando Brigade, less 45 Commando which was deployed 
on Operation Fresco duties (and in supporting Special Forces operations). Its numbers were made up by the 
attachment of a US Marine Corps (USMC) unit (see paragraph 89 below).[76] The stretched numbers also meant that 
the Royal Marines Reserves deployed almost 25% of their entire trained strength. It appears therefore that Operation 
Fresco did directly affect the deployment of 3 Commando Brigade to Iraq. 

56. Although the Armed Forces commitment to Operation Fresco did not prevent them from putting together 
an effective force package for the operation in Iraq, it did limit the total numbers. It also adversely affected 
some elements of the force (by for example requiring high readiness units to move at short notice from fire-
fighting to deploying to Iraq). In the longer term it could have undermined the Armed Forces ability to 
sustain combat operations. 

57. Overall, the demands that Operation Telic placed on the UK Armed Forces in the context of other 
operational requirements were very close to the maximum that they could sustain. 

Planning Assumptions 

58. The maritime component arrived in theatre and was ready earlier than the land forces. Nevertheless it did not 
have all the capabilities it should have had under defence planning assumptions. Rear Admiral Snelson explained the 
shortages that he faced: 

there were elements of forces that we ought to have had available that we did not have. The defence planning 
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assumptions require two aircraft carriers, one at high readiness, one at lower readiness, two landing platform 
docks, one at high readiness, one at low readiness, they are specialist amphibious ships, one helicopter carrier, 
known as an LPH, landing platform helicopter, plus the supporting shipping, specialist shipping for 
amphibious. At the time we were planning the operation, we had out of those major units only one fixed-wing 
carrier and one helicopter carrier. The previous LPDs, to use that jargon, Fearless and Intrepid, have been 
paid off and the two new LPDs which are coming into service, Albion and Bulwark, are not with us yet…It 
meant that we did not have the ideal force package for an amphibious operation, and therefore we had to 
maximise the helicopter lift and that is why we converted Ark Royal to being a helicopter carrier, not a fixed-
wing carrier, so that we got maximum capability.[77] 

Mr Ian Lee, Director General, Operational Policy, in MoD, moreover, argued: 

The purpose of the defence planning assumptions that we have is for, it sounds obvious, defence planning, 
they are assumptions which are made in order to produce the overall force structure that we have across the 
Armed Forces. They are not, and never were, intended to be limits which we imposed on a particular 
operation, in respect of a particular operation, and it is always possible, given the circumstances, as in this 
one, that one can exceed those assumptions and put together whatever force is necessary for that particular 
task. Of course, it does mean that you have got then a recuperation period to go through, and you have to 
revise the way in which you restore your force structure to its original balanced position, but the planning 
assumptions themselves are not intended to limit or guide particular operational deployments in that way.[78]

59. Furthermore, Brigadier Seamus Kerr, Assistant Chief of Staff, PJHQ, told the Committee that the limit on how 
large a force could be deployed was not people but rather the sustainability of equipment and therefore how much 
had been invested over the years, particularly in armour. The Chief of Defence Logistics (CDL), Air Chief Marshal 
Sir Malcolm Pledger, also noted in commenting on the use of Urgent Operational Requirements (UORs) that: 

…as we revisit the planning assumptions, which we do every year, then we have to factor in whether or not 
that is the right way in future to balance the equipment programme. I am sure that judgement will then come 
out as part of the white paper later on this year.[79]

We look at the effect of the planning assumptions on personal equipment below (paragraph 250ff). UK Armed 
Forces face a future in which a larger proportion of them will need to be deployable at greater speed and at higher 
operational tempo. This can be expected to place the planning assumptions and the judgements on which they are 
based under ever more strain. That in turn may undermine MoD's assertion that the planning assumptions are not 
intended to 'limit or guide particular operational deployments'. We believe that MoD should consider whether for 
major equipment and capabilities the planning assumptions process is sufficiently flexible to match the very 
wide range of types and scales of operations which our Armed Forces may be required to undertake in the 
future. 

The Northern Option to the Southern Option 

60. As noted above, initial planning envisaged UK forces entering Iraq from Turkey (the northern option). However, 
it was always planned that the Royal Marines Commandos would operate in the south. The Commander of 3 
Commando Brigade, Brigadier Jim Dutton, explained that the original commitment for the south was fairly small: 

It was going to be, first of all, just one Commando unit, in conjunction with the SEALs, the US Naval Special 
Warfare Group. As it became apparent that there was a potentially bigger enemy threat in that area in order to 
package the tasks more neatly with the Al Faw and Umm Qasr together, it made sense to increase the size of 
the Royal Marine contribution, and added to that was the UK Army contribution coming from the south as 
well.[80]

The northern option was apparently a British proposal, which the Americans accepted enthusiastically (as General 
Reith explained): 

In the very early planning, the Americans had decided to attack only from the south, and militarily it made 
more sense to be able to attack on two axes, because there was going to be congestion logistically coming in 
through the south. That was suggested to the Americans, who seized it with both hands, and that is why there 
was thought then of putting an axis through Turkey. Of course, as it transpired, the Turkish authorities were 
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unhappy with that, and we did not go through Turkey. So then we had to readjust the plan again to look at 
another way of doing the plan in the south, and so we participated in that and looked at what we, the UK, 
could best do in the south, and we assisted the Americans on that basis.[81]

61. Professor Bellamy argued that the Turkish resistance was a gift to General Franks because while talks continued 
to try to get agreement to enter from the North, it convinced the Iraqis that a northern front was essential to the 
coalition plan, with the result that they kept two corps in the north along with some of their best troops. Furthermore, 
the northern option would also have presented the British with some potentially enormous challenges: 

A large British contingent originally was going to go in the north…from Turkey down into Iraq…[to]…near 
Kirkuk or Mosul…and it is one very long, awful route involving a mountain crossing and a major river 
crossing.[82]

62. The Secretary of State told us that the essence of the plan was to present Saddam Hussein and his leadership with 
more options to think about than they could cope with: 

The idea…of a northern option was to give another situation to the regime that they could not handle. As it 
turned out, resistance in the North proved ultimately to be very limited and, indeed, the ability of the regime 
to move forces from the north to defend other parts of the country proved very limited so the overall force 
composition, in this case coming in essentially from the south rather than from the north and the south as 
perhaps at one stage was anticipated, did not particularly affect the level of resistance put up by the regime.
[83]

63. The decision to move from the northern to the southern option came in late December/early January. Air Marshal 
Burridge set out the timelines as follows: 

The decision came initially out of discussion between the PJHQ and Centcom. Throughout that period at the 
end of December people were assessing the likelihood of Turkey agreeing to UK land forces going through 
Turkey. Given the circumstances, people involved in planning recognised that making that assumption was 
getting higher and higher risk and I think we all understand the Turkish position and have no difficulty with it. 
To say we should start planning now to go south emerged late December and early January. The Chiefs of 
Staff took it at a meeting as a proposition and endorsed it and the Secretary of State probably announced it 
some time around 20 January, but it was that timescale.[84]

We heard from others that commanders were informed of the likelihood of this decision on 18 December 2002 and 
had been planning for various possibilities even before this date. General Brims said that he was told of the likely 
decision in early January and that it came in late January.[85] General Reith told us that the final force package was 
agreed upon on 16/17 January.[86] Sir Kevin Tebbit said the British came to the view that the Turks would not allow 
them to use their territory earlier than the Americans did (and in advance of the vote in the Turkish parliament), but 
that MoD was still seeking permission to use their territory in January when he himself visited.[87] Mr Lee claimed 
that: 'It was shortly after that visit, in fact in mid January, round about 17 January, that it was decided that it was no 
longer viable to plan on our forces going through Turkey and therefore we would have to look for a southern option.' 
The Secretary of State, however told us: 

the decision to go to the south [was] a decision that I took very early as soon as I realised, having been to 
Turkey and having discussed it in Turkey, that the option of going through Turkey was not likely to be 
available to us. I probably took an earlier decision than other people did because having spoken to a number 
of members of the Government in Turkey…I simply felt, as was proved correct, that they were not going to 
agree.[88]

64. This sits oddly with Sir Kevin Tebbit's argument that the decision to switch to the southern option, was not a 
political judgement but rather a military judgement: 

It was really rather straightforward. Military commanders had to judge the probability of securing agreement 
from Turkey in the end. We had less flexibility than the United States, being smaller and having smaller force 
packages to offer. Therefore we had to move to a conclusion that we should go in through the south earlier 
than it was necessary for the Americans to conclude that. It was military advice which led the Secretary of 
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State to conclude that it was more sensible to plan to seek to put forces in the south.[89] 

It was based on a military view of probability, which was put to ministers and taken on that basis. What I am 
saying is that there was not some sort of political judgement here. It was straightforward as to whether we 
were likely to get agreement in the end. The judgement of our military people was that it was unlikely.[90]

Lieutenant General Robert Fry, Deputy Chief of Defence Staff (Commitments), in evidence to the Committee of 
Public Accounts stated: 

It was not until just about over the Christmas period that we actually gave up in terms of planning for a 
northern entry through Turkey and into the north of Iraq. Now, that would have had sets of implications for 
the force that we would have deployed. It would have been essentially armoured rather than infantry-heavy, 
so until that point we were still looking at the 1stUK Division probably in its original configuration being very 
armour-heavy and that would also explain why the UORs of the Challenger had been made earlier. It was 
only then during a fairly hectic planning period in the first part of January that we entirely redefined the plan 
and rescoped the force which would then need to be infantry-heavy because we were looking at fighting in 
built-up areas throughout the Al Faw Peninsula and into Basra.[91]

65. We discuss UORs below, but we are surprised at the suggestion that more tanks would have been sent under the 
northern option given that 7 Armoured Brigade deployed to southern Iraq with 116 Challenger 2s. Rather the major 
difference in the northern option appears to have been the inclusion of a mechanised brigade instead of 16 AAB, 
fewer troops but potentially more vehicles: 

The composition of the UK division was influenced by the decision to deploy to the south rather than the 
north, as originally envisaged. The UK role was not now to manoeuvre with a single UK brigade operating 
with a UK divisional framework (with much of the rear area held by the US), but to hold ground for a 
considerable period and potentially conduct operations in an urban environment. This required an additional 
brigade.[92]

66. The decision to give the UK forces the Basra sector in the south east 'emerged' from planning at Centcom where 
the British had embedded officers and from discussions between the Pentagon and MoD.[93] According to the 
Secretary of State—'that was something that we readily agreed to, not least because obviously it gave us much 
shorter lines of communication back to bases further south.'[94] Mr Paul Beaver said that the UK requested what was 
in its capability. Another factor that may have played a part was that the Americans may have felt that the Shia 
population of the south might have found British troops more acceptable given the perceived failure of the 
Americans to defend them in 1991. There was also the question of how far the British would have been capable 
logistically of doing anything more and of how far they would have been able to operate more closely alongside the 
Americans given the lack of communication compatibility. Air Marshal Burridge accepted the constraints that the 
British had faced in deciding an area for UK forces: 

…original planning had assumed a northern option. When we changed from a northern to a southern option in 
early January, then our time lines for deployment changed and the time it would take for us to arrive, bearing 
in mind that we did not know when this was going to start because at that stage the progress through the UN 
to a second resolution was indeterminate really. So we had to construct a plan that would make full use of our 
combat power, but would be sufficiently flexible not to constrain timing…The second point is that there is a 
limit to UK's logistics which yes, we could have taken an armoured brigade further north, but it is a limiting 
factor, there is no doubt about that.[95] 

67. Air Marshal Burridge told us that there had been a plan to move 16 AAB north if it had been required.[96] We 
have heard that the Americans requested the British to supply troops from the Brigade to support the MEF in its 
northward advance by securing river crossings in An Nasiriyah, at the same time as taking Basra, but this was vetoed 
by General Reith as being too demanding for the size of the British force deployed. Another plan was for the Brigade 
to go even as far north as the river crossings across the Tigris, to release US combat power to push onto Baghdad. 

68. The northern option would have been 'very challenging' but most of the logistical support would have been given 
by the Americans.[97] This would have worked as long as the British operated at a Divisional level, because it would 
have taken away most of the problems that could arise in mixing units within a brigade.[98] The northern option 
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involved lines of communication hundreds of miles long through mountainous terrain that would have been testing 
for any country; coming from the south with its tarmac highways presented far less testing challenges.[99] 

69. From the evidence we have seen it appears that the late decision to move from the north to the south led to 
a requirement for the UK to deploy a significantly larger force—at least one brigade, something over 5,000 
troops. This may well have been a contributory factor in complicating the various logistical problems that 
were later faced. 

The force balance 

70. The UK force was configured for 'winning', the Secretary of State told us, not only for high-intensity war fighting 
at the initial stage but also for what UK forces expected to be engaged in shortly thereafter—peacekeeping and 
reconstruction. However, as the UK was contributing to a US-led coalition, the force balance had to fit in with the 
American force—for example the amount of British armour deployed was balanced with the armour available to the 
US.[100] Sir Kevin Tebbit argued that the structure was based on the desire to be flexible: 

…our ground forces were configured the way they were…partly because they were expected to have to do 
some serious war fighting initially, hence the armoured brigade, but also because it was uncertain how 
quickly it would be possible to secure Iraq as a whole, but there was still a hope that we could do it very 
rapidly and hence the light forces were there to be flexibly deployed, quickly if necessary. As it happens, we 
more or less stayed in the southern area, but there was always uncertainty as to how quickly we might have to 
move around the country.[101]

Mr Paul Beaver noted that the operation proved that: 

we can deploy up to a certain level an armoured division with its assets in place…[but] what did show up was 
that it was very lucky that we did not have to go very much further up the road than north of Basra because 
we do not have that capability and that sustainability, and the problem we have is that to put that deployment 
in place we had to rob Peter to pay Paul.[102]

71. To deploy one fully equipped armoured brigade the Army had to cannibalise the majority of the tanks in the 
remaining two brigades. There were severe problems bringing infantry battalions up to war establishment manning 
levels, with reliance on ad hoc reinforcement from other battalions. Other Arms and Services had similar problems. 
It is apparent that the Force Readiness Cycle at the heart of the SDR force structure, which was designed to enable 
seamless reinforcement to war establishment, does not work given the current level of commitments. MoD needs 
urgently to re-examine the mechanisms, including the use of reserves, by which units are brought to war 
establishment with minimal disruption in all important preparatory phases of the operations. 

72. The British chose to deploy a formed British-led land force that fitted in with the Americans rather than supply a 
variety of units to join with American elements. Sir Kevin Tebbit explained that a brigade sized force was deemed to 
be the minimum scale at which the UK could sensibly operate in a major coalition: 

That is a general military view that the chiefs of staff hold, so it is a question of how many brigades one was 
to contribute on the ground. Our overall planning guidelines are for medium scale and basically following the 
strategic defence review that is broadly the sort of capacity we would expect to contribute to a military 
operation. The air and maritime packages were about that scale. The land package was slightly larger as it 
happened, but those would be the broad parameters within which we work. It was always going to be that the 
minimum would have been a brigade, a self-supporting brigade; in the event it was larger than that.[103]

Regimental and battalion sized American units, however, were attached or planned to be attached to British forces, 
as in the case of the Royal Marines and the Al Faw peninsula operation and the plan for the Northern option. 

73. MoD explained that a number of force packages were explored during the planning phase including: 

the possibility of sending two 'triangular' Armoured Brigades (each comprising one Challenger 2 Regiment 
and two Warrior Battalions). This would not have meant deploying any more tanks, but would have included 
2 additional Warrior battalions, an additional Engineer Regiment and Artillery Regiment, and associated 
Combat Service Support assets. The possibility of deploying 3 Armoured Brigades was not an option 
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explored in any depth.[104]

The final scale and composition of the force was driven by what was thought most appropriate for the task, but other 
considerations that were taken into account included: 

the likely timescales for deployment and the availability of strategic lift, and the sustainability of additional 
vehicles and personnel deployment. A particular consideration was the requirement to ring-fence a brigade for 
deployment on stabilisation operations following military action. Also to be taken into account was the 
possible impact upon other operations, in particular Operation FRESCO, of the deployment of further assets 
and personnel.[105]

74. Overall, however, the signs are that, above Brigade level (i.e. at Division level), the UK Armed Forces have 
become a one operation force—one operation which must be followed by a lengthy period of recovery before 
they can be in position to mount another similar operation, even within a coalition. To deploy the forces to the 
Gulf it is apparent that MoD and its suppliers were making a maximum effort. They demonstrated great agility and 
adaptability. They also benefited from a number of highly favourable circumstances including host-nation support 
built up over many years in the region, the experience of over ten years of Operation Southern Comfort, the impact 
of Operation Desert Fox in 1998, the lessons of Saif Sareea II, and significant assistance given by the United States 
of America, the world's largest military power. As Sir Kevin Tebbit noted: 

to really be able to conduct expeditionary warfare with this size force more rapidly than we have managed on 
this occasion would be very expensive. That is not to say we cannot do it with smaller packages, 9,000 
brigade level, medium scale, but this is a very large operation.[106]

75. We are pleased to learn that according to Lessons for the Future, MoD intends to review the generation of 
force elements at readiness and the implications for notice to move times. But we feel that MoD should be 
more explicit in articulating what scale of forces can be offered for expeditionary operations of choice in the 
future, while ensuring adequate resources, equipment and training time.
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4  COMMAND AND CONTROL 

Higher Command Levels 

76. Political direction was provided at the highest level by the weekly Cabinet meetings during the months of the 
emerging crisis and then through almost daily ad hoc meetings from mid-March to late-April of a smaller group of 
Cabinet Ministers, usually chaired by the Prime Minister (the so-called 'war cabinet').[107] In addition, the Defence 
Secretary and Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) briefed the Prime Minister on an almost daily basis on the progress 
of the military campaign. There were regular discussions in Cabinet on the basis of reports from the Defence, 
Foreign and International Development Secretaries. The Secretary of State had daily meetings in MoD with CDS and 
others in the chain of command responsible for the operation, as well as the Chiefs of Staff. These meetings usually 
preceded the daily meetings with the Prime Minister.[108] 

77. There were contacts with the field commanders through PJHQ. There were twice daily video link meetings 
between MoD and PJHQ. The Secretary of State said that his role was not to interfere in a detailed manner in the 
actual conduct of a conflict. He added that the whole thing worked as a process rather than as a compartmentalised 
series of teams and at high speed: 

…there was never an occasion on which ministers were sitting back thinking about a decision whilst military 
commanders were waiting for the answer. If a decision needed to be taken it was taken very quickly.[109]

There was also regular (sometimes daily) contact with the Pentagon. 

PJHQ 

78. General Reith, explained the thinking behind the establishment of the Permanent Joint Headquarters (PJHQ) and 
his role as CJO: 

The Chief of Joint Operations works directly for the Chief of Defence Staff, and he has responsibility for 
planning, mounting, directing, sustaining and recovering all troops on operations abroad, and I have a 
responsibility only for outside of the UK. So in that process my Headquarters does the operational level 
planning and gives politically aware military advice into MoD, and then MoD puts the strategic piece on top 
of the operational piece in the decision-making process that goes before ministers.[110]

The operational team at PJHQ directly working on Operation Telic was only 12 strong. It acted as the conduit to the 
various branches of PJHQ staff for support. During the operation some 50 per cent of all PJHQ's staff effort went 
into Operation Telic, reflecting the fact that other operations were still on-going, including in Afghanistan, the 
Balkans and Sierra Leone. The basic establishment of PJHQ is 460 staff, but following the attacks on the United 
States in September 2001, this was raised to 550.[111] 

DEPLOYED COMMAND 

79. The National Contingent Commander in theatre, Air Marshal Burridge, reported to General Reith at PJHQ, 
although both are 3* officers. General Reith told us: 

I was the Joint Commander and I was delegated by CDS, and the single Services then put their troops under 
my command. As the Operational Commander, I had command, I delegated operational control to Air 
Marshal Burridge, and therefore he was controlling the operation as the man in theatre dealing with the detail.
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[112]

80. We asked why, given the scale of the operation, CJO himself had not deployed, in effect with a forward PJHQ.
[113] PJHQ and the CJO are supposed to be deployable and General Reith's response accepted this point: 

One of the lessons which I have drawn from this operation is that maybe our doctrine is wrong, we have to 
review it. It may well have been, with modern communication, that actually, as the Joint Commander, I could 
have been forward and still performed the function that I did for the Chiefs of Staff Committee and ministers 
in the briefing process during the conflict from Qatar on a video teleconference link.[114]

That said he believed he had made a useful contribution in taking some pressure off the land component commander, 
General Brims: 

We had the ability in my Headquarters, through the connectivity, to see where the forces were on the ground, 
using a thing called Blue Force Tracker, so I could see the deployment of our sub-units on the ground. Which 
meant I was able to keep a lot of pressure off Robin Brims, in particular, because we could give the briefing, 
and everything, in to the MoD direct without having to ask him to give us the information. So this was very 
much a step forward, in terms of management of information.[115]

81. Air Marshal Burridge explained his role as follows: 

I had operational control of some 45,000 to 47,000 British personnel involved in the operation…
(which)…means that I was responsible for allocating them to agreed tasks, tasks agreed by the Ministry of 
Defence, for their logistic support and for their alignment with the US plan. To do that in Qatar essentially I 
could rely on two elements: my own headquarters; then some UK embedded staff, who were members of 
General Franks' staff; so instead of an American officer doing a particular job, there would be a British 
officer. That gave us the linkage and connectivity between our two headquarters. Then there was my own 
headquarters' total of about 350, including the life support of signallers, etcetera, but in terms of staff officers 
about 180.[116]

While Air Marshal Burridge held 'operational control' of UK forces, CJO had 'operational command' and: 

was able to assign different forces to different missions, that is what operational command actually means. I 
sat below him and I had operational control, so I was given the tasks and the forces and then I just had to 
match them into the American plan. Tactical command, in other words executing the individual tasks, was 
held by the UK 2* officers who were contingent commanders within each environment, air, land, maritime. 
They handed tactical control to their opposite number who was in all cases a 3* American, who would 
actually be the person who owned that part of the plan.[117]

Separate arrangements applied to Special Forces.[118] 

82. The appointment of a deployed UK National Contingent Commander worked effectively in Operation 
Telic. Nonetheless, it has been suggested, not least by CJO himself, that consideration should be given to deploying 
CJO and elements of PJHQ for specific operations. The SDR envisaged that PJHQ should be a deployable 
headquarters. Since then, however, UK forces have frequently found themselves committed to a number of 
concurrent operations. We expect MoD to revisit the question of the deployability of PJHQ, raised in the SDR, 
in the light of recent operations, and we look forward to their conclusions. 

Command relations with the Americans 

83. The role of the national contingent commander, according to Air Marshal Burridge, revolved around three main 
tasks: support (logistics); information (to military and political decision-makers in UK); and influence (amongst 
coalition partners, notably the US).[119] He told us that the UK was regarded as a kind of US conscience: 

because we see things through different eyes, maybe make a different sort of analysis.[120]

Air Marshal Burridge and General Franks had first met in April 2002, when the former was designated the UK 
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deployable 3* commander. Their initial discussions were about Afghanistan. General Franks 'recognised from a 
strategic political sense the importance of the UK's part in this as a coalition partner and was very keen to make sure 
that what he did underpinned that'.[121] 

84. The American military-political interface was much more direct than the British—going from the President to 
Secretary of Defense and then straight to General Franks, bypassing to some extent the chiefs of staff. The British 
chain of command had more components in that Air Marshal Burridge reported to CJO and occasionally the Chief of 
Defence Staff (CDS). The Secretary of State's main relationship was with CDS. During the operation he telephoned 
Air Marshal Burridge only once.[122] Air Marshal Burridge professed himself 'very happy' with the command 
arrangements, primarily because he was shielded from London. However, if more frequent operations with the 
Americans are to be expected (as they appear to be in the recent White Paper, Delivering Security in a Changing 
World), it might be argued that the British system should be able to adapt to deal with the more direct political-
military interface practised by the Americans. Air Marshal Burridge's view was that the American system depended 
significantly on the personalities involved. Changing doctrine in the UK might therefore be a risky business.[123] 
We recommend that MoD considers whether the highest levels of British command structures might be made 
more adaptable so as to be able to operate more closely in parallel with their American counterparts, when 
UK and US forces are operating together. 

85. Command and information systems (CIS) is an area in which the UK is significantly behind the US. This 
constrained co-operation at the command level and was of significant concern to Air Marshal Burridge. We discuss 
information systems in more detail below (paragraphs 214-18). 

The Land Component 

86. The individual UK component commanders came under American Corps command, although they were under 
UK operational control. As General Brims, the British Land Component Commander, explained: 

I was the Land Force Component Commander, and nationally I reported to the National Contingent 
Command Headquarters, commanded by Air Marshal Burridge. Operationally, I was embedded in the 1st US 
Marine Expeditionary Force, the equivalent of a corps, and therefore I was commanding one of the divisions 
within that US corps. That US corps was commanded by the Land Component Commander, General 
McKiernan, and his Land Coalition Component consisted of two corps, the MEF, the one I was embedded in, 
and 5th Corps. So, although nationally I was a Land Component Commander, in military speak I was about a 
two-down tactical commander, which makes me slightly different from the UK Maritime and the UK Air 
Components.[124]

In practice, although he retained a national 'Red Card' (ie the standard authority to exclude British forces from 
operations of a type which he was not permitted by his UK superiors to conduct), he received his orders through two 
American Generals: the 3* Coalition Force Land Component Commander (CFLCC), General McKiernan, and his 
subordinate commander the 3* Commanding General of the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), Lieutenant 
General Conway.[125] 

The Maritime Component 

87. The naval component commander, Rear Admiral Snelson, explained his role as follows: 

My role during the operation was as the UK Maritime Commander and my staff and I were based in Bahrain 
alongside the US Maritime Commander, to whom I acted as the Deputy for the Coalition Maritime Force. The 
UK maritime forces under command comprised some 34 ships of the Royal Navy, the Royal Fleet Auxiliary 
and contract merchant ships, plus three maritime patrol aircraft based in Oman, which were the lynch-pin of 
the maritime surveillance effort. The Royal Navy also provided two Tomahawk-firing submarines although, 
strictly speaking, these were kept under command directly from Northwood. Although the force provided 
transport support and the launch platform for 3 Commando Brigade, the Royal Marines were not under my 
command and I simply facilitated their deployment for Brigadier Dutton, …who worked for General Robin 
Brims.[126] 

The arrangements built on established command relationships with the United States which had already been tested 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5708.htm (3 von 11)26.07.2005 17:05:34



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

in operations in Afghanistan: 

The Royal Navy had established a headquarters there [in Bahrain] in the wake of 9/11, with the UK 
Commander acting as the Deputy Coalition Joint Force Maritime Commander for Operation Enduring 
Freedom, the campaign against alQaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan. The decision to establish this 
headquarters was a significant factor in the success of the UK maritime contribution to the Iraq operation.
[127]

88. Two thirds of the Royal Fleet Auxiliary were deployed to the Gulf. Lessons for the Future reported that they 
delivered 'effective, flexible logistics support throughout the operation.'[128] Some limitations were highlighted 
during the operation, such as their ability to simultaneously re-supply several ships over sustained periods and their 
limited self-defence capability. The Royal Fleet Auxiliary made a vital contribution to the operation. MoD 
should ensure that the shortcomings which were highlighted are addressed. 

3 COMMANDO AND THE AL FAW PENNINSULA OPERATION 

89. During the initial stages of the operation a United States Marine Expeditionary Unit, or MEU (the equivalent in 
size to a British Commando unit) was placed under the command of 3 Commando Brigade for the Al Faw peninsula 
operation. Even before the northern option was closed down and the British focus moved exclusively to the south of 
Iraq, 3 Commando Brigade had been tasked with this operation. When the main British effort moved south, 3 
Commando Brigade became part of General Brims's Division and the Marine Expeditionary Unit with it. After the 
initial Al Faw operation the MEU rejoined the MEF.[129] 

90. General Brims explained how this relationship operated: 

The Commanding Officer of the Marine Expeditionary Unit would report to the 3(UK) Commando Brigade, 3
(UK) Commando Brigade reported to me, and I reported to the MEF; although, clearly, the American would 
report directly to an American on a national basis, in exactly the same way as I was reporting to Air Marshal 
Burridge, so the fail-safes were there. So if we, the UK, had given 1 MEU, this single American Unit, an 
order that perhaps they felt was not in the US interests, contrary to US law, they had a fail-safe mechanism, 
exactly in the same way as we had.[130]

Having the US involvement with 3 Commando Brigade brought with it some useful capabilities that were not 
organic to the Brigade. Brigadier Dutton explained: 

[The Al Faw peninsula assault] was a combined operation with the US Navy SEALS, who had had the task of 
seizing the oil infrastructure for some considerable time. In a sense we were in support of them but we had 
been training with them and planning with them from a very early stage, in fact, they joined 40 Commando in 
Cyprus and sailed round with them. There was very close liaison in Kuwait. The Centcom NSW Commander 
colocated his deputy and quite a large headquarters, with a very considerable communications capability, 
alongside my Brigade Headquarters in Kuwait, just south of Umm Qasr, for the actual assault,…Because this 
was a combined operation with the Naval Special Warfare Group, they came with Predator UAVs and I was 
able to watch the Predator picture in my headquarters, where we were colocated, so I could see the landing 
taking place. Also they came with AC130 and A10s and with JDAMs dropped from F18s in a short, sharp, 
fire plan just before H-hour, so we had full access to those.[131]

91. Close air support was facilitated by American liaison officers on the ground with the Royal Marines, the 
ANGLICO teams (US Marine Corps Air and Naval Gunfire Liaison Companies teams). These specialist teams, 
which control air and naval gunfire, and artillery, were embedded at company, commando and brigade level and 
brought a degree of fire support expertise previously not available to the UK's ground forces. They were also 
embedded with other parts of the UK division.[132] 

The Air Component 

92. The Air Component Commander's command and control arrangement were broadly similar to those of the Land 
Component Commander, although UK air assets were pooled into a coalition force under American command: 
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we had a very established command and control relationship with the United States air force as a result of the 
no-fly zone operations, and we were really building on exactly that structure. What had changed was the 
creation of an in-theatre UK joint headquarters with Air Marshal Burridge as the National Contingent 
Commander. He had operational control of all of the UK assets committed to the operation. I had tactical 
command of all of the air assets, which basically meant that I allocated UK resources to specific tasks and I 
then gave tactical control of those assets for the execution of a particular task to the United States 3* air 
component commander.[133]

He denied that the relationship was one in which he in effect acted as deputy to the US commander (a role filled by a 
US Navy 2* officer). He pointed out that his deputy, Air Commodore Nickols, was one of three 1* officers who 
oversaw the day-to-day execution of the plan for the US Air Component Commander. Air Vice Marshal Torpy sat 
alongside this structure with his own headquarters checking that the UK resources were being used effectively.[134] 

Logistics 

93. The Defence Logistics Organisation (DLO) was involved in the planning from 'day one' of the strategic planning 
options. They based their planning on what is known as 'CJO's estimate'.[135] We were told: 

The estimate is very simple and common sense. We talk about the four 'Ds' which is Duration, Distance, 
Destination and Demand…Having conducted the estimate we then put together a sustainability statement 
which we work out very carefully with the DLO and with the front line commands looking at the art of the 
possible. The size and the structure of the force is actually driven by the operational imperative…a decision 
was taken to send a division structure.[136] 

Logistics were provided within theatre by a British Joint Logistic Component, commanded by Brigadier Shaun 
Cowlam: 

I was Commander of the Joint Forces Logistic Component, which was a Joint Component, primarily, the 
majority was made up of Army units and a large proportion of that was 102 Logistics Brigade, which I 
commanded, in peacetime, in Germany. It was an organisation of about 7,500 people, 19 major units, 
predominantly Army but with some Navy and Air Force elements, a joint staff, with the Headquarters Signal 
Squadron, and support, about 200 people, about 65% Army, 25% Air Force and about 10% Navy. And our 
role was to receive, stage and onward move all three components as they came into theatre, then to sustain 
them and conduct other operations as required…we were very closely allied to the Land Component, we 
provided the Land Component 3rdLine Logistics piece, and for that we used most of 102 Logistics Brigade.
[137]

In chain of command terms, Brigadier Cowlam was a component commander in his own right and responsible for all 
three services: 

Unlike the Land, the Air and the Maritime components, who were embedded within the coalition components, 
Logistics was a national responsibility and so I reported directly to Air Marshal Burridge. Quite clearly, at 
staff level, I was speaking to PJHQ, and indeed to Land, Fleet and Strike, almost daily, but my chain of 
command was very clear, straight to Qatar and the Air Marshal and his staff…At theatre level, we aligned to 
377 Theatre Support Command; tactically, with the Land component, we were aligned to 1 MEF and the 
Marine Logistic Command, and therefore I had links. And indeed for the early part of the campaign I was co-
located with 377 Theatre Support Command, we had embedded staff in their Headquarters although we were 
not under their command, and so the level of co-operation was very close, and we did help each other out, 
constantly…a similar arrangement happened with the Marine Logistics Command, further forward.[138]

While 3 Commando Brigade was part of the amphibious Task Group their logistics were part of the Maritime 
Component; when they came ashore they switched to the joint logistics chain.[139] 

Targeting 

94. Targeting was one area in which the British claimed to have specific and important influence. General Reith 
explained how the British were involved in the targeting process: 
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The air campaign had considerable flexibility within it. We were involved in a target list, there were over 300 
targets which we cleared jointly with the Americans, and we went through a full process, over several weeks, 
before the campaign, ensuring that we were happy with the targeting.[140]

The command and control procedures were well developed and included a clear rule that if there was any British 
involvement (which extended beyond whether the aircraft themselves were British and, for example, also included 
whether they had launched from a British base) then the British National Contingent Commander could veto the 
mission: 

If we are attacking a target with a UK platform, aircraft, then I have to approve it. It cannot be attacked unless 
I or someone to whom I have delegated approve it. If we are attacking a target using an American platform, 
but from a British facility, Diego Garcia or Fairford, I have to approve it or someone to whom I have 
delegated. That is quite formal, legalistic, everybody understands that.[141]

Ultimate authority, however, rested with ministers, although, as Sir Kevin Tebbit explained their involvement was 
kept to a minimum.[142] 

On targeting, for example, a Secretary of State will lay out the parameters of what is acceptable and what is 
not and in a few cases say 'These sorts of targets I reserve to my own decision at the time', but very few. 
Though broadly laying out categories of control so that it was clear where the parameters lay, the military 
men were given maximum flexibility within those parameters to go about their task.[143]

95. We were told that in Operation Telic, the Americans accepted British advice even where no such direct British 
involvement existed. As Air Marshal Burridge explained: 

Where I believe the interesting bit occurs—and I think this is where we added considerable value—was in 
saying yes, okay, this is an American target, American platform, no British involvement, but actually let me 
just say how this might look viewed in Paris, Berlin or wherever.[144]

Indeed MoD claimed that there were no occasions when British advice on targeting was not followed.[145] 

96. Air Marshal Burridge explained that the coalition's approach to targeting had to take in four major influences: the 
laws of armed conflict; proportionality (the use of minimum force); the extent of discernible military advantage; and 
the need to take 'all feasible precautions in making your judgements'. 

In this operation, we wanted very much to be using minimum force so as to leave the infrastructure of Iraq 
and also the perception of the people of Iraq intact; so we only did the minimum we needed to.[146]

97. The speed and tempo of decision-making required in the campaign was of a different order compared to the 1991 
Gulf War, the Bosnia and Kosovo air campaigns, Operation Desert Fox or the Northern and Southern Watch 
operations. Given the nature of the plan, which was designed to overwhelm the command and control of the Iraqi 
regime through high tempo and high manoeuvre, decision-making on targeting needed to move from what had been 
'sedate' to 'fast and furious'. This required a greater degree of delegation to Air Marshal Burridge and his targeting 
board.[147] Air Vice Marshal Torpy explained: 

What was different was that we were given greater delegation on this occasion because we knew the tempo of 
the operation would demand decisions to be taken quickly and I could not go right the way back through the 
process, back to the PJHQ and MoD, which we could do when we had the luxury of time for our southern no-
fly zone operations.[148]

But Air Vice Marshal Torpy also highlighted the problem of integrating information in a network-centric 
environment: 

The areas in that process that remain a real challenge are identifying the target, tracking it, if it is a small 
target, and then the assessment afterwards. We have a vast array of collection platforms and collection 
capability. Joining that information together remains a challenge.[149]

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5708.htm (6 von 11)26.07.2005 17:05:34



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

We discuss the question of battle damage assessment below (paragraphs 105-6). 

98. There is clear evidence of UK influence on the air targeting operations of the coalition. Principally this 
influence seems to have been applied to issues of perception, specifically how attacking particular targets 
would be received by European allies. The extent to which the UK persuaded the US out of attacking certain 
targets on grounds of principle is less clear. We asked MoD for specific examples of UK influence but they 
failed to provide any, even on a classified basis. 

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT 

99. The air campaign saw a significant change in the nature of the munitions delivered both by the coalition as a 
whole and by the RAF in particular, with a shift towards precision-guided munitions (PGMs) and away from 'dumb' 
bombs. The number of PGMs dropped was 85 per cent (679 out of 803),[150] up from less than 10 per cent in the 
1991 Gulf War. We were told that some 90 per cent of PGMs hit their target. All British air power was pooled and 
the British forces were not able to rely on organic air support (that is air assets dedicated to support particular land 
forces) as Air Marshal Burridge told us: 

All the air power was integrated. Whatever proportion was allocated to close air support, could either be 
British or American aircraft. There is one distinct difference and that is the US Marine Corps are configured 
as relatively light forces and they do not have indigenous deep fires, that is, a lot of artillery. They have very 
little artillery. Their equivalent of artillery is the Marine Air Wing F18s. They live together very intimately 
and their ability to do close air support, both the ground forces' ability to control it and the air's ability to 
integrate with it, is very impressive, very impressive indeed.[151]

One of the lessons from operations in Afghanistan was that the UK had to get better at close air support and this was 
underlined by the experience of working closely with the USMC in Operation Telic: 

In Afghanistan we were finding that we were using close air support for strategic effect and in high 
manoeuvre, high tempo warfare, the relationship between air and land is now much, much more important.
[152]

Air Vice Marshal Torpy accepted these problems, which were also about how well practised the RAF was in close 
air support: 

There is no doubt that we need to do more air-land integration. It is something that we knew about at least 18 
months before we started this operation, and it was work that we had in hand: improving the procedures; 
looking at our equipment…I still believe there are lots of lessons that we have learned out of this particular 
campaign in terms of the core skill that air-land integration should form for all of our fast jet aircraft.[153]

100. An innovation for the RAF in Iraq was the use of 'kill-box interdiction and close air support' or KI-CAS, long 
practised by the United States' air forces (Navy, Marines and USAF). Air Vice Marshal Torpy explained the concept: 

There are two discrete, different bits to this. Close Air Support is when air is used when forces on the ground 
are in close contact and need air support quickly. Kill box interdiction is a more methodical way of attacking 
targets in particular areas. A kill box is an area which has been defined. Aircraft are tasked into that area to 
attack mobile targets—so fielded artillery, tanks and those sort of targetS.[154]

But we have heard that the targeting pods (the sensors that allow the pilot to identify a target) on British aircraft were 
not sophisticated enough to support the kill-box approach, which requires the aircraft to identify small targets from a 
medium to high altitude. The Air Component Commander conceded there was a problem: 

One of the lessons that we have learned out of the campaign, [is] that our targeting pods need longer range, 
better fidelity…positively identifying that a target is a military target.[155]

101. He also accepted that more needed to be done in terms of air-land integration: 

I think we are probably victims of past campaigns in that Operation Desert Storm was a discrete air operation 
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followed by a short land campaign, and very little integrated air-land operation took place. Afghanistan was 
the first time we saw closer integration between air and land, but on a relatively small scale in terms of the 
land component. This was the first operation that I have certainly seen for many years where we have seen 
such close linkage between the air and land components…we have forgotten some of the things that we were 
quite good at during the Cold War…We have probably neglected the exercising of those over the years.[156] 

Worryingly we heard reports that there was a serious lack of air to ground communications capability, with RAF 
aircraft unable to communicate with the forces on the ground in the vast majority of missions flown. Additionally 
there was a lack of understanding on the part of land force commanders about the need to have cleared specific 
targets to be struck from the air through the appropriate channels. We heard reports of some one third of missions 
being aborted because of problems in the air-land interface. The intention is now to increase the RAF involvement in 
the BATUS exercises in Canada and to improve the use of targeting pods, extending it to all aircraft that engaged in 
KI-CAS and to exercise the whole command and control organisation from the Combined Air Operations Centre.
[157] 

102. During the ground campaign there were also some delays in the provision of air support. This was a matter of 
concern to some UK land forces. General Brims, however, believed that overall the system had worked well and 
particularly highlighted the work of the ANGLICOs discussed above: 

Utilising 3rd MAW, the Marine Air Wing, as a tactical air wing; in order to do it, we had to 
receive…ANGLICO battalions…they come with communications, life support vehicles, and everything else, 
and you could say to them, 'We need the fire there,' they will call for it, and we had them embedded 
throughout our chain of command and it worked wonderfully well.[158]

Nonetheless, concerns have been raised that in a coalition, where aircraft may be reassigned when returning from 
other missions, there may be even less time to make decisions about the appropriateness of the targets from a 
national perspective. 

103. Whether to rely on organic air support or to pool all air assets and allocate those assets from a central coalition 
air centre is a continuing debate. Air Marshal Burridge told us: 

Some people will say that if you have British forces on the ground then you should have Royal Air Force 
aircraft providing their close air support…We do have to be sure that if we are in a coalition the right amount 
of air power is used for the high priority tasks at any one time and that is quite difficult to do.[159]

Air Vice Marshal Torpy argued that it would not be possible to support British troops just using UK air power: 

It is impossible, for instance, to say, 'we are only going to use UK aircraft to support the UK land force' 
because that would be an inefficient use of air power. Inevitably, we would not have sufficient UK assets to 
provide cover for instance to a UK land component 24 hours a day. That is why air power has always been 
used and planned on centralised methodology; and then we decentralise the execution of the operation. It is 
trying to make the best use of the resources across the battle space and in time.[160]

104. The argument over whether forces should have their own organic air power or not is a debate that will no doubt 
continue on both sides of the Atlantic. Dedicated air power was attached to the USMC's MEF (which the British 
came under) and other discrete ground formations operating elsewhere in Iraq, which suggests that the doctrinal basis 
for the decision to pool the British air assets is not clear cut. Given the nature of the coalition action in the south 
eastern sector around Basra, using the MEF's organic air assets to support all the forces in the district and centralising 
the RAF's contribution in a coalition pool seems to have worked well. However, we feel that the shortcomings in 
the practice and training of close air support by the RAF and land forces which have emerged in recent 
operations must be urgently addressed. This will require a reassessment of the numbers of and equipment for 
Forward Air Controllers, both on the ground and in the air, the provision of adequate targeting pods for 
individual aircraft and significantly greater exercising of these capabilities in a joint environment. Such 
exercises are likely to have to take place overseas since, as we understand it, no UK based facility exists for 
such training. 

BATTLE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 
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105. Air Vice Marshal Torpy told us that 'one of the main underpinning objectives of the campaign was to make sure 
that we minimised damage to civilian infrastructure and civilian casualties as well'.[161] We asked how the extent of 
damage to a particular target was assessed and what use made of such assessments. He told us: 

One of the major parts of the whole execution cycle is to assess the effect that you have had against a 
particular target, and battle damage assessment is a key element of that, so that you can change the campaign 
plan when you know that you have created the effect that you want to achieve, and, against a particular target, 
that you do not have to revisit the target.[162]

106. In terms of the process of assessing battle damage and how effective it was, Air Vice Marshal Torpy told us that 
MoD had a vast array of 'collection platforms and collection capability'[163], but joining the information together 

remained a challenge. He did not think the current system was 'perfect by any stretch of the imagination' [164], and it 
was one of the areas identified where a lot more effort was required. He considered that improvements should flow 
from employing network centric capabilities as: 

then we will be able to get a better fused product, which would provide to the commander and his staffs the 
ability to improve both the speed and accuracy of battle damage assessment.[165] 

Effective and timely arrangements for assessing battle damage are crucial for continuously informing the 
campaign plan and for establishing whether the aim of minimising damage to civilians and civilian 
infrastructure has been achieved. We look to MoD to exploit the latest technological advances to further 
improve the speed and accuracy of battle damage assessment.

107   The ad hoc meetings were regularly attended by the Prime Minister, Tony Blair, the Deputy Prime Minister, 
John Prescott, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Gordon Brown, the Foreign Secretary, Jack Straw, the Home 
Secretary, David Blunkett, the Leader of the House of Commons and President of the Council, John Reid, the 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Secretary, Margrett Beckett, the International Development Secretary, Claire 
Short, the Defence Secretary, Geoff Hoon and the Attorney General, Lord Goldsmith. The Chief of the Defence Staff 
also regularly attended. Memo from MoD, May 2003, Ev 385. Back
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5  USE OF RESERVES 

107. MoD told us that the Armed Forces have been planned and structured on the basis that any major war-fighting 
operation would draw on support from the Reserve Forces. It considers that the use of reservists is a prudent 
approach that allows the maintenance of full time Armed Forces in no greater strength than is needed for normal 
peacetime activity and to meet a limited range of contingencies. In addition, the more flexible use of reservists gives 
MoD the opportunity to harness skills appropriate for operations, but which are not needed on a regular or frequent 
basis in peacetime and, therefore, are not readily found within the regular Armed Forces.[166] 

108. MoD provided us with details[167] of the different categories of reserves. The reserves are divided into two 
parts: the Reserve Forces and those individuals with a recall liability (for example pensioners and the Long Term 
Reserve). Only the Reserve Forces were involved in Operation Telic. The Reserve Forces can themselves be divided 
into two parts—the Volunteer Reserve Forces and the Regular Reserve Forces. 

Volunteer Reserve Forces—Personnel of the Volunteer Reserve Forces are members of the public who 
voluntarily undertake military training, for which they are paid, in their free time. In return they accept a 
liability for call out as individuals or in military units when required to supplement the regular armed forces 
for military operations. They total around 45,000 people, some of whom may be former regular servicemen 
and women. They are members of either the Royal Naval Reserve, the Royal Marines Reserve, the Territorial 
Army, or the Royal Auxiliary Air Force. Members of each of these forces were called out for Operation Telic. 

Regular Reserve Forces—Personnel of the Regular Reserve Forces incur a liability for reserve service as a 
result of previously completed regular service. They are either members of the Royal Fleet Reserve (former 
Royal Navy and Royal Marine regulars), the Army Reserve (former Army regulars) or the RAF Reserve 
(former RAF regulars). In addition, each Regular Reserve Force has a component comprising volunteers who 
are mainly, but not wholly, ex-regulars who have voluntarily extended their reserve liabilities. Only members 
of the Army Reserve and RAF Reserve were called out for Operation Telic.

109. Sponsored Reserves are special members of the Reserve Forces. They work for a civilian employer who has 
entered into a contract with MoD to provide a support function which under normal conditions can be performed by 
a civilian workforce, but which during operations requires a military workforce. A condition of each such contract is 
that a proportion of the workforce must be capable of being called out for full time service and they must therefore 
be members of a Reserve Force. There are currently five Sponsored Reserve contracts in place. For Operation Telic a 
small number of Sponsored Reservists were called-out for service with Strategic Sealift (Ro-Ro ferries), the Mobile 
Meteorological Unit, and providing engineer support for 32 (Royal) Squadron RAF. 

Call-out and mobilisation 

110. The key dates for the call-out and mobilisation of the Reserve for combat operations were: 

7 January—Secretary of State for Defence announced the making of a call-out Order and the intent to call out 
1500 Reservists; 

30 January—Secretary of State for Defence announced a further call out of Reservists to an overall total of up 
to 6000[168]

111. In terms of the scale of the call-out, Lessons for the Future reported that: 

this operation involved the largest compulsory call-out of Reserve Forces since the 1956 Suez Crisis. Over 
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8000 reservists were called out for the deployment and campaign phases, with over 5200 taken into service. 
Following further incremental call-outs in April and August 2003, an additional 3300 reservists were taken 
into service for roulement purposes, and a further requirement for some 1100 will be met by mobilisations in 
January [2004]. Further call-outs may be made for future roulements. Most reservists were drawn from the 
Volunteer Reserve Forces together with a smaller number from Army and RAF Regular Reserves, and 
Sponsored Reserves.[169] 

The National Audit Office reported that the reservists who were deployed 'were drawn from a wide range of 
specialisations, although a large number were medical personnel'. [170] 

112. MoD told us that in broad terms, the requirement for Operation Telic was about 5,600 reservists: 500 Royal 
Navy and Royal Marine reservists; 3,600 Army reservists; and 1,500 RAF reservists.[171] In determining the 
number of reservists who would be sent call-out notices, allowance was made for the possible wastage rates resulting 
from those who might not meet medical or dental standards, and from applications for exemption or deferment from 
reservists or their employers. Details of the number of reservists mobilised for the combat phase of Operation Telic 
are shown at Table 1. 

Table 1 The number of reservists mobilised for the combat phase of Operation Telic

Service Call-out notices 
served

Reservists who 
reported for service

Reservists who were 
accepted into service

Percentage accepted into 
service who reported for 

service

Royal Navy 334 311 292 94%

Royal Marines 131 113 112 99%

Army 6540 4873 3787 78%

RAF 1487 1181 1030 87%

Total 8492 6478 5221 81%

Source: Ministry of Defence (Ev 406)

113. The Reserve Forces Act 1996 includes the right for reservists or employers to seek revocation, exemption from 
or deferral of call-out, an application for any of which is considered by an Adjudication Officer. MoD told us that, 
generally, a revocation is only given either when it finds the reservist is surplus to requirements or if the reservist is 
suffering from an injury or ill-health.[172] For Operation Telic 1 (i.e. the combat operation), MoD received 2,021 
applications for exemption and 80 applications for deferral. Of the 2,021 applications for exemption—1,101 were 
from reservists and 920 were from employers.[173] For Operation Telic 2, 809 applications for either exemption or 
deferral were received and, for Operation Telic 3, 76 applications for either exemption or deferral were received. 

114. MoD told us that notice to report for compulsory call-out is set by operational requirements. Ideally, MoD 
would aim to give both regular reservists and volunteer reservists 21 days notice to report for service, but they noted 
that this cannot always be achieved. For Telic 1, MoD told us that in order to ensure the reserves were ready in time, 
it was generally only possible to give 14 days notice to report, and in some cases notice to report was considerably 
shorter. MoD believed that, in the main, these cases were due to postal problems or short notice changes in 
requirement. For Telic 2 and Telic 3, MoD aimed to give reservists 21 days notice to report, but this was not 
guaranteed and a small number of reservists received a shorter notice period due mainly to last minute changes to 
operational requirements. As the operation matures, MoD plan to move to 30 days notice to report.[174] We asked 
MoD for details of the reservists who were called up at relatively short notices. Details of the number of call-out 
notices issued at short notice during Operations Telic 1 and 2 are shown at Table 2.

Table 2 The number of call-out notices issued at short notice during Operations Telic 1 and 2

Operation Telic 
phase 

Less than 1 week Between 1 and 2 weeks Between 2 and 3 weeks

Telic 1 201 5140 1580
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Telic 2 41 39 345

Total 242 5179 1925

Source: Ministry of Defence (Ev 418)
Note: The figures depict the number of call-out notices issued and not the number of individuals called out. The 
notice time includes the time taken to deliver the call-out notices.

115. We asked MoD about the numbers of reservists who were given informal indications that if there was a war 
they were likely to be called up. MoD told us that a high degree of planning was undertaken prior to the call-out 
order on 7 January 2003 and that this activity included warning units that their personnel might be required for 
mobilisation. In the case of the Army, for example, approximately 15 per cent of the TA personnel MoD planned to 
call-out received some form of advance notice through their unit commander prior to the call-out order being made. 
MoD explained that those who received advance warning were, in the main, personnel and or units who were 
required at fairly short notice to support the mobilisation and deployment. The change to the southern option 
required a different force structure to support it and a number of personnel forewarned of the possibility of 
mobilisation for the northern option were not used. 

116. The Secretary of State told us in February 2004 that: 

we have…recognised that our procedures for mobilising Reservists need to allow for greater notice than was 
possible in January last year, and I am pleased that we have managed to do a bit better in subsequent 
mobilisations, meeting our aspiration to provide 21 rather than 14 days' notice[175] 

While we are pleased to learn that for Operations Telic 2 and 3, MoD has been able to give most reservists 21 
days notice to report, we are concerned that for Telic 1 reservists were given 14 days notice to report, and in 
some cases considerably less. We expect MoD to ensure that the appropriate lessons are learned to avoid the 
need for such short notice to report, and to recognise the impact of this on reservists, their families and their 
employers. 

117. First Reflections states that 'the need for structured mobilisation and demobilisation procedures was confirmed 
by our experience in the 1991 Gulf conflict and reinforced by subsequent reservist deployments to the Balkans and 
Afghanistan. The establishment of the Reserves Training and Mobilisation Centre at Chilwell did much to streamline 
mobilisation procedures'.[176] We visited the Reserve Training and Mobilisation Centre at Chilwell where we were 
briefed on its role in relation to Operation Telic and visited the various Departments. We were told that the Director 
of Operational Capability had identified a number of issues from Telic 1. These included: 

●     Timings were squeezed by changing strategic circumstances, military options and decision making. This led 
to limited warning for reserves and employers (the two week target was not achieved) and training and 
preparation time was reduced to the minimum. 

●     per cent of reserves were given less than 14 days notice (the average was 9 days). 
●     There was an apparent lack of knowledge of call-out liability among some members of the Territorial Army. 

Staff at Chilwell told us that they had received a number of calls from reservists in the TA along the lines of 
'I'm not in the Army, I'm in the TA'. Some reservists did not understand that they could not resign once they 
had been called up. 

We expect MoD and the reserve organisations to take appropriate action to ensure that reservists are made 
fully aware of their liability for call out. 

118. During our visit, we were told that a number of improvements to the mobilisation process had been introduced 
including: more intelligent selection of reserve personnel (due to the timing of the formal call-out, much of the 
intelligent selection took place late on); enhanced briefing to donor and receiving units; and an improved training 
regime. 

119. Reservists had to undergo 'medical run-ups' on their first day at the Reserves Training and Mobilisation 
Centre—the aim was to clear out reservists who were going to fail as early as possible. We were told that 48 per cent 
of the regular reserves who turned up failed the medical compared with 14 per cent for the TA reservists who tuned 
up. We recommend that MoD consider what action can be taken to ensure that these reservists return to being 
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'fit for role'. 

120. During our inquiry we received correspondence from a Major in the TA who raised a number of concerns about 
his experience going through the Reserves Training and Mobilisation Centre at Chilwell before deploying to the 
Gulf. These included concerns about the adequacy of the five days training provided, in particular firing practice—he 
said that he had only fired ten rounds of ammunition. He was also concerned that young reservists were not 
adequately prepared before being deployed. We asked MoD to investigate these concerns. 

121. MoD told us that each year a TA soldier is expected to undertake between 19 and 25 man training days, 
depending upon their operational role and specialisation, to ensure they meet minimum training standards and are fit 
for role. During mobilisation an assessment is made of the training that an individual has completed. All reservists 
mobilising through Chilwell received training in accordance with the Operation Telic 'mounting instruction' and 
further training was provided in-theatre. MoD noted that when a reservist is demobilised through Chilwell they are 
invited to complete an anonymous questionnaire, and one of the questions asks how well they thought they were 
trained for war. As at 1 September 2003, of the 1,748 individuals who completed the questionnaire, over 85 per cent 
of officers and nearly 80 per cent of other ranks considered that they were either 'very well' or 'well prepared' for 
Operation Telic (3.5 per cent of officers and 4 per cent other ranks considered they were not properly prepared).[177] 
However while these responses appear fairly positive, assessing how well one is prepared is a very subjective 
judgement and only about half the reservists who were invited to complete the questionnaire did so. 

122. MoD told us that the 'non-alignment of TA and Regular shooting standards is one of the top 10 operational 
lessons identified and the resource implications of bringing standards into line is currently being considered'.[178] In 
the United States we were told that training, and particularly marksmanship, was their 'asymmetric advantage' over 
the Iraqi forces. The importance of maintaining high standards of basic skills, such as marksmanship, must not be 
forgotten. Overall, it appears that the majority of reservists mobilising through Chilwell considered that they 
had received adequate training before being deployed. However, we are concerned about the non-alignment of 
TA and Regular shooting standards and expect MoD to address this issue as soon as possible. 

Length of the call-out 

123. MoD told us that at the time of the call out in January 2003, it was not known whether offensive operations 
would occur and if they did, how long the campaign would last—the length of the call out was therefore unknown. 
MoD recognised that employers and reservists needed guidance on the expected duration of the call out. Reservists 
of all Services were told to expect a six month deployment plus two months of training and leave giving a total 
period of absence of eight to nine months.[179] MoD has not calculated the average length of mobilised service, but 
considers that the period of mobilised service for Volunteer and Regular Reserves on Operation Telic has generally 
been four to six months in theatre preceded by a period of pre-deployment training and followed by post-deployment 
and leave—this latter being dependent on how long the individual was deployed in theatre. This equates to a total of 
up to seven to nine months.[180] 

124. In some cases, such as for the key enablers mobilised early in Operation Telic, the period for mobilisation was 
shorter and in others, where the skills were required immediately after the conflict to aid in the stabilisation and 
reconstruction, the period of mobilisation is likely to have been longer. MoD told us that a number of reservists have 
voluntarily extended their period of mobilised service.[181] 

Finance and compensation issues 

125. We received reports that some reservists had experienced problems with their pay. MoD acknowledged that 
there had been a problem with TA reservists and recognised that it should have sent out a reserve unit for pay and 
administration much earlier, so that reservists would have someone in theatre with whom they could discuss pay and 
other matters. MoD considered that it was a 'local problem' which had been addressed and had not been a major issue.
[182] We are concerned to learn that some TA reservists experienced problems regarding their pay. We 
understand that for future operations, where significant numbers of reservists are deployed, PJHQ have 
agreed to the deployment of a Reserves Cell whose role will include issues such as pay and allowances.[183] 

We expect MoD to ensure that this lesson is implemented in full. 

126. MoD provided us with information on the pay and financial assistance arrangements for reservists.[184] If a 
reservist is dissatisfied with MoD's decision they have a right to appeal to an independent Reserve Forces Appeals 
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Tribunal. MoD and the reservist can continue to negotiate an agreed outcome before the tribunal sits and MoD told 
us that it was often the case that such agreement is reached prior to a hearing. As at the end of October 2003, MoD 
told us that, for Operation Telic 1, no reservist had made an appeal against MoD on financial grounds. MoD has 
subsequently received nine financial appeals—one of which has been withdrawn; one has been heard by a tribunal 
which found in favour of MoD; and seven had yet to be heard.[185] It is clearly wrong that reservists who are 
compulsorily mobilised for combat operations should lose out financially. We note that to date only a small 
number of appeals have been made. We recommend that these be considered sympathetically and that MoD 
monitor closely the numbers and outcomes of such appeals over the coming months. 

127. In a presentation to the Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) on 30 September 2003 Lieutenant General 
Palmer, Deputy Chief of Defence Staff (Personnel), accepted that there had been a number of problems with the 
question of financial assistance to reservists in matters such as loss of earnings. The system was highly bureaucratic 
and personally intrusive with reservists forced to spend many hours demonstrating their regular outgoings, through 
the submission of receipts and bank statements in many cases. Reservists also raised these concerns during our visits. 
We expect MoD to ensure that the procedures for reservists claiming financial assistance are streamlined and 
less intrusive. 

Employment issues 

128. We have received correspondence from individual reservists, and from a firm of solicitors representing 
reservists, raising concerns about employment problems encountered after returning from operations. A key concern 
raised was that reservists had not been given adequate briefing on mobilising and, as a result their expectations of 
their personal employment protection were high and over optimistic. MoD told us that the Reserve Forces (Safeguard 
of Employment) Act 1985 deals with the rights of reservists in respect of reinstatement in their former employment 
after mobilisation. There is a general requirement on the employer to reinstate the reservist on return from a period of 
mobilised service. If it is not reasonable or practicable for the reservist to be given their old job, they must be offered 
employment on the same terms and conditions or on the most favourable terms and conditions applicable in their 
case. Employers are required to continue to employ the reservist for a set period after reinstatement—depending on 
the length of time the reservist has worked for the employer. The Act provides an appeal procedure, to bodies called 
reinstatement committees, which may order reinstatement or payment of compensation or both. The Act also makes 
provision for other circumstances, including the bankruptcy of the employer.[186] 

129. There have been reports in the media that a number of reservists, in particular members of the TA, had lost their 
jobs since returning from Iraq and we asked MoD to investigate this. MoD told us that there was no obligation on 
reservists to inform their units or MoD of any difficulty they may have in obtaining reinstatement, or any other 
problems they may have with their employers. MoD also told us that there was no evidence to suggest that this 
problem was widespread—to date MoD was aware of 17 cases, which have resulted in applications to the 
reinstatement committees established under the 1985 Act. In its view, this was a very low figure when set against a 
background of more than 8,500 Reservists mobilised for Operation Telic during 2003—two of the cases related to 
other operations.[187] MoD was also aware of two other cases where reservists sought to bring a case before an 
Employment Tribunal, rather than a Reinstatement Committee.[188] We note that MoD has commissioned a study 
to measure the degree of employer support for the mobilisation of the Reserve and look forward to seeing the 
findings and the lessons that MoD identify.[189] But we also consider that MoD needs to adopt a more 
proactive approach to identifying cases where reservists have experienced employment problems following a 
period of mobilisation. Reservists need to be assured that they will not lose their jobs, as a result of being 
mobilised, and that support will be available if they encounter such problems. 

130. MoD told us that it recognised that there was a risk that reservists returning from a period of mobilised service 
might have difficulties in obtaining reinstatement with their previous employer. To counter this risk, all reservists are 
briefed on demobilisation about their rights under the 1985 Act. Guidance is also given to reservists which covers the 
issue of returning to civilian employment.[190] 

131. MoD subsequently told us that it was aware of a number of cases where members of the Territorial Army based 
in Germany had lost their jobs on demobilisation. One TA unit is based in Germany—412 Amphibious Engineer 
Troop (Volunteers). This unit forms part of 23 Amphibious Engineer Squadron who provide the only wide water gap 
crossing capability within the British Army. The unit's strength is 53, and five additional Royal Electrical and 
Mechanical Engineer (REME) posts are also filled by the TA. Most of these reservists have civilian jobs with MoD 
in Germany, but a number worked for German civilian employers and one for a civilian employer in Denmark. Forty 
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two of these reservists were mobilised at the end of January 2003 for Operation Telic and were demobilised at the 
end of July 2003. Eleven of those 42 lost their jobs with their German (and in one case, Danish) civilian employers 
on their return. In response the MoD offered them positions in their parent unit on Full Time Reserve Service 
(FTRS) terms for up to 12 months. Ten of them took up the offer—two have since obtained alternative employment 
with other civilian employers and two have regained their previous employment. As at early February 2004, the 
remaining six were still serving on FTRS terms and had not found alternative civilian employment. The one reservist 
who did not take up the offer of FTRS has not yet found civilian employment. MoD informed us that the Reserve 
Forces (Safeguard of Employment) Act 1985 does not apply in Germany, and the equivalent provisions in German 
law do not apply to the TA.[191] We are very concerned to learn that 11 members of the TA in Germany (over 
a quarter of the TA in Germany deployed to Operation Telic), who form part of a key squadron (the 
Amphibious Engineer Squadron), lost their jobs with civilian employers on returning from deployment on 
Operation Telic. We expect MoD and the reserve organisations to raise these matters with the relevant 
authorities within Germany and with the civilian employers of the TA reservists in Germany. 

132. On 3 February 2004, MoD announced administrative changes to the recruitment and re-engagement procedures 
for the Volunteer Reserve Forces. From 1 April 2004, new recruits to the Volunteer Reserve Force and applicants for 
re-engagement will be required to agree to their unit contacting their employer about their membership. MoD say 
that the change will 'enable employers to be in a better position to plan for the absence of employees who are 
reservists and also to be better informed about their rights and obligations'.[192] We are concerned that this 
change seems to have been announced ahead of the findings of MoD's own study on employer support. There 
does not seem to have been prior consultation with members of the reserves. We recommend that MoD set out 
why it chose to make this change at this time. 

Impact on the reserves 

133. MoD told us that there are no indications to suggest that the call out of reservists to support Operation Telic had 
resulted in a significant increase in resignations from the Reserve Forces. Some ten per cent of reservists who have 
demobilised have expressed an interest in joining the Regular Forces or undertaking further full-time service.[193] 

134. In order to earn their annual 'bounty'—the only financial remuneration which they receive for their commitment 
to the Reserve—reservists need to complete their annual training requirement. During our visit to Iraq, and 
subsequently, reservists have told us that this meant that on top of a full operational tour to Iraq they would have to 
complete additional training on their return in order to be eligible for the bounty. One group of TA reservists whom 
we met in Basra, for example, told us that they would have to do 12 more days on their return to the UK. 
Unsurprisingly this caused difficulties both for their employers and perhaps even more for those reservists who were 
self-employed. It is unreasonable that reserve personnel deployed on Operation Telic should have to do 
additional service, on top of the six to nine months taken up by that tour, to qualify for their annual bounty 
and we recommend that MoD waives this requirement. 

135. MoD has identified a number of lessons relating to the reserve from the experience of Operation Telic. 
We look to MoD to implement these lessons in full. We welcome the announcement that, following Operation 
Telic, MoD is adjusting the arrangements for the higher management of the reserve and that the Directorate 
of Reserve Forces and Cadets will come under the direct command of the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff, 
which reflects the importance of this key part of our Armed Forces.[194] 

136. Throughout our inquiry we have come into contact with a range of reservists who served on Operation 
Telic. As with the Regular service personnel, we have been impressed with their dedication and the invaluable 
contribution they made. We concur with MoD's conclusion that reservists 'showed the highest quality and 
commitment… their value in all phases of an operation has again been demonstrated.'[195] 
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6  DEFENCE MEDICAL SERVICES 

137. Previous Defence Committees have reported on the Defence Medical Services (DMS) on a number of occasions
[196] and expressed deep concerns about the reductions in the DMS, particularly the closure of the Service hospitals. 
In its Seventh Report of Session 1998-99, our predecessors concluded that the Government's vision for the DMS—'a 
fully trained, equipped, resourced and capable organisation with high morale, capable of providing timely and high 
quality medical care to the Armed Force on operations and in peacetime'—would certainly not be realised for some 
years into the future, and it was possible that it would not be achievable. While it acknowledged the various 
initiatives in hand, our predecessors questioned whether the DMS could survive for long enough for the measures to 
have effect. It called for the DMS and the NHS to work actively together to ensure that the potential collapse of the 
former did not become a reality. 

138. The SDR recognised a particular weakness in the amount of medical support which could be provided for 
substantial combat operations overseas and identified a number of changes to address this—these included an 
increase in the regular element of the DMS and the use of compulsory call-ups of medical reservists to augment 
regular field hospitals. 

Manning 

139. First Reflections reports that: 

the medical component of the UK deployment was fully manned, with the 2800 medical staff including 
around 760 medical specialist reserve personnel… MoD liaised closely with the Department of Health to 
minimise any impact of this call-up of the reserves on the NHS.[197] 

It also reports that 'the scale of effort was only possible by the use of almost all medical Volunteer Reserves, most of 
whom worked in the NHS'.[198] 

140. MoD provided us with information[199] on the manning shortfalls in DMS—these were most severe in key 
clinical specialties such as surgeons and anaesthetists. Medical reservists were called out to ensure that appropriate 
medical support was available for UK forces. Compulsory call-out was used to ensure that the appropriate numbers 
of the correct clinical specialties could be deployed to theatre. Following the main conflict phase, the Chairman of 
the British Medical Association's (BMA's) Armed Forces Committee[200], said that the conflict in Iraq had 
highlighted the chronic under-manning in the DMS and that there still remained acute shortages in specialties such as 
anaesthetics and general surgery as well as accident and emergency. He noted that the volunteer reserves were 50 per 
cent under strength and that the lack of resources to reinforce or rotate individuals placed greater stress on the DMS 
and had a detrimental effect on the NHS. 

141. We asked MoD about the impact of the under-manning on the planning for the operation. Lieutenant General 
Kevin O'Donoghue, Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (Health), told us that 'the medical plan proved to us that we 
could support CJO's operational plan in manpower terms, just, but we would be required to spend a lot of money on 
equipment. With that message the operational planning went ahead'.[201] In terms of how difficult it was for the 
DMS to get to a position of being fully manned for the operation, he told us: 

There were some specialties where we mobilised all that we could and deployed them. We deployed in all 
about one third of the Defence Medical Services if you add together regulars and reserves but in some 
specialties surgeons, anaesthetists, intensive care nurses, and so on, we deployed just about all that we could.
[202] 
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We cross-deployed, there were RAF and Navy in the field hospitals, one of the field hospitals was all regular, 
one was all reserve and one was half regular and half reserve. We took most of the specialisms out from the 
reserve and deployed them… There is a process that we went through and we got there and it worked. It was 
very, very close, yes, in certain areas.[203]

142. The Surgeon General, Vice Admiral Ian Jenkins added: 

we were fully manned for the medical support operation. If you asked me whether we could match it again 
tomorrow I could not put my hand on my heart and say yes. We have used all our resources…We have 
emptied the box to a large extent, that is a slight exaggeration, but in general terms in the major specialities 
for war requirement we have emptied the boxes. That then, of course, raises another question and that is that 
of course we are sustaining other mature operations, the Falklands, Northern Ireland, Sierra Leone and the 
Balkans of course and we are having to re-invite reservists to contemplate supporting some of those 
operations. We are obviously using our regular people again in our rotations and that is adding to the over-
stretched disharmony and everything else which encourages them to consider whether they are going to stay 
or not.[204]

143. We find it worrying that some five years after the Strategic Defence Review the problems in the DMS, in 
particular the problem of under manning, appear to be as bad as they ever have been. We were alarmed to 
learn that for the major specialties for war MoD had 'emptied the boxes' for Operation Telic. Further 
deployments in the near future are only likely to exacerbate the problems. 

144. We asked whether DMS was meeting any of its targets in addressing the problems it faced. General 
O'Donoghue told us: 

we are failing on manpower…Recruiting is buoyant, the retention…is stable but we need to look for other 
ways to attract people to stay in beyond their three year point. We need to look at other ways to give greater 
predictability of deployment for our TA specialists.[205] 

The Surgeon General told us that 'we have to look for new solutions…. we are trying to identify better methods of 
pay and non-pay options to encourage more people into the military and to retain the people that we have'[206] He 
referred to initiatives in hand such as 'a pilot with the Birmingham Hospital Trust whereby a team, a surgeon, an 
anaesthetist, an operating theatre sister and an operating department practitioner, went as a formed unit to the 
Balkans as a trial last year and that was outstandingly successful'.[207] We acknowledge that the manning issue is 
not an easy one to address quickly, but we look to MoD, the Department of Health, the NHS and the medical 
profession to support the DMS in its efforts to find new and innovative solutions. 

145. In terms of the constraints in deploying medical consultants, MoD told us[208] that, in the case of consultants, 
clinical governance guidelines limit the amount of time they can spend on operations. The time limit is primarily in 
place to ensure they do not lose clinical currency or suffer skill fade. On routine low tempo operations the DMS aims 
to deploy any consultant for no more than three months in any twelve month period. Due to operational 
commitments, this may not always be possible, although the DMS seeks to avoid deploying them for more than six 
months at any one time, hence the need to deploy reservist consultants. 

146. We asked about the growing trend in the NHS towards greater specialism amongst surgeons and the 
consequences of this for the DMS. The Surgeon General told us that 'we are really addressing this because it is a 
very, very major issue… and we have commissioned a study to see how we can address this'.[209] This is an area of 
real concern for the future. Fewer NHS consultants will have the range of surgical skills required for military 
deployment, and at the same time the greater focus on specialisation in the NHS risks making a period of regular 
service in the DMS a still less attractive prospect for anyone who expects their long term career to be in the NHS. 
Again, we recommend that MoD bring together the Department of Health, the NHS and the medical 
profession with the DMS in order urgently to identify solutions to this problem. 

147. A number of press articles had reported that medical reservists returning from deployment on Operation Telic 
had resigned. General O'Donoghue told us that he understood that, from the Army, 17 medical reservists had put 
their papers in since Operation Telic. In his view 'that is not very many. After any conflict one would expect a 
number to put their papers in'.[210] He did not know how many medical reservists from the Royal Navy and RAF 
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had resigned, but was not aware of any problem. MoD subsequently provided us with information (as at November 
2003) on the number of medical reservists who had resigned following Operation Telic. This showed: 19 from the 
Royal Navy; 14 from the Army; and 14 from the RAF. For the Army, the figure provided by MoD related to the 
number of personnel who had left from Field Hospital Units - MoD was aware that a number of medical reservists 
had also left from other TA medical units.[211] We are most concerned to learn that 47 medical reservists have 
resigned on returning from Operation Telic, and that MoD is aware of further resignations from Army 
medical reservists. The number of resignations represents some six per cent of the 760 medical reservists 
deployed. We expect MoD to monitor this issue closely, to identify the reasons behind the resignations, and to 
take account of these in its recruitment and retention efforts. 

Impact on the NHS 

148. In terms of the impact on the NHS, the Surgeon General told us: 

this conflict, of course, was the very, very first occasion we have used the new defence medical plan, as it 
were, the first time that all of our people who have mobilised for deployment, be they regulars or reserves, 
come almost exclusively from the National Health Service following the closure of all the military hospitals. 
As a corollary to that it is the very first time that all casualties coming back to the United Kingdom were 
going to National Health Service hospitals. It was a first both for us and for the Department of Health/
National Health Service Executive. It was quite critical that we got this right at the very beginning. I think 
that I can say that we have, the principles and the processes are right. What I have to say as a caveat to that is 
that we did not sustain a vast number of casualties so the reception of military casualties back to the United 
Kingdom within the National Health Service did not stretch the system.[212]

149. This was the first operation where all the medical personnel deployed came almost exclusively from the 
NHS and it appears that the arrangements, such as the liaison between MoD, the Department of Health, and 
NHS Trusts worked well. However, thankfully, the number of casualties was low and the arrangements for 
treating casualties in NHS hospitals were not fully tested. 

Medical equipment and supplies 

150. Lessons for the Future reports that 'because of the lead-time for the supply of some key items of medical 
equipment, some modules arrived in theatre incomplete… There were also shortfalls in some medical stocks, 
including ComboPens (self-injection antidotes for nerve agent poisoning) prior to deployment'.[213] General 
O'Donoghue told us, 'we spent £35 million on UORs'[214] (Urgent Operational Requirements) but he said that some 
of the 'modules were not necessarily complete but where they offered an operational capability… they were 
dispatched and the bits that were missing were sent later'. [215] He was 'not aware… that any equipment that was 

critical was not in place on time'. [216] 

151. The Chief of Defence Logistics told us that no UORs were prosecuted if they could not be delivered at the six 
month point (31 March 2003) and we asked whether there was any medical equipment or supplies which were not 
ordered because they would not be delivered within the timescale. General O'Donoghue told us that there were not, 
but added that 'we had to procure too much equipment by UOR, we need to have more on the shelf.'[217] 

152. We are pleased to learn that lessons about the need to have more medical supplies on the shelves rather 
than over-relying on UORs have been recognised. We expect MoD to identify the appropriate balance 
between holding items and relying on UORs. We also expect MoD to review any cases from Operation Telic 
where inadequate or insufficient equipment may have disadvantaged clinical outcomes and, if any such cases 
are identified, to take appropriate action to avoid such situations occurring in the future.
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7  DEPLOYMENT 

Key dates and scale of deployment 

153. The key dates relating to preparation are set out in First Reflections:[218] 

25 November—Secretary of State for Defence announces that contingency planning is taking place for 
possible operations in Iraq. 

18 December—Secretary of State announces further contingency preparations, including approaching the 
shipping market to charter vessels. 

7 January—Augmentation of the Naval Task Group 2003 with 3 Commando Brigade is announced. 

20 January—Composition of the land package announced. 

6 February—Secretary of State for Defence announces the composition of the air package to be sent to the 
Gulf.

154. The Secretary of State told us about the approach to the preparations for and the scale of the deployment: 

Towards the end of 2002 and in the early weeks of 2003 our preparations necessarily moved up a gear. Along 
with the United States we began to deploy significant forces to the Gulf region…This was the largest logistics 
effort by the UK Armed Forces since the 1991 Gulf conflict but, on this occasion, we deployed about the 
same number of personnel and volume of materiel but in just half the time previously. Around 45,000 
servicemen and women from all three services with all their equipment, from tents to tanks and planes, to 
portaloos and the supplies of food, water, fuel and ammunition required to sustain them, were deployed 3,400 
kms to the region in 73 ship moves and over 1200 chartered and military aircraft sorties…In a logistics 
operation of this size there are bound to be glitches and we will look at how we can avoid these in the future, 
but I would like to take this opportunity in paying tribute to the remarkable hard work of those who have been 
involved throughout the logistics chain. They do not always get the praise that they deserve.[219]

Sea Lift and Air Lift 

155. First Reflections also contrasts the logistics challenge of Operation Telic with the 1991 Gulf War: 'This massive 
logistic effort was achieved using 670 aircraft sorties and 62 ship moves in half the time it had taken to deploy a 
similar sized force during the 1991 Gulf Conflict'.[220] First Reflections states that 'Sea lift benefited from the recent 
introduction… of four new Roll On/Roll Off vessels under the Private Finance Initiative. These deployed 15,000 
lane metres of equipment (some 11% of the total requirement)'.[221] 'The RN committed significant resources to 
protect… some 60 UK chartered merchant ships bringing in over 95% of all UK military equipment'.[222] On air 
lift, 'the daily air re-supply operation reached a maximum of 254 metric tonnes at its peak. Our four C-17 aircraft and 
other air transport assets deployed some 50% of the personnel and stores that were required to go by air'.[223] We 
conclude that deploying such a large force to the Gulf in the time available was a significant achievement. 

Challenges faced by the sea lift and air lift operations 

156. We asked whether it would have been possible to have deployed even quicker, if additional lift assets had been 
available. The Secretary of State told us that, in relation to air lift, the number of aircraft available was not a limiting 
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factor; it was the availability of landing slots: 

The issue is how many flights take place. Sometimes having more aircraft, given the limitations, for example, 
of aircraft movements in and around a theatre, would not make any difference because physically it would not 
be possible to fly more into the particular base in question. I am absolutely confident that we had the right 
combination of lift needed to get this force at this speed to where it was going.[224]

157. General Fry told the Committee of Public Accounts about the challenges faced by the sea lift and air lift 
operations: 

We were planning at one stage to approach Iraq from an entirely different direction which would have led to 
an entirely different logistic assumptions…We then find ourselves with a significant logistic challenge, first 
of all we had to go right the way round the Arabia peninsula and through the Suez Canal in order to get there, 
which built a considerable amount of time into deployment. We then found ourselves in Kuwait…. this is a 
tiny and highly congested country with two sea points of entry and a single airhead. We sharing those very 
limited resources with a hugely larger American Army that was doing exactly the same thing at the same time.
[225]

158. The challenges faced by the sea lift and air lift operations illustrate that deployment is very dependent on Host 
Nation Support, which is itself dependent on the infrastructure available. MoD should identify how the challenges 
of limited landing slots for aircraft and small sea ports could be addressed in the future. 

Use of commercial shipping and aircraft 

159. First Reflections states that 'Although both the C-17 in the air, and the new Ro-Ro ferries at sea, provided 
excellent support, both the deployment and the re-supply phases involved recourse to a large quantity of chartered 
shipping and air assets. We will need to keep under review our air and sea transport assets and our ability to secure 
access to commercial transport in the quantities and timeframes required to meet future expeditionary requirements'.
[226] 

160. MoD provided information on the use made of commercial lift—'49% airlift (equipment and materiel, not 
including personnel) by charter and 88% sealift (again equipment and materiel only) by charter'[227] and told us that 
the rates paid for the commercial assets 'were the normal market rates on the day, but market rates did increase over 
the period of the Operation, and these were subject to further negotiation'.[228] 

161. MoD told us that 'the cost of sea-lift attributable to Operation Telic was £70 million. The cost of the air-lift was 
£53 ½ million… The Defence Transport Movement Agency… approached the market for shipping in five tranches. 
The first three tranches secured the majority of required shipping and the contracts were signed… by 31 December… 
the prices that we were offered were very good … That is not to say that by the time we got to tranche 5 the market 
had not woken up to what we were doing and we probably paid a premium'.[229] 

162. We asked whether MoD had undertaken any specific review of the provision of sealift capacity for deployed 
operations.[230] MoD replied that it had not undertaken such a review since the Strategic Defence Review confirmed 
the requirement for an expanded sea lift capability (six ships in total) to transport equipment for the Joint Rapid 
Reaction Forces. The Defence Transport and Movements Agency (DTMA) used established relations to maintain 
periodic snapshots of ro-ro availability within the market.[231] MoD did, however, review the process for chartering 
freight-carrying commercial ships during 2003, following the conflict and as a result incorporated a more robust risk-
based assessment into the process.[232] NUMAST have pointed to the significant decline in the UK's registered fleet 
over the last twenty years, and have argued that the decline has the potential to prejudice the UK's ability to secure 
sea lift of adequate quantity and quality for future operations.[233] We recognise the achievement of the DTMA in 
securing the sea lift for Operation Telic. We recommend that, drawing on the experience from Operation 
Telic, MoD should undertake a review of ro-ro shipping to inform its future planning. 

163. In terms of the air lift, Colonel David Martin, Assistant Director Supply Chain Operations, told us that MoD 
fully utilised the C-17 because it is a relatively large aircraft and its turnaround time is very quick compared to the 
Hercules C-130. He said that his team 'were probably loading 50 or 60 tons onto a C-17 and that would compare to 
ten tons on a C-130'.[234] However, there were occasions when MoD had to move loads which were too big to put in 
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the back of the C-17 and MoD made use of Antanov AN-124 aircraft. Colonel Martin explained that the advantage 
of the AN-124 is that it enabled MoD 'to fly 20 foot ISO-containers which many of our stores are stored in. There are 
some items which we had to move in a 20 foot container. That access to the AN-124 is absolutely critical to us.'[235] 
The Chief of Defence Logistics told us that 'there are three companies… we have been dealing with one company for 
a long time and has proved reliable'.[236] MoD provided us with further information on the use of Antanov 
aircraft—no difficulties were experienced in chartering the necessary outsize lift, but it became apparent that the US 
was actively chartering and therefore, mid way through the deployment, the UK committed itself to AN-124 lift in 
anticipation of the developing requirement. MoD believed that if it had not taken this action, it was likely that the 
available lift would have been committed to the US leaving insufficient lift for UK needs. There are 18 aircraft in the 
AN-124 fleet, but not all are available for charter at any one time, largely as a result of maintenance requirements.
[237] The action taken by MoD ensured that the UK had sufficient lift, but the outcome could well have been 
different. For any future operations, MoD needs to avoid competing directly with the US for outsize lift and co-
ordinate its efforts to secure such assets. 

Balance of lift assets 

164. We asked about the longer-term balance of lift assets. Colonel Martin told us that MoD 'have now got access to 
four C-17s and the six ro-ros, and both assets proved their worth. We have an enabling contract through the market 
for heavy lift aircraft… Really what we have is a good capability which we have immediate access to and a well tried 
and tested means of gaining extra capacity if we need it'.[238] Brigadier Kerr told us that the key issue was 'what do 
you keep as an internal capability that you have, and that decision has been made at the highest level, and what are 
you are prepared to go to the market with? I think the decisions have been right. There was enough shipping and 
aircraft to get us out'.[239] 

165. MoD provided us with information on the lease arrangements for the C-17 aircraft:[240] 

'the contract has no limit on the number of hours that may be flown. However, funding for support of the 
aircraft was modelled on a total of 3,000 flying hours per full year for the fleet of 4 aircraft. Since entering 
service with the RAF the C-17 fleet has exceeded the modelled hours, largely as a result of operations in 
Afghanistan and Iraq. This has resulted in additional support costs'. 

Lieutenant General Rob Fulton, Deputy Chief of Defence Staff for Equipment Capability, told us that the operation 
'underlined the success of the C-17… we are looking at how far we can retain those in-service once the lease has 
expired because they have proved their worth'.[241] 

166. In terms of future airlift, the A400M aircraft has been selected to meet the UK's Future Transport Aircraft 
requirement and a total of 180 aircraft are being procured. The approved in-service date for this programme was 
December 2009, but the current forecast in-service date is March 2011—a slippage of 15 months. MoD recognises 
that this delay is likely to aggravate the extant strategic, tactical and special forces airlift capability gap unless 
remedial action is taken. MoD's Director Equipment Capability (Deployment, Sustainability & Recover) is assessing 
options to bridge the current and emerging capability gaps.[242] 

167. Recent operations have highlighted the need for sufficient sea and air lift. We look to MoD to ensure that 
those assets that have performed their task well are available to our Armed Forces in the future. We regret 
that the A400M programme, which is intended to meet the UK's Future Transport Aircraft requirement, has 
experienced delays to its planned in-service date. We expect MoD to ensure that the current forecast in-service 
date is met and that any capability gaps from delays already experienced are filled. 

Urgent Operational Requirements 

PURPOSE OF UORS 

168. MoD's Lessons for the Future sets out the purpose of Urgent Operational Requirements (UORs): 

The UOR process is intended to provide a cost-effective solution to specific capability shortfalls related to a 
particular operation. This avoids the need to stockpile equipment and stores for all conceivable contingencies. 
During the pre-deployment phase of this operation, over 190 UORs for equipment capability were approved 
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at a cost of some £510M. Some UORs were required to fill previously recognised capability gaps which, for 
reasons of affordability, had not been funded in the Equipment Plan. Some of these sought to increase 
existing weapon stocks to meet the requirement of a large-scale operation.[243] 

By contrast urgent operational requirements for Kosovo operations amounted to £136 million.[244] 

169. Rear Admiral Charles Style, Capability Manager (Strategic Deployment), told us that 'the idea of the Urgent 
Operational Requirement process is to make sure we give our people the very best that technology or industry can 
provide us with, up to the last moment'.[245] 

170. We asked the Chief of Defence Logistics for a breakdown of the UORs for Operation Telic into the four 
categories which had been described to us.[246] MoD subsequently provided information on the four different 
categories and the percentage of total UOR expenditure relating to each category. This information is shown at Table 
3.

Table 3 Breakdown of UORs for Operation Telic by category and by percentage of total UOR expenditure

Category of UOR Percentage by value

UORs that hastened existing programmes 33%

UORs that introduced new capabilities previously unprogrammed 20%

UORs that topped up holdings of items already on the MoD's 
inventory 

30%

UORs modifying existing equipment / infrastructure 17%

Source: MoD [247]

Note: MoD has emphasised that care is needed in drawing conclusions from this information as the attribution to the 
categories is not a straightforward proposition - the UOR process does not formally categorise UORs in this way, and 
many do not fall neatly within just one category. [248] 

TIMING OF UORS 

171. An indication of the use of Urgent Operational Requirements (UORs) for operations in Iraq was announced to 
Parliament by the Secretary of State during the debate on UN Security Council Resolution 1441 on 25 November 
2002: 

… as part of the planning and preparation processes, we have been considering potential additional military 
equipment capability requirements. The Government are committed to equipping the armed forces for a range 
of contingencies, but specific operational environments and scenarios often require special priority to be 
given to particular capabilities. That is why we have been taking action to meet certain capability 
requirements as quickly as possible. In many cases, that involves accelerating existing programmes; in other 
cases, it involves new procurements against short time scales. 

For example, we are bringing forward the purchase of further temporary deployable accommodation, and we 
are enhancing our medical support through improved hygiene facilities in deployed field hospitals and 
improvements to our ambulances. We will further improve the ability of our forces to handle and to exploit 
secure communications. 

… I can assure the House that United Kingdom forces will be fully prepared in good time for any future 
operations.[249]

172. The timing of UORs was influenced by the diplomatic efforts that were taking place. Sir Kevin Tebbit told the 
Committee of Public Accounts that 'the basic judgements that political authorities had to make was how much could 
be done by way of sensible preparation and how much would constitute an unhelpful development in relation to the 
overall diplomatic objectives which were in the forefront at that time.'[250] He said that the UOR for the 
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modification of the Challenger tank was approved in October 2002 at a cost of 'some £17 million'.[251] Sir Kevin 
noted that 'it was a question of advancing routine activity where there would be absolutely no ambiguous signals 
given to anybody. Some, however, were much more directly related to a war-fighting intention and those were 
generally approved later. If you actually want a date, I think it was not until late November that the Secretary of State 
finally gave authorisation for pretty full military preparation'.[252] He drew a distinction between UORs and 
operational sustainability funding: 'we have urgent operational requirements and so-called operational sustainability 
funding, one is for big equipment and the other is for stores and supplies… the earliest approval from the Treasury 
for funding came as early as September for some activities and finally in December for others. There was a 
continuous process'.[253] We have discussed the timing of UK involvement in planning for military action 
previously (paragraphs 27-34). These dates for action on UORs are consistent with the Secretary of State's statement 
that planning and preparation for a specific military operation began in late September 2002.[254] 

173. We asked Sir Kevin whether any UORs had been delayed because the Treasury had not wanted to authorise the 
expenditure until it judged that the war was going ahead. He told us that: 

Relations with the Treasury on this have been remarkably cordial and I really cannot say that they have 
denied us the funding for any of the urgent operational requirements we had. The problem was more a 
question of how to balance the risk that overt preparations would prejudice the diplomatic process against the 
need to be ready to take action if the diplomatic process failed. That was the critical calculation of when we 
could take the risk to go out to industry and let our planning become transparent when we were still seeking to 
pursue a diplomatic route. That was much more of a restraining, naturally and correctly restraining, factor 
than Treasury attitudes towards funding the urgent requirements.[255]

174. General Fulton told us about the approval arrangements for UORs: 

there were 194 UORs approved, and the ones that were not approved were those whose delivery would fall 
outside the timescale within which we needed to have the equipment in order to either complete the operation 
or indeed complete that part of the operation for which they were required. There were some examples of 
things like Temporary Deployable Accommodation, which we did not need for the start of the operation; we 
needed that for later on. The issue of funding only became an issue with the cut-off of things that would not 
be delivered in time.[256]

175. A UOR to provide enhanced air conditioning for the AS90 self-propelled gun, was delivered late. General 
Applegate told us that in this case: 

there was an impact of when we could start doing the planning…We had to wait to get the approval to go 
forward with the AS90 work…actually, we were planning for the end of March / beginning of April for that 
work to be conducted…That was sensible, because the majority of the work to be conducted on AS90 was to 
do with the very hot conditions…My point is it came in after the operation; it did not affect the operation 
because the temperatures did not get up to the high levels that were expected, but work began on the tail end 
of the war fighting operations to ensure that the AS90 could remain in operation in the theatre.[257]

176. In terms of other examples of UOR equipment which were delivered late, General Fulton told us that: 

There were some that were deliberately late. I mentioned Temporary Deployable Accommodation because we 
did not want it then. Also, the stocks of enhanced Paveway and Maverick were designed to backfill the stocks 
that were used. Ones that straddled the time at which they would have been used: we did not have a full set of 
the thermal imagers, Lion and Sophie, and the head-mounted night vision system at the time that the first 
troops crossed the line of departure, and we did not have a full complement of Minimi machine guns, and the 
Underslung Grenade Launcher also. We had most of the launchers themselves, but there was an issue that I 
think you are aware of about the release of ammunition. So there were a number of areas where there were 
numbers of pieces of equipment, of which we had some but did not have a full complement.[258]

177. We acknowledge that there were constraints on when the UOR process could begin, but it is of real 
concern that in some cases this resulted in Armed Forces personnel not having access to the full complement 
of equipment, such as Minimi machine guns and Underslung Grenade Launchers. 

SUCCESS OF UORS 
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178. Lessons for the Future states that the 'majority of UORs were very successful in rapidly delivering enhanced 
capability.'[259] It highlighted successes such as the dust mitigation modifications made to the Challenger 2 main 
battle tank, the Minimi light machine gun, and the new Shallow Water Influence Mine-Sweeping equipment which 
was leased. The National Audit Office (NAO) concluded that 'overall, the enhancements worked very well'.[260] 
During our visits, the Armed Forces personnel we met told us that they were particularly impressed with the Minimi 
light machine gun. 

179. There were, however, drawbacks in using the UOR process. First Reflections acknowledges that 'the UOR 
process inevitably involves the risk that not all requirements will be met in time.[261] Lessons for the Future[262] 
accepts that it 'may be necessary to review the constraints on earlier industrial engagement to minimise procurement 
delays in future' and that 'delivery of equipment was also complicated by some deployment dates being advanced 
once the date for the likely timing of the operation became clearer.' Some equipment had to be 'delivered direct to 
theatre', and that 'while delivery was still achievable in most cases some equipment was not able to be fitted prior to 
operations as a result'. Lessons for the Future[263] also states that 'personnel did not always have time fully to train 
or become familiar with new equipment' and that 'in some cases, where training occurred only in theatre, this delayed 
the achievement of full operational capability'. The complaint that they had insufficient time to familiarise and train 
with UOR equipment was raised with us on a number of occasions by Armed Forces personnel we met. 

180. MoD recognises that 'other capability shortfalls (e.g. those involving more complex systems such as warships 
and aircraft) were not filled by UORs because of the long lead times involved. We need therefore to consider key 
war fighting capabilities and review the Equipment Programme to ensure that we can deliver them within planning 
timescales'.[264] 

181. Much of the equipment procured as UORs made a significant contribution to the success of the campaign 
and, in most cases, industry supplied equipment at very short notice. However UORs are not the solution in 
every case. MoD needs to be better informed of which types of equipment and capabilities can be delivered in 
UOR timescales—there were a number of cases where equipment was not delivered by the time required or 
where users did not have a full complement. We do not consider that MoD planning properly recognised that 
the delivery date for a piece of equipment and the date by which a capability is achieved are not the same. If 
personnel are to be confident and fully efficient with their equipment there must be adequate time for 
familiarisation, training and integration. Furthermore, given the desire stated in the White Paper to be able to 
intervene anywhere in the world at short notice, we believe that the risks of relying on UORs, instead of 
holding adequate stocks, are not sufficiently well analysed or understood in MoD's risk assessment processes. 

182. We asked what lessons could be learned from the UOR process to improve MoD's normal equipment 
acquisition arrangements. General Fulton told us that 'one of the key issues about a UOR is that it has to be available 
to be bought off the shelf… One of the reasons why a number of UORs did not succeed was because there was 
complex integration involved'.[265] We heard evidence that the UOR process was becoming part of the informal 
procurement process due to the frequency of recent operations. 

183. There are likely to be positive lessons from the UOR process which have applicability to MoD's normal 
equipment acquisition processes: for example, where UORs were used to accelerate existing programmes. We 
expect MoD to identify and implement these and reflect on the appropriateness of UOR procurement 
becoming institutionalised. 

RETENTION OF UOR EQUIPMENT 

184. The NAO reported that 'Urgent Operational Requirements fitted for warfighting may be removed, even sold, if 
long-term funding is unavailable or there is no identified requirement to retain them for the long term. In one case, 
that of "All Terrain Mobility Platforms", vehicles that had been disposed of were repurchased from a company at a 
cost of £1.1 million'.[266] MoD is 'now considering which of the equipment bought specifically for this operation it 
would be beneficial to retain for future use'.[267] Sir Kevin Tebbit told us that some UORs 'will have a continuing 
bill attached to them…. We would rather not have simply to destroy them for want of resources to sustain them in 
our force structure'. [268] General Fulton told us that: 

After this operation, we have been very careful to make sure that we look very critically at what equipment 
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can and should be retained in service, because by nature of an Urgent Operational Requirement, it does not 
come with support funding; you buy it and that is it. So the first issue is whether we can afford to take it into 
the normal equipment programme and provide it with sufficient support funding so that it can then be 
sustained through life…. So there are a number of questions that we have to ask ourselves, but ultimately, 
what it comes down to is the affordability of retaining that capability in-service, and that is when you have to 
come back round the loop and ask what its wider applicability is…. There is a fine balance, and that is why 
we are going through it as part of the normal long-term equipment planning process at the moment, to assess 
how many of those 190 we can afford to keep and how many we cannot. Then the issue is, if there are some 
that we cannot afford to keep, the Chief of Defence Logistics would be very keen that we take them out of 
service, so that we do not have unsupportable equipment in the inventory that he cannot then maintain.[269]

We expect MoD to evaluate fully the performance of the equipment procured as UORs and the specific 
enhancements they provided to the UK's military capabilities. This evaluation must also take full account of 
the views of those members of the Armed Forces who used the equipment in action. Disposing of useful 
equipment cannot represent good value for money if it then has to be re-acquired in the future.
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8  THE START OF OPERATIONS 

185. The opportunity attacks by US forces attempting to kill Saddam Hussein on the night of 19-20 March did not 
pre-empt British plans according to the Secretary of State, but rather 'accelerated certain decisions that were in any 
event going to be implemented very shortly'.[270] However, the British were only told of the planned attacks 'a few 
hours prior to the air strikes taking place'.[271] It has since been suggested that the opportunity strikes not only 
missed Saddam Hussein, which they self-evidently did, but that there were no bunkers in the buildings that were 
destroyed. Asked whether the 'de-capitation' strikes brought the Royal Marines' attack on the Al Faw peninsula 
forward the Secretary of State replied: 

there was no difficulty. Those forces were poised and ready to do the important job on the Al Faw peninsular 
and begin the move north…there was some acceleration in the timescales but essentially we are talking hours 
rather than days.[272]

186. Mr Paul Beaver told us that he thought that the campaign had started two to three weeks ahead of schedule.
[273] Air Marshal Burridge said that he was not surprised by the attacks on the leadership targets that started the war.
[274] The execution of the plan went according to expectations, he went on, claiming that the only surprise was the 
'inelegant' way in which Baghdad fell.[275] General Brims admitted that the attacks had brought forward 'D-Day' by 
24 hours and then another 24 hours (ie 48 hours in all) and that the British had been 'bounced' into going early, 
although they were ready to go: 

D-day and H Hour did get pulled forward, first by 24 hours and then by another 24 hours. That was partly 
because, as I understand it, there were some opportunity targets for deep air to do, but I think that we had 
always decided that we wanted to get the land campaign launched early so that we could try to capture the oil 
infrastructure intact, and, in the final analysis, as I understand it, there were thoughts that the oil infrastructure 
was in danger of being trashed; and therefore, the decision, because we were bounced to go early, we did.[276]

The Coalition Force Land Component Commander, US Lieutenant General McKiernan has since stated that he 
brought forward his plan to launch the land attack after receiving reports of a number of oil wells having been set 
alight following the attacks on the leadership targets. As the security of the southern oilfields was regarded as a vital 
objective for both military and environmental reasons, he judged that if the troops were ready, they might as well go.
[277] The question of readiness matters because of the suggestion that operations may have begun too soon for 
elements of the British force and that that may have been a contributing factor in the later equipment and distribution 
problems which the Committee has repeatedly heard about. 

187. General Reith told us that although the British came 'perilously close'[278] to not being ready at the start date, 
they actually were ready and that troops would not have been committed if they had not been operationally ready: 

I would not have allowed our people to go into peril, and the plan was flexible enough that if those two 
battlegroups, and we knew it was going to be tight-run with those two battlegroups, had not been 
operationally ready they would have been held back and then committed later in the operation, and that was 
within the plan. We used the words 'perilously close' but I can promise that I would not have allowed them to 
commit to the operation if the operational commander had not been satisfied that they were operationally 
ready.[279]

188. The Royal Marines who arrived in late January and early February, were explicitly aiming to be ready by 15 
February which was the date by which General Franks had indicated he wanted troops ready. Brigadier Jim Dutton 
explained that: 
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42 Commando and the Brigade Combat Service Support Units that deployed with me by air arrived by, 
roughly speaking, the end of January, so there was adequate time for familiarisation, acclimatisation and in-
theatre training. The 40 Commando group that deployed amphibiously, in the Amphibious Task Group, 
arrived in the middle of February, of course having acclimatised coming through the Mediterranean, the Suez 
Canal, round into the Gulf, and they had exercised already in Cyprus, as you have heard, but then latterly in 
the UAE, so that was important to them. 15 MEU, who sailed from the west coast of the United States, from 
San Diego, on 6 January, arrived on or about 12 February and deployed ashore almost immediately to do 
familiarisation training with the other units of my Brigade, and indeed acclimatisation training, and so on. I 
am content that certainly there was adequate time, bearing in mind, of course, at the time, we did not know 
that 20 March was going to be D-Day. We were always aiming for 15 February…which we could have met 
just—just—but we used the time available for more training in theatre.[280] 

If a date was set for the amphibious force to be ready by, it is strange that there was no date by which time the 
ground forces were supposed to be ready. 

189. The point about how close run things were was underlined by Brigadier Kerr, Assistant Chief of Staff, PJHQ 
who admitted: 

We did come perilously close. There was a debate all along when we were going to actually desertise the 
armour. I can remember the discussion going back a couple of months before that as to whether or not 
7thArmoured Brigade—which those tanks came from—was going to have the opportunity to desertise before 
we sailed the tanks out to the Middle East. The decision was to allow some training to take place. We knew 
when it came down to it that it would be all about that set date; we thought it was going to be the end of 
March but we never knew quite when it as going to be…General Robin Brims…and General John [Reith] 
discussed it with the Americans and the view at that time was that we came perilously close but we were 
ready to cross the line of departure.[281]

The Chief of Defence Logistics described it as 'the optimum way to use the whole of the strategic base in order to 
achieve the operational commander's decision cycle; and it worked'.[282] General Brims argued that the division was 
'ready' even though certain units were not ready: 

from my perspective, we were ready; if you work from their perspective, certain of the units would say they 
were not ready, because, the last Brigade, we came in Brigade by Brigade, so the first one ready was 3 
Commando Brigade, then 16 Air Assault Brigade and then 7 Armoured Brigade, and we defined readiness, 
the readiness to be able to conduct the plan that we had agreed, would be where we had two battlegroups of 7 
Armoured Brigade ready, and that was the definition of readiness. Now, if you went and saw the two 
battlegroups of 7 Armoured Brigade that were not the two that were declared the first ready, they would tell 
you that they were not ready, but the Division was; if that is a reasonable explanation. And the two 
battlegroups, the last two battlegroups in were the Scots Dragoon Guards and 2 RTR, but, I may say, they did 
do the catch-up and they caught up remarkably quickly, and, with all their professionalism, skill and 
determination, they made light of that; but, from their perspective, they would be entirely accurate to say that 
they were not ready at that stage.[283]

190. However, 16 AAB told us that they were at the bottom of the priority list in terms of their deployment to 
Kuwait with the order being 3 Commando Brigade, 7 Armoured Brigade and then 16 AAB. That is because 16 AAB 
was given the role of securing the oil fields and of supporting the other two brigades and of acting as reserve for the 
Division. General Reith explained 16 AAB was there for 'exploitation': 

The principal task of 16 Brigade had been to get in and keep the oilfields secure and then they were to be used 
for exploitation; they were used for exploitation. Once we went beyond Basra, we went up into the north east, 
up into Maysan Province. Now, of course, that did not get much publicity, because by that stage the 
embedded journalists had left them, and I do not think it even hit the UK media.[284] 

191. Thus, whereas General Brims was no doubt correct in saying that 16 AAB had achieved readiness ahead of 
elements of 7 Armoured Brigade, it should be noted that their role was separate from that of the main front line 
elements of General Brims' force at the start of operations. As it was, the two main heavy armoured battlegroups of 
the division were not ready. These battlegroups included the majority of the Challenger 2 tanks deployed. General 
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Brims therefore took a command decision to state that his division's readiness was acceptable even though the 
majority of its main battle tanks were not ready. If the battle plan called for four battlegroups, it may have been that 
the decision that two were enough to start the campaign was based on an assessment of the strength and willingness 
to fight of the enemy. It may also be a somewhat vivid example of what was called the 'rolling start'. General Brims' 
view was that it was a reasonable judgement: 

Sometimes, you have to be positive, and you are dealt a hand of cards and you have to play the hand of cards 
you have got to the very best of your ability to deliver the mission; you cannot turn round, on some sort of 
scientific basis, and say, 'I'm not going to do it.' (You would like to have 52 cards in the deck, when you do 
play them?) But, in this case, we had actually declared readiness in that scenario with 46 cards; that was the 
state of readiness, because two of the battlegroups were not, to go back to the earlier question.[285]

192. Brigadier Graham Binns, Commander of 7 Armoured Brigade, told a television documentary programme that: 

I felt that we were carrying a lot of risk. The mood was one that we were not ready for this that the soldiers at 
a personnel level were not properly equipped. That we had problems with clothing. we had problems sourcing 
ammunition. We knew it was in theatre, but we couldn't find it.[286]

Sir Kevin Tebbit emphasised that a statement of readiness had been sent out before operations began: 

…commanders…have…four things to monitor…Equipment, people, sustainability and command and control 
and these are monitored by them on a colour code system, red, amber and green. This is information fed up 
through the subordinate commands, to the National Contingent Commander and through him to the Chiefs of 
Staff Committee. When all of those indicators go green the Commander knows and the Commanders know 
and the Chiefs of Staff know that they have full operational capability, that is to say they are signalling they 
are ready in all areas to discharge the military task, they therefore say, 'when you want to take a policy 
decision that is up to you but we are ready to go'. What I can tell you is that all of that process was completed, 
that a week before 20 March the National Contingent Commander signalled to the Chief of Staff, I sit on that 
Committee so I know, that he expected to be ready, he was waiting for one element and that was for the up
armouring of the Challenger 2 tanks. He expected that to be completed but until that was done his colour was 
amber for equipment. Once that was done it went green.[287]

193. Mr Lee argued that it was a close run thing, because it was a close run thing, and the British were ready when 
they were ready which was by design when they had to go: 

I just want to say that the background to all this, of course, is that throughout this process of preparing the 
UORs, which takes some months from the very first discussions with industry, and so on, during that period 
we did not know what the date would be on which the conflict would start and there was great uncertainty 
about that right the way through. In a sense, the date when the conflict started was when the forces were ready 
for it to start, and being ready included having the various UORs fitted. So, by definition, deliberately it was 
going to be a close-run thing, because that was when it started, when we were ready for it to start, it was a 
conflict which started at a time of our choosing.[288]

The logic of this is, to say the least, somewhat obscure. It also sidesteps the question of the American timetable and 
how far the British were part of their calculations. It would have been politically (and militarily for that matter) 
highly embarrassing for the ground campaign to have begun without the British component. While the initial Royal 
Marine assault on the Al Faw peninsula may have been well within the readiness parameters of the British force, it is 
not clear that this was the case for the heavy armour of 1st (UK) Armoured Division. The signalling of full 
operational capability represented commanders' decisions that the forces were ready to begin operations, 
notwithstanding, or in spite of, continuing equipment shortages and logistic problems. It did not mean that risks were 
not being taken; rather it may have indicated commanders' assessments that these risks could be taken confident that 
the mission was still achievable. In the end the decision to go to war before full preparations had been completed was 
a political one, since from the military perspective there were other windows, including the autumn of 2003, as Air 
Marshal Burridge told us. 

From planning to operations—what was found 

194. 3 Commando Brigade's mission to secure the oil fields and associated infrastructure of the Al Faw peninsula 
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was crucial to the coalition's operational plan. It was also designed to protect the mine counter measures group as it 
cleared the Khawr Abd Allah waterway.[289] Despite losing the Brigade Reconnaissance Force when a US CH-46 
Sea Knight helicopter crashed (which led to the grounding of the US helicopter force that 42 Commando was about 
to be delivered by) the operations went ahead (albeit 6 hours late in the case of 42 Commando) to great success. As 
noted in paragraph 90, the US Navy Special Warfare group brought with it assets which the Brigade commander 
would not normally expect to have co-located with his headquarters, including Predator UAVs, AC130 gunships and 
A10 tank buster aircraft.[290] 

195. The port of Umm Qasr, Iraq's only deep water port, was opened on 28 March, when the RFA Sir Galahad 
brought in the first shipment of humanitarian relief for the local population. An intensive mine-clearing operation 
had been undertaken in the Khawr Abd Allah waterway by the Royal Navy's Mine Counter Measures Vessels and 
the Fleet Diving Group, in the days following 20 March when the town of Umm Qasr had been taken. Though world 
leaders in this field, the Royal Navy's experience and equipment was geared to deep water operations, not shallow 
waters and rivers as found in the waterway to Umm Qasr.[291] The solution was to acquire two systems through the 
UOR process, SWIMS and OSMDS, which filled this gap in shallow water capabilities.[292] The operation 
represented 'one of the most advanced and tactically challenging' mine clearances ever undertaken.[293] The 
Committee congratulates the Royal Navy for the success of this complex and demanding operation and urges 
the MoD to review, as a matter of urgency, the capability of the Royal Navy to undertake mine clearance 
operations in shallow and very shallow waters, given the likely need for increasing amphibious operations in 
the littoral. 

196. A critical element in any operation is understanding of and information on the enemy. Air Marshal Burridge's 
major concern was about the combat power of the Iraqi armoured divisions and on this, he said, the intelligence was 
fairly good.[294] 

197. The Republican Guard had been of considerable interest to the coalition and a great deal of effort went into 
degrading their capability through air power. Their presence around Basra was relatively small and their role appears 
principally to have been to bolster and re-motivate the regular army: 

they held their families hostage and invited the regular army from 51 Division, which was the Basra division, 
to get back into their equipment and face the enemy, that is us. Ill disposed for doing that and you may 
remember an action south of Basra where a column of tanks came out, not configured to fight an all-arms 
battle, but came out into the face of our fire power. That is the way we saw the Republican Guard being used.
[295]

198. The Air Component Commander, however, was surprised that the Iraqi air force did not fly at all: 

We had a very robust air defence plan in anticipation that they may fly. We also had a very robust plan to 
keep closed those air fields from which we knew they were likely to operate as well. They had also obviously 
been watching the way we had been operating in the no-fly zones for 12 years, so they had a good knowledge 
of our capability and they inevitably also knew what we had brought into theatre as well.[296]

But once it was clear that they were not going to fight as an air force, risks remained that they might use aircraft in 
asymmetric attacks.[297] 

199. The decision not to precede the ground campaign with an air campaign worked well for the coalition, General 
Brims argued, because it took the Iraqi forces by surprise and allowed the coalition to get inside their decision-
making cycle: 

I think that the first key stage, the fact that there was not a long air campaign in front of ground 
movement,…was the case, I think that was rather crucial, because I think it took everyone by surprise, and I 
think that worked very well for us. I think that and a number of other things really got inside their decision-
making cycle. It had some downsides, because one then had to catch up with some of the things that normally, 
with your air campaign preceding your ground campaign, you would deny to your opponents, and I am 
thinking particularly of communications and the length of time that that was open, and that became quite a 
frustration to us at a tactical level, although on another sphere doing it that way round had big pay-offs.[298]

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5712.htm (4 von 7)26.07.2005 17:05:45



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

Overall whereas he had expected the Iraqi regular forces to put up more of fight he was surprised by the numbers and 
commitment of the irregulars: 

I would say that his army, which was principally what I was up against, fought less than it might have. I 
thought his irregulars fought more venomously, and actually voluminously in southern parts, than we had 
anticipated; take the two together, not far off what I hoped would be the case, rather than what, let us say, I 
anticipated.[299]

It appears from the available evidence that the coalition's tactical intelligence picture of Iraq was not as robust as 
might have been expected. Lack of access, in particular to human intelligence, has been frequently mentioned to us. 

The Approach to Basra 

200. A number of press reports claimed that the patient approach to taking Basra adopted by British forces frustrated 
American commanders. Others suggested that the town would have been ripe for an uprising if the British had 
moved in quickly. General Brims told us, however, that he was prevented from entering Basra until the American 
Land Component Commander allowed him to do so: 

Umm Qasr was the only urban area that I was required to take itself, everywhere else, urban areas, eventually 
we would have to get into, because to remove a regime you cannot leave them in control of an urban area, but, 
with the Land Component Commander's plan, Umm Qasr was the only place I had to get into,… so to go into 
Basra, actually, I was not allowed to go into Basra until the Land Component Commander agreed, because 
that was not what his purpose was at that stage.[300] 

201. General McKiernan told General Brims that he did not want to take Basra until the regime had been isolated and 
that entering Basra with its attendant risks could have undermined the broader mission of avoiding any action which 
might have pushed people into the arms of the Saddam regime and away from the coalition.[301] This illustrates the 
effects-based approach of the plan, but also the potential tension between tactical and strategic objectives. As it 
turned out, in this campaign, the broader aims fitted in with the approach that General Brims and his brigade 
commander Brigadier Binns independently arrived at, as General Brims explained: 

we were holding the bridges on the western outskirts of Basra, we were coming under fire from its Armed 
Forces and counter-attacks, and that situation lasted for about two weeks. Around al Zubayr, with a 
population of about 100,000, we were coming under attack from irregulars, who were operating in and from 
al Zubayr, and we had taken some casualties…we had to reconfigure ourselves to protect our softer targets, to 
minimise the number of targets, and 7 Armoured Brigade, whose area this was, did that very quickly…I 
talked to the Brigade Commander…about four or five days into the thing…and he said, 'I'm going to work out 
how we're going to take al Zubayr,' and I said, 'Good, I'll go away and consider Basra.' And he said, 'I've got 
the most powerful Armoured Brigade the British Army's ever put in the field, and I'll back-brief you on my 
bit, of al Zubayr, tomorrow morning.' I arranged to see him first thing…and he asked me to come aside of him 
for a short time, and he said to me, 'I've worked out, we can't go into al Zubayr using the most powerful force 
at my disposal, because that's what the regime want; we'll inflict undue casualties, we'll take undue casualties, 
we will hurt the civilians, we'll wreck the infrastructure, and that's what he's after. We've got to do it in a more 
cunning way.'…I said to him, 'Well, that's funny, because I've worked out precisely the same thing for Basra.' .
[302]

202. The policy adopted was to approach the towns carefully, build up an intelligence picture and use the population 
to provide information before moving on the regime elements within the towns: 

the way we did it was to build up an intelligence picture, focussed raids, ground raids, air raids, mind 
raids…what we were trying to do was destroy the regime and drive a wedge between the regime and the 
ordinary people, bearing in mind that the people in that southern part of Iraq…were Shia people, who had 
actually been the victims of the regime for 20 years, or more...Basra had never changed hands but Al Faw 
had, and they suffered under the 1991 war, then they had their uprising in 1991, which was brutally put down, 
and they were abused, and I was aware of them continuing to be abused during the war…essentially, they 
were ripe for being liberated, and part of the intelligence success, done very much bottom-up, because these 
were people who wanted us to come in, they wanted to be freed but they could not do it themselves, they 
needed our support, and therefore actually we had them helping us, and they were feeding us intelligence, and 
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accurate intelligence, worthy targets, and the system trusted us and we were able to conduct these raids, and 
they had a very significant effect.[303]

In the event Basra was taken with very few casualties in a deliberate operation which drew on superior UK firepower 
and the 'UK troops' resourceful determination.'[304] Intense fighting was limited to a few areas where Baathist 
irregulars fought with 'venom and fanaticism'. The operation was a significant military achievement. One 
measure of its success—and in the context of an effects-based operation an important one—was that just one 
week later there were joint UK/Iraqi patrols.
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9  MAJOR DEFENCE EQUIPMENT 

Overall performance 

203. The major defence equipments are reported to have performed well during Operation Telic. First Reflections 
reported that 'Equipment across all three services matched and often exceeded expectations, reflecting recent 
operational experience and the value of exercise Saif Sareea II,'[305] and listed a range of equipment which had 
performed particularly well. It noted the increased availability and use of precision guided weapons 'some 85% of 
UK air weapons were precision guided, compared to 25% during Kosovo'.[306] These positive messages were also 
echoed in Lessons for the Future.[307] The NAO also highlighted the good performance of major defence 
equipment, 'throughout the warfighting phase of Operation TELIC a number of both new and in service equipments 
operated effectively in the austere environment of Iraq'.[308] The NAO also noted that 'the availability and 
performance of the majority of the fighting equipments demonstrates that the Department's major equipments, both 
new and in-service, contributed significantly to overall military capability and the success of the operation'.[309] 

204. We asked Air Marshal Burridge about the performance of major defence equipment during the operation. He 
told us that: 

Our fighting equipment, bearing in mind we had a fairly extensive urgent operational requirement programme 
which brings it up either to a higher level or changes it or whatever, taken together our fighting equipment 
was very good.[310] 

Given that a number of major equipments, such as the Challenger 2 tank, had to undergo substantial modifications 
before the operation, we also asked him whether there were any occasions when the late arrival of equipment delayed 
or cancelled operations. He told us that there were no such occasions 'but it was close'.[311] He noted that there had 
been a 'magnificent effort by Alvis-Vickers in modifying Challenger 2s… The juxtaposition of the UN discussion 
and what that meant for time lines fortuitously met the technical and engineering time line for Challenger 2'.[312] 
General Reith told us that in relation to the 'desertising' of Challenger 2 tanks 'We came perilously close... but we did 
it, and we planned it that way'.[313] We have discussed the issue of readiness in more detail in paragraphs 185-93 
above. 

205. We asked General Fulton which major equipment had exceeded MoD's expectations and which had not 
performed as well as expected. On the successes, he told us: 

Starting with the sea environment…the Cruise Missile T-LAM was a conspicuous success…the mine counter-
measures capability enhanced by the UORs, was a success…The performance of Sea King Mk 7…was also a 
revelation…On land, I know that you have heard from General Brimms that he had a number of key stars: 
Challenger 2 enhanced by the desertification UOR, Warrior, AS 90, and he also singled out Phoenix as a great 
success…We were delighted with the performance…of the SA 80 A2…the Bowman personal role radio was 
a conspicuous success…In the air, what the operation proved was the success of the multi-role platforms GR4 
and GR7…we were very pleased with the performance of the air-delivered precision weapons. Storm Shadow 
in particular was brought forward, but also enhanced Paveway and Maverick were great successes... I would 
also point to the information-gathering capability Raptor…and we were also pleased with the performance of 
that. Equally, the performance of the Nimrod R1…was a great success, and finally C17 proved its worth.[314]

206. On the equipment that had performed less well, he told us: 

In terms of shortcomings, we were not entirely surprised, but nevertheless the availability of the Combat 
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Engineer Tractor, which was below 50 per cent…was a disappointment…The shortcomings of Clansman are 
known…but…a number of people described Clansman's ability to hold up pretty well, within its own 
limitations.[315] 

207. We suggested to General Fulton that there must have been other systems that performed less well. He replied 
that he was not sure that he could add to the list but added that: 

We do have to remember that the equipment was being used in very particular circumstances. There were 
very particular characteristics of this operation, which in some cases did not test the equipment to the extent 
that we might have expected it to be tested had we been fighting a more capable enemy or an enemy which 
fought us in a different way. We also have to remember that we were fighting in conjunction with the United 
States, and therefore there are also aspects of operating in a coalition which mean our equipment was not 
tested to the extent that it might have been had we been fighting on our own. What I am saying is that the 
parameters within which we conducted the operation were less than the most testing parameters against which 
we would specify equipment.[316]

208. We asked him whether equipment had not appeared on his list of projects which had not performed well 
because it was known that it had particular deficiencies and, therefore, it performed to expectation which was not 
very high—he said that this was 'correct'[317] 

209. We are pleased to learn that in most cases the major defence equipments performed well in the difficult 
conditions encountered in Iraq although, given the nature of the operation, many equipments were not tested 
to the full. 

Availability of equipment 

210. On the availability of the major defence equipments during the operation, the NAO reported that 'throughout the 
war-fighting phase, the availability of the major war-fighting equipments (ships, armoured vehicles, helicopters and 
aircraft) was generally high'.[318] The 'availability rates for land equipment during the main conflict phase were 
consistently high'—the average availability for Challenger 2 was 90 per cent, and for AS90 was 95 per cent.[319] 
However, availability rates for some equipments was not so impressive. The Combat Engineer Tractor, which 
General Fulton identified as a poor performer, has been in service since the early 1970s and is due to be replaced by 
TERRIER in 2008.[320] For the Lynx anti-tank helicopter, the NAO reported that the average availability rate for 
the main conflict phase was 52.6 per cent— compared with 66 per cent for all the helicopters used in Operation Telic.
[321] However, MoD subsequently told us that the availability of sand filters meant that no limitations were imposed 
upon the use of the deployed Lynx helicopters during the warfighting phase, and that composite figures, revised 
since the publication of the NAO report, indicated that the Lynx anti-tank helicopter in fact achieved serviceability 
rates of over 70 per cent throughout the deployment.[322] 

211. We asked about the future of the Lynx helicopter. General Applegate told us that: 

As far as the Lynx is concerned…we have a fleet which is ageing…the particular element which Lynx is 
fulfilling as far as the attack element is concerned…is replaced, obviously, by the Apache…So the remaining 
Lynx we have will be conducting the utility tasks in a less stressing environment.[323] 

212. We were impressed with the capability of HMS Ocean, a Landing Platform for Helicopters (LPH), which 
played a vital role in the operation. During our visit to HMS Ocean, we were told that its four Landing Craft Vehicle 
Personnel (LCVP) Mk 5 Landing Craft were old and unreliable—they either did not start or broke down when 
transporting Armed Forces personnel from the ship to the shore. We were dismayed to hear that the new replacement 
craft that had been ordered, had been rejected as they did not meet the requirement. General Fulton confirmed that 
that 'the current generation of landing craft are very old and are in the process of being replaced, and…. that there are 
difficulties with the acceptance of the new landing craft'.[324] 

213. The availability of most defence equipment was generally high during Operation Telic. However, it is 
disappointing that an impressive capability such as HMS Ocean is let down by unreliable landing craft and 
'that there are difficulties with the acceptance of the new landing craft.' We expect MoD to remedy this issue 
as soon as possible to ensure that the capabilities of HMS Ocean are maximised. 
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Communication and Information Systems 

214. Air Marshal Burridge told us that 'communication, information systems'[325] was one of the areas where he 
would like to see change. The NAO reported that 'the majority of communications equipment worked well on the 
operation, although the force sometimes had difficulty maintaining strategic communications between the United 
Kingdom and units in-theatre'.[326] Lessons for the Future reported that: 

The UK's Communication and Information Systems (CIS) infrastructure could not easily support the 
information exchange requirements of the Iraq operation. UK forces had to rely on a variety of different 
communication systems connected by numerous gateways and interfaces…. Some gateways could not 
manage the volume of information traffic generated, inhibiting communication and information exchange 
between UK Maritime, Land and Air contingents. The limited degree of interoperability between UK and US 
CIS also had an impact on the ability to support coalition planning and operations in a high tempo 
environment, though maritime UK / US interoperability was good.[327]

215. We learned that both Harrier and helicopter operations were impeded by the lack of secure communications. We 
asked MoD whether there were any significant breakdowns in its ability to communicate from the UK to forces in 
theatre, and from commanders in theatre to their colleagues who were closer to the action. Air Vice Marshal Stephen 
Dalton, Capability Manager (Information Superiority) told us: 

there undoubtedly were occasions where the communications were not as robust and reliable as they should 
ideally have been…. due to a variety of factors, not least of which…. is the fact that the volume and the sheer 
quantity of communications that was required was so much larger than we had anticipated or had been shown 
in the past to be the requirement.[328] 

He outlined the work in hand to address the shortcomings with the communications and information systems: 

We have a number of strands of work, both directly with NATO partners and also with specific countries, the 
US in particular, to try and make sure that our communications that we are bringing in over the next few 
years, literally the next two to three years, are compatible with their systems. An example there would be 
actually making sure that we put the wave form patterns from our radios into the software programmable 
radios that the Americans are buying for the future for their equipment as well, so that we are interoperable 
and compatible with their systems. In terms of strategic communications, yes, there were significant problems 
there, not least of which was with our now ageing Skynet 4 system, where a particular satellite in the net 
which was critical to it did give us problems, and the management system had to be changed to try and make 
use of other satellites that were available, including the Inmarsat system, which became at one point the 
critical communication system because the others which we had in place proved to be unreliable. So there 
were problems and things were being done about it. What we are doing for the future for that side of things is 
that we are at the moment in the process of launching the Skynet 5 system satellites, which will be up over the 
next four to five years, which will then give us a new, modern satellite capability to provide the strategic 
comms that we need.[329]

It concerns us that for the next four to five years we will continue to be dependent upon Skynet 4 which has 
recognised limitations and which let us down on this occasion. 

216. We asked when there would be reliable, secure, timely and effective communication between all parts of our 
operations and our allies, Air Vice Marshal Dalton told us that is: 

a difficult question to answer in terms of when…. What we are seeking to do is to put in place a capable, 
reliable system that will meet the needs that have been specified to do it. When that will all be in place with 
all our allies is a difficult question to answer specifically in terms of dates…. It is a continuing process, but 
certainly within the next four to five years we will have a much more reliable system, which will enable us to 
meet the requirements both of our allies and for our own national use.[330] 

General Fulton added that: 

I think we are some way off the perfection that you describe—in fact, I think we are a long way off the 
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perfection you describe—but I would say we are in this situation because, frankly, we have not invested 
sufficient over the years in the enabling functions that allow us to do these sorts of things. It has only really 
been since the Strategic Defence Review of 1998 that we have started to invest in enablers as well as in what 
you might call the front line forces. Communications traditionally has been very much the poor relation and is 
catching up. There is a lot of investment coming but it is going to be a few years yet.[331]

217. MoD subsequently told us that it envisaged its network-enabled capability building through '3 epochs: firstly, an 
initial NEC state, characterised by improved connectivity by 2007; secondly, a state characterised by improved 
integration by 2015; and finally, a mature state in the longer term characterised by greater synchronisation'.[332] 

218. Operation Telic highlighted serious shortcomings in the reliability, capacity and redundancy of the UK's 
communications and information systems, which to a large extent are a consequence of under investment in 
the past. While we acknowledge that work is in hand to address these shortcomings, we find it very worrying 
that it will be some time before any real improvements will be seen, particularly given the frequency with 
which UK Armed Forces are now involved in operations, and the increased need to communicate effectively 
not only within UK forces but also with our allies. 

Combat identification 

219. The purpose of combat identification is to enable military forces to distinguish friend from foe during 
operations, thereby enhancing combat effectiveness while minimising the risk of accidental engagement of friendly 
or allied forces—often referred to as 'fratricide' or 'Blue-on-Blue' incidents. Both the Defence Committee and the 
Committee of Public Accounts have previously emphasised the importance of this issue. 

220. In its report on Operation Telic, the NAO set out the measures MoD had taken to reduce the risk of fratricide 
during Operation Telic: 

For Operation TELIC, to improve interoperability with other Coalition forces and to minimise the risk of 
fratricide, the Department procured a number of equipments designed to enhance forces' capability to 
distinguish friend from foe. These measures comprised a number of visual identification measures fitted to 
vehicles and worn by individual soldiers (costing some £5 million) and the Blue Force Tracking system which 
enhanced Coalition land forces' situational awareness.[333] 

221. The NAO concluded that 'These measures, in conjunction with training and procedures appear to have been 
largely effective.'[334] Sir Kevin Tebbit told the Committee of Public Accounts in January 2004 about the measures 
put in place and the lessons learned relating to combat identification: 

We take it very seriously. We worked very hard with the Americans before the operations on it. We also 
reviewed our performance after the operation and it was one of the key studies that were initiated immediately 
afterwards by Vice Chief of Defence Staff to see whether our approach was validated. We have made a copy 
of that review available to the NAO. Before the operation we procured 1,861 vehicle mounted and 5,000 
dismounted for people combat ID sets which were specific to this operation. I will not detail how they work 
for obvious reasons. We also acquired the American blue forces tracking system which gives general situation 
awareness, which also helps, the cost was not enormous but we spent several million pounds on doing so. Our 
initial findings after the combat were that these systems are good and were good but there is still no simple, 
single solution from technology that training, tactics, procedures and exercises are still vital because in some 
of the tragic incidents that occurred combat ID was there and it was supposed to be operating and still the 
incidents happened. We believe, my military colleagues might comment, the answer lies in a combination of 
all of these things, of appropriate systems, procedures, training, exercising with it and we are very concerned 
to proceed on that basis.[335]

222. We welcome the overall finding of the National Audit Office that on Operation Telic, the measures, 
procedures and training relating to combat identification were largely effective. We are disappointed that a 
copy of the review of combat identification undertaken by the Vice Chief of Defence Staff, which was provided 
to the National Audit Office, was not made available to the Defence Committee during its inquiry. 

223. MoD reported that 'the US did not decide which combat ID equipments they would operate until the end of 
2002'.[336] We asked MoD how the timing of the US decision had affected the UK's ability to field similar or 
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compatible systems. MoD told us that the timing of the decision had not affected the UK's 'ability to procure or 
deploy the Combat Identification to the Gulf.'[337] 

224. First Reflections reported that 'In the air and at sea, extra 'Identification Friend or Foe' (IFF) systems were 
procured to supplement those routinely fitted to all RAF aircraft and RN warships'.[338] MoD has subsequently told 
us that First Reflections was wrong to state that extra IFF had been procured for RAF aircraft—no extra IFF systems 
were required, as aircraft deployed were already compliant with the existing IFF systems. However, situational 
awareness of aircraft, and therefore their Combat ID capability, was improved in a number of cases by the fitting of 
Link 16 tactical data link equipment.[339] About £2.5 million was spent procuring extra IFF systems for ships, 
which was fitted to the existing IFF equipment on board—fitting costs were minimal as the work was carried out by 
the ships' staff.[340] 

225. For land troops, MoD reports that the UK is actively involved in developing Battlefield Target Identification for 
ground-to-ground recognition in the future. Bowman will also improve situational awareness and, in turn, Combat ID.
[341] On the cost of acquiring the Blue Force Tracking System, MoD told us that for the eight month lease of the 
equipment, some £2.5 million was set aside. This included the costs of contractor support and provision against 
damage or loss of equipment.[342] 

226. Despite all the measures in place, during the warfighting phase of Operation Telic, there were regrettably 
several instances of fratricide involving UK Service personnel: a Royal Air Force Tornado GR4A was destroyed by a 
United States Army Patriot Surface to Air Missile battery, killing the pilot and the navigator; a UK Challenger 2 
main battle tank was engaged by another Challenger 2, killing two crewmen and seriously wounding two others; a 
United States Air Force A10 ground attack aircraft engaged reconnaissance elements from D Squadron, The 
Household Cavalry, killing one trooper and wounding three others. The causes of these incidents are the subject of 
ongoing Boards of Inquiry.[343] We extend our deepest sympathies to the families of those killed in these incidents. 

227. We asked the Secretary of State to what extent 'friendly fire' was a particular problem of combined coalition 
operations. He told us that: 

These were unlooked-for incidents, despite very determined efforts made, certainly as far as the technology 
provision was concerned, to use all the efforts that we could to avoid them, but the real answer to your 
question is that I cannot see, from what took place, that there is any pattern that suggests that this is the result 
of coalition-style operations.[344]

228. The Secretary of State did not believe that the incidents during Operation Telic would have been reduced if 
combat identification had been rolled out some time ago, as was planned. He told us that in relation to the incident 
involving Challenger 2 tanks that: 

I cannot see that any level of technological innovation could avoid that kind of incident taking place. If there 
is such an innovation, then certainly we will vigorously investigate it, but I cannot see, at the present levels of 
technology, that being easy to see a solution to, which is why I have consistently emphasised…that there is no 
simple, single technological solution to these problems.[345]

229. We asked when the ongoing Boards of Inquiry would report their findings on the fratricide incidents that 
occurred. Air Vice Marshal Torpy could not give us a definitive date but anticipated that it would be sometime in 'the 
New Year' [2004].[346] MoD subsequently told us that the principle of confidentiality of Board of Inquiry reports is 
designed to encourage the provision of forthright evidence and they are not normally disclosed in full outside MoD. 
MoD will in due course make available to the Library of the House a summary of the reports' conclusions.[347] We 
expect MoD to make available to Parliament and the Committee the summaries of the reports' conclusions as 
soon as possible and for the summaries to provide sufficient information on the causes of the incidents and the 
lessons learned in order to reassure the Armed Forces and ourselves that everything practicable was done to 
minimise the possibility of such incidents. 

230. We asked MoD whether it was confident that lessons from these tragic incidents would be learned and that 
remedial action would be taken. Air Vice Marshal Torpy told us that: 

I am confident that we will do everything we possibly can to make sure that the lessons are implemented…It 
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is in all of our interests to make sure that we reduce fratricide to the absolute minimum…Technology will to a 
degree assist us in this. Again, our aspiration of a network-centric environment will give us better shared 
awareness, and we will know where every asset is on the battle space, which we do not at the moment. Just as 
technology will give us the opportunity, it will also give us the opportunity to synchronise our activity and 
make it more complex. The opportunities in an increasingly complex battle space for fratricide are likely to 
increase.[348]

231. We asked Air Vice Marshal Torpy whether such incidents could be eliminated. He told us that: 

…whenever there is a human in the loop, whilst technology will assist the reduction in these incidents, 
inevitably, in the confusion of a very complex battle space, errors will be made[349]…It would be wrong to 
suggest that we could eliminate fratricide. Personally, as a military commander, I regret to say that we will 
continue to have fratricide just as we continue to have road accidents with our deployed forces as well. It is 
one of the facts of life. It is our job to make sure that those tragic incidents are reduced to the absolute 
minimum.[350]

232. In terms of future work to improve combat identification, the Secretary of State told us that 'there is a long-term 
effort obviously to get as many allies as possible agreeing on a single system… for the moment we have committed 
ourselves… to having the best equipment that we could lay our hands on.'[351] 

233. We expect MoD to implement the lessons from Operation Telic relating to combat identification. MoD 
should push forward with the work with its allies to agree on a single system. The latter is particularly 
important given that future UK military action is most likely to be as part of a coalition. We note MoD's view 
that the opportunities for fratricide in an increasingly complex battle space are likely to increase, but look to 
MoD to identify the required action and make the necessary investment to ensure that such incidents are 
reduced to a minimum. 

UAVs 

234. Lessons for the Future reported that 'Coalition Unmanned Air Vehicles (UAVs) offered versatile capabilities as 
both surveillance and reconnaissance, and offensive platforms, and demonstrated that they will play a key role in the 
future joint battle,'[352] and further that 'Extensive use of Unmanned Air Vehicles (UAVs) enabled the coalition to 
conduct unrelenting operations…. Although the UK's Phoenix UAV, a first generation system, had a more limited 
capability than the US systems, it played an important and highly valued role in support of UK land forces, and 
demonstrated the increasingly key role UAVs may play in the joint battle as they become more capable'.[353] 

235. MoD provided us with information on the contribution of the Phoenix UAVs. 89 Phoenix UAVs were deployed 
on Operation Telic and flew 138 missions—23 were lost or damaged beyond repair and 13 were damaged but 
repairable. In terms of the future 'Phoenix will be phased out and its role subsumed by the broader Watchkeeper 
UAV capability which we aim to introduce in 2006'. [354] We asked MoD about the contribution of UAVs during 
the operation. General Fulton told us that: 

In terms of effectiveness of UAVs, yes, the Americans made a lot of use of them. The Americans, as we 
know, have a much greater variety of them and they have developed them much further than we have, but 
nevertheless, there is a great deal of investment going in this country to improve or to increase the use that we 
make of them. As far as Phoenix is concerned, Phoenix has been a much maligned equipment in the past, but 
was identified by General Brims as one of his war winners and he certainly found it extremely useful, with all 
its known shortcomings. Yes, the attrition rate was high…. In terms of causes of loss, technical reasons are 
believed to account for the majority of those that were lost…. Phoenix is very much a last-generation air 
vehicle and a last-generation system…. We are not going to go out and buy more Phoenix. Watchkeeper is 
due in service in 2005-06 and will provide a two-step change in our capability in the information-gathering 
capability that will be provided…. We are very keen…. not to make changes to the Watchkeeper requirement, 
so that we do not keep chasing the latest requirement, and we do not fall into the same trap we fell into with 
Bowman.'[355]

236. We are pleased to hear that, despite its chequered past, Phoenix made a valuable contribution to the 
operation. We support the robust approach being adopted in relation to the Watchkeeper UAV programme, 
which aims to 'nail the… requirement and to make sure that the companies deliver that which we have asked 
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for'[356] although we continue to be concerned that the accelerated in-service date for the programme may 
not be met. We will continue to monitor the progress of this key programme. 

237. A press article in late 2003[357] reported that MoD had purchased US Desert Hawk and US Buster UAVs. 
General Fulton told us that MoD was procuring, as a UOR, Desert Hawk UAVs. However, it was not in service yet.
[358] It was unclear to us how this procurement fitted with the Watchkeeper programme. General Fulton explained 
that it did not fit into the Watchkeeper requirement, but was a 'very much smaller air vehicle, very much less capable, 
with a very much shorter range… Something that is therefore man-portable, to see whether that can help with some 
of the surveillance requirements that exist at the moment.'[359] We consider it well worthwhile that MoD is 
assessing the usefulness of man-portable UAVs for current operations in Iraq. We expect MoD to reflect the 
results of this assessment when deciding on the overall mix of UAVs for the future. 

Apache 

238. The operational UK helicopter fleet does not currently contain 'attack' helicopters, although there are a number 
of armed helicopters. MoD, however, is in the process of acquiring 67 Apache helicopters, which should come into 
service over the next few years. According to Lessons for the Future, 'There are…. potential lessons for the future 
utility of the UK's new Apache attack helicopters from the US experience in Iraq with its Cobra and Apache 
helicopters'.[360] 

239. We were concerned about the reported vulnerability of the Apache helicopter to small arms fire, and were 
interested in the lessons MoD had identified in relation to this. General Applegate acknowledged that there had been 
criticism of the Apache helicopter following an attack against elements of the Medina Division in which the Apache 
helicopters suffered a substantial amount of damage. He argued however that whilst the helicopters involved 
absorbed a lot of damage all except one returned and went back into action two days later.[361] He also recognised 
that there 'were clearly problems with tactics, techniques and procedures on that day.'[362] 

240. We were pleased to learn that MoD were not planning to reduce its purchase of Apache helicopters and that it 
was seeking to ensure that 'what we buy are the best.'[363] We conclude that there are key lessons from the 
United States' experience in Iraq which MoD needs to take into account when developing its tactics, 
techniques and procedures for its Apache helicopters. We expect MoD to take the required action to ensure 
that UK Apache helicopters are as capable as they can be, given the new sorts of environments and operations 
they are likely to be operating in. 

Sea King 

241. The Sea King Mk 7 Air Surveillance and Control System is reported[364] to have performed well using its 
Searchwater 2000 radar. This radar is normally used over water, but provided battlefield surveillance and target 
cueing for UK land forces. General Fulton told us that the performance of the Sea King was an example of 'the 
ability of our people to take in equipment that was designed for one purpose and apply it to another when the 
situation changes.'[365] He said that in the future, the Astor programme, due in service in 2005, will provide a better 
stand-off picture of the battlefield and the Watchkeeper programme will also provide a flexible way to do the same 
thing. The Sea King helicopter made a significant contribution to the operation and highlighted the benefit of 
acquiring equipment that is sufficiently adaptable. However, we are concerned to learn that, at times, the Sea 
King provided the only dedicated stand-off sensor coverage for 3 Commando Brigade's operations on the Al 
Faw peninsula.[366] We expect MoD to ensure that the Astor programme meets its in-service date to fill the 
current capability gap. 

242. The Sea King, in common with other helicopters, is vulnerable to ground-to-air threats. General Fulton told us 
that there was a limited amount that could be done to make the Sea King less vulnerable to ground-to-air threats. He 
considered that the correct approach was not to incur 'great expenditure' on its protection, but rather to 'limit its 
vulnerability through use rather than through technical means.'[367] We expect MoD to ensure that the lessons 
identified to minimise the Sea King's vulnerability are fully implemented. 

The Defence White Paper 

243. The Defence White Paper, Delivering Security in a Changing World[368] was published on 11 December 2003. 
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In the foreword to the White Paper the Secretary of State wrote: 

we must invest in the battle-winning equipment [the Armed Forces] will need…. to effectively support 
expeditionary operations. Resources must be directed at those capabilities that best deliver the range of effects 
required…. we expect to be in a position to announce significant changes to the current and future capabilities 
of the Armed Forces and supporting infrastructure next year.

In his oral statement in the House of Commons he said: 

Resources must be directed at those capabilities that are best able to deliver the range of military effects 
required, whilst dispensing with those elements that are less flexible. [369]

In the case of the Army, he stated that: 

experience shows that the current mix of heavy and light capabilities was relevant to the battles of the past 
rather than the battles of the future …. the Future Rapid Effects System family of vehicles that we are 
currently developing will help meet the much needed requirement for medium weight forces. Over time this 
will inevitable reduce our requirement for heavy armoured fighting vehicles and heavy artillery. [370]

244. We asked what changes MoD expected to make to the Equipment Programme in response to the lessons learned 
and the experience on Operation Telic, and specifically about the progress with the Future Rapid Effects System 
(FRES), a programme which is intended to provide a medium weight capability to the Army in the form of a vehicle 
with some of the reach and endurance of heavy armour and the air-deployability of light forces. General Fulton told 
us that Operation Telic 'has underlined for us the importance of certain aspects…. but…. would not necessarily 
expect to see…. a wholesale change of direction'.[371] In relation to FRES, General Applegate told us that: 

As far as FRES is concerned at the moment, I think we are still keen to make sure that we get a FRES series 
of vehicles, but the simpler ones first. The timescale is 2009-10, depending what is available.[372] 

General Fulton added that: 

What FRES and what the medium weight force seeks to do…is to plug the gap in the middle, which is a 
capability that we do not have at the moment.[373] 

245. We sought further information on the status of the FRES programme, given its future importance. MoD told us 
that it is currently reviewing the outputs from the planning work carried out as part of the Concept Phase. 
Preparatory work for the initial Assessment Phase has begun. Output from this phase will help MoD decide on the 
procurement strategy for future phases of the programme. An in-service date will not be approved until Main Gate.
[374] The planning assumption is to introduce early FRES variants around the end of the decade.[375] 

246. We have announced our intention to undertake an inquiry into the Defence White Paper. We will also 
continue to monitor the progress of the FRES programme as part of our annual inquiry into defence 
procurement.
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Select Committee on Defence Third Report 

10  PERSONAL EQUIPMENT AND PROTECTION 

Chairman: I presume the question of army boots which has been bedevilling the Army for about 400 years, 
certainly as long as I have been on the Committee, is resolvable?

Admiral Sir Michael Boyce: You would be fully justified in being angrily cross if we went into an operation 
and found we were living with some deficit or something which diminished our operational capability as a 
result of lessons learned as recently as 2001. (Evidence from the Chief of Defence Staff, 6 November 2002)

247. Throughout this inquiry we have spoken to a wide range of service personnel who served in Operation Telic. 
Consistently they relayed to us concerns about their personal equipment and protection—such concerns have also 
been echoed in letters and e-mails we have received from service personnel and their families and friends. Desert 
clothing and boots, body armour and NBC detection and protection regularly featured as concerns. Therefore, from 
the outset of our inquiry, we sought to identify the basis for these concerns and the impact they had on both the 
morale of service personnel and operational capability. 

248. In the early stages of our inquiry, MoD's view was that genuine instances of equipment shortages or defects 
were few and far between and had had little impact—they were considered to be glitches or local difficulties. In May 
2003 the Secretary of State told us: 

All the requisite numbers of boots and clothing and equipment were there and, having only had a brief 
opportunity of inviting editors of newspapers to devote an appropriate amount of space to the success of the 
equipment, given the hugely disproportionate amount of space they wasted on making facile criticisms of 
equipment that proved its worth in the conflict, I am still waiting to see any signs of apology from either 
individual journalists or from their editors.[376] 

I am certainly suggesting that, in a force of around 45,000 people across three Services, there may have been 
the odd person who, for example, did not get the right sized pair of boots. There may have been the odd 
soldier who one day did not get his lunchtime ration pack. There may have been the odd soldier who did not 
like his ready-to-eat meal of the sort issued by the United States to their forces. There is not the slightest 
suggestion, however, that any of the stories that appeared so routinely in our newspapers stood up to detailed 
analysis against what was delivered and what was proved ultimately to be a very successful campaign based 
on logistical success and the quality of our equipment.[377]

However, on 5 February 2004, he admitted: 

In my evidence last May I acknowledged that there were bound to be some problems in a logistics operation 
of this size, and that some of our personnel may have experienced shortages of equipment. Our subsequent 
work has shown that these shortages were more widespread and in some respects more serious than we 
believed to be the case at that time. In general, this was not the result of a failure to obtain and deploy the 
equipment required…on the whole, as we said in our report Lessons for the Future, these shortages did not 
adversely affect operational capability…But I do accept that a situation which seems satisfactory to those 
looking at the bigger picture can nonetheless be very different for the people who are affected personally by 
the things that go wrong. I also accept that our inability fully to distribute items such as desert clothing and 
boots, although not considered operationally essential by commanders on the ground, certainly had an adverse 
impact on morale.[378]

249. We are pleased to note that, following its initial rejection of the concerns about personal equipment and 
protection, MoD now acknowledges that there was a problem which had a detrimental impact on service 
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personnel. Robust arrangements should now be introduced to gauge the views of more junior ranks and 
specialists whose widespread concerns do not seem to be properly understood, reflected and acted upon by 
more senior commanders and officials further up the chain. 

250. One reason for the shortfalls in provision of basic personal equipment was that MoD's planning assumptions did 
not allow for an operation of the scale of Operation Telic being undertaken to such a demanding timetable. We 
discussed the planning assumptions in paragraphs 58-9 above, but in the context of personal equipment MoD needs 
to recognise the likelihood that operations in the future will be undertaken under similar timetable pressures to 
Operation Telic. As Brigadier Cowlam told the Committee: 

we based our organisation stockholders and systems on a certain number of assumptions; on this occasion, we 
reacted well within those assumptions, in much tighter time-lines than we had assumed, and therefore I do not 
think any of us were too surprised that a lot of hard work had to go in, to make sure that the necessary 
equipment, supplies and capabilities were in the right place at the right time. I think the lesson that we are 
learning is we have got to make sure our assumptions are correct in the first place.[379]

Desert boots and clothing 

251. Notwithstanding the Secretary of State's comments in May 2003 about desert boots and clothing, Air Marshal 
Burridge told the Committee in June 2003 that that he had encountered personnel wearing black boots when he 
visited Basra on 23 April.[380] This was confirmed during our visits when we were told that some desert boots and 
combats arrived after the major combat phase. In July 2003 General Reith told us that: 

Turning to the clothing and the boots, I was not concerned about that at all. The temperate equipment we 
have, the combat clothing is designed up to 39 degrees centigrade and the boots up to 35 degrees centigrade.
[381]

252. General Reith's comment that he was not concerned about the desert clothes and boots issue appears to ignore 
the fact that green combat clothing does not provide the same camouflage effect as desert clothing in an environment 
such as Iraq. It also begs the question as to why MoD procured desert clothing and boots specifically for the combat 
operation. 

253. Rear Admiral Style accepted that shortages had occurred when he told us in July 2003 that: 

The matter of boots and clothing, yes, there were shortfalls there. There are major lessons to learn and we are 
examining the holdings…and looking at the whole issue of tracking of assets delivery, and so on, but there 
was a reason why we had that number, whether or not it was the right judgement. This was reviewed, as you 
know, in the Strategic Defence Review, and the matter of desert clothing, in particular, it was settled in terms 
of all the balances of capability that we had to spend our money on, that we provide for only the JRRF and the 
spearhead battalion, that was the judgement, and we provided for that…we decided that, because we are not 
constrained by those sorts of judgements, it is always a balance of risk, this whole business is a risk business, 
we decided to go for a bigger operation and so, yes, there were shortfalls. That lesson must be addressed and 
of course we must consider our balance of priorities, but there was a reason behind the levels that we had…
[382]

254. First Reflections published in July 2003 acknowledged that clothing did contribute to combat effectiveness. It 
noted that a new type of boot better adapted to desert conditions had been purchased, but recognised that MoD 
needed to look at 'the quantities of boots, clothing and other personal equipment we routinely hold'.[383] Lessons for 
the Future published in December 2003 provided details of the temperatures in which standard issue army boots and 
green combat clothing are designed to be used. It acknowledged that 'nonetheless, given that the temperature was 
likely to rise to over 50C during the summer months, and the need for appropriate camouflage colours, the 
Department prepared to issue desert clothing to all deploying forces'.[384] Lessons for the Future acknowledged that 
'by the time the operation began a number of deployed service personnel had not received the ideal quantities of 
desert boots or combat clothing… Tight timelines, inadequate tracking of equipment in theatre, and some instances 
of incorrect boot and clothing sizes meant that not all Servicemen and women received their allocation'.[385] 

255. The NAO reported that: 
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The pre-TELIC requirement was based on desert clothing for 9,000 troops with three sets per person. An 
additional 20,000 pairs of desert boots were ordered on 29 November 2002 and a further 10,000 pairs on 10 
January 2003…89,700 pairs of desert trousers…. and 92,750 desert lightweight jackets…were also ordered. 
Approximately 40 per cent of the additional clothing requirement was available in-theatre by 13 April 2003. 
The procurement was regarded as of limited effectiveness because few troops received their full complement, 
and mismatches in sizing remained in the post-conflict phase of the Operation.[386]

256. The NAO Director responsible for the report on Operation Telic is reported to have said that the lack of proper 
desert clothing was particularly resented by the troops. He said a typical reaction was—'we're out here fighting and 
you can't be bothered to buy us a proper uniform'.[387] We also heard similar sorts of reactions from service 
personnel during our visits. However, on the operational impact of not having desert boots and clothing, the 
Secretary of State told us that: 'The question is whether this affected their ability to conduct the operations and I have 
not seen any suggestion that it did.'[388] 

257. The issue of the availability of desert clothing and boots during Operation Telic has been both a 
confusing and worrying story. MoD should clarify its position on the circumstances in which desert clothing 
and boots are to be used and ensure that all service personnel understand the position. MoD clearly 
underestimated the impact on morale of failing to provide service personnel with the clothing and boots which 
they required and expected. We find it unacceptable that some two weeks after the start of the combat phase 
60 per cent of the additional clothing requirement that had been ordered was not available in theatre. We 
understand that MoD has now increased its stockholding of desert and tropical clothing and boots up to a 
total of 32,000 sets.[389] We expect MoD to keep the level of stockholding under review. 

Enhanced body armour 

258. Lessons for the Future reported that Enhanced Body Armour provided personnel with significant levels of 
protection.[390] It also reported difficulties surrounding the supply of body armour—'the decision (a change in 
policy) to equip all Service personnel whose role required it with Enhanced Combat Body Armour (combat body 
armour enhanced by the addition of ceramic plates) posed a challenge because there were insufficient stocks to meet 
the needs of a large-scale force'.[391] It noted that, through additional purchases, 38,000 complete sets of body 
armour were deployed to theatre, which should have met the requirement, but 'late delivery against an advancing 
timescale, coupled with difficulties in equipment tracking and control of issue, led to localised shortfalls. Priority 
was therefore given to those personnel on the ground who commanders judged to have the greatest need, principally 
dismounted infantry'. [392] 

259. The NAO report confirmed the position set out in First Reflections and noted that 'insufficient numbers were 
distributed in-theatre, largely as a result of difficulties with asset-tracking and distribution'.[393] It also noted that: 

'the Department's Defence Clothing Integrated Project Team estimated that approximately 200,000 sets had 
been issued since the Kosovo campaign in 1999, greatly exceeding the theoretical requirement, but these 
seem to have disappeared. The Team questioned whether items should, therefore, be issued as part of an 
individual's personal entitlement for which they would be held accountable'.[394]

260. In respect of the change in policy concerning enhanced body armour, General Fry told the Committee of Public 
Accounts in January 2004: 

I need to go back first of all and say what the policy was under which we deployed. Every soldier at the outset 
of planning was equipped with conventional body armour, not enhanced combat body armour. This reflected 
a doctrine that the armed forces had had for a long time…We, therefore, took into the beginning of this 
conflict a doctrine which did not recognise the necessity for enhanced combat body armour and that is a 
perfectly legitimate position to start from. As we went into it, we saw a growing requirement for ballistic 
protection and, therefore, we initiated the urgent operational requirement procedure which then resulted in the 
knock-on procurement processes that derive from that.[395]

261. Some service personnel had told us that there was not enough body armour, but that centrally they were being 
told there was enough for everybody. We asked why this was the case. Brigadier Cowlam told us that 'a certain 
number are procured but it does take time to deliver into theatre and then within theatre… with the benefit of 
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hindsight, we did not move it as far forward as quickly as we would have wished'.[396] The Chief of Defence 
Logistics told us that 'the lesson here is to revisit the assumptions we made so far as the numbers are concerned… to 
decide whether these should become personal issue and permanent and then change our policy accordingly'.[397] 

262. Body armour is another example of where MoD's in-theatre distribution and tracking led to shortages in 
critical equipment. MoD has recognised the serious nature of these shortcomings—the Secretary of State told us on 
5 February 2004 that 'there were also, as we know from the tragic case of Sergeant Roberts, problems in providing 
important equipment enhancements to all personnel in a timely fashion, even when the requisite quantities had 
arrived in theatre'.[398] MoD should identify and implement solutions to address these shortcomings and 
ensure that service personnel receive the equipment they are entitled to. 

263. On the 200,000 sets which had disappeared, the Chief of Defence Logistics told the Committee of Public 
Accounts in January 2004 that 'we are engaged in an exercise at the moment to show exactly who was issued with 
those 200,000 component parts and that they still have them'.[399] The Secretary of State told the House on 13 
January that 'the body armour components are held by individual units and are not, in fact, lost'. 

264. MoD told us that the figure of 200,000 was an estimate of the 'equivalent' number of sets of body armour that 
would have been issued since 1999. MoD explained that the body 'ensemble' is not usually issued as a complete set, 
instead units request the number of components required to make up the sets they need. 'Fillers' and 'covers' are 
demanded as items of consumable stock and are disposed of locally when they wear out. The ceramic plates, because 
of their value, are returned to stock for re-issue when surplus to unit requirement. The body armour components, 
once issued, are not tracked centrally—responsibility for retaining and managing body armour components passes to 
the receiving units. MoD told us that it is highly likely that the 200,000 sets are held by units as individual 
components. It is undertaking an audit to establish the extent of the holdings.[400] We will be interested to see the 
results of this audit and the action that MoD plans to take in response to the findings. 

265. The Secretary of State told us that he would welcome our views on whether enhanced body armour should 
become a personal issue item.[401] This is not a straightforward issue. With the ceramic plates, body armour vests 
are heavy and uncomfortable and seriously restrict individual mobility, as we discovered during our visit to Iraq. On 
the other hand, MoD's description of the current system clearly illustrates its inadequacies. We were told that one 
reason for the decision to issue enhanced body armour to forces deployed to Iraq related to the shift to the southern 
option. It was judged that there would be an increased likelihood of soldiers being involved in fighting in urban areas 
where they would be at relatively greater risk from sniper fire and this is what the ceramic plates provide protection 
from. Before any firm decision is made, the views of service personnel, as well as the logistic implications of a 
change in policy, must be considered. If the conclusion is that enhanced body armour is not required for all 
operations, efforts should nonetheless be made to ensure that where it is required it is issued to personnel 
before their deployment. 

SA80 A2 

266. Air Marshal Burridge told us that the SA80 A2 assault rifle[402] worked well and General Fulton told us that 
'we were delighted with the performance… of the SA80 A2'.[403] We have heard concerns from some of the service 
personnel we spoke to and from those who contacted us. These related to problems with the safety catch and with the 
availability of the oil needed to clean and lubricate the weapon. However, most service personnel told us that the 
modifications have made it a much better weapon. 

267. The NAO reported that despite some isolated difficulties with the weapon, 'units' post-operational reports have 
indicated that there is now general acceptance that the SA80 A2 is an effective and reliable weapon system.'[404] 
However, it reported that not all troops were aware of the correct cleaning regime and that there were also problems 
supplying the additional quantities of cleaning oil needed—concerns which we have been told about. The NAO also 
reported that soldiers in both Afghanistan and Iraq had noted that the safety plunger tended to stick which resulted in 
the user not being able to operate the safety catch freely, although this problem was 'infrequent, quick to rectify and 
did not result in catastrophic failure'.[405] The modifications to the SA80 have provided UK service personnel 
with a more effective weapon system. MoD must ensure that users of the weapon are kept fully aware of the 
cleaning requirements for different environments and provide the necessary cleaning material. Concerns 
about the weapon's safety catch must be monitored and, where necessary, appropriate action taken. 

Ammunition 
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268. During our visits some service personnel had told us of problems with the availability of ammunition, in 
particular small arms ammunition. This was raised forcefully by some infantry section commanders. General Reith 
told us that 'we had in theatre 30 days' worth of ammunition, with ten of them at intense rates… From day one, 
before we kicked off, that was in theatre'.[406] Air Marshal Burridge said that 'the highest priority was to get the 
ammunition in the right place'.[407] Brigadier Kerr told us that they had heard that the odd soldier had said that there 
was not enough ammunition, but overall there was enough ammunition in theatre—enough ammunition for every 
soldier to have up to 750 rounds of ammunition. However, he added 'that does not mean initially when they deploy 
into theatre; they may have had five rounds. That would have been a decision on the ground if that happened initially 
for a very short period of time'.[408] Brigadier Cowlam accepted that the amount of ammunition in theatre initially 
was limited: 

Moving on to the shortage of individual ammunition, on initial deployment when self-defence was the issue, 
the ammunition that was available in theatre which was limited at the very early stage, was spread across the 
force so that every unit had some ammunition.[409]

269. The NAO reported that 'the majority of the force's flat-racks (required for the movement of ammunition by 
specialist vehicles) were on the penultimate deployment ship, arriving in Kuwait on 17 March. This significantly 
limited the ability of logistic units to move ammunition to the frontline and exacerbated a perception among troops 
that there were ammunition shortages'.[410] 

270. Our examination suggests that there were problems with the supply of ammunition when the fighting 
echelon began operations. MoD accepts that in the very early stages there were some problems and not all 
service personnel had the right amount. We expect MoD to establish the scale of the problem, to investigate 
any specific cases identified, in particular the tragic incident involving the six Royal Military Policemen, and 
to implement the necessary action to avoid any re-occurrence in the future. 

Night vision capability 

271. Lessons for the Future[411] reported that the provision of a Head Mounted Night Vision System improved the 
ability of UK forces to operate at night—the systems, the majority of which were obtained as UORs, were used for 
surveillance and target acquisition in close combat and were found to be particularly effective in the urban 
environment. General Fulton told us that the SA80 A2 'was enhanced by the dismounted close combat capability, in 
particular the night vision capability, which we were able to extend from what we had learned in Afghanistan, and 
we were able to get some of that brought forward in time for some of the forces, though not for everybody'.[412] 

272. During our visits we were shown some of the night vision equipment that was used during the operation. 
Service personnel told us that the equipment had performed well and had given them an improved capability. 
However, they also told us that all US troops were issued with the equipment, but this was not the case for UK 
service personnel. We understand that MoD is currently reviewing the scales of issue of night vision 
equipment. We consider that the ability to operate confidently and effectively at night greatly enhances force 
protection and capability. We look to MoD to examine the case for providing night vision capability to all 
service personnel who are required to operate at night. 

NBC equipment 

273. During our inquiry a Major in the TA deployed on Operation Telic, and who has a detailed knowledge and 
experience of NBC issues, told us about concerns he had about the NBC equipment used on the operation. He 
highlighted concerns about two pieces of equipment—CAM (a portable Chemical Agent Monitor) and NAIAD (a 
nerve agent detector). He told us that there were inadequate supplies of special batteries for both of these equipments 
and that vital cassettes for the NAIAD detectors were unavailable. He also raised concerns about respirators for 
service personnel and inadequate spares to replace any failures, and concerns about NBC suits. During our visits 
service personnel had also told us about similar concerns. 

274. We asked MoD whether there were any shortages of specialist equipment to deal with chemical or biological 
attacks. The Chief of Defence Logistics told us: 
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NBC covers a whole series of effects from what I will call collective protection down to individual protection, 
warning systems and so on and so forth. It would be wrong of me to say that every one of those was what I 
would call perfect in its own right. To summarise, I think the collective protection elements were very 
successful… Moving to the other end of the spectrum… some of the respirators needed to be replaced 
because the fit was not as good as it should be… we had to move Combopens around in theatre to fulfil the 
specific requirement…. presentationally perhaps, one of the issues was that we did redate some of the pens, 
but legitimately, having scrutinised and tested their validity…. NAIAD and the new mobile testing system…. 
Some of the old stock on the shelf had not been maintained to the level that they might have been in 
anticipation.[413] 

We find it alarming that MoD had to 'move Combopens around in theatre' to fulfil the requirement. 

275. Brigadier Cowlam added: 

Not everything was everywhere all of the time, but there was various analysis done by NBC experts and we 
were confident that the crucial NBC items required to survive and fight in a dirty environment were available 
to those who faced that potential requirement. [414]

276. First Reflections acknowledged that despite sufficient numbers of NBC suits being acquired there were some 
difficulties in ensuring that the correct sizes were available.[415] Lessons for the Future reported that there were 
localised shortages of NBC protection and detection equipment, caused by sizing difficulties or equipment 
distribution and tracking problems.[416] It noted that other shortages were due to poor stock maintenance. During 
our visit to the Reserves Training and Mobilisation Centre at Chilwell we were told that 900 reservists were 
deployed without respirator canisters and there were no respirator testing systems available for Operation Telic 1. 

277. Furthermore a number of respirator canisters were marked as having an effective life to 1998. MoD told the 
deployed troops that this had been extended in 1998, but even the Brigade commander noted that this seemed rather 
convenient. 

We were equipped adequately with NBC protection equipment, in terms of suits, albeit…some were not 
necessarily in desert camouflage. Also we were equipped adequately in terms of respirator canisters, albeit 
again some appeared, from the dates on them, to be out of date, although I was assured at the time, and have 
been reassured subsequently…they were not out of date, but they said on them 1988 with a life of ten years. 
As I said at the time, it is difficult to convince a Marine, or frankly even a Marine Brigadier, that actually that 
means they are still in date. At the time, we were told, quite correctly, that their life had been extended in 
1998. I am not sure necessarily that message got round as fully as it should have done and I am not sure 
necessarily it was 100 per cent believed, because it seemed extraordinarily convenient. Subsequently, I do 
know now that instructions were put out in 1998, that indeed the life of these had been extended five years, 
so, in fact, we were using in-date protective equipment, although it was not apparent to us necessarily at the 
time that was the case.[417]

278. The NAO's report concluded that 'overall protection against chemical agents was good'.[418] However, it 
reported a 40 per cent shortfall of NAIADs; a severe shortfall in Residual Vapour Detector Kit availability; problems 
with NBC protective suits for certain sizes in sufficient numbers; and shortages of consumable items, such as 
batteries, required for detector kits such as CAM. It also reported that '7 Armoured Brigade armoured vehicles did 
not have viable Nuclear, Biological and Chemical defence filters throughout the warfighting phase of the operation'.
[419] 

279. The Secretary of State told the House on 13 January 2004: 

we have acknowledged in our own reports that there were deficiencies in the way stocks of some NBC 
equipment were managed. The Department is working hard to ensure that that does not occur again. However, 
as the NAO recognises in its report, mitigating action was taken through a combination of purchasing spare 
parts and rigorous re-testing of equipment. The operational requirement was consequently fully met.'[420]

280. We asked the Secretary of State how the 'operational requirement' was consequently fully met, given the 
shortfalls in equipment. He told us that: 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5714.htm (6 von 12)26.07.2005 17:05:53



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

everyone who went over the line had a respirator and at least one correctly sized suit. One of the issues, and I 
know this has caused some controversy, is whether there were a sufficient number of suits available, whether 
each man had three suits available, which ideally should be the case. A judgement was made that it was 
sufficient for the conduct of the operation that initially at any rate as they crossed the line, the availability to 
each man of one correctly sized suit, was sufficient to allow them to conduct this particular operation.[421] 

He later said that ideally MoD would have liked to have had as many as four suits per person available.[422] 

281. Given the potential threat posed by Iraqi armed forces, sufficient chemical warfare detection and 
protection were particularly important for this operation. However, there were serious shortcomings in the 
supply and distribution system and the required levels of detection and protection were not always available 
to everyone. Indeed, while MoD ideally would have liked each serviceman and woman to have had four suits 
available, only one suit per person was available, which MoD judged to be sufficient for this operation. 
Furthermore it is essential that personnel have confidence in the effectiveness of the equipment with which 
they are provided. It was fortuitous that service personnel did not suffer as a consequence, but had the Iraqis 
used chemical weapons systematically, as employed in the Iran-Iraq war, the operational consequences would 
have been severe. The lack of armoured vehicle filters seems to us to be a matter of the utmost seriousness. 
The lessons identified need to be implemented as a matter of urgency to ensure that servicemen and women 
serving on operations have complete and justified confidence that chemical warfare attacks will be detected in 
time, that their individual protection equipment will save their lives and that operational success will not be 
imperilled. This is particularly important given that UK service personnel are more likely to be operating in 
such environments in the future. 

Logistics and asset tracking 

OPERATIONAL LOGISTIC SUPPORT 

282. We acknowledged earlier in this report that the deployment of such a large force to the Gulf in the time taken 
was a significant achievement, but we also highlighted concerns about the reliance on UORs and problems with the 
in-theatre distribution of items of personal equipment and protection. MoD recognises that key lessons need to be 
learned relating to operational logistic support. First Reflections noted that the 'balance of ready stocks and those 
sourced from industry will need to be kept under review so that the most appropriate balance of risk (business versus 
operational risk) in stock holdings can be achieved'.[423] It also identified the need for 'a common, robust tracking 
system to enable equipment and stocks to be tracked throughout the supply chain in fast-moving, complex 
operations'.[424] Consequently, according to Lessons for the Future:[425] 

●     A two star post of Assistant Chief of Defence Staff (Logistic Operations) has recently been created to 
improve the provision of timely and accurate logistics advice to the strategic planning process. 

●     The new procedures established by the Defence Logistics Organisation (DLO) for this operation, in particular 
the establishment of the DLO's Logistics Operation Centre proved particularly valuable. 

283. The Minister of State for the Armed Forces, Mr Adam Ingram MP, told the House on 26 January 2004 that a 
range of reviews are under way to examine how best to deliver operational logistic support in the most effective and 
efficient manner. These included the work being led by the Chief of Defence Logistics, under the auspices of the end-
to-end review. He emphasised that MoD was determined to learn the lessons of recent operations.[426] Given how 
critical logistics are to operations, we expect MoD to implement the lessons identified in its reports on 
Operation Telic, and also those lessons identified by the National Audit Office. We intend to monitor closely 
the progress of MoD's end-to-end review. 

ASSET TRACKING 

284. The key logistics lesson identified from Operation Telic is the need for a robust system to track equipment and 
stocks both into and within theatre. This was confirmed by the Secretary of State when he told us on 5 February 2004 
that: 

a major problem, in our analysis, was that there were serious shortcomings in our ability to track 
consignments and assets through theatre. Despite the heroic efforts of our logistics personnel, the system 
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struggled to cope with the sheer volume of materiel with which it had to deal. As a result, there were too 
many instances of the right equipment sitting in containers and not being distributed to units as quickly as it 
should have been.[427]

285. Air Marshal Burridge told us that one of the areas where he would want to see change: 

is an aspect of logistics where we are not yet fully invested in a logistics tracking system which tells us, in the 
same way as a global logistic company would know where every bit of their kit is in transit, we have not yet 
got that system embedded. That is an area on which I place considerable emphasis.[428]

286. MoD reported that during the operation, the flow of logistic information between theatre and the UK was poor, 
which particularly affected the tracking of UORs into theatre. As a consequence, it was difficult to monitor the rates 
at which supplies were consumed thereby making it difficult to determine when re-supply would be required. These 
problems were caused by the continuing lack of firstly a robust tri-Service inventory system, secondly the ability to 
track equipment into and through theatre, and thirdly an information system capable of supporting this technology. 
As a result of lessons identified following the 1991 Gulf War, MoD procured two tracking systems—VITAL for the 
Army and RIDELS for the Royal Navy. These were MoD developed, bespoke systems, optimised for the individual 
Service. Both systems have been progressively improved and expanded, but MoD recognises that they 'have been 
limited by their dependence on other information systems which were never designed to be part of a 'joined-up' 
supply chain'.[429] MoD has identified the need to establish a coherent and effective consignment-tracking system 
on a number of previous occasions, but has cited affordability constraints and technical difficulties as the main 
reasons why this identified capability gap has not yet been addressed.[430] 

287. The original plan for Operation Telic, in which UK forces would have deployed to southern Turkey, would have 
required the use of a 500-kilometre supply route over difficult terrain. Logistics support would have been provided 
by US forces. The United States Department of Defense originally stipulated that the UK forces should have a 
consignment-tracking system compatible with their own. It was expected that the US would loan the UK this 
equipment. In the event, this was not the case, the northern option was replaced by the southern option and MoD 
procured, as a UOR, elements of the United States' Total Asset Visibility (TAV) system to improve stores tracking. 
The TAV equipment was progressively installed at sites in the UK, Cyprus and the Gulf. MoD reported that the 
tagging of consignments, that is containers and pallets rather than individual equipment, using radio frequency 
signals, improved the efficiency of delivery, while reducing the manpower required. Cross-referencing with the 
existing VITAL system identified the contents of each container or pallet. TAV was not in place until the end of 
February 2003, part way through the deployment, with only a limited number of systems and trained users. The 
system also only allowed equipment to be tracked as far forward as the major bases in Kuwait. Once the containers 
and pallets were broken down, and the contents transported to individual units, this visibility ended. MoD 
acknowledged that 'as a consequence, large quantities of equipment, stores and supplies were reportedly 'lost' in 
theatre, including ammunition, body armour and NBC Defence equipment'.[431] 

288. Sir Kevin Tebbit told the Committee of Public Accounts in January 2004 about MoD's decision to procure the 
system, the cost of the procurement, and the future plans for the system: 

We originally intended to lease it but there were problems in setting up the lease in terms of the amount of 
information we could get from them on that basis because it is linked with their wider IT system so there was 
a security issue. We decided it was much better to buy it and they decided to sell it to us and we have now 
spent £7 million on it, phase one about £3.67 million, which was in place and work by February—too late I 
agree—and it actually helped us track stores which we had lost visibility of, medical stores and other stores. It 
works, it is good. We like it and therefore we are extending it. That is the system we have now procured and 
we are linking up to our existing system VITAL and the systems at the other end in the deployed infantry. 
The plan is to make TAV one of the elements of this better system with better asset visibility that I have been 
describing.[432]

He added that: 

my logistics colleagues plan to put proposals to us that we should extend and expand this and build over the 
next five years a system which includes TAV and links up our existing system with so-called smart IT front 
entry imaging and the totality of that is likely to cost a figure which we are waiting to hear from the DLO and 
that will go through the normal procedures.[433]
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289. We were given a presentation by Savi Technology, the supplier of TAV technology, at which they provided an 
overview of the work they had done with the commercial sector and with the US Department of Defense (DoD). 
Their partnership with the DoD dates back to 1990. They told us that in 1996 a US General Accounting Office report 
said that DoD could have saved $2 billion if Savi's solution had been used in the 1991 Gulf War. The company were 
awarded a UOR contract with MoD in late January 2003 at which time half of the containers had already been 
shipped. Savi claimed that the system paid for itself within six weeks. They told us that they were confident that their 
system could integrate into the existing MoD systems at relatively low cost. 

290. We asked the Chief of Defence Logistics where the requirements for 'real-time end-to-end material management 
and visibility, including deployed solutions', described in the DLO's Strategic Plan, came in his priority list. He told 
us that it was 'at the highest level of my priorities for all the reasons we are hearing and it stays very much at the 
level'.[434] This was confirmed by the Secretary of State on 5 February 2004 when he told us of the: 

need for us to make more progress in improving our asset-tracking systems, and this will be a high priority.
[435]

291. We are in no doubt that one of the key lessons to emerge from Operation Telic concerns operational 
logistic support and specifically, the requirement for a robust system to track equipment and stocks both into 
and within theatre—a requirement which was identified in the 1991 Gulf War. The lack of such a system on 
Operation Telic resulted in numerous problems with the in-theatre distribution of critical items such as 
ammunition, body armour and NBC equipment. MoD has told us that having such a system is top of its 
logistics priorities and we understandthat proposals will be submitted to Ministers in the spring.[436] We urge 
Ministers to provide the necessary funding. However, we find it deeply unsatisfactory that a full system is 
unlikely to be in place within the next five years.

376   Q 44 Back

377   Q 53 Back

378   Q 2220 Back

379   Q 658 Back

380   Q 351 Back

381   Q 956 Back

382   Q 954 Back

383   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003), para 4.17. Back

384   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 5.8. Back

385   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 8.6. Back

386   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), Figure 6. Back

387   The Times, 12 December 2003. Back

388   Q 2289 Back

389   Q 2220 Back

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5714.htm (9 von 12)26.07.2005 17:05:53



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

390   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 5.8. Back

391   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 8.7. Back

392   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 8.7. Back

393   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), Figure 6. Back

394   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), Figure 6. Back

395   Committee of Public Accounts, Evidence Session 21 January 2004, Ministry of Defence: Operation Telic-
United Kingdom Military Operations in Iraq, Q 11 Back

396   Q 997 Back

397   Q 1058 Back

398   Q 2220 Back

399   Committee of Public Accounts, Evidence Session 21 January 2004, Ministry of Defence: Operation Telic-
United Kingdom Military Operations in Iraq, Q 113 Back

400   Ev 428 Back

401   Q 2303 Back

402   Q 345 Back

403   Q 1900 Back

404   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), para 4.7. Back

405   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), Figure 6. Back

406   Q 963 and Q 964 Back

407   Q 351 Back

408   Q 1057 Back

409   Q 1063 Back

410   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), para 3.13. Back

411   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 5.10. Back

412   Q 1900 Back

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5714.htm (10 von 12)26.07.2005 17:05:53



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

413   Q 1006 Back

414   Q 1006 Back

415   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003), para 4.18. Back

416   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 8.8. Back

417   Qq 1522-3 Back

418   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), Figure 6. Back

419   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), Figure 6. Back

420   HC Deb, 13 January 2004, c690 Back

421   Q 2305 Back

422   Q 2325 Back

423   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003), p 27. Back

424   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003), p 27. Back

425   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), p 38. Back

426   Oral answer 26 January 2004 (C 18) Back

427   Q 2220 Back

428   Q 279 Back

429   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), paras 8.15-8.17. Back

430   National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 
Session 2003-04: 11 December 2003), para 3.17. Back

431   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq- Lessons for the Future (December 2003), paras 8.18-8.19 and 
National Audit Office, Ministry of Defence: Operation TELIC-United Kingdom Operations in Iraq (HC 60 Session 
2003-04: 11 December 2003), para 3.19. Back

432   Committee of Public Accounts, Evidence Session 21 January 2004, Ministry of Defence: Operation Telic-
United kingdom military Operations in Iraq, Q 123 Back

433   Committee of Public Accounts, Evidence Session 21 January 2004, Ministry of Defence: Operation Telic-
United Kingdom military Operations in Iraq, Q 139 Back

434   Q 1098 Back

435   Q 2220 Back

436   Committee of Public Accounts, Evidence Session 21 January 2004, Ministry of Defence: Operation Telic-

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5714.htm (11 von 12)26.07.2005 17:05:53



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

United Kingdom Military Operations in Iraq, Q 108 Back

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 16 March 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5714.htm (12 von 12)26.07.2005 17:05:53

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Third Report 

11  PERSONNEL ISSUES 

Accommodation and food 

292. During our visit to Iraq in July 2003, Armed Forces personnel told us that, even in the climate controlled 
Temporary Deployable Accommodation, they were unable to sleep during the day because of the heat (it only 
reduced the ambient temperature by about 10 degrees centigrade). Although they recognised that it was important to 
be exposed to such difficult environments in order to acclimatise, they believed that the number of heat-related 
casualties was a direct result of lack of investment in air conditioning. 

293. MoD had identified a shortage of 'UK Expeditionary Campaign Infrastructure' [437] during recent operations 
and exercises, such as Saif Sareea II and, in order to address the shortfall, placed a number of UORs. However, the 
'delivery of this equipment was not timed for use during the deployment and operational phases'.[438] During these 
phases of the operation UK Armed Forces personnel were accommodated using US contracted accommodation and 
more basic tented accommodation. 

294. Lessons for the Future reported that 'since the end of the combat phase we have constructed…. two tranches of 
Temporary Deployable Accommodation, sufficient to house 5250 troops in air-conditioned tentage. To date, we have 
committed over £80 million to this accommodation.'[439] It reported that the quality of this accommodation had won 
much praise,[440] although it acknowledged that there were early problems with the contracts for portaloos, and 
sourcing problems with refrigerated containers and air conditioning units, which caused some hardship. MoD 
reported that these problems had been addressed[441] but nonetheless recognised that it needed to review the 
provision of Temporary Deployable Accommodation to ensure that adequate accommodation and human support 
services were made available to Armed Forces personnel, particularly in arduous locations.[442] 

295. We asked MoD what its policy was on providing climate-controlled and air-conditioned accommodation. 
General Palmer told us that: 

the policy is relatively easily stated, which is that as soon as possible on completion of the conflict stage, all 
service personnel should be given the best accommodation that we can manage, and that is indeed what we 
tried to do…. it was a lot better than we managed to do in Afghanistan; we got much better accommodation 
up much quicker. So I think we did learn the lessons from that.[443]

Colonel Cowling added: 

If one goes back into theatre, I am reassured…. that the living conditions of the soldiers…. they are well 
placed in air-conditioned accommodations.[444]

296. We are pleased to learn that the majority of Armed Forces personnel in Iraq are now in satisfactory air-
conditioned accommodation. Such accommodation is vital in ensuring that Armed Forces personnel can 
perform their roles effectively when they are deployed to harsh environments. It should be a priority of any 
operation that appropriate accommodation is made available as quickly as possible. 

297. MoD acknowledged that the provision of high quality satisfying food was fundamental to physical and mental 
well being and was a key element in maintaining morale. First Reflections provided details of the catering 
arrangements for Operation Telic: 

The mainstay of catering for UK troops was the Operational Ration Pack. This provides three full meals per 
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day and a snack, with a variety of menus, and contains substantially more calories than the NATO minimum 
requirement. Where practical, troops are now provided with meals prepared using fresh provisions.[445]

298. In the early days of the operation, there were reports that some Armed Forces personnel were not happy with 
the food provided. We asked how the food for our forces compared with our allies, in particular the Americans. Air 
Vice Marshal Torpy told us that he thought 'our food was significantly better, and it was one of the huge morale 
boosters for our personnel—and, indeed, the Americans who used to come and eat in our food facilities.'[446] 

299. The Secretary of State told us in May 2003 that 'There may have been the odd soldier who one day did not get 
his lunchtime ration pack. There may have been the odd soldier who did not like his ready-to-eat meal of the sort 
issued by the United States to their forces'.[447] In our meetings with personnel who served in Iraq we have not 
encountered any significant level of complaint over the quality of rations. During our visit to Iraq we were 
impressed with the quality of the food provided to our Armed Forces, particularly given the difficult 
conditions, such as the very high temperatures in which catering personnel had to work. 

Operational Welfare Package and Families 

300. An operational welfare package is an important means of providing for the emotional and physical well-being 
of deployed service personnel. MoD's operational welfare provision evolves to take account of the individual nature 
and circumstances of each deployment and 'is based on the principles enshrined in the Department's review of 
operational welfare in 1999'.[448] Lessons for the Future set out what was included in the operational welfare pack 
for Operation Telic: 

The Operational Welfare Package in its present form was introduced on a tri-Service basis in 2001…. and, for 
this operation, included free telephone calls (20 minutes per individual per week), e-mail and internet access, 
'blueys' (airmail letters) and 'e-blueys', TV and radio, books and newspapers, Combined Services 
Entertainment shows and a variety of recreational facilities. Whilst these measures were widely welcomed, a 
review of the package with a number of proposed enhancements is under way. The aim of the review is to 
ensure that, wherever possible, all forces—especially those deployed early to theatre—receive appropriate 
and timely levels of provision.[449]…. It was decided in conjunction with the Royal Mail Group to provide a 
free postal service to theatre for packets up to 2kg for family and close friends of personnel serving in the 
Gulf. This service was well received…[450]

We therefore regret the decision to withdraw the free postal service in February 2004. 

301. We asked MoD about the outcome of its review of the operational welfare package. Group Captain Barbara 
Cooper, Deputy Director, Service Personnel Policy Operations and Manning, told us that: 

In the main we are very happy that the constituent parts of the package we offer…. are about right to meet the 
needs of the individuals... The area we are most focusing on is filling the gaps, the most noticeable of which 
was the early entry forces…who really benefited hardly at all from the OWP to start with…. That is really our 
main focus at the moment.[451] 

302. The operational welfare package in place for Operation Telic worked well and was well received. 
However, we are concerned that early entry forces saw little benefit from the package. MoD acknowledges 
that this is an area where improvements are needed. We expect MoD to implement such improvements as 
quickly as possible. 

303. Lessons for the Future noted that 'Levels of expectation are increasing and there is continued pressure from 
Service personnel to expand and improve facilities. Such expectations need to be managed to reflect what can 
sensibly, safely and securely be made available in the early stages of an operation, particularly in a war-fighting 
theatre.[452] We asked MoD how it managed the expectations of service personnel. General Palmer told us: 

one has to be very honest…. about what they can expect and the circumstances under which they can expect 
it…. the fact is that war is war…. it is a very robust environment and some of the creature comforts that you 
can expect when you are not in that environment need to be taken away….[453]
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304. We were particularly interested in the support given to families during Operation Telic. General Palmer told us 
that 'families are such an important part of our consideration and have been throughout, particularly through Op Telic 
and now…. we have done quite a lot to try and alleviate some of the concerns they have about separation'.[454] 
Group Captain Cooper set out the support which was provided to families: 

It has been a longheld ambition of ours to do something similar to the operational welfare package for 
families…. as Telic came to fruition we realised we needed to do something very quickly and the families 
element of the operational welfare package is now that, for every person on operations who qualifies for the 
operational welfare package, the sum of one pound per week will be paid to the unit commander of that 
person so that, at the end of quite a short period, there will be a pile of money that will help enhance primarily 
communication aspects—to buy more computers for the HIVEs so that families can keep in touch with their 
loved ones overseas…. Again, that has been very well received, and it sent exactly the right message that we 
were concerned about the welfare of families and about keeping in touch with them. [455]

305. During our visit to RAF Cottesmore we were told that extra computers had been provided to use for e-mail 
contact with deployed forces and this had been well received. We are pleased to learn that the needs of families 
are being addressed and that there is now a families element to the operational welfare package. 

306. Early results from a survey undertaken by the Army Families' Federation (AFF) have suggested that 
communication between families and service personnel was good, but that families wanted more regular information 
on what was happening from the military unit.[456] MoD is currently considering further ways of providing 
improved information to families. Given how important this is to families, MoD should implement the 
improvements identified as quickly as possible. 

307. An area of particular concern to us was the support given to the families of reservists. Such families often have 
little contact with the services and the survey by the Army Families' Federation (AFF) showed that they found it 
more difficult than Regular Army families to find the information and answers they wanted.[457] General Palmer 
told us that: 

The areas I would like to concentrate on for the future, the weak points, are probably the much smaller units 
and the reserves. One of the areas I was most concerned about was to make sure the families of the reserves 
who recruit locally who do not have the great support structure round them were getting the same degree of 
attention as the regulars, because they were certainly not in all cases.[458]

308. We asked the Secretary of State about the lessons that had been learned relating to reservists and their families. 
He told us: 

Overwhelmingly I think the real lesson has been about communication…. there is a family dimension to this 
because very often, unlike regular forces who are part of a unit and have all the right support elements in 
place to inform family members…. often reservists were coming as single people, and I am not talking about 
their marital status, but simply the way in which they were deployed, and I do not think we did enough, in my 
judgment, to ensure that there was communication with their families who obviously and understandably 
were concerned about their welfare.[459]

309. The families of reservists have not, in the past, received the same level of support as the families of 
regular service personnel. We recommend that MoD takes action to address this imbalance. This is 
particularly important given the increased contribution which reservists are now making and are expected to 
make to future operations. 

310. We were concerned to learn that service personnel were encountering difficulties in obtaining adequate life 
assurance that covered them comprehensively during conflict without exclusions.[460] MoD needs to ensure that 
service personnel have access to the required level of life and accident insurance while on operations. 

Bereavement 

311. A number of service personnel have lost their lives during Operation Telic. We were particularly interested in 
how MoD handled two specific issues—casualty reporting and welfare support for bereaved families. 
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CASUALTY REPORTING 

312. Casualty reporting is a very sensitive area. MoD considered that for Operation Telic it was generally handled 
well, but accepted that there was one regrettable error. It confirmed that in future, all letters sent to bereaved families 
will be subject to 'additional scrutiny'.[461] MoD recognised that its casualty reporting procedures needed to take 
account of the increased speed of media and private communications,[462] but it also acknowledged the vital 
importance of relaying accurate information. General Palmer told us that: 

The policy was very clear on casualty-informing, and that was that it should be done as soon as possible, but 
that accuracy could never be sacrificed for speed. So there was a balance here between protecting the identity 
of the individual until the next of kin had been informed, and relieving the anxiety of families of all service 
personnel who take part in the operation.[463]

313. Group Captain Cooper told us that: 

the most important thing is for us to get it right, to identify the individual who was either killed or was 
notifiably injured, seriously injured, and to ensure that we inform the correct people. We do that as 
expeditiously as possible.[464]

We discuss the role of the media and MoD's arrangements for their handling in a later chapter. But there was 
particular concern over how the media reported on specific British casualties. MoD's handbook for relations with the 
media during conflict operations is known as the Green Book. It states: 

It may be necessary to identify an individual group, unit, or ship which has been lost and to give details of the 
scale of casualties and/or survivors before next of kin have been informed—either to minimise anxiety which 
might be caused to families whose loved ones are not involved, or to counter enemy propaganda. …However, 
the names of casualties will not be released or confirmed until the next of kin have been told officially.

314. The Green Book (last updated in December 2001) also notes that the Newspaper Society (which represents local 
newspapers) 'will continue to press MoD to release home addresses in greater detail'. This highlights the risk of the 
press harrying the families of injured or killed service personnel. The speed of modern communications and 
embedded media also raises the possibility that the press could be the first to tell the family that a particular member 
of the Armed Forces had been killed or injured. 

315. MoD made 'strenuous efforts' to inform families before releasing details to the media, but accepted that there 
was a tension between that approach and the demands of modern reporting.[465] Delays of up to 12 hours were 
sometimes requested by families to allow more time to contact all those concerned and MoD tried to agree to this 
whenever possible.[466] MoD found the media 'pretty responsible' in waiting for next of kin to be informed, 
generally being prepared to wait up to 24 hours, but no longer.[467] 

316. MoD has reviewed its policy and procedures for informing next of kin and casualty reporting, as it recognised 
that these needed to be 'timely and sympathetic to the needs of the family'.[468] In Lessons for the Future MoD 
states that 'the review has resulted in harmonised and simplified tri-Service procedures that are more sympathetic to 
the needs of the bereaved family'.[469] We conclude that, overall, MoD's casualty reporting arrangements 
worked well during Operation Telic. We emphasise the critical importance of ensuring that next of kin are 
informed of any casualty by the MoD and not the media. We welcome the improvements in the revised 
arrangements introduced, which now better reflect the needs of bereaved families. 

SUPPORT TO BEREAVED FAMILIES 

317. The provision of appropriate welfare support to bereaved families is particularly important and MoD has 
procedures in place which are adapted to the circumstances of each family.[470] Operation Telic saw the 
introduction of ex-gratia payments to unmarried partners of those who lost their lives.[471] Additionally an: 

'extension of widows' benefits to unmarried partners of service personnel was announced in September 2003. 
In order to ensure that these benefits were available during the Iraq campaign, an ex gratiaarrangement was 
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introduced in anticipation of this change for deaths relating to conflict. Six awards arising from the operation 
have been made'.[472] 

Another important change now allows bereaved families to stay in service accommodation for as long as they feel 
they need to in order to assess their longer term housing requirements. A tri-Service review of bereavement policy is 
in hand to determine whether further changes are appropriate.[473] 

318. We welcome the fact that widows' benefits have been extended to unmarried partners of service 
personnel who die in conflict, and that bereaved families can now remain in their service accommodation until 
they are ready to leave. We look to MoD to implement any further improvements which are identified by the 
current tri-Service review of bereavement policy. 

Training 

319. We asked MoD how the pace and number of operations had impacted upon training. General Palmer told us that 
'one of the implications of not achieving a reasonable tour interval, 24 months, is that the unit and the collective 
training that is done in that period does not get done'.[474] He was in no doubt that commitment and stretch had an 
impact on the UK's ability to do other operations and added that 'quite clearly there are operations we cannot do at 
the moment while we are recuperating from Telic'.[475] In terms of recuperation, he told us that he was: 

Concerned to make sure…. that the pace of life of personnel is reduced and if that means the odd exercise has 
to be cancelled because otherwise people have not got the breaks they require from operations and they 
cannot take their leave and have some time with their families, then I would be all in favour of that…. If we 
do not get the recuperation aspects right, which may mean cancelling the odd exercise, then we will not have 
Armed Forces to conduct exercises because they would all leave….[476]

320. The high number of operations which UK service personnel have been involved in has had an adverse 
impact on their training. We expect MoD to ensure that service personnel returning from operations catch up 
with their training as soon as possible and that promotion opportunities are not adversely affected because of 
their operational deployment. But we recognise that, in the short term, the most important point is for service 
personnel to recuperate properly and that this includes the opportunity to take the leave to which they are 
entitled. However, the Government must recognise that the Armed Forces are simply not large enough to 
sustain the pattern of operational deployment since the Strategic Defence Review permanently without serious 
risk of damage to their widely admired professional standards. 

Post operational health 

321. Lessons for the Future reported that 'UK forces began to withdraw from the Gulf theatre of operations in early 
May 2003, with the original 46,000 personnel reducing to some 10,500 over a period of, around three months.'[477] 
On their return, those who had served during the operation underwent a programme of recuperation including post-
operational leave before they restarted training and other routine activity. A small proportion also had to focus on 
further planned operational deployments, both in Iraq and elsewhere'.[478] 

322. We are pleased to hear that MoD has commissioned research[479] into the physical and psychological 
health of personnel who deployed and that the initial research is being followed up in a major study to 
commence early this year. We look forward to seeing the outcome of this work and expect MoD to take 
appropriate action in response to its findings. 

MEDICAL RECORDS 

323. In our inquiry on the Armed Forces Pensions and Compensation Bill,[480] we raised once again the issue of the 
accuracy and completeness of military medical records, and concluded that it would be unfair if claimants for 
compensation were unable to make a successful claim because of the inadequacy of the records held by MoD. A new 
operational medical form was issued to each individual deployed on Operation Telic. We are pleased to learn that 
the take up and use of the new medical form appears to have been high and that, despite the increased 
administrative burden, it has proved popular with users. We note that MoD is reviewing the format in order 
to ensure even greater utility for future operations.[481] 
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GULF WAR ILLNESSES 

324. Our predecessors have produced a number of reports on the incidence of chronic illnesses among veterans of the 
1991 Gulf War. In a memorandum submitted on 9 May 2003, MoD told us that it expected to publish its paper on the 
main health lessons identified since Operation Granby (the 1991 Gulf War) 'within the next 8-12 weeks'. On 23 July 
2003, the Minister for Veterans wrote to our Chairman explaining that, in the light of MoD's examination of 
Operation Telic, he believed that a paper which only examined Operation Granby would be incomplete and of 
limited value. The paper would, instead, cover not just the health lessons which MoD learned during Granby, but 
what MoD did about them, and how successful the changes introduced were in Operation Telic. He expected the 
paper to be published 'some time after the summer recess'. MoD's Lessons for the Future states that the paper will be 
published "in the New Year [2004]" [482]. 

325. We asked MOD about the precautions taken for Operation Telic relating to possible Gulf War illnesses. General 
Palmer told us that in respect of post traumatic stress disorder: 

there is now a tri-service directive on Post Traumatic Stress Disorder. Briefings and leaflets are given out pre-
deployment and post-deployment; and indeed we even give them to the families to explain that their loved 
ones are going on a potentially difficult and dangerous operation, and that they may see things that may cause 
them problems, and how they should deal with this if it happens. That is the policy on directives. Then, at the 
end of the conflict, we insisted on every person who had been involved having a period of what we call 
decompression, which basically meant off-duty time within their own unit to discuss and reflect on what they 
had seen et ceteraand what they had done. That has happened. Now the emphasis is on the chain of command 
being able to recognise any servicemen or women who may be suffering those symptoms, so there is briefing 
in that regard as well. That covers the regulars. Of course, there is a whole issue of the reserves, first of all the 
Territorial Army, who have got a chain of command, albeit not the same as the regular one. They are being 
looked after by their own units through the Reserve Forces Cadets Association, and are having explained to 
them that even when they leave the TA they have still got access to the Gulf Veterans medical assessment 
package, which has been set up specifically to monitor those people who think they may be affected. For the 
regular reserves, who we just called up - they are not volunteers - they are being written to, because it is quite 
difficult to keep in touch, at the 6, 12 and 18-month point, with a view to finding out whether they have got 
any problems or any issues that they want to report back to us. So there is a whole panoply, ranging from 
documents to information being given. I think, very importantly, we try to make sure that the sort of macho 
ethos, which in some ways we want to encourage, does not prevent people, if they feel they have got a 
problem associated with something they have seen or done, coming forward to report it.[483]

326. General Palmer said that about 32 service personnel had 'reported with symptoms associated with post traumatic 
stress disorder'[484], but none had been admitted as in-patients. They were being 'treated with a series of drugs but 
also counselling as well…. whichever is deemed to be the most appropriate'.[485] 

327. We welcome the measures relating to post traumatic stress disorder which MoD introduced for 
Operation Telic. We look to MoD to monitor this aspect closely and also other illnesses experienced as a result 
of being deployed on Operation Telic. We are disappointed by the delays to the publication of MoD's paper 
covering the health lessons from Operation Granby and the experience of Operation Telic. Given the level of 
interest in these matters, we expect MoD to publish this paper as soon as possible.
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12  COSTS AND RECOVERY 

Net Additional Costs 

328. First Reflections[486] states that 'under longstanding Government arrangements, operational expenditure is met 
from the Reserve on the basis of net additional costs (in other words, excluding costs that would have been incurred 
anyway such as Service salaries)'. MoD's Finance Director, Mr Trevor Woolley, set out the basis for calculating net 
additional costs: 

The costs that are included are the additional costs of, for example, pay; the allowances of servicemen who 
are deployed that would not otherwise have been incurred had the operation not taken place; the cost of the 
salaries of mobilised reservists that would not otherwise have been incurred; the cost of movements, air and 
sea charter; the costs of stock consumed—ammunition, fuel, clothing, food—that would not otherwise have 
been incurred. We also take into account certain non-cash costs, such as the depreciation of equipment, for 
example of urgent operational requirements that have been procured for the operation. The depreciation of 
those capital items would be included in the overall net additional costs. We net off against that any savings 
that we identify of activities or consumption that did not take place as a result of the operation—although that 
is a relatively small figure. In terms of compensation claims, yes, we would seek to capture any such costs 
and claim for those as part of the additional cost of the operation.[487]

329. Mr Woolley told us that both the principle and the practice for identifying net additional costs were 
'straightforward'.[488] The NAO reported that 'the Department issued guidance on capturing the costs of the 
Operation to its top level budget holders in December 2002. There were marked differences between top-level 
budget holders' interpretations of what should be included, or what costs should be deducted, to arrive at the net 
additional costs of the Operation'.[489] Mr Woolley said that he was 'slightly surprised by that statement…. [and] did 
not feel that there was any ambiguity or any room for differences of interpretation'.[490] MoD subsequently told us 
that, in its view, the statement reflected the different circumstances of the top-level budget holders, not any 
ambiguity in the guidance as to what constituted a net additional cost.[491] 

330. We asked whether MoD had any plans to make an assessment of the full cost of Operation Telic, Mr Woolley 
told us that MoD's view was that 'attempting to calculate the notional full cost of the operation would not actually 
provide any very useful information …. It would be attributing costs that the defence budget would in any case have 
incurred and simply attributing them to an operation.'[492] 

Resource Accounting and Budgeting 

331. First Reflections notes that 'this was the first major operation to be costed under full Resource Accounting and 
Budgeting (RAB) principles, which created some additional challenges for finance staff.'[493] Mr Woolley outlined 
the 'additional complications…. additional considerations…. to take into account in resource accounting and 
budgeting'.[494] He said that in terms of improvements and lessons it is 'principally a case of ensuring that our 
finance staff are properly trained…. and the need to ensure that all operational costs are properly identified.'[495] 

332. We asked whether RAB had led to MoD running down its stocks to reduce the cost of capital charge. Mr 
Woolley told us that: 

I fully accept your point that the cost of capital charge that is applied to all assets, including stocks, is 
intended to give visibility to the notional cost of holding assets in the form of stock rather than in the form of 
cash, and therefore the notional interest that you might be able to earn on that cash if it was in the form of 
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cash rather than the form of stock. So, yes, it is indeed there to identify the cost of holding stock. Having said 
that, I am not aware that that in itself has significantly affected decisions about levels of stockholding.[496] 

333. Resource Accounting and Budgeting (RAB) is a complex financial process and MoD needs to ensure that 
its staff are appropriately trained in its application. We remain concerned that the application of RAB may, 
perhaps through a misinterpretation of its aim, have led to stock holdings being reduced too far. We 
recommend that MoD undertakes a review which assesses whether RAB is leading to poor decision making, in 
particular in relation to stock level holdings. 

Cost of the operation 

334. Lessons for the Future[497] provides a breakdown of the cost of the conflict for 2002-03 (actual costs) and 
2003-04 (estimated costs). These are shown at Table 4.

Table 4 Cost of the Operation 2002-03 and 2003-04 

   2002-03 2003-04

  £ million £ million

Service and civilian manpower costs 34.6 195.1

Accommodation (includes IT and 
communications) 

83.6 77.2

Defence equipment, plant machinery and vehicles 160.6 167.5

Air and sea charter 89.6 108.9

Stock consumption 170.2 243.2

Depreciation and write-off of fixed assets 73.9 83.1

UORs and other capital items 217.7 219.9

Other costs (Op Welfare, currency gains / losses) 17.0 92.7

Total 847.2 1,187.6

Source: Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq: Lessons for the Future (December 2003), page 71

335. Lessons for the Future states that: 

Our latest estimates suggest that the cost of equipping and deploying our forces to the Gulf up to the point of 
starting active operations was close to £700 million. The costs of the actual conflict include the large quantity 
of equipment (including guided weapons, munitions and bombs) and a huge range of other stores deployed to 
the Gulf.[498] 

The cost of the conflict (including combat operations up to 31 March 2003) was £847.2 million (this includes 
the £700 million above for equipping and deploying our forces). It will take time fully to assess the costs of 
stock consumption, and of damage and losses to equipment. However, initial estimates suggest that the cost of 
recuperation may be in the region of £650 million; this figure will be subject to revision as the inspection and 
maintenance programme continues. For Financial Year 2003-04 MoD intends to seek a further £1.2 billion in 
the Winter Supplementary Estimates to cover the likely costs of the operation. This will cover, primarily, the 
cost of post-conflict operations and associated UORs. It does not include the cost of recuperation of MoD's 
operational capability mentioned above.[499]

336. We asked Mr Woolley whether the cost estimate for 2003-04 had changed since December 2003. He told us that 
'the figure that we are likely to be asking for in the spring supplementary estimates is a total cost of the order of £1.5 
billion for this financial year… an increase of around £300 million from that which we had sought and had voted in 
the winter supplementary estimate'.[500] He explained: 

the main reason for that increase is, partly, we have included some estimate of the costs of recuperation that 
we will be incurring this year which had not previously been included in the figures, and we have also 
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included some provision for the non-cash costs of the depreciation of the urgent operational requirements 
which we procured for the operation and which had not been included in the previous figures'.[501] 

In terms of certainty, Mr Woolley told us that 'we do not really get certainty… until our accounts are audited by the 
National Audit Office… a definitive figure will not be available until our resource account in published in around 
August [2004].[502] 

337. The Spring Supplementary Estimates 2003-04 presented to the House of Commons on 23 February 2004, 
requested an additional £309 million (£231 million Resource and £78 million Capital) in MoD's Departmental 
Expenditure Limit to reflect the costs of peacekeeping in Iraq.[503] 

338. We asked Mr Woolley why it was taking so long to assess the costs of stock consumed and equipment lost or 
damaged during the conflict phase. He told us that: 

One of the reasons is that when, for example, ammunition is returned from the theatre to this country, it is 
often not clear whether or not it is still usable or whether it may have been damaged in some way…. A second 
reason is that when we are looking at capital assets we have to consider the extent to which the life of the 
asset, and therefore the amount of depreciation, may have changed as a result of damage in the conflict, which 
is also not entirely straightforward. I think that it is also fair to say that those engaged in theatre, 
unsurprisingly, do not regard it as their highest priority to make these assessments…. The costs of 
recuperation are then slightly different in any case, because the issues there are not so much about the impact 
on the value of the assets: it is about the cost of repairing assets and the extent to which we decide to replace 
assets. These often give rise to different procurement decisions in different cases. So it is quite a complex 
judgement, quite a complex calculation; but I would accept that we are not as far advanced as we might be in 
bringing this to a conclusion.[504]

339. It will be some time before the costs of the operation in 2003-04 are known—perhaps not until late 
summer 2004 when they are published in MoD's Annual Report and Accounts. MoD acknowledges that it has 
taken longer than expected to assess the costs of stock consumed and equipment lost or damaged during the 
conflict phase. We expect MoD to ensure this work is advanced as quickly as possible and for the outcome to 
be reported to Parliament as soon as it is completed. 

340. In terms of recovering costs from other nations, Mr Woolley told us that 'there are longstanding arrangements 
by which, where we buy or sell fuel between countries that are on operations, this is reimbursed'.[505] We asked 
about the arrangements for recovering the cost of fuel provided to the United States by the UK air tanker fleet. Mr 
Flaherty told us that 'in Cyprus we had a fixed amount of fuel that was there and we know exactly how much the US 
used. We have spoken to them and have an agreement with them that they need to give us that money back.'[506] 
We expect MoD to recover these costs as soon as possible. 

Funding of the Operation 

341. Consultations between MoD and the Treasury on the resource requirements of the operation started early in the 
planning process and have continued on a regular basis. The Chancellor announced in his pre-Budget Report to 
Parliament in November 2002 a '£1 billion special reserve in 2002-03 to ensure that resources are available to meet 
overseas and defence needs in the fight against global terrorism.' In March 2003 the Chancellor increased this figure 
to £3 billion, to take account of the military campaign and the need for immediate humanitarian assistance to the 
Iraqi people.'[507] We asked MoD whether there was any conflict between the Treasury and MoD about the costs of 
the operation. Mr Woolley told us that 'the principle—which…. the Treasury is fully subscribed to—is that if a cost 
is incurred as a consequence of the operation…. then it is a cost of the operation that is reasonably charged to the 
reserve.'[508] We discuss relations between MoD and the Treasury in respect of UORs at paragraphs 171-7. 

EQUIPMENT RECOVERY 

342. Lessons for the Future reports that: 

After the end of the major combat phase, significant quantities of equipment, vehicles and stocks were 
shipped back to the UK. A rigorous inspection programme then began to assess maintenance requirements 
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after the equipment's exposure to harsh conditions during active service in the heat and dust of southern Iraq. 
An assessment of the quantities of stores and supplies consumed on the operation was also set in hand so that 
stockholdings could be restored to their pre-operational levels or in accordance with revised target levels. 
Initial inspections are for the most part now complete, and the recuperation process is well underway through 
a graduated and cost-effective refurbishment and replacement programme.[509]

343. MoD estimated that the cost of recuperation may be in the region of £650 million (paragraphs 335-6). Some 
equipment has already been replaced. For example, the stocks of some guided weapons have been replaced through 
the use of UORs.[510] In respect of the items of major equipment that were lost in the operation, MoD told us: 

the Sea King helicopters will be replaced, in the sense that Sea King airframes that we already have will be 
equipped with the Searchwater radar to perform the role that the lost Sea Kings undertook…we are not 
planning to replace the Challenger 2 tank that was lost…or an additional Tornado to replace the Tornado that 
was lost. We will be planning at some stage to have additional UAVs to replace the Phoenix that were lost, 
but they will not be Phoenix. We have not yet made a decision on the precise equipment.[511] 

344. We expect MoD to replace the equipment, and the stores and supplies, necessary to restore the 
operational capabilities consumed or lost during Operation Telic as soon as possible, to ensure that Armed 
Forces personnel can undertake their roles effectively.
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13  TRANSITION AND RECONSTRUCTION 

The Government's objectives 

345. The UK's overall objective for the military campaign was to create the conditions for Iraqi disarmament. One of 
the tasks flowing from this objective was to 'secure essential economic infrastructure, including for utilities and 
transport, from sabotage and wilful destruction by Iraq'. The Government's wider political objectives included: 

a)  to demonstrate to the Iraqi people that our quarrel is not with them and that their security and well-being is 
our concern; 

b)  to work with the United Nations to lift sanctions affecting the supply of humanitarian and reconstruction 
goods, and to enable Iraq's own resources, including oil, to be available to meet the needs of the Iraqi people 
… 

e)  [to]… help create conditions for a future, stable and law-abiding government of Iraq.

346. The immediate military priorities for the coalition in the wake of hostilities were set out as follows: 

a)  to provide for the security of friendly forces; 

b)  to contribute to the creation of a secure environment so that normal life can be restored; 

c)  to work in support of humanitarian organisations to mitigate the consequences of hostilities and, in the 
absence of such civilian humanitarian capacity, provide relief where it is needed; 

d)  to work with UNMOVIC/IAEA to rid Iraq of its weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery; 

e)  to facilitate remedial action where environmental damage has occurred; 

f)  to enable the reconstruction and recommissioning of essential infrastructure for the political and economic 
development of Iraq, and the immediate benefit of the Iraqi people; and 

g)  to lay plans for the reform of Iraq's security forces.[512]

347. In a press statement on 16 March 2003, the Prime Minister made the following 'pledge to the people of Iraq': 

we will help Iraq rebuild, and not rebuild because of the problems of conflict, where if it comes to that we 
will do everything we can to minimise the suffering of the Iraqi people. But rebuild Iraq because of the 
appalling legacy that the rule of Saddam has left the Iraqi people. And that in particular Iraq's natural 
resources remain the property of the people of Iraq and that wealth should be used for the Iraqi people.[513]

In a document published on the following day, A Vision for Iraq and the Iraqi People, the Government stated: 

Our presence in Iraq if military action is required to secure compliance with UN resolutions will be 
temporary. But our commitment to support the people of Iraq will be for the long term. The Iraqi people 
deserve to be lifted from tyranny and allowed to determine the future of their country for themselves. We 
pledge to work with the international community to ensure that the Iraqi people can exploit their country's 
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resources for their own benefit, and contribute to their own reconstruction, with international support where 
needed. We wish to help the Iraqi people restore their country to its proper dignity and place in the 
community of nations, abiding by its international obligations and free from UN sanctions.[514]

And in an article in the Arab press on 29 March 2003, the Prime Minister made clear that: 

Our quarrel is not with the Iraqi people but with Saddam, his sons, and his barbarous regime which has 
brought misery and terror to their country. I recognise that the Iraqi people have been the biggest victims of 
Saddam's rule. This is not a war of conquest but of liberation.[515]

348. Thus the Government made clear before hostilities commenced that any military campaign would be directed 
against the Iraqi regime, rather than against Iraq as a country or against the Iraqi people. It is right to judge Operation 
Telic not only by asking how successfully the campaign against the Iraqi regime was prosecuted, but also by asking 
whether the Government took all reasonable steps to meet the pledges made to the Iraqi people through the UK's 
published objectives for the military campaign and through statements made by the Prime Minister and others. 

349. The rules of international humanitarian law apply when a territory comes under enemy control during an armed 
conflict. According to Article 42 of the 1907 Hague Regulations 'territory is considered occupied when it is actually 
placed under the authority of the hostile army.' This only applies to territory 'where such authority has been 
established and can be exercised.' The Fourth Geneva Convention contains provisions applicable in occupied 
territories. The duties of the Occupying Power include restoring and ensuring public order and safety; providing the 
population with food and medical supplies; maintaining medical facilities and services; ensuring public health and 
hygiene; and facilitating the work of educational institutions. Prohibited actions include forcibly transferring 
protected persons from the occupied territories to the territory of the Occupying Power; compelling protected persons 
to serve in the armed forces of the Occupying Power; and looting.[516] As MoD states, 'the UK has not been an 
Occupying Power in another country for many years and in the meantime international law has changed 
dramatically.'[517] 

Plans and preparations 

350. As we have discussed, British involvement in the planning for military operations in Iraq began around the 
middle of 2002. Planning for the aftermath of any conflict began at much the same time. This was the point at which 
the Government 'really started to focus on the sort of planning that we should have in place if a conflict was to take 
place, the situation we would be left with after and how it should be handled'.[518] We took evidence on two 
occasions from representatives of three of the most heavily involved Departments—MoD, the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office (FCO) and the Department for International Development (DfID)—on their respective roles, 
the effectiveness of the Government's planning for the post-conflict situation, and any lessons that the Government 
had learned in the light of the months succeeding the combat phase of operations.[519] 

351. Initially, Whitehall planning was co-ordinated through the Cabinet Office, the Department generally responsible 
for joined-up Government.[520] Then, on 10 February 2003, an Iraq Planning Unit[521] was set up in FCO to bring 
together people from across Government in what had by then become a 'fairly constant' planning process.[522] 

352. DfID was a key player in planning for the post-conflict situation in Iraq. It therefore worked 'closely with the 
Ministry of Defence in its planning to minimise the humanitarian consequences of the conflict; deploying 
humanitarian advisers to work alongside the UK military; posting staff to Iraq to liaise with humanitarian agencies; 
and pre-positioning humanitarian supplies in the region.'[523] DfID provided two humanitarian advisers to work 
alongside the UK military both before and during the conflict, with a third adviser deployed at the end of the combat 
phase.[524] DfID seems to have been very active in ensuring that it was able to feed not only into the British military 
structures but also into US-led structures intended to provide for the needs of the Iraqi people: 

We had people embedded with the military before the conflict started, during the conflict and after. In 
addition, we had people seconded to ORHA[525] and the CPA who were working alongside the military, 
working in ORHA and the CPA. So as well as actually embedded people (and we were giving advice more 
than anything else), once we had our own staff and consultants deployed they were working alongside, in the 
same structures and very closely with, the military. Similarly, contractors, that we funded to get things up and 
running in the south, were also, I believe, working very closely with the military, who were doing some of 
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that work.[526]

353. DfID's active pre-conflict preparations centred on channelling funds (initially some £16.5 million) and co-
ordinating relief through UN agencies, NGOs and the International Committees of the Red Cross and Red Crescent. 
Most of their preparations were focussed on averting a humanitarian crisis 'possibly as a consequence of large-scale 
refugee flows or disruption to essential services such as water and food distribution'.[527] 

354. As well as co-ordinating work on post-conflict planning and reconstruction across Government from February 
2003, FCO took measures to influence US planning. Initially this involved 'drafting planning papers and sharing with 
the Americans', but FCO: 

fairly quickly realised …that the most effective way to feed our thoughts in was to have people seconded 
alongside the Americans and so we did that. So while that organisation [ORHA] was still in Washington, we 
had people working alongside, people like Major General Tim Cross and some people from the FCO who 
then moved with that organisation when it deployed forward to Kuwait and then moved again with them up to 
Baghdad and all the time we were adding secondees as the situation was seen to demand it.[528]

A less operational Department than DfID, FCO did not have members of staff embedded within the military before 
or during the combat phase.[529] 

355. Our witnesses put it to us that joined-up British involvement in coalition planning helped to 'raise the profile' of 
post-conflict issues in Washington, and stimulated 'inter-agency discussions' in the US that might not otherwise have 
taken place,[530] although it seems to be the case that British civil servants only plugged into US planning at a 
relatively late stage, certainly long after they were aware that it was happening. Being a junior partner in a 
coalition constrained the British Government in its ability to plan independently for after the conflict.[531] 

Constraints 

DOMESTIC 

356. We have already seen how the need to keep open (and to be seen to be keeping open) the option of a solution 
other than through military action imposed certain constraints on military planning and pre-positioning for a conflict. 
Lessons for the Future claims that planning for a post-conflict Iraq was even more constrained: 

In the run up to the launch of the operation, it was important to avoid giving the impression that conflict was 
inevitable, as we still hoped for a diplomatic solution to the crisis. Contingency planning for a post-conflict 
Iraq was particularly sensitive as it necessarily had to start from the assumption that a conflict would 
eventually take place.[532] 

357. This may be true in those areas in which planning might have been seen to imply not only the intent to take 
military action, but also the intent to stage a prolonged occupation. But, in general, we would expect the knowledge 
that the coalition was undertaking planning to avoid a humanitarian catastrophe in the aftermath of a military conflict 
to be reassuring, rather than controversial, both domestically and internationally. Furthermore within Iraq it could 
have been seen as a further sign of the coalition's genuine intent to use military force if required to. We do not 
understand why the Government did not make the case in these terms for undertaking proper planning and 
preparation for the post-conflict phase and why the Department for International Development did not make greater 
preparations for post-conflict reconstruction of Iraq at an earlier stage. We discuss below the efforts made to bring 
together a coherent and over-arching information campaign, but we believe that it was a misjudgement by the 
Government to have decided that planning to meet the needs of the Iraqi people following a conflict was 
particularly sensitive—more sensitive, even, than the deploying of military forces. This misjudgement 
unnecessarily constrained planning for the post-conflict phase. 

358. It has also been suggested that DfID's role in post-conflict planning was constrained by the attitude of the 
then Secretary of State towards the prospect of military action. Although our witness from DfID denied that 
this was the case,[533] we remain to be convinced. 

INTERNATIONAL 
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359. It had always been the stated aim of the coalition to ensure the continued existence of a single Iraqi state. Plans 
for the governance of a post-conflict Iraq would therefore necessarily have to be co-ordinated between the coalition 
partners, even though British forces had a territorially distinct area of operations in the south-east of the country. 
However joined-up British plans were, this would be of limited effect on the ground, unless US plans were similarly 
joined-up. 

360. There were persistent rumours in the media before and immediately after the conflict of wrangling between the 
US State Department and the Department of Defense (DoD) over plans for a post-conflict Iraq. When we visited 
Washington in February 2003, we gained the impression from the State Department that planning for the future of 
Iraq was well under way. Yet, in the event, this planning seems not to have been implemented on the ground. 
Essentially, the planning of which we heard in the State Department seems to have been discarded by the DoD, as 
our British Government witnesses came close to admitting: 

The State Department had already done a lot of work and a future of Iraq project where they had produced a 
lot of quite detailed plans about what should happen in the civilian sector if there were a change of regime and 
military occupation and so on. We plugged into that and we fed in thoughts, questions and so on. It is no 
secret that the process of the US administration consulting each other in Washington is less joined up than the 
one we enjoy here. In the end this was a DoD plan for the aftermath.[534] 

In the end the decision on what arrangements should be put in place was an American one, this was a US plan 
informed by our participation, but we were very much the junior partner … I do not think we had been 
consulted in great detail about what the structure of ORHA should be. It was an organisation that focussed 
largely on the suspected humanitarian problems in the aftermath of the military conflict. I do not think we 
were consulted very closely about what that organisation should look like, but what we did find effective was 
to respond to American requests to join in the process and once we had people there that was a good way of 
influencing US decisions daytoday.[535]

361. Mr Lee also told us that US planning was concentrated on the conflict phase rather than on planning for a post-
conflict Iraq: 

To be fair to the US, they themselves were thinking about the nature of a post conflict or a day after planning 
task, but at that stage clearly an awful lot of energy was going into the preparations for a potential conflict and 
it was quite difficult for anyone to leap over that and have plans of equal specificity for an unknown period 
afterwards.[536] 

Yet this was supposed to be an effects-based operation, where the desired effects involved creating stability in Iraq 
and a better quality of life for the Iraqi people. 

362. It is a truism that reconstruction is far more difficult than destruction, and to plan for the unknown aftermath of 
a conflict involves difficult guesswork. But this implies that planning for a precarious post-conflict situation requires 
more effort and thought, not less. We detected in the answers of our witnesses a certain frustration at the failure of 
the US Administration to conduct joined-up planning. As we have noted elsewhere, difficulties in achieving joined-
up working in the US Administration were not limited to post-conflict planning. Nevertheless, the poor co-
ordination of planning within the US Administration meant that better co-ordinated British input into the 
process had less impact than it should have had. 

363. During our visit to Basra in July 2003 we encountered an issue which epitomised the careful balance to be 
struck between making economic and social improvements in one part of Iraq and the unity of Iraq as a whole. This 
was the question of whether and when to reopen Basra airport to civilian traffic. It highlighted for us the limits to 
British freedom of action in the south-east of the country. As was explained to us: 

The decision about opening Basra airport might be seen to have a consequence for what happens in other 
airports in Iraq …Any decisions which have the effect of dividing the country up prematurely, or at all in fact, 
into different almost sub-states, might be viewed as being a not entirely desirable thing to do. From a UK 
point of view, as we said earlier on, one of our objectives is to maintain the entire territorial integrity of Iraq.
[537] 
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364. In general, British freedom of action in the south-east of Iraq since the combat phase has been significantly 
constrained by the need to act within a political and financial framework set from Baghdad: 

there is an overall situation here that the CPA is trying to lead policy now, in conjunction with the Iraqi 
Governing Council, for the whole of Iraq …As long as you are not trying to do things which interfere with 
some of the broader principles, we probably have a lot of freedom of action. There are certain issues where 
you do stumble across that and then of course there are financial issues, where the larger amounts of money at 
the moment are under the control centrally of the CPA and therefore there is a constraint in that dimension.
[538]

The need to maintain a unified Iraq under central control has been a constraint—usually a reasonable 
constraint—on British freedom of action in the south-east of the country. 

365. A further factor which made effective action more difficult during the post-conflict phase (far more than the 
combat phase) was the failure to bring together a widely based coalition of nations with United Nations backing. Ms 
Carolyn Miller, Director, Europe, Middle East and Americas Division, DfID, told us that the Government 'had 
envisaged that the international community would play a stronger role earlier on' and noted the absence of the 
'international agencies which are able to do these things better and more quickly than bilateral donors'.[539] 
Perversely, the failure of the wider international community to support the coalition's military action did little 
or nothing to constrain that action, but did make it more difficult for the coalition to restore law and order 
and to administer Iraq once hostilities were over. 

Planning assumptions for the transitional phase 

366. Plans were made for a wide variety of scenarios. But a number of assumptions which underlay the planning 
turned out to be mistaken. 

367. The Government's preparations to assist the Iraqi people concentrated largely on seeking to avert a humanitarian 
crisis. As our witnesses told us: 

With hindsight, we did a lot of our thinking about what might happen post conflict influenced by the fear that 
there might be humanitarian or environmental disasters of various sorts, refugee flows, shortage of food, 
collapse of the UN Oil for Food programme's, distribution systems and those kinds of issues. We had made 
assumptions and included remedies in the planning so far as we could for those situations; emergency ration 
packs and so on. Fortunately many of those scenarios did not come to pass.[540] 

There was an assumption that there might be a very large humanitarian problem, so a lot of emphasis was put 
on that and that happily turned out not to be right.[541]

Similarly, planning in the US concentrated on humanitarian issues: 

ORHA was really designed, as far as we could see, to prepare mainly for humanitarian issues. It did not have 
a great focus in the early stages on the other issues which needed to be addressed.[542]

368. There was no humanitarian crisis, and the Government's preparations for such a crisis proved to be in excess of 
what was actually needed.[543] This has been attributed in part to the speed of the coalition's military success. But 
the Government has also argued that coalition efforts to pre-position supplies helped. DfID has written that 'an 
effective UK military effort, with DFID advice and support, helped to avoid a humanitarian crisis in southern Iraq', 
and we were told that 'getting food pre-positioned and all those things will have made a difference'.[544] MoD 
claims that 'a combination of coalition preparedness and the sheer speed of the operation meant that a humanitarian 
crisis did not have time to develop; in most areas, for example, the fighting passed so rapidly that there simply was 
no time for significant refugee flows to become established.'[545] Mr Edward Chaplin, Director, Middle East and 
North Africa, FCO, agreed that the absence of a crisis was brought about 'partly by the skill of doing things like 
seizing the oil fields early, partly by the swiftness of the campaign, so there were no huge flows of refugees'.[546] 

369. In evidence to us, the Government has argued that it was 'quite right' for it to have planned for a humanitarian 
disaster, even though this did not materialise: 'that might have been the outcome and we would have been criticised if 
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we had not done so'.[547] We agree. The Government was right to plan for a humanitarian crisis. Such a 
situation might have arisen, and the Government would have been rightly condemned if its preparations had 
been inadequate. 

370. It is another question, however, whether the Government planned adequately for other eventualities. The 
Government has come in for particular criticism for its preparations for maintaining law and order in Iraq, especially 
in the immediate aftermath of the removal of Saddam Hussein's regime. Our witnesses indicated that they had not 
anticipated the extent to which the security situation would deteriorate: 'It was certainly something we discussed and 
we had flagged up. It was just the absolute extent to which it broke down that perhaps we had not quite 
anticipated.'[548] 

371. One of our earlier witnesses, Mr Mark Urban of the BBC, told us that he was aware of planning in Government 
some weeks before the conflict for the possibility of what he called 'catastrophic collapse' ('a planning assumption 
that because of the nature of the state, the whole thing just implodes and there is absolutely no authority, no order or 
whatever').[549] But when pressed on this point, witnesses from MoD said that they were unaware of planning 
having taken place in these 'stark terms'.[550] 

372. It is evident that the Government expected to be able to rely to some extent on existing Iraqi administrative and 
security structures to govern the country, at least in the immediate post-conflict phase: 

There was an assumption in our plans that there would be Iraqi police and to some extent Iraqi Army who 
could be used to provide a certain level of security. I do not think we assumed, certainly in the case of the 
Iraqi civil police, that they would all melt away to the extent they did and that we would have to start again 
from scratch in putting together a police force.[551] 

In terms of stability after the conflict, as has already been mentioned, we made an assumption which turned 
out to be an underestimate, about the extent to which you would still have Iraqi administrative structures to 
deal with, both in the civil service and in the police. We perhaps also underestimated the extent to which the 
total dysfunctionality of Iraqi society after years of suffering under Saddam Hussein meant that the looting 
problem turned out to be a larger problem, going on for longer than we had perhaps assumed.[552] 

373. MoD has stated that 'it was only after the fall of the regime that the extent of Baath party domination of nearly 
all aspects of the Iraq state and society became clear' and implies that 'the impact of the sudden collapse of the 
regime … with the removal not just of top officials, but the whole of senior and most of middle management' could 
not therefore have been predicted. This argument was repeated by Mr Lee, who told us: 

What I do not think was clear before the event and I am not sure whether it could have been clear to anyone, 
was the extent to which the people on the receiving end of this state apparatus were oppressed by it and there 
was a difficulty in predicting their behaviour after the state apparatus was removed.[553] 

The argument is that the Government did not and could not be expected to understand the extent of Baath party 
domination of Iraq or the effects of this domination on the people of Iraq. 

374. A draft resolution adopted by the UN Commission on Human Rights in April 2002 (and following other 
resolutions in similar terms) condemned 'the systematic, widespread and extremely grave violations of human rights 
and of international humanitarian law by the Government of Iraq, resulting in an all-pervasive repression and 
oppression sustained by broad-based discrimination and widespread terror'. In his speech to the House of Commons 
on 18 March the Prime Minister described the Iraqi regime: 

The brutality of the repression—the death and torture camps, the barbaric prisons for political opponents, the 
routine beatings for anyone or their families suspected of disloyalty—is well documented…I recall a few 
weeks ago talking to an Iraqi exile and saying to her that I understood how grim it must be under the lash of 
Saddam. 'But you don't', she replied. 'You cannot. You do not know what it is like to live in perpetual fear.' 
And she is right. We take our freedom for granted. But imagine what it must be like not to be able to speak or 
discuss or debate or even question the society you live in. To see friends and family taken away and never 
daring to complain. To suffer the humility of failing courage in face of pitiless terror.[554]
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An intelligence-derived paper, used to inform the Government's dossier of February 2003 is entirely devoted to 
showing the total extent of the influence of the Baath regime and the fear that this engendered in the Iraqi people: 

Commentators compare Iraq with the repressive regimes in Syria and Egypt but these are mild in comparison. 
The best analogy is to Stalin's Soviet Union in the 1930s with show trials, the terror and the systematic deceit 
of all foreign visitors by all who meet them, on pain of torture and death.[555]

375. While the repressive nature of Saddam Hussein's regime was not the reason for going to war with Iraq, it was 
much used by the Government in persuading the public that the campaign would be to the ultimate benefit of the 
Iraqi people. For the Government to argue that it was unaware of the extent of the repressive brutality of the 
Iraqi regime strains credibility. It was widely known, not least because of information published by the 
Government. A separate question, which we examine below, is whether the Government and Armed Forces should 
have predicted the effect that the removal of such a repressive regime would have on the Iraqi people.[556] 

Insecurity and disorder in the transitional phase 

376. Significant looting took place in the immediate aftermath of the conflict. The impact of this looting on the task 
of post-conflict reconstruction has been enormous. Not only has the security situation remained precarious at best, 
but also the goodwill of the Iraqi people, their ability to return to work and to education, and their willingness to 
assist in reconstruction were compromised. Facilities and infrastructure, including hospitals, were looted and 
damaged. A variety of administrative records were also destroyed which would have assisted in governing the 
country. Once the state apparatus of the Baath regime had dissolved away, there was, in the words of our MoD 
witness 'pretty much a vacuum' which the Government 'had not expected … to be quite as fundamental as it was'.
[557] 

377. Air Vice Marshal Clive Loader, Assistant Chief of Defence Staff (Operations), viewed the looting, particularly 
in the south east of Iraq, as people wanting to 'get their own back': 

They ransacked schools, hospitals and took away things they never had in their houses, beds, chairs, and so 
on, or they just wrecked things. It was not just the state that it had been in for 20 years or so of neglect, state
sponsored neglect, as it were, they produced a cocktail of difficulties with which we found it very difficult to 
cope.[558]

378. A representative of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), Mr Balthasar Staehelin, told us that 
'the impact of the breakdown of law and order was massive' and that 'the destruction and the insecurity after the 
conflict probably had a greater humanitarian impact than the hostilities themselves.'[559] In his view, at the time he 
was speaking[560] people in Iraq were not better off than they had been under Saddam Hussein, because of the state 
of insecurity: 

What struck me was the number of people who do not go to work because they feel that insecurity obliges 
them to stay at home with a gun to protect their property. People feel that the insecurity is so great that they 
do not dare to venture out. I was sleeping in a residence where the neighbour is up all night with a machine 
gun in his hands, in fear of being looted. I think that the insecurity …also has a negative impact on the 
possibility of the population to conduct economic activities. In this sense the situation is certainly not better 
right now than the situation before the war.[561]

379. Mr Staehelin was keen to show how security and proper administration were linked to other humanitarian 
issues: 

What we face is a situation in which insecurity, a certain absence of administration, has created a precarious 
situation; but that if security can be re-established, if salaries can be paid again, if local administration, et 
cetera, can resume its function, then we do not have a major humanitarian crisis. So we are at a moment 
where ICRC feels the evolution could go in two ways, and it is critical to have improvements in the spheres I 
have mentioned.[562]

Much has been made of the many Iraqis who were involved in looting and destruction in the immediate 
aftermath of the removal of Saddam Hussein's regime. It should not be forgotten that thousands more were 
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locked up indoors, fearing for their security and for their lives. 

WHAT MORE COULD HAVE BEEN DONE? 

380. The Foreign Secretary, in evidence to the Foreign Affairs Committee, stated: 

no one is at fault, it is just an inevitable consequence of that kind of warfare. It is greatly to be regretted that 
there was disorder and looting on that scale. If anybody is at fault, it was the fault of the Saddam regime for 
there being so little consent and natural law and order in the country.[563]

MoD, however, has been less dismissive. According to Lessons for the Future, 'looting was not unexpected, but the 
scale of the problem was greater than envisaged and particularly difficult for forces to address while still committed 
to combat operations'.[564] Air Marshal Burridge, speaking to us in June 2003, was equivocal: 'As we saw, there was 
significant looting, although perhaps not as much as the media made out, both in Baghdad and Basra. Could we have 
predicted that? I do not know.'[565] 

381. Air Vice Marshal Loader was prepared to admit to a 'miscalculation' of the popular reaction 'when the yoke of 
Baathism was lift from an oppressed people', but told us that this was a result of 'things which were not plain and 
there for everybody to see', namely: the total melting away of Iraqi security structures; the way that popular 'ire and 
frustration' had unexpected targets—'hospitals, schools, police stations and so on'; and the release of 'several 
thousands' of criminals from prison by the Baathist regime. This had resulted in 'a completely different situation to 
the one we had envisaged', and the Air Vice Marshal was 'not sure how foreseeable that really was'.[566] As he later 
told us, 'if it was a failure of planning then so be it'.[567] Mr Chaplin took a similar line, noting in addition that 
others had not predicted what would happen any more accurately than the Government: 'I do not think anyone was 
making better guesstimates at that than we were.'[568] 

382. Commentators outside Government and the military have been less sympathetic. Mr Fergal Keane of the BBC, 
speaking to the Foreign Affairs Committee in June, put this argument succinctly: 

'Did we know there was a possibility of a serious breakdown of law and order…? Yes, of course we did. We 
knew this was one of the most heavily armed societies on earth. In any situation where you remove central 
control, whether that is Yugoslavia, Rwanda or indeed Iraq, where you remove what has been a heavily 
repressive centralised control there must the danger of an upsurge in violence and lawlessness. Having known 
that, were adequate preparations taken to combat that? Of course not.'[569]

Mr Alex Thomson of Channel 4 News, while understanding of the military's position, spoke persuasively of why a 
breakdown in law and order should have been predicted: 

When there has been a kleptocracy in place for that long, which has been thieving from the people and 
depriving them of what they need, then one afternoon a very small number of heavily armed soldiers comes in 
tanks and sits in a compound, of course people are going to set fire to things and steal everything and remove 
everything—and I mean everything—that can be removed.[570]

383. DfID's claim on 21 March, before the battle for Basra, that 'the need for the maintenance of law and order has 
been fully appreciated and incorporated into campaign planning' certainly rings hollow in the light of what happened. 
But it is only fair to note that before the conflict, the focus of concern in the media and wider community, as well as 
in Government, was the risk of a humanitarian disaster, rather than the risk of lawlessness and disorder. 

384. Speaking after the conflict, our expert witnesses were unanimous in believing that the coalition did not have 
sufficient forces in theatre for transition to the post-conflict phase.[571] Professor Bellamy told us that Phase 4 issues 
were not sufficiently the focus of planning before the conflict. He noted that the British armoured division seemed 
only to realise in the midst of warfighting operations that it would be useful to have a senior police officer to help 
with security issues: as a result, no civilian police officers were found to help until May 2003. He also told us that 
'with the benefit of 20/20 hindsight there should have been battalions of military police' available. [572] 

385. Quite apart from whether the scale of public disorder should have been predicted, it would have presented 
enormous practical difficulties for the United Kingdom to have provided the quantity of forces that some have called 
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for. Forces vastly in excess of those deployed would have been required to maintain public order in Basra alone. As 
MoD told us: 

Basra is a city of about 2.2 million people, as I recall, so one third of London. Imagine how many people you 
would have to flood in militarily to stop a large proportion of that city wanting to go and loot their local 
police station, hospital, library, school and so on. It just made for an impossible task. Once the indigenous 
Iraqi organs of suppression had melted away, it was just too much for the available military forces.[573]

386. Dr Posen reminded us of the evidence given by the Chief of Staff of the US Army, who told the US Senate 
Armed Services Committee in February 2003 that the requirement to police Iraq after the combat phase would be 
'several hundred thousand soldiers', which he described as 'from a political point of view … the wrong answer'. He 
also reminded us of the formula devised for the US Army by James Quinlivan in Force Requirements in Stability 
Operations.[574] As Dr Posen explained: 

'You can police the United States with about two people per thousand and when things were pretty bad in 
Northern Ireland it took about 20 soldiers and police per thousand, you can do the math for a country of 22 
million and you end up with big numbers'.[575]

These 'big numbers' are, doing a rough and ready calculation ourselves, a few thousand short of half a million for 
Iraq as a whole, or a little short of 50,000 for Basra alone—nearly twice the size of the entire initial British land 
deployment. In Dr Posen's view, 'this [calculation] was a fact that was devastating politically and needed to be 
suppressed'. [576] 

387. A swift and undoubted military success is not enough on its own. This was an effects-based operation. The 
scale and shape of the force provided were best suited to achieving the coalition's desired effects in the combat 
phase, but not to carrying those effects through into the post-conflict phase. We acknowledge, however, that 
the scale of force which might have best achieved these effects was beyond the Government's means. 

388. Indeed a harsh critic might argue that coalition planning assumed that it would be possible to employ 
elements of the Iraqi police, army and administration to maintain law and order, because the alternatives 
were too difficult to contemplate. That assumption was not only incorrect, but incautious. A realistic 
judgement, based on good intelligence, should have warned of the risk of serious disorder. 

389. Was best use then made of the force that was provided? Measures were taken to ensure that some key 
infrastructure was protected, oil infrastructure in particular: we were told that this was 'an enormous success', with 
only 'six oil well heads … actually fired out of the many hundreds which were there'.[577] The Secretary of State 
told us that in fact 'one of the entire purposes…of the planning of our operations in the south was to prevent Saddam 
Hussein destroying the oilfields.'[578] And General Reith told us that priorities for securing essential infrastructure 
were well established: 

when we attacked in the south, the first priority, whenever we took anywhere, was to ensure that we got the 
pumping stations, the electricity, distribution system, controls, and everything else, to secure those without 
damage.[579] 

He also claimed that damage to this infrastructure was 'minimal', but that the infrastructure itself was 'crippled' owing 
to lack of investment and noted that Saddam Hussein had 'used the delivery of power as a weapon' and that therefore 
Shia areas of Basra were difficult to supply with electricity. However, according to Air Vice Marshal Loader, the 
looting produced a 'cocktail of difficulties', including damage to electrical infrastructure, and, in his words 'it was not 
just the state that it had been in for 20 years or so of neglect'.[580] The Secretary of State has noted that 'electricity 
infrastructure is an enormously difficult thing, even today, to protect.'[581] This is certainly the case for power lines, 
but is less true of power stations and other key sites such as hospitals, banks and government buildings. 

390. It was indeed crucial to protect Iraq's oil infrastructure from damage, as the main potential source of 
future Iraqi wealth. But it was a mistake not to have identified and protected (and to have been seen to be 
protecting) other key buildings and infrastructure as a priority. In presentational terms, this failure made claims 
that this was a war for oil appear more valid. In substance, it had negative effects both on the standard of living of 
Iraqis and on the coalition's ability to govern them effectively. 
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391. As Air Vice Marshal Loader acknowledged, 'maybe in retrospect we should have put a few more [troops] to the 
banks or hospitals and schools, but that would have been at the expense of something else.'[582] Mr Lee argued that 
it is difficult for forces to deal with looting while still engaged in 'low level war-fighting', while also suggesting that 
the 'limited numbers' of troops on the ground made it difficult to deal with looting over a 'short and intense period' in 
a large city such as Basra.[583] 

392. We have already acknowledged that it would not have been reasonable to have expected the military to be able 
to prevent the vast majority of the looting and damage that took place in Basra. However, commanders should not 
have been placed in the position of lacking the capability to protect key sites. This is not a question of preventing 
mass looting through the provision of an impossibly large force. If 'a few more' troops were needed to protect key 
sites, this should have been identified as a scenario at the planning stage, and these troops should have been 
found and deployed with this specific task in mind. 

393. Yet the implications of the looting and damage that were being carried out seem not always to have been fully 
understood by commanders on the ground. General Brims spoke of the looting as in part caused by 'euphoria', which 
he seemed to believe was understandable because of the degree to which Iraqis had been 'brutalised' by the regime.
[584] General Reith told us that 'looting might not be the exact, right term, because in many ways what was 
happening there was what the population there would have seen as a fair redistribution of wealth'.[585] According to 
Mr Alex Thomson, the military attitude was 'Looting? Civil unrest? Let it go',[586] and according to Human Rights 
Watch, some British troops 'tolerated, and even encouraged, the looting of government buildings as the population's 
cathartic reaction to the fall of Saddam Hussein's government'.[587] 

394. Widespread lawlessness did not help to give the impression to the Iraqi people that coalition forces were able to 
provide for their security. As DfID noted in June 2003 'Insecurity on the streets has deterred many people, 
particularly women, from returning to work, or education'. And Mr Staehelin noted how the lack of security, the 
absence of public transport and the fact that public servants were not being paid made it difficult for key (but perhaps 
not obviously key) workers such as hospital cleaners to go to work.[588] There was much talk of 'a window of 
opportunity'.[589] The ongoing lawlessness made it much harder for coalition forces to take advantage of this 
window. 

395. Another aspect of the looting seems not to have been fully understood by the forces on the ground. Attacks on 
Government buildings were not merely a question of symbolic revenge by the Iraqi people on a repressive regime; 
these attacks also led to the destruction of important administrative records. In a war, it may not be obvious why 
records matter. But records enable the authorities to identify who they employ and how much they are to be paid. In 
a society, like Iraq, in which the state was the principal employer, it would have been an important tool in restoring 
normality and winning hearts and minds to have had access to records allowing ordinary employees to be paid, and 
showing whether the situation in Iraq for ordinary people was indeed improving. 

396. The Government itself told the International Development Committee in June that: 

The sacking of government buildings and banks has made it difficult to resume normal administrative 
functions in many areas …Partly as a result of this breakdown in public administration, data is very patchy 
and it is often difficult to make reliable comparisons between service provision and living conditions before 
the conflict and the situation in its immediate aftermath, or at present.[590] 

And as the then Secretary of State added: 

There were real problems with the Iraqi ministries because the looting that happened meant that key records, 
and so on, were not available for use. ORHA, as it then was, which became the CPA, had no information. 
People mentioned the issue of making payments, but they had no idea who they should pay because those 
records were simply not available …if some Iraqis had not taken home essential discs with information on 
them we would still be facing significant difficulties in terms of being able to pay public service workers.[591]

397. It is also likely that the records which were destroyed might have assisted the coalition both in identifying past 
crimes by members of the Baathist regime, and possibly in providing evidence of elusive weapons of mass 
destruction. Mr Bill Neely of ITN told us of his experience in Basra, where: 
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at the secret police headquarters there was not a single Marine for days and days and days. I went there, I 
think, within a day or two of arriving in Basra and people were pulling out files. We said we wanted to 
prosecute the Iraqi leadership for war crimes, but there seemed to be no attempt to gather the evidence; there 
was not a single British soldier covering the headquarters. There were some very interesting things being 
pulled out. One man pulled out a book which was an account of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the taking of 
Kuwaiti prisoners. For the Kuwaitis this was a huge issue: where are the prisoners? It became part of the post-
1991 conflict negotiations. No one was going to the intelligence headquarters to retrieve those documents, 
and they were just being pulled apart by people, who were taking vast files home with them to show their 
friends. That is what surprised me, not that British troops were not stopping the looting of electrical 
equipment.[592]

The Government should have taken more care to identify in advance sites in Iraq likely to contain records of 
use to the coalition, and should have ensured that forces were provided to protect these sites from damage and 
looting. 

398. It would not have been possible without a very large increase in the numbers of troops available for the military 
to have prevented the looting of schools (of which there are about 700 in Basra). But in fact, the rehabilitation of 
schools is a relatively straightforward matter. The coalition's failure to protect hospitals is less excusable. Some 
hospitals at least should have been a priority. There are very real difficulties in securing sites in urban areas, not least 
force protection, and also the ability to identify the sites when only patchy intelligence is available. But the failure to 
protect these facilities did nothing to 'demonstrate to the Iraqi people that our quarrel is not with them and that their 
security and well-being is our concern'.[593] While coalition forces successfully removed Saddam Hussein's 
regime with remarkable speed, they were not able to establish themselves on the ground with sufficient speed 
and precision to avoid a damaging period of lawlessness during which much of the potential goodwill of the 
Iraqi people was squandered. 

399. None of these criticisms, however, should be seen to detract from the thoroughly impressive way in which 
individual members of Armed Forces personnel demonstrated their ability to accomplish the transition 
between warfighting and peacekeeping operations swiftly and effectively. One of our witnesses noted that this 
flexibility 'is one of the great strengths of the British Armed Forces.'[594] General Reith commended forces for their 
'versatility', noting in particular how in Az Zubayr 'at one end of the town they were still fighting, and at the other 
end they were already in berets and dealing with the population'.[595] 

400. The responsiveness of the British military to the needs of the civilian population was praised by Mr Staehelin 
from the ICRC. He noted in particular the co-operation received by the ICRC from the Armed Forces, the speed with 
which contacts were established between the ICRC and the military,[596] the understanding the military showed of 
the role of the ICRC and the level of access granted to the ICRC.[597] 

401. It is worth drawing attention to specific instances of such co-operation. The loss of water supply to Basra very 
nearly did cause a humanitarian catastrophe. It was only thanks to the efforts of the ICRC and the co-operation of the 
British forces outside Basra (as well as that of the Iraqi forces inside Basra) that such a disaster was avoided. As we 
were told 'we would have seen hundreds of thousands of people looking for water and we could have seen a problem 
on a major scale.'[598] 

402. The ICRC also pointed to an occasion on which the British authorities in Az-Zubayr secured a warehouse 
containing the remains of hundreds of people, enabling the identification and repatriation of these remains. This was 
cited to us as 'an example of a successful operation'.[599] We commend the International Committee of the Red 
Cross (ICRC) for the performance of its humanitarian role in Iraq, before, during and after the combat phase 
of operations, and we commend British forces for the way in which they co-operated with the ICRC. 

Prisoners of War 

403. Fewer prisoners of war were detained by coalition forces during and after the conflict than had been expected. 
The UK was responsible for 2,203 Prisoners of War (PoWs) and others captured and detained by UK forces. 
Guarding responsibilities were split between the coalition partners, although the UK retained responsibility as 
Detaining Power for all UK-captured PoWs. At the end of March 2003 about 1,500 prisoners were held by coalition 
forces at Camp Bucca at Umm Qasr in southern Iraq. Throughout April, there were approximately 2,000 prisoners 
held at the camp. The release of PoWs began in early May, with the number decreasing to 620 by 10 May, and to 58 
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by 15 May. By the beginning of July only one PoW remained.[600] 

404. One of the ICRC's responsibilities under the Geneva Conventions is to visit and monitor the conditions of 
people deprived of their freedom, including PoWs. The results of such visits are confidential between the ICRC and 
the detaining authorities. On 31 March 2003, the ICRC began visiting PoWs captured by coalition forces. By the 
beginning of May it had visited more than 6,000 PoWs and interned civilians. Mr Staehelin of the ICRC specifically 
remarked on the co-operation the ICRC had received in visiting prisoners of war held by British and other coalition 
forces.[601] 

Lessons for future campaigns 

405. Increasingly, our Armed Forces are asked to carry out peace support operations around the world, operations 
which can prove more difficult than, and just as dangerous as combat operations. MoD has suggested to us that there 
is a need for 'a much more rapidly deployable force of international policemen' or 'carabinieri type of forces who are 
part military and part police'.[602] Currently, the deployment of British civilian police is on a voluntary basis, and 
occurs at the expense of local policing in the United Kingdom. Mr Lee put it too us that 'whether countries should 
have more police contingency forces which are maintained for deployable purposes, I feel, is obviously a question 
that does need to be addressed in the light of recent experiences.'[603] 

406. The idea of a deployable international gendarmerie is a very fine one. But it would in fact have been of little 
assistance in Iraq, given that the lack of international agreement over the decision to take military action would 
almost certainly have prevented the deployment of such a force. We are also not convinced that the problem is one of 
lack of capability: British forces on the ground have shown themselves to be superb at carrying out peace support 
operations around the world. 

407. We recommend that the Government should consider closely, in the light of operations in Iraq, how the 
United Kingdom provides peace support capabilities, and in particular how the transition is managed between 
warfighting and peacekeeping. We further recommend that the Government should consider whether either a 
dedicated part of the Armed Forces, or even a separate organisation altogether, could be specifically tasked 
with providing these capabilities. 

CONTINUING COMMITMENT 

408. The ongoing peace support operations have meant that to date there have been two roulements of the military 
personnel in theatre. We have already discussed how this has affected the troops themselves, in terms of training and 
operational welfare.[604] We heard during our visit to Iraq from troops in 3 (UK) Division taking part in Operation 
Telic 2 that the previous tour had been hampered (not unsurprisingly) by having to change its focus from warfighting 
to peace support. These troops believed that arriving in Iraq with peace support as their primary mission enabled 
them to carry out these tasks more effectively. 

409. The need for the military to continue to provide various functions which would elsewhere be carried out by 
civilians has had an effect on roulement. MoD has told us that the assumptions under which they were working 
meant that they did not have the capacity to carry out civilian expert functions 'on a very large scale' or 'for a very 
long period of time': 

our assumption had been that once security had been restored after the end of actual fighting then it would 
have been possible to hand over a lot of those tasks to NGOs and to the UN agencies. In practice, of course, 
the security situation remained difficult for longer.[605]

410. Something of a 'Catch-22' situation seems to have developed, in which the security situation inhibited the 
deployment of non-governmental and international organisations, while the absence of these organisations helped to 
perpetuate the circumstances in which insecurity thrives. As a result, the military has been 'stretched to perform tasks 
of various sorts which are not strictly speaking military tasks', to which they will 'turn their hand', but for which they 
are 'not actually designed', such as 'taking control of and reconstructing a fairly large area of the country.'[606] The 
deterioration of the security situation in August 2003, most obviously and tragically with the bombing of the UN 
headquarters in Baghdad, made the task of the military even more difficult.[607] 
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411. The delayed arrival of civilian government and of British civil servants also put strain on the Armed Forces. 
FCO told us that 'there was frustration on the military side' because of the 'expectation that they would be able to 
pass this task over to a civilian structure headed by a Foreign Office person more like quickly than happened to be 
case'.[608] We are concerned about the continuing requirement on the ground for specialists from the military 
in areas which would under other circumstances be provided by civilian organisations. Many of these 
specialists will be reservists, and their prolonged deployment may have adverse consequences for retention in 
specialisms which are already suffering from undermanning. 

412. For its part, FCO has 'had difficulty in continuity of providing people for long enough'.[609] Given the 
relatively fast turnover of civilian personnel, there are clearly issues here about preserving and passing on knowledge 
and experience. 

UNDERSTANDING 

413. The cultural and linguistic divide is one of the main potential obstacles to forces wanting to demonstrate 
goodwill to the Iraqi people, needing to explain what they are doing and seeking information and assistance. FCO 
has picked up as one of its lessons learned from Operation Telic 'the whole question of civil liaison, in other words 
people to work alongside the military who have some knowledge of the country, perhaps the language and so on'.
[610] 

414. British forces sent to Iraq receive basic training in social laws and customs to help them avoid causing unwitting 
offence.[611] But they had only very limited access to Arabic language interpreters. Only 28 military interpreters 
deployed alongside Operation Telic forces (of the 57 trained Arabic speakers available within the Armed Forces
[612]), a ratio of one interpreter for approximately every thousand troops deployed forward to Iraq.[613] MoD has 
admitted that this affected forces' 'ability to engage with the local population', and noted that shootings of locally 
engaged interpreters early on in the campaign had 'a pretty negative effect' on the willingness of others to serve in 
similar roles. Attempts to engage additional Arab linguists from Gulf States were unsuccessful.[614] We heard in 
Iraq that locally engaged interpreters were of varying reliability, both in terms of their skills and their personal 
political agendas. Armed Forces interpreters cannot be the only answer, but they are, of course, 'totally on side'. We 
have been told that the provision of language training will need to be re-examined if the Armed Forces are to be 
more involved in expeditionary operations in the future.[615] We agree. In an effects-based operation aiming to 
win over hearts and minds, an ability to communicate with the local population is vital. 

SECURITY 

415. We have already discussed the security situation in the immediate aftermath of the combat phase of operations. 
The failure to establish law and order swiftly has made it more difficult for the military to transfer the responsibility 
for these tasks to others. 

416. UK Ministry of Defence police officers first visited Basra in April 2003 to provide policing advice to UK forces 
in control of the city, but an initial policing assessment mission to Iraq, led by Chief Constable Paul Kernaghan of 
Hampshire Police, did not take place until May. Professor Bellamy told us that commanders only realised that such 
advice would be useful in the midst of the warfighting phase.[616] Preparations should have been made in 
advance of the military campaign to ensure that police advice on maintaining law and order would be 
available as soon as possible after the end of the combat phase. 

417. In some parts of Iraq, British forces have allowed local people to provide for their own security. In Maysan 
province in particular, where the Baath regime was removed by local Iraqis before the arrival of British troops, 
militias have been allowed to operate. MoD told us that this was a matter for the judgement of commanders on the 
ground in the light of the dynamics of the local situation,[617] and that it was a 'classic example of the British way of 
doing things on the ground'. We were assured that initiatives are not introduced if they would 'clearly get the back up 
of the majority of the population'.[618] However, according to press reports, the militias in Maysan 'answer only to a 
self-appointed provincial council of Shiite religious groups, which wants no one else to deal with the British' and that 
'local people appeared fearful of criticizing the brigades, but those who did said the militiamen were mainly outlaws'.
[619] While we support entirely the notion that Iraqis should be encouraged to take responsibility for their 
own security, we are concerned that local militias which have been allowed to operate in the south-east of Iraq 
may represent vested interests. There is a danger that these may seek to use their position to pursue agendas 
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which might not be to the advantage of the people of Iraq more generally. 

418. Important steps have been taken in recent months towards the establishment of national security institutions 
staffed by Iraqis. Recruitment appears to be good for the various police, facilities protection and civil defence 
organisations being established, although the exact numbers quoted to us in January and more recent figures 
provided in February do not seem to tally.[620] Recruitment for the New Iraqi Army was less advanced in January, 
with only about 25 per cent recruited of the 3,000 sought.[621] Retention in the New Iraqi Army has apparently not 
been "a significant problem" since the introduction of hazardous duty pay.[622] However, we have not been 
provided with the information we have requested on retention in other Iraqi security organisations. 

419. We were encouraged to hear that some of these institutions appear to be well regarded on the streets of Iraq.
[623] This is crucial if they are to be a success. It is a matter of concern that in recent months, those who oppose the 
coalition haven been targeting Iraqis working for these institutions; according to MoD, however, the police service 
continues to be regarded as "an attractive occupation".[624] 

Reconstruction 

420. Iraq was a country in desperate need of reconstruction before the coalition military campaign. The combined 
effect of the hardships imposed on the Iraqi people by thirty years of Baathist tyranny, exacerbated by sanctions 
imposed by the international community under United Nations Resolutions and the policy of containment following 
Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait in 1991 had left the south-east of the country in a particularly poor state. The 
most basic infrastructure operated only thanks to decades of repair and cannibalisation, as we saw for ourselves in 
July 2003. Two kinds of reconstruction were called for in the aftermath of combat operations. Firstly, civilians 
needed to be provided with basic resources such as power and water as a matter of urgency. Secondly, a structured 
programme was needed in the longer term to provide for less immediate needs and to allow Iraq to re-emerge as a 
functioning, thriving state. In this report, we concentrate on the more immediate needs of the Iraqi people in the 
aftermath of combat operations. We will look in the future into longer term reconstruction efforts, and the role of the 
British military in facilitating and co-ordinating these, and indeed in carrying them out. 

421. As far as immediate needs were concerned, coalition efforts were thwarted by the appalling state of the 
infrastructure, and by the looting (including of copper wire from electrical cables) and sabotage, which had a much 
greater effect than would have been the case if the infrastructure had been more sound. Added complications were 
the absence of experienced international organisations, largely due to the security situation. As Ms Miller told us, 
'there are international agencies which are able to do these things better and more quickly than bilateral donors can 
do them. Not everyone can be geared up to do this'.[625] And she confirmed that 'it was the security issue that was 
really the problem [for the NGOs].' and that the Government 'saw no constraint whatsoever, other than the security 
situation which was worse than had been anticipated, for them [the UN] to come back in'.[626] 

422. Air Marshal Burridge suggested, and Mr Chaplin agreed, that 

what we would like to have called on, as military people, was some civilian organisation that could come in 
and in a big way fix electrical grids, in a big way fix water. We do not have that and I do not think many 
nations do. That would have made a big difference. In dealing with the infrastructure in Basra, we reached a 
plateau ultimately beyond which we could not go with our expertise or without quite significant investment.
[627]

Some such organisations do exist, in the form of the UN and NGOs, but because of international disagreement, and 
because of the security situation, they were not able to contribute as much as coalition forces would have liked them 
to. Iraqi expertise was also presumably available, but difficult to identify. The circumstances of the conflict in Iraq 
were particular: operations without broad international consensus in a country with a relatively advanced but 
extremely decrepit infrastructure. While MoD is right to assess whether a national capability to repair 
infrastructure is required, it would be wrong to assume that a capability which might have been useful in Iraq 
will necessarily be required in future operations. 

QUICK IMPACT PROJECTS 

423. We were impressed during our visit to Basra by the work of a Territorial Army Captain and a sergeant, were 
responsible for the implementation of Quick Impact Projects (QIPs). MoD had been allocated some £10 million, in 
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order that the Armed Forces could begin small but important reconstruction projects without needing to wait for 
other larger-scale organisations to arrive. The projects also provided much needed local employment for Iraqis, and, 
according to those we met, the need to put together proper tenders for projects would stand local firms in good stead 
in a future more competitive climate. 

424. According to Lessons for the Future the funding in Iraq 'was sought as a direct result of lessons learned from 
Afghanistan and elsewhere': 

At the end of October 2003 some 620 projects had been carried out or were being planned, totalling some 
£9.4 million. These included over 200 projects in the education sector, in schools, colleges and universities; 
over 50 projects in the health sector; and over 140 in the law and order field. With other projects improving 
water, sanitation and power provision, QIPs have had a positive and widespread local impact in helping to 
start security, education and health activities, thereby helping to gain the consent of the Iraqi people, and to 
increase security and normality in the UK area. The QIP funding scheme has also enabled the UK to be pro-
active in addressing developing areas of concern and potential causes of discontent.[628] 

425. Things had clearly been moving on apace since July, when we visited Basra, at which time 284 tasks had been 
approved. We were also pleased to be told by the Prime Minister that when the current £10 million allocation had 
been used further funds would be provided.[629] Quick Impact Projects are, as one of our interlocutors told us 
in Iraq, a 'band-aid' solution, which cannot hope to approach the scale of the reconstruction effort required in 
Iraq. But they have been a vital tool for showing that there are immediate benefits from the presence of 
coalition forces and the end of Saddam Hussein's rule. We commend all those involved. 

CLEARING UP THE MESS (UNEXPLODED ORDNANCE) 

426. It was well known before the conflict that Iraq was one of the most heavily armed and heavily mined places on 
earth. As the Minister of the Armed Forces explained to the House in November 2003, 'unexploded ordnance in Iraq 
includes munitions from the Iran-Iraq war, mines laid by Iraqi forces, stores of ammunition and other ordnance left 
by Iraqi military and paramilitary forces as well as ordnance fired or dropped by both sides during recent hostilities'. 
He assured the House that 'the provision of a safe, secure and risk free environment for the Iraqi people is a key 
aspect of restoration activity for all members of the International Coalition in Iraq' and that 'the United Kingdom 
takes seriously its obligations as a member of that coalition to deal with unexploded ordnance'.[630] 

427. As the occupying power, the coalition has a legal and moral responsibility to provide security for civilians in 
Iraq, including protection from unexploded ordnance (UXO). The coalition has been involved in marking and 
securing sites, clearing and disposing of the ordnance and educating civilians on the dangers of unexploded remnants 
of war.[631] The House was informed on 17 November 2003 that in the UK's area of responsibility about 1,600 sites 
had been cleared, containing about 619,000 munitions.[632] The same figures were quoted to us more than two 
months later.[633] As of February 2004, UK Forces had disposed of around 680,000 individual items of UXO, 
NGOs had disposed of 227,000 items and other multinational partners operating within the UK Area of Operations 
had disposed of a further 113,000 items. We sought an indication from MoD of what proportion of UXO within the 
UK area of operations this represented. We have been told, however, that "it is not possible to estimate the amount of 
UXO left in Iraq". The MoD has, however, noted that of the 62 Captured Enemy Ammunition (CEA) sites recorded 
within the UK area of Operations, around 13 have been cleared.[634] This may give an indication of the scale of the 
clearance task still to be completed. 

428. A report published in December 2003 by Human Rights Watch (HRW) sets out starkly the scale of the problem 
in the south-east of Iraq. Many Iraqi stockpiles were kept in or near populated areas, most of them in civilian 
buildings such as schools and mosques. Because many of the munitions were old, they lacked modern safety 
features. Shortages of fuel meant that Iraqi civilians would 'empty crates of ammunition for firewood' and 'remove 
the warheads of artillery shells in order to collect brass casings or gather propellant for fuel'.[635] The risk to life and 
limb from such activities is clearly horrifying. 

429. According to HRW, the first priority for dealing with abandoned ordnance should have been securing sites: 

Keeping civilians away from caches, particularly large ones like the site in Basra that Human Rights Watch 
visited, removes the temptation to search for scraps or playthings and helps protect civilian lives. It also 
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ensures that the ordnance does not end up in the hands of those that threaten both civilians—local and 
foreign—and Coalition troops. Finally, properly securing explosive ordnance sites facilitates later clearance 
by keeping the ordnance in its proper containers.

But HRW found that 'six weeks after the end of major hostilities, the Coalition's efforts in this area were still 
inadequate': 

The British forces in Basra made little or no effort to secure the large sites near its posts in the city. The 
storage facility Human Rights Watch visited was about 600 meters (.4 miles) from the headquarters of the 
First Fusiliers Battle Group. According to a briefing by Lieutenant Colonel Alan Butterfield on May 3, the 
British had no plans to secure the sites because of a lack of manpower. Human Rights Watch criticized this 
failure in a May 6 press release. At the time, Basra's al-Jumhuriyya Hospital was receiving five victims a day 
from unsecured ordnance. A month later, little had changed. The storage facility remained unsecured, and the 
U.K. forces were handing over clearance responsibility to UNMACT [the United Nations Mine Action 
Clearance Team].[636]

Coalition sources told HRW that Iraqi looters had interfered with efforts to secure and clear sites, and that there was 
a shortage of clearance experts. However, according to HRW, 'the Coalition … did not need specially trained EOD 
experts to secure sites. To speed up efforts, regular soldiers could provide security for abandoned munition caches'.
[637] 

430. We questioned MoD on their planning for dealing with unexploded ordnance, and the speed with which they 
had been carrying out these tasks. We were told that difficulties were caused by the scale of the problem compared to 
the manpower available, coupled with the unstable security situation. This was 'just a problem across the board of 
resources' and 'the reality of only having so many military people on the ground and what you can do with them'.
[638] The security situation meanwhile was limiting the presence of NGOs on the ground and their ability to operate.
[639] 

431. HRW makes the point that securing sites containing UXO does not require the presence of experts. Once again 
at issue is the size of the force sent to Iraq, coupled with the mistaken expectation that some elements of the Iraqi 
army and security forces would be available to carry out basic guarding tasks. There were simply not enough people 
on the ground to secure munitions sites for some time after the combat phase, even when these sites were in 
populated locations. Coalition efforts to clear unexploded ordnance throughout Iraq will make the country a 
far safer place for the people who live there. But the failure to provide sufficient forces to guard and secure 
munitions sites in the weeks and months after the conflict cost Iraqi civilian lives, and also provided potential 
enemies of the coalition with a ready stock of easily accessible weaponry. 

432. In recent months, most clearance has been undertaken through NGOs and commercial demining organisations. 
But between the start of the conflict and February 2004 the Government's funding of NGOs for this task in Iraq 
amounted to only £5 million, although this was 'set to rise in the coming months.'[640] In the context of wider 
expenditure on the conflict in Iraq and on the post-combat phase, this is surprisingly little. Indeed, the Government's 
funding of mine clearance worldwide in 2003-04 appears according to the Government's own figures to have 
decreased compared with the previous year.[641] The Government should look again at whether the relatively 
modest funds that it has dedicated to supporting the clearance of unexploded ordnance in Iraq are adequate 
for the task at hand. 

INSTITUTIONS 

433. Our Government witnesses have been unanimous in their view that it is for Iraqis to decide how they should be 
governed.[642] The key milestones on the road towards self-government agreed by the coalition and Iraqi Governing 
Council include the establishment of an Iraqi Transitional Legislative Assembly and Government by the summer of 
2004, elections for a Constitutional Convention by March 2005, and a popular referendum on the constitution and 
full national elections by the end of 2005. On 1 March 2004, the Iraqi Governing Council agreed to a draft interim 
constitution for the country. We have not sought during this inquiry to investigate how Iraqis are being enabled to 
make these longer-term choices. But the steps taken by coalition forces to involve Iraqis in political institutions and 
decision-making in the immediate aftermath of the conflict have had repercussions for the formation of any more 
permanent institutions that may follow. 
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434. One of the preconceptions upset by political realities on the ground was the notion that middle-ranking Iraqis 
would be able to remain in post and provide administrative continuity. In fact, it swiftly became clear that enough 
people in Iraqi society were opposed to those associated with the former regime remaining in post, that a more 
radical 'De-Baathification' process was instituted. This was complicated by the coalition's lack of reliable information 
about individuals' associations with the former regime, which meant that on occasion decisions were made about 
appointments that had to be swiftly reversed. The first man appointed to form civilian leadership within Basra 
province turned out to be a former brigadier in the Iraqi army and a member of the Baath party. His successor was 
accused of being an associate of Uday Hussein, and he too was replaced. The current governor, Abdulwahid Latif, a 
judge, seems to be widely respected, as we heard during our visit last July. 

435. Mr Chaplin told us that 'a much finer grained understanding of the local politics' would have helped in making 
this kind of decision, but that the coalition 'could not realistically have expected to have that.'[643] As we heard: 

There is a tension that exists between, on the one hand, wanting to get some contact with local, responsible 
people quickly and, on the other hand, not choosing someone who turns out to be the wrong person just 
because you want speed. That is, I am afraid, something that can only be judged in a particular circumstance 
at the time. I think, in fact, the first person that was chosen as being the de facto mayor in Basra turned out to 
be not acceptable.[644]

436. It was always going to be difficult to establish a functioning administration after the removal of Saddam 
Hussein's regime. Most people of any prominence in Iraq would have needed to be associated with the regime in one 
way or another to attain that prominence. It is hardly surprising, given how cowed the Iraqi people had been by the 
regime, that most of those who came forward in the first instance were not the kind of dedicated middle managers the 
coalition was looking for. 

437. It was often asserted that not all former Baathists were Baathists by choice: Iraq was a society in which 
membership of the Party was necessary to prosper. But the coalition was not always in a position to distinguish 
between those who were more closely associated with the former regime, and those who were members of the Baath 
party in name only. It seems also to have been the case that in some cases popular resentment of the former regime 
led to the ousting of officials who might profitably have remained in post. As we heard, 

you cannot impose upon people who have certain views about ex Baathist people who in their perception 
have benefited from the previous regime. It did not matter about the skill sets, their leadership qualities and 
other things; if they were not acceptable, we could not use them.[645] 

There were very strong feelings, particularly from those who had suffered most under Saddam Hussein, 
which included of course in the south where we were operating. They were simply not going to accept that 
someone who had visibly benefited from the rule of Saddam Hussein could be back in a position of power, 
even though they might have other qualities which would mean they could run an efficient administration. So 
we were starting from scratch in a more fundamental way than we had perhaps expected.[646]

Mistakes were made in identifying potential local leaders, and without better intelligence and a better 
understanding of Iraqi society, such mistakes were probably inevitable. 

438. There is a risk that a flawed understanding of Iraqi society coupled with the need to be seen to be transferring 
authority to the Iraqi people will leave the new political and administrative structures open to capture by 
unrepresentative interest groups. In Mr Chaplin's view, 'one of the things that the British Army is very good at is 
getting alongside local leaders and feeling their way as to how to get the administration going again'. He referred to 
'a process of shuttle diplomacy' to ensure when creating the provincial council in Basra 'that one group was not 
completely unacceptable to the rest and arriving at a provincial council which was broadly acceptable'.[647] But Dr 
Toby Dodge, who has advised us during this inquiry, has written how: 

informal and highly personalised networks undermine the creation of an effective and transparent 
bureaucracy, and have a flexibility and resilience that makes them very difficult to root out. Thus, coalition 
forces run the danger of inadvertently bolstering the networks of the shadow state created by the regime they 
ousted. The more this happens, the harder it will be to build stable state institutions with infrastructural power.
[648]
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439. When we put this point to Mr Chaplin, he reassured us that 'the military and civilians of the CPA who are 
engaging with local authorities are very alive to the risks you have outlined and take every possible precaution to 
ensure they are seen as objective and not favouring one faction over another.'[649] But without a deeper and better 
understanding of Iraqi society it will be hard for them to know whether this is occurring. 

440. The Armed Forces have substantial experience of encouraging local governance, and of managing this function 
themselves where necessary, from peace support experience around the world. We were told of a 'direct read-across' 
from experience in the Balkans in the establishment of ad hoc local councils, as a 'stop gap' before the establishment 
of more permanent structures.[650] 

441. The Armed Forces have done their utmost to fulfil their responsibilities to the Iraqi people as the 
occupying power, and we applaud them. But they have been under-resourced for this enormous task. It is 
unreasonable to expect the military to have a fine-grained understanding of how an unfamiliar society 
operates; but without this understanding, and without substantial civilian support in the form of experts and 
interpreters to help them to gain this understanding, mistakes were bound to be made which would make it 
more difficult to construct the kind of Iraq that the coalition wants to see: stable, secure and prosperous; a 
threat neither to its neighbours nor to the wider world.
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14  INFORMATION OPERATIONS 

Victory is rarely achieved purely through the destruction of an adversary's material; the key is to destroy an 
adversary's Will to fight. Info Ops is the primary means by which Will and the ability to impose Will and 
exercise command is attacked.[651] 

442. In any operation MoD provides support to the information campaign through the co-ordinated use of military 
capability in order to influence audiences. This has two parts: Information Operations and Media Operations, which 
are supposed to be mutually supporting. The Cabinet Office provides strategic direction and objectives for the 
information campaign and responsibility for MoD's contribution rests with the Director General, Operational Policy 
and the Directorate of Targeting and Information Operations (DTIO). 

443. Air Vice Marshal Mike Heath, who was Director of DTIO during Operation Telic, described information 
operations as follows: 

the concept of Information Operations for the military is to garner crossgovernment activity, not just military 
activity, to contribute towards influence and persuasion. I like to think of it as a continuum, that if you get it 
right it starts during pre war fighting where you are looking towards dissuasion and coercion; it continues into 
military operations; and, of course, it then wraps up and it is just as essential that you carry it through into 
post conflict restoration and reconstitution.[652]

DTIO provides strategic guidance on targeting and the cross-government information campaign, as well as advice to 
Ministers and the Chiefs of Staff. In DTIO itself, the staff of 98 includes a psychiatrist, an anthropologist and other 
specialist staff.[653] At the strategic level the British have been paying an American consultancy firm, the Redon 
Group, to provide advice on information campaigns for some five years.[654] DTIO also has contacts with a variety 
of experts in the United Kingdom in universities and other institutions. 

444. The Defence Intelligence Staff (DIS) carries out analysis to support military operations and the DIS Operations 
Support Group, following priorities set out by the Targeting Board, will conduct analyses of both infrastructure and 
human factors. These analyses are then brought together by the National Infrastructure Assessment Team (NIAT) 
into a Target Systems Analysis (TSA) identifying key vulnerabilities in 'will' and 'capability'. 'Human factors' 
analysis looks at the 'will' of adversaries, allies, coalition partners and key uncommitted parties. Infrastructure 
analysis, as well as addressing physical infrastructure, also includes information networks, C4I (command, control, 
communications, computers and intelligence) capabilities and processes to identify 'critical nodes' and linkages in 
order to identify vulnerabilities. At the operational level the Joint Task Force Commander sets boundaries and 
provides direction. 

445. MoD has put considerable effort into making this activity truly cross-departmental. 

as far as Information Operations is concerned [MoD] is willing to talk to anybody and everyone who will 
listen…the major interlocutor is the Foreign Office, and through the process of Kosovo and Sierra Leone…we 
have had a meaningful and constant dialogue with the Foreign Office. We have also had dialogue with the 
Cabinet Office, and through Iraq we had conversations on a daily basis with the Campbell group in No 10. On 
an ad hoc basis we have included DfID in our discussions and the Home Office, although…those are 
infrequent. The advantage we have had in the Ministry of Defence is that we have a directorate that stood up 
for constant engagement in this area.[655]

The Information Campaign objectives are contained in an Information Operations Annex to CDS's Directive which 
identifies the 'Master Info Campaign Messages' that must be put across. The Master Messages are so important that 
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they 'must not be compromised by the conduct of lower level Info Ops.'[656] The annex may also list target 
audiences and additional messages. 

Information Campaign Objectives in Operation Telic 

446. First Reflections states that the aim of the information campaign was to influence the will of the Iraqi regime 
and the attitudes of ordinary Iraqi people and to articulate the Government's strategy to allies and others in the 
region. Air Vice Marshal Heath set out the objectives in Operation Telic as follows: 

Initially, the key objective was to deter the deployment and use of weapons of mass destruction. It was to 
deter wilful damage to the Iraqi infrastructure either by the people or by the regime; it was to promote the 
coalition's aims and objectives in terms of deterrents, potential hostile action and the reconstitution that came 
afterwards. All three were equally important. It was to prevent or limit civilian casualties, predominantly 
through creating an understanding with the population that they were not the target group if we moved into 
conflict, and how they could remain relatively safe, and also to convey to military personnel how they could 
surrender and remain safe throughout the process once again if we went into conflict. Those, widely, are the 
grander, strategic concepts.[657]

447. Issues which were identified as having a potentially negative impact by the coalition information operations 
planners included oil, perceptions of the Bush administration's ulterior objectives in going to war with Iraq and the 
very obvious divisions within the UN Security Council. The Iraqi regime also had its own information operations 
campaign which tried (with some apparent success) to characterise the crisis as Bush family revenge for the 1991 
Gulf War and part of an expansionist American policy of pre-emptive military action. It also argued that the UN 
inspectors should be given more time to do their job properly. The information operations picture was complicated 
by the failure to get Turkish support for a northern option and the fact that in the 1991 Gulf War the use of covert 
propaganda may have encouraged uprisings within Iraq which were not then supported by the coalition. This had left 
a legacy of mistrust among Iraqis, particularly in the south of the country, about the motives and commitment of the 
US and its allies. 

448. In some respects an information campaign directed at Iraq had been conducted since the early 1990s. It had 
certainly had been an important part of operations such as Desert Fox (when British and American aircraft bombed 
Iraqi military facilities in the no-fly zones following the withdrawal of UN inspectors in December 1998). But 
information operations began in earnest in October 2002 when an American A10 Warthog dropped 120,000 leaflets 
warning Iraqi forces not to fire on US and UK aircraft in the no-fly zones. By 13 January 2003, fourteen leaflet drops 
had been undertaken. 

449. According to one source, in advance of the first attack on 20 March over 40 million leaflets were dropped on 
Iraq, with another 40 million dropped during the major combat phase.[658] Most appear to have been dropped in the 
south. 

450. American aircraft began broadcasting radio messages in Arabic in December 2002.[659] The US has admitted 
that it undertook a number of bombing missions in the no-fly zones in the second half of 2002 targeting elements of 
the Iraqi's command and control communications networks, in Operation Southern Focus.[660] The coalition's effort 
at the strategic and grand-strategic level appears to have been to concentrate its information campaigns on the regular 
Iraqi Army, ordinary citizens, religious leaders and scientists connected with the WMD programmes, ahead of pillars 
of the Baath regime including the Republican Guard and the Special Republican Guard. On 11 January the US began 
an email campaign, targeting political and military leaders in Iraq. Some of the messages were: 

If you provide information on weapons of mass destruction or if you takes steps to hamper their use, we will 
do whatever is necessary to protect you and protect your families. Failing to do that will lead to grave 
personal consequences. 

Iraqi chemical, biological and nuclear weapons violate Iraq's commitment to agreements and United Nations 
resolutions. Iraq has been isolated because of this behaviour. The United States and its allies want the Iraqi 
people to be liberated from Saddam's injustice and for Iraq to become a respected member of the international 
community. Iraq's future depends on you.[661]

451. The test detonation of the 21,000lb MOAB (massive ordnance airburst bomb) on 11 March by the USAF in 
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Florida is believed by some to have been an example of preparatory psychological operations for a conflict in Iraq, 
demonstrating the full destructive power available to the US from a conventional weapons system, should it need to 
retaliate to the use of WMD against its deployed forces. It has been claimed that the decision in Operation Telic to 
eschew an aerial bombardment phase at the start of the campaign was an example of information operations 
objectives influencing the conduct of military operations. Our evidence, however, suggests that other factors were as 
important (see paragraph 33). 

UK psychological operations capabilities 

452. Psychological operations (psyops) can be seen as the tactical end of the strategic information operations whole. 
Air Vice Marshal Heath explained it as follows: 

Psychological Operations is very much a part of Information Operations: its place really is at the tactical 
level, but without the coherence of strategic advice, operational development and then tactical practitioning, 
you do not have coherent psychological operations. Psychological Operations, if you like, is the more public 
part of military activity. It is specifically military and I cannot say that about most of the rest of Information 
Operations—that is crossgovernment. It is specifically tactical, and it is specifically targeted by military 
means into target audiences, so I saw it as the end instrument of what we were crafting in London.[662]

The UK's psyops capability is provided by the 15 (UK) Psychological Operations Group (15 (UK) PsyOps) based at 
the Defence Intelligence and Security Centre, Chicksands. Its role is to provide psychological operations and 
information support capabilities for operations.[663] The Reserve element of 15 (UK) PsyOps includes personnel 
from civilian radio stations some of whom were used in the setting up of a local radio station in Basra—Radio 
Nahrain. The group uses equipment that was bought commercially and which is therefore not 'ruggerised' i.e. built to 
the robustness appropriate for military operations.[664] 15 (UK) PsyOps is supported by information officers at 
battalion and regimental level within the operational units.[665] 

453. Americans psyops are supported by dedicated Hercules E-130Es (the Commando Solo[666]). As well as the 
basic capability to broadcast radio and TV signals these aircraft are also able to jam existing radio and TV signals 
and replace them with their own. They were used in advance of the 1991 Gulf War and during the Grenada and Haiti 
operations. All of the US Secretary of Defense's press conferences from January 2003 onwards were broadcast by 
Commando Solo aircraft in theatre. Other output was produced by the 4th Psychological Operations Group based at 
Fort Bragg, North Carolina, aided by Iraqi exiles. The US Congress has given budget approval for a replacement EC-
130J version of the aircraft. There are however no plans to provide the British forces with a similar capability. As Air 
Vice Marshal Heath told us: 

when we make the balance of investment judgements, as worthy as 15 Psyop is, it still is a small capability to 
be delivered. At the moment, 15 Psyop will double in size, just about, over the next year. I hope that in the 
lessons learned out of Telic we will deliver them an AM radio, but today there is no plan that I am aware 
of…and I do not believe that you will see a massive expansion in this capability. If I had an open cheque 
book, yes, I would buy an E-130E and, yes, I would buy a TV station.[667]

454. The US is well provided for in terms of resources but there has been criticism of their lack of cultural sensitivity 
compared to the British. Air Vice Marshal Heath told us: 

We have a softer, smaller footprint than the Americans. I think we are better at understanding the needs of the 
people, rather than the needs of the war fighter. The Americans today very firmly see themselves still at war 
in Iraq.[668]

More importantly perhaps he argued that the cross-government approach in the UK was a strength which the 
Americans did not have: 

The Americans have a different approach to this whole concept and indeed all of their operations…the 
Americans envy our concept of joined up, cross government activity in this area…The Americans broke this 
out into separate parcels. Until the war was over, there was very little information operations effort into the 
reconstitution and the aftermath; whereas from our point of view, when we were getting towards the end state, 
my staff were directed to lose complete interest in the war fighting piece. We needed to start moving into the 
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reconstruction piece.[669]

455. Planning for the British information campaign began in October, but nothing was initiated until the first day of 
the combat phase. According to Air Vice Marshal Heath this was 'too late' and he recommended that a lot of the 
activity that followed should have been undertaken in the preparatory phase.[670] Given that the Americans were 
undertaking extensive messaging in the months leading up to the conflict, this contrast in the British approach is 
surprising. Our evidence suggests that if information operations are to be successful, it is essential that they 
should start in the period when diplomatic efforts are still being made, albeit backed by the coercive threat of 
military force through overt preparations. This would allow for the full potential of information operations to 
be exerted in advance of the start of hostilities and might even contribute to their avoidance. 

Effectiveness 

456. The coalition message seems to have had limited effect on world opinion. Favourable views of the US fell 
dramatically from the start of 2003 to March 2003. (According to the Pew Centre the figures fell from 63% to 31% 
in France; 70% to 36% in Italy; 61% to 28% in Russia; 30% to 12% in Turkey; and 75% to 48% in the UK.) 

457. Co-ordination of the information campaign between the combat phase and post-conflict phase was weak, as is 
admitted in Lessons for the Future: 

While co-ordination of the information campaign activity across Government and the agencies was extremely 
good at the working level during the campaign phase, this declined during the early part of the post-conflict 
phase. This led to a dilution of its effectiveness and coherence, despite the importance of the contribution it 
can make to maintaining the consent of the Iraqi people.[671]

This is an important issue since information operations must be directed to the achievement of strategic objectives 
(see paragraphs 445-6 above). Air Vice Marshal Heath told us: 

…we were unable to counter the high level of cynicism and hostility that we were meeting in open forum, 
predominantly in the media. We had no eloquent answer to most of that. We believed that unless we could 
have a demonstrator that confirmed our line, we felt it was better to say nothing rather than to say, 'They are 
wrong; we are right.' That largely undermined our position in a number of areas.[672]

458. Measuring the effectiveness of Information Operations is a significant challenge: 'the whole concept of 
measures of effectiveness is taxing us and we are trying to come up with a methodology.'[673] Information 
Operations refers to 'Measures of Effectiveness' which will have been included in the Information Operations plan 
and which must be constantly monitored. However, influencing a target audience is not an exact science. The DIS 
contracted a private company to carry out an analysis of the effectiveness of information operations in Kosovo. First 
Reflections noted that it was difficult to measure the effectiveness of the information campaign, but added that: 

the largely quiescent reaction of the bulk of the Iraqi population and the disappearance or surrender of the 
most of the Iraqi armed forces may indicate its positive effects…[674]

However, Lessons for the Future makes no such claims. 

459. Air Vice Marshal Heath explained to the Committee how difficult assessing success was: 

If you cannot measure it and you cannot demonstrate that you are delivering capability, you cannot 
demonstrate that you are enhancing capability. You cannot demonstrate ultimately that if you get it right you 
will avoid conflict. 

I had one individual who was a reservist. This was his full time job in terms of trying to analyse where we 
might see demonstrators of capability. He trawled every resource he could: newspapers, the media, the 
internet, reports coming out from prisoners of war, reports from people on the streets. We are pulling together 
as much as we can in terms of that human assessment. In terms of further assessment the PJHQ, towards the 
end of the campaign, came back with an embryonic matrix of trying to do a scientific analysis of where you 
think there are indicators and what level of effect they were demonstrating.[675]
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460. Having said that, there were areas that appeared to have shown some success. Air Vice Marshal Heath claimed: 

prisoners of war who were interviewed were persuaded by leaflets not to open valves in the oilfields: we saw 
battalions that took up defensive surrender positions that came directly out of the psyops messages; we had 
people in Basra who, when they were asked to go out into the streets and riot against the Baath Party, said, 
'No, the reason we are staying indoors is because you have been telling us on the radio for the last month to 
keep out of the way and we will be out of harm's way and we will be safe'. …In some small way I see those as 
measures of effectiveness.[676]

461. The Secretary of State told the Committee that a range of efforts had been made to demonstrate to the Iraqi 
people that it was the regime that was being targeted, not them.[677] He had had reports that the clear and precise 
targeting of the regime and buildings was noticed by people inside Iraq. He added: 

warnings were given that use of weapons of mass destruction by senior Iraqi military would be regarded as a 
war crime, and the fact that they were pursuing higher orders would not be an acceptable explanation, so a 
very clear and stern warning was given to the Iraqi military about that.[678]

Nonetheless, speaking in May 2003, he accepted that the effectiveness of the information campaign was hard to 
assess—'I cannot properly answer the impact of information operations without consulting my Iraqi counterpart, and 
since I have no idea where he is…'[679] He believed that the fact that Iraqis did not use chemical or other 
unconventional weapons was due more to the rapidity of the coalition advance and its effect on Iraqi command and 
control capability than to information operations—'I place much greater weight in terms of rapidity of effect of the 
operations…'[680] 

462. One specific success for information operations was suggested by Rear Admiral Snelson who told us that the 
information operation conducted by him and the American Maritime Commander successfully deterred attacks on 
coalition shipping by publicly stating that they were prepared to deal with such attacks.[681] Other examples that 
might be identified include that the regime did not use non-conventional weapons against the coalition, the absence 
of any widespread destruction of the Iraqi oil industry infrastructure. Both had been targets of leaflet drops by the 
coalition. 

463. On the other hand, Saddam Hussein himself commented on the futility of the coalition leaflet campaign in a 
speech on 27 January to senior army officers. Iraqi state television broadcast excerpts of the meeting. Saddam stated, 
'The enemies think that people are eager to read their leaflets...' and 'Your brothers among the people and the armed 
forces stage what resembles a ceremony after collecting and burning these leaflets...' There is an argument that when 
a nation publicly attacks psychological operations it is a sign that the propaganda is effective.[682] 

464. But Air Vice Marshal Heath was prepared to acknowledge areas of weakness: 

I suppose that the weakest area of our performance was our ability to counter either the negative press or the 
negative messages that in fact were coming out of Baghdad. There was no doubt that Saddam Hussein is a 
seasoned practitioner of Information Operations.[683]

Indeed, in this respect, as in Kosovo, the coalition came 'second', which is a worrying conclusion for future 
operations: 

actually we came second most of the time. Okay, we managed to make the Minister of Information a comedy 
or a parody character but in the very first stages he was quite coherent and issuing messages that were doing 
us harm, and the weakness in our performance which we are now addressing is we were not very good at 
responding in a timely fashion to the criticism being issued around the world. 

The BBC were at pains to tell me that they were not an instrument of government and they were independent, 
and therefore no matter how much we would like a story to be carried, a riposte to be carried into the public 
domain, if they were not interested because that was not the sexy story this year, week or day, then you would 
find it nigh impossible to counter some of the messages being used against you. It is an area of weakness, and 
it is a critically important area that we have to address in the coming months.[684]
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465. Nonetheless, overall he believed that the information campaign had had an effect: 

I have no doubt whatsoever that we did have an effect…Had we gone on during the persuasion stage for 
another year, would we have avoided conflict? I do not know…It is the most difficult aspect of the whole 
information piece. You need to find a way of delivering messages of effectiveness…[DTIO] has the best 
minds trying to address this very issue because we see it as essential. There is no doubt that we delivered an 
element of persuasion, an element of dissuasion and an element that affected war fighting in terms of 
regiments or battalions giving up and making sure that we did not attack them. There is no doubt that we are 
having an influence in the reconstitution of Iraq today, but I am not capable of quantifying that in terms of is 
it very good; is it high or is it low. [685] 

In conclusion, we believe that the British information operations campaign did not begin early enough. We 
are concerned that the lessons of the Kosovo campaign were not better learned in this important area. It is 
disappointing that the coalition is widely perceived to have 'come second' in perception management. 
However we recognise that 'coming second' may be inevitable if a conflict of choice is being pursued by liberal 
democracies with a free media. We are, however, persuaded that information operations are an activity which 
can be expected to become of increasing importance in future operations. There were a number of successes 
which provide evidence of the potential effectiveness of information operations. We recommend that the 
Government should consider significantly enhancing our capabilities in this area.
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15  ROLE OF THE MEDIA 

466. The Iraq conflict generated unprecedented levels of media interest and coverage both in the UK and across the 
world.[686] Almost 5000 journalists were in the region covering the war. The coalition took the decision to embed
[687] around 700 journalists in front line units. This was partly in order to be able to exercise some control over the 
many journalists who would otherwise have been trying to follow events in theatre, as 'unilaterals'. Even so the 
conflict has been claimed to have been the most costly in journalists' lives in history—at least 16 were killed in a two 
week major conflict phase—a historically high per day casualty rate.[688] 

467. The embedding of journalists was one of the more novel aspects of the media campaign, not least because of the 
scale of the practice—158 were with British forces compared with a total pool of journalists with the task force in the 
Falklands War of 29.[689] However, the media operation was not only on the frontline; it also involved journalists in 
Forward Transmission Units attached to major headquarters in the field, in Centcom in Qatar, and in the relevant 
capitals (principally London and Washington). In some cases journalists in capitals knew more about particular 
incidents from their colleagues on the ground than the officials answering their questions did from the 
communications available to them. 

468. Some have suggested that the mass of tactical level detail which formed the bulk of the reports from the 
embedded journalists obscured the overall strategic picture and that the result was to give disproportionate 
importance to minor engagements. A senior TV editor recently said in public that 24 hour news editors had no time 
to 'fact check' before transmission and this was a problem that was compounded by embedded journalists' reports, 
which editors felt they had to broadcast if available. 

MoD's media strategy 

469. The Ministry of Defence began working on its media strategy in September 2002 in consultation with the 
Americans.[690] In December, media operations were practised in Exercise Internal Look held at Centcom.[691] 
Practical arrangements began in January 2003 once the southern option had been decided upon and the British land 
package started to become clearer.[692] In preparing for Operation Telic, MoD claimed to be building on the lessons 
of the 1991 Gulf War and the Kosovo campaign during both of which it had attracted some criticism. In fact, as far 
back as the Falklands war, media operations were identified by MoD and our predecessors as an important area of 
weakness.[693] In Kosovo, MoD admitted that 'there was a lot of improvisation' during the campaign.[694] 

470. MoD's handbook for the procedures for dealing with the media in times of conflict is known as the 'Green 
Book'. It states in its introduction: 

During a military crisis, or a period of tension, or in war threatening the United Kingdom, at home or 
overseas, the Ministry of Defence (MoD) will aim to provide for the media a range of facilities to enable first 
hand reporting, in addition to an accurate, objective and timely information service.[695]

The provision of facilities and information, however, is subject to operational and security constraints. 

471. First Reflections describes the primary aim of MoD's media effort in Iraq as being 'to provide accurate and 
timely information about UK military involvement.'[696] They judge themselves to have been 'largely successful' in 
this: 

Building on the experience gained in previous conflicts, coalition media operations were much improved 
compared to recent operations and the extensive resulting coverage was generally well informed and usually 
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factually accurate.[697] 

472. The Director General Corporate Communications, Mr Tony Pawson, told us that the main aims of the media 
strategy were to be as open as possible and to meet the practical needs of the media in terms of substance and 
timeliness. He also wanted the information provided by MoD to be accurate, but admitted: 

There is of course a tension between being quick and being accurate. That tension was present there 
throughout the conflict.[698]

473. The media plan was 'an integral part of the overall military plan'.[699] However, the Government's media 
strategy was coordinated across Whitehall with a daily interdepartmental media coordination meeting chaired by No. 
10. MoD had to fit in with the broader objectives of that co-ordinated policy.[700] As Mr Pawson explained: 

In relation to media, there is…coordination on a daily basis now, not just for Iraq, across Whitehall. We play 
our role in that. Policy has a particular meaning in the Ministry of Defence. We define it quite narrowly in 
terms of defence policy. Much of what we do is execution of grand policy.[701]

474. In all some 200 additional press officers were deployed by MoD in theatre and in London to support the media 
campaign effort.[702] But, even with this additional capability, the sheer scale of the media contingent stretched their 
resources. Lessons for the Future acknowledged these problems and highlighted the shortage of trained media 
operations personnel. The result was that 'most' positions were filled by double-hatted Regular or Reserve personnel. 

This delayed the establishment of a robust media operations capability sufficiently early in theatre…we need 
to address how to provide an early media capability in an era of high profile, high readiness expeditionary 
operations.[703]

475. One consequence, described to us by Audrey Gillan of The Guardian, was a degree of unnecessary interference 
by non-expert media handlers that could appear very like censorship: 

everything that I filed to The Guardian had to be read by somebody there, and initially there were specially 
appointed media ops officers around…There was also within the regiment an officer who did media ops. He 
actually was with 16 Air Assault Brigade HQ so he did not come to the front line, therefore the sort of 
censorship came down to the commanding officer and second-in-command. I do not imagine that they would 
have had that much media training…They did change things, and an MoD official acknowledged to me last 
week that it was not censorship but meddling, and there was some of that…I think the solution to it would be 
to have a proper media ops officer.[704]

476. Lessons for the Future also identified weaknesses in the transition from the conflict to post conflict phase. Many 
media operations personnel left theatre shortly after major hostilities had ended, which resulted in a loss of initiative 
in the media campaign during a period of significant (and negative) media coverage of the coalition's activities in 
seeking to stabilise the country.[705] As we have noted above, this was also a period when information operations 
more generally were seen as having been weak. 

477. We believe that the importance of the media campaign in the modern world remains under-appreciated 
by sections of the Armed Forces. The early establishment of a robust media operations capability in theatre 
must be a priority for any operation. Where an operation is perceived to be a 'war of choice' the ability to 
handle multiple media organisations in theatre with professionalism and sophistication is essential. 

Taste and Impartiality 

478. The media's role has attracted much comment. Air Marshal Burridge publicly questioned the motives and values 
of the media in general, at one point commenting: 

The UK media has lost the plot. You stand for nothing, you support nothing, you criticise, you drip. It's a 
spectator sport to criticise anybody or anything, and what the media says fuels public expectation.[706]

He also commented on their effect on morale and motivation to the Committee: 
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I believe that the position that the UK media has taken, for a number of reasons, is extremely counter-
productive as far as individual motivation goes.[707]

479. But the media coverage was by no means all negative. The embedded media provided pictures of the coalition 
forces professionally approaching their tasks. The Secretary of State wrote that the embedded media helped secure 
public opinion in the UK.[708] While the BBC was criticised by pro-war and anti-war campaigners alike for bias, 
some American networks were strongly taken to task for allegedly acting as 'cheer-leaders' for the coalition. Despite 
vigorous criticism in the UK of one US network, Fox TV, for its coverage, a recent Independent Television 
Commission (ITC) ruling said that it had not breached ITC rules requiring 'due impartiality', noting that impartiality 
did not mean that a broadcaster had to be neutral on every issue.[709] 

480. On the other hand Air Marshal Burridge publicly attacked the Arabic TV station Al Jazeera for broadcasting 
images of dead British troops. 'The decision to broadcast such material is deplorable'.[710] As embedded journalists 
draw on more and more sophisticated technology, the possibility of a live TV broadcast of a person or persons being 
killed increases. We raised this question with our witnesses, but no-one had a solution.[711] Whether live feeds 
should be required to be on a 'loop' system with a time delay, allowing for the intervention of editorial judgement to 
prevail is a question for the broadcasters and the media machinery of government. We strongly believe that the live 
broadcast of the death of service personnel would be utterly unacceptable. We recommend that MoD begin 
discussions as a matter of urgency with media organisations to find a solution to this very real possibility in a 
future conflict. 

Attitudes to the embed system 

481. Some journalists chose to be unilateral—that is not accepting the restrictions of being embedded with a 
particular unit and therefore able to move about as freely as conditions would allow. Mr Jeremy Thompson of Sky 
News told us how he crossed the border between Iraq and Kuwait on 22 March through a hole in the fence. However, 
soon after crossing he attached himself to the 7th Armoured Brigade for security reasons—Mr Terry Lloyd, who was 
working for ITN and was a friend of his, was killed a few miles from where Mr Thompson was operating: 

he had turned right and I had turned left, pretty much within a few hours of each other, and that is how these 
things often go, and so I think security was more of an issue. But we were self-contained, self-reliant. We did 
not have to rely on the military for fuel, water, food, communication or anything like that.[712] 

Few journalists were totally unattached, not least as they needed to have passes to operate within Kuwait. The flood 
of unilaterals and webcasting freelancers, that some had predicted would be drawn to Iraq, did not in fact materialise. 

482. Broadly speaking the British commanders in the field expressed themselves satisfied with how the system 
operated. Air Marshal Burridge felt that taken in the round the system had 'proven just positive': 

…given that we went into this campaign with 33% public support and given the need to generate greater 
public support, then the media become such an important aspect.[713]

The main concern he had was the need for better context—an issue which is discussed below. 

483. The British land force commander, General Brims, said that he was happy with the way the embed system 
worked: 

The embedded journalists were absolutely fine, from my point of view….None of them let the side down, as 
far as we were concerned, that I am aware of…I used a spokesman at my level and talked to them on an all-
day, daily basis, as it were, obviously I was in touch with the spokesman. I only engaged with [the media] 
myself, live, as it were, quite sparingly. I did give them quite a lot of background briefings, to help them be 
able to report as best they could.[714]

This view was shared by the air component commander, Air Vice Marshal Torpy: 

We had embedded media journalists on a number of our deployed operation bases…I think we got pretty 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5719.htm (3 von 10)26.07.2005 17:06:11



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

good coverage actually and I think, from talking to my own people, they were very satisfied with the coverage 
that they got.[715]

484. However, the maritime commander, Rear Admiral Snelson, raised some concerns, the most important of which, 
from his perspective, was that the maritime picture did not appear in as timely a manner as the land or air picture: 

I was sitting in the Middle East tending to watch American channels because I was in American Headquarters 
and not watching British ones…I think, for the most part it was balanced, but…there was not a lot of media 
coverage, and that reflects a couple of problems. One is the business of getting television pictures back from 
ships in a timely fashion. We have invested a certain amount of money in this, in devices that will take a tape 
out of a camera and then send it back via Imarsat commercial satellite. All of that takes time, and our 
experience was, in this operation, that when television pictures from sea eventually got back it would be some 
six to eight to ten hours later. As far as the editors were concerned, on the rolling news channels, that was old 
news, so frequently, I think, we missed opportunities to get the maritime dimension in the news. [716] 

Also, there was a rigidity in the placing of journalists on particular ships which he did not find helpful, 

The coverage itself that we got, I think, largely was balanced…We had embedded journalists in different 
maritime units. That in itself was not a problem, but we were not permitted to move them round to different 
ships after the initial allocation had been done from London…A lesson we learned, and I have put forward 
and I think the Department has accepted, is that I wish I had been delegated control of where I could move the 
journalists round.[717]

485. For the journalists who were embedded there was always the danger of their objectivity being influenced by 
living in close proximity to the troops with whom they were embedded. Audrey Gillan, who was attached to a 
cavalry squadron of 105 people, explained to the Committee what it meant to live with the troops: 

when you are embedded…when you are living inside their vehicles, travelling with them, relying on them for 
food and water and electricity, you doss down, get your sleeping pack out, roll it down beside them…you do 
become incredibly close…you cannot help but become close to the subject that you are living with…[718] 

Mr Gavin Hewitt of the BBC, who was embedded with the American 3rd Infantry Division, and witnessed some of 
the most intense fighting, agreed: 

There is a powerful bond between yourself and the unit you are travelling with. It is unavoidable. The 
principal reason is you are dependent on them for your safety.[719] 

He also noted what all of our journalist witnesses told us, that they did not know what they would have done if they 
had to report a serious failure or setback for the troops they were with: 

The big question for me…was, say my unit had been involved in an attack on a school bus by mistake and 
there had been real serious casualties, would I, knowing that I would have to continue my journey with this 
tank unit, have reported it as robustly as I would report any other story? The answer is I hope so. But I suspect 
that all of us who were embedded ultimately knew that there could come a point when there was something of 
a clash between your loyalty to tell what you saw and your loyalty to the people with whom you were sharing 
this experience.[720]

486. Overall the embedding of journalists with combat units worked well. The experience is likely to be seen 
as a precedent for future operations. Problems arose, however, firstly with the shortage, particularly early on, 
of properly trained and experienced media officers in some units and secondly because of the inflexibility of 
the deployment arrangements of the journalists. We recommend that MoD take steps to avoid these problems 
arising in future operations. 

Setting the context 

487. Many of the journalists who were embedded were not defence or diplomatic/foreign affairs experts and the 
product of their work was often raw and unsophisticated. As Mr Alex Thomson, of Channel 4 News, told the 
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Committee: 'television is a crude beast, it needs the pictures, we live or die by that and frankly whether there is a 
journalist behind who can understand what is going on is in some senses not the main thing.'[721] 

488. The results could be, to put it mildly, misleading. Air Marshal Burridge told us: 

…the description of individual events should be pretty accurate, with one major proviso…I was horrified at 
how profligate with language some of the embedded journalists were. You may remember a Sunday morning 
when 1,000 people started coming out of Basra to the south over one of the bridges and they talked about 
poor people being caught in cross fire. They were not caught in cross fire, they were being machine gunned 
by the Baath party militia. Nobody was firing back…Words that fall readily off the tongue but actually do not 
accurately describe what they are seeing. [722] 

The problem was reports from individual embedded journalists both over-dramatised the events they were part of 
and were broadcast without sufficient effort to place them in the context of the operation as a whole: 

what I think was lacking, and I have given a lot of thought to how this might be redressed, was a decent 
method of putting that into context…there was a tendency for a pinprick to be reported as a mortal 
haemorrhage, the notion that things were bogged down, all dreadfully inaccurate. Had there been a better 
method of placing those things in context, then a more accurate picture would have been painted.[723]

489. Furthermore, MoD was clearly surprised by how the embedded journalists reports distorted what they saw as 
the 'true' picture. According to Sir Kevin Tebbit: 

there was an awkward period after the very rapid initial success…It looked as though the embedded media 
were getting amazing pictures, something which has never happened before, almost warfare as it occurred, 
and it was therefore very difficult indeed for the media itself to put this in context. It was difficult to know 
whether what was one tiny little incident in one place was in fact representative of the overall campaign. We 
found ourselves in a situation where it looked much more brutal and much less successful than in fact was the 
case. It was quite difficult for the media as well as for us to put that in context. In that sense there was a 
complication.[724]

490. According to First Reflections, 'MoD's intention from the outset was to enable UK personnel in theatre to brief 
the media on operational issues, leaving overarching strategic and political issues for London' and 'the National 
Contingent HQ Media Centre and press information centres, all of which had MoD spokesmen attached, helped 
provide context.'[725] It seemed that the intention was that the strategic picture should be provided by US and UK 
commanders in Centcom in Qatar, but this did not work very well. 

491. Mr Urban told us: 

It is interesting when you hear in this debate post war from people in the military or MoD this idea about the 
mosaic or the snapshot or whatever. Clearly from their point of view, the media operations plan involved 
having this Centcom central briefing. I know there was some discussion about whether they should do 
something in Kuwait on a similar pattern and it was decided to keep it in Qatar. I think it disappointed the 
military. 

One of the responses in London centrally was that MoD started putting on briefings and making certain 
people available for interview more often. The Secretary of State was able to appear on Newsnight quite a 
few times…my understanding was that they had to do more here (in London) than they had originally 
anticipated doing because Centcom had disappointed in terms of being the central, whatever you want to call 
it, rebuttal or information point that people had thought it might be before the war.[726]

492. Some context was provided by expert commentators (analysts, academics and retired military personnel) who 
were employed by the media organisations as 'presenters' friends' to give some broader perspectives to the raw feed 
from the embedded journalists. In MoD's opinion this was not always helpful because the context provided was not 
always more accurate than the impressionistic reports from the front line. One suggestion that has been floated on 
various occasions has been for some of these 'experts' and journalists to be briefed on a confidential basis by the 
MoD (as a number of journalists in theatre were) so that they could better inform the media's analysis of operations. 
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THE FORWARD TRANSMISSION UNIT 

493. Another source of context was supposed to be the Forward Transmission Unit (FTU) which was a media facility 
attached to the rear of the 1st (UK) Armoured Division headquarters. In the event many editors chose to use 
information direct from the embedded journalists with front-line units rather than from the journalists who were 
attached to the FTU. One of the journalists placed in the FTU, Mr Alex Thomson, described it as a situation in which 
they were 'transmitting but not particularly forward'.[727] Though nominally attached to the British Land Forces HQ, 
it never got further than just over the Iraqi border. Audrey Gillan told us: 

I think you will find some that were incredibly frustrated…with the people embedded in the forward press 
information centre, who did not get access to anything.[728]

494. The intention seems to have been that these journalists would 'editorialise' the feed from the frontline embedded 
journalists, placing their reports in a bigger picture and providing a degree of context, but that did not happen. MoD 
accepted that the operation of the FTU was something that might have to be reviewed, as Mr Pawson explained: 

This is one of the areas of the Green Book we will have to look at with the media because…technology has 
moved on, we can see it moving on even further in terms of lighter weight vehicles, easier satellite 
communication, better quality pictures and if there is a preference for 'action' material over the more 
considered material then whether there is a place for a Forward Transmitting Unit between embedded 
journalists, unilateral journalist and a press information centre, say the Coalition Press Information Centre, 
that is something that we would want to look at.[729]

495. Whatever the intentions, it is clear that the arrangements to provide a broader context for individual 
reports from embedded journalists did not work in Operation Telic. In part this was a consequence of 
advances in technology and of the growth in 24 hour news channels, both of which can be expected to apply at 
least as forcibly in any future conflict. MoD needs to consider how better to support the context setting of 
battlefield information in the future. 

The tempo of operations 

496. The tempo of operations in Iraq has been a recurring theme of this inquiry. As First Reflections states, 'The 
overwhelming success of rapid, decisive operations in Iraq reflects the deployment of fast moving light forces, 
highly mobile armoured capabilities and Close Air Support, which made use of near real-time situational awareness 
by and by night.'[730] At the same time live 24 hour news coverage meant that the public in the UK (and throughout 
the world) could watch the operation as it unfolded to an unprecedented degree. As we have noted above, in some 
cases journalists in national capitals knew more about particular incidents from their embedded colleagues than the 
officials answering their questions did from the communications available to them. Indeed we were told that this was 
not just a problem for official spokesmen—the intelligence which forces in theatre received was not infrequently 24 
hours behind the television reports. This speed of operations made it very much more difficult, if not impossible, for 
MoD to control the media agenda or to influence the stories which the media chose to give prominence to. Mr 
Jeremy Thompson told us: 

The technological advances this time meant that, in effect, we out there reporting were ahead, really, of 
Downing Street, Whitehall, Qatar, Pentagon and everywhere else, as they said repeatedly in their briefings: 
'We cannot confirm what your guys have just reported live from the field'. The technology, in a way, is maybe 
galloping ahead of how we all deal with it and how we all cope with it and what our sensibilities are, and 
certainly galloping ahead, in some cases, of how politicians and military people respond to that. I think it is 
going to be very difficult to restrain and constrain that technology now.[731]

In an address to RUSI, Mr Richard Sambrook, Head of News, BBC, said: 

There is now a new media, with new journalists producing new news, who have little regard for those of us in 
the traditional media. With a laptop and a phone connection websites can 'broadcast' from anywhere, 
unregulated. The Guardian ran the 'Web log' of an unknown man in Baghdad reporting his daily diary from 
the city under attack; there was a Russian intelligence site offering raw intelligence briefings; there were 
many dozens of anti-war web sites offering a different perspective and challenging the messages of the 
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coalition on not just a daily but an hourly basis. All this was accessible from anywhere in the world….[732]

497. Military planners have been slow to keep up with changes in the journalistic profession, often applying the 
lessons of the last conflict to the next one. Military information planning has only just come to terms with the 24 
hour news cycle. But the media has taken another quantum leap. It has even been suggested that in a future conflict 
media organisations might try to deploy their own UAVs to acquire live pictures of combat operations. 

Perception Management 

498. MoD denied that perception management was a direct objective of the media campaign and argued that 
accuracy and credibility were more important in an era when the public were less aware of defence issues than in 
previous generations.[733] MoD officials emphasised that they were in the business of presenting the truth. 
Nonetheless there are evident tensions between the objectives of the two complementary or related activities of 
information operations and media operations. The Assistant Director of Media Operations Policy in MoD, Colonel 
Paul Brook, told us of the need to keep them separate: 

We are quite clear to separate out media operations from, if you like, information and deception type of work. 
There is some American doctrine that tends to see the world as a global whole. There is a conceptual view 
that might say if you are in wars of national survival perhaps that is the right way to look at things, but in our 
terms the relationship for us with the media and the media in turn with the public, which we appreciate, it is 
more important to be accurate and credible than it is to have a particular line at a particular time on a 
particular issue.[734]

However, the head of British information operations, Air Vice Marshal Mike Heath, told us that he also was in the 
business of providing the truth and that the coordination and removal of barriers between information and media 
operations was necessary for effective campaigning: 

The problem with Information Operations…is that most of the people who are peripheral or outside of the art 
believe that a large element is focussed on deception or deceit. With the very specific exception of that bit 
where we would try and lie or dissuade or persuade military commanders, the entire art of Information 
Operations is based on truth.[735] 

that is why media operations were very reluctant to talk to us, because if you have this perception, 'Well, you 
do not want to talk to Mike Heath because all he is going to do is persuade us to lie to the public or the press', 
then you are intuitively at loggerheads, so we had to persuade people that my remit under both law and the 
direction of my Secretary of State was that we were to be truthful at all times.[736]

499. If press officers are to retain the credibility necessary for them to do their jobs, those they brief must be 
confident that what they are being told is accurate. But journalists have told us that that was not always the case. A 
persistent criticism has been that successes were announced before they had actually been achieved. A frequently 
quoted example was the taking of Umm Qasr. Mr Pawson admitted there had been shortcomings and explained: 

The sort of situation where I think our people on the ground had a very difficult time was if you had, to take 
an example, a company commander going into Umm Qasr and it looks to him to be clear and safe and he has 
an embed with him who reports it clear and safe; the embed reports back to Qatar and Qatar asks the people 
there, 'Is it safe?' 'We do not know, but your man says it is.' It is very difficult for him to continue to say, 'We 
do not know' until it is absolutely safe and something unexpected happens in these situations. It was the first 
time we had seen the irregulars in a major way, operators in civilian clothes and so forth, so yes, in a sense it 
was wrong, but it was not deliberately wrong. It was done in good faith.[737]

He added that: 

the fact that in the Umm Qasr area the fortunes of war changed during that period did not mean…that we in 
any way misled with this implication of deliberately giving false information. The information that we gave 
was given in good faith the best we knew it at that time and we had no reason at that time to doubt it.[738] 

MoD did not fully appreciate how the embedding system, coupled with rolling 24 hour news programmes, 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5719.htm (7 von 10)26.07.2005 17:06:11



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

would undermine their ability to manage the information coming out of the combat theatre. Nor were they 
successful in managing the expectations of the different journalists in different centres such as the FTU and 
Qatar. We believe that failure to support the media presence swiftly enough with enough adequately trained 
and skilled media relations personnel was a serious shortcoming and one that MoD should not allow to 
happen again. It is also the case that this campaign went the coalition's way most of the time—in the 
circumstances of a more difficult military campaign it is not clear how the Ministry of Defence would cope 
with the pressures of unfavourable coverage from the front line.

686   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003) p 16. Back

687   ie place individual journalists with specific combat units for the period of operations. Back

688   According to the International Federation of Journalists, 62 journalists died in Bosnia, 23 were killed in the 
whole of the Kosovan conflict of 1999, 4 journalists were killed in the Gulf War of 1991 and 9 died in Afghanistan 
between 2001-02, Byrne, Ciar, 'Media Casualties of other conflict', The Guardian, 9 April 2003.  Back

689   This figure includes broadcast technicians. Annex C, Note to the Committee from MoD, 13 January 2004, Ev 
421-2. See also Carruthers, Susan L. The Media at War (London, 2000), p 122. Back

690   Q 1359 Back

691   Ev 420 Back

692   Q 1360 Back

693   HC 347-I, Lessons of Kosovo, (1999-2002) para 239. Back

694   HC 347-I, Lessons of Kosovo, (1999-2002) para 239. Back

695   http://www.mod.uk/news/green_book/maintext.htm Back

696   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003) p 16. Back

697   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003), para 10.10. Back

698   Q 1359 Back

699   Q 1360 Back

700   Ev 420-2 Back

701   Q 1371 Back

702   Q 1406 Back

703   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003) para 10.12. Back

704   Q 757 Back

705   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-Lessons for the Future (December 2003) para 10.13. Back

706   The Daily Telegraph, 7 April 2003. Back

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5719.htm (8 von 10)26.07.2005 17:06:11



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

707   Q 406 Back

708   The Times, 28 March 2003. Back

709   Gibson, Owen, 'War News Not Biased, says ITC' The Guardian, 19 June 2003. Back

710   Statement by Air Marshal Brian Burridge, 27 March 2003, http://www.operations.mod.uk/telic/
burridge_27march.htm Back

711   Qq 763-6 Back

712   Q 704 Back

713   Q 407 Back

714   Q 698 Back

715   Q 1354 Back

716   Q 1568 Back

717   Q 1568 Back

718   Q 711 Back

719   Q 713 Back

720   Q 713 Back

721   Q 794 Back

722   Q 404 Back

723   Q 404 Back

724   Q 1730 Back

725   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003), p 16. Back

726   Q 851 Back

727   Q 770 Back

728   Q 747 Back

729   Q 1423 Back

730   Ministry of Defence, Operations in Iraq-First Reflections (July 2003) p 19. Back

731   Q 765 Back

732   Published in, RUSI Journal, vol 148, no. 4 (August 2003). Back

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5719.htm (9 von 10)26.07.2005 17:06:11



House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

733   Q 1373 Back

734   Q 1373 Back

735   Q 1583 Back

736   Q 1584 Back

737   Q 1382 Back

738   Q 1448 Back

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 16 March 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/5719.htm (10 von 10)26.07.2005 17:06:11

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Third Report

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Third Report 

16  CAUSE AND EFFECT 

500. In our report, A New Chapter to the Strategic Defence Review,[739] we considered the legal aspects of military 
operations in the war against terrorism. We concluded: 

It is of fundamental importance that our Armed Forces can be confident, whenever we call upon them, that 
they are operating on the basis of, and within, applicable international law.

In their response the Government agreed: 

We will always act in accordance with legal obligations but also effectively to defend the UK's people and 
interests and secure international peace and stability.[740]

501. The legal basis for the military operation in Iraq was set out on 17 March 2003 in a written answer by the 
Attorney General in the House of Lords and the Solicitor General in the House of Commons. The core of the 
argument is as follows: 

In resolution 1441 the Security Council determined that Iraq has been and remains in material breach of 
Resolution 687 (which set the ceasefire conditions after Operation Desert Storm). A material breach of 687 
revives the authority to use force under Resolution 678 (which authorises force against Iraq to eject it from 
Kuwait and to restore peace and security in the area). 

The Security Council decided in Resolution 1441 that if Iraq failed at any time to comply with and co-operate 
fully with the implementation of Resolution 1441 that would constitute a further material breach. 

It is plain that Iraq has failed so to comply and therefore Iraq was, at the time of Resolution 1441 and 
continues to be, in material breach. 

Thus the authority to use force under Resolution 678 was revived and so continues today.[741] 

502. The Secretary of State assured us that he had received no representations at all from senior officers about the 
legitimacy of the operation.[742] 

503. Before the commitment of British forces to combat operations, debates were held in both Houses of Parliament 
on motions endorsing that commitment. The motion which the House of Commons agreed to on 18 March set out the 
legal argument and went on to assert that the House: 

…believes that the United Kingdom must uphold the authority of the United Nations as set out in Resolution 
1441 and many Resolutions preceding it, and therefore supports the decision of Her Majesty's Government 
that the United Kingdom should use all means necessary to ensure the disarmament of Iraq's weapons of mass 
destruction

504. The decision to commit British forces to war is perhaps the most serious decision a Prime Minister can take. It 
is a decision which almost inevitably foreshadows the deaths of British service personnel. 33 service personnel lost 
their lives during the combat phase of Operation Telic. On this occasion the decision to commit forces followed 
resolutions of both Houses of Parliament supporting that action. We welcome this development and believe that it 
should be seen as an explicit precedent for future combat operations. 
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505. Under the Resolution agreed to by Parliament, the need for military action in March 2003 and the need for 
British Armed Forces to be involved in that action was based on the requirement that the UK uphold the authority of 
the UN and ensure the removal of Iraq's weapons of mass destruction. In his speech the Prime Minister argued that 
the coming together of the potential capabilities of modern international terrorist movements and the determination 
of a number of countries to develop and abet the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 'is now in my 
judgement, a real and present danger to Britain and its national security.' He accepted that the association between 
the two was currently loose, but he believed it to be hardening. 

506. Dr Mohammed ElBaradei, the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency, has recently 
written 'Eventually, inevitably, terrorists will gain access to [nuclear] materials and technology, if not actual 
weapons. If the world does not change course we risk self-destruction'.[743] 

507. By its very nature, evidence of the existence of a present threat of the type set out by the Prime Minister will 
probably derive in large part from clandestine sources. The measure of a threat is classically defined as a 
combination of capability and intent. In this case both are likely to be subject to every effort to keep them secret. 
States do not advertise their WMD programmes; terrorist organisations depend on secrecy to be effective. 
Consequently among the sources for that evidence, the output of intelligence agencies can be expected to be a 
significant, if not the chief, element. 

508. The decision to commit forces to combat operations, particularly when those operations are not in self defence 
against an actual or imminent attack, is fundamentally a political decision. In the case of operations in Iraq, the 
decision to take military action came at the end of a process of diplomatic and political pressure including the use of 
military preparations and deployments for coercive effect. It is right that those who make such decisions are held 
politically accountable for them. It is essential that decisions which commit British service personnel to combat are 
taken only as a last resort and when that combat is both legal and justified. However, no decision can be taken other 
than on the information available at the time. 

509. It is arguable that the justification for military action taken in the context of an effects-based operation depends 
upon an assessment of the effects achieved. Air Vice Marshal Mike Heath argued that the effects-based approach 
meant that the combat activity could be seen as part of the information campaign. As an example he set out how the 
approach to Basra changed: 

the whole of the conflict period was an information campaign…all of the kinetic activity, both on the ground 
and in the air, was in direct support of the information piece. We started off with the dissuasion…moved 
through the persuasion and ended up with the restitution and reconstruction…all military activity was crafted 
towards an information campaign. [744]

510. He suggested that when true effects-based planning was embraced, the need to treat information operations and 
kinetic operations as separate would disappear: 

The sooner we move away from information operations and kinetic operations, the better. What we are trying 
to deliver now is effects-based operations that embrace the whole gamut of military and cross government 
capability. I believe we have arrived and delivered a force multiplier—not MoD but Whitehall—and it is 
important we understand that…[745]

Judging the effectiveness of an effects-based approach, however, as one observer has put it, is more an art than a 
science.[746] 

511. In the case of operations in Iraq, the strategic effects sought by the coalition included that Iraq become 'a stable, 
united and law abiding state, within its present borders, co-operating with the international community, no longer 
posing a threat to its neighbours or to international security, abiding by all its international obligations and providing 
effective representative government for its people.' It is clearly too early to assess the achievement of those 
objectives. 

512. On the other hand, as we have described, the precision of much of the targeting during the campaign did ensure 
that the civilian infrastructure (although it was already decrepit beyond the coalition's expectations) was largely 
undamaged at the conclusion of operations. There is clear evidence that leaflet drops and radio broadcasts 
successfully persuaded many Iraqis in Basra to stay indoors. And the oil wells (bar a very few) were not set alight; 
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the industry's infrastructure was not sabotaged. In the case of the last example, the whole shape of the campaign was 
constructed with the achievement of this effect as a priority. 

513. In many ways these 'effects' are indistinguishable from more traditional military objectives. The manoeuvrist 
approach to operations, which has long been at the heart of British defence doctrine, 'is one in which shattering the 
enemy's overall cohesion and will to fight, rather than his materiel, is paramount.'[747] At one level the current focus 
on effects-based operations is not so much a fundamental change in doctrine as a reflection of the far greater 
discrimination and precision which modern weapons systems and sensors are capable of achieving. Furthermore 
those very technological advances place an increased responsibility, on the forces which have them, to avoid civilian 
casualties. The core obligations of international law (specifically of the Geneva Conventions) are that combatants 
should at all times be distinguished from the civilian population, that only legitimate military targets may be 
attacked, and that such attacks must be proportionate (ie that any civilian casualties and damage expected to be 
caused should not be excessive in relation to the concrete and direct military advantage expected as a result of an 
attack).[748] 

514. Thus the crafting of the targeting set to minimise civilian casualties was not only a choice made by the 
coalition in order to achieve a particular effect, or deliver a particular message; it was also a requirement of 
international law. 

515. The Defence White Paper, Delivering Security in a Changing World, states: 

Effects-Based Operations is a new phrase, but it describes an approach to the use of force that is well-
established—that military force exists to serve political or strategic ends…Strategic effects are designed to 
deliver the military contribution to a wider cross-governmental strategy and are focussed on desired 
outcomes. 

Judging how far the military operations have served political ends is not easy. Although the White Paper states that it 
is 'strategic effects' that deliver a contribution to the cross-governmental (ie political) strategy, in modern operations 
a strategic effect can be the product of actions taken at the lowest tactical level, indeed of the actions of a single 
service person. 

516. Again this is not entirely a new development, but the huge increase in media coverage and the immediacy of 
reports from journalists embedded with front line units has unprecedented potential to give disproportionate 
importance to isolated incidents. We have seen this, for example, on the occasions where American heavy-
handedness (or worse) in particular circumstances has been presented as defining the American, or even the 
coalition, approach to the Iraqi civilian population. The measurement of the effect is a measurement of perceptions. 
In this respect Air Vice Marshal Heath was right to characterise the military operation as part of the wider 
information campaign. 

517. But the argument, that, because military operations can contribute effects to the overall political context, 
military planning should be aware of and indeed should explicitly seek to create effects that support the over-arching 
political objectives, can be taken too far. The need to find a solution to the problems of Israel and Palestine have 
been explicitly linked to the operations in Iraq, not least by the Prime Minister in his speech to the House of 
Commons on 18 March. Although measures were taken to protect Israel from possible missile attack, we have no 
reason to believe that the military plans were devised with the need to find that solution in mind. The priority for 
military planning must be the achievement of military objectives. We are concerned that too great a focus on 
effects-based planning and on the part military action can play as one component in a spectrum of political 
and diplomatic activity may further complicate the tasks of military planners and commanders who are 
already operating in an ever more complex battle space and under more intense and intrusive scrutiny than 
ever before. 

518. On the other hand, as we discussed in considering the reconstruction of Iraq, the ultimate success of a military 
operation of this type can be determined only as part of an assessment of the success of the overall process of which 
it was part. The risk is that in making that assessment the military is judged against a range of outcomes which are 
beyond their control and which are likely to be too complex and abstruse to be capable of being sensibly made a part 
of military planning. 

519. Debate over the 2003 invasion of Iraq will continue. We intend to pursue issues related to the continuing 
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responsibilities of British Armed Forces in Iraq in the coming months. Any military operations on the scale of those 
in Iraq can be expected to reverberate through a wide range of political agendas for a long time. Those reverberations 
may in turn have a significant influence on how British forces are required to conduct military operations in the 
future. Thus, although we have called this report Lessons of Iraq, we recognise that, in the areas where political 
intentions and military capabilities meet, some of the most fundamental lessons may be yet to emerge.
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ANNEX: LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

16 AAB 16 Air Assault Brigade 

AFF Army Families' Federation 

ANGLICO Air Naval Gunfire Liaison Company, United States Marine Corps 

AS90 Self-propelled gun, Royal Artillery 

BATUS British Army Training Unit Suffield (Canada) 

BBC British Broadcasting Corporation 

BMA British Medical Association 

CAM Chemical Agent Monitor 

CAOC Combined Air Operations Centre 

C4I Command, control, communications, computers and intelligence 

CDL Chief of Defence Logistics 

CDS Chief of Defence Staff 

CEA Captured Enemy Ammunition 

Centcom Central Command (US) 

CFLCC Coalition Force Land Component Commander 

CIS Command and Information Systems 

CJO Chief of Joint Operations 

CPA Coalition Provisional Authority 

DfID Department for International Development 

DIS Defence Intelligence Staff 

DLO Defence Logistics Organisation 

DMS Defence Medical Services 

DoD Department of Defense (US) 

DTIO Directorate of Targeting and Information Operations 

DTMA Defence Transport and Movements Agency 

EOD Explosive Ordnance Disposal 

FCO Foreign and Commonwealth Office 

FRES Future Rapid Effects System 

FTRS Full Time Reserve Service 

FTU Forward Transmission Unit 

HRW Human Rights Watch 

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency 

ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross 

IFF Identification Friend or Foe 

Info Ops Information Operations 

ISO International Organisation for Standardisation 

ITC Independent Television Commission 

ITN Independent Television News 

JDAMs Joint Direct Attack Munitions 
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JRRF Joint Rapid Reaction Force 

KI-CAS Kill-box interdiction - close air support 

LCVP Landing Craft Vehicle Personnel 

LPD Landing Platform Dock 

LPH Landing Platform Helicopter 

MAW Marine Air Wing (United States Marine Corps) 

MEF Marine Expeditionary Force (United States Marine Corps) 

MEU Marine Expeditionary Unit (United States Marine Corps) 

MOAB Massive Ordnance Airburst Bomb (US) 

MoD Ministry of Defence 

NAIAD Nerve Agent Immobilised-enzyme Alarm and Detector 

NAO National Audit Office 

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

NBC Nuclear, Biological and Chemical 

NEC Network Enabled Capability 

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation 

NHS National Health Service 

NIAT National Infrastructure Assessment Team 

NSW Naval Special Warfare (US) 

NUMAST National Union of Marine Aviation and Shipping Transport officers 

ORHA Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (US) 

OSMDS One-Shot Mine Disposal System 

OWP Operational Welfare Package 

PGM Precision guided munitions 

PJHQ Permanent Joint Headquarters 

PoW Prisoner of War 

PsyOps Psychological Operations 

QIP Quick Impact Project 

RAB Resource Accounting and Budgeting 

RAF Royal Air Force 

REME Royal Electrical and Mechanical Engineers 

RFA Royal Fleet Auxiliary 

RoE Rules of Engagement 

ro-ros Roll-on roll-off ferries 

RN Royal Navy

RUSI Royal United Services Institute 

SA80 A2 Individual weapon, British Army 

SEALS Sea Air Land Teams (US Navy) 

SDR Strategic Defence Review 

SWIMS Shallow Water Influence Mine-Sweeping System 

TA Territorial Army 

TAV Total Asset Visibility 

TLAM Tomahawk land attack missile 

TSA Target Systems Analysis 

UAE United Arab Emirates 

UAV Unmanned Air Vehicle 

UOR Urgent Operational Requirement 

UN United Nations
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UNMACT United Nations Mine Action Clearance Team 

UNMOVIC   United Nations Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission 

UNSCR United Nations Security Council Resolution 

USAF United States Air Force 

USMC United States Marine Corps 

UXO Unexploded ordnance 

WMD Weapons of Mass Destruction 
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FORMAL MINUTES 

Wednesday 3 March 2004

Morning sitting

Members present:

Mr Bruce George, in the Chair

Mr Crispin Blunt Mike Gapes 

Mr James Cran Mr Frank Roy 

Dai Havard Rachel Squire

Mr David Crausby Mr Peter Viggers 

The Committee deliberated. 

Draft Report (Lessons of Iraq), proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read. 

The Committee deliberated. 

[Adjourned till this day at 2.30 pm

Wednesday 3 March 2004

Afternoon sitting

Members present:

Mr Bruce George, in the Chair

Mr Crispin Blunt Mr Kevan Jones 

Mr James Cran Mr Frank Roy 

Dai Havard Rachel Squire

Mr David Crausby Mr Peter Viggers 

Mike Gapes

The Committee deliberated. 

Ordered, That the Chairman's draft Report (Lessons of Iraq) be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 519 read and agreed to. 
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Annex [List of Abbreviations] agreed to. 

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

Ordered, That the provisions of Standing Order No. 134 (select committees (reports)) be applied to the Report. 

Ordered, That the Appendices to the Minutes of Evidence taken before the Committee be reported to the House. 

Ordered, That several memoranda be reported to the House. 

[Adjourned till Wednesday 17 March at 2.30 pm
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WITNESSES 

VOLUME II

  

  

Wednesday 14 May 2003 Page

  

Rt Hon Geoffrey Hoon, a Member of the House, Secretary of State for Defence Ev 1

   
  

Wednesday 4 June 2003

  

Dr Barry Posen, Professor of Political Science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Professor 
Chris Bellamy, Cranfield University; and Mr Paul Beaver, Ashbourne Beaver Associates 

Ev 17

   
  

Wednesday 11 June 2003

  

Air Marshal Brian Burridge CBE, UK National Contingent Commander, Operation Telic, Ministry 
of Defence 

Ev 42

   
  

Wednesday 18 June 2003

  

Mr Balthasar Staehelin, Delegate General for the Middle East and North Africa, International 
Committee of the Red Cross 

Ev 66

   
  

Wednesday 25 June 2003

  

Major General Robin Brims CBE, UK Land Component Commander, Operation Telic; Brigadier 
Shaun Cowlam MBE, Commander, 102 Logistics Brigade, Ministry of Defence 

Ev 80
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Wednesday 2 July 2003 (morning session) 

  

Ms Audrey Gillan, Special Correspondent, The Guardian; Mr Gavin Hewitt, Special Correspondent, 
BBC; Mr Bill Neely, International News Editor/Weekend Presenter, ITV News; and Mr Jeremy 
Thompson, Presenter, Sky News 

Ev 103

   
  

Wednesday 2 July 2003 (afternoon session) 

  

Mr Martin Ivens, Deputy Editor, Sunday Times; Mr Alex Thomson, Chief Correspondent, Channel 
Four News; and Mr Mark Urban, Diplomatic Editor, BBC Newsnight 

Ev 121

   
  

Wednesday 9 July 2003

  

Lieutenant General John Reith CB CBE, Chief of Joint Operations, PJHQ; Mr Ian Lee, Director 
General, Operational Policy; and Rear Admiral Charles Style CBE, Capability Manager (Strategic 
Deployment), Ministry of Defence 

Ev 136

   
  

Wednesday 10 September 2003

  

Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger KCB OBE AFC, Chief of Defence Logistics; Brigadier 
Derek Jeffrey, Director of Operations, Secretariat and Communications, Defence Logistics 
Organisation; Colonel David Martin, Assistant Director Supply Chain, Operations; Brigadier Seumas 
Kerr CBE, Assistant Chief of Staff, Logistics PJHQ; and Brigadier Shaun Cowlam CBE, Joint 
Forces, Logistic Component Commander, Operation Telic, Ministry of Defence 

Ev 153

   
  

Wednesday 22 October 2003

  

Lieutenant General Anthony Palmer CBE, Deputy Chief of Defence Staff (Personnel); Brigadier 
the Duke of Westminster KG OBE TD DL, Director Reserve Forces and Cadets; Brigadier Andrew 
Farquhar CBE, HQ Land Command; Air Commodore David Case, Director Plans and Reserves HQ 
Personnel and Training Command; and Captain Chris Massie-Taylor OBE, Director Naval Reserves, 
Ministry of Defence 

Ev 173

Surgeon Vice Admiral Ian Jenkins CVO QHS, Surgeon General; Lieutenant General Kevin 
O'Donoghue CBE, Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (Health); Surgeon Commander David Birt, 
Ministry of Defence Hospital Unit, Derriford; Brigadier Alan Hawley OBE, Director British Forces 
Germany, Health Service; Wing Commander Michael Almond, Officer Commanding 4626 (County 
of Wiltshire) Aeromedical Evacuation Squadron Royal Auxiliary Air Force; and Colonal Steve Howe 
CBE, PJHQ, Ministry of Defence 

Ev 187
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Commodore Chris Nickols, Ministry of Defence 
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Wednesday 12 November 2003
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Director, Media Operations Policy, Ministry of Defence 
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Rear Admiral David Snelson, UK Maritime Component Commander, Operation Telic; and Brigadier 
James Dutton CBE ADC, Commander, 3 Commando Brigade, Royal Marines, Ministry of Defence 
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Commander Ian Chalmers, Assistant Director, Information Operations, Ministry of Defence 

Ev 255
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Sir Kevin Tebbit KCB CMB, Permanent Under Secretary; Air Vice Marshal Clive Loader OBE, 
Assistant Chief of Defence Staff (Operations); and Mr Ian Lee, Director General, Operational Policy, 
Ministry of Defence 

Ev 275

Mr Edward Chaplin OBE, Director Middle East and North Africa, Foreign and Commonwealth 
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    Further memorandum on the role of reserves in Operation Telic Ev 417

    Further memorandum on media issues Ev 420

    Further memorandum on Operation Telic maritime campaign Ev 424

    Further memorandum on political/military and reconstruction issues Ev 426

    Further memorandum on costs and equipment Ev 430

    Further memorandum on post conflict issues Ev 438
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LIST OF UNPRINTED WRITTEN EVIDENCE 

Additional papers have been received from the following and have been reported to the House but to save printing 
costs they have not been printed and copies have been placed in the House of Commons Library where they may be 
inspected by Members. Other copies are in the Record Office, House of Lords and are available to the public for 
inspection. Requests for inspection should be addressed to the Record Office, House of Lords, London SW1 (Tel 020 
7219 3074); hours of inspection are from 9:30am to 5:00pm on Mondays to Fridays.

Ann Pettitt
Lindis Percy
OSHKOSH Truck UK
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House of Commons

Session 2002-03
Publications on the internet

Defence Committee Publications 

Defence - Minutes of Evidence [Back to Report]

Here you can browse the Minutes of Evidence which were ordered by the House of Commons to be printed 
14 May 2003.

Oral evidence
Taken before the Defence Committee

on
Wednesday 14 May 2003

Members present:

Rachel Squire, in the Chair

Mr James Cran Jim Knight 

Mr David Crausby Patrick Mercer 

Mr Mike Hancock Syd Rapson 

Mr Gerald Howarth Mr Frank Roy 

In the absence of the Chairman, Rachel Squire was called to the chair.

CONTENTS

Examination of Witness

Rt Hon Geoffrey Hoon, a Member of the House, Secretary of State, Ministry of Defence, examined.

Question Number
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20 - 39 

40 - 59 

60 - 79 

80 - 99 
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Examination of Witness (Questions 1-19)

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON 

14 MAY 2003

  Q1  Rachel Squire: Good afternoon. Can I begin by welcoming everyone to this meeting of the Defence 
Committee. It is good to see such an interest. Can I particularly welcome the Secretary of State for Defence, Geoff 
Hoon, to this evidence session. Can I assure people that I am not Bruce George, the Chairman of the Committee, in 
disguise. Unfortunately the Chairman has had to be absent even though he very much wished to be here and he 
certainly extends his sincere apologies to you, Secretary of State. As you may be aware, he is also President of the 
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly and is opening an international conference in Switzerland today which is a 
longstanding commitment. Given the speed at which you accepted our invitation, it was not a commitment 
unfortunately that he was able to cancel. So a very warm welcome to you, and to the first evidence session of this 
Committee which has decided to conduct a major inquiry into the military campaign in Iraq. Can I ask you, Secretary 
of State, if you would like to make an opening statement before I open up to questions from the Committee?

  Mr Hoon: Thank you, Rachel, and thank you and the Committee for inviting me here today. It seems to me that 
both the Committee and the Ministry of Defence have a common interest in assessing recent military operations in 
Iraq and identifying any lessons that need to be learned for future operations. Could I say at this stage how grateful I 
am for the Committee's understanding of the inevitable constraints which would apply to what we could say publicly 
during the main combat phase, and I hope the Committee found our informal classified discussions of assistance. As 
the Committee would expect, the Ministry of Defence has launched a thorough and broad-ranging exercise to 
identify lessons learned from the operation. This work has only just started; it will be several weeks before we can 
publish our initial thoughts, and several months before we can present definitive conclusions. In this first evidence 
session of your inquiry I would like to summarise the developments of the past few months to help provide a starting 
point for analysis. I am sure you will appreciate that, while some operations are still continuing, there will be certain 
areas I will be unable to discuss publicly. This brings me to my first point. While we have acknowledged the 
cessation of decisive combat operations in Iraq, military operations are by no means over. On 20 March we 
published a comprehensive set of military campaign objectives. The six main tasks that we identified then have now 
been largely achieved. In particular, as we have seen, the resistance of the Iraqi security forces was overcome and the 
Iraqi regime removed, through a remarkable display of skill at arms on the part of the Coalition coupled with an 
unwillingness of significant sections of the Iraqi Armed Forces to fight for the regime. The speed and success of 
military operations meant that the majority of Iraq's essential economic infrastructure was secured before the 
regime's adherents had time to sabotage it. For perhaps the same reason, the Iraqi regime did not use weapons of 
mass destruction against our forces. Significant work is now underway in Iraq to identify and secure suspected 
WMD sites as well as to collect and analyse evidence, although this will inevitably take time. Finally, wider conflict, 
inside or outside Iraq, has so far been successfully avoided. We have therefore made very significant progress but the 
mission is not yet complete. The majority of the forces we deployed to the Gulf remain within Iraq engaged in 
operations to stabilise the security situation. We will continue to work to set the conditions where the Iraqis can build 
their political, economic and administrative institutions, and look forward with confidence to an independent and 
prosperous future for Iraq. As you know, the Government had hoped that the international community would deal 
successfully with the issue of Iraq's WMD without recourse to military action but the Ministry of Defence had an 
important role to play from an early stage. Visible military preparations helped to underpin our diplomacy by 
demonstrating resolve, whilst at the same time ensuring that our forces were prepared to take action should 
diplomacy fail. Before describing this work, I need to make one fundamental point. We could not have fielded the 
size and quality of the force we did in the short time achieved without the development of our military 
infrastructure—people, training, equipment, logistics support, leadership, performance management—that has gone 
on since the 1997/1998 Strategic Defence Review. Forces like ours do not simply fall, ready formed, from the sky. 
More immediately, we embarked on a process of prudent preparation and planning to bring our forces up to 
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maximum readiness. This included working to meet urgent equipment capability requirements, either by accelerating 
existing programmes or by procuring new equipment against very short time scales. One issue which the Committee 
will no doubt want to explore in due course is our performance in terms of ensuring the reliability and 
appropriateness of the equipment. To fine-tune the existing capability, we worked around the clock with our partners 
in industry to implement over 180 measures at a total value of half a million pounds, from dust mitigation for the 
Challenger 2 tank through enhancements for our maritime mine disposal capability to accelerated delivery of Storm 
Shadow missiles. Initial reports on equipment performance in the campaign are very positive. They suggest, for 
example, that availability for the Challenger 2 tanks was over 90%; availability of the AS90 self-propelled gun and 
Warrior armoured infantry fighting vehicle was also very high, but it will take some time to collect full data on 
equipment performance and to analyse it properly. I am sure we will identify room for improvement but I think we 
will also find a number of very significant successes. Towards the end of 2002 and in the early weeks of 2003 our 
preparations necessarily moved up a gear. Along with the United States we began to deploy significant forces to the 
Gulf region, providing a credible threat of force in support of the UN process. This was the largest logistics effort by 
the UK Armed Forces since the 1991 Gulf conflict but, on this occasion, we deployed about the same number of 
personnel and volume of materiel but in just half the time previously. Around 45,000 servicemen and women from 
all three services with all their equipment, from tents to tanks and planes, to portaloos and the supplies of food, 
water, fuel and ammunition required to sustain them, were deployed 3,400 kms to the region in 73 ship moves and 
over 1,200 chartered and military aircraft sorties. Again, we are looking to identify lessons from this process. In a 
logistics operation of this size there are bound to be glitches and we will look at how we can avoid these in the 
future, but I would like to take this opportunity in paying tribute to the remarkable hard work of those who have been 
involved throughout the logistics chain. They do not always get the praise that they deserve. Can I now turn to the 
main combat phase? Once it became clear that diplomacy had run its course, military operations in Iraq began in 
earnest in the early hours on 20 March. Whilst these operations were US-led, the significant role played by the 
United Kingdom should not be underestimated. United Kingdom assets and personnel from all three services played 
an important part throughout. At sea, we deployed a substantial force comprising 29 Royal Naval and Royal Fleet 
Auxiliary ships and six chartered commercial vessels. Our Amphibious Task Group supported the initial assault on 
the Al Faw peninsula on the evening of 20 March, preventing any repeat of the disastrous oil spills that we saw in the 
Gulf conflict in 1991. Our submarines contributed to the air offensive with their Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles. 
Frigates and destroyers were active in providing naval gunfire support and force protection, while our mine 
countermeasures vessels have played a crucial role in clearing channels through the waterways of southern Iraq, 
opening up vital routes for the delivery in particular of humanitarian supplies. Royal Fleet Auxiliary did excellent 
service in logistics provision. On land, 1 (UK) Armoured Division was one of three divisions available to General 
Franks, while 7th Armoured Brigade provided a third—116—of the tanks fielded. Our Royal Marine Commandos 
were among the first to enter Iraq, working with the US Marines to secure the Al Faw peninsula, and in particular the 
key port of Umm Qasr, through which all subsequent seaborne humanitarian aid has been channelled. 16 Air Assault 
Brigade secured the Rumaylah oilfields almost intact, safeguarding the economic aspirations of the Iraqi people. 
British forces also secured Basra, the second city of Iraq. They are now showing remarkable energy and initiative in 
their efforts to restore or improve utilities, to distribute humanitarian aid, to ensure law and order through dawn 
patrols with local police and to establish a civilian administration. In the air, over 100 RAF aircraft made an 
important contribution to the Coalition's disruption of the Iraqi command and control system, flying over 2,500 
combat and combat support missions—some 7.5% of the total flow. This was undoubtedly the most integrated 
coalition air campaign the world has ever seen, and indeed the most precisely targeted. The Joint Helicopter 
Command provided crucial combat support throughout the operations from bases on land and at sea. Unfortunately, 
and perhaps inevitably, there were casualties. To date 35 British servicemen have lost their lives in the course of 
operations in Iraq and our thoughts remain with those they have left behind. Where possible we will consider what 
can be done further to improve the safety of our forces on operations. We regret too the Iraqi civilian casualties that 
occurred, despite all our best efforts to minimise those casualties. If I may now deal with the prospects for Iraq, the 
details of Iraq's future are still being worked through but our ultimate vision is clear. We want to see Iraq become a 
stable, united, and law abiding state, within its present borders, co-operating with the international community, no 
longer posing a threat to its neighbours or to international security, abiding by all its international obligations, and 
providing effective representative government for its own people. UK forces will continue to play a part in this for as 
long as they are needed. We are currently working on the practicalities of multinational stabilisation operations, and 
are involved in a dynamic planning process to tailor our military contribution accordingly, withdrawing forces where 
we can and replacing those whose tasks are continuing. We will continue to work with the Office of Reconstruction 
and Humanitarian Assistance and other agencies to provide humanitarian aid to those who need it, and will keep 
working to restore or improve basic services such as water and food distribution, power and medical care. We will go 
on conducting operations further to improve the security situation within Iraq and to set the conditions for the Iraqis 
to rebuild their political and economic institutions. We will continue to provide support to the process of discovering 
and eliminating Iraq's weapons of mass destruction, and when the time is right we will leave. In conclusion, we have 
seen a military campaign in Iraq that has set new standards. Our armed forces and individual servicemen and women 
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as well as our civil servants contributed to a phenomenal success in an extraordinarily short space of time, as did the 
Ministry of Defence as a whole. I am sure the Committee feels the same sense of pride and gratitude as I do, but we 
also owe it to them to be rigorous in analysing our performance and to be ready to identify the things that did not go 
so well, so that we can do even better in the future. I am grateful for your attention.

  Q2  Rachel Squire: Thank you very much for that opening statement. Can I begin by just picking up on some of 
the comments you made about food and preparation and planning throughout the campaign, and I would wish to say 
of course that I know all members of the Committee would certainly agree with your praise for all sections of our 
Armed Forces and our sympathy for the casualties that occurred. On the planning stage you talked about the detailed 
planning with the United States taking place or starting to get down to the detail around 2002-03. Can you clarify 
when the in-house Ministry of Defence planning began and when the joint planning with the Americans began prior 
to that detailed operational stage? 

  Mr Hoon: Can I make clear that, not least because of history, there were in existence—as there are in relation to a 
number of potential theatres of operation—outline plans for dealing with Iraq, and that will not come as any great 
surprise to the Committee. We have had military operations in the Gulf region in the relatively recent past and 
clearly there are preparations for a range of military eventualities that any prudent Ministry of Defence has to prepare 
for, and I certainly include the United Kingdom's in that. In terms of specific operations to remove weapons of mass 
destruction from Iraq, the reason for conducting a military operation, subsequently the Prime Minister made clear on 
24 September of last year that there must be genuine preparedness and planning to take action if the diplomatic route 
failed, and that really is the start date as far as the specific work that was required in order to make our forces 
available for any conflict should that be necessary, although I do emphasise at that stage that we were still clearly 
pursuing a diplomatic solution to the problem.

  Q3  Patrick Mercer: Secretary of State, what were the strategic considerations that influenced the shape of the 
United Kingdom's contribution, please? 

  Mr Hoon: Perhaps you would like to be a little more precise: I could go on at that for quite some time. What 
specific aspect are you concerned about?

  Q4  Patrick Mercer: I am interested in the size of the United Kingdom deployment; the force balance of our 
deployment—that will do for a start. The size and the force balance. 

  Mr Hoon: Winning.

  Q5  Patrick Mercer: Should we have had more armour? 

  Mr Hoon: Winning and ensuring that we had an appropriate balance of forces, not only to conduct high intensity 
warfare at the initial combat stage but at the same time recognising, as the Committee will be aware from previous 
conflicts that the United Kingdom has engaged in, that British forces expect, very quickly after warfare has ended, to 
be engaged in peace-keeping and reconstruction, and therefore in terms of the force balance it was obviously 
important that we had the right combination of forces to be able to do the job. Bear in mind as well, and I am sure the 
Committee will, that we were operating in a US-led coalition, and that force balance as well was not just a balance 
across United Kingdom forces but across coalition forces and therefore the amount of armour, for example, was 
balanced with the armour available to the United States.

  Q6  Patrick Mercer: When the decision which was widely suggested at one stage for the British troops to come in 
through the north, through Turkey, changed, how did that influence the planning? 

  Mr Hoon: If it were the case that we were going to make a substantial operation from the north I accept that there 
were outline plans for that, but had that continued it would not have affected the overall balance of our forces in that 
the essence of the planning was to provide Saddam Hussein and his regime with a set of circumstances, not all of 
which they could cope with at any one time. The idea, therefore, of a northern option was to give another situation to 
the regime that they could not handle. As it turned out, resistance in the north proved ultimately to be very limited 
and, indeed, the ability of the regime to move forces from the north to defend other parts of the country proved very 
limited so the overall force composition, in this case coming in essentially from the south rather than from the north 
and the south as perhaps at one stage was anticipated, did not particularly affect the level of resistance put up by the 
regime.
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  Q7  Patrick Mercer: I have to say I was personally gratified at the size of the force but could we have deployed a 
larger force? 

  Mr Hoon: There are certainly areas in which we could have deployed more forces, although I think in the 
circumstances we got it about right. As you in particular on this Committee will be aware, planning is not to a 
particular specific plan. Modern planning provides force commanders with a range of options and alternatives 
depending on circumstances, and therefore the size of this force was to allow for a number of possible 
contingencies—not all of which obviously occurred. 

  Q8  Patrick Mercer: Lastly, how did the firemen's strike influence the planning for Operation Telic? 

  Mr Hoon: It certainly meant we did not have 19,000 members of the Armed Forces available that we might have 
been able to choose from, but as the Committee will recall there were some adjustments, I think in November/
December of last year, in order to ensure that we had the right kinds of forces available to conduct operations in and 
around Iraq. Those adjustments were part of the process of ensuring the right kind of balance whilst at the same time 
continuing our commitment to providing emergency fire cover, and overall both tasks were managed satisfactorily

  Q9  Mr Hancock: Good afternoon, Secretary of State. I would be interested to know if you could tell us when the 
decision was made and who finally made that decision that we would be assigned the southern sector around Basra? 

  Mr Hoon: Those are the kinds of discussion that take place between allies. There was no one, as far as I can recall, 
specific decision. We were fully involved in the planning process through Centcom; we were fully engaged in 
detailed discussions at every level between the Ministry of Defence here and the Pentagon; and it emerged, is the 
best way I can describe it to you, that we could make our contribution most effectively in the south and that was 
something that we readily agreed to, not least because obviously it gave us much shorter lines of communication 
back to bases further south.

  Q10  Mr Hancock: Did inoperability between our forces and the American forces play a significant part in that 
decision to give us that sector and that sector alone? 

  Mr Hoon: No, it did not, but it is clearly the case that Armed Forces, both between coalition members but also 
within a particular country, and I can give you illustrations from the United States if necessary, are better if they 
operate as coherent entities, and all the military advice that I have been receiving is that at a relatively large scale, 
which is what we are talking about, it is better to keep the coherence of large scale national units. It does not apply to 
smaller specialist organisations who have a particular function, but where large scale manoeuvre warfare is involved, 
which is what we are talking about here, then the coherence of the organisation is important. If you look at the 
advance that the Americans made along two axes towards Baghdad, two separate military organisations were 
involved. Indeed, on the point about coherence, their fourth infantry division, very highly and technologically 
sophisticated, as yet will not find it easy to mix and match with other elements who are not part of that 
technologically sophisticated operation. So even within countries, the coherence of military organisations is 
extremely important. It has to be taken account of in the planning of these kinds of operations.

  Q11  Mr Hancock: Were you surprised at that situation of inoperability and capabilities being able to be mixed and 
matched easily as being a problem? Were you surprised at how that materialised? Did the Americans dig in and say 
it was safer if we fought in different places? 

  Mr Hoon: I think it is important to warn you in particular to take account of what I just said— 

  Q12  Mr Hancock: I listened very carefully to what you just said. 

  Mr Hoon: I was talking about large scale operations. I went on to qualify that by talking about specialised units. 
For example, there was remarkable interoperability between specialised air and ground forces at all stages of this 
campaign where the air components worked interchangeably in addressing targets, identified often by people on the 
ground or by dealing with targets that had previously been planned but without a specific decision as to which kind 
of aircraft and which kind of weapon would be used, and complete seamless interoperability in those circumstances, 
so I think it is important to put it into context in the way that I did without making generalisations.

  Q13  Mr Hancock: I did not make generalisations. I asked were you surprised at the lack of— 
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  Mr Hoon: I obviously was not surprised because I pointed out to you only a few moments ago the fact that 
specialist—

  Q14  Mr Hancock: I said were you surprised— 

  Mr Hoon: I have not finished—that specialist forces were quite clearly interoperable and operated seamlessly 
within the coalition, both from the United States and from the United Kingdom, and I said that.

  Q15  Mr Hancock: Okay. We have a different opinion. Was it in the plan at any time for substantial British ground 
forces to be deployed elsewhere in Iraq? 

  Mr Hoon: British ground forces were deployed elsewhere in Iraq, yes.

  Q16  Mr Hancock: In substantial numbers? 

  Mr Hoon: For reasons the Committee will be well aware of, I am not going to answer that question. 

  Chairman: Any more? 

  Mr Hancock: No, not at this stage. I will come back.

  Q17  Mr Crausby: Good afternoon, Secretary of State. There were reports during the campaign of broadcasts and 
leaflet drops to persuade the Iraqi people and Iraqi forces to surrender but there was also talk of e-mailing senior 
Iraqi officers, warning them not to use weapons of mass destruction. Could you tell us what steps were taken both 
before and during the campaign to dissuade leaders within the Iraqi Armed Forces from using any weapons of mass 
destruction which they may or may not have had available? 

  Mr Hoon: As you rightly observe, a range of efforts was made to demonstrate to the Iraqi people at every level of 
their system that we had no quarrel with them as individuals: that our difficulty was with Saddam Hussein's regime: 
and, as you indicated, television, radio, other media in particular, a large number of leaflets were dropped in order to 
make that point very clearly, and if I may say so, directly dealing with your question, the nature in particular of the 
air attack should have demonstrated that as well because the targeting of institutions and buildings that were of the 
regime was very precise, and certainly we had reports that that had been clearly noticed by people inside Iraq. As far 
as the question of weapons of mass destruction is concerned, certainly warnings were given that use of weapons of 
mass destruction by senior Iraqi military would be regarded as a war crime, and the fact that they were pursuing 
higher orders would not be an acceptable explanation, so a very clear and stern warning was given to the Iraqi 
military about that.

  Q18  Mr Crausby: You were telling me, Secretary of State, about information operations and I wondered how 
effective you thought those operations were, particularly in the non use of weapons of mass destruction. In addition 
to that, were there any constraints as far as information operations were concerned as a result of the lack of Arabic 
speakers, particularly as many of them are Territorial Army? Have you any thoughts on that? 

  Mr Hoon: I believe that I cannot properly answer the impact of information operations without consulting my Iraqi 
counterpart, and since I have no idea where he is— 

  Q19  Mr Howarth: Why not? 

  Mr Hoon: In the end I place much greater weight in terms of the rapidity of effect of the operations to disrupt 
command and control rather than specifically the information operations, although I cannot absolutely answer that 
properly, but I believe very strongly that the way in which the initial operations were organised and conducted made 
it almost impossible for the regime in the appropriate time to reassemble their weapons and to be able to use them 
against our forces. That obviously was part of the plan as developed and executed
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  Q20  Mr Cran: Secretary of State, I wonder if we could move on to the legitimacy of the exercise? The Committee 
is well aware that on 17 March the Government published the Attorney General's view of the legitimacy of the 
operation; nonetheless, there was quite a lot of wrangling around it publicly. Could you reassure the Committee that 
you did not receive any representations at all from senior officers about the legitimacy of the exercise itself? 

  Mr Hoon: I did not.

  Q21  Mr Cran: I merely ask that question because even Members of Parliament now, those who voted for the 
exercise, are receiving letters from a particular outfit saying they are going to be pursued in the courts for having 
voted in favour of it, and therefore it is just concentrating minds that you are making it quite clear you had none. 

  Mr Hoon: As the Committee will be aware, the Attorney General published a summary of his legal advice to the 
Government. He said: "The Security Council also decided in Resolution 1441 that if Iraq failed at any time to 
comply with and co-operate fully with the implementation of Resolution 1441 that would constitute a further 
material breach. It is plain that Iraq has failed so to comply and therefore Iraq was, at the time of Resolution 1441 
and continues to be, in material breach. Thus the authority to use force under Resolution 678 was revived and so 
continues today".

  Q22  Mr Cran: And that was wholly accepted by, as it were, the Armed Forces? 

  Mr Hoon: Of course.

  Q23  Mr Cran: It would be well understood by serving officers but we live in a public age these days and I think it 
would be proper for you to tell the Committee the steps we would take to ensure that those troops that are deployed, 
in this case in Iraq, do know what our obligations—and, indeed, their obligations are—at international level, what 
they can do and what they cannot do. Talk us through that. 

  Mr Hoon: I accept that it starts, and the Committee is right to begin at this point, with the overall legitimacy of 
military operations set out by the Attorney General in that summary, reflecting the advice he gave consistently to the 
government. There is a process in the course of military operations where commanding officers need to be satisfied 
that their orders are legal and are consistent: that process was satisfied in this case by the Chief of the Defence Staff 
whose job it is to set out the detailed instructions for the Armed Forces, and that is precisely the process that was 
gone through on this occasion—as it is on every other occasion where force is likely to be used. It is reflected at each 
stage in the chain of command by the process of instruction and ordering that goes right down to the lowest level of 
the Armed Forces.

  Q24  Mr Cran: And you would want to take this opportunity to reassure the Committee that there were no defects 
in the communicative system that you outline, in this instance, of Iraq? 

  Mr Hoon: I am certainly not aware of any. None has been reported to me and I am content that that process of 
communication worked at every level and in each of the three Armed Forces.

  Q25  Mr Cran: And there have been no instances where it was breached? 
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  Mr Hoon: I am not aware of any. 

  Q26  Mr Cran: Fine. Did the extensive coverage, and I recall it, there was very extensive coverage prior to the 
event about the legitimacy of the exercise—and I can think of statements by Kofi Annan, a very significant figure 
indeed, saying that it should be through the United Nations and nothing else—did this particular public debate as was 
have any effect in your view on the morale of our armed services, or did they in their usual professional way simply 
get on with it? 

  Mr Hoon: I was obviously in regular contact with the Chiefs of Staff and with other commanders in the field. I 
visited the forces myself and met with those who were likely to be engaged in conflict and I did not become aware of 
any impact on morale. Indeed, the consistent reports I received right through the conflict from the chiefs was that 
morale was extraordinarily high.

  Q27  Mr Cran: The answers to all your questions to me thus far would lead me to believe that so-called perceived 
new interest in all our legal obligations—me as a member of Parliament, you as a Minister, our soldiers being 
deployed in the field and so on—is having, in the case of our soldiers, absolutely no effect at all. They are taking it in 
their stride. 

  Mr Hoon: That would be my understanding. 

  Q28  Mr Howarth: Secretary of State, very quickly on this point, as a lawyer you yourself will know that a number 
of very expensive lawyers—probably even more expensive than yourself—have opined that the war was 
unconstitutional. I spoke to a senior officer who said to me that the situation in this country is that it is the view of 
the Attorney General which is definitive. Can you confirm that constitutionally that is the case? That whatever other 
views there may be, it is the opinion of the Attorney General which constitutionally does define what is legal and is 
not legal? Very quickly, could you say is it possible for that to be challenged or should we take it that that is the 
definitive view on the law in this country? 

  Mr Hoon: You are clearly asking me as a former constitutional law lecturer rather than as the Secretary of State for 
Defence—

  Q29  Mr Howarth: Nobody could be better placed to answer the question! 

  Mr Hoon: —but of course it is the role of the Attorney General in our constitution to provide legal advice to the 
Government, and governments would normally expect to act upon that legal advice. The only slight reservation I 
would make is that legal advice is not always in one direction. If I can refer back to the times when I was a poorly 
paid legal aid lawyer, there would not be any point in having lawyers or courts if everybody agreed precisely on the 
state of the law. The job of a legal adviser is to provide just that, advice, a judgment, about what is the state of the 
law. If we all agreed on the state of the law, then clearly that requirement for all those highly paid lawyers that you 
generously referred to would not be necessary. So I think it is important to emphasise that whilst in this case, given 
the advice that he tendered, there was no doubt whatsoever about the legality of military operations, I can conceive 
of occasions—not ones affecting the Ministry of Defence, I am pleased to say—where legal advice might not be so 
clear cut.

  Q30  Mr Howarth: But in your view it is that advice which is now unchallengeable as the definitive view of 
Government? 

  Mr Hoon: Yes.

  Q31  Mr Roy: Weapons of mass destruction were given as the main reason to topple the Saddam regime, and 
finding them presumably is essential to the credibility of both the United Kingdom and the US governments. Given 
the minor evidence of WMD found so far presumably that would not justify the war just undertaken—indeed, many 
now question whether those weapons were even in Iraq during the last few months. Can you expand on what has 
been done so far, and what would be done in the near future to try to find the WMD? 

  Mr Hoon: Can I emphasise to the Committee that I do not particularly accept that way of seeing the weapons of 
mass destruction, since we had long standing evidence of Iraq's programmes of developing weapons of mass 
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destruction; that was published in a dossier by the government which has never been challenged; it was also set out 
by the US Secretary of State in a hearing before the Security Council: the last report of UNMOVIC indicated their 
concerns over a whole range of issues that they believe the Iraqi regime had not properly answered; we have found, 
for example, large amounts of protective clothing available to Iraqi forces, the only purpose of which could be to 
protect those forces from their own biological or chemical weapons since the coalition does not possess such 
weapons; and in addition, as I indicated to the House the other day, we have most recently found a vehicle, the only 
purpose of which we judge could be for the development of biological weapons. So there is a range of evidence—I 
could not accept that there is minor evidence—there is a range of detailed evidence demonstrating that Iraq was 
engaged in a determined way, over a very long period of time, in the development of weapons of mass destruction.

  Q32  Mr Roy: Going on from there, I know you are saying there is evidence, whether it is minor or major, but 
surely at the same time if the government had said two or three months ago "We have found a large batch of suits 
that would help against chemical warfare", that would not be justification for having a war. If it was not major 
evidence then, now it could hardly be described as major evidence surely? 

  Mr Hoon: Going back to 1441, the entire Security Council accepted the evidence that had been put before them and 
voted unanimously for a very tough resolution calling on Iraq to co-operate with the weapons inspectors, so there is 
no doubt in anyone's mind that significant evidence exists. What we are engaged on now is identifying potential 
locations where that evidence may be found, given of course that we were aware from the moment the weapons 
inspectors went into Iraq that Iraq had been engaged in a very determined programme of concealment, of 
dissembling weapons, of hiding material around the country. It will inevitably take some time in a country the size of 
France to locate that equipment, but I am confident we will do so.

  Q33  Mr Roy: Can you expand on how far down the road you are in looking for weapons of mass destruction? Can 
you put a size on it? Can you say, "We have looked at so many sites. We thought there were 50 sites, for example, 
and we have already looked at five to give us an idea of how far along the road we are on this"? 

  Mr Hoon: Prior to the conflict we had information on at least 500 potential WMD sites. We have a list now of the 
most sensitive sites for exploration and analysis, and we have begun the process of investigating some of those sites. 
There is considerable work still to do. It may well in fact be the case that some of the relevant information, some of 
the practical evidence, has been hidden elsewhere and a very determined effort is being made by coalition forces to 
investigate that. The coalition is likely to have something like between 1,500 and 2,000 people conducting those 
investigations, including analysts, interviewers, IT and weapons experts, people with specialist skills designed to 
obtain information in particular from those who would be knowledgeable about these programmes, as well as those 
who would have been engaged in the determined deception that took place.

  Q34  Mr Hancock: In answer to a question during one of the debates we had on Iraq before the war started, I asked 
you a question about the sites and I asked if you would give the locations that you said you knew of to the inspectors 
and you said, "No, we cannot do that because it would be security sensitive and it would prejudice the sources of that 
information". Bearing in mind that you have just said again you knew 500 sites, do you regret not giving that 
information to the inspectors to enable those sites to have been— 

  Mr Hoon: I do not recall answering your question in quite that way.

  Q35  Mr Hancock: You did. You certainly said— 

  Mr Hoon: If you would like to produce the relevant extract of Hansard I would be delighted to see it. My 
recollection of our exchange was that I indicated to the House that there were incidences where the disclosure of 
information might lead to security problems but I also indicated that we co-operated with the inspectors—because 
that is the case. We did provide information to the inspectors, as did the United States.

  Q36  Mr Hancock: Of the 500 sites you just said you knew of, did you give that information to the inspectors? 

  Mr Hoon: As I have just explained, there was some information that we provided to the inspectors where we 
judged—

  Q37  Mr Hancock: Did it include any of those 500 sites? 
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  Mr Hoon: —where we judged that it was safe, as far as our sources of information were concerned, to do so: we 
published a great deal of information about potential sites that was available in a dossier that anyone could read, as 
did Colin Powell in his evidence to the Security Council, so there was a range of information. It is impossible for me 
today to categorise which piece of information we made available and which we did not out of 500 sites. As I said to 
you in previous exchanges, that information was made available. Some of it was not.

  Q38  Mr Hancock: You said you knew of 500 sites. It is obvious you cannot name those sites this afternoon but I 
would be interested to know, and I am sure that for the benefit of our report it would be interesting to know, if you 
gave any of those 500 sites (or what proportion of them you gave) to the inspectors on in advance so that they could 
examine those sites. 

  Mr Hoon: Again, I am not in a position to be able to provide that information because not all of that information is 
necessarily information that is a responsibility of the United Kingdom Government. 

  Rachel Squire: That is certainly an issue that the Committee will choose to follow up.

  Q39  Patrick Mercer: Secretary of State, before the war there was a series of reasons being deployed for why we 
should go to war. There now seems to be only one, which is weapons of mass destruction. After the debacle of the so-
called dodgy dossier, and I do not say that in a pejorative way at all,— 

  Mr Hoon: It sounded fairly pejorative. 
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  Q40  Patrick Mercer: It was not meant to be. It was merely for ease of reference. The connection between 
Baghdad and al-Qaeda has not come up again yet. We see organisations such as Ansar al-Islam, which was widely 
thought to be responsible for the ricin attacks in north London, driven off, killed and captured. My colleagues and 
my friends tell me that many of the people that they have killed and captured in their words are hardened terrorists, 
not necessarily Iraqis, in some cases Chechens, others who clearly have had Jihad training and, notwithstanding the 
recent events in Riyadh, Muslim extremist terror seems to be at a low at the moment. This strikes me as being an 
extremely convincing argument for the connection between the regime and international terrorism and yet nothing is 
being made of it. Why? 

  Mr Hoon: Can I just correct your premise? I would not want to be accused of having agreed with your initial 
observation because the sole justification has always been Iraq's possession of weapons of mass destruction. There 
has never been a statement that I am aware of by any member of this Government suggesting that the reason for 
military action was anything other than to remove from the Iraqi regime their control of weapons of mass 
destruction. Notwithstanding your premise, we indicated our concern about links between al-Qaeda and Iraq and the 
presence of a known senior figure in al-Qaeda in Baghdad from time to time was a matter that was made known. 
Certainly, as your question very properly indicated, there were other terrorist organisations operating broadly in the 
territory today comprising Iraq, and coalition forces reported in various parts of Iraq determined from resistance by 
non-Iraqi military forces, who very often proved to have a diverse range of nationalities, with some indications 
surrounding their presence there, that they had had the kind of training which you describe, and certainly that they 
were there in order to attack coalition forces in a way that was far more determined and far more ruthless than that 
demonstrated by Iraq's own forces. Whether they were there for the long term or whether they arrived in Iraq shortly 
before the conflict began I am not entirely in a position to judge. My sense would be that many of them arrived 
relatively late before the conflict started.

  Q41  Patrick Mercer: If those connections were to be underlined rather more clearly I think it would be deeply 
helpful to your cause. 

  Mr Hoon: But it would not necessarily sustain our central argument about the need to remove from Iraq weapons of 
mass destruction, which was the purpose of military action.

  Q42  Jim Knight: You mentioned in your opening comments, Secretary of State, tribute to the logistics effort, 
quite rightly. The Committee, as you know, way back in October 2001 visited exercise Saif Sareea in Oman which 
did not really test your ability to rapidly deploy and sustain a medium scale operation of Joint Rapid Reaction Force 
proportions. It nevertheless showed, according to Ministry of Defence lessons reports, that strategic lift remained a 
limiting factor in sustaining a force of 15,000 personnel. In the case of this operation to what extent did strategic lift 
constrain how quickly you were able to get a much bigger force to the Iraq theatre? 

  Mr Hoon: There was a remarkable logistics effort. It succeeded. It could have succeeded in different ways had 
there been, for example, more aircraft available, but that is not to say necessarily that the numbers that we had 
available were in any way a limiting factor. The issue is how many flights take place. Sometimes having more 
aircraft, given the limitations, for example, of aircraft movements in and around a theatre, would not make any 
difference because physically it would not be possible to fly more into the particular base in question. I am 
absolutely confident that we had the right combination of lift needed to get this force at this speed to where it was 
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going.

  Q43  Jim Knight: The emphasis you have just placed on air lift suggests that sea lift went very well but perhaps a 
little more air lift capability would have been helpful. 

  Mr Hoon: Clearly air lift generally gives the maximum speed, but in deploying 116 tanks, for example, air lift 
could be done but it is of limited utility, not least because, even if you had 116 C-17s all lined up to fly one after the 
other into the Gulf, it would be quite difficult to deal with that volume at the other end, particularly when the other 
end was also receiving large amounts of equipment and personnel from the United States. It is not just the air lift that 
is a limiting factor or the number of aircraft. The number of air movements is a much more relevant issue, and 
particularly where at either end it is necessary to de-conflict large amounts of equipment and movements given the 
limitations of the pipe from which the equipment is setting off and where it is going into.

  Q44  Jim Knight: There was considerable comment in the media in the run-up to conflict about shortages of this, 
that and the other and things not working, and there has been a bit less comment on how things have worked since. 
Do you think we would have had less of that comment if the lift had given you more rapidity? I accept the 
constraints you have just mentioned, but do you think that if you had got all the requisite numbers of boots out, for 
example, to people when they wanted them, the lift would have been any better? 

  Mr Hoon: All the requisite numbers of boots and clothing and equipment were there and, having only had a brief 
opportunity of inviting editors of newspapers to devote an appropriate amount of space to the success of the 
equipment, given the hugely disproportionate amount of space they wasted on making facile criticisms of equipment 
that proved its worth in the conflict, I am still waiting to see any signs of apology from either individual journalists 
or from their editors.

  Q45  Jim Knight: I am glad I gave you the opportunity to make that comment. Clearly there was a lengthy 
diplomatic phase during which there was a military build-up which, as you said at the beginning, was useful in 
adding weight to that diplomatic phase, but did that also prove useful logistically for you? If you had had to move 
more rapidly, clearly you would have had more constraint. 

  Mr Hoon: Not necessarily. I am not quibbling in saying that but, had we had to move more rapidly, for example, 
we could have taken up more ships from trade, we could have taken more commercial vessels, we could have looked 
at ways in which we secured more air lift should that have been required.

  Q46  Jim Knight: You would still have the log-jam at the other end. 

  Mr Hoon: That is the point, that it will depend on not only the actual amount of lift in terms of numbers of aircraft 
and numbers of ships immediately available but also how much you use particular aircraft, how quickly you can turn 
them around and, moreover, crucially, the space for them where they are going. Sometimes people tend, 
understandably, to concentrate on platforms without necessarily concentrating on the real issue which is outputs, 
what you get out of what efforts you are making.

  Q47  Mr Howarth: What is the balance between the use of the MoD's own lift assets, both ships and aircraft, and 
those which are chartered on the open market? 

  Mr Hoon: I do not think I have got that information readily available. No doubt (he says pessimistically) someone 
will have it. I can make that information available.

  Q48  Mr Howarth: I think it would be quite helpful because, if I can remind you, as it does happen to tell me here, 
in the Kosovo campaign you chartered 23 ships and 50 flights from the commercial sector. I think it would be quite 
interesting to know just how much you had to pay and whether you had to pay anything over the odds for this 
commercial lift. Can you tell us that? Did you have to pay over what would otherwise be peace-time steady state 
market rates? 

  Mr Hoon: Again, I will have to write to the Committee about that. My sense would be that shrewd entrepreneurs 
would probably have adjusted their prices knowing the likely demand that was coming down the track, but that is 
one of the issues that we are looking at in the way in which we are organising our own sea lift so that we have 
guaranteed access to ships when we need them. Again, the scale of this operation was such that it went beyond what 
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was anticipated, for example, in relation to the Joint Rapid Reaction Force concept of deployment, so obviously we 
did need to go to the market for this scale of operation as we would have to do in the future because it would simply 
not be sensible, even for the United States, to have this number of ships always available sitting idle given that we 
would not anticipate using them from year to year. There is a balance, a judgment, to be made there. It is part of the 
reason why we have organised our arrangements for sea lift in the way that we have, recognising that we have a 
relatively modest week to week requirement for sea lift but recognising as well that there are times when that sea lift 
is urgently needed and on a greater scale than routinely. These things are a balance, they are a judgment. We could 
certainly go out and buy lots of ro-ro ferries and have them sitting idle for this kind of eventuality but I do not judge 
that the Committee would find that particularly satisfactory. 

  Q49  Mr Howarth: On the C-17s, were you pleased with their operation and, given that part of the lease 
arrangement, I gather, is that we pay for 750 hours a year but over that utilisation you pay a pretty hefty premium, 
did you pay over the odds and again, if you have not got that information to hand perhaps you could write to us and 
tell us? 

  Mr Hoon: I will, certainly. On the substantive issue, the C-17s have provided a superb contribution since they were 
delivered to the United Kingdom not only in this operation but also in previous operations. They have been an 
absolutely magnificent addition to our capabilities.

  Q50  Mr Howarth: Have they swayed you to have rather more C-17s instead of A-400s? 

  Mr Hoon: I am certainly very impressed by their capabilities. 

  Mr Howarth: I think I agree with that. 

  Q51  Syd Rapson: Secretary of State, the United States has for many years been very clever in pre-positioning its 
spares and equipment in potential theatres of conflict before any operations have commenced. As the UK will be 
experiencing a Middle Eastern focus in the future, are there any considerations for our pre-positioning in these 
theatres? 

  Mr Hoon: Yes. I think it is to do with the fact that the US defence budget is now around $400 billion.

  Q52  Syd Rapson: So the answer would be that we are not considering pre-positioning kit that we have already 
bought in advance of any requirement? 

  Mr Hoon: I think that is a fair conclusion to draw and it is not because I am in any way opposed to the idea of pre-
positioning that amount of equipment. I just do not have that amount of equipment. Unless the Committee is going to 
recommend that the defence budget of the Untied Kingdom gets close to that of the United States I think it is highly 
unlikely that we will be in a position to do so.

  Q53  Mr Hancock: You were very dismissive to Jim about the stories that appeared in the papers about the kit and 
equipment and you seemed to belittle the suggestions that were being made by the troops in Kuwait in the early 
stages that they were short of rations and some of their kit was not correct. Are you absolutely sure that those 
soldiers and marines and others who were making those claims were wrong? 

  Mr Hoon: I am certainly suggesting that, in a force of around 45,000 people across three Services, there may have 
been the odd person who, for example, did not get the right sized pair of boots. There may have been the odd soldier 
who one day did not get his lunchtime ration pack. There may have been the odd soldier who did not like his ready-
to-eat meal of the sort issued by the United States to their forces. There is not the slightest suggestion, however, that 
any of the stories that appeared so routinely in our newspapers stood up to detailed analysis against what was 
delivered and what was proved ultimately to be a very successful campaign based on logistical success and the 
quality of our equipment.

  Q54  Mr Hancock: So would you say all of those many soldiers who contacted their families and asked them to 
send them stuff—and your own Minister in answer talked about the deluge of parcels that arrived—were wrong? 
This was not the odd soldier. This was thousands of them who asked for stuff to be sent to them, Secretary of State. 
Are you seriously telling us that in your organisation you have no record of any of the commanders saying, "We have 
a morale problem here. There is a shortage of rations. Some of our soldiers have not got the right kit"? There is no 
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record at all within the MoD of those thousands of soldiers who bothered to get in touch with their families, either by 
phone or by mail, and whose families responded by sending them there, and that they were just the odd whingers? Is 
that what you are saying? 

  Mr Hoon: No, I am not saying they were the odd whingers. I am sure the Committee is well aware of the way in 
which these things operate. I have a letter in my family from my uncle who wrote home in the First World War 
asking for cigarettes to be sent to him, and the kinds of requests that were made were requests for the kinds of 
equipment, some toiletries, for example, that were simply not readily available in theatre at the time. Not 
surprisingly, given that I saw those stories in the newspapers, I checked routinely with the Chiefs of Staff whether 
they had those kinds of complaints from our forces, and they assured me at every stage that there were not such 
complaints. I have indicated the kinds of problems that arose. Our soldiers did not always like the American meal. It 
did not suit them necessarily in terms of taste but it was perfectly wholesome, perfectly effective, and I have to say 
that some of the chiefs of staff were fairly robust about the newspaper stories because of the way in which they were 
presented.

  Q55  Mr Hancock: So flak jackets and boots did not feature in any of the complaints you received? 

  Mr Hoon: I have indicated that I am sure it is possible that the occasional soldier was not supplied— 

  Q56  Mr Hancock: With a flak jacket? 

  Mr Hoon: Let us deal with the boots. The occasional soldier was not supplied with the right size desert boots on the 
particular day that the story appeared in the newspaper, but the truth is that when they went into operations all of our 
forces were given the right boots. There was sufficient clothing and protective equipment in theatre to deal with a 
force of this size. I will look to the Committee to make its assessments and I certainly would be delighted if the 
Committee wished to interview any of the logisticians responsible of this operation. I have talked to them. I do not 
judge them to be people who would dissemble when faced with those kinds of criticism because those kinds of 
criticism damage their own sense of professional ability and they have a very strong sense of their own professional 
qualities and were absolutely determined on the occasions when I spoke to them to make absolutely clear that there 
were not those kinds of difficulties, but the Committee clearly is in a position to make its own judgment about that. 

  Rachel Squire: I think the Committee may well wish to interview those and follow up this campaign. 

  Q57  Mr Cran: Secretary of State, I wonder if you could talk to us a little about the civil/military interface? This is 
a very important aspect of an operation like this that is seldom, if ever, seen and we know little about it. The 
Government have a War Cabinet. Maybe "War Cabinet" is a press word for it, I do not know, but there was some 
mechanism that had a central role in all of this. Could you set out for the Committee the structure of the political-
military decision-making and also the role and the membership of the War Cabinet or whatever it was called? If you 
want to send us the structure stuff after the event, fine. 

  Mr Hoon: I think I can probably summarise it but I am grateful for the opportunity of setting it out in more detail if 
that is necessary. Obviously, there were regular discussions in Cabinet. I reported regularly to my Cabinet 
colleagues, as did other members of the Cabinet with obvious responsibilities for the conduct of the wider operations, 
particularly the Foreign Secretary and the Secretary of State for International Development. In addition, there was 
the so-called War Cabinet which met regularly, most directly involving those who had departmental responsibilities 
relevant to what was taking place but involving other senior Cabinet Ministers as well. In addition to that I would 
have daily meetings with the Prime Minister together with the Chief of Defence Staff and others directly engaged in 
the day-to-day handling of the conflict. That tended to follow meetings in the Ministry of Defence where I met with 
the Chief of the Defence Staff and others in the direct chain of command responsible for the conflict. In addition 
there were meetings of the Chiefs of Staffs and indeed I had another daily meeting at the other end of the day in 
order to catch up with any events that had occurred in a theatre that was three hours ahead of us. Basically, that was 
the political structure in the sense of the structure involving politicians.

  Q58  Mr Cran: And you are satisfied, with the benefit of hindsight, which is always accurate, that the structure met 
the needs of the operations that we are talking about? 

  Mr Hoon: It is something that I am certainly prepared to look at as part of our process of considering what further 
action might be necessary in the context of future conflicts, but from my own experience of Afghanistan, Sierra 
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Leone, even the tail end of operations in Kosovo, I had a major role in the designing of the structure, certainly as far 
as the Ministry of Defence is concerned. Although I am prepared to look again at the structures we developed, I think 
that they delivered what we needed, which is an understanding of how the conflict was developing whilst at the same 
time a recognition that there are political decisions that have to be taken from time to time as a conflict unfolds.

  Q59  Mr Cran: You have played a key role in the whole exercise, at least at the political level. I wonder if you 
could tell the Committee what your relationship was with the military commanders in the field. In other words, were 
you an interferer as, when we read these things, sometimes people are, or did you tell them to get on with it? Did 
they consult you in whatever parameters you laid down? 

  Mr Hoon: I certainly judge that the role of the Secretary of Defence in this case is to be aware of the wider nature 
of the planning, to be aware of the way in which a conflict is unfolding but not to interfere in a detailed manner in the 
actual conduct of it. The practical mechanism for contact with commanders in the field is through the Permanent 
Joint Headquarters at Northwood and the process of meeting with the relevant chain of command was conducted 
through the Permanent Joint Headquarters by a video link into the Ministry of Defence on at least a twice daily basis.

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2003 Prepared 4 November 2003

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3051404.htm (5 von 5)26.07.2005 17:06:31

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witness (Questions 60-79)

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON 

14 MAY 2003

  Q60  Mr Cran: So on what sort of issues, if you are at liberty to tell us and to put the question the other way, 
would the military commanders in the field feel obliged to come back to MoD in London and therefore perhaps, by 
extension, to you? 

  Mr Hoon: All my experience would not suggest that there is quite that neat delineation of responsibility in the 
sense that this is a team of people who work together in the preparation of military plans, who work together in their 
execution and who continue to work together in looking at further military operations. I do not think you can break it 
down quite as neatly as your question suggests. I would have regular reports from theatre. I might raise questions 
from time to time as to what was happening and why it was happening. Perhaps something would come up that I was 
aware of that needed addressing, but not in the static way, if you will forgive me for saying so, that your question 
suggested. This is a process and it is a process that moved along at pretty high speed in this conflict, and there was 
never an occasion on which ministers were sitting back thinking about a decision whilst military commanders were 
waiting for the answer. If a decision needed to be taken it was taken very quickly. 

  Q61  Mr Cran: I was tempted for my last question to ask you what the key decisions were that you took, but I 
think I am going to wait for your memoirs to read about what they were. 

  Mr Hoon: You may wait a long time. 

  Q62  Mr Cran: Let us wait and see. What I am going to ask you instead is about the relationship you had with your 
opposite number in the Pentagon because there was quite a lot of press comment, speculation—who knows?—right 
or wrong. I have no idea. Could you tell us what the relationship was and what was the extent of your contact? Was it 
daily? What was it? 

  Mr Hoon: It was certainly very regular. I could not say to the Committee that it was daily. There were times when 
every day we spoke but there were other times when that was not necessary. Bear in mind that I would meet with the 
Defense Secretary of the United States on a pretty regular basis even before Iraq was a direct and specific issue, so 
our relationship goes back rather further than this particular context. We have always been able to speak frankly and 
openly to each other and part of the reason for that is that we do not disclose the contents of those conversations. But 
I can assure you that there was excellent co-ordination at every level between the Ministry of Defence and the 
Pentagon.

  Q63  Mr Cran: So it was a harmonious relationship despite the comment that I think was Mr Rumsfeld's, "We like 
the Brits but they are not really necessary", if I recall the general quote? 

  Mr Hoon: I think that is an unfair summary of what he actually said. Donald is a very astute observer of the 
political situation, particularly in this country, and he knew, as I knew, and as members of this Committee knew, that 
there were certain constitutional conventions pertaining to decisions of the House of Commons. I think you will find 
if you look carefully at what he actually said that he was simply aware of the impending vote in the House of 
Commons, as were we all.

  Q64  Syd Rapson: The trigger for war was the "opportunity" assassination strike on the Iraq leadership on the night 
of the 19 March. How far did that pre-empt the very careful planning that was ongoing at that time? 
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  Mr Hoon: I think it is fair to say that it accelerated certain decisions that were in any event going to be 
implemented very shortly. I have emphasised already in my opening statement the importance of preserving, for 
example, the infrastructure of Iraq for the future of the Iraqi people and certainly the strike of 19 March made sure 
that we were focused on the preservation, especially in the south, in our specific area of operation, of that 
infrastructure and took decisions accordingly. 

  Q65  Syd Rapson: Did that particular strike, that caught us all out, and I am sure it caught the Iraqi leadership out, 
bring forward the Royal Marine attack on the Al Faw peninsular on the 20th? 

  Mr Hoon: When you say "bring forward", there was no difficulty. Those forces were poised and ready to do the 
important job on the Al Faw peninsular and begin the move north. As I say, there was some acceleration in the 
timescales but essentially we are talking hours rather than days.

  Q66  Mr Howarth: As operations progressed, Secretary of State, what were your greatest concerns? 

  Mr Hoon: Winning.

  Q67  Mr Howarth: That was your concern at the outset, but it looked at times as if it was going to be a bit more 
difficult. 

  Mr Hoon: It carried on being my concern.

  Q68  Mr Howarth: There were times when it was looking less easy than first appeared to be the case. 

  Mr Hoon: I have never ever believed that military conflict is easy. The risks, the uncertainties, the 
unpredictabilities, the danger of what we are asking people to become involved in should never lead anyone to 
assume that it is easy and I have never done so in any of the operations in which I have been involved.

  Q69  Mr Howarth: Some commentators have suggested that the force that we sent was the maximum that we 
could have put together. In the event that it had not gone as well as it did and we had been in a much more prolonged 
campaign, what contingency plans did you have for reinforcements, or were you going to rely upon the United 
States? 

  Mr Hoon: I would need you to be a little more specific about length, because we went through this as I recall when 
Mr Mercer asked me these questions in a Question Time. We had a balanced force, we knew that that force could 
remain in theatre, as it is doing, for a reasonable length of time to conduct not only combat operations but also any 
follow-on of humanitarian operations. Clearly, had the conflict gone on for what, with the benefit of hindsight, would 
have been a very long time, going into many months, we would then have had to make judgments about the 
replacement in particular of combat forces because clearly it would not be reasonable to expect combat forces to 
maintain that high intensity conflict for large numbers of months. We would then have made decisions as to how to 
replace them. That would have been possible and continues to be possible and in due course we will be replacing 
some of those forces in theatre.

  Q70  Mr Howarth: You did have contingency plans therefore to do that? 

  Mr Hoon: We could have done so. We could have found other forces if necessary but, as I think I made clear to 
Patrick when he raised it with me, I would prefer not to have to do so, and that remains the case. As it is, we have not 
needed to do so in the way that I have just set out to you because the conflict did not last for very many months and 
the kinds of replacements that we will be sending into theatre in due course will be replacements that can be 
managed from our existing resources.

  Q71  Mr Howarth: It is replacements, not reinforcements, which is the key issue here. There is a sense in which 
some commentators feel that we got away with it and that, for example, had we faced an enemy which had an air 
force—the Iraqis had none— 

  Mr Hoon: They did have an air force. They chose not to use it.
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  Q72  Mr Howarth: Half of it was exported to Iran. I think you will agree that they presented no credible air power, 
but had we had to contain some of that do you not agree that we would have been facing a rather different situation 
in which we might have taken a rather high level of casualties and would have needed reinforcements? 

  Mr Hoon: I do not accept that because the forces that we made available in coalition with the Untied States were 
forces designed to deal with the highest level of estimation of what the Iraqis could achieve. The force was 
specifically designed on the most optimistic assumptions of what Iraq could throw at us.

  Q73  Mr Howarth: You mean the most pessimistic assumptions? 

  Mr Hoon: Optimistic from their point of view: what they could manage in terms of a military response to what we 
were going to put into theatre.

  Q74  Mr Howarth: We were talking about reinforcements, Secretary of State, as you will recall, and obviously you 
touched on Operation Fresco, the firemen's strike, and you downgraded the requirement from 19,000 to 16,000, and 
it is now down to 9,000, but it is still a huge constraint on your ability to deploy. What were your plans in the event 
that the firemen had gone on strike in the middle of all this because my constituents who are in the Armed Forces are 
pretty fed up with this Operation Fresco nonsense, so can you tell us that? Can you also just tell us why you are 
withdrawing regular personnel and leaving reservists out there? 

  Mr Hoon: Can I, I am afraid, again dispute with you the premise. We did deploy and we deployed very 
successfully, even though 19,000 of our forces had been earmarked for emergency firefighting duties, so there was 
no difficulty about the deployment caused by Operation Fresco and the deployment was extremely successful, so I 
am not sure I really need to comment further on the balance of your question. The premise that you set out was 
wrong. As far as reservists are concerned, generally speaking, the principle will be that any reservist deployed 
alongside regular forces who are returning to the United Kingdom will return with them. The whole point about 
integrating our reservists into regular forces, consistent with the SDR, is that they are usable and when the regular 
forces have completed their operations, they will return with those regular forces. There are some limited exceptions 
to that mainly in the medical field, but the purpose of leaving medical reservists in theatre is to give regular medical 
forces a break so that they can then return to theatre, relieving the reservists in the process, so that is an exception, 
but, generally speaking, the principle will be that reservists will return with the regular forces to which they are 
attached. 

  Rachel Squire: As you know, the Committee always takes a keen interest in the issue of reservists and also medical 
units, so I think that may be one we come back to, but I am aware that the time that we have left is very short, so can 
we move on.

  Q75  Patrick Mercer: May I talk, Secretary of State, about British operations in western Iraq. What was the extent 
of Scud activity in western Iraq? 

  Mr Hoon: None.

  Q76  Patrick Mercer: Were any launches forestalled? 

  Mr Hoon: There were certainly launches. Missiles fell on Kuwait and some fell into the water near Kuwait and 
quite a number were destroyed by Patriot missile batteries in northern Kuwait, but I am not aware of any of those 
being launched from what I would generally take to be western Iraq.

  Q77  Patrick Mercer: Can you tell us whether any launchers were found in western Iraq? 

  Mr Hoon: I cannot, no.

  Q78  Patrick Mercer: What was the role of British forces in western Iraq? 

  Mr Hoon: By the way, I could, but I cannot!

  Q79  Patrick Mercer: Yes, I understand that. What was the role of British forces in western Iraq? 
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  Mr Hoon: By and large, the forces deployed in western Iraq were special forces and I am not going to go into the 
detail of what they were doing.
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  Q80  Patrick Mercer: And the same question for northern Iraq. 

  Mr Hoon: Same answer.

  Q81  Patrick Mercer: Did the United Kingdom special forces act as independent units or joint forces along with 
the United States special forces? 

  Mr Hoon: Again I am not going to go into that kind of operational detail, save to say that there was a coalition 
effort involving not only forces from the United Kingdom and the United States, but also from at least one other 
country. 

  Rachel Squire: I was going to ask some questions about equipment systems and what had worked well and what 
had not worked so well, but in fact, because of the time constraints, I think we will look to take evidence on that 
from other witnesses and certainly write to yourself, Secretary of State, if we need to. We can, therefore, move on to 
friendly-fire incidents.

  Q82  Jim Knight: Like others before it, the conflict produced victims of so-called "friendly fire" and, as I 
understand it, it is fairly common, particularly in the early stages of a conflict, that those sorts of incidents should 
happen. What have your investigations of the incidents of UK forces being hit revealed about the causes, whether 
there are any common threads to those causes and to what extent is friendly fire a particular problem of combined 
coalition operations? 

  Mr Hoon: Those investigations are still under way and I think it would be wrong at this stage to preempt their 
conclusions by making even tentative suggestions as to causation. Certainly those investigations will be rigorous and 
will involve, where relevant, coalition forces in the widest sense. In answer to your second question, I think it is fair 
to say, sadly, and I recognise that the relatives of those killed will not make this kind of distinction, that there were 
friendly-fire incidents involving mixed forces, US on UK, there were friendly-fire incidents involving US on US and 
there were friendly-fire incidents involving UK on UK.

  Q83  Jim Knight: But none UK on US? 

  Mr Hoon: Not that I am aware of, but I think it does demonstrate the accidental nature of this. I am not using that 
word in its light way, but in the way that is proper. These were unlooked-for incidents, despite very determined 
efforts made, certainly as far as the technology provision was concerned, to use all the efforts that we could to avoid 
them, but the real answer to your question is that I cannot see, from what took place, that there is any pattern that 
suggests that this is the result of coalition-style operations.

  Q84  Jim Knight: If combat identification had been successfully rolled out some time ago, as was originally 
planned, do you think those incidents would have been reduced? 

  Mr Hoon: Well, I do not believe so. Using the example of the Challenger 2 tank attacking another Challenger 2 
tank, and there is an investigation and I am not in any way prejudging that investigation's conclusions, but from what 
I know of that incident, a tank thought it was under attack, it wheeled round very quickly and fired a shell at what it 
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thought to be the enemy. It proved to be a British tank. I cannot see that any level of technological innovation could 
avoid that kind of incident taking place. If there is such an innovation, then certainly we will vigorously investigate 
it, but I cannot see, at the present levels of technology, that being easy to see a solution to, which is why I have 
consistently emphasised, when this question has been raised in the House of Commons, that there is no simple, single 
technological solution to these problems. 

  Q85  Jim Knight: But combat identification projects are still underway 12 years after the last Gulf War when they 
were first identified, are they not? 

  Mr Hoon: But we do have identification systems. I do not believe that that is the problem. Part of the efforts that 
we made once we knew that we were potentially going into military operations alongside the United States, I was 
determined to ensure that we had comparable equipment, particularly in this area. The issue is not just the system, 
and there are reasons why NATO has failed to produce a common system, but bear in mind that at the level of 
NATO, we are talking about a common system for all NATO members and that is part of the problem, but as 
between the US and the UK we had compatible systems that should have delivered appropriate information. They 
did not because other factors supervened, not least the understandable factor of the intensity of battle and human 
reactions when people consider that they are under attack. 

  Q86  Jim Knight: You may be awaiting the outcome of those investigations, but is there anything that you are 
doing now to prevent future fratricidal incidents? 

  Mr Hoon: Well, there is a long-term effort obviously to get as many allies as possible agreeing on a single system, 
so if we had to conduct high-intensity combat operations next week, then I believe that the systems we put in place 
for operations in Iraq were the best available. That is not to say that they will not evolve and we will look to other 
systems in the future to replace them, but for the moment we have committed ourselves, I believe rightly, to having 
the best equipment that we could lay our hands on.

  Q87  Mr Crausby: It is accepted, Secretary of State, that you reported to the House that cluster bombs were used 
in Iraq and you have consistently argued that more suitable weapons would be used in order to defend our forces, but 
it was predictable, because of the controversial nature of cluster bombs, that the Government would be criticised in 
their use regardless of the circumstances. For the record, could you tell the Committee in what circumstances were 
cluster bombs deployed in Iraq and why was their use essential? 

  Mr Hoon: Essentially cluster bombs are an effective weapon against what are known as wide-area targets, so for 
armoured columns, groups of lighter-skim vehicles, cluster bombs are extraordinarily effective. I think one of the 
issues that those criticising the use of cluster bombs have to face up to is not only the impact on our own forces if we 
fail to prosecute an attack in those circumstances where we had a suitable weapon, but, for example, what would 
then happen if we dropped much heavier equipment, and clearly there are heavier bombs than the bomb that 
comprises a cluster bomb, we would have to drop many more such weapons with the obvious and consistent 
consequence that some of those might fail with still more catastrophic consequences. I am not suggesting that we are 
in any way other than extraordinarily sensitive to the potential impact of unexploded ordnance. We keep records of 
where cluster bombs have been used and, as I have repeatedly said, it is, generally speaking, British servicemen and 
women who are charged with the task of clearing up those sites.

  Q88  Mr Crausby: What steps did the Government take to learn lessons from the previous use of cluster bombs, 
for example, changing their colour, limiting their use to certain types of terrain and installing deactivation devices? 

  Mr Hoon: All of these types of thing have been done in the very latest generation still only just coming through 
into service. There are failsafe devices and timing mechanisms that mean that the bomblets, if they fail to explode on 
impact, which is how they are designed to operate, will explode of their own accord, but those newer munitions are 
only just coming through into service.

  Q89  Mr Crausby: So could you tell us what steps you are taking to locate and deactivate unexploded bomblets 
and could you also tell us what assistance you are giving to the United Nations in mapping the locations of 
unexploded ordnance? 

  Mr Hoon: Well, at this stage it is not a responsibility of the United Nations. I accept that it is a responsibility of 
coalition forces and, as I have indicated, we have kept records of where these kinds of munitions have been used, but 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3051406.htm (2 von 4)26.07.2005 17:06:35



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

I think it is important not to just be fixated on cluster weapons. There are a range of munitions, many dating back 
years, if not decades, in Iraq that are a continuing threat to the Iraqi people and we are deploying forces to be able to 
deal with that. It is part of the effort to make Iraq a safer and more secure place, so it is not just cluster weapons that 
we are dealing with, but there are any number of unexploded weapons in Iraq that we are making safe, but it will 
take time.

  Q90  Mr Crausby: What steps have you taken to secure munitions stockpiles in Basra? 

  Mr Hoon: I do not have specific details about that, but I am confident that that is something that is being attended 
to by British forces. I will write to you if that answer is wrong. 

  Rachel Squire: Given that we only have another 15 minutes left, I am going to make myself universally unpopular 
by saying that we will skip the questions on the role of the media, POWs and military and Iraqi public servant co-
operation. We will certainly take those issues up in future evidence sessions and, if necessary, write to you, Secretary 
of State. I think we will focus the time we have left on the two key issues, the one of the cost of the whole campaign 
and the other on how long our British forces are likely to remain in Iraq. In fact can we start with that.

  Q91  Patrick Mercer: Secretary of State, we hear reports of a brigade and a divisional headquarters being in Iraq 
for the foreseeable future. Can you confirm that? 

  Mr Hoon: Well, there is a continuing need for British forces to be deployed in Iraq, but we are making appropriate 
adjustments, as I have regularly reported to the House of Commons, in the first place withdrawing those forces 
whose job has been completed, particularly from the Air Force; Royal Marines, Ark Royal, submarines, and a range 
of assets are either back or nearly back home. There is now a different kind of military operation underway to ensure 
the security and stability of Iraq in this obviously difficult period in the aftermath of a conflict. Some forces which 
were engaged in combat are participating in those tasks and in due course they will be replaced. They will also be 
joined in due course by forces from other countries and, as the Committee may well be aware, we had a very 
successful meeting recently with a number of countries already who have indicated their willingness to send the right 
kinds of forces to help in the work that is needed now. I say "the right kind" because they will largely be of a very 
specialist kind. One of the reasons why it is impossible to answer that question with any kind of precision is that it 
does depend on the circumstances, but I believe that the kind of contribution that forces can make in Iraq now, 
particularly in the south, which is calm, stable, increasingly secure for the population, is in that specialist area, 
following on from the previous question, making sure that the range of unexploded ordnance from a series of 
conflicts in which Iraq has been involved over many years are made safe for the safety and security of the 
population, and increasing efforts to guarantee the utilities to make sure that there is no shortage of food in a country 
which has been largely dependent on UN assistance over very many years, so there are a range of tasks that military 
forces can be involved in. From my point of view, the sooner those tasks are completed, the better, but I recognise 
that we do have a continuing responsibility to Iraq until we achieve the kind of stability that gives us the confidence 
that the Iraqi people themselves are in a position to take up where we are leaving off. 

  Q92  Patrick Mercer: If you were a betting man, Secretary of State, and I am sure you are not— 

  Mr Hoon: I am not.

  Q93  Patrick Mercer: —what sort of duration do you think we might be right to prepare for in terms of a largish 
commitment of British soldiers, sailors and airmen? 

  Mr Hoon: I could repeat what I have just said to the Committee, but I do not think that would help.

  Q94  Mr Hancock: It is a very interesting point you raised there and it is a compliment to our Armed Forces in the 
south of Iraq that there was a quietness about the place which is not universal across the country, particularly around 
Baghdad, but because of the success of the British military in being able to secure that calmer atmosphere in that 
area, do you see our role as actually being one that was spread further across Iraq and maybe to replace the presence 
of the Americans who seem to be universally unpopular wherever they are located in Iraq at the present time? 

  Mr Hoon: I think that is a very unfair characterisation of what has taken place in Baghdad. Baghdad is undoubtedly 
a more difficult place. It has a more diverse population, it is and has been historically, as far as the recent history of 
Iraq is concerned, the centre of power in Iraq and, not surprisingly, therefore, it was the centre for Saddam's regime 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3051406.htm (3 von 4)26.07.2005 17:06:35



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

as much as it has been the centre for previous governments of Iraq. Therefore, the problems faced by coalition forces 
in Baghdad are inevitably more intense than they are elsewhere in the country. So I do not accept that there is 
universal criticism in the way that you describe, not least as, and this may only be anecdotal, I had two Iraqi citizens 
in my constituency office last week from Baghdad thanking me for the efforts that coalition forces had made and that 
meant American forces, so I do not believe that there is that kind of difference. What there is is a difference in the 
circumstances that US forces in Baghdad have to deal with and I think it is more understandable when they are being 
routinely shot at that there is a more difficult security environment.

  Q95  Mr Hancock: Have you had no request for British Armed Forces to be further extended into Iraq and into 
other areas? Have the Americans asked you to consider the possibility of replacing some of their forces in the area of 
Baghdad with UK forces? 

  Mr Hoon: There are enormously more American soldiers in Iraq; I do not have a figure readily to hand, it is around 
100,000.

  Q96  Mr Hancock: I did not ask for the numbers, I said have any requests been made to you to extend the role of 
British Armed Forces in Iraq at the present time. 

  Mr Hoon: Not from the United States, no.

  Q97  Mr Hancock: From anyone? From the Iraqi people who might be in a position to have some say in it? 

  Mr Hoon: It depends how broadly you take the question of request. I have seen suggestions, in published sources, 
that UK forces should extend their area of operations. I do not believe that that is practical, sensible or, for the 
moment at any rate, necessary.

  Q98  Mr Hancock: But you have had that request from some of them? 

  Mr Hoon: I have not had any formal requests, no. I have seen suggestions. I think I have just heard another one. 

  Rachel Squire: Can we move on to what has to be our final issue and that is one of the whole costs of the 
campaign. Mr Roy, as the canny Scot I allow you to come in first on that.

  Q99  Mr Roy: The Treasury made a £3 billion contingency reserve available for additional costs in Iraq and up to 
the financial year 2002-03 only £1 billion has been identified. Will you need the further £2 billion and what for? 

  Mr Hoon: I think it is too soon to say. Essentially this was a provision, if you like these were drawing rights 
available to the Ministry of Defence for conducting operations in Iraq. A significant amount of money has already 
been spent. It depends on how long operations continue, but it will take some time before we are in a position to be 
able to say what are the precise costs, I think it is too soon yet to make that judgment.
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  Q100  Mr Roy: I am thinking not only of the costs that you have already incurred, but after the lessons learned 
from Iraq presumably the MoD will then have more need for different types of long-term capability. Do you think 
you will then be able to bid for that extra money, not for the money that you have spent but the money that the 
lessons are saying you need to invest? 

  Mr Hoon: My assumption would be that we will be able to draw down from the money that is available the costs of 
current operations and continuing operations. There will then be a lessons learned process, as there has been in all 
previous conflicts, which may well identify further equipment, reorganisation, training, perhaps a range of potential 
extra costs that we will have to address. My assumption will be that we will do that within the normal arrangements 
that exist for the funding of government departments.

  Q101  Mr Roy: Finally, maybe a bit of conflict prevention would have helped, it may even have stopped the need 
for the war. Do you think any department, such as DFID or the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, would be able to 
tap in to what you do not need of the £3 billion? 

  Mr Hoon: Can I understand this clearly? You are suggesting that money allocated to defence should be spent on 
other government departments. We do have a joint budget for conflict prevention and the Ministry of Defence does 
subscribe to that budget, as do the other departments and I am sure that will go on. 

  Mr Roy: Thank you very much.

   Q102  Rachel Squire: Can I draw the Committee meeting to a close there. Can I thank the Secretary of State very 
much for this evidence session. There were a number of areas which due to time constraints we were unable to touch 
on but which we will certainly be following up in writing to you as well as taking evidence in further sessions. I 
think the areas that we did manage to touch on are ones that we will continue to pursue either through evidence 
sessions or in writing. Can I once again thank you very much indeed for your time this afternoon. 

  Mr Hoon: Could I in turn thank the Committee, thank you very much. 
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  Q103  Chairman: Gentlemen, thank you very much. Before we start, just a brief word. There is a vacant seat over 
there. Our Committee tends not to take a serious interest in journalists generally and it is only by inviting former 
journalists that we can get one into our proceedings, it appears. However, there was one who was a great exception 
and that was Francis Ponsonby who wrote for The Officer—not one of the mainstream journals. Francis died earlier 
this week and I would like on behalf of the Committee to pass on our condolences to his widow and his children. He 
was a really good guy and he will be sorely missed. He is proof that you do not have to be a trained journalist to 
write very good prose that can be easily read—in fact, that might be a lesson to others to follow suit. Thank you, Dr 
Posen, for making the great journey over the Channel, and Paul Beaver and Chris Bellamy. As you know, we have 
begun our inquiry into Lessons of Iraq; the Secretary of State came a couple of weeks ago and now we have a 
distinguished panel of experts who we look forward to listening to. When we ask the questions, please do not think it 
is obligatory for all three of you to answer. If you do not have any particular interest or expertise in that question then 
do not join in, because we can use your expertise more obviously. If I might start by asking you all this: apart from 
the obvious eventual strategic success of the campaign, how good do you believe the war plan was?

  Dr Posen: To the extent that we know what the war plan was, on the whole I think it was a pretty decent plan. It did 
not overestimate Iraqi military capabilities: it aimed to leverage certain strong suits in which the west, in particular 
the United States, had invested for many, many years, particularly air power: it took advantage of the fact that much 
of the Iraqi military could be counted upon to be fairly unreliable so you could risk these kinds of deep penetration 
operations that essentially were done: so on the whole I think by the time they got to the actual plan that they used 
they were in pretty good shape, with the caveat about whether the plan was entirely adequately resourced once the 
Turkish option was lost. I think once the Turkish option was lost, the plan was not adequately resourced. It seems 
entirely reasonable to me that there should have been another division in the theatre before they started. If not, there 
should at least have been pre-positioned material to make it easy to bring another division into the theatre. That is 
where you have key issues—not only about the campaign itself but how you would transition from the campaign to 
essentially pacification. 

  Q104  Chairman: I will ask later what the British contribution was—there is no need to answer that at this section.

  Mr Beaver: I think I agree with Dr Posen on that. On the resourcing of it, until 14 January it was anticipated that 
there would be an attack from the north and although there were plans to be able to sustain a military operation in the 
north of the country by using heliborne troops I believe that that perhaps could have been better resourced. Certainly 
it seems to me that the campaign probably started about two to three weeks ahead of a schedule that may have been 
there, and the reason is that, if you look at the disposition and the way in which troops were being deployed, they 
perhaps went across the startline slightly earlier than the military would have particularly wanted. The one area there 
was a failure was in the appreciation of the relative strengths and weaknesses of the Iraqi forces. I think that the 
capability of the Republican Guard was overestimated and it seems to me that the one failure was in tactical 
intelligence—the fact that there would be Fadayeen groups, suicide bombers, even though in smaller numbers, and a 
case of ordinary people fighting which gave the Americans in particular a problem with their rules of engagement.

  Q105  Chairman: I will come back to you on this if I may. 

  Professor Bellamy: I also agree with my two fellow witnesses that the plan for the war was a pretty good plan. 
There is a famous saying that no plan survives contact with the enemy and of course the plan, 1003 Victor, was 
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continually changed. Probably the most radical change occurred around Christmas because, as you probably know, 
the British were originally part of the northern front with the Turks. However, even before Turkey became publicly 
opposed to allied troops using its territory as a base, General Franks had switched to an all-south option. Paul said 14 
January: my understanding was the 6th, but obviously there are other witnesses who can confirm. It was around then. 
3 Commando Brigade were always going to be in the south of Iraq but 7 Brigade and another brigade, and at one 
stage I understand it might have been 4 Brigade, another armoured brigade, were for the north. The Turkish 
resistance to the deployment of British and American troops on their territory was a gift for General Franks in terms 
of deception because he maintained the effort to open up a northern front and convinced, I believe, the Iraqis that a 
northern front was essential to the point that the Iraqis deployed two corps and some of their best troops in the north, 
so although 4th Division actually existed, unlike the fictitious 1st US Army Group at D Day, nevertheless it fulfilled 
the same role in diverting the Iraqis. As we know, the Operation Phase 3, the war fighting bit, went extremely 
quickly. It was a high-risk operation, and I agree with Dr Posen that if the Iraqis had put up more of a fight we might 
have had considerable problems—but we are not into counter factual history; we are into history.

  Q106  Chairman: There is an interesting article in today's Telegraph by John Keegan saying how inept the Iraqis 
were in not using their Republican Guard up forward, keeping them back, and then they melted away. Did you look 
at the article? Do you think he got it right. 

  Mr Beaver: I have not seen it. 

  Professor Bellamy: I have not seen it. There were very basic things that the Iraqis could have done—for example, 
blowing bridges over the Euphrates. When the Germans failed to blow the bridge at Remagen, and you have 
probably all seen the film, the Major was shot. He had tried to blow it but the explosives did not work, so very basic 
military things the Iraqis did not do, and I therefore believe there was a reluctance among senior members of the 
Iraqi military leadership to fight and I am sure that the allied planners had intelligence to that effect which gave them 
the confidence to put in what, by any normal military criteria, was a high-risk plan.

  Q107  Chairman: Perhaps, Dr Posen, you would be well placed to answer this question. Cheney got into a lot of 
trouble earlier in the campaign for having chosen rather too light forces and all of the academics were telling him 
how he had made a mistake. Can you just give us some sort of background to that debate in the Department of 
Defence between allegedly Cheney on the one hand and General Franks on the other; the Army wanting to go in 
heavier, in greater numbers and Cheney wanting to go in rather light? Was he vindicated? 

  Dr Posen: I think people have different perceptions—

  Q108  Chairman: I mean Rumsfeld, I am sorry. Delete Cheney; insert Rumsfeld! 

  Dr Posen: They may talk to each other so you may have it right after all! It looks to me like perhaps the concepts of 
operations went through a number of iterations. I think in the beginning a group around Rumsfeld believed the 
regime would be quite easy to topple, so you had a lot of talk early on of very small forces based a lot on special 
operations forces, air power, the idea being that this regime would succumb to a sharp rap and it would collapse. This 
was an argument that the US military was not destined to be comfortable with and they were not, and Franks as a 
good Army soldier pushed back, and in the pushing back the force grew. Now, there is this second part of the tale 
about how Franks came up with a rather large force and then there was a kind of a guerilla fight by the people around 
him to keep control over some of these forces, so you still had an argument between Franks and Rumsfeld about the 
size of what was becoming the larger force, and I think circumstances in a way intervened to make the force lighter 
than what Franks wanted. I cannot believe he did not want another division in the theatre. Everybody I knew looking 
at the build-up beforehand was sure that another division was coming. Everybody I talked to was sure they were 
going to wait. This was the conventional wisdom and I personally think it was right. I think in retrospect it would 
have been intelligent to have another division in the theatre, and we already talked about the Turkish problem. As for 
vindication, I think it is central to admit or to observe that the key battles, to the extent there were battles—the key 
encounters—with Iraqi heavy ground forces were done by western heavy ground forces. In other words, the key 
fighting units were the heaviest units that were sent to the field. There were three heavy brigades in the 3rd, two 
heavily reinforced marine brigades that essentially turned them into mechanised brigades, and the heavy unit, the 
British 7. These were the units that carried all the weight in terms of pressurising the bad guys. The 101, which was 
an air cavalry helicopter unit, which was in some ways the pacer for when the war started—they did not want to start 
until they had the 101 in theatre—by the admission of the division commander was never used as a division. The 101 
ended up essentially being a provider of forces and assets to other units—extra attack helicopters after the 3rd lost 
many of its attack helicopters in that initial misplanned raid, suppliers of infantry units to secure the line of 
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communication once it ran into trouble—and ultimately, had there been a brawl for Baghdad, that unit would have 
had to supply the extra infantry necessary for the street fight. So when you look at the ground fights that were fought 
there were, at least in the American part of it, five very heavily armoured units centred around traditional stuff that 
would have been familiar to any central front NATO pack commander that wildly outclassed anything the Iraqis 
could put in the theatre, and therefore these units could afford to take terrific risks—and did—partly because of their 
confidence in their own equipment and tactical superiority and partly because of their confidence in the incredible 
massive responsiveness of air power, and it is the massive responsiveness of American air power today which makes 
a plan that twenty years ago would have looked insanely risky look bold but still well considered and, on the whole, 
still prudent. 

  Mr Beaver: I would like to add to what Dr Posen has said—

  Q109  Chairman: Please feel free to disagree as well! 

  Dr Posen: He will get round to that. 

  Mr Beaver: I will when we talk about aviation but what I would like to add is that the Americans, in a Blitzkrieg 
type operation which would not have been out of place to a German mind in 1940, in the way they went straight to 
Baghdad around the centre of population, did it because they had not only the confidence in their vehicles but also in 
their logistic support, which is a very important lesson that has come out of this. You cannot go hell for leather to 
Baghdad unless you know you can be supported, and the US Army and the US Marines have a very good logistic tail 
that works. They have a very good series of equipments and they plan around it. The one area that was very bold of 
the Americans was that they did not add armour to their main battle tanks. They went all the way with their vehicles 
without appliqué armour on, which meant when they did lose vehicles—they lost three main battle tanks—they were 
lost to relatively simple anti armour weapons which indicates that had the Iraqis put up anything like a fight the 
Americans would have had a serious problem because they did not have that appliqué armour in theatre. 

  Dr Posen: You mean reactive armour? 

  Mr Beaver: Not necessarily reactive. The British do not use reactive, for example. 

  Professor Bellamy: We just bolted extra plates on the outside. On this question of the number of forces, I would 
just like to say that a risk was taken by going in, as has been suggested, a division light but more troops really were 
needed, of course, in Phase 3B, the grey area between war and peace, and in Phase 4 which is now, which is the 
peace support operation phase. That, of course, is where you need more bodies and that is where an extra division 
perhaps more specifically configured for a peace support role would have been particularly useful.

  Q110  Jim Knight: Picking up on the comments about getting into Baghdad quickly and the logistic support and 
following on from what Chris Bellamy has just said, it was fine to get in quick and do the job they did in Baghdad 
but they then did not have the logistic support to do the reconstruction and humanitarian work that they had to do, 
and seemingly failed to do. Is that right? 

  Mr Beaver: I agree. The impression I get is that the thinking through to capturing Baghdad and removing Saddam 
Hussein from power was a well thought out and well executed plan—full stop. The next phase, Phase 4, in Baghdad 
and the American area in particular, was not thought through. There was a real feeling that somebody else would 
come in and do that, or some other force would be there. One of the areas that the Americans overestimated was the 
number of Iraqi soldiers who would come over and surrender without a fight. I think they hoped that there would be 
formed units of the Iraqi Armed Forces that they could use, perhaps putting British or American officers and senior 
NCOs there—creating a force where the engineer battalions, for example, in the Iraqi Armed Forces could have been 
used. But we did not have that; we had the Iraqi Armed Forces melting away in effect, so nobody quite knows who 
was who. So that was a failure, I agree. Going to Baghdad, full stop—a success. After that, history will probably 
show it was not quite as well thought out. 

  Professor Bellamy: I agree that there was a hope that formed units of the Iraqi Army would come over en masse, 
and in fact very few did—instead they just went home. Also there was a feeling among the British troops in Basra 
that the peace support operation would be done by some sort of follow-on force. Well, it did not work that way; the 
troops are now doing a magnificent job but not a job that they were expecting to do. That is my understanding.
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  Q111  Chairman: Perhaps when they start a retrospective war game they should calculate what might have 
happened had the Iraqi military operated rather more effectively. You think then it would have been not a damned 
near run thing but much more difficult. Secondly, I was getting very nervous with the speed of the advance fearing 
that some kind of guerilla operations would more effectively operate, leaving the Americans way out in front of their 
fuel and much more vulnerable. You say, Dr Posen, that the Americans did very well on the logistic supply, but were 
they effective therefore in protecting the hundreds of miles of road that, had guerilla operations been more effective, 
might have caused considerable problems? 

  Dr Posen: I think what you are calling guerilla operations did cause some trouble and the great speed of the 
advance caused a trouble. I think militaries are experiential learners, and however you do the arithmetic I am not sure 
you are really ready for the wear and tear on vehicles in such a long, fast dash in such difficult circumstances. Most 
of the vehicles were pretty beaten up by the end of it and fuel and whatnot was hard to keep up. One of the lessons 
that the Americans should be learning or relearning from this experience is an old lesson from mobile armoured 
warfare and that is that, if you are going to make these bold deep thrusts, you have to fix your line of communication 
in a way that it is prepared to fight. Towards the end of the Cold War there was some reapplication of attention to the 
problem of getting logistics units to relearn the fact that they might have to defend themselves and have to fight. 
There was some little bit of attention paid to improving the armaments. Similarly, towards the end of the Vietnam 
war, when American combat units began to become more sparse, you had to start getting the line of communication 
troops to think about defence and start armouring up those forces a bit, and we had to improvise that on the fly in this 
particular operation. My own guess is, if they want to do this again—and I do not say they want to do Iraq again but 
it is entirely possible they are thinking about another war—one of the lessons they are going to learn, I hope, is that 
some attention to hardening this long line of communication is going to have to go into not just the planning and the 
operation but the training of the line of communication troops. They have to be more attuned to the fact that they are 
likely to end up in brawls. 

  Mr Beaver: What I noticed was there was no front line in real terms in this conflict. The first casualties of the 
Americans were a mechanical engineering team who took a wrong turning. They were not properly trained; they 
could not read the maps; they did not know how to use their GPS properly; they had no weapons to hand to defend 
themselves—and I think that is a lesson for us. We have to remember we cannot have a two-tier Army, and we 
cannot have the service support operations like the REME[1]being given, for example, SA 80 A2 with iron sights. 
They have to have them with the proper sights; they have to have the proper equipment; and that is something we 
have had to learn out of that. The other thing the Americans have an advantage with that we do not is that all of the 
logistical support could move at the same speed as their forward units, so as their armour went forward all of their 
back-up came with them. We do not have that luxury in the British Army; we are using vehicles that are 33 years old 
in terms of the engineer support vehicles; we have vehicles that break down more often than they run; and that is 
another good reason why perhaps it was not a joint military operation—

  Q112  Chairman: That is why we were given Basra, then, you think? 

  Mr Beaver: It could well be. We were given what was within our capability. In fact, I think the United Kingdom 
requested what was in its capability. Its capability was southern Iraq going into just south of Nasariyah and that was 
what we could do, and so the United Kingdom did what it could handle. A lesson for us there is if you are going to 
move in a Blitzkrieg type operation, as the Germans proved to us and as lots of things have proved to us before, not 
only have you got to have the right kit but you also have to make sure the people are trained in the same way, and 
you cannot have a second tier in your Army. It all has to be first tier.

  Q113  Patrick Mercer: I am fascinated by all of your comments but particularly, concentrating on the logistics 
side, my personal experience was you could not fault the Americans on their logistics—they have always been 
superb—and yet we had this unprecedented account on about day 5 of, "We are only getting one meal. Our logistics 
have broken down so badly, we are only getting one meal a day and running out of ammunition". That is the first 
point. In line with that, when the concept of manoeuvre warfare was ladelled upon the British Army after the first 
Gulf War, the idea of deep, close and rear operations I thought was extremely welcome because at last there was this 
business of a line of communications having to be able to fight and defend themselves and being vulnerable not just 
on the central front to the idea of Spetznatz but also Fadayeen as it came up very clearly this time, but I was shocked 
to hear American troops saying, "We took the wrong turn; we could not read a map; we had no weapons to hand; the 
weapons we had were jammed with sand"—and then the remarkable comment, "We could not even mount a bayonet 
charge". Well, it does not sound to me as though they were trained to mount a bayonet charge. 

  Dr Posen: I think you are saying in a stronger way what I was trying to intimate, which is that in modern high 
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technology armies the division of labour is very intense and a terrific amount of action in the rear has to happen for 
what appears to the naked eye to be a relatively small amount of combat power up at the front. Obviously on the 
receiving end it does not seem like a small amount of combat power but relative to—

  Q114  Chairman: Could you slow down, please? We have some very fast speakers here today. 

  Dr Posen: It is an old problem of mine. It does look as if, over the last eight or 10 years, this is an area that the US 
Army in particular let slide a bit. I am guessing they will not let it slide again—they are pretty good, pretty quick 
learners—but I do not think it is a crashing indictment. It is striking, as Paul said, that you can uncoil this line of 
communication behind you over such a long distance in so little time and move as much as needs to be moved. When 
an American armoured division is on its best day, several thousand tons is needed to feed this beast with ammo and 
fuel and everything else and that is a lot to drag over, and it is impressive that they did it. Yes, there were some 
mistakes and they paid the price, but I think it is impressive that they did it and the next time they do it they will be 
better. 

  Mr Beaver: I think it is interesting they had one meal a day; the Iraqis did not have any meals a day so I think that 
is an advantage. 

  Dr Posen: Well, if you know the meal a day they were eating, the meal ready-to-eat, nobody could eat more than 
one of those a day anyway! 

  Mr Beaver: As you say, this is a tactical thing about going to central messing as opposed to going to combat rations 
and that sort of thing.

  Q115  Patrick Mercer: No. As I say, this was about day 5 when suddenly we started seeing pictures desperately 
reminiscent of Vietnam of mud-laden soldiers and there was a perception, rightly or wrongly, that they would be in 
Baghdad already by this time, particularly amongst the civilian community, and yet suddenly here was the 
operational pause. Is it an operational pause or have they been stopped in their tracks? "We only have one meal to 
eat", and the American Marines are saying, "I have no ammunition". 

  Professor Bellamy: I am also a former journalist, as the Chairman knows, and I think here we have to be wary of 
taking a report and saying "We are only getting one meal a day". Let's look at the big picture. As the crow flies it is 
about 300 miles from the Kuwaiti borders to Baghdad; by road it is about 500 miles. 5th Corps did that in 10 
days—that is 50 miles a day. Rommel, Guederian and Patten did not achieve that rate of advance with an entire corps 
ever, I believe. Okay, you may say the Iraqis did not put up a fight and if they had put up more of a fight then maybe 
that would not have been achieved, but that is a rate of advance on a scale which I believe is unprecedented in recent 
military history, and if we are getting people whingeing about on "We only had one meal yesterday" then, frankly, 
you should not have joined the Army.

  Q116  Mr Cran: I want to be clear on this because I am not sure I am. Following on from what Patrick Mercer has 
said, it is easier with hindsight to say what you have said and we would be in the same position, but I do recall—and 
I cannot give you the dates—that there was intense political pressure exerted particularly by the media, and therefore 
Professor Bellamy you might tell us why, at the daily press conferences about the fact that everything had stalled. 
What I want to be clear in my mind why that occurred. Was it because of what you have all said about the logistics 
tail and they had to wait for a few days for everything to catch up then relaunch the attack again, or was it something 
else? 

  Dr Posen: I think it is reasonable for you not to be clear because I do not think we understand history all that well 
yet. It seems to me it is probably a concatenation of three things: it is the line of communication probably not fully 
keeping up with the guys at the business end, and those guys did need a kind of pause. Secondly, the weather closed 
in—there was that rather nasty sandstorm and people looked muddy because then it rains through the sandstorm and 
there is this nightmarish occurrence—and thirdly, there is the tactical surprise. The Fadayeen or whatever you want 
to call them—these party militias—from Basra all the way north were making not as much trouble as they could but 
as much as they knew how to make, and in some cases it was a fair amount of trouble, and I think the commanders 
on the ground quite rightly became somewhat cautious for several days until they could convince themselves that 
that line of communication was going to be secure, so it is those three things working together with some degree of 
force for each one of them. I cannot put a number on it but I think they were the key. 
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  Mr Beaver: And then the fourth includes exhaustion of the troops. You can only fight for a limited number of days. 
To have moved forward and spent that time doing 50 miles a day, engaging the enemy most of the time at night as 
well—and remember this is a 24 hour battle with the Americans using their advantage of having night vision 
equipment so they could operate at night—after about five days of 24 hour battle it does not matter how much 
Dexedrine you have taken or how much kip you have had in the back of a vehicle for half an hour, you are going to 
be exhausted.

  Q117  Mr Cran: Is it too unfair to say that these elements could have been foreseen, one or other? 

  Mr Beaver: I think they probably were. I would imagine that there was a pause sort of in the mind of General 
Franks at some stage. He is an experienced military officer and I would imagine he did not think he could go all the 
way. He is not going to be compelled by the Hollywood mentality of flags flying and driving hell for leather for 
Baghdad. I would imagine he would have expected there to be problems. He certainly would have expected to have 
had to put bridges across in places where he did not so. He would have had that in his mind anyway, which would 
have given him an operational pause to allow his soldiers to get a bit of rest and to do simple maintenance to 
vehicles. There are things you do on the move where sometimes the tank will keep going but it would be so much 
better if you stopped for two hours, get out, get the tool box out and do some maintenance. 

  Dr Posen: This business about sleep is really quite critical. This is not just a kind of a comfort issue: this is a safety 
and rationality issue. Commanders who do not get enough sleep do not think clearly—we know this—and troops that 
do not get enough sleep will fall asleep driving the vehicles. You have these stories from this war and the last of a 
group of tanks trying to do something and the unit commander will notice one wandering off, and it is because the 
driver is asleep, the commander is asleep—everyone in the tank is asleep, not because they are negligent but because 
the human body ran out. So the idea that people need a rest is central. I think it is tempting for commanders to stress 
to people as much as they can when they see opportunities to fight all day and all night and run as hard as they can, 
but sooner or later you are going to run up against these human limits. 

  Chairman: Now, we have new hours in the House of Commons that is not going to happen here. It used to, but not 
any more. Also, we cannot be accused of a rush to Baghdad—I have worked out we have asked three questions and 
there are 52 to go so we are going to have to step up the pace otherwise we will be here until midnight, and I am sure 
you have a train to get back to Belgium before that!

  Q118  Mr Howarth: You have referred in your last answers to some of the surprises that were encountered, and I 
wonder if you can tell us whether there were others? I have detected a difference of view between you, Dr Posen, and 
Paul Beaver. You, Dr Posen, suggested that the United States had deliberately calculated that the Iraqis were going to 
be a less difficult obstacle than some people were suggesting they might be and you, Mr Beaver, suggested that the 
capability of the Republican Guard had been overestimated. Frankly, I share your view. It seems to me astonishing 
that the Republican Guard were so inactive, but were there any other surprises? 

  Dr Posen: Just to be clear, my view at the time, and I think the military's view, was that it was the Iraqi regular 
Army that they thought they could discount relatively. Paul is right, they probably overrated the Republican Guard, 
but I think almost everybody did—in other words, if you read the ISS Military Balance they did. On the whole, I 
think you are better off slightly overrating your adversaries than slightly underrating them. That is the difference. If 
you want to know about other surprises that I think the Americans faced which I do think could have been or should 
have been foreseen, some proved quite destructive and others did not. This one attack helicopter operation that the 
3rd ran against the entrenched Republican Guard units essentially ran into a lot of rather old-fashioned anti aircraft 
automatic weapons which basically put a lot of metal in almost every helicopter that flew, and most of the 
helicopters that came back were not flyable for some days.

  Q119  Mr Howarth: We were lucky to have ours grounded, were we? 

  Dr Posen: I think you were, actually. 

1   Note from Witness: Royal Electrical and Mechanical Engineers Back
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  Q120  Mr Howarth: Or "hangared", I think they were. 

  Dr Posen: Whatever you want to call it I think this was a surprise, and it ought not to have been a surprise because 
the same thing happened in the Anaconda fight in Afghanistan. The US Army insists on operating attack helicopters 
in ways that simply did not make sense—not everywhere but sometimes they insist on sending them out more or less 
by themselves and I think that was a problem. You already alluded to the Fadayeen militia and their use of really 
semi urban areas and I think that was a bit of a surprise. People forget that, towards the very last days of the war, 
some Iraqi missile gunner managed to put a rather crude surface-to-surface missile right into an American brigade 
headquarters and did a lot of damage—as far as I could tell quite a lot of damage in that 15 vehicles had to be written 
off and several people were killed—and this reflects some kind of intelligence failure on our part, I think. This is a 
case where I think we may have underestimated the adversary's intelligence capabilities, or whatever they used to 
find this unit, and I think the Americans got a bit sloppy. Those are some of the examples that occur to me. 

  Mr Beaver: I think on the aviation side the lesson that the Americans had to learn again was about tactics. The 
British doctrine for air manoeuvre does not include operating helicopters in quite the same way. The incident talked 
about was when the 11th Aviation Brigade did a deep attack against I think it was Nebuchadnezzar division, I am not 
sure, and they basically were ambushed. What happened was they were operating at night and the Iraqis could not 
see them but they could hear them, and a lookout with a cellphone called the electricity substation where there was a 
man by the switch. They flashed the switch on the lights in the substation and that was a signal to everybody in the 
town of Hillah to come out with their machine guns and fire into the air indiscriminately. They hit 30 out of 35 
helicopters doing that because the American commander had not put his reconnaissance in first, he had no idea what 
was there, he had no scout helicopters and no capability of addressing the ground fire, so they learned the tactical 
doctrinal lesson there and hopefully, when we come to use Apaches in the British Armed Forces, we will not fall into 
the same trap. But the lessons that the Americans learned in terms of helicopters were very much the case that 
helicopters and dust do not mix. It does not matter how good your helicopter is—they do not mix and it is as simple 
as that. The surprise if you like was one that they really should have known because in Anaconda they had exactly 
the same problem. 

  Professor Bellamy: You asked about surprises. I suppose the biggest surprise, thank God, was that the Iraqis did 
not use weapons of mass destruction because the allied forces were completely prepared and expecting the use of 
weapons of mass destruction. There were many alerts, and of course with hindsight it is easy to talk about the lack of 
planning for Phase 4, but remember that weapons of mass destruction and their potential use are the wolf that is 
closest to your sledge, and I think whenever we think about lack of planning for Phase 4 and whenever we talk about 
operational pauses we must remember that, to the troops and the commanders on the ground, the possibility of the 
use of chemical weapons in particular was very real and it did not happen.

  Q121  Mr Howarth: We are going to come on to WMD in a moment but can I ask you this question which only 
requires a short answer: has the United Kingdom been shown to have the right mix of forces equipment and training 
appropriate for coalition operations such as Operation Telic? 

  Mr Beaver: The answer to that sounds as if it needs a dissertation! I think there were a lot of important lessons that 
were learned. One is that we can deploy up to a certain level an armoured division with its assets in place—there is 
no doubt about that. I think we have also learned that we are now equipping the infantry soldier probably better than 
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ever before in terms of personal weapon, machine guns, grenade launches, their clothing, their body armour and, 
hopefully, soon communication equipment. The other area that we have not talked about which is in terms of air 
operations is that, in terms of the tactical air capability of the United Kingdom with Tornado and Storm Shadow, 
Tornado F3 and ALARM, with precision guided weapons, it is a very potent force. It is not very large but if I steal 
something from an RAF website they say that pound for pound, person for person it is probably the most efficient 
force there is and I think you can say that in terms of what was deployed. But what did show up was that it was very 
lucky that we did not have to go very much further up the road than north of Basra because we do not have that 
capability and that sustainability, and the problem we have is that to put that deployment in place we had to rob Peter 
to pay Paul. To get almost an aviation regiment there we had to rob helicopters and people from other regiments and 
people from other regiments and most infantry battalions had to have extra companies that came from other people to 
support them, so we do need to look at force structures to see, if we are going to do this sort of thing, whether we are 
capable of doing it. I am sorry—it is a slightly longer answer than I am sure you wanted.

  Q122  Mr Howarth: I accept it is not capable of a simple answer. Dr Posen? 

  Dr Posen: I am not going to say too much but I did look at an Air Force document that just appeared recently that 
had some numbers in it about delivery of PGMs and sorties and so on. Of the total PGMs fired in the war the British 
delivered about 3%, which is not a lot—it is not bad but it is not a lot, 20,000 precision guided munitions were fired 
in the war and the British delivered under a thousand of them. That is not bad but if you think that the other 19,000 
mattered a lot to the outcome of the war you want to calibrate what you think your own capabilities are in terms of 
that ratio. Secondly, something that is a little odd—

  Q123  Chairman: Do the stats say what%age actually got anywhere near the targets? 

  Dr Posen: No, of course not. Those arguments will come later. Also we have some statistics on intelligence, 
surveillance and reconnaissance aircraft and the British contributed a nice percentage of the aircraft but it appears 
that British intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance aircraft worked about twice as hard as American, and you 
might want to talk to the people who flew those to see if they were overworked, and if that level of activity is 
necessary in order in some sense to keep up with the Americans. They might be under-resourced and you might want 
to figure out if that is the hypothesis that developed. 

  Professor Bellamy: You say that 20,000 PGMs were fired of which 1,000 may have been British or so, but of 
course there were 1,000 American aircraft to 100 British aircraft so although those figures do not exactly match the 
general ratio of forces in theatre, there is not such a disparity as you might at first think. 

  Dr Posen: The British provided about 9% of the fighters but fired about 5% of the plausible fighter delivered 
precision guided munitions so they are not delivering PGMs at anything like the rate the Americans are—even in 
fighter conditions, and once you include the bombers it is off the map. 

  Mr Beaver: The point, Mr Chairman, is that there is a precision guided bomb competition under way at the moment 
in the United Kingdom. We only have interim PGBs; we do not have the kit yet.

  Q124  Chairman: Whatever the statistics, if you look back to the lessons in Kosovo the hit rate was pretty 
spectacular for the British and was clearly an indication of the journey they travelled from the Kosovo war to the 
present. 

  Professor Bellamy: You talk about equipment. It might just be worth recording that one quarter of the British 
troops did not have desert uniforms or desert boots, for example, because they just had not arrived in time, so I 
accept what my colleague Paul Beaver says about the excellence of much of the British equipment but the point is if 
it is not there then it is not a lot of good. 

  Mr Beaver: Are you going to cover Urgent Operational Requirements, because we could spend quite a lot of time 
on that? 

  Chairman: Yes.

  Q125  Syd Rapson: Some of us are a bit romantic about British planning and military affairs, and in the whole 
scenario for pre planning we assumed the British were in there playing their role. What, in your opinion, was the 
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British contribution to the military plan and did it really matter? We were junior partners and we played a significant 
role but the planning and the way it operated seems to have been very American driven, and I cannot imagine from 
my history and my romantic vision about planners that that was true. What is your opinion? 

  Professor Bellamy: May I answer that first? This operation could not have happened if the British had not had 
planners embedded at central command headquarters in Tampa, Florida right from the start. In fact, British planners 
have been embedded at Tampa since just after 11 September 2001, and the team who were involved in the late Gulf 
war were there from August. Australians who were also involved in this have said that they feel that they should 
have their people at PJHQ at Northwood because in three of the last wars—the 1991 Gulf War, Afghanistan and the 
late Gulf War—we have worked with the Australians, so the British played much more of a role in the American 
planning than I think you inferred. I would also say that the air tasking order takes about four days to prepare and all 
the targets have to be heavily lawyered to make sure they are politically correct targets, however on many occasions 
I understand that Air Marshal Burridge and/or his Australian colleague said to the Americans, "I do not think you 
should hit that" and every single time the Americans said, "Okay, fair cop, we will not", so I believe that the British 
were very heavily involved in the planning and that this operation could not have taken place if they had not been, 
and the maintenance of planners in allied headquarters is one of the key lessons of this war.

  Q126  Syd Rapson: Because the question implied it, it does not necessarily mean to say I believe it but were the 
British involved in all of the planning or were they isolated down to the southern part, that is your part, with the 
Americans dominating the planning for the long dash to Baghdad? Was there British advice on the long dash to 
Baghdad and the supply chain and protecting them at all, because this seems very naive when the American 
engineers were ambushed and taken prisoner. British understanding is that we imagine they would surely have been 
prepared for that; in hindsight it was not very clever. 

  Professor Bellamy: First of all, a large British contingent originally was going to go in the north. The planners 
produced a simulation of a helicopter flight over the route from Turkey down into Iraq and I believe it ended up 
somewhere near Kirkuk or Mosul because the objective when the northern option was under consideration was to 
drive straight for those oilfields. I have spoken to somebody who saw the CD ROM with that simulation on it, and it 
is one very long, awful route involving a mountain crossing and a major river crossing. Had the British had to do 
that, just about every engineer that we have including everybody in training regiments would have had to have been 
deployed to secure and maintain that route, so with the benefit of hindsight it is very fortuitous that General Franks 
was obliged to go for an all southern option. One of the reasons he was very glad to have the British in the south is 
that we had certain capabilities that the Americans did not have, and we are talking here particularly about 
amphibious engineering. Our bridging is slightly bigger than the Americans'; we have floating bridges that the 
Americans do not have; we have very reserve engineers who work for oil companies in their civilian lives who are 
just the people you wanted to send into oilfields because (a) they know their way around an oilfield like the back of 
their hand and (b) because they are Territorial Army Royal Engineers they also know to look out for booby traps and 
mines. So we were requested because we had certain capabilities that the Americans did not have, and I think that 
should be placed on record.

  Q127  Mr Howarth: How effectively did the British command structures from the United Kingdom to the forces in 
the field operate bearing in mind they went from PJHQ to Air Marshal Burridge and then out to the field? 

  Mr Beaver: It is interesting because there was a question that the chain of command and who was in charge is 
something which appears in a large number of post operational reports from individual units. There seems to be a 
feeling that subordinate commanders were concerned that they did not know what the chain of command was at 
times. They did not know whether their orders were coming from the Ministry of Defence, PJHQ, the Americans, the 
NCC or, to be quite frank, Alistair Campbell. There was a feeling that at times they were not sure where that chain of 
command was coming from, and I think one of the reasons was there was a communications problem, a simple 
matter of there not being sufficient means to communicate in some units between them and their one-up or two-up 
formation command.

  Q128  Mr Howarth: Was this a physical problem? 

  Mr Beaver: Yes. We are talking of a physical problem here rather than one of concern about who was giving the 
orders, but there was a feeling lower down the scale that at the very top end they were not sure where their orders 
were coming from and what they were supposed to be doing, so I think they were suffering from not having enough 
command and control physical assets, but also perhaps there not being enough mission command in the sense of 
people not quite knowing who was doing what to whom.
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  Q129  Mr Hancock: Why would a subordinate officer worry when he had been given a direct order from his 
superior to do something where that order emanated from? 

  Mr Beaver: It is normal practice to want to know what is happening one or two formations above. It is a part of 
mission command. The way the British Army is trained is you want to know what your commander's commander's 
orders were in order that you can execute your commander's. Our soldiers are not like the Wehrmacht or the Soviet 
Army, or the Iraqi Army. They are not told, "You three go over there and stand and shoot". It is a matter of trying to 
be directed into doing something which then the subordinate commander takes his own decisions on.

  Q130  Mr Hancock: So what difference would it have made if they had known where it had come from? Say, for 
example, they had a debate amongst themselves when the order came down and said, "This is from Alistair 
Campbell. What do we do about this one then?" 

  Mr Beaver: I was being flippant when I said that—

  Q131  Mr Hancock: So was I but why would a fairly senior officer want to know where the actual order emanated 
from, and why would that cause him concern? 

  Mr Beaver: I think the concern that people were expressing in the note that I have got here is that they were 
concerned about there being a mismatch in orders and the fact that their orders were not coming as quickly as they 
would have thought. So we are talking really about the physical means not being available and also there seeming to 
them to be some sort of discrepancy. I do not I am afraid have examples to be able to give you on that; perhaps I 
could see whether these people would be prepared to come and talk to you about it.

  Q132  Mr Hancock: I think the worrying aspect of that is the fact that, if I had been a commander there, I would 
have been nervous, if I could not first gauge where the actual order had come from, that the other parts of the 
coalition might not be aware of where I was being moved to and then friendly fire comes into play. 

  Mr Beaver: That is part of it. There is also concern about, "Am I going to be moving up and losing contact with 
those people on my flank", but also it was a case that people were concerned in the British area that they might be 
going off to do something for the Americans and we have had reports of British troops complaining that they could 
not get close air support because that close air support was being held back for other units. That is a matter perhaps 
that I am not really able to address properly. 

  Professor Bellamy: On the chain of command, you had the Permanent Joint Headquarters in Northwood with 
Lieutenant General John Reith as Commander of Joint Operations, you then had the National Contingent 
Headquarters in Qatar under Air Marshal Burridge, and under him you had Maritime, Land and Air components. 
Special Forces did not report; Air Marshal Burridge had no direct control over Special Forces—they reported 
directly up their chain—but this was not, I understand, a problem. There is a feeling which has been expressed that 
creating this National Contingent Headquarters was creating an unnecessary level of command, one level of 
command too many, and that what perhaps should have happened would be that you had a forward PJHQ perhaps 
commanded by the Commander of PJHQ himself in theatre. To me, the arguments are fairly evenly balanced. One of 
the good things about having the National Contingent Headquarters in Qatar is that PJHQ shielded it from 
government, and that all the political influences which have been referred to were fielded by PJHQ and the National 
Contingent Headquarters in Qatar was able to get on with running the British side of the war so I think it is fairly 
finely balanced, but it is an important question and a question which has raised a lot of interest among people in 
theatre.

  Q133  Jim Knight: To some extent, going back to something we discussed earlier, when the Secretary of State 
came to see us on 14 May he said that the decision to place British forces in the south was something we readily 
agreed to not least because obviously it gave us much shorter lines of communication, and that is something that has 
been reinforced in our discussion earlier on. Are there other reasons why the British were assigned the southern 
sector around Basra? 

  Mr Beaver: Probably there are two overriding reasons. One is there was a limit to what the British could do, the 
size of the contribution and the capabilities of the British Army, and so that is if you like going a bit further than 
what the Secretary of State said, and I think we lobbied for that so that we would do that role in particular. The other 
is that there were two key urban targets that had to be engaged and one was Baghdad, the centre of the regime. That 
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was obviously going to be a more difficult target and that was where the Americans could bring most combat power 
to bear. Basra was a smaller, closer target but no less key in some aspects, particularly because of its proximity to the 
Iranian border and also because of the nature of the population there. My understanding is there was a political 
concern that the Shia there may not be as happy to see the Americans; that they might be more happy to see the 
British if they did not believe the British had "let them down" in 1991, so I think there were those reasons as well. 
Also the sort of terrain there is rather reminiscent of some places in the United Kingdom like South Armagh; there 
was a feeling that British light forces were best capable of dealing with that sort of operation and had a better 
capability than the Americans—and when I say South Armagh I do mean in terms of the physical geography, not 
necessarily the climate!

  Q134  Jim Knight: Are you aware of any moments during the campaign, for example, when things got a bit 
bogged down in Nasariyah, when there was any request for us to do any more than the area around Basra? 

  Mr Beaver: I am not aware of that. 

  Professor Bellamy: I am not. 

  Dr Posen: All I know about Nasariyah is the arguments about whether the Marines needed to send more forces in 
there, which they ultimately did, as I recall.

  Q135  Jim Knight: If we had been asked to send, say, an armoured division up to help them out, would we have 
been capable of doing it? 

  Mr Beaver: No. 

  Dr Posen: You were bogged down in Basra.

  Q136  Jim Knight: Similarly, could we have coped with the northern flank option given the long lines of 
communication? 

  Mr Beaver: I would add to what Dr Posen said there. 

  Professor Bellamy: I think it would have been very tough. 

  Mr Beaver: You probably would have found a hollowed-out Army as a result. The key elements of the British 
Armed Forces were the order of battle. The assets that the United Kingdom has we just do not have enough 
of—engineers being one of them and logistics support—and to move that sort of thing in terms of things like 
shipping, to divide shipping up between sending them to Turkish ports and sending them to Kuwaiti ports, the sum of 
those two is just too great.

  Q137  Jim Knight: So if it was our idea to go with a northern flank option in a two-clawed approach then we 
would not— 

  Mr Beaver: I think we would have done one, the northern flank.

  Q138  Jim Knight: But we would have been very ambitious in seeking to do that? 

  Professor Bellamy: The Commando Brigade would still have been committed to the south but the northern flank 
option, as I understand it, was two brigades. As it turned out, of course, with the help of the Kurds the north largely 
sorted itself out but it is probably very fortunate for the British that the Turks were intransigent about allowing 
American and British troops to base themselves in their territory.

  Q139  Chairman: If we had been operating alongside the United States, would the communications divergence 
have been difficult? Ours is one step beyond the Apache system of communicating—and I do not mean the Apache 
helicopter. 

  Mr Beaver: If there had been for political reasons a joint approach to Baghdad, we would have found that we would 
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not have been able to keep up with the American logistics capability. We had problems in 1991 of doing that, as I 
recall. There would have been physical problems in talking. The Americans were using very much what they call 
network centric capability, real time digital capability—I cannot believe you can have something that is network and 
centric at the same time!—so they were using real time data and voice and we just did not have that sort of 
capability. So that was never an option. I do not think we were ever going to be in a position where we were going to 
do a joint thrust at Baghdad, politically good fun though that might have been or where the Desert Rats might have 
thought that was a thing they would have wanted to do. We did, I think, well in what we were capable of doing.
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  Q140  Jim Knight: Do you think our kit could have done it, given that it is a nice tarmac road up to Basra, and 
airfields were not such an issue as they could have been? 

  Mr Beaver: Airfields were not really an issue where we were once that operational requirement had been met. It 
was more the sustainability of it. We have yet to get into service the wheeled tanker vehicles that the government 
announced the order for a couple of months ago, so we would not have had that level of logistical sustainability. 

  Professor Bellamy: As it turned out, the British ended up working with the US Marines which was very fortunate 
because doctrinally and in many respects the British Armed Forces are closer to the US Marines than to the 
Army—indeed, the British Armed Forces are about the same size as the US Marines—so that was a fortunate 
accident, I think. We are able to operate much more easily with the US Marines than we are with the US Army. 

  Q141  Mr Hancock: In the planning stage when northern Iraq was still a possibility and it was down to us to do it, 
have you picked up any indication at any time at all that there was serious consideration given to allowing Turkey to 
occupy at least part of northern Iraq as part of a deal to go in from the north, or was that definitely never on the 
agenda? 

  Mr Beaver: I always thought there must be a deal. I could not see why Turkey would want to allow that to happen 
unless they got something out of it. I could not see what the Turks were going to get out of the deal unless there was 
something there, but I think politically even the most hawkish people in the White House would have seen the flaw 
in that. In terms of providing perhaps flanked protection or some rear area support, however, certainly there would be 
room to work with the Turks but crossing the border in would have been very difficult because it would have 
alienated the Kurdish population.

  Q142  Chairman: You talked about an affinity between the British Army and the US Marines. What happened 
between 1991 and now because the original plans, as far as I recall, with Schwartzkopf was that the British Army 
would be working with the Marines and then we objected because the US Marine Corps does not operate alongside 
us in NATO and the reason we argued why we should go along with the American Army was because we in NATO 
had worked more closely with them. What has happened to reverse the argument, because you are now saying we are 
closer to the Marines Corps? 

  Professor Bellamy: What has happened is that the Cold War, when we were lined up alongside the American Army 
in Germany, is over and we have a new doctrine of expeditionary warfare—

  Q143  Chairman: More exercising? 

  Professor Bellamy: Yes, with a lot more close discussion with the US Marines, and now on doctrinal matters we 
take our lead from Quantico and the Marines so things have changed in that 10/12 years. 

  Dr Posen: There is another bit of symbiosis here between the Marines and the British in that the Marines operate on 
a somewhat shorter bankroll than the rest of the American military, so there may be some closer technological 
relationship of quality and quantity. I do think there is a set of questions you want to ask down this line about the 
British capability to go north, had they been asked. Part of the question is, as we have said, about line of 
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communication, it is just the ability to get material up there, but I think it is noteworthy that the Americans had 
essentially a corps headquarters commanding two divisions. Now, you do that because you are trying to bring in lots 
of very high level information: you are trying to co-ordinate a terrific amount of combat power outside of 
divisions—rocket supports, helicopters, all this kind of stuff—and this generates a big tail. This is a big thing to run, 
this intercorps headquarters, which at least to the naked eye appears to be a rather small force package, and what 
would be useful is to try and figure out how much of that capability that the Americans dragged along with them is 
there in your institutions, and do you have these capabilities at all? For example, the American Air Force proudly 
claims to have used the product of almost fifty different space satellites for this war, and it is at corps level where 
you have the ability basically to bring all this intelligence from the outside together. Is this capability there in the 
British military deployable and able to go 200 or 300 miles and still do this operation? These are questions you want 
to ask. They are not necessarily capabilities that Britain wants but I think you want to ask whether you have these 
capabilities.

  Q144  Rachel Squire: Can I pick up on some of the points you have made about doctrine? You talked, Professor 
Bellamy, about the end of the Cold War and the move towards expeditionary warfare and how the US Marines and 
the British Army were in many senses more compatible. My original question was how compatible are British and 
American war fighting doctrines, but I would extend that now to ask is the reality that the war fighting doctrines are 
more compatible in different sections of the Armed Forces of the United States and the United Kingdom than in 
others? Taking your comments about the US Army, for instance, I made a memorable visit not so long ago to the 
National Army Training Centre at Fort Irwin which was very impressive but with rather a different outlook, a very 
"mass combat" outlook, from the one we are used to, so I am interested in your views on the doctrine compatibility 
between British and America in respect of all three main armed services. 

  Professor Bellamy: The United States Armed Forces are so much bigger than ours that jointery—to use the current 
jargon term—is far less advanced within the American Armed Forces as a whole. The United States Navy, Army and 
Air Force all approach things in quite different ways, still. The United States Marines has within it ground, sea and 
air elements. Talking about compatibility, remember it was the United States Marines who bought the Harrier. The 
United States Marines are also the same size as the British Armed Forces. If one were to be extremely radical and 
looking as reorganising the British Armed Forces as one force the United States Marines might be a very good 
model, but I do not want to get into that. That is the reason why British defence doctrine, to use the title of the slim 
volume which has recently been published, has much in common with the approach of the US Marines. The US 
Marines, of course, also have a long history of expeditionary operations and those are the type of operations that the 
British increasingly expect to be involved in. It is not surprising that they are the people to whom we now feel the 
closest, although that was not the case 12 years ago.

  Q145  Rachel Squire: Is there any indication with the other services it is becoming more compatible with the 
British Forces or less so, the relationship between the US Navy and the British Navy or the US Air Force and the 
Royal Air Force? 

  Professor Bellamy: The US Navy and the British Navy have worked together, particularly in the submarine area, a 
great deal. There are also similarities between the particular services of the two countries. In terms of day-to-day 
operations it was helpful, and this has been a comment made by many people who served in the late Gulf War, that 
we were working with the US Marines rather than with the US Army. I have no doubt that we could have worked 
with the US Army, of course.

  Q146  Rachel Squire: To what extent do you think the friendly-fire incidents that occurred were the product of 
either incompatible doctrines or incompatible equipment? 

  Mr Beaver: There are a number of incidents which happened and in my mind at least two of them were completely 
avoidable and are as a result of a complete lack of good discipline, professionalism and training on the United States' 
part. The destruction of a Tornado GR4 by a Patriot battery when that aircraft was using the very latest IFF, 
Identification Friend or Foe technology, transmitting the right frequency in the safety corridor in case the 
transmissions were not picked up, talking to the AWACS aircraft, that was talking to the ground command and still 
the US soldier pressed the button. I believe that is outrageous. I believe that the A10 aircraft, which twice strafed a 
British convoy, even though soldiers were carrying aloft the Union flag, I presume that was because the Americans 
were not trained in that. The thing that the British Army discovered on 6 January, which alarmed the British Army 
enormously, was the fact that the American Air Force had not been taught British vehicle recognition before this 
operation. They had been taught to recognise their own vehicles, hence when British vehicles were kitted out with 
recognition symbols. All of our vehicles were marked as American vehicles, in that way it was hoped there would be 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3060404.htm (2 von 6)26.07.2005 17:06:45



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

a way of trying to decrease the risk of friendly fire. We have to also point out it was not just them hitting us, they 
managed to destroy three of their own combat aircraft, an F16, an F15 and an F18, probably a helicopter, they lost a 
Patriot missile system because it tried to engage one of their own aircraft, who just retaliated—probably the thing 
most of us would have done. We are four years away from having a technical means on vehicles that can talk to 
vehicles or aeroplanes. The problem we have with it is although there is the solution and the chairmanship of that 
Working Party is UK, the four nations: Britain, France, Germany and the United States, have to agree and there are 
two nations at the moment that do not want to talk to the other two nations about doing it because they have different 
political views. The system is perfectly feasible but you have to remember at the end of the day a British Challenger 
engaged another British Challenger and there was no way of stopping that, no technical means of stopping that. We 
had tired, exhausted, possibly frightened, tank crews, they saw what they thought was the right target. It is still under 
investigation, we do not know all of that, we only know that the vehicle was completely destroyed. The result of 
friendly fire—I do not like the term because I cannot believe any fire can be friendly—blue-on-blue engagements in 
my mind is something which has happened throughout history and will continue to happen because at the end of the 
day there are people involved and we are as human beings sometimes fallible. 

  Q147  Rachel Squire: I can accept that point but when you were talking about equipment identification earlier 
surely was that not one of the lessons to be learned from the friendly fire incident of 1991? 

  Mr Beaver: There has been a programme since 1991 which has not had perhaps the funding from her Majesty's 
Treasury that those involved in it might wish to see. I believe about six months ago Chairman, there was a 
Committee who looked at combat identification.

  Q148  Rachel Squire: It is not just a United Kingdom issue, it is also a US issue. 

  Mr Beaver: It is an issue of coalition. If we are going to be fighting in a coalition, which we are undoubtedly going 
to be doing, we must make sure that the systems are compatible. At the moment we do not have the capability of 
talking on the radios to each other. The classic example was four years ago in Kosovo, where British paratroopers 
were being flown in by Royal Air Force Chinook helicopters and they were escorted by Apaches from the US Army. 
They actually did not expect the Apaches to be there, they could not talk to them and they were really worried when 
they put down the forces that they could not tell them where they were going and the fact they were friendly forces. 
If we cannot get that right it is going to be a while before we get combat ID right. Combat ID is a major concern but 
it has to be done on a coalition-wide basis, it has to be done so that at least the British and Americans talk together. 
Who knows, we may well be going to war in a coalition or going on operations in the Congo with the French, so we 
have to be able to talk to the French as well. 

  Ms Squire: In their language! 

  Chairman: This is the question that will get you all on television tonight and Mr Jones as well I suspect.

  Q149  Mr Jones: The issue of weapons of mass destruction, to what extent was the finding and securing of 
weapons of mass destruction part of the actual campaign? Two other brief points, why do you think the coalition 
have failed to find significant evidence of the WMD to date? What will be the fallout, do you think, if there are not 
significant finds of WMD in terms of the legitimacy of the overall campaign operation? 

  Mr Beaver: This is a difficult one. Can I start the ball rolling? How much was it part of the military campaign? I do 
not believe it was a major part of the campaign at all. I believe the military planners had a job to do and that was to 
get to the enemey's centre of gravity and destroy the enemy. War fighting is a really nasty business, we are talking 
about, to use the old parlance, closing with Her Majesty's enemies and killing them. Looking for weapons of mass 
destruction on the way, yes, maybe, possibly but it was certainly not the primary or I would imagine the secondary 
thought in General Franks's mind. 

  Q150  Mr Jones: I accept that the main purpose was to secure Baghdad, was it part of the plan in terms of Phase III 
or Phase IV? 

  Mr Beaver: It must be part of Phase IV. There were 87 sites that have been identified that have all been visited. I 
still have that sort of feeling that it is still a bit soon, it has only been two months. After all we are still finding relics 
of the Second World War 60 years later in Germany, Britain and the Low Countries. I have a distinct impression we 
have given Saddam Hussein so much notice that something is going to happen that any sensible dictator would have 
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put his weapons of mass destruction—if he had them—out of harms way in another country, in such a location we 
have yet to find them, a variety of places. I think it is early days to say there are no weapons of mass destruction. I 
would like to have seen some from the point of view of the justification. In terms of legitimacy I think the soldiers 
that I have talked to who have come back believe they did a good thing, they destroyed an appalling dictator and they 
were able to rid that country of that person. In terms of the legitimacy I am not too sure. I think I would leave it at 
that from my perspective. 

  Dr Posen: For this meeting I was reviewing some of the briefings from the war and several times this question was 
asked directly and senior briefers said, our notion of the war is we fight the war first and we look for weapons of 
mass destruction second. I credit what Paul has said, fighting a war is a pretty hard business and doing this kind of 
thing along the way may have seemed complicated. I think if you take seriously WMD as the rationale for the war 
then they should have tried to do this complicated thing regardless. The purpose of this war was to make sure that 
these weapons do not end up in the wrong hands, they could just as easily have ended up in the wrong hands in the 
middle of the chaos of a war in which they were not picked up at the right time as Saddam Hussein deliberately 
giving them to somebody. I personally think while I understand why they made this calculation this is another part of 
the plan I would have considered to be under resourced.

  Q151  Mr Jones: I accept it was not part of the campaign in terms of the main substance, the main purpose. Have 
you come up with any evidence that, for example, there were certain sites that were either targeted or it was 
imperative they got to very quickly because they thought WMD was there? If it was going to be used it would be 
very important to destroy those sites or get there very quickly? 

  Dr Posen: In the light of what they said and what they have not said. What they do not talk about very much is 
special operations. We know there was a big special operations component in this war. One would be entitled to 
suspect that special operations people were trying to get to sites that intelligence suggested were promising. That is a 
question that you would have a better chance of getting an answer on than I would.

  Q152  Chairman: No, we would not. 

  Dr Posen: I said a "better chance". The second thing is that if you look at the list of targets they were concerned 
about what they thought might be promising delivery systems for chemical and biological weapons, particularly 
everything they thought was associated with a missile, and they claimed they were going after those things. I credit 
them with their word but I think it is pretty striking if you look at what has been said in these briefings about when 
short range surface-to-surface air missiles were still fired and when large stocks of them were discovered they were 
being fired fairly late in the war which does not say they did not try and get these things, it may say they did not put 
as much effort into it as they implied or it may just be these are very, very hard things to find. I tend to think they are 
just very, very hard things to find. The inattentiveness to the WMD sites while the fight was going while 
understandable in a pragmatic strictly military sense it is not understandable in terms of the larger strategic logic of 
the war. I personally think there is some kind of issue there. On the failure to find weapons of mass destruction 
already I think it is a bold person indeed who is prepared to stand up and say, they are never going to find any 
because there are not any. It does seem to me there is something else that you can say that is fair, if these systems are 
hidden away as well as they would need to be hidden to have evaded our search so far the adversary had no intention 
to use them during the war. I am not sure we will ever get an answer as to why that was so but I think that bears on 
the original political calculation for the war, because the original political calculation for the war suggested that the 
other guy, Saddam Hussein & Co were extremely ferocious, they were holding these weapons for some last ditch 
defence and if he has them this is certainly not the way they were organised to be used. That raises some questions. 

  Professor Bellamy: I have very little to add to that. I go back to my previous reference, you shoot the wolf nearest 
the sledge. Your aim is to win the battle, to capture the centre of gravity and you are very, very wary that the Iraqis 
might launch chemical weapons at you, therefore you go for surface-to-surface missiles, you go for multiple rocket 
launchers, you go for artillery, you go for anything that might launch weapons of mass destruction. Bunkers and 
storage sites where WMD might be stored but which are not obviously being deployed to be used are a secondary 
priority and you would isolate such a site, secure it and then go and inspect it later. I think that is the approach that 
was used.

  Q153  Mr Jones: There has been a lot of discussion recently about the chain of command in terms of the Iraqi 
Armed Forces, about how they would be used? That was possibly one of the reasons why they were not used. Have 
you come across any evidence that orders were given or there was some kind of break down in command? 
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  Professor Bellamy: I understand that Saddam's son Uday was placed in charge of weapons of mass destruction 
forces. The same question was raised in the previous Gulf War, did they not use them because they were deterred or 
because they were overrun so quickly. I think if the Iraqis had had any intention of using weapons of mass 
destruction they would probably have been able to get a few off, but that is speculation. 

  Mr Beaver: They managed to fire 16 surface-to-surface missiles in Kuwait. If they wanted to do it that would have 
been a target that they would have been able to use.

  Q154  Patrick Mercer: The thing that used to puzzle me about all this, and I wonder if you have a view about it, 
why was their nuclear, biological and chemical warfare protection kit so far forward and why was it in the trenches 
with them? I assume they knew we did not have the capability. What is your thought on that? 

  Mr Beaver: I remember seeing footage of it as far forward as Nasiriyah and certainly in some areas in Basra they 
had the equipment there. If we put our own experience on to that then you have that equipment because you believe 
the enemy has it or because you are going to use it yourself. There was some talk about the United States using CS 
gas, if you use CS gas you would use a respirator, you would not need to have a full chemical suit. I just wonder how 
long that equipment had been there. It would be interesting to see the sell by date on it perhaps.

  Q155  Mr Hancock: I am interested in the ideas that you might have of why they did not use them if they had 
them? 

  Mr Beaver: I personally do not believe that Saddam Hussein had any intention of using them. If you look at the 
way he used them before, he had used them against his own people, he had used them in one part of the campaign in 
the far peninsula, when Iranian forces were so close to Basra that it seemed they were going to overwhelm them. 
That was a different sort of war, he was using everything in that war, he was using his artillery, he was using his 
helicopters dug in and firing from static positions, there was a sort of last ditch stand. I did not see anything in his 
military planning or his military execution that indicated anything like the defences that were put in place in 1980 to 
1988.

  Q156  Mr Hancock: That poses the question, one of the lessons of Kosovo was that nobody really had got to grips 
with the psyche of Milosevic, do you think we were equipped well enough to understand the senior echelons within 
Iraq and once again the security and intelligence service did not really know their enemy well enough? 

  Mr Beaver: One of the problems we had was a lack of human intelligence because of the nature of the regime. 
Normally in regimes you would normally expect there to be people in place you could use, there would be sleeping 
agents, there would agents of one sort or another and you would be able to get good human intelligence that would 
give you the ability to be able to profile these people properly. I am not saying somebody sitting watching a video of 
them saying, he is not looking too good today and not knowing if that was actually today's video tape. There was a 
lack of human intelligence. We found that before, that is not the first time that has happened.

  Q157  Mr Hancock: That happened with Milosevic. In such a short period of time it appears we have fallen into 
the same trap again. 

  Mr Beaver: Is it a trap we can do anything about or is it something we have difficulty in dealing with?

  Q158  Mr Hancock: You were not finding weapons of mass destruction but you were surprised or the American 
and British troops on the ground were surprised when they found mass graves of people who we knew had been 
killed 12 years ago, presumably he had to bury them somewhere, but we seem to have spent a lot of time digging up 
the bodies of people we knew had been killed—for all the right humanitarian reasons. It appeared to me, and I am 
sure to a lot of people, this was once again a distraction because they were unable to find the weapons of mass 
destruction? 

  Mr Beaver: I wonder whether it was the fact there were television pictures of them, and it was something that was 
televisual and we were able to see it?

  Q159  Syd Rapson: Would you also agree that if our troops were encumbered by protective suits and that was very 
difficult in the heat and the Americans, the British and the journalists were suffering by putting on this kit every five 
minutes thinking there was going to be an attack the military planners believed 100% that there were weapons of 
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mass effect available and could be used, they actually believed that, and they were not playing a game of knowing it 
was not true but playing to the audience? 

  Mr Beaver: Certainly all of the people I know in the military and certainly in terms of what I have seen there was a 
perceived and real threat that would be chemical or biological. I do not think there is a nuclear threat, there may be a 
radiological concern from a terrorist perspective. Everybody that I have talked to sincerely believes that there was a 
threat. A lot of time and effort was spent in training to do that. Journalists were made to go through the training 
process. Several were removed from theatre because they did not do it and did not think it was necessary and they 
were taken out of the embedded system.
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  Q160  Mr Cran: You said everyone to whom you talked, who are we talking about? At what level? 

  Mr Beaver: Up to very high level, to star level.

  Q161  Chairman: You have pretty good contacts. 

  Dr Posen: It was reported, it was not early in the war, it was day 15 or day 20 but I believe the Commanding 
General of 101 told his troops at some point they could stop. On the basis of on-going intelligence and experience he 
developed a belief that it was not going to happen and it was more aggravating than it was worth to keep putting the 
suits on. At some point the view changed. I think you can ask another question here, on the one hand we have 
evidence of this very energetic effort to train the troops and the journalists, but what was the actual level of energy 
that went in to protecting the Kuwaiti population against chemical and biological attack? They were vulnerable to 
these missiles, we know missiles landed in this area. It is my impression that not all that much was done. This raises 
some questions for me about what kind of threat people thought there would be. My guess is that the most credible 
intelligence we had was about artillery delivered chemical munitions, which the troops would expect to face but 
which you would not really expect the Kuwaiti population to have to face. This is my guess and based on briefings 
and talks I heard last summer from people who had been in the previous weapon inspections regime my impression 
from them was the thing they thought the Iraqis might have was chemical weapons delivered by of artillery and 
multiple rocket launchers, short range stuff 15 to 20 kilometres.

  Q162  Mr Jones: Have you come up with any evidence? Somebody made reference earlier to weapons being 
moved out of Iraq to neighbouring states, likewise if they were not there ready to be used against invading troops is it 
the case that also possessing them, how long in your opinion would it take to actually weaponise if you had stocks of 
chemical or biological weapons? 

  Dr Posen: You would have to ask somebody who is on the inspection side and the chemical weapons side, I could 
not begin to answer that.

  Q163  Mr Crausby: I have some questions about logistics, the Secretary of State and the Ministry of Defence 
painted a pretty rosy picture of the logistics operation. He said to us: "We are engaged in the largest logistic effort 
since the Gulf War, deploying the same number of personnel and material but in half of the time". What is your 
assessment of the success of the logistics operation? 

  Mr Beaver: I think the logistics operation worked well within the limits that it could work within. I believe that 
there was time pressure put on the Defence Logistics Organisation which quite frankly was a unnecessary strain on 
their resources. The way in which a lot of the military equipment and preparedness for the troops was organised was 
by means of Urgent Operational Requirements, in other words not all of the equipment is available because of the 
austere conditions currently imposed on logistics in this country of not holding stocks but keeping them in industry 
or manufacturing them and it was necessary to buy them in. There were something in the order of 197 Urgent 
Operational Requirements, something like 124 sustainability requirements, now these are ones that are basically in 
the logistics areas. These started to be discussed between suppliers and the Ministry of Defence or rather by the 
military and the suppliers in May of last year when there was an indication that there might be military operations. 
Requests were made for the financing of that to be moved, that was denied until round September. The reason that 
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was denied was it would be a combat indicator, if you go and get desert uniforms from somebody that is an 
indication you might be going to the desert, experience would show that is not necessarily the case. One of problems 
is that in terms of supplying us with those uniforms, and there were 110,000 sets in the theatre, is there is no British 
manufacturer of the dessert uniforms, they had to be obtained from Indonesia, Romania and Bolivia. That meant 
there was going to be a logistics problem in doing that, you had to go there. First of all you had a political barrier to 
overcome, the political barrier was, yes you can start talking to people and that was not forthcoming in the last year. 
Once you have got through that and you have the political nod you then have the higher and steeper problem to deal 
with of the Treasury barrier. The Treasury is very happy to prepare and give half a billion pounds for Urgent 
Operational Requirements but it is a matter of getting the money out of the officials who are less than keen to do that. 
You eventually have a mad rush in the December, January and February time to get that all that equipment in place. 
Then you had to fit it and then you had to train on it. Before doing any of the fitting and training you had to get it 
there. There was a period in January when there was not a western merchant ship available to transport anything 
because everyone was picking them up, the Americans, the Australians and moving things. It began to be a logistics 
nightmare created in that regard as well. I think that the Secretary of State is probably right to say that the logistics 
worked well. I think that the Defence Logistics Organisation and the military should be congratulated on it but 
because despite the best efforts of Government and, perhaps I could say, the Civil Service to thwart the free flow of 
logistics, it actually did happen. How long we can sustain it for is another matter. When you look at logistics it is not 
just a matter of can we get the outflow of ammunition and equipment but can we sustain it while we are there. 
Luckily the war was 28 days, or whatever it was, I think we would have had some problems after that. You have to 
remember where that has bitten into funding for other projects in what is called the Equipment Programme and there 
are now some serious holes. 

  Professor Bellamy: I would agree with that. One of the reasons why the timescale for getting the logistics out there 
was compressed was that obviously there was a delay in pressing the political buttons back here to initiate that 
process. Therefore a lot of material only arrived Just in Time. The classic example I understand is some bolt-on 
armour for fighting vehicles, which was bolted on just before they went across the border. There were one or two 
minor problems, one problem I heard about was the desert nuclear biological and chemical filters for Challenger 2 
tanks, which were dispatched on a ship with most of the rest of the stuff but have not been found. I think the 
logisticians call it asset tracking. There was clearly an asset tracking problem there, they never got there.

  Q164  Mr Crausby: Do you think they might be with the weapons of mass destruction, in the same place? 

  Professor Bellamy: They might be in the next container, yes.

  Q165  Chairman: What did they do to overcome the problems of the sand and the lack of filters? 

  Professor Bellamy: I do not know. All I know is they did not get there. 

  Mr Beaver: They had sufficient reliability, on the Challenger 2 it was 98%.

  Q166  Mr Crausby: Did they learn lessons from Saif Sareea on sand? 

  Mr Beaver: There were two crucial lessons learned from Saif Sareea—you are going to hate this expression—the 
sand is different in Iraq from in Oman, it is talcum powder as opposed to rock sand. The second is that Saif Sareea 
was an exercise designed to find out what the problems were and the fixes were put in place. It was not 
desertification of the tank, we did not create the export desert version of Challenger 2, what they created was a 
vehicle that could mitigate the dust and they could work their way round it, it is a very British solution to these 
things. If I can come back on Just in Time, Just in Time is something that we have suddenly adopted in the military 
and I do not believe it works. I believe it is a serious flaw in our doctrine. There would be at least one soldier alive 
today if Just in Time did not apply and that is Sergeant Roberts of the Royal Tank Regiment, because his body 
armour had not arrived. There were insufficient ceramic plates for the body armour because the way in which it was 
ordered, because the monies were not released, because we do not keep them as standard stock they did not arrive in 
time. I think that is something. The other area is that we did not have sufficient hand grenades. Our hand grenades 
are ordered on a Just in Time basis from a company in Switzerland. The Swiss Government decided it would not 
allow the export of hand grenades to soldiers who were going to fight wars, presumably you can have them in 
Switzerland if you are not going to fight a war. They would not deliver them to a war fighting nation. That is the 
problem we have with Just in Time

  Q167  Mr Hancock: We did not know that. It is a bit like the Belgium bullets in the Falklands? 
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  Mr Beaver: In the 1991 war it was the M109 ammunition from Belgium, it was the spare parts for the tornado, it 
was the Lynx helicopter parts from Germany.

  Q168  Mr Hancock: We did not know about the hand grenades? 

  Mr Beaver: We presumably should have done but it is not part of the process. We do not stockpile hand grenades I 
am told.

  Q169  Mr Crausby: Will Just in Time ever work with a large deployment? It is not a question of learning lessons, 
is it not possible to conduct a deployment of this size with a Just in Time policy? 

  Mr Beaver: I do not like Just in Time at all because Just in Time can be sometimes be just after and that does not 
work. Just in Time if it really is Just in Time is fine. With military operation requirements that tend to be Just in 
Time you get the situation you have in Afghanistan and the Congo, where 2 PARA received night-vision equipment, 
this is really good night-vision equipment, but there is only enough for the battalion that happen to be there, when 2 
PARA came home—CO 2 PARA will hate me for this—they forgot to leave it behind in Afghanistan, so it is now in 
Colchester. They had to then procure another one. That is a difficult thing.

  Q170  Syd Rapson: There were some firsts in the conflict, not least Storm Shadow, the RAF's new weapon was 
deployed for the first time, and very effective as far as we know, 950 cruise missiles, 8,600 laser-guided bombs and 
6,500 GPS guided weapons, what equipment lessons have we learned from the conflict so far? Can we split that into 
an American version and a British one? Have we learned much other than Storm Shadow was ideal and our rifles 
were magnificent? 

  Mr Beaver: We want to see what they are willing to say about what hit what and when. We have been seeing an 
accelerating use of air-launched missiles by the American military. I think in the Afghan War and this war what you 
are seeing is a kind of second nature assumption of plenty as far as PGMs are concerned, they expend these things 
liberally now. To do that they produce them liberally. I think this is a new fact. As we used to say in the Warsaw Pact 
the quantity has a quality of its own, well quantity of quality has a quality all of its own. The US military now 
expects to order of the order of 200,000 Joint Direct Attack Munitions. I think that is the stated requirement at this 
point, whether they are getting them all is anybody's guess but they are going to get a lot of them. They are ramping-
up the production capability, as I think you know. This is a new fact. At the other end of the spectrum on equipment I 
think the tankers are going to have to get a chance to make their argument again, because the safest vehicles to be in 
turned out to be tanks. Almost anything else you had was vulnerable, even to the least capable weapons. The other 
side had weapons that are distributed round the world in vast numbers, like RPGs. This should cause, it may not, 
some reconsideration of this eight year obsession with light armoured vehicles that has occurred in the western world 
and has begun to take over the US military. At the other end this is an important issue. The US Navy periodically 
reminds itself or is reminded by others that littoral warfare is a special area. While the Iraqis did not make good use 
of what they had it is clear that even what they had as badly used. It was a complicating factor for us and could have 
turned out to be dangerous. The synergies you get from naval mines, bottom mines and truck mobile anti-ship 
missiles are important. These systems are clearly hard to find. We had virtual command of the airspace over 
Southern Iraq long before the war started, we were looking for these things and yet many of them managed to 
survive and some of them were fired. If the US Navy is objective about this war I think they should redouble their 
efforts in the littoral warfare area and should be looking for help from others. In this war the British provided 
obviously terrific assistance on the mine area. 

  Q171  Syd Rapson: We were talking about plastic tanks at one stage. 

  Dr Posen: Nothing can stop them from chasing this dream. The American military has $300 billion a year to spend 
and they are going to chase the dream. The dream is to have a weapon that can fight on the land, take any hit or avoid 
any hit and be rapidly transferred by air. They are going to keep chasing this dream. I hope or I suspect that those 
Army guys who like a particular piece of metal are going to have a stronger argument now. 

  Mr Beaver: It is interesting that from the British perspective that the tank has been proven to be still viable but the 
future is not necessarily in protection it is in survivability. The British attitude is to look for something intermediate, 
something less than 30 tonnes. You are probably aware of something called the Future Rapid Effect System and it 
does seem that in general terms this war has borne out to a certain extent the defence planning assumptions which 
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call for FRES to be there. One of the difficulties is you look at a war and say, lots of lessons identified here let us 
apply them straight away. Each war is different in that regard. There is no doubt that there has to be some care. My 
understanding is that the Army Board is looking at seven factors as a result of this war. The command and 
management of the battle space is a generic title, in other words situational awareness. Do we know what is going 
on? Where our forces are? What the other people's forces are at any one time? This awful thing called Network 
Enabled Capability, which is the British way of saying it, and ISTAR, Intelligence Surveillance, Target Aquisition 
and reconnaissance. The creation of a medium force perhaps as a way of re-roling 3rd United Kingdom division. 
Basically we have learned a lot of positive lessons about air manoeuvre and how we would use Apache. For example 
in American Apache operations they have no support for them. We would have something called the BLUH LYNX, 
the Battlefield Light Utility Helicopter Programme, where we would be able to pick up downed crews, which is 
something that the Americans cannot do. When an Apache goes down they cannot pick the crew up, they have no 
means of doing that without calling in another unit. There is no doubt that we have to improve our combat service 
support. There is no doubt we need to have an indirect fire weapon with precision effect, in other words something 
we can fire longer distances—up to 10 kilometres and destroy something. We are worried about force protection. We 
are worried about controlling our flanks. The 16 Air Assault Brigade, the very lightest of our formation, was not 
used. There is now a question as to where that goes, do you keep it as a helicopter force or do you split it and create 5 
Brigade again, a Para and air landing forces, or do you create a helicopter battalion? In terms of equipment just about 
all of the heavy equipment had a reliability range of more than 90%: Challenger 2, the AS90 Warrior. What was 
interesting was that the CVR(T) was 33 years old and on Saif Sareea had a 49% reliability that had gone up to 90% 
in this conflict because of the lessons learned from Saif Sareea. We knew that the Combat Engineer Tractor was a 
load of rubbish, less than 50% availability, that is going to be replaced soon. The SA80A2, the assault rifle, excellent 
performance, even the Royal Marines liked it, that is going some way. You were talking about Storm Shadow, there 
were nearly 30 launched and all of them that were launched hit their target. The difference about Storm Shadow 
compared to the American system is it can attack a bunker but it does not have to use gravity to do it, it does not go 
in vertically it goes in at a slant angle. They were able to engage a bunker under a school by going in via the car park 
and not hitting school, which is something that the Americans cannot do. Hopefully it is something we might be able 
to persuade them to buy. For the first time the British had a SEAD aircraft, a suppression of enemy air defence 
aircraft ASRAM missiles on Tornado F3 fighters. Rapier was not used but it was serviceable. Helicopters as much as 
they could be used, sometimes the weather hampered that. What I think was interesting was in terms of supporting 
ground formations the Army Air Corps 3 Regiment had the largest ever area to control, 60,000 square kilometres of 
Iraqi battle space and under command they had RAF helicopters and infantry, so it is an all-arms air manoeuvre 
battle group which shows the way forward. That has been a list out of Jane's "All the World Somethings". It is 
important to see that in terms of equipment that things happened and worked well.

  Q172  Syd Rapson: If I can ask a chicken and egg question, did the conflict vindicate the network-centric warfare, 
to use an American term, or did the Iraqis just not want to fight? 

  Mr Beaver: From the allied perspective it was great because it really worked and everyone knew where they were. 
Whether the Iraqis were there or not I think they still would have played with it. 

  Professor Bellamy: I am glad that Paul talked about lessons identified, which is the correct military phrase 
nowadays, we no longer have lessons learned. We have lessons identified, which is perhaps a bit sad. I do not know 
whether this comes under logistics or interoperability or lessons identified but one of the most striking things which I 
thought was very impressive was the fact that the British and Americans were using the same fuel, F34-JP8 AVTUR. 
You can put this stuff in anything, you can put it in aeroplanes, in tanks, you can put it in trucks and it substitutes for 
petrol and it substitutes for diesel. I am amazed you cannot buy it on the forecourt. It worked. The British had 
misgivings about this before it was used but basically it worked very well. In terms of contribution to a combined 
operation the fact that everyone at last is running on the same fuel must be a really major contribution.

  Q173  Syd Rapson: We have used it for 30 years in the United Kingdom. I used it when I was in the service. 

  Professor Bellamy: Right.

  Q174  Syd Rapson: Can I ask about close air support, the US 3rd Infantry Division and the US 1st Marine 
Expeditionary Force both had their own aircraft and close support, they were fully engaged with joint land/air 
components whereas the British contingent were relying on a pool of air support, which meant a delay, as I 
understand it from letters received in Parliament, of about 48 hours sometimes when close air support was called in. 
The worry was how that functioned. Is that true? Clearly the British are going to feel left out when the Americans 
make the main decisions and they have much better liaison. 
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  Mr Beaver: Things like the MEF, the Marine Expeditionary Force have an integrated air component, 384 
aircraft—I sound like a spotter—we do not have a similar formation that has that sort of numbers. The concern that I 
have heard was that we pooled all of our close air support assets, there were Harrier GR7s that were somewhere in 
the west, they came home and everyone said that is very interesting we did not know where they were and we still do 
not know officially where they were. There were Tornados and I think the British Army expected those aircraft to be 
available for British formations when they were required. What they had instead, it was not really support in the 
same way, there were helicopters, the Lynx TOW a combination from both the Royal Marines and the Army Air 
Corp, it is not quite the same as having a Harrier because it does a different job. There were not that many of them, 
and I go back to this urgent operational requirement area. It my understanding that when you go to war in coalition 
your air assets are pooled, your organic assets, your imbedded assets, the kit stays with you, the helicopters of 16 Air 
Assault Brigade would have been with them had they been used. That is probably an area that does need to be better 
examined. Since the 2nd Tactical Air Force in Normandy I do not think there have been cab ranks of aircraft 
available to be called in when there has been a coalition in operation because we had expected the Americans to do 
that. The fact that they did not is all to do with the way in which they prioritise their tasking.

  Q175  Mr Howarth: That is a significant issue. If you are saying, you are confirming that they priorities the 
targets, which meant that our forces were not able to rely, not able to call in air support when they needed it this has 
implications, a number of implications not least for the next coalition action and the pooling of air assets but it also 
clearly has implications for the future of the Sea Harrier because the Sea Harrier's withdrawal been justified on the 
grounds that the air defence of the Maritime Force, currently provided by the FA2, will subsequently be provided by 
the coalition forces. What do you think are the implications for force protection? 

  Mr Beaver: In terms of force protection on the ground battle the next time, and there will be next time we go to 
war, we should have the initial operating capability of Apache, which will give us that extra capability. Lynx TOW 
with a range of two kilometres, yes, it can defeat bunkers and buildings and, yes, they were using it in that regard but 
there were not that many assets available. The next time we go to war there will be sufficient Apache capability of 
engaging targets. 

  Q176  Mr Howarth: You just explained to us earlier on the difficulties which the Apache ran in to. 

  Mr Beaver: Those are American Apaches. This is not the British way of doing it, the doctrine is different. This is a 
very important doctrinal difference, Mr Howarth. What we do not have is we do not have the same close air support 
capability, that is something which politically that has to be worked out between coalition partners. 

  Dr Posen: On the Apache you want to be clear, the US Army uses Apaches in many different ways. At this 
particular time they got into trouble they were stretching the envelope of their aircraft and the envelope of their 
tactics. They were essentially using it as a deep interdiction aircraft, which is a kind of air force wannabe-ism and 
they should not have been doing it. When you have used Apaches in close proximity of your troops in a typical close 
air support kind of mode, where you have these hugely supporting fires and artillery to do suppression you are 
usually going to be better off. If the lacunae for the British was in true close air support then the arrival of the 
Apaches will give the ground force a responsive close air support asset that will be pretty reliable but it will not 
substitute for aeroplanes and all missions, you still have the aeroplane question. Then the flip side is that you want to 
investigate how much of the fixed-wing aviation was controlled by the marines on a day-to-day basis? How much of 
their own close air support did they have direct control over versus how much was centrally controlled? I am betting 
a lot of their longer-legged aircraft, their F18s, probably fell into the air tasking order like anything else. The 
question for you is, did the Marines manage to hold on to their own Harriers, whereas you did not manage to hold on 
to your own Harriers? I think that is the question that you want to ask.

  Q177  Mr Hancock: I have three questions, it is one thing saying that the prioritising of close air support was 
decided by the Americans in a different way, I think we need to know on how many occasions it was requested and 
was not available? It is one thing saying that it was not available and another thing being told it was turned down. I 
think we need to have some clarification on that, we can say, and it is pointless if it was never asked for in the first 
place and we just assumed it was there. Secondly, going back to your point about the tank, I hope we do not revisit 
the issue of the tank based on this because the tank was a pretty safe place to be in because tanks were pretty safe 
because they were not fighting out in the open and there was no aircraft coming at them, so the tank was a safe 
option. If there had been hostile aircraft in the air the tank would have been as vulnerable as anything else 
presumably. Maybe the tank survived this battle well because of the opposition and the location, they were ideal for 
in cities and along the edges of cities, giving protection to troops to take out buildings. I think we have to bring that 
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into perspective. My third question goes back to what you said, I thought you said a very damming thing about the 
Treasury, particularly about the sergeant who was killed because of the ceramic armour, we now that he died, the 
important question—and Geoff Hoon was not willing to answer it—was how many of our troops who were in the 
frontline on active duty, liable to be shot at did not have the right armour? We know one did not because he died 
sadly. You more or less put the blame well and truly where it belongs for that. 

  Mr Beaver: I would imagine that we are probably talking of several tens. It is interesting that it should be that in a 
frontline unit, in a battle group that somebody did not have the ceramic plates that go in the armoured vest, they were 
missing. The reason they were missing was they were in the theatre but they had arrived late and they did not get out 
in time for the war to start because the war started earlier than the logistics chain thought.

  Q178  Mr Hancock: There was a specific order saying that no troops should be engaged in war fighting without 
the proper equipment, that was a specific order given, was it not? Somebody somewhere overruled that order 

  Mr Beaver: That is probably a question better addressed to the Ministry of Defence. 

  Mr Hancock: Absolutely. There was a specific order that troops should not be exposed to hostile fire without the 
proper equipment.

  Q179  Patrick Mercer: Can you confirm that Sergeant Roberts did not have plates available rather than the fact 
that he left them in his tank, as an awful lot of armoured troops do? 

  Mr Beaver: This is still subject to an SIB investigation. My understanding is that he had not been issued with the 
plates. 

  Professor Bellamy: Can I say something about air support. I have heard reports that it was alleged that the 
Americans appeared to give priority to their own troops rather than deploying aircraft to support the British troops. 
As I said, there were about 1,000 American aircraft and 100 British in the theatre and under those circumstances it 
made total sense to pool the aircraft. When you call for air support you do not necessarily get it. I do not know what 
the proportion of air support requests that are not fulfilled is, it could be, for the sake of argument, 50%, I would be 
very careful to investigate whether the number of requests that were made and not fulfilled actually exceeded the 
norm for any other conflict. The interoperability between the British and the Americans for fire support was, in my 
view, very good. The Americans had Air, Naval and Land liaison officers, or Anglicoes as they were known, 
deployed to the British brigades, one company with each UK brigade, and they were deployed down to battalion 
level. Of course looking at the whole picture it might well be that the decision was that the priority is there and not 
there. I do not know. I am a little bit sceptical about that particular allegation. 

  Mr Howarth: Can anybody say anything about the Sea Harrier? 

  Chairman: No, if you want to you can write. We have at least eight blocks of questions. 

  I suggest each block should be no more than seven or eight minutes max.
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  Q180  Patrick Mercer: A brief look at Hansard will show that cluster bombs are a munition that have never been 
so widely misunderstood by Parliamentarians or the public. Bear that in mind when you answer my questions, this 
type of munition, given the style of the opposition and the style of the operation was their use necessary in your 
opinion? 

  Mr Beaver: Yes. The main reason you use cluster weapons is to engage the enemy in the open and destroy them in 
their light vehicles and their troop concentrations. This is war-fighting, this is about killing people, sadly. I do not 
know if there is another cost-effective way of doing it. 

  Professor Bellamy: Unfortunately, yes, I agree. 

  Dr Posen: You have to distinguish two kinds and you have to distinguish the situation. There is the bombs and 
there is the artillery shells. When you are engaging adversary conventional forces in the field they are very useful, 
particularly the cluster artillery shells and rockets shell are great for counter-battery fire. When we were bombing 
through the sandstorm, when we thought the Iraqis were trying to re-locate we were able to locate some of those 
units on radar. I do not think you can target them with any kind of precision guided munitions. It seem to me where 
the issues arise is in the cases where cluster artillery may have been used in an urban settings, that is where you 
should be asking some questions.

  Q181  Patrick Mercer: Was anything learned about their use from the Afghan engagement? 

  Dr Posen: The only thing that I know they learned was they should change the colour of the humanitarian meal 
ready-to-eat so it does not have the same colour as a cluster munition, which is a simple thing you should not have 
had to learn but it was learned rather than deduced. 

  Mr Beaver: In any conflict you have a duty once you have won to go and sort them out, that is a labourious process, 
we know we lost two engineers in Kosovo as a result of doing that, mainly because the information about the 
particular weapon was not forthcoming from the United States. 

  Q182  Jim Knight: The major combat phase was self-evidently successful. Right at the beginning I mentioned the 
post-conflict phase, did the coalition have sufficient forces in theatre ready for the transition to that phase? 

  Dr Posen: No 

  Professor Bellamy: No. 

  Mr Beaver: No. 

  Professor Bellamy: The post conflict phase or Phase IV, everybody who thought about it knew that was going to 
come with the priority being, (a) to guard against possible attack by weapons of mass destruction and win the war as 
quickly as possible. Clearly the focus was not on Phase IV but on Phase III. What happened was a classic 
manifestation of something which scholars in this field have been writing about for a while, that is a so-called 
security gap opened between the war-fighting phase and the peace support operating phase. If you think of it as a 
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circle going conflict, post-conflict, pre-conflict the ring broke and clearly with the benefit of 20/20 hindsight there 
should have been battalions of military police, people like that, ready to go in because, as is well known, once the 
war fighting finishes you really do not need soldiers you need policemen. Very interestingly the first British 
armoured division halfway through the war-fighting phase realised that in order to run a city like Basra with 1.3 
million people in it they were going to need a senior police officer and a request went out for somebody at assistant 
chief constable level and one from the Hampshire Constabulary arrived, but two months later, so a clear example of 
the security gap. That is something that should have been foreseen, could have been foreseen but for reasons we all 
know was not acted on.

  Q183  Jim Knight: If the Ba'ath regime had proved to be more brittle and collapsed more quickly could it have 
been even more disastrous in the post-conflict phase? Would the gap have been much greater? 

  Professor Bellamy: The gap would have shifted forward in time, I do not think it would have been any different. 

  Mr Beaver: What concerns me is that in 1945 allied forces went into Germany and about two minutes behind the 
armoured thrust came the military government. If you look back at the history of the way in which the allies ran 
round on the Axis nations there was a very good system that came in behind. Mind you there were six years to plan 
for that.

  Q184  Mr Jones: When we went to the Pentagon earlier this year, before the actual conflict, we got a good 
briefing, elaborate suggestions about what was going to be planned for after any conflict, including details of 
humanitarian relief but also government, what went wrong? I was under the impression that there were well 
advanced in terms of thinking? What do you think went wrong if that type of thinking was taking place in February? 
What went wrong in terms of why that was not coming in, as you say, two minutes behind? Was that not thought 
about? 

  Mr Beaver: I can imagine something political. 

  Professor Bellamy: I think the fact that the United Nations was rather kept out of matters may have had a major 
influence. In other situations like this who provides the policemen? Answer, the UN civ pol, the civilian police. If 
there is no UN clearly it is more difficult.

  Q185  Jim Knight: Do you think the discussion between Rumsfeld and Franks you alluded to at the beginning of 
the session may have informed this? 

  Dr Posen: There was another discussion between Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz and Shinseki that happened in front of the 
American Congress. When General Shinseki, the Chief of Staff of the Army was asked: "What do you think the 
requirements will be to police Iraq after the war?" He said: "Several hundred thousand soldiers". From a political 
point of view this was the wrong answer. You are trying to sell a war to the American people and your senior Army 
general is telling you are going to be policing this place forever with what amounts to, lets be conservative, half the 
American field Army, this is the wrong answer politically. Wolfawitz just shrugged his shoulders and said: "No, no, 
it is going to be much less than that". Since the war I have heard two or three senior people say it is going to take a 
least 100,000 people for quite a while. Just to finish the thought, there is a well known article that is widely 
circulated in the United States of America by James Quinlivan called Force Requirement for Stability Operations. 
Quinlivan is a senior RAND analyst and did this work for the Army. I am sure General Shinseki was relying on this 
work, it is a very simple and easily understandable piece of work and the basic message is that force requirements for 
stability operations. You can police the United States with about two people per thousand and when things were 
pretty bad in Northern Ireland it took about 20 soldiers and police per thousand, you can do the math for a country of 
22 million and you end up with big numbers. This is what I think the Army who had thought about these matters 
knew and this was a fact that was devastating politically and needed to be suppressed. 

  Q186  Jim Knight: Profesor Bellamy, you referred earlier to some of the thinking as we went in to Basra, 
obviously the situation in Basra was much easier than Baghdad, do you think the UK were better at this stage than 
the US? 

  Professor Bellamy: Yes, I do simply because of our experience in places like Northern Ireland, Bosnia and so on. 
Culturally and historically for a very long time, and before that Malaya, the British Armed Forces have been 
experienced in doing peace support operations. You are familiar with the famous quotation from Condaleeza Rice a 
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couple of years ago, "we do not want the 82nd Airbourne escorting kids to Kindergarten". A prevalent attitude in 
certain aspects of the United States military is that peace-keeping is for wimps. This showed the difference between 
Basra, where the Brits took off their steel helmets, put on their berets and got into doing what they had done in 
Northern Ireland, in Bosnia and in Kosovo. The Americans said, "we do not do peacekeeping". I think that difference 
is clear. I think it was a cultural thing of the two different groups of Armed Forces, I do not think it was necessarily a 
doctrinal thing 

  Dr Posen: I think there is a lot of truth in this but I also think you have to distinguish between the areas. In the 
South most people in Basra did not want to live under the Saddam regime any more, the only people he had there 
were friends who were really close, supportable loyalists who were installed there. The story is that insurgence swam 
through the people like fish through water, but there were no real people in the Ba'athist regime to swim through in 
the South. Baghdad is full of Ba'athist sympathisers; areas north of Baghdad are full of Ba'athist sympathisers, it is a 
much tougher security problem. You cannot bring the fighting phase to a clear end. The Americans do not really 
want to say it, but is it not basically true that the war is still going on in Baghdad and the North? Let's be honest 
about the different situations. Everything you said about the cultural differences and the experiential differences is all 
true but you also have to crank into this the difference in the situations. 

  Mr Beaver: Nevertheless, you have to look at Kosovo, and the American way of doing peace operations there was 
only from vehicles wearing body armour looking like "Imperial Storm Troopers". The first thing the Brits do is to 
take off their body armour and get amongst the people. There is a difference in doctrine and it is based on something 
called force protection. The American primary objective is to protect their own force, ours is to do the job, and I 
think there is a subtle difference.

  Q187  Jim Knight: In Afghanistan we had both peace-keeping and combat forces, two separate forces. Should we 
have had something similar? 

  Dr Posen: It is almost too much to ask. We needed to have a plan for transition. 

  Mr Beaver: And the resources to do it. That is the problem.

  Q188  Patrick Mercer: Earlier on, Professor Bellamy, you said that British forces were not expecting to move into 
peace-keeping operations. My understanding, and it was a correct and proud boast of 7 Brigade, is that peace-
keeping operations were going on at the same time as humanitarian operations at the same time as war-fighting 
operations, and that actually the transition from war-fighting through humanitarian into peace-keeping seems to have 
gone very smoothly. My impression is that they were entirely expecting to go to peace-keeping, not least because of 
the culture. 

  Professor Bellamy: People to whom I have spoken said, for whatever reason, that they did expect there would be 
peace-keeping but they thought somebody else would do it.

  Q189  Patrick Mercer: Follow-on forces. 

  Professor Bellamy: Yes. 

  Dr Posen: It is what comes next, I do not think it is the transition. 

  Professor Bellamy: Another thing, which we have alluded to earlier, is the fact the planners did expect formed Iraqi 
units to come over and that they might use those in certain of these roles, but as we know that did not happen. 

  Q190  Jim Knight: You said we could not have done two separate forces, could the UK have deployed more? We 
are now deploying Reserves, is that a good use of Reserves now that the war is over given the relations they have 
with their employers? Could we have done any more than we have done now? Should we have done? 

  Mr Beaver: There is a school of thought which says that the Territorial Army could have coped with a mobilisation 
of more people in formed units—one or two formed units only—to do that. The problem is the Territorial Army is 
not trained in this role. Secondly, in order to do this, if you mobilise one company, you then have to have two others 
underway because you have to replace that company and you have to have that company coming back and then have 
the next one and so on. I actually do not think there will be a sustainable option. I believe the only option there would 
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be to use other nations to do that.

  Q191  Patrick Mercer: Can I broaden out the question a little and pick up a couple of things you said earlier. Mr 
Beaver, you referred to an armoured division we deployed. We did not deploy an armoured division. The Royal 
Navy deployed a brigade, there was an air mobile or an air assault brigade deployed, and there was one armoured 
brigade deployed. Mr Beaver, you were talking about the northern option and the possibility of deploying two 
armoured brigades. 

  Professor Bellamy: Seventh and Fourth—I cannot remember whether the Fourth is mechanised or armoured.

  Q192  Patrick Mercer: It is armoured. First question: did we need more or did we need less armoured formations? 
One of my sources says, "Do bear in mind, 16 Brigade was fixed, it could not move, it could not operate, because it 
was not armoured." Secondly, could we do it? Could we really provide the armoured division?

  Q193  Jim Knight: And was there so much cannibalisation in order to get there? 

  Mr Beaver: When I talk about an armoured division here, it is divisional headquarters with a brigade plus, because 
they had to take elements of 4 in order to make 7 work.

  Q194  Patrick Mercer: Forgive me, it was one armoured brigade formed out of the bulk of at least two if not three 
armoured brigades. 

  Mr Beaver: Correct. 

  Dr Posen: Exactly a brigade plus. 

  Mr Beaver: It was a brigade plus because it was extra elements. I think it was one extra battle group. What you 
have to remember is that our force structures are wrong in the United Kingdom. We have a peace time structure and 
a war fighting structure, we should actually only have a war fighting structure, because that is what we do. What we 
should have are infantry battalions with four companies, not infantry battalions with three companies who borrow a 
company from somebody and then they go off to borrow another company from somewhere else. By the time you 
have finished, you are in this magic circle and nobody quite knows which battalion they belong to. So our problem is 
that we are not as prepared for war fighting as we should be. I think that is something which the Army will be 
looking at. I think we will see a change of structure. I have a personal interest in this perhaps but I can see a role for 
the Territorial Army in the future in providing that extra company or that extra squadron if it is the Royal Engineers 
or the Army Air Corps or whatever in terms of mobilised capability so that we can do something with that. So, for 
example, the First Battalion Royal Green Jackets will have elements of what used to be called 4th, 5th or 6th Royal 
Green Jackets, the TA Royal Green Jackets—whatever they are these days because I have rather lost track of where 
some of these units have gone—so we could have a TA formation which could train with their Regular counterparts. 
That would get away from all this thing about STABs, about the TA being useless and all of these things if they 
worked with a definite unit.

  Q195  Patrick Mercer: You might have to define STABs. 

  Mr Beaver: I would probably prefer not to. It is an expression used by the Regular Army to describe TA 
soldiers—"stupid TA bastards"—and it is unfortunately still prevalent in the Army today.

  Q196  Chairman: What do they call the Regulars? 

  Mr Beaver: They tend to call them neanderthals actually because they have not moved on.

  Q197  Mr Jones: Is there not a difference? For example, the Royal Marine Reserves did integrate very closely 
but— 

  Mr Beaver: There are formations in the British Armed Forces, Reserve Forces, which do work. For example, 
elements of the TA Special Air Service Regiment are fully integrated with their Regular counterparts.

  Q198  Mr Howarth: Do we know anybody associated with that regiment? 
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  Mr Beaver: I know a number of people associated with that regiment. They are very capable of working with the 
Regulars and are accepted by the Regulars. The Royal Marine Reserve is the same. There are elements in other 
formations as well. But, as a whole, there is that problem. However, Chairman, you could have a separate inquiry 
into the relationship between the Regulars and the Territorials. 

  Chairman: We have about had five inquiries and probably a few more in the pipeline.

  Q199  Rachel Squire: Sorry to draw us away from an interesting line of discussion and in fact you have already 
touched on some parts of my question. The first one is coming back to military planning and the avoidance of 
civilian casualties. There was a clear decision to try and do the utmost to avoid targeting civilian infrastructure and to 
minimise civilian casualties. In your view, was that decision taken, one, to emphasise to the Iraqi people that these 
were forces of liberation or, two, as a necessary element in trying to ensure there was Allied domestic support, or 
was it a combination of both or did other factors come into it? 

  Professor Bellamy: Both and another factor. The other factor is that dropping bombs on civilians is a waste of 
bombs. 

  Dr Posen: The planners knew we were trying to take over this country which meant that we had to run it 
afterwards, and you have a pretty strong interest in not destroying the infrastructure if you are going to inherit this 
thing. As bad as the infrastructure is, it beats what would have been there after the fact. We were planning a short 
war, so it is not clear what the advantage would be of destroying the civilian infrastructure. You usually destroy 
civilian infrastructure because you are trying to destroy the other guy's industrial mobilisation base. Well, Iraq 
practically did not have an industrial mobilisation base to speak of. Certainly they were concerned about public 
support here and public support abroad, and they were concerned that it might turn at least some people in Iraq to the 
Western, Coalition side. I think all those reasons came into play. I would not assume that the situation would 
necessarily be replicated in another war. I think that under the right circumstances you would be where you were at 
the end of the Kosovo war, where you are more than happy to destroy your adversary's infrastructure. I would not 
assume there is a sea change in attitudes. 

  Mr Beaver: Nothing to add really. 
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  Q200  Rachel Squire: The other part of the question you have really touched on and I do not know whether you 
want to add any more to it. One was the contrast between British and American approaches to capturing and later 
stabilising Basra and Baghdad. You seem to agree that there were differing approaches and that reflects a different 
general approach, experience and background. The other part of the question was talking about post-conflict 
reconstruction playing an appropriate part in the military planning. Basically you have said, no, it did not, that they 
should have had security forces lined up to come and help establish some degree of law and order and not expect the 
troops to do it. Was there anything else you wanted to add to those issues of differing perspectives and ways of 
dealing with Basra and Baghdad and the lesson of learning you have to plan ahead for who comes in after the war 
has finished? 

  Dr Posen: There is one thing which is different about Baghdad and Basra, which is that nobody believed you could 
end the war in Basra and everybody believed you could only end the war in Baghdad. That strategic difference is 
going to affect everything you do with military operations. So when the Americans saw their opportunity, knocked 
on the door of Baghdad and saw that the door was not locked, they were not going to stop and say, "Maybe we 
should be more cautious, maybe we should surround the place", whatever. They were going to try and kick the door 
in. We do not know much about the fighting which did happen in Baghdad and the effects on local people, we do 
know that those units which tried to stand against the Americans were essentially shot to pieces, which is only to be 
expected. I think that makes a difference and the Americans were certainly fixated on the idea that victory was to be 
found in Baghdad. It may be that the quite understandable focus on victory might cause you to under-plan for, in the 
first case of our discussion, the WMD policing, and in the second case the transition from regime collapse to what 
happens next. 

  Chairman: Two more questions which are rather contentious. First, Special Forces.

  Q201  Patrick Mercer: A huge question on Special Forces but if you can be as brief as possible please. What 
lessons do you think have come out of the role and the way in which Special Forces were used in the Iraq conflict? 

  Dr Posen: Special Forces do not want me to know about them and I do not really feel that I yet know much. I really 
do not. I think we have a much better sense from the Afghan war about some Special Forces issues than we do from 
this war. 

  Professor Bellamy: I think this war falls into two bits. Because the Turkish option was foreclosed, it was inevitable 
that the northern part of the country would be dealt with using an Afghan-type war, that is to say with Special Forces 
acting as liaison with local groups. The way American Special Forces—and one brigade of American Paratroops, 
173 Brigade—operated with the Kurdish factions was I think quite similar to Afghanistan. In the south of the country 
we had something much closer to a classic pig iron first division war, although one side decided not to put up much 
of a fight, although there was a bit of an attempt at an asymmetric approach by popping up behind the advancing 
American troops. One of the key roles of Special Forces is liaison with local factions and local leaders, local people, 
and this war has certainly borne out that as one of the Special Forces' most important roles. 

  Mr Beaver: We know very little in the public domain about Special Forces operations. We know that there were 
large numbers of British Special Air Service and Special Boat Service deployed but, quite frankly, they had their 
own air assets, their own aviation support, their own communications nets, they did not report to the contingent 
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commander, they were under the command of the US. That is probably about the sum total of what we are going to 
learn until the first—

  Q202  Chairman: Until the first novel appears! There must be dozens of Andy McNabs waiting to put pen to 
paper. 

  Mr Beaver: Bravo Three Zero. 

  Q203  Patrick Mercer: The logical question then relating purely and simply to British Special Forces: we have 
now seen operations across the Balkans, operations in Afghanistan, operations in Iraq, all depending hugely on 
Special Forces. Can we afford to retain Special Forces at the tiny size they are at the moment, or should we try to 
expand them? 

  Mr Beaver: It is my personal opinion we should be very careful about expanding them. The United States has 
46,000 people in Special Forces Command and I would ask the question, "Just how special is that?" There are people 
in Special Forces Command in the United States who get a patch and they become Special Forces. That would be, to 
people in Hereford, an anathema. I would think that we should be very careful about expanding the size of Special 
Forces. We have elite forces—the Parachute Regiment, the Royal Marines, some elements of the infantry—but then 
again we have to be very careful we do not create a two-tier Army. That I think is equally as dangerous.

  Q204  Syd Rapson: The Americans used a method of precision strike which was an assassination strike right at the 
start of the war. The exact location of these targets for GPS control must be targeted by Special Forces, so I would 
imagine in this conflict because of the surgical strike capability the targeting is much more important, so therefore 
we need more Special Forces to pick out the specific small groups to hit than we had before. 

  Mr Beaver: We do not need Special Forces though. You can use elite forces for that, you can use artillery spotters, 
forward observation officers, people who are Special Forces trained but do not do the full gamut of SAS missions for 
example. The other thing you do of course is use civilians. In Afghanistan a large number of CIA operatives were 
being used to do this. It is not a difficult task, even the CIA could accomplish it. 

  Chairman: One last small block of questions, again highly contentious.

  Q205  Mr Howarth: I do not know about contentious, but certainly two of you gentlemen are well placed to 
answer them because it is about the role of the media. Obviously one of the novelties here was the embedding of 
journalists with individual units and the effect that had on the perception that sometimes minor incidents were seen 
as major military set-backs when viewed on television here at home. How far did an accurate picture of the conflict 
emerge during the major combat phase of operations? 

  Mr Beaver: I can speak from what I saw where I was, in the BBC. There was an overriding feeling of need amongst 
the editors to use the embeddeds whenever they possibly could, whenever they had a line, to get a snapshot. They did 
not know they were getting a snapshot and the problem was you had people with formations who were near Baghdad 
who were asked about Basra because they had them there and they wanted to ask questions. The downside of 
embeddeds is that you have a snapshot in time and space which is about as far as they can see, which in a sandstorm 
is about 20 metres. There has to be analysis to go with that. You might say, "He would say that, wouldn't he", but 
there does have to be the big picture.

  Q206  Mr Howarth: You were very good, Paul. 

  Mr Beaver: Thank you very much. I think it is absolutely vital that if you are going to have embedded journalists 
then they have to be properly equipped, properly trained and properly monitored. You might ask to whose benefit is 
an embedded journalist. Is it to the public's benefit, is it to the Army's benefit or to the government's benefit or 
whatever. I think it is probably all. You do get a good and accurate picture of what is happening there just in that 
time and space. What you do not get is the worry that the Armed Forces have of having too many unilaterals going 
around, people who are not embedded. Twenty seven journalists were killed in this operation in 28 days and that is a 
large number of people to be killed. Almost all of those were freelance in the wider sense of the word, and were 
going around doing their own thing. That is a very dangerous thing to do in a war. The problem is from a reporting 
point of view everyone thought this was Kosovo all over again, which was a relatively benign environment.
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  Q207  Mr Jones: I think you have put it correctly, you need embedded journalists and analysts. There was a 
journalist near Nasiriyah where there was a fierce fight going on where they got some nice pictures, and obviously 
the journalist on the ground was describing what was happening and it looked very spectacular. I think if I remember 
correctly that you were looking at the pictures as well and were saying, "Quite frankly, this is not really an intense 
battle..."— 

  Mr Beaver: This was the Umm Qasr battle where the television cameras rolled for five hours and there was one 
building and eventually it was bombed, which was the highlight of the whole afternoon.

  Q208  Mr Jones: That is right. 

  Mr Beaver: That, I am afraid, is not so much a function of the journalists but a function of the TV coverage. 24-
hour news requires pictures and it was a Saturday afternoon and that was the entertainment value of it. If you 
compare some of the stations—for example the American television network, Fox—they were very courageous (and 
I use that not in the Civil Service way) in the way in which they put their camera crews right in the frontline, and it 
was almost like having someone saying, "Wow, gee, look at this happening, this is just amazing", it was somebody 
reporting really from the heart as opposed to the measured tones of, say, John Simpson in the north of Iraq. You had 
the full spectrum of entertainment and showmanship through to the very thoughtful and sometimes not positive 
coverage.

  Q209  Mr Jones: The Fox coverage was quite memorable. In one of the first raids into Baghdad they shot up a 
truck, and the journalist was explaining this was a great thing and it was basically an Army truck they were shooting 
up quite badly. How do you get it right in terms of trying to distinguish between, let's say, the journalists on the 
ground, who obviously has the adrenalin going and perhaps has not got the analytical background which you have 
got, and the analyst? How do you get the balance right? It does give an impression to the public, and then that is 
picked up by other networks and others, that there are problems or issues on the ground, whereas really what is 
actually happening is what would happen normally in a conflict situation. 

  Mr Beaver: What I think is important about the way in which the media comes through is that each war is different. 
It is rather like the way you fight a war, the way you deploy the journalists is different, and for news organisations it 
is the same. Short wars are better because you can put more resources in and therefore they want a fast moving war. 
In terms of the lessons learnt, or lessons identified, there are still reports being written. It does seem to me that there 
were significant successes about this from the media perspective. They had people just about everywhere excepct in 
the west of Iraq where the Special Forces were operating. There were some negative sides to it as well because we 
did not get a full picture. I would imagine that the military and Ministry of Defence would look at it exactly in the 
same way, they often got their message across but very often there were people in Baghdad, for example, who were 
upsetting the Government here because they were not necessarily following the Alastair Campbell line. 

  Professor Bellamy: I think the key to this is to have a mix of different types of journalists. There were about 700 
embedded journalists in theatre. There is an impression going around that embedding is something new, well of 
course it is not. There were embedded journalists with the two British brigades and British Divisional Headquarters 
in the previous Gulf War; in the Falklands of course all the journalists there were embedded because there was no 
other way of getting there. So it is not new. I think also the procedures in terms of training them and assigning them 
to units well before the conflict started and not allowing them to move from unit to unit—you were deployed to that 
battalion and that was your battalion—have been tightened up a bit. I think the editors were absolutely right to use 
material from the embedded journalists in the frontline wherever possible but you also needed non-embedded 
journalists a bit back from the front, in places like Kuwait, and you needed experienced analysts back in London or 
wherever who were capable of giving context and perspective. On the example which Paul has mentioned of 
basically a platoon attack on a building, it takes somebody who knows something about military operations to say, 
"Okay, it has gone on for five hours but it is a platoon attack, this is not the operational future of the war at stake 
here." Finally, most importantly, to me, incredibly, we did have people in Baghdad. I know that they were accused of 
having to spin the Iraqi line but all those broadcasts came with health warnings and everybody knew that, and I think 
the people in Baghdad were incredibly brave. The Iraqis could have strung them from lamp-posts just like that. So 
you have essentially four classes of people. I think the media coverage, in my humble opinion, was very good. Of 
course the British and US Government line was not always spun, but that is what journalism is about.

  Q210  Mr Howarth: I know you have to go, Dr Posen, would you like to make a contribution and then you can 
stand down and we will hold on to the other two for five minutes more? 
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  Dr Posen: I wanted to add a point to this business about having journalists further back in the theatre. My 
impression is that the journalists at CentCom were pretty unhappy people because they got a kind of a thin gruel 
every day. Where I think you saw the most powerful coverage, the most interesting coverage, of the war was when 
you encountered this unexpected level of resistance from the Ba'ath Party militia up and down the Euphrates and this 
was causing genuine problems, and they were genuine problems, and the embeds figured out they were genuine 
problems, the officers on the scene told the embeds they were genuine problems. The journalists in CentCom 
basically were getting all this information, I think they were actually talking to each other and their own embeds in 
the theatre, and they were doing what the military does, they were collecting field reports, looking for patterns, 
seeing patterns and calling it as they saw it. This caused great discomfort in CentCom. This was where you began to 
see the line being advanced, "You are only looking at this snapshot, you do not know what you are seeing, so stop 
saying things", and the journalists after a while basically dutifully shut up. They had got the story and had the story 
drawn away from them, in my opinion. So my own view is that you have a pretty interesting system here for getting 
at the basic pattern of the conflict. It proved uncomfortable for CentCom and I think they had to bob and weave a 
little bit to try and portray their preferred version of the conflict as it was going on. My impression is that serious 
people in the American military know that those middle days were cause for concern, because those middle days 
suggested two possible things. One, the Baghdad fight could turn out to be very nasty. Two, the post-conflict 
situation could turn out to be very nasty. These were two things which the public in Britain and the United States had 
a right to know. Even if it was inimical to the public relations part of the war, the populations had the right to know 
there might be tough days coming. I found it striking that in Washington and in CentCom the interest was not seen 
this way, the interest was seen as, "We have to spin the story a different way." 

  Q211  Mr Howarth: It makes the conduct of war on the part of the military high command extremely difficult if 
you are having to contend with a public which is being taken through a serious roller-coaster as a result of immediate 
images on their television screens. 

  Dr Posen: I think it is perfectly true but no one forced the military into this. No one forced them into getting this 
close to the journalists, into this high level of embedding, into developing this kind of relationship. The American 
military has been very interested in information management for 10 years. They have been teaching it, they have 
mock journalists in their exercises, they have mock studios in their exercises, they see this as advantageous to them. 
When it does not go their way, they try and manoeuvre just like they would on the battle field. I think they have been 
pretty successful at it and in a way I think the military journalist community has now had its—I won't say "trial by 
fire", it is too dramatic—combat experience and the next time around I think they will be pretty tough customers.

  Q212  Mr Howarth: So you think embedding journalists is here to stay? 

  Dr Posen: I cannot say that, I am not a good enough fortune teller. If the military backs away from it and tries to 
keep everyone out of the game, in some senses they are going to lose whatever is the advantage they think is there. 
The advantage they think is there is being essentially able to put their own spin on what happens.

  Q213  Mr Howarth: What would have happened in the United States in week two when there was the pause, with 
the possibility of retaliatory action being taken by asymmetric warfare, if there had been a lot of casualties taken by 
the United States? We know the aversion to taking casualties amongst the United States population, perhaps 
mitigated in part by 9/11, nevertheless if there had been a large number of American casualties, had that been shown 
on American television, do you not think instantaneously that would have affected the conduct of the war? 

  Dr Posen: In this case I think it would have made it more ferocious.

  Q214  Mr Howarth: So it would have emboldened the American people, you think? 

  Dr Posen: This business about the casualty-sensitivity of the American people is a strange and amorphous issue, 
not easily settled in one discussion. I think the American people since 11 September have been more willing to take 
casualties than even their leaders think they are. I was not in the United States during the war, I was living in 
Brussels, but I talked to my friends to try and get a sense of how it was seen, and my impression is that the public 
was pretty ferocious and if the American military had taken more casualties, I think the question would have been, 
"Who didn't send enough fire power; how do we get it out to them fast enough; whose head needs to roll for not 
sending enough fire power." I think that is the kind of attitude we would have got, not, "Oh dear, oh dear, let's get out 
of this."

  Q215  Mr Howarth: Can I take you back to a point Paul made about entertainment versus information. I think this 
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is hugely serious. I represent a garrison town and the wives of my constituents who were out there fell into two 
camps. One camp were glued 24 hours a day, who were just looking for their husbands. The other group would say, 
"I would switch on in the morning, switch it off, switch it on at night for the news before going to bed, then switch it 
off again, just watch those two slots." It is very difficult for these people. The idea that this should be regarded as any 
form of entertainment personally I think is an anathema. It is trying to manage that which I think is going to be a 
major lesson to be learnt. 

  Dr Posen: I could not agree with you more but different journalistic organisations have different standards. There is 
this slang in the United States, "infotainment", and for some that is the standard. It is the whizz, bang war and our 
glorious fellows and that is the way it is going to be portrayed and if there is a hot story you are going to stick a 
camera in their faces. That is the same way some of the media will cover any issue in the United States. I think it is a 
tragedy when war is covered this way. I think the only thing we can hope for—maybe I am being naive here—is peer 
pressure. This is a profession, the journalistic profession, and there is some peer pressure, there is pressure from 
people like you, to try to raise the standard. I do not think the right answer for a democracy is to suppress coverage, 
the right answer for a democracy is to demand a certain standard from the professionals who make their living out of 
it. 

  Q216  Chairman: I think we will draw stumps. Thank you very much, gentlemen, that was very interesting. It is 
one of the longest sessions we have ever had, a testimony not just to the interesting subject but the very interesting 
way in which you were speaking. 

  Dr Posen: I want you to know it was an honour for me to be here. 

  Chairman: Thank you so much. If you have written anything—I am sure you have all written quite considerably 
on this subject—if you would not mind sending us a copy as a supplement to what you have said, we would be very 
grateful. Thank you very much. 

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2003 Prepared 4 November 2003

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3060407.htm (5 von 5)26.07.2005 17:06:52

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

       

House of Commons

Session 2002-03
Publications on the internet

Defence Committee Publications 

Defence - Minutes of Evidence [Back to Report]

Here you can browse the Minutes of Evidence which were ordered by the House of Commons to be printed 
11 June 2003.

Wednesday 11 June 2003

Members present:

Mr Bruce George, in the Chair

Mr James Cran
Mr David Crausby
Mr Mike Hancock
Mr Gerald Howarth
Mr Kevan Jones 

Jim Knight
Patrick Mercer
Syd Rapson
Rachel Squire 

CONTENTS

Examination of Witness

Air Marshal Brian Burridge CBE, UK National Contingent Commander, Operation Telic, examined.

Question Number

217-219 

220-239 

240-259 

260-279 

280-299 

300-319 

320-339 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061101.htm (1 von 2)26.07.2005 17:06:53

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm/cmpubns.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm/cmdfence.htm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

340-359 

360-379 

380-399 

400-419 

420-428

 
 

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2003 Prepared 4 November 2003

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061101.htm (2 von 2)26.07.2005 17:06:53

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Memorandum submitted by Ministry of Defence 

Examination of Witness (Questions 217-219)

AIR MARSHAL BRIAN BURRIDGE CBE 
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Q217  Chairman: Air Marshal, thank you for coming. We have a lot of questions. In answer to the first one you can 
give expression to your MoD management-speak and if you cannot provide the explanation maybe you could get 
some organisational charts sent to us. The first question is: can you explain your role in Operation Telic and the 
composition of your staff in Qatar? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I was the national contingent commander, so I had operational control of some 45,000 to 
47,000 British personnel involved in the operation. That term operational control means that I was responsible for 
allocating them to agreed tasks, tasks agreed by the Ministry of Defence, for their logistic support and for their 
alignment with the US plan. To do that in Qatar essentially I could rely on two elements: my own headquarters; then 
some UK embedded staff, who were members of General Franks' staff; so instead of an American officer doing a 
particular job, there would be a British officer. That gave us the linkage and connectivity between our two 
headquarters. Then there was my own headquarters' total of about 350, including the life support of signallers, etc, 
but in terms of staff officers about 180. 

Q218  Chairman: What was your organisational relationship with Lieutenant General Reith? 

Air Marshal Burridge: He was designated the joint commander and he ran his headquarters at Northwood in the 
traditional way in that not only was he charged with being the joint commander for Operation Telic but also for the 
UK's operations elsewhere in the world which were going on in parallel. As to our relationship, it is best 
characterised that he was looking at the London end and some of the international aspects away from the theatre, 
whereas I was looking horizontally at the region of the theatre and downwards. 

Q219  Chairman: It sounds really simple, but it could not have been because you are inter-relating with the UK, 
with the Americans and the organisational chart must have been in reality quite complicated. What we should like, if 
you do not mind, is for you to take the trouble to give us a clearer picture of who was doing what, the different 
functions that were being undertaken, the inter-relationships? That would be really helpful. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Would you like me just to take that a little further now? 

Chairman: Please do. What we will do, if we may, is ask the next question, because there are some issues to do with 
the fuller picture we are looking for and that would be quite helpful to us.
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Q220  Mr Cran: The Committee would be quite interested to know where you fitted in to the chain of command, 
given that, as we understand it, tactical command of UK forces rested with 3* American generals and UK command 
authority rested with the Chief of Joint Operations (CJO). Where did you fit into this rather complicated structure? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The CJO, who was the joint commander, had operational command of UK forces. These are 
prosaic terms, but we are going to have to go through them. He was able to assign different forces to different 
missions, that is what operational command actually means. I sat below him and I had operational control, so I was 
given the tasks and the forces and then I just had to match them into the American plan. Tactical command, in other 
words executing the individual tasks, was held by the UK 2* officers who were contingent commanders within each 
environment, air, land, maritime. They handed tactical control to their opposite number who was in all cases a 3* 
American, who would actually be the person who owned that part of the plan. I said this was prosaic. It actually 
takes longer to describe that it does to use in practice. 

Q221  Mr Cran: That is quite over-simplified in a way, is it not? You are really saying that all you had to do, when 
the tasks were set out, was to match resources to them. Were you not able to influence? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Sure; sure. 

Q222  Mr Cran: Just talk us through how you influenced these things. 

Air Marshal Burridge: The role of a national contingent headquarters, my role, probably revolves around three 
areas. Firstly, support; in other words providing the necessary logistic support and other forms of support to the 
contingents. Secondly, inform; in other words provide the information that London needs for political decision 
making or military decision making. Thirdly, influence. Influence is exercised in a number of ways and was in this 
case. We had spent a considerable time planning with the Americans at Tampa and we had embedded staff there. We 
were able, from the bottom up to influence the way the planning was conducted. We conducted an exercise with 
General Franks and the CENTCOM staff before Christmas, which for us was one of a series, but for them was 
mission rehearsal. We were able to exercise influence over our analysis of the plan against how it went. On a day-to-
day basis he and I would meet for a component commanders' conference for one hour a day at least and we would 
look not only at what had just happened, but more particularly at what was planned at about a 48-hour horizon. If I 
had reservations, either because I felt that what might be planned would be outside the delegations I had been given, 
or that from a point of view of joint endeavour it would not be the right thing to do in terms of the way the 
international community might judge us, then we would have a discussion and invariably he would agree. It is true to 
say, in that sort of a coalition, many of his staff would regard us as their conscience, because we see things through 
different eyes, maybe make a different sort of analysis. That was just at my level, but this was going on continually. I 
had particularly good relationships with General Franks' deputy, Lieutenant General Abosaid, who is someone I had 
known a good eight years ago. Similarly, my staff had very good relations with the senior staff in CENTCOM, 
because we had been together for a long time. 

Q223  Mr Cran: Just so the Committee can fully grasp what your role was, what were the limits of your influence? 
In the directives you were given about the role you performed where were the boundaries? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Having agreed at chiefs of staff level what the UK's part in the plan would be—and no doubt 
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you will want to talk about southern Iraq and all that sort of thing—then those were my limits. If it became clear that 
to pursue the mission we would need to do something else, then I would have to ask. So the chiefs agreed the plan 
and that was my blueprint. 

Q224  Mr Cran: Could you tell us about your relationship with General Franks? I do not mean the personal 
relationship, I mean the professional relationship on the one hand and also with the political leadership in London. 
How did all this work together? You had to undertake quite an exercise. 

Air Marshal Burridge: To start with General Franks and I, because he and I first met in April of 2002, had seen each 
other regularly, had swopped views on planning throughout that time and because he recognised the quality of the 
thinking that our embedded staff brought, he regarded us as a very positive aspect of his coalition. He also 
recognised from a strategic political sense the importance of the UK's part in this as a coalition partner and was very 
keen to make sure that what he did underpinned that. I thought my relationship with him was very good; he was 
willing to listen and when we did come up against points about which we were at variance, inevitably we were able 
to resolve them. To answer the second part of your question, the US political construct or political control of the 
military was very different from ours. As it is under this administration, it is very direct in that it goes from the 
President, to Mr Rumsfeld, SecDef, and then straight to the commander, General Franks. There is not quite the 
dynamic using the joint chiefs of staff that I remember under the Clinton administration when we were doing Bosnia. 
It is very much a direct daily phone call and a discussion. Ours is different, of course. My relationship was with 
General Reith, because he is the Chief of Joint Operations; occasionally the CDS would call me either to resolve 
some ambiguity about the perceptions which were being drawn in London about what was going on or just to give 
me a bit of confidence or whatever. The Secretary of State's relationship, of course, is with the CDS, so that is how I 
managed the political side of it. The Secretary of State came out to see us a couple of times, so I was able to spend a 
fair amount of time with him and make sure that at least I had given him the impressions from my point of view. 

Q225  Mr Cran: All of us in the Committee and doubtless you in the MoD are here to learn lessons, if there are any 
lessons to learn from what happened in Iraq. In relation to the various command structures which were set up, are 
you happy with how they operated? Would you with the benefit of hindsight have anything changed and if so, in 
what way? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I should preface all my remarks with "What you see depends on where you sit". From where 
I sat, I was very happy with the command relationships, command arrangements, because they allowed me to focus 
on what I needed to focus on and that was integrating UK forces into a plan and then executing that plan at minimum 
risk to UK forces. I appreciated very much that there would be a great deal going on in London from which I was 
totally shielded. That was the basis in our doctrine of why we set the command structure the way we do. Something 
that we will undoubtedly consider as a potential lesson is if we see the likelihood of our participating with the 
Americans becoming more the norm than the exception, then do we need a different sort of command and control 
structure which fits a bit more easily with that direct line that the Americans are currently using. My caution is that I 
have seen it done different ways in America. In my view it is very personality dependent. You cannot always say that 
their doctrine looks like this and that is what they will do. If we modify, we may find that the next time it does not 
work quite so well. 

Q226  Mr Cran: My last question, simply for any future coalition co-operation, is that there are indeed lessons to be 
learned, are there not? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Indeed. 

Q227  Mr Cran: Could you just canter over one or two? 

Air Marshal Burridge: On command and control or more generally? 

Mr Cran: More generally. 

Q228  Chairman: We will come on to that later, if you do not mind, or it will confuse what is already far from 
simple. You mentioned that you had a mission rehearsal. How many were engaged in that? Was it almost like the 
real thing? I am wondering how the structure operated in Gulf War 1, more complicated in Kosovo, then you had the 
mission rehearsal, then you had the thing set up. What would be the relationship between the different structures and 
how were they modified? I know you were not in all of the earlier ones. All we are anxious to find out is how this 
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complex set of inter-relationships and formal and informal structures and operations all gelled and whether this is a 
structure which might be a model amended for any future operation? 

Air Marshal Burridge: If we go back to the first Gulf War, at that stage we did not have a Permanent Joint 
Headquarters, so we earmarked a 4* headquarters which happened to be Headquarters Strike Command and 
earmarked the commander in chief of Strike Command as the joint commander. Then General De La Billie"re was 
essentially doing my job in theatre. That was pretty much what we followed this time. Kosovo, different, because it 
was a NATO operation. The efficiency of small coalitions versus the consensus basis under which NATO operates 
probably clouds the difference in efficiency between the structures. In the NATO case it is the process rather than the 
structure which perhaps made things difficult. I said that we did an exercise before Christmas. That was a computer-
generated simulation of the plan, so it just involved staff officers and senior commanders. We modified the plan 
based on our experiences, but we also recognised that the command structure we had created and the linkages which 
existed, were pretty much 95% right. As we did a bit more analysis, we just saw the occasional place where there 
was potentially friction, or the communications would not jump the air gap, so we needed to put in liaison officers to 
those sorts of places. That is why a mission rehearsal of that sort is very valuable, because if you cannot get the 
orders to the right people at the right time, then your plan, if it does not fail, will certainly not be efficient. 

Q229  Chairman: Were you satisfied that the technology for decision making was compatible with American 
systems? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. One of my significant lessons is about that very thing, CIS generally. We are just about 
to launch into the defence information infrastructure project, which I hope will be the beginning of putting this right. 
The US are considerably ahead of us in their command and control technology and they use a single secure system 
for operations and intelligence and for all participating agencies such as CIA, DIA, etc. That really is the goal as far 
as I am concerned for war-fighting CIS. We do not have a system you can just plug into that. It is called SIPRNET 
and it is a no-form system, so US eyes only. We had therefore to come up with some work-arounds, for example in 
my headquarters I had a small enclave with an American officer operating this equipment, so I could get the 
information, but my staff could not actually access it themselves. To alleviate that problem, the US provided the 
infrastructure for a mirror image of it called XNET and that is slightly inefficient, because it requires them to transfer 
the information from one system to another and then sanitise it on the way. As it happened, it was not a huge 
problem, because the participating nations were just ourselves, Australia and to a limited extent Canada in planning. 
We are inside a known intelligence agreement for sharing intelligence, but if the coalition is big and contains 
partners with whom we would not normally consider sharing high grade intelligence, then the efficacy of that system 
is limited. Big lesson here: not only the compatibility and connectivity of war fighting CIS, but also the robustness of 
it as well. 

Q230  Syd Rapson: During the conflict there was a lot of contact between Rumsfeld and the politicians and General 
Franks, stories around about undue influence in the operational capacity of Franks. Was there at any time direct 
contact from Geoff Hoon, the Secretary of State, with yourself, or were you left to get on with your responsibilities? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Let me just correct whatever may have been circulating in London at this time. In terms of 
military direction, Mr Rumsfeld did not, as far as I am aware—and I think probably I am in a pretty good place to 
judge—exercise undue influence. As for myself, I was very much left to get on with things. I was trying to remember 
just before coming in. The Secretary of State phoned me once and that was just to give me reassurance that 
everybody was happy with the way things were going. Yes, I was very gratified to be able to work that way. 

Q231  Jim Knight: Some people would have listened to something you said in response to Mr Cran's questioning, 
that you started meeting with Tommy Franks back in April 2002, and may have one or two questions they would 
want to ask, such as while you were planning from that early stage, did you have a military timetable, did that have a 
date at the end of it by which you would need to have started the campaign? They would want you to respond to the 
charge that if you started planning that early, this whole thing was pre-determined and that everything that went on in 
New York was a charade and a lot of theatre. 

Air Marshal Burridge: They would, if that were right. 

Q232  Jim Knight: That is why I put it to you, to give you the chance to respond. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I first met General Franks in April because I was designated as the UK's 3* deployable 
commander. On my first meeting with him, we discussed Afghanistan, because that was the campaign which was 
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going on at the time. I well remember our first conversation. We were discussing going from what in Operation Telic 
we know as phase 3, in other words decisive operations, into phase 4, which was the nation building stuff. We spent 
an hour discussing that on that occasion. We began looking at Iraq planning in the summer. We had no timetable, but 
it was put to me that if the UK was at any stage likely to participate, then best we at least understand the planning 
and influence the planning for the better. At no stage did we say "Here is the end date by which we are going to do 
this". What we did have was a couple of windows. We said ideally it makes sense either to do this in the spring of 
2003 or autumn of 2003. When we started planning, the US forces were still reconstituting after Afghanistan. That 
was an issue for them: how quickly would they be ready to do another operation of this size? 

Q233  Jim Knight: That is very helpful. I would only ask in supplement to that whether there were any other nations 
involved in any of that early planning who then subsequently did not want to join the party or was it just a happy 
coincidence that the same people who were planning in that early stage around a contingency of needing to do 
something ended up being those who took part? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Only the UK was invited in for planning in the earliest stages and subsequently Australia. 
The Canadians were considering what their contribution might be and in their case quite firmly against the prospect 
of a second resolution. They did not participate but observed; in the event, as we know, they chose not to participate. 

Q234  Mr Jones: I listened to you very carefully and you actually used an interesting word "invited" in. What 
format did that take? If the only ones involved in that planning were Britain, the United States and later Australia, 
what would have been the case if we had got a second resolution and we had had other nations, for example France 
and others, who wanted to contribute militarily to this? 

Air Marshal Burridge: In what terms do you mean "what would have been the case"? 

Q235  Mr Jones: Clearly what you have described is a lot of pre-planning taking place the summer before. If we had 
got a second resolution to authorise military action, it would have involved countries other than just the United 
States, Britain and Australia. Where were they in this loop? How would they have got into it? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Had there been the conditions in which other countries would have wanted to participate, I 
have no doubt they would have done, but they would not have had the degree of influence on planning that we had. 
Governments take a view. Depending on the size of their contribution, they might say that sending a battalion to 
integrate into, say, a British brigade is okay, they feel that they can trust the robustness of the planning. If it is a 
nation which is going to send a division, they may have a different view. You take a choice. If you feel you are going 
to do something, then governments have to take a choice over the moment at which they are going to become 
engaged, even in planning, without commitment. 

Q236  Mr Jones: Yes, but you did use the word "invited" in. Who gave the invitation? Was it the Americans? You 
said Britain was "invited" in. By whom? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The US. It was their plan. 

Q237  Mr Jones: Therefore, there was no plan at any time to involve other nations. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Why? 

Q238  Mr Jones: If you are going to "invite", in your words, a country like the United Kingdom to take part in very 
early planning, up to a year in advance, clearly plans were being drawn up quite ahead of any resolution in the UN, 
which clearly excluded other nations, did they not? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, because any other nation could have come on board at any time. 

Q239  Mr Jones: Why were they not invited to take part? 

Air Marshal Burridge: As I recall, the State Department sent out a letter to embassies at some stage around 
September/October—I may be wide on the dates. In just the same way as at that stage there were 34 coalition 
members at Tampa participating in Enduring Freedom, so the US intent, indeed CENTCOM intent, was to build a 
coalition for Iraq.

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061103.htm (4 von 5)26.07.2005 17:06:57



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2003 Prepared 4 November 2003

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061103.htm (5 von 5)26.07.2005 17:06:57

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witness (Questions 240-259)

AIR MARSHAL BRIAN BURRIDGE CBE 

11 JUNE 2003

Q240  Mr Jones: So we were just the nation who responded to the invitation sent to other embassies. Is that what 
you are saying? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No; no. We started to participate early in June or July, something like that, whereas later they 
invited other nations. 

Q241  Mr Jones: To whom were these invitations, which other nations? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I could not say off the top of my head, but it was quite a large number. 

Q242  Mr Cran: A supplementary, just so I may understand this, because the question posed by Mr Jones is a good 
one. Is the presumption that we are working under this, that even supposing the United Nations had given its 
approval and it became a UN operation, the fact of the matter is that the Americans would still have contributed the 
bulk of the armed forces, perhaps us, perhaps the French and so on. Is that the understanding that we were all 
working under? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not sure we would say, if there had been a second UN resolution that it would have 
become a UN operation. It would have become a UN sanctioned operation or whatever. 

Q243  Mr Cran: That is what I meant. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Okay. The presumption was that the majority of the forces would be American. 

Mr Cran: Okay. Then I understand your answers to Mr Jones. Thank you. 

Q244  Mr Crausby: Were all UK forces deployed under your command? I am thinking in particular about Special 
Forces. Were there different arrangements for Special Forces? 

Air Marshal Burridge: There were different arrangements for Special Forces. I had co-ordinating authority for 
Special Forces, because command of Special Forces is kept as high as possible because they are a strategic asset. 

Q245  Mr Crausby: To whom did they report? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The Chief of Defence Staff. 

Q246  Mr Crausby: They reported direct to the Chief of Defence Staff. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q247  Mr Crausby: How did this operate? How did that work with the American Special Forces? 

Air Marshal Burridge: They were integrated with the American Special Forces, tasks were agreed beforehand and 
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they got on and did it. None of this is something that needs day to day very fine tuning or whatever in terms of the 
relationship between forces and their senior commander. 

Q248  Mr Crausby: What do you think about this arrangement? Are there any lessons to learn about this 
arrangement with Special Forces? 

Air Marshal Burridge: In this case it worked well. I have no reason to believe it would not work well in the future. 
Much of the success of our command arrangements is because we all know each other. All the UK commanders have 
probably sat on the same courses together, certainly exercised together. Perhaps one of the advantages of being small 
is that you do know each other. Personal relationships are really the glue which holds our command structure 
together and that was very much the case with Special Forces. It was not a problem. 

Q249  Syd Rapson: May I thank you on two counts? One is that when I listened to you on the television discussing 
issues around the conflict, I believed every word you said and I could not do that with all the other commentators. As 
a cynical person I was very grateful for that. I trusted what you were saying as true and it proved to be the case. 
Secondly, you were able to put down John Humphries on Radio 4 Today programme, which gave most of us 
politicians, certainly me, great delight. Tom Baldwin of The Times in a Times Online article compared your putting 
him down incident with Private Pike. So alongside all the heavyweight stuff, we are very grateful and take great 
delight in you doing that. I am sure it was not intended, but that is how it came across. 

Air Marshal Burridge: You are very generous. 

Q250  Syd Rapson: Your influence is clearly substantial. Not in the planning, but in the decision making, how 
influential was the British perspective? We have been told that on the air tasking orders which the Americans had, 
they at all times, when you were consulted, took your advice and did not stray from that. What was the difference in 
the British position on targeting and the American's? We have a view sometimes that the Americans are a little bit 
trigger happy and that is not true. I know it is unfair. When it comes to the British line, and presumably yours, I 
assume—and I am sure most people do—that there are very careful political considerations and damage limitation 
considerations. Could you expand on that? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The approach to air targeting requires a certain amount of science and a certain amount of 
judgment. The judgments come in the application of the law on armed conflict and the Geneva Convention. In 
looking at any target the first thing I would have to do is apply what is known as a discrimination test: is this a 
military target? Then a proportionality test: what is the appropriate level of force to use against this target? That takes 
into account a number of considerations, civilian casualties, damage to civilian property, things which are glibly 
called collateral damage, but also the almost cultural approach you want to take to a particular operation. In this 
operation, we wanted very much to be using minimum force so as to leave the infrastructure of Iraq and also the 
perception of the people of Iraq in tact; so we only did the minimum we needed to. 

Q251  Syd Rapson: If you were the sole arbiter of the targeting I can understand that you are following that 
philosophy. Do I take it that the Americans had already chosen a number of targets, had presumably gone through 
this process, but decided to take them in, then you came along and said, through the filter system, that they could do 
number one, but not number two? What is the essential difference between you and the Americans if you are using 
the Geneva Convention? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Because of those two things I have said so far and the third is military advantage, that there 
must be a discernible military advantage. The fourth is that you must take all feasible precautions in making your 
judgments. Those are judgments. An American or another Brit, might take a different view in applying those 
judgments. In coming to my conclusions—and I shall answer your question about how a target list is put together—I 
very much worked on the basis that the world will judge us by our conduct in phase 3. Maybe because I am 
European, I had a different view sometimes from the Americans. If we are attacking a target with a UK platform, 
aircraft, then I have to approve it. It cannot be attacked unless I or someone to whom I have delegated approve it. If 
we are attacking a target using an American platform, but from a British facility, Diego Garcia or Fairford, I have to 
approve it or someone to whom I have delegated. That is quite formal, legalistic, everybody understands that. Where 
I believe the interesting bit occurs—and I think this is where we added considerable value—was in saying yes, okay, 
this is an American target, American platform, no British involvement, but actually let me just say how this might 
look viewed in Paris, Berlin or wherever. As for creating the target list, we use a methodology and, again, our 
embedded staff in CENTAF, the air component, were deeply engaged in the methodology we use called strategy to 
task. We ask ourselves what the strategy is that we are applying. If we say, for example, that the centre of gravity as 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061104.htm (2 von 4)26.07.2005 17:06:59



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

far as Iraq is concerned is the regime, then we will say our strategy is to disable the regime command and control. 
We then produce an audit trail down to targets which contribute to that Not, as people might think, just looking at a 
big photograph of Iraq and saying that is a good target, this looks quite good, that looks quite good. It is not like that. 
It is built up in a logical way in order to achieve your strategy; otherwise it would not be efficient for one thing. 

Q252  Syd Rapson: May I ask what might seem a simple question? I apologise for that and it is not trying to catch 
you out. If the Americans were the sole country involved in the war on Iraq and we were not there to give our 
specific advice and you in particular had not given those careful decisions over targeting, would you assume that it 
would have been a much more widespread action and more collateral damage and more destruction would have 
taken place without the British influence? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, I could not make that assumption. The US works within the framework of the 
international community and the same comment would come by another means ultimately. I am sure you are 
referring to an article which appeared on the front of The Times which I would not dignify with any evidence. No, I 
do not think it would have made a huge difference, but they may have been slower to pick up on the way things 
might look in the international community. 

Q253  Chairman: How influential were we really on American decision making? Did they say, "Thank you for 
coming along. We need you politically, but you are only providing 6% of the air assets so you get 6% of the 
influence". Reassure us that we were not simply there for the ride. Can you give us some examples of where you 
were able to effect an influence on decisions? 

Air Marshal Burridge: We very definitely were not there for the ride. On the air side we flew seven per cent of the 
sorties, but we provided a larger proportion of precision guided munitions than did the Americans. We provided 
niche capabilities on the air side that the US was lacking in, particularly tactical recce. On the land side some 25% of 
the combat power was British. If you consider the line-up of the land forces just before we crossed the start line, 
there were 116 Challenger 2s there just in one brigade. Our brigades are big and very powerful with a lot of combat 
power. That was significant. They respected that; they respected that. As for areas where we were able to exercise 
influence, we were able to exercise influence on some of the targeting aspects, some of the weapons selection and I 
am afraid I cannot go into details on those two things in this forum. In the context of how we should deal with urban 
warfare, the way in which we continually should remember that the end state is not to lay waste to Iraq, it is to get 
Iraq returned to a functioning country as quickly as possible. 

Chairman: Perhaps you could drop us a note in due course, when you can give more consideration to your reply, 
because it is obviously quite sensitive. It would be quite helpful if you could give us some further examples, maybe 
in some greater detail. We will now ask some questions on the preparation and planning. 

Q254  Patrick Mercer: We have touched on the planning of the war generally already. During the planning and 
preparation phase there is obviously a technological mismatch between British forces and American forces which we 
are trying to narrow. How much did that influence the British contribution to the planning process? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I shall see whether I can answer that in a particular way and then you can tell me whether I 
have answered it. The technological gap on the air side is very small indeed. The fact that we have been operating in 
northern and southern watch, Operation Resinate for 12 years alongside the Americans, the fact that we train 
together on red flags and things, means that we are well integrated and the technology gap is relatively small. I 
suppose the maritime side was not really put to the test, but for the tasks envisaged, if anything the technology gap 
was in the other direction because for minesweeping, for example, we very much took the lead. We had some great 
mine clearance technology. On the land side, provided you use units of a reasonable size, that is a division, which 
stands alone, then the need to join things up is less of a problem than it would be if you used individual battalions or 
whatever. Because we had a defined area, a defined force structure, it was not actually a huge problem. 

Q255  Patrick Mercer: That begs another question which I shall not go into at the moment. I am interested in the 
force structure there, because it was not a cohesive division which was sent, but we will come onto that later, if we 
may. The Pentagon referred to the campaign as one of "shock and awe". What does the term mean? 

Air Marshal Burridge: "Shock and awe" is a term which I think was coined in 1996 and I cannot remember by 
whom. There are two air power gurus, John Boyd and John Warden. One of them coined this term "shock and awe". 
It is not a term which I actually recognise. You may know that we planned and fought this campaign as an effects 
based campaign and as I went through the task aspect of how we do targeting, that was at the heart of it. Shock, yes, 
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it is pretty shocking, if you are a regime, when you lose your command and control structure very quickly, because 
you feel absolutely alienated. It is pretty awesome to be near any of these weapons. 

Q256  Patrick Mercer: Was it just a sound bite? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, I think it was a sound bite which got rather regenerated in Washington and it may work 
for the internal US audience, but it was not very helpful elsewhere frankly. 

Q257  Patrick Mercer: Sitting back here a number of people were surprised when the war started on the night of the 
fourth/fifth. There was a suggestion that the programme had been moved forward somewhat. They were talking 
about taking out targets of opportunity and decapitating the regime and all these other phrases. How surprised by this 
decapitation operation were you? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Not in the least. 

Q258  Patrick Mercer: Did it pose any particular problems for you about how you approached either that operation, 
that discrete part of the operation, or later parts of the operation? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. As ever, as good campaign planners, we look at a number of options which might 
present themselves and we had been planning for such an eventuality for a number of days. I might say on timing 
that we recognised that Saddam had expectations about how this campaign would proceed based on his experience of 
previous campaigns. The only way we could achieve tactical surprise was to do it a different way. 

Patrick Mercer: Indeed we were witness to a bit of misinformation when we were taking evidence at an earlier 
session which was extremely interesting. 

Q259  Rachel Squire: There is a saying that no plan survives contact with the enemy. Was the war plan significantly 
altered as the campaign progressed? If so, when and how? 

Air Marshal Burridge: We modified the plan beforehand based on our experience of running it through the war 
game. When it was executed, it ran as expected. The only way it changed was that Baghdad itself fell in a rather 
inelegant way without needing to engage in urban warfare, which was the last part of the plan; that there would be a 
need to deploy forces into Baghdad little piece by little piece and get this jigsaw taken in an incremental way. In the 
event the 3rd Infantry Division went into the centre of Baghdad and just stayed there. Otherwise the plan ran.
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Q260  Rachel Squire: Was there something which particularly surprised the coalition? What was that? 

Air Marshal Burridge: We knew Saddam's strategy. He believed that he could survive this. He believed that with a 
combination of circumstances he could achieve the sort of international condemnation of the coalition and the 
fracture of domestic public support. I believe he felt that those were achievable; we shall never know but I believe. 
We knew about the Baghdad defence plan over the years, ranging back more than 10 years. We had seen how they 
would seek to defend Baghdad, but we also knew that they would not let us just drive straight up there, so they 
would want to delay us and it is that delay which is significant, because that is the period in which he assumed that 
there would be international condemnation and public support would evaporate. I think our view was always that he 
had two potential strategies. The first was to use chemical weapons, probably against the civilian population, 
probably in Basra, huge numbers of civilians suffering from chemical weapons would have been a major, major 
problem and would of course have fixed us. We would not have been able to move; we could not have ignored that. 
But that would go against his strategy because he would lose the moral high ground and it would be counter 
productive. The second thing was to delay us by using irregular forces and that is what he did. Were we surprised by 
that? We were not surprised that he did it. I was surprised by how much he did it, because the judgment, which was 
impossible to make, was the extent to which he had front-loaded those southern cities with the Baath militia, with the 
Al Kud with the Saddam Fedayeen and the extent to which actually they had moved some small groups of 
Republican Guard down there. He chose to face us with irregular forces using asymmetric methods, fighting in 
civilian clothes, using human shields extensively, profligate with the lives of their own people, using ambulances as 
armoured vehicles. He knew that culturally that is quite difficult for us to deal with because it is high risk to the 
population whose hearts and minds we are trying to secure. These people had been on Iraqi television in the months 
leading up to this, so it was quite clear that they had some utility in this sort of way. My surprise was the extent to 
which he had front-loaded those southern cities and I think that when the analysis is done we might see that Baghdad 
was ill defended because a lot of this stuff had come forward. 

Q261  Rachel Squire: In the meantime he tried to maintain the public facade through the infamous Minister for 
Information that everything was going famously. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Indeed. 

Q262  Chairman: Following on from this question about plans not surviving contact with the enemy, from where 
we were looking half way through things looked as though the wheel was coming off. The big argument which 
American journalists largely got wrong was that the wrong force had been sent: it was too light, there were not 
enough of them. Was there any anxiety at that time, where the external pressure from the media and the chat shows 
and maybe people who were more authoritative began to make you wonder whether the force was the right size, was 
the right shape and the plans were capable of surviving without more modification? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Sorry, what was the actual question? 

Q263  Chairman: Did the panic generated in my house reflect in yours? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. 
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Q264  Chairman: Did you think that everything was all right? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q265  Chairman: Was the force that was sent the right one? It was not as heavy as the experts told us. There is an 
argument that Franks was over-ruled and in fact it was the Secretary of State who said no, we are going in light. I 
know it is rather sensitive and you would not be disloyal to your colleagues, but could you give us a flavour of this 
sort of argument and how it impinged on you? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. We were convinced that the regular army would not fight and that was pretty obvious 
from their dispositions. In many ways the divisions to the north-east of Basra were configured as though they were 
fighting a war with Iran. In fact most had deserted and those who had not deserted were not going to fight. But we 
were not talking about a conventional armour to armour piece of manoeuvre warfare. What we had were very long 
lines of communication with these irregular forces able to apply irritation, but it was only irritation. Maybe if we are 
going to talk about the media, I can explain how counter productive it is to describe every pinprick as a major 
haemorrhage. 

Q266  Mr Howarth: Oh yes; we certainly are. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Interestingly, in those first three days of the campaign, as I was mentioning with regard to 
assessing the impact of irregular forces, that is when we, as theatre commanders, re-calibrate. Von Moltke said "the 
plan won't stand contact": in fact it does. What you do is just re-calibrate and that is what we were doing. We saw 
that because we were there, three or four days, we were over that and we were off and running again. Of course there 
is a lag as this gets to capitals and is chewed around on chat shows. It was quite interesting just to see that delay. The 
force mix in terms of combat power was right. 

Q267  Chairman: You are saying really that your intelligence was pretty good, you thought they were maldeployed. 
But if intelligence were that hot, we would not have made some of the mistakes which were made subsequently. 
What would have happened if you had committed a light force, a fairly small force and you had realised you had the 
assessment wrong and there was more bottle in the Iraqis? It could have happened and you would have been left with 
a lot of egg on your face. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Forgive me, what mistakes were you referring to. 

Q268  Chairman: What I am saying is that if you had misjudged the Iraqis and it turned out that they did have more 
fight in them—yes, you were right, but it was potentially dangerous—if you took a force of such a kind anticipating 
the Iraqis would not fight much and if they had, then you would have had the wrong force and you would have had 
limited ability to correct that. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Forgive me, but you are ignoring the impact of air power. The effect of modern air power in 
post-modern warfare is overwhelming, absolutely overwhelming. Some 700 sorties a day could be used in counter 
land operations. This is one of the aspects we will study. Von Clausewitz always told us that if you are going to 
invade somebody's country go at three to one. 

Q269  Chairman: You did it the wrong way round. 

Air Marshal Burridge: We did it the other way round but von Clausewitz did not have the understanding of air 
power. Air power was decisive in the manoeuvre battle. 

Q270  Patrick Mercer: Could I just refer back to the question of the mix of forces? I was talking about technology 
gaps and you said as long as there is a critical mass—I am paraphrasing—in your organisation you do not need to 
worry too much about it. I have to accept that. You referred to the division you deployed, but it was not a 
conventional division and one third of it was found by the Royal Navy, one was a light infantry organisation and one 
was an armoured formation. It struck me at the time that there was very little redundancy above brigade level and 
indeed former colleagues of mine have said that 16 Brigade was actually fixed by the enemy, they had no armour and 
therefore their utility in terms of the fight for Basra was pretty small. Assuming that other organisations were 
available, was the mix of that division right? If you could wipe the slate clean, would you have configured it in a 
different way? 
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Air Marshal Burridge: There is a bit of a chicken and egg about your question in that for the task anticipated that 
was a good force without a doubt. I do not accept that 16 Brigade were fixed because they are air mobile and in fact 
we had a plan which may have required them to move north and we could do that. So there was sufficient flexibility 
across those capabilities to allow us to do what we needed to do. I am not quite sure what you meant about 
redundancy above brigade level. Are you suggesting combat support was not sufficient? 

Q271  Patrick Mercer: One of the difficulties which was discussed before, and it was only theoretical, was what 
would happen to this British division? This was when the idea was that we might be coming from the north. Would it 
be strapped onto the side of an American division or American corps? The answer was no, because it was not a 
coherent armoured division, nor was it, if there were such a thing, a marine division or an airborne division or 
whatever. So each brigade was discrete, the ability to reform after casualties were taken, which mercifully did not 
happen, was extremely limited. Clearly very difficult if you lost a Warrior battalion to replace it from a Royal Marine 
brigade. It struck me that actually it would have been a much more useful organisation to have a couple of armoured 
brigades, preferably three. Comment? 

Air Marshal Burridge: As the circumstances actually arose that is not right. Armour is brilliant in manoeuvre and 
actually it is very good in urban warfare too, without a doubt, but there will come a time when you have to dismount 
in order to proceed. So what is the point of moving lots of armour around only to dismount? 

Q272  Patrick Mercer: But the forces you used to dismount were largely armoured forces. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Ultimately; but as you yourself said, there were two other brigades which were by definition 
dismounted. 

Q273  Mr Jones: You said earlier on that you had a lot of intelligence about the composition of the Iraqi armed 
forces and you mentioned some deserting and things like that. At what stage did you plan for the possibility that they 
would use chemical and biological weapons? 

Air Marshal Burridge: We planned that in from the outset. Do you mean at what stage in our planning or at what 
stage did I think? 

Q274  Mr Jones: Your intelligence. What did your intelligence lead you to believe? Where did you think they 
would possibly use chemical and biological weapons? 

Air Marshal Burridge: There was a considerable amount of analysis, most of it pointed to a line in the sand 
somewhere south of Baghdad and probably the Karbala Gap, about 100 kilometres south of Baghdad, where the 
Republican Guard divisions were lined up. Most intelligence assessment felt that if chemical weapons were going to 
be used that would be it. 

Q275  Mr Howarth: You said that not too many surprises came your way, but in an article in The Times before the 
conflict started you clearly flagged that one of the concerns that the high command had was of our troops being 
sucked into urban hand-to-hand fighting in Baghdad itself. Albeit that you say that you found early on that Saddam 
Hussein had front loaded his forces in Basra and the southern cities— 

Air Marshal Burridge: I think; I do not know. 

Q276  Mr Howarth: From our perspective here there was the hiccough when it looked as though the supply line 
was so long that it was hugely vulnerable to asymmetric attack. The next thing did seem that we were going to be 
sucked into Baghdad. Why did that not happen? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I suspect that we disrupted his command and control very early on and I think they simply 
lost the ability to mount any sort of coherent defence. They were also surprised by the speed of advance, particularly 
from the Karbala Gap up to Baghdad airport and one task force from the 3rd Infantry Division in going to Baghdad 
airport even went through Baghdad itself. I just think they were incapable of responding. 

Q277  Mr Howarth: At what point did you deduce that you were not going to face that very intensive hand to hand 
combat? 
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Air Marshal Burridge: Probably the second night that US forces were at the airport, then the 3rd Infantry Division 
mounted a thrust and went into the centre of Baghdad to the square where the unknown soldier monument is. From 
that point, looking at the response to that, it was clear that what we were facing was just another version of Basra, in 
other words irregular forces, Baathists, this sort of thing, no special Republican Guard whom you could expect to 
fight and fight properly. Certainly just a re-run of Basra, albeit in a more difficult set of circumstances. 

Q278  Mr Howarth: Did you have a contingency plan, had your siege of Stalingrad, which you had forecast in The 
Times, come about? Did you feel confident that you had enough people, indeed the Americans had enough people, 
enough forces on the ground to be able to deal with that eventuality had it happened? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It is hard to say. Even looking at the plan as we expected it in reasonably favourable 
circumstances, but nevertheless the sort of thing you are talking about, it would have taken a long time. It would not 
have been quick. 

Q279  Rachel Squire: You have already made some comment about equipment and the right scale and mix of 
forces. Is there any particular mixture of forces and equipment which for you stands out as needing improvement or 
revision or re-examination after the experience of Operation Telic? You also mentioned SIPRNET as an area which 
needs to be improved. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Our fighting equipment, bearing in mind we had a fairly extensive urgent operational 
requirement programme which brings it up either to a higher level or changes it or whatever, taken together our 
fighting equipment was very good. A couple of areas where I should like to see change: one is in communications, 
information systems; the other is an aspect of logistics where we are not yet fully invested in a logistic tracking 
system which tells us, in the same way as a global logistic company would know where every bit of their kit is in 
transit, we have not yet got that system embedded. That is an area on which I place considerable emphasis.
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Q280  Rachel Squire: May I ask you your view on whether you consider that the British brought something unique 
to Operation Telic and if so, what? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, I do. The quality of our campaign planning and the thinking that goes into it made a 
significant difference. I think the elegance with which we were able in the south to move from high intensity, high 
manoeuvre combat into peace support operations and humanitarian aid, the way in which the 1st Armoured Division 
dealt with Basra, was really elegant. 

Rachel Squire: Thank you. I think there would be widespread agreement with that. 

Q281  Jim Knight: The Americans were working at the level of a corps in their HQ, while, given the scale of the 
British contribution, you and your staff were operating at a division level. To what extent were you therefore able to 
operate as a true part of the American network, benefiting and embracing the full spectrum of American capabilities? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I was not operating at anything other than the operational level of war; in other words, I and 
my staff were alongside General Franks. If I catch your drift correctly, you are wondering whether I was sitting over 
a division fighting a divisional battle. That is not the case. I was sitting alongside a coalition partner who was 
fighting a multi corps battle. The extent to which we were able to optimise our contribution was unhindered. 

Q282  Jim Knight: So you and your staff were really able to track and influence everything that was going on across 
the whole piece. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes; absolutely. 

Q283  Jim Knight: Not simply the British piece. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, but we paid special attention to British activity because that was what London would 
need to know about. No, we are part of a construct at the operational level that is fighting an entire campaign. 

Q284  Mr Cran: Could we come to the legitimacy of the operation we are talking about, not from the point of view 
of international lawyers, because you and I are not that commodity at all, but I mean from the point of view that there 
were considerable reports before, during and indeed after the operation that British public opinion was pretty divided 
about the operation and whether British troops should be committed or not? Was this something which concerned 
you and your commanders or not? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I personally had no doubt about the legality of it. 

Q285  Mr Cran: I do not really mean the legality. I accept what the Attorney General says; I cannot argue. 

Air Marshal Burridge: If we use the term "appropriateness" perhaps, is that what you mean? 

Q286  Mr Cran: I mean the fact that British public opinion was clearly divided and there were considerable 
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numbers of people who simply felt that we should not go into this operation without the cover of the United Nations. 
That is really what I mean and whether that concerned you. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, it concerned me that we were going into an operation and if the ICM polls are to be 
believed, with about 33% public support, which is an unusual feeling for UK armed forces. I had an inkling, which 
was borne out by experience, that actually the troops on the ground, sailors, soldiers, airmen, marines, were 
unaffected by that. What concerned me though was the effect that this would have on dependants, nearest and dearest 
back at home, the extent to which that group of people are already under stress and then this additional load is on 
them and the way in which that might permeate forwards. Actually it did not and, as we know, public support during 
the combat phase went up to about 80% according to The Guardian poll. We try to have faith that when we go to war 
the British public traditionally supports its armed forces and deals with the politics or whatever later. 

Q287  Mr Cran: To get the clear signal from you, this was not a morale issue among the troops and there were no 
significant numbers, or maybe none, among our troops who wished to be repatriated because they did not want to be 
part of this. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, it was not a morale issue and I am not aware of anybody saying they were not going to 
participate. 

Q288  Mr Cran: One final question, because you have been very clear in your answers, is simply the question of 
weapons of mass destruction. A discussion is going on and we are trying to find them and all the rest of it. In so far 
as the military have a view about any of these things was this part of your thinking too? Did this legitimise the 
operation for the armed forces or did it play absolutely no part? You took your orders from government and that was 
it. 

Air Marshal Burridge: It would be nice to think we were that single-minded. The notion that our government 
decided on the legitimacy of this operation on the basis of disarming Iraq was something that we in the armed forces 
could and did identify with. 

Q289  Rachel Squire: Coming back to aspects of military planning and the avoidance of civilian casualties, I know 
you have already said you used minimum force to protect the people of Iraq and defend the infrastructure. You also 
said that the world will judge us by our conduct in phase 3. Certainly the stated campaign objective was to 
demonstrate to the Iraqi people that the quarrel was not with them and that their security and well-being was a 
concern of the coalition forces. Would you like to make any further comment on the way in which the coalition 
forces delivered violence, aggression, to the battlespace was affected and influenced by that stated and very clear 
objective? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It informed everything we did in that from kinetic targeting through to the way in which we 
dealt with urban areas. If you take Basra as an example, and I have described that as very elegant, the most inelegant 
piece of urban operation I know is Grozny. We always wanted to be at the elegant end because it was very, very 
much uppermost in our minds that we needed that. The reason I said the world will judge us on our conduct in phase 
3 is because we need them on board for phase 4, as we are seeing. It was very important to me to ensure that phase 4 
was doable, in other words there was a country which was very rapid to regenerate and that it would be a large task 
and would require the contributions of other nations. Clearly our conduct could not be in any way deemed to have 
put off other nations joining us for phase 4. Another aspect comes to mind and we have talked a lot about kinetic 
targeting, dropping bombs, but we have not talked about information operations. The balance between achieving an 
effect—and this is an effect based campaign—using non-kinetic methods, information operations, leaflets, radio, all 
that sort of thing, versus kinetics is again an aspect that was different about this campaign, because we used a lot 
more non-kinetic methods to achieve an effect because we did not want to convince the people of Iraq that we were 
anything other than on their side. 

Q290  Rachel Squire: Talking about targets and so on, can I come on to ask you about the list of targets to be 
attacked and the way in which I gather they are heavily scrutinised by legal advisers. That was something I was first 
made aware of when the Committee visited Operation Saif Sareea. I never thought that you would have lawyers out 
with you in the command tent before. Can I ask you how comfortable the military command was with what our 
witnesses described last week as the "heavy lawyering" of the target set, that is the continuing requirement for legal 
clearance for individual targets and how that operated in practice, especially as lawyers are not generally known for 
giving you an immediate response within three seconds flat. 
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Air Marshal Burridge: I feel extremely comfortable with the construct we use embracing legal advice because it 
protects me and it protects the person who is delivering the weapon. I think it is absolutely vital. We train our 
lawyers as operational lawyers, so they do get lots of practice at how to deal with targets, so they do learn to do it 
quickly. Personally I would only have to clear targets which might be deemed difficult, because otherwise I would 
have delegated simpler targets to lower levels. The actual construct I use for target clearance is that I create a 
targeting board of which I am the chair and, because I am the person who has the personal delegation, I have the 
final vote, I am the final arbiter. Sitting on that board with me is my lawyer and my political adviser. My political 
adviser is actually a senior civil servant whose job it is to reflect the policy and ministerial interest and between us 
we take each target in turn, we go through those tests which I mentioned earlier on proportionality, take a legal view, 
take a policy view and then come to a decision. That is how it actually works. It can take a long time to do one target. 
If you think there is some information missing or you do not understand why that deduction has been made or you 
need to go back and look at the audit trail, that is what we do. I am very happy and most of us operators are entirely 
happy about having a lawyer alongside. 

Q291  Rachel Squire: Clearly you were happy about how it actually worked in practice. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. If I may just digress a moment, we have some experience going back from the first Gulf 
War and then through the Bosnia air campaign and then the Kosovo air campaign, Desert Fox, northern and southern 
watch, where all those things were different but they were relatively low tempo. The decision making required in 
those cases was relatively sedate. It was never going to be like that in Telic because the whole point, the way the 
campaign plan was put together, was to generate a multitude of mass effects to overwhelm the command and control 
of the regime. This was going to be fast and furious, high tempo, high manoeuvre. I was gratified that our system in 
this country allows delegation down to people like me to allow us to do that. I think it worked well. 

Q292  Rachel Squire: Can I come back to your earlier answer when you were talking about the information 
operations and the decision on when to use those? How successful have you found them to be? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It is very difficult to apply measures of effect to information operations. We are really only 
just learning this and one of the lessons out of this will be to understand more about how to deliver the effect and it 
probably is a question of needing to do it over a long period and how to discern and then measure you have achieved 
that effect. Essentially in most cases information operations are seeking to influence the decision making of an 
individual: fight, not fight, blow up oil wells, not blow up oil wells. It is very difficult to say that the leaflets which 
said "Do not blow up oil wells" were the pivotal factor as opposed to loyalty to my company or whatever. These are 
the things we have to get into now because this is right at the heart of effects based warfare. 

Q293  Chairman: I cannot remember whether you gave the answer to the question: on how many occasions did you 
veto an American decision to attack a specific target? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I think we agreed that we would provide you with a classified note on that. 

Q294  Chairman: Fine; thank you. What about having made your decision on a target and the adviser said "Fine, go 
ahead" and the lawyer said "Fine, go ahead", then when you made an evaluation of the target you said "Oops"? On 
how many occasions did you find that the decision made was in fact the wrong decision, that there were individuals 
around who were not believed to be there or it was a wrong decision? How did you evaluate what you had actually 
authorised once you had seen the battle damage assessment or whatever terminology you use? 

Air Marshal Burridge: You cannot really. Battle damage assessment provides you with the degree of damage to 
where you drop the weapon. If you have caused considerable numbers of civilian casualties, then the other side will 
use that and the media will portray it. Actually being in a position and from a battle damage assessment point of view 
be able to assess casualties is difficult. When I went to Basra the first time and just looked at some of the targets we 
had hit, I was taken by the degree to which there was minimal collateral damage. Using precision guided weapons on 
single buildings which, when you place the aim point right in the middle of the building, the way in which they 
collapse causes very little damage on the outside. There will be a weapon effects team going in at some stage soon, 
but they are not in a position to measure civilian losses. That is a forensic job really. 

Q295  Syd Rapson: I have the impression that some pilots were able to react to threatening situations and attack 
those targets virtually free-lance. I understand one wedding party was attacked at one stage. Your orders to pick out 
and specifically choose targets on political and legal advice seems to be very good, but is there another overlay of 
pilots who are able to react to circumstances they find if they are flying over a particular area, they are locked on and 
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they can then attack without asking your permission? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not recognise the example you gave about a wedding party. I do in Afghanistan, but not 
in Iraq. The law of armed conflict applies: if you are fired at then self-defence can apply. In close air support, for 
example, the targets are fielded forces and fielded forces do not go through the targeting regime which I have just 
discussed. There are similar constraints on the person designating the target who then has to go through that 
distinction, proportionality argument. 

Q296  Mr Howarth: You were and are subject to the International Criminal Court; General Franks was not and is 
not. You will have seen that there are people in Belgium—you may ask what the Belgians are for—who are 
apparently seeking to bring action under the International Criminal Court against certain people involved in this war. 
To what extent did the knowledge that you were and are subject to this Court have any bearing on the way in which 
you and your colleagues took into account the very onerous responsibility laid on you for choosing these targets? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Not at all, because if my conduct was outside the constraints of the Geneva Convention or 
the law of armed conflict, then I would stand charged in the UK courts. If there were anything I might have to 
answer to the International Criminal Court on, I would already be answering in a UK court. 

Q297  Mr Howarth: So your view on these attempts to bring legal action is presumably pretty dismissive. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not dismiss lightly anything like that. I am just making the point that UK law is perfectly 
adequate to deal with these aspects. 

Q298  Mr Howarth: So we do not need to be signed up to the International Criminal Court. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I could not possibly comment. 

Q299  Mr Hancock: May I ask you about the Iraqi air force and when you were first conscious of the fact that you 
would not encounter them in combat in the air? Was there at any time during the early part of the campaign a 
decision to take out planes of the Iraqi air force which might not be in Iraq? 

Air Marshal Burridge: We never say never about whether the Iraqi air force is going to fight, but it was quite clear 
from day one, when they did not launch anything against our attacks that they were not going to fight that day. Their 
level of preparation indicated actually that they were probably not going to fly at all, but you never know. You did 
not know, for example, whether they would use combat aircraft in an asymmetric attack, which was always a 
possibility. No consideration was given to taking out Iraqi aircraft which might be in other countries. Frankly I do 
not know whether there are any in other countries.
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Q300  Mr Hancock: Were you aware of where they were actually located? 

Air Marshal Burridge: In Iraq? 

Q301  Mr Hancock: Yes. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes; yes. 

Q302  Mr Hancock: Did you take out all of the planes? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, not all but some. They went to extraordinary lengths in some cases to preserve them; 
they buried aircraft for example, something I have never seen before. 

Q303  Mr Jones: You talked earlier on about the intelligence assessment of whether they were prepared to fight or 
not. There was a lot of talk leading up to the war about the problem of the Republican Guard. What actually 
happened to the Republican Guard? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Hard to say. What we can say is that a significant proportion were probably killed during the 
period just before we went into Baghdad. There was an enormous amount of air effort going in to writing down their 
combat power. A lot of them deserted. A lot of them just melted back into Baghdad when they worked out what was 
likely to happen next. I cannot say any of those things for sure. 

Q304  Mr Jones: Is this going to be one of the assessments you do afterwards? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, I imagine so; it would certainly be interesting to know. 

Q305  Mr Hancock: Was there a presence of the Republican Guard around Basra? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q306  Mr Hancock: In any degree of strength which made you believe they were going to make a fight at Basra, if 
not outside the city then inside the city? 

Air Marshal Burridge: There was a presence of Republican Guard in Basra but in small numbers. The way in which 
they were used was to re-motivate the regular army and very sad this was. 

Q307  Mr Hancock: By killing them? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, they killed their families, they held their families hostage and invited the regular army 
from 51 Division, which was the Basra division, to get back into their equipment and face the enemy, that is us. Ill 
disposed for doing that and you may remember an action south of Basra where a column of tanks came out, not 
configured to fight an all-arms battle, but came out into the face of our fire power. That is the way we saw the 
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Republican Guard being used. 

Q308  Mr Hancock: Were you satisfied then as the overall British commander that the intelligence you were getting 
was enabling you to safeguard the interests of your troops, that you were aware where resistance was going to be met 
fairly accurately? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. For me as a commander it is all about risk and my job is to reduce the risk as much as 
possible. If that means that I over-defend, providing it is not at the expense of manoeuvre and progress then 
obviously that is what we would do. The key thing to remember is that it is the big combat power you need to worry 
about, the armoured divisions coming at you. The intelligence on those was pretty accurate. 

Q309  Jim Knight: I want to move on to the post-conflict, phase 4, is that what we call it? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q310  Jim Knight: The Chief of Defence Staff came to see us this morning and talked to us about something he 
called the three-block war and that coming more into our doctrine and our thinking about merging together the war 
fighting the peace making and the peace keeping. Our witnesses last week claimed that the size of the force was 
inadequate to maintain law and order once the combat phase was over and that many troops were expecting post-
conflict work to be carried out by other follow-on forces. Do you agree with that? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Could you just repeat the second half of your question? 

Q311  Jim Knight: It was put to us that many troops—and the 7th Armoured Brigade was used as an 
example—were expecting the post-conflict work to be carried out by other follow-on forces and they were surprised 
that they were doing that now themselves. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am surprised they are surprised. 

Q312  Jim Knight: Do you think the force was too small to carry out the post-conflict work? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It is very difficult to make a judgment on that beforehand. If I might rewind a bit, one of the 
things which did surprise me, but not in a military sense, was the degree of fear which was rooted in the Iraqi people 
and the extent to which, particularly in the south, where they had had the experience of rising up in 1991 and then 
had been put down in a very draconian fashion, there was real deep fear in their eyes. What is difficult to predict is 
what happens when you take away the strictures which are causing that fear and what that is going to mean to human 
activity, how the human being is going to respond. As we saw, there was significant looting, although perhaps not as 
much as the media made out, both in Baghdad and Basra. Could we have predicted that? I do not know. 

Q313  Jim Knight: You were wondering whether we could have predicted the situation once the regime fell. 
Hindsight is a wonderful thing and clearly we have the benefit of it. I would put it to you that it is possible to have 
predicted that there would be the sorts of unrest and the need for a security force. It was suggested to us, for example, 
that about half way through the operation to go into Basra, our forces got wise to it and sent for senior police 
personnel who arrived two months later because there was that realisation. Equally, when we went to Washington, 
we discussed this back in February with figures from the Bush administration and we had lots of reassurance which 
has not really come to much. That is my comment on which I would very much welcome your comment. 

Air Marshal Burridge: My question was rhetorical: could we have predicted with any degree of accuracy what 
would happen? As for converting in terms of force density from war fighting to that sort of tight security, that is not a 
trivial task and the force densities are very, very high, I think. I make that judgment because if you look at these 
major disruptions of summits, for example, I just happened to notice that the G8 summit in Athens was on at about 
the time that Baghdad was being problematic and they had 15,000 policemen in a very small part of the centre of a 
city. I am not sure we understand enough yet about what force densities are required. If you say you have to be in a 
position to secure every building, then that takes a huge number of forces. This is something I think it will be 
necessary to think through. 

Q314  Jim Knight: In your pre-conflict planning phase, to what extent did you think through the post conflict work 
and thereby design your force accordingly? 
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Air Marshal Burridge: It was clear to us, particularly the UK because we were in the south, that phase 4 type 
activity would have to begin almost immediately. We were quite clear that there would be a need to provide water 
and medical supplies, that was fairly obvious from easily gained intelligence, that they were the sorts of things which 
would be required. Also, that we would have to start distributing humanitarian aid and normal peace support and 
peace-keeping tasks. To that end, we constructed a separate part of the campaign plan, or General Brimms did, which 
we called phase 3B, which was designed to deal with this and match troops to task in order to do that. In the event 
that is indeed what did happen. 

Q315  Jim Knight: Was the assumption that the Iraqi civilian infrastructure and to some extent the military 
infrastructure could be converted very quickly and very easily and was that a false assumption? When we were in 
Washington we got the impression that there was some thinking that you could take about 50 people out of the top of 
the Baath party and everything else could continue pretty hunky dory and a lot of the armed forces might come over 
as units rather than trickle off home as they did in the end. 

Air Marshal Burridge: That would have been nice and certainly that was the left end of the assumption. Somewhere 
in the middle was most likely. I think we thought there would be a percentage of the regular army that would be 
available to be organised, for example, so they could take on tasks. In the event there was not, because they all 
deserted. 

Q316  Jim Knight: So the forces were expecting to undertake policing, humanitarian assistance, reconstruction 
work from when they were deployed. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q317  Jim Knight: May I finally ask about the relationships with other UK government departments such as DFID 
and how well that role worked? In particular DFID's ability to function is defined very closely in statute, is there 
sufficient flexibility for them to work with you and to fund things so you can get your logistics of your humanitarian 
supplies through, for example, with their support? 

Air Marshal Burridge: There is a gap, which is nothing to do with DFID, in the UK capability. I shall come back to 
that. By and large, the construct for the DFID/MoD interface is okay. We had DFID advisers both with one division 
and in the humanitarian operation centre in Kuwait and they are the experts on this sort of thing. They were able to 
use their expertise to make this all work. Funding can be a different matter because that is between departments. I 
said there was a gap. There was not a humanitarian crisis in southern Iraq: what there was was an infrastructure crisis 
because the water, electricity etc had not been maintained for a very long time. A lot of it had been destroyed in the 
Iran/Iraq war and subsequently some of it in Gulf War 1. It strikes me that what we would like to have called on, as 
military people, was some civilian organisation that could come in and in a big way fix electrical grids, in a big way 
fix water. We do not have that and I do not think many nations do. That would have made a big difference. In 
dealing with the infrastructure in Basra, we reached a plateau ultimately beyond which we could not go with our 
expertise or without quite significant investment. When you are into hearts and minds of course, doing that quickly 
gives you great leverage. 

Q318  Jim Knight: And using NGOs? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q319  Jim Knight: The message we got back here was that they were being frustrated in their efforts to get out there 
and do the job they wanted to do. 

Air Marshal Burridge: It is UNSECORD who declare an area permissive or not. They declared the area permissive. 
I think some of the NGOs were frustrated by some of the bureaucracy of getting across the border, but I am not 
aware that any were frustrated in a major way about simply not being able to operate, because some of them were in 
there from day one doing magnificent work.
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Q320  Jim Knight: In summary, this phase 4 work, which is not complete by any means, certainly the transition 
from war fighting into this sort of area, is an area where we can look particularly carefully for lessons learned. There 
are gaps and things we could do better. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Sure, both in capability terms, the doctrinal aspects, intellectual aspects, yes. 

Q321  Jim Knight: And across the coalition. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes; sure. 

Q322  Mr Hancock: I was interested to read about the Americans having oil workers, engineers to secure the oil 
fields and have them working again fairly quickly and they were actually in Kuwait prior to the action taking place. I 
am a little surprised that someone did not anticipate that the water and electricity supplies would be fundamentally 
important to getting the local population on the side of the coalition forces and that there were no people available, 
engineers, for you. If they were there to get the oil fields working pretty quickly, why was it not part of the planning 
of the immediate aftermath to make sure the right personnel were available to get the water and electricity working 
again? 

Air Marshal Burridge: If I may just correct you about oil, there were contractors there ready to deal with oil fires, 
but there were no contractors there ready to deal with the regeneration of oil production. That was handled by the 
same overarching contract. 

Q323  Mr Hancock: I have read quite recently and I am sure I saw on a television broadcast close to the end of the 
war that these engineers to work in the oil fields were actually in Kuwait waiting to go into Iraq and went in fairly 
quickly after they were secured. They were not flown from the States or from Europe, they were actually there 
waiting to go. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not aware of that. In order to get power running in Basra, we had to get oil moving 
because there are three major power stations: one is operated by crude oil direct from the oil field; one is operated by 
gas and one is operated by diesel and gas. So we had to get a refinery going and be able to pump crude oil. There was 
civilian expertise available to do that, but I am talking a couple of people, not huge numbers. We simply did not 
know how bad the infrastructure was, how bad the electricity supply was and how bad the water supply was. 

Q324  Mr Hancock: Did your intelligence tell you that you would not have had the support of the local population 
early on because of what had happened to the infrastructure and that they were going to be significant problems for 
the local population? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The major problem for the civilian population in southern Iraq was in 1991, the fact that they 
rose up with the expectation of coalition support which was not there and they suffered the consequences in a very 
bad way. That was the major driver as far as the people of Basra were concerned. 

Q325  Mr Hancock: I have just been passed a note; this is not a trick question. The suggestion is that engineers were 
there but the security environment was too dangerous for them to operate in and that there was some nervousness 
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about whether or not they could be properly protected; cars were being stolen and shot at, etc. Is there any truth in 
that, that engineers to do the work were actually there but we could not properly protect them? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not aware of that; no, I am not aware of that. 

Q326  Chairman: Perhaps you could find out and drop us a note. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not sure I have the competence to answer that question. 

Q327  Mr Hancock: Were you not faced with the dilemma of not being able to protect engineers? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Sorry; I can answer that question. I thought you were asking for numbers of engineers. 

Q328  Mr Hancock: No, I am asking whether you, as the senior British officer, were asked to protect these people 
and your advice was that you could not do that? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. I can answer that now. I was not asked specifically about oil contractors, but the mission 
was to provide a secure environment and we had PowerGen come over and advise us on the electricity system at 
about this time. 

Q329  Mr Hancock: Within your command area you had no engineers capable of putting on the water or electricity 
supplies faster than they did and if they were there the reason they did not do it was not because you could not 
guarantee their security? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, security was not the issue. 

Q330  Mr Hancock: It was not an issue. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No; no. 

Q331  Mr Howarth: Turning to the situation in Basra, to what extent was the UK assigned Basra because we could 
not have logistically sustained a force at a greater distance from Kuwait? 

Air Marshal Burridge: A number of factors applied when it came to designating an area for UK forces. The first was 
that original planning had assumed a northern option. When we changed from a northern to a southern option in 
early January, then our time lines for deployment changed and the time it would take for us to arrive, bearing in mind 
that we did not know when this was going to start because at that stage the progress through the UN to a second 
resolution was indeterminate really. So we had to construct a plan that would make full use of our combat power, but 
would be sufficiently flexible not to constrain timing. That is the first point. The second point is that there is a limit 
to UK's logistics which yes, we could have taken an armoured brigade further north, but it is a limiting factor, there 
is no doubt about that. 

Q332  Mr Howarth: Was it ever a realistic proposition that we could have entered from the north, given the length 
of the supply line we would have had to maintain and, as Paul Beaver suggested to us, it would have taken every 
Royal Engineer in the Army to sustain it. 

Air Marshal Burridge: From a logistics standpoint it would have been very challenging, but the arrangement under 
which we would have gone there is that the US would have provided most of the logistic support. It is a very long 
line of communication through some difficult country. 

Q333  Mr Howarth: It was actually rather fortuitous that there was a change of plan in January which put us in the 
south with that very much reduced supply line. 

Air Marshal Burridge: It reduced the logistic risk. 

Q334  Mr Howarth: You told us that had the original plan been adhered to, then the United Kingdom forces would 
have been supported by US logistics. That would suggest that no problem of inter-operability was ever envisaged 
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between United Kingdom and United States forces, radios and communications and all the rest of it. The idea that 
there was a problem of inter-operability was not one of the reasons why the UK was assigned Basra on its own. 

Air Marshal Burridge: That is correct. 

Q335  Mr Howarth: You were perfectly confident throughout the operation that inter-operability was working well. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, because provided you use your forces to make them a sufficient size, a division is ideal, 
then most of the inter-operability problems are internal, because you are a national division that is not a problem. If 
you try to mix and match units within a brigade, for example, then you are giving yourself the most testing 
circumstances. 

Q336  Mr Howarth: Is there not a message for us arising out of this, which is that because of our logistics 
capability, there is a limit to the kind of operations in which we might be able to take part in the future? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Sorry, could you say that again? 

Q337  Mr Howarth: Our limited logistics capability—great people, it is not their competence, it is the size of 
them—could be a serious limitation in the future when conducting such operations. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, I do not see it as a serious limitation. It is a factor you use when deciding what tasks you 
are going to do and how you are going to do them. The area that I believe is lacking in our logistic set-up as it stands 
is this business of asset tracking which I mentioned earlier. From the point of view of balancing logistics with 
combat power, then they are reasonably well balanced. The two shift around as different things happen, but there is 
no suggestion that we have a degree of combat power which we cannot deploy anywhere because we do not have the 
logistics to do it. 

Q338  Mr Howarth: What we are talking about here is something specific which is the lines of communication of 
the logistic support. What you were saying was that if we had come in from the north, we would in all probability 
have had to rely on the United States. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q339  Mr Howarth: The fact that the line between Kuwait and Basra was short enabled us to do it on our own. 

Air Marshal Burridge: And indeed assist the Americans.
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Q340  Mr Howarth: I am therefore suggesting to you that in the future the lesson is that we are going to have to 
confine ourselves, on our own, acting without a coalition, to an operation which does not strain our logistics 
capability. 

Air Marshal Burridge: That is inevitable, but that does not particularly attenuate the combat capability that we can 
deploy. I am just saying that if you choose lines of communication of 600 miles through Turkey, that is testing, 
testing for anybody. 

Q341  Mr Howarth: It is even more testing to go from Kuwait to Baghdad in one hop, is it not? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No; no, it is not, that is not testing. 

Q342  Mr Howarth: I am sorry, I have lost the logic of that. Can you explain? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Because there are eight-lane highways which go from Basra to Baghdad. 

Q343  Mr Howarth: So it was the mountainous terrain. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, the quality of the roads, the mountains, the weather. 

Q344  Chairman: You said the decision was taken in January to go south. If you could drop us a note and tell us the 
exact date, it would be quite helpful. How was it made? Who made the decision? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I can do that now. The decision came initially out of discussion between the PJHQ and 
CENTCOM. Throughout that period at the end of December people were assessing the likelihood of Turkey agreeing 
to UK land forces going through Turkey. Given the circumstances, people involved in planning recognised that 
making that assumption was getting higher and higher risk and I think we all understand the Turkish position and 
have no difficulty with it. To say we should start planning now to go south emerged late December and early 
January. The chiefs of staff took it at a meeting as a proposition and endorsed it and the Secretary of State probably 
announced it some time around 20 January, but it was that timescale. 

Q345  Chairman: There are reports that much equipment worked well, some equipment worked less well. Could 
you give us a provisional assessment, obviously not the definitive word but from your impression of what appeared 
on one side of the line pretty well and what on the other side? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Necessarily big hand small map. Challenger 2 worked very well, desertised and up-
armoured. AS90 worked well. I suspect, when you talk to General Brimms—and he will know and I will not—that 
the degree of manoeuvre he required out of his artillery was probably not huge, so maybe it was not under huge 
stress. SA80 worked well. On the air side, the Tornado GR4 was magnificent, very flexible; the Raptor pod, the new 
recce pod were superb. Storm Shadow, very impressive. The enhanced Paveway 2 and 3 which we introduced on the 
lessons learned on Kosovo were very impressive. The mine clearance effort too was very impressive. On the 
negative side, what did not work? I go back to CIS and the difficulties over the robustness of our communication and 
information systems and the number that we have to do stove-pipe jobs. I hope the defence information infrastructure 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061109.htm (1 von 3)26.07.2005 17:07:08

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

project will start to remove that. 

Q346  Chairman: When do you think the MOD will be in a position to give us a fairly definitive assessment? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Through the lessons learned process that will take to the end of the year, but I understand 
there is an intention to do some first impressions towards the end of July. 

Q347  Chairman: Were you aware of some supplies not arriving in time for the start of combat operations? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Which ones? 

Q348  Chairman: I am just wondering which ones you thought. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Ammunition. 

Q349  Mr Howarth: Shall we give you a list which has been put to some of us? 

Air Marshal Burridge: If you wish? 

Q350  Mr Howarth: Body armour. I was with the Royal Engineers last night and they were saying combat clothing, 
desert clothing, was not there. If it was there, it was just in time. Ceramics for flak jackets. What are your comments 
on just the three? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It was when you said arrived in time. Actually I cannot say whether it arrived in time. What I 
can say is that some stuff did not get to units in time, which is really what matters. 

Q351  Mr Howarth: That is your asset tracking point. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes; indeed. It is asset tracking and priority in that the highest priority was to get the 
ammunition in the right place. It is certainly true that as far as desert clothing and things like that is concerned, our 
planning assumptions do not hold in stock the level that we needed for this operation. Contracts were let, most of that 
got to theatre, clothing anyway, and was distributed or close to it by the time combat started. I could not say the same 
about boots because I noticed when I was in Basra on 23 April that there were still some people without desert boots 
and they did subsequently arrive. Ceramics? This is something that the audit of logistics is going to have to show. 
We redistributed ceramic plates for body armour from rear units to forward units to make sure that those in harm's 
way did indeed have it. Why it did not arrive in the first place, not all of that I suspect was coming out of the logistic 
system: it may have been unit stocks and the lack of tracking of those unit stocks. In other words, when they 
deployed, our lack of ability to track precisely what was in each container and where each container was may be at 
the root of that. I say "may be" and that is what the logistic analysis will have to show. 

Q352  Mr Howarth: You mentioned that some of the stuff which was supplied to the rear parties, particularly to the 
medical services, was taken off them and moved up to the front. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q353  Mr Howarth: I have been told that people were having flak jackets taken off them to go to the front when 
they were still under the threat of Scud attacks. Without going into great detail, the question really is whether this 
does not tell us that we need to do more about our planning assumptions. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I could not agree more. I shall just enlarge on that. It is tempting to say that whether you are 
wearing green combats or desert combats does not alter your ability to function until the temperatures go up. Where I 
believe this applies is in what we call the morale component of fighting power. All of us have to have something 
inside of us which makes us fight and this is all about esprit de corps, it is all about traditions, it is all about badges, 
it is all about those things which are the handrails in the steep and scary places. I think that being equipped properly 
with what might be relatively low technology stuff is important in that moral component. 

Q354  Chairman: One of the more high salient items of procurement which are not immensely complicated are 
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army desert boots. I am not blaming you, but surely the lessons of the last Gulf War and then Saif Sareea should 
have indicated to somebody inside the Ministry of Defence the number of feet requiring boots and sizes required. It 
seems truly absurd, if you are fighting in the desert in hot weather, that boots did not arrive in time. It was not like 
sending Tomahawk missiles. It is a fairly simple process. You must have been attacked endlessly by journalists for 
this delay and omission. Have you got to the bottom of where the failure was? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I think the logistics organisation would say that we held the stock appropriate for the 
planning assumptions and that additional boots were ordered, in fact I know that is what they will say: additional 
boots were ordered and were sent out. I was in Basra on 23 April and people were still wearing black boots. Boots 
were just arriving in theatre at that point and ultimately they were distributed. It goes back to this asset tracking 
thing. It is all very well getting stuff there quickly in extremis, but unless you can actually track it carefully, it is 
difficult. 

Q355  Mr Jones: I have heard what you said about asset tracking, but we had a witness, Paul Beaver, before us last 
week and he said the real problem was just-in-time ordering which created the problem. He said that there would be 
at least one soldier alive today if just-in-time did not apply, that is Sergeant Roberts of the Royal Tank Regiment, 
because his body armour had not arrived. The other issue he raised was the lack of hand grenades and the problem 
with the Swiss Government refusing an export licence for just-in-time delivery. Do you have any comments to make 
on that? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not aware of that, no. 

Q356  Mr Hancock: So you did not know that the hand grenades could not come because the Swiss Government 
would not release them. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, I did not. 

Q357  Mr Jones: What about the comments on the just-in-time system and the comments around Sergeant Roberts? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not aware that the inquiry has been published. 

Q358  Mr Jones: That was not the point he was making. What he was saying was that the problem was not one of 
asset tracking. He was making suggestions along two lines, one about the body armour and the second about hand 
grenades. The problem is the fact that because of just in time, that is not keeping stocks, in one case this led to this 
individual dying who did not need to. 

Air Marshal Burridge: What I am saying is that I do not know the outcome of the inquiry that says whether Sergeant 
Roberts was wearing body armour or not. 

Q359  Mr Jones: I do not want your comment on that, but in terms of just in time, do you have any thoughts? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. If you adopt a just-in-time concept against planning assumptions then you are 
introducing risk. If you believe that your planning assumptions are less than robust, then that risk could be 
significant. 
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Q360  Mr Jones: What about the issue of hand grenades and the Swiss Government? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not aware of that. 

Q361  Mr Jones: At all? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. 

Q362  Mr Jones: Could you drop us a note? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Nobody in the command chain below me said they were inadequately supplied with hand 
grenades. There could be a logistic stocking issue, but as far as combat was concerned in theatre that was not an issue 
which was raised. 

Q363  Mr Jones: For the purposes of our inquiry, could you drop us a note to answer some of these points for us? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes; sure. 

Q364  Jim Knight: He said that we did not have sufficient hand grenades and our hand grenades were ordered on a 
just-in-time basis from a Swiss company. The Swiss Government decided it would not allow the export of hand 
grenades to soldiers who were going to fight a war. Presumably you can only have them in Switzerland if you are not 
going to fight a war. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Okay, we will provide you with a note. 

Q365  Chairman: On the problems as well of ordering desert clothing from Romania, Indonesia and body armour 
from South Africa and Belgium. This was the evidence we had last week and if you cannot supply a note, obviously 
we will get back later to somebody who was closer to this. 

Air Marshal Burridge: They are very legitimate questions, but really for someone in the logistic trail. 

Q366  Chairman: Despite your position we cannot land every problem on your shoulders. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Thank you, Chairman. 

Q367  Mr Hancock: Were you satisfied that when troops were in harm's way they were given the maximum 
possible protection that was available to front line soldiers in the British Army? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, because no commander told me otherwise and they would have. 

Q368  Mr Hancock: You are absolutely sure about that. 
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Air Marshal Burridge: No commander told me otherwise. 

Q369  Mr Hancock: So no front line British soldiers were not properly equipped with flak jackets and the correct 
ceramics during this campaign. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, I cannot say that. 

Q370  Mr Hancock: None of your subordinates brought to your attention the fact that they did not have that. Your 
superior had given a direct order that no British forces should be engaging the enemy without that protection. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No commander in the field raised that issue up the command chain and they would have 
done. 

Q371  Mr Hancock: And since the war it has not been raised with you as a problem. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. 

Q372  Mr Howarth: Were any items provided by the United States or did the United States depend on us for any 
logistic support? We know that they provided rations and lavatory paper at one point, but I think we take the view of 
General Jackson on that one. Are there more significant items which they provided? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Blue force tracking, the kits that fit to vehicles as part of combat identification. I cannot say 
that we did not share weapons or ammunition at some point, I simply do not know. Blue force tracking would be the 
one item I would highlight. Some of our CIS, because they provided us with some XNET terminals and we provided 
some of our own. What did we provide for them in terms of equipment? We assisted them logistically in moving fuel 
and things. I do not know whose fuel it was we were moving. 

Q373  Mr Howarth: But we did the moving? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q374  Mr Howarth: Because we are quite good at that. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 

Q375  Mr Howarth: On the blue force tracking which is the kit which enables the identification of friend or foe, 
you know that has been a big issue here. Are you confident that the kit which was then made available at the last 
minute is now going to be provided across our armed forced? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not know that; I simply do not know. I do not control the equipment programme. 

Q376  Mr Howarth: You were the commander when we took blue on blue and you must feel, on behalf of your 
men, a sense of disappointment, if not anger, that we sustained such a high proportion of our casualties to blue on 
blue. Are you not therefore making a very strong recommendation to those responsible for the dishing out of the kit 
that this kit be provided PDQ? 

Air Marshal Burridge: What I feel and what I know are different things. I do not know what priority currently, on 
day three back at work, this is being given. What I feel is that it is very important, but technology is not all of it. 
What I would like people to understand, not only this Committee but also those engaged in providing solutions, is 
that there is a balance here. Technology provides a greater and greater chance of avoiding these tragic sorts of 
accidents, but technology alone will not work. There has to be training, there have to be procedures, etc. That same 
technology is allowing us to drive our tempo up. This is the first operation that I characterise as post-modern warfare. 
The degree and speed of manoeuvre and the tempo that was achieved was startling and it is technology which allows 
us to do that. If the tempo goes up, the risk of blue on blue goes up. So technology is driving both sides of these 
scales. It is important that people understand that and do not think we will arrive at a technological solution and that 
will be that. It will not be. Yes, I feel strongly about these aspects. 

Q377  Chairman: Were there any occasions where the late arrival of equipment compelled you to delay or cancel 
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operations? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, but it was close. 

Q378  Chairman: Could you tell us which? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Challenger 2. A magnificent effort by Alvis-Vickers in modifying Challenger 2s, really very 
good indeed. The juxtaposition of the UN discussion and what that meant for time lines fortuitously met the technical 
and engineering time line for Challenger 2. By the time we were ready to go, we had four battle groups all modified. 

Q379  Chairman: That was immensely helpful to the Americans in the circumstances, because our percentage of 
heavy armour was much more significant. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Indeed.
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Q380  Jim Knight: I am tempted to follow that up by asking how much cannibalisation was required to get the 
Challenger 2s up and ready but I want to go back to the IFF because that is so crucial to interoperability. If we cannot 
operate alongside each other without killing each other then the rest is meaningless. We have been told that US 
forces were not issued with recognition charts for British vehicles and, as a result, UK forces in the field had to 
attach reflective tapes to their vehicles to make them appear the same as US vehicles at night. Is there any truth in 
that and if so, how could such a basic issue of coalition co-ordination have been overlooked? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not know. I cannot validate the comment that they were not issued with recognition 
tables or whatever. Yes, we did put reflective tape on and I would have done that anyway to decrease the risk. 

Q381  Jim Knight: Huge Union Jacks being requested from home? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, this was reflective tape in a V and thermal panels and a light. These are the standard 
visual recognition symbols that we use. 

Q382  Jim Knight: We go back to the position that you were not in the end satisfied with the way it operated and 
you would be hopeful that we can resolve that. 

Air Marshal Burridge: The one point I perhaps should have made earlier is that technology drives us in a particular 
direction, gives us greater tempo, maybe gets nearer to a solution for combat identification. Whenever there is a 
human in the loop, then the unknown of how a human being will react under stress or under certain conditions is a 
total unknown. That apart, yes, I was satisfied that the combination of measures we had on this occasion was 
sufficient, but when we see the inquiries into the fratricides which took place, in most cases it is the human in the 
loop, training, procedures, etc, where the investment has to be made, but sadly you can never eradicate that. 

Q383  Mr Hancock: Do you think you were close enough to this campaign? With the greatest respect, it appears 
that some of the responses about what was happening on the ground did not actually come back to you. Were you 
satisfied that the chain of command that your commanders were bringing back to you was an accurate reflection of 
what was going on on the ground? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. I was commanding at the operational level of war, alongside CENTCOM, also clearly 
looking after British interests. What a tactical commander regards as a problem that he is able to solve through his 
logistic chain or whatever may not come to my notice, nor should it. 

Q384  Rachel Squire: Focusing on the military campaign, the British armed forces moved quickly to take the al 
Faw peninsula but it seemed to take rather longer to secure Umm Qasr. Would you like to say why that was? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The al Faw, except for some initial defensive forces, was relatively lightly defended. Umm 
Qasr was the first occasion where we came across irregular forces. Having to deal with irregular forces who fight in 
an asymmetric way, putting the population at risk in the way they did, is a very delicate operation. There were 
actually quite a lot of irregular forces in Umm Qasr, so it had to be dealt with bit by bit. 

Q385  Chairman: People watching television and listening to the radio, thought that the timescale for the final push 
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into Basra was rather elongated. It is very easy reading newspapers and watching television to try to outguess those 
people on the ground making the decisions, but can you give us some indication of the factors that were taken into 
account before precipitating the attack? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The overriding factor was to reduce risk to the civilian population of Basra. In order to do 
that—and this is a facet of urban warfare that we have always known about—you need very, very good and granular 
intelligence of what is going on on the ground. Interestingly in some of the work I have been doing in a previous 
existence, conceptually we were pursuing an almost totally technological solution to that, but actually human 
intelligence is the key. Building up using human intelligence and fusing that intelligence so that you know, in the 
case of Basra, how many of these irregular forces there are, where they are operating from, what impact they are 
having on the population, what sort of situation of this part of the population versus that part, all takes time. In this 
case it is significant because those irregular forces are actually applying force on the population. So getting the 
moment right, where the ability of those irregular forces to do anything is limited, is precisely what General Brimms 
was able to do. 

Q386  Chairman: Did we learn anything from the Americans in Baghdad or did they learn from us in Basra the way 
to go about this kind of action? 

Air Marshal Burridge: The two are different. Basra, smaller city self-evidently, Shia area, pretty homogeneous in 
terms of the population and anti-regime essentially. Baghdad, big city, mixture of population, centre of the regime. 
The feelers of the regime were felt very directly by the people of Baghdad. The US recognised that the way we did 
Basra was—I will not characterise it as ideal—a good outcome. They were not able to apply quite those same 
methods, although they did learn from us on the need for a very accurate intelligence picture, built up through 
HUMINT etc. 

Q387  Chairman: If the intelligence was that good, it appears as though the stories coming out about the uprising 
were a little premature, putting it mildly. Did you think there was an uprising at the time, when it was reported that 
we had one? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It is loose language frankly. What was going on was that a number of policemen were 
invited to shoot a number of the civilian population and refused. Then the Baath militia came along and shot the 
policemen. Something around that. That caused a commotion and that was reported as an uprising. You always have 
to be circumspect about these things because you look at a map and ask where it was and it is in one particular small 
bit of Basra. It was not a general uprising. Yes, I think people were using loose language at that stage. To 
characterise it as an uprising was incorrect. 

Q388  Mr Hancock: You talked about having good intelligence and the intelligence network there. I asked you 
earlier about the Republican Guard's disappearance from around Basra. On the chemical and biological weapons, 
what was your intelligence telling you? If these weapons were going to be used against you, how were they going to 
be delivered? 

Air Marshal Burridge: In terms of where they were going to be used, the most likely position was at a radius south 
of Baghdad, some say 100 kilometres, some say slightly less. Probably the most likely delivery mechanism would be 
by artillery shell. 

Q389  Mr Hancock: When did your on-the-ground intelligence tell you that this was not going to be the case, that 
you would not reasonably expect to be attacked with chemical or biological weapons? When did you effectively tell 
your men that they no longer had to wear their suits? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Bear in mind that it was US forces who were engaged in that area I have talked about. 

Q390  Mr Hancock: Are you seriously saying that there was no intelligence which suggested that any of our forces 
in and around Basra were at any time threatened with the use of chemical weapons? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, what I have said is that the most likely use was by artillery shell. 

Q391  Mr Hancock: What were you being told about British forces? 
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Air Marshal Burridge: My responsibility is to reduce risk, so whilst ever there is a capability, or we believe there is 
a capability, to affect UK forces with weaponised chemical and biological weapons, then we take that as a given. 

Q392  Mr Hancock: When were you satisfied that the intelligence you were getting was sufficiently robust for you 
to have confidence that was not going to happen to British forces and you ordered them no longer to wear their 
chemical protection suits? 

Air Marshal Burridge: At the time that the Americans had broken through to Baghdad. 

Q393  Mr Hancock: It was not until then. You were satisfied then that there was still a risk somewhere along the 
line. 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, and that is why people carried suits and all the rest of it. 

Q394  Mr Hancock: Yes, I understand why they carried them, but I could not quite understand when in the timing 
of all of this, you were satisfied as the British commander, that British forces in and around Basra were no longer 
potentially at risk from these weapons and those troops were told that they no longer had to wear their suits. 

Air Marshal Burridge: As I said, at the point at which we broke through to Baghdad. 

Q395  Mr Jones: I want to ask a question about precision guided missiles and bombs. Obviously more were used 
this time than ever before in a campaign. According to the figures of the US Air Force the RAF deployed 6.2% of the 
aircraft in the coalition and flew 5.9% of the sorties but delivered only 3.4% of precision guided missiles. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not recognise those figures. 

Q396  Mr Jones: You do not recognise the figures? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No. Tell me again the percentage of precision munitions? 

Q397  Mr Jones: According to the figures we have been given the percentage is 3.4% of the precision guided 
munitions and 1.3% of unguided munitions. Why is there that disparity? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not know. I do not recognise the figures. Given that overall about 40% of the effort was 
counter land, it is possible that they are slightly distorted by the amount of close air support that each side did. It is 
true to say that some units were better able to co-ordinate close air support than were others. If there is a 
preponderance of British aircraft, say with 5 Corps, who were not quite as good as the 1st MEF, for example, then 
they would be returning with weapons. I cannot interpret those figures on the hoof, I am afraid. 

Chairman: We will move on then. As you mentioned close air support, we will ask a question or two on that. 

Q398  Syd Rapson: You had to rely upon the US forces for close air support. Is that because we did not have the 
ability to do it ourselves? 

Air Marshal Burridge: All the air power was integrated. Whatever proportion was allocated to close air support, 
could either be British or American aircraft. There is one distinct difference and that is the US Marine Corps are 
configured as relatively light forces and they do not have indigenous deep fires, that is, a lot of artillery. They have 
very little artillery. Their equivalent of artillery is the Marine Air Wing F18s. They live together very intimately and 
their ability to do close air support, both the ground forces' ability to control it and the air's ability to integrate with it, 
is very impressive, very impressive indeed. 

Q399  Syd Rapson: Does that give you hope for the future that we can reconfigure the way we do things in line with 
the American Marine Corps? They have more aircraft than the Royal Air Force, have they not? 

Air Marshal Burridge: About the same. It is worth looking at. A lesson out of Afghanistan, which we as airmen took 
away, is that we really needed to get better at close air support. In Afghanistan we were finding that we were using 
close air support for strategic effect and in high manoeuvre, high tempo warfare, the relationship between air and 
land is now much, much more important. We recognise that and we started to revise our procedures, look at our 
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doctrine, consider how we could train better. This experience has re-emphasised that and added impetus to that. We 
need to look at the way in which we can emulate the procedures and the success that the Marine Corps have. Some 
people will say that if you have British forces on the ground then you should have Royal Air Force aircraft providing 
their close air support. If revising our procedures and looking at this model drives us that way, then so be it. We do 
have to be sure that if we are in a coalition the right amount of air power is used for the high priority tasks at any one 
time and that is quite difficult to do.
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Q400  Syd Rapson: With the pooling of the air power and drawing from that pool, were you happy with the 
timeliness of the reaction to support British forces? Presumably if it was the Marine Corps doing this it would have 
been fast, but were you concerned that there was a delay? 

Air Marshal Burridge: On occasions there was a delay, but by and large the land commanders were content. There 
will always be individual instances where there was a delay. 

Q401  Syd Rapson: There was also a tragic accident when the Sea Knight US helicopter crashed. They immediately 
grounded all their aircraft for an investigation into what caused it and a signal went out. We carried on flying our 
aircraft regardless. Was that consciously done or were we taking risks as a British force in carrying on flying, or 
were the Americans right to stop everything until they found the cause? 

Air Marshal Burridge: It is for the US to decide how they respond to accidents. As a matter of policy, that is how 
they react to accidents. Due to some very, very good hot planning by the Joint Helicopter Command, we were able to 
fill that vacuum without undue risk. 

Q402  Syd Rapson: I always assume that the British are much more careful in flying aircraft if there is a suspected 
problem. In this case you are saying that the Americans are far more careful about their aircraft incidents than we 
are. 

Air Marshal Burridge: They throw a big switch and say stop flying until we understand this in case we cannon it up. 
We retain flexibility in the sense that we look at the priority of the task, and this was a high priority task, and balance 
it against the risk and make judgments. I was not part of the decision-making process with the Americans on how 
they reached that conclusion. 

Q403  Mr Howarth: It was put to me by one of the commanders in the last couple of days that the advantage of 
having the coalition close air support was that the Americans brought a greatly extended range of aeroplanes to 
provide that, the A10 and the Cobra, and we were reliant upon the Lynx. It was also put to me that the advantage of 
having a dedicated Royal Air Force close air support for British ground forces is that they have been accustomed to 
working together. There are clearly difficulties either way. Given your experience, what would you say to us would 
be the lesson that you would derive from the Iraq war in terms of close air support? Is this something where yes, we 
should be more prepared to rely on coalition support, or no, we should in future call first on the Royal Air Force and 
then call on other coalition partners to assist? 

Air Marshal Burridge: All other things being equal, if we nationally lay down our procedures, fund our training, 
fund the equipment required for close air support, if we could live in a vacuum and know that always in coalition 
warfare we would have the right amount of air power for the right amount of ground forces and we were able to 
emulate successfully the procedural excellence that the US Marine Corps achieved, then clearly we would do it 
nationally. But there is a danger in that in that it might not be possible to organise things that way in a big coalition. 
It might also mean inefficient use of air power. If we were to go back 30 years when we were starting to look at the 
introduction of the Harrier, the way in which air power might need to be penny-packeted was considered. Ultimately 
we decided that aircraft like that ought to be a corps level asset. It may just be that my views on post-modern warfare 
and high tempo, etc, mean that we have to go back to thinking along those lines. I do not know. We need to study it 
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certainly. 

Q404  Mr Howarth: I think it is a key issue. Can we move to the role of the media, which I did suggest some hours 
ago that we would be coming to? Obviously it is a key factor in this campaign and those of us here have been 
following it very closely indeed on the television and it has played a major role. How far do you feel that an accurate 
picture of the conflict emerged during the major combat phase of operations? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Given that much of what was being seen on television and being written in newspapers was 
based on the testimony of embedded journalists, then the description of individual events should be pretty accurate, 
with one major proviso and that is the loose use of language. I was horrified at how profligate with language some of 
the embedded journalists were. You may remember a Sunday morning when 1,000 people started coming out of 
Basra to the south over one of the bridges and they talked about poor people being caught in cross fire. They were 
not caught in cross fire, they were being machine gunned by the Baath party militia. Nobody was firing back. It is a 
word. Logistic nightmare. Humanitarian crisis. Words that fall readily off the tongue but actually do not accurately 
describe what they are seeing. The second point, even taking all that, is that what I think was lacking, and I have 
given a lot of thought to how this might be redressed, was a decent method of putting that into context. I go back to 
the point I made earlier where there was a tendency for a pinprick to be reported as a mortal haemorrhage, the notion 
that things were bogged down, all dreadfully inaccurate. Had there been a better method of placing those things in 
context, then a more accurate picture would have been painted. I contrast that with the way the media reports the 
City of London, with real expertise I think. 

Q405  Mr Howarth: Some people in the City might disagree with you. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I think by and large they would say that at least the technical understanding is there. I think 
individual events, barring language, were accurate, but the analysis of it—with a few notable exceptions: the 
Financial Times is particularly good and The Times is quite good—by a lot of the populist papers and much of the 
television was wide of the mark because it lacked that context. 

Q406  Mr Howarth: You made some pretty trenchant criticism and for the benefit of those who do not recall it, 
though I am sure most people will, perhaps I can just remind you. You said at one point during the campaign that the 
UK media had lost the plot, they stand for nothing, they support nothing, they criticise, they drip, it is a spectator 
sport to criticise anybody or anything and what the media says fuels public expectation. Do you still stand by those 
undoubtedly trenchant remarks? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. They are long-standing views based on the enormous length of time I have spent in the 
public sector and the leadership development work I do in the public sector. I believe that the position that the UK 
media has taken, for a number of reasons, is extremely counter-productive as far as individual motivation goes. 

Q407  Mr Howarth: May I congratulate you for standing by your words? I have to say that I agree with most of 
what you said as well, but that is not relevant at the moment. Given that the media are with us, they are going to be a 
permanent feature in combat operations. You cannot un-invent them, they have become more and more 
sophisticated, they can provide immediate coverage for the viewing public. What would be your advice to your 
successor, were there to be an operation next year? 

Air Marshal Burridge: You are right that embedded media are here to stay. In fact on balance probably the use of 
embedded media was just positive. I see the need for us to provide the ability for all these little reports to be put into 
context. Either we do that in theatre or in London or wherever, but I do see the need for people who understand 
military things to interpret events and to be able to put it into context. We have never thought about doing this before 
and there are operational security implications in having real experts interpreting events. However, given that we 
went into this campaign with 33% public support and given the need to generate greater public support, then the 
media become such an important aspect that as the media are here to stay perhaps the time is right to change our 
approach. It is something we are giving great thought to. 

Q408  Mr Howarth: Would your message to Fleet Street editors be that, given the propensity of the United 
Kingdom to engage in military operations, they have a duty to ensure that a cadre of their reporters is properly 
trained, does understand, going back to the old days when all the newspapers had defence correspondents instead of 
just a few of them who do now. 
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Air Marshal Burridge: What I would say to editors is that you have a duty to deal in fact with knowledge and apply 
balance. That drives us very much in the direction you have indicated, that there has to be real expertise. I go back to 
my parallel with the City of London where financial journalists tend to be people who really do know their business. 

Q409  Mr Howarth: May I just flag up one final point on this? I represent a garrison town, as you know, Aldershot. 
It was pretty hard for the families to see this immediate representation of battle where their husbands, their sons, 
were fighting for their lives and for their country, yet the rest of the nation was going to parties, watching football, 
going to the pub and all that sort of thing. I wonder whether you have had any feedback as to the difficulties that the 
troops had in managing the enormous pressure which was placed on the families as a result of this constant stream of 
information 24 hours a day. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I said in answer to an earlier question that one of my concerns at the outset, given the lack of 
public support, was that that would be particularly felt by the dependants, people back here. Yes, my experience is 
exactly the same as yours. People have said to me that this was really, really difficult. If we make a decision not to 
have embedded journalists, it would not really make much difference now. The technology exists, people can make 
their own arrangements and do, as we saw. I am afraid it is here to stay. The best approach for us is to try to get the 
strategic context right. You will never get away from the impact of the visual image and that is even more important 
now in this very competitive media industry that we have. You will never get away from that. We do have a 
requirement to get it set into proper context, but I cannot give you an answer to the fact that there are going to be the 
loved ones of 45,000 soldiers, sailors and airmen who are going to be watching this thing and feeling very differently 
about it than the rest of the population. I simply cannot. 

Q410  Mr Jones: Cluster bombs have been in the media quite a bit and we had a witness last week who suggested 
that cluster bombs were used in urban areas or nearer urban areas. Can the use of such weapons ever be justified? 

Air Marshal Burridge: You are talking about US weapons. 

Q411  Mr Jones: Yes. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I can think of one or two sets of circumstances where you may have a large amount of 
armour penetrating one of your lodgements or whatever, but it is hard to see where cluster bombs would be the 
weapon of choice in most urban warfare for me. 

Q412  Mr Jones: Were they actually used in populated areas? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I can only speak for the UK weapons and they were not. 

Q413  Mr Jones: In terms of where they were used, both by ourselves and the Americans, do we have reliable 
information on the locations where they have been used? Has any estimate been done for clearing afterwards? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I can only speak for UK weapons. Yes, we do have reliable information as to where they 
were used. As for the estimates of clearance, I am not aware of an estimate. What I will say is that cluster bombs are 
just one of the huge unexploded ordnance problems that exists in Iraq, because there was so much Iraqi ammunition 
everywhere, so much. 

Q414  Mr Jones: Has a programme been put in place to try to clear that ordnance? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes, so I understand. 

Q415  Mr Jones: Is there a concentration, for example, particularly on unexploded cluster bombs because of the 
emotive nature of the interaction with civilians and things like that, or is it just part of a general policy for all 
ordnance? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I am not competent to answer that. It is beyond me. I handed over command on 9 May. 

Q416  Mr Jones: Would it be possible to ask the MOD to provide a note? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Yes. 
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Q417  Mr Howarth: Prisoners of war. How did the arrangements for prisoners held by the coalition distinguish 
between prisoners captured by the United States forces and those captured by our forces? 

Air Marshal Burridge: How did we distinguish? 

Q418  Mr Howarth: How did the arrangements distinguish? 

Air Marshal Burridge: With the help of our able lawyers on both sides we put together a memorandum of 
understanding as to what it meant to be the detaining power. In other words, if a UK unit takes prisoners of war they 
are the detaining power, regardless of who actually provides the prisoner of war cage or the guarding or whatever. So 
we laid down the legal process, I signed it and General Abosaid signed it on behalf of the US and that formed the 
basis of our joint activity. 

Q419  Mr Howarth: Were all those captured by British forces administered by the British or were they transferred 
to the Americans? 

Air Marshal Burridge: Ultimately transferred to the Americans.
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Q420  Mr Howarth: Basically, all those who are now left have been transferred to the Americans. 

Air Marshal Burridge: I would be surprised if there were any left, other than two different categories: internees and 
detainees. Under the Geneva Convention, at the cessation of hostilities you have a duty to release prisoners of war, 
repatriate prisoners of war without delay. 

Q421  Mr Howarth: So the United Kingdom and the United States have now repatriated them back into the 
community, unless, presumably, they are deemed to be of sufficient— 

Air Marshal Burridge: Some were criminals, some were picked up for criminal activity, so they do not come under 
the heading of a prisoner of war. They nevertheless were detained. Others who were irregular forces or potentially 
have a case to answer for crimes of concerns, as they are known in America, war crimes etc, then they are detained. I 
think I am right in saying that the ones for whom we are the detaining power are actually in Basra. 

Q422  Mr Howarth: How many do we detain or have we detained as at today? Any idea? 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, I could not say. I gave up command on 9 May. I could find out if you needed, but it 
would be different tomorrow. 

Q423  Mr Howarth: What about the Americans? How many do you think they have detained? 

Air Marshal Burridge: I do not know. 

Q424  Mr Howarth: You were our commander, the United Kingdom force's commander at the time when Tariq 
Aziz gave himself up and other leading Iraqis either gave themselves up or were captured. To what extent have we 
had access to those people and to what extent are they under United States custody? 

Air Marshal Burridge: They are under United States jurisdiction because the United States is the detaining power. 

Q425  Mr Howarth: They are the detaining power for the whole of Iraq. 

Air Marshal Burridge: No, no. The detaining power is whoever captures the prisoner and in those cases they were 
captured by American forces. 

Q426  Mr Howarth: When you heard that Tariq Aziz had been captured, were you consulted by General Franks and 
did you discuss it with him "That's fascinating. Perhaps he can give us some information. What are we going to do 
about it"? Or was this entirely within the American remit. 

Air Marshal Burridge: It was entirely within the American remit. 

Q427  Mr Howarth: Is that satisfactory? 
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Air Marshal Burridge: The degree to which intelligence sharing goes on between the agencies is outwith my 
purview and it may be that the CIA/SIS tie-up deals with that. 

Q428  Chairman: Thank you very much for your lengthy and helpful appearance before us. We are probably 
months away from producing our very objective report, where there will no doubt be one or two criticisms of the 
Ministry of Defence, nevertheless I think I can speak on behalf of all the Committee, not just those who are here, in 
saying that our affection for our armed forces at all levels is undiluted and you can be particularly pleased and proud 
with what you did and those who are working under your command. Thank you very, very much for all that you have 
done. 

Air Marshal Burridge: You are very generous with your comments. I was but one part of a very good team. 

Chairman: Perhaps when you have the opportunity you will be able to say that not all politicians are very difficult. 
Our admiration is undiminished. Whatever mistakes were made, it will not alter that overall assessment. Thank you 
very, very much.
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Examination of Witness (Questions 429-439)

MR BALTHASAR STAEHELIN 

18 JUNE 2003

Q429  Chairman: Thank you very much for making the journey, Mr Staehelin. As you know, we are undertaking an 
inquiry into the lessons of Iraq. We look forward to hearing of your experience and that of your organisation. Would 
you like to make any preliminary remarks?   

Mr Staehelin: Yes, very briefly. On behalf of the ICRC, we would like to thank you for your invitation to this 
session. The ICRC is a neutral, independent humanitarian organisation which strives to bring protection and 
assistance to victims of armed conflict and internal strife, according to its mandate under international humanitarian 
law. Having been present in Iraq since 1980, it decided to remain operational during the recent conflict, as we did in 
1991, with a focus on life-saving activities and on visit to prisoners. I am happy to provide the perspective of a 
humanitarian organisation which situates its role and its activities in a legal framework and to talk about our 
activities prior, during and after the combat phase. A dense interaction has indeed taken place with all parties to the 
conflict, including of course the United Kingdom, both in and outside Iraq. I would also like to thank you in advance 
for your understanding that I will not be able to elaborate on certain issues, namely issues related to the bilateral 
confidential dialogue between the ICRC and the authorities concerned. Indeed, this confidential approach of the 
ICRC has allowed it to access victims of armed conflict all over the world, in the accomplishment of its mandate. 

Q430  Chairman: A really difficult question for you to answer first. You have partly answered it already. For those 
of us who are not excessively familiar with the ICRC, could you give us a brief outline of your aims and functions, 
and what makes you believe that the ICRC is different from most other NGOs?   

Mr Staehelin: First, I would refer to the legal framework of the Geneva Conventions, which give precise tasks to the 
International Committee of the Red Cross and provide guidance for our operations. In an international armed conflict 
our role is very clearly stipulated. The protection activities are among the functions which are the best known, 
namely visits to prisoners of war, to protect the persons according to the Fourth Geneva Convention, and the central 
tracing agency of the ICRC is also mentioned in the Convention. So, in the name of protection, we have a very clear-
cut role, which we strive to accomplish as best we can. Assistance to victims of armed conflict is also mentioned in 
the Convention, and the ICRC sees its approach as trying to combine protection and assistance activities in a 
comprehensive whole. As regards Iraq, we have been involved in the previous wars—in the Iran-Iraq war, where we 
visited prisoners of war. Only recently did we see repatriation of prisoners of war of that conflict, which dates back 
to 1988. We remained operational in 1991 and carried out our activities, including again visits to prisoners of war; 
the re-establishment of family links, which is very important and where we work together with the national 
societies—the Red Cross and Red Crescent societies of the world, including the British Red Cross Society—and, in 
this most recent conflict, where we have decided, in spite of considerable risks, to remain operational with expatriate 
staff in Baghdad in the north and, very rapidly, also in Basra in the south. 

Q431  Chairman: What makes you very different from most of the other NGOs, apart from history?   

Mr Staehelin: To a certain extent perhaps others would be in a better position to talk about the differences, but I 
would say that we have a sui generis status according to international law, which means that we are not an 
international organisation with states on the board. It means that we have the independence necessary for the 
accomplishment of our mandate. We are not an NGO, because international law gives us a status. This is also 
reflected, for instance, in the observer status we have with the United Nations, et cetera. There are the headquarters 
agreements which we have in many countries of the world. In this sense there is a combination of the independence 
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of our action and an obligation of the High Contracting Parties to the Geneva Conventions, in international armed 
conflict, to allow the ICRC to work in a variety of fields. Afterwards, that provides an excellent platform and clarity 
to become operational. One thing which is of great importance is to have a dialogue with all parties to the conflict; a 
relationship of trust with all parties to the conflict. In this sense also the ICRC insists on talking to all the parties to 
the conflict, regardless of whether they perceive each other as enemies or as people one should not talk to. Referring 
to the recent experience, this meant that we had a dialogue with the government of Iraq prior to this conflict, on our 
work and on our planned operations. We had an interaction with that government—and this is absolutely clear—as a 
party to the conflict. 

Q432  Mr Cran: Yours is obviously a very important humanitarian organisation. If I heard you properly, and I think 
I did, you said that your organisation had been in Iraq since 1980. Thus, you would be in an ideal position to outline 
to the Committee what the humanitarian crisis was in Iraq before the conflict. Could you set that out for us?   

Mr Staehelin: The country has greatly suffered from two consecutive wars and the general situation has further 
deteriorated, due to the sanctions. The situation prior to the war was already a difficult situation and this is also why 
the ICRC has, over the last year, conducted rehabilitation work in hospitals, in water and in sanitation 
systems—rehabilitation work which has given us a capacity and knowledge of these systems to act on them during 
the combat phase, because we knew the systems and we knew the interlocutors. This has helped us greatly. Certainly 
it was not a normal situation prior to March 2003. 

Q433  Mr Cran: Could you give us a little more about the dimensions of the humanitarian crisis as you see it? You 
have mentioned water, sanitation and so on. Can you widen this out a little, to give a feel, to somebody who may not 
have been there, for what this crisis was like? Because you have not given that to me yet.   

Mr Staehelin: I cannot pretend that the ICRC itself conducted data-gathering, so I cannot provide you with precise 
ICRC-established data on child mortality, on the precise state of the health system. However, from the experience of 
my colleagues in Iraq—and perhaps that is not the type of precise figure you would wish to have—what we have 
seen is a health system which has struggled to cope. We have also seen, for instance in the medical field—this is an 
illustration—that doctors did not have access to training, to medical literature. We have been active in this field, 
providing training and literature. We have realised that, to a certain extent, Iraq being isolated from the rest of the 
world has had a negative impact on the health system, on the water system, on the education system. But I cannot 
provide you with precise data on the situation. 

Q434  Mr Cran: That is understood, but what we can perhaps say is that the crisis we are talking about, the 
humanitarian crisis, is a very serious one indeed on, so to speak, the Richter scale of these things. You would be able 
to say that, would you?   

Mr Staehelin: Our president, when recently visiting Iraq, has said that, today, we do not face an acute humanitarian 
crisis. 

Q435  Mr Cran: We do or do not?   

Mr Staehelin: We do not face an acute humanitarian crisis. What we face is a situation in which insecurity, a certain 
absence of administration, has created a precarious situation; but that if security can be re-established, if salaries can 
be paid again, if local administration, et cetera, can resume its function, then we do not have a major humanitarian 
crisis. So we are at a moment where ICRC feels the evolution could go in two ways, and it is critical to have 
improvements in the spheres I have mentioned. But we do not qualify it as an acute humanitarian crisis. 

Q436  Mr Cran: I am conscious of the fact that you are not able to produce statistics and so on, but what you can do 
is give us a very informed opinion. Are you able to tell us in what ways—because there must have been ways—in 
which the humanitarian crisis, or whatever words you wish to use, was exacerbated by the conflict itself?   

Mr Staehelin: What we have seen is that the impact of the breakdown of law and order was massive, and perhaps 
even went beyond the impact of destruction caused by the hostilities themselves. In terms of international 
humanitarian law we regard the situation in Iraq as a situation of occupation, which means that there are 
responsibilities of the occupying powers. One responsibility is the establishment and upholding of law and order. It is 
true, however, that the destruction and the insecurity after the conflict probably had a greater humanitarian impact 
than the hostilities themselves. 
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Q437  Mr Cran: Against the background of the conflict, at least in formal terms, being over, are you in a position to 
tell the Committee in which areas is this humanitarian crisis improving, receding—whatever words you wish to use? 
Is the water under control? The sanitation? The health service—whatever?   

Mr Staehelin: I think that we have a mixed picture, but I would also like to say that, to the best of my knowledge, it 
has not been officially declared that the conflict is over. If that were the case—if all the active hostilities were really 
over—that would induce the obligation to release all prisoners of war, according to the Third Geneva Convention. 
We still see combat operations in parts of the country. To the best of my knowledge, therefore, it has not yet been 
declared as over. We have seen certain improvements. For instance, I understood, when talking to my colleague in 
Basra, that the water and electricity situation has improved and has almost reached prewar levels; but the prewar 
levels were not necessarily satisfactory for the population. There is therefore still much to be done, and the insecurity 
nevertheless remains a widespread problem. Perhaps it is not the type of collective looting that we saw in the early 
days, but I would say that crime is a major problem and also a major element hampering, or at least making difficult, 
the operations of humanitarian institutions. 

Q438  Mr Cran: It is a fluid situation that we are dealing with, presumably, and a changing situation within Iraq. Is 
that leading to any changes in your own organisation's activities or priorities within Iraq?   

Mr Staehelin: During the major combat period we concentrated essentially on life-saving activities, with our people 
who remained in Baghdad all through this conflict. That basically meant interventions in the hospital system, but also 
in connection with the water system. The priority we identified before the hostilities broke out—water—proved to be 
crucial in this conflict. I would refer back to the question as to what is the added value of the ICRC and what makes 
the ICRC specific. There was one operation which we were able to carry out in Basra, when an ICRC team, with the 
agreement of the Iraqi government who at that time still controlled Basra, managed to reach the main pumping 
station, which was in an area controlled by the British forces. We also had the agreement of the British forces to this 
operation. I would argue that that is a typical situation where we had the trust and dialogue, as a totally neutral, 
apolitical, purely humanitarian actor, to go across international borders—because we came from Kuwait to go across 
front lines which were unstable—and to carry out such an intervention, preventing a massive displacement of the 
population of Basra. I would say that, for me, is an example of why it is so important to be able to preserve the 
independence of the ICRC, and its operational ability is linked to it. 

Q439  Mr Hancock: I was very interested to hear you say that relationships are important for your organisation. I 
would be interested to pursue that point. Could you tell us a little about your relationships before the conflict started 
with the Iraqi authorities? Not at national level but at city level, local government level, in places like Basra and 
Baghdad. And whether or not they saw you in any way as a threat to what they were trying to achieve, or if you were 
there in any role other than a purely humanitarian one, trying to assist them?   

Mr Staehelin: I believe that they did not see us as a threat. I think that they have observed the ICRC at work since 
1980. Perception-wise, with the authorities but also the Iraqi population, there has been a close association with our 
work on behalf of prisoners of war. For many people in Iraq, the ICRC was the institution visiting prisoners of war, 
repatriating prisoners of war. So I think that was perhaps the main element, perception-wise. The ICRC was not able, 
in the previous situation in Iraq, to communicate, to have dissemination programmes, to further explain its principles 
and its mandate. In terms of access to the interlocutors, we enjoyed access at ministerial level prior to the eruption of 
this conflict. I myself went to Baghdad and met with the minister of foreign affairs, mainly to discuss our operational 
preparation for a possible outbreak of a fully-fledged war. We had contacts in Basra. We were one of the very few 
international organisations being tolerated in Basra; being able to operate in Basra. We had contact with the governor 
in Basra. I met with the governor in November. I think that we therefore had a correct access to the authorities and 
could raise a variety of issues, including important issues on which I cannot elaborate. Also, for instance, the issue of 
persons unaccounted for since the 1991 war—a file which, for many cases, is still unsolved.
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Q440  Mr Hancock: Air Marshal Burridge, who is Commander-in-Chief of the British Forces engaged in the 
coalition action and who gave evidence here, said that he did not believe there was a humanitarian crisis in Iraq; that 
it was a crisis of failure of the infrastructure, and that was not primarily the responsibility of the current action but 
more the regrettable lack of rebuilding which took place after both the Iraq-Iran war and the first Gulf War. Do you 
share that view?   

Mr Staehelin: I have not seen his testimony. What I would like to state is that, in my view, the current authorities are 
the occupying powers. In this sense they have a responsibility for the well-being of the population. The failure of the 
infrastructure, regardless of its source, is a real humanitarian problem for the population, which needs to be 
addressed. So I am not sure that I would be able to make a distinction between failure of the infrastructure and 
humanitarian needs if the failure of the infrastructure is such that it induces humanitarian needs. 

Q441  Mr Hancock: But you were there for most of that 10-year period, were you not?   

Mr Staehelin: Yes. 

Q442  Mr Hancock: Surely your organisation was making reports about what was going on? It was not uncommon 
for the water supply to Basra to fail, from what I gather, and the infrastructure was shot. On many occasions the 
water was imperfect: so much so that warnings were issued to the population not to drink the water until plant had 
been rectified or until something had been added to the water supply. Surely you were very critical of the Iraqi 
regime for not dealing with that—or were you not?   

Mr Staehelin: What we try to do is make a contribution to the improvement of this water system. Indeed, prior to the 
last war there was already a problem in terms of water. If you look at an infrastructure which has difficulty in coping, 
you have a variety of impacts. Let me take as an example the breakdown of public transport. Today there is a 
difficulty with public transport and there is the difficulty of salaries not being paid. Our delegates realised that this 
meant the cleaning staff in hospitals could not come to work. It seems trivial, but it is quite a delicate issue. If a 
hospital is not cleaned constantly, you can quickly have a difficult humanitarian situation. Some Iraqi staff have been 
so dedicated that they have shown up without being paid for months; but if there is no public transport they do not 
necessarily have the financial resources to pay for a taxi to access the hospital, without being paid. That would 
reduce the very little cash reserve, if any, they still have. That is a new problem, because the public transport 
functioned beforehand. So there is a problem linked to infrastructure problems, and to a certain extent absence of 
local administration, which goes beyond the problems which we saw beforehand. 

Q443  Mr Hancock: Your colleagues alleged that, in the early days of the British participation, British soldiers were 
actually selling water to people. Have you any proof to substantiate that claim?   

Mr Staehelin: To which statement do you refer? 

Q444  Mr Hancock: One of your colleagues representing your organisation made a public statement to the effect 
that water was being sold by coalition forces south of Basra in the early days.   

Mr Staehelin: I am not at all aware of the statement. I would be happy to check it, if you wish, if you could give me 
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the reference. I am not aware of such a statement being made. 

Q445  Mr Hancock: Your colleagues, giving evidence at the Council of Europe on this, made that statement again. I 
am interested to know where and how you have attempted to substantiate that, because I thought that it was a very 
poor slur.   

Mr Staehelin: I am not even aware of one of my colleagues having appeared, so I wonder whether that was really a 
representative of the International Committee of the Red Cross or another— 

Q446  Mr Hancock: But you are not aware of any such incidents happening?   

Mr Staehelin: I am not aware of water being sold to the population. Personally, I am not aware of that and I am not 
aware of a statement made to that effect by the ICRC. 

Q447  Mr Hancock: Are you satisfied that the right conditions are now prevailing to ensure that the aid that is going 
into the country is being directed to those who most need it? Is it being properly monitored by the coalition forces 
there?   

Mr Staehelin: I do not think that I have the knowledge to answer this question. 

Q448  Mr Hancock: You do not have people on the ground who are reporting back to you on these matters? You 
say that there is still a problem there. I am interested to know how you can say that there is still a problem, but you 
cannot tell us whether or not the aid that is going there is being directed to the right people.   

Mr Staehelin: It is easier for us, by our observations which are on the humanitarian needs of the population, to 
pronounce on the humanitarian needs of the population. It is probably more difficult to pronounce on whether or not 
the aid which is invested is used correctly. I cannot pretend that the ICRC has the capacity or even the willingness to 
monitor aid flows and has access to all the information to form— 

Q449  Mr Hancock: How do you know if it is better or not then? How do you know that it is not being sold on the 
black market?   

Mr Staehelin: We monitor the relief assistance which we bring in. So I can certainly pronounce on what we do. I do 
not think that it is the task of the ICRC, however, to monitor the overall aid effort provided to Iraq. We can and do go 
to hospitals; we look at the situation; we look to see if there is a functioning system. In the early days we sometimes 
saw, within two or three days, three or four different hospital directors—which makes it extremely difficult to know 
who to talk to. We can see whether the water is functioning in these hospitals; whether the patients are returning; 
whether there is security provided, or whether local militias have taken over the hospital. So I think that we can have 
observations on those situations in humanitarian terms, but we cannot necessarily have an overall idea of the— 

Q450  Mr Hancock: Are you in a position to make an observation to us, based on your experience and that of your 
colleagues, that people who were in need of humanitarian aid before the war started are now in receipt of the 
humanitarian aid that they needed? Is their position effectively better now than it was before the war?   

Mr Staehelin: You mean the overall Iraqi population, in all its different aspects? 

Q451  Mr Hancock: I imagine that a considerable number of Iraqis did not have a problem. Those who were Ba'ath 
Party members and supporters of the regime appeared not to have a problem; but a substantial number of Iraqis had 
severe problems. I want to know whether or not the war has made a significant change in their humanitarian needs. 
Are they in fact better off now than they were before the war?   

Mr Staehelin: I do not think that, as of now, they are better off. I was recently in Baghdad myself. What struck me 
was the number of people who do not go to work because they feel that insecurity obliges them to stay at home with 
a gun to protect their property. People feel that the insecurity is so great that they do not dare to venture out. I was 
sleeping in a residence where the neighbour is up all night with a machine gun in his hands, in fear of being looted. I 
think that the insecurity is not only a problem for the population, in the sense that it is very unpleasant to experience 
it, but it also has a negative impact on the possibility of the population to conduct economic activities. In this sense 
the situation is certainly not better right now than the situation before the war, in terms of humanitarian needs. 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061803.htm (2 von 4)26.07.2005 17:07:20



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

Q452  Mr Hancock: Can I take you back to something you said regarding the role you had, where you crossed out 
of Iraq into Kuwait and then back from Kuwait to go to Basra, to sort out the problem with the pumping station and 
with water? That was under the control of the British forces there?   

Mr Staehelin: Yes. 

Q453  Mr Hancock: What was your role when you got to the plant? What was your organisation's role? The British 
army were in control of that situation and presumably aware of this. You are not suggesting that the British were 
deliberately not allowing the water to flow to Basra, are you?   

Mr Staehelin: No, on the contrary. I wanted to mention it as a very positive example of the dense interaction we 
have had with the British armed forces. I feel that all parties to the conflict have accepted our role. We have had a 
good access to the British forces, and there was a willingness to have the ICRC, as a strictly independent 
organisation, operate in a very difficult combat situation. I wanted to give it as a positive example and certainly not 
as a negative example. 

Q454  Mr Hancock: But what was your role?   

Mr Staehelin: The problem was that you had, in the north of Basra, a raw water pumping station, providing water to 
treatment stations for Basra and its surroundings. We are talking of well over one and a half million people. Due to 
electricity failure, the raw water pumping station could not operate. Our role was basically to try to ensure that the 
back-up generators to this raw water pumping station could be hooked to the system. The problem is that these 
systems are very complex. It needs local engineers of the local water boards to perform these operations, because we 
are talking about huge generators. If not properly switched on, they can actually destroy the whole system. So there 
was an interest on the part of the Iraqi water board and ICRC engineers—because we have our own national staff 
engineers in the water and sanitation field in Basra—to access this raw water pumping station and to hook up 
generators. There were six generators. 

Q455  Mr Hancock: So they physically did the work?   

Mr Staehelin: We had the agreement of the Iraqi authorities inside Basra and of the British forces—both having an 
interest that the water came back to the town—to have a team composed of Iraqi technicians from the water board, 
under the umbrella of ICRC technicians, to go out and perform the work themselves, with the agreement of the 
parties to the conflict. So the work in this instance was indeed carried out by us. 

Q456  Mr Hancock: Can I ask you an unconnected question, about the role which kept you in there? That is, the 
issue of the prisoners and the unaccounted-for people, going right back to the Iran-Iraq war. When one of your 
colleagues was giving evidence at a previous session, not of this Committee but another organisation, they made the 
point that they believed there were literally hundreds, if not thousands, of Iranian prisoners of war in Iraq. Has that 
materialised since the regime disappeared? Have those people shown up?   

Mr Staehelin: No, they have not. We have had one interesting operation, which I would also mention as a positive 
example of co-operation between the British forces and the ICRC. In Az-Zubayr, in the south of the country, a 
warehouse was identified and found to contain a few hundreds of mortal remains. We were approached by the 
Iranian authorities, who were under the impression that Iranian mortal remains were in this warehouse, and they 
asked us to intervene. We approached the British authorities to secure this warehouse, because we felt that it was 
very important that the mortal remains were not disturbed—which was done and subsequently, on 18 May, we 
repatriated 45 mortal remains of Iranian soldiers. At the same time, 84 mortal remains of Iraqi prisoners of war and 
former soldiers were handed back. I think that is an example of a successful operation where the ICRC, in its 
humanitarian role according to the Geneva Convention, managed to facilitate the repatriation of mortal remains 
between Iran and Iraq. It was no longer the Iraqi authorities on the Iraq side but it was indeed British officers signing 
the handover certificates. 

Q457  Mr Hancock: Were you surprised about the mass graves that were found around Basra, containing people 
who had recently been killed? As you had people on the ground in that area, was there no knowledge of this having 
happened?   
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Mr Staehelin: I think that the scope of it surprised everybody. It is one of the most pressing humanitarian issues we 
face today. There are an enormous number of Iraqi families who have suffered from a person unaccounted for, due to 
three wars but also due to internal violence. I think that it must be addressed. We have argued in favour of securing 
these grave sites, so that they are not disturbed. We argue very strongly in favour of an approach which is centred on 
the family. We think that, when looking into the issue of persons unaccounted for, we should put the families first, 
and we hope that this will be the approach chosen by the authorities. 

Q458  Jim Knight: I want to return to the running order that we have agreed, but would just comment in passing on 
that last point. Last night I saw a film from a Member of Parliament who was in Iraq a week or so ago, showing 
families digging through plastic sacks of remains, with ID cards in them. They were completely insecure, and it was 
very difficult to stop them because they were so keen to find their families. Returning to our script, what operations 
were your personnel able to carry out during the conflict and, on the flip side of that, what operations were they not 
able to carry out because of the conflict?   

Mr Staehelin: When we decided to remain operational in Iraq, we said that we only wanted to do this if we could 
really make a difference in terms of life-saving operations. In this sense, we built up an operational capacity to act 
with a logistic system; but we also reinforced the dialogue with all parties to the conflict, prior to the conflict, in 
order to be sure that we had their support for our independent humanitarian mission. We identified as priority areas 
the water supply to towns; we identified the health system, emergency assistance to hospitals; we identified prisoners 
of war who needed to be visited. We also built the capacity to be able to assist up to 150,000 internally displaced 
persons. Luckily, there have been far fewer cases. There have been massive movements in the north of Iraq, but 
people have found shelter and have not needed humanitarian assistance. Luckily, this last priority—for internal 
displacement—has not materialised. However, revisiting the issue of the water repair in Basra, if we had not been 
able, with the agreement of the parties to the conflict, to be able to repair the water in Basra, we would have seen 
hundreds of thousands of people looking for water and we could have seen a problem on a major scale. Looking at 
the issues, I think that we have been able successfully to visit the prisoners of war held by the coalition forces. We 
have received early access. As of 31 March we have been able to carry out those visits, and we have since extended 
the operations, not only to prisoners of war and civilian internees but also to recently arrested persons accused of 
common-law crimes, and indeed protected by the Fourth Geneva Convention which gives us the right to visit them 
too. It has certainly been important to carry that out. Very unfortunately, we have not been able to have access to the 
prisoners of war held by the Iraqi authorities. This is extremely regrettable and I can assure you that we have not 
spared any efforts to be able to have this access. But the very speed of the operation has meant that our initial 
confidence, based on the public and bilateral affirmations of the Iraqi ministers at the time, has not been borne out. 
This is something we regret very much and where we feel that we have failed. 

Q459  Jim Knight: Was there anything else that you would have liked to have done?   

Mr Staehelin: In terms of water we have been able to make very important interventions, in Basra and in Baghdad, 
namely in vital structures such as hospitals but also water-trucking and repair. We have had mobile workshops which 
were repairing all the back-up generators which would otherwise have failed. So I think that we have had a major 
impact in terms of water. The same goes for the health system. The health system was well stocked. The Iraqi 
authorities had taken measures beforehand to stock an enormous amount of drugs and medical equipment in the 
hospitals. Where we have not been able to succeed is that large parts of Iraq were not accessible to the ICRC. We 
have very much concentrated on the northern government, where we could freely move. We have been in Basra and 
the southern region; but, for instance, only very latecould we access Nasiriyah, Karbala, and all these towns. So there 
was, south of Baghdad, a part of Iraq where our teams could not deploy their efforts. Luckily, when we returned after 
the end of the active combat phase, we realised that the humanitarian needs were perhaps less than feared.
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Q460  Jim Knight: Have you been positively assisted by the Ministry of Defence, by DFID, to enable you to do the 
work you want to do? How would you compare the co-operation of our Government to the US Government in those 
areas where they were in control?   

Mr Staehelin: We certainly felt that there was a great understanding. I would like to pronounce on the British forces 
now, without comparing them with others. We have had an understanding of our role, also of our limits, of our 
modus operandi, and of the law which underlies our operations. We have had access to appropriate levels, in the 
field and outside of Iraq. In this sense I think that we can say that we have had support for our mission, without any 
attempts to go against our independence, and this was certainly appreciated by us. 

Q461  Jim Knight: Did you have any consultation immediately prior to the conflict as to what sort of reconstruction 
work might be required, given the level of the infrastructure that you would be aware of because you were there? 
Was there any discussion of post-conflict work with you?   

Mr Staehelin: The discussions before the conflict were essentially on our own conflict preparation and on the legal 
framework regulating conflicts. There was also dialogue on the law of armed conflict. 

Q462  Jim Knight: What impression did your personnel get of what life was like for civilians living in Basra and 
Baghdad during the conflict?   

Mr Staehelin: I think that life changed dramatically, in the sense that, in the early days of the conflict—and this 
applies also to our delegates—air raids were made at night. During the daytime you had an astonishingly normal 
situation, with people venturing out and moving around. Bombardments at night represented a great stress for 
everybody living there, including our delegates, but it was clear when air raids would take place. As the conflict went 
on, this became less and less clear, in the sense that you would have air bombardments during the daytime. Indeed, 
the alarm system of Iraq became less and less reliable; sirens would go off and on without any apparent link to air 
movements and bombardments. It became more and more hazardous for our delegates to move around town because, 
inevitably, if you moved around town you might pass a ministerial building—so moving around became more and 
more an issue of concern. Once electricity stopped functioning—luckily, at the very end—that had a major impact on 
the town in terms of security, or rather insecurity. No lights, no street lights. That represented a considerably changed 
climate. So, for the population, a stressful situation which became more difficult. 

Q463  Jim Knight: Finally, on 25 March there were reports of a civilian uprising in Basra. Did your personnel who 
were there at the time offer you any evidence that such an uprising was taking place and, if so, were there any 
implications for civilians in Basra and for your staff?   

Mr Staehelin: To the best of my knowledge, we have not observed such an uprising. 

Q464  Mr Roy: Can I continue on the Basra theme at that particular point in time? We know that expatriate 
personnel returned to Basra on 29 March but why did you withdraw them in the first place, before the conflict?   

Mr Staehelin: We decided to keep expatriate personnel in Baghdad, six persons and, in the north, four persons. We 
decided not to keep expatriate personnel in Basra but to keep a national staff team—for the simple reason that we felt 
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we were not known well enough in Basra. We were afraid that, in a situation of chaos, we would become the targets 
of a mob. We felt that in the north and in Baghdad we had a more solid anchorage, explained by the historic depth of 
our presence, which we did not have in Basra. Also, whilst ICRC, as you know, wants to be operational on all sides 
and not move in a theatre of operations behind enemy lines on one side—and this is one reason why we wanted to 
remain in Baghdad—in Basra we expected a relatively sweeping advance, with the front line established behind this 
advance. It is true that we said that it was logistically more feasible to come in this time behind the lines. We did not 
anticipate that Basra would at one stage be a besieged town. We had not anticipated that at all. We had not 
anticipated the nonlinear situation in the south—where our teams were operating almost as the only international 
humanitarian organisation—in a situation where the front line was not very clear. In terms of security management 
that was a challenge, because if you have a clear front line you can establish a contact with commanding officers on 
both sides even over the front line; but if you are in a sort of patchwork situation, it is far more difficult to operate. 
Retroactively, it was easier for us to come back, after having pulled out of Kuwait; to have contact with the 
commanding officers at the different levels; establish contact, and enter Basra from outside. I fear that if we had kept 
the team inside, we would have found it more difficult to establish contact with the British forces. It also has to be 
said that, one day after the British forces moved into Basra, contact was established at the regimental level and, two 
days later, at the brigade level. 

Q465  Mr Roy: Were those the reasons that you were able to cross the front line at that particular point? It is our 
understanding that was the only occasion when you were actually able to cross the lines and you did not do it 
anywhere else.   

Mr Staehelin: There were several moves. You had a convoy of aid entering Basra on 4 April with medical goods. 
The very first repair work took place on the 26 March and then we redeployed our staff to Basra on the 29. We had 
various movements of teams from Kuwait to Basra, and also from Basra to the pumping station. We had 
international border, cross-border, operations and cross-line operations on various occasions. 

Q466  Mr Roy: Was that the only region though where you were able to cross the military lines in such a 
manner—south of Basra?   

Mr Staehelin: I think that it probably was, yes. We have had international cross-border operations, for instance, from 
Iran into Iraq; but it is true that, in terms of an open front line in a combat zone, it is probably the most significant 
example. 

Q467  Mr Roy: If that was the only area where you did cross the lines, was it because of the relationship you had 
built up with, for example, the army personnel that were there? I am trying to get to exactly what were the 
circumstances that allowed you to cross those lines.   

Mr Staehelin: I cannot now think of other cases where we tried to do it and we did not have the support of the 
parties to the conflict to do so. It is true, however, that if we managed to do so it was because there was a good 
understanding by the British forces of who we are and, I think, a degree of trust that we are a purely humanitarian 
actor. Similarly, the Iraqi governor at the time felt that we were trustworthy, and that Iraqi water board officials sent 
out to repair a water pumping station under the auspices of the ICRC with ICRC technicians would only do that and 
nothing else. To a certain extent, without wanting to level everything, in the type of work we have, you need a 
relationship with all parties to the conflict to be able to have these cross-border operations. But I think that the fact 
that British troops knew us—they had some previous operations in other countries, or by training—and the fact that 
we have been able to have good access to the officers proved instrumental. I think that they were very supportive of 
our mission, and indeed happy that the water was reinstalled—as were the Iraqi authorities inside the town. 

Q468  Chairman: You obviously operate, almost by definition, in a precarious environment where, although you try 
to be very prudent, it can be very risky. Do you have in your headquarters a security department? When you move 
around in dangerous areas do you have to hire people to come in to stand guard over your property, or protect you 
personally? Or would you just have to rely on the armed forces or the police who happened to be in control when 
you were operating? When you transport food and water, do you have to make arrangements to protect that from 
people who would come and steal it, or harm your personnel?   

Mr Staehelin: We do have a security unit at our headquarters, providing advice and working on approaches. We 
have a security concept based on seven pillars, which is in the public domain and on the website. One of the main 
pillars is the acceptability by the parties to the conflict. Everything rests upon the fact that everybody basically agrees 
with our presence and agrees that we should carry out our humanitarian mandate—which means a sustained dialogue 
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with all actors carrying weapons in a conflict. That can be states, as in the recent conflict, but in certain areas of the 
world it is a patchwork of groups and it is extremely complicated. Security management is very much exercised by 
the field staff. One important aspect is notification. Notification of buildings, in order that you are not targeted or hit. 
It can also mean notification of movements. Prior to the conflict, we established with Central Command protocols on 
air movements, land movements, communication—respectful, of course, of our independence. We were very happy 
that we were granted, as the law stipulated, unhindered access in the field and an unhindered right to move in the 
field. We insisted on having liaison officers on all sides, including the Iraqi side, to be able to notify our movements 
and the purpose of those movements. Normally, we do not use armed guards because we consider them as a source 
of insecurity rather than security. If you use the armed guards in a conflict zone, you transform yourself into a 
possible target. We therefore prefer to go on our own. We do not ever carry weapons, and we rely heavily on being 
accepted by the parties to the conflict. The only exception is that in some countries you have crime. It can happen in 
some exceptional circumstances that, for instance, a warehouse is protected by armed guards against criminals. But 
we would never ever try to impose our presence with arms upon one party to the conflict. That would be totally 
contrary to our way of operating. 

Q469  Chairman: Have you lost people? Have people been killed?   

Mr Staehelin: We have very sadly lost one Canadian colleague, who was killed in Baghdad during a crossfire 
incident. We were not targeted, we established later. It was one of the six expatriate volunteers who remained in 
Baghdad. 

Q470  Patrick Mercer: Between the end of the fighting and the arrival of the other humanitarian agencies there was 
a gap in both time and circumstance.   

Mr Staehelin: Yes. 

Q471  Patrick Mercer: How did you manage then? Were you able to plug this vacuum?   

Mr Staehelin: It was an extremely precarious situation in terms of security. We were still under the shock of the 
death of one of our delegates. We were in a situation where we feared that our delegation in Baghdad would be 
looted, and we were happy that coalition forces there established law and order in the part of town where our 
delegation was situated, and where also a hospital was situated. That was helpful in terms of not being looted. What 
we also realised was that our in-depth knowledge of the systems, of the water and health infrastructure systems, 
proved useful to the joint efforts of all concerned to get these systems up and running again. We had interesting 
situations where Iraqi technicians approached us and told us that they would be ready to work with coalition forces to 
restore these systems under an ICRC umbrella, but they would not be ready to meet with foreign soldiers bilaterally, 
because that would be treason to their country. However, if it was overseen by the ICRC and within a framework 
guaranteed to deal only with the re-establishment of these public services to their population, they would be ready to 
meet with them. For instance, in Basra we very rapidly had such meetings, which were facilitated by the ICRC and 
which I think were conducive to re-establishing water and electricity in the town. A similar experience took place in 
Baghdad. 

Q472  Patrick Mercer: When the other agencies began to arrive, how did that affect your work?   

Mr Staehelin: It is certainly welcome that other humanitarian actors come in. It was a tremendous weight on our 
shoulders during the phase of major combat to intervene, with limited means, on life-saving matters. We realised that 
there was a certain gap between what humanitarian organisations can deliver and the expectations of the Iraqi 
population. The Iraqi population today appears to be most concerned about security. Obviously, humanitarian 
organisations are not in a position to provide security. They are very much concerned about having a government 
which functions again. Again, humanitarian organisations are not in a position to deliver. They are interested in 
receiving salaries. Humanitarian organisation may intervene on salaries, but it would not be the prime action. So 
there was a certain gap. Some of the NGOs came and said, "There isn't a humanitarian catastrophe. What we can 
bring to the table is therefore not the most appropriate answer", and left. We have had instances of NGOs actually 
pulling out again. 

Q473  Rachel Squire: I am very interested in whether there are any particular new lessons that the ICRC has learned 
from the Iraq conflict. For instance, I was listening carefully to your comments about water-trucking, the mobile 
workshops, the focus on hospitals, your comments about the need for a family approach to bodies that are uncovered 
in mass graves, and your comment just now about the gap between what you can deliver as a humanitarian 
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organisation and what the population of Iraq is looking for. My first question, therefore, is whether any of those that I 
have just mentioned, picking up on your earlier comments, are new lessons for your organisation? Are those things 
that you have learned and had experience of in previous conflicts?   

Mr Staehelin: To be perfectly frank with you, we have not yet carried out an internal review on this operation, which 
is still ongoing. It would be thinking aloud if I gave you my personal comments on it. For me, the lessons are 
reconfirmations rather than new lessons. I think that our insistence on our independence, our insistence on having a 
dialogue with all parties to the conflict—even parties which are regarded as parties one should not talk to—is right. 
We need to talk to everybody who carries arms in conflict zones, in order to accomplish our mandate. We need to 
defend this independence space. It was not really necessary in this conflict. We felt there was a large support for our 
way of operating; but, in other conflicts, I think that it is very important that we defend this humanitarian 
independence space , which is not instrumentalised by one or other party to the conflict. Secondly, we had the 
difficult situation of seeing a war coming—as nevertheless a distinct possibility, without wanting to take it as a 
foregone conclusion. Rather than to speculate on possible scenarios, we tried hard to prepare solidly for this 
eventuality, whilst of course hoping that a peaceful solution could be reached by other means. Much of our capacity 
to work during the conflict was built upon very solid and serious preparation. That also means the preparation of the 
hospitals, for instance, in Baghdad, in terms of water; an acknowledgement that interventions on systems are far 
more efficient, even if they are less visible than, for instance, water-trucking. It is true that we did some water-
trucking, but it is a drop in the ocean. It is far more efficient to repair the water systems, the big water pumps, 
because the water trucks will never reach a sufficient number of persons. For instance, the distribution of bottled 
water is really a drop in the ocean in most situations. This approach, focussed on reinforcing systems with a solid 
preparation, is certainly something which we want to pursue in similar situations. Water has also rightly emerged as 
an important problem in times of armed conflict. Some years ago there was a debate even in the ICRC whether water 
was really an issue in which the ICRC should be involved. Is it really relevant in a conflict situation? Is it really part 
of our mandate? I think that Iraq has nevertheless shown that, in such a situation, water was absolutely vital. People 
had food stocks. Food was not the problem in this war. But if the water had been cut, it would have been a major 
problem. I think that also one lesson is that sometimes you have to prepare, even if you cannot be sure that your 
preparation will pay off. We prepared for 150,000 IDPs. We bought relief items; we established a system of 
warehouses; ICRC trucks—because we know that ICRC trucks with expatriate drivers can cross front lines whereas 
local drivers often cannot, because people do not trust them. So we have invested in certain fields which were not 
necessary to that extent. For me, the lesson learned is that it was right to do so—even if I am very happy that this 
internal displacement has not taken place on that scale. I would still regard it as the right decision to have this 
capacity. Lastly, it is important to communicate what you do. What the ICRC has done in this war, perhaps more 
than in previous conflicts, is try to be transparent as far as possible on what it does and why it does it. We have 
issued daily bulletins; we have put them on the website. We have communicated in English and French, but also in 
Arabic. We have had a large investment in trying to put across our priorities and our independent, purely 
humanitarian way of operating, to all the constituencies. I think that it was picked up by the Iraqi population, from 
Radio Monte Carlo and other outlets. I think that it contributed to the fact that we were not deliberately targeted by 
any of the parties to the conflict.   

Rachel Squire: You have made the point about neutrality. Also, trying to communicate that to a population, who 
may well have never heard of you before, is a lesson that has global application—not just for the Iraq conflict. 

Q474  Chairman: Has your organisation made some sort of assessment of the damage that was caused by the 
bombing, the looting, and other criminal activity? I know that it will not be an exact science, but has anybody tried to 
give some kind of notional figure of the damage?   

Mr Staehelin: I am afraid that we have not been able to map the damage. Also, at the beginning of the conflict, we 
provided some of the figures on injured persons—figures we established by visiting the hospitals. We quickly came 
to the conclusion that it was impossible. We did not have access to all the hospitals. For instance, we did not have 
access to the military hospitals in Baghdad. It was very difficult for us to assess whether the persons in hospitals 
were civilians or military. We did not know the circumstances, so we stopped providing figures. We rapidly came to 
the conclusion that we could not provide statistics on the war damage. 

Q475  Chairman: So you will not have made any calculations of the cost of repairing the damage?   

Mr Staehelin: No, we have not. 

Q476  Chairman: Has anyone done that, do you think?   
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Mr Staehelin: Not to my knowledge, but it is absolutely possible that it has been done without my knowing. 

Q477  Syd Rapson: On 11 April you made a very rare public statement, criticising the allies and pleading for more 
security to protect the infrastructure, the hospitals and the water supply against looting and destruction. We can 
understand that, but I wonder whether or not the security system did improve due to your pressure and the public 
statement, or whether it is just a natural evolution which will happen anyway? Has the security changed since 11 
April?   

Mr Staehelin: I would say that the statement has had an impact. The statement has followed bilateral dialogue. I 
would perhaps dare to disagree that it was a "rare statement". The ICRC has often put forward its humanitarian 
concerns in a public way. For us it was important. We felt that if immediate action was not taken to protect the 
hospitals, this would create a major humanitarian catastrophe, and that it was our obligation to ring the alarm bells. 
We have done so. I think that it was well understood, and it has had an immediate impact on a variety of medical 
structures which were subsequently protected. 

Q478  Syd Rapson: Is the security system at the moment impeding the restoration of the infrastructure?   

Mr Staehelin: There is still looting and it is an enormous challenge to protect all installations. We have constantly 
argued that, in addition to the hospital structures, the water system, and indeed the electricity system needed to keep 
the water system running, are also installations which are of priority concern. I agree that it is a challenging task. I 
am not myself of a military background, so I do not think that I am in a position to give advice on how it should be 
done. But we have constantly argued that it is extremely important that these installations be protected. 

Q479  Syd Rapson: Is the humanitarian aid itself able to be supplied at a level you would want, or is it still held up 
due to the security system? We do not know. We just assume that the place is calming down. One wonders whether 
or not the security situation is impeding that humanitarian aid, as well as protecting the water supplies.   

Mr Staehelin: In certain instances it can impede access. To give you but one example, ICRC still does not use the 
road from Amman to Baghdad and has not used it since the beginning of the war. We judge it as simply too 
dangerous. Part of our humanitarian relief arrives by plane. We were the first organisation to operate civilian planes 
in what is still military airspace over Iraq. For me that is another example of the support we have had for the 
accomplishment of our humanitarian mission. To give you but one example, on the very same day that I 
accompanied our president on a visit to Baghdad in early May we had a Hercules coming from Amman bringing in 
humanitarian relief. We came from Cyprus, and we also had a jet coming in from Teheran, bringing back Iraqi 
prisoners of war who were released by Iran—prisoners of war dating back to the 1988 war. So we had three ICRC 
aircraft arriving on the same day. On the one hand, it shows the co-operation we have had to operate these aircraft, 
which is very positive; on the other hand, it shows that certain roads are still considered to be too dangerous for us, 
and that there is certainly still work to be done to secure the country, in order that everybody can operate safely.
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Q480  Syd Rapson: Could I ask you to make a guess? There is obviously a difference between air-supplied 
humanitarian aid and the lorries.   

Mr Staehelin: Yes. 

Q481  Syd Rapson: The lorries are still vulnerable to attack. Is there a quantifiable difference between what is 
getting in by air and what could have come in by road? A guess that perhaps 80% more could get through if it were 
by road? It is obviously not the same, is it?   

Mr Staehelin: I am afraid that I would not be in a position to give percentages. ICRC is not really an actor in the 
food sector, so I do not want to elaborate on issues which I do not know well enough. The World Food Programme 
would be the appropriate one to pronounce. However, it would seem to be almost impossible to bring in all of the 
food supplies by air, and I think that it is operated by lorries. In our view, however, the major challenge today is not 
so much bringing in lorries of humanitarian relief goods, but to establish a functioning administrative system. That 
would perhaps have a more direct or rapid impact, because we do not have a humanitarian crisis which would need 
thousands of lorries. We really need a structure to run the country. 

Q482  Patrick Mercer: Moving on to the vexed question of cluster bombs and the disposal of unexploded ordnance, 
the ICRC are quoted as saying that they believe that cluster bombs in particular should not be used in populated 
areas. Can you expand on that for us, please?   

Mr Staehelin: That is correct. I am not myself a lawyer, but what we have seen is that the cluster bombs or artillery-
delivered submunitions have had a negative impact in certain countries. Essentially, we present three questions. One 
is the question of targeting: that all ammunition targeting must be done in a way that it can distinguish between 
military and civilian objectives, and that it is proportional. Secondly, we have the issue of the explosion rate of this 
ammunition. Some figures I have seen suggest that up to 10 to 30% of this ammunition does not explode upon 
impact and afterwards represent hazards to the population, but also to peacekeeping troops or humanitarian actors, or 
whoever moves on the field. The clearance is a third important issue, in terms of the ammunition which has not 
exploded and should be cleared. While the weapon as such is legal, it is not exempt from the rules applicable to all 
weapons. In this sense, the ICRC has suggested that one might consider regulating the use of this ammunition and 
not to use it in densely populated areas. 

Q483  Patrick Mercer: We took evidence from one of the Defence Ministers a couple of weeks ago, where he 
confirmed that the British had not used cluster weapons in the populated areas but suggested that these weapons had 
been used in the periphery, in the outskirts of populated areas. Would you have a comment on that?   

Mr Staehelin: We have already had, prior to this war, awareness campaigns for the population in the south, due to 
the concentration of explosive remnants of previous conflicts, which already represented a challenge. We have since 
stepped up these efforts to alert the population to the dangers, with the help of the Iraqi Red Crescent Society. 
Indeed, the first convoy coming into Basra on 4 April carried material, leaflets and posters, which we had produced 
previously because we were very aware in our contingency planning that this would be an issue. In our experience, 
without being able to pretend that we have an intimate knowledge of exactly which type of weapon was used where, 
we have rapidly informed the British forces of places where such unexploded submunitions were detected by our 
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team, and they have immediately cleared these places. There was certainly a willingness to try to act swiftly and to 
clear these regions. Where we were under the impression that they were overstretched, in terms of resources, was 
with the perhaps even greater problem of enormous amounts of ammunition, and indeed weapon systems, scattering 
the south. We notified places which we found, with a request to try to secure these sites and actually to take out the 
ammunition, because children started to play with it and it was quite dangerous to the population. There, I think, 
there was certainly not a lack of will but perhaps a lack of resources to respond as rapidly as we would have wished. 

Q484  Patrick Mercer: Have you discovered or been made aware of cluster munitions in populated areas?   

Mr Staehelin: As far as I am aware, it was artillery-delivered submunitions which were used in the south and not air-
delivered cluster bombs. 

Q485  Patrick Mercer: In populated areas?   

Mr Staehelin: I know that we have had one incident in which two persons were killed in or around Basra, which we 
immediately notified to the coalition forces; but I am not sure whether it was in the town or on the periphery of the 
town. 

Q486  Patrick Mercer: This is probably impossible to answer, but do you believe that these are munitions from the 
recent conflict or from previous ones?   

Mr Staehelin: Yes. 

Q487  Patrick Mercer: From the recent one?   

Mr Staehelin: I think that the ones which we notified for immediate clearance were of the recent conflict, but I do 
not know the precise location. 

Q488  Patrick Mercer: You have already touched upon this, but how have your staff worked on the ground to avoid 
civilian casualties in the presence of unexploded ordnance?   

Mr Staehelin: During the intense phase of the combat there was not much we could do; but, as soon as it was 
possible, we started to draw upon the persons we had previously trained of the Iraqi Red Crescent Society and have 
added volunteers, who were trained. It is now well over 100 who go round with this awareness material and try to 
inform the population of this danger. Of course, that does not solve the issue. It is important that the population is 
made aware that there is the issue of clearance, which will be a major headache—clearance of the explosive 
remnants of war of the recent period, but also clearance of all of the explosive remnants of the last decades. Our 
regional adviser on this issue covering the Middle East, who is a man of military background and who has long been 
active in this field, has said that, if you look at the overall situation in Iraq, it is the worst situation he has seen in 
many years of experience. I think that it is a substantial problem, which will plague Iraq for a while. 

Q489  Jim Knight: Continuing with explosive remnants but not specifically relating to cluster bombs, in a press 
notice of 1 May the ICRC stated that it had identified around 30 sites in Basra containing explosive remnants of war. 
Can you tell us how many of these sites have now been secured or made safe, to your knowledge?   

Mr Staehelin: I would have to get back to you on that question. I do not have the information at my disposal right 
now. 

Q490  Jim Knight: With any of these things, if it is better to give us a written note then that is fine and very helpful. 
Do you have any idea of how many more sites have been identified since 1 May?   

Mr Staehelin: I would prefer to get back to you in writing on that also. 

Q491  Jim Knight: The indication we have had is that it is substantially more. There is a Written Answer in 
Parliament, identifying 400 sites containing unexploded ordnance within the British area of control in Iraq. How do 
you believe that the disposal of those remnants should be prioritised?   

Mr Staehelin: I think that certainly areas in which you have a lot of population movement would have to be dealt 
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with as a priority, namely sites inside town. We have had ammunition found in primary and secondary schools, in 
kindergartens, and that would logically be a first priority. Sites which are perhaps outside of town—the desert, et 
cetera—could be dealt with as a second priority. 

Q492  Jim Knight: Reports of ordnance amongst rubbish on the side of the roads—would that be reasonable?   

Mr Staehelin: That it would be mingled? 

Q493  Jim Knight: Yes. Various garbage, detritus, of whatever description.   

Mr Staehelin: In terms of booby traps? People had an enormous amount of ammunition and they basically dropped 
it wherever they were. In Baghdad I have seen relatively small positions, supposedly to defend a building. So it is 
absolutely feasible that you would find ammunition next to dust bags. That seems possible. 

Q494  Jim Knight: To what extent does the presence of all of this unexploded ordnance impede the other work that 
you have been talking about—the repair of essential infrastructure, the provision of humanitarian assistance and 
other matters? You have said that this is a really big problem, and particularly bad from this conflict. Is this 
something that we have to tackle first before we can hope to make great progress on the other hand?   

Mr Staehelin: It really very much depends what type of explosive remnants you are talking about. Whether you are 
talking about mines from previous wars, which make whole areas inaccessible; whether you are talking about 
ammunition dumps in schools; whether you are talking about unexploded submunitions—it is different types of 
explosive remnants of war, but they certainly have an impact on the possibility by the population to access certain 
regions and to develop economic activities in these regions. So I think that it would be a priority to map and mark the 
sites. Whenever we come across such sites, in the first place we informed the coalition forces with forms in which 
we gave all the details, and now we give them to the United Nations Mine Action Centre. We hope that a clear 
mapping and marking will emerge as a first measure, coupled with an awareness campaign for the population, to 
control the situation; and subsequently there must be clearance, according to a priority which experts are in a better 
position to define than myself. 

Q495  Jim Knight: Finally, are the coalition forces giving enough priority to this issue?   

Mr Staehelin: We in the field have always felt that there was an interest in trying to respond but that they were really 
overstretched—terribly overstretched. They have a relatively small number of teams to deal with such matters and 
the sheer size of the problem is overwhelming. 

Q496  Rachel Squire: Can I move to the obligations of the occupying power? You have already made some related 
comments that, in the view of the ICRC, the breakdown of law and order in some respects has had a greater impact 
on the civilian population than the conflict itself. I understand that the main sources of law on occupation are the 
regulations annexed to the Hague Convention and the Geneva Convention. You yourself have stated that, on the 
basis of that law, "the coalition forces, in their role of occupying power, have a key part to play in stabilising the 
situation and in enabling Iraqi civilian personnel and structures to resume their functions". Can I ask you about the 
fine balance in international law between the requirement for the occupying power to stabilise the situation in Iraq 
and the requirement for it to respect local laws, civilian personnel and structures? When is an occupying power, in 
your organisation's view, entitled to overturn local laws and dismiss local public servants? Would such action be a 
breach of international law?   

Mr Staehelin: First, I have to admit that I am not myself a lawyer, so forgive me if I am imprecise. It is the view as I 
interpret it, as someone who has worked for over a decade with the ICRC. In my understanding, the Fourth Geneva 
Convention in particular tries to reconcile the need of an occupying power to impose itself, in a situation of 
belligerent occupation, with the essential rights of the population under occupation. In this sense it is not a human 
rights catalogue, but a carefully crafted reconciliation of the legitimate need to uphold security with the needs of the 
population. Essentially, occupation is a provisional state and the occupying powers are a caretaker for the authority 
of the country. They can take certain measures necessary for the implementation of the Fourth Geneva Convention 
and militarily to occupy territory. However, under the law as I understand it—which does not confer sovereignty 
over the territory—they should try as much as possible to leave the systems in place. In terms of dismissal of 
officials, I would say that if an official is seen as a threat to the security of the occupying power or as an obstacle to 
the implementation of the Convention—which means establishing a system which serves the population 
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efficiently—I do not think that to dismiss that official would be a contradiction of the Convention. 

Q497  Rachel Squire: I do not know whether you can comment on it, but do you or your organisation think that in 
that particular respect there has been any breach of international law in Iraq?   

Mr Staehelin: In general, on the issue of possible observations of breaches of international law by any of the parties 
to the conflict, we would submit our findings to the authorities concerned in a bilateral dialogue, which would be of a 
confidential nature. In this sense, I would prefer not to start to pronounce on this issue because, afterwards, it would 
be too easy to induce—when I do not answer! So I would prefer not to answer this question. 

Q498  Rachel Squire: Can I ask you about UN Security Council Resolution No.1483, which was passed on 22 May 
and was very widely welcomed by anybody with an interest? It lifted the sanctions against Iraq and called on the 
coalition authorities "to promote the welfare of the Iraqi people" and also called for the formation "of an Iraqi interim 
administration", amongst many other things. Can you say whether there has been a practical effect in Iraq of the 
passage of that UN Security Council Resolution No.1483, or has it been high-sounding words which, practically, did 
not make that much difference?   

Mr Staehelin: I do not think that I am really in a position to judge the direct impact of Security Council resolutions 
on the ground. 

Q499  Mr Roy: Could I ask about the co-operation that you received from the Coalition Provisional Authority? How 
does that actually work-or not?   

Mr Staehelin: We certainly are in a dialogue with both the armed forces, in particular because we were there when 
they arrived, and it is true that we also had close contact with, first ORHA and then CPA, in the field of our interests. 
Our president met with Mr Garner at the time of his visit in early May, and our head of delegation met with Mr 
Bremer. We are in intense dialogue both with the armed forces and the CPA, mainly in Baghdad. In Basra in the 
south, operationally speaking, at this stage it is still predominantly the armed forces who are the main occupational 
interlocutor and, perhaps to a lesser extent at this stage, CPA.
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Examination of Witness (Questions 500-510)

MR BALTHASAR STAEHELIN 

18 JUNE 2003

Q500  Mr Roy: Could you give us some examples of where you have been able to co-operate?   

Mr Staehelin: There are many examples. For instance, we have recently provided support to the central state 
pharmacy of Iraq because we feel that it is important that hospitals are not dependent just on ad hoc donations, which 
may or may not respond to their needs, but that we can again have a system of provision of essential drugs to all the 
hospitals in an organised and orderly manner. In this sense, we have argued very much for the re-establishment of a 
functioning central pharmacy for all the hospitals in the country. We have filled the gap , providing certain drugs 
mainly for the treatment of chronic diseases. For instance, we have an intense dialogue on this matter with the CPA, 
with a view to ensuring that this system can resume functioning. That would be a typical case. It is also important for 
us that the ICRC leads the efforts of the Red Cross and the Red Crescent movement and, in this sense, many of these 
national societies have an interest in deploying their activities in Iraq. What is important for us is that, for instance, if 
parts of the Red Cross and Red Crescent movement become active in the rehabilitation of health structures or water 
structures, we have interlocutors who remain stable, who are there for a sufficient time period, and who have the 
power to conclude agreements on such work and to establish policy. For the time being, we have seen a situation in 
which the system is emerging and in which it is not always easy to have a clear-cut policy on each and every issue. 
That has sometimes made it difficult to engage on issues, because we have also seen quite a change of officials on 
the Iraqi side—persons who were appointed who then perhaps had to leave. It was not always easy to find the right 
interlocutors for the humanitarian organisations. 

Q501  Mr Roy: Have the coalition forces granted you the space to carry out independent humanitarian actions?   

Mr Staehelin: Absolutely. We have not, to the best of my knowledge, had any attempt to instrumentalise the ICRC 
or to use it in a political way. I felt that our independence was well understood. Operationally speaking, all parties to 
the conflict during the combat period realised that only by respecting the independence of the ICRC would it be 
possible for the ICRC to act. Contrary to some other conflicts where it is more difficult to explain why we operate as 
we operate in Iraq, to a certain extent people, having observed us either on the ground or perhaps indirectly, have 
been able to see how it makes sense operationally speaking and, hence, have a great readiness to respect that 
independence of the ICRC. 

Q502  Chairman: Military personnel are increasingly doing what you would be doing and what the other NGOs 
have been doing by way of provision of humanitarian assistance. Does this trend have any effect on the way in which 
you are carrying out your activities? Is there any competition? Can you do things better than they do? Can they do 
things better than you can do them?   

Mr Staehelin: What is important for us is that, in our reading of the situation and of the legal framework, there is a 
primary responsibility of the occupying powers for the well-being of the country. In this sense, I would not at all see 
operations to improve the situation on the ground by the coalition forces as something which is competition to us or 
to NGOs. On the contrary, I think that it should be welcomed. What is important—and we have seen it in various 
contexts—is that it is perfectly clear that there is no blurring of lines; that it is clear for Iraq that you have, on the one 
hand, a caretaker authority in this period of occupation which carries out certain tasks on its behalf—as it should, and 
it is welcome—and, on the other hand, the humanitarian organisations which operate independently. They can well 
coexist. However, what we resent is a blurring of lines which would entail perception problems, in that suddenly 
Iraqis would feel that the humanitarian organisations are in fact part of the coalition and, if they were opposed to the 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3061806.htm (1 von 4)26.07.2005 17:07:26

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

presence of the coalition, they would be opposed to the presence of these humanitarian organisations; that indeed the 
humanitarian organisations would perhaps at one stage even become targets of military action. In this sense, it is true 
that we are against the blurring of lines. In our recent experience, however, our head of the Basra sub-delegation has 
confirmed to me that he felt that, in the contacts with the British troops, there was no danger at all of a blurring of 
lines. He felt that they were clearly aware that ICRC did not wish to and could not have any blurring of lines. That is 
certainly something which is important to us. 

Q503  Chairman: Quite understandably, your NGOs are unarmed and it might be dangerous, in the event of a war 
or the unclear termination of that war, for your people to be operating. Can you tell us what has happened? We were 
watching on television that the war had come to an end. We were expecting the NGOs who were waiting in Kuwait 
to charge in and deliver their expertise and their resources. Yet nothing happened for a while. We heard that you 
were all waiting for a signal from the military to say that the environment was now benign and you could move in. 
Can you give us a little background to that and how you felt? Did you or the other NGOs have to wait for an order to 
enter? Why was there this delay?   

Mr Staehelin: I would not describe the ICRC as an NGO, because we have this status in international law. We are 
somehow not an international organisation, not an NGO, but something in between. The fact that we have this status 
in international law makes a difference and distinguishes us from the NGO community, also in terms of mandate, 
role and the possibilities of access. That said, it is true that, at a time when southern Iraq was considered not 
permissive by the coalition forces, ICRC deployed and worked in southern Iraq. For us it was very positive that, in 
the planned operation protocols which we concluded with CenCom, the Central Command, it was explicitly 
recognised that the ICRC has a task to operate in such an environment, and indeed should not be stopped from doing 
so. This was important. It allowed us, for instance, to cross from Kuwait into a combat zone in delicate 
circumstances. To a certain extent it is not easy for NGOs to operate in an environment in which insecurity is still a 
challenge to be managed. It is not easy to bring answers which perhaps do not correspond to the expectations of the 
Iraqi population. To a certain extent, if we perhaps have not seen a rush of NGOs into southern Iraq, it is partly due 
to security problems and it is partly due to the fact that the humanitarian organisations do not necessarily have the 
most appropriate answers; or that their answers would perhaps be consequent on other issues being solved. I think 
that underlines the point I made earlier, that I do not feel that we are in a post-conflict situation. Prisoners of war are 
not released; combats are still going on; the situation is volatile. We are not in a post-conflict situation in which the 
whole military dimension is over and we now, as NGOs, can go in and pick up the pieces. We are still in a different 
stage of this conflict. 

Q504  Jim Knight: I have a final set of questions on prisoners of war, which were touched on earlier in questions 
from Mike Hancock, during which I understood that, on the whole, your organisation had had reasonable access 
from coalition forces to prisoners of war and that there were some problems with Saddam's regime giving you access 
to prisoners of war. Are there prisoners, beyond those you have talked about and in respect of those held by the 
Ba'athist regime, whom the ICRC were not able to visit—held by the coalition?   

Mr Staehelin: For years we have been able to visit detainees held by the Kurdish parties, linked to the inter-Kurdish 
conflict of the time. We were visiting persons held mainly in the camp near Umm Qasr, which was first run by the 
UK forces and later by the American forces. We conducted four visits. The first one lasted from 31 March to 6 April. 
That was a visit to 4,500 prisoners of war and civilian internees—because it was a mix—and the registration and 
interviews take time. We also visited, for instance, UK Field Hospital 34 in Az-Zubayr. We also visited UK field 
hospitals in north Kuwait and we visited a UK hospital ship. So it is true that our detention activities went beyond 
Iraqi territory and also encompassed two UK field hospitals and one UK hospital ship. We are now enlarging our 
operation. We have recently started, on 24 May, visits in the Baghdad region to new detention facilities. As we go 
along, this part of our work will become increasingly important. 

Q505  Jim Knight: There is a report in a newspaper in this country that an ICRC spokesperson, who perhaps did not 
have the same views on the confidentiality of bilaterals on breaches of the Geneva Convention, said that there was a 
breach of the Third Geneva Convention in relation to a failure of the coalition authorities to grant the ICRC access to 
prisoners in the Baghdad area. Do you have any comment on that?   

Mr Staehelin: My only comment is that the article was published a day after we started these visits. As far as I 
understand it, the interview took place a week beforehand. I do not regard it as a breach of confidentiality if a 
journalist asks us, "Do you have today access to all the persons protected by the Geneva Convention?" and we 
answer, "We have not yet access to all the persons". I would not regard that as a breach of confidentiality. 
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Q506  Jim Knight: Then if the journalist says, "If you are not given access immediately, is that a breach of the Third 
Geneva Convention?", you give a response?   

Mr Staehelin: I do not think that the ICRC position, nor indeed the spokeswoman's position, was that the fact that 
we had not yet had access was a breach. I think that if we were to be refused access to a category of persons for a 
protracted period of time, that would amount to a breach. However, I do not think that the ICRC has ever qualified 
the delay of access as a breach. 

Q507  Jim Knight: That was not the impression that we got from the article, but never mind. The number of 
prisoners of war held by coalition authorities in the south of Iraq has decreased dramatically, but increasingly these 
authorities are responsible for other prisoners—many doubtless having committed criminal acts. Does the ICRC seek 
access to people other than prisoners of war who are held in custody by the coalition authorities? If you do, have you 
had any problems in gaining access to those people?   

Mr Staehelin: We seek access to all persons protected either by the Third Geneva Convention or the Fourth Geneva 
Convention, which means prisoners of war but also civilian internees, administrative detainees—persons who are 
interned and whose status must be reviewed at least every six months. Persons accused of common-law offences are 
also protected under the Fourth Geneva Convention, and we have a right to visit them. We have started visiting them 
in the Baghdad area. 

Q508  Jim Knight: And access has been fine?   

Mr Staehelin: We have now started to have access to these categories. There are new detention places emerging as 
we speak. We are committed to visit all of these detention places. All persons protected by the Geneva 
Conventions—they are either protected by the Third or the Fourth and cannot fall between the two 
Conventions—have the right to be visited by the ICRC. Of course that does not encompass if you had, for instance, 
American or British citizens being detained in Iraq. They would not be protected by the Convention, because they 
will be protected by the authorities governing the country. 

Q509  Jim Knight: Are there any other circumstances, apart from that very last one you identified, where prisoners 
captured during the conflict might not be entitled to the protection of the Geneva Convention?   

Mr Staehelin: The fact that a person is protected by either the Third or the Fourth Geneva Convention does not make 
subsequent criminal procedures impossible—for instance, if a person committed a war crime. The Geneva 
Convention does not shield a person from possible later criminal investigation. In this sense, for instance, every Iraqi 
person detained today in Iraq is either protected by the Third or the Fourth Geneva Convention and entitled to have 
ICRC visits. 

Q510  Chairman: Thank you very much. That was very interesting. If there is any documentation that you have 
over the next few months—because we will be continuing our inquiry into the autumn—we would be very grateful 
to receive it. We appreciate your coming and talking to us.   

Mr Staehelin: Thank you very much. I would also, if I may, refer to our website, www.icrc.org. I would also like to 
express my appreciation to all members of this Committee, not only for their interest but for their respect for the fact 
that I cannot pronounce on certain issues and for not having pressed me on issues on which I would not have been 
able to answer.   

Chairman: If you had attended meetings of the Ministry of Defence, you would find that they had far more sections 
of policy that they are, for one reason or another, unable to talk about. We are well used to these restrictions. You are 
far from being the worst.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 511-519)

MAJOR GENERAL ROBIN BRIMS CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM MBE 

25 JUNE 2003

Q511  Chairman: Gentlemen, thank you very much for coming. Major General, the last time we met, I think, you 
were in your Lawrence of Arabia kit, in a tent in the desert, so I did not quite recognise you when you came in. We 
are deep into our inquiry into Lessons of Iraq, and really look forward to what you are both going to say. The first 
question looks almost like a question on an examination paper, forgive me. Can you both explain to the Committee 
your role in Operation Telic and the composition of your respective commands? It would be helpful, subsequent to 
this meeting, if you could draw us perhaps an organisation chart, or send us any relevant documentation, because 
probably it would be easier to send than to run through verbally, but if you would not mind having a crack at the 
question? Thank you.[1] 

Major General Brims: I commanded 1 (UK) Armoured Division, which was made up of 3 Commando Brigade, 7 
Armoured Brigade, 16 Air Assault Brigade and divisional troops. Brigadier Cowlam commanded the joint force 
Logistic Component, which had some of our Land Component logistic support embedded in it, so there was quite a 
close relationship. Nationally, I was the Land Force Component Commander, and nationally I reported to the 
National Contingent Command Headquarters, commanded by Air Marshal Burridge. Operationally, I was embedded 
in the 1st US Marine Expeditionary Force, the equivalent of a corps, and therefore I was commanding one of the 
divisions within that US corps. That US corps was commanded by the Land Component Commander, General 
McKiernan, and his Land Coalition Component consisted of two corps, the MEF, the one I was embedded in, and 5 
Corps. So, although nationally I was a Land Component Commander, in military speak I was about a two-down 
tactical commander, which makes me slightly different from the UK Maritime and the UK Air Components. 

Q512  Chairman: Would that have been a sort of "bog standard" structure, or was there anything peculiar about it, 
in the light of the war and the number of countries that were participating in the activity?   

Major General Brims: No, not really. I can think of one peculiarity, if that is right, that I would point out. In the US 
Marine Corps, in 1 MEF, they had their own Air Wing, a tactical air wing, which supported the whole Corps, 
including 1 (UK) Armoured Division, and that was quite a unique experience. It is a very big organisation, but 
because we had that it meant that we did not take as much of our own artillery as otherwise we might have taken, we 
did not, for example, take MLRS, the multi-launch rocket systems. 

Q513  Chairman: Upon mature reflection, was there anything organisationally that might have been done 
differently, or was the structure that you were given the one you think will be useful for any similar activity?   

Major General Brims: It was a very useful structure for what we did in this operation. I would have absolutely no 
complaints about the structure or the people with whom and around whom I worked. 

Q514  Chairman: And I would not have expected you to say anything different.   

Major General Brims: I have said it publicly before, I thought the British troops were wonderful, magnificent; but 
also I say that the US troops, from the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force with whom we worked, were great people. 

Q515  Chairman: In the last Gulf war, it was pretty obvious that we wanted to work alongside the US Army, 
because of NATO experience, but, from what we have heard of the last conflict, it would appear there is more 
symmetry now between ourselves and the US Marine Corps?   
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Major General Brims: I cannot comment because I was not in the last Gulf war and I worked with the 1st Marine 
Expeditionary Force only on this operation; but it was a privilege to work with people. Of all the Commanders 
around me, there was nobody with a big ego, everybody co-operated, we got on really well, everybody gave of their 
very best and co-operated in the most magnificent way. 

Q516  Chairman: Thank you. Brigadier; same question?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I was Commander of the Joint Forces Logistic Component, which was a Joint Component, 
primarily, the majority was made up of Army units and a large proportion of that was 102 Logistics Brigade, which I 
commanded, in peacetime, in Germany. It was an organisation of about 7,500 people, 19 major units, predominantly 
Army but with some Navy and Air Force elements, a joint staff, with the Headquarters Signal Squadron, and support, 
about 200 people, about 65% Army, 25% Air Force and about 10% Navy. And our role was to receive, stage and 
onward move all three components as they came into theatre, then to sustain them and conduct other operations as 
required. As the General said, we were very closely allied to the Land Component, we provided the Land Component 
3rd Line Logistics piece, and for that we used most of 102 Logistics Brigade. 

Q517  Chairman: Thank you. Again, a chart would be very helpful. Having discussed the structure, perhaps a 
follow-up to that, General. How did the command chain function between you and a 3* UK National Contingent 
Commander in Qatar, on the one hand, and your tactical commander, as you mentioned, an American 3*, in theatre?3
[2] 

Major General Brims: Nationally, I reported to National Component Headquarters in Qatar, and the operational 
orders I got were done through the coalition chain of command, and the conduct of operations was all done by that. 
In the planning phase, I was keeping the National Contingent Command Headquarters informed all the way through, 
and if there had been any difficulties, if I had perceived that something was contrary to the UK's interests or law, I 
would have raised it through the National Contingent Headquarters; actually, I never had to do that. In the planning 
phase, not only did we have the National Contingent Headquarters above us, but it sat alongside the US Central 
Command forward in Qatar, which ran the overall operation, and therefore it was a two-way flow of information, 
which I got down the national chain of command, and down the coalition chain of command; and we had embedded 
liaison teams in the Corps Headquarters of MEF, and in the coalition Land Component Headquarters, General 
McKiernan's, we had British officers in there. So I was very well-informed, and views on the planning and views on 
concepts were well aired and we were able to do parallel planning, parallel in the sense of I could be planning at 
tactical level while others were planning at the operational level at the same time, concurrently, which was excellent. 

Q518  Chairman: Thank you. Brigadier, since Air Marshal Burridge was responsible for the sustainment of all 
British forces, did you report to him through 1 (UK) Division or direct to Qatar?   

Brigadier Cowlam: No, I reported direct. Unlike the Land, the Air and the Maritime components, who were 
embedded within the coalition components, Logistics was a national responsibility and so I reported directly to Air 
Marshal Burridge. Quite clearly, at staff level, I was speaking to PJHQ, and indeed to Land, Fleet and Strike, almost 
daily, but my chain of command was very clear, straight to Qatar and the Air Marshal and his staff. 

Q519  Chairman: But what if you wanted to borrow things from the Americans; there must have been an 
occasion?   

Brigadier Cowlam: At theatre level, we aligned to 377 Theatre Support Command; tactically, with the Land 
component, we were aligned to 1 MEF and the Marine Logistic Command, and therefore I had links. And indeed for 
the early part of the campaign I was co-located with 377 Theatre Support Command, we had embedded staff in their 
Headquarters although we were not under their command, and so the level of co-operation was very close, and we 
did help each other out, constantly. And a similar arrangement happened with the Marine Logistics Command, 
further forward.

1   Ev Back

2   Ev Back
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 520-539)

MAJOR GENERAL ROBIN BRIMS CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM MBE 

25 JUNE 2003

Q520  Chairman: And do you think you learned anything from the way in which they are organised? I am sure we 
will come on to this later.   

Brigadier Cowlam: A massive amount, in terms of the scale on which they operate and some of the technologies that 
they have available, but also some of the problems that they suffer; so I think at all levels we learned a tremendous 
amount. And, to echo what the General said, the personal relationships were outstanding, we were literally living 
together. I shared a room with the Commander of the Marine Logistics Command, and at a personal level the 
interaction, liaison, co-operation, were outstanding. 

Q521  Chairman: I am sure we will come back to that. And a follow-up to that, how did 3 Commando Brigade's 
logistic structure fit into your responsibilities?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Three Commando Brigade, once they came on shore as an integral part of 1 (UK) Armoured 
Division, the responsibility for sustaining them switched to me; but, clearly, the Amphibious Task Group stores on 
the RFAs were made available. And, indeed, in the early stages of the campaign, because 3 Brigade were there early, 
we managed to use some of their stocks to support some of 1 Div's training before a lot of the equipment and the 
ammunition arrived. And so they were a very positive addition and an early capability that we were able to make use 
of. 

Q522  Mr Howarth: It sounds, from what you say, General, that things worked extremely well, in terms of the 
relationship between you and Air Marshal Burridge and your American counterparts. Were there any occasions on 
which you were ever in direct contact with the Chief of Joint Operations here, or with the Chief of the Defence Staff 
here, or, indeed, dare I say it, even Ministers?   

Major General Brims: No; only when they came forward and visited. There was a period, at the end of January, 
early February, that Headquarters 1 Division was forward and we were sort of, as it were, pulling forward our 
Division to do their training, but we were planning alongside the Americans, so there was a period I deployed, 
towards the end of January, when there was not a National Contingent Headquarters, so we reported to the 
Permanent Joint Headquarters here in the UK. But by, I think it was, some time around the second week in February, 
with the NCC Headquarters, then we reported through them; and I did not, other than when they visited forward, 
communicate upwards other than through the NCC. 

Q523  Mr Howarth: It sounds like altogether rather a successful relationship was forged?   

Major General Brims: I have to say that it was a privilege, because throughout the combat phase of the war I was 
given complete freedom by the coalition and the national chains of command to conduct operations in the way that 
we, in 1 Div, thought was best. I know that is what the doctrine says, but history tells me I was extremely lucky. 

Q524  Mr Jones: You have talked obviously about the close working relationship with the Americans. We 
understand that some American units were under British tactical command in your sector. Could you explain actually 
how that worked in practice, and have any lessons been learned for the future?   

Major General Brims: There was one Marine Expeditionary Unit which was embedded in 3 Commando Brigade. 
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When the decision was made that 1 Div would come in the south, in early January, ahead of that, the decision that 3 
Commando Brigade would do the operation as much as it did on the al Faw peninsula, and, at that stage, in order to 
bolster up the size of 3 Commando Brigade, because it was actually only with two Commandos, the Americans had 
put a third Commando into it, which they call a Marine Expeditionary Unit, and it came as quite a powerful 
organisation, and that was fixed ahead of me, as it were, taking command of 3 Commando Brigade. It then stayed in 
that state of command for about the first two or three days, because once we had done the initial landings in the al 
Faw then they went back to operate with the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force. They did quite well. 

Q525  Mr Jones: And how did that work, in terms of command?   

Major General Brims: The Commanding Officer of the Marine Expeditionary Unit would report to the 3 (UK) 
Commando Brigade, 3 (UK) Commando Brigade reported to me, and I reported to the MEF; although, clearly, the 
American would report directly to an American on a national basis, in exactly the same way as I was reporting to Air 
Marshal Burridge, so the fail-safes were there. So if we, the UK, had given 1 MEU, this single American Unit, an 
order that perhaps they felt was not in the US interests, contrary to US law, they had a fail-safe mechanism, exactly 
in the same way as we had. 

Q526  Mr Jones: And that did not arise at any time?   

Major General Brims: It did not. I am not aware of it ever being exercised. 

Q527  Mr Jones: And, if it had been, what was the actual way of sorting it out?   

Major General Brims: I am quite sure that the Commanding General of 1 MEF and I would have had a discussion, 
and, as it did not happen, I am confident that General Conway, the Commanding General of 1 MEF, and I would 
have been able to sort that out. 

Q528  Chairman: Was there any difference in doctrine between the British Army and the US Marine Corps? I know 
their marines probably are more numerous than the Army, but was there any difference that might have caused any 
conflict?   

Major General Brims: There are no instances of difference, but the basic doctrines are the same. And I think that the 
make-up of the US marine, the US marines are much smaller than the US Army, they are about the size of the British 
Defence Forces, and they are actually structured as genuinely joint, they are the Fourth Force, they are not within the 
Navy in the same way as the Royal Marines are in the Royal Navy. So, I think, their size, and therefore they know 
each other, they are quite akin to us in that sense. The American planning system is different from ours, but we know 
that, we have worked with them; they operate a system that suits them, which is, they plan the staff, do the planning 
and present options to a commander, who chooses, and then they develop the option. We tend to have a command-
led planning process, that starts with a commander and his staff, and then the commander gives the staff direction, 
they develop the direction. Both systems are perfectly respectable; you had to work very hard to get them to co-
operate with each other, because one lot of staff has more freedom than the other lot of staff, when you are planning 
together, but we knew that and we have the universal connectors to be able to get over that. 

Q529  Chairman: And have we been doing any sort of joint exercising with them?   

Major General Brims: Oh, yes. What I have described to you, if you read the Operation Granby Report, it came 
across very clearly in that, and we knew that, we worked hard at making sure that we knew it, and therefore we could 
find ways of working to overcome it. 

Q530  Mr Roy: Can I ask what your command relationship with British Special Forces was, in your sector?   

Major General Brims: None; the Special Forces are a component, in the same way that I was a component, so the 
Special Forces component would report nationally to the NCC Headquarters, and in the coalition sense to the 
Coalition Special Forces. So, it was nothing to do with me. 

Q531  Mr Roy: And were you happy with that arrangement?   

Major General Brims: It was nothing to do with me. 
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Q532  Mr Roy: Yes; but you were happy that it was nothing to do with you, that is what I am asking?   

Major General Brims: Yes. I would never expect it to be unlike that, I would never expect it to be any other way 
than it was. 

Q533  Chairman: They must have told you what they were doing; it is not like some stealth force suddenly 
appearing on territory that you were operating in, even though maybe you were not there?   

Major General Brims: They did not. 

Q534  Chairman: They did not tell you?   

Major General Brims: No, they did not appear on my territory. 

Q535  Chairman: They did not?   

Major General Brims: No. 

Q536  Chairman: That is a recipe for friendly fire, if they did not let you know what they were doing?   

Major General Brims: No; they were not under my command, but if any Special Forces had been in my area, 
obviously, they would have been in touch.   

Chairman: That is a great relief anyway. 

Q537  Mr Howarth: Gentlemen, when did you start planning for the ground campaign? We understand the 
Americans were really planning it at the beginning of last summer, at Centcom, and that the Brits were being 
involved towards the end of the year?   

Major General Brims: I got involved in the planning phase right at the end of September, when I started to be made 
aware of some of the planning going on, I would not say actually I was directly involved in it, so I was watching 
some of the potential planning from then. By the end of October, beginning of November, I became more involved, 
and in order to conduct an exercise we developed some plans within an exercise setting, which took place in early 
December. 

Q538  Mr Howarth: And were you involved directly with Centcom in that planning, did they call on your advice as 
to what the British contribution could be, or did you just simply fit into the Americans' plan when you got together?   

Major General Brims: No. I did go to a couple of senior commanders' conferences at Centcom, and I was aware of 
the planning, but I was, as it were, on listening, so I could understand the higher levels of the plan and therefore 
develop my own plans to fit in within their concepts and intents. But I did not contribute to that planning; other 
British officers did but I did not. 

Q539  Mr Howarth: At that point, to where was your reporting line?   

Major General Brims: At that particular junction, I was reporting actually to Land Command, as it were, my full 
command, but in detail I reported to the Permanent Joint Headquarters.
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Q540  Mr Howarth: Did you, at that stage, envisage the kind of level of commitments that we were going to be 
making?   

Major General Brims: At that stage, I did not have any orders. 

Q541  Mr Howarth: What were you working on, in your discussions with the Americans?   

Major General Brims: Planning. 

Q542  Mr Howarth: The planning obviously was based upon a certain British contribution. At that stage, did they 
ask you and say, "What, General, do you think the UK can bring to the party?"?   

Major General Brims: There were different permutations at that stage. The structure that I described at the start, that 
which we actually went with, by New Year that was the structure, to go there; all planning before then was with a 
range of different structures. 

Q543  Mr Howarth: So there were a number of options?   

Major General Brims: There were options, there were plans, there was nothing sufficiently firmed up. 

Q544  Mr Howarth: Did you have a clear view in your own mind as to what the best British contribution could 
be?   

Major General Brims: To do what, where? 

Q545  Mr Howarth: To achieve the objective that the Americans were looking for everyone to achieve, in 
conjunction with the British?   

Major General Brims: What, coming from Kuwait? 

Q546  Mr Howarth: Indeed; because it was planned that we would come from Turkey?   

Major General Brims: To come from Kuwait to do it, the best structure would be the one I was given. If I had gone 
somewhere else, it would not have been that structure. 

Q547  Mr Howarth: I think I follow, General. But did your detailed planning change between January, when you 
suggest things firmed up and the options were considered, and March? There was talk, at some stage during that 
period, of the United States looking to rely more heavily on air power and on lighter ground forces; were you aware 
of that, were you in that loop?   

Major General Brims: No. I am completely outside that loop. I was given a plan that I developed, without any huge 
change from January through to March; because, at some part of January, I was planning to come from Kuwait. So it 
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is from early January that I was informed that I would have the task organisation, or probably have that task 
organisation, and probably come from Kuwait; I think it was January 20'ish that the Government made the decision 
that that was what would happen. 

Q548  Mr Howarth: It must have taken quite a substantial reconsideration of how you were going to move from one 
set of tactics to a completely different set of tactics?   

Major General Brims: I do not think so. I think we have got sufficiently agile, flexible forces to be able to do that. 

Q549  Mr Howarth: Were the Americans impressed?   

Major General Brims: You would have to ask them. I commanded 24 Air Mobile Brigade myself, and when I 
commanded 24 Air Mobile Brigade we went on operations, and my logistics support, not under my command, came 
from the then Colonel Cowlam. 

Q550  Jim Knight: Just briefly, Brigadier, I wanted to ask a similar question. I appreciate your responsibilities were 
about logistics in theatre and not supplies from the UK, but at what stage did you start being involved in planning for 
that, given that inevitably you were going to get a really short time window to get everything distributed out to where 
it needed to go?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The time line involved in my own Headquarters was roughly the same as that mentioned by the 
General, although personally I was not involved in the senior commanders' seminars in the States, but we did send 
members of staff to assist with the Division's team, and we were in consultation with PJHQ, through October, 
November, December, helping them and offering them staff assistance in their contingency planning, to give them a 
view of what capability could be provided and what time lines. So we were aware particularly of the northern option, 
as a contingency plan that was being developed, and we contributed to it as best we could. 

Q551  Jim Knight: And given "just in time" and that that requires certain assumptions, certain types of campaign 
would require certain types of ammunition, and you would have to make sure that all that was going to come 
through?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Our assumptions were based on the assumptions which we were working on. I challenge that 
they are "just in time", I think that is a bit of jargon that people have grasped to describe what we were doing, but 
certainly we do not have, I think, a British military logistics philosophy which is based on "just in time", certainly 
not for operational logistics. The contributions we were making were on our capability, how quickly, how far, how 
we would organise ourselves and what resources we would need to do a range of tasks over a range of distances. 

Q552  Jim Knight: And during that planning phase, are there points at which it is the job of your logisticians to say, 
"Sorry, folks, you just can't plan to be able to do that, because I'm not going to be able to get the stuff out there in 
time"?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The overall estimate does take logistics into account, and we listen to what the commander 
would like to do and then we do various staff checks, working out how we would achieve that. But I do not recollect 
any stage where we said, "That's a no-hoper, we can't do it," it was more a case of what additional resources and how 
would we go around arranging ourselves to enable the commander to have the greatest freedom of action. 

Q553  Mr Cran: Gentlemen, still under the heading of Preparation and Planning, the literature that is building up 
around the campaign that we are talking about suggests that the campaign set off 48 hours before that which was 
originally planned, as a result of the possibilities being provided by the decapitation raids; and, indeed, also it is 
suggested that the campaign really started two weeks earlier than you were ready for it. Would you like to comment 
on both those propositions?   

Major General Brims: Yes. To take the second one, no, we were ready. Of course, you could spend more time, 
although actually we had declared certain dates that we would be ready and we were inside that, so we were ready. 
The operation, in the final analysis, D-day, that is the language, D-day and H Hour did get pulled forward, first by 24 
hours and then by another 24 hours. That was partly because, as I understand it, there were some opportunity targets 
for deep air to do, but I think that we had always decided that we wanted to get the land campaign launched early so 
that we could try to capture the oil infrastructure intact, and, in the final analysis, as I understand it, there were 
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thoughts that the oil infrastructure was in danger of being trashed; and therefore, the decision, because we were 
bounced to go early, we did. 

Q554  Mr Cran: The reason I think I asked the question was not only because that is what is being suggested, not, I 
may say, by the people at the sharp end, of course, you have contradicted that, but I think essentially for the question 
that Mr Knight put to you. Because it seems to us, at least, having gone out and spoken to some of the components of 
the force that you commanded, that really they were, in a sense, superbly professional people, of course, and we 
associate ourselves with your remarks, but, nonetheless, they had difficulties in the sense that the equipment was not 
always with them at the time. And therefore this whole question of whether it all started off quicker than you wanted 
really fits into that question, does it not?   

Major General Brims: Certainly, if you come from my perspective, we were ready; if you work from their 
perspective, certain of the units would say they were not ready, because, the last Brigade, we came in Brigade by 
Brigade, so the first one ready was 3 Commando Brigade, then 16 Air Assault Brigade and then 7 Armoured 
Brigade, and we defined readiness, the readiness to be able to conduct the plan that we had agreed, would be where 
we had two battle groups of 7 Armoured Brigade ready, and that was the definition of readiness. Now, if you went 
and saw the two battle groups of 7 Armoured Brigade that were not the two that were declared the first ready, they 
would tell you that they were not ready, but the Division was; if that is a reasonable explanation. And the two battle 
groups, the last two battle groups in were the Scots Dragoon Guards and 2 RTR, but, I may say, they did do the catch-
up and they caught up remarkably quickly, and, with all their professionalism, skill and determination, they made 
light of that; but, from their perspective, they would be entirely accurate to say that they were not ready at that stage. 

Q555  Mr Cran: Then just so that I get this absolutely clear, and I think you have made it quite clear, I just am 
circling in my mind as to at what point do you, and, of course, you, Brigadier, say to yourself, because it cannot be 
100% prepared, it just cannot be, because of how life is, and logistics, and all the rest of it, where are we; where does 
the point arrive when you say, "Fine; we're ready"?   

Major General Brims: The judgment is reached, partly you can do it by defining the numbers of troops that you 
need by capability and volume. 

Q556  Mr Cran: With their equipment with them as well?   

Major General Brims: Yes. And you agree that with the coalition and the national chain of command, and we had 
defined that, and the definition was 2 Battle Groups of 7 Brigade. That is in a scientific way. But, ultimately, you 
know when they are ready when you look them in the eye, and the person I would turn to, to reach the judgment, 
would be the Commander, in this case, of 7 Armoured Brigade, and the opportunity to go forward and see the 
commanders and some of the troops of the two, well, all battle groups in question, but certainly those two battle 
groups. 

Q557  Mr Cran: I understand all of that, and just to get another one just quite straight. The commentators were 
saying that you were planning for something two weeks later, or thereabouts; was that true, or not, or had you a 
much more flexible approach to this?   

Major General Brims: I have no idea what the commentators said. 

Q558  Mr Cran: Well, we have to rely on them occasionally?   

Major General Brims: It is complete news to me. I was ready to go, and I thought we would go and we did, and we 
were called forward and we could do it.   

Mr Cran: Chairman, I am happy with that. 

Q559  Chairman: Yes; we met some of the guys yesterday. I would prefer to talk to the quartermaster before asking 
if they were ready to roll, but you know the situation far better than I do.   

Major General Brims: I see what you mean, yes; ah, but the commander would talk to the quartermaster too.
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Q560  Chairman: But do the commanders always know what the quartermasters know?   

Major General Brims: The proof of the pudding is in the eating.   

Chairman: Well they were very happy their kit was finally arriving, when we met them yesterday. 

Q561  Mr Howarth: I think it was only baked the night before, in that particular case.   

Major General Brims: Sometimes, you have to be positive, and you are dealt a hand of cards and you have to play 
the hand of cards you have got to the very best of your ability to deliver the mission; you cannot turn round, on some 
sort of scientific basis, and say, "I'm not going to do it." 

Q562  Chairman: You would like to have 52 cards in the deck, when you do play them; but that is more a question 
for the DLO, I think, than for yourself?   

Major General Brims: But, in this case, we had actually declared readiness in that scenario with 46 cards; that was 
the state of readiness, because two of the battle groups were not, to go back to the earlier question. 

Q563  Patrick Mercer: General, we have touched on this already. With the benefit of hindsight, did you have 
enough troops for what you were required to do?   

Major General Brims: Yes. 

Q564  Patrick Mercer: Were they the right mix; again, we have touched on this already?   

Major General Brims: Yes, absolutely. 

Q565  Patrick Mercer: For instance, would you have two Armoured Brigades used, rather than simply one?   

Major General Brims: To do what? 

Q566  Patrick Mercer: The fighting that you were confronted with?   

Major General Brims: I was given a mission and tasks within a concept of operations, which was the 1st Marine 
Expeditionary Force, and I judged that I had the forces commensurate with that mission and tasks; so I was happy. 

Q567  Patrick Mercer: Was there any equipment that you might have liked, again, in retrospect; for instance, you 
mentioned MLRS that you did not have, might that have been useful, or was there something else available?   

Major General Brims: No, I do not think so. We examined the MLRS very carefully; it is an area weapon and, right 
from the outset, when we put this force together, in early January, with our analysis of the ground, of the nature of 
the population and the probability of the way the Iraqis would fight, it seemed to me an inappropriate weapon 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3062505.htm (1 von 4)26.07.2005 17:07:33

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

system, we wanted something which had precision. And, therefore, in that sense, that deep range was going to be that 
provided by the 3rd Marine Air Wing; so I was very happy. 

Q568  Patrick Mercer: Is there anything else, that you felt that there was a gap?   

Major General Brims: No. 

Q569  Patrick Mercer: We talked to two of your battle groups yesterday, neither of whom went at full war 
establishment, I do not know, I am not sure whether the Commanding Officers knew, whether they chose, or whether 
it was simply expedient, that the two Tank Regiments, to whom we were talking, both went three squadrons rather 
than four. What was it; was it choice, was it expediency, why did they not go at war establishment, was that what 
you directed, or simply was it a best effort?   

Major General Brims: It did go at full squadrons. Regimentally, they went with fewer squadrons, but there were two 
extra squadrons provided by the Queen's Royal Lancers, which produced the extra squadrons, so that we did have 
square battle groups, i.e. two tank squadrons in the battle groups. And that was achieved by the numbers available, 
by reinforcing with the two squadrons, the Queen's Royal Lancers, who are normally, physically, in 4 Brigade, in 
Osnabruck. 

Q570  Patrick Mercer: Going back to the question about the two Armoured Brigades, we saw yesterday that these 
two Regiments, that we are talking about, had taken reinforcements from 4 Brigade, and, the Infantry, there were 
four companies brought from 20 Brigade. If you had wanted to deploy from your normal order of battle, if you had 
wanted to deploy two, or even three, Armoured Brigades, could you have done that, at battle strength?4[3] 

Major General Brims: You would have to provide quite a long answer to the question. I am not really a competent 
authority. You would have to ask Land Command that, and you would have to define what you meant by an 
Armoured Brigade and what you meant by an Armoured Battalion; and it is a bigger question, I am not the 
competent authority to answer that. It was not a relevant question to me at the time.   

Chairman: Thank you. We have a few questions on the Basra decision. 

Q571  Jim Knight: As you said, there was the northern option, I think the good Brigadier described it as. If asked to 
do so, could the 1 (UK) Division have supported a major thrust down into the north of Iraq, given the terrain, given 
the long lines of communication?   

Major General Brims: Yes. 

Q572  Jim Knight: So our logistics capabilities would have been up to the task, or would we have had to rely on the 
Americans?   

Brigadier Cowlam: For the northern option, we were planning both to rely on the Americans to help us with transit 
facilities through Turkey, and also to take more British logistics, including more C2 fighters in both Logistics 
Brigades, one, as the Land 3rd Line logistics component, and the second as a Joint Force logistics component, so we 
did have a plan, which we developed in the autumn, to allow that to happen. 

Q573  Jim Knight: I think we would all agree that it was remarkable, the logistics achievement in such a short time-
frame, and I think also we would agree that it was not without its problems, and we will go on to discuss those. Do 
you think those problems would have been greater or fewer if you had had the northern option?   

Brigadier Cowlam: It is difficult to assess, in terms of time and distance, and many of the issues about logistics are 
about time and distance, how much time you have got and how far you need to go. I think, because we were planning 
to use more forces and we were going to rely on greater host nation and American assistance, it is difficult to judge 
which would have been the worst option. 

Q574  Jim Knight: So would you agree that, from a logistics standpoint, it would have been very challenging?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Both the north and the south were very challenging. 
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Q575  Jim Knight: Would you agree that it would have been more challenging from a logistics standpoint?   

Brigadier Cowlam: It is difficult to assess, and the reason is that, of course, from the north we would not have had to 
go through the Suez Canal and all the way round into the Gulf. The level of infrastructure in Turkey we had not seen, 
and therefore I cannot comment. The level of infrastructure in the south was very good. The best I can say is, I think 
both would have been very challenging. 

Q576  Jim Knight: And so there was no suggestion that you guys, from the UK point of view, were lobbying for 
Basra over the northern option?   

Major General Brims: I did not make that decision, that was made above me. When we were planning the north, I 
got on with my tactical planning in that area and we were making a plan there, and we exercised some things there, 
and then I was asked to make a tactical plan with a different scenario, so I got on and did that. 

Q577  Jim Knight: And then, finally, if we had fought alongside the US forces moving towards Baghdad, would we 
have had then to rely pretty much solely on their logistics chain?   

Brigadier Cowlam: No, I do not think so. We did some work to assess the reach, that we could push, say, 7 Brigade 
further north, and, whilst Baghdad is a long way, the infrastructure in the country very much would allow them to 
move. An unknown factor, when we were thinking about this, was how much resistance they would face, from a 
logistics point of view; perversely, it is better if the rate of advance is quite slow, whereas, from an operational 
perspective, the reverse is true and a rapid advance is a greater logistics challenge. 

Q578  Jim Knight: And there is some discussion that it was almost a move to use some of the logistics tail as a way 
of enticing out forces and then coming back and getting them, I have seen that discussed in some journals. I mean, 
force protection of logistics must be an increasing concern for you?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I would not be an advocate of using your logistics to entice your enemy to attack you; but force 
protection, clearly, is a major factor in all the work and the estimates that we take on. We did look at going north, 
and came to a judgment of how far we could push, because, because it is time and distance again, you can go very 
long distances, it depends on how much time you want to do it in, and what sequencing and phasing would be 
required if elements of 1 Div. were going to go further north.   

Jim Knight: Thank you. Your faith in the northern option is admirable, slightly greater than the impression we got 
from the Secretary of State and Brian Burridge; but, that is great. 

Q579  Chairman: I would be interested to know how it could be equally challenging to cross mountains and rivers 
as opposed to fairly flat land? I know it is more sandy in the south, but really I would have thought that coming 
through Turkey and coming through Kurdish territory would have been significantly more challenging than 
transiting the Suez Canal and arriving by boat and driving up to Basra?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think that is why I said I could not make a judgment on which was the most challenging, 
because I had not seen northern Turkey. But what I do know is that there are various NATO plans which have been 
worked over many years to produce plans, and we had access to those, and that is why I cannot judge which would 
have been more difficult, because I know the south intimately but I do not know the north, apart from the direct 
planning.   

Chairman: Well I think it would be quite difficult; anyway that was not a problem we had to face.

3   Ev Back
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Q580  Mr Cran: I wonder if we can move on now to the legitimacy of the operation and public opinion. Now I am 
not asking you whether you thought the war, if that is what we are going to call it, was within international law, and 
so on and so forth, that was the Attorney General that told us that; but what is the case is that public opinion, in this 
country, was not quite as solid as it might have been, there were sections of the population that were outrightly 
antagonistic to what was being undertaken. And, therefore, I think what the Committee would like to hear from you 
is, was this a concern to you two, in advance of the operation, that your troops knew this, and did you feel that it 
would affect how they did their job? And I think it is just worth adding that we too have spoken, of course, to 
elements of those under your command, and it was something certainly I detected was at the back of their minds. 
What did you feel?   

Major General Brims: I was aware of it. We are blessed by people who are professional people; they rightly think 
about these things. My own view is that it is unthinkable that at my level I would have been given an order that was 
not legal. I have utter confidence that I would be given a legal order, it is quite well down the chain by the time it 
gets to me, and I made that point to everybody under my command. And I said "People can have a moral debate as 
well; what we've got to do is, each of us, all of us have got to act legally and morally at our level;" that meant that I 
had to be legal in my plans and the orders that I gave to the divisional commander, and a platoon or a tank crew 
would have to be legal and moral in the way that they conducted the operations. And I think we were all clear that 
that was the case, and we got on with it; and I never detected amongst the troops anything other than the highest level 
of determination and good morale. I think, second-hand reporting, obviously, it was a difficult time for the families, 
and I pay tribute to them for living through all of it, particularly that, and they should help them come to terms with 
it. 

Q581  Mr Cran: Just to play devil's advocate, just for two or three seconds, just to see if I can get clear in my mind 
what it is you are saying. I think, if I had been in your position, hearing what I have heard from some of those who 
were under your command, where they were taking this whole thing very seriously indeed, not the fact that the 
operation did not have legitimacy at international law, but the fact that the population back home, before the event, 
or sections of the population, were not wholly in favour of what, in essence, you were doing, that would have 
concerned me. And I think I might have taken before the event the view that this might have an effect on morale. 
Now you are operating with just a little bit of hindsight here, and there is no harm in that, but I am just wondering 
and pushing you a little bit more that, before the event, did it not worry you?   

Major General Brims: Before the event, I was aware at various times what the opinion polls said about public 
opinion. I do not wish to be arrogant, but I was confident that, if British troops were asked to be employed, the 
British public would support the British troops, and I am delighted to say that was what happened, and we are 
privileged to receive that support. 

Q582  Mr Cran: And just to finish this series of questions, was information freely available to your troops and the 
elements of troops you commanded that this debate was going on, even during the time you were there; was 
information available?   

Major General Brims: If you were sitting in either the United Kingdom or Germany, which is where they were 
based, yes; once you were forward in Iraq you were pretty much starved of information, and anyone who arrived 
fresh with a newspaper, one grabbed the newspaper. So one was quite blind and one was working rather hard, and 
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therefore you were quite distanced from it, I think, if you were in Kuwait, or during the combat in Iraq. 

Q583  Mr Cran: That is all very convincing and we will leave it there. Can I ask you just one other question, about 
casualty reports being made public, where I think it was the case, at least at some points, where the units were 
identified before families knew about it; and you can imagine what then happens, if you have a son attached to that 
unit, casualties reported, worries occur: did this concern you?   

Major General Brims: I do not know what you are referring to, but if the casualty reporting process does not work it 
would always be a major concern. 

Q584  Mr Cran: It was simply the manner; there was a point at which units were being identified that there were 
casualties in those units, coming across the airwaves, before, as I say, the families who had people fighting in those 
units were informed. Were you aware of that, or not?   

Major General Brims: Do you mean, when you say coming across the airwaves, across on the media? 

Q585  Mr Cran: Yes.   

Major General Brims: I was not aware of it at the time. It is something which I have become aware of afterwards, 
because at the time I did not get any reporting, because, during the war, although we had embedded media, I do not 
know what they reported, I do not know what was transmitted in London or Germany at the time, I did not know. 
And when there were problems I was confident that we had a good system in place that would look after that so that 
we could get on and conduct the operations, which was our principal focus. 

Q586  Mr Cran: Well, we must investigate whether that happened or not.   

Major General Brims: Yes. I do not know. 

Q587  Mr Cran: I think really what you are saying is you did not know at all, but, with the benefit of hindsight, you 
would take the view that, if that occurred, that really should not occur, for obvious reasons?   

Major General Brims: I am not quite 100% sure what you are talking about. If we, the institution, the military, are 
getting our reporting wrong then that must be corrected. 

Q588  Mr Cran: I do not think I am talking about the military's reporting. I am afraid it is just one of these things 
that happened, but because the media is all around us these days, for better or for worse, you had these embedded 
journalists, and all the rest of it, this tended, at one point, to happen. And I am just asking you, with the benefit of 
hindsight, if it did happen, whether you have a view about it?   

Major General Brims: The answer is, I do not know if it happened, for the reasons I have explained earlier on, and I 
am not aware, nobody has ever told me, that any of the embedded journalists reported other than within the rules and 
regulations that we had agreed with them.   

Mr Cran: Well, by whatever means, it seems to have happened; but I think I am not going to get much further. 

Q589  Mr Jones: I must say, General, it is like drawing teeth, frankly, this evidence session.   

Major General Brims: I apologise. 

Q590  Mr Jones: It would be less painful, I think, if you were a little bit more open. You say you were not aware of 
this, but we have spoken to people that were under your command, and others, who were very much aware of this 
because they were in contact with family back home, and they were concerned not about the MoD's reporting of it 
but the way the media were reporting losses, that obviously then was raising anxiety amongst family back home. I do 
not know whether you were in some sort of glass cocoon throughout this thing but they were saying to us, quite 
clearly, that that was a big stressful time for a lot of families because the media were reporting losses and incidents 
that were happening without any, I think, recourse to fact, in a lot of cases, and that was creating a lot of anxiety 
amongst them. And these were people that you were actually in charge of, and you were not aware of it?   
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Major General Brims: If you are talking about what the media were reporting—   

Mr Jones: Well I think that was what Mr Cran was asking. 

Q591  Mr Cran: I did say that.   

Major General Brims: I thought you meant the military. If what the media were reporting, as I said, the media 
reported an awful lot, that is a rather different thing. 

Q592  Mr Jones: We have spoken to people, some under your command, who actually said, for their families, for 
example, it was a very stressful time for them, and obviously a very worrying time for them as well, because, clearly, 
they were seeing press reports of casualties, with no indication, for example, of what units, etc., and that was causing 
problems. And, obviously, therefore, that was causing a lot of stress, I think, to those individuals that were under 
your command?   

Major General Brims: In that sense, I understand that; but if they report that there have been casualties, our 
procedure is not to say who, what, where, until the next of kin have been informed. 

Q593  Mr Jones: General, I am not trying to trip you up, I am just asking for an opinion, that is all. Do not come at 
it that we are actually trying to trip you up. All I am saying to you is that we have spoken to people who are under 
your command, and clearly it was just their families, and therefore it had a knock-on effect to some of those, 
obviously not when they were in theatre because there was not much contact?   

Major General Brims: But if an incident takes place and there have been casualties, our procedure is, we say there 
have been casualties but we will not release the names and we do not identify the units until such time as we have 
informed the next of kin.   

Mr Jones: And what were the rules that the embedded journalists were working under, about reporting casualties, in 
terms of units, and so on? 

Q594  Mr Howarth: But the problem was that the units were identified, so those of us, like me, in Aldershot, with a 
large number of families, of course, as soon as a casualty was reported in a particular unit, the names of course were 
not revealed because the next of kin had to be informed, and therefore the entire unit was in a state of 
understandable—   

Major General Brims: Yes, I understand. This is regrettable, but this is not a new phenomenon. Once you know 
there have been casualties, we do not release the names until the next of kin have been informed. 

Q595  Mr Howarth: But it is new, in this sense, and really this is what we are trying to get at from you, you are the 
guy who was on the ground, you were in charge of all the land component there, and you were having to deal with 
something which was new, in this sense, that there was a large number of embedded journalists, something like 700, 
who were reporting back to all of us at home, and some of the families were transfixed, they were watching the 
television 24 hours a day to see if they could identify their menfolk. And the immediacy of it, in terms of what 
people were seeing here, was new; and the question is whether this was having any impact on you, as a commander 
in the field? Clearly, you were not here, watching the television, you were trying to run the blessed war, and could 
not be expected to know all this, but really what we want to know is whether you, as a commander, have any views 
on how the casualties were reported, so that you can impart to us lessons, that we might learn and then promulgate to 
others, for the conduct of a future campaign?   

Major General Brims: I take the point you make. It is very difficult, but obviously we will look at the system and 
learn any lessons. 

Q596  Mr Jones: Well you were in charge. What we are asking is, and I am going to get a hammer and chisel in a 
minute, we are asking for your opinions, we are not trying to catch you out here, General. All we are asking is, 
because we have had this raised by people under your command and others who said it was a problem, how do we 
deal actually with embedded journalists, what were, for example, the rules that were laid down to the embedded 
journalists about, for example, reporting the names of units that actually were involved in action?   
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Major General Brims: They would be with their units. 

Q597  Mr Jones: Were they told that they could not report casualties, or what were the actual rules?   

Major General Brims: I would have to check back on the individual cases, because, actually, there were 
different—   

Chairman: The bell has gone; perhaps you could make some inquiries in the 20 minutes before we come back. I am 
sorry, we have to depart.   

Chairman: Sorry about that. The reason we were rather later than we should have been was we did not know if there 
would be a second vote, so having rushed over to get back with you we had to wait a little while. Right; military 
planning and the avoidance of civilian casualties, then we will come back to yours, Kevan. 

Q598  Mr Roy: Gentlemen, the military campaign objectives, which were published by the Government in March, 
which the Secretary of State had told us, included as its first wider political objective to "demonstrate to the Iraqi 
people that our quarrel is not with them and that their security and well-being is our concern." And they heard that 
time and time again. Could I ask you, after that statement, and obviously that was going to be the policy, how did 
that affect the way in which you went about your planning, and how did it affect the way you fought the campaign?   

Major General Brims: The rules of engagement that were laid down upon us, which would have come down from 
the Ministry of Defence, nationally, and also there were coalition ones, so it was controlled there, it was quite clear 
to me that the issue was the weapons of mass destruction and the regime, we needed to get the regime's hands off the 
weapons of mass destruction. We had no argument with the people of Iraq and we had no argument with the Armed 
Forces of Iraq, but we would need to defeat those who interfered with the coalition setting about their business of 
getting the regime's hands off the weapons of mass destruction. By defeat, I do not mean destroy, I mean actually 
render them unable to interfere with us, and that was very much the concept of operation; and during the whole 
planning phase, do you remember, I talked about the parallel planning phase, we were doing tactical and operational, 
and indeed strategic, Secretary of State type comments, we did a lot of work to make sure everyone really did 
understand that and was able to play their full part in trying to conduct their particular part of the operation. 

Q599  Mr Roy: On the balance of that, once the action had started, obviously, we saw that the Iraqi forces were 
putting themselves in and around civilian areas, they had people dressed as civilians; again, going back to the quote, 
our argument was not with the Iraqi people, so what kinds of problems did that cause, when it was apparent that this 
was happening?   

Major General Brims: It caused some difficulty. I think the Iraqi Armed forces, those in uniform, did less of that, 
except in the immediate surrounds of Basra, than elsewhere they might have done. Most of the urban people who 
fought us were irregulars, very often, i.e. they were not in uniform; whether they were former members of the Armed 
Forces, Fedayeen irregulars or other people, perhaps was not particularly relevant, because they wore civilian 
clothes, but they fought us like that and we had to fight them to the best of our ability, without damaging, hurting, the 
ordinary civilian people in any way.
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Q600  Mr Roy: But did that policy increase the dangers to our Armed Forces; did that political policy, that was 
stated by the Secretary of State, increase the danger to our Forces?   

Major General Brims: No, I do not think so; no. 

Q601  Mr Roy: None at all?   

Major General Brims: No. I think we were very aware of it, and it seemed to me the best way to do things. If I may, 
to make the issue a bit clearer, I would assess that Saddam Hussein's regime wanted us to go into the urban areas and 
fight, be they the Armed Forces or the irregulars, in those urban areas, so that we would have caused collateral 
damage, damaged people, taken casualties ourselves, high casualties, the media would have reported it, and, 
potentially, somebody would have said, "Up with this we cannot put." And there would have been huge pressure, I 
think, on the leadership of the coalition, and potentially some form of the regime suing for a settlement. And, 
therefore, that, I think, was one of the courses of action that I thought he might take, that is what I assessed he was 
doing when we got to about days D plus two, three, four, this was becoming self-evident. And that is why we 
conducted operations to do things in a clever way that actually used the population, we wanted them to be on our 
side, and tried to drive a wedge between the population and the regime, in whatever way the regime was being 
represented at a particular moment. 

Q602  Mr Roy: I can understand that, but what also we saw were the images of our soldiers in berets, very, very 
quickly after they had gone into Basra, and obviously that was to follow on the original policy that our argument is 
not with the Iraqi people. But was there not a case that maybe there was a chance that those soldiers were taking off 
their hard hat and putting on their beret rather early, to suit what the policy had been in the first instance?   

Major General Brims: No, I do not think so. Obviously, there is an element of risk in that. I did not give out orders 
for people to put their beret on and helmet off, and so forth, I left that to local commanders to judge as they saw fit, 
and I am confident that our commanders, right down to the man on the ground, who may well be a corporal, or a 
sergeant, have got the judgment to make those judgments. There is a risk in it, of course, but I think it was a risk that 
was worth taking, and I think those judgments were well exercised by everybody. 

Q603  Chairman: Thank you. So, the existence of weapons of mass destruction, how far was their existence, or the 
belief of their existence in the Iraqi armoury, central to the belief by your forces of the legitimacy of the operation? I 
know Mr Campbell is answering the same questions next-door to us.   

Major General Brims: I cannot connect what it would do to the legitimacy; but, as far as I was concerned, we took 
the threat of weapons of mass destruction very seriously, we did our training, we took the defensive measures, in 
terms of equipment, taking the necessary pills, and so forth, we did all of that. And, within the operation, one of the 
advantages of going early with the ground campaign was that it meant there was less opportunity for those people 
who had been trying to hide the weapons of mass destruction to bring them together and use them against us. And, 
secondly, we conducted an extensive information operations campaign, among other things, telling people not to use 
weapons against us, and if they did they would be held personally accountable and it would not be an excuse to say 
that you had been ordered to do so. And I think all of those things were very prominent in our minds, in getting our 
message across, against the threat of them being used. 
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Q604  Chairman: If you were anticipating an NBC attack then I presume, as the kit issued, following one attack, 
would need to be disposed of and a second or third or fourth set of suits issued—this is a question for the 
Brigadier—did you have enough sets that could have been issued should our troops have been subject to multiple 
chemical attacks?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The number of sets of suits for NBC and other consumables that we required were specified in 
the sustainability statement, which gives the holdings and numbers of suits to be held at different levels. Across the 
force, there were some imbalances, which led to a plan to redistribute some of the equipment. I cannot actually 
answer the question whether or not there were sufficient numbers of suits, I think it was three suits per man for the 
whole force. 

Q605  Chairman: Perhaps you could drop us a note as to how many you had?[4] 

Brigadier Cowlam: Yes. 

Q606  Mr Jones: In terms of some of the suits that were issued, is it a fact that some of them actually were out of 
date; the labels on some of them, we were told, were actually expiry dates, and the individuals they were issued to 
were just told that their life had been extended?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think that is the case with respirator canisters, when some did have a "use by" date, which were 
then re-lifed, as a result of work tests and analysis in the UK, but I do not know the scale of that.   

Chairman: Perhaps, when you go back, you can give us a fuller reply than you are able to in open session, because 
this would be very helpful. 

Q607  Mr Jones: So actually you are saying they were given an extra life, it was not just somebody sitting in an 
office deciding they had got an extra life, they were actually analysed and proven to have, the fact that they could 
actually be issued?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Absolutely. 

Q608  Jim Knight: Did you have a policy, or a statement, in relation to air filters for NBC on your vehicles, and 
whether or not they should be refreshed; if the vehicle was 40 years old and had had only one filter ever in its life, 
whether or not those would be refreshed?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The sustainability statement would not express it in those ways. The assumption would be that 
the filter was serviceable and then the replacement of the filter would be dictated by the decline in its effectiveness. 

Q609  Jim Knight: Was the sustainability statement communicated to your people on the ground, so that they had 
the confidence that all of this had been thought through and that they were properly protected?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The sustainability statement is a document used by the staff to decide what sustainability levels 
are to be deployed and what systems are to be put in place. I suspect it does not cascade down to every tank driver 
and commander.[5] 

Q610  Jim Knight: Is that something you are thinking about, in terms of, if someone is there, about to go into 
theatre, or in theatre, and they are looking at a canister that has got an expiry date that has passed, or they know that 
they are in a vehicle with a filter that has not been changed for 20 years, that it is worth making sure that they know 
that that has been thought through and that they have not been overlooked?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Indeed; and, of course, units have a responsibility themselves to maintain their equipment in a 
serviceable manner, and, of course, a lot of preparation of the equipment took place in the UK and Germany before 
they deployed, and the units, both the quartermasters and the OC workshops and the squadron company commanders 
themselves have a responsibility to make sure that their equipment is serviceable. 

Q611  Jim Knight: And if they took a decision that they needed to replace those filters, or those canisters, or 
whatever, you were confident that you had the supplies available to get them to them in time, within that limited 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3062507.htm (2 von 4)26.07.2005 17:07:37



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

logistics window that you had?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I cannot answer that question, because, of course, a lot of the demands for replacements in the 
early stages would be going through the normal supply chain in the UK and Germany. If the unit had then deployed 
between demanding the item and the item becoming available, there is a mechanism which would divert that spare to 
theatre, and it is called the Task Issue, and we see it arriving in theatre and then move it forward through the logistics 
chain to that unit. 

Q612  Jim Knight: And is that mechanism flexible enough so that if, for whatever reason, that item is late arriving 
and that unit has now gone back to Germany, shall we say, that it is not then going to forward it on to Germany, 
where it is not needed any more, because it is a desert uniform and they are back in Germany, that you might hang on 
to it in theatre and give it to somebody else who is issued a Task Issue and might need it?   

Brigadier Cowlam: In some cases, it is. 

Q613  Jim Knight: In some cases it is flexible enough, and in some cases it is not?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Correct. 

Q614  Mr Jones: I have got something on the canister. You said that, obviously, there was analysis done here so that 
they could be extended; who was actually told, and how was it communicated, that these canisters were perfectly 
okay to use?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Told to us, or as we pass the information down? 

Q615  Mr Jones: Who actually had got to be told about the canisters? If you were given a canister and it had an 
extended life, obviously it was concerning; how far was that information passed down the chain of command, who 
was told?   

Brigadier Cowlam: We pass the information to the next level in the chain of command down, and they cascade the 
information down. 

Q616  Mr Jones: If I told you that actually that did not happen, that people were issued with the canisters, and it was 
one of those issues that was of serious concern to a lot of people that they were not actually told that this analysis had 
been done and it was okay to use these, would you be surprised by that?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think, given the confusion, tiredness, geography, environment, heat, I am not surprised that 
every piece of information does not pass through the chain of command as smoothly as it could. 

Q617  Mr Jones: Do you not think it is very important though, especially as actually we had come up against, for 
example, chemical and biological weapons, that the people who were going to use the kit should have the full 
confidence that the kit they had got was actually going to do the job?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Absolutely. I agree.   

Chairman: Cluster bombs. Patrick. 

Q618  Patrick Mercer: Are you aware of whether coalition forces delivered cluster munitions into urban areas, in 
your area of operation?   

Major General Brims: Cluster bombs. I am not aware of that. 

Q619  Chairman: Some questions, General, on the military campaign. I have got a bundle of questions, four or five, 
I will come back to them one by one, but at least if you listen to the four you will see where I am coming from. The 
key points of the campaign, from your perspective; were you expecting a rapid collapse of Iraqi forces; what 
contribution did air power make; and what preliminary lessons do you think could be drawn from the degree of air/
ground operation? If I could start with the first then. From your perspective, what were the key points that you would 
draw from the military campaign?   
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Major General Brims: In terms of, overall, from the campaign?

4   Ev Back

5   Ev Back
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Q620  Chairman: The different stages; perhaps if you go through, the southern campaign, obviously, what you were 
involved with, what you felt were the different key points at the stages of the campaign, and perhaps what you 
thought were the main lessons to be drawn from each of those points?   

Major General Brims: During the campaign, we had five big battle winners. The first was our troops, the second 
was Challenger 2, the third was Warrior, and the confidence that the troops had in Challenger and Warrior, which 
were really good, and the confidence they got in the protection that they afforded them against everything being 
thrown at us became itself like a virtuous circle. The fourth one was our artillery, particularly the AS90, having to 
fire at maximum range, the nature of the round itself and the phenomenal accuracy of it, way beyond anything that 
one might have expected, the troops found they could do. And the fifth significant battle winner was those that cue 
our artillery and air systems, in particular the Phoenix, the unmanned aerial vehicle; we flew it almost non-stop, we 
flew it beyond its normal ranges, and it was magnificent. And I would say those were the four battle winners, but the 
first was the troops. 

Q621  Chairman: I must say, it is the first nice thing I have heard of Phoenix, in the 25, 30 years since the concept 
was first thought of, so I must remember what you said, because it is fairly unique. I am delighted it did work 
eventually. In terms of the conduct of the campaign, how would you identify, from your perspective, the different 
actual stages of that campaign? I am just wondering whether this compares with what we, as outsiders, saw as the 
key stages?   

Major General Brims: I think that the first key stage, the fact that there was not a long air campaign in front of 
ground movement, which I explained, why that was the case, I think that was rather crucial, because I think it took 
everyone by surprise, and I think that worked very well for us. I think that and a number of other things really got 
inside their decision-making cycle. It had some downsides, because one then had to catch up with some of the things 
that normally, with your air campaign preceding your ground campaign, you would deny to your opponents, and I 
am thinking particularly of communications and the length of time that that was open, and that became quite a 
frustration to us at a tactical level, although on another sphere doing it that way round had big pay-offs. That was the 
first point. Then there is the initial attack into 51 Division, which was the enemy division immediately to our front, 
which you might describe as being done almost as a set-piece attack, but under huge fire power that division 
evaporated. Then I would describe the next point as finding ourselves holding the bridges on the outskirts of Basra, 
coming under counter-attack by the Iraqi conventional forces, and then also coming in our rear areas under attack 
from his irregulars, principally but not only from the town of al Zubayr. The moment at which we worked out how 
we were going to deal with that, which I thought was a critical moment, the conduct of what I understand was called 
the "three-block war", fighting his conventional armed forces, concurrently fighting his irregulars, whilst, the third 
part, delivering humanitarian aid, and so forth, in those areas where we had freed Iraqis from the regime. And then, 
finally, getting into Basra, and effectively removing the regime from the province of Basra, and, in fact, they fled 
from the province of Maysan, which is immediately north, and the significance of that was there were four enemy 
divisions from between Basra and Amara, which effectively we had fixed in place, and they had not been able to 
interfere with the coalition operations. 

Q622  Chairman: There was a period in the campaign, according to the media, where things were really stalling, 
there were enormous difficulties, people saying they had the wrong configuration of forces on the American side, 
and then, on reflection, it was a pretty swift war, by the timescale of wars. Did you anticipate such a swift collapse of 
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a willingness to fight, did you expect it to last longer?   

Major General Brims: One hoped for it, but I did not assume it, and one was prepared to go for longer. I do not 
think it could have been much shorter than it was, because there is a physical aspect of moving the distance the US 
forces had to move, not our forces. So, I would agree, remarkably swift. 

Q623  Chairman: Did your intelligence indicate that the Republican Guard would be resolute, as we were all told it 
was going to be, the ordinary soldiers, did you anticipate that they would chuck in the towel fairly swiftly?   

Major General Brims: I would say that his army, which was principally what I was up against, fought less than it 
might have. I thought his irregulars fought more venomously, and actually voluminously in southern parts, than we 
had anticipated; take the two together, not far off what I hoped would be the case, rather than what, let us say, I 
anticipated. 

Q624  Chairman: From the perspective of the irregulars and the ones that were captured, did you find a high 
incidence of outsiders, was there any difference between the enthusiasm to fight and whether they were Syrians, or 
Jordanians, or Palestinians, or whatever, or ordinary Iraqis, can you draw a distinction?   

Major General Brims: I think that many of the ones we caught probably allowed themselves to be caught because, 
in fact, they were former soldiers who had fled 51 Division and then were being coerced into fighting as irregulars, 
and they got to a point at which they could surrender, and therefore we could capture them. I think that some of the 
others fought to the death. 

Q625  Chairman: With air power, I am sure any RAF guys in our midst would see the enormous importance of air 
power, but, from your perspective, as a ground force commander, what contribution did air power make to the rapid 
defeat of the deployed Iraqi ground forces?   

Major General Brims: I think it was significant, because where we were using air at the sort of tactical level, 
supporting our divisional operations, and essentially we were tasking the 3rd Marine Air Wing of the US Marine 
Corps to do it for us, we were very aware that the coalition air was also applying its fire power in a much deeper way 
elsewhere, so the combined effect. But that is a question that really would get a more detailed answer by the NCC, or 
obviously the Air Component Commander. 

Q626  Chairman: What preliminary lessons can be drawn from the degree of air/ground co-operation and 
effectiveness achieved?   

Major General Brims: Utilising 3rd MAW, the Marine Air Wing, as a tactical air wing; in order to do it, we had to 
receive from the American Armed Forces what they call Anglico battalions, Anglico stands for Air, Naval, Gunfire 
Liaison Officers, I think, I am not 100% perfect on it, but they come with communications, life support vehicles, and 
everything else, and you could say to them, "We need the fire there," they will call for it, and we had them embedded 
throughout our chain of command and it worked wonderfully well. And during the training preparation phase, in 
Kuwait, we made sure that we could operate with these people, it was absolutely vital that we could, particularly, 
having made the early decision that we would not take, for example, our multi-launch rocket systems, we were 
determined that that was what the US Government offered to us, and we made sure that we could utilise it to the best 
effect. And I think there are some very useful lessons, militarily, to take, because it was great. 

Q627  Chairman: Was there any difference in the arrival times of the American aircraft that you called up or the 
British aircraft, as supposedly they were interchangeable?   

Major General Brims: No. Actually, providing the fire was produced, I would not know whether it was a British or 
an American one. 

Q628  Chairman: Was it the kind of air support that you had to put in a request for 24 hours before, or were you 
able to rustle them up fairly quickly, if the occasion arose?   

Major General Brims: Both.   

Chairman: Okay; thank you. 
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Q629  Mr Roy: Major General, we heard the stories of the dolphins clearing the Umm Qasr waterways, and 
suchlike; did the securing of Umm Qasr go to plan and timetable, frankly?   

Major General Brims: Broadly, yes. Umm Qasr was the only urban area that I was required to take itself, 
everywhere else, urban areas, eventually we would have to get into, because to remove a regime you cannot leave 
them in control of an urban area, but, with the Land Component Commander's plan, Umm Qasr was the only place I 
had to get into, everywhere else, so to go into Basra, actually, I was not allowed to go into Basra until the Land 
Component Commander agreed, because that was not what his purpose was at that stage. We did get into it 
immediately, and it was in the early stages of realising that you were dealing with these irregulars, and they kept 
popping up, it took us a bit of time, and that bit of the reporting I did see, they actually said that we were in Umm 
Qasr, the Iraqi Minister of Information said, "Oh, no, he's not," actually we were in, but so were they, and there was a 
period of, I think, about 24, 26 hours— 

Q630  Mr Roy: It seemed to me that the al Faw peninsula appeared to go very quickly, and then there seemed to be 
a hold-up?   

Major General Brims: There was a slight hold-up there. In fact, the al Faw peninsula, although the al Faw bit went 
very quickly and very successfully, there were some quite persistent attacks just north of al Faw town itself, which 
went on for a couple of days, until the Royal Marines had defeated it in detail, which they did. 

Q631  Mr Roy: The port itself, obviously, it was critical that the British took it as quickly as possible, but once we 
were there was the area large enough for the logistical exercise and the amount of supplies that were landing onto it, 
in order both to take the supplies and, more importantly, once those supplies had landed, to keep track of them?   

Brigadier Cowlam: We did not use Umm Qasr port for resupply. Umm Qasr port was taken, cleared and then 
retained for humanitarian purposes; this was until I left, which was early May. 

Q632  Mr Roy: Yes, but was it big enough for what we wanted to do with it?   

Brigadier Cowlam: We did not have military plans for it.   

Major General Brims: Umm Qasr port was to be taken so that humanitarian aid could come through it, and, I do not 
know, I was not aware of any difficulty on that front.   

Brigadier Cowlam: Umm Qasr port is the main food port; there are two ports in Umm Qasr, and they are very large, 
the northern port is quite modern and we found it in quite good condition, it had not been destroyed, I think, as some 
people had feared. 

Q633  Mr Roy: So there was no chance of losing any supplies; humanitarian aid, once it had landed, there was not a 
hold-up because people did not know where it had landed or where it was going?   

Brigadier Cowlam: In terms of humanitarian aid, in the early stages, not a great deal came in, because there was a 
problem clearing the channel from mines, and then also dredging the channel that was there, deepening it, so that the 
larger humanitarian ships could come into it. 

Q634  Mr Roy: So that was where their problems ended, on the water base?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I did not know there were problems, because the stuff was not coming through at this stage. 

Q635  Patrick Mercer: Gentlemen, the press presented the approach to Basra as being unconventional tactics that 
were used, I do not know whether that came across to you or not, certainly that was how it was articulated, as far as 
the press was concerned. First of all, do you accept that this was unconventional, and, if you do, why did you take 
that approach?   

Major General Brims: I cannot comment on whether it was conventional or unconventional, in that sense. Why did 
we take the approach. I described, we were holding the bridges on the western outskirts of Basra, we were coming 
under fire from its Armed Forces and counter-attacks, and that situation lasted for about two weeks. Around al 
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Zubayr, with a population of about 100,000, we were coming under attack from irregulars, who were operating in 
and from al Zubayr, and we had taken some casualties, we had two of our Royal Engineers missing, and we realised 
what was going on. First of all, we had to reconfigure ourselves to protect our softer targets, to minimise the number 
of targets, and 7 Armoured Brigade, whose area this was, did that very quickly. And I talked to the Brigade 
Commander, I cannot remember the date, but we were about four or five days into the thing, one evening I was there 
with him, we were talking through it, and he said, "I'm going to work out how we're going to take al Zubayr," and I 
said, "Good, I'll go away and consider Basra." And he said, "I've got the most powerful Armoured Brigade the 
British Army's ever put in the field, and I'll back-brief you on my bit, of al Zubayr, tomorrow morning." I arranged to 
see him first thing in the morning, and his commanders were all there, and he asked me to come aside of him for a 
short time, and he said to me, "I've worked out, we can't go into al Zubayr using the most powerful force at my 
disposal, because that's what the regime want; we'll inflict undue casualties, we'll take undue casualties, we will hurt 
the civilians, we'll wreck the infrastructure, and that's what he's after. We've got to do it in a more cunning way." And 
I said to him, "Well, that's funny, because I've worked out precisely the same thing for Basra." And we went for what 
was going to be a smoke break but we didn't even have chance to smoke, because actually we had worked out the 
same conclusion, and then we set about doing it unconventionally, if that is the way we did it. And the way we did it 
was to build up an intelligence picture, focused raids, ground raids, air raids, mind raids. All the time, what we were 
trying to do was destroy the regime and drive a wedge between the regime and the ordinary people, bearing in mind 
that the people in that southern part of Iraq, where we were, were Shia people, who had actually been the victims of 
the regime for 20 years, or more, and they had been the victims in the Iran/Iraq war, to and fro'ed across the area. 
Basra had never changed hands but al Faw had, and they suffered under the 1991 war, then they had their uprising in 
1991, which was brutally put down, and they were abused, and I was aware of them continuing to be abused during 
the war, during the very days that I am describing to you. And, therefore, essentially, they were ripe for being 
liberated, and part of the intelligence success, done very much bottom-up, because these were people who wanted us 
to come in, they wanted to be freed but they could not do it themselves, they needed our support, and therefore 
actually we had them helping us, and they were feeding us intelligence, and accurate intelligence, worthy targets, and 
the system trusted us and we were able to conduct these raids, and they had a very significant effect. 

Q636  Patrick Mercer: Thank you. Did you come under pressure to enter and secure Basra before you did, 
eventually?   

Major General Brims: No. As I said earlier on, I had complete freedom to conduct operations as we, in 1 Div, saw 
fit. 

Q637  Patrick Mercer: Was there any linkage between the fall of Baghdad and the fall of Basra; for instance, did 
you deliberately wait for Baghdad to be taken?   

Major General Brims: It was a discussion point, but, as I indicated earlier, I had asked General McKiernan, who was 
the Land Component Commander, on a number of occasions, I said, "What are the conditions in which you would 
wish me to go into Basra, because, fine, we have got to go in?" And he said, "I don't want to go into Basra until I 
have attended to isolating the regime," because that was the purpose of what we called phase three of the operation, 
and he said that was a superior mission. And, therefore, actually, I knew that I did not need to go into Basra fast, I 
realised that removing the regime from Basra would certainly help in removing the regime from Baghdad; failing to 
remove it, or doing it messily, would actually have the reverse effect on Baghdad, so timing. And, I think, the 
moment at which we did go into Basra, a combination of a number of things, the fact that they had suddenly realised 
that they had two Corps surrounding Baghdad, the fact that our raids had been very successful, we really had driven 
this wedge, and the people increasingly had the confidence to turn against the people who were oppressing them. The 
optic that we were displaying, we had got into al Faw, Umm Qasr, Rumala, and, of course, we had al Zubayr latterly, 
and that we were co-operating with the people, we were giving them back their dignity and self-respect. We did 
target, known as, Chemical Ali, and I do not know whether we got him or not, but the point was, on 4 April, we 
conducted that attack, and in the ensuing 36 hours the people of Basra thought he was dead, and that was important, 
because they were utterly, utterly terrified of him, terrified of him, you could reduce people to shaking. And I think 
all of those things came to the moment that, on 6 April, when we pushed, we found that we could get in. 

Q638  Patrick Mercer: How much influence do you think your style of operating in Basra had upon American 
operations in Baghdad?   

Major General Brims: I do not know, because I was operating fully in the way we were doing. What I can say 
though is we did a lot, even during the war, of interchange of tactics and techniques between ourselves and the US 
Marine Division, in the MEF, and we did swap ideas, tactics and techniques. 
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Q639  Chairman: On air support, did the support of the helicopter fleet meet all of the logistics needs you had; any 
changes there that might be made?   

Major General Brims: The support helicopters met a number of different needs for us on the logistics side.   

Brigadier Cowlam: We did not use support helicopters a great deal, primarily because the distances and the quality 
of the terrain and roads that we were operating over really did not require us to use them.
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Q640  Chairman: You touched on earlier the things that went really well. We met you in Oman, where Challenger 2 
was experiencing some considerable difficulties because of the sand, I understand the sand was a bit different from 
Oman. Can you just give us your advice on the way in which the lessons of Oman were learned, when it came to 
adapting Challenger 2, very effectively, for deployment in the Gulf? And when we had Simon Webb et al to give 
evidence to us, he said that it was not the purpose of Saif Sareea to test equipment, just to show how effectively you 
could deploy. Was there any testing of equipment? It seems to me, there must have been, in Saif Sareea?   

Major General Brims: To take Challenger 2, yes, because we desertised it, we up-armoured it, and I have spoken of 
the confidence; by up-armouring, effectively, you form a skirt down the sides, and actually that has a considerable 
dust mitigation side-effect. So some desertisation, up-armouring, not running out, because there is nothing wrong 
with Challenger, it is only if you run out of components, which, I think, is what you referred to when we were in 
Oman, and we did not run out of components, and we had a remarkably high availability rate, which is a tribute to 
everybody in the whole system. And I think there were many good lessons from Saif Sareea, because quite a number 
of people in the Headquarters, certainly the Divisional Headquarters, Signal Regiment, the fact that they lived there, 
they were comfortable, they understood the desert, I think it made a huge difference. 

Q641  Mr Jones: Can I ask though, in terms of it working, there is no doubt about that, but why is it then that you 
were flying out engineers from Alvis Vickers, I think some actually went out there to desertise them in theatre; why 
were the problems that were identified at Saif Sareea not done earlier? For example, why was the desertisation not 
done earlier, and why did it take Alvis Vickers to have to fly engineers out there?   

Major General Brims: That is the timing; we requested the desertisation, the timing of it was a matter for people 
above my level. 

Q642  Mr Jones: Well, no; when were we in Saif Sareea, 2001?   

Major General Brims: Saif Sareea was 2001; but a decision was taken not to desertise for that exercise. 

Q643  Mr Jones: Yes; so, therefore, once we had actually committed to this operation, why was it necessary then at 
the last minute to send engineers out to desertise them in theatre?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The reason was because there was not time to desertise them before they were embarked on 
shipping, and it made a lot of sense to use that time through concurrent activity. I think, as a result of Saif Sareea, the 
integrated project teams were well educated about what would be required to desertise and improve Challenger's 
reliability of performance in desert conditions. And so, on the one hand, we trained the battle groups and loaded the 
tanks and got them to the Middle East; concurrent with that, the Defence Procurement Agency were procuring the 
necessary pieces, and then we arranged a site in Kuwait to bring together the equipment and the contractors, to allow 
them to bring up the desertisation standard on Challenger 2. 

Q644  Mr Jones: But when did Saif Sareea finish?   

Brigadier Cowlam: November 2001. 
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Q645  Mr Jones: And when actually did you start sending out tanks for this operation?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Late January 2003. 

Q646  Mr Jones: So why were not steps taken in that year, because certainly it was a big issue that was in the press, 
and we raised it in our report on desertisation; why were not steps taken actually to do that desertisation 
beforehand?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I cannot answer the question why they were not desertised; but all I would ask is, that 
presupposes that we knew that in 2003 we were going to fight a war in the desert, in 2001.   

Mr Jones: Well, no, but we knew we would be using them somewhere in the desert, and it was quite a clear problem 
in Saif Sareea, was it not; apart from if you accept Mr Webb's, the Policy Director, argument that they were never 
meant actually to move anywhere in Oman? 

Q647  Mr Roy: Just on the same point, could I ask you, I understand the tanks have arrived and then the 
desertisation begins, that window of opportunity must really have been only a few days; was it a couple of weeks or 
was it a couple of days, and was it long enough to do it?   

Brigadier Cowlam: It was days, and it was long enough. We discussed before the D-day and G-day decision. We did 
not have a deadline by which time to be ready, it was the GOC's assessment that taking into account the arrival of 
manpower, equipment, the necessary up-armouring and adjustments, at what level various elements of the force 
would be declared operationally ready; and, by coincidence, the final two battle groups were declared operationally 
ready before they were required to be employed. But it was a fine line. 

Q648  Mr Roy: Because we understood that one of the tankers going across there, for example, was late by a few 
days; so, therefore, you are saying that there was no knock-on effect, that anything arrived late?   

Brigadier Cowlam: One of the final ships, MV Tyche, which was the final ship, was delayed by about two days, and 
that meant that, whereas we thought we would have about, well, depending on how successful the up-armouring was 
going and when the final two battle groups were going to be declared ready, we thought we would have about five 
days, it turned out we had about three days. And on that final ship there were quite a few sustainment items, flat 
racks for drops. 

Q649  Mr Roy: I just want to be clear on this window of opportunity. The tank crews, for example, presumably, 
were doing an awful lot of that work on the particular tanks during that window of opportunity, on the desertisation, 
just before they went into theatre. To the layman, was that a very good idea to have people working these long hours, 
that they must have been, doing that type of work, immediately before they went into theatre, are they ideal 
conditions?   

Brigadier Cowlam: This is in Germany, are you talking about? 

Q650  Mr Roy: No.   

Brigadier Cowlam: In theatre, before their employment? 

Q651  Mr Roy: Yes.   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think it was a case of making sure that we were ready as quickly as possible. 

Q652  Mr Roy: That was not the question, with respect, the question was is that the norm, is that ideal, that you 
could have crews working 12 hours on the desertisation? I know you had got the Vickers people at the front, and 
such, I understand all that, but was that window of opportunity a long enough time, because I would have thought, to 
the layman, that doing all of this long work that they would not have been ideal preparations for the crew just before 
they went into theatre?   

Major General Brims: The sequence of events meant that the tanks had to be shipped when they were, some of the 
urgent operational requirements had to be shipped when they were; not my decision. We saw, when they came in, in 
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co-operation with Brigadier Cowlam, what he could outlet, we made the plan, the sequencing, of how we would do 
the training, in the way you described, you have to fit things to the tanks, you have got to fire them to harmonise the 
computers, and a range of other things to do with things to make sure the soldiers are climatised and ready. And we 
worked out the best sequence that we could, adjusting it as appropriate, and, in fact, actually we delivered readiness 
ahead of our anticipated one, in the final analysis. 

Q653  Chairman: It appears to me, the British Army and British industry have such a genius for improvisation, and 
doing things at the last possible moment, that sometimes that is exactly what they want to do. But if you are fighting 
a war, or going to fight a war, for which we had quite a lot of notice, a number of things seem to have been done 
really at the last possible moment; if the war had started a week earlier we might have been in considerable 
difficulty. So the timing of the war was quite helpful, the ability to improvise was as magnificent on this occasion as 
it was previously, certainly in the Falklands, but it does cause those of us who observe from a distance some 
sleepless nights, wondering whether it will be alright on the night. On this occasion, probably it was; but it does not 
need the Duke of Wellington, with his comments on Waterloo, to be replicated for some of the things that happened 
with us. It was a damn near-run thing, in terms of supplies, ships not arriving, kit arriving late, no left shoes, or 
whatever, complaints people have; we were quite fortunate, even though there were skilled people operating it, and 
the more I hear the more fortunate I think we were. Now if you think I am wrong, please, this is an opportunity to say 
it. So many things were done really at the last moment. Am I being fair?   

Major General Brims: All I would say is that I do not make the decisions on when things are done and desertisation; 
my job is, I am dealt a hand of cards and I have got to play them to the best of my ability. And I am sure that we will 
learn some lessons where the best of my ability was not good enough, and we will make sure that we understand 
those. 

Q654  Chairman: I am sure your abilities are very high.   

Major General Brims: I cannot comment. I do not deal the pack of cards to myself. I get the hand I am dealt. 

Q655  Chairman: Yes, but you would like a better hand?   

Major General Brims: I would; and I think sometimes, even sometimes when you have got your hand, actually, you 
do not realise you have got the ace of spades. So I think we need to reflect. But, as far as I was concerned, I was 
consulted when we would be ready, and I described earlier we had agreed to define, within the battle plans and the 
concept, that when two battle groups of 7 Brigade were in and had done all the various processes we would be ready, 
and, in fact, come the moment, we actually had all four battle groups of 7 Brigade. 

Q656  Mr Jones: Can I ask the question in this way then. If you had the ideal deck of cards, what could have been 
done better, in your opinion, than was done, in terms of logistical supply and also things like, as has been described, 
desertisation, and other things?   

Major General Brims: If you had the wonderful thing, you would have one set of desertised tanks and one set of non-
desertised tanks, but that seems to be unrealistic. 

Q657  Chairman: It is a very good idea though?   

Major General Brims: I need to answer without being completely frivolous, because it answers the question.   

Mr Jones: It does not, actually. 

Q658  Chairman: We just wish we could go down the Armani route and actually had a number of tanks that, in fact, 
were desertised, because the chances of some of them being used in the north German plain are fairly remote, the 
chances of being used in a desert environment are infinitely higher. I wonder whether there has been some thought 
given to having a stock that might be upgraded, to avoid the British improvisation, that we say, well, it is much 
cheaper, it may be far better having dedicated tanks?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Of course, we do now. I think, to be fair, addressing the logistics issues, of course, we based our 
organisation stockholders and systems on a certain number of assumptions; on this occasion, we reacted well within 
those assumptions, in much tighter time-lines than we had assumed, and therefore I do not think any of us were too 
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surprised that a lot of hard work had to go in, to make sure that the necessary equipment, supplies and capabilities 
were in the right place at the right time. I think the lesson that we are learning is we have got to make sure our 
assumptions are correct in the first place. 

Q659  Chairman: But if the assumption, let us say, in the supply of ammunition, was it would be a three-week war 
then the supplies of ammunition you would require, obviously, would be very different than if the war had gone on 
for one month, two months, or three months. Can you say to us that, from your perspective, we had sufficient stocks 
of ammunition for more than a three-week war?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Yes, I can. The levels and quantities of ammunition were subject to significant operational 
analysis, based on the specific missions and tasks that the UK forces were given. We compared our holdings with the 
Americans', and in many cases, to make sure we had sufficient reserves and echelons of capability, we took more 
than perhaps the OA had required.
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Q660  Chairman: What were the assumptions? If you cannot tell us in open session, perhaps you will write to us. 
What were the assumptions on the number of sets of body armour, not the training protection, there was a lot took it 
with them, but what were the assumptions, would every soldier require some form of body armour, and, if so, were 
there enough sets available to them?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I cannot answer that question. 

Q661  Chairman: You cannot, or you have not that choice?   

Brigadier Cowlam: No, I cannot. That is a slightly different assumption, that goes back to the sustainability 
statement, of the scaling of the force; we will have to look at what he said. 

Q662  Chairman: But the difference, these days, between the front line and rear area is not as clear as it may have 
been in the past. I am just trying to find out whether, for instance, if you are guarding prisoners there, it might be 
desirable to fit your soldiers with the kind of body armour that might have been required much farther into the battle-
field. So, you say this is not your job, your job is just to distribute it, it was not your job to—   

Brigadier Cowlam: To specify what would be held, by whom. 

Q663  Chairman: But, in your job, did you know how many sets were available?   

Brigadier Cowlam: No; because there are sets held with each of the components and in the logistics component, and 
there will be Task Issues going in. But there was not a pool of body armour, albeit, as a result of the shortages which 
became apparent, we did cross-service and try to move around, to those under greatest threat, elements of body 
protection.   

Chairman: I will not ask you who is the person we should contact, otherwise he will not like you very much, but 
certainly it is something, I think, that we ought to pursue further. 

Q664  Mr Jones: Can I ask that question. In terms of logistics, obviously, I accept that not everything in the heat of 
war goes according to plan, in terms of logistics, in terms of what can be thrown aside, but we have had a lot of 
evidence from different people who were in theatre, including some of the press comments about, obviously, body 
armour, but shortages of boots, kit, and all these things. Was that the fact, that it was in theatre and it was not being 
distributed correctly, or was it a fact that it was not there anyway, or the right decisions had not been taken around 
what was actually needed?   

Brigadier Cowlam: The latter. 

Q665  Mr Jones: And who was responsible for that?   

Brigadier Cowlam: It comes back to the assumptions that we were working on, and the fact that we deployed 45,000 
people to the Gulf within 11 weeks, but our planning assumptions, which led to the holdings of desert combats, for 
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examples, had been insufficient for what we were actually demanding. The idea that there were pools of surplus 
boots and desert combats lying in the desert, waiting to be distributed, is wrong; by definition, all urgent operational 
requirements are very much that, and we had separate systems to make sure that all UORs were extracted from the 
normal supply system and pushed forward as quickly as possible. 

Q666  Mr Roy: Still on the same point. Would it surprise you to know that, on armed personnel vehicles, some 
soldiers were without armour, where other people still in the vehicle did have armour and actually had to take it off 
to give it to the first guy out of the door; would that surprise you?   

Major General Brims: I can answer that question, because I was aware that we did not have the body armour, we did 
not think we had the body armour, where we wanted it, in all cases, so we did a major redistribution; and it is very 
hard to do a redistribution of body armour by size, by the different configurations, where the plates go in, whilst 
actually conducting an operation. 

Q667  Mr Roy: But is it acceptable to you, if you have got five or six men in a vehicle, that two of those men, who 
are driving, for example, or whatever, in the front, who are not going out, they first have got to take them off, have 
got to give them to their colleagues, because those colleagues are the first people to open the door to go out; because 
that was what was happening?   

Major General Brims: It is not acceptable, and I am not aware of that particular story, but I knew of certain things 
and I was taking action on stories, not as acute as the one you describe but I was aware of some. 

Q668  Mr Jones: Air Marshal Burridge admitted that there were problems with the supply of ammunition in the 
field. Were you aware of any problems, for example, with helicopters that were going into the front line with very 
limited amounts of ammunition?   

Brigadier Cowlam: No.   

Major General Brims: No. 

Q669  Mr Jones: If I told you that there were helicopters, and they were restricted to 400 rounds of ammunition, 
would that surprise you?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I would be very surprised. 

Q670  Mr Jones: So you were not aware that that actually happened?   

Brigadier Cowlam: No. 

Q671  Rachel Squire: Can I apologise for missing some of the earlier evidence, but I was on a Standing Committee 
dealing with the Army, Air Force and Naval Discipline Acts Continuation Order, and the Armed Forces Review of 
Search and Seizure Orders; so not entirely unconnected with the day-to-day business of the Armed Forces. A lot of it 
has been covered, and some of it you may well have answered when I was not here, but can I focus my questions 
particularly to yourself, Brigadier Cowlam, as the Commander of the Logistics Brigade. My colleagues have just 
touched on the speculation on supplies not arriving in time and shortages of certain items. Can I just be clear whether 
you yourself would say there were very clearly shortages that you encountered, and, if so, what those were?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think the most significant shortage that I was aware of at the time was desert combats, which 
was a very emotive subject, quite reasonably. I was aware of the body armour shortage when we started the 
redistribution programme, and very much trying to find out where the body armours were, if they existed, and 
transferring them between components. There were a number of other, relatively minor shortages, but, in terms of 
key battle-winning equipment and spare parts, commodities, ammunition, for example, I am very surprised to hear 
what was said earlier. There was nothing significant which was causing a lot of friction within the system. I think 
there are plenty of anecdotal reports of this missing there and that missing here, but, in terms of significant shortages, 
General, you may be able to offer your perspective on that.   

Major General Brims: I concur. 
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Q672  Rachel Squire: Can I then pick up on the comment you made, you compared holdings with the Americans'; 
can you specify whether you did rely on the American forces for any particular items?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Not materiel, because our equipment is very different; for fuel, totally, all our fuel came through 
the Americans, our oils and lubricants we supplied ourselves. In the early stages, during the deployment, we relied 
on the Americans for feeding, and we used some of their contracts to support ourselves, in terms of accommodation, 
feeding. We asked them to provide some assistance in the very early stages over transportation, but then later in the 
campaign we returned the kind by moving fuel for them, moving some of their armour, 4th Infantry Division, when 
it arrived, accepting a lot of their prisoners of war, when they did not have a prisoner of war holding facility, 
accepting coalition casualties into our field hospitals. In the early stages, we were heavily dependent on the 
Americans, but mainly for domestic and administrative issues, but otherwise not for any, again, key battle-winning 
equipment, apart from fuel. 

Q673  Rachel Squire: Can I ask you then, when the shortages you mentioned and any problems, which initially you 
immediately took action to try to overcome, were those regularly communicated further up the command structure, 
for instance, to General Brims or to the military personnel remaining in the UK?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Yes. We had virtually daily meetings with the divisional staff, where divisional issues and 
concerns were exposed to us, and we had video television conferences, both to Qatar and also direct to PJHQ, and on 
those VTCs the front-line commands were on line, as were the DLO, and the central staffs in London, and the 
passage of information was very rapid, because it was through video, and it did not rely on a strict hierarchical 
passage of information flow. And so issues which were raised, and there was a multitude of issues, the priorities 
changed day by day, and certainly in the early stages, when we were first arriving, there was almost a different crisis 
every day; but, through assistance from our American colleagues and also assistance from the Permanent Joint 
Headquarters and their staff and the front-line commands, all the issues were resolved. I cannot think of a single 
ongoing problem, apart from the dreaded desert combat issue, and desert boots, which was something which we were 
not able to resolve, albeit some more quickly than others. 

Q674  Rachel Squire: Then can I then pick up on, you mentioned information flow, and we heard from Air Marshal 
Burridge about problems there had been with the logistics tracking system, and he considered that was a weakness 
that needed to be addressed. Can you explain to the Committee how that manifested itself and how you dealt with 
it?   

Brigadier Cowlam: Yes. I would endorse his comments totally. Questions which have already come up, how many 
suits were in theatre, and where were they, we do not have total asset visibility, and this is a limitation, because, of 
course, I cannot say with any confidence, at any one time, where things were. Equally, if we knew where everything 
in theatre was, at any particular time, and the condition it was in and what availability it had, it would make us much 
more efficient; and, compared with our American colleagues, we were the poor relation. That being said, we do have 
some limited systems, such as Vital, and towards the latter end of the deployment a radio frequency tagging system 
was introduced, but it was not to the level of detail and capability which perhaps we need. And I think this is going to 
be one of the biggest lessons, it is perhaps a lesson that we knew already, and I know already that the earlier lessons 
in the Department are reflecting the urgent need for this, not least because it will give us greater reliability, 
operational confidence, as well as efficiency downstream. 

Q675  Mr Jones: Is it the case that the three Services use different systems?   

Brigadier Cowlam: We are looking at a joint solution, absolutely. 

Q676  Mr Jones: At the moment, do they use different systems?   

Brigadier Cowlam: There are legacy systems. The formation of the Joint Logistics Component, the single purpose 
was to make sure that we take a joint approach, particularly to the line of communication, and what is now called the 
"coupling bridge", to make sure that the three Services are not in competition with each other. And that was very 
much my role, to make sure that each of the three components, in accordance with the Joint Force Commander's 
priorities, was getting the supplies and the access through the supply chain. But the need for asset visibility is 
fundamental, and I think this will be one of the most significant lessons that we should learn. 

Q677  Chairman: The technology is there, it is just that we have not got round to. . ..   
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Brigadier Cowlam: We believe the technology is there. We introduced an urgent operational requirement to 
introduce radio frequency technology, it is a system very similar to the Americans'. Of course, we were trying to 
deliver it at the early stages of the campaign, just at the time that the Americans themselves were expanding their 
own capabilities. 

Q678  Rachel Squire: So, again, leading on from that, you said clearly that you considered that one of the lessons 
learned is that need for improvement in the asset visibility, with logistics tracking systems, and so on; also you 
commented earlier about making assumptions more accurate, or trying to do that. Can you say any other key lessons 
that you have drawn so far from the operation, in terms of logistics support?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think the fundamentals of what we need and how we go about our business are sound, it is 
those systems that we need to put in place to solve the problems and solve the issues, because, as I said earlier, every 
day brings new problems. Total asset visibility, absolutely right, the assumptions, absolutely right, and probably the 
third is more reliable and greater capable capacity in our communications. We are heavily reliant on 
communications. We have some very good communications systems, but in this day and age we need more and we 
want more, and I think that, add total asset visibility with greater capacity communications, they will be a winning 
combination. 

Q679  Rachel Squire: Thank you. One final, very specific question. Did you have adequate supplies of hand 
grenades?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I cannot answer that question.   

Major General Brims: Yes. I was never given any indication that we did not have.
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Q680  Chairman: Because we were told by one witness that the Swiss refused to sell them to us, because they might 
be used for fighting purposes; you have not heard that?   

Major General Brims: I have not, no.   

Chairman: Would you check on it? I do not want this to be another urban myth, which it could be.   

Mr Jones: Can we ask what Air Marshal Burridge told us, too?   

Chairman: Yes, we did ask that; but if you could check with him, we would like to have a good answer. The Swiss 
did a Belgium on us, which we are still unfondly remembering. Right; on friendly fire. 

Q681  Mr Roy: Gentlemen, are you satisfied with the way in which the IFF procedures for the coalition operations 
were agreed and then implemented between the UK and the United States?   

Major General Brims: Clearly, there is an incident under investigation that would suggest to me that something 
went wrong at one stage; that will have to be investigated. What went wrong I do not know, but something has gone 
wrong. 

Q682  Mr Roy: What did you do to protect British tanks, for example?   

Major General Brims: To protect the tanks; every vehicle had a physical, optical marker on it, you have probably 
seen it on television, it was the left-hand arrow-head, everybody had that, top, front, bottom, side. Also we had a 
thermal panel that went on, so you could see it through the sights. And then, partly for protection but for other 
reasons, we had— 

Q683  Mr Roy: Did the thermal panel go on all the equipment?   

Major General Brims: I think certainly it would have been on all tanks, all the combat bits it was on. The Blue Force 
Tracker was the one which did not go on all the equipment, but the Blue Force Tracker was not just for identification 
of friend and foe, that was actually a situation so that people could see where obviously it had helped in the larger 
scale. It was designed to go on, I cannot remember, I think it went down to combat platoon level and some other, I 
cannot remember precisely, and it did not go on to every vehicle; it is an American system, actually they do not put it 
on every vehicle either. 

Q684  Mr Roy: So the Americans should have been aware of everything that we had done. Again, just remind me, 
were the British and the US forces able to communicate with one another and with the aircraft?   

Major General Brims: It would vary, it would vary depending on which bit you armed; and, with the aircraft, if it 
was an American aircraft, the principal communication, our communication, was through this Anglico organisation I 
mentioned earlier on, that was the principal one. And then the real way we did it, with the Americans, was by 
exchanging liaison officers; but it was only in the very early stages, in the, as it were, direct fire weapons platforms, 
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were we closely integrated, because by about D plus 4 they were heading off up towards Baghdad. 

Q685  Mr Roy: But they were not able to talk to each other directly, is that right, in layman's terms?   

Major General Brims: Not in many cases; but it varies from type of thing to type of thing. 

Q686  Mr Roy: I understand between the US and the UK, but how do the UK forces avoid engaging one another?   

Major General Brims: There are technical means, and there are tactics and procedures, so there is a balance between 
both of those. 

Q687  Mr Roy: And you were not aware of any problems?   

Major General Brims: I most certainly was, yes; there have been problems, nobody would deny that, and those cases 
will be investigated, and we will continue to strive to make sure that the blue on blue, which is the way it is called, is 
minimised. And it is a combination of IFF using technical, scientific solutions, as they become available, and making 
sure that you are training your staff and using the tactic and techniques and procedures. Because, ultimately, even 
with a technical solution, humans make mistakes; and it is bad enough for the victim, but also it is awful for the 
human who makes the mistake. 

Q688  Mr Roy: One very untechnical solution that we heard about was that we have been told that US forces were 
not issued with recognition charts for British vehicles, and, as a result, our force in the field had to attach reflective 
tapes to their vehicles to make them appear the same as the American vehicles at night. Were you aware of that?   

Major General Brims: No. I think we are getting a bit confused. There are panels we put onto the vehicles which are 
designed to show up; those were coalition panels. We put them on our vehicles, the Americans put them on their 
vehicles, in a particular configuration; this is designed so that you can recognise them through a thermal-imaging 
sight, and you would recognise it, so we would recognise this panel if it was on an American or a British vehicle. 

Q689  Mr Roy: So, as far as you are aware, the US did give out the recognition charts to their people, because that is 
not what we were told?   

Major General Brims: As far as I am aware, but I did not go personally and inspect it. 

Q690  Mr Roy: No, I would not expect you to do that, I would never expect you personally to do anything. I am not 
a big hard-man who thought it right to put you under pressure, so this is not personal at all. Ultimately, I am just 
asking it as a generalisation, because obviously, of course, the buck stops with you, with your decision-making, that 
is fair enough, and your good management skills. So I do not expect you to know everyone and going about and 
seeing every panel, but I would like just to find out the mind-set of what was being said, what was being thought, 
what was going to be done?   

Major General Brims: Yes. 

Q691  Mr Jones: Can I just nail another one of these urban myths that you can see floating around in parts of the 
press, and also, I think, various e-mails that certain of us have got, about individuals having to send home for large 
Union Jacks to be displayed on vehicles so that they would actually be recognised. One, are you aware of that 
happening; and, secondly, was it actually needed?   

Major General Brims: I do not think it was needed. I was aware of the press report, subsequently. 

Q692  Mr Jones: And did it actually happen then?   

Major General Brims: I do not know. What I do know is that we have been very particular, talking about flags, not 
to fly the Union flag, and this was because, yes, we were invading a country but we were not occupying, we were not 
taking it, capturing it for the US, it was terribly important not to stick the Union flag in places, and we have been 
quite particular about that. But, probably, it is not accurate.   

Chairman: We are coming to the end, but not quite. 
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Q693  Mr Roy: I just want to move on to near the end, which is obviously the post-conflict reconstruction. We heard 
that the forces on the ground under your command were too small to maintain security effectively after the initial 
combat phase was over. Would you agree or disagree with that?   

Major General Brims: I do not know who said that. In the immediate period until I left, and I handed over command 
of the Division at about the same time as some of the early troops started to come back, there were not enough troops 
to have done a post-conflict activity in a particular way; again, one had to do things in the way you are dealt the 
cards. My judgment was that we needed to hand back Iraq to the Iraqis just as fast as possible, and my judgment was 
that we did not need to overengage and be appearing as an army of occupation, although, of course, technically we 
were, but to try to give them back not only their freedoms but their self-respect and their dignity. And that as soon as 
we can get their own institutions up and running, bottom-up, forming police forces, and so forth, and let them make 
the decisions, I felt that was the right way to go. 

Q694  Mr Roy: Did you think the looting was going to be as widespread and as large, for example, as it was, or was 
that built into—   

Major General Brims: The looting. I think that we anticipated there was going to be quite a bit of looting; the 
history, in that part of the world, unfortunately, it is the third time it has happened, so we anticipated some. And I 
think that when you have been brutalised to the degree that they have, and there was a certain amount of euphoria in 
it, what I think is, perhaps that element of looting which was actually criminal was a consequence of all the prisoners 
being let out of prison, and when the local people complained about it to me, I said, "Well you tell me who has been 
let out of prison, what the offence was and where they are." At the point at which I left, I regret to have to tell you, 
they had not answered any of those, few basic questions. 

Q695  Mr Roy: Before that, when you were at the pre-conflict planning stage, did you think about the post-conflict 
plan?   

Major General Brims: Yes, we did, and we did a lot of work, making sure that any humanitarian thing was attended 
to. In fact, people talked about phase three being the conflict and phase four being the post-conflict, we recognised, 
everything behind you, once you had gone into Iraq, was in phase four, post-conflict activity. And, therefore, you 
take somewhere like al Faw, that was captured on 20 March, that has been in post-conflict activity since 20 March, 
that was in our plan, and the same story for Umm Qasr, Amara, and so forth. 

Q696  Mr Roy: At that stage, did you have to prepare the people under your command for those post-conflict duties, 
the humanitarian aid, the policing?   

Major General Brims: We had to prepare them for it, but also we had to get the priorities right, because you could 
not have phase four unless you had had a successful phase three. So the phase three had to be the top priority for 
most of the combat troops, but not all. But we did lay a lot of plans, and some of the humanitarian, perhaps I could 
ask you.   

Brigadier Cowlam: Yes; on the humanitarian side, we were not quite sure what situation we would find, therefore 
we tended to assume that there would be a significant humanitarian crisis. Also we believed that there would be a 
delay between us moving to phase three, rather than four, in some areas, and the ability of the international 
community and the NGOs to come into theatre, and therefore we produced a plan which would allow us to both 
procure and distribute humanitarian aid, in the early stages using totally military resources, but then using that as a 
foundation upon which the NGOs, the humanitarian aid agencies, can build upon. So we had plans to open the port, 
very quickly, for example; we hired additional vehicles to carry a lot of this humanitarian aid through southern Iraq. 
We knew that fresh water was a particularly valuable, important commodity, and therefore we hired civilian water 
trucks to allow us to distribute that; we planned and built the pipeline into Umm Qasr with fresh water. And so we 
had a plan to deal with a humanitarian crisis, both, one, because obviously it was necessary, but also, two, to support 
the GOC's plan of making sure that the Iraqi people saw the benefit of the coalition forces. 

Q697  Mr Roy: And did the people under your command expect to have those tasks?   

Brigadier Cowlam: I think they did, when the level of contingency planning developed that far. Of course, a lot of 
the soldiers, the vast majority, have got significant experience now of Bosnia and Kosovo, and that type of operation. 
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And whilst, on the one hand, it was a new experience, going to Iraq, war-fighting, they did have some experience to 
draw on after the war-fighting was over, and they knew very quickly how they should behave and how they should 
act, and the way that we can contribute to the wider campaign objectives. 

Q698  Mr Jones: Because I never give up, can I return now to the role of the media, and if the hammer and chisel do 
not work I will go and get a pneumatic drill. In terms of the media, and your impression of the media, how accurate a 
picture do you think that it painted actually of the operations that were under your command? And I wonder whether 
you can give us any thoughts you had on the role of embedded journalists, how it worked in practice, and any general 
thoughts you have? We have heard Air Marshal Burridge's very strong views on embedded journalists, could you 
give us your views?   

Major General Brims: The embedded journalists were absolutely fine, from my point of view. I suppose, like 
everything, some people have a better feel for it than others, and that is true of all things. None of them let the side 
down, as far as we were concerned, that I am aware of, and MoD might know differently, but as far as I am 
concerned none of them did. And I used a spokesman at my level and talked to them on an all-day, daily basis, as it 
were, obviously I was in touch with the spokesman. I only engaged with them myself, live, as it were, quite 
sparingly. I did give them quite a lot of background briefings, to help them be able to report as best they could. If 
anything, I would say that, and I am operating with an awful lot of second-hand hindsight, what they were reporting, 
I do not know how it was presented from London or Washington, and therefore it is not necessarily the embedded 
media that is the bit that one should examine but how the various media outlets present things from their own home 
base. 

Q699  Mr Jones: And, in terms of the embedded journalists you were dealing with, obviously you laid down certain 
rules and regulations about what they could report, what you were telling them and when it could be reported; on the 
whole, did they observe those, or did you have any incidences where you had to say to journalists, "I'm sorry, you 
can't do that"?   

Major General Brims: The rules and regulations actually were laid down by the MoD, not by me, and they were pre-
briefed when they came out. And there was one incident, and I cannot rightly remember the details, not a very 
serious breach, but somebody who had not been as precise as they should have been.
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Q700  Mr Jones: So, I will try again. In terms of what you have seen since, I accept the point you are making about 
how pictures, etc., are reported when they get back to London, and the editing suites, etc., but, post-conflict, in terms 
of the descriptions and media reporting of the operation which you were commanding, how do you think that is 
actually being portrayed; accurately? You are on safe territory here. Air Marshal Burridge was very forthright in his 
views.   

Major General Brims: I would have said, it is very difficult, looking at it second-hand, I did not see it at the time, 
very inaccurately. 

Q701  Mr Jones: In what way, the analysis of pictures?   

Major General Brims: The analysis. What I am told, by casual conversation, there are all sorts of things that just do 
not fit together. 

Q702  Mr Jones: In what way?   

Major General Brims: Because that was not the picture that I was looking at. 

Q703  Mr Jones: Right; so it is the interpretation?   

Major General Brims: It is the interpretation; it is not the report, it is the interpretation. But I do not know.   

Brigadier Cowlam: The problem we have got is, we have no knowledge of how it was portrayed. I was surprised, as 
the General was, when we came back, how big an issue the whole thing was and how it dominated all your headlines 
and agendas for such a long period. We were very much inward-looking and not fully appreciative of what was 
going on, in reporting terms, around us.   

Chairman: I think you were lucky, actually, we had to sit through it, and we saw the endless newspapers and 
television companies who had their own agenda, in which every single incident was either not reported, if it did not 
fit in with their framework, or it was misreported, and I found it quite difficult to read. So that was one advantage of 
being out of their influence. Others were very reputable, were very honest, were very fair, and they were the 
newspapers that one would read. General and Brigadier, thank you very much. I know, from the questioning, one 
might think actually you lost the war, because we did focus, as always, more on the negative side and almost took the 
positive side for granted. But one must say that the British performed as admirably as they have always done, and we 
owe them an enormous debt of gratitude, and we would like to express that through you, gentlemen, because we do 
owe them so much. And we deeply, deeply regret those families who have been bereaved, and that disaster yesterday 
means the war might have entered a new phase, it may not be called `war' but it does not look quite like that to the 
families today. So thank you very much, and we will meet again, I am sure. Thank you.
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  Q704  Chairman: Thank you very much for coming. Your profession suffered grievously in the campaign and a 
heavy price was paid for our daily read or watching. We do find journalists occasionally—only 
occasionally—irritating. I think the sacrifice made by so many people has to be properly remembered and 
commended. We are perhaps one-third of the way through our inquiry into the lessons of Iraq and, as with previous 
inquiries, the lessons of Kosovo, the lessons of the previous Gulf War and the lessons of the Falklands, we really felt 
that we needed to see whether the relationship between the Ministry of Defence and journalists had improved, 
whether there were major problems, as there certainly were in the Falklands war, to see whether we have learned 
lessons in terms of expressing the views of the military, allowing the media to represent fairly what they have seen 
and heard. We hope this will be an instructive session. We have so many questions. I would like to finish at 12. I 
think there are about 12 questions, each of which has three or four parts. I am not a mathematician, but please do not 
feel compulsion to answer; you will have to try to regulate the amount of time you allow each other. I will try, but 
you are far better at it than I. I hope we do not have the repercussions we had in our inquiry into Kosovo, when we 
almost had to separate physically two of the BBC correspondents, in a famous incident just over there. Thank you 
once again. Could you briefly tell us what role you were undertaking during the conflict.

  Mr Thompson: I am the odd one out here. I am the only unilateral on this panel, or maverick as we call them; in 
other words, not embedded. I certainly did that out of choice—and I will explain more of that later. I went across the 
border on Saturday 22 March from Northern Kuwait, not through the formal border post, because they would not let 
us through, but through a hole in the fence with my team and made my way into Southern Iraq, and immediately 
managed to go live from the village of Safwãn where the first villagers were making their first feelings known to 
British Troops on the ground there. I then moved on and stayed pretty much with elements of the Desert Rats 7th 
Armoured Brigade for the first fortnight, moving around different units which I informally attached myself to, partly 
for security reasons—because my old friend and colleague Terry Lloyd had got killed just a couple of miles from 
where I was: he had turned right and I had turned left, pretty much within a few hours of each other, and that is how 
these things often go, and so I think security was more of an issue. But we were self-contained, self-reliant. We did 
not have to rely on the military for fuel, water, food, communication or anything like that. We stayed around them 
more closely mainly for security and for information. As Basra began to fall and more journalists started to pour into 
Southern Iraq, I made the decision to move north to Baghdad and I moved in two civilian vehicles. There were four 
of us who moved from our position in Southern Iraq, the 600 kilometre drive up to the outskirts of Baghdad and 
eventually into Central Baghdad.

  Q705  Chairman: You were accredited, then. It was not just that you came off the streets and wandered round. 

  Mr Thompson: Accredited? I had a pass of some sort from somebody.

  Q706  Chairman: How would the terminology differ between your unattached role and those who simply came 
along without any authorisation, moving wherever they wanted to? 

  Mr Thompson: I did not have an awful lot of authorisation, but, I mean, I did not get asked a lot of questions about 
that. I used the old-fashioned journalistic skills of going and asking people if it was okay, and hopefully becoming 
useful or friendly towards them so they would take us under their wing where we needed. But we certainly did not 
have the formality of the passes, the training and so on,
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  Q707  Chairman: How would one designate those who were totally unattached and totally unaccredited? What 
phraseology would you use? 

  Mr Thompson: I do not think there was anybody totally unattached. Most people would have had to have got some 
basic pass from the Kuwaiti authorities or from the coalition media headquarters in Kuwait City. So most of us had a 
basic pass. I think most of the people who were travelling unilaterally would have had at least that. It did not help us 
get across the border and it did not help a lot of people when they came into contact with the coalition forces, who 
put them in trucks and shipped them back across the border to Kuwait. So it was a matter of: take your best chances 
really.

  Q708  Chairman: Thank you. Mr Neely. 

  Mr Neely: I was embedded with 42 Commando, Royal Marines. I arrived with them in Kuwait on 13 March and 
stayed with them until 11 April. They were tasked to go initially into the Al Faw peninsula and after that went to Um 
Qasr and then to Basra. We were, as a group, supposed to go in with the main invading force on the night of 
Thursday 20 March, but a helicopter crash meant that the unit I was with was delayed until Friday 21 March and that 
is when we first went into Iraq with them, and, as I say, I stayed with them through the Al Faw, Um Qasr and the 
attack on Basra.

  Q709  Chairman: Thank you. Mr Hewitt. 

  Mr Hewitt: I am also slightly the odd person out because I was not with British forces at all, I was embedded with 
the American 3rd Infantry Division, part of their 3rd Brigade with a tank company. I joined them in Kuwait and 
spent a week out in the desert with them. We were part of that huge formation that crossed the border at the outset of 
the war. We went up via Nasiriyah, Samãwah, Kabalã, all the way up into Baghdad, and I stayed with that unit until 
about 11 April, when I left Iraq. I was with that unit for pretty much the whole time and witnessed some of the 
fighting—which I believe was something more intense probably than reported—on the outskirts of Baghdad.

  Q710  Chairman: Thank you. Ms Gillan. 

  Ms Gillan: I was also embedded, with D Squadron of the Household Cavalry Regiment, a frontline reconnaissance 
squadron. We were mostly west of Basra, although a lot of the time was spent in the desert, first of all securing the 
oil wells and then working alongside other regiments, battling against people on motorcycles with RPGs and 
everything else. We moved up to Ad Dayr and the regiment then moved up to Amãrah—I think they are due to come 
back today actually—but I did not proceed up to Amãrah because at that point it did not look as if it would hold that 
much interest for us when Baghdad was falling. So I came back.

  Q711  Chairman: Thank you. A difficult question to answer: I have been monitoring with the British Army now 
for 30 years and it is quite difficult to dislike the British soldier. Quite the reverse: the closer you are, the more 
admiration you have, and in some ways you empathise with them and try to serve their interests. It is quite difficult 
to be objective. Maybe the officers are not quite so cosy and cuddly as the squaddies. Did you find that? Especially if 
people were firing at you, how would this affect your journalistic integrity? Was there any clash? What kind of 
personal thinking did you have to do about whether the closeness and the proximity to them meant that it was 
difficult to write about things that were quite nasty affecting them? Do you think it had an impact on the professional 
journalist? 

  Ms Gillan: You are right, when you are embedded, particularly with me being with such an incredibly small 
squadron of just 105 people, when you are living inside their vehicles, travelling with them, relying on them for food 
and water and electricity, you doss down, get your sleeping back out, roll it down beside them—so myself with 105 
men—you do become incredibly close. The people you talk to, you witness their fears, frustrations, boredom. Also, 
with the regiment that I was with there was an A10 attack, a blue-on-blue attack, in which one of the soldiers died 
and four of them were injured. Apart from writing about that I also went through the emotions of it. A few days later 
a Scimitar overturned in a ditch and one man was killed and another later succumbed to his injuries. And I do think 
that you cannot help but become close to the subject that you are living with because ultimately you are living there. 
I felt personally that the type of journalism I was doing was that kind of close portrayal of life in a war, life in the 
frontline, and what the soldiers' life was like. It did not inhibit me too much that closeness. But I think things would 
have been quite different if it had been the opposite way round, say with a blue-on-blue attack and I had come to 
know of something that they had done wrong. Then I always felt that would come the time at which I would have to 
make a choice: Would I remain embedded or not? That did not happen to me, I did not have to make that choice, but 
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I think that were it to happen you probably are too close and you need to walk away.

  Q712  Syd Rapson: We were lucky, yesterday we went to Cottemore and met the Harrier pilots and talked to them. 
They did mention that when a journalist from a newspaper was with them he would put his copy on the noticeboard 
the next day as direct accountability for his words written. The military were very aware of that, so that they were all 
geared up to read the words and to respond. That must have put, would put, a lot of pressure on a journalist not to 
exaggerate perhaps a story to an extent which would make it more interesting but only to restrict it to the bare facts. 

  Ms Gillan: The situation was quite different for us. We did not have the comfort and privilege of being in an air 
base where you would see your story the next day. We were all of us in the desert, they did not really sell The 
Guardian there, so it took a few days before they would see our copy. But you are aware of that, you are aware that 
ultimately they will see the copy. Actually, they saw my copy every single day because obviously—and this is a 
subject we will discuss later—my copy was censored, so they knew what was coming in the paper anyway.

  Q713  Chairman: So you do not think many people read The Guardian out there, otherwise your reception might 
have been rather less tolerant. I think I would have been rather intolerant if I were a Guardian reader—no reflection 
on your writing whatsoever. Mr Hewitt. 

  Mr Hewitt: There is a powerful bond between yourself and the unit you are travelling with. It is unavoidable. The 
principle reason is you are dependent on them for your safety. When you come under attack—and certainly we came 
under attack by people with rocket-propelled grenades on the outskirts of Baghdad—you share that experience with 
the people you are travelling with. If they escape and you escape, there is in the evening almost a sense of euphoria: 
your life has been on the line and somehow you have escaped. But when it came to editing, I always edited in public, 
in the sense that we were editing from the back of a Humvee, people would crowd around, and each time before I 
edited I reminded myself that back in this country this was a controversial war, there were different opinions and I 
would have no credibility if in the end I forgot that. So I would try to separate myself in my mental thinking from 
what I was seeing, the relationships I had built up, and the way I would report the story. I did that every day quite 
deliberately because I knew I was building up some friendships, and I did, and I was able on, I think, 6 or 7 April to 
talk about the number of civilian casualties that I was seeing were being caused in the fighting as we came into 
Baghdad. That was causing some unease amongst the people in the tank unit that I was with and I wanted certainly to 
report that, unless this conflict wound up quickly, it would become harder and harder after the war to convince 
ordinary Iraqis that this was being done on their behalf. If you like, I had a kind of chip in my brain on which I relied 
to remind myself, in terms of broadcasting to the British public, that even though, yes, undoubtedly I got on well 
with some of the people I was with, ultimately I had a responsibility above that. The big question for me—and 
fortunately I did not have to answer it, so it becomes therefore something of a hypothetical—was, say my unit had 
been involved in an attack on a school bus by mistake and there had been real serious casualties, would I, knowing 
that I would have to continue my journey with this tank unit, have reported it as robustly as I would report any other 
story? The answer is I hope so. But I suspect that all of us who were embedded ultimately knew that there could 
come a point when there was something of a clash between your loyalty to tell what you saw and your loyalty to the 
people with whom you were sharing this experience. 

  Mr Neely: As Gavin says, I think it is inevitable that a bond develops. How could it not in a situation of extreme 
danger like that? But I think our job as journalists is to maintain distance, objectivity, that when it comes to it you 
will write as truthfully and objectively as you can, no matter how close the personal bond is with the people you are 
with. For me the key bond or the key link, I suppose, was not so much did we trust the people that we were with, 
because militarially I did, but did the commanding officer of the unit I was with trust me. I felt within 48 hours of 
arriving there he had made a gesture which began that process; in other words, he had briefed me and the other three 
journalists I was with of the entire battle plan, not just of 42 Commando, Royal Marines, but of 40 Commando who 
were 20 miles or so away and, indeed, the big picture of how the war would go. He made it very clear that what he 
had just done was a risk. He said, "What are you going to do with the notes you have taken?" and I rather naively 
said, "I'm going to hide them." He said, "Well, no, you are not actually because there are secrets in there. You are 
going to digest what you have written down and then I will take them from you and I will burn them." I felt within 
48 hours he had made a gesture which was an important one, especially as, as I understood it, he was very sceptical 
at having a media unit embedded with him in the first place. I think in fact he did not want one. I think the MOD 
leaned on him and he got us. But we developed a bond, I think, a bond of trust, and everything I think went well. In 
fact, it was tested on that first night, when there was a huge setback when there was a helicopter crash in which eight 
British and four American servicemen were killed. 

  Mr Thompson: I think most of us have probably been fairly impressed with the level of reporting, the quality of 
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reporting, the quality of objectivity, perhaps more so. I think everybody went out this time, probably reminded by the 
editors but also reminded by their colleagues, not to get into a them and us, not to get into a friend and foe, not to be 
we and them, but to try to keep that demarcation and I think that was maintained 98%/99% of the time. Occasionally 
people slipped—you know, "we came under fire" suggesting us, the reporter and the unit people were with, but 
generally I thought people managed to keep that bit of distance while not betraying the trust of those you were 
with—and I moved through several different units and had to build that trust several times, both with the British 
forces and then with the US Marine Corps, who I lighted upon and fell upon their mercy later in the piece in 
Baghdad. I do not think it is that hard. I find in the television, like Gavin and Bill would have done, that actually you 
become almost a travelling charade, a cabaret, a part of the entertainment. Part of the reason the commanding 
officers I was around liked having us along was they said, "You are very good for morale. You are a good diversion, 
particularly when things are going slowly." So we did not discourage people coming around and listening to the live 
broadcasts or watching the editing or re-running the pieces for them, and I certainly felt no concerns about what I 
was saying. If they questioned us about things, I would ask them, "Am I telling the truth or not? You may not like 
everything you are hearing but is it wrong? Tell me if it is wrong factually, but do not criticise me if it is correct but 
you just do not like it." The other thing of which I was also very aware was that quite clearly all these troops' families 
were watching every second of the day back home here, in Germany, Cyprus or wherever it was, and in a way you 
certainly feel responsible to them to be accurate and, I suppose, positive if anything, to try not to be negative about 
stuff if you do not have to be. I mean, if it is the truth of what has unfolded that day, tell it as it is but do not tell it 
negatively if you do not have to, because, if you think of your own wife and family back home, the soldiers have the 
same. 

  Chairman: Thank you.

  Q714  Mr Roy: Could I ask what changes, if any, you saw in the attitude of the troops themselves as the conflict 
carried forward?—especially in relation to their attitude towards the enemy, the Iraqi people, journalists or, indeed, 
the war itself. 

  Ms Gillan: In relation to the troops: excitement at crossing the border; boredom at being stuck for a couple of days 
with nothing to do; frustration; fear—there were a number of battles in which they were involved and then, of course, 
the blue-on-blue which we talked about. Again, the accident that I told you about impacted greatly on the soldiers 
and, following on from that, the regiment had two days in a camp dubbed "slipper city" because it is where you could 
take off your horrible black boots—not desert boots, black boots——

  Q715  Mr Roy: I will come to that later. 

  Ms Gillan: —and put your flip-flops on and kick back for a couple of days, because they obviously needed that 
time to grieve and they needed time to recover. Following on from that was fear again about going back in, expecting 
it to be the same situation, with heavy incoming artillery, people on motorbikes with RPGs; going into a town 
expecting there to be street-to-street fighting, going into the town with not a shot fired, to be greeted by everybody in 
the town waving their hands and shouting, "Great British! Great British!" In terms of their attitude to the Iraqis, it is 
the same as their attitude to everybody else: they are just squaddies. They call them "choggies". They are just seen as 
ordinary people. You did not come close, in terms of close-hand combat, so the only Iraqis that we really saw were 
the ones who were crowding around asking for water. The other ones that they were obviously fighting were in either 
their own hides or in their own equivalent tanks and vehicles. So the enemy remained that distant thing of the enemy; 
we never saw the enemy close at hand. Their attitude to the Iraqis that they saw was initially one of great fun—it 
seemed to them that they had come in and liberated these people. A couple of days later, it was just boredom—and 
annoyance because you cannot move: they crowd round you all the time asking for water and everything else. This 
was not the officers' attitude, this was just the general soldiers' attitude. 

  Mr Hewitt: There is no doubt in my mind that the American unit that I was with expected that they would be 
treated as liberators when they crossed the border. They were not certain to the extent of it, but they felt they would 
get a good reception. Interestingly, also, although slightly to the side of what you have asked, we were part of that 
very first tank column that pushed all the way up to Nasariyah and we were very close to the front of that column. I 
remember the Captain saying, "We want you close to the front of this column"—we thought it was rather too far up 
front—"the main reason being because we are going to take, on the first night, Tallil Airbase and that is a place with 
a lot of bunkers." He said, "We want you close because we need you to verify the weapons of mass destruction." 
That was the kind of mind-set, that we would get on with the job very, very quickly. As the unit went up the road 
towards Baghdad, there was no question the mood changed. I think the first time it changed was about three/four 
days into the war when there was this very severe sandstorm. During the sandstorm our unit was attacked by these so-
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called Fedeyeen, Saddam's Fedeyeen. They just came out of the sand. They fired rocket-propelled grenades; they 
were not successful. Some of the weapons jammed with the American soldiers who I was with; they were able in the 
end to repel the Iraqis and kill some of the Iraqis. From that moment onwards, they thought, "This is going to be 
slightly different from how we imagined." You will recall that probably a week into the conflict—I might be slightly 
inaccurate in that—on the highway on which we were travelling there was a suicide attack at a checkpoint. I can 
remember that very well because we were using the road that day and that news just crackled over the radios, and I 
think already there was a sense that there was far more hostility from sections of the Iraqi population than they had 
expected. I think partly as a result of that, we, in a sense, became more enclosed, more in a bubble. There was less 
contact between us and ordinary Iraqis. There was not a huge amount to start with, but there was very much a sense 
that anybody who approached the column who could not immediately be identified was a potential target—and you 
are dealing with 18/19-year olds and they have got into their minds by this stage: "There is a lot of hostility out 
there." I think that continued, obviously, once the unit got into Baghdad, the sense of "Who's friend? Who's foe?" 
and: "This car coming down the central reservation, they should not be out on the streets. We dropped leaflets 
beforehand"—this is their argument—"saying Iraqis should stay in their houses, so why are they out on the streets?" 
It became a much more complex operation—and I think complex for commanders. Commanders had to convey to 
their troops: "Look, anybody could be out there wanting to set off a bomb or attack." At the same time, they did not 
want every civilian to be treated as hostile. In answer to your question, my view is that the fairly straightforward 
approach with which the unit began the campaign became infinitely more complicated, and by the time they got into 
Baghdad I think that sense of easy optimism . . . Although on occasions, both in Karbalã and Baghdad, my unit was 
greeted almost as liberators, there was never that sort of sense of euphoria that the Americans and British have had in 
previous wars. That was never there. 

  Mr Neely: I think it broke down into two phases: war fighting and peacekeeping. I suppose in the war fighting 
phase the men that I was with felt frustrated: highly trained, waiting for a big scrap and the Iraqis in fact, most of 
them, took off their uniforms and ran away. I know a lot of ordinary grunts on the ground felt frustrated by that. They 
wanted to fight. They wanted to prove how good they were. Apart from the very first day that they were there, the 
Friday, on the Al Faw peninsula, when they let off a lot of ammunition, they never really had a chance, they felt, to 
prove that. There was also frustration about various other things. There was a helicopter crash on the first night, 
which delayed them. When we eventually flew into Iraq, we landed a kilometre further north than we were supposed 
to. That frustrated them: because they were further north, we all had to trek back. A lot of frustration. At the end of 
it, of course, relief that of the 740 men of 42 Commando, Royal Marines, not a single man was lost in combat. 
Obviously there were people lost in Kuwait, in that crash before they ever invaded Iraq, but obviously pleased that 
all of their guys came back. I mean, there were a couple of times obviously when they were afraid, the initial 
invasion. What were they afraid of? Well, frankly, they were afraid primarily of American pilots. They all made that 
perfectly clear. One of them called them "The angels on our shoulder" and he did not mean it kindly. That was 
exacerbated when the helicopter went down, piloted by an American. They all felt that these were—once again, the 
word was used repeatedly—"cowboys". The second thing they were afraid of was landmines, because the Al Faw 
peninsula is one of the most heavily mined areas in the world, dating back from Iran/Iraq. They were worried that, 
even if the helicopter landed safely, as soon as they got out onto the salt flats the mines would go up. So that was a 
worry, even apart from the enemy who they did not meet in sufficient numbers. The second phase was peacekeeping. 
They were looking forward to that because they knew they were good at it. They felt that their experience in 
Northern Ireland and their training gave them something which the American troops did not have. They did it twice 
while I was there, in Um Qasr and then again in Basra. They felt they did it well. The one thing they were worried 
about in meeting ordinary Iraqis was that they knew a lot of the regulars had taken off their uniforms—they knew the 
Fedeyeen was a force; we had all been warned about the possibility of suicide bombers, of prisoners giving 
themselves up and then suddenly reaching below their clothing and pulling a suicide belt—so there was probably 
more worry about what an ordinary Iraqi civilian represented than there might have been in other conflicts. I am not 
sure, because I was not embedded with British military in other conflicts, but that was my impression. 

  Mr Thompson: The British troops I met as soon as I got across the border were excited, apprehensive and fairly 
confident about what they were going to be doing, and we all joked abut how we would hopefully be in the Sheraton 
in Basra sipping cold beers, after the dry months in booze-free Kuwait, within three days. I mean, there was no doubt 
about it: everybody thought they were going to push through and we would be in Basra in no time at all. It quickly 
changed, partly because the weather did undoubtedly cause problems that first weekend and, secondly, because it 
became apparent very quickly that, far from the tank battles they had envisaged or probably hoped they would 
have—as Bill was saying, there was no doubt they hoped to have a good old-fashioned battle out there and prove that 
they were the best troops in the world—they got bogged down in urban guerilla warfare very quickly around Basra 
and had to change tactics, had to rethink what they were doing, and clearly decided to camp out on the outskirts of 
Basra and bide their time. So it changed into a very different time-scale, a very different type of war, which, for a lot 
of the troops not right on the frontline, proved frustrating: they wondered what was going on, and the doubts that I 
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think they had all come in with about the case for war not being clearly made started to eat away at them. Time and 
time again British troops would come to my team and say, "Why aren't the British behind us?" and we would have to 
say, "Well, it is a political debate. It is not about you. Once you are committed, the British will support you," but they 
clearly felt that it was aimed at them.

  Q716  Mr Roy: Those doubts started from the doubts being raised— 

  Mr Thompson: By their families, by the debate going on back home. They were all well aware, they were very well 
aware, of the political debate going on and it had got too much.

  Q717  Mr Roy: That had a direct consequence on their morale. 

  Mr Thompson: It pretty much got to every man jack out in the field. They needed telling that they were out there 
for a good cause. Those on the frontline felt they were doing a job by getting their way into Basra and completing a 
mission there once they actually got involved in conflict. For a lot of those behind, I went out with units who very 
quickly went out into the small towns and villages to meet Iraqis and to do a positive hearts-and-minds job, and a lot 
of them started to say, "Now we know why we are here. Look at these poor people who have been repressed by 
Saddam." It clearly gave them a justification for being where they were.

  Q718  Mr Roy: On the morale issue of both the troops and families at home, one of the most frustrating things for 
me as a Member of Parliament was speaking to some of the families at home, who were extremely annoyed to read 
about the shortages in equipment, for example. They would say to me, "If you think they are doing a good job, why 
are you not supplying them with the best equipment on time?" because they were seeing it on the television as well. 
Indeed, one of the phrases that struck me in the past couple of weeks was when we were told that people were in 
theatre wearing "flip-flops, trainers and even Iraqi boots". When that was said, I asked for it to be repeated, to make 
sure, and he said, "Yes, wearing flip-flops, trainers and sometimes even Iraqi boots." Did anyone see evidence of 
that? 

  Mr Thompson: The only severe concern I had about shortage of equipment . . . Having covered quite a number of 
wars before, there is always a shortage of equipment, and, to be honest, our troops are better equipped than most: I 
have seen whole battle groups go into battle in Africa in flip-flops, so I would not be unduly concerned about it. The 
one thing that did worry me was not the fact that they did not all have desert fatigues and did not all have the right 
boots but I saw people being put on point-duty or checkpoints, on roadblock checkpoints and on patrol, without body 
armour. They were genuinely jealous and envious of our body armour, with which we had been supplied. 

  Q719  Mr Roy: You are telling me that you were better equipped. 

  Mr Thompson: Yes. 

  Ms Gillan: Definitely. 

  Mr Thompson: In terms of body armour, quite a few. I saw some, you know, a couple of weeks in, still being sent 
out on duty outside a camp border, to guard a camp or a roadblock without body armour. That is the only thing that I 
have to say. Toilet rolls, the wrong boots and so on, I think soldiers always like to moan about that, they moaned a 
bit to us. I would not take that too seriously, but lack of body armour I would.
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  Q720  Mr Roy: But you would take it quite seriously if it was you that had to wear the black boots as opposed to 
the desert boots. 

  Mr Thompson: You know as well as I do that soldiers like to go and get their own gear. They all like to have 
exactly their own gear, they all like to go to the shops to get the bits and pieces to add to the kit. But if they do not 
have body armour, I think that is a serious point. 

  Mr Neely: We all have different experiences and maybe it was because it was the marines who see themselves 
as—and are—the elite. I felt there was not a morale problem. They were very, very aware of the debate back home. I 
mean, when we were in the Kuwaiti desert, they were watching a wide-screen TV, they were watching Sky and BBC 
and others every night, they were listening to BBC radio, they were getting mail from home. They were absolutely 
well aware of the debate and asked us about it. The officers used to say to us all the time, "We understand the debate, 
we all have our private views, but we are professionals and we will do a job." I think that was also the case with 
some of the guys. Perversely, I think the debate back home made them all the more determined to make it quick and 
to perform absolutely at the best of their ability, so they could get home quicker, so the debate would end and they 
could shine. From my point of view, I did not think it was a morale problem. As for equipment, I attended briefings 
twice a day. The QM was always being asked for certain things—which he said was coming down the line—most of 
it fairly unimportant. The one problem they had was with dodgy bullets from Belgium. 

  Q721  Chairman: I am sorry, could you repeat that? I thought I had got over Belgium with the Falklands. I am 
sorry, you have reminded me. 

  Mr Neely: There was an issue with a consignment of ... I must look at my notes, I think it was 60,000 bullets that 
had been supplied, bullets for heavy machine guns, as I remember, out on the firing range. They were firing these 
things and the guns kept jamming. There had been a request put in at least a week before the war began that these be 
replaced. I think some came to replace them. They were firing them still, to test the guns, the day before war began, 
but I am pretty sure that the entire consignment of bullets was not replaced. That was the only equipment shortage 
that was serious. 

  Mr Hewitt: I of course was not with the British troops so I really cannot say very much about it. I know there was 
often a story in the paper about the fact that the Americans got tired of bumping into the British, because they always 
reckoned they would come to the camp and take everything they could find. Just anecdotally. That simply is an 
exaggeration, certainly those of my unit who met British never felt that somehow their boots were in danger, they 
were going to get removed. One important difference, and it is a cultural difference between Britain and America: 
when American troops go to war—this is since the Vietnam era—there simply is no debate back home that reaches 
the soldiers that somehow this is a controversial war. My unit believed that everybody back home was with them. 
Whether they were or not, that is what they believed and therefore they were quite surprised when they crowded 
round the radio at least twice a day and listened into the BBC World Service and actually heard the amount of debate 
that was going on. So, as soldiers, they were in a slightly different position: they did not have any of this kind of 
chatter going on in the background that somehow this may not be either a just or a well-advised war. As regards 
equipment with the Americans, I mean, you have to go back over the fact that certainly over the last 10 or 15 years 
America has been spending huge, huge sums on their equipment and I never heard of any complaints. There was no 
shortage of body armour. They had the latest equipment, and, as you know—whether it is the case with British tanks 
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or not I do not know—our tank commander in his tank had, if you like, a lap-top screen and on that screen at any 
given moment he would know where every single other American and British unit was on the battlefield. To my 
mind, as a journalist, I always felt slightly privileged when I was invited up into the Abrams tank to see this and it 
crossed my mind—and I do not have the answer and you probably do have it—"Well, technology plays such a huge 
role on the battlefield these days," and I was very impressed by that, just the amount of information they were 
getting. Of course, it did not prevent terrible accidents, as we have been hearing about, blue-on-blue, equipment does 
not, in the end, make up for that, but my instinct is that the Americans are a much, much better equipped force. 

  Ms Gillan: I think morale and concerns about what is happening back home and what the general public think 
about the war really only was an issue until they crossed the line, because they could not watch Sky anymore and 
they could not really keep in contact, there was only really the World Service and that was patchy, and their concerns 
were things other than what the general British public thought about the war. I think that kind of faded away. I do not 
really agree about the boots issue. I saw the horrible side of the boots issue: the people with the bad feet infections 
and being hospitalised and everything else because they did have infections, rotten feet, because they did have these 
really thick boots. I saw desert fatigues that must have belonged to somebody 20 years ago when they had a big, fat 
bum, because they were practically worn through; there were young soldiers with their housewives trying to sew 
them up. Ultimately, on the equipment that I noticed—and I do not know whether you want to leave this until later 
on—there are other issues. Gavin talked about a lap-to in the front of a tank; I mean, that is going to take the British 
Army about another 20 years, considering the radios they have are 20 years old and they do not work. Shortages of 
other things: vehicle parts, running gear, track; vehicles breaking down, unable to get the right parts to fix them and 
everything else. I think there are much more serious issues than personal equipment—you know, than shortages of 
other things. I mean, it was known for paper clips to be used to fix the inside of an armoured reconnaissance vehicle. 
Our policy seemed to be make-and-do. 

  Q722  Mr Roy: If I could just ask, Ms Gillan, about the Fedeyeen. Were the troops ready for that or did the troops 
underestimate the threat from the Fedeyeen? 

  Ms Gillan: I do not think it was underestimated what the Fedeyeen could do. Basically, particularly in the south, 
where I was, it was just expected that everybody would roll over and there would not even be any resistance there. In 
those first couple of days, it was just, "There are pockets of resistance here, there are pockets of resistance there, 
there are guys in white pick-up trucks with RPGs on the back," and basically we were being told, "They are not 
military"—you know, they were using words like "terrorists" and everything else, definitions were becoming a bit 
odd. But the resistance was certainly a lot stronger than anybody I was with had anticipated. 

  Q723  Chairman: One brief question about the Belgian bullets. Did they fail in conflict or in exercises beforehand? 
Was it just one batch? 

  Mr Neely: What I was aware of was in exercise beforehand.

  Q724  Chairman: Thank you. We were told of a consignment of hand-grenades from Switzerland that were not 
given the appropriate licence by the Swiss authorities, so I do not know what hand-grenades anybody used. Did you 
come across anybody hurling hand-grenades? 

  Mr Neely: No. 

  Chairman: If they were, they were not Swiss.

  Q725  Syd Rapson: Mr Neely explained that the Royal Marines gave you a full briefing on the whole big picture. 

  Mr Neely: Yes.

  Q726  Syd Rapson: I appreciate that. That is very good. Could I ask the other two, Ms Gillan and Mr Hewitt, 
whether you had a full picture of the whole scene or whether, because you were embedded, you were restricted to 
just what the units were doing. It was probably different for both of you. I will end up with Mr Thompson, and ask, 
as you are a so-called maverick, how you got the overall military picture of what was going on rather than what you 
saw on a daily basis. 

  Ms Gillan: I did not get the briefing that Bill got, sadly. For the first couple of days I had no trust at all. I had two 
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18-year old soldiers follow me everywhere I went for the first two days. The Household Cavalry Regiment, because 
they are a frontline reconnaissance regiment, know the whole plan. The tent is full of the plan, maps, everything else. 
I turn up, they do not trust me, so they had people following me around for two days when there was nowhere really 
for me to go anyway, apart from the toilet and the mess tent and the showers to do a wash in. After a couple of days, 
I basically complained to the media or people that surely I could be trusted enough to walk around the camp on my 
own, since I could not go anywhere and there was nothing to do. They began to trust me more and more, as they saw 
some of the stories that I was writing were more about how a soldier prepares for war and how he feels emotionally 
and everything else, and they began to realise that the kind of journalism I was there to do was different from that 
which they had anticipated. But I still did not get to that stage where they sat me down and said, "This is . . . and this 
is what we are going to do." But I think that may also be because where I was the plan was so fluid and changing. I 
mean, I did get briefings, but not in the way Bill did. 

  Mr Hewitt: I think this is where you will find that all of our experiences, even those of us who were embedded, are 
quite different. Thirty-six hours before the war started, I and others were taken to a tent in the desert and given the 
battle plan by General Blunt. It was an extraordinary experience. We stood alongside a huge map of Iraq and he said, 
"Right, this is what we are going to do: this brigade is going to swing out into the desert, we are not going to try to 
take any towns along the rivers, we are going to head to Baghdad as soon as possible," so he gave us an overview, 
we could not record it and we could not report it. I can tell you, as a journalist I was absolutely amazed. I thought, 
"To take this risk . . ." I mean, I was not going to report it, I felt a real responsibility, but it to me was incredible to be 
given the battle plan 36 hours before it happened, and to an extent that is what happened for the rest of the campaign. 
We were told by the Americans right from the word go there was going to be no "off the record" in this war. 
Anything any commander ever said at any time, apart from this briefing with General Blunt, was on the record. The 
only thing we could not report was future operations and, to a certain extent, where we were—although on occasions 
we could do that too. We knew a great deal about what the objectives were—not all the time. I think, as you have 
been saying, there are elements of trust that have to build up. Captain Nun, who was the commander of the company 
that I really spent most of the time with, there was no question: initially he was a little bit wary. I am not sure every 
commander wants a television team with them. But over a period of time I think he felt that he could tell us things, so 
I knew a great deal, certainly about what our unit was doing and what the objective was, but to a certain extent about 
the wider plan. I found it very useful that I had been given this briefing right from the word go. 

  Mr Thompson: I was not given a big-picture briefing in advance but with all the units I went along with, once I had 
built up trust, I was taken into confidence largely, and a lot of different officers told me a lot of different bits of 
information which I pieced together, so I feel I had a pretty good picture certainly of each area I was in or the 
broader picture rather than individual units. Because of the freedom of unilateral movement, if you like, I was able to 
attach myself briefly to lots of different units, so I was able to go along with several different frontline units, as well 
as brigade support, logistics and so on, all of whom help you build up a broader picture, so I got a pretty good idea of 
what was going on without having the absolutely precise battle plan overall that Gavin would have had.

  Q727  Syd Rapson: During the middle stages of the campaign there was a "pause" and it was reported. Do you 
think the reports on that pause were accurate? It left us quite confused at home as to what caused the pause. Do you 
think there was accuracy in the reports of a pause? 

  Ms Gillan: We all participated last week in an event at which a journalist admitted that the pause was his fault: 
somebody had said it to him, he had mentioned it to the New York Times, and so the New York Times actually blew it 
up out of proportion into a big story that there had been a pause in the war when in fact it had just really been 
mentioned as part of a briefing on something else, and suddenly it became a pause in the war. I do not know if 
anybody else can give a greater account of what it was that James Meek said last week.

  Q728  Syd Rapson: Was the name of the author disclosed who gave that information? 

  Ms Gillan: It was James Meek from The Guardian and a reporter from The New York Times. James did say it was 
in conversation. He mentioned it in his piece, but it was much further down, but The New York Times used it as a 
story and said there has been a pause in the war. 

  Mr Hewitt: I was repeatedly asked, because I was doing not only television but also a lot of radio and live radio. 
There must have been a two/three day period when almost every presenter would say to me, "What about this 
pause?" and I kept saying, "What pause?" There never was a pause and I would have reported it if there was. There 
certainly was 48 hours when a combination of the sandstorms, getting some of those convoys up the road, led to 
difficulties and I think at one stage one of the commanders said, "Look, we are running about 48 hours behind where 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3070203.htm (3 von 7)26.07.2005 17:07:53



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

we intended to be," but the idea that at some stage either British or American governments had decided on a pause 
was never true, and it was just, I am afraid, one of those stories that gathered currency but actually had no foundation 
in fact. 

  Mr Neely: I have nothing much to add.

  Q729  Syd Rapson: You did not see much of a pause where you were. 

  Mr Neely: There was certainly no pause as I saw it in what the Royal Marines were supposed to do. It was 
explained to me at many briefings that an army requires vast supplies and that, for example, the Americans and, 
indeed, the coalition forces who had pushed north required, I think it was said to me, half a million gallons of fuel a 
day, and it was the very success and speed of the push forward that made . . . If there was a pause, it was about 
supplies, but I experienced nothing. 

  Mr Thompson: In that period, I think you are right, it was mainly the weather that did create some problems. We 
were to the west of Basra with 7th Armoured Brigade. In a way it was the short distance—the fact that they came up 
against resistance and therefore decided to stop on the outskirts of Basra—meant that in a way they put the breaks 
on. It was a change of gear, I would say, as they started to realise what sort of opposition they were up against and 
the fact that it was probably of a different nature than they had originally expected. So, yes, I think we all pretty 
much agree that it was not a real pause, but there were some weather difficulties, the speed of the advance by the 
Americans, and possibly the change of gear by the British on the ground as they came up against a different sort of 
tactic.

  Q730  Syd Rapson: Did you see any evidence at all that the military campaign changed because of your presence? 
You were reporting very powerfully, whether or not they adjusted their campaign style at all to fit in because the 
media were present. 

  Mr Thompson: I will tell you one anecdote which actually comes from a colleague of mine that I asked for some 
details. It is the only one I am aware of where the war was changed to fit in. Stuart Ramsey was with 101st Airborne 
of the American forces and he talks about the fact that they were very helpful, he had no editorial censorship at all. 
He says, "On more than one occasion battle plans were changed specifically to allow us to feed our stories. You may 
recall"—this is a message to me—"an interview with Colonel Hughes"—his commanding officer—"that you did live 
when you were in Baghdad. He actually suspended a firefight to do the live with you and then resumed it afterwards. 
And that is the truth." That is the only evidence I have of battle plans being changed because of the media.

  Q731  Syd Rapson: Anyone else? 

  Mr Neely: None at all. They did not wait for us in any way, shape or form. 

  Mr Hewitt: I think there were occasions when I would have quite liked our unit to have gone off and done 
something so I could have investigated things, but the idea of suggesting 10 Abrams tanks, eight Bradley armoured 
vehicles and various other military vehicles divert in order to help the 10 o'clock News on BBC1 that was not going 
to happen.

  Q732  Chairman: More difficult and potentially corrosive about the whole enterprise being slowed down and the 
wheels coming off was the argument coming out of Washington, replicated in the newspapers, that the whole 
strategy was up the creek, that the forces sent in were too light, not sufficiently numerous, reinforcements would 
have to come in pretty damn quickly, and what they needed was heavier equipment, heavier tanks, and the internal 
debate in Washington figured very, very prominently for a number of days. Obviously, aware of this, did you pick up 
any argument over whether the US and, to a lesser extent, the British had got the whole configuration of the forces 
wrong and the resistance meant that the forces available were not gong to meet the task? That took place around that 
time of the pause, one fed into the other, and it meant that people became quite nervous that the whole venture was 
destined to fail. 

  Ms Gillan: One of the things that happens when you are there is that you do not find out about any of these debates, 
particularly if you are in isolation, with just the World Service. These are not the main issues. If you are listening just 
to news headlines, you do not find out too much about it. What I found were incredible rumblings was about the fact 
that we were a reserve force, that we were not—you know, "we" meaning them—getting as much of the action as the 
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Americans and were continually being held back, and that the game plan was being outlined by the Americans and 
they were not getting as much of the action as they possibly should have done. There was definitely that feeling. But, 
in terms of the politics of it, that was not discussed. 

  Mr Hewitt: I have a view on that, slightly different from what you imagined. The Americans were taken by surprise 
in places like As Samãwah. General Blunt said to me personally, "We had expected that we would be greeted by 
cheering crowds there. In the end, we encountered about 2,000 Fedeyeen who were forcing other remnants of the 
Iraqi army to fight." Their view was actually the preponderance of tank units was a slight problem and in fact sorting 
out those pockets had to be done by not heavy armour but by the 101st Airborne that certainly in As Samãwah came 
in behind the unit I was with and elements of the 82nd Airborne. So they had to adapt their plan. There was no 
question—certainly to me at Baghdad Airport General Blunt was very candid about this—the level of resistance they 
met was greater and they had not expected this kind of quasi-guerrilla campaign along the route of the convoys. That 
was the major adjustment they had to make during the campaign, how to get round these towns without getting 
bogged down and yet at the same time pacify them enough to get the convoys through so they could reach the 
objective of Baghdad.

  Q733  Chairman: They felt the choice of going fairly light and not in overwhelming numbers was the right 
strategy. 

  Mr Hewitt: I think in the end there was a slight problem, particularly in Baghdad, that when you go into urban areas 
with tanks and Bradley fighting vehicles that is very heavy fire power and there is no doubt from what I witnessed 
that some civilian casualties were caused because of that and because they did not have sufficient numbers who were 
on foot. The way Americans fight wars, they like to fight from their vehicles. My experience of the British, although 
not in this particular conflict, is they are much more willing to get out, take their Kevlar helmets off and to 
communicate with the local people, to talk to the local people. There is both a different culture and to an extent a 
different style of fighting. 

  Mr Neely: The marines fight light and they did not encounter anything that made them wish that they had any other 
reinforcements or that they would fight in any other way. The only thing that happened in the end that was not a plan 
is that Basra did not fall, did not implode, and they were then faced with the very thing that they did not want, which 
was an attack on a major city, guerrilla warfare, fighting on Saddam's streets, and the briefing just before the attack 
on Basra reflected that. I think there was a seriousness from the commanding officer of the Royal Marines that this is 
the moment when we may lose a lot of people. As it was, we drove in in 45 minutes. 

  Mr Thompson: The media influence. Well, some are going to say that it is the media influence that created such a 
high awareness of possible weapons of mass destruction. I do not think it was the media who brought it to that level. 
There is no doubt that every coalition trooper who went into Iraq believed that there was a greater likelihood than not 
that they would be attacked by weapons of mass destruction. It certainly went up to the very highest levels I was 
aware of, who believed that it was a matter of when and not if they would be attacked by weapons of mass 
destruction. It was certainly the great anxiety for everybody, us included, as well as the military, going into the 
country. We had been led to believe, and clearly our military had been led to believe, that they would be faced by 
weapons of mass destruction. The colonel in one of the units I was with at one stage said, "It will not be long now. 
We all know that when the frontline of the coalition forces cross the Euphrates, which could be some time 
today"—which is probably where Gavin was—"that is when we have been told he will deploy weapons of mass 
destruction. Saddam Hussein will know that there is no longer a great obstacle to the coalition forces reaching 
Baghdad and himself, so that is when he will deploy." Clearly the whole issue of weapons of mass destruction was 
played out in the media but I believe that it was not us who influenced the senior officers of the coalition forces to 
believe that it was a very real threat.

  Q734  Mr Cran: The proposition sometimes put forward is that the allies, perhaps more so than the Americans, 
were rather sanguine about the looting and disorder. Is that something that you have a view about? Why do you think 
our forces were unable to prevent looting and disorder or is it just something they could not have done very much 
about anyway? 

  Mr Thompson: I have two incidences. In Basra before I left—it was just as the British forces were starting to go 
over the bridge and go into town—we were in a Pajero, a black Pajero, and we saw going down the other side of the 
road all these people pushing a Pajero. We leapt out to try to help the local Iraqis and then realised they were actually 
looting them. That was fairly indicative of what we saw across the country really. I think at that stage, to be honest, 
the British forces did not have control of Basra and I think they did get a grip fairly quickly. Within two days I was 
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in Baghdad, where clearly there seemed to be no ability or willingness to stop the looting—mainly because part of 
the first wave in was the US Marine Corps, who I was aware of, who when we talked to them about the levels of 
looting and the levels of sniping in the street, said, to quote an officer, "We are fighting men. We are here to fight. 
We don't do policing." It is simply their belief that that is a post-war function that is not theirs. That is somebody 
else's job. They are there to take the city, full stop. That was pretty much what appeared to happen in those early days 
in Baghdad. They were there to take the city or secure areas of it, and it took a while, and the looting as far as they 
could see was something that would get dealt with at some time in the future. 

  Mr Neely: For me it was summed up in the early minutes going into Basra, when, as we were driving in there were 
people going the other way loaded up basically with everything they could put on their backs. But for the marines 
they had certain key objectives in the city and they were not going to be interrupted from doing that by stopping 
people carrying away lampshades or whatever it happened to be. We went in at nightfall. The following morning we 
were near the main Basra teaching hospital and the doctors were begging the marines to stop people coming into the 
car park and stealing cars, ambulances. It resulted in fact in a man driving a car out of the hospital main gate, and the 
marines firing on that vehicle and in the end seriously wounding the man who subsequently died. There was very 
little effort to stop the widespread looting of the main port area in Basra, which involving the burning of the Sheraton 
Hotel, ships were set on fire, residential places, storage areas. There was a road block which the Marines had set up, 
and indeed the 7th Armoured, at various points but there was no real attempt to stop the looting. That was my 
experience. 

  Mr Hewitt: I think, to an extent, in the early days after the so-called end of the war, if we time that to when the 
statue came down, there was an extent to which the American commanders were sanguine about looting. I 
remember, it must have been at the end of that week, when I was at Baghdad Airport talking to General Blunt and 
talking about the looting, he did not see it as a major problem and I think pointed out that these were people who had 
been without things for a long time, who had a great deal of residual resentment towards the authorities, in the sense 
that the authorities had looted them in the past, and this was an opportunity to get back a little bit and to claim what 
was theirs. I would not want to exaggerate it but there was no question that was part of the rationale in the early days, 
and certainly in the unit that I was with on the western side of Baghdad we saw all kinds of cars piled high with 
materials but we did not stop them. In a sense, it was regarded almost that these people were enjoying the liberation 
which was taking place in the city. I also have to say, and I think this will become a big issue in future—and I can 
only speak for the unit that I travelled with—that in the training in Kuwait, certainly in the time that I was there, the 
word "looting" never came up; there was no kind of preparation for what might happen when we got to Baghdad 
because the expectation was two-fold, first of all, that the Iraqi army would largely stay in place and that, in a sense, 
once the Americans arrived in Baghdad a lot of the problems of security would be passed to the Iraqi army. In fact, I 
remember one day when my unit had destroyed so much equipment—and it was quite extraordinary, tanks were 
going up and these were Iraqi tanks—and late in the day word came down, I guess from the brigade headquarters, 
"Stop destroying so much Iraqi equipment because we are going to need an Iraqi army". That was the presumption, 
that there would be some remnant of Iraqi authority there and that it would not completely fall apart. That came as a 
surprise. I cannot talk for the planning which was being done in Washington, but in terms of my unit there was 
absolutely no planning at all for how you would deal with looters or how you would deal with a civilian population 
that was taking the law into its own hands. 

  Ms Gillan: I think, also, with the rapid way in which the war turned, there was a point at which everyone was 
talking about pockets of resistance and unexpected insurgence to suddenly being welcomed in the streets, and I think 
the whole thing took people by surprise. In fact, I do not think we realised what was going on for a while. We would 
be going through a town with women walking up the street with big bits of corrugated iron on their heads, and how 
would you know that that would be unusual? There were walking away with lots of different things but it was not 
television sets or anything else, they were looting the most basic possible things that you would not even think 
people would steal. I think it took them two or three days to realise that this was what was going on, and by that time 
all the stuff had been stolen.

  Q735  Mr Cran: Your answer is a very interesting one because I get a very clear picture (at least I hope it is clear) 
that from the American point of view it is "This is just peace-keeping and, as it were, preventing looting and so on; 
something somebody else does. We are fighting soldiers". Your answer is interesting because what it implies is that 
our armed forces really had not thought very much about this aspect of their job. Is that correct? Is that the sense of 
those of you who were attached to British forces? 

  Ms Gillan: I would say that they certainly would not have anticipated that that was going to be part of their job; 
they were there to fight a war and they did not really think the whole thing would start falling apart almost 
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immediately. Obviously soldiers say "We are trained to do what we are trained to do, and other people are trained to 
do peace-keeping duties" and they would rather not stay around and do peace-keeping duties, but they can do them 
and they know that they can do them. Obviously, once they realised what was going on they tried to turn that around, 
but I do not think they had anticipated that that was going to be part of their job.

  Q736  Mr Cran: Equally, some would say that the British Army has got a great deal of experience of this type of 
approach to things, whereas the Americans did not. I am getting something very different from you. 

  Mr Neely: I had two different experiences in Um Qasr, which is a smaller place, obviously, than Basra. There was 
looting almost from the beginning, which the Marines tried to crack down on straight away; they felt it was part of a 
sabotage of the invasion, they did not think it was simply local guys stealing stuff. I think the response to that got 
more and more robust, to the point where snipers who could shoot over a distance of 2km were being put at certain 
points with orders to shoot to kill looters. When it came to Basra, which is a much bigger place, a city the size of 
Birmingham, I think they felt they were stretched enough. What really surprised me, I have to say, was not that they 
did not crack down on people stealing white goods but that, for example, at the secret police headquarters there was 
not a single Marine for days and days and days. I went there, I think, within a day or two of arriving in Basra and 
people were pulling out files. We said we wanted to prosecute the Iraqi leadership for war crimes, but there seemed 
to be no attempt to gather the evidence; there was not a single British soldier covering the headquarters. There were 
some very interesting things being pulled out. One man pulled out a book which was an account of the Iraqi invasion 
of Kuwait and the taking of Kuwaiti prisoners. For the Kuwaitis this was a huge issue: where are the prisoners? It 
became part of the post-1991 conflict negotiations. No one was going to the intelligence headquarters to retrieve 
those documents, and they were just being pulled apart by people, who were taking vast files home with them to 
show their friends. That is what surprised me, not that British troops were not stopping the looting of electrical 
equipment.

  Q737  Mr Cran: You were in Basra, were you not? 

  Mr Neely: Yes, correct.

  Q738  Mr Cran: Do you feel that there was a systematic plan as soon as our forces got into Basra to, as it were, 
guard the key installations such as the hospitals, such as the telephone exchange—whatever—schools? Was there 
any of that? 

  Mr Neely: Yes, the city was divided up so that there was a clear line where the Royal Marines' area of control 
ended and the 7th Armoured Brigade's began. In fact, I have unembedded in order to travel around the city, and from 
my point of view there was a big difference between the levels of control in different areas. That may have reflected 
the targets that the looters had in mind but I felt that the Marines were in control. I felt other military units were not 
and had less discipline in those areas.

  Q739  Mr Cran: Chairman, just one final question, which is a question about the Special Forces. Did any of you 
get to learn anything about what Special Forces were doing? Do you have a view on whether the secrecy that 
surrounds Special Forces is sustainable or not? Clearly none of you. 

  Mr Neely: I knew what they were doing because I had the plan five days before the invasion began, so I knew that 
one of the first actions on the Al Faw peninsula was that Special Forces would go in some hours before the main 
contingent from 42 command of the Royal Marines, but personally I believe I never came across Special Forces. 

  Mr Cran: They must have been very successful. 
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  Q740  Mr Howarth: Can I just take you back to the plan for the post-military operation? Mr Hewitt, you suggest 
that the Americans were expecting that the remnants of the Iraqi authorities would take over. That certainly squares 
entirely with what we were told in Washington in February; that the guys who were running the utilities, if they 
remained in place, were going to take over. Quite clearly that did not happen. Did you discuss in your separate units 
what the transition arrangements were going to be; whether there was a clear game-plan to secure the place and then 
was there a plan to bring in the agencies to come and do the humanitarian work? That is what we were expecting and 
it just did not seem to happen. 

  Mr Hewitt: The only thing I hesitate on is in the sense that when you are with a tank company which is part of a 
brigade and part of a division you do not necessarily know the whole plan.

  Q741  Mr Howarth: But you had these discussions and briefings with the General, General Blunt? 

  Mr Hewitt: Yes, absolutely.

  Q742  Mr Howarth: Did he mention any of this at any point? 

  Mr Hewitt: No. As I say, I have forgotten which day the statue came down—I think it might have been Tuesday— 

  Mr Thompson: The 9th. 

  Mr Hewitt: By the end of that week I was talking to him and we kind of went back over the campaign of the 21 
days in some detail, and at that stage there was not the level of concern there clearly now is as regards putting 
together a structure that provides security. Certainly in terms of the conversations within the tank company that I was 
travelling with and reporting from, there was no plan. I can remember we stopped—this is in western Baghdad—at 
an electricity sub-station (and like most of the city there was no electricity there) and were trying to work out how we 
could find someone who could open up the sub-station so that at least some element of electricity might be restored. 
But nobody knew where to find anybody and nobody knew exactly who was in charge of this; people had gone 
home, they were with their families. This is an impression, so I do not want to be totally conclusive about it, but the 
impression that I formed, certainly from the unit, was that there was no plan for the post-war Iraq. There were 
occasional stories about "We are going to bring some food in" and there were, maybe, some trucks that may be 
coming in from Jordan. However, my commander never said anything to me about "We are going to have the NGOs 
turning up, we have got to do this, we have got to do that". I think once the government had fallen in Baghdad, once 
people were in the streets and the old regime seemed to have gone, I formed the impression certainly from a military 
point of view that that was pretty much as far as the planning had gone, and from that moment on it was reactive. It 
could be, and this is conjecture on my behalf, that those first crucial days will turn out to be very, very costly days 
because I think some of the faith that I certainly saw in the streets—people running alongside tanks saying "Thank 
you, Mr Bush, thank you, Mr Blair"—I only saw for about 24 hours; within 48 hours there were people who were 
much more concerned about the gunfire at night, concerned about the lack of security, and those early days were 
very important days, and I suspect history will look at them with some attention. 

  Mr Neely: My experience was very different. The Marines that I was with were very concerned that peace-keeping 
should involve the creation of a local authority and that there should be security not at the point of their gun but, also, 
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through local representatives. I know within hours of going into Um Qasr they were out in the local community 
looking for Shi-ite clerics, looking for teachers, some of whose names they had. I remember one intelligence officer, 
in particular, was leading this effort to gather a group of people that initially they could liaise with and who, after a 
while, they could hand control over to. I think I am right in saying that Um Qasr, in fact, was the first Iraqi town 
which the British handed control over to the Iraqis. Again, everyone's experience is different but certainly the 
commanding officer of 42 Commando was very concerned with that.

  Q743  Mr Howarth: It is a bit of a paradox, really, because when we were in Washington, the whole talk was 
about post-conflict reconstruction and here there was absolutely no discussion at all, and what you are telling us is 
that actually the country which was having the great debate about post-conflict reconstruction actually had no plan at 
all and the guys who apparently were not talking about it at all had a very clear idea which they seemed to have 
achieved. Is there a lesson for us from this war in how we deal with the transitional phase in future? 

  Mr Neely: Sadly we are learning lessons every day, at the moment, on how important it is. I would not dare 
comment on how we might do it, but it seems—

  Q744  Mr Howarth: We are going to have to dare to comment, so perhaps you could help us and point us in the 
right direction. 

  Mr Neely: It just seems amazing to me that you can plan for a year for a war and win it so successfully, and yet 
during that war you did not plan for what happens after the four weeks and screw it up so monumentally. That is 
what surprises me.

  Q745  Mr Crausby: The use of cluster bombs remains controversial. I wonder what experience you had of cluster 
bombs and their use? In particular, did you see any evidence of the use of cluster bombs either in urban areas or close 
to urban areas? 

  Ms Gillan: No. 

  Mr Thompson: No. 

  Ms Gillan: Depleted uranium, yes, cluster bombs, no.

  Q746  Mr Crausby: It is almost as mysterious as Special Forces! 

  Mr Thompson: That is why we say they are all snapshots of a war.

  Q747  Mr Crausby: Overall, it was a snapshot situation, was it not? I think embedded journalism in that sense 
does give you a snapshot. Overall, do you have a verdict on embedded journalism? Was it successful? Everybody I 
talk to seems to think that it was successful—the MoD are pleased, all the people that were involved are 
pleased—but it just strikes me that sometimes it cannot always be the case that that can be a success for everybody. I 
just wondered what sort of a result you would have had without embedded journalism. Do you think you would have 
done all the things anyway? What part of the war did you not see, as a result of embedded journalism? 

  Mr Thompson: Cluster bombs and Special Forces, by the sounds of it! 

  Ms Gillan: One of the things that we have all said time and again is that we each had an incredibly different 
experience and each embed has had a different experience. I think you will find some that were incredibly frustrated, 
especially if you were watching that programme on BBC2 with the people embedded in the forward press 
information centre, who did not get access to anything. The three of us all got good access. We were all on the front-
line. It took me by surprise how far forward I actually was. I do not think we had anticipated getting the amount of 
access that we did. I was basically there with a unit that was actually fighting and I was right there with them. The 
restrictions that we all had were that you basically do not have control of anything at all: where you go, what you do, 
when you go. Simple day-to-day things: when you go to the toilet, whether you can have a shower, where you are 
going to move to, who you speak to. You do not have a translator. In fact, the troops that I was with did not even 
have a translator and resorted to the "ordering a bottle of beer—

  Q748  Chairman: We can understand you perfectly well! 
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  Ms Gillan: They did the "ordering a bottle of beer in Benidorm" tactic, which you have just done to me, which is 
shouting in a loud voice! Lack of translators is always a problem but there are a number of restrictions in being 
embedded that you just have to take with the role, and you understand that being embedded is giving you a 
microcosm of a picture, it is never going to be anything other than that, and you cannot pretend to be the great war 
correspondent because you are only representing this small view. Jeremy will tell you the difference in being 
unilateral; you know how much more access you can get. However, you do get a good picture of a slice of life and it 
is much more human, colourful—what it is like to be a soldier; what it is like to fight; what is happening in this very 
small battle space, but not anything greater than that. 

  Q749  Mr Crausby: Was it a hit or a miss? 

  Ms Gillan: It was a hit, although I would have changed a few things if I had had the chance. 

  Mr Hewitt: I think embedding was a success (I was with the Americans) but it was a success with some caveats. I 
was never censored, I never had any minder standing over me, I could broadcast live from the battlefield and there 
were no black-out periods. The only things I could not report on were future operations. I could quite often, despite 
the health warnings put out by the BBC and others, say precisely where I was, and it did give us a front-row seat at 
that part of the war you were at. Then you have to look at what embedding does not allow you to do. It does not 
allow you to go and investigate a story in the way that we normally do. There was a case in point where I was 
contacted about a very controversial incident where some people had been shot at a road block by soldiers from the 
3rd Infantry Division. I was about eight miles away from there and there was great interest in trying to investigate 
how come some people had been killed there. I had to explain I could not then turn my unit round and say "Look, for 
me can you go back there and we can look at it?", but I was very close to it. When you see the enormous firepower 
being used, you do not see where that lands. You do not, without great difficulty, know how the Iraqis are actually 
responding or what their view is, because the relationship between certainly the American troops and the Iraqis was 
often non-existent. So in reporting a war you had to be very careful not to extrapolate from what you were seeing 
into the wider picture, and it has certainly been my view that war is a very difficult place to report from. A lot of 
people do presume they know the big picture, but they rarely do. Actually, we need unilaterals like Jeremy, we need 
people in Baghdad, war needs as many sources as it can get, but in terms of wanting to see first-hand what was 
happening, what was being done, if you like, in our name, it was a fantastic opportunity. I saw things going into 
Baghdad which I do not believe I could have seen and which are some of the big questions of the war unless I had 
actually been travelling with units that were involved in a lot of very dangerous action. As I say, I saw some of the 
big questions in relation to how civilians got to be killed. So I think there is a purpose in being embedded beyond 
what Audrey was saying—the fact that she did get a very great sense of what ordinary soldiers, the 18 and 19-year-
olds who were doing most of this, actually think. As I say, I think it was a success, a hit in your words, but I know 
that it has its limitations. 

  Mr Neely: Likewise, a success. I was hugely sceptical of joining this unit. I had spent a career avoiding being too 
close to the military in various other conflicts but I wanted to be at what the Marines call "the tip of the spear", first 
in, in a hugely controversial war. I knew the first week would be a massive story as British forces were going to be at 
the heart of it. Similarly, it surprised me, and I would do it again. I never felt censored—

  Q750  Chairman: Not too soon, I hope. 

  Mr Neely: And it depends where. I never felt censored, I never felt muzzled. It gave me more access than, probably, 
I had ever had to a front line before, even as an independent. I also think it was win-win all round because I think the 
Marines felt they had got some of the publicity they desired in their on-going battle with the Paras for publicity. 
Again—a huge caveat—nothing, apart from the first night and the helicopter crash, seriously went wrong. The war 
was a success for them. My main caveat is I wonder how the embedding would have worked if this had been a long 
war with heavy casualties. 

  Mr Thompson: I make the case for the unilaterals. My view is that journalists are, by instinct and by nature, 
unilaterals; we are independent. The exception to the rule is being embedded, and it is one that we should look at 
very carefully as it comes up. There have been pool, or embedded, arrangements ever since the Crimea War. I have 
not been around quite that long but I have managed to avoid it for 30 years because I am happier doing my own thing 
and not being attached. But I think it worked very well. The combination of the two worked well this time. However, 
I would argue that there should always be the freedom to have independents and unilaterals, and if the Ministry of 
Defence tried to stop us doing it I still think we would try and be in there. There needs to be an accommodation of 
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both. I do not like the idea of being totally reliant, which you are. Even with the lack of censorship, there is no doubt 
that you are dependent, as an embed, on those around you: you are dependent for your safety, your security, your 
transport, your fuel, your food, your water, for your information, when you can film, when you cannot film, when 
you can fire up your satellite dish, when you can broadcast. There are a lot of restrictions—maybe not censorship, 
but there are restraints. I did not have those restraints. I imposed some self-disciplines when I was around military, 
both British and American, and I hope that plays both ways and they trust you that you are grown-up enough and 
disciplined enough to abide by some rules that are not going to let them down and not going to let you down. To an 
extent, I accept, I was an honorary embed; I had not expected to be but the way the war unfolded I hung around 
longer in the field than I think most of us expected, but particularly after casualties were taken among journalists we 
were more aware than ever about the security and safety aspect. One of the things about being independent which is 
very good is that you do not get involved with Ministry of Defence media minders, which I think you will find, from 
most journalists' points of view, are the bane of their lives and are actually a nuisance because they are usually either 
under-ranked or under-qualified to do the job, in a lot of cases. There are some very good ones but a lot of the time 
they tend to get in between you and the story. A lot of our colleagues who have been embedded will tell you that; it 
is not always helpful and they are not always trained to the standards you would like, and sometimes they are an 
impediment to reporting. I am also concerned about journalists seen as combatants. Whichever way you look at it, 
journalists embedded are seen, or could be seen, by the opposition to those forces as combatants. Some of our 
embeds wore uniforms- not everybody did, but some did. The opposing forces cannot tell whether you are a 
journalist or a combatant, so we get drawn more and more into this area of concern for many of us, which is the 
journalist seen as a combatant. There are other areas we may be able to pick up on later, like journalists with minders 
who end up armed and who get involved with firefights—which, again, drives you down the long and dark road 
towards journalists being seen as combatants and, therefore, raising the risk to us. So those are all areas that I think 
are of concern. As Bill said, and as I think we are all aware, it went well this time, but what if it went badly? How 
strained would those relationships be with an embed? My argument is for both. 

  Ms Gillan: Can I just make a point that unlike everybody else on the panel I actually was censored and censorship 
was an issue. It was an issue for a number of journalists. As we said, it is a different experience for everybody.

  Q751  Chairman: We will come on to the section on censorship. 

  Mr Thompson: Chairman, there was one other point. I do not know whether it is worth dwelling on it but there was 
a very fundamental difference between the American and the British embed, in that British embeds are seen as 
pools—in other words Bill's material can be used by any British broadcaster and any world broadcaster. Gavin and 
all the Americans were unilateral embeds, in other words you did not have to share that material with anybody. It is a 
fundamental difference in the way that the two military bodies choose to run their embeds. I do not know whether it 
made any difference or not, but there is a difference. 

  Q752  Rachel Squire: I think Mr Thompson has touched on some of this, but I am just trying to visualise. You are 
effectively saying you were free to roam. Did you have your own logistics unit that went with you to provide water 
etc? 

  Mr Thompson: Yes. I had a satellite dish, I had three vehicles and I had a supply chain which, when they could get 
across the border from Kuwait, supplied us with fresh food, water and fuel. We had our own satellite equipment, our 
own editing gear, our own camera gear, and I was determined that we would not be reliant or dependent on anybody 
if we did not have to be. Even when we were with British forces I was not begging off them—quite often they were 
begging off us because there were shortages that they enjoyed which we could give them. 

  Q753  Rachel Squire: Your other comment was that embedded journalists were more likely to be seen as 
combatants. Am I not correct in thinking that it was the non-embedded journalists who suffered the most casualties 
because they were not distinguished, necessarily, when you were crossing the desert as being non-partisan? 

  Mr Thompson: I think the figures are pretty close, actually. We can go into this but I do not think there is a lot of 
difference between those who died in embedded positions and those who died in non-embedded. Then, of course, 
there were those in Baghdad who were there with the approval of the Iraqi authorities. There is actually not much to 
differentiate. There are dangers for unilaterals because we have found, in the last decade or so, particularly in the 
Balkans and in some of the African conflicts and here, that certainly one side will be inclined to use ambulances and 
press and TV vehicles to ferry around armed combatants. There is no doubt that certainly the American forces had 
been told that—which was one of the reasons there may have been journalistic casualties this time—there were 
Fedayeen units driving around in either ambulances or press vehicles. So it does raise risks for us if we are 
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gallivanting around on our own in open country. That is our specific danger, but what I am talking about more is an 
opponent of the army you are with simply saying "If you are a journalist embedded with your army, you must be on 
their side", which goes back to the points raised earlier about how we separate ourselves. We know we can be 
objective, we claim our independence and, hopefully, are proud of it, but not every nation that our forces may be 
fighting against will make the same differentiation and will not necessarily believe we are objective, they will think 
we are merely lackeys of our military and our government.

  Q754  Rachel Squire: That leads me to another question. Was it true that you were only allowed to be attached to 
British units if you, as a non-embedded journalist, had insurance? In other words, that they did not have to take any 
responsibility for you? 

  Mr Thompson: That is a question for the MoD. I was never made aware of that. I did not carry a certificate of 
insurance with me. 

  Ms Gillan: Did the embeds not have insurance as well? We all had insurance. We all had to have insurance. I think 
we signed indemnity release forms. 

  Mr Howarth: Who paid the premiums? Not you, I hope!

  Q755  Rachel Squire: You have given some indication but do you want to say any more, Mr Thompson, about the 
general reaction of the military authorities to your activities? 

  Mr Thompson: The people I was with throughout were an absolute delight, could not have been nicer and could not 
have been more welcoming. They often said they were pleased to have us around because we were good for morale; 
we had got troops on air, their families saw their troops on air and we were an interesting diversion as well when the 
days dragged a bit. So all in all they seemed to be happy for us to be around. The only people who were not were 
those involved in the forward transmission unit, or FPIC (?) or Hub, as it is variously known, which was meant to be 
the focus of the whole British journalistic operation, particularly the embedded operation. The idea is that the 
different embeds like Bill and Audrey would all be spokes running out from this hub, and all their material, 
everybody was originally led to believe, would go back into this hub where a number of senior correspondents and 
their teams would be and would process this material and send it off to Britain and their TV and radio stations and 
their newspapers, and also that this would be the font of all wisdom, the main source of all information, the big 
picture, the overall view, and so on. What is quite clear to, I think, all of us involved, whether embedded or not, is 
that it was a bit of a disaster, frankly, and although the individual embeds worked the hub became a source of great 
friction and frustration, as you will hear I am sure from people like Alex Thompson tomorrow and as you have 
probably seen, as Audrey was saying, from the documentary series running. They got bogged down in the desert, 
they were the bit that paused. They got stuck in the desert in Northern Kuwait, much to the frustration of many of our 
colleagues (and we would probably feel the same); they were not getting to see anything, they were not getting much 
information, they were not getting anywhere—and they had been told they were pretty much the big banana, they 
were going to be the main thing in the war as far as British media was concerned. As a result of that frustration, they 
got stuck into the MoD, they got stuck into their own MoD minders, the chief press officers there and so on, and one 
of the results of that is that they then sent out raiding parties to try and hunt me down so that I could be evicted from 
Iraq because, clearly, I was a thorn in their side. The senior officer at the time, who I was with, said "Don't worry 
about it" (I'll put it mildly) "it is just red tape, don't worry about it, it will go away." He said "You are no bother to us; 
in fact, we like having you around. I am sure this problem will go away." Clearly it came down to a mixture of 
frustration journalistically and for the media minders from the MoD and from Whitehall who were involved in this 
hub operation. I am sure, as a result of that, we will probably review it next time; whether it needs to be in place or 
not, who knows? It was a glitch in the system.

  Q756  Rachel Squire: Picking up on that and the lack of information and frustration and so on, are you saying that 
efforts were made to censor your reports in the way Audrey— 

  Mr Thompson: Not censor my reports, no, just get me out of the country—which I saw as a great compliment and, 
also, an added incentive to stay there and get stuff on air. It did not bother me but, clearly, I was annoying somebody.

  Q757  Rachel Squire: Coming back to you, Audrey, and your experiences of censorship, were efforts made to 
persuade you to go home as well? 
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  Ms Gillan: No, there were no efforts made for me to go home. My experience was that everything that I filed to 
The Guardian had to be read by somebody there, and initially there were specially appointed media ops officers 
around. First of all, there were four or five people whose full-time job was media ops, and they were way behind. 
There was also within the regiment an officer who did media ops. He actually was with 16 Air Assault Brigade HQ 
so he did not come to the front line, therefore the sort of censorship came down to the commanding officer and 
second-in-command. I do not imagine that they would have had that much media training. It was a bit of a two-way 
street, in some senses, because mistakes that I had made they corrected, in the sense that I am no military expert, so 
sometimes if I had used the wrong parlance for some kind of ordnance or whatever else then they would change that. 
They did change things, and an MoD official acknowledged to me last week that it was not censorship but meddling, 
and there was some of that. That is simply because, I think, there was no clear line that they were told "You can 
change so much if she says where you are or gives your battle plan—these definitive things. However, if she writes 
something that you do not particularly like and you think it reflects badly on the regiment you cannot change it". No 
one had said that, so therefore things like "running for cover" was changed to "dashing to cover" because it implied 
cowardice. Some quotes were criticised for being too anti-American and some of that was changed. If there were 
things that seemed to be critical of the higher chain of command they were kind of slightly worried about that. It was 
not that they were doing this in a malicious way, it was just simply that they are officers and they want all the 
reflected glory for their regiment. We got into several arguments about my stuff being too negative because other 
journalists were writing much more gung-ho "We went in at dawn" type of things, and I was not doing that, and they 
were kind of persuading me to do that, but they could not work me round. I think the solution to it would be to have a 
proper media ops officer. Then you are stuck, as Jeremy said, with a minder who follows you around everywhere and 
just gets in the way. I do not know what the solution is. Other journalists have told me that the guy they were with 
had a handbook and that handbook said "Never lie, never this, never that". I never saw any of that, but I still had 
people changing my copy. So I think it is definitely an issue and it was an issue in different ways for different 
people. I know that nobody read our Observer colleague's stuff at all, he could write what he liked.

  Q758  Rachel Squire: Do you think he was given preferential treatment because he was somehow seen as more 
supportive and less critical? 

  Ms Gillan: No. It was luck of the draw. The way we all got our postings was just a lottery. I just happened to have 
the Household Cavalry regiment and I do not think they necessarily liked The Guardian that much. They put up a 
picture of the Queen for me arriving. There was certainly a bit of joshing going on. They ended up, all the Household 
Cavalry, reading The Guardian anyway, which was quite a fillip actually. I think the MoD chap last week was quite 
right in the sense that he said it did become meddlesome and very frustrating, but it did not interfere with the truth of 
the picture that I had to portray.

  Q759  Mr Roy: Just a small point. I remember during the conflict, on a Saturday afternoon, watching two soldiers 
lying in a concrete base looking as though they were going to fire their rifles at any point. Those pictures were shown 
for something like half-an-hour, and I was a bit worried, watching it, that someone had to feed these News 24 
pictures just to keep the programme going. I did feel very uncomfortable about that. Apart from feeling 
uncomfortable, and I can understand what you are saying about censorship and such like, is there not a case that your 
reporting could have helped the enemy's intelligence gathering? Hence the reason why they needed some sort of 
censorship? 

  Ms Gillan: I can give a perfect illustration of that, which is a mistake that I made. During the blue-on-blue attack 
the convoy of vehicles that were struck by the A10s popped red smoke, which intimates to the friendly forces in the 
sky that these are their own. I wrote a big piece for The Guardian in which I had taken out the colour "red". 
However, there was a separate piece which was a first-person account from somebody who survived in which the 
version that went over still had the red smoke in it. So it was an absolute accident but it was a serious security 
breach. There was an investigation afterwards, at which it was suggested that Audrey Gillan had done it on purpose 
to get an exclusive. Actually, it appeared in The Mirror and I do not think that if I was trying to get an exclusive I 
would want it to be in The Mirror! It was an accident, but the implications of that are that if somebody in Baghdad is 
reading The Daily Mirror they will know that if they pop red smoke—
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  Q760  Mr Roy: Or if someone in London who was reading The Daily Mirror contacted Baghdad. 

  Ms Gillan: Obviously there are implications in things like that. That was a mistake but it does show you that 
intelligence can be gathered from these types of pieces, and that is why the serious issues of censorship I was talking 
about we understand have to be done, and why "red smoke" has to be taken out and why it can be changed to 
"coloured smoke". Those are the vital things that we understand. It is just the other stuff.

  Q761  Chairman: If you read Russell's reports to The Times of the Crimean War, he was under no inhibition 
whatsoever as to what he wrote, and the Russians were getting much of their intelligence from reading The Times. 

  Mr Hewitt: I think it is always a very difficult line, and every conflict is a little bit different in terms of what the 
intelligence capability of the Iraqis, or the other side, is. There is no question it is a cultural thing. The Americans, 
although I do not think necessarily it was taken advantage of by all their reporters, incline to greater freedom. Simply 
listening to Audrey, I just think nobody ever spoke to me at all about phrases. They could hear me on the World 
Service and the American presumption is one that, in the end, the people on whose behalf the soldiers are there, on 
the whole, have a right to know as much as they can. As I say, the only restrictions were that you could not say 
"Later this afternoon this is what is going to happen". That, obviously, seems to be self-evidently wise, but in terms 
of whether you end up saying "Look, the soldiers were frightened today" or whatever, they would never have 
prevented me from saying that. I am surprised, and I know a little bit about the background to it. The Pentagon took a 
view, against the instinct of a lot of its commanders, that this war would be different. Back in 1991 reporters were 
largely excluded from where the real fighting was taking place. There were one or two people who got facilities but, 
on the whole, the idea was if you involve the cameras all kinds of problems come along. This time there was a total 
change of attitude. In fact I went to a meeting with people from the Pentagon and they said "We have decided to 
make a real change of approach and to allow access on the battlefield", and that is what we got. I actually believe 
there were occasions—we did not have to attach ourselves to units, which the unilaterals had to for their 
safety—when we did have, within the confines of the fact that you were travelling with the 3rd Infantry Division, an 
enormous amount of freedom and I was staggered by that amount of freedom. As far as I know, I think the 
Americans' view of that was not taken advantage of. There was quite a lot of critical writing but I do not think they 
feel that people revealed secrets. Certainly, this kind of minute detail about what flares were emitted from 
aircraft—nobody was ever, ever talking to us about that. I can see, even as a journalist, conflicts where maybe a 
more sophisticated intelligence-gathering capability on behalf of the other side, if you like, would need greater 
restrictions. I did not feel that on this occasion.

  Q762  Mr Howarth: You have variously talked about exercising self-restraint, Mr Thompson and Mr Hewitt, and 
you have also expressed the view that you recognise it was a responsibility resting upon you. I think Bill Neely made 
a very important point about would this all have been different had the conflict been longer and had we sustained 
many more British casualties. That is a question we cannot answer at the moment. If we look at the news values, do 
you feel that you were under pressure to report more graphic scenes than perhaps your bosses back at home would be 
prepared to accept? Did you feel any responsibility to exercise self-restraint yourselves in what you showed? 

  Mr Neely: I think it is not just this war; probably for all of us in the last 20 years—certainly all the time I have been 
a television journalist—there has been self-censorship. There is an issue about showing bodies, body parts and blood 
on British television. A lot of our colleagues, especially in Italy and Spain, for example, do not have these 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3070205.htm (1 von 4)26.07.2005 17:07:57

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

restrictions; al-Jazeera, I think, do not feel restricted in that way. There is no doubt that for the last 20 years in 
whatever I have done I have been aware, and the cameramen are especially aware, not to shoot blood, not to shoot 
brains; you shoot in a way that suggests the horror of an incident, or the tragedy of an incident. You might shoot a 
hand, and that can be very powerful and suggestive. I am not arguing against that either. I think the idea "Yes, we 
have got to show horrific scenes" is too crude; you can portray a great deal by that. In fact, I think one of the most 
graphic shots we took was of two Iraqis in a trench who had been hit by C120 gunfire, and one of them was 
clutching a stick upon which was a white towel, and he had obviously been signalling from the trench. Now, the top 
of his head was blown off, which we could not show, but the mere shot of the hands and this crude flag was 
tremendously powerful. You knew—and I said it in the commentary anyway—the man was dead but you did not 
show a great deal. I did not feel under any pressure whatsoever. I feel, I suppose—and maybe this is going off the 
point—that we are too squeamish and that we have self-censored ourselves rather too much in the media. One of the 
first experiences I had (I grew up in Belfast) was watching an incident known as Bloody Friday, in which the BBC 
took a very courageous decision 20 minutes before broadcast to show scenes of security officers shovelling people's 
parts into black plastic bags. They took that decision, I think, to show what terrorism meant. It did not offend me at 
the time. I think the general feeling was that it was a courageous and right thing to do. I feel, as a broadcaster, we 
show far too little. I am not an advocate for just gratuitously showing foreign conflicts, such as Liberia—"Let's show 
that man being executed on screen"—and we are all very aware of the watershed at 9 o'clock, before which children 
might be watching. However, I think some review of how we show things and when we show things is necessary. To 
answer your direct question, no, I did not feel under any pressure from any outside force, the pressure was inside me. 

  Mr Hewitt: I would like to go along with that. There was never any pressure from BBC management in terms of 
how I shoot this, but there was one occasion as we were coming along the highway into Baghdad when I saw both 
civilians who had been somehow caught up in it and Iraqis lying there. When I said to the cameraman, Peter 
Giggliotti (?),"pull wide", I regret that, because that historical record of a very bloody day, when a lot of civilians did 
get killed, is actually not there. Later on I thought to myself—

  Q763  Mr Howarth: What does "pull wide" mean? 

  Mr Hewitt: "Pull wide" means, rather as Bill has been describing; you can either go in for some quite graphic close-
ups or you can go much wider and you have a general impression. What brought this home to me was that when I 
was discussing this later there were people saying that what was a strange thing sometimes, watching the ten o'clock 
news, was that the film that ran after the ten o'clock news made in Hollywood was actually more graphic than we had 
shown about a conflict that actually our troops were involved in. That does worry me. I think there is a limit and it is 
a very difficult one to work out what it is, because if you did show absolutely what you see there people would 
switch off, they would tune out, and that does not help anybody. Certainly the one thing about my own reporting 
from the war that has concerned me the most is whether I can convey actually what war is really like when it 
involves civilians. I think sometimes there is a sense that war is about machines and armour and actually not that war 
is about individuals, human beings. I think it is a very difficult line. I was certainly under no pressure, nobody was 
`phoning me up on the satellite `phone saying "Listen, be careful about that"; it was just my view, which, as I say, I 
have altered a little bit since I have been back, that this would not be acceptable. Yet there were two particular days 
when in terms of the accuracy of the reporting of the war it would have been better if I had actually said to the 
cameraman "Look, let's just show this how we are seeing it because I think that is something that the audience should 
see as well". So I would probably go along with what Bill says; I think we were too squeamish but I think we have to 
be very careful and the line is a difficult one—difficult for editors and difficult for members of the public as well.

  Q764  Mr Howarth: So they did not edit it down for the domestic audience? 

  Mr Hewitt: Not that I know of. You send out your report and you do not quite know what goes on. As far as I 
understand, I was never edited down. I think it is actually more a question of self-censorship, sensing "Well, maybe 
we should not do this." That is how it happened, not the other way round.

  Q765  Mr Howarth: Very quickly, what Frank Roy said is an experience that I also shared, which is that watching 
a firefight live on television is a pretty arresting experience, and we came perilously close, in my view, to that being 
shown. I represent a garrison town and there is a real problem with the families back home, some of whom are glued 
to the television 24 hours a day to look for their husband. If I can just flag you that. 

  Mr Thompson: I think we are all aware that there is going to be a point soon when, sadly, somebody is going to die 
live in front of the camera. I think that is a very real concern we all have. We are aware of the technological 
developments. The technological advances this time meant that, in effect, we out there reporting were ahead, really, 
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of Downing Street, Whitehall, gutter, Pentagon and everywhere else, as they said repeatedly in their briefings: "We 
cannot confirm what your guys have just reported live from the field". The technology, in a way, is maybe galloping 
ahead of how we all deal with it and how we all cope with it and what our sensibilities are, and certainly galloping 
ahead, in some cases, of how politicians and military people respond to that. I think it is going to be very difficult to 
restrain and constrain that technology now.

  Q766  Mr Roy: Just on that point, what would have happened if one of those troops we had been watching for half-
an-hour on a Saturday afternoon had been killed? You would not have known it was going to happen, it was going to 
happen live and for the families and the general constituencies watching it, that is not a form of entertainment or 
voyeurism for anyone. That is a very serious matter, and it is going to happen at some point. 

  Mr Hewitt: It is. The Americans went further this time. They were much more aware of how they could use this 
access and they developed the technology this time of being able to report live, on the move, from the battlefield. I 
know that the BBC and I am sure Sky and ITN are looking at using that technology in future. Why? Because there 
clearly is an audience who wants that sense of being there. The problem with it is precisely the one that there may 
well come a time when you cause huge distress to people, and distress I do not think you could justify. I do not think 
the Americans in this particular war had that experience, but I know that that technology is already there. One of the 
things that we will all have to face next time round—if there is another conflict—is that the technology will be there 
to show war as it unfolds. What do you do with that? How far do you go?

  Q767  Mr Roy: What is its purpose? 

  Mr Hewitt: I think there can be a purpose, in the sense that there is huge—from the all-news channels—interest. 
The audiences went up. There is an interest for that sense of watching things as they unfold. I think that is part of 
keeping people informed, allowing them to see it as it unfolds. Obviously the limitation is that sometimes as you see 
something unfold it does not have the context, you do not quite know what it means, and at some stage you have to 
stop that coverage and put the context in there. I think it will be very difficult to say "We are not going to go in for 
that live coverage" because a lot of people, I think, feel it is their democratic right to see it. It will be very difficult.

  Q768  Mr Howarth: I think we could be here for a very long time arguing that one, but unfortunately time is 
running out. Can I just ask Jeremy Thompson a very quick question? What are your views on the hiring of armed 
guards for unilateral journalists? 

  Mr Thompson: I find it of great concern. As far as I am aware it did not happen in the British media but it did 
happen in the American media. There is certainly a move towards the media generally starting to have people with 
military experience—ex-military men, ex-Special Forces—going along as consultants, if you like, as advisers to help 
us avoid some of the pitfalls in battle zones. Quite a number of us feel that it slipped over the line of good sense 
when it appeared in some cases (and it appears to be on American networks) that some of those armed minders 
started carrying weapons and, in fact, used them in exchanges with Iraqi defensive positions. Again, unfortunately, 
we feel that is an added danger for journalists because it takes us further down the line of us being drawn into a role 
as combatants rather than independent observers.

  Q769  Chairman: Thank you all very much, that was really enthralling. We hope we do not have to see you in 
similar exchanges for some considerable time. Most of us have had quite enough conflict. I am sure it is a wonderful 
experience, positively and negatively in some respects. Thank you very much for coming. 

  Mr Hewitt: Thank you. 

  Mr Neely: Thank you. 

  Mr Thompson: Thank you. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 770-779)

MR MARTIN IVENS, MR ALEX THOMSON AND MR MARK URBAN 

2 JULY 2003

  Q770  Chairman: Thank you for coming, gentlemen. I am sorry we have lost one of your colleagues. We had an 
interesting session this morning with journalists who were embedded and now we are eliciting the experience which 
you had during the conflict. We have a lot of questions and as a Welshman I am not fit to tell anybody to give brief 
answers but if you want to escape by five o'clock then brevity would be appreciated. Do you feel that an accurate 
picture of the war emerged during the major combat phase of operations?

  Mr Urban: I was in Shepherd's Bush bravely holding the fort. From the outset it was clear that the conflict had 
certain characteristics which made it quite unlike some previous ones. If, for example, you were not expecting there 
to be much organised resistance at the borders of the country and you were expecting the coalition forces to penetrate 
quite quickly into the country and for some sort of guerilla type of resistance to be mounted, as indeed happened, it 
was always going to be a little difficult to find out about the nature of that resistance, where the hot spots were, how 
organised it was, how spontaneous it was. With the exception of that factor, which clearly was a significant factor, as 
to exactly what was going on in Nasiriyah in the first few days of the war or some of the other towns there, there was 
a pretty accurate picture in the early days of the war and as it progressed it became more accurate. It was certainly 
possible, sitting at an information hub to piece together from a wide variety of different sources, including the 
embeds of course, quite a lot of information which proved to be pretty reliable. 

  Mr Thomson: I was in the forward transmission unit, which was certainly a unit which was transmitting but not 
particularly forward; we were in Iraq just over the border from Kuwait. Yes, the picture which emerged was quite 
accurate, but it emerged almost by accident and emerged in many key instances largely by virtue, to put it politely, of 
the misinformation which the Army gave to journalists on the ground about what was happening, in particular the 
fall of Umm Qasr, which did not fall until several days after Geoff Hoon told the House of Commons it had; the first 
uprising in Basra, which turned out not to exist; the second uprising in Basra which did not exist; the tank column 
coming out of Basra, which turned out not to exist. The problem with that, as a reporter, was simply that it gave the 
impression first and foremost that expectations and hopes were raised in terms of the way the campaign was going, 
only for it then to emerge that in fact what had been said, possibly in the heat of battle, who knows, turned out not to 
be the case. The emerging picture was that the Fedayeen, the militias, were putting up more of a fight than people 
expected. 

  Mr Ivens: You wanted to balance it, so you were not suggesting that the whole campaign was a cakewalk on the 
one hand, nor that the resistance was of a nature that more over-heated commentators would say was of a Stalingrad 
nature. It was our job to try to give balance to that sort of coverage of the war. If you took a cooler approach, you 
tried to steer between those two extremes.

  Q771  Chairman: Which parts of the war do you think less reflected the reality which emerged afterwards? 

  Mr Ivens: There is a pressure of events on twenty-four-hours-a-day news organisations. I agree with my colleagues, 
that was partly the result of the information which had been pushed out by allied forces, which sometimes led to 
expectations of over rapid success very unnecessarily. The war, by and large, was successful and therefore to jump 
the gun over the fall of various strategic positions was unnecessary and does not ultimately aid morale—if that is the 
concept—back home, does it?

  Q772  Chairman: Can you guess which is a genuine mistake, which fog of war? 
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  Mr Ivens: There is a bit of both, is there not? There is fog of war and there is a sense of over-eagerness and 
anticipation and the allied governments wanting things to work well as soon as possible.

  Q773  Chairman: Was there the same problem that there was during the Falklands, where you will recall the MoD 
suddenly relented and agreed to take a lot of journalists as opposed to the handful they were going to and it appeared 
that whoever was around in the newsroom was then asked to volunteer to get to Portsmouth, or wherever, the 
following day. The result was that not every member of that cohort of the press was a PhD in war studies from King's 
College. Was there problem? Do you feel that a lot of the people who were reporting back, as there were so many 
journalists, really were as new to war and defence issues as they would have been if they had been sent off to 
Birmingham to cover a riot of some kind? 

  Mr Thomson: That is undoubtedly true, more particularly, the people in the forward embeds were, simply because 
of the numbers involved, not in every case the most seasoned war correspondent. In terms of the examples I have just 
outlined, every single one of those came not from journalists but from the military themselves. So something. Fog of 
war? I do not know. Something odd was going on and was going on repeatedly, because they were simply breaking a 
very basic rule, not just of PR, but of fighting military campaigns. They were reporting back things as having 
happened when they clearly had not. That was not the journalists.

  Q774  Chairman: What about the BBC? I presume you are all great experts out in the field there, seasoned 
campaigners, men and women. 

  Mr Urban: The BBC does have the advantage of the size of the organisation. It does have quite a lot of seasoned 
people—you were talking to Gavin Hewitt this morning. It also has, which pretty much all of the newspapers have 
lost, a good number of analysts who can be put, whether it is in Shepherd's Bush or whether it is Qatar or one or two 
other places, and people who are in the business of trying to put it together and make sense of the disparate strands of 
information. In a sense in a situation like that, one is grateful to be working for the BBC in that environment. 
Certainly, looking at the newspaper where I used to work and looking at other places, you saw that their ability to 
respond to a huge story like that by putting informed people all over the place was definitely less, inevitably as small 
organisations. 

  Mr Ivens: It depends on the size of the newspaper. I represent the Sunday Times and we were able to field four 
foreign correspondents who had been given the title Foreign Correspondent of the Year. We had had one journalist in 
Baghdad whose experience of war went right back to the killing fields in Cambodia and we were able to see things 
within the light of that experience and we gave our readers an extremely good idea of how the war was being 
conducted. We had one particularly good illustrative picture of the war from a particular correspondent called Mark 
Francetti, who was embedded with the 1st and 2nd Battalion of Marines at Nasiriyah, who observed American 
soldiers firing at will on civilians attempting to leave the town at night. Typically, we were praised by New 
Statesman for providing the best accountant of the war. Given the lead times, you could actually put up quite a good 
show in terms of correspondents, so I do not think it is just a matter of the BBC being able to field a decent 
operation, Fleet Street could do rather well at it.

  Q775  Chairman: You all represent very reputable organisations, but there must have been a number of people 
reporting in that vast number of journalists who were distorting, either because of wilfulness, or because of lack of an 
ability to interpret or to investigate and other reasons. Without in any way asking you to shop your colleagues, did 
you get the impression that overall outside your own specific areas of employment that your profession did a very 
good job, good job, reasonable job or not such a very good job as a whole, if one can generalise? 

  Mr Urban: It is reasonable under the circumstances. It is clearly a problem, if you want to talk about journalism as 
a whole. What is required in a situation where there are hundreds of embeds and other reporters on beats in northern 
Iraq and Jordan and all over the place, is a kind of surge capability, in military terms. It is plain that in the culture of 
many newsrooms in the course of the 1990s knowledge of defence and specialism in defence was held pretty cheap 
and did decline in importance as a specialism. When required to have a surge capability, some organisations were 
probably more embarrassed than others, but whether you had been able to put two people with a track record either 
of war or defence reporting, or whether you had been able to put six, it probably was not going to be enough to fill 
all the billets required in a surge situation like that. Then of course you do get people—I am sure you can all think of 
episodes or reports—who are reporting heavy fire fights in certain places. In a way, the definition of a heavy fire 
fight is one you are in the middle of. It is often the case for soldiers themselves that they may over-estimate enemy 
casualties as a result of what has happened. They may over-estimate the significance of the episode they have just 
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been involved in. If you feel that you have done reasonably well to get away with your life at the end of a particular 
day, then you may well over-estimate the importance of the episode and clearly journalists, in common with soldiers 
occasionally fall into that trap.

  Q776  Chairman: You are all veterans of foreign wars. Comparatively speaking were things better this time in 
relation to the quality of information which comes from organisations such as yours compared with the last Gulf 
War? 

  Mr Thomson: I covered the last Gulf War. It is very difficult to say, because it was such a completely different 
campaign and largely happened in terms of an air assault and then a 100-hour dash through the desert. There really 
were not the same sort of parameters and equally the same sort of hub and spoke operation had not been put in place. 
In terms of quality of reporting, to take Mark's analogy, it depends how embedded you get psychologically. If you 
are going to have a surge, it depends how willing you are simply to take what people are telling you with whom you 
are surging. Equally there were plenty of instances, let us be frank, of reporters who were not particularly 
experienced, using words like "enemy", talking about us and reporting the war in those terms with, frankly, complete 
insouciance about what they were saying, which perhaps some people might take issue with. A little bit of 
Stockholm syndrome goes on inevitably in these situations, which you have to be aware of and you have to fight 
against.

  Q777  Mr Howarth: Do you think the conduct of the campaign was influenced by the media? 

  Mr Ivens: What does that mean? Can you define your terms a bit?

  Q778  Mr Howarth: You had your 700 embeds all out there with their little shaft of light on individual scenes. 
Meanwhile you were back at base pulling all this information in and trying to build the composite picture from the 
individual contributions you received for the viewers back home. Obviously the media coverage was influential in 
the sense that it informs public opinion, but did you perceive from where you were sitting, talking as you were with 
"experts", that there was a sense in which the way in which you were covering it was influencing at all the military 
campaign or was it a campaign which had been already forged and it just carried on? 

  Mr Thomson: General Brims took us to his tent two nights before the invasion began and told us the plan; there it 
all was on the wall, this was how they were going to fight the war. To me it did not seem particularly that that was 
going to be done according to the conveniences of the media. To flip the coin for a moment, it would be naive to 
suppose that the Army would end up in a situation where an awful lot of correspondents were based with units who 
plainly were not going to do anything, although that did happen in certain cases. For instance, the smart money at 
one point was on the Paras being awfully involved and quite a few journalists spent the entire time sitting out with 
the Paras, doing not very much as it turned out in terms of the invasion. There is both of those sorts of extremes to 
take into account.

  Q779  Mr Howarth: Did you yourself see any evidence of the manner in which the war was being fought being 
affected by the presence of journalists? Did you get a sense in which the military were hugely sensitive to the 
presence of the journalists right up on the front line and were tailoring their campaign in the full knowledge that what 
was happening was coming back through you and out to the public? 

  Mr Thomson: I suppose I had better answer that as I was there. In terms of Basra, for instance, I genuinely did not, 
no. They originally said that Basra was never going to be a military target and they were essentially sucked into a 
situation where it became one by virtue of the deployment of the militias and what they subsequently did. I 
personally did not think anything was being tailored at all in terms of being done for the cameras, which is basically 
what you are driving at.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 780-799)

MR MARTIN IVENS, MR ALEX THOMSON AND MR MARK URBAN 

2 JULY 2003

  Q780  Mr Howarth: Yes; or not being done. 

  Mr Thomson: Or not being done. One of the greatest sensitivities, perhaps less front line stuff, is the treatment of 
POWs, the filming of POWs, for instance. I felt the military on the ground were quite astonishingly aware of Geneva 
Convention sensitivities and so forth in a way which certainly surprised me compared with 1991. I did not personally 
detect that anything was being done or not done for the cameras in terms of the assault on Basra.

  Q781  Mr Howarth: You did not feel that the presence of media folk right alongside them was in any way 
influential in the way they treated civilian casualties or in the way they prosecuted the campaign. They did not hold 
back because they knew there was somebody sitting alongside them, whereas if there had not been somebody sitting 
alongside them, they might have been rather more robust. 

  Mr Thomson: I did not see that and actually they did not fully know perhaps that we were even there, because the 
only reason I went into Basra with the troops when they first went in was because we had peeled off from our embed 
in an armed Land Rover and just drove in with them. It was a fairly ad hoc arrangement. I am sure they had radios 
and they had eyes and they saw there was a white armoured Land Rover suddenly between their tanks. The best laid 
plans and all of that, but actually on the day that is how it happened for us.

  Q782  Mr Howarth: There have been reports of an intelligence failure in assessing the threat posed by the 
Fedayeen, who turned out to be more formidable than had been expected. How do you assess the reaction to a tax by 
the Fedayeen on coalition forces? 

  Mr Urban: The media, military or public reaction?

  Q783  Mr Howarth: All. You were not there, but perhaps Mr Thomson. 

  Mr Thomson: I was surprised. I saw—and you have probably seen it too—the second directive which Robin Brims 
sent out prior to the war and he basically says in black and white that he had no idea, they did not have any human 
intelligence on Iraq. This is probably the most photographed piece of desert on the planet with satellite technology, 
but in terms of having people on the ground prepared to live there and all the dangers which go with that, you are 
almost in a situation of the Americans in Afghanistan. They did not have it and Brims wrote that in his directive. I 
am sure you can see that. Basically they did not know what to expect. It could have been great, it could have been 
Kosovo, flowers could have been thrown in front of the vehicles as they went in, it could have been muted. I think 
Brims would have sent that message very forcefully down the line: go carefully, we have no idea what to expect. 

  Mr Ivens: We found that one of the advantages of having correspondents in Baghdad, one of whom was an Arab 
speaker, was that quite early on in the course of the campaign, we were able to establish the presence of an Arab 
foreign legion, people who had already not gone as far as becoming suicide bombers, but they had gone there in one 
form or another idealistically to fight. So it was not entirely surprising to us and to the readers of our newspaper that 
such attacks might occur.

  Q784  Mr Howarth: So were you building a picture of the prospects of Fedayeen actually inflicting damage and 
suicide bombing likely to take place? 
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  Mr Ivens: We had established the fact, mostly from Syria, that there were people who were willing to fight and die 
in a way which was not expected of the Iraqi Army.

  Q785  Chairman: Gerald asked whether the media had any effect on the military conduct of the war in the desert. 
Did you discern the media had any effect on decision making in national governments, national parliaments? 

  Mr Urban: Both types of question, the parliament and the military one, require us to get inside the decision-making 
loop, as I believe the military types call it. I will not say "of the enemy", but they require us to get inside someone 
else's decision-making loop and clearly your general from PJHQ or Chief of Defence Staff or someone else is much 
better able to say whether a specific report caused questions to be asked by the Secretary of State, statements to be 
issued and some alteration to happen on the ground, than we would be. Similarly being in the lobby and feeling the 
mood of parliament yourselves, you might be better equipped to know whether some specific report changed the 
atmosphere here in a very dramatic way. If we throw back to 1991, one of the very difficult things about trying to 
make an honest assessment—they are key questions after all about whether the conduct of a campaign or a political 
atmosphere has been changed by coverage—is that you will always get the issue of, in the 1991 context for example, 
whether it is the Scud threat that causes the change in the pattern of the campaign or whether it is the reporting of it. 
A certain type of reporting which was going on, particularly from Israel, that the missiles were coming in, was 
engendering a feeling that the whole thing was on the edge, what if the Israelis strike back, etcetera. In the context of 
the 1991 Scud threat, I remember two weeks into the war Schwarzkopf gave a press conference in Riyadh, which I 
attended. Basically he described the Scud threat as "a non-militarily significant weapon" at one point. Then he went 
on to point out that over 2,500 sorties had been devoted to Scud hunting. So I put my hand up and gave him what I 
naturally assumed was the killer question, which was to say "You just said you have devoted more sorties to `a non-
militarily significant' item than any other type of target. How does that square with what you said before the war 
started, that you do it by military principles alone?". Of course he did not say "You've got me there". He just said 
"Well, it was a military target and that is all that matters" and he moved onto the next question. From his perspective, 
he could justify the activity in terms of the military significance of the Scud and clearly it was highly politically 
significant. How far the coverage played in, is a very complex question. If you bring it up to this year, okay, attacks 
going in, particularly on American supply echelons, Nasiriyah, Najaf, as they were moving up towards Baghdad. 
How far those altered the conduct of the war because of the military circumstances of losing a couple of dozen 
troops, having people captured, all very difficult questions for them in trying to secure their lines of communication, 
and how far it was the coverage itself of those issues is a very, very tough one and clearly you would almost have to 
have someone who was inside the war to make an assessment on that.

  Q786  Syd Rapson: The Committee has received consistent reports about equipment shortages. In your capacity 
you have to choose which information coming in you put out to the public. How significant were the shortages of 
equipment reported to you at the time? Were they significant? Some people say we have always been short of toilet 
rolls, short of this, short of that, but some concerns were being raised and there are even more now. How significant 
was the reporting of those equipment shortages at the time? Did it appear to be interesting or relevant? 

  Mr Thomson: It was not particularly relevant. I got there a week or two before the invasion. I think I was just post 
loo rolls actually, if I might put it in non-military terms. There had been a number of those sorts of stories. You got 
there, you poked around to see whether there was anything really significant to any of this and in all honesty, I do not 
think there was. The greatest concerns were around the calibre of the equipment, the radio equipment and, amongst 
soldiers and officers particularly, concerns about friendly fire. Those were pretty much in the forefront of people's 
minds rather than actual equipment. My understanding is that although an awful lot of equipment did arrive there 
very late, it did actually arrive. I am only talking about the parts of the British Army with whom I had contact. 

  Q787  Syd Rapson: So there was no real difference between this campaign and others as far as shortages are 
concerned and the relevance of it to you? There seemed to be quite a lot of interest at one time when it was being 
reported in the newspapers and seemed to get out of hand. After the event we are now getting more positive stories 
about bullets not being right and flak jackets not being available, but at the time it was apparently not significant. 

  Mr Thomson: No. They all thought our flak jackets were better than theirs were and wanted to swop. Apart from 
that I cannot honestly say, in terms of being on the ground, that was of enormous significance. Friendly fire was a 
much bigger concern.

  Q788  Syd Rapson: May I ask your opinion? How well do you think the British were able to handle the transition 
from war fighting to peace keeping? There is a general feeling that we did reasonably well compared with the 
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Americans but what is your opinion on how we coped with that transition? 

  Mr Thomson: It is too early to tell. On the day the tanks went in on the Sunday, the paras went in on foot the next 
day. I cannot actually remember, but they were probably wearing helmets the first morning and then they came off. 
As tanks went past on the main route into Basra, people were queuing for buses; normal Basra life simply went on 
without so much as a blip.

  Q789  Syd Rapson: From the information you got, would you know whether the troops were prepared 
psychologically for the transition or whether they were going in to fight and to win the battle and had no 
understanding of what was to be done afterwards? I am talking about the British forces. Do you have any knowledge 
of that at all from what you were picking up? 

  Mr Thomson: I saw, for instance, the surrender documents which they were dropping in the desert; I am sure you 
have seen a copy too. They were bending over backwards to go over the border and have a cup of tea with people 
and persuade them it was not a good idea to fight. Very considerable effort was put in to doing that. Clearly, if it 
came to a fight, they were prepared to give people a fight and the people who wanted one certainly got one. In terms 
of speaking to soldiers on the streets of Basra, the paras that afternoon were jumpy but frankly amazed and very 
pleased. They did not particularly want to be in a situation . . . Well, I am sure there were some who did want to be in 
a situation where they could have a bit of a fire fight and some did say that, but most were astonished. Only 24 hours 
before, the tanks, the Challengers, had been on the streets and there they were, walking up and down; one or two 
people were waving but mostly they were ignored.

  Q790  Syd Rapson: I watched the television, as did everyone else, and collectively I cannot remember who 
reported what, but I always watch Newsnight and probably they covered it very well. There appeared to be a lot of 
looting and criminality and that still carries on. We did not seem to react to that as fast as we could. From a layman's 
point of view, there seemed to be a feeling of letting them get the anger out of their system and that they wanted to 
get their own back. The troops did not appear to be prepared to stop the looting as fast as they could or to protect 
specific critical facilities and the criminality continued. Do you have any collective views on that? Was the 
appearance of a lack of reaction from our troops real, as suggested by the pictures we were given? 

  Mr Thomson: Damn right it was; absolutely inaction. What could they do? Basra, depending on what you believe, 
has anything up to two million people, who have been completely deprived. This is a place which has the two things 
the area most needs: oil in abundance and water in abundance. The pavements should be made out of marble and you 
know what Basra looks like from the TV images. When there has been a kleptocracy in place for that long, which has 
been thieving from the people and depriving them of what they need, then one afternoon a very small number of 
heavily armed soldiers comes in tanks and sits in a compound, of course people are going to set fire to things and 
steal everything and remove everything—and I mean everything—that can be removed. We had a shot of somebody 
with a flatbed truck dragging a cruiser along the road, everything which could be got was got. The British Army's 
attitude, not unreasonably, was "Let `em get on with it. We can't stop them" which they could not. Probably they had 
no orders to stop them; their orders were to go in and to secure their lodgements, the first places they could secure in 
the town, and go from there and in a few days it would burn itself out. In a few days, on that sort of scale, it did burn 
itself out.

  Q791  Syd Rapson: So it was an acceptable way for it to happen. 

  Mr Thomson: Criminality is the wrong term to use.

  Q792  Syd Rapson: It did appear to be an unexpected way to deal with it, but perhaps we could not have done 
more as a country to prepare to shore up that part of the peace keeping faster and to gain the support of the people 
and not lose it. I think we gained a great deal of credibility by coming in and taking over and then that suddenly 
dispersed when we were unable to protect their hospitals and their supplies of electricity as well as we should. We 
seemed to have won the battle and lost the hearts and minds. It is very easy for us after the event and I am not trying 
to be smart, but could we have done more, should we have been more prepared and should we have been trained to 
be aware of the transition which could happen? We did not appear to be. 

  Mr Urban: There are some interesting questions, both this one and the question about the Fedayeen which related 
to internal communications within the armed forces and the people who were planning this operation. It is certainly 
the case that a contact said to me a few weeks before the war that the main thing they were trying to get their heads 
round at the moment was what they were calling in Whitehall "catastrophic collapse". I asked what that was. He said 
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it was a planning assumption that because of the nature of the state, the whole thing just implodes and there is 
absolutely no authority, no order or whatever. Clearly from that evidence you can say that in some department of 
MoD or cell of the forces or wherever there clearly were some people thinking about that. Equally, one can say with 
looting, one saw how the Iraqi army left Kuwait City in 1991; one saw trucks driving up the [Mutla] ridge towing 
steps to aircraft from the airport behind them. Quite why they were taking those home ...? Clearly in that sense one 
can say that there was some form here as to what might happen in a power vacuum situation, if you allowed a lot of 
armed people to be let loose on a modern urban centre. On the Fedayeen, I certainly know from conversations I have 
had, that as soon as you understood from your intelligence gathering methods that the Iraqis did not intend to attempt 
a conventional defence of their borders—and that was pretty clear a week or two before the operation began—you 
then began to ask yourself what their strategies were for defending themselves. It was calculated to be a three-tier 
[ring] of an inner defence in the Baghdad area, the so-called red zone, by the Republican Guard, a guerilla style 
defence—and I certainly had discussions about this with contacts and it was reported in a piece we did a week before 
the war started that a guerilla defence was one of the main options—and the possible use of WMD, which was talked 
about a lot but clearly did not happen. It is interesting in that context that General McKiernan, made his famous 
remark about not having war-gamed that option, which was carried by the American press and caused a bit of a stir 
in Washington about ten days into the war. It is curious, because clearly some people were considering the 
possibility of the Fedayeen or guerilla type resistance. I am sure of it and it was reflected in some of the coverage 
even before the war started that this was one of the principal options open to the Iraqis. Similarly the catastrophic 
collapse was definitely being thought about and discussed and planned for by some people. The question of why 
these things did not get down to the soldiers on the ground is an interesting one. 

  Mr Thomson: Although some clearly did, to protect the Al Faw peninsula oil installations in the south and at the 
other end of the infrastructure the gas oil separation plants (GOSPs) in the desert in the Rumaylah field was an 
absolute military priority from the word go. There was some thinking along those lines, but frankly they thought 
"Looting? Civil unrest? Let it go".

  Q793  Mr Cran: One of the novel aspects of this particular war was the whole concept of embedded journalists. 
There have been different views about how successful it has been. I am getting the impression from you that you 
thought it was successful. I was just looking at a quote from Air Marshal Brian Burridge, and all he was able to say 
was ". . . on balance . . . the use of the embedded media was just positive". That is not a ringing tone. Could you 
answer against the background of one other point, which is this. It seemed to me that the embedded journalists were 
bogged down by a mass of tactical detail, which they were unable to assess and put into a bigger strategic context. Is 
all of that fair? Against that background was the embedding principle successful? 

  Mr Ivens: It is half and half, is it not? In Gulf War 1 the embedded journalists had a rather tough time of it and 
often found themselves locked up either at sea or on land in quarters where they could observe nothing at all. 
Embedding in this war to a certain extent gave them an opportunity to see things and report on things which would 
otherwise never have been reported. Speaking in the interests of print media, we found it useful to have both, both 
the embedded and the unembedded. The MoD and soldiers on the spot were not always very happy with 
unembedded forces, given the system that they chose to operate, but we would like to have both systems.

  Q794  Mr Cran: Mr Thomson, you were embedded, you must have a view on whether the whole thing was 
successful. Do you have any reservations? 

  Mr Thomson: Yes, I have plenty of reservations. Of course in some senses it suits the military to have people at the 
front end—or the second front end, because nobody was at the very front end, let us disabuse ourselves of that from 
the word go. Being an embed on a spoke means you were probably in the second run of people going up the Al Faw 
or on the west of Az Zubayr or whatever it was. In a sense, having people there who, when it is going well, can give 
you, in television terms, all the pictures, because television is a crude beast, it needs the pictures, we live or die by 
that and frankly whether there is a journalist behind who can understand what is going on is in some senses not the 
major thing. You need the pictures and at least under this system the pictures can be brought in either to London or to 
the hub where we were, where we have someone like Chris Vernon or Robin Brims, who can take us on one side and 
tell us what is going on. It does not matter that there are X hundred people there, what matters is what they are doing 
and you cannot use that because it is future intent. Do you see what I mean? They did try very hard to put this future 
intent into context so that we could see what was happening today in the context of what would be happening 
tomorrow. That was what you had in this hub in the strategic sense, but clearly there are problems and one of the 
many problems was in fact that you had somebody out on one of the spokes whose material would simply be sent 
with a track and a commentary, straight back into London, turned round, edited together, bang it is out and it 
bypassed any kind of process of setting it in context and strategy and detail. I guess if you want a lot of that you 
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would probably read a newspaper.

  Q795  Mr Cran: Do you accept that one of the weaknesses of the embedded principle is that the pressure is to get 
the stuff into a twenty-four-hour media, a lot of tactical detail gets broadcast but no context. Do you accept that? 

  Mr Thomson: I accept that entirely, yes. To go back to Brian Burridge's comment, that is a senior officer 
commenting in a situation where, by and large, it went pretty well. You have only to imagine what it would be like if 
things went badly; material simply would not get out. We did not have many examples, but one was when we did a 
food distribution in Az Zubayr, as I am sure you are aware, and material was held over by at least 24 hours because 
the food distribution had gone badly, there was a mini riot, somebody let off a few rounds and it was all a bit chaotic 
and the Brits pulled out. That was basically censored, quite against the censorship rules, but it was censored and that 
was a very, very minor incident; nobody got hurt, it just did not look particularly good. It looked rather chaotic and it 
looked as though hearts and minds had not been won. If Brian Burridge said that on a war which went like this did, I 
think he would tell you pretty clearly what he felt if it had gone badly.

  Q796  Mr Cran: Mr Urban, you were back here and I guess you are the individual to whom all of us would look to 
give context to the material you were getting. Did you feel you succeeded or partially succeeded? 

  Mr Urban: That really is in the eye of the beholder. Certainly I felt I had quite a lot of good material from the 
embeds. If you look at the system which was created and the numbers of journalists involved, I do not think you can 
be left in any doubt—and I am talking now about the central planning, the central command, the American planning 
rather than any MoD or British aspect of this—that getting the message out or allowing people a window into the 
military action was deemed more important than operational security. They would not have crafted a system like the 
one they created, if operational security had been a higher issue on their list of concerns than, call it what you will, 
information. That is perfectly clear. When I was preparing my presentations each night and assessing where the 1st 
Marine Division was and the Brigade of the 82nd Airborne had become committed, I had a mental list of which 
embeds were with which unit of the American Army. I would check the website of the Boston Globe, the New York 
Times, whoever it was, I would listen to Voice of America, whatever was necessary to find out what the 82nd 
Airborne Division were doing today. Despite the restrictions about not saying exactly where they were, I was 
normally able to gain a very good idea both of their activity and their location. It became a daily routine for me to 
collate all the information which was available, almost all of it, just through the obvious expedient of using the net, 
or just consuming the media, whether video media, ABC, Fox, whoever, and just by knowing who was embedded 
with the 2nd Brigade of the 3rd Infantry Division, checking their output, seeing where they were, it was always 
pretty obvious. In that sense, you could see that the whole way the operation was crafted assumed in a way, rightly, 
that you were not operating against an enemy who would have sufficient military power and cohesion to respond to 
that information quickly and effectively and say if they are there, then we can attack at points A and B. That was a 
safe assumption on the part of the American planners, but it was certainly possible to pull that information together 
and to do so on a daily basis. There were unanswered questions for example, about certain Special Operations Forces 
or certain squadrons of the Air Force. Apart from that it was pretty clear where everybody was on any given day and 
what they were doing.

  Q797  Mr Cran: I think I am speaking more about the visual media than I am about Sunday heavyweights, which 
have time to work out the context. Would it be fair to say that in programmes like yours, where at the end of the day 
you have had time to think about it, you have had time to make the calls and so on, there you do get the context? 
Where it may go wrong is where you have BBC2 or BBC1 or whatever devoting a whole morning to the war and 
there is no context at all, it is just moving from one pinprick to another. That is fair, is it not? 

  Mr Thomson: Yes; if you are saying Newsnight and Channel Four News are so much better than twenty-four-hour 
news, that is entirely fair.

  Q798  Mr Cran: No, I was not saying that at all. 

  Mr Thomson: I jest. Of course, there is the time to check things and actually make phone calls and check what we 
think is about right and that can be done in the context of in-depth one-bulletin-a-day news programmes. It cannot 
always be done in the same way in terms of twenty-four-hour news. That is not to denigrate twenty-four-hour news; 
twenty-four-hour news is simply doing a different job. I think that they are both perfectly valid. 

  Mr Urban: Absolutely; it is horses for courses. Clearly in any rolling output there will be an immediacy which has 
a value to the viewer and what one can say at the end of it all is that for all that output and the angst it causes in some 
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quarters in government, it leaves people much better informed. Generally speaking the results one got from 
soundings of the audience were generally that it is a mistake to underestimate the intelligence of the audience.

  Q799  Mr Cran: I was not implying anything other than the opposite of what you said. 

  Mr Urban: It is horses for courses. The analytical function of Newsnight or Channel Four News is clearly different 
to the immediacy type of material and the value of immediacy that you get, whether it is Sky, News 24, whoever, 
from those networks.
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  Q800  Rachel Squire: Before we move on, may I just pick up on the angst. You mentioned the twenty-four-hour 
reporting and the angst it causes to the government. May I ask you to comment on the angst it can cause to service 
personnel's families when they hear that there has been some helicopter crash somewhere and they have no idea 
where or whom it might affect and the trauma that can cause on a very large-scale basis? 

  Mr Urban: I do not particularly want to comment on it, simply because I cannot speak from much experience. I 
cannot say I was at a particular naval air station the day the accident happened and speak to you about it with some 
real insight from the point of view of the families concerned. So I would be reluctant to comment on that. As, a long 
time ago and for a short period, a service member, I think that the bush telegraph in most regiments or squadrons, if 
something bad happens, tends to work pretty quickly. It creates an imperative in terms of informing next of kin and 
those very difficult other issues that the forces have to deal with. I certainly think in the recent past, one saw in the 
recent incident in Iraq, that they were moving pretty quickly, as quickly as they could and also that they wanted to 
restrict, for example, the fact that it had been a Royal Military Police patrol which ran into difficulty in that particular 
incident. I think the feeling more centrally in the Ministry of Defence was that until the next of kin had been 
informed or at least they had gone some way towards doing so, they wanted to restrict that and I think we understood 
that. I do not believe—I should be interested if you knew otherwise—that Sky, or the BBC or ITN News or whoever, 
were saying early on that day or in the mid afternoon, "Yes, these six people who lost their lives in the centre of the 
town were from the Royal Military Police". I think it was understood that as soon as you identified such a small 
regimental community a lot of people would obviously have a lot of emotional turmoil as a result of you doing that. I 
think in that particular case, sensitivity was shown.

  Q801  Mr Cran: I personally found your programmes quite informative. I found the running commentary 
confusing, but that is just me. Were you able to negotiate the terms of the relationship between your embeds with the 
MoD and the Pentagon? Were you able to negotiate the contract, as it were or did they say, "Here's the deal, take it or 
leave it"? 

  Mr Ivens: In our most remarkable case, the one at Nasiriyah, we negotiated nothing. After our correspondent had 
reported on what might have landed us in a court of law, a rather terrible action at night, the American soldiers had a 
meeting to talk about whether they should allow our correspondent to continue to be embedded with their battalion 
and they voted to keep him. They said "You reported what you saw. Stay there. On our heads be it". It was quite 
remarkable. Maybe we just got lucky with the Americans in that particular unit. 

  Mr Thomson: As for everyone, absolutely everything was up for grabs. You would go to the MoD meetings round 
here in London and they would be saying "This is how it's going to be, chaps. Here's the list of things. Here are the 
dos and don'ts. They are set in stone. That is decided. Sign on the bottom line and that is how it's going to be". When 
you get there, of course everything is different: you have to turn up with a 4x4 vehicle painted a certain colour. It 
turns out you can turn up with anything you want, including an armoured Land Rover. The embed system was 
supposedly set in stone and if that is true, how come Jeremy Thompson from Sky ended up inventing his own. There 
are all sorts of rules about dos and don'ts but politics are more important than the military in fighting a war in some 
contexts. So it was that the man from The Sun was flung out for upsetting somebody early on in terms of censorship, 
he bounced back to Kuwait City and was immediately sent up to join our little troop in the desert because The Sun is 
so politically important to the war. The Ministry of Defence sets out its guidelines, as it has to do. It has to get this 
corral of different individuals organised somehow and that is how they do it. Of course absolutely everything is up 
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for grabs and the sooner you know that the more you get to grab.

  Q802  Mr Cran: Mr Ivens, you said earlier on, if I remember it correctly, that there were advantages in having 
embeds and unilaterals. What did you mean by that? What are the advantages? 

  Mr Ivens: The disadvantages were very, very clear from Gulf War 1. I was on a different newspaper at the time, I 
was foreign editor of The Times, but you find you have a correspondent locked away on board ship in the middle of 
the Persian Gulf, not even allowed to land after the war was effectively over. You also find that you can only see 
what you are allowed. Hence we wanted both options in this particular war. We wanted to be in the right place at the 
right time. Just like anybody who is gambling on a successful outcome, we wanted to hedge our bets. We wanted to 
be with the marines on their advance up to Nasiriyah, but we also wanted to observe some of the fighting away from 
the troops, purely on an empirical basis that embedding had not always worked for us in the past.

  Q803  Mr Cran: Mr Thomson, you were embedded. Would you have liked to have been released, freed and 
become a unilateral? 

  Mr Thomson: I was a gamekeeper this time and I was a poacher in 1991. There has to be a place for both. Perish 
the day when we only ever have embeds or we only ever have unilaterals, independent journalists. There has to be 
room for both. The problem was in this particular war that it was quite exceptionally dangerous to be up there on 
your own unescorted and sadly ITN have lost three people as a result of doing exactly that sort of operation. You are 
on your own and in this case on your own in peculiarly difficult circumstances of having two sets of invading armies 
and the consequences of that were obvious for all to see as far as ITN was concerned and indeed other organisations 
who also lost people. There is no point in beating about the bush: if you are going to go unilateral in a war there is a 
risk and it is a lot greater than going with the British Army. They did everything to prevent us seeing the war, in 
many circumstances by talking about duty of care, which we long since signed away when we signed up to 
censorship. 

  Mr Ivens: Although we would not like our correspondents to be treated with hostility because they are not 
embedded, in the encounter Mr Thomson relates, one of our correspondents, Christina Lamb, thought on that day, 
preceding the fire fight, that she had not really been treated with great co-operation by the army in no uncertain terms.

  Q804  Mr Cran: The question of the outside expert. Programmes like yours, Mr Urban, wheeled in the outside 
expert, usually former senior military personnel, who by definition are probably out of date in terms of their 
understanding of what is going on. On the other hand you have to balance this out by your programme having to look 
credible. Did this present problems for you, given also that some of these experts probably came with a bit of 
baggage? Do not ask me which, because I am not going to answer that question. 

  Mr Urban: We only used four so it would be a short list of suspects if you thought that. Our approach was basically 
that I was in the hot seat in terms of initially doing the presentation of what happened today and what was significant 
and what was not. We were not asking them in that sense as people who had been out of the system for some time to 
detail the current operations. Their role was to explore various issues which might be arising at the military level. 
Clearly there was the Secretary of State for Defence and there were various other people who appeared on the 
programme to explore it at a political level. Their job was to explore at the military level some of the implications of 
things which were happening, what might be going through the minds of commanders on the ground. We tried to 
recruit people who had specifically had command responsibility either for the very units that were engaged at the 
time or had been field commanders during the 1991 war and therefore could speak from a position of authority. As to 
your question about whether they therefore come with some baggage, the question then is whether you want 
somebody not in a position to comment from experience and with expertise? We assessed that under those 
circumstances it would help the viewers to understand what was going on a bit better, or what the issues were, or 
what was going through commanders' minds, if we had very experienced people, a former commander of 3rd Army, 
as McKiernan had been, former commander of the 24th Infantry Division, former commander of air forces in 1991 
and another former senior operational commander to do that. I was happy with that and I was happy with the way it 
worked and it was certainly not their job to do the day-to-day nitty gritty of operations.

  Q805  Mr Cran: My last question is simply this: a lot of mystique surrounds UK special forces and I suppose, Mr 
Thomson, I am looking at you for the answer to this one. Did you come across any knowledge of their activities that 
you are able to impart to us? 

  Mr Thomson: Yes. So far as I am aware, they were in Basra, not dressed as local people, on the edges of the town, 
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the far outskirts, acting as forward spotter units, which would be no great secret to anybody. Somebody had to go in 
there and tell the lads at the back what to fire their big guns at and those people were deemed the best people to do it. 
Probably they were at work in Al Faw as well, in fact I am fairly sure they were; possibly in more of a combat role in 
terms of actually engaging people, fighting people. That is about the limit of it. Yes, they were there.

  Q806  Mr Cran: So you would not take the view that some would take that special forces are surrounded by far too 
much mystique, secrecy and all the rest of it. 

  Mr Thomson: I do take that view. 

  Q807  Mr Cran: Which they would find unsustainable in a day and age like ours. 

  Mr Thomson: Personally I think it is completely unsustainable. I do not think mystique suits the Special Air 
Service, or Special Boat Service, or any of these services particularly. I do not think it has much to do with fighting 
wars. I filmed them in Sierra Leone for instance and we transmitted it. We filmed then in Afghanistan and 
transmitted that. They like their mystique but the media should not like the mystique.

  Q808  Chairman: It helps sell their books. 

  Mr Thomson: I could not possibly comment. 

  Chairman: It is amazing how many authors have emerged from special forces.

  Q809  Mr Roy: I should like to explore news management, or, to everyone else, censorship. Were reports sent from 
theatre censored and if so, in what way? 

  Mr Ivens: Speaking for a newspaper which was in favour of the war editorially and had been in favour of Gulf War 
1 editorially and had taken notice of Saddam Hussein's use of chemical weapons as far back as Al Abiyah, we did 
not find it a problem. We were able to run reports which were very embarrassing, I presume, to allied forces. We 
were able to run correspondents in Baghdad. We did not feel editorially that we needed somehow to make them 
conform to some sort of editorial CENTCOM in the editor's office, nor did we feel restrained in reporting on what 
we saw when allied forces either made mistakes or did things which might in post-war light or even at the time be 
thought to be questionable. 

  Q810  Mr Roy: So none of your journalists was censored, none of the reporters was censored by the military 
handlers they had. 

  Mr Ivens: No. In the most graphic case they did have a meeting afterwards, in the case of our chap with the 
marines, and said that was what he saw. From our end, we presume to work with a man in the field and that is our 
business. Similarly we did not encounter problems with censorship from military authorities. 

  Mr Thomson: There is an extraordinary squeamishness in this country, a very British thing about not calling a 
spade a spade. Actually senior TV news executives are entirely complicit in this. They will do anything but actually 
talk about censorship, so it is quite refreshing that you used that phrase rather than news management or restrictions 
or other such circumlocutions.

  Q811  Mr Roy: No; it is censorship. 

  Mr Thomson: Of course you are censored. One, you sign a censorship form with the MoD saying you are going to 
be censored. You are censored because your freedom of movement is utterly and completely restricted.

  Q812  Mr Roy: Just explain it for a layman. You say you sign a form that you will be censored. 

  Mr Thomson: Yes, you sign a form. I have one at home, but I am sure you have seen them. It says basically that 
they are going to censor us for reasons of operational security (opsec), so you do not give stuff away to the other side 
which could be useful and may get people killed unnecessarily. Fair enough. I cannot understand why anybody 
would have a problem with that. They also say, interestingly enough, that they are not going to censor us in terms of 
taste, tone or embarrassment. In terms of taste, in television we all censor ourselves until the cows come home, 
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because most of what happens really happens in war, that is the killing of people, the maiming of people, the injuring 
of people, which never gets shown on television. In one respect we on the journalistic side of it and our executives 
are the greatest censors out. I am sure they will thank me for saying that. In the field of course, when the going gets 
even slightly rough, they will start trying to censor you in terms of taste and tone and embarrassment. We filmed a 
logistics unit, just a place where they did the buttons and berets and everything. One part of it looked fine to us, but 
they were desperate that we did not transmit it, because apparently it did not look shipshape. It was silly little things 
like that, where people watching at home who were in the know would be able to see that. It was that sort of stuff.

  Q813  Mr Roy: But you would need to accept the mindset which says you guys are not reporting on a general 
election in Iraq where you have to give a level playing field and the MoD do not give a level playing field to both 
sides. You can understand their mindset, if that were the case. 

  Mr Thomson: I can understand it entirely. I do not agree with it, but I understand it entirely. Equally, Az Zubayr 
example, slightly more serious, because hearts-and-minds was clearly an issue and, as I have underlined, it was 
something I believe the British Army worked very hard to try to do the ground work for. When the going got rough, 
what did they do? They censored it. They stopped it going out.

  Q814  Mr Roy: Do you think your viewers accept that? Do you think your viewers expect you to play exactly 
down the middle, level playing field, treat friend and foe alike, or do they expect when they are watching it that it is 
slightly slanted? 

  Mr Thomson: I suspect, from the e-mails we get back from our viewers, that they expect a fair, robust and critical 
view of what is going on, trying to get to the truth of what is going on in amidst the lies and misinformation which 
immediately spring up in any single war. I have covered enough of them and there was nothing different about this 
one. That is what people expect. It is not by and large what they get, but it is what people expect.

  Q815  Mr Howarth: Do they expect you to be cognizant of the fact that you are British, that it is British lives at 
stake out there? 

  Mr Thomson: Absolutely; and covering one of the most historically unpopular wars this country has ever embarked 
upon.

  Q816  Mr Howarth: But a very sharp change in attitude as soon as they crossed the start line. 

  Mr Thomson: A very sharp change in attitude the other way now they have supposedly gone over the finish line.

  Q817  Mr Howarth: Indeed, but you were concerned and we are concerned. 

  Mr Thomson: But you take my point. This was a highly politicised war.

  Q818  Mr Howarth: All wars are politicised. 

  Mr Thomson: Of course they are and of course people got on side once the shooting was under way. People wanted 
to support "our boys" and all the rest of it.

  Q819  Mr Roy: Is it your job to judge that? 

  Mr Thomson: Our job is not to judge. The job of a war correspondent is not to compile his or her views according 
to what the mood is at home; that is entirely irrelevant. Our job is to find the truth of what is going on, in so far as we 
possibly can, with the limited means at our disposal. 

  Chairman: As a result of a question, you were listing different forms of censorship and Frank cut you off in mid 
sentence. Could you come back and list the other forms of censorship, either self or externally generated when we 
come back? Give it some thought. Thank you very much

The Committee suspended from 3.59pm to 4.18 pm for a division in the House.
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  Q820  Mr Roy: Levels of censorship. 

  Mr Thomson: I have desperately being trying to think up more. As perhaps is inevitable, I do not know, one can be 
a bit precious about it, there was a departure; obviously once battle commences sensitivities get very high about 
things like tone and taste and embarrassment and issues like that. Just the examples I quoted were fairly minor 
because obviously the invasion went reasonably well. One can only guess again that what needs to be stressed is that 
these media operations grow organically. What we have here did not just happen, it grew out of the Falklands and it 
grew out of Kosovo and it grew out of 1991 Gulf War and that is pretty much now the blueprint. What has to be 
taken on board is that this is fine and the military are getting coverage which would break the budget of any 
advertising agency in terms of showing what you are doing on television. When things start to go wrong, as they 
inevitably will in future conflicts, one wonders at that stage how things will play out in terms of holding back 
material, withholding material, preventing material getting back and so forth.

  Q821  Mr Roy: You said earlier that it was the most unpopular war. 

  Mr Thomson: No, I did not. I said it was an historically unpopular war.

  Q822  Mr Roy: Can I tell you that in my constituency, that was not the case. In my constituency it was not 
historically the most unpopular war. 

  Mr Thomson: This is an important point. I did not say historically the most unpopular war. I said it was an 
historically unpopular war as wars go. For instance compared to Kosovo, compared to the last Gulf War, compared 
to the Falklands, in terms of recent history, this was a good deal less popular.

  Q823  Mr Roy: Therefore it is more unpopular. 

  Mr Thomson: Yes.

  Q824  Mr Roy: Does your perception—and that is your perception— 

  Mr Thomson: No, no; that is not my perception. It is important. That is a matter, I think, of demonstrable fact, in 
terms of opinion polls, at least one million people demonstrating in London. It is not a matter of perception, it is a 
matter of fact.

  Q825  Mr Roy: The United Kingdom does not finish in the streets of London, let me tell you. What I really want to 
get at is that if that was your viewpoint, would that then follow through to the type of reporting you would do, or 
your organisation would do, on a particular war which was historically unpopular or historically popular? I am trying 
to connect this to censorship and things. Does that come through in the type of reporting you do? 

  Mr Thomson: Unquestionably yes. It was incumbent on people like me for instance to ask the likes of Robin Brims 
and equally soldiers on the ground whether it affects their morale knowing that they are out there to fight this war, 
which the government have embarked upon, knowing that war is very unpopular in many quarters. It is clearly not a 
question one would ask in terms of some other conflicts which have involved this country.
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  Q826  Mr Roy: Equally, do you take into account the effect that could have on the service personnel reading, 
listening and viewing the news? We were told this morning that did have an effect on the service personnel. Are you 
aware of that? 

  Mr Thomson: Then that is reality: it had an effect on service personnel. I would say to you that I would suspect that 
effect was already there. There were soldiers who would say that while it does have an effect, a lot of the lads were 
asking questions about what it is all about, that sort of stuff, they were actually very forthcoming—and this speaks 
well for the military that you are not in a situation completely where "You can talk to anyone you want, so long as 
you talk to him, him and him" and him, him and him all say the same thing. We have moved slightly beyond that. 
Soldiers are thinking people, their families are thinking people. They do not, nor should they, live in a vacuum, 
without information, without questioning what is going on.

  Q827  Mr Roy: What would you say if I said to you that we have already been told that some service personnel 
became disillusioned during the war after reading the reports, not before it, as you are saying. They obviously had 
their own opinion before it, but they became absolutely disillusioned on reading the reports and listening and 
viewing. Are you aware of that? 

  Mr Thomson: If those reports were the truth and they responded in that way, then that is the reality of it. We are not 
here to imbue the troops with any feelings whatsoever for or against the war. We are there to find out what their 
views are about fighting the war, if they feel able to give them. If those feelings are positive or negative, so be it.

  Q828  Mr Roy: What kind of responsibility do you have to the United Kingdom citizens? Do you have any 
responsibility? 

  Mr Thomson: If you are trying to argue that it is the business of the press and the media to uphold the morale of the 
troops in times of war, I disagree.

  Q829  Mr Roy: Let me be clear. I am not trying to make an argument, I am just trying to fish out exactly what your 
feelings are about whether you have responsibility? 

  Mr Thomson: What my job is, is to go and find out what is going on. In this case—and this is not my perception, it 
is a matter of incontestable fact—this was a very unpopular war. I am not saying that most people opposed it: I am 
just saying that an awful lot of people had very strong feelings about the war and why it was fought. That being the 
case, soldiers not living in a vacuum, it is incumbent upon journalists to reflect what the feelings in that regard are on 
the ground, in so far as they can get them.

  Q830  Rachel Squire: Did it encourage you to look for criticism and discontent? 

  Mr Thomson: In the sense that meant did I go out there and ask soldiers those sorts of questions in this conflict, 
which perhaps would not have been in the forefront of my mind in 1991, or in Kosovo, then the answer to that is yes, 
of course it did. I would not be doing my job, if I did not.

  Q831  Rachel Squire: Where does journalistic impartiality come into that when your questions had a clear bias to 
them? 

  Mr Thomson: My questions do not have a bias to them. My questions were reflecting that there was unpopularity at 
home. It is an interesting and perfectly legitimate job to find out whether that is having an effect on morale in the 
field. I cannot see anybody having a problem with that.

  Q832  Mr Roy: I accept that there was unpopularity at home. During the time of the conflict did you reflect that 
that had actually changed once the war began? 

  Mr Thomson: Yes. In the context that this is before the war began. Once the war began, fine, we have had our 
demonstrations and there has been a big political row about what has been going on or otherwise; a lot of people had 
question marks. That was then and now here we are going over the border and frankly there are much more 
congruent issues to talk about and report on once the troops are over the border and invading another country.
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  Q833  Chairman: If you are TV or radio, there are public standards you have to adhere to in terms of balance. If 
you are a newspaper, it appears there are no such standards. If you happen to be supporting the government and 
reading The Independent, The Guardian, the Daily Mirror, then you are in a losing corner, because you are unlikely 
to get a great deal of information to sustain your views. This is not asking a question but what irritates are the 
newspapers who, the deeper they went into the war, the more successful the war was from the standpoint of the 
government, the more their hostility was made obvious. This is irritating when public service broadcasters and 
television and radio broadcasters, who do have to adhere to certain standards, produce one set of broadcasts and 
information which is reasonably fair—there are exceptions—but the others can just hammer away incessantly 
undermining morale with no impetus whatsoever, either internally or externally generated, to be fair, if by fair it 
means treating the British Government as fairly as they would treat other combatants. That is what truly rankles. I 
would never expect the media simply to shout appreciatively and wave their flags, but it is possible it is quite 
damaging if some newspapers go in absolutely the opposite direction. You can produce evidence with certainty and 
so can I, but I admire those journalists who try to be fair. 

  Mr Ivens: Yes, but we must be fair to newspapers which have been opposed to the war before the campaign began. 
They are very often broad churches and we were editorially out of sympathy with some of the newspapers you 
describe, but they would have different journalistic perspectives and they would try hard to have a more balanced 
view of the war than just something which was programmed by the office to say that they were to do their damnedest 
to oppose it in what they reported from the field. There is a danger of being a little too hard on them. 

  Mr Thomson: In times of war the last thing you want to do is live in a country where none of the media rankles you 
with what they are saying. Being rankled is a sign of health.

  Q834  Mr Roy: May I go back to the issue of censorship and whether there was censorship and in what form? 

  Mr Urban: This is where I have the disadvantage of weathering the conflict in W12. The short answer to your 
question is no, there are not nightly phone calls from some strange government committee, call it the D-Notice 
Committee, call it what you will, saying you will not report on these two members of the SBS who are now E&E-ing 
their way towards Syria because they had an unfortunate mishap with their Land Rover. We did show their Land 
Rover, but we were not even aware, say in that case, that there were two people on the ground and there was no 
attempt, in that case, for example to say to us "Don't use those pictures". They had already been all over Iraqi 
television. In that sort of heavy-handed, overt, obvious way, it does not happen, but, equally, like Alex, I would agree 
that we need to be grown-up about it and when we sometimes have voluntarily agreed or we have entered into an 
arrangement, we need to be mature and to confess or be honest with ourselves or our viewers or our readers that yes, 
there are certain circumstances, clearly in the context of the embeds, where you were not going to reveal future 
operations. There was one situation where, after a discussion with the Ministry of Defence, I decided not to do a 
particular story at that time. Was that censorship? No, in the sense that it was clear at the end of the conversation that 
we were perfectly at liberty to go ahead and broadcast the story or to talk about the subject I wanted to talk about. In 
that sense there were not late night phone calls to the DG, nothing like that. There was no attempt in any sense to say 
"Drop the story" or "If you run the story, there'll be trouble". However, there was a discussion in which the pros and 
cons of running it were discussed and I decided on balance, with the editor of Newsnight, it was probably best not to 
run it at that time. I do not know whether that is censorship or not?

  Q835  Mr Roy: I suspect all the programmes and newspapers were read and watched and radio listened to very 
closely. You mentioned the embeds there. Could the embeds have become a tool of propaganda? Was there a 
danger? Did you ever feel there was ever a danger that they could become tools of our government propaganda, 
MoD propaganda, or, worse, inadvertently a source of intelligence to the Iraqis. 

  Mr Urban: My assessment would be that if you had an Iraqi military intelligence cell monitoring the output of all 
the embeds—and let us not forget the vast majority of these people were with the US forces and they were 
Americans—that you could learn an enormous amount of military value. For example, it was fairly clear to me 
roughly what the plan was beforehand from various sources and I decided that the commitment of the 101st Airborne 
Division would be a significant factor when it happened. So every day I would check up on Rick Atkinson, who was 
a very celebrated writer and author of one or two very good books, a top class journalist and who was an embed with 
the 101st Airborne Division. I would check up with him on the Washington Post to see where he was and what he 
was up to and generally if he did not file, or if he said "Preparations to move out", I knew which corner of Kuwait 
they were in and I could understand that when the 101st Airborne Division was committed it would be a good sign 
about the 3rd Army's main axis. 
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  Q836  Mr Roy: Were you never tempted to mention the 101st Airborne before they committed? 

  Mr Urban: Yes, we did mention them. I am pretty sure that when they started moving we mentioned it, because it 
was then on the Washington Post website. I am quite convinced that an army that was capable of large-scale 
effective resistance could have gleaned much of value from the embed system, but that the assessment of the 
Pentagon was that they would not be capable and that the requirement of getting the message out, call it what you 
will, was higher in their list of priorities than the danger to operational security. Following what Alex said about the 
way these things develop, I am sure he is right, but equally, like Afghanistan, if for some reason in the future, in a 
large-scale military operation, they decided it was not in their interest to have embeds, I am sure the system would be 
uninvented over night. In Afghanistan you had mainly special operations forces for some weeks operating at the 
sharp end. Clearly they did not want lots of journalists running around and there were various other considerations. 
They just did not want them there and they were not there. After a while they took a few people into that base near 
Kandahar and all the journalists were chafing at the bit and saying they had not been told anything. I think that was 
clearly a war where they judged that the operational security benefits of not having embeds were greater. In this one, 
they made their judgments. I certainly think it is the case that you could derive much of military interest from the 
reports of embeds.

  Q837  Mr Roy: Did you need to verify that? I understood that in a twenty-four-hour news cycle there was not an 
awful lot of time to verify stories. Could you talk us through that? Was there a need to verify or did people just wing 
it at times and is there a lesson to be learned from the lack of verification? 

  Mr Urban: No, we are talking now about the specifics of whether a particular brigade or something is engaged and 
then where they are and what their mission is. I got various things wrong or misunderstood at the time and it showed 
in the presentations. That was not one of them. I do not think we ever showed a significant error on where we placed 
any of those units. The reason was that there was normally more than one embed in each brigade, many in each 
division, which allowed you to get some collateral and sometimes there were other contacts by phone or whatever 
other method with colleagues and they would say "We've just been north east of Kuwait and there are 300 
helicopters there".

  Q838  Mr Roy: So that allowed you to back check? 

  Mr Urban: Yes. We would not have run it on the basis of just talking to a colleague, because then you get into the 
whole opsec thing. The fact that it was on the Washington Post website and you could get collateral, then gives you 
the confidence to draw the line on the map, as it were. 

  Mr Thomson: May I just say, because I think it is an important feature, that the Americans were far less concerned, 
for the reasons Mark has just outlined, on the issue of opsec, the future stuff, than the British were. There is no doubt 
about that.

  Q839  Mr Roy: Was it a cultural thing? 

  Mr Thomson: Possibly. I was not with the Americans. I cannot speak for them. It was the first and only 
commandment with the British that you do not give away opsec and that was it and everyone knew that, so much so 
that nobody ever sat in on our edits or anything like that. They could have done and we would have objected, but 
nobody bothered because they knew what we knew; we had had the broad-brush picture and they trusted us.
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  Q840  Mr Roy: So no one was tempted. To go back to the 101st Airborne, you knew they were going to go into 
action at some point, so nobody was tempted to look particularly intelligent and say a couple of hours before that 
they thought the 101st Airborne might come in at some point? Was there a temptation to do that? 

  Mr Thomson: Huge; yes, for me. Brims showed us how he was going to fight the war.

  Q841  Mr Roy: Did you succumb? 

  Mr Urban: We did succumb, yes. Before the war we ran a thing which included this assessment that guerilla 
resistance would be an important factor, in which the war plan was addressed and discussed in very broad-brush 
terms. Clearly it was not based on any official briefing at all, because self-evidently the terms on which that would 
have been given, as with Alex, was that . . . you know. It was based on the common sense of deployment and the fact 
that basically the marines were going to be on the right and the army was going to be on the left and that Saddam 
was not going to defend his frontiers, all of which took you in certain directions. There was only one mechanised 
division. It was pretty obvious, once you knew they were on the left, that they were only going one place and it was 
obvious where it was going if you looked at it.

  Q842  Mr Howarth: May I ask you a question about the embedded journalists in Baghdad? To what extent did 
you, back at base, filter the information which was coming out of Baghdad, knowing that they were under these 
restrictions? We all got bored of hearing that these reporters were reporting under Iraqi restrictions, but quite a strong 
resentment was developing that these embedded people had developed a bit of a Stockholm syndrome. To what 
extent were you, particularly the BBC, who perhaps came in for more flak than other broadcasters, concerned that 
the wrong impression was being given, that somehow the BBC was being neutralised between good and evil? 

  Mr Urban: I have to say that is above my pay grade. That is a question for editorial management. It was not my 
personal responsibility to define the terms on which those reports should be introduced or to try in some sense to 
balance or correct or whatever else. It really was not a job which fell to me personally. 

  Mr Thomson: They were not embedded. That is a curious use of the term "embedded".

  Q843  Mr Howarth: That was deliberate. 

  Mr Thomson: They were in a hotel and if you stayed at the Rashid or the Palestine you might think it was 
embedded.

  Q844  Mr Roy: May I move on to news values? How aware of western news values were you when you were 
editing the images of the combat itself, that is dead bodies, body parts? How much did that play in your final 
product, that is what the viewers saw, heard and read? 

  Mr Ivens: Do you mean on grounds of taste?

  Q845  Mr Roy: Yes. 
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  Mr Ivens: If that is western values, then we were influenced by them.

  Q846  Mr Roy: Did you have to edit them down? 

  Mr Ivens: It is a sensitive matter whether you show horrific pictures altogether. There are degrees of taste about it 
and we would not go for something which we would consider to be needlessly gratuitous.

  Q847  Mr Roy: Would you like the openness of the images that al-Jazeera were able to broadcast? Does it play a 
part in the mindset in the United Kingdom that it has to be edited down to make it more socially acceptable? 

  Mr Thomson: Yes; absolutely. Television does. If you are working for a programme which goes out at seven in the 
evening, there are enormous considerations that children often are watching.

  Q848  Mr Roy: If that is the case, how would you square that with live television? What is the mechanism you 
would use? At some point in time, some soldier is going to lose his life at five o'clock in the afternoon when the kids 
are back from school and it is going to be an absolutely horrific scene. 

  Mr Thomson: It is an absolutely horrific scene.

  Q849  Mr Roy: I know it is, but they have never seen it before. 

  Mr Thomson: No and you are going to. You are going to see it. Sooner or later it is going to happen. How they deal 
with that, I do not know. I really do not know. Fortunately I am not paid to make those decisions. Yes, technology 
being what it now is, you can and will in the future be sitting on that APC and something is going to happen. Yes. 

  Mr Roy: I remember watching some live footage coming in on a Saturday afternoon with two guys lying on 
concrete shooting at something and I thought that if these guys got shot, it was ten past three on a Saturday afternoon 
and it was going to be absolutely horrific.

  Q850  Rachel Squire: You were talking earlier about the dangers faced by the lone unilateral journalist. Going to 
the other extreme, the impression we all got from the media information centre at CENTCOM, was that you just had 
massed ranks of media. Would you like to comment on how you felt that CENTCOM media information centre 
operated and, frankly, whether you found its output disappointing or very positive? 

  Mr Thomson: I could not comment myself. I just had no contact with it. I did not see it. 

  Mr Urban: The problem is that none of the three of us was there. We would be reluctant to talk on behalf of 
colleagues.

  Q851  Chairman: It seemed to be a pretty superfluous exercise out there. 

  Mr Urban: Yes, it is a matter of recorded fact that they waited rather longer to mount their first briefing than the 
baying mob they had at the front would have liked. It is interesting when you hear in this debate post war from 
people in the military or the MoD this idea about the mosaic or the snapshot or whatever. Clearly from their point of 
view, the media operations plan involved having this CENTCOM central briefing. I know there was some discussion 
about whether they should do something in Kuwait on a similar pattern and it was decided to keep it in Qatar. I think 
it disappointed the military. One of the responses in London centrally was that MoD started putting on briefings and 
making certain people available for interview more often. The Secretary of State was able to appear on Newsnight 
quite a few times. You would have to ask them, but my understanding was that they had to do more here than they 
had originally anticipated doing because CENTCOM had disappointed in terms of being the central, whatever you 
want to call it, rebuttal or information point that people had thought it might be before the war.

  Q852  Rachel Squire: Media organisations themselves came in for some criticism from all sides during the war. 
Fox TV in the US was considered far too much in favour of the war, the BBC got it from both sides, from the 
military and being at times critical but the anti-war movement saying you were biased. Then, those of us who 
watched al-Jazeera's output from time to time got a very different slant on the war to that of the western media 
organisations. Would you like to say anything about whether you felt there was a very different approach amongst 
the different networks to their coverage of the war and to what extent the western media was too much influenced by 
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western attitudes in its coverage? 

  Mr Thomson: That is a big one. The overwhelming thing is simply self-censorship in our country, in our culture. It 
probably just is almost a British and Irish thing. Even in Europe standards are different and tastes are different as to 
what you can show. So much so that Channel Four, for instance, put out The War you never saw at half eleven at 
night principally to get over the fact that in a war people get killed. It made one or two other significant points as 
well. That is an expression almost of the feeling that we had sanitised this one just like we sanitised the last one in 
1991 and to some extent Afghanistan as well. It is very hard to see a way around it, it really is, particularly for 
programmes like mine at seven in the evenings. It is very difficult.

  Q853  Chairman: It is the bias of the media we keep banging on about. Forgive us for this. What happens if you 
are a journalist in a certain newspaper and the editorial line is very gung-ho for the war or very hostile to the war? 
What if you then send up a story that does not reflect that editorial or ownership bias? Do you think the organisations 
you serve were reasonably fair in their output? 

  Mr Thomson: I never saw the output, because I was there.

  Q854  Chairman: You were the output, were you not? 

  Mr Thomson: Yes, to some degree. No, a colleague of mine, Nick Parker, from The Sun came there to do The Sun 
thing and that is "I'm Nick Parker. I'm from The Sun. It does what it says on the tin". 

  Q855  Mr Howarth: Could you just explain what you think The Sun thing is, apart from Page Three? 

  Mr Thomson: Apart from Page Three, "Our boys done a great job". That is The Sun's line and Nick was there and 
did a very good job and I am sure he did what his editor and the editorial line wanted. That is a given, is it not? The 
job pays your mortgage. You are not going to turn round and give the editor what he does not want. In so far as I can 
understand it, that is the newspaper world. 

  Mr Ivens: No, it is not the entire newspaper world. I think that is absolutely wrong. By and large you got rather 
interesting coverage of the war. People may have been over zealous for and against the war before the war started, 
but a lot of the papers which were pro or against the war said some rather interesting things about that campaign 
during its course which did not reflect the editorial line of their newspapers. The readers by and large wanted that. In 
the case of my paper, they knew where we were: we were in favour of it. We would have broken trust with them if 
we had not written things which were not embarrassing to the allied cause. You have to be very careful before you 
broad brush the newspapers in that fashion. 

  Mr Thomson: I was simply saying what I saw with my good friend and colleague Nick on The Sun, that is all. I was 
not making any bald point at all. Clearly some newspapers have an editorial line and some reporters follow that 
pretty much to the letter; others do not.

  Q856  Chairman: We had Air Marshal Burridge before us, who said these flattering words of your profession "you 
stand for nothing". What do you think he meant by that? I suspect it was in terms of journalistic impartiality or 
partiality. 

  Mr Thomson: I think what he means by that is that we do not stand for what he stands for.

  Q857  Chairman: That is a clever answer; a good first try. What else do you think he meant? That you had no 
sense of loyalty, patriotism, playing the game? Do you think the Ministry of Defence expected a greater sense of 
empathy with the military? 

  Mr Ivens: It is an interesting question. I do not think it deserves a simple answer. The statement came at a particular 
time in a particular campaign. Had we been talking about a war against the Nazis or putative World War 3 against 
the Soviet Union, there might have been a different reply. You are talking about complicated, despite what looks like 
the large scale of it, medium-sized campaigns, which were reflective of this country's own experience in the 1940s 
and 1950s by and large, which were controversial in that context. If you look back at the campaigns in Cyprus, Aden 
and other post-war conflicts and the Mau-Mau rising in Kenya, those were not somehow politically isolated. A very, 
very good example would have been Enoch Powell, of all people, who criticised the behaviour of British troops in 
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the Mau-Mau campaign. You are not talking about a war to the death of British society, are you? To throw it back: 
what do you expect of us? We are there to give you uncomfortable truths at a difficult moment.

  Q858  Chairman: The Cold War. Those were the great days. That was when MI5 were safely embedded in the 
upper echelons of the BBC. Things have changed since then. 

  Mr Thomson: Christmas trees.

  Q859  Chairman: What are your views on the hiring of armed guards for unilateral journalists? I know you were 
not unilateral. 

  Mr Thomson: We were actually towards the end.
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  Q860  Chairman: Did you have armed guards? 

  Mr Thomson: I do not think so, but I never actually frisked them to find out. The context of that was that as the 
embedding process broke up, as it inevitably does, it fractures and falls apart, there were two security guards on site 
basically trying to find out what had happened to Terry, Fred and Hussain and investigate that, recover bodies and so 
forth. That was what they were there for, but they were living where we were living and you get chatting, you begin 
to take their advice, they see the world as soldiers do, which is enormously beneficial because as a journalist you will 
never do that. In terms of using armed guards, it is without question one of the most serious issues now facing 
journalistic organisations, just in terms of health and safety, because there have been a number of instances, 
particularly since the invasion finished, where a number of companies have quite definitely had people who not only 
accompanied them with guns, but have at least brandished them and I think I am right in saying maybe even used 
then on a number of occasions. It is extremely dangerous.

  Q861  Chairman: Are there any guidelines for the hiring? 

  Mr Thomson: Do not carry guns. Do not do it.

  Q862  Chairman: I presume in some cases they might be soldiers and in some cases militia and in some cases 
maybe hired contract security guards. I know of occasions when the BBC, going into dangerous areas, has to hire 
protection. I just wondered. 

  Mr Thomson: It just depends. When I was working in Mogadishu, for instance, the first vehicle I was involved in 
had a horizontally mounted four-bar anti-aircraft rig and the man who was driving that said "Taxi, Sir?". That is 
Mogadishu. You do not exactly stand out. When it is in the culture that everyone goes around with people who have 
an AK, that is how it works and that is kind of understood. What we are getting to in somewhere like Baghdad is a 
very different situation, when you may very clearly become a target through misunderstanding. Somebody might see 
people with you have guns, might suspect you of being special forces or something like that. It is pretty obvious and 
it is a pretty dangerous path. 

  Chairman: Gentlemen, we would go on much longer but thank you very much, very enlightening. Although we do 
find your profession somewhat irritating on occasions, as you occasionally find ours, I am afraid we are both stuck 
with each other and you generally do a very, very professional job. Thank you so very much. 
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In the absence of the Chairman, Syd Rapson was called to the Chair. 

Examination of Witnesses (Questions 863-879)

LIEUTENANT GENERAL JOHN REITH CB CBE, MR IAN LEE AND REAR ADMIRAL CHARLES STYLE CBE 

9 JULY 2003

  Q863  Syd Rapson: Can I start the meeting by making two apologies. Firstly, for keeping you waiting. We took 
longer in our private session trying to talk things through, as is normal for we politicians. Secondly, the Chairman is 
away on other parliamentary business, along with other members of the Committee. So apologies from us all on that, 
and I hope that the afternoon will go fairly informally. We do intend to finish at five o'clock, which might help you, 
to know the end time, and because of that if we could give short questions and short answers it would be more than 
welcome, but we have got a five o'clock finish time plugged in. It will probably ruin the whole programme but at 
least we know where we stand. First of all, can I ask the original question that was laid down for the Chairman, 
which opens things up, and this is mainly to you, Lieutenant General. Can you explain briefly to the Committee the 
role of the Permanent Joint Headquarters and the Chief of Joint Operations within it, and clarify your role in the 
command chain of Operation Telic? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Yes, of course. The Permanent Joint Headquarters was formed just over six years ago. 
Having reviewed previous operations, we found that we needed a permanent Headquarters to run them. The system 
works that the Permanent Joint Headquarters is part of the Defence Crisis Management Organisation. We have a 
direct link with the MoD and we work with the Policy and Commitments area in the MoD very, very closely indeed, 
and we have a daily video teleconference link with the MoD, and clearly my staff are talking to them on an hourly 
basis. The Chief of Joint Operations works directly for the Chief of Defence Staff, and he has responsibility for 
planning, mounting, directing, sustaining and recovering all troops on operations abroad, and I have a responsibility 
only for outside of the UK. So in that process my Headquarters does the operational level planning and gives 
politically aware military advice into the MoD, and then the MoD puts the strategic piece on top of the operational 
piece in the decision-making process that goes before ministers.

  Q864  Syd Rapson: Thank you. We took evidence from Air Marshal Burridge, but how did your working 
relationship with him operate during the major combat phase? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I was the Joint Commander and I was delegated by CDS, and the single Services then 
put their troops under my command. As the Operational Commander, I had command, I delegated operational 
control to Air Marshal Burridge, and therefore he was controlling the operation as the man in theatre dealing with the 
detail.

  Q865  Syd Rapson: That is a regular link, all the time, on an hourly basis? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: That is within our doctrine, that we put forward either a Joint Commander in theatre or 
a National Contingent Commander; in this particular case, because we were junior partners, obviously, in the 
conflict, with the Americans, he was a National Contingent Commander.

  Q866  Syd Rapson: Did you ever consider having a Permanent Joint Command in theatre? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: One of the lessons which I have drawn from this operation is that maybe our doctrine is 
wrong, we have to review it. It may well have been, with modern communication, that actually, as the Joint 
Commander, I could have been forward and still performed the function that I did for the Chiefs of Staff Committee 
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and ministers in the briefing process during the conflict from Qatar on a video teleconference link. 

  Syd Rapson: Thank you.

  Q867  Mr Howarth: General, what percentage of your staff based at PJHQ were detailed for Operation Telic? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: What do you mean by `detailed'?

  Q868  Mr Howarth: How much of the operation at PJHQ was set aside for the running of the campaign, and how 
much of it was left to run the day-to-day business, if you like? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: That is very difficult to answer, and I am not being evasive. I work a system where we 
form what we call an operational team, they are the only people dedicated to the operation, and in the case of Telic it 
was about 12 people. They work a 24-hour shift, with the link into theatre, they act as the conduit into the staff, and 
the staff branches then answer all the questions and do all the work required to support the people in theatre, using 
that as a conduit. Those staff branches also, of course, were doing all the other concurrent operations, Afghanistan, 
the Balkans, we put a battalion into Sierra Leone during the period, and so forth. I cannot say specifically. If you ask 
me, just off the top of my head, I would say about 50 per cent of our effort, maybe a bit more, was on Telic during 
the operation.

  Q869  Mr Howarth: Can you remind us how many people are employed under your command at PJHQ? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I have a basic establishment of 460, and during the Telic period then we built it up right 
through Afghanistan, and ever since Operation Enduring Freedom started I have been running at about 550.

  Q870  Mr Howarth: Was PJHQ's involvement in Operation Telic different from its involvement in other 
operations, such as Kosovo? Did you learn any lessons from Kosovo which have been applied during this campaign, 
or indeed lessons from Afghanistan, more recently? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: What we did was no different from any other operations that we do. We learn after 
every single operation. The immediate thing, during an operation and after it, is to draw lessons from it, and, once 
identified, obviously, then look at how we can resource to make the changes.

  Q871  Mr Howarth: Given that, as you were just telling us, you were running a number of operations 
simultaneously, were you satisfied that you had enough people, even with this augmentation of about a hundred, that 
you have just referred to? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I was very happy with what I had. My people were working very hard, but, nonetheless, 
there were sufficient to do the task.

  Q872  Mr Howarth: They were stretched, not overstretched? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Correct. 

  Q873  Mr Howarth: You mentioned earlier that you are part of the Defence Crisis Management Organisation. 
Looking at the general structures, how well do those current structures for PJHQ work within the Defence Crisis 
Management Organisation function? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I would say, after nearly two years in this job, extremely well. Clearly, very often it 
comes down to personalities, but I have a very good relationship, as do my staff, with all the branches within the 
MoD, and we talk to them, as I say, on a daily basis, and if we do have any differences of opinion we get together 
and we sort them out.

  Q874  Mr Howarth: So your overall verdict, as a result of this campaign, has been that the systems, structures, 
have been tested, work well and the personnel are sufficient to carry out the functions? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I am confident of that, and I am blessed that I have got such quality people in my 
Headquarters.
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  Q875  Mr Cran: General, moving on to planning and working with the Americans, the Committee have received 
varying indications of when your Headquarters started planning for the operation in question. I wonder if you could 
tell us, as it were, from the horse's mouth, when you did start planning? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I have had staff embedded with Centcom, in Tampa, since the twin tower bombing in 
New York, very shortly afterwards, because we were then preparing for Afghanistan, and I have left them in place. 
So I have that permanent link in with Centcom Headquarters. It was in about May last year when we picked up that 
the Americans were doing some, what they call, `no foreigners' planning, to which we were not allowed access, 
which was unusual, because normally we have very, very good access on everything. Clearly, there was a decision, I 
think in June of last year, by the Americans to bring the UK and Australia in on their planning cycle. I then got 
authority from the Ministry of Defence to get involved in that planning, on the basis of no UK commitment.

  Q876  Mr Cran: That was when? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: That was end of June last year, and we have been involved with the planning, with the 
Americans, ever since, obviously right through the combat phase and still now, dealing with the aftermath.

  Q877  Mr Cran: This document, which you will be well aware of, First Reflections, it says, at paragraph 2.4, and I 
will just quote it to you: "While overall planning for the operation was led by the United States, the UK was fully 
involved, including through personnel embedded" as you have said just now, "in US Central Command in Tampa 
and elsewhere." What I think the Committee would like to know is, how did that really work, in practice? The bald 
words suggest that it all works terribly well, and all the rest of it. Talk us through this? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: It worked extremely well. Altogether, at Tampa, I had approaching 40 people, of which 
roughly half were embedded staff working as Staff Officers in the American Headquarters, giving UK staff power 
into their system, and actually we are very good at this. I had then a UK team working with them, alongside, of 
roughly 20, with a 2*, a Major General, who was really my link in to Tommy Franks. We were involved in the 
planning, as I said, we had a very close-hold group back in PJHQ and in London, which we christened the Warrior 
Group, which did the planning on a very close-hold basis, so it did not get out generally in the early stages, until we 
were more certain of any form of commitment. The staff at Tampa were able to influence the American planning and 
inform the American planning and ensure that the chiefs and ministers here in London knew what was going on all 
the time, as the plans were progressed. I refined that further, as time progressed, and I embedded staff into the Land, 
Air and Naval Component Headquarters as well, so that then we got into the detailed planning of each of those 
components, and again contributed to the planning and were able to influence them. What we were able to do, I 
think, was put a degree of sensitivity into the planning. The American military machine is on an industrial scale and 
therefore tends to be slightly less, shall we say, flexible and sensitive than we are, and I think we helped contribute in 
that way, and I know that General Franks appreciated our contribution. 

  Q878  Mr Cran: Could we get behind the words for just a second, and you introduced `sensitivity' into it. What 
does that mean, could you tell the Committee what that means? I know it is difficult, because you will not want to go 
into the details, or anything, but in a broadbrush way, could you tell us how we influenced the Americans, apart from 
that, if we did? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Yes. Clearly, we were going into combat. In combat normally you use massive fire-
power for effect, and, shall we say, the more massive the fire-power the more effective you will be in destroying 
your enemy. Also we were hugely conscious of the fact that we were liberating Iraq and the people, not subjugating 
it, and therefore we wanted to break as little china as possible, because we knew that we would have to either replace 
it or mend it afterwards. It is in that respect that we were able to influence the Americans and, very closely with 
them, look at all the targeting and at the way we were going to conduct the operations to minimise casualties to the 
civilians and minimise damage.

  Q879  Mr Cran: Just one more supplementary, Mr Rapson, then I will pass on. If I asked you, in the light of the 
experience which you have just had, with the co-operation and the arrangements which you had with the Americans, 
would you do it exactly the same next time, would you, if there were to be a next time? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: If there were to be one, we would, yes.
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LIEUTENANT GENERAL JOHN REITH CB CBE, MR IAN LEE AND REAR ADMIRAL CHARLES STYLE CBE 

9 JULY 2003

  Q880  Mr Cran: You would not change anything? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I would not change anything in the way we set it up. We learned things as we went 
along and adjusted, but I would do it in exactly the same way as we did it.

  Q881  Mr Cran: It would be fascinating to know the things you readjusted as you went along. Can that be 
answered quickly? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: When you go into an operation like this, when you set off, you know nothing of what 
really is going to happen when you have crossed the line of departure. Remember that the person with whom you are 
in conflict is going to try to defeat you by some underhand means, or whatever, and therefore you have to have a 
fairly broadbrush plan when you go. In this particular case, the actual combat phase was broken into sub-phases, 
where Phase One was to secure the oilfields at Umm Qasr, because they were absolutely essential to the follow-on 
phases, the humanitarian side, and so forth, in the reconstruction of the country, and to push up to the Euphrates 
crossing at An Nasiriyah. The phase thereafter obviously was to push on up to Baghdad, and the centre of gravity, as 
seen for the combat phase, was the fall of Baghdad, and thereafter to exploit beyond that. Of course, things did not 
work out exactly as we expected. Originally, we were only going to screen Basra; as it transpired, we were able to 
enter the city and take Basra. Equally, the Americans were expecting to have to fight on the Euphrates and build 
bridges; as it turned out, they managed to seize them, the resistance there was much less than expected. So the 
picture we had in our minds when we went in did not exactly fit what happened, so we had to adjust to the new 
picture. 

  Mr Lee: I just wanted to add a couple of words on this subject of planning and when things started. As General 
Reith has said, this dates back to having embedded staff with the Americans, and back to May/June and the first 
consideration of this in small groups. I think it might be helpful just to think of this as a continuum, where, at the 
beginning of the continuum, one is talking about staff discussions, people in a very exploratory way just discussing a 
subject and then gradually it becoming slightly more defined. One is talking about contingency plans on paper, and 
that was going on during the summer last year in these very small groups, but, as General Reith said, entirely on a 
`no commitment' basis, just an exploratory activity. It was not until September last year, after President Bush had 
been to the United Nations and made the speech, and so on, that we got into a phase which might be more 
recognisable as planning, in the sense actually of developing options and beginning to think about taking action in 
respect of training, or whatever, which would have an effect of some sort on the ground, as opposed to entirely paper 
contingencies. 

  Q882  Mr Hancock: When was that? 

  Mr Lee: That would have been September last year. So there is a continuum, which starts just with paper and 
thoughts on the subject and then moves into more concrete planning, and obviously right the way through to the 
conflict itself.

  Q883  Mr Howarth: Did you get a sense, at that time, that there was beginning to appear in the United States an 
inevitability about going to war? Bearing in mind that the British Government's position was, quite firmly, that no 
decisions had been made and the United Nations route was going to be pursued vigorously, how did it seem to you 
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that the Americans were approaching it, had they made up their minds? 

  Mr Lee: No, I do not think there was an inevitability at that stage. There was a balanced position where, 
particularly, as I say, after President Bush went to the UN, there was a diplomatic track being followed, with 1441 
and weapons inspections, but balanced against that there was the planning and preparation of a credible military 
force. Certainly there was not, at that stage, an inevitability. There was a possibility, that the diplomatic track, backed 
up by the threat of force, might have been successful, and that was a possibility which I think the Americans would 
have welcomed every bit as much as ourselves. It was only later, obviously, that possibility fell by the wayside. 

  Q884  Mr Hancock: To what extent, General, despite the embedded nature of some of your staff, was the plan a 
fait accompli ? It was a United States plan; did you just have to fit in around it? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: It is much more complex than that, and I am not in any way trying to make light of what 
you say. The plan was dynamic throughout, even on the last day the plan adjusted, and much of it was done by 
discussion between myself and General Franks. I had conversations with the Land Component Commander, I had 
conversations with the Commander of the Marines who ended up commanding the First Division, making sure, from 
our perspective, that the tasks which they envisaged, the tasks which were suitable for our troops, that we had the 
right balance in our force and our equipment to do those tasks at an acceptable risk. We went through a series of 
Commanders Conferences with the Americans, where I went with Brian Burridge and our Component Commanders, 
and we were involved fully in their thinking and planning as they adjusted the plans.

  Q885  Mr Hancock: What were you able to influence then, from the emerging plan, that was actually a UK 
initiative, or a variation? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: It is hard to say exactly a specific now, looking back. In the very early planning, the 
Americans had decided to attack only from the south, and militarily it made more sense to be able to attack on two 
axes, because there was going to be congestion logistically coming in through the south. That was suggested to the 
Americans, who seized it with both hands, and that is why there was thought then of putting an axis through Turkey. 
Of course, as it transpired, the Turkish authorities were unhappy with that, and we did not go through Turkey. So 
then we had to readjust the plan again to look at another way of doing the plan in the south, and so we participated in 
that and looked at what we, the UK, could best do in the south, and we assisted the Americans on that basis. 

  Q886  Mr Hancock: The Americans were talking to the Turks before the Turkish elections, and that is a lot earlier 
than October; so the early plan was a very early plan. Certainly, in September, the Americans were talking to the 
Turks before they had their elections and the Government changed, because they were more, I think, of the feeling 
they would get permission to go through Turkey from the original, socialist regime in Turkey than the new 
Government. I am interested in this point about the British involvement and your own background, having been in 
other parts of the world where it was important to ensure that the civilian population knew what was happening and 
why it was happening and why you would secure some of the very important structures which they needed for their 
protection. I was in Washington yesterday, where a senior member of the administration told us, with a great deal of 
regret, that, despite the fact they had 500 staff working for six months on the post-war situation, the post-fighting 
situation, they had got it hopelessly wrong. I was rather surprised that someone like you, from your background, did 
not try to suggest to them, maybe you did, and maybe they did not heed any warnings to them, that you should be 
protecting the water supply, the electrical supply. Maybe the oil wells were important but there was the other 
infrastructure which was vitally important, if you were going to win the hearts and minds of the people within the 
first couple of days of a war breaking out in their country? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We did that.

  Q887  Mr Hancock: Why did they not listen? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: When we attacked in the south, the first priority, whenever we took anywhere, was to 
ensure that we got the pumping stations, the electricity, distribution system, controls, and everything else, to secure 
those without damage. Clearly, there was some damage, there is bound to be some damage when you are fighting, 
but it was minimal. What we found though was a crippled infrastructure, an infrastructure which had not been 
invested in for about 20 years. My engineers, and with UK money as well, as part of the Quick Impact Projects, did a 
lot of work, using the local population experts, to get their systems up and running more effectively. Within Basra 
before the conflict, most of the time there was no power, certainly there was no power into the Shia areas. He used 
the delivery of power as a weapon to punish people if he was unhappy with them, and so the Shias were very much 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3070903.htm (2 von 5)26.07.2005 17:08:16



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

sort of third-class citizens in that area. The power supply really was designed to go only into the more elite areas, and 
it was much more difficult for us to get an even distribution of power. The engineers did a terrific amount of work, 
and within three weeks to a month of our taking over in that area we had the system up to better than it had been 
before the conflict and as good as it could get without the long-term investment.

  Q888  Mr Hancock: Then were you disappointed that the Americans did not follow the advice which the British 
were giving them? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No. The Americans worked on exactly the same principle, and, again, they were 
shocked at the level of degradation of the system which had occurred over the years. The problem that we had with 
the American system was that they had relied on producing very big contracts through big companies to do most of 
this work, and, of course, it is more difficult, the people who plan from these companies are finding that the 
conditions of what they had taken on are much worse than they had expected. So they are having to revise contracts, 
revise the way they do things, as they go along. It is happening, and Bremer, in the CPA in Baghdad, is working 
really hard at it, and Andy Bearpark, who is a Briton over there, is leading on this now and progressing things very 
quickly.

  Q889  Mr Hancock: I am sure that is something everybody is glad to hear about. Referring to the First Reflections 
on Iraq, and page nine, which is the Planning—First Reflections, there are three issues here. One is, the important 
point which is raised is about developing a range of planning options to cater for the possible uncertainties ahead of 
operations, for example, difficulties associated with access, overflight and basing. A lot of the evidence we have 
heard already from your colleagues who were there were those problems, and it was a lack of understanding, of the 
Americans promising to deliver but then being unable to, and at the last minute our servicemen and women arriving 
without the facilities which had been promised being delivered. What is your reaction to that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We were planning in a dynamic situation.

  Q890  Mr Hancock: But this was in Kuwait? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Yes. There was a political process running parallel with the military process here. We 
were producing a capability which was being used at that stage for a coercive effect to try to make a success of UN 
Security Council Resolution 1441. At the same time, there was a diplomatic process, trying to get us to be allowed to 
use various bases within the region, and there was a public face to many of the people we dealt with and a private 
face, and, clearly, in the end, we managed to get the basing we required.

  Q891  Mr Hancock: If I could ask just two points. One is the planning focusing on military options in support of 
the diplomatic process. I can understand, before the war starts, that that is a key issue. I do not know what part you 
played in the writing of these First Reflections on the planning, but I would be interested to know how that 
proceeded, once the fight started, what sort of diplomatic process you were being made aware of, and what you were 
being told you could or could not do? The final point, going back to the humanitarian aid again, and the question in 
this final point that we should have planned better for it, were any of your staff, or any of the UK military staff, 
involved in that team of 500 who planned for six months on the post-war scenario, were any of the Brits involved in 
that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The answer is, no, we were not involved in that, that was done in Washington, it was 
not done at Centcom, where the military planning was going on. However, we did a lot of planning in my own 
Headquarters, working with London, and what came out of that planning was the formation of an Iraq Policy Unit 
within the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, which then worked out the UK strategy linked into this and tied 
together the other government departments with us, to ensure that we could deliver the humanitarian needs and assist 
with the initial reconstruction, and that went on. I was delegated authority to spend up to £20 million initially, and it 
could be topped up as necessary for Quick Impact Projects, to get the utilities back up and running, and also I was 
allocated the authority to spend up to £2 million per week on humanitarian assistance. As it transpired, I did not have 
to spend the latter, because there was no humanitarian crisis.

  Q892  Patrick Mercer: Gentlemen, what were the main criteria that went into designing the force package which 
Britain gave to the operation? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The criteria were looking at the task and doing an assessment and working out the 
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package best suited to carry out those tasks. We extracted those, obviously, from the American planning and so we 
came up with a balanced force package to suit the area we were going through, which was in large part urban and 
also in the Euphrates Valley, which is irrigated and obviously wooded, and so forth, with palm trees, and so we had 
to get a balance between armour and light forces.

  Q893  Patrick Mercer: The size of the contribution then was shaped by the task which Britain was allocated, 
rather than the task being decided by the size of the force? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Correct. We did not form the package until quite late, to fit the tasks which had come 
out of the planning.

  Q894  Patrick Mercer: That is clear, thank you. Using the quotes again in this document here, who decided to 
commit a force whose size exceeded the parameters set by the SDR? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The process went through a paper from me into the Chiefs of Staff Committee on the 
options, looking at various force packages and whether we could take on all the tasks the Americans wanted us to, or 
not. The Chiefs then considered that and the Chief of the Defence Staff made a recommendation to the Secretary of 
State, who approved it, who then put it through to Number 10. 

  Mr Lee: Perhaps I could just add to that. The purpose of the defence planning assumptions that we have is for, it 
sounds obvious, defence planning, they are assumptions which are made in order to produce the overall force 
structure that we have across the Armed Forces. They are not, and never were, intended to be limits which we 
imposed on a particular operation, in respect of a particular operation, and it is always possible, given the 
circumstances, as in this one, that one can exceed those assumptions and put together whatever force is necessary for 
that particular task. Of course, it does mean that you have got then a recuperation period to go through, and you have 
to revise the way in which you restore your force structure to its original balanced position, but the planning 
assumptions themselves are not intended to limit or guide particular operational deployments in that way.

  Q895  Patrick Mercer: General, you have touched on this already, but at what point was the final force package 
decided upon, please? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We decided on it finally, I think, in the middle of January, about the 16th or 17th.

  Q896  Patrick Mercer: So seven or eight weeks before the start of hostilities? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Correct. 

  Q897  Patrick Mercer: And it did not change significantly after that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The package; we included one extra battalion minus, to cover prisoners of war.

  Q898  Patrick Mercer: The Duke of Wellingtons, yes. Mr Lee, can I come back to you for just a moment, please. 
What is your part in the planning and decision-making? 

  Mr Lee: I work in the Policy and Commitments area in the Ministry of Defence, which is the Ministry of Defence 
part of the Defence Crisis Management Organisation, to which General Reith referred earlier. Whereas the PJHQ 
puts together the operational package and the operational plan, our role in the Ministry is to apply a more strategic 
view to that and balance that proposal across other commitments which we have. For example, in this case, the 
commitment to the fire-fighters dispute, Operation Fresco, as we called it, and other commitments there are across 
the world. We provide the link with the other government departments, which also, in some sense, are part of the 
Crisis Management Organisation, the Foreign Office and the Cabinet Office, and so on, and advise ministers on the 
basis of all of these different factors, built upon the operational plan from PJHQ.

  Q899  Patrick Mercer: Thank you. Hindsight is a wonderful thing, clearly. A couple of weeks ago, we had an 
absolutely absorbing visit to 2RTR and the Royal Scots Dragoon Guards. They both gave the impression, and I 
understand that any soldier wants to feel needed on the battlefield, I got the impression that both of the regiments 
were very stretched, providing armour to other brigades which did not have intrinsic or organic armour with them. 
With the benefit of hindsight, was the force package correct? 
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  Lieutenant General Reith: I am confident that it was. You will know, from your own past military experience, that 
we task organise, the commanders on the ground task organise as to the requirement of that particular battle group 
going into that particular task. Which is why, for instance, a CVRT squadron went with the Royal Marines, and the 
armour was broken up between the other groupings.
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  Q900  Patrick Mercer: It seems easy to draw conclusions now, but it seems that one brigade in particular, 7 
Brigade, took a disproportionate amount of the fighting. Again, was this just the fortunes of war, but perhaps 16 
Brigade was not as useful as one had hoped they would be? What are your comments on that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No, I do not think that 7 Brigade took a disproportionate amount of the fighting; in fact, 
3 Commando Brigade probably had more action than 7 Brigade. I think 7 Brigade got more publicity, because of 
going into Az Zubayr and Basra. The principal task of 16 Brigade had been to get in and keep the oilfields secure and 
then they were to be used for exploitation; they were used for exploitation. Once we went beyond Basra, we went up 
into the north east, up into Maysan Province. Now, of course, that did not get much publicity, because by that stage 
the embedded journalists had left them, and I do not think it even hit the UK media. They did a very successful 
advance over a couple of days and went the distance from, I suppose, probably here to Carmarthen, so it is quite a 
long way, over a couple of days, and cleared as they went.

  Q901  Patrick Mercer: We have had a couple of conflicting pieces of evidence about the use of cluster munitions. 
Do you believe that the use of cluster munitions near urban areas by coalition forces was essential? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The use of cluster munitions is always an operational decision at the time, according to 
the circumstances. We give very clear guidance on trying to minimise casualties to civilians, and if and where cluster 
munitions have been used we would have tried to minimise that. Equally, we have a duty of care for our own soldiers 
and if they are in a position where that munition is the best munition to use we will use it.

  Q902  Patrick Mercer: What restrictions did you place on their use? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The conditions are placed according to the task. We go through a very clear targeting 
process, whereby we calculate the potential for civilian casualties, and if we are going for a specific target we do it 
on that basis, and then we make a judgment whether that is appropriate or not according to the risk to us.

  Q903  Mr Hancock: General, may I ask, it would help us enormously if you could give an example of how far up 
the command structure a decision to use that type of weapon goes when a request is made, and could you give us an 
example of where they were used, and what was the rationale behind their use? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: There were very few cluster bomb units used fired from the air, very few, and, in fact, I 
do not think there were any UK ones dropped at all. We do have a bomblet system within our artillery for AS90, that 
was used on several occasions, not in the main urban areas but outside Basra, in areas where we had concentrations 
of enemy force.

  Q904  Mr Hancock: How far up the chain? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We had formal levels of delegation as to what could be done at which level. Some 
judgments would go straight to the Secretary of State for clearance.

  Q905  Mr Hancock: I am asking you about the use of cluster bombs, because there is conflicting evidence about 
who makes the decision? 
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  Lieutenant General Reith: No, the cluster bomb is an operational decision.

  Q906  Mr Hancock: Or the shells? 

  Mr Lee: Sorry, I have a note here, just to correct a point. I have a note to say that UK forces did use some air-
delivered cluster bombs. 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I was not aware, on that point. 

  Mr Lee: We can follow up with more detail on those, if you wish.

  Q907  Mr Hancock: Who makes that decision? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: It is an operational decision and it is made at the Air Component Headquarters, 
according to the request from the ground.

  Q908  Mr Hancock: By the Secretary of State? You said in some instances they go straight to the Secretary of 
State for a decision? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Not targeting cluster bombs, I was talking targeting generally. You asked me two 
questions. One was cluster bombs and one was targeting, delegation.

  Q909  Mr Hancock: Let us pretend I asked that question again then. Is the use of a cluster weapon, either a shell or 
a bomb, a decision for an operational commander to make, or does he request that and then a political decision is 
taken? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: As I said earlier, it is the operational commander's decision. 

  Mr Hancock: Yes and no; okay, fine.

  Q910  Mr Crausby: Can we turn to some questions on the air campaign, which appears to have been fully 
integrated, unlike the land campaign, which had a more discreet area of operation. Can you explain how you and 
PJHQ were involved in the actual planning of the air campaign? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The air campaign had considerable flexibility within it. We were involved in a target 
list, there were over 300 targets which we cleared jointly with the Americans, and we went through a full process, 
over several weeks, before the campaign, ensuring that we were happy with the targeting. On the ground itself, we 
had the Air Component Commander, Glenn Torpy, who was embedded with the Americans at the CAOC, the 
Combined Air Operations Centre. They were going through daily the air tasking order, clearly making sure we were 
happy with the targets that were going to be hit, and then he was authorising the use of British aircraft for that. He 
had a delegation, as I said, if there was something which he was unhappy with then he would raise it up the chain for 
decision.

  Q911  Mr Crausby: What was your role in targeting decisions? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The delegation ran from him into the NCC, the National Contingent Command 
Headquarters, into mine, and ultimately it would go into DTIO, the targeting element within the MoD for final 
approval by the Secretary of State, if it was a contentious target.

  Q912  Mr Crausby: Some of these decisions, they must have had very short periods of time to plan, almost 
immediate decisions. How did that work, in practice? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: As I say, the delegations covered that. There was a delegation for time-sensitive targets 
related to weapons of mass destruction, where the delegation was much lower to do a very quick reaction time on 
something of that sort of nature.
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  Q913  Mr Crausby: There were some British aircraft which supported coalition forces which included UK forces 
not under the direct command of the UK National Air Contingent Commander, special forces, for example. Can you 
tell us how arrangements were organised for targeting decisions, as far as they were concerned? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I had command of special forces. I cannot go into detail in this forum. I know the 
Committee has already written to the Secretary of State to look at a way by which we can brief you.

  Q914  Mr Roy: Gentlemen, we have heard already from the International Red Cross, who appeared before us a 
couple of weeks ago, that the main concerns of ordinary Iraqis had been security rather than humanitarian aid post-
conflict, to such an extent that the NGOs who had arrived in Iraq to supply humanitarian aid left almost immediately 
because they were not needed. With hindsight, did your plans for post-conflict Iraq focus too heavily on providing 
the humanitarian assistance rather than repairing infrastructure and restoring security? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The answer is that we have huge versatility with our troops, and I will give you an 
example. I commanded the operation in Albania during the Kosovo crisis, where we carried out a major 
humanitarian effort and also some reconstruction work. What amazed me on this particular operation was how 
versatile our troops were, and one battalion, for instance, in Az Zubayr, at one end of the town they were still 
fighting, and at the other end they were already in berets and dealing with the population. Our engineer effort went 
almost immediately into the reconstruction, and we had specialist teams from the engineers who went in, made 
contact with the local power workers, the local water supply people, and so forth, and started almost immediately 
getting things up and running.

  Q915  Mr Roy: What is "almost immediately"? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I mean, as soon as it was possible, literally; so we were running combat and post-
combat simultaneously. 

  Mr Lee: Could I add perhaps a point on the post-conflict planning, because this comes up very frequently. I think 
the point to make is that before the conflict we were well aware of the need for post-conflict planning and people 
were thinking about this well back into last autumn, but it was never possible to know at that time what the starting 
conditions would be for the post-conflict phase. Much of the planning at that time was concerned with scenarios 
where there might be large-scale humanitarian problems, disaster even, movement of refugees, shortage of food, 
damage to the oil infrastructure, damage to power stations, all sorts of possibilities which existed at that point, which 
the planning tried to cope with. Many of the most serious of those scenarios actually have not happened, so I think it 
is legitimate to say that some of the planning that was done for the conflict has been successful, and the way that the 
conflict was conducted has been successful in obviating some of those possible scenarios. Where there are 
difficulties now, I think, as General Reith says, those are difficulties with which we are trying to deal with the 
flexibilities of the forces that we have there. The lack of security, the lack of police structures, and so on, indigenous 
Iraqi police structures, is something which would have been very, very hard to foresee in quite the way it has 
happened. Nevertheless, that is being dealt with now by the soldiers and also by re-employment and retraining of 
Iraqi police, which is moving ahead quite rapidly. 

  Q916  Mr Roy: Can I just clarify though, do the three Services have that same capability to re-engineer; is that 
right across the board, Rear Admiral? 

  Rear Admiral Style: Certainly, there is a Naval capability in that area available when it is useful to employ it, and 
training, to an extent, as well.

  Q917  Mr Roy: Was the Navy deployed to do that? 

  Rear Admiral Style: I think you must ask General Reith that question, because I am coming more from the 
equipment capability end and I was not involved in the day-to-day operations. 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The engineer effort was put in primarily by the Royal Engineers. We had specialist 
Royal Engineer teams who have knowledge, also we have people from the reserves who have particular knowledge 
in power and water supply. Also we put in a team of specialists who were able to deal with the railway, and we got 
the railway running up to Baghdad very quickly indeed, because, of course, that was essential for getting aid from 
Umm Qasr port into the centre of the country. So those teams were pre-planned, and, of course, our Royal Engineers, 
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every one of them, as well as being a combat engineer, is an artisan, of one nature or another, they are all qualified in 
a skill, and we were using that in, for instance, refurbishment of schools and police stations, and everything else, 
getting everything back up and running.

  Q918  Mr Roy: I can understand the Royal Engineers, but I would like to get a broader picture of the other two 
Services. Are they capable of doing it, and did they do it, and when did they do it? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: There is not an engineering capability in terms of construction engineering in the other 
two Services. For instance, in our deployed operating bases, we had Royal Engineers with the Royal Air Force, and 
the Royal Engineers built the camps, did repairs to runways and improvements on the aprons, and so forth. We have 
the flexibility within the three Services that we move people from each Service to support the other, and so it is done 
on that basis.

  Q919  Mr Roy: For example, if you need to rebuild any services in a port, and you have got one of your ships out, 
lying off port, do we have the capability to bring in some of those people to help? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We have the Port and Maritime Regiment in the Army which deals with ports and 
management of ports, and so forth, and the Royal Engineers support them in any construction effort required. So 
Umm Qasr port actually was opened by the Port and Maritime Regiment. 

  Rear Admiral Style: If I may just add perhaps, I cannot speak for how ships were used in the event, but, in answer 
to the capability aspect, ships' companies, of all our ships, actually, above a certain size, are trained in disaster relief 
and have an ability in that respect. Whether or not it fitted to use them in the circumstances of this campaign, 
obviously, I could not speak for.
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  Q920  Mr Roy: On another point, just for clarification, the RAF engineers, are they trained in a wide spectrum? I 
am just a layman here, are they trained in the wide spectrum of engineering capability to help, post-conflict? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I am sorry, I am probably being a bit obtuse. We have different types of engineers. 
Construction engineering sits within the Army. Within the Air Force, obviously, we have specialist engineers who 
deal with avionics and aircraft mechanics dealing with engines, and so forth.

  Q921  Mr Roy: Do any of those deal with civil engineering, in the RAF? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No, it is purely to do with the equipment and the weapons and the support for them. The 
construction work, and that sort of support, maintenance of buildings, all sits either with the civilian contract, 
because that is what we do normally in a steady state, or with the Royal Engineers.

  Q922  Mr Roy: Sorry, just to labour this point again. In this type of conflict, would it not be advantageous, for 
example, for RAF engineers to be given some sort of civil engineering training, knowing that, in the world we live in 
now, that could be where the skill is needed? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: My question would be, why? We have the resources in defence; we are talking about 
defence here. I am a Joint Commander. I take assets from all three Services and put them to best effect. If you start 
spreading and saying, "We need this civil engineering capability in the Air Force and the Navy as well," actually you 
are increasing cost. It is better to keep them concentrated training a specific group which can be used to support any 
of the three Services for any particular task.

  Q923  Mr Howarth: Just a quick question on the engineering side. You mentioned the railway engineers. I gather 
that this is the first time really they have been in action in earnest, perhaps since they built that railway up at Khyber 
Pass; is that right? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I think that is unfair, because just after the Kosovo crisis we used them to reopen the 
railway out of Macedonia into Kosovo.

  Q924  Mr Howarth: Are they a big troop? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Off the top of my head, I cannot tell you the size, but they are very effective. It is a 
specialist task and they are very good at it, and there are a lot of reservists involved with them, obviously, I think 
who work in our normal railway network.

  Q925  Mr Hancock: General, I want to ask some questions about what happened once the war started. But, first of 
all, can I ask you if you were satisfied with the intelligence which you had pre the war about the possibilities you 
might face in Iraq? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: As always, I thought that we had quite good intelligence, and, as I mentioned earlier, of 
course, once you cross the line of departure, you find it was not quite as accurate as you thought it would be. 
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  Q926  Mr Hancock: Do you think we knew our enemy well enough? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Yes, we knew his capabilities. What we did not know was what his tactics were going 
to be.

  Q927  Mr Hancock: If we had this intelligence about the possibilities, the scenarios, we had the scenario that 
everybody would rush out into the street and welcome us, and what have you, did we have a scenario which 
suggested that there would be widespread criminality and that looting would go on? Was there a plan for that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: From my own experience, you can do nothing about looting, in the initial stages.

  Q928  Mr Hancock: That is a different answer. The question is, did we have a plan, had anyone foreseen the 
possibility of that happening, and did we have a plan to deal with it? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We were planning a combat, we were not planning dealing with looting. 

  Q929  Mr Hancock: That is not the question, General, is it? You said, did you not, that your staff were involved in 
the planning both for the before stage and the after stage, and I am asking, in all of the scenarios which you had to 
experience, did we have a plan to deal with widespread criminality and looting? Did we expect to have to safeguard 
hospitals from having their equipment stolen? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No. We did not have a plan to stop hospitals having their equipment stolen, because we 
did not expect it. If I can put it in perspective, we did not find out until afterwards that, in fact, the Shia population 
had not been allowed to use the hospitals. It is rather like what happened in Albania, when they virtually destroyed 
their country. This was a reaction against the regime, and the target for the looting was anything that the regime had 
run, and we did not expect that.

  Q930  Mr Hancock: As a top-level Commander, do you think the intelligence you had was either negligent or 
defective? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Intelligence draws on whatever sources it can draw on and tries to make, shall we say, a 
sensible assessment from the information it has got. I do not think anybody could have anticipated what was going to 
be a reaction within the population.

  Q931  Mr Hancock: General, I was told yesterday the Americans had people in the middle of Baghdad who were 
on a communication link to the White House, supposedly being able to pinpoint where Saddam was, and that was 
before the war started, these were American service personnel they claim to have had in these positions. I am a little 
surprised that there was no intelligence available to both you and the American forces that there was the possibility 
that these things would happen because of the way in which these people had been treated by this regime. Rather 
than welcome us, they would take it out on any aspect of the regime which was available to them. Do you not think 
that was a failure somewhere along the line, not to have grasped that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: As I say, I do not think that anybody could have foreseen what happened. 

  Q932  Mr Hancock: There is not a single word about it in here, not a single word. You do not recognise it as a 
failure of the intelligence community not to have told you that this was a possibility. I cannot understand how you 
could have produced this report in the MoD of your First Reflections. What is the most horrific reflection which 
people have had since this war started has been the way in which the country was looting itself, and the criminal 
elements took over that country for the space of a week nearly? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I am not sure really that the people themselves would have known before the conflict 
that they were going to indulge in looting afterwards, and if that is not known then obviously we cannot have known 
it through intelligence. I think also it is fair to say that, although there has been looting in the UK area of operations, 
it was fairly short-lived; although no doubt there is still some isolated looting, it has come under control.

  Q933  Mr Hancock: Widespread looting in Baghdad as well? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: There was thought of some degree given to the possibility of lawlessness before the 
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campaign started, but there comes a point where you cannot have a plan which addresses a scale of problem which is 
unforeseen. 

  Syd Rapson: A lot of the experience though, with very intrusive television which took us into the streets of 
Baghdad, or Basra, immediately after the fighting stopped, we need to plan that in for any future operation. Is that 
being done actively, where we did not anticipate it, or we assumed the Iraqi military would take over on our behalf, 
that we need to plan that in?

  Q934  Mr Hancock: You saw this in Kosovo though, you saw it in Bosnia? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We did not see it in Bosnia.

  Q935  Mr Hancock: Come on. 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No, not in the same way at all.

  Q936  Mr Hancock: You saw it where one side got into the other side's properties. They had nowhere to live and, 
rather than move in, they blew them up, and they did the same thing in Kosovo. If that was not a lesson that people 
who had nothing actually do not want what the other person has got, they just want to deny those people what they 
never had? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I do not think the Balkan analogy is the correct one here, because the blowing up of 
houses in the Balkans was to stop people returning to their homes in areas where they had polarised, in terms of the 
community.

  Q937  Mr Hancock: Looting? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The looting I think we need to put in perspective here. It was very short-lived, in Basra. 
Basra has a population of nearly two million people. It is like trying to control with three battalions something which 
is a third the size of London, and we just did not have the resources, and the UK could never have had the resources 
to have stopped that. Where we saw it, we stopped it. Clearly, press were in areas where we were not, and so you 
were seeing it happen before your eyes on television, but the people on the ground were responsible and tried to stop 
it, and we did stop it. Once we were no longer fighting and we were able to get more control in the streets then, of 
course, it went down dramatically, very, very quickly indeed. I would say also that looting might not be the exact, 
right term, because in many ways what was happening there was what the population there would have seen as a fair 
redistribution of wealth.

  Q938  Mr Hancock: Taking an operating table out of a hospital? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We had a group there who had been victimised over many years, and it is rather like 
looking across a fence and seeing somebody with everything and you are living in poverty, and, clearly, if they get 
an opportunity, they will take. I think that was what happened here, it was a redistribution.

  Q939  Mr Hancock: Maybe this question should be directed more at the MoD. Surely there must have been some 
lessons. We failed to grasp the psyche of Milosovic. One of the lessons of Kosovo was surely that we must know our 
enemy better and we must understand the population's view about various scenarios which will occur. If we learned 
anything from that campaign it was that we did not have sufficient knowledge about what was happening, or possibly 
was going to happen, on the ground, within the civilian population, their resilience to bombing, the fact that they did 
not come out on the streets, etc. Surely the MoD had a responsibility to put in place either the right sort of 
intelligence or the right sort of feedback to the field commanders on how to deal with this. The issue of when the 
British police were involved, between Phases Three and Four, if that process could have been speeded up, once we 
were aware of what was happening, that there was not overwhelming rejoicing in the streets, actually there were 
significant law and order problems to deal with, this is more, I think, General, a point for them to deal with? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No, I do not think so. I will deal with that.
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  Q940  Mr Hancock: Both of you then, but I would like to hear what the insider, in the MoD, has to say as well? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The intelligence-gathering, clearly, there is a resource available and you direct it at your 
priorities, and the priorities clearly were looking at winning the combat battle, and that was where most of the 
resourcing was going. We had some sources within the local population, and clearly one gets conflicting messages. 
What we did not know, and we did not understand, was quite how repressed the population were and quite how 
much their anger would show as soon as that repression was taken away, and I do not think anybody could have 
assessed that. In terms of the policing, of course, what happened was, as soon as the Ba'athist control went then all 
the security organs disappeared, went underground. We found subsequently that, for instance, all the oil installations 
had been guarded by security forces, of one form or other, and, as I say, the police disappeared. We worked very 
hard and very quickly to find those people, to get the message across that we understood that anybody wanting to be 
in any official position had to be in the Ba'athist Party. That we were looking only in terms of removing those people 
from positions at the very top, obviously, who were linked directly with the regime, and all the middle- and lower-
level managers and the people on the ground would be welcomed back. Subsequently, we have built it up, we have 
got over 3,000 policemen operating in Basra City, for instance, and the surrounds, and we have got more than we 
need in Maysan Province at the moment. Also now we are building up the security force which is used for securing 
the infrastructure, that is the oil, power and water supplies, to guard those against potential terrorists. Also we are 
building up, for instance, what is called a Border Riverine Service, which now is patrolling the Shatt al Arab and 
dealing with the smuggling and other things that are going on. So those things are coming back very quickly. I think 
we need to put into perspective here that from when we crossed the border we are talking of only three and a half 
months, and a lot has happened in that period and we have made huge progress. To take down a country the size of 
France with the speed we did, and then to get as far as we have got already, in terms of reconstruction and putting 
things in place, I think is quite impressive. So, yes, I agree that there were things which perhaps we could not have 
perceived before we went in there, but we dealt with them as quickly as we could once they happened. 

  Mr Lee: I will be very brief because I only need to be, because John has covered most parts of this. I think just one, 
simple point is that, if you are asking would we have liked to know more about how Iraqi society would have reacted 
once their system of government had been removed entirely, and known that in advance, yes, of course, we would 
have liked to know more. It is a difficult intelligence target to try to understand in advance how a whole society will 
react, and I think I agree with General Reith that it is not something which is knowable in advance.

  Q941  Syd Rapson: Can we move on, because I think we have done a fairly good job on that, and well 
investigated. There must be a frustration amongst the military for lack of supplies and spares and bits and pieces you 
need at any time, and `just in time' is getting a bad name, I do not know whether that is true or not but it is beginning 
to, during our investigations. We have also Urgent Operational Requirements when suddenly there is a rush, 
something is needed quickly, and generally they come under three distinct headings. Can I ask how many of the 
UORs were for a) accelerating the existing procurements, b)for new equipment and c) providing existing items of 
which inadequate stocks were held, the three basic ones? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: If I may, I am going to pass this over to Charles, because it is his area, I just received 
them rather than actually directed them. 

  Rear Admiral Style: The systems we have for procuring our equipment, in general, especially the longer timescales, 
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have to be well-regulated, ordered and responsible, because they are complicated, we are spending a lot of money, it 
takes a long time, and it is our obligation to make sure that this is done carefully, and obviously we spend a 
significant proportion of our budget on that. Equally, at the other end of the scale, at any one time, there is shorter-
notice equipment which we need to procure in the event of an operation like this, which is fitted to the specific threat 
which might be faced by the particular environment, or is the very best that we can provide from the very latest 
technology which might not have been available three months or a year before. What we did with our 190 plus 
UORs, at a little over £500 million, was a very remarkable, I think very positive and successful, quick turnaround of 
some equipment which was already in the programme when we brought forward. An example of that is Storm 
Shadow, which was on its way and we did a very good job to get some of those missiles into action earlier than 
would have been possible. Some of them were bringing forward equipment which we had already in the plan, and 
some of them were answers to some very specific issues, of which just one example would be the shallow water 
Mine Counter-Measures which were done by the Navy, which our previous concept of operations had not arranged 
for and we did a very fast procurement of something which allowed us to do that.

  Q942  Syd Rapson: Could you break down the 190 items into the three categories, or would you send us a note 
afterwards? 

  Rear Admiral Style: I will send you a note to be precise with the facts.

  Q943  Syd Rapson: We will follow that up, to make sure. 

  Rear Admiral Style: I am so sorry, could you just repeat the three categories?

  Q944  Syd Rapson: One was accelerating the existing procurement, new equipment and, finally, providing existing 
items of which there were inadequate stocks. So one for acceleration of procurement, new equipment, which Storm 
Shadow comes under probably, and providing where there are inadequate stocks. A note to us would help the report. 
You talked about £500 million, how does that compare with previous operations, with the first Gulf War, for 
example, is it exceptional or about the same? 

  Rear Admiral Style: It was a significant UOR activity. The exact comparison in terms of the amount of money that 
we spent, again, I could provide you the precise figure, if you need that, in comparison with previous wars. It was a 
large-scale activity and it was done, I think, by and large, extremely successfully, to very tight time lines.

  Q945  Syd Rapson: Was this the largest cost for UORs? 

  Rear Admiral Style: We started from the proposition that we assessed every candidate Urgent Operational 
Requirement which came from the operational commanders, that went through General Reith's Headquarters to make 
sure that within his concept of operations the aspiring new equipment really was required. Having done that process 
then we set out to meet every requirement which was given to us. There was not, in any sense, a limit arbitrarily 
imposed, in terms of the sum involved, but it was a major effort, yes.

  Q946  Syd Rapson: There were over 190 UORs issued; how many arrived before the combat operations and how 
many did not make it? 

  Rear Admiral Style: There were cases of equipment arriving very shortly before the start of operations. I would 
emphasise that I think that is absolutely inevitable, that the idea of the Urgent Operational Requirement process is to 
make sure we give our people the very best that technology or industry can provide us with, up to the last moment. 
As I said, some of the UORs were very specific to the threat or to the particular environment, and our process was 
extremely responsive. For example, when the northern option ceased to be in existence, certain UORs we did not 
proceed with, some of them we had to do more of because of the different nature of the operation. If you are in that 
kind of business. which, as I say, is to do with providing our troops with the best, even at a very tight timescale, and I 
think a lot of that was very successful, inevitably you will have equipment arriving fairly close to the start time. Can 
I give you just one statistic, you have seen it in the report I am sure, that in round terms we carried out logistically 
about the same quantity of equipment for this operation in half the time, by comparison with the Gulf War of ten 
years ago.

  Q947  Mr Howarth: Admiral, can I pursue this point, because you said just now, inevitably, equipment would 
arrive at the last minute, and one can understand that in respect of certain Urgent Operational Requirements. We 
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visited Fallingbostel, a couple of weeks ago, where we met 2RTR and the Royal Scots Dragoon Guards, and it is 
perfectly clear from what they told us that they were desertising the tanks right up to the very, very last minute, they 
came perilously close to not having the tanks ready. We all knew, because we had been to Exercise Saif Sareea, you 
all knew, that if we were going to deploy Challenger 2 tanks on this kind of operation adjustments were going to 
have to be made, modifications would have to be made to those tanks. What I want to ask you is this. Given that, as 
military men, you knew this, what pressure were you putting on the politicians to authorise this work to be 
undertaken in a timely fashion, because, as I say, you came perilously close to putting some guys on the front line ill-
prepared to do the task for which you were sending them out? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Can I come in on that, if I may. We came perilously close, you are right, but we did it, 
and we planned it that way.

  Q948  Mr Howarth: You planned to come perilously close? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No; let me finish, please. Within the process, we have what we call RSOM, it is 
Reception, Staging and Onward Movement, and within the planning we had made a conscious decision to up-armour 
and desertise the tanks on arrival in theatre, because clearly the decision to commit to war was the release to go to 
industry to get the things we needed. Therefore, we moved the equipment by sea, and while it was moving by sea we 
worked through contractors, getting the equipment which was required delivered to theatre, so that as they arrived 
there they could be fitted, and it was part of that planning process. It was very close, but we did not know until we 
went exactly when we were going to commit to the conflict.

  Q949  Mr Howarth: Indeed, and really this is what I want to put to you, and I recognise it is a delicate issue, 
because you two are senior military officers, you are a senior civil servant in the Ministry of Defence, and you are 
having to respond to politicians who have other pressures. It seems to me that if the Government had made a decision 
at the back end of last year that there was a very strong possibility that we were going to be committed to military 
action, therefore this kind of procurement should have been underway already, you would not have found that those 
two units, in particular, would have come to what you confirmed was perilously close. What I am saying to you is 
this, surely, as military men, one of the lessons you must have learned from this is that you cannot risk having the 
professionalism of our Armed Forces tested so closely, because you know that the fear in the Armed Forces is that 
there will come a time when you cannot deliver, and that every time you do deliver the Government says, "Well, 
there you are; fine," and Governments of all persuasions. Can I put it to you that perhaps one of the lessons you 
should be drawing from this is to explain to politicians that if you want to engage in this kind of activity and not 
imperil your men you have got to be prepared to make those decisions perhaps earlier than was so on this occasion? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: If I could just comment that, clearly, as you say, it was perilously close, but I would not 
have allowed our people to go into peril, and the plan was flexible enough that if those two battle groups, and we 
knew it was going to be tight-run with those two battle groups, had not been operationally ready they would have 
been held back and then committed later in the operation, and that was within the plan. We used the words 
`perilously close' but I can promise that I would not have allowed them to commit to the operation if the operational 
commander had not been satisfied that they were operationally ready. 

  Rear Admiral Style: Can I just say that I feel our record, across the board, in responding to lessons identified is not 
bad. In Kosovo, we learned a lesson about the nature of bombs and munitions, imprecise as opposed to precise kinds 
of munitions, and, against always a considerable affordability challenge, we introduced Maverick, Paveway, and so 
on, and Storm Shadow came on, as a direct consequence of lessons identified. I could give you other examples. Our 
readiness, for example, to deal with the mine warfare threat in the Gulf was something we perceived and were able to 
deal with because of that, SA80 safety-catches, and suchlike. In the equipment programme process in which I am 
involved in the ECC, we always have a million priorities and not enough money to allocate to them all. You would 
say it was so obvious from Saif Sareea we had learned the lesson that we should have done something about it. We 
did put money into the equipment programme towards this in the last round, some of that takes time to do, but, I 
think absolutely rightly, we set a priority in the last equipment round, and it remains the equipment programme 
priority to sort out, as you know, our network-enabled capability. We have done some very important things, which 
in a different sense add dramatically to our ability to deliver effect, and, by the way, to look after our people as well 
and to co-operate with the Americans. Although there were things about the delivery of capability, and maybe the 
desertisation of Challenger was one, which were fairly close to the wire, I do believe that will always be the 
characteristic of a degree of our Urgent Operational Requirement process and deliveries, and the proof is in the 
pudding. It was there on time.
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  Q950  Mr Howarth: Yes, we understand it was there on time. The point I am trying to make is, and I think I speak 
for the Committee on this, that we have been impressed by how damned close-run a thing it was. I would not like to 
have been one of your senior officers having to tell the Secretary of State, "So sorry, Secretary of State, but actually 
two battle groups can't be deployed because they aint got the armour stuck on the side of the tanks yet." I think you 
would have found that extremely embarrassing. Therefore, these guys were right up against it. I put it to you, it was 
not necessary, you knew, we all knew, this Committee knew that you could not deploy Challenger 2 tanks in that 
environment without doing the necessary modification. We have been told when we have spoken to the guys on the 
front line that they were right against the wire? 

  Mr Lee: I just want to say that the background to all this, of course, is that throughout this process of preparing the 
UORs, which takes some months from the very first discussions with industry, and so on, during that period we did 
not know what the date would be on which the conflict would start and there was great uncertainty about that right 
the way through. In a sense, the date when the conflict started was when the forces were ready for it to start, and 
being ready included having the various UORs fitted. So, by definition, deliberately it was going to be a close-run 
thing, because that was when it started, when we were ready for it to start, it was a conflict which started at a time of 
our choosing.

  Q951  Mr Hancock: You could get that precariously close to the start date, could you not, only because the 
Americans were there and they would have gone without us, presumably, because they would not have been able to 
put it off? The real lesson is, what do we do when they are not there to make sure that we are covered? We wrote our 
report on Saif Sareea and the Secretary of State gave evidence here about the specific issue of desertification of these 
tanks, and it is obvious that there was not a proper, capable plan to protect these tanks until very near the time the 
tanks were about to leave the United Kingdom or their bases in Germany. There was not an agreed, accepted plan to 
do it, despite the fact that, Mr Lee, you know that we had to have this after Saif Sareea, because we were told, the 
Secretary of State said, "Don't worry, it's in hand," or words to that effect, when effectively it was not? 

  Rear Admiral Style: Can I respond to that. When this thing came up, it is true, we were not in the process of 
desertising the tanks, physically, at the time.

  Q952  Mr Hancock: The problem, Admiral, was not that you could not do it but that you did not know how to do 
it. The evidence we had says that there was not a recognised scheme to equip these tanks for the desert which had 
been agreed? 

  Rear Admiral Style: All I can tell you is that we had money in the equipment programme to make sure that we did 
know how to do that. We did have a plan to do it, and I would only suggest that the evidence of the speed at which 
we did it, even if, yes, it was close, of course I accept that, is indicative that we had our plans in a row, ready to 
execute it. I am not suggesting, by the way, in taking the line I am taking about the timescales being very close in 
some cases, that there are not lessons to learn. We are deep into this process at the moment. There is no doubt that 
the shape of the equipment programme coming up that we are going to deal with now will reflect some lessons from 
this operation, and some aspects, which I think you have heard about already, about holding some equipment, our 
tracking of resources, and a whole variety of things, we will pick up and I am confident the process is detailed 
enough to deal with it. I am not suggesting it was all perfect, but I do not accept the suggestion that there was no plan 
to deal with the desertising of tanks. 

  Mr Hancock: This was not a surprise, Admiral, this was not a surprise. You should reread the Government's 
response to our Report of Saif Sareea, and this was a priority. 

  Syd Rapson: It had better be, in future, that the lesson is learned.

  Q953  Mr Cran: Alas, we are not getting off the topic which we were just on, because my colleagues have 
mentioned the problems of Challenger 2 and you have been defending manfully for the last hour. I do assure you, 
gentlemen, as we have walked around, talking to the units which have been in this action, there are widespread 
complaints about the lack of this, that and the next thing. I just remember the note from the Joint Helicopter Force at 
Odiham, `just in time' did not work for boots, clothing, and all the rest of it. These are things which have an effect on 
the morale of your men, General, and I have to put it to you that, at least to me, you are beginning to sound slightly 
complacent. You see, you have all said, "Actually, it did work," and, of course, I have to agree with you, it did work 
in the end, but just perhaps if we had had a bit more vigorous an enemy it might not have worked. Therefore, as I 
recall it, the First Reflections document says that the UOR process, which I think is a `just in time' process, at least 
that is how I understand it, involves risks, the risks that equipment is not going to be there. Now the question is, are 
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you going to look now at your experience of this war to rebalance those risks, or are you just totally happy with the 
risk factor as it is? 

  Rear Admiral Style: I think we are examining all these lessons in a highly self-critical way. I do not think we are 
complacent in the slightest.

  Q954  Mr Cran: I said you sounded complacent. You have got to try to convince me and the Committee that, in 
fact, you are not? 

  Rear Admiral Style: I am sorry if we do. The matter of boots and clothing, yes, there were shortfalls there. There 
are major lessons to learn and we are examining the holdings, as I think I suggested earlier, and looking at the whole 
issue of tracking of assets delivery, and so on, but there was a reason why we had that number, whether or not it was 
the right judgment. This was reviewed, as you know, in the Strategic Defence Review, and the matter of desert 
clothing, in particular, it was settled in terms of all the balances of capability that we had to spend our money on, that 
we provide for only the JRRF and the spearhead battalion, that was the judgment, and we provided for that. As Ian 
suggested earlier, we decided that, because we are not constrained by those sorts of judgments, it is always a balance 
of risk, this whole business is a risk business, we decided to go for a bigger operation and so, yes, there were 
shortfalls. That lesson must be addressed and of course we must consider our balance of priorities, but there was a 
reason behind the levels that we had, that is all I am suggesting in that area.

  Q955  Mr Cran: You are the supplier. General, you are the user, as it were, and, therefore, as the user, were you 
satisfied with the delivery of not just the lessons we got earlier but across the whole board of equipment? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: First of all, can I say, I have never been complacent and I never will be complacent 
when it comes to looking after our people.

  Q956  Mr Cran: I just said, and I repeat the word, you sounded it, that is all? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I would like just to make that point, just for the record. I go back to this point about 
knowing when we were actually going to go into conflict, to start with, and we did not know. We were working on 
the basis that when sufficient forces from the coalition were generated a decision would be made according to the 
circumstances at the time, and, as I said before, if I had not been satisfied that our people were properly equipped and 
ready to go I would not have let them cross the line of departure. To pick up the point you made, even if there had 
been more capable forces in front of us, I can assure you that, with what we had with our people, we were capable of 
dealing with them, and I was sure of that, whatever we met we could deal with. There are lessons to be learned here, 
you are absolutely right, and at the moment we are going through a very big `lessons identified' process in the MoD 
and we will identify those lessons and we will improve procedures, we will improve everything we can to produce 
the best for our soldiers. Turning to the clothing and the boots, I was not concerned about that at all. The temperate 
equipment we have, the combat clothing is designed up to 39 degrees centigrade and the boots are up to 35 degrees 
centigrade.

  Q957  Mr Roy: Over what period of time? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Any period of time. You can wear them and work in temperatures of that sort of level. 

  Mr Roy: For how long can you wear them? If you have got a pair of boots on, with all due respect, for half an hour, 
no matter how warm it is, that is fine, but if you are asked to wear them for 36 hours then that is absolutely different. 
I take exception to anyone trying to make that out as the normality. We were told by people from 2RTR that there 
were men in tanks wearing, and I quote, "flip-flops, trainers and even Iraqi boots," because they did not have suitable 
boots.

  Q958  Mr Cran: Let us hear from you, General? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I hear that. What I would say to you is that the combat clothing and textiles people have 
tested these things to death. They can be worn in temperatures up to 35 degrees, and the highest temperatures we had 
were just over 30, not as far as 35, in fact, the average temperature was 31.

  Q959  Mr Cran: General, I would not suggest, and I do not think Mr Roy would suggest either, that you had other 
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than the best interests of your men at heart, I wholly accept that is the case. I do say to you seriously that you should 
go back and talk to some of the units which we talked to, and I have to say to you that the experts may say what you 
have just said but, at the end of the day, the user does not see it that way, and that is the truth. 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I accept that there is a moral component in this, and clearly there was a perception 
amongst the soldiers—
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  Q960  Mr Hancock: A moral component; there is more than a moral component? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: No, please, let me finish. Therefore, morale within those units was affected, and I 
accept that, but the reality was slightly different from the perception they had, that was all. But I accept that we have 
got to do something about that.

  Q961  Mr Cran: Mr Rapson, we have to move on, but just one question before we do. I was astonished when I 
talked to, and my colleagues did too, some of the units which were in Iraq, to find, and you have referred to it 
already, I think, this question of traceability. It seems to me quite criminal that if the equipment was there and it was 
all ready for distribution, what we discovered was that they could not trace some elements of the equipment. What 
went wrong there because that should not go wrong? 

  Rear Admiral Style: It is a major lesson, and I am not going to pretend that that was a good story. We did procure 
an element of an American system to help us with this but it was not a complete solution and we have to put this 
right. It is probably not much reassurance to you to know that we had identified that as a priority within the 
equipment programme area, so-called Logistic C4I, but, in any event, we must do better. I hope I will not sound 
offensive about this but the only point I would make is that it was an enormous logistic effort, to an extremely tight 
timescale, that, yes, there were failures but there was a much, much greater percentage of remarkable successes. 
Someone told me that if you put all the logistics that went to Iraq in a bunch of containers, end to end, it went from 
Southampton to London, it was a remarkable quantity of material that was shifted, and the vast majority of it got 
where it was meant to go.

  Q962  Mr Hancock: Including lots of stuff they did not need, like blank ammunition? 

  Rear Admiral Style: We attempted to provide what was asked for, and, no doubt, as always in these events when 
people are doing a remarkably busy thing very quickly, there will be mistakes. I accept entirely that, the tracking 
point, that is a major lesson and we will attend to it. 

  Mr Jones: We are concentrating on clothing, which is very important, but also we have been told that in certain 
circumstances there was a shortage of ammunition and that people were sent into hostile situations with limited 
amounts of ammunition, including, I understand, when we were at Odiham, Chinook helicopters, which I know are 
not attack helicopters, which had a limited number of rounds, I think it was 400. 

  Mr Hancock: Instead of 3,000.

  Q963  Mr Jones: Are you aware of this? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I can tell you that we had in theatre 30 days' worth of ammunition, with ten of them at 
intense rates.

  Q964  Mr Hancock: From day one? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: From day one; before we kicked off, that was in theatre.
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  Q965  Mr Hancock: Are they telling us not the truth then, General? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I do not know.

  Q966  Mr Hancock: When you get not one, all of these people, that is why personally I found your comments 
offensive, General, because we listened to these men and women who had been there, and to a man and a woman 
they were immensely proud of what they had achieved. Then they went on to catalogue the problems as they saw 
them, as they affected them, and many of them, including people who were working day and night to get aircraft 
serviced, did not have proper equipment even to clean themselves so they could eat, let alone sleep or go to the toilet 
properly, for weeks on end. They had no boots. The new equipment arrived, the well-tested trousers. The story was 
that the guy took them back, they said "What's wrong?" and he said "They ripped." "They're not supposed to," he 
was told, but they did. "What shall I do with them?" "Put them in this pile here," and there was an enormous pile of 
recently returned, new trousers, which supposedly has passed all of the stringent tests. So these people were not lying 
or exaggerating, they knew what was asked of them, and, you are right, Admiral, they did what was expected of them 
and probably far more than that. Now they are complaining, rightfully, about how they feel they were let down. We 
were told they did not have ammunition, General, they did not have ammunition. They told us, quite clearly, "People 
were guarding our helicopters, very close to the front line, and they didn't even have ceramics in their flak jackets." 
You had a duty of care for these people and these people were on the front line, very close to the enemy, and some of 
them had as little as five rounds of ammunition. Helicopters were sent with only a 40-second burst, 400 instead of 
3,000, and you tell us you had 30 days' supply of ammunition in theatre from day one, then why did not these people 
have it? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The answer is, I cannot tell you.

  Q967  Mr Hancock: I think we are entitled to know, in Parliament, why that happened, General? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: You are giving me anecdotes now of which I was not aware. 

  Mr Hancock: These are not anecdotes, General. Some of these are very experienced service personnel who have 
done 20 years in the Services, some of them had been in four different theatres in the last three years. These were 
experienced combat soldiers, men and women. They do not have to tell tales, they were telling the truth, because 
there were too many of them all to be lying. 

  Syd Rapson: I am sure it is going to be taken on board, and it has been refuted fairly strongly from the evidence we 
have received, so there is a difference of opinion. If you can give us anything positive at this moment, if not, we 
would prefer a follow-up afterwards? 

  Mr Cran: Mr Rapson, may I suggest, the Committee really is very concerned and exercised about this, and, I do 
not know about my colleagues, but I, for one, would like to see a note from the MoD on this whole question of 
equipment shortages but particularly ammunition and the ones we have mentioned, because this is concerning.

  Q968  Mr Hancock: Air Marshal Burridge had exactly the same opinion as you did, General, and I find that even 
more of a— 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Could I make one comment. I am a soldier with 35 years' and considerable combat 
experience. I find it inconceivable that a commander at any level will give a soldier just five rounds of ammunition. 
We have a chain of command, we have experienced people in that chain of command who have a duty of care, you 
are absolutely right, as I do, and I am surprised by what you have said, and clearly we will follow it up and give you 
a note.

  Q969  Mr Roy: I hear what you are saying, General, on the duty of care. One anecdote, if you like, which worried 
me, for example, was when I spoke to an officer in Germany a fortnight ago, and he told me he was in a Manned 
Vehicle and, as an officer, he took off his body armour and gave it to the man who was going to be first out of the 
door. I accept that is a duty of care but it is totally and absolutely unnecessary and just not acceptable, whereby an 
officer in a Manned Vehicle has got to take off his plates because the poor guy who goes out of the door first, he 
does not know what he is going out to, he does not have any plates. That is coming straight from the horse's mouth, 
from people in the front line. Can I ask you, specifically on equipment shortages, what shortages were reported to 
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you during the campaign itself from your subordinate commanders? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We were aware of the problem over the plates for the body armour. We knew they were 
in theatre but it was this asset tracking problem that we had, and there was a conscious decision by commanders on 
the ground to redistribute to ensure that those that were going to be going out of the armoured vehicles, who clearly 
were those who were going to be most vulnerable to small arms fire, would be issued with the body armour with the 
plates. I would be surprised if that changeover occurred while they were going into battle, because, by my 
understanding, the decision was made some days before to do that redistribution by the commanders on the ground. 
That I was aware of, and the commanders on the ground were satisfied that, by the redistribution, they had sufficient 
for the task, working on the principle that those who did not have the plates actually were inside armoured vehicles 
and were either drivers or gunners.

  Q970  Syd Rapson: We were told by Bill Neely, the ITN embedded journalist with 42 Commando in Basra, that 
60,000 rounds of heavy ammunition, Belgian ammunition, which the Royal Marines had, failed at a crucial time. It 
was in a public session, so it quite surprised us. I do not know if you knew about that, or whether it is something else 
you can look at, and that is quite a serious problem? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I am not aware of that particular incident. 

  Rear Admiral Style: Can I add just one thing. Our perception on this ammunition issue, from the Ministry of 
Defence end, and I did check this this morning, is exactly as General Reith said. The ammunition we expected to 
have to deliver, or the DLO expected to have to get out there, got out there, to the very best of our knowledge and 
information; 36,000 body armour elements definitely got out there, and you can repeat this story in one or two other 
places. To use your word, there are anecdotes, there are reports, around the bazaars, where those bits and pieces, it 
seems, did not end up exactly where they were required, and obviously that is a distribution issue, it is a fog of war 
question. I do not excuse it, but I do say that when operating at high tempo, moving fast, with very complicated and 
unexpected situations, such difficulties sometimes will arise. I think it is difficult for us to respond to specific reports 
of specific issues; what I can tell you though is that all these reports are being gathered at the moment and we will 
analyse them. Sometimes there will be an answer that this was a local breakdown of a truck or a delivery, or 
something that you would never be able to eradicate entirely, and sometimes I expect we will discover that there was 
a distribution lesson we really need to learn. All I can assure you is that we are taking that aspect of the `lesson 
identified' process very seriously. 

  Mr Hancock: I would ask you not to treat these as hearsay stories. We were in a room where a young lady, a 19- or 
20-year-old RAF regiment airwoman, told us she was wearing a flak jacket which did not have the plates, but what 
was even more worrying was she did not realise that there had to be plates in there. It was only when she was given 
another flak jacket that she realised that, for several days, she had been wearing it. She stood up in front of seven 
Members of Parliament and 40 other members of that establishment and told us that story. That was not a hearsay 
incident, this was a young lady who had the courage to get up and tell us her own personal situation, and, to be 
honest with you, I think she was thoroughly cheesed off that she had been let down, she could have been killed.

  Q971  Syd Rapson: That is a genuine story and I witnessed it as well, but you cannot be expected to answer that 
particular one. 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We have taken that point very clearly and we are as concerned as you. 

  Mr Hancock: She was not alone. 

  Syd Rapson: We are taking this particular issue very seriously. It is the sort of thing that, as a Committee, we need 
to try to hammer into the MoD and planners for next time, if there is a next time.

  Q972  Mr Crausby: Can I ask some questions about the robustness of the plan. First of all, how much redundancy 
did you build into your planning, and could you say something about your satisfaction with the training and readiness 
of the forces that you were allocating? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I can give you a good story on this one. There is no doubt that the quality of the people 
and the equipment when we were using it was outstanding. Most of the people, particularly in 7 Brigade, had been 
through BATUS[1] this last year, they were all at collective level five, which means that they were at the highest 
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standard of training, and that was why they were selected to go on the operation. Similarly, with the Commando 
Brigade and 16 Air Assault Brigade, because they are lead elements of the JRRF, they were also at that very high 
level of training all the time. They were extremely effective on the ground, and when the honours and awards come 
out eventually I think you will see that there was some very, very meritorious action which took place. The 
equipment states were outstanding, most of the equipment was 90 per cent all of the time, and that is much higher 
than normally we would expect from that heavy equipment. On the planning side, I would say that I had every 
confidence in Robin Brimms and his tactical handling. As any good commander, he always maintained an 
uncommitted reserve and that was available to deal with anything that was unexpected that could have happened. As 
it was, his plan went extremely well and he made the absolutely perfect, balanced judgment on the moment to enter 
Basra, so that we had almost no casualties on the civilian side and we were able to take the city without any great 
damage, and so forth.

  Q973  Mr Crausby: What about reserves. What was your role in the deployment and did it work well? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: The reserves are obviously an important part of our order of battle. I think about ten per 
cent of the force were reserves, the mobilisation went very well and they were fully integrated when they went into 
battle. They are particularly important, of course, in the medical areas and some of the logistic areas, where they do 
provide a large part of the force. We have got some lessons now, on demobilisation, where we need to streamline it 
and make it more effective, and we are working on that already.

  Q974  Mr Crausby: Reinforcements; did PJHQ prepare in case more troops were needed, and on what scale? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: We were still holding the spearhead lead element available throughout which could 
have been sent out to reinforce.

  Q975  Mr Crausby: If you had been asked to join the United States on a drive to Baghdad, could the UK 
deployment have shifted its axis and done that? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: It was never in our planning to go to Baghdad, and I had tailored the logistics according 
to the plan and I had told the Americans we would not be going to Baghdad with them.

  Q976  Mr Crausby: That was not in the plan at all, so it would not have been possible? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: It might have been possible we could have stretched things, but it was never in our plan.

  Q977  Mr Hancock: Did they ask you? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: They did not ask us, because we said that we had a specific area we would go within. 

  Mr Hancock: I was wondering whether you were asked, and that was your response.

  Q978  Mr Jones: Just about the campaign itself, General, once the campaign started, how closely involved were 
you yourself, and contact in terms of individual components of the campaign, how did it work day to day, in 
practice? 

  Lieutenant General Reith: I was involved very closely, and personally I was doing probably a 16-hour, 17-hour 
day for the whole period. We had the ability in my Headquarters, through the connectivity, to see where the forces 
were on the ground, using a thing called Blue Force Tracker, so I could see the deployment of our sub-units on the 
ground. Which meant I was able to keep a lot of pressure off Robin Brimms, in particular, because we could give the 
briefing, and everything, in to the MoD direct without having to ask him to give us the information. So this was very 
much a step forward, in terms of management of information. I had the operational command, and therefore we had 
agreed a plan with limited tasks; to do anything more or take it further, it had to be referred back to me. I had certain 
delegated authority from the Secretary of State to do further things, but any things beyond those I would have had to 
refer, as I did on one occasion, to the Secretary of State to get authority to do more. So it worked in that way. Brian 
Burridge was my man, alongside Centcom, who was doing obviously the media piece but the local linkage in the 
Centcom to ensure that what was happening was what we had agreed, and he was holding what is called the famous 
`red card', so that if something was happening with which we did not agree he could say, "No, we don't accept this."
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  Q979  Syd Rapson: Thank you very much. Can I thank you for a very spirited performance this afternoon. 
Whatever we ask questions on, we are immensely proud of what the troops did and all the back-up staff, the 
planners, the civilian staff as well, and our intention is to raise questions where we think there can be lessons learned 
to make things better for the future. Thank you very much for your evidence. 

  Lieutenant General Reith: Mr Rapson, I am most grateful for that, thank you, and I promise we are not complacent 
and that we are learning the lessons. 

  Syd Rapson: Thank you. 

1   Note from Witness: British Army Training Unit, Suffield, Canada Back
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WEDNESDAY 10 SEPTEMBER 2003 

AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SIR MALCOLM PLEDGER KCB OBE AFC, BRIGADIER DEREK JEFFREY, COLONEL 
DAVID MARTIN, BRIGADIER SEUMAS KERR CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM CBE

  Q980  Chairman: Gentlemen, welcome. In furtherance of our inquiry into the Lessons of Iraq this is a very 
relevant section of our inquiry. We have had briefings touching on this subject and when we visited Iraq we talked to 
people out there too and we realise how very important this area of responsibility is. Would you like to introduce 
your team please, Air Chief Marshal.

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Thank you very much, Chairman. On my far left is Brigadier Shaun 
Cowlam whom I think you have seen before. He was the Joint Forces Logistic Component Commander in Telic. 
Seumas Kerr is next to me; he is Assistant Chief of Staff, Logistics in PJHQ. On my right is Brigadier Derek Jeffrey 
who is the Director of Operations within the Defence Logistics Organisation and was therefore involved day-to-day 
in the Ministry of Defence planning. On my far right is Colonel David Martin who is Assistant Director Supply 
Chain, Operations, anticipating that we may get into some detail on things like asset tracking.

  Q981  Chairman: Spot on. Thank you very much. The first question is when did DLO begin planning for the 
campaign? When were they asked to plan for the campaign and when did they begin planning for the campaign in 
Iraq? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: It is virtually impossible to say there was a particular date when we 
stopped planning broadly for operations and specifically concentrated the planning process on Operation Telic. I 
would simply say that our endeavours matched the broad political direction. For example, I think it was 24 
September when the statement was made that we needed to match, in terms of resilience, our operational and logistic 
planning for Iraq, consistent with the diplomatic effort that was going on. From then on, what I will call the balance 
of activity obviously started to focus more and more on what that might mean. Therefore there was change in 
emphasis from what I would call being ready generically for conflict to focussing particularly on what we might 
have to do in that environment.

  Q982  Chairman: Obviously it is a rather delicate question because if the military started planning—and were seen 
or known to be planning—prior to any decision having been made, then this could have been misconstrued. Perhaps 
you could give us more than an indication as to how you think about things before being formally instructed. That 
would be quite helpful. One can imagine a situation but you would not have known when a decision was going to be 
made. It could have been made very quickly, but it was not. If you had waited and you were told "It's two weeks to 
go before we're off, do your planning" you would have been made to look rather unprepared and rather foolish. 
Perhaps you could give us an indication. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: It is an incremental process. I think already other witnesses have already 
talked about the operational estimates that go on, the fact that the PJHQ then makes those assessments about trying 
to set in place the force elements that we might use in different circumstances and it is a series of options then that 
you develop depending on the environment, the length of the strategic operating and communicating distances and a 
series of those went on through that period. As you know, there was a northern option that we looked at before 
eventually we did other contingency planning for the southern option. It is a series of incremental endeavour. 

  Q983  Chairman: Perhaps you could give further thought to it and drop us a detailed note. This is a rather 
important question and you would have more time to think about your answer if you would write to us in due course.
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  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We can quite easily tell you what physically went on at certain times 
under the lead of these different organisations, but I am reluctant to give specific dates to say that is what we did 
because it was consistent with that diplomatic effort.

  Q984  Chairman: That is why I suggested you give some further thought to it. We would be very grateful. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Certainly.

  Q985  Mr Howarth: I put it to Sir John Reith when he came here that given what we have been told—particularly 
by 2nd Royal Tank Regiment—about the fact that their tanks were desertised at the very last minute and literally at 
midnight before they crossed the line they were working on the tanks that we had come perilously close to being 
unprepared for the conflict. He accepted the expression "perilously close" although he qualified it and said, "I would 
not have put our men into peril". We are here to learn the lessons of Iraq. What we would like to know from you as 
military men—all senior military men—upon whom the lives of the men under your command depend, is are you 
satisfied that in future the military commanders will give the politicians due warning that you cannot put troops and 
equipment at risk by failing to give sufficient notice? We recognise that there are political pressures on any 
government, but unless you people, in your positions, are prepared to say "You have to give us sufficient warning; 
this time we came perilously close, next time we could be too late". 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can I turn that round, Mr Howarth, and say that actually the date on 
which we crossed the line was set and agreed by the operational commanders. All the endeavours that went on, of 
course, then informed that decision. That decision was taken at a particular time because the system was ready. I 
think rather than looking at this as a close run thing, actually the arrangements were put in place such that the 
operational commanders were ready.

  Q986  Mr Howarth: You are giving the impression that this was fine tuning to the ultimate degree. Sir John Reith 
told this Committee when he came here on 9 July, "It was very close but we did not know until we went exactly 
when we were going to commit to the conflict". 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: But we would not, of course, necessarily have committed to the conflict 
if we had been in the position you describe. We were ready. If I may I will ask the Brigadier to comment because he 
was in the PJHQ who were doing the estimates, challenging the logistic chain then to provide the requirements which 
in due course either the operational commander could declare to be sufficient to cross the line or not.

  Q987  Mr Howarth: Can I just say that everywhere we went we heard from the units we spoke to that it was all 
pretty close run stuff. We are putting to you that if we are going to learn any lessons from this conflict perhaps we 
should not be so risky. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: And I am trying to turn it round and say that the risk was judged and that 
risk was judged to be acceptable in operational terms on the date we crossed. 

  Brigadier Kerr: We did come perilously close. There was a debate all along when we were going to actually 
desertise the armour. I can remember a discussion going back a couple of months before that as to whether or not 7th 
Armoured Brigade—which those tanks came from—was going to have the opportunity to desertise before we sailed 
the tanks out to the Middle East. The decision was to allow some training to take place. We knew when it came 
down to it that it would be all about that set date; we thought it was going to be the end of March but we never knew 
quite when it was going to be. The decision that had to be made had to be cleared through the House, but also were 
we ready? General Robin Brims (who has been here) and General John discussed it with the Americans and the view 
at that time was that we came perilously close but we were ready to cross the line of departure.

  Q988  Mr Jones: In terms of Challenger—November 2001—(clearly one of the issues there was about 
desertisation although we have been told that the sand is different in Iraq than it is in Oman) did you not come 
perilously close so that you had to fly engineers out from Alvis Vickers into theatre to desertise, and they did a great 
job I understood. Surely if there had been problems getting them out there then those Challengers would not have 
been operational, would they? 
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  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: But Mr Jones, as I said, this is the way we did it in order to fulfil the 
operational remit. Having done the estimate and the planning we then put in place the logistic arrangements to fulfil 
it. I do not see a reason why we would have been more comfortable if we then decided we wanted to desertise at the 
operational request in theatre and we had shipped by sea. What is the point? This was the way we actually achieved 
the lines of requirement, within the commander's decision cycle, to be ready. 

  Brigadier Kerr: You are right, we did fly out engineers, but had they not been ready the commanders would have 
said "No, we are not going to go on that date" and we would have delayed it. General John had always made that 
very clear. As his logistician I was to advise him linking in with the DLO—Shaun Cowlam, Derek—we were all 
speaking together all the time to be able to advise commanders. Commanders take the risk; not us as logisticians. We 
advise and give them the facts. General John was aware, as Mr Howarth said, that we did come perilously close. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: But it was the optimum way to use the whole of the strategic base in 
order to achieve the operational commander's decision cycle; and it worked.

  Q989  Mr Jones: The point being, that surely if we knew about the desertised Challenger in November 2001, I 
cannot understand why decisions were not taken earlier to actually start doing that. We knew that if we were not 
going to go to Iraq they would be used in some type of desert situation. 

  Brigadier Kerr: In November we did not know. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I would suggest that the definitive statement you have just made is not 
entirely correct. You just said that we knew we would be going into a conflict in a desert environment. That is what 
transpired, but in—

  Q990  Mr Jones: That is absolute rubbish. I am getting a bit tired of this. We had rubbish from Webb when he 
came before us, who said that the option of Saif Sareea was to take the tanks to see if we could get them there, the 
idea was not to use them and that is why they were not used in terms of the sand. Surely, if you have a situation in 
November 2001 when there is clearly a problem with Challenger in terms of desertisation, why should it then 
develop into a last minute situation? Credit to Alvis Vickers and credit to you for actually doing it. Like a lot of 
things in the British Armed Forces, they are very good; if they are asked to do things they do it. All I am asking is 
why it took so long to recognise that Challenger needed some desertisation if we knew the problems that came out of 
Saif Sareea. I thought the entire idea of Saif Sareea was to learn lessons. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I suggest we did learn the lessons. We learned what we needed to do and 
we put in the means of achieving it with a set timescale and we achieved that.

  Q991  Mr Jones: And came close. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We came close to the day that we crossed the line; that is absolutely true. 
Nonetheless the plan worked.

  Q992  Chairman: Can you describe more broadly how you and the DLO were involved in the planning process? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: The DLO as representatives in the Ministry of Defence, is engaged from 
day one on any of these strategic planning options. That worked particularly well because we were able to keep track 
and change effectively and in a timely manner against the different pressures from the diplomatic process that was 
going on. In turn—as I think you have heard from Air Marshal Burridge—the system goes out to the CJO who does 
the overall estimating and our people at a lower level were given that estimate. The Brigadier can tell you more about 
the successes. Then, of course, it is not just the DLO, it is of course the front line who have significant logistics 
responsibilities. The engagement is an integrated one that goes on in operational and technical planning and what I 
would call the letting of the contracts for sea-lift, for air-lift, creating the sustainability requirements for the whole of 
the force element planning tables, and they are translated into effect by that integration. Brigadier Cowlam, in being 
nominated as the Joint Forces Logistic Component Commander, goes forward and the DLO having primed the 
outload arrangements for what I would call initially a push arrangement into theatre, then starts to follow the 
priorities set in theatre that are very definitely made by the operational commander who in turn is not only training 
his people and getting ready to cross that line but ensuring he has the necessary sustainment arrangements in place. 
The interaction is at all levels. It goes on both at the Ministry of Defence very early in the process; it goes on with the 
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PJHQ and it goes on with the front line commands. It also goes on, I have to say, with the industrial base. Again, if I 
could reflect on what Mr Jones said, I have to acknowledge the responsiveness and degree of integration, cooperation 
and partnership that that planning regime produced. The system is really seamless and I think the proof of the 
pudding then is, as I have said, the statistics: in volume terms, about the same amount of equipment as we did in 
1991 in half the time. That does tell me we have learned an enormous lesson and the planning system actually does 
work.

  Q993  Chairman: There were one or two near-run things in 1982 as well so far as I recall. One wonders whether 
you like living dangerously and one suspects that that liking of living dangerously is part of the ethos and you got 
away with it. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think this is the real world and I think we have to be ready, prepared, 
sufficiently responsive and flexible in order to respond in these kinds of timescales and I just do not think there is 
going to be a situation where the Military will always get these kinds of options to say that we need six months or we 
need nine months or we need 27 months. What we have to do is to be able to respond, to adjust and, through the 
enormous capabilities of these people, actually succeed.

  Q994  Chairman: We will come on later to the just-in-time philosophy and I think some of the arguments will be 
similar to the ones we are seeing now. To what extent was the size and shape of the force decided upon influenced by 
your advice on logistical capabilities? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Having brought these experts, perhaps I could defer to Brigadier Kerr 
because of his role then in setting that operational estimate. 

  Brigadier Kerr: If I could just say a little on how we do the estimate and then how it has an impact on the size and 
structure of the force that you are talking about. The estimate is very simple and common sense. We talk about the 
four "D's" which is Duration, Distance, Destination and Demand. You do that for any particular operation. Having 
conducted the estimate we then put together a sustainability statement which we work out very carefully with the 
DLO and with the front line commands looking at the art of the possible. The size and the structure of the force is 
actually driven by the operational imperative. As you have already heard, a decision was taken to send a divisional 
structure. There was then a debate about time and clearly the logistic sustainability was in issue there. It was actually 
driven by the operational imperative but clearly there were logistic constraints. You could not have sent the whole of 
the British Army, for example, and therefore it was decided that we would send the division that we did.

  Q995  Chairman: What would be the maximum size of force? If the British and the Americans had said that they 
needed 65,000 or 75,000 people out there, is there an upper limit where you would say that you could not do it? 

  Brigadier Kerr: The limit would not so much have been on people, the limit would have been sustainability of the 
equipment and how much had been invested over the years. It is mainly armour that is the driver for that. They could 
have looked at square brigades in four battle groups or triangular brigades (a term we use with three battle groups 
which I am sure you are well aware from your visits). The structure could have been different, but it was decided on 
the structure that we had, partially driven by timelines and political decisions as well. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think it is an iterative process. Given the distance and the numbers of 
ships that were actually available to us, then that again impacts on the size of the force in terms of that iterative 
arrangement or, alternatively, on when we might have been ready. Those things are taken into account in the way 
that this is moved forward in response to the operational estimate.

  Q996  Mr Roy: Can I just talk about possible misgivings of any front line commanders during the planning process 
in relation to not being supplied in time. Can you tell us specifically how they would raise their concerns with you 
and did you actually receive any concerns? 

  Brigadier Kerr: To say how we are joined up together as a community to support commanders and operations, from 
the Permanent Joint Headquarters prior to and also during—and still—I chair a twice weekly video-tele conference 
which has on it the Deputy Chief of Staff from the division. Shaun was on it in theatre and Derek was on it, David 
was on it and the front line commanders were on it as well. The opportunity was from Andy Cowling who was the 
Deputy Chief Staff of the Division in theatre during the operation to feed back any constraints. There was a daily 
debate, operating 24-hours a day for the opportunity for commanders to say that they did not have something. No-
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one is going to say that commanders had everything they needed, but they had enough to cross the line of departure 
otherwise we would not have been recommending to CJO that we were ready. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think that Brigadier Cowlam, in his JFLogC hat here was very 
definitely what I would call the mirror on that as the interaction with the operational commanders in theatre. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: What a unit commander does, through his own staff, is identify what equipment sustainability 
items he has. If he feels he has a shortage he will report them to the brigade command level, and then at the brigade 
level there are staff who will cross-reference that. If they believe there is a shortage they will report it to the 
divisional command level. As Seamus mentioned that is when we would see it on the VTC My staff on the echelon 
behind divisional level are monitoring what is going on day by day by day; all the specialist staff are talking to each 
other almost 24 hours a day and we build up a picture. However, it is quite important to recognise that a particular 
problem that a unit sees has to be put into the context of what the force holds and it may well be that a particular unit 
feels that it is short of certain supplies which is either held back for other purposes or for different priorities. There is 
an echelon of levels of staff and commanders involved to make sure that, as Seamus said, when 7th Brigade, for 
example, were required to cross the line of departure, they had sufficient to meet their needs.

  Q997  Mr Roy: I understand what you are saying, but we heard, for example, that centrally there was not enough 
body armour for everybody. The reality is that there were people speaking who were in theatre and had to take the 
body armour off to give to someone else. Certain people were telling us that there was not enough body armour but 
centrally they were being told there was enough for everybody. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: That is one example where the different levels of command make decisions. I was there as part 
of the programme that said that there was a shortage of body armour which had a higher priority than other areas. 
What you have to remember of course is that a certain number are procured but it does take time to deliver into 
theatre and then within theatre—as I think I mentioned when I was here before—there is a mass of activity that is 
going on and we prioritise activities that we are taking. I am not suggesting that body armour is not a priority at all 
but in the volume and complexity of what we were doing perhaps, with the benefit of hindsight, we did not move it 
as far forward as quickly as we would have wished.

  Q998  Mr Roy: Were you happy with that type of communication? Was it all one way from the bottom all the way 
up? Was it also going back? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: It was. I am sure you will have picked up from your visits that there are different perspectives 
depending on where you sit. At unit level—I have been a unit commander myself—there is a lack of visibility about 
what is going backwards because quite frankly they are focussed in on their own activities. There is also a lack of 
visibility about what is going on on the flanks. That does create a certain lack of confidence which leads—as I think 
you have already discovered—to over-demands and that puts pressure on the supply chain. Of course, the reality 
overall is that there are a lot of rumours. There are sometimes perceptions which build up. As I am sure you know, 
there is prioritisation by the chain of command which may decide that a particular unit will not be given a particular 
resource because there are higher priorities. Communications are always stretched. I think the perspective at unit 
level—and it changes as we go through the chain of command—does tend to be quite subjective and quite rightly 
focussed in on the operational imperative because they carry the operational risk. There is a tendency sometimes to 
exaggerate the difficulties but they run the risk and therefore we must listen to them.

  Q999  Mr Roy: I understand what you are saying in relation to a tendency to overestimate the risk or whatever, but 
we were told by a quartermaster—who was literally hitting his head against a brick wall—that he eventually got hold 
of a lorry from somewhere and drove the lorry back himself to receive goods and then brought it back during the 
night again. Does that not tell you something? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: Absolutely. I would say that those sort of things do happen because people try to short-circuit 
the system, but I agree with you that that is not what the system should do. I am not saying that everything is perfect 
all of the time either. From my perspective I monitored very closely what was going on at brigade and divisional 
level. I was confident that the systems were working within the constraints that we had. Certainly I was speaking 
several times a day back to the United Kingdom both to PJHQ and direct to the DLO asking where things were and 
adjusting priorities. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Could I just add one thing. There is a difficulty here that our challenge is 
to provide the assurance in the users' eyes that what he needs at the time is there for him, and provide that 
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confidence. Currently we all accept, because of the feedback we got from some of the sources you have described, 
that that is not the current situation. I think we also have to understand that in many instances the reason why they 
have not is deliberately by management and by the balance of priorities from an operational perspective. Firstly we 
have to get that assurance in the users' eyes which currently we do not have. To do that we have to gain greater 
visibility and management function end-to-end here. We accept that absolutely and it feeds into one of the higher 
priority lessons I think you have already seen from the emerging conclusions. There is a whole series of interactions 
in that; it is not simply that they did not have it and they should have had it.
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WEDNESDAY 10 SEPTEMBER 2003 

AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SIR MALCOLM PLEDGER KCB OBE AFC, BRIGADIER DEREK JEFFREY, COLONEL 
DAVID MARTIN, BRIGADIER SEUMAS KERR CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM CBE

  Q1000  Mr Roy: Do budgetary constraints come into it? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I have said earlier, this is the real world. What we are doing is using the 
assets to best effect given all the constraints that we have to work under: time, finance and size and shape of the 
armed forces.

  Q1001  Mr Roy: Do the front line commands' budgets bear the cost of the kit and weaponry held in readiness for 
the forces? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Mr Roy, I think we can probably spend the rest of the session on that. It 
is nothing like as simple as that. Many of the stocks are on my balance sheet and operating cost statement, especially 
if they are sustainment stocks. It is only when they go into what we call consumption, are issued to the front line 
because they are actually going to use them in a certain timescale that they then become charged to their account. It 
is much more complicated than you suggest.

  Q1002  Mr Roy: Does it go into your budget once you have delivered it to them or is in their budget before they 
even get delivery of it? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: The current interpretation is when it goes into consumption, into the front 
line; then it is theirs.

  Q1003  Mr Roy: Operation Telic involved the deployment of some 5,000 reservists. Can you explain what extra 
problems came about from having so many reservists, if there were any? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can we do that in a cascade way. I do not know whether Brigadier 
Jeffrey would want to say anything about strategic planning aspects on availability and then employment. 

  Brigadier Jeffrey: From a logistic view point I do not think reserves and the use of reserves was a factor. I would 
like to highlight, though, the very successful use for the first time of sponsor reserves. They were used for the first 
time by virtue of the six ro-ro's coming in early. The theory was always there, but this was the first time we actually 
tested whether we could have contractors turning into sponsor reserves and doing everything they were asked of 
under military law. It proved an overwhelming 100% success. As for more general reserves the extra time for 
ingestion into the organisational structures in training et cetera are general trends and problems; there were no 
specific logistic issues attached around the reserves. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: I have a comment to make about the use of reserves within Logistic Component and we were 
very reliant, as you know, particularly on the medical side. Clearly mobilising the reserve, kitting them out and 
getting them out into theatre was a challenge and they were not following the normal regular army system. There 
were cases where we had to make a special effort to make sure that they had sufficient kit and the right type. In terms 
of their integration into units I think our first impressions were that it did take some time for them to adapt and this is 
perhaps not a surprise because they were brought from civilian life fairly rapidly into a very harsh unforgiving 
environment. We were very impressed with how rapidly the reserves did adapt.
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  Q1004  Mr Roy: What is the time difference between the adaption time between the reserves and someone who 
was not a reserve? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: Very little, to be fair. Days. The odd couple of weeks. Speaking to commanding officers and to 
soldiers about reserves who were integrating to their units, their line was that you could not tell the difference. I think 
we have to be careful that there is a difference because most of our reserves are highly specialised in a certain area 
and we have to be careful that we do not demand too much of them. In terms of those that we employed within units 
I think it was highly successful. We had some TA units and they integrated extremely well. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: One of our major outloading ports was run principally by a reserve unit 
and was very successful.

  Q1005  Mr Roy: Overall they proved themselves more than capable. It is just the fact that some MP's and myself 
are now getting complaints that are were certain people who had done such a good job who have to prove themselves 
again by going to camps over six weekends to get their £500 annual bounty. This is causing an awful lot of problems 
with their employers, for example, lorry drivers with small companies. If they proved themselves in Iraq I would 
have thought that would have been enough to get them their bounty, but I digress. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: It is a very important point. We are now retraining the regular army because they have to be 
available for the next time. It may well be that we are in unique circumstances having used so many reservists. We 
need to look at that, but training is a constant activity. 

  Chairman: The point that Frank made certainly raises issues that get up our noses. There will be somebody in the 
Ministry of Defence who we will be writing to eliciting a response that will satisfy the reservists who are really 
irritated. We met many of them when we were in Iraq.

  Q1006  Rachel Squire: I want to go back and pick up on your comments, Brigadier Cowlam, and your own, Air 
Chief Marshal, about the perceptions, the rumours, the units' perspective, the importance that what someone needs is 
there for them. Can I just ask you whether any specific concerns were raised about the equipment needed to deal with 
NBC (Nuclear Biological Chemical) Leaving aside all the issues about it, there was the clear perception that there 
could be the possible use of chemical or biological against our forces. One of the specific concerns that I picked up 
when we were out in Iraq was that there was a shortage of the specialised equipment needed to deal with a possible 
chemical or biological attack. Can I ask for your comments on that? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can I make a few broad ones and then turn to the expert team in theatre. 
NBC covers a whole series of effects from what I will call collective protection down to individual protection, 
warning systems and so on and so forth. It would be wrong of me to say that every one of those was what I would 
call perfect in its own right. To summarise, I think the collective protection elements were very successful, 
predominantly concentrated on the medical arena, but I do not think we had any complaints about those kinds of 
arrangements. Moving to the other end of the spectrum, respirators, again an individual item, everybody is issued 
with one of these on day one and we maintain training to ensure that that is fit for purpose. Nonetheless we did have 
to issue considerable numbers of respirators for this particular operation. One of the reasons for that was the new 
testing regime that was introduced just before this operation which showed that some of the respirators needed to be 
replaced because the fit was not as good as it should be. The shape of individual's faces, I am afraid, is a major 
contributor to whether or not this gives an effective seal. We had to procure and distribute quite a large number of 
respirators in theatre to achieve that. Another illustration is that we had to move Combopens around in theatre to 
fulfil the specific requirement. This, again, is an example of what I would call the management of the total stock pile. 
Everybody did have the requisite number of these particular pens. Again, presentationally perhaps, one of the issues 
was that we did redate some of the pens, but legitimately, having scrutinised and tested their validity. 
Presentationally that caused what I would call some feedback. Those are a series of illustrations but none of them 
impacted on the operational commanders concerned for employment in those conditions. They were not a feature of 
the decision. There are other examples, NAIAD and the new mobile testing system. Given that we are introducing 
the new one, some of the old stocks on the shelf had not been maintained to the level that they might have been in 
anticipation. So there we have a whole series of different responses. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: It is true that there was an imbalance in NBC holdings and we went through a major exercise to 
rebalance those. During that process much stuff was taken from the Naval component which was the first to deploy 
and re-distributed through the air and land component and the logistic component. Not everything was everywhere 
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all of the time, but there was various analysis done by NBC experts and we were confident that the crucial NBC 
items required to survive and fight in a dirty environment were available to those who faced that potential 
requirement.

  Q1007  Chairman: At the first hour on day one? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: Yes, certainly. It took a significant amount of time and effort to re-distribute. The sheer 
difficulties of moving things around the Middle East became apparent, but we were confident by G-Day, which was 
the day that 7th Brigade moved forward that they were stocked.

  Q1008  Mr Jones: I want to follow up on the point about respirators. We have been told, for example, that the 
filters in a lot of them were out of date but were re-validated afterwards. What concerns me a little bit is whose 
responsibility was that to communicate it to the individuals who were actually receiving them? The individuals we 
spoke to were a bit concerned. It is perfectly fine if they have been re-lifed but it is no good if you are getting one 
and not being told about it. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: The short answer is the chain of command. Was it communicated? Yes, it was. Was it re-
enforced? Yes, it was.

  Q1009  Mr Jones: I do not agree with that. From the people we spoke to, it clearly did not get through to some 
people. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: If your perception is that a re-dated canister is not good enough, whether or not you believe 
what the chain of command is saying to you is up to question. But certainly the message was definitely passed down 
the chain of command. I saw this going through my own component. Clearly when I visited I re-assured people 
because I was carrying the same canisters. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think this is a very important point. Some of the perceptions, because of 
what we did—legitimately and to good effect—would not necessarily have been accepted. I am afraid that is human 
nature. The assurance that we gave the command chain through that re-validation allowed them to take that judgment 
and communicate it, but people's perceptions are real.

  Q1010  Mr Jones: Yes, they are. Surely it is important if you are asking them to put themselves in a position where 
they are possibly going to lose their lives. Apparently you did technical analysis of these filters to show that they 
were actually still useable, but in terms of things like the pens was it the fact that you had to re-distribute because 
you did not have enough in theatre or what? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We also re-lifed some of the chemical composition and re-distributed. 
Again, that was tested by the medics prior to re-dating the Combopens. 

  Q1011  Mr Jones: Was that because we did not have enough at that time? We had enough for the people going 
forward who were at risk, but not everybody in theatre was actually supplied. 

  Brigadier Jeffrey: The Combopen is called the combination pen because it contains three prophylactics. There was 
a problem with one of the particular prophylactics. The company that was making them was no longer prepared to 
make it because it had no commercial value and the quantities we required was not attractive for them. Prior to 
Operation Telic there were certain solutions put forward to put this right, to make sure that we had enough 
Combopens that matched defence planning stock that we actually had to produce. A company was found and 
contracted to do it, but they just had not completed the job. It is fair to say that we would not have had enough 
Combopens for this operation had we not had the ability to re-life pens that had gone out of life. To add to what the 
Air Chief Marshal has said, it was not the defence medical authorities who said that these pens were all right, it was 
the national medical authorities who tested and said they were fine to be issued

  Q1012  Mr Jones: Was everybody issued with a pen, or just those who may have been in a position to use them? 

  Brigadier Jeffrey: Everybody who required a pen received a pen.

  Q1013  Chairman: When you say that the information went down the chain of command, have you done any 
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research to evaluate how well it went down the chain of command and how far down it went? Would you, in any 
future conflict—which hopefully we are not going to have to deal with for some time—ensure that when you pass a 
message down that confidence is maintained by that information being disseminated. I know that soldiers can be 
incredibly cynical, but you could perhaps challenge that cynicism by more effective communication. 

  Brigadier Kerr: You are quite right. The perception is reality for that serviceman on the ground. As well as the 
logistic VTC's that were taking place, there were commander's VTC's where information was being passed down the 
command chain. CJO throughout and still now goes forward. On the logistic side, like you on your visits, I go to Iraq 
every five or six weeks, just to check that what I say on his behalf from Northwood is actually taking place on the 
ground. You do find on occasions that it is not and therefore you need to reinforce what is being said and, as Shaun 
said, when he went round his command he would actually reassure the soldiers on the ground that it has been re-
lifed, it is safe and he was carrying the same canister. It is a continually reiterative process. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I have to agree with that. Given the evidence that has been given to you 
from those front line units, despite all those efforts and despite continuing efforts, we have not succeeded in what I 
would call gaining their confidence. We have to continue, therefore, to improve in that particular area.

  Q1014  Mr Howarth: Before I ask about UORs, one of the things that was quite impressive when we were out 
there was the air-conditioned tented accommodation. We were not allowed to stay in it; we had to put up with the un-
air-conditioned offices in Basra International Airport, but the tents were a good bit of kit and I wanted to put that on 
the record. When General John and Rear Admiral Charles Style came here in July we did discuss in detail the 
question of Urgent Operational Requirements and you will know how important a role they played in this conflict 
because something like 190 UORs were procured at a cost of over £510 million, compared with £136 million on 
UORs in respect of the Kosova campaign. We did ask the Admiral if he could tell us how many UORs were not able 
to be delivered into theatre by the time the war-fighting began, but I understand that, in no act of deliberate evasion, 
he was not able to answer our question. Can you tell us how many UORs were sought but could not be delivered, and 
were there any significant ones? 

  Brigadier Jeffrey: When we started the programme for UORs we decided we would not prosecute any UORs 
which we did not think would be able to be delivered at the six month point, and that six month point was 31 March. 
However, if it was absolutely sure that we were going to have to need these UORs for later parts of the campaign and 
we were not going to meet the six month point, then they were procured. I can give you an example of an UOR 
which was procured knowing it was going to be late, it was the work that was required on the AS90. All the ones that 
could have been delivered in the six months were delivered. That was despite the timelines being shortened by two 
weeks to 19 March.

  Q1015  Mr Howarth: So you are saying there were no significant failures in delivery of UORs to theatre. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: As deliberately planned is, I think, what the Brigadier said. Because of 
the assessment of when they would be available then those were the ones that were commissioned against that 
timescale. What I think you are asking is something slightly different. The ones that were potentially dismissed 
because the timescales could not be met.

  Q1016  Mr Howarth: Were there any of those that you would like to draw to our attention as being good lessons to 
learn, where six months was not sufficient time to bring such UORs into action? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: This is not what I would call directly our part of the shop. Earlier you 
referred to the EC Community and the CJO. I will take back the question and try to give you a definitive answer.[2] 

  Q1017  Mr Howarth: Could you do that, please, because we are genuinely interested in learning lessons so that we 
can be better prepared if there is a next time. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We share the same aim obviously.

  Q1018  Mr Howarth: One of the things we discussed last time was the break down of those UORs and we were 
told that they fell into four categories upon which we sought more information, but the Ministry of Defence has not 
been able to give us that information. They were broken down as follows: those that hastened existing programmes, 
those that    introduced new capabilities previously unprogrammed Storm Shadow, those that topped up holdings of 
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items already on the MoD's inventory and those modifying existing equipment/infrastructure. Is there any reason 
why the MoD has been unable to give us a break down of those and can you perhaps go back and find the 
information for us? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Again, I can re-assure you that we are trying to aggregate under those 
categories. They were not procured in that way and separating them is on-going. In the reply from the Ministry of 
Defence on the 50 questions we are simply saying that it is on-going. If I may I will give you a timeline in writing for 
those we are trying to complete.

  Q1019  Mr Howarth: That would be very kind. I do not think it is particularly pressing, but we would like an 
answer. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We have not given up. It is trying to put them into those particular 
categories which is not the way it was in the past.
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WEDNESDAY 10 SEPTEMBER 2003 

AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SIR MALCOLM PLEDGER KCB OBE AFC, BRIGADIER DEREK JEFFREY, COLONEL 
DAVID MARTIN, BRIGADIER SEUMAS KERR CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM CBE

  Q1020  Mr Howarth: Can you tell us what UOR's were delivered in time for operations but without time for 
familiarisation and training in advance? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think I would have to defer again to Brigadier Cowlam, but one that 
perhaps would qualify for that statement would be the desert mitigation on Challenger. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: I am not sure I am qualified to answer that question, but I am guilty of my own perspective. 
There was nothing that I was made aware of where there was not significant time to deliver training and drills in the 
new equipment. The Challenger 2 was more of an enhancement to the equipment which did not necessarily require 
any further training at all apart from maybe driver skills. I cannot think of anything from my experience where we 
were concerned that there was not sufficient time to bring the UOR into service. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: It is a very difficult question to try to translate because, as the Brigadier 
has said, most of this is equipment and the tactics of employment were not sufficiently different to require a 
significant amount of training.[3] 

  Q1021  Mr Howarth: Stormshadow might be a suitable bit of kit and was extremely successful when it came. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: It certainly was and if you would ask me for examples in each of the 
areas where this had proved successful I would have to answer—certainly from the air side—Stormshadow. 
However, that did not mean to say that the tactics of employment required further training. It is the integration of the 
system on to the aircraft that takes up most of the challenge.

  Q1022  Chairman: Many people in recent years might have argued that the one certain theatre in which the UK 
would be operating has been in the Middle East, and many would expect that area to be an important area of 
insecurity for some time to come. Has the time come to provision properly for desert operations, rather than turning 
to UORs when the next operation arises? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think the broad answer to that is that as we revisit the planning 
assumptions which we do every year then we have to factor in whether or not that is the right way in future to 
balance the equipment programme. I am sure that judgment will then come out as part of the white paper later on this 
year.

  Q1023  Chairman: What about doing, as the Americans do, a greater pre-positioning of equipment so that you will 
not have the hassle of getting stuff out there in such a rush? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Again, that has to be a consideration in the better balance of our forces. 
Whether or not it is the right one then depends on the risk that we would have to take elsewhere and there are other 
uncertainties in the world that we face today.

  Q1024  Chairman: We visited Oman and the Omanis clearly had the far-sightedness to do a proper job of 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3091004.htm (1 von 5)26.07.2005 17:08:32

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

desertising their Challenger 2 whereas we chose not to. If one could assume that it is likely—or highly possible—that 
our armed forces will be deployed in the Middle East again, has any consideration been given to doing a proper job 
on, say 40, 50, 100. I have no idea how many could be done properly and not rather hurriedly and not, I presume, as 
good as they are done by Vickers by the Omanis. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think Mr Jones alluded to this earlier. I probably did not give him the 
full answer. We had learned from Saif Sareea and made provision in the equipment programme for the lessons and 
the desertisation of Challenger. That was already in the programme. Of course the UOR has now ensured we not 
only have the fittings but the fitments and one of the considerations now is whether to retain that at the end of this 
particular year. Again, that judgment will be taken in concert with all the other UOR's that we have fitted. 

  Q1025  Chairman: When Mr Webb—who has been referred to earlier—gave evidence to us, I was quite surprised 
when he said that the purpose of Saif Sareea was not to test the equipment and equipment performance. I found 
that—not to use Mr Jones' word—slightly difficult to comprehend. Spending £98 million on sending half of our 
armed forces out to Oman would, I would have thought, been rather prudent if we had actually tested the equipment. 
One of the purposes, I would have thought, was not to prove you can get out there quickly but what you are actually 
taking out works effectively. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I rather hope we did learn some of the lessons that you described in 
testing that equipment. We did test the equipment in theatre; it may not have been the prime purpose of the exercise.

  Q1026  Chairman: Was it a formal process of testing the equipment? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: As a consequence we put into the programme the means of desertising 
those armoured fighting vehicles. I think we did learn something from that.

  Q1027  Mr Jones: If they were put into the programme, what was the timescale in terms of getting them 
desertised? What was going to be agreed? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I am told two years.

  Q1028  Mr Jones: When were they actually put in the programme? Which year? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: After Saif Sareea, so at the end of April 2002.

  Q1029  Mr Hancock: When we started to take evidence for this inquiry that we were getting feedback from the 
men and women who were on the front line out there about the shortage of equipment, the state of the equipment, the 
problems they associated with it. Your colleagues—and indeed ministers—were in denial of that. You had people on 
the ground saying that we had lots of problems and we had senior staff officers and ministers saying that that was not 
true, they are just journalist stories and worried parents. That was not borne out when we actually spoke to those men 
and women. What is your view on that, Air Marshal? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We have had a first go at that and said that there is a difference in 
perspective between what I would call a top-down planning and the arrangements that were in place and then the 
individuals on the front line. The reason for that, I think, is many-fold, but we have already agreed that what we have 
to do is communicate the need and whether or not we are fulfilling that need better to those who prosecute the 
mission. I would have to say that logistics only makes sense when the end user consumes the product. What we 
create is confidence in that end user as well as assurance within the operational command chain that this is the right 
answer. 

  Q1030  Mr Jones: Can I turn now to deployment and the actual physical job of getting the kit and everything out 
there in terms of sea-lift and air-lift. What was the cost in terms of moving such a large amount of equipment at 
relatively short notice and did the short notice that you got create problems in terms of acquiring the type of sea- or 
air-lift you needed? Did you have to pay a premium because of the short notice? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can I pass that over to Colonel Martin for the detail, but I would like to 
make one observation. There are relationships and contracting opportunities here that we took advantage of which 
prevented the market charging us a premium. For that I commend some of the individuals in the supply chain, going 
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out for a small amount for surface movement to a large fraternity and then accepting all the bids. We are not as naive 
as perhaps some might conceive in the way that we do business in the commercial environment, but in terms of totals 
and costs I will pass you over to Colonel Martin. 

  Colonel Martin: The cost of sea-lift attributable to Operation Telic was £70 million. The cost of the air-lift was 
£53½ million. The sea-lift was obtained, as the air-lift, from the Defence Transport Movement Agency working in 
conjunction with PJHQ. They were kept very much within the understanding of Chief Joint Operation's intent during 
the planning cycle and as the operational plan unfolded they were able to anticipate with some degree of accuracy 
exactly what the requirement would be. When we were first looking at the northern option, because of the timelines 
and distances involved we would actually have required far fewer ships than we did for the southern option as it 
unfolded, but as the Defence Transport Movement Agency understood the intent of CJO they were able to approach 
the market and obtain some very favourable rates for the shipping. Effectively they approached the market for 
shipping in five tranches. The first three tranches secured the majority of required shipping and the contracts were 
signed I believe by 31 December. We then approached the market for tranches four and five during January in order 
to secure and adjust once we were able to anticipate exactly what the force makeup was likely to be. The market 
responded favourably to us thinking that what we wanted was in fact all we wanted and so the prices that we were 
offered were very good. We were able to take advantage of that and pay some very good rates for the shipping. That 
is not to say that by the time we got to tranche five the market had not woken up to what we were doing and we 
probably paid a premium.

  Q1031  Mr Jones: What is going to be the long term answer to this because increasingly operations are going to 
need transportation by air or sea? What is the long-term solution? Is it to have a relationship with the market or is it 
providing in-house equipment? 

  Colonel Martin: You will be aware that after recent lessons learned we have now got access to four C-17s and the 
six ro-ros, and both assets prove their worth. We have an enabling contract through the market for heavy lift aircraft. 
That gives us access to up to nineteen AN-124's, the big Antonovs, which give us a unique capability in that we can 
load those with containers which we cannot do by other means. We have a good relationship with the market 
anyway. Really what we have is a good capability which we have immediate access to and a well tried and tested 
means of gaining extra capacity if we need it. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: There are also bilateral and multi-national arrangements with several of 
our allies, with the NATO focus at Eindhoven.

  Q1032  Mr Jones: In terms of the type of shipping that you actually procured, was there a problem in actually 
loading Chinook helicopters onto certain shipping that you chartered? I think we were told that the ramp would not 
actually take Chinooks therefore what you had actually procured could not actually take Chinooks out. 

  Colonel Martin: I regret the anecdote and I am afraid I cannot really comment. All I would say is that we took a 
total of fifty ships from trade; we took up what the market offered us and that was to support the land deployment. 
We took up a further six ships from trade in order to support the amphibious task group and inevitably there were 
some problems in loading some of those ships.

  Q1033  Mr Jones: When you say you cannot comment, is it because it did not happen? 

  Colonel Martin: I do not have any detailed knowledge of the incident to which you refer.

  Q1034  Mr Jones: Could I ask you to have a look into it because what we are coming across in this inquiry are a 
lot of what are being called anecdotes—things that people say happened—and I think as part of our process we 
should de-bunk some of these? Could you possibly do some investigation and let us have a note saying whether it did 
happen or it did not happen? 

  Colonel Martin: Yes, we will let you have a note.[4] 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Even if true, we did not take that ship out specifically for Chinooks so we 
would have changed the loading order. 

  Mr Jones: Always defensive, Air Chief Marshall but it is important that we find out what did happen. 
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  Q1035  Mr Hancock: It took them three times as long to put them back because they had to dismantle so much. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: What I am saying is that we would use the next ship in the queue at 
Marchwood. 

  Mr Jones: We were told that because of it, we actually lost a ship but I would like to find out whether or not it is 
just another urban myth.

  Q1036  Mr Hancock: It must be part of the de-brief from the helicopter unit that went there. The group captain 
who was in charge, was in charge of all UK helicopters and part of his de-brief must have been the problems of the 
logistics of taking his craft out there. That must have featured pretty highly on his list. It is hardly somebody making 
that up or just suggesting it might have happened; it was a fact. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We will look at Group Captain Pulford's report. It has not been raised 
through the gathering of evidence and for that reason we will go back and see whether or not it was reported as 
described. 

  Q1037  Chairman: Has there been an internal review of the use of ro-ro ships and whether we have got it right. We 
have done endless enquiries—to no effect until recently, I may say—on the decline of the merchant marine and 
hardly any of them are British flag service boats, there is not much sense of patriotism. This is a great opportunity to 
see whether the pessimism has been realised or not. If there is such a study we would like to have a look at it because 
as our SDR is based on the principle of rapid reinforcement equipment mobility, the ratio of aircraft and ships is 
really very important. If there has been a study we would like to have a look at it.[5] 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Certainly.

  Q1038  Rachel Squire: We have been told that the main constraint on the airlift operation was the limit on the total 
number of movements rather than the number of aircraft. Would you like to comment on that and also say what 
information you had in advance on the number of movements that was available to you? 

  Colonel Martin: Taking up the aircraft from trade is, at the risk of sounding flippant, the relatively easy part. You 
have to provide the slots and the capability to handle the aircraft at either end of the supply chain. Certainly where 
we were flying into—Kuwait City International Airport—there were a limited number of slots available to us and of 
course we had to negotiate with the Americans to ensure that the flows of both were uninterrupted. That was 
certainly an issue. Diplomatic clearances to over-fly other countries was another consideration that we had. Normally 
a diplomatic clearance to over-fly a country would take us 10 days; we were able to reduce that considerably, but 
there were still on occasions a number of problems that interrupted the airflow. Then, of course, if we start using our 
own transport fleet we have to bring into consideration other matters as well. Have we the correct number of 
movement controls to handle the aircraft. Can we provide crews and adequate engineering support? We have all 
those considerations when we actually set up to run the airbridge. 

  Brigadier Jeffrey: As a matter of principle you will find that the larger the aircraft the fewer number of aircraft is 
the key. You can probably hire eight Antonovs a day but you can probably never actually use more than two or three 
because of the kind of things that Colonel David has said. For example, if a C-17 comes in with 200 pallets on the 
back of it, it takes time to process them. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: The single most critical factor in the deployment and sustainment of the airbridge is the 
availability of landing slots in Kuwait which we had to negotiate with the Americans who, of course, were doing 
their own deployment sustainment. In terms of availability of aircraft we would not see that as a difficulty.

  Q1039  Rachel Squire: Can I just pick up on the comments that Colonel Martin has made as well as Brigadier 
Jeffrey about the C-17 and the Antonov. We have heard universal praise for the C-17. Do you want to say a little 
more on how far the use of the C17—and indeed the use of the Antonov—allowed you to reduce the number of 
actual movements needed to deploy? 

  Colonel Martin: Obviously we fully utilised the C-17 because it is a relatively large aircraft and its turn-round time 
is very quick compared to the Hercules. I think my team were probably loading 50 or 60 tons onto a C-17 and that 
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would be compare to ten tons on a C-130. You can immediately see the scale of advantage of using a C-17. We 
could not do without the Antonovs because there were a number of occasions when we were moving loads that were 
simply too large to put in the back of a C-17 and the real advantage of the Antonov was that it enabled us to fly 20 
foot ISO-containers which many of our stores today are stored in. There are some items which we had to move in a 
20 foot container. That access to the AN-124 is absolutely critical to us.

3   Ev 416 Back

4   Ev 411 Back

5   Ev 411 Back

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 16 March 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3091004.htm (5 von 5)26.07.2005 17:08:32

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1040 - 1059)

WEDNESDAY 10 SEPTEMBER 2003 

AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SIR MALCOLM PLEDGER KCB OBE AFC, BRIGADIER DEREK JEFFREY, COLONEL 
DAVID MARTIN, BRIGADIER SEUMAS KERR CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM CBE

  Q1040  Chairman: Who owns the Antonovs? 

  Colonel Martin: I am afraid I cannot answer that. We approach the market through a broker. There are a limited 
number of sources for those aircraft.

  Q1041  Chairman: The Antonov was an aircraft that was considered initially for purchase or lease and one of the 
arguments given was that you would need permission from the Ukrainians or the Russians before they could be used. 
I wondered whether there were any problems in hiring this aircraft. 

  Colonel Martin: There are certainly some available from the Ukraine and some from Russia, but we had no 
problems gaining access to the aircraft we required. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: There are three companies that operate and we have been dealing with 
one company for a long time and has proved reliable. 

  Chairman: They did everything to make it easy by having a private company that was not seen as owning, to 
position themselves to win contracts from the Ministry of Defence. If you could look at it and see if it was perfectly 
satisfactory because if one finds you need something even bigger even than the C-17 then it might be used more in 
the future.[6] 

  Q1042  Mr Crausby: It was clearly a substantial deployment. The Secretary of State, for example, told us that you 
deployed 29 Royal Navy and Royal Fleet Auxiliary ships and then six commercial ships as well. To what extent was 
the speed—the pace—of the air and sea deployment driven by the availability of those assets? Did it affect the 
timetable of the operation? 

  Brigadier Kerr: If I could pick up from General John as CJO, clearly he is responsible for the coupling bridge and 
the deployment and sustainment to support the force out in theatre. There was an element from when the decision 
was made to deploy the forces to matching up the availability of the forces because in certain areas we breached 
some of the readiness states and also the availability of shipping and the availability of the aircraft. From the time 
that we went to market it married up remarkably well. There had been a concern that there may not be enough out on 
the market as has already been alluded to, but as it was there was enough both shipping and aircraft to move people 
out into theatre.

  Q1043  Mr Crausby: Is there any scope to speed up the operation or was it within the timescale that you required? 

  Brigadier Kerr: I think the deployment worked exceedingly well. It could always have worked better. If you had 
known exactly what size ships you were going to get in advance you could have actually tailored your force elements 
and therefore it could have gone more smoothly, but you are never going to get that. I think it is a balance between 
risk and gamble. What do you keep as an internal capability that you have and that decision has been made at the 
highest level, and what are you prepared to go to the market with? I think the decisions have been right. There was 
enough shipping and aircraft to get us out. 
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  Brigadier Cowlam: The other factor is the ability to receive not only the aircraft but the ships. Again, the 
Americans were in Shuaiba Port which was the main port. We opened our own capability in Shuwaikh to help us, but 
we were still limited as to the number of troops we could receive each day, particularly with personnel when they 
had to be moved to the desert. The art is to marry up the arrival of the equipment and personnel together so that we 
do not face a situation where we have thousands of people in the desert without any of their equipment. It was not the 
availability of resources; it was the sequencing that dictated the pace.

  Q1044  Mr Hancock: Did you use the exercise for Saif Sareea knowing of the capability of the vessels that we 
would have needed? That must have taught us some lessons as well? You are acting as if you had not been out there 
for the last 25 years; you were out there 18 months before. I am interested in this issue about the ships and your point 
of knowing what ships were available in the market. You knew the ships you wanted. 

  Brigadier Kerr: We knew what the requirement was of LIMage to move the force to theatre. What we did not know 
is how quickly those five tranches which David alluded to would be completed. When we go to market we do not 
know exactly what size of ship is going to come in each tranche. We had enough. If you have one that is longer than 
the other you know that you cannot get all this unit in, you can only fit so many tanks, so many lorries on it, therefore 
you have to tailor your force accordingly. 

  Q1045  Mr Hancock: When were you doing this? When were you carrying out this exercise of putting these ships 
together? 

  Colonel Martin: It was a continuous process.

  Q1046  Mr Hancock: When? 

  Colonel Martin: We put the statement of requirement out for the first tranche probably in early December. 

  Brigadier Kerr: On 23 December we went to the market for the first occasion and asked for the shipping. Over 
Christmas we had indications from the market what was going to be available. We knew what forces were going to 
be available and then we deployed them.

  Q1047  Mr Hancock: How quickly were you able to start moving? December to? 

  Colonel Martin: The six ro-ros that we took to support the amphibious task group would have moved first and that 
probably would have been in middle December. The remainder would have gone probably in early January. 

  Brigadier Kerr: In January, but I would have to check the exact date.[7] 

  Colonel Martin: The Defence Transport Movement Agency deal with these people all the time. They articulate our 
requirement for the market and effectively what we ask for is a ship of a particular size—we measure in things called 
LIMS—that we know can dock successfully at whatever facilities are available in the ports that we are using, that 
have ramps that work to certain levels of degrees that can go against the facilities that are there, that do or do not 
have cranes. These are all the technical details and constraints that we work with all the time. They are articulated to 
our experts which in this case is the Defence Transport Movement Agency. We would tell them what we want and 
they would articulate that into a technical requirement which would go to the market. You may occasionally find that 
there is mismatch and you load Chinook helicopters onto a ship which sadly does not fit. We learn that lesson for the 
next time.

  Q1048  Mr Jones: You ask for a certain type of ship, is it that you need a so much tonnage to shift so much? 

  Colonel Martin: LIMage.

  Q1049  Mr Jones: So you would possibly get ships of different size. 

  Colonel Martin: To give you an idea, we would look for a ship where a standard unit would be two and half 
thousand LIMs (linear metres in length). That is the sort of unit we work in. 
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  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Particularly in the Arabian Gulf where the waters are shallow, you are 
looking for seven or eight fathoms in draft and that tends to mean you have a ship which can taken between 2,300 
and 2,700 LIMS. You do not have the chance to go to these whacking great ro-ros that BMW used to take out to the 
States, for example, and do bigger and bigger loads. 

  Brigadier Kerr: We try to retain and use integral capability as well as we possibly can. It is the ability to receive at 
the other end as Shaun has just said as well.

  Q1050  Chairman: None of us have heard of LIMage. Is it a word? 

  Colonel Martin: I can assure you I didn't make it up. It is a unit; it is a linear metre. We basically go for a ship 
which will give us two and half thousand linear metres.

  Q1051  Mr Crausby: Can I turn now to shortages and just-in-time delivery. I do not want to paint a picture of too 
many shortages because the Secretary of State, on the one hand, said there was absolutely no problem, it was just the 
odd person not getting the right pair of boots. And yet we have a different picture from elsewhere. From the evidence 
we have received we have some admissions of some shortages. Whilst just-in-time is wonderful when it works, it is 
an absolute disaster when it is just-too-late. I think many of us are a bit concerned about the application of just-in-
time as opposed to manufacturing industry, when it is applied to war situations. I think it did seem to us that people 
really should have boots when they go to fight in the desert. It does not seem to be that difficult a thing to achieve. 
Can you tell us why things like boots did fall down? Was it a question of placing orders with manufacturing 
industry? Was it the time they needed to supply or was it a question of transport? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can I take that at a relatively high level and then take your example of 
the boots? I would want to say that we do not have what you described as a just-in-time policy. There are enormous 
sustainability stocks, procured, in existence today against what I would call conflict planning. However, it would be 
unreasonable—and, quite honestly, unaffordable—to cover every potential planning option and environment and put 
them all on the shelf. All I will guarantee is that despite the number of options you run you will still not have covered 
every eventuality.

  Q1052  Chairman: Even for a desert war? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: You have just said a desert war; the next one might not be desert. 

  Q1053  Chairman: It is more likely to be desert than arctic. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Had we taken the northern option we might have been criticised for the 
lack of provision of winter warfare boots.

  Q1054  Mr Crausby: I could understand that with complicated technical up-to-date equipment, but desert boots is 
something that you would expect to use some time in the future. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I said I would like to take it from the top and then come down to the 
particular example. The balancing options that go on today are against the collective perspective and the higher 
readiness forces and then stockpiling for those assumptions. All that is done and is available on the shelf. Then you 
get down to what I would call the lesser likely options for numbers. We did, using your example of boots, have a 
significant number of desert boots, it is just that in this particular instance, because it was large scale, we did not 
have that number. There is a balancing option here that says, against the generic planning and the readiness criteria, 
stockpiling is done to this level and then we will manage the risk in the areas where the time lines suggest we can, 
against the lesser ones. That is done deliberately in conjunction with the operational commanders. In this particular 
instance, using the desert boots, we had 15,000 of these and that particular number was informed not only by 
planning but also by recent operations in Afghanistan and then what we tried to do was add to that over the period of 
preparation to cover the whole force.

  Q1055  Mr Crausby: Where do you get these boots from? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: A combination of manufacturers from as far afield as Spain.
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  Q1056  Mr Crausby: We heard Indonesia as well. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: That would be for clothing. Again, there had been an assessment of the 
market capability in coming to that conclusion. Also the operational risk. I have to say—and I will turn to the man on 
my left—that in the event some of these people actually preferred to go into combat using black rather than desert. 
The reason is NBC, which is one of the points made earlier.

  Q1057  Mr Crausby: We had examples of ammunition and other things as well. 

  Brigadier Kerr: On the ammunition side I have seen the reports. Clearly we have heard that the odd soldier said 
that there was not enough ammunition. Actually looking at it overall there was enough ammunition in theatre. There 
was enough small arms ammunition in theatre for every soldier to have up to 750 rounds of ammunition. That does 
not mean initially when they deploy into theatre; they may have had five rounds. That would have been a decision on 
the ground if that happened initially for a very short period of time. We were carefully monitoring, with the DLO, 
whether there was a shortage of ammunition in theatre. 

  Q1058  Mr Crausby: What about body armour? We had one young woman who embarrassingly admitted to us 
that she wore the body armour without the ceramics because she did not realise for a few days that it needed the 
ceramics. There were further examples of people passing on ceramics to people in the front line. I accept that some 
people might want to go into combat in black boots, but I do not think there are many people who would want to be 
involved in combat without body armour these days. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Again the lesson here is to revisit the assumptions we made so far as the 
numbers are concerned, especially in those kinds of areas, to decide whether these should become personal issue and 
permanent and then change our policy accordingly.

  Q1059  Mr Crausby: Is that under consideration, then? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We are looking at that as one of our conclusions from Telic.
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DAVID MARTIN, BRIGADIER SEUMAS KERR CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM CBE

  Q1060  Mr Hancock: Were you surprised when you read the evidence that we have already had? You said, 
Brigadier, that you had read the evidence about the ammunition, but we are not talking about the odd soldier. This 
was a pretty well-informed bunch of men and women who were actually expected to do the fighting. They did not 
have enough rounds of ammunition. There were helicopter crews who told us that they had insufficient ammunition. 
They had a fifteen second burst worth of ammunition; instead of having hundreds of bullets in the aircraft they had 
tens of bullets. That, to them, seemed to be pretty unsatisfactory. That was not a daily occurrence, that was a weekly 
occurrence until it was remedied. I would be interested to know, if you have read the evidence, if you have more to 
say to rebut what was said to us. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: As a result of my previous appearance in front of the Committee when I think it was raised that 
helicopters only had four hundred rounds of ammunition for operations, we did an investigation involving the Joint 
Helicopter Command and the Joint Helicopter Force. We looked at the various reports and returns that were 
submitted through the chain of command and we interviewed the personnel responsible for provision of ammunition 
to the Joint Helicopter Force. I think the incident that was reported to you was very early on, just after deployment, 
before operations, when training was constrained because we did not have enough ammunition of the correct types 
available at that time. However, there is no suggestion that the Joint Helicopter Force deployed, on operations, with a 
shortage of ammunition.

  Q1061  Mr Hancock: That is not quite what was told to us, Brigadier. They had a container full of blanks; there 
was plenty of blank ammunition there that had been deployed to theatre. Did you hear about that? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: All that I can say is that we analysed the reports returned—

  Q1062  Mr Hancock: Did you hear about the container full of blanks that was sent to one unit? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: No.

  Q1063  Mr Hancock: That was in the evidence as well. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: Moving on to the shortage of individual ammunition, on initial deployment when self-defence 
was the issue, the ammunition that was available in theatre which was limited at the very early stage, was spread 
across the force so that every unit had some ammunition.

  Q1064  Mr Hancock: So you are saying to us, Brigadier, that when our troops went into action or hostilities 
actually started, there was no shortage of ammunition either defending air bases nor for those troops who were on the 
front line? There was no shortage of ammunition for any of those personnel when they went into active service. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: Yes, I am saying that.

  Q1065  Mr Hancock: That is fine. That will be in the record and is different from what we have been told. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We will go back again and find this statement to put it into the right 
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context and provide the response to our looking at it. If this is a real lesson then we must learn it. That is operational 
risk that we need not actually take on.

  Q1066  Mr Jones: You said there was not much ammunition in theatre. In the early stages was it because there was 
a problem getting the ammunition distributed in the right types and mixes to the different areas? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: There was a very significant challenge in getting it issued. Certainly I was under considerable 
pressure by one UK armoured division to get the ammunition forward quickly. I had to temper that with what was 
physically possible in terms of making sure that correct and safe processes were maintained. One of the reasons I am 
so confident that there was no shortage of ammunition is that just before we went into operation you can imagine this 
naturally becomes the most important factor. We went to great lengths to make sure that there was sufficient 
ammunition available to all the forces in the quantities that they required to enable operations.

  Q1067  Mr Jones: Can you just talk us through what the process is, for example once the ammunition arrives in 
theatre or sits on the dock side, what is the process of getting that from there to the front line units? How does, for 
example, the quartermaster up front request back? 

   Brig Cowlam We will talk the specifics of Telic because that will paint the picture. Most of the ammunition arrived 
in Shuaiba Port in Kuwait. Because the port is not designed to handle ammunition, the ammunition could not be held 
in the port at all so it was moved very quickly into a desert site in southern Kuwait called Fox. In Fox the containers 
were de-stuffed. The ammunition was taken onto account by 6th Supply Regiment. They transferred the ammunition 
into unit loads onto flat racks. The allocation of ammunition to a particular unit was based on generic scalings. We 
know a unit's size; we know how many weapons of different types; we know the scaling of ammunition that had 
been allocated to that. Therefore we could configure those flat racks for the units. The flat racks were then moved 
forward both into TA Coyote in northern Kuwait and forward—in the case of 7th Brigade—to TA Barnsley. That 
would marry up with the divisional logistic organisation who were then responsible for the distribution forward to 
the brigade and to the battle group. It was a very complex and a very large scale task, but at that stage of the 
campaign that was the number one priority.

  Q1068  Mr Crausby: We are really trying to get to the bottom of why there were any shortages. There were clearly 
some shortages. With something of this size there were bound to be some shortages. I want to examine why it 
happened. Was it as a result of manufacturers saying they did not want to prepare the boots because they had plenty 
of other orders? Was that a difficulty? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think again it will be a whole series of different interactions. The boots 
issue, for example, boiled down in the end to a matter of sizing. Having placed a certain number on a mean average 
distribution, unfortunately when it gets to whichever unit it is they do not actually match that particular mean and 
therefore there will not be a size 11½ size for the six people who need it.

  Q1069  Mr Crausby: What about funding? Was there any problem with funding? For instance, to replenish 
stocks? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: You have heard about the UOR system. The UORs were placed against a 
total requirement specified by this force. That is what the estimate was about. Then the funding in each of the 
instances you have heard was provided.

  Q1070  Chairman: Did resource accounting and budgeting add to your problems? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: It led to our problems of costing the outcome.

  Q1071  Chairman: Would you elaborate on that? It was put to us that the existence of resource planning and 
budgeting meant that you got rid of a lot of stores because it was costing you. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: You mean the origin of the problem rather than the way we solved it 
using UORs. Again I think what the DLO embarked upon was a reduction of unnecessary holding of stocks. The 
stock pile had been reduced against those areas that we actually did not need having done the estimates every year on 
logistic sustainability. That is where it was deliberately targeted. The benefit of that was in the account, but we did 
not reduce in those areas where our sustainability requirements were still specified.
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  Q1072  Chairman: When you got rid of the stuff did you go back to look at what you got rid of to see whether you 
had made the initial decision correctly? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: No because the initial decision was done by comparing what we had 
against what we needed, not simply by volumetric or financial outcome.

  Q1073  Mr Jones: Can I ask a question on something the Brigadier Cowlam touched upon. He explained how the 
system should work, but we talked to one quartermaster who actually got into a lorry and went and got the stuff. 
Does that not actually create problems if it is the survival of the fittest in terms of going back trying to get equipment 
in the sense that it breaks into a priority that perhaps you have in getting things to the front? Is there a better way of 
doing that? Did this happen and if it did happen did you learn any lessons? It is not the one who shouts the loudest 
and gets there first who gets it. Would it be better managed if it was to ensure that you get an overall distribution 
rather than just the loudest first? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: You are absolutely right. He who shouts the loudest should not necessarily get the best service. 
There were several instances where units, rather than rely on the supply chain to deliver forward to them—because 
they knew the pressure and the time delays involved—did go backwards to both the brigade divisional and logistic 
brigade depot and collect their ammunition. You could argue that that is a welcome development because that is a 
better concurrent use of transport. Is it our doctrine? No, but we can understand that if units wish to have ammunition 
earlier than what is programmed then it may be a sensible thing to do. We would not turn people away at the depot 
telling them they cannot collect their ammunition. 

  Q1074  Mr Jones: Does that not create a great problem for you, though, if you have people turn up at your depot 
actually demanding ammunition in terms of the priorities you might have set out for getting the stuff out? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: We would not issue ammunition or anything to a unit who did not have the authority to have it 
issued. It is more a question of timing and is it quicker for the unit quartermaster to go back to the depot and collect it 
or wait for the supply chain to deliver? Sometimes a number of units decided to go back and collect.

  Q1075  Mr Jones: Is that something you are looking at? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: Yes, it is. Very much so. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can I try to answer this at a slightly higher level? I spoke earlier about 
creating confidence in the end user. That is actually what we are trying to face up to in the management challenge 
because if you do not create that confidence you get that kind of behaviour; you get scavenging; you get interruption 
and so on and so forth. The dependency then does not work. We have to create confidence. That is an area that is top 
of our hit parade not only in the tracking issues but also in the management of this deployed inventory. We have no 
doubt at all that we have to solve that.

  Q1076  Chairman: We have the impression that the stuff arrived fairly rationally and in most cases very, very 
effectively. I would not want to give the impression otherwise. However, once it got to the port it seemed to me to 
correspond to the Liverpool docks circa 1965 when things disappeared fairly quickly and there was no track of what 
had disappeared. Maybe I am being very unfair, but I really have this image. The system did not exactly fall apart but 
was working very ineffectively and quartermasters were coming along, taking stuff away, more than they required, 
so that maybe some of the boots you were looking for went to a unit who thought they would take those boots now 
because they may need them next time they come here. This was an impression; it was not just some disgruntled 
soldier telling us outside the room we were being briefed in. Of course you know about this and hopefully next time 
around—should there be a next time around—the system will apply more rationally. We did have the impression that 
you lost track of some of the kit. We were later told that maybe they had not been trained in quite the right way. I 
hope the lessons have been learned because they certainly need to be learned in this instance. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I can express no surprise in your drawing that conclusion, but I think I 
would like to give the opportunity to the man in theatre just to respond briefly. 

  Brigadier Cowlam: You may get the impression that I am passionately involved in this subject. The truth is that the 
volume and complexity was quite a challenge. Tales of people going down to the dockside and emptying containers 
and walking off with things are not correct because we did not hold things in the dockside because there was not the 
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space there. The main depot was in Fox. 6th Supply Regiment was in Fox and did face a massive challenge to 
receive all this equipment and take it on charge and account, and also to get it forward. Did the system work as we 
would wish? Probably not. Could it be better? Yes, we think so and we have identified already a number of lessons 
both in process, organisation and training on the point you make. Did our units lose confidence in the supply chain? I 
think they became frustrated rather than losing confidence and the episodes that you have described are a symptom 
of that. However, I also have to say that this is the sort of thing that happen when you have very dedicated 
professional soldiers at the front line becoming frustrated because they do not have everything they need as quickly 
as possible. What I was trying to do was to produce a distribution service which met the priorities which were laid 
upon me. That in no way, I hope, excuses poor performance. We are alert to difficulties and some of the changes that 
we are planning will address them. 

  Q1077  Chairman: We were told that there was nothing of a war winning nature that was denied, that where there 
was a failure it was in things like boots, et cetera. That is pretty uncomfortable when you do not have them, but they 
were not quite as crucial. Is that a reasonable assumption? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: I think so because the highest priority was on the war winning equipment, not least the UORs. 
By logic, if something is going to be a high priority there are other things which are of lesser priority. Following the 
war winning equipment were vehicle spares. Could I draw your attention to the very high availability of the vehicle 
fleets throughout the campaign which suggests that the supplies were getting through.

  Q1078  Mr Hancock: You say that and yet when the Committee visited some of the armoured units who were 
actually doing the fighting, we were told that they ran dangerously low in high explosive rounds. We heard this 
report on more than one occasion. There were ammunition shortages during the main phase of the combat operation 
and rounds for Challenger tanks were in very, very short supply. In some instances tanks had no rounds. How can 
you say that there was not a failure in providing war fighting products to the troops if they were telling us that there 
were tanks on the front line which did not have anything to fire? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think again this is a matter of timing. The time at which they were 
saying that was, we believe, early in the preparatory phase in theatre. At the time of operational commitment there is, 
we believe, no evidence to support that perspective.

  Q1079  Mr Hancock: We have here reports of ammunition shortages during the main phase of the combat 
operations, notably of HESH high explosive rounds for Challenger 2 main battle tanks. Why did they occur? 

  Brigadier Cowlam: If I could repeat something which we covered earlier in this session over the visibility and 
perspective of the unit, the unit knows what it holds but does not have visibility of immediately what is behind it nor 
in flanking units. At each level, from brigade to division to force, there are different levels of prioritisation and asset 
management. It is very difficult for me at my level to tell you what was happening in the brigade, but having spoken 
to the brigade commander at length about these issues he sequenced his battle groups into battle. He could not fight 
all battle groups at once and it may well be that on some occasions he prioritised the logistic support to those battle 
groups in contact rather than those battle groups who had just left contact. There was no shortage in theatre of 
ammunition. The ammunition was readily available forward to the front line.
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AIR CHIEF MARSHAL SIR MALCOLM PLEDGER KCB OBE AFC, BRIGADIER DEREK JEFFREY, COLONEL 
DAVID MARTIN, BRIGADIER SEUMAS KERR CBE AND BRIGADIER SHAUN COWLAM CBE

  Q1080  Rachel Squire: Just continuing on the ammunition supply, we have been told that the UK forces had 30 
days' supply of ammunition in theatre. Was there enough for high-intensity warfare for a 30 day period and how 
quickly could it have been replenished? 

  Brigadier Kerr: We put together the sustainability statement at the very beginning and General John, in his 
evidence, answered one of these questions, that there were 10 days at high intensity and 20 days at sustainment 
stocks for the operation. When we crossed the line of departure that is the ammunition that we had available and, as 
Shaun has said, we were monitoring at the operational level and the strategic level for the DLO to measure whether 
there were any shortages and if there were shortages we would have changed the priority of aircraft going in to fly in 
immediately ammunition. There were no shortages in theatre and there were no sustainment problems either.

  Q1081  Rachel Squire: Can I just say that it was commented earlier that the main constraint on the airbridge was 
the availability of landing slots in Kuwait. Did you feel that the US was receptive to the UK's needs for those slots, 
and did you get the slots that you wanted at the time that you needed them? 

  Colonel Martin: The answer is a very short yes. I had a number of dealings with the Americans on a number of 
issues. On each and every occasion they were exceedingly receptive and co-operative. 

  Chairman: We have a very good relationship with the Ministry of Defence. They provide us with all the 
information we ask for, but here there is a little instance where the system has fallen down a bit and it is irritating. I 
am not complaining about the fact that the response to the questions we asked arrived yesterday which meant it could 
not be incorporated into our briefing paper, but here is an example of the irritation that I feel and when my 
colleagues see this document they will share my feelings. This comes to the heart of the role of select committees 
who they cannot do their job when the Ministry of Defence is overly obstructive. Question number 48, declassified 
version of a response. The Defence Select Committee questions arising from the first reflection paper. We asked this: 
"The Committee understands that commanding officers involved in Operation Telic have been asked to provide 
`Lessons Learned Reports' for the areas of their responsibility. The Committee would be grateful for copies of such 
reports." That is not an excessively intrusive question. We are undertaking an inquiry on behalf of Parliament and, 
indirectly, on behalf of our constituents and members of the public. If you are conducting an inquiry into an area as 
we are conducting today, then I would not have thought that asking for information as I have referred to you was 
being excessively intrusive. Nothing is at stake, I would have thought, in terms of national security, and here is a 
classic reply (which I hope did not come from your office): "Any `Lessons Learned Reports' written by commanding 
officers are commissioned for and used in the internal lessons process of the Department. The disclosure of these 
reports would harm the frankness and candour of internal discussion both on this operation and for future operations. 
The Department is exempt from releasing such information under the Code of Practice on access to government 
information. Regretfully we therefore will not be providing these particular reports to the Committee. However, the 
results of the lessons process within the Department will be the subject of publication due at the end of the year and 
this should contain all the relevant information." You can understand our difficulty, Air Chief Marshal. We were 
trying to derive the lessons and there can be very few committees anywhere in the world who would be told to push 
off when information which is legitimately within our responsibility is brazenly denied to us. I do not think this is 
your responsibility; this comes at a political level and I really must say—and very publicly as someone who is very 
supportive of the military—I find it truly outrageous that the Ministry of Defence should deny us this information. I 
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will be writing very strongly and I very much hope that this information will be provided. Otherwise—and this 
follows on from some of our questions—we have learned on our visit of things that clearly need to be done. We are 
not, like some other committees, hostile to the department we are observing. We want to get the best deal for our tax 
payers and for military personnel. Therefore, in an inquiry like this, not to have this information—politely asked 
for—means that we cannot do our job and therefore we will have to say in our report that we are unable to produce 
as full a report as would be expected of us because of the obfuscation and the unwillingness of the Ministry of 
Defence to disclose not top secret information, not in the intelligence world where information is not always 
forthcoming. This should not be denied to us. If you have any influence on those who were responsible for this brief 
to us which we can publish in our report, I really hope you will ask them to let us have the information. It does put a 
considerable dampener on the relationship we would have. Then when you come in you are the ones that catch it 
from us because we are frustrated, because we are not being helped in the way we should be helped. 

  Mr Hancock: I am sick and tired of being told that this is the odd case when we raise it and that it is a soldier or a 
service personnel who has an axe to grind. When we say that it is not just one, it is many we are told that that is not 
the case. Ministers and senior colleagues adopt the attitude that we had no proof of that. When we ask for the 
proof—because operational commanders will have written those very things in those reports—we are denied it. We 
are all in denial here. We are denied the information and officers and the civilian staff in the MoD who come and 
give evidence to us here spin us the line that these are just odd occasions, this is not the case. It is like you saying that 
Challenger tanks did not have shortage of shells. I cannot understand why the people driving those tanks actually told 
us that if that was not correct. I am surprised that the people who had a shortage of bullets did not realise that they 
were not going into action and that they were behind the lines and were probably training. They did not tell us that; 
they told us they were actually going out there to do some fighting and they were worried that they did not have 
enough bullets. They were real concerns. We will never know if their commanding officers actually said the same as 
they did to you because when the Chairman asked for it on behalf of the Committee we were denied it. 

  Chairman: Thank you. We will move on now.

  Q1082  Mr Jones: I would like to move on to asset tracking and it is something we have talked about in evidence. 
Air Marshal Brian Burridge raised the issue that was exacerbated because of the failure not necessarily to get the 
equipment into theatre but actually knowing where it is in the actual chain we have talked about. It was also raised 
by Rear Admiral Style when he came before the Committee. At a late stage a Total Asset Visibility system was 
purchased. Could you explain when that was and when the decision was taken to do that? How did it operate once 
you got it up and running? What is the future in this area, because to me it seemed vital that if we are going to have 
large deployments like this that it would be vital to get the stuff out there but also to ensure that you know where it is 
once you are there? When we were in Iraq a few weeks ago it seemed that it was being used to take equipment out of 
theatre and I accept it is a more sedate way of doing it than actually trying to get it in. What are the lessons and what 
do we actually need for the future for such operations? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Can I answer that the other way round and address what I would call the 
issue and then talk about a TAV (Minus) and its successes, and how we believe it will be part of the solution to the 
future. I think we have already said that our real challenge is to have that visibility and the management capability 
but not just in theatre, end-to-end in a way we can create that confidence with that end user. I think we have also 
identified that that is the biggest lesson that we currently conceive in the logistic community to come out of Telic. 
What we have to do is to be able not only to create that visibility—I think he talked about global visibility of a 
commercial enterprise—but it is not just what I would call the challenge of the commercial enterprise. We have a 
nasty habit of doing these things in places where the infrastructure may not be quite the same. We have the habit of 
doing things in a risk environment that the commercial enterprises do not follow. Given that the army has a habit of 
moving, this is a moving target as well. It is not as easy as saying that we should use a commercial solution. There is 
no doubt that that is our expectation and aspiration. I go back then to the historical trail. Having recognised that, 
going back from the Gulf war in 1991. I think it was very much the same kind of issue. At that stage we did put in 
place additional resilience. In the single services—which were then separate—we procured things like Vital and 
Ridels.

  Q1083  Mr Jones: But they cannot talk to one another, can they? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I am saying this what we have done so far, having seen this as a major 
challenge. Those were put in place, but they were only part answers to this ability not only to see this information but 
be able to manage it and create that confidence. Of course, since then those systems are significantly what I would 
call yesterday's technology. They are not exactly user friendly in the environments I have been talking about. They 
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were not the right long-term solution. Since then we have been trying to put in place a single inventory and the 
means to give us management as well as visibility of that inventory wherever it is.

  Q1084  Mr Jones: Across all the services? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Across all the services, yes. I come back to a joint force logistic 
component commander and a logistic picture in theatre that encompasses all this if we are to manage it in the way 
that we will be required to manage it in the future. We tried to put this together in one inventory. We also tried to 
introduce things like in-transit visibility as one of the supporting elements of dealing with these problems. 
Unfortunately cost escalation—and something that had to be bespoke because of the nature I have talked about—has 
placed that opportunity and that potential solution in suspension. We are now having to go back again and look at 
how best we can integrate the systems and upgrade those systems.

  Q1085  Mr Jones: What is wrong with the US system? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: One of the characteristics of where we are trying to get to is an inter-
operability with those that we might need to employ the armed forces with in the future. One of the reasons why, 
when pressed, we went for an American system was because it was already proving its worth, but again only in part 
of this total spectrum. My final comment before talking about TAV is that I think we published this afternoon one of 
the initiatives to try to improve the end-to-end relationships and integration such that this is not just about theatre it is 
about doing things today in the strategic base in the same way and with the same visibility and the same management 
opportunities as we would in future operations.

  Q1086  Mr Jones: Before we talk about TAV can I just say that this seems to be a number one priority in terms of 
logistics. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think I have just said it is at the top of the lessons.

  Q1087  Mr Jones: In terms of the lessons that we are going to be putting in our report, is it being taken seriously, 
for example, in the Ministry of Defence? Are we not going to get the situation where we are sitting here in three or 
four years' time where we are possibly still waiting not only for the budget line but also to decide what system we 
want? If we are going to ask to deploy in future in operations like this, should we not need inter-operability not just 
between various surfaces but potentially between allies as well. That would be money well spent, would it not. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: There is already a first-cut of a report as to how to do this sitting at the 
highest levels in the Ministry Defence. 

  Colonel Martin: Regarding TAV, if I could just go back to how we went down this path. We must all recognise 
that there has been a considerable effort made to improve our asset tracking systems. As the CDL has outlined we are 
still left with a defence community with three inventory systems, three warehouse systems, two tracking systems and 
three systems that manage our deployed inventory or at least do so to some degree or another. As Brigadier Shaun 
said, that is not satisfactory in the land environment. That, in terms of characteristics, is very different to what you 
would find in the commercial sector where there would be one system running all the way through. A great deal of 
effort has been expended in order to improve the current situation. The situation we found ourselves in probably in 
September or October last year when we were seriously looking at the option through southern Turkey was that the 
Americans articulated a mandate onto the UK forces through Brigadier Kerr's organisation that they required us to 
use TAV technology because we anticipated that they would be managing the line of communication and they 
wanted visibility on their system of what we were moving down it. The expectation up until 27 November was that 
they would loan us that equipment. It became very evident on 27 November when we finally received a letter from 
the Americans saying that their view was not perhaps as strong as they had initially intended. The following day 
Brigadier Jeffrey chaired a meeting called the Contingency Planning Group and he took the decision that we would 
purchase the technology. That business case to purchase that technology was put together over the next five days we 
entered into discussion with the one contractor, Savi Technology—because we were buying the same as the 
American system—to give them a informal indication of our intent. They anticipated that very well. Therefore by the 
time we had approached the Americans to address the issues of access through their communications infrastructure 
and to enable us to work with them in taking an off-take of the hardware that they themselves were buying in order 
that we co-operated and worked together, we signed the contract with Savi Technology on 28 or 29 January. Two or 
three days later Savi Technology started to introduce and fit that hardware. We bought technology, not a system. 
TAV is a complete system which is integrated into the way the US do their business. I do not need to explain that to 
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bring in a completely new software application and integrate it to our own systems was genuinely a bridge too far. 
We simply bought the technology which would enable us to enhance our existing systems. Radio frequency 
identification technology. What that enables us to do is use the existing global American infrastructure, plug gaps 
where it did not exist in the areas where we were operating (some of the ports and airports that Brigadier Cowlam 
has outlined) and effectively remove the man from the loop. Rather than have 24 hours a day, seven days a week a 
team of people who do nothing more than strobe—in much the same way as a supermarket checker would 
do—stocks arriving in theatre, the tag would automatically talk to the interrogator and we would then use the 
American communications infrastructure to channel that information back to our own computers in the UK and 
automatically update our technology. TAV (Minus) is effectively a radio frequency identification enhancement to 
Vital, Vital being a consigner tracking system used by the Army and the Royal Air Force. Subsequently we did the 
same with Ridels. Given the timelines we were working to, there was no way we could capture the deployment. It 
was imperative to capture the deployment so that the Americans could monitor our movements in their line of 
communication in southern Turkey. The same imperative did not apply when we went for the southern option.[8] 

  Q1088  Mr Jones: Did it actually work? 

  Colonel Martin: Yes, it did, and because a number of people anticipated the requirement and generated concurrent 
activity we were able to tackle all the difficult software writing in the few weeks running up to Christmas so that 
when we were allowed to go to industry and we were allowed to place the contract we had done all the difficult work.

  Q1089  Mr Jones: Is the simplest way now just to buy the rest of the system? 

  Colonel Martin: No. You have perhaps missed my point. TAV is a complete suite of systems, software applications 
that go deeper than just RFID technology. They are embedded in the base management systems that the Americans 
have, the way they handle their ammunition and their stores. We have the three legacy systems.

  Q1090  Mr Jones: Is there a system there on the shelf at the moment which would do that or are we going to have 
to produce a whole new system altogether? 

  Colonel Martin: We will probably have to adapt a system. It goes back to your observation right at the beginning of 
this discussion, that TAV is currently being used to monitor material flowing back up the supply chain. This is a 
fundamental difference. Apart from all the difficulties that CDL has outlined, the fundamental difference between the 
military supply chain, defence supply chain and commerce is that we have material flowing backwards. If you go to 
Tesco or Waitrose they send a can of beans down the supply chain and sell it off the shelves. What we do is send 
material down the supply chain and bring it back. Engines for repair, for example. We have a two-way flow. Whilst 
you can use the technology to give you the information, the expensive difficult part—which is the software 
application behind it—would have to be adapted in recognition of our particular environment. This is a significant 
challenge for us. 

  Q1091  Mr Jones: Is there a system there at the moment that does this? 

  Colonel Martin: The Americans certainly have a system to one degree or another, but certainly my own research 
into the area suggests that there is a lot of trumpeting of success but it does not work to the degree that people would 
suggest. What we must not overlook is that both Vital and Ridels are very capable systems, but they are old green 
screen technology and they are labour intensive.

  Q1092  Mr Jones: We heard some problems about them not being able to talk to one another so there is some 
difficulty in trying to work together. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We may have to bridge that gap. Enterprise applications can deal with 
that kind of thing in modern sophisticated software. The question is how best to do what we describe whilst 
maintaining these processes which we think are successful.

  Q1093  Chairman: Knowing the sometimes glacial speed at which procurement operates in the Ministry of 
Defence, how quickly are we going to have a decent system? We might import something prematurely for something 
that did not reach fruition. Has Operation Telic pushed up the order of priorities, having systems by which we can 
track our kit flying around or sailing around the Middle East? 
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  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I think it is now the highest level of priority within the MoD but there is 
still the technology risk to identify and manage if we are to do this by bridging rather than by a complete new 
system. Then assessment is going to have to go on.

  Q1094  Chairman: But it is a high priority? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: It is.

  Q1095  Chairman: So we will not come back seven years from now and find we are still trying to work out a 
system. 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: I would sincerely hope not.

  Q1096  Mr Jones: I accept the statement by the Minister today that the ideal system is a system which starts at the 
store and you can track all the way through and back again. That is the Rolls Royce system which we actually need. 
Because we are now into deployments like Operation Telic and perhaps other deployments in the future, is the vitally 
important point to have a system which actually tracks it out initially? My feeling, like the Chairman, is that we will 
be sitting here in 10 years' time with a system which is possibly not there because of technical problems. You have 
said that Total Asset Tracking helped and worked. In the short-term do we not need something just to ensure that we 
have something to get the stuff out so you know where it is in theatre? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: We are rather expecting to keep TAV (Minus) in place as one of the 
indications and the priority we have now put on this. At least in part we have some of this coverage. Again, I think 
we have to make an operational judgment as to whether or not just seeing it go forward is good enough. 
Unfortunately, of course, having prosecuted that operation we have to get ready again. There is significant pressure 
on my organisation and the other logistics organisations to recuperate as quickly as practicable. I am not sure I would 
want to accept a push forward regime and I certainly do not think it would answer our other problem that has been 
expressed today which is confidence in the end user.

  Q1097  Chairman: If we contact the company I am sure they will give us a presentation and tell us how it worked 
and how the MoD should be desperate—even though they do not know it—for purchasing more of the system. A 
little earlier you mentioned the statement made by Adam Ingram, Review of Logistic Support to the Armed Forces. 
We have been told that a summary of the document will be placed in the library. A document has been produced. 
The MoD has recently completed a detailed review of the way in which we provide logistic support for land and air 
forces, et cetera. Are we going to get the full version or do we have to go to the library to get the summary to meet 
our requirements for this inquiry? Could you find out for us because it would be really helpful?[9] 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: Indeed.

  Q1098  Mr Roy: Sir Malcolm, your strategic plan described providing "real-time end-to-end material management 
and visibility, including deployed solutions" as priorities. Have you changed where such requirements come in your 
priority list in the aftermath of the Iraqi conflict? 

  Air Chief Marshal Sir Malcolm Pledger: No, I think that specified it at the highest level of my priorities for all the 
reasons we are hearing explained and it stays very much at that level. I would simply say that it is very disappointing 
that the alternative solution that was being prosecuted is now out of our reach. We are still going to do this as a high 
priority but we are going to have to do it differently. Material management not only in terms of management but in 
terms of operational effectiveness is the top issue as far as the front line commands, the PJHQ and the DLO is 
concerned. 

  Chairman: Thank you very much. Our inquiry is proceeding. Generally speaking things went very well. People 
might get the impression that we are partly guilty of inculcating the impression that things went badly wrong 
although they did not; they went incredibly well. However, by inquiring, if we have access to other important 
information, then we may re-assure ourselves how even more successfully you succeeded. Thank you very much to 
you all.
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  Q1099  Mr Crausby: Good afternoon and thank you for coming. The Chairman, Bruce George, is away on other 
business and so I am standing in today. We intend this session to run to about 4.30. For our part, we will try to keep 
our questions brief on the understanding that you will try to keep your answers equally brief. I will start the 
questioning. We have a figure of 5,600 reservists in Operation TELIC. Could you tell us how that figure was arrived 
at?

  Lieutenant General Palmer: May I tell you who we are? I am the Deputy Chief of Defence Staff (Personnel). I 
cover all personnel matters across regulars and reserves. The person who is responsible for all reserve forces and 
cadets, who works for me, is sitting on my right, the Duke of Westminster. Then we have the three Services 
representatives: one from the Royal Air Force, Air Commodore Case; Brigadier Farquhar; and Captain Massie-
Taylor from the Navy. Basically, I am policy and strategy and they are the deliverers of the policy on the ground. 
That is how we divide up and why we have brought five people. The question of the size and scale of the reserve 
contribution to TELIC obviously derives from the start point, which is the CDS's mission, followed by PJHQ's 
interpretation of that into a full structure. Then the three commands decide, on the basis of the requirement which has 
been defined, whether or not regulars or reserves will be used, and so it is a relatively straightforward process.

  Q1100  Mr Crausby: Could you have called out a significantly larger force of reservists and, if so, how much 
larger? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: We could have done, obviously. The force that was assembled was the one doing that 
particular task. There were considerable numbers, and I will ask each of the Services to give you the exact numbers 
that were deployed and the exact numbers that were left. Obviously, at the initial stages for the war-fighting 
operation predominantly, though not exclusively, they were logisticians, signals, et cetera, and we did not bear too 
heavily on the fighting arms within the reserves, the infantry and the armoured corps. Perhaps I could ask each of the 
Services to give you the exact figure. 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: I am Director of Naval Reserves and responsible to the Second Sea Lord for, recruiting 
and training Naval Reservists In Operation TELIC, I was responsible for the mobilisation of naval reservists. I am 
also here today representing the other part of the naval Services the Royal Marines Reserves, who were also 
mobilised The Royal Naval Reserves, number just over 3,000. In TELIC, we called out initially 355 naval reservists, 
and out of that actually mobilised 294. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I am Chief of Staff of Regional Forces and responsible for the execution of the policy for 
Land Command, who own the reserve component of the land area. In terms of the initial TELIC requirement, we 
deployed 3,762 reservists, of which 249 were regular reserves and the remainder Territorial Army. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: There were about 35,000 left, bearing in mind the TA is about 40,000. 

  Air Commodore Case: I am Director of Plans and Reserves, Headquarters Personnel and Training Command, 
responsible to the Air Member for Personnel, for the policy as far as the Reserve Air  Force is concerned, hence 
mobilisation, adjudication and the like. From the Royal Air Force reserves, and talking just about the volunteers, out 
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of a total of about 1,600 personnel, we deployed 810 for the initial phase, some 48% of the total. Overall, for phase 1 
of TELIC, we deployed 1,030 personnel. To date, that number has risen obviously, since the initial phases, to 1,134.

  Q1101  Mr Crausby: Was there a planned call-up with a view to the subsequent stage of TELIC or did everybody 
come in all at the beginning? Can you tell us something about that? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Initially there was an offensive operation in Iraq, which we describe as TELIC 1, and 
the plan was made of that. As I said, then the commands worked out force level requirements with PJHQ. The force 
structure that was actually deployed was derived from that plan. It was a fairly conventional deployment, a fairly 
conventional assessment, of what was required because it was well within our capability to produce it, bearing in 
mind that we plan always to conduct a brigade level offensive operation. Since the SDR, we have always planned 
that the reserves will be a part of that organisation, and so it was planned to that extent. Then the call-up proceeded 
along the lines which we may discuss later. I do not know whether any of my colleagues want to add anything to that.

  Q1102  Mr Crausby: My final question is simply: could Operation TELIC have been effectively carried out 
without the contribution from the reserve forces? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Unequivocally not, nor did we ever plan to do so. The reserves now are an integral 
part of the United Kingdom armed forces and, since the SDR, any war-fighting operation of any scale will involve 
the reserves. 

  Q1103  Mr Howarth: If we could turn to the army in particular, there has been a big debate going on over the last 
few years as to whether the reserves should be used for deployed units or whether for individual back-filling. I think 
that the reserve forces have been particularly keen to preserve the former, namely the deployment in formed units, 
rather than taking people and sticking them in ad hoc positions. It is our understanding that, in respect of TELIC, an 
initial plan was for the reserves to be deployed on the basis of formed units involving something like 20 TA units in 
all, but that did not happen. Perhaps you could explain why that did not happen? Can you tell us something about the 
reason why it is not the case of the original SDR intention of back-filling regular forces with other regular forces and 
why the TA has been deployed instead? Is this all to do with overstretch and the lack of people available to reinforce 
regular brigades from committed brigades? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I will pass that to Brigadier Farquhar in a second. I think it is important to remember 
what was actually going on while we were planning operations in terms of the firemen's strike and the requirement to 
keep regular soldiers available to cover that contingency. To a certain extent, that did skew the plans because we had 
not anticipated in the SDR when we were looking at contingency planning that a large proportion of regular forces 
would have to be kept back for a contingency against a firemen's strike. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I might start by saying that the organisation required for Operation TELIC in Iraq was 
constantly changing in the planning phase, as you are probably aware. When the Turkish option was denied, then 
there was another major shift of planning. Some of the aspirations to use formed units of the TA had to be put on 
hold because of the time line but formed units were used on TELIC 1: for example the Port Regiment, a Royal 
Yeomanry Squadron, a Field Hospital and an amphibious engineer troop as well and then a large number of 
individual reserves, as you have identified. What we wished to do, though, and it is very much what we have done 
for subsequent mobilisation, was to use the TA in formed sub-units, often of a composite nature, and so a unit would 
generate a formed sub-unit. That is the way we wished to proceed. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I think the principle is well taken that we would rather deploy formed units because 
reserves, like everybody else, would rather be with the people whom they have trained with and they know than as 
individuals. As you have heard, circumstances did not allow us to do that to the extent that we would have liked, but, 
since the war-fighting bit has finished, then we certainly have deployed formed units much more.

  Q1104  Mr Howarth: You have certainly revealed the very tight constraints that we have if we cannot go to war 
because we have a firemen's strike and, when we did go to war, notwithstanding the firemen's strike, there was, as 
you will recall, very considerable concern that we would not be able actually to carry out the military operations in 
Iraq if the firemen had decided to resume their strike activities. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: That is true but we did go to war, we did fight, it was successful, and we managed it. 
Although there was one major constraint, which was the firemen's strike, which you could say had not been predicted 
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at the time of the SDR that we would actually be doing those two activities together, it worked. I think that does pay 
tribute to the structure that was put together at the time of the SDR. 

  Q1105  Mr Howarth: Generally, I think I would like to suggest that it pays tribute to the fact that the firemen did 
not call the strike, but let us not pursue that further. Formed operational units: it would be helpful to us if you could 
explain how you arrived at the decision between which formed units would be deployed, how you would resort to 
specialist skills and how you would deploy those. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: What we have identified is that where there is a capability and the Territorial Army formed 
units can fill that capability, then they have deployed as a formed, often composite, sub-unit. Where there is no 
capability gap but there is a numbers gap, again in terms of reinforcing the regular units, what we attempted to do 
was to use the Territorial Army in groups with its own chain of command and they reinforced as individuals. In 
terms of a balance where we have chosen a composite unit, a unit or individuals, it has been to meet the capability 
requirement.

  Q1106  Mr Howarth: I dare say you are bound to say that. By putting in composite units together, did it work or 
did it lead to friction? What about , for example, a regiment like the Parachute Regiment, which has a very strong 
ethos and where basically 4 Para is a much reduced shadow of its former 10 Para? 

  Brigadier Farquhar: It has worked extremely well. I will touch on 4 Para, if you like. As you know, 120 or so 
individuals from 4 Para were deployed and they were very well integrated into the regular component and I think that 
is a great success story. If you look at our other experiences of generating composite sub-units, as we have done for 
the second phase of TELIC, where we have used a unit that has provided a chain of command for soldiers, it has 
integrated extremely well and deployed very effectively. We have been particularly pleased with the way that 
integration has worked.

  Q1107  Mr Howarth: Turning to the specialists, what sort of specialists have been in most demand in that recent 
operation? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Shall we ask the Royal Air Force? 

  Air Commodore Case: From the Royal Air Force perspective, clearly medical personnel have been key and they 
certainly were key during Operation TELIC. We have also had a need to use our movements specialists, and of 
course I would be remiss not to mention the meteorological Services which has Sponsored Reserves in our mobile 
meteorological unit, who are pretty well always involved in any operation. There are some examples. 

  Q1108  Mr Howarth: And the Royal Navy? 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: The naval reserves, tend not to mobilise as formed units but generally as individuals for 
their particular specialist skills. During TELIC, we mobilised people across the board from, Fleet Air Arm, RNRr , 
Allied Warning navigation and information systems, a Maritime Trade organisation. These are specialists which 
guide and advise shipping and have been very useful in the Gulf advising British-registered shipping on the risks and 
threats that might exist. Defence Intelligence Staff were mobilised as were Ship Protection Parties on board the 
chartered shipping interrogators/linguists and logistics personnel. Logistics personnel are specifically trained in the 
RNR, to man Forward Logistic sites There were also media relations and of course medical personnel. The majority 
of Medical personnel actually went to the field hospitals, and not to the naval requirement. 

  Q1109  Mr Howarth: Can I go back to Air Commodore Case? Can you tell us whether there were any air crew 
deployed? After all, we do have an RAF Reserve nowadays. If so, how many of them were deployed? 

  Air Commodore Case: Out of a total of 59 part-time reserve air crew, 23 were called out to Operation TELIC, and 
this was across the range of aircraft types. Certainly, I think four were from the fast jet fleets (various) and others 
supported Hercules operations and the E3D Sentry and the Nimrod aircraft.

  Q1110  Mr Viggers: I would like to ask about sponsored reserves. In which areas have you created sponsored 
reserves? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I think there are some in each area, but we will start with the army. 
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  Brigadier Farquhar: We have a sponsored reserve organisation to drive our heavy equipment transporters. We 
have not yet used any of those sponsored reserves in Operation TELIC in Iraq, although there are plans to look at 
using them in the future. In fact, 11 have received notice to be mobilised in the next phase of TELIC and they are all 
from 8 Transport Regiment Royal Logistic Corps (V). These are really civilian contractors, as you are aware, who 
change from their civilian uniform, which they wear on a day-to-day basis with us, into a military uniform. 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: 64 sponsored reserves were mobilised during TELIC. These were all members of AWSR. 
They man the ro-ro ships; these are strategic lift ships of which three were utilised for Operation TELIC. All these 
people were enrolled into the RNR and mobilised when required. The figure was 64 because the crews rotated during 
the operation. 

  Air Commodore Case: In the Royal Air Force, I mentioned earlier on that the mobile meteorological unit and 31 
MMU personnel have been called out. That is the most we have deployed around various parts of the Middle East for 
this operation. The MMU supported six forward operating bases and with a standard team of four at each: two 
forecasters and two controllers as support staff. We also deployed four members of Number 32 (the Royal) Squadron 
as technicians in support of the BAe125 communications aircraft. There are plans for further expansion of sponsored 
reserves, notably on 32 (the Royal) Squadron and across into BAe146 aircraft support and also, as part of the 
acquisition programme, for the future strategic tanker aircraft.

  Q1111  Mr Viggers: I understand that in Operation TELIC for the first time sponsored reserves have been 
deployed in the theatre of operations and yet the deployments that you have just described to us seem very modest 
indeed. What lessons did you learn about sponsored reserves being deployed in Operation TELIC? 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: Certainly, from the point of view of the sponsored reserves in the strategic lift ships, it was 
hugely successful, these are very large ships and only three of them were used or were required. Merchant ships of 
course are leanly manned. The figure of 64, as I said, was arrived at because they were rotating crews every couple 
of months. There were more than adequate. They worked very well indeed. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I have not heard of any specific problems associated with sponsored reserves as such. 
In fact, I think they were very successfully integrated into the force.

  Q1112  Mr Viggers: One of the acknowledged areas of greatest weakness in the armed forces is medical personnel 
where recruitment may be quite satisfactory but retention is still very poor and there are very serious shortfalls, 
which are some of the key factors. It would seem to me that sponsored reservists might be very appropriate in the 
field of general medical Services. I wonder whether consideration has been given to that? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: If I can, could I defer the question to the eminent medical people who are sitting 
behind me and who will be coming up next because they have that speciality and I do not? I think the idea, of course, 
is that because it has now been proved successful, it could be extended. We certainly will be looking at that on the 
policy. 

  Q1113  Mr Howarth: General, you did not actually answer Mr Viggers's question as to whether there are lessons 
to have been learnt from these sponsored reserves in this operation. This Committee is actually quite concerned at the 
extent to which we are moving towards increased use of sponsored reserves. I was recently talking with an 
engineering company which does a lot of heavy earth-moving equipment and that is something that is about to go out 
to PFI. I was specifically asked: what the implications are for sponsored reserves there. Was it successful? Do you 
think that you can deploy a lot more people by way of sponsored reserves? Is there a limit to the sponsored reserves? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I am sure there is a limit because sponsored reserves are not something that we would 
wish to put too far forward and the balance between where they are and the danger in which they stand must be very 
clear. Apart from anything else, we have to write the contract with the civilian firm which ensures that these people 
can be transferred, if you like, from the private sector into the reserve forces: (a) able to do the job; and (b) at the 
right readiness. What I am saying is that so far—and this is very recent—the experience from Op TELIC has been 
that this was done successfully. Whether there are any detailed lessons to be learnt, I am not sure. I am sure it will be 
examined, but strategically the concept proved itself to be successful. I am sure there are small areas where we can 
learn lessons; there are in practically every area. I take your point that there is going to be a limit to their use. Where 
you can use them successfully and you can achieve this effective balance between what they do in terms of the 
danger, et cetera, it seems to me to make sense to use them.
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  Q1114  Mr Jones: General, can I try to clarify that? We have asked this question before but we have not had the 
answer to it. What would you say the limitations and the danger is in that? I think we had it once before—I cannot 
remember who it was giving evidence—in trying to define what the front line would be. What is your definition of 
the limit to which sponsored reservists can actually be used? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: In terms of TELIC, as you heard, the people we did use were, in effect, reserves and 
therefore, although we would not have used them in the front line, we do acknowledge that, even if you are at the 
rear, you can obviously come into some sort of danger, but it has to be proportionate. The balance of risk has to be 
assessed. That would have been assessed by the command before calling for the sponsored reserves.

  Q1115  Mr Jones: That is a very good answer you gave me there but surely, if you are actually going in, as Mr 
Howarth said, with PFI contracts, the position needs to be quite clear to those individuals and also to the company 
what that line is going to be in terms, as you said, of the danger of what the front line is? I have never yet had a 
definition of what the front line is. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: It is very difficult to define a front line because each situation is going to be different 
and each operational deployment will have different risks associated with it. Then, within the operational field, there 
will be different risks associated with whether you are right at the front with one bit further back doing the logistics 
or whatever. It seems to me that it is perfectly possible to consider having sponsored reserves in those areas that are 
not the highest risk, although there are going to be no areas where there is no risk at all. A balance has to be struck. 
Perhaps Air Commodore Case can tell us, from the Royal Air Force perspective, where these people were deployed? 

  Air Commodore Case: In the main, the Mobile Meteorology Unit would have been deployed on many occasions all 
over the world supporting operations very successfully, as they have again in Operation TELIC. Generally speaking, 
they operate from deployed operating bases where we operate our aircraft, That is natural. There have been no 
difficulties and we have seen no difficulties in continuing to operate with them in that way. As far as the members of 
32 (the Royal) Squadron are concerned, on a day-to-day basis they provide technical support for the aircraft type, 
and those selected to be sponsored reserves have been given the appropriate training so that they can don the uniform 
and operate in the environment which we expect them to operate in, and again that is being deployed to operational 
bases. We see no difficulty with that whatever.

  Q1116  Mr Jones: So you can have sponsored reservists right in the thick of the action? 

  Air Commodore Case: They can be deployed to wherever they are required to operate with the equipment and 
aircraft on which they are trained.

  Q1117  Mr Jones: That is very revealing because therefore there is no limit to PFI in terms of using sponsored 
reserves in the armed forces, right up to the front line. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: From a policy perspective, there clearly is a distinction between the very front-line 
troops. Obviously the reserves and the regulars will be working and the sponsored reserves will be providing a 
slightly different role. I think it is very unlikely you will see a sponsored reserve infantry battalion, whereas it is 
perfectly possible, as we have done, to conceive ro-ros and met officers, et cetera, who generally speaking are not at 
the front line, but whom we can use in that context.

  Q1118  Mr Jones: I will give you an example. What about a unit to recover vehicles from the battlefield: would 
that be open to PFI-sponsored reserves? 

  Brigadier Farquhar: You could look at the army example of our heavy equipment transporters. We have yet to use 
them. As I said, we are intending that we will learn lessons from that deployment, but our view is that this is a very 
good use of the sponsored reserves because, once mobilised, they are doing a job where the threat, I think this is 
what you are looking at—is that you could perceive there would be a threat management problems. I have to say that 
in the battlefield of today you are never going to be, as Mr Jones has suggested, away from all risk, and so the 
sponsored reserves will, on the delivery and recovery of some of this equipment—that is not the battlefield recovery 
but the recovery of the equipment transporter for the removal of kit—be at some level of risk, but we believe that is a 
controlled risk and suitable for a sponsored reserve. 
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  Captain Massie-Taylor: In the case of the ro-ro ships, of course, they are transporting ammunition as well being 
well forward in the amphibious area of operations, so relatively close to the front line. There was concern both by 
myself and Andrew Weir (Shipping) about the chemical risk to personnel operating the ships. These personnel were 
trained in basic personal protection on board the ships, and they also had reservists, that is normal RNR reservists, on 
board who were more trained in the use of personal protection against chemical attack. There is the requirement that 
if there came a chemical attack, because are not chemically sealed, like warships, that they would actually be pulled 
out of the area pretty quickly. There is a concern and there have been a number of lessons identified over this one, 
and we need to do more in terms of protection of sponsored reservists. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: These are volunteers; they are reserves. They are told what commitment they are 
making when they join the sponsored reserves. The contractors know and understand what the implications of being 
sponsored reserves are. They have to meet the criteria for entry into the reserves, so these are not people who are 
being, as it were, co-opted to do a job that they are not briefed about or trained for; they are trained and that is why 
they are called reserves. They are just a different form of reserve.

  Q1119  Mr Jones: I think there is an onus on the MoD, and I have not yet heard it, actually to define what you 
referred to as the danger area and what is acceptable to put PFI or sponsored reserves in. I was interested to find out 
clearly that there is not this definition line yet. I still think this is something the MoD needs to look at. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: It is very difficult to define a front line as opposed to a back line. In the old days of 
the Cold War, it was relatively straightforward. These days, it is much more complex.
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  Q1120  Mr Jones: Why? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: If you look at terrorism and what is happening in Iraq at the moment, there is a certain 
amount of threat to everybody who is deployed there. The threat gets greater as you move into higher threat areas, 
but you cannot say that there is anybody who is serving in Iraq who is not at some form of threat or other. It is 
difficult to say within Iraq: "You are in a danger area, and you are not", but you can say, "On balance of risk, this is a 
more dangerous area than that". That is as far as I can go.

  Q1121  Mr Cran: Can we move on to some questions on the call-out of reserves? I think that occurred on 7 
January 2003. If I look back at that time, there was a lot of press speculation about it, a lot of cantering over political 
considerations vis-a"-vis the military considerations, and therefore against that background, there are quite a lot of 
people who say that the call-out order was delayed until, as I say, 7 January 2003. Is that a scenario that you 
recognise and, if you do not, how would you rebut the people who make it? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I would say that there are always going to be political considerations when you call 
out reserves. It is a political act in itself, and it must be the prerogative of the politicians—Secretary of State or Prime 
Minister—to say, "Right, now we are going to call out reserves". They may want to do it earlier or they may want to 
do it later, depending on the prevailing situation, the strategic situation, and we then, in terms of calling out reserves, 
have to match the time frame that they lay down. Obviously they always understand that the more notice we can 
give, the better, but we also understand that it is not always possible to have the degree of notice that we would wish. 
I do not know whether DRFC wants to add anything? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: Chairman, I am the Director of Reserve Forces and Cadets. I am answerable 
to the Director General of Reserve Forces and Cadets. General Anthony is my boss. I am a volunteer reserve officer 
and have been for some 30 years. I feel like it sometimes! In answer to your question, yes, the call-out time was 
short; it was fairly sharp. As General Anthony has said, of course, it was not only the military situation that prevailed 
at the time; it was also the political situation as well. I think it is recognised by really most people that in terms of a 
building international crisis, these short notices will sometimes have to prevail, but we are now, once we have got to 
a more steady state, actually solving that problem.

  Q1122  Mr Cran: I have to say that is a model answer. I suspect, if I was sitting in your position, maybe I would 
have given the same answer. We are, as it were, seekers after truth here. We recognise—and I happen to be an 
Opposition MP—perfectly clearly that the Government had its considerations and so on at the time, and you have 
alluded to those. The question for the Committee, however is: was it too fine a call? Did you have too short a time? 
In saying that you did, that is no real criticism of anybody. It is just: can we learn for the future if that is so? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: Yes, I think obviously we can learn for the future. I think the only proof in 
the pudding, as it were, in terms of it being too fine a call, was that we succeeded in fulfilling our obligations. For an 
individual, that does not help. However, at this particular time, we did succeed in meeting our obligations. In answer 
to your question, I think one can only look at it from that perspective, as opposed to any other. 
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  Brigadier Farquhar: The first thing I would say is that I think, from the announcement in early January until we 
reached an operational capability in theatre and the way the reserves responded to that challenge, that was extremely 
impressive. I would say that we would have preferred more time to do some of the preparatory training and resolve 
some of the administrative issues. We now believe, in the second and third tranche for TELIC, that we are in a 
position to give more time and to put more into that training period and into the administrative period. That said, we 
made it, it was a success; and, whilst, dare I say it, warts and all with some of it, it was across the piece successful. It 
would be nice to have had a bit more time, but we achieved it and I think we did it in a reasonable manner, but we 
learnt from that that we should have had a little bit more time, in order to make it better. 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: I was going to reinforce what Brigadier Andrew has just said. There are the naval reserves; 
certain sections of the naval reserves we call early and later. Some people are required ahead of the normal force, in 
the sense of logisticians and in TELIC the amphibious officers. These are effectively merchant officers who advise 
the chartered shipping and liaise between them and the amphibious task force. If you take the example of the 
mobilisation being stood up for the Royal Navy on 12 January, these people mobilised on 10 January. This is 
because they were queuing up; they were raring to go. It shows you the dedication of the volunteer reservists to get 
on and do the job that required doing. Yes, we have learnt some lessons and we are now looking at ways of perhaps 
having people available earlier and requiring less call-up time to fulfil some of these job—and there is a cycle of 
availability—to give them and their employers more warning when and if they will be required, and in which part of 
the year they might be mobilised. That might be a way of getting a better result and giving, particularly the 
employers, more warning. I think that is where the problem tends to lie.

  Q1123  Mr Cran: Of course, as you said, Brigadier, it was successful and a great testament to everybody involved, 
without any question of a doubt. Nobody in this Committee would gainsay that. The question is: was it a close run 
thing? In other words, could you have done what you did on any less call-up time than you had? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I think I would be happy to concede it was a close-run thing in some areas. That is a 
fair description, yes.

  Q1124  Mr Cran: Would you be able, even though you are perhaps not prepared to do it in open session, to let the 
Committee know what those areas were? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Absolutely, yes. Those people who had a relatively short notice, we know who they 
are. We can do that.

  Q1125  Mr Cran: The Committee is led to believe that early warning was given—that is to say, before the date of 
7 January—to unit commanders and so on about the need to identify the reserves that would be needed. Is that so? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I will ask my colleagues to say what they know. In the House, I think towards the end 
of November, the Secretary of State made it clear that if there was going to be a major operation, reserves would be 
required. At the same time, he did say that he did not have any immediate plans to do so. Even back in November, it 
must have been clear to a lot of reservists, unless they had their eyes tightly shut, that there was a likelihood at least, 
a very strong one, that they would be deployed, so it was right from then. I think if you are a commanding officer of 
a TA organisation, you would make jolly sure that your plans and everything were pretty brushed up, even though 
you did not know whether it was going to be you or somebody else.

  Q1126  Mr Cran: What I was getting at was: were you pushing any buttons in November to get things moving? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: We were not pushing any buttons because clearly any formal announcement had got 
to wait until the Secretary of State made his announcement. That is absolutely mandatory. However, informally he 
had already said, way back in November, that there was a likelihood—more than a likelihood, a certainty—of 
reserves being called out if there was a major operation. After that, there was still a month and a bit before the actual 
call-out happened on 7 January, the first one of 1,500 for TELIC 1. 

  Air Commodore Case: In supporting General Palmer's response there, I would say that clearly prudent preparation 
was in hand. However, one of the things that we certainly could not do, and would not have done, would have been 
to communicate with employers at that stage. COs certainly were aware of what the possibilities might be, and did 
some preparation.
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  Q1127  Mr Cran: What we can say is that the early work you were all doing behind the scenes, as it were in the 
normal course of your duties, actually helped with this very tight timetable we have been talking about. That would 
be fair? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: It would be very disappointing if it had not.

  Q1128  Mr Cran: Well done! Just so that the Committee knows, how were those who were mobilised identified? 
Canter over that, please. 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: This was intelligent mobilisation right from the outset. How were they identified? We 
relied heavily on the units, or reserve training centres in case of the RNR, plus the specialist branch leaders, to 
identify the people who would be suitable, determine whether they were going to be fit, and physically fit, and 
whether they thought there might be any strings, without going to their employers at that stage. That was the start of 
the intelligent mobilisation. 

  Q1129  Mr Cran: When did it start? 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: That started back in November. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: Once the requirement was identified, then commanding officers and Arm of Services 
Directors, who were called cap badge champions, identified those individuals suitably trained who could deploy and 
who would have no sustainable objections to the individuals being deployed, where at all possible. This is intelligent 
mobilisation. For the first phase of TELIC, we achieved about 75% through intelligent mobilisation and the rest we 
had to compulsorily select. For the follow-on phases, we have done it virtually all by intelligent mobilisation. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: It is important to make sure that you understand that everybody was compulsorily 
called out and this intelligent mobilisation merely was to identified the people who would be available to be called 
out, but it is all compulsory. 

  Air Commodore Case: The arrangements within the Reserve Air Force are very similar to the other two Services, 
although, given the proportion of the volunteer reserves we were seeking, in many cases it was self-selected.

  Q1130  Mr Cran: I have one final question. As far as we can understand from MoD figures, 8,492 call-out orders 
were served but only 5,221 reservists were accepted into Services. Could you talk us through why that was so? Is 
that the norm, as it were, from previous conflicts? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: Of course the situation we faced in January was one that we had not faced 
before, or rather we had not faced it since Suez, and so we had really no benchmark by which to go. We had done a 
planning assumption, or we were looking at a planning assumption, prior to TELIC, of two call-out notices sent for 
every one Services person delivered, and by and large we achieved that. It did fall within our planning assumptions. 
The other reason obviously why we had a larger call-out was: medical, some 14%; and dental, some 2%. We had a 
number of appeals from employers and employees, which lowered the number again. Those did come within our 
planning strategy planning assumption. In fact, in some respects it came in lower; certainly in respect of the army it 
did actually come in lower. 

  Q1131  Mike Gapes: I have some questions about the actual process of mobilisation. The MoD First Reflections 
Report stated that there were improvements in the mobilisation process based on experience of previous conflicts, 
Gulf War 1 and what happened in the former Yugoslavia, but we had information that a number of reservists did not 
really agree that the system had been improved particularly well, and there were complaint about extreme short 
periods of warning. Would you like to comment on that? Can you explain what the improvements were that were 
made over the previous decade? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I think probably the most significant one was the Reserve Training and Mobilisation 
Centre at Chilwell. I think the Committee is going to visit that some time soon, if you have not already done so. After 
the First Gulf War, and remember this is a different order of scale of call-out, it was recognised that there needed to 
be a central point, at least for the Territorial Army, which was going to be the largest component, where they needed 
to come to be administered, to have their training, and to be sent off in good order. So Chilwell came into operation. 
I will let Brigadier Farquhar say a word about that, and then the others can say something about how their 
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mobilisation went in relation to 1990-91. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: We have learnt over the past few years that it was important to provide a centre which was 
experienced and understood the mobilisation process, as the General says. Hence, the RTMC was born. What we 
found was that by having this centre, which is routinely involved in the mobilisation and indeed the demobilisation 
process, that it has improved our procedures considerably. You touched upon the time lag again, that some people 
received short notice. I think that was really covered in the previous question. That short notice gave us some issues 
at Chilwell because of the speed of people going through. We found that the RTMC is the way we have improved 
our processes. I might just go wider than the RTMC and let the Committee know that we have set up an integrated 
mobilisation cell at Headquarters Land Command, the principal provider for these troops, and we also have an 
integrated mobilisation cell forward, in theatre as well. At all levels, we have experts in the mobilisation process, 
able to make sure that it goes as smoothly as possible. 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: From the naval Services side, the Royal Marines Reserve mobilised through Chilwell but 
the naval Services did not. It was a very conscious decision at the start, so that the numbers predicted to be going 
through Chilwell would not block the system, plus the fact that some of the naval people need to be trained in 
specific areas. Because of the land approaches, we started to use HMS Nelson as a reserve mobilisation centre. That 
worked extremely well, but that does not mean to say we are not looking towards Chilwell. On this particular 
occasion, it fitted the bill to use HMS Nelson. 

  Air Commodore Case: As far as the Reserve Air Force is concerned, we operate a twin-track approach. Our 
volunteer reservists of the Royal Auxiliary Air Force are routinely members of a squadron normally based at the 
main operating base at a Royal Air Force station. They are therefore well versed in all the issues in terms of pay, 
administration and the whole mobilisation activity. We have always deemed it appropriate that the volunteer reserve, 
which is mobilised through their home unit, has access to the parent station facilities with a familiar environment and 
also that the training that may be necessary is readily available. For the ex-regulars, our mobilisation plan was to 
have available six centres. We chose to use two of those, Royal Air Force Cranwell and Halton. It was an effective 
use of regular personnel already in place to support reservists in the mobilisation process. It worked very well. 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: Could I mention just one further issue, which of course is RFA 96? The Act 
came into power in 1997. That allowed safeguards for both the employee and the employer, and financial assistance 
and also exemptions, which hitherto we did not have. Turning to Chilwell, I think certainly as a reservist I can speak 
on behalf of all the reservist community in a sense. Chilwell has been undoubtedly an outstanding success and it has 
been an enormous step forward. I remember when I was commanding my own regiment that we used to go through 
these mobilisation exercises. We used to drive down a road, twice round a roundabout and then back to the drill hall. 
That did not actually work terribly well and it did not give us a very good view of how the situation was going to 
work. Chilwell has been an enormous step forward and has been much appreciated by the reserve community as a 
whole, those who have used it.

  Q1132  Mike Gapes: I understand that there were some problems when call-out notices were issued from January, 
as has already been mentioned, but that the reservists were not actually mobilised until less than 10 days before they 
were departing in some cases. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I am afraid we go back to the previous answer. In order to deliver the operational capability in 
theatre, for example 16 Air Assault Brigade was required to be ready by about 10 March. Not having had a formal go 
ahead until 7 January, in order to achieve that in-theatre readiness, we had to squeeze some of the mobilisation 
process, not we think completely unsatisfactorily, but it was a fact that it had to be done. Some reservists did not get 
the letter because they were away there was indeed additional administrative delay, so some reservists did get a short 
period of time from receiving the letter to being called forward to the RTMC.

  Q1133  Mike Gapes: Was that a worse problem than there had been on previous occasions, or was this a unique 
situation? 

  Brigadier Farquhar: It is the first time we have done this level of mobilisation, this scale of mobilisation since 
Suez, and certainly in the past at RTMC we have been able to do it in with our operations in a different way. Proof of 
the pudding is that for the second and subsequent phases we have been able to get the time lines as we would wish. I 
think it just goes back to the fact that we were short of time over the first tranche of mobilisation for TELIC.

  Q1134  Mike Gapes: It is also, I understand, the case that some people had actually made arrangements to leave 
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their jobs and then found at the last minute that they were not able to do so because they had dental or medical tests 
that were carried out, which then meant that they were not able to go. Surely, that puts people in a very difficult 
situation with their employer? Are there not procedures and ways that that can be avoided in the future by having the 
medical and dental tests early? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: I will be absolutely honest with the Committee: this is one of the major 
lessons learnt that has come out of TELIC. Yes, certainly there was a degree of problem in that sense; in other words, 
people were caught out and had made home arrangements and then failed either medical or dental tests. We tried to 
be as flexible as possible, but there were inevitably some failures. This is work which is certainly urgently—and I 
mean urgently—undertaken in order to try to rectify the problem.

  Q1135  Mike Gapes: Would it have been possible to identify people who might be needed in November, like you 
were doing generally, and then ask them to get their medical and dental check-ups early enough, so that if necessary 
there would not be a problem? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: I know that this is obviously a chain of command matter as to how they 
organise their medical checks, as it were, prior to deployment. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I do not think that is feasible because the moment you start telling people to have a 
medical, you are saying that there is likely to be a call-out. Unless the Secretary of State has formally announced a 
call-out, you cannot do this. As I said earlier, the only sort of preparation you can make is very informal, based on 
your understanding that a war is likely, but before you can instigate any formal action, like telling people to have 
their medicals, that would have to await the call-out. We can give you a note on how many people fell into this 
category. I do not think it was all that many but we will give you a note on that.

  Q1136  Mike Gapes: You would agree that for the individuals concerned it is very serious? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I could not agree with you more. The other thing is that they are going to have to have 
a medical immediately before they depart anyway because duty of care demands that we make sure that the moment 
they become, as it were, mobilised properly, from that day they are medically fit at that time. If they have had a 
medical two or three weeks before, something may have happened, so we would have to do it again. It is a problem, 
you are right. It is for an individual extremely, not to put too fine a point on it, disconcerting. As the Duke said, we 
are really looking at this.

  Q1137  Mr Havard: Are you thinking therefore of having a similar maintenance regime, as it were, for the 
reservists and the medical side as you do for regular forces? Is that a way forward? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Reservists certainly have to be fit. I am not quite sure exactly what the compulsory 
medical examinations are. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: Currently, we do not have in place a robust regime for assisting reservists to remain medically 
fit for mobilisation, but we do expect reservists, particularly in the Territorial Army, to maintain their own standard 
of fitness so that they can do their training commitment and their annual commitment in order to be active members 
of the Territorial Army. We are looking, as we have already alluded to, at how we might take the process forward. 
Interestingly enough, in terms of the mobilisation risk from dental and medical failures, it has not been particularly 
high, but we still feel, high or not, that it should be looked at again to see if we need to put a more robust system in 
place. The ongoing business is looking at how we might do that.

  Q1138  Mr Havard: I have heard that somewhere else. Can I ask a separate question but it is to do with this? 
Given your experience of this particular deployment, what mechanisms are you putting in place, if you like, to 
capture information, both from the employers and the individuals themselves about the recent experience they have 
gone through, and is there going to be a consistent process across all the Services to try and review that for the 
future? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: If I may, I would like to refer to employers because that comes under my 
remit and my duty between the Services to capture this information. We have had one survey done amongst our 
employer community, as it were, and obviously the answers have come back. This has been done under employment 
support and the Sabre campaign, which we ran I think very successfully during the deployment. We have in fact the 
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results from that first survey. We are considering doing another survey and trying to widen it because, now that the 
first survey has been done after TELIC 1, of course we are into a slightly different environment and different 
questions are being asked by the employers. Therefore, we want to try and find out from them what their worries and 
concerns are.

  Q1139  Mr Havard: Have you found any adverse effects yet? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: There have been, of course, as there always will be, some employers who have not 
been quite so keen for a number of reasons, not only obviously because they disagree with losing some of their key 
people, which clearly they did, but also because of the general tenor and tone of the environment of their work with 
people who were actually pulled out.
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  Q1140  Mr Havard: I was thinking about whether the compulsory call-out had had an effect in regard to their 
attitudes? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: Yes, of course it had because, first of all, we had a regime obviously where 
employers did not know whether their employees were members of the volunteer reserves. It came as quite a surprise 
to some that suddenly rather a lot of key people disappeared to earn the Queen's shilling. Again, we are working on 
that particular principle and hopefully there will be some movement in the near future on that particular point. We 
have worked very hard liaising with our employer community. We have still got some way to go, but we have made 
enormous strides over this last six to nine months. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: On the issue of the policy on follow-up, it is the policy that in the Army Regular 
Reserve, and I think the other Services as well, COs have got to follow up all reserves in six months, twelve months 
and 20 four months on the subjects of health, welfare, employment and all the issues, and so we are conducting a 
very methodical follow-up process using the chain of command to do it. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I will amplify that and say that we are at the stage now where we are beginning to review 
initial data, which we have not thoroughly analysed yet. We see the capture of this data and the ability to learn 
lessons as hugely important, both for the individual, be it the regular or the reserve in Territorial Army Services, and 
indeed for the employer because we are hugely conscious that the owner, if you like, of our reservist is the employer, 
if that reservist is employed, and our relationship with the employer community is extremely important. 

  Captain Massie-Taylor: To return briefly to your question about lessons identified and lessons learnt, the strategic 
reserve lessons identified are, of course, controlled through DRFC and all these different Services report those to the 
DRFC. When it comes to the individual Services, in the case of the naval Services, each individual reservist where 
possible as he is demobilised and at that moment has been debriefed is putting forward specific lessons that we see 
need to be learnt, and that has been captured. On top of that, and the army call them cap badge champions and we 
call them the heads of specialisation, these people have also been directed to go out to their people who have been 
mobilised in slower time to capture lessons identified, the aim being that all this is brought together, certainly by the 
end of this year. 

  Air Commodore Case: Clearly, we are tied in with the centralised activity that is being conducted by DRFC. We 
also initiated a survey by what is called a continuous attitude survey team of our reservists and indeed their families. 
We have been building a picture of the situation obviously all the way through because there has been a lot of 
communication both with individual reservists and employers through the investigation process when we mobilise 
individuals.

  Q1141  Mr Cran: I have a few questions on the subject of training of mobilised reserves. The fact is that the 
Committee has received this bit of evidence from an officer in the Territorial Army who says this, a direct quote 
from his paper: "The five days of brief training I received was little more than a run-through of a number of issues. 
For example, I only got to fire 10 rounds of ammunition for my weapon. I was concerned that so many young 
reservists were being deployed so poorly prepared. Nevertheless, the regular instructors did do their best with the 
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time allowed." How would you respond to that? This is somebody at the sharp end, somebody who actually took part 
in the whole thing and was not impressed. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: The first thing I would say is that you are absolutely right that for TELIC 1, for the third time 
round this particular buoy, the timing was tight. Some of the pre-deployment training at the RTMC was not perhaps, 
in terms of time, as we would have wished because people had to move through. As I have alluded to already, we 
were mobilising the largest numbers since Suez and we had these critical time lines to meet. We acknowledge that 
some of our training regimes were not perhaps as robust as they could have been at the RTMC. In addition, though, 
individuals when deployed to their units all did an element of pre-operational training with their unit. Not only did 
they have the RTMC package, as we call it, which in the early days was brief, but they also did in-theatre training 
with unit prior to being deployed on operation. There were two bites of the cherry to train individuals and to integrate 
individuals in the reserve into the army. In terms of the RTMC package, you do expect the Territorial Army 
individuals and the majority to come trained to a standard. On that five-day package with the RTMC, we are there to 
ensure that they have the essential individual skills prior to deploying to do their pre-op training: for example, firing 
their weapon; the nuclear, biological, chemical and defence aspects; and the law of armed conflict. These essential 
skills are put into that package. We are looking now to making, as I have alluded to already, and have done, some 
changes to that pre-deployment package. I would like to think that example, which is helpful in terms of making the 
process better, will not reoccur.

  Q1142  Mr Cran: Just so that the Committee is clear about this, in essence, you are therefore agreeing with what 
this officer said? 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I have not seen it.

  Q1143  Mr Cran: Let me quote that again. "I was concerned that so many young reservists were being deployed so 
poorly prepared". These are very clear words. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I would dispute "poorly prepared" but I would have to look at the case in detail. We feel that 
whilst, as I say, the training was perhaps not as Rolls-Royce as we would wish, it was adequate, particularly with 
those being trained, when integrated with their units.

  Q1144  Mr Cran: I suppose that is a judgment the Committee, in the fullness of time, will have to make because 
we have to set on one side of the scales the fact that all were successful. The question is, and I come back to the 
words I used: how close run was the whole thing? It is something to ponder on. 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: Recognising what Andrew has said, I actually went to visit on a number of 
occasions the pre-deployment training. I have to say that those soldiers to whom I spoke during that period, and 
indeed that process, recognised that there was a degree of haste that had to be encouraged, or indeed had to be used. 
The point about in-theatre training is very important, and indeed the training that TA soldiers actually do get whilst 
in their drill halls. I have to say that I do not recognise those words, with the over hundreds of soldiers I spoke to, 
volunteers and so forth, who went through that process of training. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: On the basis of one letter by one officer, clearly we cannot gainsay the fact that he felt 
he was inadequately trained and he may have felt that others felt they were, too. The fact is that I have also talked to 
many reservists, I have been out there, and this is not something which is a very common thread that runs through 
my experience of discussing this issue with the reserves. As we acknowledged, we would always have liked more 
time. Did we send people there who were not trained to do the job and therefore were in danger themselves or 
endangered others? No, I would categorically deny that.

  Q1145  Mr Cran: You will not put me off because I am going to quote him again. He goes on to say: "In terms of 
how we were treated in the dilapidated training camp at Beckingham, we were effectively kept as prisoners. No-one 
was allowed out of the camp, even for a run. One could not even maintain personal fitness." Did you know about 
this? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: No. 

  Q1146  Mr Cran: Does it concern you? 
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  Lieutenant General Palmer: We are training people for war, and he is saying that he was not allowed out of the 
camp in the three days, or whatever, he was there. If he is saying on the one hand there was not enough time and then 
on the other hand he is complaining that he was not given free time, then there seems to be a case of incompatibility 
in what he is saying.

  Q1147  Mr Cran: Did you know about this? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: No, I did not know about that. This is the first time I have heard it.

  Q1148  Mr Cran: Should you have known about it? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: The fact that one officer wrote to you?

  Q1149  Mr Cran: No, the fact that, in relation to this particular camp, in this particular time frame, he says they 
were kept almost as prisoners and not allowed out of the camp? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: That is not a common thread that is running through what reserves are telling us. On 
the specific point, all I am saying is that if people were not allowed out because there was training to do and we were 
short of time to do it, it does not altogether surprise me, if they are going off to war, that they were not allowed out. I 
cannot comment on why he felt he was treated like a prisoner. 

  Q1150  Mr Cran: All the Committee wants to know is if your explanation is the correct one, namely: a short time 
frame in which to do the training, and that might explain what he was saying. There may be another reason. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I have been up to Beckingham and also to the RHU, as we call it. I do not recognise that at 
all. Individuals worked extremely hard to get trained in the time. They still do, even now, but I do not recognise a 
suggestion that he was not allowed to go out of camp and he was treated like a prisoner at all.

  Q1151  Mr Cran: Just so that the Committee knows, are the regular troops treated in exactly the same way a those 
who were employed? Were they, as it were, incarcerated, to use that word? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: All I can say is that—

  Q1152  Mr Cran: Do not get exasperated, General. We are simply asking. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: As a policy, all I would say is that if the operational requirement is that they are kept 
from going out for a very good operational reason, which is explained to them, I would entirely accept that is the 
decision of the commander. There is no reason why they should not be allowed out, except for operational reasons. 
That is the only criterion that should be used to determine whether they go out or not, from a policy perspective. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: Having been in a similar situation and having seen reserves training for other theatres in the 
world, normally speaking, they are delighted that they are fully focused on the training activities, particularly when 
time is short, in order that they can perform properly in operations. I am afraid I do not recognise that description of 
incarceration at all.

  Q1153  Mr Cran: All you have said of course hangs together. The Committee, I think, is entitled to listen to others 
who actually took part in it and who, it would appear, were not particularly impressed by their experiences. Just to 
finish this off: "I also raised concerns that there were no toilet rolls and filthy and ancient latrines" and so on and 
forth. Clearly there was a long catalogue of complaints. Are you looking into this? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: As I have said, as they go through the RTMC and as they return from theatre, we are 
talking to them and collecting that data. The initial cut of that data is that the broad experience that our reservists 
have had has been a good one. You would expect me to say that but that is exactly what the data is saying. We know 
that there were problems with some of the Ministry's support because of the time constraints, and inevitably with the 
scale of the operation of the army mobilisation, perhaps every "i" was not dotted in the way we would wish, but we 
are learning all the time from the lessons, and we hope that the perception of an experience like that will not be 
repeated.
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  Q1154  Mr Jones: Can I ask about the length of the call-out and the reasons for extending the call-out? Could you 
describe what the process was and how it was communicated to individuals? We understand that the length of time 
was six months, with possibly two months' training. When we were in Iraq, we heard that in a number of cases that 
had been extended longer than that. To quote an article from The Daily Telegraph of 29 May by Neil Tweedie, I 
think referring to an RAF driver: "I couldn't believe it when my boss called me in and told me that the vast majority 
of RAF reservists would be going home soon, but that I and some other drivers would be kept on at the base to 
provide cover for the firemen's strike." What was the method of communicating to people how long they would be 
away and, if it was changed, what was the method? Can I also ask another question in terms of the individual remit 
in Iraq? They did not know how long they were going to be out there. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: If I can give you the story on policy and then the others can come in, you are quite 
right, the call-out basically was, according to the rules, one year every three years. That is well known. When the call-
out happened, obviously we were not sure how long the operation was going to last. We did accept that it was 
unreasonable not to tell people, employers as well, roughly how long people would be away. What we did was to set 
that at about nine months, but we did say it might be twelve or it might be less. The nine months is made up of six 
month deployment with two months' training and leave, always in proportion to that effect. That is basically what we 
did. By and large, that is what happened. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: What the General says is absolutely right. We were unsure of the period of time that the 
reservists would have to be mobilised. We said that the planning figure was six months in theatre with a month either 
side in terms of pre-deployment training, and then post-deployment activities and leave. That eight to nine month 
period was the period they were warned for. Everybody was then told that the situation was fluid, that nobody really 
knew exactly how things would go, and it could be that those time lines would change. The six months in-theatre 
time was the standard brief that people received.

  Q1155  Mr Jones: I can recall one Serviceman in Basra who did not know how long he was going to be there. I 
was interested to know how that was communicated to families and also to employers. He was very concerned, 
obviously, that he had not been given a date or an indication of when we would be going back to his employer. The 
concern was that his employer would be rather concerned that this indeterminate length or period would obviously 
make it difficult for the reservist to return to his civilian job. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: All I say to that is that his chain of command should be being updated on the situation and the 
requirement for that individual or that unit to stay in theatre. That information was then going, firstly, to that 
individual, hopefully in a timely manner, and he then as an individual can communicate it through a variety of 
mediums. 

  Q1156  Mr Jones: He would have to tell his employer. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: That is one chain, he himself as an individual having been informed of the likely dates. The 
other chain is back through the chain of command into the integrated mobilisation centre in theatre, which then 
passes data about the likely return dates for units and reserves who would be demobilised into the integrated 
mobilised centre at land command, and that is then passed to the chain of command in the United Kingdom. Through 
the chain of command talking to family and the Employer Support Organisation talking to employers we hope to 
cascade the information. In the early stages some of that information was very fluid indeed but we tried the best we 
could to get that information across. I would also make one final comment on employers, at the moment we do not 
demand that our reserves inform their employers about their reserve role so clearly those who had not informed them 
or indeed those who did not wish us to discuss dates with employers we did not do so. That was another constraint.

  Q1157  Mr Viggers: The system of financial support for those who have been through it has been widely criticised 
as intrusive and bureaucratic, what is now being done to review this? What do you think has been the effect so far on 
goodwill of the previous system? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: First of all I agree that it is bureaucratic, it has been an irritation to the reservists and 
we are in the process of making it clearer and more simpler so that they do not have to go through a very 
bureaucratic and quite intrusive process. It has not cleared all of the stages yet. I can reassure you that it is a major 
lesson learned so far and one that is at the heart of what we are taking forward immediately. I hope, because it will 
require some form of legislation, that we will have something in place, all things being equal, some time early next 
year. 
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  Mr Viggers: Very good.

  Q1158  Mr Jones: Have you also looked at the effects that calling up reserves has? I can quote one example of a 
woman in the North East who had a part-time bar job, her husband was a former miner on incapacity benefit and it 
took her husband out of certain benefits, is this an area you will look at? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: My view in personnel is that we should look at all individual cases where hardship 
has been caused.

  Q1159  Mr Jones: Do you think because a partner gets called up to serve for their country their other half should 
lose out? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I do not think that is good. We would certainly look into it, if you would like to give 
me more details I will get back to you with an answer.
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  Q1160  Mike Gapes: Can I ask some questions about the future organisation of the reserves? Brigadier Farquhar 
referred to formed sub units, that was the expression, what is the rationale for keeping the TA as it is organised at 
present in an era where we have moved to expeditionary forces and changed the way that we work? Is there not an 
argument that it needs a fundamental rethink? Is the TA to provide individuals or is it to provide units or sub units? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I think the initial contention that we have now moved into an expeditionary age and 
we should be looking to reorganise the TA is not one that I subscribe to because that is exactly the basis of what the 
SDR looked at and that is why it changed because again it was expeditionary operations and rather than the TA being 
large and never used it was going to become smaller, more effective and used all of the time. That has proved to be 
the case not just in Iraq but in a number of other smaller operations that we have conducted, Afghanistan, Sierra 
Leone and Yugoslavia where between 10% and 15% of the force have been made up of reserves. By and large the 
structure that was produced at the SDR has stood the test of time. That does not mean that we will not be looking at it 
to see whether or not it is right for the future. By and large we have got a TA organisation which reflects the 
expeditionary nature of operations. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: Again I support that. The current structure has worked remarkably well and has stood the test 
of operations in Iraq extremely well indeed. We forever learn and as the Secretary of State has trailed in his recent 
lecture and in several comments in the House of Commons that he has made we are looking at our structures at the 
moment, and the reserve is part of that on-going work.

  Q1161  Mike Gapes: What size of a reserve force do we need for a 10% or 15% contribution to all future 
deployment? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Insofar as we have deployed it not just in Iraq but on other operations it has sustained 
the force and will continue to do so and we believe that the structure is just about right.

  Q1162  Mike Gapes: The size? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: For the TA roundabout 40,000.

  Q1163  Mike Gapes: Do you not think it needs to be larger than that? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Again we will keep it under review. By and large 40,000 seems to be in the right 
order.

  Q1164  Mr Howarth: The Secretary of State has already said he has made a mistake cutting the number from 
58,000, are you saying the Secretary of State is now wrong? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I have not discussed it with him recently. All I am saying is so far 40,000 seems to be 
about right.
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  Q1165  Mike Gapes: What about the direction we are going in? So far it is about right, does that mean we are 
moving up again rather than down, which was the thinking in the past? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: When we restructure some bits move up and some bits move down.

  Q1166  Mike Gapes: Overall? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I maintain my view, it is just about at the right level. 

  Mike Gapes: Okay, we will see.

  Q1167  Mr Viggers: I would just like to follow this, the regular army is about 10,000 short in strength, the 
Territorial Army has dropped from 39,200 in March of this year to 37,300 now, if you look at the ratios of regular 
forces to reserve forces in other countries the ratio in Canada is 73 reserves to 100, the ratio in the British Army is 
about 34 to 100, the ratio in Australia is about two regulars to three reserves, on the basis of the figures I have just 
described there was some concern and in some cases dissatisfaction that arose out of the recent operation that we are 
drifting and the situation will get worse. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I will ask Brigadier Farquhar to talk about the numbers in the TA, it is certainly true 
that on a monthly basis they have gone down by 100, but they have not gone down any more. The principle has to be 
that regular armed forces, full-time armed forces are kept at no greater strength than is needed for normal peace time 
operations and some emergencies. Therefore when you do go on operations, this is an integral part of the SDR, you 
are going to need to call up reserves. Depending how you define the requirement in terms of the commitments that 
you are going to take on, the brigade for war fighting and the brigade for peacekeeping you have to work out what 
regular forces you need to do that and cover emergency small-scale operations. If you are going to go bigger you will 
need to have reserves, it is a balance between the regular army and the reserves, keeping no more regulars than you 
need to fulfil your day-to-day duties, accepting you are probably not going to have a major war on current history 
more than once in five or six years.

  Q1168  Mr Viggers: If you accept that the numbers for the Territorial Army are below strength can the cadets as an 
important part of recruiting for the reserves and the regulars do more? 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: As a matter of policy I think the cadet organisations in the three Services are 
really very strong and it has been a success story for some years now. However, to overtly recruit or indeed use the 
cadet organisation to fill some gaps I am not sure is entirely what the cadets were set up for. Cadets are really a youth 
movement, run by ourselves the Army, the Air Force and the Navy. We are studying this in the three Services at this 
particular moment. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: On the cadets, we see that as a youth movement which the Army sponsors. Because of the 
good experience these members of the country's youth gain through the cadet movement a lot do join a uniformed 
Services, be it the Army, Navy, Air Force or the Police, or whatever. We see that as a very gratuitous by-product but 
it is our youth movement rather than a machine for replacing man power, if I may put it like that. On to the size of 
the Territorial Army, clearly size is one thing but structure is another. This review is going to look at the structure as 
well. As we have alluded to it is about right, there are some lessons that we have learned which we will put in place 
in the fullness of time. Lastly on the strength issue, you mentioned the dramatic drop over recent months, the reason 
for that on the bald figures alone is that within the TA figures we place the university officer training corps and we 
have about three and a half thousand members of the officer training corps and each year a third of those leave, so 
within that figure of a dramatic drop of almost 2,000 you are seeing about 1,300 to 1,400 officer cadets who have 
reached their final year and depart. As a general trend the manning across the Territorial Army has stood up 
remarkably well, it varies month-by-month, it is between 50 and 100 a month that it seems to be adjusted by. That 
has been the enduring norm for several years now.

  Q1169  Mr Havard: In a similar area, what are the implications for the method of deployment of reserves in future 
missions (formed units as against individual back-fillers) of the establishment of the 14 Civil Contingency Reaction 
Forces in each of the brigade areas? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: What we can do is give you a note on that because we have not specifically come to 
talk about that. Clearly in the context of how we restructure the TA the CCRF are going to be really very important 
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because this is a new role for the TA.

  Q1170  Mr Havard: Can I just press this, what concerns us is if you had another major deployment of this nature 
given you have had the structure could the reserves provide a similar level of commitment if   the 7,000 people who 
are involved in this organisation were otherwise committed? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: I am going outside my brief here. The discussions on the CCRF are not fully 
developed. I would say in the context of TELIC had we had an emergency that we would have needed to use the 
CCRF we could have done it. In the first stage of TELIC we used very, very little infantry By and large, and I am not 
expert on this, this is going to fall on the infantry to provide, that is not to say in a future conflict we might need not 
more infantry than we used this time. The structure has to take into account the planning assumptions that we should 
be able to provide a brigade in places like Yugoslavia, and the Civil Contingency Reserve Force will be factored in. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: All I would say is that we are very conscious that we have a home and an away dimension to 
our reserve operations. Whilst we are very keen to Services the away operations as necessary, we have an eye on the 
home operations as well. As the General has alluded to, throughout TELIC we were watching this emerging 
capability we have called CCRFs and making sure that we had balance there. We believe because we are generating 
14 of these groups of 500 individuals we can maintain that until we get a mobilisation requirement that is beyond the 
scope of that which we have just seen in Iraq.

  Q1171  Mr Havard: Given the constraints of time and this balance perhaps you can give us some more 
information in writing? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: Remember of course that we did have, and I cannot remember the exact figure, up to 
16,000 mainly infantry on the firemen's strike standing by while we were in Iraq, which gives me some confidence 
that the structure that we have in the SDR is able to cope with that sort of TELIC work and would be able to cope. 
Even if there was a firemen's strike we could have used the forces that were there because if there was a national 
emergency such as envisaged under CCRF the firemen's strike would have gone by the board, so we could have done 
it.

  Q1172  Mr Jones: Finally, gentlemen, there appears to have been real pressure between employers and employees 
in terms of TELIC would you think that was unique to circumstances surrounding TELIC and what are your views in 
terms of retention and recruitment of the people post TELIC, is it getting more difficult? How many other people 
have left post TELIC? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: This is an extremely good point and one that we are looking at. It is quite clear that in 
future we are going to have to do more and better with employers by putting various processes in place to do that. 
This business of better communication with employers is absolutely at the heart of our ability to sustain our reserves 
and get employers' support for future deployments. It is a very, very key lesson and we ignore it at our peril because 
at the end of the day we rely on the reservists who volunteer and on their employers to make them available. We do 
need their goodwill and it is something that we have to work a lot harder at. A lot of employers did not realise some 
of their people joined the reserves. 

  Q1173  Mr Jones: Is it going to be difficult to recruit people to the reserves? Traditionally the TA was seen as a 
weekend hobby, you were not going to put yourself in real danger, quite clearly now the reserve forces are used in 
this country and there is more of a chance you are going to be put on operations, do you think that is going to put 
people off, realising they may not only be signing up for a nice occasional weekend but occasionally put their lives in 
danger? 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: What is important is that those people who join the reserves realise and understand 
they are very likely to be deployed and their employers have to understand that as well. We have a real responsibility 
to make employers aware that this is going to happen and to communicate much better, frankly, than we did in the 
last operation when this was all relatively new and neither employers or reserves realised the commitment they made 
when they joined the reserves. 

  Brigadier The Duke of Westminster: If I can just say one thing on employers, we have heard a lot about some of 
the difficulties we have had with employers but I have to say that the majority of our employers have been 
tremendously supportive. We have had a lot of employers who have been topping up the pay of their employees 
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while they have served overseas, and all sorts of examples of really very good practice indeed. I would like to stress 
that to the Committee lest you are left with the illusion that our relationship with employers is not that good, they are 
very good. We have had some tremendous, supportive employers and we could not have managed the operation 
unless we had. 

  Air Commodore Case: Our experience in the Royal Air Force is actually that although there has been a lack of 
understanding once we have been in communication the employers have been very supportive. What we have tried to 
do is build the three-way relation between the Department, reservists and the employer. As far as recruitment and 
retention is concerned our understanding at present is that there is no discernible outflow but it is early days yet, 
particularly as the end of the normal bounty payment year does not take place until the end of March and there is a 
natural outflow at that stage. Interestingly enough recruiting interest does seem to have gone up in certain quarters, it 
may have an adverse effect to some who have been turned off the idea but it has certainly had the other effect for 
other people. 

  Brigadier Farquhar: I support David's view that at the moment we do not see a mass exodus at all. Indeed, 
between 9% and 10% of individuals returning from mobilised Services have indicated an interest in joining the 
regular forces. Time will tell. The ethos now with reserve forces is that they will be used in a more meaningful way 
and currently that does not seem to be changing their mind about becoming a reservist. 

  Q1174  Mr Howarth: Gentlemen, I do hope that you give every encouragement to the employers of two particular 
reservists, Desmond Swayne and Surgeon Commander Andrew Murrison whose employers are their respective 
constituents. I hope that you congratulate their constituents in taking great admiration in the work their Members of 
Parliament are doing as full-time reservists out in Iraq. 

  Lieutenant General Palmer: It would be a pleasure.

  Q1175  Mr Howarth: Two employees of the House are taking part in operations in Iraq. 

  Mr Crausby: Can I say thank you very much, it was a little rushed, we are extremely grateful. 
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  Q1176  Mr Crausby: Good afternoon, gentlemen, thank you very much for coming. This session is even more 
pressured than the last one so can I ask for even shorter questions and even shorter answers. I will start off with the 
first question on planning to the Surgeon General, can you set out when, and how, you and the Defence Medical 
Services were involved in the planning process for the campaign in Iraq?

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Would it help if I invited the team to say who they are and what they do?

  Surgeon Commander Birt: My name is David Birt, I am a Consultant Anaesthetist at MDHU Derriford. My 
background is in commando medical support and I was deployed on Operation TELIC with Commando Forward 
Surgical Group. 

  Colonel Howe: I am Colonel Steve Howe, the senior medical planner at PJHQ. 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: Ian Jenkins, Surgeon General. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: I am Kevin O'Donoghue, I am Deputy Chief of Defence Staff for Health. I am 
responsible for the output of Defence Medical Services. 

  Wing Commander Almond: Wing Commander Michael Almond, I am Officer Commanding 4626 Evacuation 
Squadron. During TELIC I was deployed to Cyprus as the Aeromedical evacuation coordinating officer. I have been 
an auxiliary reservist for 16 years. I am normally a consultant physician in the NHS. 

  Brigadier Hawley: I am Alan Hawley, Director of British Forces in Germany Health Services. During Operation 
TELIC I was the Commander Medical of the Joint Force Logistic Command. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Should I address the question? Planning started towards the end of last year. The 
Defence Medical Services Department, our department, produces a strategic medical plan really for three reasons: is 
it possible to support the operational plan medically? Do we have the right manpower and equipment? It informs the 
Chief of Defence Staff's directive to, the Chief of Joint Operations and if the answer is we do not have the right 
amount of equipment it allows us to start thinking about the type and quantity of equipment that we might need. 
PJHQ, Chief of Joint Operations then produces an operational plan and Colonel Howe produces a medical plan to 
support that operational support. It then goes to the single services and single services man the units that are required 
to support the operation. Defence Medical Services Department adjudicate between the single services where there 
are shortages of specialists and starts to procure the equipment. That is the linkage between the two. Would you like 
me to pass on to Colonel Howe.

  Colonel Howe: Once we have a strategic direction and we know what is in CJOs mind in terms of the military 
concept of operations we start looking at supporting the three environments, maritime, land and air. What is 
important to us is the number of people we have to support. We work very closely with our J5 staff on operational 
analysis on the prediction of casualty rates. We also look at our health intelligence, we learn about the environment 
and what the disease risks are, disease is always prevalent in operations, and what risks our people face. We pull this 
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all together into a requirement for a medical force and that goes to the frontline commands and they develop it in 
conjunction with us.

  Q1177  Mr Crausby: To what extent was the size and shape of the force at the time of the operation influenced by 
your advice on deployable medical facilities?

  Colonel Howe: The total orbat was dependent on the operational plan and we were an adjunct to it. Once CJO 
determined what he wishes to deploy the medical plan would follow. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: The medical plan proved to us that we could support CJO's operational plan in 
manpower terms, just, but we would be required to spend a lot of money on equipment. With that message the 
operational planning went ahead.

  Q1178  Mr Crausby: Would British forces have been deployed without the appropriate medical support in any 
circumstances? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: I doubt it, I very much doubt it.

  Q1179  Mr Crausby: Just two more questions, how did the estimate of an imminent threat from weapons of mass 
destruction affect your planning? Was that issue considered in your planning right from the beginning? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Yes, it was. It involved force protection measures, it involved the strategic 
reserve field hospital being kept out there in case casualties were taken from weapons of mass destruction, either 
chemical or biological. It certainly figured in the planning right from the start.
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  Q1180  Mr Crausby: One final question from me about the treatment of Iraqi children, to what extent did the plan 
take into account running right through to the treatment of Iraqi children, was there not something of a gap there? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: No. Our responsibility is to look after our own people, enemy prisoners of war 
and make sure that there is provision for the Iraqi locals, not within the British military medical facilities but make 
sure there are drugs and facilities available. As part of our plan we assumed that the Iraqi medical facilities, which 
are excellent, were excellent and are excellent now, would be available. What we had not counted on was the looting 
by the Iraqis. Having said that the field hospitals are all deployed with paediatric equipment and obstetrics 
equipment. While some of it was short and some of it was not what the consultants eventually found they needed as 
soon as they asked for it it was put out there, as were the drugs. 

  Mr Crausby: We saw some excellent examples on our visit to Iraq, we were very impressed with that aspect of it.

  Q1181  Mr Viggers: A high proportion of your regular and reserve medical staff are working in the NHS, what 
liaison did you have with them? Did you ask them or tell them? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: We liaised very closely with the Director of Operations and the Department of 
Health. Might I turn that over to my colleague. 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: As a follow on from the Concordat which we have between the Defence Medical 
Services and the Department of Health which was signed last year we progressed that in anticipation of TELIC 
operations and we set up a forum which was in fact chaired by the Director of Operations, Department of Health, and 
attended by me and another colleague. The other attendees at that meeting were the chief executives of the Hospital 
Trusts that host military departments, MDHUs. It was a very, very close dialogue before mobilisation in anticipation 
that we were taking out a number of people from the NHS. It is a proactive process. It has been so successful we 
perpetuated it for the future. What I should say is this conflict, of course, was the very, very first occasion we have 
used the new defence medical plan, as it were, the first time that all of our people who have mobilised for 
deployment, be they regulars or reserves, come almost exclusively from the National Health Service following the 
closure of all the military hospitals. As a corollary to that it is the very first time that all casualties coming back to the 
United Kingdom were going to National Health Service hospitals. It was a first both for us and for the Department of 
Health/National Health Service Executive. It was quite critical that we got this right at the very beginning. I think 
that I can say that we have, the principles and the processes are right. What I have to say as a caveat to that is that we 
did not sustain a vast number of casualties so the reception of military casualties back to the United Kingdom within 
the National Health Service did not stretch the system.

  Q1182  Mr Viggers: Your initial description of your planning emphasised military defence deployments needed in 
the theatre of operation and did not refer to the effects on the National Health Service, can I ask whether you 
modified your plans because of representation from the National Health Service or the private medical service? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: To my knowledge in only one area, we deliberately did not select reservists from 
National Health Service trusts that hosted MDHUs because they would have had a double-whammy and they asked 
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us not to do that and we did not.

  Q1183  Mr Viggers: How many objections were raised to deployment of personnel? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: One only at the Department of Health level.

  Q1184  Mr Viggers: You referred to your projection of possible casualties how would you have coped with a surge 
capacity of casualties? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: There was joint planning between the Department of Health and military medical 
representatives and each day the Department of Health decided knowing bed availability nationally where they 
would most want the patients to go. It was really a Department of Health decision. Prior to that each hospital looked 
at as a potential reception hospital was identified and agreements made with the chief executives and trust boards. 
Also importantly the air head sustaining that particular hospital was identified. Then, as I say, on a day-to-day basis 
it was a Department of Health decision and where the incoming aircraft with casualties on board would go. They 
went to a lot of centres in the country. Probably the one day that we took most casualties back to a National Health 
Service hospital there were twelve only and they went to the new Edinburgh Royal Infirmary. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Will it help if I ask the Wing Commander to help? 

  Wing Commander Almond: Most patients or battle casualties were routed via Cyprus which gave everyone time to 
prepare. We were given at least twelve hours notice of all of the destinations of the aircraft. The aircraft was either 
military or civilian. The reception arrangements on arriving back in the UK were exceptionally good from our point 
of view at the interface handing over to the NHS ambulance teams and civilian medical officers waiting to receive 
the patients and distribute them round the local hospitals associated with the airfield, bearing in mind the majority of 
the patients are discharged at the air head and are met by military transport to take them back to their home station, 
RAF station or military practitioner.

  Q1185  Mr Viggers: In the case of consultants there is clinical guidance about the amount of time they can be 
deployed, were there cases where these guidelines were exceeded? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: I think the answer to that has to be no. The guidelines are there to ensure that 
people remain technically current, surgeons continue to operate. One of the problems that we experience on exercise 
and deployment is fortunately they are not always clinically challenged and to some extent when they return from a 
period of deployment they might have lost some degree of technical dexterity. That is the reason for the guideline. If 
they were clinically very busy there is not a particular problem with them going over the three month mark. I have to 
say that we deliberately extended the reserve surgeons, anaesthetists, etc so that they could have been nearer six 
months rather than three. The reason for that was because we had to re-earmark the regulars for other potential 
operations. We had to use the reservists to their maximum capacity and hopefully one would not break the regulation 
which governs the clinical governance component of it, ie the lack of dexterity, and that is where I chose the caveat 
and I do not think they were put in a position where they lost dexterity.

  Q1186  Mike Gapes: In the Kosovo campaign in 1999 there were some problems with regard to the medical 
support and the lack of up-to-date skills of some of the personnel, what lessons were learned from Kosovo, Sierra 
Leone and Afghanistan. Were all of the military medical personnel adequately prepared? 

  Colonel Howe: I was actually the Commander Med for entry into Kosovo and I have to say I do not recognise that. 
We deployed 22 Field Hospital into Kosovo with fully integrated capability and I think they were the envy of NATO 
when we got on the ground.

  Q1187  Mike Gapes: I am talking about some RAF casualty personnel, they did not have up-to-date trauma skills 
which the defence medical training organisation was unable to meet at times. 

  Colonel Howe: This was individuals. 

  Q1188  Mike Gapes: That was recognised at the time, it was referred to in the previous discussion. What I am 
asking for is were lessons learned from that? Were all of personnel that were deployed this time adequately trained? 
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  Colonel Howe: In terms of lessons learned we went right back to Granby to look at lessons to make sure we were 
testing our plan against them. We were very positive when we took the plan we made sure that we incorporated all of 
the lessons from Granby. As far as individuals are concerned I really cannot give an answer or account to you.

  Q1189  Mike Gapes: Perhaps you can write to us. 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: I have no doubt that the people who led the clinical teams be they at first, second 
or third role level were professionally competent to practice independently. There could be some people not long out 
of training and inexperienced, not improperly trained, but inexperienced on deployment. There will be others who 
have vast experience of deployment. There will be a spectrum and as with everything else the juniors will be learning 
from the seniors, even on deployment.

  Q1190  Mike Gapes: Did all of the personnel receive the necessary training to deal with nuclear, biological or 
chemical weapons or impacts of depleted uranium? 

  Brigadier Hawley: This was clearly something that exercised us greatly out on the ground in terms of the 
organisation of the problems of handling as well as treating casualties, Iraqi and our own, and the possibility 
contamination of CW and BW, they are different problems. CW is an area well known to us, we were dealing with 
this during Granby and this is a normal aspect of training, part of what we are required to do annually and report 
against the chain of command. In terms of the chemical threat we were confident that we could handle that. A 
possible biological threat is a different kettle of fish because first of all you have to identify a possible agent, so we 
had a system in place where we could identify, diagnose and then start to treat. That was a system approach and it 
was built on the normal clinical practice that our clinicians have with infectious disease within hospitals of the NHS, 
both our Regular and TA personnel are full-time professionals within the Health Service these days so they were 
building on those basic infectious disease control and management. The problem was to move the casualties from the 
forward areas to the rear areas where we do not invest in too much training at the divisional level, move it back to 
my area where we would then have more time and more resources. 

  Q1191  Mike Gapes: What about nuclear and radiation? 

  Brigadier Hawley: Yes, rather than nuclear are you talking about the radiological weapons? The trick with nuclear 
was to avoid contamination. Once they were contaminated it became another CW problem, how you decontaminate 
the treatment of nuclear casualties is part of our treatment regime, there is nothing brand new about that.

  Q1192  Mike Gapes: Your intention would have been to move these people back from the frontline as soon as 
possible? 

  Brigadier Hawley: To return mobility to the forward units and use us in the rear end to manage properly and isolate 
casualties as required.

  Q1193  Mike Gapes: Fortunately it was not necessary. 

  Brigadier Hawley: Absolutely. 

  Q1194  Mike Gapes: Can I ask a related question about the impact of the growing trend in the NHS generally 
towards greater specialism amongst surgeons—this is an issue for constituency MPs, the location of accident and 
emergency departments and mergers of hospital but we will not go there—what sort of problems does this create for 
you specifically given, as I understand it, you are going to need a lot of general surgeons who can put their hand to a 
number of different areas? If you have specialists are they really the appropriate people to be deployed into this 
situation where you need more generalists? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: That is a very good question and I do wish you had not asked it. I can honestly put 
my hand on my heart and tell you we are really addressing this because it is a very, very major issue not confined 
just to the United Kingdom it is true in Europe and America to a certain extent. You are absolutely right, people are 
being really encouraged at an earlier and earlier professional age to go into a specialty and a sub speciality, it is what 
the trust chief executives most demand. As you rightly say in conflict that is no help to us. The day of the general 
surgeon is as a consequence being phased out for whatever reason and we have to find a compromise, a pragmatic 
way so we do not lose the skills of the generalist because of the art of specialisation. We have engaged a number of 
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high powered people to help us here and I am engaging with the Royal College of Surgeons of England, who are 
particularly helpful, and we have commissioned a study to see how we can address this. The fundamental problem is 
not so much whether you are a specialist surgeon or a general surgeon (a lot of people say a general surgeon is a 
specialist in his own right in the different variety of conditions) but how much you learn in your formative surgical 
years of general principles and sometimes post-graduate education in surgery is now is to go straight into specialist 
surgery without learning the breadth of general surgery principles. If we can reinject that then we could overcome 
our potential problem. It might well be that we cannot do that independently on the National Health Service, it might 
be in defence medicine we will have to launch our own training programmes for people to do skills and laboratory 
workshops in those areas of deficit. The problem is what we cannot do in this day and age is practice on the human 
beings, they cannot practice on NHS patients unless they are skilled with a sub speciality that patients expect. That is 
a long-winded answer to your question but it identifies the enormity of the problem. There are one or two other areas 
we have to look at that are not totally in line with your questions, that is that we are, in this country fortunately not 
grossly experienced in the treatment of ballistic and penetrating injuries. For those skills we used to send surgeons to 
the North American continent but the legislation in North America now is such that you need a State Board to be 
able to do hands-on surgery there. What we are hopefully about to launch, we are literally finalising the process, is 
send defined teams of people rotationally to South Africa with the South African Government's support whereby 
they will be exposed in a very short period of time to a vast experience of ballistic penetrating injuries. We are 
getting over that area of the problem by pragmatic means but the basis to your question remains a fundamental 
problem to us. 

  Surgeon Commander Birt: If I can just add to what the Admiral said, there has always been a tendency for the 
military doctor to have an unofficial interest in keeping themselves general, that goes for anaesthetist and surgeons, 
although there is no specific training for military surgeons unofficially we take it on ourselves to get experience in 
different areas that will benefit us on deployment. For some time professors of military surgery have been going to 
South Africa to set up these schemes and trainees tend to go to areas where they are more likely to experience or 
treat ballistic injuries. There is an on-going tendency but it is unofficial. 

  Brigadier Hawley: Could I add one thing about TELIC, we did deploy the Professor of Military Surgery to me as 
my command surgeon and he pulled together a team of experienced consultant surgeons and anaesthetist who had 
done quite a lot of war surgery in different theatres and use them to go round and refresh and give confidence to 
those that were less experienced. We recognised that problem. We had a cohort of experienced war surgeons that had 
dealt with penetrating injuries, which mercifully we do not see quite so often on the streets of the United Kingdom, 
which are implicit in modern war fighting. 

  Q1195  Mr Cran: Moving on to the questions on medical manning, the Committee has taken a great interest over 
the years and we are quite well aware of the problems that you have, yet one when one looks at the First Reflections 
it states quite clearly that as far as medical components is concerned it is fully manned. We know how you reach that 
situation because we heard this already but just talk us through how difficult it was to get to where you had to be 
from where you were in terms of manning? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: There were some specialties where we mobilised all that we could and deployed 
them. We deployed in all about one third of the Defence Medical Services if you add together regulars and reserves 
but in some specialties surgeons, anaesthetists, intensive care nurses, and so on. We deployed just about all that we 
could.

  Q1196  Mr Cran: I am not sure you are answering my question, what I am interested in and the Committee is 
interested in is we know that you have shortages in all sorts of specialisms, and so on and so forth, and you have to 
make up those shortages for something like Iraq, what I am really interested in knowing is how easy it was to make 
up the manning. I ask that question against the background that there are all sorts of voices around saying that the 
way that you do it affected them, and I will get on to that in a minute? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: It worked. We cross-deployed, there were RAF and Navy in the field hospitals, 
one of the field hospitals was all regular, one was all reserve and one was half regular and half reserve. We took most 
of the specialisms out from the reserve and deployed them. I am not sure I am answering your question. There is a 
process that we went through and we got there and it worked. It was very, very close, yes, in certain areas.

  Q1197  Mr Cran: Can you tell us how close? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: The answer to your question is, yes, we were fully manned for the medical support 
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operation. If you asked me whether we could match it again tomorrow I could not put my hand on my heart and say 
yes. We have used all our resources. You heard earlier on from the reserves' representatives that in fact you have a 
finite period of time in which you can use your reserves over a 36/27 month period. We exhausted many of those 
periods for many of our reserve critical clinical colleagues. We have emptied the box to a large extent, that is a slight 
exaggeration, but in general terms in the major specialities for war requirement we have emptied the boxes. That 
then, of course, raises another question and that is that of course we are sustaining other mature operations, the 
Falklands, Northern Ireland, Sierra Leone and the Balkans of course and we are having to re-invite reservists to 
contemplate supporting some of those operations. We are obviously using our regular people again in our rotations 
and that is adding to the over-stretched disharmony and everything else which encourages them to consider whether 
they are going to stay or not. If I can jump back just to put this in perspective, when we go back to the DCS 15 days 
when some of our manning problems really started. There were three fundamental flaws to the problem. You will 
remember the science behind it that in fact only people in uniform would be retained if they had deployable need. Of 
the three fundamental flaws, one, it presumed that everyone was medically fit and physically fit and available to 
deploy on day zero. We know from experience that is not true. It did fail to recognise that some of the casualties 
could be medical staff which, in fact, fortunately has not happened since. We were lucky this time that only one 
colleague was injured. That has not been a major problem but it is a fundamental defect in the planning. The other 
thing which is most important and relevant to the question you just asked there is no roulement of people to move 
back into theatre, and we have suffered from that ever since the mid-nineties.

  Q1198  Mr Cran: The Committee is interested in how sustainable this is for the future. John Ferguson the 
Chairman of the BMA Armed Forces Committee says very clearly he thinks the whole has had a detrimental effect 
on the NHS. The question we want to know is, can we go on? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: We have to look for new solutions. We know about the regular numbers we would 
like to aspire to. We are trying to identify better methods of pay and non-pay options to encourage more people into 
the military and to retain the people that we have. That has exercised us quite considerably. We have received a lot of 
central support for that. The other thing is that we cannot just do this by using anachronistic methods, we have to 
look at new, more positive 21st century employment methods and there is a vast variety of these, do you want people 
with conditions such as sabbaticals, joint working, shared working or do we look to the National Health Service 
where they can contract with us to form teams. We have a pilot with the Birmingham Hospital Trust whereby a team, 
a surgeon, an anaesthetist, an operating theatre sister and an operating department practitioner went as a formed unit 
to the Balkans as a trial last year and that was outstandingly successful. We have permission to approach the 
National Health Service to make that a model for the future, albeit in a safe environment. That would help us. That is 
an option. We are looking at opportunities where we might even be able to contractorise out to a health provider 
other than the National Health Service. Some of these opportunities, and these are literally things that we are doing 
now because we recognise in answer to your question because we cannot guarantee sustained requirements by using 
existing methods.

  Q1199  Mr Cran: What is your definition of fully manned? There can be very many definitions of that. In addition 
to that, is the medical component fully manned at the moment? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: No, the medical component is not fully manned in total in the United Kingdom. 
Across the armed services the medical component is certainly not fully manned.
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  Q1200  Mr Cran: In Iraq? 

  Lietenant General O'Donoghue: Yes, it is fully manned in Iraq, all of the operational deployments are fully 
manned. The definition of full manning, I cannot give you numbers of regulars and numbers of reserves because it is 
an amalgam, it is a regular and reserve balance, it is the use of NHS teams. The definition of fully manned is enough 
capability to deliver what is required according to defence planning assumptions, you will accuse me of copping out. 
If we cannot get enough regular anaesthetists over the next two or three years I have to find a different way of doing 
it.

  Q1201  Mr Cran: I have heard a definition and I think that requires a whole other investigation to actually 
establish what all of those words meant. Alas I have to say we do not have the time but we are on your side. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: There are two bits of work going on, one is the deployable medical capability 
requirement work done by me and by the single services to sort out what the requirement is, what the readiness for 
that requirement has to be and so how much of it has to be regular and how much of it can be at 30 days readiness At 
the same time slightly behind that is the manpower strategy which is looking at the sort of things we have been 
talking about, have we got people trained correctly, and a great variety of things, such as can we use nurses in some 
areas where we do not at the moment. There is a lot of work in hand due to report in February. 

  Mr Cran: Doubtless we will be investigating again.

  Q1202  Mr Roy: Can I clarify something, you said that the manning levels were okay when you needed them, 
however if you needed them in the future you do not know whether they would be, will you be looking at that over 
the next year? Have you used up your kudos in the last few months and does that change in a year's time? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: We have not used it all up. There are some rules about the use of reserves, you 
cannot redeploy reserves too quickly, you can of course deploy regulars.

  Q1203  Mr Roy: What is "too quickly"? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: It is nine months out of 27 for war fighting and it is 12 months out of 36 for non-
war fighting. I know it is the same but there is a subtle difference. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: The regulars you can deploy all of the time but the difficulty with that is they 
get fed up and leave.

  Q1204  Mr Viggers: Whilst we respect the manner in which you are getting by in the present situation at the end of 
the day there is an establishment for key specialties like general surgery, orthopaedic surgery and general medicine 
can you give us a snapshot of the current manning in those keys areas? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: Orthopaedic surgery or general surgery is give or take 50% of the consultant 
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requirement. With anaesthetists we have a gap of 70% of consultant anaesthetists on the old manning assumptions, 
with physicians we have 35% of the total number that we should have of trained independent practising consultant 
physicians. While we have people in the senior levels of high training we are using some of our advanced specialist 
trainees in consultant lines where they can be supervised by the other consultants and that is how we are going to get 
by.

  Q1205  Mr Viggers: A number of initiatives have been put forward to enhance retention, do you get the impression 
these are working? Statistically are you improving the situation? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: Some of them are very new initiatives and it is very early to say. What is 
happening is that for consultant training, we demand a three year return of service before the person has completed 
their time. What I do not know with the numbers of specialist in training at the moment is how many of those people 
are deciding to stay on beyond that three year period, it is a bit early to give you statistics at the moment although 
they are monitored now because it is critical to us. Generally speaking we in the military have no difficulty in 
encouraging young people to go into professional training, our difficulty is retaining them after the three year return 
to service point. As I say anaesthetics is the most critical speciality. 

  Surgeon Commander Birt: In terms of keeping on training military training is something which is very attractive, it 
is much more adaptable to the individual and where it is training in general since the culmanisation—a dreadful 
word—of registrar training in the NHS people have tended to train in the region and not moved about in military 
training where you can move about and get wider experience and that seems to retain registrars during the training 
period. What happens after the three year return of service, is it more difficult to stay in the military for reasons other 
than the professional side, they enjoy the military, the people they work with and the experience of deployment, you 
have to look at wider issues rather than just pay and conditions, the job they do in the Military District Hospital Unit 
and the NHS side of it.

  Q1206  Mr Viggers: Of those personnel who are deployed how many medical staff were employed on 
administrative duties? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: That is a question I do not think I can answer. We would need to send you a 
note. Do you mean medical military like commanding a hospital. I think we will have to send you a note, I do not 
have that.

  Q1207  Mr Jones: Can I ask about medical reservists, we have seen press comments about Operation TELIC and 
people resigning, it would be interesting to know what your views are on that and what mechanisms you are putting 
in place to retain people as reservists? Are there any lessons out of Operation TELIC or other operations that you 
learned? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: A lot of the bad press was while they were still out in Iraq. I understand that that 
from the Army only 17 medical reservists have put their papers in since Operation TELIC, that is not very many. 
After any conflict one would expect a number to put their papers in, I do not know of the Navy and Air Force 
figures, I am not aware of a problem. Meeting them coming back at the airports as they came back in there was not a 
general air of dissatisfaction at all, there was an air they had done a good job and they were pleased to be used in the 
role for which they trained.

  Q1208  Mr Jones: I agree with that. We went to Safwan and talked to some nurses there who obviously reiterated 
the point, they thought that the experience was valuable but the thing that came over was it was this indetermination 
of how long the tour was going to last, is that an issue that was borne out by other people? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: That is right. As far as the specialists are concerned at the moment we are now 
looking at a six or eight week turnaround for consultants who need, as the Surgeon General said, to keep their hand 
in and keep practising. What we need to do in the future is apart from the actual period of war fighting, where people 
have to be there and stay, is offer greater flexibility. Some consultants would welcome more than one deployment of 
six weeks in a twelve month period others would prefer, perhaps on the GP side, to shutdown their practice for six 
months, three months whatever it is. If we can offer some flexibility that will make life a lot easier.

  Q1209  Mr Jones: Is that creating any problems with the hospital trusts? In terms of Operation TELIC that was a 
lot longer than we thought, I would be interested to know what your views are in terms of consultants? I know from 
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my experience with the Royal Marines it varies from hospital to hospital trust, the policy of releasing reservists for 
training which they have to do to be part of a combined unit. Is there any work done to try and even that out to 
ensure you get a uniformity across trusts? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: We are certainly looking at a new way of doing business. We need to sort out 
two things, one is that we need to get our people out for military training and deployment and on the other hand the 
trusts, the chief executives need, if we are not all going to war, a greater degree of surety about how much effort the 
military is going to offer to that trust. There is work in hand to see if we cannot even that out and offer both sides a 
better way of doing business and a more predictable way of doing business. Going back to TELIC, I am not aware of 
any real concerns amongst the trusts, nothing has come back to me through the Department of Health. Certainly 
those trusts who lost military people or who cleared wards because they thought they were going to take patients 
have been recompensed by the military by some twelve million pounds in the last financial year and it looks like 19 
million in the coming year, and that was for pulling in locums from private medicine. I am not aware of any huge 
dissatisfaction other than the comment that there ought to be a better way of doing it. I agree we are looking at that. 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: Can I mention something that is more provocative, some of my colleagues might 
not agree with me, there is a problem historically. As you know TA field hospitals are recruited, obviously, on a 
geographical location basis. If you were a hospital chief executive, and going back again to the conversation you had 
with our reserve colleagues about mobilising formed units, if you suddenly found that because you are the centre of 
the cell and if all of the NHS want to go because they are part of the cell you would have a huge problem. From their 
point of view they would prefer to learn if you want so many general surgeons and so many anaesthetists and the 
trust chief executives would see how best they can mobilise their reservists within their own environment so that it 
does not disrupt them too much. This is all emerging thought processes.

  Q1210  Mr Jones: Is that something if we go into more expeditionary warfare that there is going to be more use of 
reservists and that is going to be increasingly an issue for hospital trusts? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: Yes. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Full manning, whatever that is, will make that a lot easier. At the moment we 
are drawing in quite a small pool of specialists. 

  Q1211  Mr Harvard: Can I turn to equipment and supplies. Our understanding is that some of the 170 urgent 
operational requirements were for medical support, what medical support was procured through the UOR process? 
Was all that medical support procured through this route delivered on time? Did it work? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Yes, you are right. We spent £35 million on UORs. As I mentioned earlier 
because of the strategic level planning we had a pretty good idea of what medical equipment and drugs were needed 
and they were put together in medical packs. The orders were we were allowed to talk in general terms to industry 
about how quickly they would react in November and we were allowed to place the orders in December. All of the 
equipment that we had on order was with the Medical Supplies Agency in Ludgershall by 15 March, some sooner 
but it was all there by 15 March. They assembled it into modules and it was shipped out to theatre. Some of those 
modules were not necessarily complete but where they offered an operational capability if not the total operational 
capability they were dispatched and the bits that were missing were sent later. I am not aware, and I turn to the 
Brigadier who was in command in theatre, that any equipment that was critical was not in place on time. 

  Brigadier Hawley: I would agree with that. From where I was no one informed me of any clinical care that was 
compromised by a lack of equipment. I have to say that it was very tight. There were a number of factors that 
combined to produce this rather tight, fraught situation, one of which was the release of money for UORs, this 
coincided with two things, first of all the new process of medical equipment modules, as you heard the General said, 
modules of specific capability, anaesthetic, resuscitation, paediatric, accident and emergency, they were in the 
process of being built and procured and the deployment cut right into that. The second thing is the change in 
responsibility for medical supply, it was right on the cusp of that change, that moved from a medical function to a 
logistic function. The systems in theatre needed some pretty fancy foot work on deployment in order to fix. It worked 
but I have to be honest and say that it only just worked. It subsequently has got much better but at the time when we 
were involved in the war fighting phase there was not much spare.

  Q1212  Mr Harvard: The reason for asking the question is the Chief of Defence Logistics said no UORs were 
prosecuted if they could not be delivered at the six month point, which was 31 March. What we were trying to find 
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out is did you then not order something simply because it was not going to come within the timetable and, if so, what 
were those things? Whilst it was tight you had nifty footwork and you did not experience a problem in relation to 
that? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: No. There are two key lessons to come out of it, one is that the medical supply 
squadron needs to be deployed earlier, it did deploy within the first two weeks but it needs to be out there really very 
much sooner. That has been taken on board. The second point is that we had to procure too much equipment by 
UOR, we need to have more on the shelf. Just-in-time is fine but we do not want to procure too much equipment 
which then sits on the shelf and gets out of date. But we do not have the balance right at the moment and we are 
spending money on that.

  Q1213  Mr Harvard: The balance is very difficult to achieve, we wanted to know your experience? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: It was not right for TELIC, we are now spending money to make sure that for 
future deployments it is right.

  Q1214  Mike Gapes: To follow that up, did the Defence Medical Service personnel have all of the specialised 
equipment available to them that they would need if there had been a possible chemical or biological attack? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: Yes, they had the chemical modules and the biological modules. They had 
collective protection. 

  Brigadier Hawley: I think it is fair to say there were two modules, one was the old scale and one was the new scale. 
As I mentioned this is on the cusp of change between those two modules. In terms of collective protection and 
environment in which casualties could be treated and that was done and was deployed and we had extra equipment if 
I decided to deploy it.

  Q1215  Mr Viggers: The 1988 Strategic Defence Review announced a range of equipment improvements, how 
well did these enhancements work during Operation TELIC? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: The Argus was probably the finest role three facility anywhere out there, the 
Americans were all queuing up to come to the Argus, it is an excellent PCRF. Some of the other equipment measures 
we talked about were known about, they were held as UORs but the balance was not right. We need to procure some 
of those quicker. With one exception all of the measures proposed in SDR have either been completed, they are on 
track or they have slipped off to the right for obvious reasons, a lack of manpower or funding. The one exception was 
the ambulance train.

  Q1216  Mr Viggers: What about the two hospital ships? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: We have a hospital ship, its replacement is in the equipment programme. The 
second one is off to the right, it is a funding issue.

  Q1217  Mr Roy: We are told that the Surgeon General recently held a conference to discuss what went right and 
what went wrong, can you give us an outline of the findings of that conference? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: We held a medical conference, it was a clinical, scientific conference on 14 
October in Birmingham and there were over 250 people there, regulars and reserves, and a number of civilians as 
well. Many of whom, if not the majority, had been deployed and many of those who were deployed, some sitting at 
this table now, produced scientific papers for us to learn the clinical lessons. What I can tell you is this, and I am not 
being complacent in saying this, I can categorically assure you that clinical outcomes were uncompromised. Yes 
there were problems with supply, equipment and everything else, mobilisation of reserves, support and this and that 
and the other but the clinical outcomes were first class. I can put my hand on my heart and say that nobody suffered 
inappropriately because of a lack of medical requirement. That was the outcome of the conference. That was broken 
down to all of the sub specialties which were deployed, planning and everything else to go with it, it was a broadly 
comprehensive programme which concentrated on clinical delivery and clinical provision and clinical outcome.

  Q1218  Mr Roy: Away from the clinical lessons, I am thinking of Operation TELIC, what went well and what did 
not go so well? How will we find out if you have recognised them? 
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  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: I will ask Colonel Howe to speak in a minute. We have a lessons identified list, 
it is quite a long list and some are quite small and others, such as the balance of equipment, are more significant. 
From that list we will pick up other things that did not go so well or the things that might not have gone so well had 
the circumstances been different. What went well is, as the Surgeon General said, that it worked. Nobody was 
disadvantaged in any clinical outcome. 

  Q1219  Mr Hancock: Can I raise an issue with you, I apologise for being late, I was held up somewhere else, I had 
a member of the armed forces ring my office and subsequently following that phone call they wrote a detailed letter 
to the Committee and some questions I understand have been raised. I would like to read this one bit to the Admiral, 
it is very telling in what you just said. This man was a Major in the army and a Chief Superintendent in the police in 
normal life. "On my return flight I sat next to a reserve medical Major, he is a consultant anaesthetist in Newcastle 
General and he was emotionally upset by an operation he had participated in on a young United Kingdom infantry 
soldier, the soldier was shot by a negligent discharge by a colleague. The soldier received four bullets wounds into 
the upper leg. The doctor was particularly angry that if his team had had a vascular repair kit, which they did not 
have, they would have been able to redeem that young soldier's leg, as it happened they had to take his leg off". How 
do you square with what you just said, Admiral, with what two people on the ground have written to this Committee 
and said? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: If I can have the details of the case I will answer your question and I will have it 
investigated.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1220-1231)

SURGEON VICE ADMIRAL IAN JENKINS CVO QHS, LIEUTENANT GENERAL KEVIN O'DONOGHUE CBE, 
SURGEON COMMANDER DAVID BIRT, BRIGADIER ALAN HAWLEY OBE, WING COMMANDER MICHAEL 
ALMOND AND COLONEL STEVE HOWE CBE 

22 OCTOBER 2003

  Q1220  Mr Hancock: One of the issues we found in this inquiry is that people at the top table have been telling a 
different tale to the people who were on the ground doing the fighting or repairing the injured. There has not been a 
consistency between what you have been told at your debriefings and what you told us, not just you. I am not getting 
at you today, it is consistently a thread through this that we have been able to challenge time and time again, the 
evidence being produced by leaders of our armed forces as against what their service personnel have told us when 
they have given evidence to the Committee, and this, once again, is a classic example of just that. Can you tell us no 
medical outcome suffered because of a lack of equipment? Here we have a senior anaesthetist in the army telling us 
he could have saved the leg had the right equipment been there. 

  Brigadier Hawley: On my command I included not just the commanding officers unit but I had all senior 
consultants in their different specialties. In addition every single day I visited one or other of the hospitals. Every 
single day that I was deployed I was there. I had my command surgeon with me as well and he had free remit to go 
wherever he wished. The only thing I put upon him was I wanted an audit done of the clinical outcomes because I 
needed to know if we were failing in one area or another, to do that he had to engage himself with all of the 
consultant colleagues. At no stage was it ever flagged up to me there was that sort of problem. It was flagged up to 
me there was likely to be a problem unless we had this bit of equipment here or there, that was the information that 
was needed in order to re-prioritise with the logistic chain to make sure that equipment came out.

  Q1221  Mr Hancock: Perhaps you can tell us for the record if a vascular repair kit is an essential piece of kit to 
have in a battlefield hospital? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: It has to be seen in the right context.

  Q1222  Mr Hancock: I want to know if this is a pretty important piece of kit to be available to a surgeon in a 
battlefield situation treating wounded personnel, yes or no? Is it pretty important that should be there? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: It should be available but so should the surgical skill to undertake the procedure, 
obviously the facility in which to do it and the safety in which to do it.

  Q1223  Mr Hancock: They reckoned they had the skill. 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: We do not know what level it was, how many penetrating injuries there were to 
that vessel, whether it needed to be diverted, by-passed or a graft put across. On deployment we would not have a 
vast variety of different vascular synthetic repair kits. If it was just a matter of joining the ends together I think most 
surgeons could have done that.

  Q1224  Mr Jones: Can I ask a question, I know surgeons are not slow in coming forward in my experience, is there 
a procedure, since you are debriefing individuals on a clinical basis, where consultants or any medical people can 
feed in concerns on equipment or any other concerns? What is the process of them feeding into your debriefing that 
you held in Birmingham? 
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  Brigadier Hawley: TELIC was not my first operation. This sort of debriefing and clinical auditing process started 
in Rwanda, I was doing it in Afghanistan in Kabul. We did exactly the same thing because we are aware that we 
have a constituency of officers here, Regular and TA, who come with a wealth of experience and qualifications and a 
sensible commander would draw upon that pool of expertise and that will help him to shape the overall plan, that is 
what we did in TELIC.

  Q1225  Mr Jones: I accept all that. Can you tell me what the procedure for an individual consultant is? 

  Brigadier Hawley: You go to the consultant adviser who is a professional head, a senior experienced surgeon, 
anaesthetist or whatever and each consultant has the right of access to that defence consultant adviser through the 
DCA and the Surgeon General. 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: It is those defence consultant advisers who tell us what equipment has to go, it is 
not a question of them advising us and us making decisions, they tell us what to put in the modules and where those 
modules should be.

  Q1226  Mr Hancock: I would like to ask one question about whether or not we had dedicated medical rescue 
helicopters dedicated for that task? 

  Brigadier Hawley: No, we did not. Within the divisional area we ran a system with the Americans where we would 
use available helicopters, either American or British for allied coalition casualties and PW casualties according to the 
clinical need. We did not, the Americans did, we had a number of them come to our field hospitals carrying British 
casualties but the British did not.

  Q1227  Mr Hancock: Would it surprise you to know that in one incident when we were hit by friendly fire one 
soldier was killed and others were injured it took 90 minutes to get any assistance for them to get out by air, is that a 
common occurrence or is that uniquely bad situation? 

  Brigadier Hawley: I think call time is very much dependent on the overall tactical situation as well and the air 
corridors will clearly reflect what is happening on the ground. It would be impossible to comment on whether that 
was reasonable or not. In terms of whether it was unusual, probably not, but on the other hand that is why we have 
road transport so you will get round when the net is closed down.

  Q1228  Mr Hancock: According to a report we were sent one of those young persons who was seriously injured, 
his injuries went from serious to critical in the time it took and at one stage half the brigade staff were trying to find a 
way of getting these personnel evacuated. That does not sound very good, does it, if the procedures required half of 
the active brigade staff to be chasing round to get people evacuated. There was another surprise when we went to the 
helicopter base and spoke to Commanders and RAF officers in charge of the helicopters there and speaking to the 
crews and some of them on occasion found there was not a lot for them to be doing. If I can go on to what the 
Government said in their strategy for the future in December 1998. The Defence Medical Services would have a 
fully manned, trained, equipped, resourced and capable organisation with high morale capable of providing timely 
and high quality medical care to our Armed Forces on operations and in peacetime. Five years on have we achieved 
anything like they have set out? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: No, that still remains the aim and we are heading in that direction. 

  Q1229  Mr Hancock: Are we on target? Do we set ourselves milestones to achieve those activities and have we 
met any of them or are we failing on any of them? 

  Lieutenant General O'Donoghue: We are failing on manpower, we are quite definitely failing on manpower. 
Recruiting is buoyant, the retention we talked about I think is stable but we need to look for other ways to attract 
people to stay in beyond their three year point. We need to look at other ways to give greater predictability of 
deployment for our TA specialists. We are doing something about the equipment after some years of drought in 
equipment funding. We are still heading in the right direction. There is a thing called the Defence Health Programme 
which attempts to capture the totality of the activities of the DMS. In that there are a series of objectives, a number of 
them, about 60, and each one has an accountable officer and each one has the metrics in which to measure either 
milestones or quantities. We are on track with that programme.
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  Q1230  Mr Hancock: Can I ask the Surgeon General about the issues of real lessons from TELIC over the next 
twelve months what would you say is your number one priority arising out of that? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: From the immediate lessons learned I would personally say that it is strengthening 
and training the medical command administrative structure. As I have alluded to, notwithstanding your suggestion as 
an exception to this, I believe in terms of clinical delivery we have a system in place whereby we can deliver what is 
required of us. We have identified there needs to be a much stronger, perceptive, proactive command structure on the 
ground, and I say this not because Alan is here, because his contribution was outstanding, we need a stronger, more 
robust process, and that is something that we are addressing. I have to say in relation to your previous question one 
of other things we need is this major question about dedicated, tactical air medical helicopters, that did come out of 
the conference that I mentioned earlier on. Whether that is feasible or affordable is another debate, it is certainly 
something that colleagues of mine highlighted, they would like to see casualties delivered to them faster.

  Q1231  Mr Hancock: Have we thought of asking those people who were unfortunate what they thought about what 
happened to them at the time, the way they were treated immediately afterwards and then say a month on, and some 
of them still sadly going through treatment, have we bothered to ask them, any of them or a selection of them to give 
you their opinions of the treatment they received and what they found happened was fair or could have been 
dramatically improved? 

  Surgeon Vice Admiral Jenkins: It is only one example, but I think a relevant one, at my conference a casualty, a 
Royal Marines Lance Corporal, who was very badly burned, it was on near-live television, he was blown up in a 
building, he was at that conference and he had no criticism. He was highly supportive of the medical care. This is 
one example, as you know there are single examples of everything good and bad. That is just one example of a 
clinical audit process, if you like. There are others which we are looking into that we do have to define clinical 
outcomes. 

  Mr Crausby: We have gone considerably over our time, we were concerned for time nevertheless it has been a 
useful session. Can I take the opportunity to say that the Committee are most grateful for your help. Thank you very 
much, I think we gained a great deal from that session. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1232 - 1239)

WEDNESDAY 5 NOVEMBER 2003 

AIR MARSHAL GLENN TORPY CBE DSO AND AIR COMMODORE CHRIS NICKOLS

  Q1232  Chairman: Welcome to you both. We have quite a hectic agenda, but we will finish at 12.30. The first 
question I would like to ask—and please do not feel you both have to answer: the RAF deployment was announced 
by the Secretary of State on 6 February. Can you give us some idea of when you first became involved in the 
planning for this deployment? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Mr Chairman, before answering your question, I wonder if I may just introduce Air 
Commodore Nickols and explain why he is here and what his role in the operation was. He acted as my deputy. He 
went out to theatre about ten days before I went out to Saudi Arabia, and, during the actual combat phase of the 
operation, he was embedded in the Combined Air Operation Centre as one of the three CAOC directors, the other 
two being 1* Americans. For the whole of phase three, he was in detailed contact with exactly what was going on 
with the execution of the operation, and then he remained in theatre for three weeks after I left theatre to wrap the 
operation up. So he has the detailed knowledge of day-to-day execution as the operation took place.

  Q1233  Chairman: You have prepared the way well, if you cannot answer the questions. I am afraid, Air 
Commodore Nickols, you are the fall-guy if there is no proper answer. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Going back to your question, we first became involved in planning for the operation really in 
the summer of last year. That really came about because of our intimate involvement in the southern no-fly zone 
operations. Inevitably, because of the very close linkage between the RAF and the United States air force in the no-
fly zone operations, we became aware that the Americans were starting to look at some contingency planning and we 
became involved in that at a very early stage. That matured over the autumn of last year.

  Q1234  Chairman: I know this is a political decision but you are high enough up the hierarchy to be aware of the 
political constraints and political problems: How would you describe that phase? Because negotiations were going on 
through the United Nations: they were still hoping that Saddam would buckle under the pressure and that the French 
and Russians would do likewise in a rather different context. How would you call this period, as far as the RAF were 
concerned, when there was no deployment, no formal order to deploy, but you were given authority, I presume, by 
the Secretary of State to begin to precautionary measures by way of preparation should a decision be made? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: You are absolutely right, Mr Chairman, and I think that was only right and proper, given our 
ongoing operations in the southern no-fly zones. We always recognised that there would have to be some sort of 
transition from Operation Southern Watch into any subsequent operation if it materialised. So our involvement in 
that planning was, I believe, right and proper and it gave us visibility as to the way the US were thinking so that we 
could help to influence that thinking and inform London about exactly what was going on. It was always done with 
the US being absolutely clear that there was no commitment on the UK's behalf at that stage to commit forces to any 
sort of operation.

  Q1235  Chairman: At what stage would you have been given the formal political decision: Now you can come out 
in the open, you can accelerate, you can deploy? What was that transitional phase in the timing? What happened 
differently from what had gone on before that you now you were able to do? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: You cannot pick a particular date to say that we transitioned from one set of planning to 
another. It was an evolutionary process. The plans clearly started to develop towards the end of last year and, if I 
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recall, the Secretary of State announced on about 24 September that he felt that at that stage we should be entering 
into serious contingency planning with the United States. Parliament actually then agreed and we announced our full 
structure in, I believe, February of this year.

  Q1236  Chairman: This is probably a difficult if not impossible question to answer, but what percentage of 
preparations and decisions had you made prior to go-ahead? Is it possible to give some sort of idea? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No, because the plan evolved over those months in the latter part of last year and, indeed, even 
through January, February and the middle of March the detailed contingency campaign plan was still being 
developed, as it should, as we gained more knowledge of the intelligence that we were receiving and such like.

  Q1237  Chairman: But you must have wanted to buy things. You did not really want to wait until you were given 
a formal order, because the procurement process can be rather protracted, as we all know to our cost. In this early 
stage, were you just saying, "I think we ought to get this because we might be needing it"? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think we were in very good shape on the air side. We had gone through a major upgrade of 
our GR4 Tornado, so the aircraft was in a much better condition, much more capable than it was during the first war; 
we had learned experience from the Kosovo campaign. Our weapons stocks, we had learned, again, the lessons from 
the Kosovo campaign: we had Enhanced Paveway stocks already on the shelf, we had Maverick. So, in general, we 
did not see a great need for a lot of additional work on our equipment which had to be done in those early stages of 
the planning.

  Q1238  Chairman: When were the units first warned that they would be flying? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Not really until the early part of this year, January/February.

  Q1239  Chairman: There must be a decision— 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There were certain people whom we brought into the planning. After the Secretary of State 
announced in September that we were doing contingency planning, then we brought our squadron commanders, our 
station commanders, into the planning that we had done at that stage, so that they could start preparing their training 
programmes, so the crews were as familiar as they needed to be for the particular style of operation.
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  Q1240  Chairman: In respect of each of the different components, how close to the limits of your total deployable 
capability did this deployment take you? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: On the air side, we had a significant proportion of our high readiness forces deployed. As 
always, the ones which were under most demand were our support elements and things like the air transport force, 
the air-to-air refuelling assets, the RAF Regiment sqns. Headquarters and such like are the ones which are always 
most stressed. The front line elements, we deployed what we thought was a sustainable force package, which, we 
negotiated with the Americans, would provide capability which either they were short of or they did not have in 
sufficient numbers to execute the campaign plan. I would pick out, in particular, bits of the force structure. Our E3D 
Sentry aircraft. We deployed four of those: they filled one of the four orbits 24-hours a day for the whole of the 
campaign; the campaign plan placed significant stress on the overall E3 capability of the coalition. Our air-to-air 
refuelling capability. We deployed both VC10s and Tristars; about 40% of the offload from those aircraft went to the 
US Marine Corps and the US Navy—and if I pick out one capability which constrained the air campaign, it was the 
availability of air-to-air refuelling aircraft. Our precision capability, the Americans were very keen to have. That was 
on the GR4 Tornado, the Harrier GR7.

  Q1241  Chairman: I imagine you were pretty keen to have them after Kosovo. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Exactly. And the addition of Enhanced Paveway brought really a very significant capability. 
The addition of Storm Shadow was a capability that the Americans were very attracted to because they did not have 
the hard penetration capability that that weapon had, so it was one of ours that we employed to accelerate that 
programme. Our intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capability, with the maritime Nimrod MR2, with a 
newer camera—and of course all of our tactical platforms, GR4 Tornado, Harrier and Jaguar have a tactical 
reconnaissance capability of which the Americans are in short supply. Our inter-theatre lift was obviously provided 
by C17, Tristar, VC10 and C130s. And the RAF Regiment committed to protecting the various deployed operating 
bases either with field squadrons or with Rapier as well on one particular base. 

  Q1242  Chairman: It seems to me, despite the whingeing, that you came out pretty well from the Strategic 
Defence Review. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We had learned the lessons from Kosovo, in particular, and I think from the first Gulf War. As 
a consequence, we had adjusted our force structure, procured equipment which we knew we would need for the 
future—I am not saying we have everything we would like—but if I look at the force structure across our front line 
at the moment, I think it is pretty coherent. The capability we delivered to the coalition was coherent and the 
capabilities which we are getting in the near future, like ASTOR, will bring even greater coherency to the air force 
structure.

  Q1243  Chairman: Commodore Nickols, did he do okay? 

  Air Commodore Nickols: Yes.

  Q1244  Chairman: I do not want to side-line you in this. 
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  Air Commodore Nickols: No. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Chairman, there is possibly one thing else I should add: it was not just equipment we provided 
to the coalition; it was obviously staff people into the Combined Air Operation Centre. My own headquarters, which 
was just over 200 people, an element of that was UK personnel who filled embedded positions in the Combined Air 
Operation Centre, like Air Commodore Nickols, but we held a number of senior posts within the organisation which 
gave us (a) influence and (b) visibility. Then the remainder of my headquarters was looking after sustainment and 
national business within the component.

  Q1245  Mr Viggers: The United States Air Force was able to use B1s and B52s on very long range missions, but 
of course most of our air systems were quite close to the theatre operations. I want to ask some questions about 
ground support. Obviously there must have been difficulties because the original plan had you going in using assets 
in Turkey which were later denied. Can you sketch out the problems this caused you? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: As you rightly say, on the initial planning we were certainly looking at a major element of the 
force coming from the north. That was (a) to fix the Republican Guard divisions in the north, it was also to give the 
Iraqi regime an additional problem to think about. When the Turkish parliament looked as though it would have 
difficulty being able to approve a coalition presence in Turkey, we decided, at a stage we felt was the last possible 
safe moment, to look at whether we could fit those resources, air assets, into the south. With a lot of help and 
negotiation with the American air force, we managed to secure basing at places where they had assets so we could 
secure places in the south. It clearly involved some re-planning from swinging our major effort from the north to the 
south, but, because of the relationship we had with the United States air force, we managed to do that relatively 
easily and, with the help of the host nations as well, we managed to get all of our assets which we had designed into 
our force package, we managed to find basing for all those around the region.

  Q1246  Mr Viggers: Were there problems with over-flight rights? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There is always a certain amount of time to gain diplomatic clearance. It varies from country to 
country. It's essential that you plan sufficiently far in advance, to take into account the period of time that you need 
for that diplomatic clearance. It would be very nice to think that every country had exactly the same amount of time 
to gain diplomatic clearance and we could do it in a shorter time, but the reality of it is that that has to be taken into 
account in deployment planning.

  Q1247  Mr Viggers: This was a coalition operation. There were some areas in which we relied on allies, the United 
States in particular. Did that cause problems in terms of accommodation, food and so on? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No, the American air force were very helpful in providing and enabling some of our deployed 
operating bases. We had eight deployed operating bases in the region in a variety of different countries. A 
combination of the help the American air force gave us, our ability to go out to contract in the host nations, and also 
the assistance that the host nations provided us with really enabled us to set up the deployed operating bases in very 
short order. I think we learned a lot from the experience of Exercise Saif Sareea two years prior to that in the way 
that we went about setting up the air component and commanding the air component.

  Q1248  Mr Viggers: How did the accommodation and food of our forces compare with our allies, particularly the 
Americans? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We had a spectrum of accommodation, some of which was tented from contractors, some of 
which was semi-hard wall Portakabin-style accommodation. In broad order I would compare it as very similar. In 
many cases it was American tentage, so I think there was a broad equivalence there. In terms of food, I think our 
food was significantly better, and it was one of the huge morale boosters for our personnel—and, indeed, the 
Americans who used to come and eat in our food facilities. 

  Q1249  Chairman: As opposed to the squaddies having to cadge food off the Americans in the army, so we have 
been told. You must be quite pleased with yourselves. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We were fortunate, I think.

  Q1250  Mr Viggers: I was not on a particular visit when other members of the Committee were told that the 
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conditions really were not very good, the food was very poor indeed for some period, and that this derived from a 
contractual problem because the food had been provided by a contractor working for the Americans and there was no 
direct contractual relationship. Those who were present at RAF Odiham would be better informed than I, but I was 
told there was a problem. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There were clearly different arrangements at different bases. On some bases the food was 
provided by RAF personnel, UK personnel; on other bases we relied on the US to provide food. I cannot speak on 
that particular instance but there is no doubt that there is a difference between food that the UK provides its 
personnel when we are producing that food and what the US provide for their personnel. If we are sitting under their 
umbrella, that affects us in the same manner. 

  Q1251  Mr Viggers: Were there any spares problems for the aircraft as a result of the changed plans for 
deployment? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: In general, I was fairly pleased . . . In fact I was pleased with (a) the serviceability of our 
aircraft and (b) the spares support as well. We historically, through our operations in the no-fly zones, have worked 
out a method of re-supplying those aircraft, particularly at bases which we have been at for a long period, and we 
have learned a lot, having operated aircraft for 12 years in a desert environment, about the way we need to service 
aircraft to maintain their serviceability rates. In general, I would always like slightly better serviceability out of my 
aircraft, but it was more than adequate to support the level of activity to which we were committed on the air tasking 
order.

  Q1252  Mr Viggers: I believe the original plan was to base Jaguar reconnaissance aircraft in Turkey. When that 
became impossible, how did you get round that problem? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We tried to see if we could actually find some additional bed-down space in the south of Iraq, 
in southern countries. It proved impossible and we basically took a judgment as to the need for those reconnaissance 
assets and whether we would need to displace some other resources. In the end our judgment was, given the tactical 
reconnaissance assets that we had, in terms of the RAPTOR pod on our Tornado GR4, which was excellent and was 
brought in only a year before, plus the assets that the US Navy and the US Air Force had, that there were sufficient 
tactical resources at that particular phase in the operation to support the campaign plan. Subsequently, at the end of 
the combat phase, we introduced onto both the Tornado GR4 and also onto the Harrier, the Jaguar reconnaissance 
pod, which we had always planned to do in the longer term but we accelerated that programme by the end of the 
campaign.

  Q1253  Mr Viggers: Were there any other major procurement issues or training issues which you learned as a 
result of the campaign which you are now addressing? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There is no doubt that we need to do more air-land integration. It is something that we knew 
about at least 18 months before we started this operation, and it was work that we had in hand: improving the 
procedures; looking at our equipment—Did we have the right equipment to execute close air support and also killbox 
interdiction?—in the light of the lessons from Kosovo and increasingly the lessons out of Afghanistan, which we had 
seen the Americans employ. So there was a lot of work ongoing and I still believe there are lots of lessons that we 
have learned out of this particular campaign in terms of the core skill that air-land integration should form for all of 
our fast jet aircraft.

  Q1254  Mike Gapes: Would you tell us something about the command and control arrangements and how you 
operated as a national contingency commander of air forces which were fully integrated into a coalition? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Obviously the first thing—and I know the Committee will be aware of this—we had a very 
established command and control relationship with the United States air force as a result of the no-fly zone 
operations, and we were really building on exactly that structure. What had changed was the creation of an in-theatre 
UK joint headquarters with Air Marshal Burridge as the National Contingent Commander. He had operational 
control of all of the UK assets committed to the operation. I had tactical command of all of the air assets, which 
basically meant that I allocated UK resources to specific tasks and I then gave tactical control of those assets for the 
execution of a particular task to the United States 3* air component commander. My job, I believed, was: in the 
initial part, to establish the force; during the execution phase, to ensure that the UK forces were used as effectively 
and efficiently as possible, that operations were conducted as safely as possible, given that it was a combat operation, 
and that they were conducted legally and within the constraints of UK policy; and then, after the combat phase, to 
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bring it home.

  Q1255  Mike Gapes: Would it be correct, to summarise that, that in effect you were second in command to the 
American commander? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No. The air component was commanded by a 3* American Air Force commander. The deputy 
combined air operations force commander was a US Navy 2*. We then had, underneath that, effectively three 1* 
officers, of which Air Commodore Nickols was one, who oversaw the day-to-day execution of the plan. Then, 
underneath that, the headquarters staff, as I have described, with embedded UK staff within that. I sat alongside and 
had detailed conversations throughout every single day with General Moseley, on the plan, the execution of the plan, 
but my own headquarters (looking after UK national business and making sure that we had the wherewithal visibility 
to ensure that our resources were being used effectively, safely and legally) sat alongside the CAOC staff structure.

  Q1256  Mike Gapes: I am interested that you have used the word "legal". Clearly the process of making sure that 
we get legal and political clearance approval for particular targeting decisions is a very important one. Was that very 
time-consuming? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Inevitably targeting assumes a very high percentage of our day-to-day activity. The whole 
process of constructing an air tasking order, which effectively coordinates the activity for a 24-hour period, starts 
three days in advance of the execution cycle, where you develop strategy, you connect that strategy to particular 
tasks, and then you have to construct how are you actually going to fly, deconflict, 2500 aircraft missions in a 
particular 24-hour period. Targeting flows throughout that process. We had what I believe was an excellent targeting 
directive from the Ministry of Defence which gave me very clear guidance as to my level of delegation. If a target 
fell outside my level of delegation, I forwarded it to Air Marshal Burridge in the National Contingent Headquarters. 
If it fell out of his delegation, it was forwarded to the PJHQ, and possibly onwards to the Ministry of Defence if it 
needed higher authorisation. It was a very well tried and tested system which we had used day-to-day in the southern 
no-fly zones. What was different was that we were given greater delegation on this occasion because we knew the 
tempo of the operation would demand decisions to be taken quickly and I could not go right the way back through 
the process, back to the PJHQ and the MoD, which we could do when we had the luxury of time for our southern no-
fly zone operations.

  Q1257  Mike Gapes: You said you started three days in advance. Could it actually take three days before you were 
able to make a decision at the end? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No. I am sorry, maybe I did not explain myself particularly well. In constructing the whole 
plan for a 24-hour period, we start the planning process three days before. I could get a response, for a target for 
which I did not hold the delegation, very quickly, either from the National Contingent Commander . There were 
certain targets we knew we would have to strike very quickly and which would probably fall out of my 
delegation—what were called "time-sensitive targets". 

  Q1258  Mike Gapes: What do you mean by "very quickly"? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Minutes.

  Q1259  Mike Gapes: Were there ever occasions where the need for political clearance of an individual target was 
in conflict with the operational requirements? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Not to my knowledge, because those targets which we knew would demand scrutiny by the 
Ministry of Defence were targets which were so significant that we had thought about the clearance well in advance 
and where they sat in the campaign plan.
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  Q1260  Mike Gapes: What kind of targets were they? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: They were command and control targets which were likely to cause a significant amount of 
collateral damage, either in terms of damage to infrastructure, civilian infrastructure, or civilian casualties.

  Q1261  Mike Gapes: Mainly because of their location in cities. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Correct.

  Q1262  Mr Cran: First Reflections, a document which I am sure you have read and to which may even have 
contributed, for all I know, made it very clear that a key element in the overall performance of British air forces was 
the "considerable experience of coalition operations with the US in the Gulf region". I wonder if you would talk us 
through that and say why that is important. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: To those people who are not familiar with air operations, I think it sometimes comes as a 
surprise at their very high level of integration. We have—and we have had ever since we started operations under the 
NATO umbrella in the Cold War—packages of aircraft flying around the skies, where we would have, for instance, 
RAF Tornados flying with American fighters, being controlled by an American E3D, talking to maybe British 
controllers on the ground. So it is a very sophisticated and highly coordinated exercise. Trying to bring aircraft 
together in the same piece of sky and then putting a package of aircraft against a particular target needs very close 
coordination. Air is also used across the battle space according to the priorities of the overall commander, and, as a 
consequence of that, it is impossible to say we are going to use UK air in this particular area of Iraq. It is spread. Our 
particular capability may be used in a particular 24-hour period in one particular part of Iraq in a particular time as 
well. So it needs very close coordination. As a result of that requirement, from our experience in NATO, then our 
experience in the first Gulf war, then in Kosovo, all the exercises that we have done on a very, very regular basis 
with the United States' Air Force, we have forged a very close relationship at every single level, from the 4* level 
right down to the pilots on the front line. We understand and we try wherever possible to make sure that our doctrine 
is exactly the same and wherever possible we are inter-operable in terms of equipment, communications and also the 
mindset of the way that we approach a problem as well. Where there are likely points of conflict, my job, as the UK 
Air Contingent Commander, was to make sure that I highlighted those to the American 3* and we made sure we 
could work round them. Targeting is one of those issues on which there will inevitably be conflicts, because there 
could be subtle differences between the delegation that he is given and the one that I am given, and we needed to 
make sure that we both understood where that friction may occur.

  Q1263  Mr Cran: With the exception of targeting which you have just explained, do you feel there were any areas 
where the level of integration was not as high as it might have been? You have already given the general picture, put 
against that the particular, would you have any comments to make? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No, I think across all of the roles we used the same procedures, the same doctrine—except for 
very minor differences and for good reasons. I have touched already on air-land integration and the American Air 
Force had exactly the same experience that we had had as well, and we are now working very closely with our 
American colleagues to see how we can improve that level of integration, improve the procedures, improve the 
training. So I think the lessons are exactly the same for all of us.
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  Q1264  Mr Cran: Because there is a likelihood that the Americans will be involved in quite a lot of future actions, 
such as the one we are talking about, your view is that a pre-requisite of being able to take part in that is the sort of 
integration you are talking about. Do I deduce from what you have said that there are not many countries that do 
have that close level of integration with American practice other than ourselves and maybe one or two others? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think that is very fair comment. Indeed, we are very conscious that we are likely to lose the 
opportunity that we have had for the last 12 years to fly so closely alongside the American Air Force in the no-fly 
zones and somehow we have to replace that opportunity with mutual training opportunities, be it in Europe, be it in 
the United States.

  Q1265  Mr Cran: And that is actively being pursued? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: That is actively being pursued. 

  Mr Cran: Thank you.

  Q1266  Mr Viggers: The degree of integration you describe is very impressive. May I ask how a nation which is 
not an integrated military structure, namely France, would integrate in this manner? Could you comment on the 
practical effects of not being in the integrated military structure? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think on the command and control side it makes life slightly more difficult. There is no doubt 
that we benefited not just in terms of our structures but also in terms of our personal relationships with senior 
American air force officers, most of us have known each other for many years, from when we were young pilots, 
squadron commanders, base commanders, and that has been very helpful. But on a tactical level, in terms of 
physically flying together, because of our NATO experience and because in the air NATO doctrine is very similar, if 
not exactly the same, as the RAF doctrine and the United States Air Force doctrine, then we rarely have any 
difficulty in operating alongside other nations' air forces in an integrated package of aircraft. I think Kosovo is a 
prime example of that, where we had actually very little difficulty integrating a large number of different air forces 
together in a very complex air operation. In general, I think air is better placed than the other two environments by 
dint of the character of our operations and the highly integrated nature of our operations.

  Q1267  Mr Viggers: That is the positive side. I am interested in the negative side as well. What is the practical 
implication of not being in the integrated military structure from the air point of view? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I do not think there are many disadvantages, to be quite honest, in that we still have regular 
exercises with, for instance, the French air force, with the other NATO nations. As I have said, I think at a tactical 
level, we do not have any difficulty in doing that. We make sure we maintain our links with a variety of different 
European air forces to make sure that, if there are subtle differences between our doctrine, we understand where 
those differences are. When it comes to planning an operation, we have done it under a NATO umbrella and we 
understand the potential problems that that may or may not introduce. When it comes to a coalition of the 
willing—which is effectively what we were operating under in these particular circumstances—it requires nations to 
be integrated into the command structure as comprehensively as possible, so that they can contribute and have 
visibility of the planning and the execution of the operation. I think we saw that during Operation Enduring Freedom, 
where nations were invited down to Headquarters Centcom in Tampa to make sure that people had visibility of how 
the planning and execution was going to be conducted and how it was conducted. 

  Air Commodore Nickols: May I just add, I think, outside the NATO arena, a classic example of that is Australia. 
Really the air environment, while it is not worldwide, most of the procedures are very similar, and it is not difficult 
to integrate into a coalition for a nation like that. 

  Chairman: Thank you.

  Q1268  Mr Roy: Can we turn now to aspects of the campaign itself. We know that the initial stages of an air 
campaign would normally be aimed at suppressing enemy's air defences. However, it was slightly different in Iraq, in 
the sense of the timing. Were there problems because the ground campaign had started so quickly? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: This was, I think, one of the major evolutions in the campaign plan. When we started doing the 
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initial plan, we constructed it in a similar manner to that seen during the first Gulf war and during Kosovo, with a 
discrete phase, in which air was going to be used to shape the battle space so that it would set the conditions for the 
land component and the maritime component as well. As we developed our thinking, gained more intelligence, there 
was a shortening of that phase and it came down in the early part of this year from approximately 16 days down to a 
matter of five days. I think that was driven even closer together, as we got closer to the likelihood of the operation 
being executed, for three factors really. First of all, there was a growing realisation that we needed to secure the 
southern oil fields as swiftly as possible to prevent any subsequent damage, because we always realised that the 
southern oil fields were going to be key to the long-term future of Iraq. There was a nervousness by the American 
land component and by General Franks over the vulnerability of having a very large land contingent in a fairly small 
area in Kuwait and the likelihood of a threat from Iraqi forces, possibly an asymmetric threat. Also, I believe that 
General Franks felt that if he had the ability to synchronise the components together as comprehensively and 
coherently as possible then he would have the highest possible chance of dislocating the regime as swiftly as possible 
and getting the campaign over and done with as quickly as possible. As I say, as our thinking matured and as the plan 
developed, we believed that we could bring what was commonly known as A and G day closer and closer together. 
We also always need to remember that the enemy have a vote in this and you have to be able to respond to something 
the enemy does, and that is exactly what we did in those last two days.

  Q1269  Mr Roy: You started by describing it as the evolution of the campaign. Would that evolution have been 
different if the Iraqis had a more sophisticated air defence system? Would you have been allowed to carry on the way 
you did? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: That would certainly have had to be factored into our thinking. The risk of bringing A and G 
day together basically left the air component with five simultaneous tasks and there then would have to be a 
prioritisation on resources. The five tasks really were: to counter the theatre of ballistic missile threat throughout 
Iraq, particularly to the west; to service the strategic attack targets (which were deemed to be those targets which 
were most likely to deliver the regime downfall as quickly as possible) and the security forces command—so 
command and control in general; to secure air superiority as quickly as possible, and that meant we had to prevent 
the Iraqi air force from flying; to reduce the effectiveness of the integrated air defence system; to support the land 
component with his operation against the oil fields, and we also had to degrade the Republican Guard divisions, so 
that once the land component started his move towards Baghdad, momentum would not be halted as he proceeded 
towards Baghdad; and then, finally, we had to support special forces' activity throughout Iraq as well. So the air 
component's nervousness in compressing the campaign, was (a) would he have the resources to carry out those tasks? 
and (b) would he be able to execute, for instance, gaining air superiority in sufficient time for him to be able to do 
some of the other tasks?

  Q1270  Mr Roy: Were any of you surprised that the Iraqi air force did not deploy? Do you think you prevented 
them flying or do you think another decision was made by the Iraqis? I do not want you claiming some honour that 
you did not really deserve here! Did they decide they just were not going to deploy? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: To be quite honest, we still do not know. I think we were surprised that they did not fly at all. 
We had a very robust air defence plan in anticipation that they may fly. We also had a very robust plan to keep 
closed those air fields from which we knew they were likely to operate as well. They had also obviously been 
watching the way we had been operating in the no-fly zones for 12 years, so they had a good knowledge of our 
capability and they inevitably also knew what we had brought into theatre as well.

  Q1271  Mr Roy: What difference would it have made if they had deployed? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I do not think a lot would have been different. Part of the plan was a significant amount of 
effort in making sure that the five main airfields were going to be closed. We achieved that on the first night. As I 
say, we also had a very robust defensive counter air plan, with fighters deployed 24 hours of the day to ensure that, if 
an aircraft did fly, we would be able to make sure it did not fly for very long.

  Q1272  Mr Roy: This campaign obviously was a significant effort by yourselves and by the people you command. 
I know the RAF flew 2,500 sorties. Did you have sufficient aircrew? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We did have sufficient aircrew. When we go into combat operations, we work on the premise 
that we need 2:1 manning, and that is in our defence planning assumptions.

  Q1273  Mr Roy: That is 2:1 aircrew to air frames? 
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  Air Marshal Torpy: That is correct. But we also put some military judgment on that, knowing what the campaign 
plan is, the likely rate of effort, we may say, "Actually, our judgment is we do not need quite as many as that," or, 
indeed, "We may need more than that." Broadly speaking, though, on our tactical platforms, like Tornados and 
Harriers, our manning was 2:1.

  Q1274  Mr Roy: On the significant effort, was the operational tempo affected by any manning shortages? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Not at all, and the whole way that we constructed our force structure was to make sure that it 
was sustainable, in material terms and in personnel terms as well. We clearly have a say in how often our aircraft are 
tasked on the air tasking order. We know the tasks which are out there, we know what capabilities are most needed, 
and we pace the use of those aircraft to make sure that we can sustain them over a long period.

  Q1275  Mr Roy: On the subject of pace—and I am sorry to hypothetical—how long could you have sustained that 
campaign you were carrying out? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: As long as it was required.

  Q1276  Chairman: Come on. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I mean, in all seriousness—

  Q1277  Chairman: You have been attending the Simon Webb school of evasion and obfuscation. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No, we had looked at the plan and we had said, "We may have to conduct this operation for six 
months." We were more than able to sustain our level of activity over that period.

  Q1278  Mr Roy: That is slightly more clear. What are the long term implications of the current manning state? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I am not quite sure I understand your question.

  Q1279  Mr Roy: With regards to the tempo, for example, you said how long it could last. I am trying to think long 
term. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Yes. We are obviously in the recuperation phase at the moment. We only have a small number 
of aircraft committed to the operation at the moment, so we are able to reconstitute fairly swiftly. In terms of our 
operational capability, we are virtually now at the stage we were before the start of the campaign. The only thing we 
are looking to do now is to replenish weapons' stocks.
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  Q1280  Mr Roy: When were you at this stage? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I could say we are at the same stage now except for our weapons' stocks. In term of the 
capability of crews, state of the aircraft, they are in exactly the same state that they were prior to the start of the 
campaign.

  Q1281  Mr Roy: And then the weapons' stock ? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I would have to provide the Committee with a note exactly on time scales for the weapons' 
stocks replenishment.[1] 

  Q1282  Chairman: In terms of your intelligence—and obviously this is a sensitive area—can you tell from your 
satellite recognisance whether an air force is going to come out and fight or not? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I regret, no you cannot. We obviously kept very close track on where his aircraft were. We 
knew—coming back to one of my original answers—at which air fields the preponderance of these aircraft were 
located and those are the ones in which we took particular interest. But you had very little knowledge of his intent. 
So the threat really is two components. It is the capability—well, we knew where the aircraft were, we knew the 
capability of the aircraft from our experience of the no-fly zones in the first Gulf war—but the intent piece is always 
very difficult to judge. So satellite imagery, tactical reconnaissance imagery, does not give you the complete picture, 
Mr Chairman.

  Q1283  Chairman: In the last Gulf war—the last but one, should I say, Gulf war—in which you were a participant, 
the Iraqi air force solved that problem by getting the hell out of the way and ending up in Iraq. Were there any signs 
over the years of an upgrading of their air force, in the same way that we had done post Kosovo? Had they acquired 
any new aircraft? Was there an indication of what you were likely to face if it did come out to fight, that you would 
be facing more or less the air force that you faced in 1991, or did you think they may have some surprises up their 
sleeve? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I do not think we felt that on the air side there were going to be any great surprises. We had a 
pretty good indication of how much training they had been doing and the sort of training that they had been 
conducting. So I think we had a pretty good idea of what their likely capability was on their aircraft. We had also 
clearly had a fair amount of experience of operating against their integrated air defence system. We did know that 
they had been clever in adapting equipment over the period to make it more difficult and more successful against our 
aircraft; for instance, using optical tracking and such like, rather than radar tracking. So there were certain areas 
where we knew they were quite clever, and they were also quite good at moving equipment around and resetting it 
up, which was going to make our life more difficult. But, overall, I think we had a fairly good handle on their overall 
capability. We were always worried about a potential asymmetric threat.

  Q1284  Chairman: I suppose burying aircraft is a pretty clever way of obscuring their intentions. How do you 
recover an aircraft if you bury it? Is it possible? I cannot even repair my own car, but it must be quite tricky 
reactivating an aircraft you have dug a big hole for. 
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  Air Marshal Torpy: You are absolutely right, Mr Chairman, and certainly we would never be able to recover an 
aircraft which we had done that to, I do not think.

  Q1285  Mr Roy: That is reassuring, anyway. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We do not really understand their motives for doing that.

  Q1286  Chairman: How many did they bury? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I do not know the exact detail. We could let you know.[2] 

  Chairman: Thank you.

  Q1287  Mr Roy: If you find out any more, could you let us know. Could I come back to the point you were making 
about the operational tempo, and in particular ask you about the supporting aircraft, the helicopters, especially the 
early warning E3D Sentries. Would they have been able to keep the operational tempo going that they had, for 
example, over a six-month period? Or were they particularly stretched? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There were certainly certain assets—and you have picked on one, the E3D—which were flying 
at very high rates. We were in the process, as the campaign started to reach its conclusion, of looking at bringing 
more crews into theatre. It was a crew-limiting factor rather than an airframe-limiting factor because, inevitably, 
when you are flying or manning one orbit 24 hours a day then— 

  Q1288  Mr Roy: That is your stretching point. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: It is, exactly. There was that particular asset . . . I think that was the main one where we had 
worries.

  Q1289  Mr Roy: Were there any other ones that were not main ones? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No. E3. 

  Chairman: Thank you. I am sure that Mr Havard, a fellow Welshman, will advise you on the dangers of 
underestimating a weak opponent, Air Marshal. I am not sure whether the conflict in Iraq will be like the conflict 
down under! I will call my fellow Celt.

  Q1290  Mr Havard: Thank you very much for the introduction, Chairman. Yes, we know something about tribal 
problems in South Wales. There is one every 150 yards! Anyway, if we talk about targeting, and I would like to deal 
a little more with that. We understand, I think, from what you have said today and previously about the central 
process of targeting at a very high level, the procedures and so on, and the people at Tampa and Centcom and so on, 
and the influence the British had in terms of the direction for targeting, particularly precision munitions. But I would 
like to ask you, first of all, the declaration we have heard both initially and in First Reflections was that every care 
that would be taken was taken in targeting processes and selection of weapons to minimise incidental civilian harm. 
The targeting process that you deployed was apparently against the Iraqi regime, the military regime's capability, 
rather than the Iraqi people. In minimising this incidental civilian harm, how successful was that? Also, on what 
basis did you assess this success rate? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: You are absolutely right, one of the main underpinning objectives of the campaign was to 
make sure that we minimised damage to civilian infrastructure and civilian casualties as well. We are only allowed to 
attack a military target. When we look at a target and as to whether we are allowed to attack it, that is the first 
question in our mind: Is it a military target? We then have to go through the process of proportionality. There will be 
in some cases the risk of damaging civilian structures which may be near that military target; there may be a risk of 
killing civilians who may be close to that particular target. We have to then balance the military worth of that target 
against the potential for civilian collateral damage. That is a judgment that we have to make. As a result of that, to 
help us in those deliberations, we have certain delegations.—that is why I say there were certain delegations that I 
had. If the level of collateral damage was likely to be above my delegation, it had to go up to different levels, but to 
assist me I always had a lawyer and I also had a political advisor to make sure that between us we came to an agreed 
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position on a particular target. We did that for fixed targets and we did that for time-sensitive targets as well. So there 
was a desk in the Combined Air Operation Centre which dealt with every time-sensitive target, and these were 
targets which would appear very fleetingly, you would maybe have to attack them within minutes, and the person 
who was taking a judgment on that particular target always had a lawyer sitting next to him 24 hours a day.

  Q1291  Mr Havard: How successful was it? How do you assess it on the ground, in terms of how you assess 
success? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think we were highly successful. I think the reason for that is the increase in the use of 
precision munitions. We have seen, in this particular campaign, from a coalition perspective 70% of the weapons 
were actually precision guided; from the RAF side 85% of our weapons were precision guided—a lesson we learned 
from Kosovo, and I think that trend will improve and increase in future years. I think we were highly successful in 
that respect. Inevitably, there will be some weapons' failures and there is then a risk of collateral damage. I believe 
we had very few of those particular sorts of incidents—and I think, if we had, the Iraqi regime would have been very 
quick to tell us about them or the media would have been very quick to tell us about them.

  Q1292  Mr Havard: Presumably you had other methods of assessing— 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We clearly did.

  Q1293  Mr Havard:—rather than the Iraqi media. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Clearly we do. One of the major parts of the whole execution cycle is to assess the effect that 
you have had against a particular target, and battle damage assessment is a key element of that, so that you can 
change the campaign plan when you know that you have created the effect that you want to achieve, and, against a 
particular target, that you do not have to revisit that target.

  Q1294  Mr Havard: I was not on this visit but some of my colleagues went to Cottesmore and had discussions 
with people there. This concept of the killbox that you mentioned earlier. I am interested that we had described to us 
this process of precision, in terms of targeting for precision weapons to be delivered and so on, and yet it seems as 
though something approaching 40% of the missions of these people were pre-authorised, and something running at 
almost one in five were on this wonderful thing (which in polite society is probably called "KI-CAS" but which no 
doubt they called "KIC-AS"—and I am sure the Americans liked that), this Killbox for Close Air Support. How do 
you square a situation where somebody has, if you like, roving authority to go and kill whatever comes in front of 
him against this precision targeting process? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Killbox Interdiction and Close Air Support is what KI-CAS stands for. There are two discrete, 
different bits to this. Close Air Support is when air is used when forces on the ground are in close contact and need 
air support quickly. Killbox interdiction is a more methodical way of attacking targets in a particular areas. A killbox 
is an area which has been defined. Aircraft are tasked into that area to attack mobile targets—so fielded artillery, 
tanks and those sort of targets. I gave very clear directions to my pilots as to what their responsibilities were and 
inevitably it has to be a pilot responsibility to identify that target as a military target. He also, in his own mind, has to 
go through exactly the same procedure that I go through for a fixed target; that is, is it proportionate? If I am going to 
attack that particular tank, is there a risk of collateral damage, damage to buildings or civilian casualties? If he 
judged that the military worth of that target is not sufficient, then he does not attack that target. I think our crews are 
extremely disciplined in that respect. As a consequence, inevitably weapons are brought back from those sort of 
missions because either the target is not identified or the pilot is not happy that he can positively identify the target or 
he could drop the weapon within the collateral damage constraints.

  Q1295  Mr Havard: The information I have is that something like 5% came back because they were not happy 
with what they had as a target—they aborted the mission and came back. I understand what you have just described 
but what is concerning me is that they are saying that in only 6% of missions did they actually speak with someone 
on the ground. This will come in as something we will discuss later on in terms of friendly fire potential incidents. 
This puts a huge burden on the individual flying the aircraft, if their intelligence from the ground is effectively nil in 
the circumstances you have just described. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: If I could just go back to killbox interdiction sorties.
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  Q1296  Mr Havard: There is a communication problem, is there not? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: If I may deal with the first piece first. In killbox interdiction, an aircraft or maybe a pair of 
aircraft are tasked into a particular box. They either identify targets themselves—they can be controlled sometimes 
by somebody on the ground—or we also sometimes put an aircraft in that box to control other aircraft using an 
airborne forward air controller, who builds up a picture of activity in that particular area and can then direct aircraft 
efficiently on to targets on the ground. It means, though, that you have to have the wherewithal to identify fairly 
small targets like artillery pieces, like tanks, from medium altitude. This is something which we recognise is difficult. 
It is one of the lessons that we have learned out of the campaign, that our targeting pods need longer range, better 
fidelity. It is something we are looking at for the future. So positively identifying that a target is a military target, I 
am not disputing is a challenge, but it is something we have to train for, something we have to make sure that we 
equip our aircraft correctly for as well.

  Q1297  Mr Havard: Turning back to munitions, you have described the situation in relation to precision 
munitions. How did you ensure that non-precision munitions actually achieved the same result in terms of target 
response? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: As I have mentioned, we did not use a large number of non-precision weapons. In looking at 
what weapon you are going to use against a particular target, crews will take into account a number of different 
factors. Unguided, non-precision weapons are suited to some target arrays but increasingly we are having more 
sophisticated weapons which can do that job with greater precision. They are governed by exactly the same collateral 
damage rules that for precision guided weapons are used, and I can provide the Committee with a follow-on note of 
the details of the actual collateral damage considerations which go into the use of non-precision weapons. It is really 
the distances that we use for possible collateral damage.[3] 

  Q1298  Mr Havard: As far as the precision material is concerned, improving its precision even further but also 
reducing the time of its delivery would presumably be very useful in terms of doing more to reduce incidental 
civilian harm. From your experience, how do you think the Ministry of Defence could seek to ensure that these sort 
of improvements could be delivered? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think we are doing exactly that. Our future weapons' programmes are all pointing towards 
increased provision and tailored effects as well. We recognise that the majority of our weapons' stocks are thousand 
pound bombs, we recognise that, in particular, if you are going to try to operate in an urban area a thousand pound 
bomb is probably too large. I think the Committee is aware that we used some inert (colloquially called "concrete") 
thousand pound weapons. That was a method of having a smaller degree of damage. We really need—which we are 
now getting—a 500 pound precision-guided bomb, and there is probably a requirement for a 250 pound precision-
guided bomb as well.

  Q1299  Chairman: Without touching on my colleague's next question, the document on operations in Iraq to which 
we have referred, First Reflections, lists on page 48 the number of sorties, the number of weapons released: 919, 
excluding Tomahawk (of which there was, of course, a substantial number). Are we able to see on whatever basis, 
not just the number of sorties but actually how many succeeded in landing where they were intended to land? Surely 
there must be yardsticks. Do you try to circle an area of probability? You must have, you do have, an ability to 
follow up reconnaissance, as it were, to see whether it was worthwhile. It is one thing getting hold of this but another 
thing in the MoD releasing it. But certainly we would like to see it, because if, by the taxpayer, there has been a large 
amount of money being spent on guided munitions, it would be useful to see more than has been presented to us on 
the number of munitions. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We can certainly provide you with a follow-up note on the detail of that, Chairman, through 
the Ministry of Defence. 

  Chairman: That will be held in the normal restricted manner.
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  Q1300  Rachel Squire: Air Marshal, can I pick up on some of your comments so far on precision-guided 
munitions. Our information is, as you have already said, that they were a particular success of the Iraq campaign. 
Can you say whether the RAF involvement in the air campaign was restricted by the limited UK stocks of precision-
guided munitions? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: The simple answer to your question is that it was not limited. We had good stocks of our 
Enhanced Paveway, which was the new bomb. We had good stocks of our older laser-guided Paveway II and 
Paveway III weapons. We clearly had a limited stock of Storm Shadow, because it was just coming on to the 
production line; but it was adequate for the targets that the Americans particularly wanted us to fire against. Overall, 
I was very satisfied with our weapons stocks for the length of campaign that we envisaged.

  Q1301  Rachel Squire: Just picking up on your mention of Storm Shadow; although it was produced as an urgent 
operational requirement, your view was that sufficient numbers of Storm Shadow missiles were available for the use 
that you required of them. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: That is correct. If more had been available, we could probably have found suitable targets to 
use them against, but they were predominantly used in the first few days of the target where they were targeted 
against particularly hard command-control targets, for which they were highly suitable.

  Q1302  Rachel Squire: Can you tell us today, or provide us with information in writing, on the exact number of 
Storm Shadow missiles that were launched and that were considered to be successful? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I can follow that up with a note to the Committee. Twenty-seven were fired. The detail of the 
weapons effects and such like are clearly classified, and we would have to follow it up.[4] 

  Q1303  Rachel Squire: I was going to ask you about the targeting criteria adopted, but you have already referred to 
that, particularly the priority being given to avoidance of collateral damage—and you also said you would write to us 
on other things. Can I come on to the Brimstone air-launched anti-armour weapon which was originally supposed to 
be in service in October 2002. It would then have been available. Can I ask you to comment on the impact of not 
having the Brimstone for October? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There is no doubt that, as the air component commander, I would have liked to have Brimstone 
as one of the weapons which the crews might have had available. I think it would have had utility in certain 
circumstances against certain target categories. It was a weapon that, clearly, I would have liked to have used if it 
had become available. We did look at the feasibility of accelerating the programme, but we eventually took a 
judgment that with our other weapon stocks and the types of targets, it was unlikely we would be able to progress the 
programme sufficiently quickly to be able to use it in theatre in the way that we would like to use it. 

  Q1304  Rachel Squire: If you had had Brimstone, would you have dropped fewer cluster bombs? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: In likelihood, we probably would have dropped fewer cluster bombs, yes.
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  Q1305  Rachel Squire: Can you comment on the criteria you used to assess the need to use cluster bombs in the 
operation? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: In judging the weapons you use against any particular target, it is very much a judgment left to 
the crew, who have the detailed knowledge of the effect they are trying to achieve and the target make-up. Cluster 
weapons are obviously particularly relevant in the context of soft-skin vehicles, lightly armoured vehicles, and on 
occasions against heavy armour light tanks as well, particularly if they are grouped together. That is where cluster 
bombs offer a higher likelihood of killing more vehicles than one precision-guided weapon. Those are the sort of 
circumstances and considerations that the crew would have when judging what weapon to use against a target centre.

  Q1306  Rachel Squire: We were talking earlier about how the years of joint training and operations have brought 
the RAF and the USAF very close together in terms of co-operation and co-ordination. Can you therefore comment 
on the RAF's use of cluster bombs as compared to the Americans' use of cluster bombs? Are the criteria similar? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We all go through exactly the same thought process in terms of using the most appropriate 
weapon against a particular target set, taking into account collateral damage and such like as well. I think we use 
exactly the same principles.

  Q1307  Mr Havard: Are the cluster weapons used by the RAF and Americans set up the same for the munitions 
that are on the ground? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I cannot speak in detail about the American weapons, so I cannot answer your question.

  Q1308  Mr Havard: My understanding is that you can set them in such a way that the things will degrade quicker. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I cannot speak for the American weapons, I am afraid. Our weapons do not do that. 

  Air Commodore Nickols: On the point about cluster weapons, you have to bear in mind the risk to your own crews, 
and if, with a cluster weapon had the opportunity, with a close-knit group of enemy vehicles, you are content with 
only one pass of your own aircraft instead of ten passes. That has to be taken into account because all the time you 
have got to look at the risk to your air crews as well.

  Q1309  Mr Viggers: You have explained that Jaguar was not used and that reconnaissance carrying pods were 
fitted to other aircraft instead. Why was Jaguar not used? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: It was purely a factor of trying to find some additional room at various places to locate this 
aircraft. I was quite keen to use them because we knew that tactical reconnaissance is a very important capability. It 
is a niche capability that the RAF has developed over the years. I believe they would have had utility, as we had later 
in the campaign, and why we put the Jaguar recce pod on to both the Harrier and the Tornado. We were balancing 
the capabilities we needed and looked at what we would have to displace if we brought Jaguar in. Our judgment was 
that for that particular part of the campaign, it was better to stick with the structure that we had decided on, in the 
knowledge that we could put work in hand to bring the Jaguar recce pod on to the Harrier and Tornado later on 
where we always knew we were likely to need more surveillance as we transitioned into Phase 4. 

  Air Commodore Nickols: You have to remember that Jaguars were operating on Operation Northern Watch, fully 
supporting that right up to the start of the main campaign, so they would not have been available to switch to the 
south until a very late stage anyway.

  Q1310  Mr Viggers: In relation to battle damage assessment, are there cultural differences between the manner of 
assessing battle damage by the Americans and the British? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No, not at all. Battle damage assessment is obviously a vital part of the whole execution 
process, which really starts with finding a target, identifying it as a target, and tracking it if it is a mobile target. If 
you decide to engage it, you then go through the process of deciding what you are doing to engage it with; carry out 
the engagement and create the effect you want. The final part of that equation is the battle damage assessment. You 
judge the effect you have had—"do I need to re-visit that target; have I created the effect I wanted?" It is a vital part 
of the whole process. The areas in that process that remain a real challenge are identifying the target, tracking it, it if 
it is a small target, and then the assessment afterwards. We have a vast array of collection platforms and collection 
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capability. Joining that information together remains a challenge. As we improve our technical means in employing 
network-centric capabilities, then we will be able to get a better fused product, which would provide to the 
commander and his staffs the ability to improve both the speed and accuracy of battle damage assessment. I do not 
think it was perfect by any stretch of the imagination, and it is one of those areas we have identified where we need 
to put a lot of effort.

  Q1311  Mr Viggers: You anticipated my question. I was going to ask whether lessons were learned in terms of 
communication policy and communication between the Air Force and the Army. Are the systems capable of 
informing troops on the ground of the results? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Communications internally within the UK component is one of the major lessons of the UK 
out of this whole operation, and I think Air Marshal Burridge mentioned it in his evidence to the Committee. At the 
moment, we do not have a system like the Americans have, SIPRNET, which is used by all the components and 
allows very ready communication at every level between every different component in the force. We have discrete 
systems which are joined through suitable gateways, but it is not as efficient or as robust as the US system. Again, it 
has been identified as a major lesson, and indeed there is already work in hand with the Defence Information 
Infrastructure to provide the UK Forces with a system which will be comparable and compatible with the American 
system.

  Q1312  Rachel Squire: You mentioned earlier about close air support and how the core skill is air-land integration. 
You said that whilst there seems to be considerable satisfaction with the US Air Force and RAF co-operation, there 
does not appear to be the same level of peacetime exercise that took place prior to Operation Telic between land 
forces and US air forces. If that is the case, and there was a lack in that land-air support area, did it contribute to the 
need for further refinement and practice? Did even contribute to the friendly fire incidents? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: As I mentioned in my other answer, air/land integration is without doubt one of those areas 
where we need to do more. We identified it before the campaign started. I think we are probably victims of past 
campaigns in that Operation Desert Storm was a discrete air operation followed by a short land campaign, and very 
little integrated air-land operation took place. Afghanistan was the first time we saw closer integration between air 
and land, but on a relatively small scale in terms of the land component. This was the first operation that I have 
certainly seen for many years where we have seen such close linkage between the air and land components. As a 
consequence of the last ten years' experience, we have forgotten some of the things that we were quite good at during 
the Cold War, where we had a very closely integrated air-land battle. There was an organisation called the Air 
Support Operation Centre, whose job it is to co-ordinate air-land operations. We have probably neglected the 
exercising of those over the years, for the reasons I have explained. There is a lot of work going on now on both 
sides of the Atlantic between our air forces and our respective armies, to look at how we can refine our procedures 
and create training opportunities where we can on a routine basis—I would hope daily—with air crew working with 
our land colleagues, doing all the things which we saw we would have to do during this operation. Importantly, we 
also need to exercise the whole command and control organisation from the Combined Air Operations Centre 
through the ASOC at a tactical level, with air controllers, be they on the ground, in the air or whatever. There is a lot 
of attention going into that area as we speak; and it was going on before the operation started.

  Q1313  Rachel Squire: That is clearly very good news, and I can take from that that some of your traditional 
training exercises are actively being examined in the light of the Iraq experience. Would you like to comment on 
whether you will require additional funding to implement the lessons on close air support that have been gleaned 
from Operation Telic? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: There are probably two aspects to this. First, there are the processes—and we can sort that out 
and that will not have significant cost implications. Exercising may have some cost implications, depending on 
where we have to go to do these sorts of exercises. I know that we will be able to do some of that training in the UK. 
The British Army already train in a place called BATUS. We sent aircraft last year and this year to BATUS to start 
training in a more integrated manner with the British Army. The United States Air Force and Army have an exercise, 
and I hope we will be able to integrate that training in the course of our normal exercise programme. There may be 
additional resources required, but I do not know yet. There is also an equipment element to this as well. I mentioned 
in answer to another question about the need for more targeting pods, and ideally every aircraft which is going to be 
operating in a Close Air Support environment or Kill-box Interdiction environment should have a targeting pod so 
that he can identify targets. As we get increasing stand-off with our weapons, we will need improved pods which can 
identify targets at greater stand-off ranges. So there may be a resource bill in due course for that, but it would have to 
sit within the priorities of the overall programme, clearly. 
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  Q1314  Rachel Squire: Can I ask you about the comments of General John Jumper, the USAF Chief of Staff, who 
I understand has greatly increased US Air Force support to the Army by using strategic B52s and B1s. Does the RAF 
intend to follow his example? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: One of the aspects which came out of the campaign was the utility of the large bomber force, 
be it B1s, B2s, B52s. They have persistence and they have a large payload, but they have to have the environment to 
be able to operate. Our ability to gain air supremacy quickly enables us to use those aircraft to the fullest extent. 
Whether that will always be the case I do not know. We would like to be able to create the conditions so you can use 
those sorts of assets, but there will possibly be circumstances where they cannot be used. As always, it is about 
having a balanced structure. The United States Air Force clearly has the resources to have capabilities that our Air 
Force will never be able to have. I do not think probably our Air Force needs a squadron of B1s or a squadron of 
B2s—

  Q1315  Chairman: Can we dig up the V bombers? The B52s are going to be older than I am before they are 
retired. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: They certainly will be, Mr Chairman.

  Q1316  Mike Gapes: I want to ask you further about how you allocated your forces to provide air support to land 
forces, when air support was requested. Can you go through how that process works? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: As I mentioned, in constructing a day's flying activity—and we are talking here about anything 
between 2,000 and 2,500 sorties—the process would have gone through the CAOC planning. We would have 
identified certain tasks and certain target sets which fall out of that. A request will come up from each 
component—land component, maritime component, special forces component, the air component—"I need, in an 
ideal world, these targets to be serviced in a 24-hour period". Inevitably, we will not be able to service all those 
targets because there will be insufficient resources, so we then prioritise. The staff in the CAOC do that in 
consultation with the components, so we match capability with resources and come out with agreed targets that we 
are going to attack. It then comes down to allocating the most appropriate platform to a particular target set. That is 
one of the reasons why in the CAOC there are experts on each of our weapons platforms, and they are involved in 
that target or that platform allocation process where they say, "for that particular target, a GR4 with Enhanced 
Paveway is the ideal platform." That, in general terms, is the process that goes on. That is exactly the same with 
Close Air Support and kill-box interdiction as well; it is trying to match a particular platform and its capabilities to 
the particular task. It may be that, for instance, a Harrier, which is fairly short range and short endurance, will be 
used closer to its base than, say, a Tornado GR4, which has a longer range and can be used deeper into the battle 
space. It is impossible, for instance, to say, "we are only going to use UK aircraft to support the UK land force" 
because that would be an inefficient use of air power. Inevitably, we would not have sufficient UK assets to provide 
cover for instance to a UK land component 24 hours a day. That is why air power has always been used and planned 
on centralised methodology; and then we decentralise the execution of the operation. It is trying to make the best use 
of the resources across the battle space and in time. 

  Air Commodore Nickols: The percentage of sorties that go into any particular type of activity is decided at the joint 
level—and that was General Franks in this case. It is not decided by the Air Commander. He then gets on and 
allocates that. The other point that is perhaps worth making is that of those sorties that are allocated in direct support 
of the land commander, he decides what they do; the Air Commander does not; he merely sends them to where the 
land commander needs them to do his business.

  Q1317  Mike Gapes: There were liaison cells with the land forces and an embedding of this network in the Air 
Operation Co-ordination Centre; but how did they work in practice? Do you think there are lessons you will have 
learned from it? Will they be a regular feature of future operations? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: You are absolutely right. I have already mentioned that I believe the Air Support Operation 
Centres are one of the areas to look at where we could train more appropriately and more regularly as well. There 
were two distinct aspects to this in the execution of Iraqi Freedom, in the use of US marine-air, and I would say other 
air. The US Marine Corps has a highly integrated force structure, because their air is used really to supplement their 
long-range artillery that the US Army or our Army has. As a consequence of that, they are highly integrated and used 
as long-range artillery. As a consequence, their equivalent of the Air Support Operation Centre is exercised on a very 
regular basis. I would not say that that was the same for the 5 Corps ASOC which was controlling a lot of the other 
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air. We need to draw the lessons from the level of training and integration that the US Marine Corps achieved and 
translate those lessons across to the exercising procedures used by the other ASOCs.

  Q1318  Mr Cran: It is our understanding that the US Marine Corps has its own close air support aircraft and that 
these were not pooled during the campaign. Can you confirm whether that was or was not the case? The more 
interesting proposition is that Air Marshal Burridge told us that the Marine Corps model was worth looking at for the 
British Air Force. I am bound to say that that confused me, but I would like to ask what is your view of that, and if 
that does not clear up my confusion, I will tell you what it is. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: It leads on from my previous answer. You are correct in saying that the US Marine Corps—the 
first priority was to support the 1st Marine Expedition Force. Any excess sorties were then offered to the CFAC to be 
used throughout the battle space. We can argue as to whether that is the way it should have been done, and we can 
have a debate with our US colleagues on that. There are some very good lessons to be learnt from the way that the 
US Marine Corps is integrated together, and the way in which they operate their aircraft. I do not think though, from 
the UK perspective, that we should follow that model of having direct support allocated to a particular army unit. I 
say that because of comments I made earlier about the way that air is used across the complete battle space. We need 
to make sure that those resources are used most appropriately at a particular phase in an operation. If you attach a 
particular piece of air to a particular ground formation, that will inevitably lead to inefficient use of air. We need to 
pick out the good bits, and there are some very good bits in the way the US Marine Corps integrate their air together. 
We need to make sure that those good lessons are translated into the good doctrinal practices that I believe we do 
have for use and control of our air.

  Q1319  Mr Cran: What are the good bits? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think the Air Support Operations Centre is well exercised. Predominantly it is exercised on a 
very regular basis, and as a result of that, their performance is good. That is one of the major lessons that I would 
take out of the whole operation. In all other respects, their procedures are exactly the same as those used throughout 
the rest of the air operation—Kill-box Interdiction, Close Air Support. They are exactly the same; it was just the 
efficiency of the way the air was integrated together in the US Marine Corps. 
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  Q1320  Mr Cran: I am very pleased to say that you have cleared up the problem in my mind. It seems to me that if 
we had gone down the route that Air Marshal Burridge was suggesting—and to be fair to him, if he had been asked 
the right questions he would have perhaps cleared all this up—the British Air Force would have had to give up all 
roles other than support of ground forces, which simply does not seem to make a lot of sense. We have got that right. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Yes.

  Q1321  Mr Cran: If we did go down that route, it would mean, would it not, the most enormous change to training 
and doctrine? Is there a real debate going on within the MoD or your service that we should adopt this approach; or 
do you think— 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I think we have had the debate, and we realise that there are some good things to be learnt from 
the US Marine Corps experience. One thing I would point out about their structure is that they are enabled, just as the 
US Navy are, by the United States Air Force. They have very limited air-to-air refuelling capability and very limited 
intelligence air surveillance reconnaissance; and they have very limited command and control. Therefore, things like 
E3s—some of the advanced, sophisticated intelligence-gathering aircraft—are provided to both the US Navy and the 
US Marine Corps by the United States Air Force. We would be in exactly that same position, of having an air force 
which was then incoherent. I hope that answers your question. 

  Chairman: It seems that those arguments are well honed in officers' messes over the years, Air Marshal. 

  Q1322  Mr Havard: Can I return to the air-land interface. One of your squadron leaders was telling us that the 
difference this time was that the land forces were already in, and the air support had to work around them, which was 
different from the previous Gulf conflict. He said that at times they were not able to drop munitions in support of 
ground forces. Part of the reason for that was that they were moving so quickly and could not identify it properly, so 
they were not confident about it. He says there are people called Anglicos (Air Liaison Officers/Forward Air 
Controllers) who were not practised in working in land headquarters and then trying to work with aircraft. Is this a 
specific area of difficulty in terms of integrating land and air? If so, what are you doing about it? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: This comes back to the same question, and it is the exercising of all of the aspects—

  Q1323  Mr Havard: Is it just training? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Yes.

  Q1324  Mr Havard: What about communications? Can they do it? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: The communications in general are adequate. I think we can improve them occasionally. If we 
look forward a few years to the network-centric environment that we will all be striving for, then we will have to 
improve our communications to make sure we are completely interoperable and have robust communications 
throughout the battle space. I would not say at this stage that we are anywhere close to the capability that we will 
need for the future. I think the basic procedures and principles are correct; but we need to put more effort into our 
day-to-day training.
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  Q1325  Rachel Squire: Air Marshal, I want to come on to the Joint Helicopter Force and ask you what the lessons 
are from the deployment of the Joint Helicopter Force. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I should start by saying that I am probably not the best person to answer this. The Committee 
may be aware that the Joint Helicopter Command is under the operational command of Headquarters Land. During 
the campaign, as it would be under any operation of this type, then tactical command is with the land component. 
Headquarters Land was responsible for the deployment and the employment of Joint Helicopter Command assets 
during the campaign.

  Q1326  Rachel Squire: Therefore, are you able to provide information about sortie rates and air crew hours flown 
by Joint Helicopter Force as opposed to Harrier and Tornado GR4 detachments? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I would not be in a position to provide that information to you at this time. I can either provide 
a note.[5] 

  Q1327  Chairman: You can probably write directly. So much for joined-up government! I thought you would have 
a real handle on it if you— 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We have a complete handle on integrating them into the air tasking order, so co-ordinating it 
when it flies; but I do not have responsibility for how it is used, deployed or recovered.

  Q1328  Chairman: Is there any suggestion that the RAF should take that role over? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We actually gave it to the Army a few years ago, for very good joint reasons. 

  Chairman: I am just being provocative! 

  Q1329  Mr Roy: Sadly, we know that a number of UK and US service personnel were killed by friendly fire, and 
an inquiry is still ongoing into that tragedy. Can you tell us when that board of inquiry is due to report its findings? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I cannot give you a definitive date yet. There are still technical investigations going on and we 
do not have a date. I anticipate that it would be sometime in the New Year.

  Q1330  Mr Roy: How much training took place between coalition aircraft and US air defence systems, such as 
Patriot, prior to Operation TELIC? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We have always been operating in the southern no-fly zones. As Patriot is deployed into the 
theatre, then on a routine basis the airspace control orders and special operating procedures which all air has to 
operate under took account of all of the air defence assets being airborne or ground-based air defence systems. So as 
a matter of routine, our air crew have been operating under those procedures all of the time that Operation Southern 
Watch has been going on. When it looked as though the operation was going to be authorised, additional assets were 
deployed into theatre and the number of Patriots increased. It was not a case of whether we had to conduct specific 
training; it was an ongoing process that had been going on for months.

  Q1331  Mr Roy: Do those Patriot systems have identified friend or foe systems? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: They do, but they do not rely just on IFF; there are procedural mechanisms as well.

  Q1332  Mr Roy: Are you confident that lessons will be learned from the causes of the friendly fire incidents that 
were witnessed and that proper remedial measures have been identified and acted upon? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I am confident that we will do everything we possibly can to make sure that the lessons are 
implemented. I think we also have to be realistic that friendly fire incidents are obviously human tragedies and they 
also have a negative impact on the campaign. It is in all of our interests to make sure that we reduce fratricide to the 
absolute minimum, whether fratricide between aircraft or between ground units, or between air and ground units. I 
think technology will to a degree assist us in this. Again, our aspiration of a network-centric environment will give us 
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better shared awareness, and we will know where every asset is on the battle space, which we do not at the moment. 
Just as technology will give us that opportunity, it will also give us the opportunity to synchronise our activity and 
make it more complex. The opportunities in an increasingly complex battle space for fratricide are likely to increase.

  Q1333  Mr Roy: I would like to stick to the human level. On the findings and measures, will they be publicly 
released, both for the general public, for politicians, and, most importantly, for the service personnel? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: They will clearly be implemented throughout the service so that our operating procedures are 
known to everybody who needs to know about them. I cannot speak as to whether that would be released to the 
general public, but some of it will not because it will be classified—the method by which we identify targets.

  Q1334  Mr Roy: It seems to me that making a public clarification is very, very important for many people's 
morale. We know for example that on March 23 Group Captain Simon Dobb publicly stated: "Without pre-judging a 
board of inquiry, we have resolved certain issues to obtain cast-iron guarantees that a mistake like this cannot happen 
again." This in relation to the incident we are talking about. "The Americans have made a prudent and rapid 
improvement in the evaluation of Patriot rules of engagement. I can categorically assure my crews that there is no 
danger of inadvertent engagement." However, from what you say neither the British nor the US Military have 
publicly clarified what these guarantees were or how the rules of engagement were changed, so how are we supposed 
to know what they are, bearing in mind that that was March 23, and two days later an F16 fired a missile on a Patriot 
radar after it scanned his plane and then shortly thereafter a Patriot shot down an American F18 near Kabala; and, 
again there was no public clarification. If you hear someone talking about the measures that have been taken, but two 
or three days later the same thing is happening, do you not think that that is wrong, and that someone needs to clarify 
to people on the ground the measures that were taken? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Combat identification is a very complex issue. We did make some adjustments to the rules of 
engagement and the way that Patriot was being employed as a result of the Tornado GR4 incident. I cannot speak in 
detail on the circumstances and the other aircraft. It is difficult to say that the adjustments made for the Tornado 
incident were directly applicable to the other incidents. As I mentioned earlier, it is in all of our interests to make 
sure that we minimise fratricide on engagements. We take it extremely seriously. Group Captain Dobb's statement 
that he can categorically say that it will not happen again—he cannot really say that because whenever there is a 
human in the loop, whilst technology will assist the reduction in these incidents, inevitably, in the confusion of a 
very complex battle space, errors will be made. That is a realistic assessment of what will happen. It would be 
unrealistic to say it would eliminate all—

  Q1335  Mr Roy: I wonder how you can come out with such statements because you are giving safety guarantees 
that really you should not be giving; and therefore there is a morale problem when another problem comes further 
down the line. Then, invariably, the service personnel say "they are not really looking at this problem in the depth 
they should", because the same mistakes were still happening three, four and five days later. That is why public 
clarification seems to me to be— 

  Air Commodore Nickols: I think Dobb was probably saying related to the particular sets of circumstances, the loss 
of a Tornado, rather than a wider set of circumstances. 

  Q1336  Mr Roy: What use does the coalition force make of the UK Rapier Missile System, and did its use 
highlight any improvements or enhancements that you think were needed? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We did use one Rapier squadron to protect one of our deployed operating bases because it was 
felt that that particular location needed a short-range air defence system. It was deployed because it provides 
capability that the United States Air Force does not have, and there were no shortcomings for this operation that were 
needed to rectify. There is a long-term programme, which had been underway on the equipment programme side, to 
make improvements to Rapier.

  Q1337  Mr Roy: Does Rapier have IFF? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: It does.

  Q1338  Mr Roy: Was there a risk of friendly fire from using Rapier in Operation Telic? 
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  Air Marshal Torpy: No more than any other system. We had the procedures, we had the equipment; but we have 
humans in the loop as well.

  Q1339  Chairman: I can remember asking a parliamentary question on IFF in 1977, a quarter of a century ago. 
Has there not been enough investment? Has there not been enough co-operation between allies? The more allies we 
have involved, the greater the problems; the more we go down the route of network-centric warfare, the battle space 
is going to be infinitely more complicated. Mr Webb would say everything is under control, but you have 
responsibilities, as we do. What needs to be done? There must be other things that could be done or things that could 
be done better, because it is carnage out there sometimes. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: A significant amount of effort is going into combat identification and I would hate for the 
Committee to go away with the impression that we are in any way complacent in this area. It is an enormous 
technical problem. Just as we are not close to achieving a network-centric environment, we are not close yet to 
identifying where every vehicle is on the battle space. Until we can do that, and aircraft know where every vehicle on 
the battle space is, we will never be in the situation of having that shared situational awareness which will give us the 
highest probability of not engaging a friendly unit. There will be an awful lot of confusion out there as 
well—operating at night under poor light conditions, poor climatic conditions. It would be wrong to suggest that we 
could eliminate fratricide. Personally, as a military commander, I regret to say that we will continue to have fratricide 
just as we continue to have road accidents with our deployed forces as well. It is one of the facts of life. It is our job 
to make sure that those tragic incidents are reduced to the absolute minimum.
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  Q1340  Chairman: Does this analysis of improvements cover air-to-ground, ground-to-air? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Very much so. We recognise it is one of the most challenging environments.

  Q1341  Mr Havard: On the rules of engagement issue and how land forces call in, one of your people told us that 
they are being sorted out. There are procedures you have described to us, if they are calling in Close Air Support; but 
their complaint was that they were intending to try and use it just as extended artillery. How do you deal with this 
communication link between the people on the ground and the people in the air? It seems to me to be absolutely 
crucial from both sides of the equation. There is a hole here, is there not, and in terms of what they are using it for as 
well? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I go back to the answer I gave on Kill-box Interdiction and Close Air Support. Close Air 
Support is where there are friendly troops engaged who need air support. Air support is only provided under direct 
control of a ground-based controller, and also it is the responsibility of the pilot to positively identify that the target 
he is about to attack is the target intended. If he feels that that is not the case, then he should not drop his 
weapon—unless he feels the situation on the ground is so dire that the balance of risk is that he should release the 
weapon. At the end of the day, it comes back to the man in the loop. It is not a communication issue; I think it is an 
inevitable and realistic appreciation of what happens.

  Q1342  Mr Havard: It seems to me that the number of air-to-air incidents are infinitely less than the number of 
ground to air incidents. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Yes, because it is much less complex. Air-to-air, you are dealing with a relatively small 
number of aircraft in the battle space. It is much more complex and more difficult to identify a small target. If every 
vehicle had IFF, and we could see that in our aircraft, then that would go a long way to reducing it.

  Q1343  Mr Havard: But it would not eliminate it. It comes back to the point I made earlier; that at certain periods 
of time, no matter how sophisticated the targeting policy is, at points of extremis it gets transferred to one individual 
in one aeroplane. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Yes.

  Q1344  Mr Havard: No matter what you do in terms of procedural arrangements or what you do in terms of asset 
tracking, your training and experience of that individual, in terms of where they are at that point in the conflict is 
absolutely crucial. If they have no experience of being in these relationships previously, then you are in dead trouble. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Exactly, and that is a point we have all hoisted aboard and why we are improving our level of 
air-land communication. It is exactly the same as the person pulling the trigger in a tank, against another tank; it is 
his responsibility to identify the tank he is about to fire against, whether it is an enemy tank or a friendly tank.

  Q1345  Mr Cran: On something far less controversial, were the air-to-air refuelling assets pooled? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: They were. 
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  Q1346  Mr Cran: I understand 355 sorties were flown by the RAF aircraft, which, without any doubt at all, was 
quite an effort. The Committee presumes they were successfully done, but we would like to hear you say so. What 
lessons did you learn and, even more importantly, if there were lessons learned, how will those be reflected in the 
replacement for the air tanker? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: One of the capabilities that the American Air Force asked us to provide as much as we thought 
we could do to support our own aircraft—as I mentioned, 40% was offloaded to the US Marine Corps and US Navy. 
I also mentioned that air-to-air refuelling effectively governed the whole output of the air tasking order because of 
the range the aircraft had to operate from deployed bases to the theatre of operation, particularly as the land 
component started to coalesce around Baghdad. The lessons out of it are the essential nature of air-to-air refuelling. 
Whilst carrier-based air has a degree of independence from host nation support by virtue of being a carrier, it has to 
be supported because of the distance of the carrier from the theatre of operations by land-based large tankers. That is 
one of the factors which governed the need for so many tankers around the region. That clearly then presents a 
potential problem with finding suitable bases for tankers. They could be deployed, and we even looked at deployed 
tankers into the bases in Europe, operating towards the Iraq theatre; but that, clearly, comes down to the amount of 
off-load of fuel that is provided; so the closer you get the tanker to theatre the better as well. Tankers are an essential 
feature of use of modern air power. Our own tankers are very valuable because they have got the capability to refuel 
US Marine Corps and US Navy aircraft.

  Q1347  Mr Cran: But apparently not the US Air Force. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Correct, because the American Air force have a different system; they have a boom system, 
whereas we have a probe and drogue, which is what the US Marine Corps have. As to lessons for our tankers—not 
specific to any of our platforms. It really just emphasised the utility and essential nature of air-to-air refuelling. We 
look forward to receiving our future air-to-air refuelling tanker because our VC10s and Tristars—VC10s in 
particular—are getting expensive to continue to operate.

  Q1348  Mr Cran: So there should be no delay. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: The bids are in the process of being scrutinised.

  Q1349  Mr Cran: It is entirely appropriate that a Scotsman of Aberdeen should ask the last question! What were 
the financial arrangements for refuelling US aircraft, ie, how did we get our money back? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I cannot answer that question.

  Q1350  Mr Cran: If I might say so, that is outrageous! Can we have a note? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Yes, I will provide a note.[6] 

  Chairman: Have we paid for the fuel that we received—thanks to James raising this issue? It probably cost the 
Ministry of Defence a lot of money for paying the maintenance back.

  Q1351  Mr Viggers: How does the 2,500 sorties flown during the campaign compare with the normal use that 
aircraft would have had during the period, without hostilities? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: It clearly peaked at the beginning of the campaign, so we always knew that we would operate 
our aircraft at intensive rates of flying and then we would ramp back activity to give us a sustainable position for the 
long term. It is difficult, therefore, to judge that in terms of particular snapshots, but if I took it over the length of the 
campaign, they were operating at higher levels than our peacetime rates, but within the levels that we have within our 
defence planning assumptions for wartime operations.

  Q1352  Mr Viggers: I was going to ask if the increased use of the aircraft and the environment in which they are 
operating has caused any revision in the expected life of the aircraft? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: It has not at all.
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  Q1353  Mr Viggers: And does that apply to helicopters as well? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I cannot speak for the helicopter force, I am afraid.

  Q1354  Chairman: The last question is on media coverage. We took evidence from journalists who were 
embedded within the system and almost all appeared to have been looking at the land campaign and a lot of the 
people who appeared to have been talking about the air campaign were those who were in Baghdad which gave a 
peculiar perspective of how effective the air campaign was. What was your assessment of media coverage of the air 
campaign? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: We had embedded media journalists on a number of our deployed operation bases, particularly 
those ones in Kuwait. I think because the main focus of the media activity was in Kuwait initially and then moving 
forward with the land components, it was inevitable that there would be a limited opportunity for air to be in the 
media forefront. Also I think it is much easier obviously for embedded journalists to get a flavour of the land 
component and the way that land activity is conducted rather than the air component because all they see is aircraft, 
ground planning, aircraft being launched and then recovered and they do not have the opportunity to go and fly in a 
Tornado, for instance, on an operation, so I think there is a slightly different aspect to the way that coverage of the air 
component is undertaken. I think we got pretty good coverage actually and I think, from talking to my own people, 
they were very satisfied with the coverage that they got. I know that Air Marshal Burridge highlighted the fact that 
embedded media only have a very small view of the bigger picture and that is one of the things that we will also have 
to look at for the future to make sure that their reporting is put into a wider context. I hope that answers the 
Committee's question. 

  Chairman: Yes, well, if you are so happy with the media coverage, maybe you could second one of your guys to 
come along into the select committee system for its media coverage. 

  Q1355  Mr Viggers: If I can ask one final question, was there any difference at all in the treatment of male and 
female pilots? We have not raised this issue for some time and I would be interested to know if there is any 
distinction at all. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: No, there is absolutely no difference between the treatment of RAF male and female pilots. It 
is exactly the same.

  Q1356  Chairman: How many female pilots were operating? 

  Air Marshal Torpy: I do not know that, but I can find out.

  Q1357  Chairman: Yes, if you could find that out and within different types of aircraft. 

  Air Marshal Torpy: Certainly.[7] 

  Chairman: Well, thank you both very much. It has been a very easy morning, Air Commodore, Air Marshal, 
almost like a day out of the office, so come again please! It was very helpful and we appreciate your coming along.

6   Ev 415 Back

7   Ev 415 Back
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1358-1359)

MR A PAWSON AND COLONEL PAUL BROOK 

12 NOVEMBER 2003 

  Q1358 Chairman: Gentlemen, welcome. This is the second day's evidence we are holding on the media. I am sure 
you have read the morning and afternoon sessions of 2 July. We look forward to hearing the Ministry of Defence's 
perspective. Is there anything you would like to say to kick off? 

  Mr Pawson: I presume that one or two of your questions will be general questions and I will be very happy to 
respond with an overview from that if you would like.

  Q1359 Chairman: When did you first start working on preparing a media strategy for a conflict in Iraq? 

  Mr Pawson: The media strategy developed over time in the light of the experience we had had since the first Gulf 
War and since Kosovo. Our aim was to get into the public domain accurate information about what was happening 
on the ground in Iraq and Kuwait of course and particularly what the Armed Forces themselves were doing. Our plan 
to achieve this had a number of factors in it. First, we decided that we should be as open as possible and only 
operational security was going to be the consideration in that respect. From the reports I have seen and the reports in 
the media, I think we have probably succeeded in that. Our interest was mainly in the general public but also in our 
own people, for the families, friends, colleagues, those in the services and the reservists. It was quite important to us 
that they should see what was going on accurately and at first hand as well. Secondly, we had to try to meet the 
practical needs of the media, both in terms of the information they were after and the timeliness. We tried to meet 
this in a variety of ways, both in terms of the support that we gave in theatre and in terms of dealing with incidents 
and activities in theatre, rather than it all coming back to headquarters here in London and back out again, to try to 
meet the timeliness point of view. We also felt it necessary to try to preserve to the greatest extent possible the 
accuracy and authoritativeness of our own briefing, our own reporting and our own press office. There is of course a 
tension between being quick and being accurate. That tension was present there throughout the conflict. Next, if we 
were to achieve our objective we had to plan to get information out at all levels. We started with the individual 
journalists, those embedded journalists in the front line and the unilaterals. The next level up for us in the UK was 
the forward press information centre with 1 Division, so that would give a Divisional view of the situation. Then we 
had the coalition environmental sub-press information centres for maritime, the air and the land. Then of course 
Qatar and then London. We felt we had covered the full spectrum of requirements in that regard. Next, we had to 
decide how we were going to deal with the 24/7 media plus the time differences as between Iraq, London and 
Washington meant we had very full days. We had to get the right resources in place. We had to be aware of the 
demands that would be coming along from the 24 hour media. Finally, we had to recognise we had to work in the 
coalition framework. We had to depend on the lead party of the coalition for much of the overview and the breadth 
that was in place. Not in the sense of an objective but throughout all of this, we wanted to try to establish good 
relationships with the media because we are very conscious that in reality we were probably dependent on their 
goodwill and cooperation for preserving things like operational security and trying to get across to them the 
understanding of the situation so that they could report in the right way. That was our grand plan. The planning really 
got off the ground probably last September when the discussions with the Americans and inside both Whitehall and 
the Ministry of Defence ramped up.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1360-1379)

MR A PAWSON AND COLONEL PAUL BROOK 

12 NOVEMBER 2003 

  Q1360 Chairman: What kind of level were you meeting then? 

  Mr Pawson: The way in which the media plan was being developed was an integral part of the overall military 
plan. It was being developed, if you like, under the chapeau of the senior military and ministerial exchanges that 
were taking place. At various levels it was taking place including with PJHQ and CentCom. The next major change 
and in some senses the starting pistol for the practical arrangements occurred in January when, as the Committee is 
well aware, we moved conclusively to the southern option. The Secretary of State announced, I think on 20 January, 
the land package. We could then see what slots were available, what needed to be done to brief the editors, which 
was our next stage, to set in train the implementation of the agreed arrangements with the media which are set out in 
the so-called Green Book and to have the discussions with the various societies, the broadcasters, to try to get the 
practical arrangements in place, to get people trained. We eventually got them out on about 12 March.

  Q1361 Chairman: What kind of documents would you have had on lessons to be derived from previous wars? We 
did an inquiry into the Falklands, which was pretty awful. The last Gulf War was much better and on the British side 
Kosovo was very good; NATO was dreadful until half-way through. What sort of documentation would you have 
had? What kind of historical memory will have been within the system to ensure you did not make the same mistakes 
that were made previously and you built on the successes of previous campaigns? 

  Mr Pawson: There were two sorts. One was the macro-memory of, rightly or wrongly, a major downturn in 
relations between the Ministry of Defence and the media after the Falklands War, when the media felt that they had 
been deliberately misinformed. There was at the forefront of our minds that we were not going to go down that route 
at all. The second type of memory is the operational reports. Colonel Brook and his team keep those, the most recent 
of which was on the media in Afghanistan. We looked at that to see where we could improve in terms of the 
guidance, training and so on to make sure we put those into what we were planning for Op Telic.

The Committee suspended from 3.07pm to 3.18pm for a division in the House

  Mr Pawson: I referred rather glibly to the Green Book. For the record, I ought to say it is the working arrangements 
for the media in times of emergency, tension and conflict or war. This was instigated after the Falklands War and 
revised after the Gulf war in 1991.

  Q1362 Chairman: The first time the issue was broached was at a level above your pay grade, it would appear. 
Were there any people from your department there when the idea of coordination was first broached at a higher 
level? If not, when were the first meetings you had with government departments or ministers? At what stage were 
politicians brought into the process? 

  Mr Pawson: I am sorry to say I am at something of a disadvantage here. We both are, in that I only took up post on 
27 January this year and Colonel Brook likewise. I can certainly let you have a note.[1] 

  Q1363 Chairman: Please. 

  Mr Pawson: My understanding is that the media operation planning was conducted in the framework of the overall 
military planning and it was the same people right at the top involved.
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  Q1364 Chairman: It is not a trick question. Obviously, politicians bear the brunt. Number 10 is reputed to have 
had a controlling hand over media relations across government. This was before you took up your position but what 
input did they have on your planning for Op Telic and at what stage? 

  Mr Pawson: As far as I am aware, the sort of planning that I outlined was essentially the Ministry of Defence plan. 
I am fairly confident in that. It was designed in conjunction with what the coalition as a whole would do, obviously, 
but we designed it to meet our own requirements of putting accurate information in the public domain. It was 
designed on the basis of the extant plan agreed with the media in the Green Book, and we went ahead on that basis.

  Q1365 Chairman: I just could not imagine Mr Campbell would let you get away with a media strategy without 
looking at it or getting involved with it because after all he was very prominent in turning around NATO's disastrous, 
early media relations during Kosovo. Maybe you could consult your records as well and tell us at what stage did 
anybody in number 10 offer advice or change the policy or whatever. 

  Mr Pawson: Yes.

  Q1366 Chairman: The principal elements of the UK and the US media strategies appear to be closely coordinated: 
similar policies on embedding of journalists, joint briefings at CentCom. How did you coordinate your planning with 
that of the Americans and how much were you able to influence their strategy? 

  Mr Pawson: There was close coordination at all levels. I think we were greatly helped by the decision to devolve as 
a matter of our concept of operations decisions as far down the chain as possible, both to PJHQ and to theatre, where 
the liaison with the Americans was very close and constant. In terms of ourselves, I went to Washington and met my 
opposite number. There were telephone calls weekly or whatever was required to resolve issues as they arose. The 
fact remains that Washington did listen to what we had to say. There were areas where, in the event, it is fair to say 
we were expecting more of them during the conflict phase perhaps in Qatar than eventually happened, for a whole 
series of reasons, but I have no complaints about their willingness to cooperate with us. Indeed, it happened right 
from the very first night of the conflicts with the helicopter crashes as between the press office in London and 
Washington. There was a very good spirited relationship.

  Q1367 Mr Howarth: Were you obliged to adopt the US approach in any areas where you might have preferred not 
to do so? 

  Mr Pawson: I am not aware of any in the sense that the approach we adopted was exactly consistent with our 
doctrine. 

  Colonel Brook: There were detailed differences in how we approached our business. For instance, the American 
forces chose not to have press centres at divisional level. They preferred instead to concentrate all their efforts in 
their headquarters at Qatar but were completely happy for us from a national perspective to have our own press 
centre in the proximity of headquarters in the first armoured division. In terms of where we coordinated our efforts, 
the Green Book suggests that war correspondents will deploy in military uniform but, as a result of dialogue between 
ourselves and the Americans where they were choosing not to have their war correspondents in uniform, we chose to 
do likewise. There was quite a lot of coordination and no areas of dissent or concern.

  Q1368 Mr Howarth: Did you find our people were being invited to comment on American positions at the 
divisional level, rather than going through CentCom, causing friction? 

  Colonel Brook: That is an inevitable consequence where you have a journalist wanting to know a lot about a large 
number of things. Our guidance given to everybody is that they are free to talk to the media but they should stay 
within their own areas of responsibility. I would like to think that all of those such requests were met politely. It 
would be better to ask the Americans.

  Q1369 Mr Howarth: Were the Australians in this loop at all? 

  Mr Pawson: They were in the loop in Qatar. They had their own media to look after.

  Q1370 Mr Howarth: Were they part of the planning? You said earlier that you started this planning process back 
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in September and you said, "We had to work in the coalition framework." Were the Australians part of that 
framework from the outset? 

  Mr Pawson: My understanding is yes. 

  Mr Howarth: Their command of English was all right, was it? I am thinking in advance of the events coming up in 
the next couple of weeks.

  Q1371 Rachel Squire: Within the MoD, do you have any role in contributing to the shaping of policy across the 
board, based on your experience of what the media focus is, or are the policy making and the media relations 
functions of the Ministry of Defence entirely separate? In other words, you never get a chance to influence anything 
in respect of policies. 

  Mr Pawson: It is a mixture. The Secretary of State is a member of the Cabinet and the necessary Cabinet 
committees that preside over policies and structures. He plays a role in that as do the policy and operational staff in 
the Ministry of Defence. In relation to media, there is similar coordination on a daily basis now, not just for Iraq, 
across Whitehall. We play our role in that. Policy has a particular meaning in the Ministry of Defence. We define it 
quite narrowly in terms of defence policy. Much of what we do is execution of grand policy.

  Q1372 Rachel Squire: Can I ask about one specific example which was highlighted by the death during operations 
of a soldier who had a long term relationship but was not married to his partner? They had a child and there was a 
big media focus on that at the time. Would you like to make any comment on whether the media focus on the 
relationship or the position of unmarried partners in any way helped to alter opinions in the change of policy that we 
have now seen in the latest proposals for pensions and compensation to include partnerships, relationships, where 
there is not like a legal marriage but there is clearly a long term relationship? 

  Mr Pawson: I guess, because the media and the public are naturally interested in human interest stories, the 
personnel questions always receive a very high level of attention in the media. Secondly, part of our role is to try to 
reflect back public opinion through the media but also in other ways directly into the policy making organisations of 
the Ministry of Defence. The fact that there was concern in the media and it was sustained concern was and would in 
future be reflected into the policy making on the personnel side.

  Q1373 Mr Havard: Can I ask a supplementary on the last two questions? The question was did the Americans 
influence the way in which you behaved. I am interested to get to what you were trying to do in the first place. This 
chap Sambrook from the BBC has set this out in an article recently and he quotes Professor Taylor from Leeds who 
talks about this question of perception management which is a form of justification of what you do. Did this 
approach, which seems to be very much an American approach to the media, influence this doctrine and the way in 
which you approach the whole relationship you had with the Americans about what the intent was of what you were 
trying to do? Was it news management? It is presumably part of news management but is it also about what you were 
trying to get across and sell a product or give accurate information. 

  Mr Pawson: As far as the operations in Iraq and the operational armed forces were concerned, it was quite clearly 
the latter. We have a long term interest in accurate information being made available to the public about defence 
issues because the public do not generally interact with defence on a day to day basis, as they do with health and 
schools and so on. For us, that is a constant theme that underlies everything we do. We are quite clear to separate out 
media operations from, if you like, information and deception type of work. There is some American doctrine that 
tends to see the world as a global whole. There is a conceptual view that might say if you are in wars of national 
survival perhaps that is the right way to look at things, but in our terms the relationship for us with the media and the 
media in turn with the public, which we appreciate, it is more important to be accurate and credible than it is to have 
a particular line at a particular time on a particular issue. 

  Q1374 Mr Havard: None of that American doctrine leaked into your activities? 

  Mr Pawson: I personally find it a little bit difficult to see how doctrine leaks into practice. For example, the fact 
that the opinion formers and decision makers in Iraq would have access to satellite television meant they would have 
seen the images from, shall we say, our embedded correspondents and the press conferences. They would form their 
own view of what was happening as opposed to what the Iraqi Information Minister was saying. In that sense, you 
could say that having accurate, trusted information is the best way of operating an information campaign inside the 
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hierarchy of, in this case, the Iraqi regime. 

  Q1375 Mr Havard: Can I ask the Colonel what his perceptions were of it? 

  Colonel Brook: I fully agree with Mr Pawson on this. The difference between the information operation which 
aims to manage perceptions and our own responsibility which is to present information, which will include stating 
what our objectives are for any particular group of people, is a normal business for us. What we must do however is 
make sure that we do not, in the public presentation of information, including messages about our policies and 
objectives, cut across anything that might have a detrimental effect on perceptions perhaps in the area of operations. 
There is coordination required for those people who deliver psychological operations—and Professor Taylor is an 
expert in psychological operations—and those people who are conducting military activities which also send a 
message. We have to be very careful that we do not divorce ourselves completely from the American approach 
whilst at the same time maintaining clear, blue water between the media operation and any other activities to do with 
information.

  Q1376 Mr Hancock: Arising out of the guidelines laid down in the Green Book about the accreditation of 
journalists, did the MoD at any time turn anyone down who was seeking to be accredited to your organisation? 

  Colonel Brook: In this respect, because we were setting up a limited number of accredited war correspondents, we 
were obliged to turn away about 75% of the applicants. We were hugely over-subscribed for the numbers of slots 
that we had available with front line units. That said, there were no limits placed on in theatre registration of 
journalists. Provided the journalist was bona fide, in our case from the United Kingdom, he could register in Kuwait 
or Qatar and become part of the pool of journalists, the unilaterals, as they became.

  Q1377 Mr Hancock: Did the British armed forces refuse access to any journalists who sought it? 

  Colonel Brook: If a journalist was an accredited war correspondent, he would not be turned away. If he or she was 
registered in theatre and held a theatre registration card, they would not be turned away. If they were unregistered 
and the organisation did not know who they were, obviously, under those circumstances security could be a concern.

  Q1378 Mr Hancock: You had a meeting before this of the editors and the major news networks. Did you lay down 
guidelines to them about who was acceptable and who was not? 

  Mr Pawson: No.

  Q1379 Mr Hancock: Were there any journalists that the Ministry of Defence felt at any time they would not want 
to be near British forces during these operations? 

  Mr Pawson: Not in terms of individuals as opposed to individuals meeting certain standards. It is worth my 
pointing out that we try to distance ourselves from that selection process by using the Newspaper Society and the 
Newspaper Publishers' Association to pick the people who are going, because obviously it is a competitive industry. 
We take them, train them and move them. We deliberately distance ourselves from that choice and similarly with 
broadcasters.
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  Q1380 Mr Hancock: What involvement did you have with the late Terry Lloyd who was not part of your 
embedded team but was there with a substantial number of colleagues working on a particular issue on the war but 
was not travelling with the UK forces? Would you have in any way tried to influence what he was doing or similar 
journalists in the same position as him? 

  Mr Pawson: What they would have had was access, if they chose to have access and had so registered, to the field 
press information centre and indeed to the coalition press information centre in Kuwait. They would have received 
advice—security advice in particular—on the situation at those places but clearly it is only advice and they are free 
to choose to do what they wish.

  Q1381 Mr Hancock: Those freelance journalists not travelling with British forces had no conditions attached to 
their involvement in this war? They could travel wherever they could get to if they chose to do so? 

  Mr Pawson: Yes.

  Q1382 Mr Hancock: Can I refer you to what I think is a contradiction in First Reflections? Your primary aim, it 
suggests, is to provide accurate and timely information. I would be grateful if you could tell me to what extent you 
met those aims because timely information is not always accurate and accurate information is not always what you 
get at a timely point, is it? 

  Mr Pawson: Our view is that overall we felt it was successful in the sense that information was put out in volume 
both on broadcast medium, in the newspapers and in the viewing figures. The amount of articles shot up 
dramatically. Terrestrial television news went up by nearly twice and in terms of satellite it went up two and a half 
times. The number of articles about the operations in Iraq shot up from 500 to 2,000. There was a big increase, so the 
information was coming out. The consensus that I have seen of the views expressed in the media is that broadly the 
information was accurate, for example, from embedded media. The analysis done by media agencies has shown that 
something like 70% of the reporting was, in their terms, neutral which is another example perhaps of accuracy. In 
terms of achievement, I would say yes, we have. Some areas did not go absolutely according to plan but if there were 
some half a dozen or perhaps a few more incidents that later proved not to be wholly accurate that has to be seen 
against the background of hundreds of incidents that took place, if not thousands, throughout the conflict phase. We 
certainly did not, to the best of my knowledge, ever seek to mislead anybody. The media may have said, "The 
government misled us over this and that" or, "The military misled us". Yes, the factual information may have been 
wrong but it was not deliberate in the sense that the use of phrase "factually misleading" implies. The sort of 
situation where I think our people on the ground had a very difficult time was if you had, to take an example, a 
company commander going into Um Qasr and it looks to him to be clear and safe and he has an embed with him who 
reports it clear and safe; the embed reports back to Qatar and Qatar asks the people there, "Is it safe?" "We do not 
know, but your man says it is." It is very difficult for him to continue to say, "We do not know" until it is absolutely 
safe and something unexpected happens in these situations. It was the first time we had seen the irregulars in a major 
way, operators in civilian clothes and so forth, so yes, in a sense it was wrong, but it was not deliberately wrong. It 
was done in good faith. We try to correct those things as soon as we can afterwards. The events in the media, as you 
well know, have generally moved on from that, but that is what we try to do.

  Q1383 Mr Hancock: Have you had any analysis done of the service personnel who had, in particular, embedded 
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journalists working with them closely about whether or not they felt on reflection it would have been better had they 
not had that deployment of journalists with them; or they felt that it was a fairly accurate reflection of what they were 
doing that was getting out? Have you done any analysis within the MoD on what your own forces felt about the way 
in which this interaction worked or not? 

  Mr Pawson: The commanders—and I have spoken to them—are satisfied with it and they report that the vast 
majority of units were content with what was happening. 

  Colonel Brook: I have spoken to my own contemporaries who were commanding units at the time. Although they 
said there was a little bit of clunkiness when these unusual people arrived in their units, it was a very short space of 
time before they were completely assimilated in. Many of the journalists themselves reported being taken completely 
into confidence and given the briefings and the information and I think everybody concluded after the event that it 
was a worthwhile activity and experience.

  Q1384 Mr Hancock: What about those units who took casualties in the first two days, the two helicopters crashing 
off the aircraft carrier, and the fact that families back home got one version that helicopters had gone down close to 
the ship? Obviously they were alarmed by that and they had not been informed but it was in the media. I know from 
my own experience, coming from Portsmouth, that there was a lot of distress caused when the Royal Marine 
helicopter went down. There was a suggestion that a number of marines were killed and the families were concerned. 
This information was coming out before any attempt was being made to tell the families what had happened. 

  Colonel Brook: I think, in terms of the second part, we were making very strenuous efforts to locate and properly 
inform families. That is our overriding concern. There was an inevitable tension between the speed of reporting, 
particularly on the 24 news approach, and our ability to get that very precise, accurate information back to next of 
kin and families. 

  Q1385 Mr Hancock: Are you satisfied that there was no estimating of casualties to families before they were told 
what happened? 

  Mr Pawson: I am not satisfied wholly that it did not happen. You have touched on what has been quite a difficult 
subject for us during this operation. Our whole aim is to minimise distress but it is not an easy picture. First of all, we 
want to be first to tell the next of kin but if you are in an area where colleagues have mobile telephones or other 
access, with the best will in the world, they can ring back to bases, to their wives or whatever, saying, "There has 
been a terrible accident. Go round and make sure they are all right." Word begins to get out in that way which makes 
our life quite difficult. We have difficult choices as well between a little bit of distress for a lot of people or a lot of 
distress for a small number of people. If an aircraft crashes, do we say what sort of aircraft it is?

  Q1386 Mr Hancock: What is the test from your point of view? 

  Mr Pawson: In consultation with the personnel authorities, we have learned that we need to be quicker and more 
flexible as a result of what happened in Iraq than the standard procedures we had in the past. 

  Mr Hancock: I cannot understand how a family can be told that somebody close to them has been killed by 
somebody other than the MoD if you say that that is happening. 

  Chairman: He has just told you.

  Q1387 Mr Hancock: If they can use a mobile phone to tell colleagues locally, why on earth was it not possible for 
the MoD to make contact quicker so those families were given the benefit of the MoD informing them, rather than 
somebody else having a mobile phone to phone home to say, "Go round. There is a chopper down. They are all from 
this area? You must get one of the families if you knock on enough doors." I am not blaming journalists here; I am 
blaming the MoD for not getting their communications back to family units quickly enough. 

  Mr Pawson: In terms of the substance of that, it is a matter for the personnel authorities and no doubt the 
Committee will be considering the personnel issues. Families come in a whole variety of shapes and sizes nowadays. 
There can be two of them and the way in which they have to be found and informed is not always straightforward 
compared to finding somebody close. Our role in personnel is to provide advice about the media. What we say is that 
the media and high media interest is a fact of life. It is something that the casualty visiting officers and subsequent 
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visitors have to bear in mind. We have to manage this properly. Families want all sorts of different arrangements in 
relation to the media. We will offer to put something, if they want, on a website, who it is, a picture, a tribute. Others 
want no publicity at all. Others want the very minimum they can get away with. Others choose to be proactive about 
it for a whole variety of reasons. Our role is to try to make sure that the personnel systems right back from the front 
line through theatre, PJHQ, up here and out at the end to the local commands recognise the speed of the modern 
media and the pressure they can build on individuals. 

  Q1388 Mr Hancock: Can I ask what other aims and objectives you had when you were putting your reporting 
scenario together and how you were going to work with journalists to enable them to get the best possible access that 
they needed to get their stories accurately and timely? What were you hoping they would present as far as the British 
military were concerned? 

  Mr Pawson: We were hoping that they would expose to the population as a whole and to the families what life was 
like for soldiers, sailors and airmen when they were on operations. We naturally felt confident that the high standards 
to which the armed forces operate would also come through this and that, as a result of that, public understanding 
would be increased.

  Q1389 Mr Hancock: Did you set the goal to show that our forces, as a number one objective, were trying to 
minimise civilian casualties and you were saying to journalists that this was something you would hope they would 
emphasise? 

  Mr Pawson: That is what I meant by the highest professional standards, both in the way they conduct themselves 
and in relation to collateral damage, casualties, handling prisoners of war, the whole gamut of the framework for 
military operations.

  Q1390 Mr Jones: Would you agree that it is not just getting the right person to speak to relatives? Extended 
families might be difficult but it is also important to tell them the correct information because the media would have 
a field day if you told somebody that someone had died and they had not. Is it not also vitally important that the 
information from theatre is as accurate as possible when it is told to the next of kin? 

  Mr Pawson: Absolutely. You have hit on a very real difficulty. One of the things we have to do, before the next of 
kin is informed, is establish that the individual is actually dead and not missing. Even in a helicopter crash where you 
have not recovered the bodies, they are technically missing and not killed. You have to be sure it is the right person, 
that you have the right next of kin and that you have the right extra information that inevitably they will want to 
know when that chap knocks on the door. All of those things, particularly in a combat scenario, take an enormous 
amount of time—we are talking hours, not days—to gather together; whereas perhaps a member of the press can be a 
little more speculative.

  Q1391 Mr Crausby: You have the very difficult task of persuading Arab and Muslim opinion, both within the 
region and more widely, that the coalition's efforts were not aimed at Arab interests or indeed a war against Islam. 
How did you seek to engage with Arab and Muslim news organisations, Al Jazeera for instance, or indeed Muslim 
news organisations in this country? 

  Mr Pawson: We did this at a number of levels. First of all, we were entirely open with our press information 
centres to Al Jazeera and other networks in theatre. Secondly, they are invited to our briefings and press conferences 
here in London. Thirdly, ministers—and this was not just a Ministry of Defence issue—went daily to give interviews 
to the Arab media here. Of course there was activity in Washington at the same time.

  Q1392 Mr Crausby: My experience in my constituency is that you were not too successful in communicating that 
line. It is not a criticism; it is a hugely difficult argument to present. Can you point to any successes that you had with 
Al Jazeera, for example? You were not able, for example, to persuade Al Jazeera not to show pictures of British 
bodies. 

  Mr Pawson: No, Al Jazeera has its own standards. In my experience, albeit limited, Al Jazeera does not operate in 
the same way with the same sorts of editorial controls as happens with the UK and other western media. It is a lot 
more personality dependent and chaotic in the way in which the programmes are put together. It is also the case that 
they appear to balance a major item from a press conference with an immediate comment from the opposite direction 
afterwards. We relied very heavily on the embassies in the Gulf region to advise on what they thought would be 
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important to influence in terms of the governments of those countries and what their view of what the Arab streets 
would or would not think about the way in which we did it.

  Q1393 Chairman: Did you have any specialists in your media department in Islamic affairs? I know the Foreign 
Office has an Islamic media unit. 

  Mr Pawson: No. We relied on the Foreign Office unit to help us.

  Q1394 Mr Cran: I wonder if you would trace out for the Committee how the relationship was between you and the 
MoD at the sharp end of the PR exercise within the MoD and the press itself. Is it you acting as the megaphone for 
the press within the MoD or is it the other way around? 

  Mr Pawson: The answer is both. If the media are concerned about something, part of our role is to inform the 
Department of that concern, to get answers to questions about it, and this was particularly true during the conflict in 
Iraq. At the same time, it is our job to get out to the media what has been going on in a way which we hope interests 
them. Much of what happens in the Ministry of Defence does not make sexy copy. We have difficulty in getting that 
across. We have a valve role in both directions—that is to say, chivvying the department to help provide facilities 
and information for the media and, on the other hand, getting what the department wants us to put out out to the 
media.

  Q1395 Mr Cran: Was there any development in the role as the war trundled on? We all know what the press are 
like. They are simply built to take a mile when we all intend that they should take an inch. It would seem to me that 
they have not changed their spots in any way whatsoever. It must have been quite difficult for you on occasions. 

  Mr Pawson: It was certainly pretty busy.

  Q1396 Mr Cran: That is not what I said. I take for granted the fact that you were busy. I asked something very 
different. 

  Mr Pawson: For example, with the question of the media and families and casualties, we had to establish direct 
links between the press office and the casualty visiting officer to try to match the speed, timeliness and pressure from 
the media. As time went on, there were also comments among Members of Parliament and others about the context 
of what was happening in Iraq, so we in the press office spent a lot of time trying to help get the context out. We 
made sure that, for example, the Secretary of State's statements to the house were not simply narratives of what 
happened but had a bit of analysis and context set in them to try to help to correct that. The role developed in relation 
to the operation as it itself developed.

  Q1397 Mr Cran: Did you have to crack the whip? If you did not, you are the only one who has not had to. 

  Mr Pawson: I did not have to crack the whip, but there was a constant dialogue about what should be done about 
things as they arose and to convince people that the media is an important part of what was happening and, if 
necessary, to sort out the practical problems that were taking place.

  Q1398 Mr Cran: In the main, would you say that if you made a point or any of your staff made a point to the press 
they accepted it? You try to get a context. That was one of the examples you gave. Would you say that, as a result of 
your representations, they did what you asked? 

  Mr Pawson: I would not say they were 100% satisfied. We had a particular issue about the added role of the 
forward press information centre which was located at the rear of 1 Division. The media had quite a difficult 
decision. Where did they put their big hitters? A number of them chose to put them there. For whatever reason those 
who decided what would be broadcast here in London seemed to prefer footage from embeds from the front, from 
unilaterals, as being in some way more appropriate or getting larger audiences; rather than a whole series of more 
thoughtful pieces put together at the FPIC. That left a number of them dissatisfied in that respect. We certainly tried 
to help them. I think I am right in saying that General Brims has been before the Committee to explain what he was 
doing in relation to the press to try and help them, but I would not say they were 100% satisfied.

  Q1399 Mr Cran: What problems did you have with journalists in theatre breaking the conditions that they had 
agreed with you? In that regard, I seem to remember a Sun journalist who reported an off the record speech of a US 
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general to his troops being thrown out of theatre. Did that occur as a big problem or was that a one-off? 

  Mr Pawson: Our main concern was operational security. There were one or two incidents which were probably not 
ideal in that respect, but again we left commanders with a certain leeway in relation to what they felt was important 
about operational security against the need to keep the media and the population informed about what was 
happening. Overall, we were satisfied with operational security. In terms of the behaviour and fitness of the 
journalists, there were odd examples, but they were odd, two or three in a coterie of 150, which were not satisfactory. 
Overall, I think we felt that the media behaved responsibly.
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  Q1400 Mr Cran: Did you take a sanction against those journalists who infringed or did you just rap their 
knuckles? 

  Mr Pawson: We changed the position. I am always slightly cautious about getting into individual cases. 

  Q1401 Mr Cran: I do not want you to. 

  Mr Pawson: We took action.

  Q1402 Mr Cran: You rapped their knuckles and you hauled them back? 

  Mr Pawson: Yes. 

  Mr Hancock: Really? You took them out of theatre?

  Q1403 Mr Cran: He did not say that. He said he took action. That might have included taking them out of theatre 
but— 

  Mr Pawson: It might have included taking them out of theatre or redeployment.

  Q1404 Mr Cran: Are you able to tell us how many cases there were and what action you took in each case? 

  Mr Pawson: I would be reluctant to identify individuals.

  Q1405 Mr Cran: A, B, C and D would indicate to us how many were involved. 

  Mr Pawson: There were certainly one or two people who were redeployed. There were one or two people who left. 
There were one or two people who were told that they had to remember things like operational security, light 
discipline at night, were important and something they had to follow. Overall, there were one or two instances in a 
spectrum but they behaved broadly responsibly. 

  Chairman: Mr Cran is a former whip so he is preoccupied with this question of discipline, punishment and 
whipping etc.

  Q1406 Mr Havard: On resources and costs, this is a mechanical question in many respects, but I know that 
apparently there were 29 reporting journalists in the Falklands and about 2,500 in this operation, so things have 
changed. How many government people were employed in this operation. How many officers were dedicated to this 
Operation Telic in both London and in theatre? 

  Mr Pawson: The total number of officers dedicated to Operation Telic I cannot give you because I only see the 
media slice of that. In terms of handling the media, we deployed 180 press officers approximately to theatre and we 
reinforced ourselves in London by probably another 20 in terms of the media. Most of those deployed to theatre, the 
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vast majority—170 of the 180—were redeployments from elsewhere, from their day jobs, as it were, and reservists. 
We probably had about 200 extra people full time.

  Q1407 Mr Havard: How were they chosen? How did you ensure they had the appropriate training and expertise? 
You say you used some reservists. There is, as I understand it, a media operations group within the reservists, a 
triservice organisation. Were they exclusively drawn from there or were they picked in some other way? How were 
they chosen? 

  Colonel Brook: The job specifications for all of the media related slots were coordinated by PJHQ with the single 
services and it was very much a case of finding the right person for the particular job, and there are lots of people 
who have some experience and some training. A particular effort was made to find the key spokesmen, Colonel 
Chris Vernon, Group Captain Lockwood and Co so that they were available, they had to be taken from other jobs to 
fill those slots. As far as the reserves are concerned we drew reserves from all three services, they all had a media 
ops group or the equivalent, although the Army's is the largest, we drew Royal Marine reserves, Royal Navy reserves 
and Air Force reserves as well as the media ops group, there were 55 out of a total of 200. We also used civilian 
press officers to assist as media advisers and also, more importantly, back here in London to thicken up the efforts 
that we were able to make and to give us a 24 hour a day, seven day a week capability. 

  Q1408 Mr Havard: Can I go back to something that I was talking about, you were talking about your doctrine and 
your way of doing things not being corrupted by anybody else, how did you ensure these people were of sufficient 
common standard in terms of training as well as expertise? Were they all brought together? Was there some sort of 
process by which you could ensure a consistency of standards? 

  Colonel Brook: The key folk were brought together. As Mr Pawson said earlier this was a fairly short flash-to-bang 
type thing because the plan was only firmed up in January and we were looking to deploy these people very quickly. 
The opportunities for pre training, getting people together and really going through it in a collective fashion was 
extremely limited, we had to rely on their previous experience, to a large extent. In some respects I think you could 
describe our effort as somewhat stretched in that regard.

  Q1409 Mr Havard: On the question of costs—we are obsessed with costs—is there a view about what this has 
cost? How does it compare with previous operations and previous conflicts? 

  Mr Pawson: Clearly an operation of this size would cost a lot more than previous operations. There was a lot in it 
for us. We had five press information centres to man at various levels and we had to find equipment for 
communication, photocopiers, all of that. The 180 people who went out had to have their own telephones, 
dictaphones, a whole raft of equipment. There was major equipment cost spread across those people, there were the 
running costs, if you like, of both the journalists and the media people of our own in theatre, the transport costs, the 
transport fleet. There may have been substitute costs for people we had augmented and not all of those, the vast 
majority of them, do not appear on our budget. I cannot give you a figure, it must be hundreds of millions of pounds.

  Q1410 Mr Havard: Hundreds of millions! 

  Mr Pawson: Hundreds of thousands. I am used to talking millions! 

  Chairman: Even if it is hundreds of thousands perhaps you can have a stab at being a little more accurate, if you 
would not mind seeing if there are some figures you can supply us with. We would not expect you to have it to the 
decimal, perhaps you can give it a little thought.

  Q1411 Mr Cran: Mr Pawson, are you in a position to give us an assessment of the media operation at CentCom? I 
hope I am not going to get a no because the Committee does know that Mr David Howard, whom I think is called the 
Head of Communication Planning within MoD, has ventured his opinion about all of this, he did so at a media forum 
on war coverage, in view of the fact that he did what do you say? 

  Mr Pawson: In terms of CentCom in its manifestation for Iraq I have a couple of observations, first I think the 
media were probably looking for a Storming Norman type of figure to lead it and they found they did not have that. 
General Franks was a very different character and the way in which he played the media was very different. That was 
certainly something that was different. Secondly, I think we found that the Americans did more of the context setting 
and policy in Washington than in CentCom at Qatar, and we had been anticipating that. The third thing that is 
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relevant to them is that the US media turned out to have very different requirements from our media in CentCom in 
Qatar. Obviously the Americans were the leaders of the coalition and they were geared towards fulfilling their 
requirements. The United Kingdom media did not seem as interested in the weapons system video as much as the 
operations that the British were involved in, naturally.

  Q1412 Mr Cran: The two of you have colluded because he has more or less said the same as you. The question I 
suppose the Committee would now want to ask is, in view of that particular shortcoming what corrective pressure did 
we, meaning you, exert? Did we just say, "this is the Americans you cannot influence them, that is that"? 

  Mr Pawson: No, we had discussions with the Americans and they went out of their way to be helpful. Of course we 
had Air Chief Marshal Burridge there to do his job for the British contingent.

  Q1413 Mr Cran: You are being very tight-lipped here. You are saying that there were deficiencies with CentCom? 

  Mr Pawson: I would not characterise them as deficiencies, they were just doing it differently.

  Q1414 Mr Cran: Their way? 

  Mr Pawson: We did not expect to have this issue, which became an issue at the time, of a lack of context. We had 
set up the media operation at all of these levels right from the front back to London expecting the context to be added 
at each level. Feeding the British media with what was happening in the United Kingdom area into the coalition 
picture as a whole and painting that picture was not as fully done in Qatar or as regularly or in such detail as we 
would have anticipated it would have been.

  Q1415 Mr Cran: As to how you reacted to this situation rather than the other one, would you agree with Mr Mark 
Urban, the journalist who was before this Committee, when he said exactly to the point that we are talking about, 
"one of the responses in London centrally was that the MoD started putting on briefings and making certain people 
available for interviews more often", and he mentioned the Secretary of State. My understanding was that he had to 
do more here than they originally anticipated because of CentCom. Is all of that correct? 

  Mr Pawson: Yes, but it is not the whole story in the sense that the broadcast media decided to anchor the majority 
of their programmes here in London, rather than anchoring them out in CentCom or theatre they were anchoring 
them here and it became obvious here was the place where the context was most needed. As I said the Secretary of 
State put more in his statement to the House by way of analysis, we did give press conferences, ministers gave 100 
interviews or more in the key three week period, we gave background briefings, on targeting, etc, to try to provide 
that. 

  Mr Cran: I do not think I am going to get more. 

  Chairman: Thank you. 

  Rachel Squire: The media was certainly very fond of using so-called "experts"— 

  Chairman: Three of them are here!

  Q1416 Rachel Squire: —with an independent objective analysis of the events and the interpretation of it, can I ask 
you whether you made any effort within the MoD to facilitate the contribution of independent experts or try 
enlighten general discussion on the events that were occurring? 

  Mr Pawson: In the sense of what we were trying to do with our briefings and press conferences and statements we 
would also be very happy for members of the public, certainly for informed members of the public and those we 
know have a major interest in defence yes, of course, we would do it. One has to be careful not to give the 
impression that we want to in any way compromise their independence and their integrity, some of those experts to 
whom the Chairman referred would react most vigorously to that. To a certain extent it was their initiative to seek 
out a view on what was happening.

  Q1417 Rachel Squire: Would you respond to that if requested? 
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  Mr Pawson: Yes. I think there is a question for both us and the media about how in future operations—no doubt 
they will develop in a different way and it will be a different requirement—both we and the Ministry of Defence 
should be doing more in terms of expert opinion and academic opinion to get the context at least debated more fully 
than was the case this time. If one takes a step back and argues over the picture as a whole it was not that it was 
totally devoid of context. Yes we could have done better but it was not a major failing of the way in which the whole 
of the template or framework for the media handling was set up.

  Q1418 Rachel Squire: Can I take it from that you did not, in fact, organise regular briefings for experts from key 
universities or research institutes, you left it to requests from them but that you are now considering perhaps in the 
future providing a more regular briefing opportunity for non-media personnel with an established track record of 
taking an interest in defence issues to have briefings organised? 

  Mr Pawson: With the wonderful benefit of hindsight we could have done more. Secondly, yes, we are considering 
doing more for the future, quite what that more will mean will depend on what the operation and the situation is.

  Q1419 Chairman: Some of the experts were so infuriating—my hamster knew more about things than they did. 
Did you have a rebuttal unit at Newsnight saying "this guy is a total idiot, he was totally unable to give the 
information, the information was wrong and is quite damaging". Was there a rebuttal unit? If not should there have 
been one? 

  Mr Pawson: Rebuttal was a core function of the press office, also a core function of theatre, depending on where 
the article or broadcast came from that needed rebutting. It is also quite difficult for the Government to affect, as it 
were, the potentially commercial livelihoods of individuals by letting it be known in public what we thought of 
their— 

  Chairman: How much did the BBC pay these people?
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  Q1420 Mr Hancock: Did you have your own experts? 

  Mr Pawson: We obviously have experts inside the Ministry of Defence and they are the experts that gave the 
background briefings, they are the experts at the top level that gave the press briefings.

  Q1421 Mr Hancock: What surprised me when I have been listening to the evidence—I remember the Air 
Marshal's evidence here—was that the infrastructure was shot so badly in Iraq. I would have thought as you were 
responsible for the media that one of the things that should have got out in the first few days once you entered the 
country was encouraging the media to show people outside of the country what had happened to the infrastructure 
there. There was little or none of that in the first week or so, yet you told us it was one of the things that virtually 
immediately hit the various units when they went into Iraq. I was interested when they were asking various experts, 
"Did you realise that water and electricity was a problem in Iraq?" and these experts were saying, "no, it was okay", 
when you hear of stories from Iraq that it was the norm. There was no rebuttal from us saying, of course we knew 
what the infrastructure was like, fresh water was always a problems and electricity was not on 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week. There was no such rebuttal from you. It was as if we were responsible for all of the damage that was 
caused to that infrastructure that was the substance of life, power, water and food. 

  Mr Pawson: Whereas in fact it was a product of the Iran/Iraq war onwards and other internal policies of Saddam 
Hussein. When we were in control of an area and it was safe and secure for the media to go out we did encourage 
them to go out to the port in Um Qasr and Basra, down the streets in Basra. In terms of the areas where we were not 
in control, Baghdad, then we in the Ministry of Defence did not have a great deal of information, certainly from us as 
opposed to other agencies which other Government departments are responsible for, or knowledge of what was 
happening on the ground in Baghdad. If the water was not running or they said that the electricity had been off we 
were not in a position to rebut that.

  Q1422 Mr Jones: The issue of embedded journalists, to what extent is there a need to educate them about the 
battlefield? Certainly in some of the instant pictures that were linked live from Sky News where someone was saying 
there were fierce fire-fights going on there was not a great deal going on at all, to what extent if you are going to 
have embedded journalists and people giving running commentaries of what is happening do they need to understand 
what they are seeing? 

  Mr Pawson: Two or three points: One, I think that the coverage that was given by the embeds could not have been 
obtained in any other way and it did add significantly and valuably to the overall picture that we were seeing. 
Secondly, with the distance in time between major combat operations it is inevitable that most of the journalists will 
not have been under fire and therefore are likely to react in a way in which a trained soldier would not in terms of his 
balance and appreciation of the situation. Thirdly, we would look for the unit with whom the embed was to try to 
explain that this fire- fight was or was not fierce, significant, expected, unexpected, and so forth. From our point of 
view I think there is always a natural tendency in the media to generalise from a particular, so if there was one fire-
fight there must be fire-fights happening everywhere.

  Q1423 Mr Crausby: Alex Thomson from Channel 4 News who was deployed in the Forward Transmitting Unit 
said it was transmitting but not particularly forward. He justified that in the sense that he did not get much more 
forward than just over the Iraqi border, what assessment have you made of the success of the Forward Transmitting 
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Unit? 

  Mr Pawson: I think the advance in technology and the inclination of those deciding what material will be used back 
here in London or in the studios means that more was taken direct from the embedded units than from the Forward 
Transmitting Unit. The FTU moved twice, it was located for safety security reasons in the rear area of 1 Division. Its 
aim in our concept was not to replicate being right up in front as far as embedded journalists could be, that was 
naturally their role, but to add a slightly broader picture and more considered view, as it were, from divisional 
headquarters. This is one of the areas of the Green Book we will have to look at with the media because, as I say, 
technology has moved on, we can see it moving on even further in terms of lighter weight vehicles, easier satellite 
communication, better quality pictures and if there is a preference for "action" material over the more considered 
material then whether there is a place for a Forward Transmitting Unit between embedded journalists, unilateral 
journalist and a press information centre, say the Coalition Press Information Centre, that is something that we would 
want to look at.

  Q1424 Mr Crausby: If its purpose is to give context and a strategic view, how do you avoid journalists just 
transmitting directly from the embeds and particularly TV journalist giving a completely false picture without that 
being strategically thought about. It seems to me it is a good idea that did not really work, although that is not to say 
that you should abandon the idea. 

  Mr Pawson: We are not abandoning the idea of context, we had an earlier discussions with Ms Squire about that, 
what we are saying is that if the media choose and they are not breaching operational security to use transmission 
from embedded journalists then that is their choice and it is not for us to try to dictate other than by gentle 
persuasion, like, "why not show something more general, have you taken this into account", which is in a sense a 
Headquarters function with those that are controlling the output that they have chosen to send out as opposed to 
being sent back. That is the sort of dialogue we want to have with editors and producers in terms of revising the 
Green Book for the future.

  Q1425 Mr Cran: If one looks back at most of the coverage from the people you call embeds it came from the land 
element of the war, Air Marshal Torpy last week said that he was unconcerned about all of this, is your perception 
that is how it was? Could you tell the Committee how many embeds were embedded within the Royal Navy and the 
RAF and why did we not get as much coverage from them? 

  Mr Pawson: Again the choice is for the media, it is not ours. The second point, we made provision for embedded 
journalists on the major ships and indeed in relation to the Royal Marines. We also—as I am sure Air Marshal Torpy 
said—made provision for embeds within the Royal Air Force. I suppose there are a number of issues as to why the 
media choose what they did. Firstly, we are back to human interest again, there is more human interest in army 
operations and the interaction of Iraqi civilians than there is in the equipment. Thirdly, the ability to get good 
coverage from air forces and maritime or sea forces is much more difficult, they were covered but there are only so 
many photographs of aircraft taking off that editors are going to be interested in and only so many interviews with 
pilots they are going to be interested in. I think that nevertheless does not detract from the vital part that the Royal 
Air Force played in the operation, certainly the Chief of Air Staff gave a press conference and he outlined some of 
the achievements of the Air Force and we gave publicity to some of the equipment there as well, especially Storm 
Shadow.

  Q1426 Mr Cran: How many embeds were there? 

  Colonel Brook: I do not have the numbers to hand, they were proportionate to the size of the contributions from the 
three services and effectively all major units, by major unit in Navy terms we are talking about a ship and in Royal 
Air Force terms a squadron or air base would have between four and six embedded journalists. Each major unit in 
Army terms, battalion size would have between four and six journalists. I would be very happy to give you those 
figures. 

  Mr Pawson: We would not be too far out if we said 100 plus, 100-120 but we will let you have the figures.[2] 

  Q1427 Mr Cran: You will let us know, will you? Have you had any reports from the RAF and Royal Navy units 
that had embedded journalists and indeed the journalists themselves on what their experiences were? Have you 
compared that with what happened with the embeds within the Army? 
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  Mr Pawson: Admiral Snelson came through and talked to me about the media and the war and the embeds. He was 
satisfied with the fact that he had adequate cover for embedded journalists. There were particular times when 
operational security was vital in relation to the Royal Navy and indeed in relation to the Royal Air Force, no doubt 
the correspondents concerned would have found that irritating, but that is human nature, they previously agreed 
operational security had to be preserved. In general they were pleased.

  Q1428 Mr Cran: As an individual I am quite surprised that you are both so satisfied with the embeds and what 
they produced when in fact I recall myself watching television back in this country and being irritated on an almost 
hourly basis on the basis of the coverage I saw which most of the time did not have context and was blind comment 
most of the other times. I am really quite astonished that my experience is so different from yours, maybe it is 
because you are having to work with these people, I do not know! 

  Colonel Brook: We went into the embed process as part of an overall package with our eyes wide open, really on 
the understanding that it was under those circumstances the only real way of providing for the needs of the press in a 
combat situation, and that really was where our responsibility ended. Where it went from there was a matter for the 
broadcasters and the newspaper editors themselves. What we must not do is, if you like, impose extra restrictions on 
our arrangements just because of what the output may or may not be. We found ourselves looking at some things we 
did not like but we also found ourselves looking at a lot of things we were content with because it was factual, it was 
accurate and it was based on what was happening, albeit in a very small area. 

  Mr Pawson: We did not look to the embeds to provide for a sophisticated audience, if I can put it like that. The 
public, the Independent Television Commission Report, the Cardiff University work, our own media research 
agency, Echo Research, all reported satisfaction by the public in terms of its lack of bias and generally thinking it 
was accurate. There is a level, and I suppose it is back to this context, beyond which on its own it is not satisfactory 
and we are not happy with that. 

  Q1429 Mr Cran: How do you take it from where it was to where you would like it to be? God forbid there was 
ever another configuration like that, but supposing there were how are you going to be able to move it from where it 
was to where you would like it to be? I was not satisfied. 

  Mr Pawson: This comes back to the discussion that we are going to have to have with editors about changes that 
we want to make to the Green Book and this question of context and whether or not there is something that we in the 
Ministry of Defence can do to help or not, it is only an offer of help, it is up to the media to decide how they operate 
this. It applies not only to having worthies late at night discussing the future, it is how you anchor the reports from 
the embeds. Most of it was done from London rather than from theatre. We need to have an understanding I think 
with the media at editorial level in advance as to how they are going to do this because then we can deploy 
appropriately. We had more resources that we expected to use in Qatar and part of that was because the statistics 
seem to show they anchored more from London and they used more embeds. That is what has happened and we will 
have to try and correct it for the future.

  Q1430 Mr Jones: Can I follow it up, you have answered about what you would change differently for the future, 
by having embedded journalists one advantage was that you knew where they were, it helped in terms being able to 
manage the news. You touched on it earlier, on how you deal with journalists that were not embed but were on the 
frontline? I refer to John Simpson when he was not an embedded journalist, he was with a team in Northern Iraq. He 
made one comment about where they told the MoD and the Americans where they were but they said they were not 
interested. Is there not a responsibility on you if you have people like John Simpson on the battlefield that you should 
take notice of that? 

  Mr Pawson: Yes, if it is coming into the media area because they are media they certainly deserve exactly the same 
considerations that you would give to any civilian party. Under the Geneva Convention if you knew there was an 
innocent party being attacked you should do something about it. I have no knowledge of any conversation that may 
or may not have taken place. John Simpson was well in the North so I am slightly surprised. I would have thought he 
would have been well enough informed to realise that was very clearly an American area, if he came to us I am sure 
we would have passed it on to the Americans.

  Q1431 Mr Jones: He made the point about the very tragic circumstances of the friendly fire incident he was 
involved in and he said on the programme they contacted their security people, and I think he used the words, "they 
were not interested". What procedures are there for journalists who were not embedded? What is the procedure for 
ensuring that commanders in the field know where they are? 
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  Mr Pawson: If a journalist does not tell us they are there we do not know where they are.

  Q1432 Mr Jones: I accept that. 

  Mr Pawson: If they tell us and say, "we are under attack" if it came to us, to our press office then we would pass 
that on to the coalition commanders. 

  Q1433 Mr Jones: That was not the point, he said they were informing the Americans and the MoD of where they 
were and he used the phrase, "they were not interested". What I am saying to you is, is there a procedure for dealing 
with journalists who are not embedded in one of your units but is in theatre somewhere if they tell you, "I am going 
to this village in the next few hours", is there a way of feeding that through to the commanders on the field so that 
they do not attack or ensure that the commanders know where they are. Is there a procedure? How would it be dealt 
with? 

  Mr Pawson: I am not sure there is a standing operating procedure but how it would be dealt with would be the 
information would be passed on from us to the operational command and we would do the same if there was a school 
full of school children, shall we say? 

  Colonel Brook: As we have already mentioned the opposite is true, if one of the press centre unilateral journalists 
declares an intent to go a particular area we are entitled to say under the Geneva Convention to that journalist, "we 
think that it is too dangerous for you to go there and we cannot guarantee your safety from our side or from any 
opposing side". In fact other than war correspondents who have status under the Geneva Convention the status of all 
other journalists is that of civilian and they get the same protections as a civilian would be entitled to, we use our best 
efforts to ensure they are not injured or deliberately targeted.

  Q1434 Mr Jones: What would the procedure be if a responsible journalist like John Simpson said "I am going to a 
village in the next hour or so", is there a mechanism or anything else to feed it through to the actual commanders on 
the field? It is obviously to do with to the point that you want to know where people are. 

  Colonel Brook: Yes, as a matter of course somebody in the press centre or perhaps just a combat unit at the side of 
the road would pass that information on as a matter of course. What we could do about it thereafter is difficult to 
ascertain. 

  Mr Jones: Thank you.

  Q1435 Chairman: In one of your earlier answers, Mr Pawson, you said that some research had been commissioned 
on the quality and quantity of media reports, you mentioned having some policy institute, and you rattled the names 
off, could you let us know what research has been commissioned on the performance of the media and if it is not 
classified we would like to have a look at it because I know after the Falklands there was some very good stuff 
published by Kings College. It is obviously very relevant to the quality of the media and we would like to look at the 
documents if that is possible. 

  Mr Pawson: Yes. We will put a pack together.

  Q1436 Mr Jones: Can I ask about the journalists behind the enemy lines in Baghdad. Richard Sambrook has 
reportedly said they were warned by the MoD and the Pentagon to leave Baghdad, what steps were taken to 
discourage journalist from staying in Baghdad? What were the grounds for that advice or encouragement to leave? 

  Mr Pawson: Our assessment and that of the Foreign Office was that all foreigners should leave Baghdad, it was 
going to be a very dangerous place and, we did not know what the regime would do with United Kingdom or United 
States personnel. We thought that it was very dangerous and we informed the editors accordingly, I remember 
writing to them. 

  Q1437 Mr Jones: Can I ask about some of the pictures they sent back. Obviously the Iraqi media were using them 
to a certain extent to get their message over, what strategy did you employ to counteract some of the stories that were 
coming out of Baghdad? Did it affect the operation of the campaign in any way in terms of knowing you had 
journalists in certain parts of Baghdad and that certain places would be targeted? 
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  Mr Pawson: In relation to the first part of that, information that was coming out of Baghdad was treated in a 
number of ways, first of all obviously we analysed it and we analysed it in conjunction with the Foreign Office and 
with the United States. If it was something of particular interest to the UK and we felt that it was something that we 
needed to positively rebut what was said or ask questions about it then we would respond in the usual way, a minister 
would appear on a programme, we would give a briefing or respond to questions. In relation to whether it affected 
the military campaign I think my answer would be in the event not.

  Q1438 Mr Jones: On the basis that the individuals concerned had been warned? 

  Mr Pawson: The Iraqis did not, as it were, herd up the whole of the press core that was left and put them in a place 
where we would have had some very difficult decisions to make. 

  Mr Jones: Thank you.

  Q1439 Mr Crausby: The speed of the operation and the technological advance with the media seems to have 
caused some problems, maybe predicted problems in the sense that journalists tell us that in some instances they 
were out in front of Whitehall and the Pentagon in their reports and that was difficult for politicians to respond to 
sometimes, how do you prepare for that, for what was a predicted increased tempo not just in this operation but in 
future operations? How do you ensure that ministers and others who were to give briefings were kept up to speed 
with such a rapidly developing situation? The Iraqi Minister of Information who said on TV that the Americans were 
miles away might well have been laughable, but it is understandable. I would like to know about the tempo of these 
operations, how do we protect ourselves from such embarrassing situations? 

  Mr Pawson: We have to make a continual judgment of the trade-off between authoritativeness and accuracy on the 
one hand and speed of response on the other, I mentioned that earlier. It is very difficult with the sort of technology 
and virtually realtime possibilities that the media now have, and which may increase ones in future, to match that 
because for the media it seems to me that the speed and the looseness of language is a possibility that is not open to 
us in Government without severely damaging the credibility of what we say. In particular for such things as 
statements to the House we air on the side of authoritativeness, which can mean ministers are caught behind what the 
television is showing in some types of conflict and some situations. I do not have an answer to that.
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  Q1440 Mr Crausby: How do we protect ourselves in the security sense? We have a live fire-fight on the TV, 
almost being watched in other countries tactically, what do we do to prepare and defend ourselves against that? 

  Mr Pawson: The first line of defence against that is the commander with whom the embed is resident. It is his 
judgment and those of his staff as to whether or not that there is an operational security issue involved. I think we 
have our views but we are quite clear that it is a matter of security, that is our responsibility in relation to restraining 
what can be sent rather than other considerations. 

  Mr Crausby: Okay.

  Q1441 Rachel Squire: Can I come back to some of your earlier comments on casualty reporting? I certainly 
appreciate what you said, Mr Pawson, about personnel systems being in place which aim to be flexible enough to suit 
individuals and families in the very different requirements they would have, particularly in relation to the media. In 
your comments, Colonel Brook, I thought you very effectively gave a brief summary of just what the difficulties can 
be in accurately and rapidly establishing the identity clearly and absolutely, the identity of a casualty and then 
establishing just who should be treated as the next of kin and receive the first report. Can I just ask you to expand on 
some of the areas of casualty reporting? In preparation for this meeting I have seen this Green Book that exists and 
the particular paragraphs that are in that in dealing with casualty reporting. Are those basically the guidelines that are 
in place for the public announcement of United Kingdom casualties and would you like to say whether you are 
satisfied with them as they are and whether you are also satisfied that they were properly adhered to? 

  Mr Pawson: Perhaps I can answer that in a couple of ways. We have found the media to be pretty responsible about 
wanting to wait until the next of kin have been informed first but there is a limit to their patience. If by another 
means, and it is usually locally—I mentioned what can happen earlier—the name is known locally they will wait 12 
or 24 hours but if one of the next of kin from a split family is overseas and days go by they will not wait that long 
before going public on the casualty and the family of that casualty. That is the sort of way I mean that we have to 
respond quickly and in a timely manner. To have an absolute embargo that says until all of the next of kin as written 
on the person's form have been informed if that is proving very difficult and somebody is away trekking then we 
have to manage our way through that situation. As I say that is a discussion that we have with personnel people 
inside the Military of Defence and it is an area among many that is being looked at in the personnel field and we 
have to come to our conclusion alongside the military and the civilian in general. 

  Colonel Brook: Insofar as the Green Book is concerned we realised during the operation that the realities were that 
there was probably in some circumstances going to be a difference between the incident, an incident reporting there 
has been a crash, an incident, a fire-fight and a casualty reporting. One of the things we will need to do in the Green 
Book is look again and see if we can give more sensible advice on the difference between those two things, for us 
they are the same but an incident with a casualty is our prime concern. The incident itself is something that the press 
wish to report and we need to be a little cleverer in that regard.

  Q1442 Rachel Squire: Do you plan to talk to the media further given all of the comments that have been made 
about their massive presence and this 24 hour a day, seven day a week presence with hundreds of organisations all 
frankly looking for the next headline, have you had and will you have further discussions with the media about 
frankly just how live the broadcast should be of a casualty occurring? Some of that was touched on, and I remember 
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listening to a report by John Simpson and a decision that was taken about just what the cameras would show, is this 
an area that you consider needs further discussion with the media? 

  Mr Pawson: Yes, in the sense that we have input to put into it but not in the sense that I think it is a broader 
decision about what is acceptable in terms of taste and decency and when it is acceptable and what level of detail is 
acceptable, it is one much more for society as a whole. I think my personal position is that I would very much hope 
that we could avoid causing great deal of distress to a small number of people, friends, colleagues and families of a 
casualty by avoiding distressing footage, particularly on television, or detailed reports of what happened to them, 
unless it was absolutely in the broader public interest that it happened. It is not just an interesting sensation, tugging 
heart strings but we as a society ought to be able to manage that situation. I recognise the argument, which is an 
entirely legitimate one, in the media about not sanitising war, conflict and shootings and giving a false impression. I 
would hope that could also be done without (our prime concern in the Ministry of Defence) causing deep distress to 
the people who are directly involved in it.

  Q1443 Rachel Squire: You mentioned personnel systems are in place, I understand that all three services have 
their own personnel branches, can I ask how you manage to coordinate between them and again whether there are 
any particular improvements that need to be made or whether it acted effectively? 

  Mr Pawson: This is an area that is being looked at as a matter of urgency. The people responsible for the personnel 
policy are very aware of the benefits of standardised procedures in relation to people on operations.

  Q1444 Rachel Squire: You have mentioned some of the discussions that take place with families and how they 
want to deal with the media, can you elaborate a little on what kind of support there is in the days afterwards when a 
large number of media may well decide to park themselves on a bereaved families front doorstep even though they 
do not want that? What kind of support is provided on a daily basis to a family who is being put under tremendous 
pressure to give some report to the press which they do not always want to? 

  Mr Pawson: We will offer them a media adviser who can both act to a certain extent as a shield and also as an 
adviser in the best way in which to manage the pressure, the pressure can be different on different families in 
different ways. It may be that if you have a photograph of the person and you can say a bit about them that will 
largely satisfy the media, on other occasions it will not. It is very much trying to tailor it to the wishes of the family. 
As I said earlier the family is not necessarily a simple concept any more and it is an area where there is obviously a 
great deal of grief and emotion and a great deal of sensitivity is required but we are guided by the wishes of the 
family.

  Q1445 Mr Jones: Can I return to this issue of the use of pictures, a quote from Jeremy Thompson, he said "I think 
we are all aware there is going to be a point soon when somebody is going to die live in front of camera". That is a 
very real concern that we all have, first of all do you agree with that and if so how do you plan for that terrible 
prospect? 

  Mr Pawson: I do agree it is a concern if only because at the time of day which this is taking place there may be 
children watching, and that is not manageable. It is back to the sense of taste and decency, essentially with the media 
taking a decision to introduce at least a small time lapse in the loop in which distressing pictures can be removed. 

  Q1446 Mr Jones: Have you had similar discussions? 

  Mr Pawson: There have been a number debates about this in a variety of fora, we have not had a formal discussion 
with the media about this.

  Q1447 Mr Jones: Is it something that you think should be looked at seriously, certainly if you are going to have 
embedded journalists with a lot of cameras? The worse thing would be for a husband or a wife or a mother to see 
their son or daughter killed live on television, would it not? 

  Mr Pawson: That is absolutely our concern, identifiable, realtime, close to realtime and extremely distressing.

  Q1448 Mr Cran: Over to accuracy and fairness, not accuracy and fairness in relation to the press in this instance, 
accuracy and fairness in relation to the MoD, fairly consistent criticism has been made to this Committee that 
successes have been announced before they were achieved and that leads to the breakdown of confidence with one 
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another between the MoD on one hand and journalists on the other. Alex Thomson gave us a number of examples 
and I would like you to comment on the general proposition and also on the examples that he has given us: The fall 
of Um Qasr, that did not fall until several days after Geoff Hoon told the House of Commons it had. Mr Pawson you 
said you err on the side of authoritativeness when there are statements to be made to the House of Commons, you 
have not impressed Mr Thomson. He also cited that the first uprise in Basra turned out not to exist, the second uprise 
in Basra did not exist and then the tank column coming out of Basra turned out not to exist. These are serious 
complaints by the press of you and of the military, what are your comments? 

  Mr Pawson: I think, as I tried explain to earlier, the fact that in the Um Qasr area the fortunes of war changed 
during that period did not mean, as I say, that we in any way misled with this implication of deliberately giving false 
information. The information that we gave was given in good faith the best we knew it at that time and we had no 
reason at that time to doubt it. The question of time, particularly for comment—and I think most of his were taken 
from theatre, etc, with the exception of Um Qasr, as I say—is a very difficult one and the balance is one that we 
strive to maintain. There is usually a case that there is a basis for what is happening, certainly in relation to Um Qasr 
it was not totally well-defended, we were not in there and we could not go round and challenge. It was not one 
hundred% secure for people to walk round in their suits. There was sort of an incident that appeared to be an 
uprising, I understand with the benefit of hindsight that some policemen had been ordered by Baathists to shoot some 
of the population and they refused and were shot themselves, but it was in a particular quarter of Basra, it was not an 
uprising. Whose responsibility it is that an incident becomes a huge uprising I am not clear about, I am not sure we 
will ever be clear. What does happen is the sort of relationship I described earlier whereby a partial but accurate 
picture is made at a particular command level, it is then recycled through and one is damned if one does and damned 
if one does not, either you confirm it or you do not know what on earth is going on. I think that is quite a difficult 
position in terms of what professional people expect to find themselves in.

  Q1449 Mr Cran: It is hardly satisfactory? 

  Mr Pawson: If it was widespread it would be highly unsatisfactory.

  Q1450 Mr Cran: I am not sure I agree with that either, a fact is a fact or it is not. There was an uprising, to take the 
example that was given by Thomson, or there was not. Maybe there was a predisposition on occasion to fire just a 
wee bit too quick off the draw. It is not a fair comment on this to say, "well, it did not happen often, it does not 
matter", well I think it does. What were you seeking to put out? 

  Mr Pawson: I was seeking to address a number of incidents. How many hundreds were right as opposed to, say, a 
few that were wrong? I am not seeking to say those that are wrong were unimportant because there are lessens to be 
learned from that, and we clearly learned lessons and that everything is not just what it seems to be at first sight, 
sometime it is and sometimes it is not. As I also said earlier we do try and correct those at the first opportunity we 
can. Things have moved on by then, particularly in media terms, but nevertheless that is quite clearly what we aim to 
do and what we try to do the whole time. The judgment of when something is sufficiently well known for a 
spokesperson to judge that it is safe to do so is a difficult one. I am certain we do not get it right one hundred% of the 
time, the assessment is an operational one on which a spokesman relies. We did not get it right one hundred% of the 
time, I admit that. Then equally I think if you take a step back and look at the broad portrayal of what has happened 
in Iraq and the way that is portrayed in the media by our spokes people in theatre, embedded on the ground the broad 
picture was successfully put out into the public domain.

  Q1451 Mr Cran: Thank you for that. I have to say to you that the criticism is fairly persistent, it just does not 
accord with the picture that you have been giving us. To finish this off, have you, meaning the MoD, received 
representations from the press on this whole question of their being fed duff information? 

  Mr Pawson: At the seminars where we have been where the media have been there they have said we were wrong 
about that and we were saying we were premature in some incidents, for example Um Qasr. We were not expecting 
fighters to be in civilian clothes, so it was wrong, but all we are saying is that when you report it obviously it is fair 
for you to say that the reports that it was entirely safe were wrong, but that is different from saying that the MoD lied 
to us.

  Q1452 Mr Cran: I never used that word, I did not. 

  Mr Pawson: That is the distinction which I think is important to make.
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  Q1453 Mr Cran: The distinction I am making is just perhaps on occasion, and I put it no higher than this, maybe 
you just drew the gun and fired a little too quickly, in other words you let the information out that such and such had 
happened in the expectation that it was almost there but not quite. That is all I am saying. 

  Mr Pawson: Or it was not wholly corroborated or it was not sufficiently firm so the situation does change, they are 
fluid situations.

  Q1454 Mr Cran: Are there one or two lessons to be learned? 

  Mr Pawson: I agree absolutely this balance and tension between timeliness and accuracy and authoritativeness is a 
difficult one to draw in an operational situation particularly. 

  Q1455 Mr Crausby: We were told by the journalists we interviewed there were some examples of inappropriate 
censorship and they put them down to inexperienced and untrained media officers rather than in a malicious sense, 
what assessment have you made of how individual units and commands managed their relations with journalists? 

  Mr Pawson: What I think is a lesson for the future is, as Colonel Brook said, an operation of this scale catering for 
the needs of the media stretched us. I think in future what we need to do is to get our training, our equipping and our 
identification of personnel, those sort of issues, on a more systematic footing because you are right, some of the 
media said there was inexperienced people that were handling it with them and we would want to up that experience 
and that quality so we could avoid a situation where people do not feel confident or unsure of their relationship. I am 
not saying that it does not take two to tango, I think it does, but nevertheless the leading partner should be properly 
trained.

  Q1456 Mr Crausby: We are concerned about a small number of inappropriate censorships and they made the point 
this occurred in operations that went pretty well. They questioned what the situation would be in an operation that 
did not go well where we were taking casualties, in what circumstances would you have not allowed an embedded 
journalist to file a report? 

  Mr Pawson: The fact is that it was quite clearly operational security and that was spelt out in our instructions and 
guidance notes as to what that did and did not cover. I am not sure we would accept that there was censorship other 
than that because I think some journalists use censorship in the sense that "we were not allowed to travel where we 
wanted so therefore we were censored". That is not really what most people understand by censorship, of course they 
were constrained by whether the unit was operating, what the unit was doing and how safe it was to go right up to the 
front with reconnaissance units. I do not see that as censorship, that is safety. 

  Colonel Brook: There were really only two occasions where we had any concerns, one was where the actual 
electronic emission, a satellite phone, something like that, could result in that unit and indeed that journalist being 
targeted by the other side and where the information that they put into their report would have a demonstrable impact 
on the future operation and the safety of our own troops and indeed that unit that was concerned, other than that we 
thought it went particularly successful with the media very quickly, remember they only deployed a matter of a week 
before the combat operations really started, very quickly starting to understand the difference between information 
that was good to put into the public domain and information that was sensitive which they should hold back for a 
while until that particular part of the operation had unfolded a little more.

  Q1457 Mr Crausby: Will you accept that censorship would be appropriate in a really bad news story where British 
troops were retreating and taking casualties, what about the effect on morale if there is a really, really poor story 
which reflects very badly on the soldiers concerned, would you accept that should not go in? 

  Colonel Brook: I am not sure in the modern media environment the ability to close information down to that extent 
is possible, particularly if there are non-war correspondents, the independent journalists talking to other people, 
including talking to the other side, it would be very difficult to keep that information away.

  Q1458 Mr Crausby: Would it be wrong to try and keep that information away? 

  Colonel Brook: I think it would be wrong. 

  Mr Pawson: I think it is a subtle area as to when a general threat becomes particular in terms of threat to life or 
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when it becomes a threat to operational success. Clearly if it is an electronic emission giving away the location of a 
unit to an advancing party, and we expect the opposition to be able to read that, that is something that clearly 
endangers lives, or a general report back from the front of the conditions in which soldiers are fighting. If it is a 
report about the unit next door to you crumbling and you know your flank is going and therefore you are likely to 
lose life yourself you enter into a grey area, quite a subtle area.

  Q1459 Rachel Squire: Following on from some of your comments about satellite emissions and some of what has 
been referred to certainly by Richard Sambrook, the BBC director of current affairs, in his address to Royal United 
Services Institute he described the new media, "new journalists producing new news who have little regard for those 
of us in the traditional media, with a laptop and a phone connection and with a website than can broadcast from 
anywhere unregulated". He then refers to some of the websites that were created, reporting all sorts of news from 
Baghdad, Russia's views, and so on, to views that have been expressed by military planners which have been slow to 
keep up with such changes in the journalistic profession, often applying the lessons of the last conflict to the next one 
without perhaps appreciating how far things have moved on, particularly with this 24 hour news cycle. Can I ask, 
how did you try and engage with this new media during operation Telic and what monitoring did you do of the new 
media output? 

  Mr Pawson: First I could say what we did, we set up our website at the end of January, between there and the end 
of April we had an average of 25,000 hits, a maximum of 42,000, so over 800,000 overall and that will not be the 
total number because—

  Q1460 Rachel Squire: 25,000 hits per day? 

  Mr Pawson: At its peak it was 42,000 when we were on the hotmail home page. That will not be the full reflection 
because as you are aware local service providers provide local packages so if you picked it up very recently they will 
not re-access they will provide it from the network. People stayed between five and ten minutes on our website on 
average, which I thought was much longer than I had been expecting. We had much more video downloads, we had 
100,000 downloads of video equipment, which was much more than we were expecting. We had a picture library of 
publishing quality, which was some 600 pictures which was also widely used. It was also extremely helpful to the 
media we found in relation to (A), the rather sad business of casualties that was referred to and (B) as a tri-service 
record of the forces who were deployed to the Gulf and into Iraq. Our website was out there with the others. We have 
not found a way of controlling the worldwide web and the other websites to which you refer, which can put anything 
they like on it, any comment and, as Richard Sambrook said, without editorial controls of any sort that we are used to 
in the West. I don't have a solution to that problem. I think we would want to be sure that our embeds were not 
engaged in that business, we have an accreditation process, that they are chosen through the Societies and the 
Broadcasters should ensure that. Your more general point, I mentioned that the technology had moved ahead, we are 
aware of this. I think it is something that we will pay attention to in future, that is one of the lessons, we have to keep 
up to date with the technology in the media. Some commentators suggest that future, major American networks will 
have their own UAVs, for example, sending straight back from the battleground particularly as unilateral journalism 
in high-intensity conflict has become so dangerous as it has this time. We are aware of the developments, I just hope 
we can keep up with them. 

  Rachel Squire: Thank you. 

  Chairman: Thank you both very much, it was very, very interesting. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1461-1479)

REAR ADMIRAL DAVID SNELSON AND BRIGADIER JAMES DUTTON CBE ADC 

3 DECEMBER 2003

  Q1461 Chairman: Welcome, gentlemen. If you would like to make some opening remarks, that might be quite 
helpful, please?

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Thank you, Mr Chairman and the Committee, for inviting me and Brigadier Dutton here 
today. I am grateful for the opportunity to make some opening remarks on the role played by maritime forces during 
Operation Telic, and to this end I thought it might be useful just to outline the maritime contribution in order to set a 
backdrop to the questions which you and the Committee have. My role during the operation was as the UK Maritime 
Commander and my staff and I were based in Bahrain alongside the US Maritime Commander, to whom I acted as 
the Deputy for the Coalition Maritime Force. The UK maritime forces under command comprised some 34 ships of 
the Royal Navy, the Royal Fleet Auxiliary and contract merchant ships, plus three maritime patrol aircraft based in 
Oman, which were the lynch-pin of the maritime surveillance effort. The Royal Navy also provided two Tomahawk-
firing submarines although, strictly speaking, these were kept under command directly from Northwood. Although 
the force provided transport support and the launch platform for 3 Commando Brigade, the Royal Marines were not 
under my command and I simply facilitated their deployment for Brigadier Dutton, with me here today, who worked 
for General Robin Brims. In total, the Naval Service contributed some 9,000 personnel to the campaign. In addition, 
over 60 chartered merchant ships carried about 95% of the UK air and land forces' equipment to the Gulf. In 
summary, the UK maritime contribution to Operation Telic provided four key elements. Amphibious shipping, which 
delivered the men and equipment of 3 Commando Brigade. The mine counter-measures shipping. The Royal Navy 
played a significant part in the clearance of the Khawr Abd Allah waterway and the opening of the port of Umm 
Qasr. A strike capability provided by the two RN Tomahawk submarines. Then escorts, protection for the force 
consisting of six frigates and destroyers. As I mentioned, my staff and I were based in Bahrain, co-located with the 
US Maritime Commander. The Royal Navy had established a headquarters there in the wake of 9/11, with the UK 
Commander acting as the Deputy Coalition Joint Force Maritime Commander for Operation Enduring Freedom, the 
campaign against al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan. The decision to establish this headquarters was a 
significant factor in the success of the UK maritime contribution to the Iraq operation. I hope this provides the 
Committee with an overview into the key elements of support that maritime forces provided to the overall operation 
in Iraq. 

  Q1462 Chairman: Thank you very much. Could you give us an indication as to how the maritime component was 
arrived at, in terms of size and shape, and where that planning was done, where the decisions were made, what the 
role was of the Navy? What was the process? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The process was driven largely from the headquarters in Bahrain. Because I was in Bahrain 
already, as part of Operation Enduring Freedom, it meant from the very early stages of planning that inevitably we 
were engaged with the American Maritime Commander who was considering the various options. The process 
whereby we arrived at what the maritime contribution should be was basically to look at the effect that we had to 
produce for the Joint Commander, Air Marshal Burridge, on the ground. One of the early considerations was the 
opening of the port of Umm Qasr. That was a specified task very early on in the planning, and for that we knew we 
would need mine counter-measures ships, so that part of the contribution was clear from the outset. In order to do 
that task, it quickly became apparent that we would need to occupy elements of Iraqi territory close to the waterway 
so that the Mine Counter-Measures Vessels could operate safely. It was that which led, in the first instance, to the 
consideration for an amphibious contribution. Of course, this was done with the backdrop of a likely UK land 
contribution being from the north, so the amphibious element was a limited operation, in the first concept, to support 
the mine counter-measures forces. When it was decided the UK land element would be coming from the south, it 
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made a great deal of sense to grow that into a brigade-sized operation to make sure that we had occupied and taken 
the oil infrastructure on the Al Faw peninsula—and Brigadier Dutton can talk about this later—as well as contribute 
to the UK land effort. Precision strike Tomahawk submarines clearly were required for tasking against specific 
targets, then, of course, we needed a frigate and destroyer force for protection, and we needed the logistics back-up at 
sea as well. There was a sequential logic, if you like, to the maritime force capability.

  Q1463 Chairman: At what stage did you realise there would be a change of entry point from a northern to a 
southern? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It is difficult to pin down an exact date. I think the final decision was not made until 
January, but it was becoming more obvious in December that was a likely outcome, and that affected the decisions 
that were being made on the size and shape of the amphibious force. I do not know whether you want to comment on 
that element of it? 

  Brigadier Dutton: I think you have covered most of it. It was going to be, first of all, just one Commando unit, in 
conjunction with the SEALs, the US Naval Special Warfare Group. As it became apparent that there was a 
potentially bigger enemy threat in that area in order to package the tasks more neatly with the Al Faw and Umm Qasr 
together, it made sense to increase the size of the Royal Marine contribution, and added to that was the UK Army 
contribution coming from the south as well.

  Q1464 Chairman: Thank you. The Ministry of Defence's Annual Report and Accounts for 2002-03 reports that 
"readiness" performance for the Royal Navy/Royal Marines was 91%, down from 93% the year before, and 95% in 
2000-01. It said also that a shortage of trained personnel posed further challenges to the readiness of the Royal Navy 
and the Royal Marines. The Annual Report says also that equipment defects, particularly in the submarine fleet, and 
a shortage of some helicopter spares limited fleet availability. How did these issues affect the contribution of the UK 
maritime component to Operation Telic, (a) in ships, (b) other equipment, and (c) personnel? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Shall I try to break it down in that way and start with ships and their readiness. In one 
sense, our readiness was good because the amphibious force was the first land formation that was available to Air 
Marshal Burridge and it was ready, in theatre, round about the middle of February, which was the date that General 
Franks said that he wanted the forces available. That is a classic use of maritime force, inasmuch as we do not have 
the complications in quite the same way of Host Nation support, and so on, so we could be ready on the date 
required. At that headline level, the readiness was good. Of course, demonstrably, we had the force that we needed 
because the job was complete. However, there were elements of forces that we ought to have had available that we 
did not have. The defence planning assumptions require two aircraft carriers, one at high readiness, one at lower 
readiness, two landing platform docks, one at high readiness, one at low readiness, they are specialist amphibious 
ships, one helicopter carrier, known as an LPH, landing platform helicopter, plus the supporting shipping, specialist 
shipping for amphibious. At the time we were planning the operation, we had out of those major units only one fixed-
wing carrier and one helicopter carrier. The previous LPDs, to use that jargon, Fearless and Intrepid, have been paid 
off and the two new LPDs which are coming into service, Albion and Bulwark, are not with us yet. I should add 
immediately that this situation is improving almost day by day. HMS Albion has now completed her first work-up 
and is with the fleet, and HMS Bulwark will be delivered in about a year's time, so things are improving. It meant 
that we did not have the ideal force package for an amphibious operation, and therefore we had to maximise the 
helicopter lift and that is why we converted Ark Royal to being a helicopter carrier, not a fixed-wing carrier, so that 
we got maximum capability. Before answering your other questions, I would turn perhaps to Brigadier Dutton.

  Q1465 Chairman: Did you have only one carrier available? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes.

  Q1466 Chairman: Why was that? We have three, do we not? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes, we do. At the time, the refit programme for the three carriers meant that we had one 
carrier which was just entering refit and another emerging from refit, that is HMS Invincible, which is now out of 
refit, and only HMS Ark Royal was available.

  Q1467 Chairman: So that genius the British have, we are told, of improvisation could not work then, as far as the 
carriers were concerned? 
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  Rear Admiral Snelson: I think our job clearly was to take those force elements that we had and make the best use 
of them, which is what we did.

  Q1468 Chairman: They had a little bit of time. There was no chance of accelerating the programme? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Not in the timescales we were talking about.

  Q1469 Chairman: And the personnel? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: If I can split that into two, Mr Chairman, and deal with the purely ship side of it, if you like, 
and then talk about the Royal Marines side of it. The personnel factor did not affect the ships per se that much. I had 
virtually all of the ships I needed, apart from those major units I have mentioned which absolutely were not available 
because of refit or building programmes. Where personnel did affect us probably most of all was that had I required 
more destroyers and frigates for escort purposes then the demands of Operation Fresco, the support for the fire-
fighting, and so on, would have curtailed the number of ships we could have had at some point, was my judgment. In 
terms of the ships that we had being manned properly then they were manned properly and that did not have a direct 
impact on me in the front line. 

  Brigadier Dutton: In terms of units, we deployed the whole of 3 Commando Brigade, less 45 Commando which 
was committed elsewhere.

  Q1470 Chairman: Can you tell us where else they were deployed? 

  Brigadier Dutton: One large company was deployed on Operation Fresco duties, and the other two companies were 
deployed in support of this operation, in support of SF, and so were not available to me, as the Brigade Commander. 
A decision was made quite early on, a joint decision by ourselves and the Americans, that 15 MEU, an Expeditionary 
Unit of the USMC who were allocated already to this area, were going to be placed under my command for the first 
part of the operation. In unit terms, we had sufficient units, in that the Brigade was complete, albeit with an 
American unit forming the third unit. In terms of overall manpower, there has been a shortage of manpower, 
reflected in your percentage figures at the beginning, Mr Chairman, in the Royal Marines for the last nine, ten years. 
Actually, that situation is improving now, we are almost in manpower balance, though not necessarily in rank 
balance. We deployed on this operation slightly under strength, more or less at peace establishment, so with 
sufficient people to do the job.

  Q1471 Chairman: You were topped up with Reservists? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes, we took Reservists. From the Royal Marines Reserve we took 112, which is nearly 25%, 
between 20 and 25% of the trained strength, I have to say, of the Royal Marines Reserve. We have also a Reserve 
Engineer Unit, called 131 Squadron, the headquarters of which is based in north London, who are very deployable 
and available, and we took well in excess of 100 of them as well, to form a second engineer squadron.

  Q1472 Chairman: Were you still under strength with the Reserves added on to your force? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes. Overall, in comparison with establishment strength, we were slightly under strength. We 
deployed more or less at peace establishment.

  Q1473 Chairman: What would you say was the impact of Operation Fresco on the Royal Navy and the maritime 
component for Operation Telic? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: I would say, overall, Mr Chairman, there was not a direct impact on the front-line fighting 
forces that we had, but it impacted on the ability to draw forward more forces, had we needed them, against an 
enemy who had more capability himself at sea or was determined to fight back further. The refit and readiness and 
building that I mentioned of the capital units is a separate effect.

  Q1474 Chairman: On impact, I was thinking more in terms of performance and whether your training and 
equipment allowed you to make the impact that was demanded of you by those above your pay grade? 
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  Rear Admiral Snelson: The impact of Operation Fresco, if that is what you are concentrating on, Mr Chairman, it 
did not have any impact in terms of our training and our readiness of the forces that were in theatre. The Commander-
in-Chief Fleet's organisation had separated out deliberately those ships that were contributing manpower to 
Operation Fresco from those that were contributing to Operation Telic, so the two did not interact, it was only an 
availability issue, like of follow-on forces.

  Q1475 Chairman: I asked questions earlier, in terms of equipment performance. Can you tell us frankly what were 
the difficulties, where you were short of equipment, or it did not work quite the way you had anticipated it would 
work? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: There are two separate issues there, I think, Mr Chairman. One is the availability of spares 
for the equipment we had, and if I deal with that now. The impact of spares availability, for those of us in the Gulf 
deployed in the operation, was not huge. However, that was because significant quantities of spares—and I do not 
have good, illustrative figures immediately to hand—were drawn forward to make sure that the forces in the Gulf 
were supported properly, quite rightly so. That did have an impact on those forces that were still in the UK being 
held at readiness for other operations, inasmuch as, for instance, flying rates could not be supported in the same way 
because spares perhaps were not as readily available for those units back in the UK. Given some of those units were 
contributing to Fresco anyway, that in itself did not have an immediate impact. I think, probably, summarising the 
impact of Fresco overall, the fleet is just coming to the end of training up those units for full front-line duties that 
were caught up in the provision for Fresco. I have to be careful not to talk too much about Fresco because I was not 
running anything to do with Fresco and clearly it was outside my area of responsibility. In terms of equipment, the 
other dimension to equipment is urgent operational requirements. I think the urgent operational requirements could 
be divided really into two categories. Those sorts of things that we had known we would want for operations, I 
would characterise the sorts of things, like night-vision goggles, electro-optic equipment in helicopters, and so on, to 
enable them to see small boats in the dark. These had been articulated for some time as required in the defence 
equipment programme but had not been procured, largely for reasons of affordability, although almost all of what we 
did need then was procured, brought into service, training was done rapidly and, for the most part, it was effective. 
There were other UORs which were specific to the operation. As an example, on the maritime side, specialist mine-
hunting equipment which was necessary because of the very unusual waters in which we were mine-hunting, which 
we could not have foreseen, which were a direct requirement from the operation, which were procured and brought 
into service. Those are the two categories of urgent operational requirements. Do you have similar examples on the 
land side? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes. We had quite a lot of UORs, in fact, most of this equipment was not unfamiliar because it 
had been acquired for the operation in Afghanistan the previous year, but as it was UOR it had been withdrawn 
afterwards. This is all the dismounted, close-combat kit which was particularly valuable and that was issued again: 
helmet-mounted night-vision goggles, thermal-imaging sights, under-slung grenade launchers, those sorts of things, 
which probably you are well aware of. In addition, I think probably one of our most successful UORs was a very low-
tech thing, which was quad-bikes for the carriage of snipers and ammunition and support weapons, ideal on the Al 
Faw peninsula. So quite a number of UORs, a lot of which now are being taken into the equipment programme and 
we are expecting to get on a permanent basis very soon.

  Q1476 Chairman: Was it an option for you to employ more ships or helicopters? I know you touched upon this. I 
know we all want more than we are capable of getting, but ideally what numbers would you have required? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Mr Chairman, any military commander would always like more if he could get it. I think 
the only units that I would have liked to have are those major units that were not available, an aircraft carrier in its 
prime role to add to the close-escort capability, and one, or even two, of the landing platform docks which would 
have helped the Brigade Commander get a build-up of combat power ashore more quickly. More escorts in different 
scenarios would have been helpful. 

  Q1477 Mr Havard: Can I take you back to what you said about commercial shipping and its usage. You talked 
about 50-plus, whatever, vessels being used, 95% of the equipment being taken in this way, so this strategic use of 
commercial shipping is of interest, particularly, I think, the question about their use. If expeditionary forces are going 
to be the thing of the future, it is not going to be just this occasion but lessons for the future, which I would like to 
ask about specifically a bit later on. A lot of this is flags of convenience. They are not British-registered ships and 
they are crewed by foreign nationals, as well as, some of them, of course, the Fleet Auxiliary, and so on, being 
British Reservists, and so on, so there is this mixture. I would like to know your observations about things like, for 
example, your confidence in security, common standards across the piece, in terms of their operation, how they 
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related one to another, and so on, the general conduct of having that mixture? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: First of all, there are two things to provide background to an answer. There were two 
categories, if you like, of merchant ships. There was a small number taken under permanent charter to be part of the 
amphibious task group, and that always had been part of our concept of operations. There was then a very large 
number of merchant ships, between 50 and 60, which were chartered by the Defence Logistics Organisation in order 
to carry all the land and air equipment out to the Middle East. I was not involved or responsible for any of the 
chartering, it was done by the Defence Logistics Organisation. As far as that shipping was concerned, my 
responsibility did not start until they had got to the eastern end of the Mediterranean and the Suez Canal, and my 
responsibilities were to make sure that, in terms of being at sea, they got safely through those final 3,000 miles of 
water. I had no input into the business of which flag, which company, which standards, or anything like that, so I can 
speak only from the perspective of where I sat and my involvement in it. All the merchant ships, which we had, met 
the requirement in terms of delivery of the capability to the Middle East. We were able to provide reasonable 
protection for them through the choke points at the bottom of the Red Sea, where terrorist attacks have occurred in 
the last couple of years, and through the Strait of Hormuz, largely because of the presence of coalition shipping 
during Operation Enduring Freedom. From the Bahrain headquarters, we communicated with those commercial 
ships, in order to know where they were, in order to co-ordinate their protection, but that was the extent of my 
responsibility for those ships. I am answering hardly half of your question, but if I answered much of what you are 
driving at it would be outside my area of competence and responsibility and knowledge.

  Q1478 Mr Havard: I am sure you recognise there is concern about these sorts of issues. Particularly, I notice the 
American Government and certainly the General Accounting Office, have made particular observations about their 
lack of confidence, if you like, that, generally, as a matter of strategy, it is a good idea to put such a large percentage 
of this transport into what is somewhat uncertain, as it were, from the standards that they would want to apply. As I 
understand it, their approach is then to have a pool of domestic shipping which they can use in the future. I am trying 
to find out whether or not you have any views about that, because, as I understand it, in the last five years, for 
example, only a third of the 360-odd, I am told, ships that have been commissioned in this way, or chartered in this 
way, actually have been British-registered ships? Two-thirds of the shipping we are using is foreign, which often is 
crewed by foreign nationals, so is this a good idea, is this a way forward? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Clearly, there is an element of risk, if you rely on shipping that is not flagged to your own 
nation to move your expeditionary forces abroad, and the Department has recognised that element of risk and is 
investing in shipping. The roll-on/roll-off ships, which will be operated commercially but available to the MoD, meet 
a considerable part of that requirement. The more specialist ships, called, in the jargon, landing ship docks, LSDs, 
four of them are being built which will be Royal Fleet Auxiliary-manned, will give much better capability to the 
amphibious force and probably will remove the need for those core chartered merchant ships in the amphibious force.

  Q1479 Mr Havard: I think what has been recognised, to us certainly, is that there has been success in deploying 
the ro-ro ships and the Fleet Auxiliary. You were able to move much more quickly in terms of the deployment than 
you were, say, for example, in 1991, as a consequence, so we understand those benefits. I am concerned still about 
where the weight of emphasis is, in relation to things that are not directly under our control? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: As I outlined, the Department is investing in more shipping, which it will have directly 
under its control. The Department then has to make a judgment and, at the end of the day, it is a political judgment, 
not a military judgment, of how much money it puts into shipping that it has a handle on, compared with shipping 
that is or is not readily available from the commercial market. Our recent experience would seem to indicate, and I 
say this as a person who was not involved in the chartering, that the shipping at that time was readily available, but it 
is for others to judge whether or not it might be readily available this year, next year or the year after. I think what 
the Department has done is recognised that it needs to have control over some of the shipping but that it takes a 
degree of risk over the rest of the shipping. Frankly, that is a question of judgment.

 
  

      

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3120302.htm (5 von 6)26.07.2005 17:09:26

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 19 January 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3120302.htm (6 von 6)26.07.2005 17:09:26

http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1480-1499)

REAR ADMIRAL DAVID SNELSON AND BRIGADIER JAMES DUTTON CBE ADC 

3 DECEMBER 2003

  Q1480 Mr Havard: How that balance works obviously puts pressure on you as to how you manage that given 
situation at any particular time, so what lessons have you learned which might be useful in that regard? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It puts pressure on the Joint Commander at a level above me, frankly, in the delivery of 
combat power to the region. In this particular operation, part of the combat power, represented by the Royal Marines, 
was delivered almost entirely in our own shipping and early. Then you have to judge whether you are going to hire 
the commercial shipping in time to get the rest there. I am sorry I cannot answer all of the questions but part of it is 
outside my area of competence. 

  Mr Havard: You can only answer the questions you can answer.

  Q1481 Chairman: Very often the MoD does not bring the people who can answer all the questions. However, I 
will be very fair and say that the Defence Committee, over the years, has complained about what my colleague has 
been complaining about, the lack of British ships. They are unavailable. You have mentioned, Rear Admiral, that a 
lot has been done. What we would like to know and we will be writing to you about later, or writing to whoever is 
responsible, because this was a great testing ground for the new strategies that have evolved following the collapse of 
British merchant shipping, and we will look at the evidence that we have received previously to ensure we have had 
all the information, I think it would be a good opportunity to see how well the policy has worked? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: I think the people who are best qualified to answer that question, Mr Chairman, probably 
are the Defence Transport and Movements Agency in the Defence Logistics Organisation, who were responsible for 
looking at both ends. I think one of the lessons the Department has learned is that perhaps more of that coupling 
bridge, as we call it, in getting things from A to B should be run by the Permanent Joint Headquarters in the future. 
The Defence Logistics Organisation is where you will get the answers from. 

  Chairman: Also policy above, because they would not make the kinds of strategic decisions that would have had to 
be made. Certainly we will evaluate the evidence we have received and we will write in due course. Thank you.[1] 

  Q1482 Mr Hancock: Can I ask you to confirm that it was not a manning problem which prevented some of the 
ships you might have wanted to deploy being a significant player in why they were not there? The second part of that 
is, in the six months that led up to the eventual action taking place, was there a request made at any time by you or 
your predecessor to have a second carrier actually ready for sea and in action? Was the fact that there was not a full 
complement available to man that ship in any way a factor in that ship not being made available? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: First of all, I can confirm that the key factor in a second carrier not being available and the 
two LPDs was the refit programme or the building programme, in the case of both sorts of ships, and not the 
manning. Had we had the second carrier available, the manpower could have been challenging to find to 100%, but, 
given that, at the moment, as I speak, we have HMS Invincible and HMS Ark Royal running, that demonstrates that 
probably we would have found the manpower. It was completely an effect of the build and refit programme and it is 
something we will have to watch very carefully. 

  Q1483 Mr Hancock: Was there a serious request for that process to be sped up so that a second carrier would be 
available? 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3120303.htm (1 von 6)26.07.2005 17:09:28

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

  Rear Admiral Snelson: There was not, because the timescales could not have been moved all that much, given the 
timescales we had, to make the request to commercial organisations. Probably you will recall that the Secretary of 
State announced that contingency planning was being made, I think, about 24 September, is the date I recall. Given 
that the amphibious task force, if it was to be there by mid February, had to sail in January, there was not the time 
between 24 September and the beginning of January to make that sort of request, or for that request to have any 
effect. In actual fact, I had requested already for the refit of HMS Ocean to be speeded up. She was in a small refit in 
Portsmouth Dockyard at the time we were doing the planning, and that was a concern to me, that she would not be 
ready, but the tail end of her short refit was speeded up.

  Q1484 Mr Hancock: It took place at sea, the tail end of it? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes. It was finished off, in terms of trials, and so on. Some speeding up was done for those 
units that it was possible to speed up. This is one of the problems, if you want to keep options open, or actually if you 
do not want to make public your decisions over options until fairly late, then you need relatively high-readiness 
forces, and this is one of the things the Department conjures with.

  Q1485 Mr Hancock: Were you satisfied that all of the ships that were deployed were manned up to their full 
complement? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes.

  Q1486 Mr Jones: Can I ask about urgent operational requirements. I visited 42 Commando a few weeks ago and I 
think the main concern that was raised with me was about the arming of the MVs, in terms of mounting machine 
guns, etc., on top. I saw examples of some ingenious work involving carpentry and I think a bit of spot welding by 
somebody's brother-in-law that came in. I was told also that actually there were brackets, etc., available already, 
which I think the Norwegians use. Why were they not used and why was it left to, as I say, the ingenuity, I think, of 
the Marines to come up with that, and is something being done to put that right? You made a point earlier about the 
shortage of spares, etc. Are those shortages still there and is there an action plan being put in place to address those 
deficiencies that were shown throughout the operation? 

  Brigadier Dutton: The weapon mounts for vehicles, there is a weapon mount for the Land Rover called a WMIK 
(weapon mount installation kit), of which we do have some, we would like a lot more of them. I think we have got 
something like 20 in the Brigade, we would like in excess of 90. There are problems with fitting those, they make the 
vehicle go overweight, which gives it problems with roadworthiness. Those problems are being tackled. We would 
like more WMIKs. We have asked for more WMIKs, one day we may get some more WMIKs. I think the lash-ups 
you are referring to probably were on the BV206 rather than on the Land Rover. There is no Ordnance Board-
approved weapons mount for a MILAN or a heavy machine gun on a BV206, the adverse-terrain vehicle, and for a 
number of years we have done what you could describe as a lash-up, it is not a bad description really, on those 
vehicles, in order to mount those weapons. It is quite successful and it has worked and, on the grounds that one can 
take risks on operations which would not be acceptable on ranges in peacetime in the UK, we have done that quite 
successfully for a number of years. I think the second part of your question was to do with what we are doing about 
it. One of the things we are doing about it, as far as the Royal Marines are concerned, is bringing into service a 
vehicle called the Viking, in fact, coming into service now to be fully in service within the next two years, and that 
will have a much more capable weapons mount. This is a constant balance of air portability and therefore lightness, 
against heavy weapons mounted on vehicles which means that they are not air portable. This is a balance with which, 
for many years, we have had constantly to juggle, and I am sure we will continue to, between the requirement to do 
things light, in helicopters, and heavier, therefore not by helicopter. 

  Chairman: Thank you. We will come back to some of these questions later. Thank you very much.

  Q1487 Mr Viggers: My understanding of the procurement programme for the three through-deck cruisers was that 
having three meant we would always have two available and only one would be in refit at any one time. I think, Mr 
Chairman, the Committee would want to know why the procurement programme had it that two were in refit at the 
same time. This is not a fair question to ask to our witnesses at all. I would like to ask a different question. In 
arranging the transit of the chartered merchant ships, and indeed the Royal Naval vessels, over, I believe, a 5,000-
mile route, some planning must have been put in hand to ensure that you were protected against threats, most of 
which must have been asymmetrical, in the sense that they were terrorist, unforeseen threats. How do you prepare 
against unforeseen threats and how do you work out what equipment you will need to prepare against those 
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unforeseen threats? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The threat was, as you describe, Mr Viggers, an asymmetric threat and it was a significant 
concern to me and the American Maritime Commander. We had seen the example of USS Cole and also the French 
ship Lindberg being attacked at sea off the coast of Yemen, so it was very much in our minds. There are two ways to 
deal with the problem. One is to equip the ships themselves with weapons, night-vision goggles, and so on, to be able 
to provide a degree of defence themselves. The other, of course, is to make sure that warships are fairly close by, if 
not actually escorting. If I may, I will deal only with the question of the Red Sea and the transit round to the Gulf. 
What was done in the Mediterranean was not done under my operational command, although measures were taken in 
the Mediterranean, I know, to protect the ships. In terms of what was done in the transit down the Red Sea, past the 
Horn of Africa into the Strait of Hormuz, a combination of UK and US warships were available to protect part of that 
transit, although the UK frigates and destroyers, of course, were moving with the Amphibious Group. Once the 
Amphibious Group and its merchant ships had transited through, those frigates and destroyers stayed in the Gulf, 
protecting them there. Then we had the train of follow-on merchant ships to be protected. This was done partly by 
American ships which were stationed down that route, because they were placed there already for both escort and 
possible Tomahawk-firing duties, and a degree of protection was provided by the fact that a separate coalition, 
working in the global war on terrorism, a wider coalition of maritime nations, had warships in that region looking for 
terrorists and weapons of mass destruction being moved in those waters. So there was quite a significant coalition 
maritime presence which provided a degree of protection and safety to our merchant ships moving through that area, 
and for the follow-on merchant ships, effectively, it was that protection upon which we relied. Had that coalition 
force not been there then I may well have wanted more frigates and destroyers in that situation, but we did not need 
them.

  Q1488 Mr Viggers: Do I understand that Royal Navy and merchant shipping vessels were proceeding under an 
umbrella of surface ships provided by other forces, in other words, are we rather overstretched, in terms of our own 
surface force capacity? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: There was an umbrella of protection provided by the coalition there, that is right, they were 
moving under that coalition protection. Whether then you should conclude, from that, that we were overstretched is a 
matter of opinion. The facts are, that umbrella provided the protection and I could concentrate the six frigates and 
destroyers I had on the protection of the vital units in the northern Gulf. It is hypothetical to say had the other 
coalition not been there then would we have needed more frigates and destroyers; yes, we would, but that is a 
hypothetical situation and it did not occur. That is always the judgment the Department has to make, is it going to 
invest in that level of escorts that it might need for the full amount of protection needed for an operation like this, or 
is it going to take the view that other allies or the degree of threat will allow you to keep your own protection forces 
at a relatively limited level.

  Q1489 Mr Viggers: Were you involved in the training and equipment given to Royal Fleet Auxiliary and merchant 
ship crews, in training them against the threat of asymmetric terrorist attacks? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Not directly, but training was provided before they left the UK by the Flag Officer Sea 
Training organisation and in transit by the Flag Officer Sea Training organisation. There were some Reservists, and I 
have not got the full details to hand but I could provide them afterwards, Mr Chairman, who were trained and 
provided for the purpose of merchant ship protection. Part of the judgment that we made was whether the merchant 
ship looked as though obviously it was carrying military equipment or whether it looked like any other benign 
merchant ship. One could take a degree of risk over whether the ship looked like a target or not, and that affected on 
which ships we put force protection squads.

  Q1490 Mr Viggers: Are you able to speak as to the value of the naval base at Gibraltar and the Sovereign Base 
Area in Cyprus, or was this outside your area? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It was outside my area of responsibility. There was protection provided through the Straits 
of Gibraltar, I know, but I do not know the detail of how that was based. From my knowledge of the operation, the 
Sovereign Base Area in Cyprus did not contribute specifically to the task that we are talking about, particularly 
merchant ships, but it was used by the amphibious force for training on the way. Perhaps I will just defer to Brigadier 
Dutton to describe that briefly. 

  Brigadier Dutton: I am not sure I have got more to say than that. The element of the Brigade that sailed, 40 
Commando Group, trained in Cyprus, a relatively low level amphibious exercise to get up to speed on certain aspects 
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of operating the helicopters and boats alongside the ships, and then trained again in UAE as they came into the Gulf. 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The Sovereign Base provided a significant air head for those stores that had not caught up, 
as it were, with the initial sailing of the Group but managed to catch up with them in Cyprus before then they sailed 
for the Suez Canal. Again, you could argue, was that specific to the Sovereign Base or could we have done that 
through some other nation's facilities, and that would depend on the political situation at the time.

  Q1491 Mr Viggers: In fact, were there any attacks made on vessels carrying personnel or equipment? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: No, there were not. My view is, that was because of the deterrent effect of having warships 
in the vicinity. It was because the American Maritime Commander and I had gone on the record, in interviews, 
saying that we were concerned about the threat and we were doing something about it. To an extent, the information 
operation to let the terrorists know that we were ready for them I think may have played a part. While not for an open 
session, there were various indications that we had available to us of what the terrorists thought about attacking at 
sea, sufficient to indicate that they very well might but also sufficient to indicate that they knew how difficult it 
might be for them. Definitely we were right to pay attention to that threat.

  Q1492 Mr Viggers: Very good. I was going to ask, how do you know when you do not have enough surface ships 
and support? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It is a question of judgment. 

  Mr Viggers: The answer is, you were not tested, and no doubt the action you took was helpful in deterring this. 
Thank you.

  Q1493 Chairman: Perhaps you could look to see the evidence submitted as to the other naval forces available for 
protection, and certainly, I know there are not any Soviet submarines operating in the Mediterranean any more, it 
would be interesting to know what you perceived the threat to be in transiting the Mediterranean? Certainly I would 
like to know who is responsible for security when transiting the Suez Canal. Is it the Egyptian Government? It must 
be a fairly vulnerable time for transiting ships, especially as there is still a substantial Islamist terrorist organisation 
operating in and around Egypt. Any additional information really would be very helpful? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes, Mr Chairman.[2]

  Chairman: Thank you so much, and we will drop you a note.

  Q1494 Mike Gapes: Can I ask you about force protection operations in the northern Arabian Gulf. Was there an 
aircraft or missile threat to the Royal Naval task force in that area? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes. There was a significant potential missile threat. Theoretically, there might have been 
an Iraqi aircraft threat, but everything we had seen about Iraqi Air Force operations in the years of what we called 
Operation Southern Watch led us to believe that the Iraqi Air Force would not operate that far south. Of course, right 
up to the outbreak of conflict the coalition dominated that airspace because of Operation Southern Watch under the 
UNSCR regime. However, the Iraqis had Silkworm anti-ship missiles in the area of Basra and south and on the Al 
Faw peninsula, and these missiles were designed specifically to be able to fire at and attack ships. Also they had 
mine stocks, which, we had seen from the 1991 Gulf war, they were likely to lay in the northern Gulf, and, of course, 
we were concerned about the potential use of chemical or biological weapons in those waters. We thought it was 
likely that there would be a small boat, suicide boat, asymmetric-type threat as well, and that threat certainly did 
exist because some of the Brigadier's people found suicide boats rigged ready to be used when they were on the Al 
Faw peninsula, although they were not used. Yes, there was a significant threat, therefore we needed to keep escorts, 
frigates and destroyers between the heavy ships, as it were, the amphibious ships, and the coast. Those ships were 
there anyway, in the run-up to the operation, because they were doing the anti-Iraqi oil-smuggling operations under 
UNSCR 661. They were operating inside Iraqi territorial waters, which gave us the opportunity to see what was 
happening right up to the front-door, as it were. That was significant in preventing the mine-laying in the open Gulf 
which the Iraqis attempted. Of course, this was a coalition operation and there were US frigates, Australian frigates 
and UK frigates all operating under a single, US tactical command in that area, all contributing to the same job of 
protection. Of course, it was not just UK heavy ships in those northern waters, the US amphibious ships were there 
as well.
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  Q1495 Mike Gapes: You have said already, in answer to a question the Chairman asked you early on, that there 
was only one aircraft carrier rather than potentially two, or even, I suppose, in an ideal world, three, and that was 
deployed as a platform for helicopters. Consequently, there was no deployed organic air defence on that carrier. Did 
not this make the situation rather vulnerable, and could you enlarge upon how you dealt with the situation and the 
fact that you did not have that air defence? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Certainly. From the point of view of air defence, the air defence was provided very 
adequately by missiles on coalition ships, American ships, that is anti-air missiles on our own ships and on coalition 
American ships and Australian ships. The only threat we were facing was the Iraqi missile threat, that was the only 
threat that was going to come through the air towards us, and missile systems almost certainly would have coped 
with that threat. What would have been ideal, in terms of aircraft carrier capability, was perhaps more ground attack, 
fixed-wing, close air support, but again we judged, in the run-up to the operation, that, because there were significant 
fixed-wing capabilities in the five American carrier groups that were there, three in the Gulf and two in the 
Mediterranean, we had call on plenty of fixed-wing support. When it came to the operation, we had not always got 
the fixed-wing support ideally we would have used, but that is your area, not mine, Brigadier. Do you want to pick 
up on that? 

  Brigadier Dutton: I can do, yes, in terms of close air support. Close air support was centralised. I was working to 1 
UK Division, which was working to the First Marine Expeditionary Force. The American system, certainly the 
American marine system, of allocating close air support is to control it by a thing called the DASC, the Direct Air 
Support Cell, and then it is allocated according to greatest need, so all close air support was pooled. When it is in the 
air it checks in with the DASC and the DASC allocates it to the area of greatest need at that time, so you get your 
apportionment based on your requirement, rather than when you ask for it. 

  Chairman: We will move on. Mr Viggers will ask some questions on Ark Royal, please.

  Q1496 Mr Viggers: Can I ask about the reconfiguration of Ark Royal as a helicopter landing platform rather than 
an air defence platform. Was this a matter of great complication? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Not huge complication. It is a role which is practised by the Navy, it demonstrates the 
flexibility of a carrier which can be used as a platform for a number of different tasks. Indeed, Ark Royal carried 
predominantly Royal Air Force helicopters, not Navy helicopters, which shows the joint flexibility those ships bring. 
Although it involved significant effort, in terms of shifting spares ashore before she sailed for one sort of helicopter, 
or aircraft, and embarking other sorts of spares, it is a role which we practise and do on a number of occasions.

  Q1497 Mr Viggers: Mainly, it is a matter of changing the equipment rather than changing the configuration of the 
ship? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It is, yes. 

  Q1498 Mr Viggers: The Ark Royal carried five Chinooks, I think. What other ships did you have that were 
Chinook-capable? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The Chinooks are capable of operating from HMS Ocean, and I think they did, but Ark 
Royal and Ocean were the only two ships capable of operating the Chinook.

  Q1499 Mr Viggers: We have learned the lesson with Atlantic Conveyor, have we not, how necessary it is to have 
larger ships capable of taking heavy helicopter lift? Was it your view that it might have been helpful to have further 
Chinook-capable ships there? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: I think, the landing platform docks, the LPDs, had they been in service and available, we 
would have wanted them for a whole lot of reasons, and their flight-decks would be capable of operating Chinooks 
also. Yes, I believe we have learned that lesson, and equipment either in service or coming into service provides that 
capability. 
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  Q1500 Mr Viggers: First Reflections said "we expect to draw a number of lessons from the US experience in using 
large carriers...in both the pre-combat and combat phases of the operation." I wonder whether you have been 
involved in the thinking about that and whether you have any thoughts about the use of larger carriers or larger 
helicopter-capable ships? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: One of the main factors driving considerations in this operation was the ability to launch 
enough ground combat power in fairly short order for the Brigade, and having more decks and bigger decks clearly 
gives you greater flexibility, in terms of helicopter assault. Also, of course, it allows you to fly more fixed-wing 
ground attack sorties, if that is what you are doing, so having those bigger decks is exactly the sort of capability that 
is required to be able to meet an enemy who might fight back perhaps with greater determination than the Iraqis did 
on this occasion.

  Q1501 Mr Viggers: Can I ask about Merlin, which was embarked in RFA Fort Victoria. Are there any lessons 
from Merlin of successful, heavy capacity? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Merlin was particularly good in providing surveillance over the sea, looking for small craft 
approaching the task force. The Merlin helicopter's radar is good, its capability to provide the picture of what it can 
see on data links back to the ships also is very good. It requires further enhancement in the future, I think, in terms of 
electro-optic, night-vision-type surveillance, and that is something which is being looked at, and that would give it a 
better, 24-hour capability against a small-boat threat.

  Q1502 Mr Viggers: Whilst we congratulate you very much on what has been achieved, one has to think also what 
might have happened. One thinks back to Atlantic Conveyor and Spearhead. Where would the Marines have been 
without the Chinook back-up? 

  Brigadier Dutton: We needed Chinook very much. We have known for the past two, three, four years that we need 
Chinook in order to operate effectively in almost any environment. Having said that, the Sea King Mark IVs were 
superb on Operation Telic, but they are now quite old, their lift is less than the design lift when they first came into 
service. In order to be able to move the sort of equipment around that we wish to move nowadays, we need Chinook, 
which is why routinely they deploy now as part of the tailored air group with any amphibious force.

  Q1503 Mr Hancock: If you had had another platform available, would the aircraft have been available? 

  Brigadier Dutton: The Chinook that operated on Telic did not only come by ship, some that self-deployed to 
Kuwait so that there were a number of aircraft available, as well as those which came on maritime platforms.

  Q1504 Mr Hancock: If you had had another platform, would there have been a role for the Chinook to have been 
involved in that, of taking troops from that ship to land? 

  Brigadier Dutton: As the Admiral said earlier, it would have given us more flexibility. Because of the limitation on 
shipping space and spot availability for helicopters, a high proportion of the Brigade deployed to Kuwait by air, not 
by sea. It would have given us greater flexibility. Looking to the future, of course, we might not always have Kuwait 
for a similar, or indeed any other, future operation, so more deck space, more helicopters, more landing spots is 
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something we would aim always to try to achieve. 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It is perhaps just worth saying, in the previous Afghanistan operation, HMS Illustrious 
operated more Chinooks than did Ark Royal on this operation, so it is possible to get that running. The afloat 
helicopter deck and hanger, if you like, that a carrier provides had one other benefit in providing a secure engineering 
environment in terms of achieving greater availability of helicopters. Of course, that is useful only while the 
helicopters are operating within range of the ship, but for that period that they are then it is an extremely useful asset. 

  Brigadier Dutton: If I could expand on that slightly, because I think that is an important point, about the 
engineering support. Even when we were quite a long way from the ships, we had a routine of rotating the 
helicopters, both the Sea Kings and the Lynx and Gazelle, through the ships about every third day for their 
engineering support. The availability rates showed the value of being able to do that in a very clean environment. 

  Chairman: Thank you. Now Mr Hancock will ask a question on Tomahawks.

  Q1505 Mr Hancock: I would be grateful if you could give us an indication of what you feel was the contribution 
of the UK Tomahawk cruise missiles which were used and the capability and the context of the conditions in which 
they were used? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: First of all, I should explain that my responsibility in terms of the Tomahawk capability 
was as a facilitator, if you like, and the maritime component acts as a place where the Tomahawks are kept and the 
place from where the Tomahawks are fired. The business of deciding what targets they are going to attack and when 
they are going to attack targets will be worked between the Air Component Commander and the Joint Commander. It 
is the same for fixed-wing strike aircraft leaving an aircraft carrier, once they go into the air into the battle then they 
become the responsibility of the Air Commander. It is exactly the same for Tomahawks. However, although we had 
only two Tomahawk-equipped submarines in the operation, and, therefore, compared with the US rate of effort, a 
relatively small number of Tomahawks, they became quite important. The US ships, some were stationed in the 
Mediterranean, some in the Red Sea and some in the Gulf and were able to fire Tomahawks from different directions 
to reach all parts of Iraq. That is I think a lesson for us, that if we had Tomahawk capability on surface ships we 
would have greater flexibility in where we could provide that precision strike from. However, for some of the time, 
political constraints prevented Tomahawks being fired from the Mediterranean, and indeed from the Red Sea, and 
only those Tomahawks that were on ships or submarines in the Gulf could be fired. There was a time when the 
number of Tomahawks available to the Commander actually became quite low because quite a lot of the US surface 
ships had exhausted their supply. The Royal Navy submarines were reloaded more than once in theatre and at 
various times provided a significant proportion of the Tomahawks available. They lend a particular capability to the 
UK expeditionary effort, providing precision strike in all weathers, without endangering aircrew, and are available at 
short notice.

  Q1506 Mr Hancock: How was the effectiveness of what you were targeting assessed and the effect of the 
Tomahawk on that target, and how quickly afterwards were you getting that sort of information? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The process is called `battle damage assessment' and it is done by a combination of either 
satellite sensors or aircraft sensors, but I was not directly in the command chain for targeting so I was seeing the 
results as a by-product of the air components process. It was almost always possible to assess the effectiveness by 
looking at the damage that occurred to buildings, and overall the effectiveness of our Tomahawk exceeded the design 
specifications. Again, I do not have the precise figures to hand and they may well be classified but they could be 
provided in closed form, but I know that their effectiveness was better then that designed.

  Q1507 Mr Hancock: How dependent were we actually on the targeting for that and the approach information on 
non-UK forces? Was it a decision made always by a US Commander, or was that a decision on the targeting which 
came sometimes through the UK chain of command? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: I think I would have to refer you to Air Marshal Burridge's response to your Committee, 
Mr Chairman, because I think he described to you how the targeting process worked. It was he and the Air 
Commander who were responsible. I was only the provider of facilities, so probably it would be wrong for me to 
provide direct answers to those questions. I was not actually involved in the targeting process. I had quite a lot of 
knowledge of it, I observed it, but I was not involved in it directly.
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  Q1508 Mr Hancock: It did not come through your chain of command? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: No.

  Q1509 Mr Hancock: Is your submarine capable of delivering X number of Tomahawks in an hour's time on these 
targets? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The requirements on me were to make sure that the submarine was integrated into the 
overall maritime effort such that it could be available to the Joint Commander and Air Commander when it was 
needed to fire Tomahawks. Actually, the strict command and control of the submarines is done still from Northwood 
because of the command and control systems involved in the difficult business of water space management. We do 
not always do it from Northwood, it can be done from a deployed headquarters like mine, but on this occasion it was 
done from Northwood.

  Q1510 Mr Hancock: You made what I thought was a very interesting comment about the re-arming of our 
submarines, and you said that both of them were re-armed more than once during the deployment. Is that a difficult 
exercise, to re-arm submarines with Tomahawks at sea? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: You cannot do it at sea. It can only be done in harbour. Then it involves the business, 
obviously, of flying the missiles to the relevant place and arranging the necessary carriage. It is something which has 
been done overseas on previous operations, the Kosovo operation, for instance, and so we are fairly practised at it. It 
is not without its complications but we can do it, and did. 

  Mr Hancock: Fine. Thank you, Admiral. 

  Q1511 Chairman: How many Tomahawks did we buy, was it 100, I cannot remember? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The original buy, from memory, was 65, of which one was fired on the test range, leaving 
us an inventory of 64. However, the numbers fired in the various campaigns and the numbers that remain are not 
subjects for open session, I believe, Mr Chairman, although those numbers could be provided if necessary.

  Q1512 Chairman: What I think we would like to know, because the previous times they have been fired we have 
tended to fire off a couple, and I am never sure whether the contribution is merely political and token or whether we 
are a serious addition to the inventory of firing missiles. Maybe, when you drop us information, whether it is 
confidential or not, I suspect the former rather than the latter, it would be useful to have an explanation as to what the 
policy is actually of firing Tomahawk missiles? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Perhaps I will make two comments, Mr Chairman, although I will not comment about 
actual numbers now. Certainly in the Kosovo conflict the numbers were significant and were not just a 
demonstration of being part of the operation, they were militarily significant. In this operation, very definitely they 
were militarily significant. That I can say, from my involvement in the process. The question of numbers is 
something obviously for the Department to balance. 

  Q1513 Mr Hancock: Can I ask the Brigadier, in your capacity, through your commanders on the ground, did you 
call for a Tomahawk strike at any time? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Not specifically, because the targeting process does not really work like that, you do not ask for 
that particular weapons system. We had the capability, as did all the Brigade commanders, to contribute to the 
targeting process, to put those into the targeting process at the Divisional Headquarters, which then went into 
whatever the process was above that. Then weapons systems would be either allocated or not.

  Q1514 Chairman: When we do fire this indeterminate number of missiles, do we write off to Tesco and say, 
"Please send us another one to replace the one we fired"? Has there been any strategy or policy of replenishment? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It is not a question for me, Mr Chairman, I think it is a question for the Ministry of Defence 
itself, the equipment capability area of the Ministry of Defence, of how it deals with procurement of strike weapons. 
Certainly it is a complex area because of the closure of American production lines, and so on, but it is not one that I 
am in a position to answer. 
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  Chairman: Obviously, you have been through the MoD course of training in how to avoid a question, but that was 
an easy one to avoid so I did not test your avoidance skills, at which, as a sailor, you are very adept, I am sure.

  Q1515 Mr Cran: Two further questions, I regret to say, on Tomahawk, really to get a bit more detail on a question 
Mr Hancock asked you and also an answer you gave to another question. The proposition has been put, I think, 
certainly I have heard it suggested, that there is a fairly big constraint on our Tomahawk capability because of the 
difficulties of reloading when the submarine is away from the naval base. Is that the case, or not? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: It is not the case. There was quite a lot of work to be done to make sure that we could 
reload, but we had done it in a number of countries on a number of occasions and it was not a significant constraint 
from my perspective.

  Q1516 Mr Cran: Could you trace why it is not? Why have you become more practised, I think were the words you 
used? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Because requirements of successive campaigns have required us to be. I think I am right in 
saying that the original concept of operations was that, when we purchased it, Tomahawk would always be reloaded 
only in the UK, and that is because it was bought on the basis that it was a coercive weapon that is why the numbers 
the Department bought were fairly limited. In fact, we have ended up using it much more as a war-fighting weapon 
and expending greater numbers than were envisaged. The campaigns in which we have done that, used it almost as a 
war-fighting weapon, have required us to reload overseas, and so the Navy and the Defence Logistics Organisation 
know how to do it, and do it.

  Q1517 Mr Cran: That has cleared that up. In answer to another question from Mr Hancock, you said that our 
Tomahawk capability would be, I do not know the words you used exactly but certainly improved, would benefit 
from being fired from surface warships. I suppose the question is then, how seriously is the MoD looking at that, if it 
is looking at it at all? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Again, it is not an area I am involved in directly but my knowledge of the situation is that 
the MoD is looking at it, and it is a potential option, I think, for the type 45 destroyer, but I am not aware of any 
decisions that have been made, whether to equip those ships with Tomahawks. From an operational commander's 
perspective, clearly it gives you greater options to have a greater number of platforms that are so equipped. 
Submarines are very good with Tomahawk, because you can introduce them into a theatre quietly, without anyone 
knowing they are there, and then suddenly produce them if necessary. Equally, surface ships routinely will go around 
the oceans of the world with Tomahawks. It gives you many more options in many different areas.

  Q1518 Mr Cran: It would be fair to say, would it not, that you would have preferred to have that capability 
yourself in Iraq, but the mere fact that the Americans did traded off that disability? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: In this particular situation, of course, there were sufficient weapons to produce the effect, 
but in terms of the fact that all three Armed Forces are trying to produce what we call joint effect then it makes a 
great deal of sense for our ships, procured primarily for maritime tasks, also to have a greater direct effect on the land 
battle. At the moment, really it is only the Tomahawk submarines and the carriers and the amphibious ships that have 
a direct effect on the land battle. By equipping ships with Tomahawk then more ships could have an effect on the 
land battle, but it is a question of investment priorities, of course. 

  Mr Cran: Absolutely. Chairman, thank you.

  Q1519 Mr Jones: Can I turn to the operation on the Al Faw peninsula and ask questions, first of all, in terms of the 
assault itself, which I understand was mainly by helicopter. Could you give us some understanding of the reason why 
that decision was taken? Also, what role did close air support play, in terms of supporting Marines on the Al Faw, 
particularly the relationship with the Americans, who gave a lot of close air support, I understand, both with fixed-
wing and ground attack helicopters? Also, could you touch on whether the lack of heavy armour in the early stages 
had an effect, in terms of being able to execute in what was quite a challenging environment, as I understand it? 

  Brigadier Dutton: The first part, why by helicopter, because the beach gradients on any part of the Iraqi coastline 
did not allow us to land by conventional landing-craft. We did have a plan to open a beach on the Al Faw peninsula, 
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Red Beach it was going to be called, on one of the pipeline heads as it was exposed just before going out to sea, 
running out to the gas/oil platforms. We had a well-developed plan to land the logistics, but also, importantly, the 
CVR(T), the Scimitars, from the QDG Squadron that I had under command, using the American heavy LCACs, the 
LCAC-Hs, the big hovercraft that will carry a main battle-tank. Indeed, we had pre-loaded C Squadron of the 
Queen's Dragoon Guards onto those LCACs in the USS Rushmore for this eventuality. In the event, that beach was 
mined pretty comprehensively and had a series of wire-fence obstacles and hedgehog devices to stop exactly this. 
We were well on the way to clearing that when the decision was taken that the risk to the LCAC heavies was too 
great and they were withdrawn, so we had to find another way of putting in those vehicles. We did so, in the end, 
about 18 to 24 hours later, on an LCU ferry-crossing just north of the town of Umm Qasr, once 15 MEU had taken it. 
We did it by helicopter because really that was the only sensible way of getting a large number of troops there early 
on. It was a combined operation with the US Navy SEALS, who had had the task of seizing the oil infrastructure for 
some considerable time. In a sense we were in support of them but we had been training with them and planning with 
them from a very early stage, in fact, they joined 40 Commando in Cyprus and sailed round with them. There was 
very close liaison in Kuwait. The CENTCOM NSW Commander co-located his deputy and quite a large 
headquarters, with a very considerable communications capability, alongside my Brigade Headquarters in Kuwait, 
just south of Umm Qasr, for the actual assault, and, of course, they were always planning to do it by helicopter. We 
did have a `no fly' plan, because I was always concerned that, when the decision to go was taken, it meant then, not 
when the weather was nice, so we had to have a fall-back plan. We did have a fall-back plan, which would have 
involved using the Shatt al Arab and small, fast, raiding-craft, not one that I would have wanted to put into operation, 
so I am glad that, in the event, we could fly. You asked about close air support. Because this was a combined 
operation with the Naval Special Warfare Group, they came with Predator UAVs and I was able to watch the 
Predator picture in my headquarters, where we were co-located, so I could see the landing taking place. Also they 
came with AC130 and A10s and with JDAMs dropped from F18s in a short, sharp, fire plan just before H-hour, so 
we had full access to those. Even when we set up a JSOA, a Joint Special Operations Area, for about one hour only, 
which the US Navy Special Warfare SEALs controlled, even though by then we were landing 40 Commando with 
them, when we collapsed that JSOA the Predator and the AC130 remained available to me until about an hour before 
first light, at which point the AC130 had to be withdrawn.
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  Q1520 Mr Jones: When you did the targeting, did you have the US personnel on the ground with you for forward 
air control? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes, we did. Again, this is something that we set up actually before we left England, the 
ANGLICO teams. You are familiar with the US Marine Corps ANGLICO, Air and Naval Gunfire Liaison 
Companies teams, these are multi-disciplinary fire teams that control air and naval gunfire, artillery and indeed 
everything else. They were embedded at every level, Company, Commando and Brigade level, before we left UK, so 
some sailed with 40 Commando, the others flew with me and with 42 Commando and the rest of the Brigade to 
Kuwait. The fire control for the NSW was controlled from within my Brigade Headquarters, where they had this 
command element, because that is where they had the best situational awareness of what was going on, and that was 
where the Predator was feeding to, and that was where the AC130 was taking its targeting from as well. That was 
part of close air support. I explained earlier on, that close air support, as a whole, in the American Marine Corps 
system, is centrally controlled, so the ANGLICO team I had in my Brigade Headquarters launched lots, I cannot 
remember the exact numbers now, I think nine pairs of Cobra attack helicopters, in order to support the 42 
Commando insertion. Because we were not under pressure at that time only the last pair of those arrived on target. 
They were launched from Ali al Salem, they checked in with the DASC and they were taken away to a higher 
priority task, so we got only one pair. I would stress that I believe we got our fair allocation, in that it is allocated 
according to greatest need. The last part of your question was heavy armour. No, we did not suffer at all initially 
from not having heavy armour. I could not have put heavy armour ashore initially. When eventually we did get some 
heavy armour it was after we had established the M3 amphibious ferry, well north of Umm Qasr, it must have been 
on about day three, day four, of the operation, so heavy armour would not have been of any value at that stage.

  Q1521 Mr Roy: Brigadier, we saw at first hand during SAIF SAREEA a great deal of time and effort being put by 
the Marines on beach landings, and presumably the Iraqi coastline was the same two years ago as it was earlier this 
year. With hindsight, should more than just that simple one way of beach landings have been part of that training 
course, and did SAIF SAREEA help at all to get you ashore there? 

  Brigadier Dutton: I did not do SAIF SAREEA, it was before I did this job. To widen the question slightly, 
essentially there are only two ways of getting ashore from ships, one is by helicopter, one is by landing-craft, 
whether they be conventional displacement or air-cushion vehicles. My understanding is that SAIF SAREEA 
practised both of those, there were lots of helicopters around. We practise routinely all methods of landing within the 
capability that we have, so I do not feel that SAIF SAREEA in any sense was mistargeted, in terms of developing our 
landing capability.

  Q1522 Mr Crausby: Had the landing force been faced by a chemical or a biological attack, in your opinion, would 
it have been protected effectively and capable of prosecuting offensive operations ashore? To what extent did you 
plan and expect a chemical or a biological attack? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Perhaps the second bit first. I was convinced that the enemy had the capability to attack us with 
chemical and biological weapons at any stage. There was a big debate as to whether it would be early or whether it 
would be only when Baghdad was threatened, and there were varying views on that. Certainly, we were expecting 
and were equipped for a chemical and biological response to our assault. The first part of your question is how we 
would have done. We were equipped adequately with NBC protection equipment, in terms of suits, albeit, as you 
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know, some were not necessarily in desert camouflage. Also we were equipped adequately in terms of respirator 
canisters, albeit again some appeared, from the dates on them, to be out of date, although I was assured at the time, 
and have been reassured subsequently—

  Q1523 Mr Crausby: Out of date by how much? 

  Brigadier Dutton: In the event, they were not out of date, but they said on them 1988 with a life of ten years. As I 
said at the time, it is difficult to convince a Marine, or frankly even a Marine Brigadier, that actually that means they 
are still in date. At the time, we were told, quite correctly, that their life had been extended in 1998. I am not sure 
necessarily that message got round as fully as it should have done and I am not sure necessarily it was 100% 
believed, because it seemed extraordinarily convenient. Subsequently, I do know now that instructions were put out 
in 1998, that indeed the life of these had been extended five years, so, in fact, we were using in-date protective 
equipment, although it was not apparent to us necessarily at the time that was the case.

  Q1524 Mr Crausby: Let me move on to the co-ordination between the Royal Marine amphibious landing forces 
and other coalition units. Did that pose difficult challenges, working in such close proximity? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Certainly it posed challenges. This is not an unusual environment for Marine forces. We were on 
the boundary of three components, four if you include the air, but three really, Land, Maritime and Special Forces. 
That is where amphibious forces expect to operate. Did it cause any difficulty? It caused a lot of challenges, in fact, I 
would say I spent most of my time, between arriving in Kuwait on 22 January and crossing the line of departure on 
20 March, resolving those challenges of cross-component issues. Who precisely was responsible for what element, 
what the command and control arrangements were going to be, how we were going to operate with the SEALs, what 
was the role of 1 Division, who, of course, from my point of view, came into the south rather later than we had done. 
I had already got used to working direct into the 1 MEF (First Marine Expeditionary Force), and indeed continued to 
do so with the blessing of General Robin Brims, the UK Divisional Commander, who was very happy to allow us to 
do that. I spent a lot of my time doing this cross-component business, but actually that is the environment in which 
we are used to operating and trained to operate.

  Q1525 Mr Crausby: Were you satisfied with the command and control arrangements? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes.

  Q1526 Mr Crausby: First Reflections reported, in paragraph 4.15: "In the air and at sea, extra "Identification 
Friend or Foe" (IFF) systems were procured." Did these IFF systems work effectively, and was there any need for 
any further IFF systems? 

  Brigadier Dutton: I can deal with the land part of it. We spent a lot of time working on how to minimise the chance 
of fratricide, both in terms of electronic systems, visual identification systems and simply cross-knowledge of 
vehicles. Indeed, the Commanding General of the Third Marine Air Wing arranged for the majority of its pilots, I 
cannot say whether it was all or not, to overfly British equipment so that they would recognise them on the ground. 
Electronically, we were provided with some Blue Force Tracker units, which, in fact, are not IFF systems, or at least 
that is not how the Americans use them, they use them as a command and control device, but they are quite effective 
as an anti-fratricide device because then you have icons on a computer screen. We did not have anything like enough 
for every sub-unit—how far do you break this down—but we were able to identify major unit headquarter locations 
and tactical headquarter locations. In terms of visual identification, we had a variety of means. We had the Glint tape, 
which I think you are probably aware of, which shows up systems from the air. We had the markings—pretty low-
tech these, but nevertheless quite effective—on the vehicles, and orange panels. All our small boats carried the White 
Ensign. A considerable amount of time was spent trying to minimise fratricide.

  Q1527 Mr Crausby: What would you say are the overall lessons for the future on fratricide? 

  Brigadier Dutton: We need to continue to work in each of those areas. I do not believe there is any simple, 
electronic, scientific solution to this completely, it has to be dealt with at various levels. It has to be dealt with 
electronically, it has to be dealt with in terms of visual identification, and of course in terms of familiarity of 
coalition vehicles and equipment so that we can recognise more readily each other's equipment. I think it is a process 
that has to continue in each of those areas to try to get better and better at it. I think we have got better at it over the 
years and we are still not perfect, but I would venture to suggest that I am not sure there is a perfect solution.
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  Q1528 Mr Roy: Just to back up a point of my colleague Mr Crausby. I have got a terrible habit of looking in the 
food cupboards at the `sell by' dates on the bottoms of tins, and if they are over their `use by' date I fling them out. 
Quite frankly, unless Mr Heinz actually is going to come to me and tell me that his soup is still okay, they are going 
to go in the bin. Likewise, if you were in a position to look at the `sell by' date of respirators and you saw that it was 
five years out of date, what would it take to make you think that actually they were okay? 

  Brigadier Dutton: I think, if I saw documentary proof that indeed there had been a document produced in 1998 that 
had extended the life then I would have been happy with that. I understand this was in Material Regulations for the 
Army. This is not a document I read regularly, but there are people who do, of course. Maybe I simply did not get the 
message, but perhaps it could have been made clearer that this was, in fact, a genuine extension. I do now firmly 
believe that to be the case, that these were still safe and in date, but we were not certain at the time.

  Q1529 Mr Roy: I can understand that, but not only did you not look at the documentation, the documentation 
obviously was not looked at over a five-year period. If it was up to 1998, that was the time when something should 
have been checked. It is not as though they were not checked just once, it was over a five-year period, which 
suggests that there is something very wrong with the documentation system. What I am interested in also is, if there 
was a five-year extension to 2003, which was really handy in this case, was it January 2003 or December 2003? 

  Brigadier Dutton: I do not know the answer to that bit of the question. What I would say, if I may, is that the 
respirator canister that we all had on our respirator, i.e. the one we would have used in the event of a chemical attack, 
was well in date, inside the ten years. I am talking about the spare that was carried in the haversack. I cannot answer 
your question on the months. 

  Mr Roy: I am sorry you cannot answer it because I do think that someone is guilty of gross misconduct not to have 
checked those dates. Quite frankly, if I had a son or daughter in your charge I would not be too happy to think, or to 
know, that they had a spare canister that I perceived, because I can read the bottom and it says so, was of no use 
because it was five years out of date.

  Q1530 Mr Crausby: Can I ask how difficult it would have been to change the label in 1998? Would not that have 
been possible? 

  Brigadier Dutton: They are sealed units, in a sealed plastic bag, presumably you would put it in another plastic bag 
with another label on it. I would not imagine it is that difficult, but I am not an expert. 

  Chairman: We will have to write further. I do not think there is much point in flogging this one any more. 

  Mr Roy: It is not that I am flogging it, Chairman. I am sorry but certainly it was raised by a constituent of mine, by 
a family, and they were worried and it would be wrong just to let it go unsaid. 

  Chairman: We are not letting it go unsaid. We will write. 

  Mr Roy: If someone was guilty then really it should be noted so that it does not happen again. 

  Chairman: We will write and elicit the answer from the right people.[3] 

  Q1531 Mr Roy: How critical was the in-theatre training for the amphibious landing force? For example, was there 
sufficient time available to train properly? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes. 42 Commando and the Brigade Combat Service Support Units that deployed with me by air 
arrived by, roughly speaking, the end of January, so there was adequate time for familiarisation, acclimatisation and 
in-theatre training. The 40 Commando group that deployed amphibiously, in the Amphibious Task Group, arrived in 
the middle of February, of course having acclimatised coming through the Mediterranean, the Suez Canal, round into 
the Gulf, and they had exercised already in Cyprus, as you have heard, but then latterly in the UAE, so that was 
important to them. 15 MEU, who sailed from the west coast of the United States, from San Diego, on 6 January, 
arrived on or about 12 February and deployed ashore almost immediately to do familiarisation training with the other 
units of my Brigade, and indeed acclimatisation training, and so on. I am content that certainly there was adequate 
time, bearing in mind, of course, at the time, we did not know that 20 March was going to be D-Day. We were 
always aiming for 15 February, as you heard earlier on from the Admiral, which we could have met just—just—but 
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we used the time available for more training in theatre.

  Q1532 Mr Roy: Was that similar, for example, for NBC, for Naval Gunfire Support and for air training as well? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes, it was. That target of 15 February was always one we aimed to meet, and for all of the 
maritime forces certainly they were in theatre by that date. Probably it was the readiness of the Amphibious Group 
which was the tightest, as the Brigadier has just said, but for all the other forces they were ready.

  Q1533 Mr Roy: What about the coalition between the UK and the US forces, the Maritime Commando Units 
especially, was that done in sufficient time, was that to your satisfaction? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Talking about the coalition command and control integration, shall I talk about the 
maritime side first, yes, most definitely. It was one of the reasons I said in my opening address that the fact that we 
had established a maritime enclave, as it were, in the American headquarters in Bahrain some 18 months before, as 
part of the global war on terrorism, meant that we had a team already inside the American Maritime Headquarters, so 
as soon as discussion started about this we were embedded in it, and that went very smoothly. I should make it clear, 
in command and control terms, that the tactical command of our units at sea came under American commanders, 
because we needed to operate in one integrated way. It is the same in the air, you cannot have three different 
commanders putting aeroplanes in three different places. It is just the same with ships. But it worked well. There is a 
sub-issue about communications but perhaps that is something we will come on to in a later question, if you want to 
explore it.

  Q1534 Mr Havard: The training was done in Cyprus and the final training with the US forces in the Gulf, as you 
have said. I have looked at an article that you have just done, Brigadier, in the Royal United Services Institute 
Journal, and in there you talk about things like, for example, "the complexities of the Al Faw operation were 
exacerbated because the planning was conducted by function rather than effect." You talk about the various measures 
there are and you say there are various doctrines and ways of approaching things, apparently simple solutions used in 
high water, straight course lines, and so on, but less useful, you say, in a complex estuary environment, which is 
exactly where you found yourself, and you found yourself deploying detached parties in small boats in that sort of 
environment. I wonder what the problems were of command and control that you experienced, therefore how did you 
ensure that these detached parties that you had operating in this complex environment were safeguarded sufficiently? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Really this is the point I was making in answer to an earlier question about the complexity of the 
inter-component business. Planning was done by the Land Component for the land, by the Maritime Component for 
the sea—this is very simplistic—by the Air Component for the air, and Special Forces Component for Special 
Forces. Because we crossed all those boundaries in this relatively restricted battle space on Iraq's only coastline and 
up towards the south of Basra, we had to bring all that together. There is a doctrinal way of doing that in amphibious 
operations, in ATP8, called an Amphibious Objective Area, in which case you have one commander who controls 
everything within that area. That was unrealistic in this scenario because everybody needed to be in that battle space, 
including the fast jets travelling through, including some of the TLAMs flying through, and so on. There was no one 
person really who could control the whole lot, so the decision was taken to make the High Water Mark the boundary 
between the Land and the Maritime, and then the SF had their own JSOA within the Land area. The complexity that I 
talked about in that joint talk that I did with Colonel Waldhauser, who is the CO of 15 MEU, was exactly that, how 
to bring all this together to make sure that we were all operating from the same—

  Q1535 Mr Havard: I am sorry to interrupt you, but I believe these related partly to what was asked earlier on 
about friendly fire incidents. I do not want to go into those particular sorts of television programmes and other things 
about various things that have happened. I do not want to go into that at the moment, but it does raise this question 
about friendly fire incidents. Were there any, in your perception, were there difficulties in that regard as a 
consequence of operating in this complex way in this complex environment? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Certainly there were difficulties operating in that environment, but it is not something that we 
can change, that sort of environment inherently is complex. It is the sort of environment that amphibious forces 
expect to operate in, we train for it and we practise in that environment and we do everything we can, by doctrine 
and procedures, pre-planning for the specific operation, war-gaming, rock drills and a comprehensive orders process 
and a good, joint communications system to minimise the friction.

  Q1536 Mr Havard: Your perception is, on this occasion, that this did not manifest itself, that we did not end up in 
a situation where the complexity was such that we ended up with friendly fire incidents and that it broke down in 
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some way, kept together maybe by a combination of people's ingenuity on the ground, the planning and everything 
else? That is your perception of what actually happened? 

  Brigadier Dutton: No, my perception is that actually it all worked rather well. I am not saying that it worked 
perfectly, because it never would and it did not in this case, but it worked rather well. The arrangements that we 
made with the SEALs and with the Maritime Commander to delineate tasking, especially over the assault, seizure 
and then opening of Umm Qasr, in which a huge number of people, not just military but NGOs and humanitarian 
organisations and people, had an interest, actually worked, I thought, remarkably well. 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Can I add something, just to say that this business of avoiding fratricide and dealing with 
this complexity was something on which senior commanders spent personally an awful lot of time. I have said often 
to people that my own personal engagement in things in the Bahrain headquarters frequently was over subjects of 
this nature. The availability of modern e-mail communications, putting information on websites and using chat-
rooms, although there are complications there, in terms of doing that with coalition allies, which is a whole subject in 
itself, has made it much easier to pick up the `phone or send an e-mail or deal with these sorts of issues in a way 
which would not have been possible even just a few years ago. You can deal with these boundary issues with modern 
communications much better than you used to be able to, but it was something to which we and other senior 
commanders gave personal attention at very senior level. We worked hard at it.

  Q1537 Rachel Squire: Can I apologise for missing the first hour of your evidence. My flight was delayed by three 
hours because of fog at Heathrow Airport. It just shows that perhaps I should use maritime methods of travel. 
Focusing on things that move in the air rather than on the sea, can I ask you what the impact was of the United States' 
decision to down all its helicopters, which then seemed to require the UK forces to fill the gap? 

  Brigadier Dutton: In a sense, you have answered the question. The impact was that we had to use UK helicopters 
to do the insertion of 42 Commando several hours later, in fact, at dawn on the 21st. What was the impact on the 
overall operation? In fact, because of the situation on the ground, it did not make a great deal of difference. 42's role 
in the plan was to provide flank protection to 40 Commando. While 40 Commando was concentrating on clearing the 
Manifold and Metering Station, the pipeline heads, the three strategic targets that they had been allocated and then Al 
Faw town and the base of the peninsula down to the Gulf, the plan was to put in 42 Commando to block. I think it is 
important to remember that what we know now about what the enemy was capable of and what they achieved was 
not what we thought they were capable of and what they could have achieved. We were fully expecting an armoured 
division, or elements of an armoured division, to move out of Basra to attempt to throw us off the Al Faw, so it was 
important to have sufficient forces on the Al Faw to be able to prevent that happening. That was 42 Commando's 
role, to put a block to the north and to the west of 40 Commando, and they had other roles as well, but essentially this 
was it, in case the Iraqi forces moved down and attempted to eject 40 Commando from its main task, so that 40 
Commando then could concentrate on its main task. In the event, the enemy was either unable or unwilling, and I 
suspect both, to do that, so the fact that 42 Commando went in about six hours late did not matter.

  Q1538 Rachel Squire: Can I ask you about the very tragic incident early on in the operation where we lost two of 
the UK helicopters. What was the operational impact of that tragic incident? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Is that the two Sea King VIIs, or the American helicopter that was inserted? 

  Q1539 Rachel Squire: The Sea King VIIs. 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The two Sea Kings were operating from Ark Royal. Their main task was air surveillance, 
they had been designed for surveillance over the sea of ships and small boats, and so on. They have very new radar 
and avionics in them, which we found was extremely good, at least over flat land, at detecting land targets, and 
particularly vehicles. They had switched role, through the ingenuity of the aircrews, to support the Brigade and being 
able to tell the Brigade when heavy armour was coming out of Basra, if I have got that right. The sad loss of two of 
them clearly affected the number that were available after that to support the Brigade, but by that time the task was 
beginning to reduce, I think, and therefore we were able to carry on without further significant impact, but that was 
purely at the time when it occurred. 

  Brigadier Dutton: One of the reasons I was able to be relatively relaxed about the fact that 42's insertion was 
delayed by six hours was that the Sea King VII cover provides a moving target indication picture, it does not define 
enemy and friendly, but had we seen lots and lots and lots of white shapes coming out of Basra we would have 
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known that was a likely enemy armoured counter-attack. That was not happening and we could see that from the 
down link from the Sea King VII, which was why we could be relatively relaxed. Of course, the accident with the 
two helicopters happened the night after, or the night after that, about 24 hours later, so we still had a full suite of 
them. They did continue flying after the accident and we continued to get a service from them, and certainly it is a 
technique that we want to develop. Of course, it worked particularly well over the flat Al Faw, it would not be so 
good in a mountainous area, but nevertheless we want to develop that capability to see how good it could be in other 
areas.
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  Q1540 Chairman: Has an inquiry be concluded into that accident? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes, it has, Mr Chairman. I am not sure we will ever know definitively what occurred. It is 
a crash at night, in difficult visibility conditions, at low level.

  Q1541 Chairman: I did not know if we had received a copy of that. Perhaps if you could send it to us, please, if 
you would not mind? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes.[4] 

  Q1542 Mike Gapes: Brigadier, in the interview in Jane's International Defence Review in September you are 
quoted as talking about the Viking armoured all-terrain vehicle, which will provide Commando units with a level of 
protected mobility that hitherto they have lacked. Could you say something more on that? I understand that the Royal 
Marines are soon to be re-equipped with that vehicle. What difference would it have made in Operation Telic? 

  Brigadier Dutton: As I mentioned earlier, we are getting that vehicle shortly. We are getting just over a hundred in 
the Brigade, we are going to hold them centrally, there will be training allocations at each unit. Then our plan 
operationally is that half the Commando unit, I will not go into great details here, both the infantry and the 
supporting arms element, will be equipped with Viking and the other half will not. That will give us the capability 
either to use ATVs or not, depending on the circumstances. What difference would they have made on Op. Telic? 
Initially probably none because we did not have the capability to get them ashore in the initial assault. Had we been 
able to use the US Navy LCAC heavies, on which we had put CVR(T)s, had we had Viking, probably we would 
have put Viking on those as well, so, if we could have got them ashore, they provide fire-power protection and 
mobility so they would have been extremely useful. Later on they would also have been extremely useful because the 
ability to be able to move troops under light armour, protected from artillery shells and from some element of small-
arms rounds as well is a capability that would have been extremely useful to us.

  Q1543 Mike Gapes: Can you say a little bit more about this problem of getting them ashore? Does that mean that 
you would have had to find some other method to bring them in? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes. Had we had them we would have got them onto the Al Faw peninsula, in the same way that 
we got the Scimitars onto the Al Faw peninsula, so rather later than the initial assault. We got the Scimitars across 
the waterway just north of Umm Qasr, which was the first point at which we could establish a ferry-crossing with 
LCU ferries. We would have tried to cross them there because we could not do that initially, because we had to wait 
for 15 MEU to take Umm Qasr and the area just to the north of it so that we could establish that ferry-crossing. 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Is it fair to say, the LPDs, had we had them available, would have made a difference, or 
not? 

  Brigadier Dutton: It would have made a difference in getting them there but actually getting them across the beach 
would have been the problem. Having said that, they do swim, so there are circumstances in which possibly we could 
have swum them. The beach profile of the Al Faw peninsula is so small as to be negligible, you cannot see that there 
is a beach profile, in fact, so a conventional landing-craft would have grounded a long, long way out.
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  Q1544 Mr Cran: Brigadier, these are a few questions, I suspect, for you. On one of the Committee's visits, and I 
am not going to identify which one but certainly this was not taken in formal evidence, the Committee was told, and 
here I am quoting from a note I have, that "the Royal Marines have no understanding of how to operate with tanks in 
support, never having trained to do so and not possessing any of their own." Why that is of interest to the Committee 
is that, I think on 27 March, your Brigade came under attack from Iraqi tanks and you had to call in heavy tank 
support. Therefore, against the background of what we were told on this particular visit, what is your side of the 
story? 

  Brigadier Dutton: That simply is untrue.

  Q1545 Mr Cran: That is why I am asking, to give you the opportunity. 

  Brigadier Dutton: Precisely, yes. Clearly, it was not a Royal Marine unit you were visiting. I can probably guess.

  Q1546 Mr Cran: You are not going to tempt me. 

  Brigadier Dutton: The background and training of Royal Marines officers is quite widely with the Army, I was 
going to say exclusively, it is not exclusively at all, we do a lot of training with the Navy and of course now we do a 
lot of joint training, as does everybody else. If I take my own background in training, I did the Army's Junior Staff 
Course, I did the Army Staff Course, I did the Army Company Commanders Course, it was called the All-Arms 
Tactics Course at the time, and I taught on the Army's Junior Staff Course when the Cold War was still going on and 
I was teaching armoured tactics and the operational art for the defence of western Europe. The idea that Royal 
Marines officers have no knowledge of how to use heavy armour simply is not true. There is also an element of scale 
here. I did not want to use these tanks for a big manoeuvre warfare event, this was not a repeat of the battle of Kursk. 
We wanted just a squadron of tanks, actually fewer would have done but they tend to come in squadron packages, for 
obvious reasons, for the reasons for which one wants tanks. With a squadron of tanks comes a Squadron Leader who 
is a trained Armoured Corps officer, whoever he is attached to then he becomes the armoured adviser to that 
commanding officer or brigade commander, or to whatever level he has been attached. The squadron we got from the 
Scots DG came with a Squadron Commander. I placed them under the command of CO 40 Commando and they used 
them with great success in the attack on Abu al Khasib and also to defeat the armoured thrusts that were coming out 
of Basra, and subsequently 42 Commando used them as well for the final assault on Basra, alongside 7 Brigade in 
the west. Also we had under command from the outset, before we left UK, C Squadron QDG, not heavy armour but 
light armour. That comes with a Squadron Commander, who sat alongside me in the Brigade Headquarters, did all 
the planning, did all the estimates with us, practised with us in Kuwait and we used them again with great success for 
the armoured role, their fire-power, but specifically for their ISTAR and recce role, and they integrated extremely 
well.

  Q1547 Mr Cran: Just to tie this down, the Committee is aware that I think you were reinforced routinely by the 
Household Cavalry, in whatever circumstances that may be, but that is Scimitar light-tracked vehicles. I think the 
Committee wants to be absolutely clear that your Brigade does train, if not routinely, with heavy-armour units? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Absolutely. 

  Q1548 Mr Cran: Was that the case before this operation? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Absolutely, and we hope to do so even more in the future. We are in regular contact with the 
Royal Armoured Corps Centre at Bovington about future exercises next year, when we would hope to deploy both 
heavy and light armour if it were possible.

  Q1549 Mr Cran: Here is something else for you to knock down, or otherwise. Were your Logistics Operation able 
to support the armoured units that you had? We were told, again on one of our visits that the armoured units in 
question asked for fuel well in excess of what you had yourselves. Is that true, and, if so, how was it solved? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Certainly it was well in excess of what normally we would expect to carry. Challenger tanks use 
an awful lot of fuel and they had to be refuelled. They crossed onto the Al Faw peninsula, the entry, they did one run 
across, firing at the enemy in the south of Basra to the eastern end of Abu al Khasib, when they needed refuelling. 
We arranged for them then to be refuelled. I have seen a number of presentations where it was said that the Royal 
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Marines attempted to do this with jerricans, and you could do it with jerricans, you would need an awful lot of 
jerricans though. We did not try to do it with jerricans, we made arrangements with the Regimental Headquarters of 
the Scots DG, from where that squadron had come, to send forward their refuelling tankers in order to do it. It is a 
concern, but we are quite used to it. The difficulty of refuelling vehicles and aircraft is something that the Royal 
Marines are well capable of dealing with, because we expect normally to come from the sea. We were lucky this 
time, we were able to bring a substantial part of the force from the land. We expect normally to come from the sea, 
so we have that problem of how to get fuel from ships to shore and we have a variety of means of doing that, things 
that are towed through the water, things that can be dropped from helicopters, we have tankers, obviously. I have a 
pretty swept-up logistical set-up in 3 Commando Brigade which is well capable of dealing with anything that is 
attached.

  Q1550 Mr Cran: You should be very grateful to the Committee for giving you the opportunity to nail a couple of 
misrepresentations from your point of view. 

  Brigadier Dutton: Absolutely. I could go on for another ten minutes. 

  Chairman: You should tell the Brigadier the source of our information so they can be severely reprimanded. 

  Mr Cran: No. I have no intention of doing any such thing.

  Q1551 Mr Roy: Rear Admiral, three points. Naval Gunfire Support of forces ashore, how critical was it, how did 
we compare with the United States, especially the gunnery systems and, finally, what lessons are there to be learned 
from other coalition forces and the type of support that they give? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The Naval Gunfire Support provided another way of bringing a firing effect onto the Al 
Faw peninsula. There was artillery in Kuwait, but it would not reach all of the Al Faw peninsula. I am straying into 
the Brigadier's area. There were the guns on the ships which would reach into the bottom right-hand corner of the Al 
Faw peninsula, and, of course, there were all the airborne assets, fixed-wing and helicopters as well, which could 
bring fires down in support. The Naval Gunfire Support gave the Brigade just another source of fires. On the bay of 
the Al Faw peninsula, on the first couple of days, the weather was poor and the operation was brought forward. That 
led to a reduction in aircraft that were available for the task, to some extent, therefore the naval fires played a greater 
role, in the event, because of the effects of weather and changing the timing, than otherwise they might have done. I 
was glad that we had planned to provide that support to the Brigade. There were some who felt that it was 
unnecessary and not needed in the modern environment with fires from different platforms, in fact it was needed. It 
was provided by UK and an Australian ship, it was very accurate, I think, it provided exactly the effect that was 
needed. It was not provided by the US ships, largely because their ships are usually a lot bigger than ours, draw more 
in draught terms and could not get so close to the coast and so the US allowed the UK and the Australians to get on 
with it, we could get into shallow water. A degree of risk was taken, in getting into shallow water, but it was worth it. 
A lesson learned for the future, and it is not a new one, and I know the Department will be looking at it, is longer-
range guns on ships at sea so that you can stand further away from a threat and still provide that fire if it is needed.

  Q1552 Chairman: There is a competition, I understand, for such a gun? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes.

  Q1553 Mr Crausby: First Reflections again informs us that the port of Umm Qasr was opened on 28 March 
following intensive mine-clearing operations by Royal Navy Mine Counter-Measures Vessels and the Fleet Diving 
Group, who are acknowledged as the world leaders in this field. Given that the Royal Navy has an excellent 
reputation in this field, why was it necessary to procure additional equipment through the use of UORs and hire 
equipment from the Australians? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: If I heard you correctly, I think the dates you quoted there are slightly incorrect, because I 
think although land forces got into the port on the 20th, the waterway which had to be cleared up to the port was not 
cleared of mines until some days later. We will look at the date when RFA Sir Galahad went in. Why did we need 
different equipment for the mine-hunters, because we had expected and always planned over the years to be mine-
hunting in deeper water, in more open water, not in rivers. Rivers clearly are very shallow, by their nature, with a lot 
of sand and silt on the bottom. One of the devices we have for normal mine-hunting is a remotely-operated vehicle 
with a light and a camera on the front which transmits a picture back to the ship so that you can see the object on the 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3120306.htm (3 von 5)26.07.2005 17:09:34



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

seabed that you have found. That was not going to work in the silty estuarine waters, so extra equipment, called a 
one-shot mine disposal system, was procured, it is a newer sort of remotely-operated vehicle, which allows you just 
to go out and basically blow up any object you find on the seabed. I think it is a perfect illustration of the use of 
urgent operational requirements, if you see a new tactical situation, you need a different piece of equipment and you 
buy it.

  Q1554 Mr Crausby: Was there anything else that you required, any other mine-clearance equipment that you 
required, that was not available, either with the Australians or anyone else? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: We bought some extra influence sweeping equipment in remotely-operated boats. This was 
something that had been identified as ideally required for this sort of operation, so we knew about it, and again it was 
easy to buy, in UOR terms. Our six mine-hunters and four American mine-hunters under command and control of an 
RN Commander turned out to be very good and cleared the port in record time. I am told, 28 March was when Sir 
Galahad got in there and the entrance to the port was cleared.

  Q1555 Chairman: Are we going to remedy this deficiency? We have got a lot of rivers in the world? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Whether the Department actually is going to buy the equipment permanently or a 
reasonable amount of it I am not sure, Mr Chairman, but certainly the utility of that equipment has gone into the 
"lessons identified" process, very clearly. 

  Chairman: They can teach us how to use that and we can teach them how to drop goals, although I would prefer to 
keep that a secret.

  Q1556 Rachel Squire: Can I ask if we acquired a couple of dolphins, I believe they were of some use? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes, the American forces operate with dolphins. No, we have not acquired any. They were 
of use. I think you are likely to find that UK forces will stick with the use of human divers.

  Q1557 Rachel Squire: I understand that they were pretty impressive, until one of them went AWOL? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: That is right, yes. 

  Chairman: They were probably cheaper than Royal Navy divers.

  Q1558 Rachel Squire: I want to ask you about Host Nation support. First of all, can you clarify from whom you 
received Host Nation support, as you were not exactly static, and also how reliable and useful was it and did you 
receive the support that you needed and required? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: I will confine the answer to the Gulf, not the transit out to it, unless you want to explore 
that. First of all, the degree of Host Nation support needed by a maritime force like this is relatively limited, that is 
the whole benefit of having most of your equipment at sea. We had two-thirds of the Royal Fleet Auxiliary ships 
with us, which provided much of the food, fuel, ammunition and engineering support. In terms of looking at Host 
Nation support, really we were looking only for port and airport access for flying in spares. We had one air head and 
port access in the United Arab Emirates, in the south of the Gulf, although we did not use it to a huge extent, but we 
set it up. We had another significant air and port head in Bahrain, but mostly that was stores flown in by air and then 
helicoptered out to the ships. Also we had a small helicopter maintenance facility in Bahrain, which the Bahrainian 
Government kindly allowed us to operate, and that helped us keep more aircraft serviceable at sea. Then, of course, 
there was Kuwait itself, which was used significantly for British forces overall. In terms of the maritime forces, it 
was used largely to receive equipment and stores from the maritime force, in order to provide the Brigade 
Commander with a sort of two-pronged assault on the Al Faw peninsula. It is perhaps worth mentioning that, of the 
30 days of supply that we took for the Brigade at sea, 20-plus days of supply were landed into Kuwait for the use not 
only of the Brigade but also of the whole UK Division. It had had to move from the north, from Turkey, in its 
planning, to the south, and we were able to provide significant logistics support from the sea to help the Division 
until its own logistics flowed in. The fact that much of our logistics support was in amphibious ships meant that we 
did not have to get involved in the blocked-up Kuwaiti ports, we could put it over the beaches and land it in a quasi-
tactical way and then drive inland. So three countries, fundamentally. Yes, we did get the support required. 
Personally, I would have liked to be authorised to approach those countries earlier in the operation to set up the 
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arrangements, but they were very helpful and it worked.

  Q1559 Rachel Squire: Thank you. You have emphasised also the importance of RFAs? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Absolutely fundamental. Perhaps I should add that I did not want our warships to go into 
port, because there was a terrorist threat. We used ports only on a couple of emergency occasions, when it was 
necessary for a ship to go in because of a particular engineering defect. We used Royal Fleet Auxiliary, particularly 
RFA Diligence, as an afloat engineering workshop. She would stay in the central Gulf, ships could come alongside 
her and do repairs at sea. For many of the ships, it was not unlike the Falklands campaign, in that they went all the 
way out to the Gulf and some came all the way back, one destroyer stopped only in Gibraltar, the only port she ever 
went into in the whole campaign, because we were able to sustain them at sea without reliance on ports and harbours. 
That is an important attribute of the Royal Fleet Auxiliary.

4   Note from Witness: BOI reports are not normally released to parliament. A copy of the Technical Summary is 
usually placed in the House of Commons Library. Ev Back
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  Q1560 Mr Havard: A couple of questions on personnel. First of all, about Marines. There is a lot of discussion at 
the moment about, for example, I think the Americans have got this Land Warrior system they are looking at for the 
future, which is all about being able to see round corners and do all these things, that the ordinary soldier will have. 
We have seen American Marines, in particular, waddling about with 55 kilograms of kit on them, apparently, this is 
about 11 ½stones worth of gear, and there were comments from some of the Marines that, again, they are having to 
carry a lot of equipment and a lot of stuff. I have seen some of your big Marines running about with MILAN, and all 
the rest of it, they cannot all do that, they cannot do it all the time, especially in the sort of environment in which you 
were expected to operate. We want to know what consideration was given? It is alright saying, "You need this, you 
want that, you want the other," but sustaining the individual Marine, the individual infantry soldier, or whatever, over 
a period of time, what are your observations in relation to that? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Your comment is right. Clearly, all these new capabilities tend to come with another bit of 
equipment and it weighs a certain amount.

  Q1561 Mr Havard: What sort of weight were your guys carrying? 

  Brigadier Dutton: It depends which one you look at. Nobody would have been carrying less than 50 or 60 pounds, 
and some twice that and more, depending on what ammunition was being carried, and so on. That is why things like 
quad-bikes were so useful for carriage of ammunition over short distances in difficult terrain. There is a continual 
trade-off between the capability that you get from yet another piece of equipment, with the added inconvenience of 
carrying it, and I think it is just a judgment you have to make. Of course, the fact that the equipment exists does not 
mean necessarily you have to be carrying it 24 hours a day, so, in certain circumstances, NBC equipment is a good 
example of this, actually it is not particularly because everybody was carrying them even if they were not wearing 
them. We did not wear NBC suits for the initial assault because it was left up to commanders to judge the situation, 
so we did not, but actually they were carrying them. What we need is a system whereby weapons systems are 
available but not necessarily being carried. The MILAN and the heavy machine gun theoretically are man-portable 
over short distances but not much more than that. It needs to go in some sort of vehicle. The Bowman Radio System 
is a good example of this. Bowman is going to be a fantastic radio system, it is going to give a fantastic capability. It 
comes with something of a bill, in terms of carriage, which, initially, when first you look at it, seems an awful lot for 
one man to be carrying. Again, it is the trade-off, the capability it gives you is worthwhile against the added weight 
and inconvenience of carrying it.

  Q1562 Mr Havard: The Bowman is made in Wales, it is bound to be good. What I would like to know from you 
is, in a sense, given the experience of the Marines and the kit they had to carry, were you building in your own 
redundancy here, were guys falling over? Was there any perception, from your point of view, that the weight they 
had to carry was causing a particular problem, in terms of making them redundant, and shin splits, or whatever it is? 

  Brigadier Dutton: No. To my knowledge, I do not think there were any cases of people actually injuring 
themselves, however lightly, through excess carriage of equipment. We do make a lot of use of helicopters. I 
mentioned the value of the Sea King IVs earlier on. The Sea King IVs carried in an enormous amount. They shuttled 
from the shipping equipment required on the Al Faw for at least 36 hours after the initial assault, and then again after 
that but not on quite such a continuous basis. 
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  Q1563 Mr Havard: We have had a request from the Marines we have spoken to, because they want this issue to be 
an issue that is being addressed in any assessment that is coming of what has happened recently? 

  Brigadier Dutton: The American experimentation, of which we are a part and intend to be a greater part, of course, 
will give a superb capability at some time in the future, but again there is that trade-off and then you have got to 
carry the equipment. If that equipment allows you to know, in an urban environment, let us say, where the enemy 
snipers are and allows you to fire at them perhaps remotely, or from round corners, then I think most Marines will 
want that equipment, or, at least, they will want it available. You have to judge what your enemy is like and whether 
it is worth carrying this equipment all the time.

  Q1564 Mr Havard: Thank you. A question about welfare packages and particularly I think we have heard from a 
number of parts of the services about this. In terms of Royal Navy personnel, could you say what welfare packages 
are available both to themselves and their families throughout this period, they were at sea for a long time, they were 
out of port a lot? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: The Operational Welfare Package, as the whole arrangement is called, was popular at sea, 
that certainly was my finding, going round and talking to men and women at sea. It had to vary to some extent from 
ship to ship, depending on their communication capability. In some ships there was television reception but not in all 
because of the capability we have, but in virtually every ship e-mail connectivity and limited telephone calls home. 
This perhaps is not what the modern young man or woman is used to around here, in the UK, certainly it was 
sufficient for them to stay in touch with families and was extremely well received. It is an issue for commanders 
whether or not you allow people in the front line who are close to operational plans, which necessarily need to be 
kept secret, continued access with home. I was heartened by the mature attitude of our people. I spoke to probably a 
few thousand sailors within a month of the operation and told them pretty much when I thought we were going to do 
the operation and what they were going to be doing. I was able to say to them, "Now you could, if you wished, go 
straight to an e-mail terminal and send that information home, but I trust you not to because you know how important 
it is." I think our training and the good sense of our people shine through in the fact that, as far as I know, nobody 
abused that trust we put in them.

  Q1565 Mr Havard: Obviously, you have done some sort of analysis of feedback. Is there a consistent process 
being developed to try to get information back on how it was perceived? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Yes. Most of the informal feedback, I would have to say, that we have had is that the 
Operational Welfare Package at sea is well received. We need to do more in terms of getting TV coverage to ships. 
Those ships I have listed that were able to see what their fellow Marines were doing ashore were much more 
engaged in the campaign and understood their part in it than those ships that could not see what was going on ashore. 
Of course, as you give people better connectivity, in terms of e-mails and telephones, their expectations go up and so 
that has to be managed, to an extent.

  Q1566 Mr Havard: What feedback have you had from the other side, from the families? Have you had any 
feedback that way and have you collected any information? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: Not directly, for me, as the Operational Commander, but my understanding is that it has 
been positive. Certainly we have not had negative feedback anyway. It is a different situation for land forces though, 
clearly, because connectivity from an isolated place in the desert is not the same as from a ship.

  Q1567 Mr Havard: Would you like to make some observations on the same issues from your point of view? 

  Brigadier Dutton: Yes. The Operational Welfare Package, I know it has been acknowledged, does not work as well 
for early-entry forces as it does for either maritime forces or enduring operations, like the Balkans, or something like 
that, where you have time to set up these things and for them to become established. It does not work really for early-
entry forces because people are not interested in getting in libraries of books and televisions and e-mail facilities, 
there are more important things, like ammunition and weapons and vehicles, and so on, and helicopters. I know that 
the Ministry of Defence SP Pol and PJHQ, in fact, are conducting a study on how early-entry forces may be treated 
slightly differently. I do not know whether it is complete or not, certainly they have been down to Plymouth to talk to 
me and my team. It is a problem for Royal Marines, it is a problem, I suppose, also, and I am sure also, for 16 Air 
Assault Brigade, because early-entry forces tend always to be early-entry forces, it would not be so bad if it were 
spread around more. When the system works, it works well and is popular. The bit that did work very well, from our 
point of view, was the `phones, the weekly allocation, I think, 20 minutes, of `phone cards per week, which is 
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universally popular. E-mail also is extremely popular, when it is set up. It was not set up, in our case, until not long 
before we came back, end of April, early May.

  Q1568 Mr Roy: On media coverage, what was your assessment of the Royal Navy's media coverage? Was it 
balanced, unbalanced, in the total picture did they give a true and accurate assessment of exactly what you had done, 
and what lessons have you learned? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: As Air Marshal Burridge would say, what you see depends on where you sit. Of course, I 
was sitting in the Middle East tending to watch American channels because I was in American Headquarters and not 
watching British ones, so I caveat what I am going to say because I was not experiencing the media coverage myself. 
I think, for the most part it was balanced, but it was not particularly great, in terms of volume, I mean, there was not 
a lot of media coverage, and that reflects a couple of problems. One is the business of getting television pictures back 
from ships in a timely fashion. We have invested a certain amount of money in this, in devices that will take a tape 
out of a camera and then send it back via Imarsat commercial satellite. All of that takes time, and our experience 
was, in this operation, that when television pictures from sea eventually got back it would be some six to eight to ten 
hours later. As far as the editors were concerned, on the rolling news channels, that was old news, so frequently, I 
think, we missed opportunities to get the maritime dimension in the news. The coverage itself that we got, I think, 
largely was balanced. There was one other problem too. We had embedded journalists in different maritime units. 
That in itself was not a problem, but we were not permitted to move them round to different ships after the initial 
allocation had been done from London. This was because of an agreement between the Ministry of Defence and the 
Press Association on where people should go, and there was a wish to stop imposing, say, three camera crews on one 
ship and five print journalists on another ship. A lesson we learned, and I have put forward and I think the 
Department has accepted, is that I wish I had been delegated control of where I could move the journalists round, 
because I knew, a few days in advance, that actually there would be nothing worthwhile seeing in that particular 
area, there would be something much more worthwhile in that area. There was a degree of rigidity in being able to 
move journalists round which I wish we had not had. That lesson has been learned.

  Q1569 Mr Roy: What happens when you do have this ten-hour void and they say it is not any good? The public do 
not want to watch something that is ten hours late even though it is at the other end of the world. Has there been any 
thinking that a steer could be given to some embedded journalists about what is going to happen in the next couple of 
hours, or could that be more of a danger? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: In terms of what is going to happen, that is an extremely dangerous road to go down, (a) 
because it could give away tactical information which would endanger somebody's life, and (b) you never know that 
the world is going to turn out like that. My thinking was going in the same way. If I could have put journalists in the 
right place, had I had the freedom to move them, so that they were there when hopefully whatever it was was going 
to happen, we need that freedom in future. That lesson, I think, has been hoisted in. We need to make more 
investment in being able to get pictures back from ships, and that is the most critical thing.

  Q1570 Mr Roy: They do not need library footage of missiles going off from ships ten hours before they went off, 
so that they look more up-to-date by the time they are on the television screens? 

  Rear Admiral Snelson: I think using library footage can cause difficulties, as it did in one incident, of which I think 
you are probably well aware. 

  Chairman: Thank you both very much. That was a very strenuous session for you and we appreciate your 
frankness. Thank you very much. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1571-1579)

AIR VICE MARSHAL MIKE HEATH AND WING COMMANDER IAN CHALMERS 

16 DECEMBER 2003 

  Q1571 Chairman: Welcome, gentlemen. We have quite a large number of questions we have to ask. I will start by 
giving you the overall question and then I will go back to the first part so you can see the direction we are going in. I 
really want to ask you to explain the United Kingdom concept of Information Operations and how it fits in with other 
aspects of campaign planning, and how far have Information Operations really achieved a cross-government 
government approach to its challenges, and which departments are most concerned with it other than the Ministry of 
Defence? That is the overall question, and I will kick off with the first part, if you can briefly explain to us the United 
Kingdom concept of Information Operations.

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Mr Chairman, the concept of Information Operations for the military is to garner cross-
government activity, not just military activity, to contribute towards influence and persuasion. I like to think of it as a 
continuum, that if you get it right it starts during pre war fighting where you are looking towards dissuasion and 
coercion; it continues into military operations; and, of course, it then wraps up and it is just as essential that you carry 
it through into post conflict restoration and reconstitution. If you do not mind I would rather like to read you the pat 
definition of Information Operations which I think will give you a good insight to the definition we work to.

  Q1572 Chairman: Mind you, we do not believe anything the Ministry of Defence writes so we will have to tease 
out additional elements of it, if you prefer! 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Sadly, however, the truth here is that I wrote these words so they may come home to 
roost! "Information Operations is co-ordinated actions undertaken to influence an adversary or potential adversary in 
support of political and military objectives by undermining his will, cohesion and decision-making ability through 
affecting his information, information-based processes and systems, whilst protecting one's own decision makers and 
decision-making process." It is a bit trite but I think that gives you a wide feeling.

  Q1573 Chairman: We have been on the receiving end of it now for twenty years so I do recognise the concept! If 
we were students of Information Operations, what documents are publicly available for anyone listening to look at? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The joint services military doctrine is an Unclassified document which maps out the 
lower level of process. At the more senior level, I provide the strategic oversight: there are no documents today. A 
large element of Information Operations is, of course, Classified. It comes under several disciplines and those 
include electronic warfare, psychological operations, operational security, deception, computer network operations, 
and information insurance.

  Q1574 Chairman: Are we very good at it? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, I think we are exceptionally good at it, and getting better. I have a very positive 
story to tell this afternoon.

  Q1575 Chairman: Because when we were inquiring into the lessons of the Falklands I really did not have the 
impression that the skills had advanced very far. I can recall the amusing session we had on who accepted 
responsibility for Radio Atlantic del Sur, and no hands went up, and to this day I have no real idea who it was. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Indeed. 
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  Q1576 Chairman: So you say we were excellent at it and we are getting better? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes.

  Q1577 Chairman: How does this fit in then with campaign planning? You have given us the broad concept. How 
would this fit into the early stages of a conflict? How do you deter? If you fail to deter, what is the transition then 
from deterrence to operational decision making? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The underpinning is, first of all, a positive statement of national intent from the 
government. Without that it is nigh impossible to come up with a military Information Operations package.

The Committee suspended from 3.02 pm to 3.07 pm for a division in the House of Commons.

  Q1578 Chairman: We were discussing campaign planning. Could you amplify how it fits in, please? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: As I said, the first starting point is government policy and government intent. My task is 
then to try and make sure that we can align that as closely as possible with our close allies. In a perfect world we will 
all go forward with the same espoused common policy. In reality that is hardly achievable but it is at least essential if 
we are going to be coherent that we start from the same starting point. Now, once I have that and depending on 
where we are in terms of the tension or situation that is arising, I would look through the DTIO staff to raise the best 
profile we can of understanding the potential adversary. We will look at crafting what the target audiences are: we 
will look at the type of message that we would need to respond to them with, and we would look for the avenues that 
we could employ. The very next thing is to make sure we are closely co-ordinated with media operations. Without 
coherence between the two we do not have an erudite plan and then you would start to conduct military operations 
across government activity at the same time, and you would hope that the other departments would buy into an 
understanding of why you felt it was necessary for the Ministry of Defence to become engaged. What I can tell you 
today is that, through Iraq, that is exactly how things happened. If it fails to deliver an avoidance of conflict then, 
frankly, all that changes as you move into conflict is that the style of the messages change. The audiences remain the 
same but the messages now become more crafted to individuals in some instances or to wider groups depending on 
the vehicle you are using. Once you move into restitution, the audiences still remain the same but once again the type 
of message and the emphasis on the audiences shifts.

  Q1579 Chairman: The theory very often or the word used endlessly is "cross-cutting", cross-governmental 
approach. Can you give us some indication how other departments fit in, not just at the abstract level but, if it is 
rather detailed, the departmental structure of taking a genuinely interdepartmental approach? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes. The Ministry of Defence as far as Information Operations is concerned is willing to 
talk to anybody and everyone who will listen. It is obvious in what we are talking about today that the major 
interlocutor is the Foreign Office, and through the process of Kosovo and Sierra Leone, which is the time I have been 
engaged in this particular department, we have had a meaningful and constant dialogue with the Foreign Office. We 
have also had dialogue with the Cabinet Office, and through Iraq we had conversations on the daily basis with the 
Campbell group in No 10. On an ad hoc basis we have included DfID in our discussions and the Home Office, 
although I have to say those are infrequent. The advantage we have had in the Ministry of Defence is that we have a 
directorate that stood up for constant engagement in this area. The disadvantage of the Foreign Office and this is not 
a criticism but an observation of reality, is that they are regionally focused rather than information focused, although 
that has recently changed, and I will ask Wing Commander Ian Chalmers, who is still involved in DTIO, to bring you 
up to speed on that because I have been out of the directorate for about four months now. 

  Wing Commander Chalmers: The Foreign Office has a group now called the Information Directorate which used 
to be part of the Public Diplomacy Department with whom we directly interact. Additionally, we have two cross-
government organs, I would say, with which we try and formalise our co-ordination. The first one is a group called 
the Information Campaign Co-ordination Group, it is chaired by Ian Lee, DG Op Pol who I think has been before 
you already, and the aim of that really is at a 1/2* level to agree in general terms that the themes and messages that 
we propose are agreeable to other government departments—we obviously could not force them on them—and then 
within the Ministry of Defence to decide our individual lines of attack between individual ops and media ops. At a 
working level, this group was set up for the first time for the first conflict in Sierra Leone, we have a cross-
government implementation group, whose purpose really is to ensure our activity either in theatre or directed towards 
theatre is ideally co-ordinated but at the very least deconflicted, so that the target audiences around the place hear 
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hopefully a similar message from us although produced by different means.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1580-1599)

AIR VICE MARSHAL MIKE HEATH AND WING COMMANDER IAN CHALMERS 

16 DECEMBER 2003 

  Q1580 Chairman: So is it a lead department? 

  Wing Commander Chalmers: Theoretically our view is that the Foreign Office has a theoretical lead because they 
provide the foreign policy under which we operate. We often host meetings at Ministry of Defence because we have 
the space, and also because we have a deliberate planning process which tends to lead in many ways to the other 
departments, so we do not take the lead but we ensure that we fit into the foreign policy at the time.

  Q1581 Chairman: And which were the key events that led you to an improved approach, because Kosovo was 
quite good, NATO was a catastrophe, we were very good, the Gulf war before last was not very good, the Falklands 
war was a disaster—so is it just those military experiences you have that leads change, or is it a more rational 
incremental process? 

  Wing Commander Chalmers: I think there are really three parts. Firstly, there are the lessons identified of how we 
can do things better, and that goes on a routine basis as we review our doctrine and our policy. Secondly, there is a 
quite simple reason that it is best use of scarce resources. If ourselves, the Foreign Office and DfID intend to transmit 
into particular area, it makes sense for us to use the same equipment and messages, so it is quite simple. Lastly, we 
moved away some time ago from the wars of national survival to wars of choice so it is extremely important that as 
government departments we are in tune with each other as we represent ourselves to the various target audiences, so 
I think these are the three main reasons. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Adding to that, if I may, when we created DTIO it was obvious that any purely military 
action would be incomplete. It had to be a cross-government activity so during the early months we spent 
considerable effort persuading the Foreign Office that we were not their enemies, we were actually their friends, and 
we shared a common goal in terms of defence diplomacy and the delivery of war avoidance. Once we had them 
alongside, a slightly more difficult tussle was with the media ops folks, that we were bedfellows and we had a 
common goal and coherence was necessary, and once we started to make friends around Whitehall we made 
enormous inroads into persuading other departments that dialogue was not just legitimate but necessary. 

  Q1582 Mr Blunt: You seem to imply that it was initially quite difficult to get linkage with media ops. Did I hear 
you say that correctly? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: That is correct.

  Q1583 Mr Blunt: Can I ask therefore about the role of No 10 in this, who were obviously extremely central to 
media operations and the campaign together. What linkage did No 10 have on a regular basis, and how much were 
they effectively in the lead on this? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Will you forgive me if I digress for a second and then I will answer your question, I 
promise? The problem with Information Operations, and I would very much like to go on record with this statement, 
is that most of the people who are peripheral or outside of the art believe that a large element is focused on deception 
or deceit. With the very specific exception of that bit where we would try and lie or dissuade or persuade military 
commanders, the entire art of Information Operations is based on truth.
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  Q1584 Mr Blunt: Perhaps that is why I assumed No 10 would be involved! 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: And that is why media operations were very reluctant to talk to us, because if you have 
this perception, "Well, you do not want to talk to Mike Heath because all he is going to do is persuade us to lie to the 
public or the press", then you are intuitively at loggerheads, so we had to persuade people that my remit under both 
law and the direction of my Secretary of State was that we were to be truthful at all times. Once you have established 
that then you move into a process of who has primacy. We forced our way into the Campbell group because we felt 
that, if there was going to be cross-government ownership of an information campaign, it had to be led from the very 
top. If it was going to be married in with government policy, then what better place to go and see him, so we sought 
to be engaged in the Campbell group, and Alasdair Campbell was welcoming and I think we added to the process. 
We provided a matrix that allowed the Campbell group to become more coherent. I am not suggesting in any 
arrogant sense that we directed it but when we went there it was a purely media-driven function. We demonstrated 
that there were key messages that should not be released as soon as you had them, they needed to be crafted to be 
released at certain times, and that is I think the strength we brought to the Campbell group. So we went there largely 
on receive, but we were able to give a military take on some of their activities.

  Q1585 Mr Blunt: Could you explain the timing and the methodology by which you broke into the Campbell 
group? Did you need to get the Secretary of State to say, for example, that you needed to be on the Campbell group? 
How did that work? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No. We went into the Cabinet Office and spoke to Desmond Bowen and said, "We need 
your buy into this; we need you to own this process". It was a good concept for a couple of weeks but then Desmond 
was too busy with other things going on, but he by then had provided the link to the Campbell group. Mr Chairman, I 
am not going to offer you this document I have brought with me as evidence because it has "Secret" stamped on it—

  Q1586 Chairman: Well, there are cameras— 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: We produced this matrix which became the cross-Whitehall bible for developing 
information and media strategy.

  Q1587 Mr Blunt: Why is that secret? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: It identifies who the key audiences were, and also what the themes and messages that you 
should employ were. This was updated on a regular basis; it became the Campbell group directive; it became the 
Foreign Office and the Ministry of Defence directive; it was very much a living document that we ran throughout. 
The answer to your question why was it secret—

  Q1588 Mr Blunt: Why is it secret now? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: It is not now, in truth. We could downgrade this; it still is a living document. It was secret 
at the time because there were times when there were individuals named on it, and there were people at the Campbell 
group who were not cleared for access to that, so it was a way of controlling the release of the information it 
contained. 

  Q1589 Chairman: To save us getting a video of these proceedings and then an expert in freeze-framing, would you 
mind giving us a copy, please? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Of course. I would be delighted.[1] 

  Q1590 Chairman: On the question of Psychological Operations, can you tell us in more detail how Information 
Operations differs from Psychological Operations? Is psyops really a part of Information Operations, or is it better to 
understand it as separate from Information Operations? Could you show us where it fits into your overall scheme? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes. As I said earlier on, I owned the strategic piece that fits above the operational piece, 
and above the tactical piece, and below that. Psychological Operations is very much a part of Information 
Operations: its place really is at the tactical level, but without the coherence of strategic advice, operational 
development and then tactical practitioning, you do not have coherent psychological operations. Psychological 
Operations, if you like, is the more public part of military activity. It is specifically military and I cannot say that 
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about most of the rest of Information Operations—that is cross-government. It is specifically tactical, and it is 
specifically targeted by military means into target audiences, so I saw it as the end instrument of what we were 
crafting in London.

  Q1591 Chairman: Have you been able to evaluate how successful psyops was? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, we have, and yes, it was successful, but can I give you a definitive answer today in 
terms of percentages of people who were persuaded? No, I cannot. We might return to this later, but measures of 
effectiveness for Information Operations are immensely difficult. What I can tell you is that prisoners of war who 
were interviewed were persuaded by leaflets not to open valves in the oilfields: we saw battalions that took up 
defensive surrender positions that came directly out of the psyops messages; we had people in Basrah who, when 
they were asked to go out into the streets and riot against the Ba'ath Party, said, "No, the reason we are staying 
indoors is because you have been telling us on the radio for the last month to keep out of the way and we will be out 
of harm's way and we will be safe". When we asked for Iraqis to come forward to effectively act as radio presenters, 
we were inundated with 400 phone calls within the first ten minutes and we had to pull the plug because we did not 
need any more volunteers. In some small way I see those as measures of effectiveness. In terms of the wider scale of 
how effective was the psyops campaign, I do not have an answer today but the whole concept of measures of 
effectiveness is taxing us and we are trying to come up with a methodology. 

  Chairman: It would be helpful, certainly to us, and whether this is open source published or not the Ministry of 
Defence will decide, for you to look in your files and perhaps talk to your superiors to see whether we can have a 
version or look at that document, because obviously this is crucial. It is obvious there were a lot of elements of 
success.[2] 

  Q1592 Mr Viggers: We are briefed that the information campaign objectives are contained in an Information 
Operations Annex to the CDS directive which will identify key or master information campaign messages that must 
be put across. It may be that was the document you showed us, but can you say what were the key campaign 
objectives of Information Operations within Operation Telic? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I certainly can, Mr Viggers, and I will refer to my notes to make sure I do not miss 
anything here. Initially, the key objective was to deter the deployment and use of weapons of mass destruction. It 
was to deter wilful damage to the Iraqi infrastructure either by the people or by the regime; it was to promote the 
coalition's aims and objectives in terms of deterrents, potential hostile action and the reconstitution that came 
afterwards. All three were equally important. It was to prevent or limit civilian casualties, predominantly through 
creating an understanding with the population that they were not the target group if we moved into conflict, and how 
they could remain relatively safe, and also to convey to military personnel how they could surrender and remain safe 
throughout the process once again if we went into conflict. Those, widely, are the grander, strategic concepts.

  Q1593 Mr Viggers: Were these encapsulated in a planning direction to you from the Joint Force Commander? Is 
that the way it works? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No. It was the other way around, sir. I worked directly for the Secretary of State and 
CDS. CDS's directive reflected the Secretary's directive from the government, and we informed PJHQ of what the 
strategic requirements were. The Joint Force Commander then crafted his orders to his forces which worked on the 
principle of never being greater or offering more than the CDS directive, but he could obviously constrain in terms of 
military action his commanders in the field if he so wished.

  Q1594 Mr Viggers: That sounds very much like the United Kingdom working alone. How did this co-ordinate 
with the rest of the task force? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: It was anything but the United Kingdom working alone. We obviously had our own 
national policy and our own national directives but I was under remit to make sure, as I alluded to earlier on, that we 
were as closely crafted to the Americans as possible, and to flag up very early where I believed there could be any 
differences that might subsequently cause problems if we moved into conflict. An example of that would be that if 
the government had decided not to say that regime change had become necessary or was appropriate, then we would 
have had an entirely different target set and an information campaign from the United States. As it happened that was 
not the case, and therefore we were allowed to go along a carefully crafted path where we were able to come up with 
a lot of common themes and messages from the United States. So certainly with that coalition partner we were totally 
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on side.

  Q1595 Mr Viggers: So you referred to a reference by you up through to the CDS? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes.

  Q1596 Mr Viggers: Did you work with your American colleague, and was he similarly making recommendations 
to his equivalent to the CDS? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, very much so, sir. During this work-out period I spent more time in Washington 
than I spent in London. Once the conflict started I was entirely tied to London but predominantly for the other part of 
my job, the targeting part, rather than the information piece. The reason I brought Wing Commander Chalmers today 
is that my proper deputy was deployed at that time and Wing Commander Chalmers was given acting rank, if you 
like, to act as my deputy, and that is why he is here today. So he ran the information piece predominantly through the 
campaign: I ran the targeting piece through the campaign. 

  Q1597 Mr Viggers: What were the pre combat priorities for combat of the information you had in relation to 
American attitudes, avoidance of conflict, distancing Gulf War 1 from Gulf War 2? How did these build on previous 
Information Operations? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I think the truth is they did not build because in Gulf War 1 this was not something we 
acknowledged as a legitimate military discipline, and during Kosovo the target set and the needs were entirely 
different, so we built on limited experience but we went into this conflict very much apprised of the need to do 
everything we could to make regional players, international audiences, the domestic audience and the Iraqi 
people—and I have carefully chosen to put them in that order because, perversely, the Iraqi people were the lowest 
priority at this stage—understand that we believed there was legitimate cause in law and international law for what 
we were doing, to make sure they fully understood they were not the target group and that we would do everything 
possible to make sure they remained safe and, finally, to make sure they understood that we were committed to the 
longer term and if we went to conflict there would be a reconstitution and a resurrection phase where we would look 
after the Iraqi people after it was all over.

  Q1598 Mr Viggers: Did the whole of the coalition have a coherent information strategy that you were able to use 
in drawing up the British Information Operations campaign? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The honest answer to that is no, but coherent enough. We had an entirely coherent 
information strategy with the United States. The truth is—and I suspect there is a degree of arrogance or a degree of 
necessity in what I am about to say—some of the smaller partners were not consulted. They were offered the advice 
that this was the combined strategy that we were providing but no, I am afraid we did not go to all of the other 
nations and ask them their opinion. There, frankly, was not the time to do it anyway.

  Q1599 Mr Viggers: What about the different groupings within Iraq, the Kurds, the Sunnis and the Shias? Did you 
have different strategies in different parts? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Of course is the glib answer. Perhaps I ought to say that, although I am sitting in a Royal 
Air Force uniform today, I represent a microcosm of the DTIO staff which is some 98 personnel. Within that staff we 
have a psychiatrist, a psychoanalyst, an anthropologist, a couple of Arabists—these are the people who are getting 
inside the minds and understanding the Iraqi people, and understanding the Iraqi people makes you quickly realise 
that you have at the very minimum three distinct target audiences, so the way you deal with the Shia is different to 
the Sunni, and certainly very different to the way you deal with the Kurds. The truth is, as we went up to the initial 
position of coercion or dissuasion, they were not the target audience. The target audience was the regime and the 
Ba'ath Party, so while we were doing a calming action, the priority remained at the very early stages on the coercion 
or dissuasion. Once we moved into conflict then the people became a predominant part of the theming and 
messaging, and we tried as best we could to craft our target audiences and our target messages to represent their 
concerns, their religious beliefs or their tribal and ethnic origins.
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  Q1600 Mr Viggers: At what level was the information campaign owned? How far down was authority delegated? I 
suppose I could turn that round by saying what ease of access did you have to the highest levels of authority? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I felt I had complete access to ministers and, if it was necessary, to the Prime Minister. 
The way it was exercised, and the truth is there were no difficulties that arose that should have been taken or needed 
to be taken to the Prime Minister, I felt that working in Whitehall I had free and full access. In terms of the theatre, 
we do not just produce, for instance, in the psyops campaign leaflets and allow young majors to start distributing 
those around the streets or giving them drops by the Americans. Those messages are approved at Ministry of 
Defence level, and by the Ministry of Defence I mean the Secretary of State, so initially we were maintaining and 
insisting on oversight on all of these messages until we were comfortable that the theatre and the young operators, 
particularly in the psyops arena, understood what the requirement was. Similarly we insisted on oversight of 
American messages and themes, so if we nationally disagreed with them we had the power of veto over the 
Americans.

  Q1601 Mr Cran: I wonder if we could move to the international context of the information campaign because, of 
course, all of your activities are not taking place within a vacuum. How would you respond if I said to you that at 
least it is my view, and I think it is many other people's view, that in fact when the war began we were dealing with a 
very negative international context, were we not? I am interested, and the Committee would be interested, to know 
how you dealt with that, because I presume it was at least in part your responsibility. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The truth is I suppose that the weakest area of our performance was our ability to counter 
either the negative press or the negative messages that in fact were coming out of Baghdad. There was no doubt that 
Saddam Hussein is a seasoned practitioner of Information Operations. 

  Q1602 Chairman: Was. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Indeed, and actually we came second most of the time. Okay, we managed to make the 
Minister of Information a comedy or a parody character but in the very first stages he was quite coherent and issuing 
messages that were doing us harm, and the weakness in our performance which we are now addressing is we were 
not very good at responding in a timely fashion to the criticism being issued around the world. One of the dangers of 
Information Operations, of course, is that sometimes you do not have the vehicle to release your reply or your 
response into the international communities. Media operations will tell you—I trust have told you—that you can 
craft the message but if the media do not want to run with the story or the riposte or reply, then you have no other 
vehicle of getting it into a democratic media community. The BBC were at pains to tell me that they were not an 
instrument of government and they were independent, and therefore no matter how much we would like a story to be 
carried, a riposte to be carried into the public domain, if they were not interested because that was not the sexy story 
this year, week or day, then you would find it nigh impossible to counter some of the messages being used against 
you. It is an area of weakness, and it is a critically important area that we have to address in the coming months.

  Q1603 Mr Cran: You have said to the Committee that the Iraqis were really rather sophisticated in what they had 
to say in influencing international opinion but apart from what you have already said, if you had your time again, 
what would you do differently to capture the high ground, given that you had pretty negative press at the time? 
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  Air Vice Marshal Heath: First of all, if I may just slightly correct you, I do not think I said they were sophisticated; 
I just said they were very good at it. 

  Q1604 Mr Cran: Do not let's worry about the words; just better. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: It is a lower scale but sheer volume and sheer arrogance and, of course, the ability to lie, 
because that is not something that we allow ourselves to do, and neither do I think that we should ever lie—I think 
that the truth can be very compelling. You can say the same message twenty ways and still be telling the truth and 
say the same thing with slightly different nuances but the truth is compelling in that sense, so we will always be at a 
disadvantage against an adversary who is willing to lie. There is no answer to that unless you can demonstrate that he 
is lying by proof. It often is inadequate to go into the public domain and say, "He is not telling the truth". A sceptical 
audience will say, "Well, you are the one who is lying", or "You would say that, wouldn't you", and I think those are 
not compelling answers. What would I do differently if I started again? You have to start early, is the answer. We 
should have started an information campaign a couple of years before we did against Iraq, in my personal opinion. 

  Q1605 Mr Cran: And that is a practical proposition? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I believe so, yes. You have to persuade in this particular instance the Foreign Office that 
defence diplomacy needs to take on a more aggressive style, and I am not sure that I or the Ministry of Defence can 
deliver that but I think you have to be compelling in your argument to say it is necessary and appropriate. So the key 
to Information Operations is start early. If you genuinely believe that the Ministry of Defence can deliver avoidance 
of war fighting, then you have to give it time to run through, otherwise what you find yourself doing is preparing the 
battle space, and I feel that is woefully short of the remit placed upon me to deliver. 

  Q1606 Mr Cran: I know the Chairman wants to intervene but I have one more point: again, just so that the 
Committee can understand what you are all about, how limiting was the explicit lack really of UN authority? Of 
course, the Attorney General made it very clear that in international law the action was legal, but there was not that 
explicit UN approval for the action itself. How limiting was that for you, and also the divisions within the Security 
Council? Were these massive minuses for you? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Ultimately not very limiting at all. You just have to recraft your messages to see what 
legitimacy is placed in front of you. In this particular instance the emphasis shifted to what Lord Goldsmith had gone 
on record and said rather than where the UN had given us legitimacy, so you just recraft your messages to convey a 
different government policy. It would have been nice to have had buy-in at the UN level at that stage because it 
would have allowed us to address some of the international concerns, but in the end if you cannot deliver that then 
you have to focus on what you have got, and I do not think it was a major debilitating factor.

  Q1607 Mr Cran: I understand the word "recraft" as you use it, but give me an example, because without an 
example I really do not know what you are saying. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Well, if I want to tell the Iraqi people that I believe what I am offering them is a better 
form of life and a better future, then they need to understand why I am prepared at the extreme end to invade their 
country. It would be easier to tell them that the international community through the auspices of the United Nations 
believes that is appropriate. If you cannot do that, then you have to come down to more specific instances and say 
that the United States and the United Kingdom believe that there is a justification that their leader is not just an 
outrageous man but is a man who presents a threat to both the region and world stability. So now you focus on 
Saddam Hussein rather than the international community. In both cases you would have ended up at Saddam 
Hussein; in the second case you just get there quicker.

  Q1608 Chairman: You touched upon the skills that the Iraqis had in countering our efforts. The popular image of 
their effort is comical Ali who is seen as a buffoon. Who was directing their psyops and Information Operations? 
Was it a member of Saddam's cabinet, or mainly this guy who attracted such amusement and bemusement, 
particularly towards the end of the campaign? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I will need to be cautious here so that I do not stray into classified information but I will 
endeavour to give you the best answer I can. There is no doubt that the Minister of Information, and his directorate, 
were part and parcel of the process. There is no doubt that their intelligence service was conveying that, but I think 
this frankly came from the top. We have indications that, prior to Kosovo, Milosevic sent a considerable number of 
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people to Baghdad and there is no doubt in my mind that the main reason they went to Baghdad was to understand 
Information Operations. Milosevic effectively was better at using this tool against us in the initial stages of Kosovo 
fundamentally because he was able to lie again, but also because he understood the need and how important this was. 
My directorate came as a direct result of coming second to Milosevic, not Saddam Hussein, but there was a 
recognition after Kosovo that we needed to be better over this. 

  Q1609 Chairman: You have explained our success rate in influencing Iraq. Were you responsible for trying to 
influence thinking amongst allies who were, putting it mildly, less than enthusiastic—ie France and Germany? I 
would not quite include Russia yet as an ally, but was that part of your remit or somebody else's? Following on from 
that, who was responsible for trying to persuade domestic opinion, particularly domestic media, of our message? Did 
that come under the Ministry of Defence, the Foreign Office, or whoever? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The reason I smiled when you asked the question is that my opposite number in 
Washington owns the Office of Strategic Influence, and when he fell foul of—well, I will not say the name but when 
he fell foul of the State Department, of course, his directorate was dissolved within twelve hours because it was seen 
that he was using deception to persuade allies, including the United Kingdom, to make sure that we were joined up to 
the campaign. These key things, if you bear in mind this document I showed you was produced not for the Ministry 
of Defence but for the cross-government piece, start with home. I do not own that—that is very much media 
operations, the Campbell group, the Foreign Office and the Home Office, if it was necessary. I had an input to all 
three of the next three groups in here, the regional, international and Iraq piece. In terms of allies, frankly I do not 
think we saw it as an information campaign. This was an issue for ministers and senior military personnel to 
persuade around the conference table, rather than to use messages and themes, our close allies that they needed to 
understand why it was important we worked together on this campaign.

  Q1610 Mr Cran: Again, so that the Committee can be absolutely clear, I wonder if you would set out again, and I 
know you have touched on this, what you feel the key priorities of the Information Operations campaign was. Was it 
to keep the Iraqi army at home? That seemed to be the case in 1991, very successfully as I recall. Was it to turn the 
leadership against Saddam Hussein? Was it to keep the population quiescent? What was it? Or was it a mixture? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: It was a mixture of all of those and priorities changed quite dramatically through the 
coercion phase of the conflict and through the reconstruction. I would break down the three key elements of the 
regime during the dissuasion phase as follows: this was their last chance to understand that we were intent on a 
successful conclusion, and if that meant conflict we were willing to take that step, so this was their last chance to turn 
around. The Iraqi people were—I will not say secondary at that stage but peripheral to the main aim and the main 
thrust. Once we started to move towards the inevitability of the conflict then we needed to persuade the Iraqi people 
that we would do whatever we could to make sure they were safe and that we minimised damage to both their 
country and they as individuals, and therefore they became a very predominant group in the next phase. They, of 
course, are the entire focus of the reconstitution and reconstruction phase. Across all of that the military needed to do 
whatever we could to make sure that those who perhaps were not committed to the Ba'athist ideal would be willing 
to throw their hands up when the war started. So throughout the entire theme up until the end of the conflict the 
military army and the Republican Guard were a focused audience as well. I am very sorry but there is no simple 
answer to your question. The priority shifted but, if I was going to break out three groups, those are the three I would 
focus on.

  Q1611 Mr Cran: Just so I can understand this, how successful did you feel you were in those three phases, because 
at times it seemed as if you were battling against events. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: We come back to measures of effectiveness here.

  Q1612 Mr Cran: Indeed. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: If, in years to come I am sitting here again and we had just avoided a war, I suspect the 
last thing people would say is what a brilliant information campaign. They will say, "Well, wasn't that good that the 
opposition spotted early enough that they did not want to go into conflict?" So without a demonstrator of how 
capable you are it is very difficult to say how well you do at Information Operations. What I do believe compellingly 
is that you have to try at all stages. The truthful answer to the conflict phase is we met soldiers and interviewed 
soldiers who never saw the leaflet, never heard a radio broadcast, and had no idea that we were making overtures to 
them that if they formed up in certain patterns or procedures they would be safe. On the other side, we have seen 
generals who did capitulate and did form up in correct surrender positions, and that could have only come through 
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the information piece. In the reconstitution piece, the audience is different. We walk on the streets, we talk to the 
people: it might be worth at this stage telling you that we sponsored putting a free democratic newspaper into Iraq 
within hours of the war ending. It was being produced in Kuwait; we got General Brims' soldiers on the ground as a 
priority to deliver newspapers. That is not what they thought they would be doing when the day before they had been 
shooting people, but those newspapers were compelling. It was the first free democratic press in Iraq and people 
were fighting in the streets to get the newspapers. This was something that was worth doing, and the benefit to us is 
that we were able to carry messages in that newspaper. Some of it was just trivial in the sense of what do I want to do 
and influence. It was telling youngsters to stop picking up disposed ordnance in the streets and telling them what it 
looked like. Some of it, unashamedly, was how to influence people to understand that they needed to stay calm, that 
the electricity did not work, but we were doing whatever we could to rebuild and reconstitute.

  Q1613 Mr Cran: Operations Security, as I understand it, and I am reading these words, "is designed to deny the 
enemy access to information of use about one's own forces and seeks to reduce the amount of information available 
to the enemy . . .". Did it remain good once the coalition forces had entered Iraq, or did it break down? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No, it did not. It was good throughout. I think we have one recorded incidence of a 
journalist overstepping the mark and he was dealt with, and the rest of the community were left in no doubt that that 
was the first and last breach. In terms of military security within the military, it was absolute; we had no breaches. In 
terms of managing the media and the information piece, we were finely tuned from the very beginning to the need to 
make sure that messages were controlled. This was one of the reasons why this document was Secret and one of the 
reasons why we wanted to be closely engaged with the Campbell group. It is high risk, particularly when you have 
journalists in the field, but those are risks that you have to take and those are elements of trust that you have to 
demonstrate. If you do not demonstrate trust and the willingness to take risk, then you will have journalists making 
things up or compromising you purely because they are not in dialogue with you. 

  Mr Cran: They do it the whole time in this place, so there we are! 

  The Committee suspended from 3.52 pm to 4.02 pm for a division in the House of Commons.

  Q1614 Mr Blunt: You have laid significant emphasis on the importance of not lying and it is fundamental to the 
credibility of your information campaign. How much do you think you were handicapped by the fact that, whatever 
Members of the House of Commons believed when the Prime Minister spoke to us in September 2002 and March 
2003, the majority were not inclined to take him at his word? It has now been shown that there were exaggerations 
within the documentation the government were putting forward and it would appear on the face of it that the exercise 
that was going on in that whole period was one of the government seeking evidence that supported its thesis rather 
than looking at the whole of the evidence across the piece and coming to a conclusion. That would explain two 
million people on the streets, a very widespread concern now on the basis of the exaggeration of the threat and all the 
rest. How much do you think you were undermined in the course of the campaign by that? How much do you think 
your future credibility has been put at stake by the manner in which the case for the campaign was presented at the 
political level? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The truth is that information operations has to role with the punches and has to be a living 
art that you reflect on a day to day basis. What is the information that is in the public domain? What is the reaction of 
the target audiences? Although I am not suggesting that I own the domestic audience, we are very closely tied to 
media operations in this sense. The impact on me was that it would be so much easier if you had total, national buy-
in to the concept and the government's position. If you do not have that, you have to look for messages and evidence 
that would support the legitimacy of what you are doing. That, by and large, was not my gift. I am not ducking out 
from under the question because I do think it is very important. This fell very much more into the media operations 
piece in terms of what does the domestic audience need to be told now that will calm them down or allow them to 
understand why the United Kingdom is still proceeding down this path. I do not feel that I am very qualified to say 
much more than that. I am very sorry that that is not a complete answer. The answer to your question in terms of my 
information operations is it did not have much effect because for me that was not the predominance of the audience 
at that stage. I was very focused in the Middle East, on the wider regional players and Iraq in particular.

  Q1615 Mr Blunt: You gave an example. We came second to Milosevic in terms of information operations. Again, 
you put emphasis on telling the truth and we saw the Serbian army at the end of 78 days' bombing largely leave 
Kosovo astonishingly in tact. It would therefore appear that the Serbians were telling rather more of the truth about 
what was happening than we were. It would seem that we perhaps reinforced our reputation for not being entirely 
complete with the truth. 
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  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I will not say Kosovo was a failure. Kosovo was a weakness. When we went into the 
Kosovo crisis, I was director of targeting. Information operations were two embryonic words that we were beginning 
to understand. There was no UK information campaign during the Kosovo crisis. When we came out of it and we 
had firmly come second, we realised that this was something we needed to do pretty quickly. I happened to be the 
right person on the block at the time, so we build a directorate around Mike Heath and we moved forward in terms of 
understanding a new and burgeoning art. In terms of Kosovo itself, I do not think I entirely agree with what you have 
said. I believe that we represented it as honestly as we saw it and as honestly as we were able to interpret from the 
intelligence that was coming in to us, whether that was reconnaissance or human intelligence. We were subjected to 
limited inputs. What we were able to ascertain led us to where we were. When we moved into Iraq, our ability to 
obtain reconnaissance and human intelligence was better and was also frankly deemed far more important. 
Therefore, we were able to ascertain what effect we were having much more clearly than we did during the Kosovo 
crisis. The difficulty with people like Milosevic or Saddam Hussein is that they have no difficulty in using apparent 
outrage to their advantage. A lot of the people that we would deem as military targets in Iraq were wearing 
traditional Arab clothes. They instantly become civilians rather than legitimate military targets. We have no rebuttal 
process against that. The story that the media would far rather run with is "Coalition creates outrage and kills 37 
innocent civilians." We know that those were 37 military personnel on active duty but, without—a dreadful 
phrase—that awful smoking gun, just saying it is not enough. It is not persuasive in terms of telling the population 
they are lying and we are telling the truth. They were not civilians; they were military. Playing that sort of catch up 
game is always immensely difficult. I am not remotely suggesting that mistakes do not happen and that there are not 
unfortunate consequences of military action, of course. More often than not, we were always on the receiving end of 
bad news and finding it very difficult to counter.

  Q1616 Mr Blunt: If one looks at one's images of the first Gulf war, one would think about a bombed bunker and 
all the people killed in the bunker. One thinks of the operation against Al Qaeda and Saddam, it was the pill factory 
that was mistakenly bombed. One thinks of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, if one thinks of the Kosovo conflict, or 
one thinks of the refugee convoy in Kosovo that was mistakenly bombed. Is there any way that you are going to be 
able to change that ability of the media to present things in the most negative context so that, for people who want to 
create images of conflicts that we have been involved in, those are always the most major ones that leap to mind 
first? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The best you can do is anticipate the worst. I was very keen before we moved into the 
conflict that we established a rebuttal cell in anticipation of the worst. I will not say it was a foregone conclusion but 
there had to be a chance that eventually there would be unfortunate civilian casualties throughout whatever context. 
Those things need addressing. There would be mistakes. There could possibly be blue on blue incidents. You do not 
need, if you have the right team crafted together to work on it, to know exactly what the specific detail is. What you 
need to do is anticipate what you are going to say when you turn on the television and Sky is reporting 22 civilians 
were killed. The best you can hope to do is to be quick in your rebuttal, still working on the principle of honesty, and, 
if there is releasable information that would support and demonstrate why you believe you are right, you have to use 
it. If I could give you an example during Kosovo—I choose my words with caution here—a certain respected 
broadsheet journalist carried an outrageous story on the editorial page of one of the broadsheets which was entirely 
false. We could have written to that particular newspaper and had a letter printed that said, "This is rubbish", but we 
chose not to. We chose to compromise intelligence, call the journalist into the MoD and, over a cup of tea, asked him 
to understand that everything he had written was a fabrication. He was talking about a monastery that had been 
destroyed, a 15th century bridge that had been destroyed, both of which were still standing some two weeks after his 
story. At the end of the conversation when he accepted that his story was untrue, he said, "Do you want me to 
publish a retraction?" We said, "No, because it will be lost on page 27 in the obituaries. It will be in small type and 
meaningless. We would like you to just be a more responsible journalist in the future." The same journalist for the 
same newspaper ran a very similar story during Iraq, so he did not learn. Perhaps we should have learned that he was 
not to be trusted, but there you go.

  Q1617 Mr Blunt: On 11 January, the Americans began an e-mail campaign e-mailing political figures using 
telephone messages as well and text messages about providing information on weapons of mass destruction and the 
rest. There appears to have been a huge effort placed on the existence of weapons of mass destruction and around 
dissuading their willingness to use them; yet it now appears that there were not any. Therefore, why do you think the 
regime were prepared to have this attack happen if they simply did not have any of these weapons? Why did we fail 
to dissuade them, which was our primary objective? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I hope I am allowed to express my personal opinion. I do not personally believe that 
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currently lack of evidence is a demonstrator that there were no weapons of mass destruction. I believe that the jury is 
still out. On the job I am currently employed in, I believe that there is a possibility that there will be demonstrators at 
least of intent. I would be willing to go into closed session to discuss that further but I would not like to do that in 
open forum at the moment. Beyond that, this was a regime that was immensely difficult to get inside. This man 
created an environment of distrust at all levels, even with his own sons. Nobody talked to anybody else because the 
chances were they would be dead in the morning. No one trusted anyone else and he had over the years replaced, 
murdered, cajoled, threatened, held people to ransom so that they understood they belonged totally to him. The 
biggest problem that we had to overcome—and I think this is an admission of failure—is that we could not break 
through that inevitable wall of silence. People might have been influenced, but they were not going to pass that 
message on. They had experienced over the last 20 years similar messages that purported to come from people 
against Saddam Hussein but had actually come from Saddam Hussein. Once they had either failed to report the 
message, failed to react to it or indeed had reacted to it, they were dead in the morning. This was a culture where no 
one trusted anyone else. It was very difficult to break through that.

  Q1618 Chairman: $25 million appears to be the answer. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Absolutely. I wish it was mine.

  Q1619 Mr Blunt: As far as the information operations themselves, when would you identify coalition information 
operations as commencing and when did British information operations commence? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The preparation started back in October. When did we first press the button and when did 
start actively operating? The answer is both a date and a statement. The date is on the first day of military action 
when the conflict started. The second answer is too late. We should have been doing a large element of this activity 
beforehand, but the preparation phase led us through virtually up to the conflict. We were doing some lower level 
stuff in terms of the theming and messaging that was going on. The work through such bodies as the Campbell 
Group was happening. We were providing information. We were looking at how we should deliver messages. We 
were contributing to the American message delivery but the national message delivery did not start until the first day 
of the conflict.
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  Q1620 Mr Blunt: How effective was the use of radio broadcasts and leaflet drops in preparing the ground for entry 
into Basra? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: As effective as we could expect. If you were going to write a cheque for me this 
afternoon, I would go out and buy an AM transmitter rather than an FM transmitter. Everyone has FM on their radios 
these days. The big disadvantage is it has an effective radius of about 35 kilometres. An AM transmitter will reach 
virtually the entirety of Iraq. It was effective in the sense that, as we moved north, we got a greater overlap of the 
Basra area. There is no doubt they were all listening to the radio but it was a very high risk activity for them. People 
who were caught listening to coalition broadcasts were being killed. That is in a very effective counter information 
campaign run by the Iraqis. If you do not want people to listen to the radio, shoot a few people. It is a dreadful thing 
to say but that is exactly what was happening. We have no doubt that they were all listening to the radio under the 
cover or darkness, under pillows or whatever. We did not drop leaflets at the beginning but we delivered leaflets with 
soldiers with them in their ammunition pouches handing them out, distributing them, leaving them on street corners. 
They were all being taken up and they were all being read. Those who were caught with leaflets were paying exactly 
the same price as those listening to the radio. They were being murdered by the Ba'ath Party.

  Q1621 Mr Blunt: How long was the Ba'ath Party remaining in command of Basra? In other words, what sort of 
intelligence picture did you have of Basra? Obviously, the intelligence picture and the command structure is one side 
of the picture that you would be trying to paint for forces outside Basra, but given the history of Basra and its 
opposition to the regime over a prolonged period how much was the campaign against Basra a psychological one as 
much as a military one? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I believe that the whole of the conflict period was an information campaign. I believe that 
all of the kinetic activity, both on the ground and in the air, was in direct support of the information piece. We started 
off with the disuasion. We moved through the persuasion and ended up with the restitution and reconstruction. If you 
look at the bombing campaign and the ground campaign, all military activity was crafted towards an information 
campaign. In Basra, you chose your targets very carefully. Initially, we planned to bypass the city. That was not 
going to be feasible, so we had to enter the city. We entered it very carefully, obviously not just to keep our own lads 
and lasses out of harm's way but to make sure that the Iraqi folk knew that this was not an overrun. We were not 
threatening them. We were getting through to get to the Ba'ath Party. You will recall from the conflict that the Ba'ath 
Party was the last element of resistance in the north east corner of Basra and they fought to the bitter end to one final 
showdown which led to a considerable number of their deaths. Robin Brimms at that stage was a considerable 
instrument of information. He was demonstrating to the Iraqi people exactly what we here in Whitehall wanted him 
to demonstrate. They were safe; the Ba'ath Party was at risk.

  Q1622 Mr Blunt: In what seemed from here a rather lengthy wait outside Basra, before Basra was taken, was an 
information campaign being waged? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No. I cannot answer that question. You would have to ask Robin Brims that. I do not 
know. We did not ask for a strategic pause for the information campaign. We were using radio broadcasting to the 
city. By then, we were dropping leaflets into the city. We were sending messages in by other means which I would 
prefer not to go into here at this stage. We were messaging Basra and the other towns in the vicinity but, no, we did 
not ask for a strategic pause to allow us to situate the battle space with Robin. I am not qualified to answer you but I 
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believe that he was rebrigading his own forces before he moved forward, but I do not know.

  Q1623 Mr Blunt: The information campaign was not critical to the military operations around Basra. Did we know 
enough about what was going on in Basra to be able to have an effective information campaign or was the timetable 
a military one about rebrigading and resting before the forces got ready? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The judgment on what is critical is quite difficult. There are a lot of people who do not 
understand what psyops in particular can and cannot deliver. I am talking about people in uniform. I am not talking 
about people in the wider public. A lot of people do not understand what is being delivered or fully understand, 
based on where we were ten years ago, how much this has moved on as both a science and an art. The concept of a 
joined up information campaign across both government and coalition is something that most of our armed forces 
personnel are still blissfully unaware of. We are in a major education programme now to change that position. Would 
the average soldier tell you that the psyop campaign was necessary or critical to their success in Basra? I am certain 
the answer would be no, he would not. Am I sitting here today and telling you that it was a necessary part of the 
campaign? Very firmly, yes. I believe it is more than just a force multiplier. It is a definite demonstrator of how you 
can reduce risk and casualties once you move into conflict.

  Q1624 Mr Blunt: How far has the failure to find evidence of weapons of mass destruction undermined the 
information campaign being run now for phase three or phase four operations? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Not at all now because the focus is not on justifying, in terms of the information 
campaign, why we were there and why we did what we did. It is on what we have to offer to Iraq to allow them a full 
democracy, freedom, a future, and what we are doing in terms of rebuilding their country.

  Q1625 Mr Blunt: During the campaign itself, when the regime had hung on for rather longer than people 
anticipated, did that cause any change in how you waged that information campaign? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, it did, because we always recognised that Fortress Baghdad was going to be the 
most difficult target. Having seen relatively little resistance, to suddenly come up against a major hold out in the 
Baghdad area meant that we needed to start to re-energise the process of how we could get to the regime. At that 
stage, we did not need to message the Iraqi people. We needed to try every means we could to message the regime. 
Do I have any demonstrators that that was effective? No. Do I believe it was effective? The truth is minimally. I do 
not think we delivered major effect at that stage.

  Q1626 Mr Crausby: I want to ask a couple of questions on the two main aspects of information operations, the 
influence activity and counter command activity, being the soft side and the hard side. Can you tell us what in 
Operation Telic you would say was the balance between influence activity—that is, perception management—and 
counter command activity—that is, degrading the enemy's decision making? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: First of all, I think what you are describing really is the tactical, doctrinal answer to 
information operations. At the strategic and the operational level, the first two layers before you draw down to the 
practitioner in the field, there is no difference. There is no distinction that is broken out in terms of we need to look at 
the command control or we need to look at the wider influence piece. It is only once you break down to the lower 
level that you are now trying to specifically craft messages and themes against specific audiences. In this particular 
instance in this particular campaign, very little emphasis went into the command control piece. The majority went 
elsewhere into the management. 

  Wing Commander Chalmers: That is entirely the case. The difference between the two that you have probably read 
in some of the documents is that they are really to provide a framework for practitioners, so that they have some 
basis on which to craft a campaign, but there is not a template. They will craft the campaign depending on what they 
see at the time. In terms of military on military capability and attacking command control networks, the Iraqis did not 
have as much to offer as perhaps we would have seen if we had been doing this in a setting of war.

  Q1627 Mr Crausby: Would you say that the most effective side, certainly in this operation, was the influence 
activity? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Very much so, yes.
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  Q1628 Mr Viggers: What units were involved in information operations? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: All of the units. Every single unit had an information operations officer both at battalion 
level and down to regimental level. In specific terms, the skilled practitioners were only 15 psyops group, and please 
could I ask you to note that their name has returned to 15 psyops group, rather than 15 info support group which I 
think you have quoted in the past. That was seen as a necessary demonstration of what they do rather than what was 
conveyed by information support. They were the only specific unit crafted at the tactical level to provide war fighting 
capability, but we had embedded information operations officers at all levels, right across the battle front. 

  Q1629 Mr Viggers: The 48 people within the 15 UK psyops group are a kind of flight lieutenant's command and 
you must have had access to a wide range of other people. Where were they recruited from? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: We recruited people from everywhere. We recruited from people in exile in this country; 
we recruited academics, medical people, academics particularly who would consider themselves to be Arabists. We 
unashamedly sold our wares to anyone who was willing to listen. We looked everywhere to understand inside the 
Iraqi psyche and mentality. It was up to us to decide how that could be crafted into action. If it belonged to the 
Foreign Office, we provided that information to the Foreign Office. If it belonged to the military, we provided it to 
our officers in the field to carry it forward and here in London we looked at every single outlet that we could to carry 
that message into the domain, whether that was the public domain or the international arena.

  Q1630 Mr Viggers: A wiring diagram of your organisation would have been quite interesting. Did you have access 
to ad hoc payments? Were you able to pay people on a casual basis for supporting you? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes. We have not used anyone in this country. We have used the Rendon Group in the 
United States mainly because they have all of the requisite security clearances and they are a bespoke and recognised 
group. We used the Rendon Group quite considerably over the last five years to provide us with an input at that level.

  Q1631 Mr Viggers: I do not know what the Rendon Group is. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The Rendon Group is a bespoke, academic group that is freelance but does a considerable 
amount of work for the Pentagon and the State Department. It is called the Rendon Group purely because the man 
who runs it is John Rendon. He is a learned academic within military conflict fields and has produced very high 
quality output over the years that we have found useful. If I asked for funding to use a group in this country, I am 
totally confident that my Secretary of State would have granted it and I would have got the funding to do it. 

  Q1632 Mr Viggers: But not only to groups; also to individuals? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Absolutely. 

  Q1633 Mr Viggers: Did you have access to such funds and did you use such capacity? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I had access to funds. I did not use such capacity because most of the people we were 
talking to, academics in universities in this country and academics in other fields, doctors, scientists, gave their 
information free.

  Q1634 Mr Viggers: What use of local people did your information operations campaign make? You have 
mentioned the United Kingdom but within Iraq did you have access to them and, if so, was it through special forces 
and intelligence or did you have your own sources? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The answer to those questions is yes in every case. I would rather not go any further in 
open forum.

  Q1635 Mr Viggers: Which media proved most effective? Leaflet drops, broadcasts by loudspeaker, radio, e-mails? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The simple answer would be leaflet drops. The old is sometimes the best. Uncrafted 
messages on the internet, as you alluded to the Americans using earlier on, are leaflets by e-mail, so the concept of a 
leaflet is a very simple way of conveying a message and proved to be quite compelling. It got people onto the radio. 
The radio was then a crafted message of: this is normalcy; this is music, art shows or total trivia that is trying to bring 
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some normalcy back into your life. Every so often, woven into that, was a crafted message that said, "We would like 
you to consider this. We would like you to do that. We would like you to try and point towards Ba'ath Party members 
who are still fighting against us." Those crafted messages were delivered as a small part of the bigger package, 
delivering normal life back to the Iraqi people.

  Q1636 Mr Viggers: You have referred to American sources of intelligence and support in your operation but the 
attitudes within the United States and the attitudes within the United Kingdom are very different. There is an element 
of neo-conservatism within the United States and there is an element of introspection which we do not have in this 
country. I was at the United States Defence University last week and the attitudes are really very different indeed. 
Did you find that there was a different message which they were seeking to put across to the message that you were 
putting across? I am thinking specifically of the home operations. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No, there was not a different message. Generally speaking, there was an assumption by 
the Americans—and I am talking about the military in particular here now—that the domestic audience was less 
important, whereas we saw the domestic audience as very important, albeit I was not the practitioner of that art. We 
still saw the domestic audience as important so that you had national support and national understanding. By and 
large, that was a difficult message to sell to the Americans. They saw their domestic audience as largely on side and 
therefore there was no need to keep them on side. They had other priorities to get on with.

  Q1637 Mr Viggers: You may have seen a photograph about two weeks ago of the archway to a barracks in the 
United States. I think it said something like, "Pride, Patriotism, Efficiency and Lethality." You cannot imagine a UK 
unit putting out such a message. It would be undiplomatic by UK standards. Was there a difference in projection in 
our message within Iraq? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, there was and yes there is today, but I do not think it is quite as dramatic as you 
have portrayed. We have a softer, smaller footprint than the Americans. I think we are better at understanding the 
needs of the people, rather than the needs of the war fighter. The Americans today very firmly see themselves still at 
war in Iraq and that is something that I am acutely aware of in my current job. I am not sure that the average member 
of the British public still recognises that there is a war going on in Iraq. Of course they understand that soldiers and 
Iraqi civilians are being killed almost sadly on a daily basis, but if we walked out of the front of here now I do not 
think the average member of the public would describe that as a war. If you walked out on the American streets 
today, the average American still recognises that their nation is at war and that creates that difference of style and 
approach that you alluded to.

  Q1638 Mr Viggers: 15 UK psyops group, just 48 of them, is heavily dependent on reserves. How important are 
reserves to information support? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The reserves in 15 psyop group are everything. They are the tailored practitioners, the 
skilled members of the group. The military personnel—and I am not undermining or demeaning their contribution, 
which is very important—provide the traditional signallers, the traditional logisticians. They are typical soldiers who 
frankly could have been taken off almost any regiment. By and large, the TA element brings in the specific 
capability. They are the media people, the printers, the cartographers, the draftsmen. We use the TA to identify those 
individuals who would excel in that role. In terms of 15 psyops, they would have a considerably diminished 
capability if you took away the TA element. It is an essential part of their structure.

  Q1639 Mr Viggers: What about equipment? The Americans have the Hercules E-130E, the Commando Solo. Is 
there any plan for us to acquire such equipment? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: If I was in the position to write the cheque, I would go out and buy one tomorrow. As I 
think you have sensed from me, not only do I passionately believe that this is a force multiplier, but I believe it is 
something that is worthy of considerable investment. The bottom line to it is that when we make the balance of 
investment judgments, as worthy as 15 psyop is, it still is a small capability to be delivered. At the moment, 15 psyop 
will double in size, just about, over the next year. I hope that in the lessons learned out of Telic we will deliver them 
an AM radio, but today there is no plan that I am aware of—and I have just presented a psyop paper to the chiefs of 
defence—and I do not believe that you will see a massive expansion in this capability. If I had an open cheque book, 
yes, I would buy an E-130E and, yes, I would buy a TV station. 
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  Q1640 Mr Viggers: What about other equipment that has been useful? Where else should we be looking as a 
possibility for acquisition? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Most of the current equipment of 15 psyop today was bought commercially because that 
was the state of the art capability. 15 psyop excelled in keeping that equipment running in Iraq and made enormous 
gains with their American colleagues by repairing their equipment. Ruggedised equipment, in the military parlance, 
is essential, in my opinion, for 15 psyops. They made the best of a good job and they excelled, but if we gave them 
better military equipment as opposed to commercial, off the shelf, they would be better placed to move around.

  Q1641 Mr Viggers: I think you have already approached my last question on so-called black psyops. Radio Tikrit 
for instance, which claimed to be run by Iraqis in Tikrit and rather damaged the credibility of such psychological 
operations. Do I take it from what you say that you are anxious, broadly, that information technology and 
information should always be based on the truth? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, very much so. I remember being told as a five year old that if you lie you will 
eventually get caught out. I do not think that that maxim has changed. If I could use Sierra Leone, we ran a very 
effective information campaign, both against the groups on the ground and against Taylor in Liberia, who were 
important key players in the region. The key message that you had to run to the national public was that the military 
were not about to start another empiric war in Africa; that this was a limited, moderated military action with a crafted 
aim. The West Side Boys needed to know that we would expend whatever force we could to ensure success. They 
needed to know that they needed to be scared of us and that we meant business. With the nature of modern 
communications, with every single journalist having instant access to London, Washington or wherever he comes 
from, if you remotely crafted two separate messages, the implication being that one message is a lie, you will be 
found out within seconds. What you have to do is to take the same theme and there are 20 ways of saying the same 
thing. You can convince the West Side Boys that you mean business whilst making sure that the UK public, if they 
are tuned into what is going on in Sierra Leone, understand that you are not about to go for another war of empire in 
the western part of Africa. That basis of truth is essential in everything you do at this stage. I would break out from 
this that military deception is a moribund art but it is something that we need to return to and address. That is 
specifically crafted against military commanders in the field, rather than the wider audiences that information 
operations is addressing.

  Q1642 Chairman: In that letter you have written to the Chief of Defence, did you remind him that there are some 
second hand EC-130Js available and no doubt at a knock down price? Would that be a good investment? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Probably not a good investment in my career, but it possibly would. Realistically and 
honestly, as much as I would say to you that information operations is now entirely a consideration at all levels of 
military activity, I alluded earlier on to the fact that I believe the entire Iraq campaign is just a massive information 
piece, including the kinetic activity. Military posture is very important but information operations is only one small 
part of that. Ultimately, it is not for me to make the balance of investment judgment. I am just an enthusiastic 
practitioner who says, "I would like to have more to do this better and I believe I can deliver a greater capability." I 
respect and understand why both my Secretary of State and the Chiefs of Defence Staff need to make that balance of 
investment judgment on where they can create capability.
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  Q1643 Chairman: If we make that recommendation, I hope you will not be blamed for it. You can tell the 
Secretary of State you tried very hard to deter us from making it. One of the very few things you have failed to 
convince me about—and you have convinced me on almost everything, unaccustomed as we are to facing such 
openness—was on the requirements in the United States to find commercial Arabists. I would not want you to name 
names as to who you approached here but was it possible to find amongst academics or other practitioners sufficient 
people to allow you not necessarily to have to go to a group of commercial Arabists in the United States? How many 
Arabists did you have access to as part of your wide variety of operations? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I am very sorry. I have obviously misled you and that was unintentional. My allusion to 
going to the United States was purely on where we needed to buy in expertise. We had identified a particular group 
that had a proven track record of capability, appropriate access and clearances and therefore they were easy 
interlocutors. That helped us considerably. What I failed to explain to you is that we had a very meaningful dialogue 
with a considerable number of people in this country ranging from Iraqis, academics, members of various 
communities such as the medical. If I could come back to the directorate that I owned at that time, I had a department 
called human factors who are all civilians and that is where we had the psychiatrist, the anthropologist, the Arabists, 
the people who were contributing to that wider piece. They had considerable links into those communities, not 
because we crafted it in anticipation of what may or may not come, but because ever since we stood off the 
directorate that was their mandate, to work out where we needed to have a deeper understanding. We got that badly 
wrong with Afghanistan because that is not a conflict I saw coming and, even if I had seen it coming, it would have 
been immensely difficult to break inside that. That was a catch up operation in terms of information operations and 
we were still growing and learning. As far as Iraq was concerned, we had considerable webs into all of those 
communities that you have alluded to.

  Q1644 Chairman: How about Arabic speakers, interpreters and translators? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The truth is there are never enough. I think the figure that is quoted—and I have to be 
cautious here—that Robin Brimms was looking for was 400 interpreters, one of which we needed to go with 15 
psyops. In the end, we ended up with four of the people out of the 400 that we alluded to, all of whom had university 
degrees, all of whom spoke reasonable English, although we did not ask them to speak English on the radio, but they 
became interpreters and advisers on how to craft the message. The simplistic approach to can we get the Kuwaitis to 
do it for us was not an option. There is no dialogue between the southern Iraqis and the Kuwaitis, or not a 
comfortable one, and therefore a Kuwaiti voice on our radio was not an appropriate way forward. Finding Iraqis to 
do the Iraqi broadcasts was very important to us.

  Q1645 Chairman: As I go back as far as the Falklands as a Member of Parliament, I recall we only had one 
Spanish speaking guy in the armed forces at the time. Bearing in mind we are likely to be operating in one way or 
another politically or militarily in the Middle East, is there any requirement to train or acquire more people who 
speak dialects in the Arab language, the Urdu language and other languages, as it is quite feasible that we might 
require their skills at some stage in the future? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I am not an expert in this area but I think I can give you a reasonable reply. Iraq had been 
a focus of attention for some years with our operations in support of UN resolutions prior to Telic. Therefore, there 
were Arabists and Arabic speakers with various dialects who were quite capable of providing us with the services we 
need. Unfortunately, a bit like 15 psyops group, you come back to the same balance of investment. Not everybody in 
the armed forces can be an Arabic speaker and therefore the bottom line is you are likely to go into a major operation 
like this always short of these key, essential individuals.

  Q1646 Chairman: I am not a daily reader of The Guardian, certainly since the war. However, I understand the 
Civil Service was advertising for Arabic speakers in the education supplement last week. Is the MoD doing the 
same? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I am not in a position to answer you.

  Q1647 Chairman: Can you drop us a note? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Of course.[3] 

  Q1648 Mr Cran: Mr Viggers asked a number of questions on this wonderful subject of black psyops and I am not 
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sure that I entirely understood your answers. In answer to him, as I thought, you said that the basis of the information 
activity which you undertook had to be based on the fact that it was truthful and I entirely understand that within 
what those words mean. My understanding is that black psyops does not mean lying; it means, using a less harsh 
word, misleading about who is saying the origins of the message. Am I correct? If I am correct about that, would you 
not modify the answer that you gave to Mr Viggers? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: You have a part truth and no, I would not modify my answer.

  Q1649 Mr Cran: Tell me how to get the full truth. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Black psyops indicates a number of things. First of all, the psyop community in the 
United States belongs to their special forces. It is seen very much as an evolution and capability within SF and as 
such it automatically tends to come under the mantle of things that are not in the public domain. Often as not, they 
will be doing exactly the same as us but they will term it black and we will term it very much white because it is 
activity that is in the public domain for those who care to look there. It is a mixture of telling lies, using more capable 
equipment, using deception. It is an amalgam of all of those things that tends towards being on the verge of that line 
of what the MoD would wish to do in concert with its American partners and what the SF community would wish to 
do in isolation to anyone, including other American forces. Does that answer your question?

  Q1650 Mr Cran: I understand the words. Within the definition that I gave you—I guess you are challenging the 
definition that we have been given—namely, that if black psyops means all one is doing is just not being very honest 
about the origins of the information, it seems to me, at least from where I sit, that that is a perfectly good tactic to 
use. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No. It implies beyond what you have described, the use of techniques or technology that I 
am not in a position to go into because the Americans do not share that with us. It implies more than just a deception.

  Q1651 Mr Cran: It implies more to the Americans but our definition is as I set it out? Am I correct? Is it wider? If 
it is wider, can we know what it is? If you cannot tell us in front of the Committee, could you put it onto paper? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I would have to put it onto paper because I do not know the answer. I do not believe that 
we have a bespoke or eloquent definition of black psyops because we do not do it. Therefore, it is not something that 
we have addressed. I will endeavour to find an answer for you and come back to you.[4] 

  Q1652 Mr Cran: Let us assume that you and me, for the purposes of the argument here, say that black psyops does 
mean what I say it means, namely, that you are not telling a lie but you are merely not being truthful about the 
origins of where the information is coming from. Is that not permissible? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Entirely. It is just that we do not have either the technology or the capability to evolve 
that. You will recall I mentioned earlier on that military deception is something we excelled at in World War Two. It 
has become moribund. When I left the directorate, I left a direct mandate that we should reinvigorate this as a 
capability because once again it is a force multiplier. If we develop that as a capability and we decide that it is 
worthy of taking forward, it would move into that black psyop capability that you are alluding to, because it would 
be using those techniques and methods—radio, for instance—to use deception as a tool, deception in terms of 
pretending to be sending military instructions, military directions. Yes, we could move towards that but the UK is not 
there today. 

  Chairman: Can you fight a war by being truthful or even partially truthful?

  Q1653 Mr Cran: I am genuinely puzzled about this. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Yes, we can, and we have just done it. Could we have been better by telling lies to the 
right people—I choose those words very carefully; we are talking about Iraqi military commanders—undoubtedly, 
we could have been. Do we have the technical expertise to get those crafted false messages to them? We would need 
to go into closed session to discuss that, but generally the answer is no and I am happy to say that in open forum.

  Q1654 Mr Cran: I wonder whether the use of the word "lies" is correct. I understand perhaps that other 
governments and other militaries do use that technique, but it seems to me there is an awful lot between telling the 
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truth and telling a lie that we could use. That brings into play this wonderful concept of grey psyops. Is this one you 
recognise? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: No. The colour remains white. Military deception is an important element of information 
operations that we are not practitioners of today and we need to move into that sphere. Larger campaigns have 
demonstrated in the past that it is extremely effective when used carefully. It is more difficult than it was in World 
War Two because most bespoke enemies these days have very good information insurance procedures, techniques 
and equipment. Agile frequency radios are very difficult to spoof. Command centres that work on internal 
communications based on computers are almost impossible to break into. There are technical difficulties in bringing 
this into the domain of today. The MoD is now investigating whether this capability needs to be resurrected. My 
personal feeling is that there has to be a niche market that says this is important, but that is where I see the deception 
coming out. It does not matter whether you call that lying or deception. It is a specific, targeted, crafted capability 
that we did not touch in Iraq. Therefore, against the audiences that I have mapped out and the techniques that we 
were trying to deliver, we went down that very white route. 

  Mr Cran: Chairman, I wonder if you would agree that we need a paper from the witnesses setting this out rather 
more clearly because there are clearly definitional differences between what you are talking about and what we have 
heretofore understood.

  Q1655 Chairman: Yes. I am sorry to go on about the Falklands again but Sir Frank Cooper gave evidence to us, a 
classic piece of evidence where he did not lie but got very close to it. One was that there would be no D-day type 
landings in the Falklands. They looked pretty close to D-day type landings to me. Secondly, where our submarines 
were deployed, giving the impression that a submarine was operating around the Falklands and it was not. You have 
a degree in psychology so you can tell us as you are exponents of the art of lying, which we do not do, but I think it 
is really important. If you are fighting a war, it is quite difficult to fight a politically correct war. You can fight one 
and lose it eventually if you are obsessed with political correctness. As far as I am concerned, the explanation you 
have given is very politically correct and it may have worked last time or the time before, but I would not necessarily 
think that that carte blanche to be honest or to deceive up to a limit is necessarily one that would more effectively be 
deployed should the circumstances be different where we are not fighting an optional war but one which may be 
much more serious. Maybe you could give us a little seminar later on in the concept of truth and honesty in warfare 
and in information warfare. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I do not disagree with anything you have said. What I have tried to portray to you this 
afternoon is what we did in Iraq, rather than what I believe in my previous appointment as DTIO is necessary in 
terms of military capability. I am not sure that those who know me well will recognise a Mike Heath who is being 
accused of being politically correct. I fully understand the need for deception and if that spills over into lying then so 
be it. That is not an issue, but you have to understand that you have now crafted a fifth target audience. Of the four 
target audiences we felt we had a capability to influence, persuade and coerce, there was not scope within that for 
telling lies because we would be seen very quickly by the media as lying. That, I believe would have been 
detrimental to our effort. We needed to be credible. We needed to make people understand that what we were doing 
was appropriate, valid and necessary. If we undermined that in those domains, with those audiences, by lying to 
them, we would have severely undermined our operations.

  Q1656 Mr Cran: I do not think anybody would want you to necessarily or at all lie to the press. The proposition 
that a war has to be driven by the requirements of the press seems to me to be a step rather too far. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I was not saying that. That is a recognition of the fact that that is something we need to be 
acutely aware of at all times. I would ask you to accept that in the concept of a fifth target audience I fully endorse 
what you are saying about the need for military deception. It is a very powerful tool, in my opinion, and that is why 
work is now being undertaken in the MoD to see if this is something to take forward. 

  Chairman: Maybe we were the victims of the finest piece of political deception in 20th or 21st century history on 
the matter of Saddam Hussein having weapons of mass destruction. I cannot see why he would want to have done 
that to deceive people but we await the outcome.

  Q1657 Mr Crausby: In contrast to Gulf War 1, there was an absence of an aerial bombardment at the start of the 
campaign and there were some who claimed that that absence was influenced by information operations in the sense 
that it would have had a negative effect. What was the influence of information operations on the targeting process? 
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  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I come back to the statement that this entire campaign was an information campaign. If I 
can bring you to the concept of shock and awe, the whole concept of the starting of this particular campaign was 
based on the concept of information of information operations. Shock and awe was a target set that was crafted 
towards delivering a message, not towards entirely denying capability. Denying capability was a necessary military 
objective because we had to be able to have freedom of operation as quickly as possible across the wider Iraq. Shock 
and awe was a crafted campaign that delivered a powerful information operations message to Baghdad and the 
regime. It should have delivered a powerful information operations message to the public as well because they could 
see after night one that there were virtually no, if indeed any, civilian casualties. That is unprecedented in warfare. I 
firmly believe that we approached this as an information campaign. We failed to deliver for reasons that we might 
explore further, if you wish, but I would have to give you my personal view on why shock and awe failed to deliver 
exactly what it was intended to do. It would be a personal opinion rather than an MoD statement. 

  Chairman: You are entering uncharted territory now with witnesses giving personal opinions, so forgive us if we 
are not able to react positively to your offer.

  Q1658 Mr Cran: It has been reported to the Committee and more widely that the Iraqis became very interested in 
websites concerning psyops and indeed before the military operation hundreds of visits were made to the websites 
concerned. Is that something of which you are aware and, if you are aware of it, is it something that worries you? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: The whole concept of cyber operations or computer operations, whether it is just web 
information or the wider concept of hacking, is a significant concern to any military that is watching how the world 
is developing. In terms of this operation, I am trying to think of where the margins of open forum and secret, closed 
session apply here. It is not an area that I believe the Iraqis were particularly good at.

  Q1659 Mr Cran: Which area? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Computer attack, I suppose, but I do not specifically mean attack. I am talking about 
website monitoring and that lower level activity. That is very difficult to ascertain. I do not feel in this forum I can go 
into much more detail but this is an area the UK MoD is particularly concerned about. We are putting a lot of effort 
into our own information insurance now to try and deny vulnerabilities in these areas.

3   Ev Back
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1660-1672)

AIR VICE MARSHAL MIKE HEATH AND WING COMMANDER IAN CHALMERS 

16 DECEMBER 2003 

  Q1660 Mr Cran: I entirely understand. Are you able to say if there were any occasions when the Iraqis attacked 
our computer systems, other than the one I have mentioned? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I cannot answer that question.

  Q1661 Mr Cran: Therefore, you will not be able to tell us whether we attacked any of their computer systems 
either. 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I am afraid not.

  Q1662 Chairman: How far were information operations in the major combat phase integrated with the post-
conflict information operations campaign plan? Was there such a plan? 

  Wing Commander Chalmers: The basis for UK operations was the UK government's published strategic 
objectives. When we started putting together our information campaign, we had that in mind. Getting to Baghdad or 
Basra was not the end state but only one stop on the road to the end state that we would like to see. As the conflict 
moved on, our focus on various target audiences changed, depending on the phase we were in. For example, during 
the conflict phase, there was very much an armed forces regime. As we moved away from that, the key audience 
became the Iraqi people. In answer to your question, firmly, yes, we always had a strategic objective and end state in 
mind when we started crafting our campaign.

  Q1663 Chairman: Did you anticipate that there would not be a clean break between formal hostilities and what 
went afterwards? If you answer that you did anticipate that there would be a rather violent, post-conflict situation, 
though not as bad obviously in the Basra region, why did you not tell the Americans or did they not anticipate there 
would be a form of warfare that was threatening to their personnel that would take place? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: One of the areas I am quite surprised we have not investigated further this afternoon is 
the American position on this. The Americans have a different approach to this whole concept and indeed all of their 
operations. What I believe I have tried to explain to you this afternoon in terms of what I passionately believe is a 
success story is that the Americans envy our concept of joined up, cross government activity in this area. It is 
something they have been unable to replicate but they are moving towards it quite rapidly in the States as we speak. 
The Americans broke this out into separate parcels. Until the war was over, there was very little information 
operations effort into the reconstitution and the aftermath; whereas from our point of view, when we were getting 
towards the end state, my staff were directed to lose complete interest in the war fighting piece. We needed to start 
moving into the reconstruction piece. That is not to say we just gave up and stopped working, but the predominance 
of staff went into what comes next. Did we sit round the table and say, "They are going to carry on shooting at us"? I 
suppose the honest answer is no, we did not. History and experience tells you that we knew jolly well that that was 
going to happen, so one of the targets was "Where is the main area of resistance going to come from?" In crafting our 
messages for that reconstruction, most of it went to the Iraqi people and a small element went to where would be the 
residual resistance. We thought the residual resistance would probably be the Ba'ath Party rather than external 
terrorists, but nonetheless the concept of understanding that there would be still activity going on was well 
understood. I think we probably had the level of that activity running within my department but not necessarily 
across the piece.
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  Q1664 Chairman: According to the MoD's report on operations in Iraq, the "effectiveness and cohesion" of the 
information campaign was diluted in the transition from the campaign to post-conflict phase. Why do you think this 
occurred? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: First of all, we were unable to counter the high level of cynicism and hostility that we 
were meeting in open forum, predominantly in the media. We had no eloquent answer to most of that. We believed 
that unless we could have a demonstrator that confirmed our line, we felt it was better to say nothing rather than to 
say, "They are wrong; we are right." That largely undermined our position in a number of areas. Subsequently, some 
of the shortfalls in capability—I am thinking particularly of linguists and Arabists here—meant that conveying some 
of these messages and themes became quite difficult. Other than that, a stark realisation that if you have hostile to 
your intent neighbours—I am talking about across international boundaries here—those nations are not going to be 
persuaded probably regardless of the weight of your argument. I suspect we were slightly naïve in thinking we would 
be more persuasive with some of those regional neighbours than we were.

  Q1665 Chairman: Given that information operations have been identified for a number of years, certainly since 
Bosnia, as a vital area for strategic direction and coherence, why were the responsibilities and ownership for the 
information campaign unclear to those who should have known in the vital transition from combat to post-conflict 
operations? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I do not think that represents the UK position. We did recognise that we needed to go 
through all this. I remember hearing my Secretary of State saying quite clearly that one of the prices to pay to go into 
this conflict was that we needed to know how we were going to come out of it and how we were going to manage the 
aftermath. I saw that as compelling direction from the most senior level within the MoD that made sure we did not 
lose sight of the fact that the aftermath was just as critical as the main piece.

  Q1666 Mr Cran: You did refer to counter information being under-utilised in the campaign phase and you said 
there were lessons for the future. You said, if I understood it, it was not as effective as it should have been, but I do 
not think you said why that was. Could you tell us why? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Simply because it is not something that we have practised and developed our themes, 
lines and messages in. It is an area that needs revisiting. It is being revisited and frankly I will not quite say we were 
too busy to do everything but there is an element of that in it. We had to find the priorities within our capability and 
therefore a human failing is that you tend to do what you know you can do well, rather than try and patch together a 
capability somewhere down the road. That particular area was not something that we were well versed in or strongly 
capable of delivering. Although a staff of 98 sounds grand, they were all specific practitioners of parts of the art, 
which excluded that area.

  Q1667 Mr Cran: I do not think any of us on this Committee would even attempt to criticise what you did. Far from 
it. Can we adduce from the answer you have given that there is a utility, a potential use there, something you 
recognise and it is something the MoD and all the rest of you should look at? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: Very much so, yes, to all of those. We are addressing it as we speak. It is something that 
we need to make a judgment on. Without prejudging the outcomes, I think the conclusion will be it is an area of 
growth for the future.

  Q1668 Mr Crausby: How do you measure success in information operations? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: You have just asked the most difficult question of the afternoon. It is by some margin the 
most difficult and taxing element of the MoD's task. If you cannot measure it and you cannot demonstrate that you 
are delivering capability, you cannot demonstrate that you are enhancing capability. You cannot demonstrate 
ultimately that if you get it right you will avoid conflict. I had one individual who was a reservist. This was his full 
time job in terms of trying to analyse where we might see demonstrators of capability. He trawled every resource he 
could: newspapers, the media, the internet, reports coming out from prisoners of war, reports from people on the 
streets. We are pulling together as much as we can in terms of that human assessment. In terms of further assessment 
the PJHQ, towards the end of the campaign, came back with an embryonic matrix of trying to do a scientific analysis 
of where you think there are indicators and what level of effect they were demonstrating. It is embryonic but it was a 
jolly good start, albeit slightly subjective in terms of trying to look for a qualitative answer to your question. It is 
extremely difficult. If you are willing to buy my line that all military activity is an information piece, then dropping a 
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bomb on somebody is an information piece and you can quantify what your results are. Please do not think I am 
being flippant. I do think this is a very important point that I am trying to convey here, that every single military 
activity has a potential outcome, not always positive, sometimes negative, and those judgments need to be made so 
that, when you do things that potentially have a negative impact, you understand how you can manage the 
repercussions.

  Q1669 Mr Crausby: Overall, how successful were you? How do information operations planners deal with the 
issue of unintended effects or unintended knock-on effects? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I cannot quantify the answer to that question. I have no doubt whatsoever that we did 
have an effect. This is an inadequate answer. Had we gone on during the persuasion stage for another year, would we 
have avoided conflict? I do not know. I cannot see at the moment how I can get my mind round conveying an answer 
to that. It is the most difficult aspect of the whole information piece. You need to find a way of delivering messages 
of effectiveness. The directorate I have just left now has the best minds trying to address this very issue because we 
see it as essential. There is no doubt that we delivered an element of persuasion, an element of dissuasion and an 
element that affected war fighting in terms of regiments or battalions giving up and making sure that we did not 
attack them. There is no doubt that we are having an influence in the reconstitution of Iraq today, but I am not 
capable of quantifying that in terms of is it very good; is it high or is it low. I am very sorry. I am not evading the 
question. I just do not know the answer.

  Q1670 Mr Crausby: We understand that a number of opinion polls were undertaken in multinational division, 
south east, following the major combat phase. What did you learn from them? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: We learned that, to be brutal, 40% of the people had neither listened to us on the radio 
nor read our leaflets. 60% had. Of that 60%, I would judge that about 50% were moved to listen to what we had to 
say. I will not say that they were swayed towards tacitly joining the coalition. I would suggest to you they were 
already there. What they needed was a demonstrator that we were not going to stop short of Baghdad and leave 
Saddam Hussein in power. They were wary of us but we encouraged them to be less wary than they had previously 
been. We encouraged them, quicker than we would have done on the street, to be trusting and we were then able to 
give them the demonstrators that we were going all the way to Baghdad and that regime change should now become 
a necessary element of the conflict.

  Q1671 Mr Crausby: Major General Gene Renuart, the US director of operations, has said that one of Saddam's 
miscalculations left him to begin the war with the oilfields in the south relatively unguarded, in large part because of 
a deception campaign that led him to believe that the war would start later than it did by leaving the fourth infantry 
division in Turkey. Was the northern option as a whole an example of an information operation? What about the late 
decision to move the US fourth infantry division? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: As far as I am aware, no, it was not an information piece. There were compelling military 
reasons for having two fronts of operation and the north would be an entirely appropriate battle front. I found the 
decision to move 4ID so late strange but I am unaware of it being a positive attempt by the Americans at military 
deception. 

  Mr Crausby: I am sure if you say it is so that is the absolute truth.

  Q1672 Chairman: How do you see information operations developing in the future as more work is done on 
effects based planning and the lessons that you have transmitted to your successors? 

  Air Vice Marshal Heath: I think you have chosen the key words in phrasing your question. The sooner we move 
away from information operations and kinetic operations, the better. What we are trying to deliver now is effects 
based operations that embrace the whole gamut of military and cross government capability. I believe we have 
arrived and delivered a force multiplier—not the MoD but Whitehall—and it is important we understand that. The 
changes that have taken place in the Foreign Office that I asked Wing Commander Chalmers to outline earlier on I 
would not remotely suggest have been an outcome of the information operations or the need for permanent 
engagement, but it is an enormous step forward in the MoD's capability to stay permanently engaged with our sister 
department. I think we are in a position to go from strength to strength here. We now have a permanent, free ranging 
dialogue across all of the media operations and other government departments. We have a buy-in from other 
government departments that they understand what we are doing and do not see us as threatening; they see us as 
something that helps the UK government. We can only now go from strength to strength. 
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  Chairman: Before we go into private session, may I thank you most sincerely for the evidence you have given? 
We have found it enthralling and it has been one of the most interesting sessions I have ever attended, not because of 
the intrinsic merit and interest of the subject, but by the coherent and very reasonable way in which you have 
explained to us. I hope that you are setting a trend. I decided many years ago to make an award for honesty and 
integrity before the Committee. It was not awarded after 1983. If it is going to be awarded, I think you are likely to 
be the recipient. I hope it does not affect the rest of your career and it will in no way damage your credibility 
amongst your employers, but if we have such lucid expressions of views perhaps the relationship between ourselves 
and the Ministry of Defence, which is quite good, will be very good. Thank you. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1687-1699)

SIR KEVIN TEBBIT KCB CMG, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR IAN LEE 

17 DECEMBER 2003. 

  Q1687 Chairman: Welcome. We are now in the final lap of our inquiry. We nevertheless welcome your presence 
here. Would you like to make any introductory remarks? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I think so much has gone before me that you might as well get straight into it. 

  Q1688 Chairman: Sir Kevin, when and how did you first become aware that the US was planning for an attack on 
Iraq? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I like the way you put the question.

  Q1689 Chairman: Is the terminology too inflexible? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It is fair to say that at the military level there was some exchange of discussion about possible 
operations during the summer of 2002, but this did not really crystallise into serious planning until the autumn. There 
were some exchanges between our people at that point.

  Q1690 Chairman: When were you fairly certain that those plans would be executed? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Not until right at the end. I expect this is a hearing on the political and military process. It is very 
clear to us that the initial objective was for military capability to be used for coercive purposes and only if the 
diplomatic track failed was it for military action. The whole plan was to support a diplomatic process, culminating in 
Resolution 1441 in November, followed by the return of the inspectors and the hope that that process would indeed 
bring the result, the bringing into conformity with the security resolutions by Saddam Hussein. It was only 
subsequently, when it became evident that diplomacy had failed, that what had been a military plan put there for 
coercive and contingent purposes had to become a reality.

  Q1691 Chairman: I recall at the end of February the government still said no decision to deploy British forces in 
action had been taken. That was in Hansard on 26 February. Can you recall a specific date? Was that pretty close to 
the public announcement? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No. Clearly the military side of the department had to get more and more precise about its 
military planning capacity, but until a political decision was taken, and that political decision in the UK did not come 
until after the Attorney General's ruling on legal aspects and subsequently the vote in Parliament, until those things 
had happened then there was certainly no question of the military feeling it was straight to full go-ahead. Until that 
point and until the parliamentary decision on the eighteenth, there was also the ultimatum from the President to 
Saddam Hussein, until those things had happened, this was still increasingly precise military planning of deployment 
but it was not a decision to engage in action. Many of us felt right up until very late in the day, until the failure of the 
second resolution, that there was still a chance that the military force which had been deployed would succeed, by its 
existence but by being deliberately withheld, to put coercive pressure on Saddam Hussein to come into conformity 
without the need for a shot to be fired.

  Q1692 Chairman: It might sound a fairly abstract question or academic question, but if you were giving a series of 
lectures on the beginning of war, would you have thought that your section on Gulf War 2 was in conformity with 
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many of the other wars? That is that once the build-up continues, it is really quite difficult to stop a military build-up; 
whatever the outcome the momentum or preparation just pushes you on and on and on to a war, even though 
politically it might be disadvantageous. I saw in some material that the Americans had really seriously decided to 
attack Iraq as early as December. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No; certainly not. I was not sure that was true of the Americans frankly. I honestly do not think 
so. Very clearly this was an unusual campaign—I say "unusual" but my goodness me there have been too many 
campaigns in my time as Permanent Secretary; this must have been the fifth. This was a case unlike the first Gulf 
War, where there was a clear decision to mount a military operation to remove Saddam Hussein from Kuwait and 
that decision was taken early and it was just a question of when the build-up was sufficiently advanced for it to go 
forward. This was a different situation. This was a much more political issue, where diplomacy was pressed right to 
the end and of course the climate in the UK as to the merits of an operation was much more uncertain than has been 
the case in other operations. We do not require constitutionally a parliamentary decision to commit forces, but in 
these circumstances, the fact that the Prime Minister judged that it was necessary to have parliamentary approval 
underlined the delicacy of the situation within the political environment. This was a different sort of operation from 
many others we have had in the past. You will have heard, one always hears, we heard ourselves and inside the 
Ministry of Defence it was quite normal to telephone one's colleagues in America and say "We hear this" or "We 
hear that" and always the answer was that the military men had to get on with their planning but the President had 
not made a decision. That was well after the point you are talking about.

  Q1693 Chairman: Can you describe the procedure by which the campaign objectives were drawn up? How early 
did the process begin? You arrived in the middle of 2002, if I recall? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Arrived where? 

  Q1694 Chairman: In the MOD. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No, I have been in the MOD since 1998. I was just keeping a low profile.

  Q1695 Perhaps I have not read the newspapers; I have gone off reading newspapers. You are a great survivor, Sir 
Kevin. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I was obviously keeping a very low profile.

  Q1696 Chairman: Very skilful. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: These objectives were developed in the same timescale as the overall planning was being 
developed, during the autumn and into early 2003. They were done in conjunction with the Foreign Office, whereby 
an overall political context was established within which the military objectives were set. That was why, as I recall it, 
when the objectives were published, they were published together: the overall foreign policy objective with the 
military specific objectives within them. 

  Mr Lee: I may get the dates here slightly wrong, but two levels of objectives were published and laid before 
Parliament. First there were the overall policy objectives, which I think I am right in saying were put before 
Parliament by the Foreign Secretary in November last year.[1] Then there were the military campaign objectives 
which were laid before the House right about the time of the start of the military campaign, in other words after the 
vote in Parliament, towards the end of that week.[2] The original policy objectives, as the name implies, were rather 
broad government objectives across the piece and then the more specific military campaign objectives were 
published at the outset of the military campaign.

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I think we are saying the same thing. I think Mr Lee is referring to the policy objectives at the 
time of the resolution in November. I was referring to the joint objectives which were published at the very point of 
the operation beginning.

  Q1697 Chairman: It was said that this was an effects-based operation. Can you tell us how those effects were 
defined and decided upon? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It was obviously a combination of policy decision and technical capability. It was effects based in 
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the sense that quite clearly we had no quarrel with the people of Iraq, so it was very important that this operation, 
when it had to go as a military operation, should be as precise as possible and target the regime and the decision-
making processes of the state, so that minimum damage was caused to the Iraqi people. That was possible, because 
of the evolution of military equipment over the period. Eighty-five% of the air delivered systems were precision 
guidance systems in this campaign, far higher for example than Kosovo and certainly compared with the first Gulf 
War when virtually everything was "dumb" bombs. We had a combination of clear political objective with a 
technical capability to support that by the way in which we employed military force. As it rolled out, the campaign 
itself was managed in such a way as to bring about the collapse of the Iraqi military capability, even though much of 
its physical presence still remained, in other words to disable them by multiple strikes across the whole range of their 
activities so that they lacked efficient co-ordination of command and control, even though the units were still in 
existence, which is of course why there was such relatively little destruction of the armed forces, but they became 
incapable of organising military operations themselves.

  Q1698 Chairman: With whom do you chiefly deal in the Department of Defense? The American system is rather 
more confusing than others. Who was your opposite number and how would you describe the political working 
relationship between yourself and other senior MOD officials and your counterparts in the US Administration? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Obviously we have had very close relationships with the Americans, particularly on Iraq. It is 
often forgotten that we had our northern and southern no-fly zone military operations going for ten years with the 
United States. This has obviously been our closest ally for a long time and we have very close entrenched links, both 
organisationally and on the basis of individuals. I have known people in the current US Administration for 25 years 
and worked with them for that period. I am not unique in that respect. The relationships went throughout the system: 
military to military relationships, DOD to Ministry of Defence relationships, the Hoon/Rumsfeld relationship was 
very important in all of this, as much as, at the top level, the Prime Minister and the President, Number 10 and the 
White House, the Foreign Secretary and Colin Powell. Throughout the system there were interlocking relationships 
of personalities. The key thing about this campaign is that in recent years Rumsfeld had created a much more 
powerful system of the big commanders in chief, the CinCs, who were given much wider authority and power than 
previously in the American system. They reported directly through to him, so that the joint chiefs of staff in the US 
system had a rather less direct role in managing the conflict than was the case, for example, in the Gulf War. 
Therefore it was necessary for us to match that by having our own contacts very firmly embedded into Tampa with 
CentCom, as well as our normal relationships with the joint chiefs of staff, between CDS and his opposite number, 
between me and Wolfowitz and all the rest of the system. We had to change our own ways slightly working with the 
US Administration on this to reflect their own shift in controlling and commanding military operations.

  Q1699 Chairman: Do I deduce from what you said that Wolfowitz was your main point of contact, you would 
more naturally talk to him? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: He would have been my formal point of contact, although in fact, in the planning period, I had 
quite a number of conversations with him, but when the operational phase began it was much more an integrated 
military operation. I am perhaps unusual in the sense that I have been around for a long time and I know a rather 
wide spread of American contacts. I would not say he was the only one but formally speaking he would have been 
the one. However, the Hoon/Rumsfeld link worked so well throughout that period that it was not particularly 
necessary for me to have that relationship. They spoke to each other on a weekly basis.

1   Note from Witness: The policy objectives were set out in Parliament on 7 January 2003. Back

2   Note from Witness: The military objectives were set out in Parliament on 20 March 2003. Back
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1700-1719)

SIR KEVIN TEBBIT KCB CMG, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR IAN LEE 

17 DECEMBER 2003. 

  Q1700 Chairman: What political objectives existed in the military plans when the Americans and the British 
joined the preparations in May and June 2002? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: That was earlier than in fact there was any serious engagement.

  Q1701 Chairman: So UK joined US contingency planning. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Contingency planning, yes, but that was very much contingency planning rather than serious 
developed planning. I do not think there was any specificity there worth talking about. As you know, this was a 
campaign anyway characterised by the need for flexibility because right at the late stages we still had a plan to go in 
through northern Turkey and it was only at a very late stage that we switched. The actual force package, numbers 
and configuration, did not firm up until really very late in the day.

  Q1702 Mr Havard: On this question of relationships in part, but also the whole timing, you had these people 
embedded in Tampa and that was particularly important, particularly important later on in terms of timing your 
policy I would guess, but we will come back to that later on. We were told they were doing no-foreigners planning 
round about May 2002, "they" being the Americans. We are told that our people became involved with the 
Australians and the Americans round about the June 2002. The suspicion therefore is that they already had the plan 
to go in the following March which is in fact what happened at the end of the day, yet military advice was saying we 
could either do it in the spring or in the autumn. One of the things we want to know is how the political process 
works in terms of influence, because we claim influence. How were we influencing that decision-making process 
through the period? Was it effectively the case that we were simply dragged along on an already, no-foreigners, 
planned, pre-determined American timetable, or were these sophisticated relationships you outlined for us, actually 
influencing the reality of the realpolitik of whether the military action was necessary or not necessary? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Neither of those things, but if any of them closer to the second. I do not believe the President 
himself had any fixed views until very, very late in the day, until after the failure of the second UN Security Council 
resolution, let alone the British Government having such fixed views. This arises from a misperception of the 
difference between military men told to undertake contingency planning, what-ifs, both for their own sake and to 
exert pressure to secure a political objective without military force actually having to be used and a decision to 
employ military force, which was always a political decision. Not only do I have no doubt that the political decision 
was not taken in the UK until very, very close to 20 March, indeed formally speaking after Parliament had 
debated—and this was not a straightforward issue in Britain, as you recall—but I also have the same feeling about 
the United States. I am not dissembling. There were lots of rumours in the press and everything else and one would 
telephone one's American contacts and say "Are you absolutely sure, because these guys seem to have very clear 
military planning" and they would say "They have been told to plan for contingencies. That is not the President's 
decision. We are watching what is happening in the UN and that is where we are operating from". That was a 
genuine thing. The UN discussions were very serious, very thorough. We pushed for the second resolution, hoping to 
achieve it. It was a great tragedy that it was not achieved, because had other countries been able to put pressure on 
Saddam Hussein as well and convince him that he really needed to comply, then it still might have been possible to 
avert military action, but there we are. So the idea of the machine going on with this fixed date is absolutely wrong.

  Q1703 Mr Viggers: Ultimate responsibility was vested in the Cabinet and the War Cabinet of course, but reporting 
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to them and advising them were the Chiefs of Staff Committee and the Defence Crisis Management Organisation. 
Can you please describe the roles and responsibilities of the Chiefs of Staff Committee and the Defence Crisis 
Management Organisation? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The Crisis Management Organisation is simply a management machine which ensures that 
decisions of a strategic nature and guidance of a strategic nature are pushed down to the commanders through PJHQ 
and into the field and similarly receives information back out from them and puts it together to ensure that politicians 
and Parliament are kept informed of what is going on. The Crisis Management Organisation is essentially an 
executive managerial tool. The Chiefs of Staff Committee formally speaking is an organisation which advises the 
Chief of Defence Staff, who is personally responsible for advising the Defence Secretary and the government on 
military operations. In practice it has evolved over the years as the central forum in London where military 
operations are planned, discussed and very high level strategic guidance is given. Over the years, since we have had 
so many operations, certainly since the second half of the 1990s, it has become a quite sophisticated forum where not 
only the chiefs of staff sit, I sit as permanent secretary, the policy director as well, but also we invite members of the 
Whitehall community, the Foreign Office, the Cabinet Office, the intelligence agencies, DFID, to be present too, so 
that there is a collective opportunity to take stock of what is going on, ensure that everybody is co-ordinated. It was 
not always like that. Looking back to the Falklands, I remember my predecessor, Frank Cooper, used to have his own 
group as well as the Chiefs of Staff Committee, but it is totally inefficient to do that these days. You have to do 
integrated planning, political and military planning and action. Quite apart from anything else, you can really only 
have staff feeding into one forum each day. The Chiefs of Staff Committee would meet basically at least once and 
mostly twice a day to discuss what was going on and to brief the Secretary of State and Ministers what was going on, 
underpinned by material which came usually from people sitting in the Defence Crisis Management Organisation 
from six o'clock in the morning until six o'clock at night and then a brief to the Secretary of State at half past ten in 
the evening. It became a very battle driven sort of organisation. You could say for these purposes the Defence Crisis 
Management Organisation almost became the secretariat of the Chiefs of Staff Committee.

  Q1704 Mr Viggers: How did you ensure that decisions taken by those committees or advice given are made known 
to ministers and there is political input and political awareness in the decisions which are being taken? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: First I should say that there are two separate distinct phases. One is the preparatory phase, where 
political control is much closer and advice from people like myself much more intensive and military planning is 
conducted within very clear parameters: when to call out reserves, when to decide that it is possible to begin overt 
preparations linked to the diplomatic process, overall size of force commitments, those sorts of questions. When it 
moves to an operational phase, where the military commanders come much more into the fore, basically politicians 
are receiving information and exercising only very strategic guidance, giving the commanders the flexibility and 
freedom necessary to deliver their objectives, knowing what the intent is. So there are two distinct phases. Secondly, 
the Secretary of State would be briefed by the committee itself, sitting there, before he went over to Number 10 for 
the War Cabinet, but also there would be a very formal system of written material going to him and submissions on 
individual subjects, all turned round very quickly in a matter of hours by a very efficient secretariat. That is how it 
was done and is done and it is a pretty Rolls-Royce system these days because we have done it so often and so 
regularly over the years.

  Q1705 Mr Viggers: I am intrigued by the reference you made to "the President had not made his mind up". I think 
back to Montesquieu and the separation of powers. It is so much easier, is it not, for someone to say that the 
President has not made his mind up than for a Secretary of State or Prime Minister to say they have not made up their 
mind? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: More than that actually. The President had congressional approval for military operations against 
Iraq before the Prime Minister secured parliamentary agreement. One could actually talk of it in those terms when it 
was not possible to talk of it in quite the same way in the UK. 

  Q1706 Mr Viggers: In the UK there must be an element of schizophrenia about our senior politicians who must be 
planning in their departmental role for a military operation and yet reserving to themselves the decision-making 
capacity for a later stage. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I do not think there is that much difference between the two systems. Military men were told to 
get on with their military planning and to be as prepared as they could be, on the understanding that until the political 
decision and order was communicated they did not have a military operation. That was true in both cases.
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  Q1707 Mr Viggers: Finally, I should like to pick up one other end, reference to the alliance not being robust and 
that if it had been more robust it might have been more effective, might have resulted in a more effective response 
from Saddam Hussein. Are you saying that if the alliance seeking to impose Resolution 1441 had been more robust, 
if our allies had been more robust, you feel this might have persuaded the Iraqi leadership to be more forthcoming? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: We shall never know. We can all have our personal views.

  Q1708 Mr Hancock: We might never know about that, but there was never any doubt, was there? As you rightly 
said, the American President already had political approval to fight a war if he felt it was necessary. Really the 
question is about the timing of it. Could anything have happened politically that did not happen which might have 
secured a peaceful outcome rather than a war outcome? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Right at the last moment, had Saddam responded to the ultimatum, then there would have been a 
peaceful outcome. Had we secured a second resolution, then it may well be that the Iraqis would have realised that 
they did indeed have to come into conformity.

  Q1709 Mr Hancock: What was it that he had to do? The final ultimatum was "Give us your weapons of mass 
destruction", but he had consistently said that he did not have them and challenged us to find them. If his response 
was nothing other than that, there was no alternative for the President except to fight a war, was there? It was 
obvious nobody believed him. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The position was so clear in terms of rejection that there was no room for diplomacy left at that 
stage. There is always room for diplomacy if there is a willingness to see space for it. It was very clear that there was 
no willingness on Saddam Hussein's part at the end. There was rather more flexibility in the US President's position 
than there was in Saddam Hussein's.

  Q1710 Mike Gapes: You have already briefly touched on the situation with regard to Turkey and clearly the 
relatively late decision to move from a southern to a northern attack on Iraq had some serious implications. Can you 
tell us what the implications of that were? It clearly came very late in terms of your planning. Can you tell us what 
led you to make the decision and when you made that decision? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It was a calculation as to whether there would be agreement from the Turkish Government to 
enable forces to transit through Turkey or not. We made that decision slightly earlier than the United States did about 
their own forces and therefore switched the planning—this is still military contingency planning—to go in through 
the south. I cannot remember the precise date of that but certainly during January we were still seeking Turkish 
agreement to allow forces to go through there. I remember going to Ankara myself at that point for that purpose. 

  Mr Lee: It was shortly after that visit, in fact in mid January, round about 17 January, that it was decided that it was 
no longer viable to plan on our forces going through Turkey and therefore we would have to look for a southern 
option. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I cannot be certain of the precise date.

  Q1711 Mike Gapes: Perhaps you could write to us with the precise date.[3] We were told by Lieutenant General 
Reith that the original American plan was only to enter from the south and that the British proposed entering from 
the north as well, to do both the south and the north. I am not clear from what you have just said whether this was 
done for political reasons or military reasons or a combination of both. That was prior to the subsequent fact that you 
could not go into Iraq using Turkey.

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It was what I as a simple civilian would have called a rather straightforward military judgment. If 
you want to exert pressure on somebody, let alone conduct a military operation against him, it is best to get him from 
both sides and both ends rather than only from one direction. It therefore complicates the task of your opponent if he 
does not quite know where you are coming from and you could come from either end. It was a military judgment 
about the wisdom of operations from two directions and it was a political necessity to only do it from one direction. 
The military commanders judged that notwithstanding the lesser desirability of only coming in from one direction, it 
was manageable and so it proved.

  Q1712 Mike Gapes: So the Americans originally only planned to go from one direction. Then there was planning 
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to go from both directions to avoid congestion. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It was not to avoid congestion. I am not sure it was as simple as that either. 

  Mr Lee: Very originally they were thinking of just coming in from the south and then there was a discussion 
between them and us where this point came out that from a military and strategic point of view you could have more 
effect if you came from two directions.

  Q1713 Mike Gapes: It was not to avoid congestion. 

  Mr Lee: It was not really to do with congestion; it was to do with exerting effect and not allowing Saddam Hussein 
the possibility of falling back into the north if forces were only coming from the south. Under that scenario there 
would have been forces from the north as well, so he would have been more compacted. That did not turn out to be 
possible. 

  Q1714 Mike Gapes: Clearly the implications of the decision taken by the Turkish Parliament were then quite 
serious and at the same time we had very strong political reasons to maintain good relations with Turkey. How did 
that affect the timing to shift our British military contribution from the north to the south? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It was really rather straightforward. Military commanders had to judge the probability of securing 
agreement from Turkey in the end. We had less flexibility than the United States, being smaller and having smaller 
force packages to offer. Therefore we had to move to a conclusion that we should go in through the south earlier than 
it was necessary for the Americans to conclude that. It was military advice which led the Secretary of State to 
conclude that it was more sensible to plan to seek to put forces in the south.

  Q1715 Mike Gapes: That decision was taken before the vote in the Turkish Parliament. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Yes.

  Q1716 Mike Gapes: Was that based on a calculation that the Turkish Parliament would make the decision it did? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It was based on a military view of probability, which was put to ministers and taken on that basis. 
What I am saying is that there was not some sort of political judgment here. It was straightforward as to whether we 
were likely to get agreement in the end. The judgment of our military people was that it was unlikely.

  Q1717 Mike Gapes: You could have made that decision earlier. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: We could have made it at any stage. We could never have bothered to make it. We could have 
planned to go in through the south at any stage. 

  Q1718 Mike Gapes: Was the decision to go from the south then delayed so that it was made later than 
recommended by military advice because of the political sensitivities? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No, it just simply took some time to negotiate with the countries concerned the basing and access 
agreements necessary to put our forces in the south. The problem we have here is that you seem to be working back 
from a date called 20 March, when it was not like that.

  Q1719 Mike Gapes: Hindsight is sometimes a useful thing. I am simply trying to understand the processes which 
went on and the relationship between a decision and the implementation of that decision. Clearly you had foreseen 
the difficulties in Turkey before the United States did. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Not necessarily before, but because we had a smaller force package to offer, it was rather more 
crucial for us to know whether it was going to be possible to put our forces in Turkey, because we had no other 
forces anywhere else, or whether we should put our forces in the south. The Americans always intended putting 
forces in different places. It was easier for them to hold the decision until later. We just had to make a calculation. It 
was more important for us to decide before it was important for them, as is so often the case when you are dealing 
with a super power who has more flexibility. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1720-1739)

SIR KEVIN TEBBIT KCB CMG, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR IAN LEE 

17 DECEMBER 2003. 

  Q1720 Mr Hancock: I was very interested to hear that you went to Turkey. When did you go to Turkey? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: In early January. 

  Q1721 Mr Hancock: You were obviously asked what your political objectives were as well as your military 
objectives. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Indeed; this was being run as a political overall campaign.

  Q1722 Mr Hancock: Absolutely. Some of the Turkish Members of Parliament who were around at that time are 
suggesting that one of the reasons why Turkey in the end was persuaded not to agree was the political objectives 
which were put to them. Can you tell us what you told them the political objectives were? You knew what the 
military objectives were, but when they asked you specifically to clarify the British Government's political objectives 
and why it was important to go through Turkey at that stage, in January, just weeks before you were ready to go, 
what did you tell them? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The policy objective was quite transparent and that was simply to bring Iraq into conformity with 
the UN Security Council resolutions. It is not quite clear but what we were trying to achieve was pretty transparent.

  Q1723 Mr Hancock: Did you actually suggest to them that one of the political objectives was the removal of 
Saddam as the political head of state of Iraq? Not you, Mr Lee, Sir Kevin, because he was at the meeting, I do not 
know whether you were. 

  Mr Lee: I was there. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: He was there as well.

  Q1724 Mr Hancock: So you did not say the removal of Saddam was one of the political objectives. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I certainly do not recall having that conversation with the Turkish Government. 

  Q1725 Mr Hancock: I am sure they asked you that question. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No, I do not think we had that discussion, because I do not think we had concluded at that point 
that it was necessary.

  Q1726 Mr Hancock: So at no time during those deliberations with the Turks did you get asked whether part of the 
political objective was the removal of Saddam Hussein. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No, we did not. I certainly did not and I cannot recall that coming up and I would not have 
expected it to come up because we were still operating then within the context of the UN discussion, where we were 
seeking Saddam's agreement to the political proposals which were put to him rather than his removal. It was only 
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subsequently that we concluded there was no choice. The problem the Turkish Government had was not so much 
sympathy with the objectives, but the difficulty of delivery in their own political climate.

  Q1727 Mr Hancock: And obviously the political aftermath. Did they mention then that one of their concerns was 
what was going to happen, had they given you permission to go in and Saddam was removed, about the governance 
of northern Iraq post the conflict? Was that part of their problem? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It is obviously fair to say that the Turkish Government was and still is and always has been 
extremely concerned about the integrity of Iraq, because the Kurdish problem is a big problem for Turkey and 
Turkey wanted to be satisfied that her own security interests would not be damaged. Therefore any prospect of 
instability in Iraq was a concern for the Turkish Government.

  Q1728 Mr Hancock: Were you able to give them assurances that you were in fact supportive of the integrity of 
Iraq? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: We were indeed. 

  Q1729 Mr Hancock: May I go a little bit further on the crossover between the political and military objectives? 
Most of us were clear that the military outcome was probably a foregone conclusion, only the timing was probably 
the unknown factor. The political objectives were somewhat more difficult to deliver and sometimes the 
consequences of military actions prevent political objectives being achieved as quickly as possible. Was it possible 
for you to be fairly flexible about the crossover between the military and the political objectives during the conduct 
of the war? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Yes, in the sense that the policy objectives were very much built into the way in which the 
military campaign was conducted. Firstly, the desire for speed so that it was hoped that it would be possible to secure 
Iraqi infrastructure for the Iraqi people, including their oil reserves, before there was destruction of them by 
Saddam's forces. One of the reasons for looking for a very rapid approach at the last minute, the collapse of an air 
component into the land component so they both happened simultaneously for maximum surprise, and the speed of 
the initial advance, was not exactly determined by, but a major consideration in that was, a wish to preserve as much 
of the Iraqi infrastructure as possible for the Iraqi people in future rather than to engage in classic military warfare. 
That is one example of the intertwining of these issues. Similarly, reassurances to neighbouring countries were very 
important to make good the point that this was not intended, quite the reverse, to destabilise, but indeed to remove a 
source of instability from the region. That diplomacy was by and large very successful. At all stages the way in 
which the military campaign was carried forward—and this was also connected to the information campaign 
associated with it—was designed to say to the Iraqi people that we had no quarrel with them whatsoever, this is 
about the regime and that we would aim to achieve our military objectives even though Iraq's military capability 
itself—I am not talking about weapons of mass destruction—remained. This was the way in which it was pursued.

  Q1730 Mr Hancock: During the course of the campaign did you see military action or maybe some of the military 
actions, particularly in the American sector, making the political objectives more and more difficult to achieve? Was 
there a compromising of the political objectives by some of the mistakes in the military action? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I do not think so. I think there was an awkward period after the very rapid initial success and it 
came from embedded journalism, which by and large was successful, but it did have a rather difficult effect to 
manage in terms of presentation, particularly to the Arab world. It looked as though the embedded media were 
getting amazing pictures, something which has never happened before, almost warfare as it occurred, and it was 
therefore very difficult indeed for the media itself to put this in context. It was difficult to know whether what was 
one tiny little incident in one place was in fact representative of the overall campaign. We found ourselves in a 
situation where it looked much more brutal and much less successful than in fact was the case. It was quite difficult 
for the media as well as for us to put that in context. In that sense there was a complication. It was only temporary.

  Q1731 Mr Hancock: Complication as opposed to a real political problem. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Yes; yes. A complication in that this was not supposed and is not in any way intended to have a 
negative effect on the Arab world, but some of the reporting implied much, much more than in fact was the case in 
terms of destruction and in terms of success. People were very surprised when they went back into Iraq and saw how 
little had actually been damaged when if we looked at al-Jazeera in the first few days it looked as though the whole 
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place was up in flames. Not true, but it was the result of having this embedded journalism which was very difficult to 
manage. I am not suggesting I criticise it; I think it was a good thing. However, it was a new thing which we have not 
yet fully come to terms with.

  Q1732 Mr Hancock: How easy is it in a fast-moving environment, as this was, for you to manage the military 
success against what the political objectives were? Do you do that through the rules of engagement, by tightening or 
slacking them? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: You do indeed. When I say "you" it is very important to be clear about what we mean. It was 
very important that military commanders should have maximum flexibility to carry out their task. For example, the 
timing of the taking of Basra was a very good illustration here. I think everybody would agree that this was handled 
extremely well by the military commander on the ground. He was the one who judged when it was safe to go into 
Basra and try to achieve that objective with minimum casualties. He was not told he must go now. He was told to 
make his own judgment with the overall objective of minimising Iraqi casualties as well as his own. He did that 
brilliantly. I put it like that because the intent of the politicians, the political intent to achieve objectives with 
minimum damage, permeated throughout the system, so it was not necessary for the Secretary of State to exercise 
moment by moment control to that extent. It was quite clear that was his intent and that was the way the military 
conducted their campaign. Another example was that many of our aircraft returned without discharging their 
weapons. That was criticised as implying some sort of failure or some sort of overkill. By and large it was because, if 
the pilot could not absolutely identify the target he was supposed to go for, he was not to take chances and was to 
return without discharging his weapon; another example of the political control over the way in which the operation 
was conducted. I am getting into trouble as I have a uniformed colleague here who can tell you a lot more about how 
it felt from their end.

  Q1733 Mr Hancock: I am sure he could but colleagues want to get in with their questions. The Americans are now 
publishing their rules of engagement or they did so for the conflict in Iraq. We still do not discuss or publish our 
rules of engagement. I want to know whether or not it is easy for you to be fairly flexible about those rules of 
engagement once the conflict starts and how that is managed politically. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: They are couched in a form which makes clear the overall approach to be taken but does leave it 
to the military commander on the ground to interpret what this means in order to have maximum effect. On targeting, 
for example, a Secretary of State will lay out the parameters of what is acceptable and what is not and in a few cases 
say "These sorts of targets I reserve to my own decision at the time", but very few. Though broadly laying out 
categories of control so that it was clear where the parameters lay, the military men were given maximum flexibility 
within those parameters to go about their task.

  Q1734 Mr Hancock: That seems very clear to me. As the Americans were very transparent and actually issued 
flexible plastic cards to all their personnel making quite clear what the rules of engagement were and they published 
them on the internet so everyone, including the Iraqis were aware of their rules of engagement, why is it that you are 
still declining to be so transparent as they are with our rules of engagement? Are ours so different that we are 
nervous of the public having a view of them? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Not necessarily; they are not necessarily different. Clearly we have concerns about operational 
security which mean that we prefer not to do this, but perhaps I could ask the Air Marshal to comment further.

  Q1735 Mr Hancock: Do the Americans have that view as well? Those concerns must be the same. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: It is very important for our fighting men and women that they are not put in a situation 
where those who are fighting against them know precisely the circumstances when they will or will not be fired upon 
under the rules of engagement. That is why we keep them on suitable close hold. They have of course to be 
undertaken fully in accordance with the law of armed conflict and they are. To let your enemy know when you are or 
are not going to engage them would not be a wise thing to do in conflict.

  Q1736 Mr Hancock: Why do you think it was the Americans who went down the road of publishing quite 
extensively what they considered to be the right rules of engagement for this conflict and we declined? 

  Mr Lee: You would have to ask them that.
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  Q1737 Mr Hancock: I am sure Mr Lee has asked them and I should be interested to know. Has none of you three 
ever discussed it with the Americans? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Yes, we do have a full exchange of discussions with the Americans.

  Q1738 Mr Hancock: Tell us what you asked them. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: They have their view on this and we have ours. I am afraid that is the position; it is as simple as 
that.

  Q1739 Mr Hancock: Were you concerned about them publishing their rules of engagement? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: In terms of the way they fight, clearly they felt satisfied about that.
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  Q1740 Mr Hancock: Were you concerned that the enemy would know what they were going to do? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No, we were satisfied that the Americans were unlikely to put our forces in danger. We did not 
regard that as a fundamental issue. It does not change our own position. In this particular conflict it was unlikely to 
have made a difference. Once you do start publishing rules of engagement in one country, you are more or less 
committed to doing it in every other. We prefer to reserve to ourselves the right to preserve confidentiality and 
therefore an element of uncertainty. The Americans have chosen to be more transparent. 

  Q1741 Mr Hancock: Did they ask you to do the same? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: No, they did not. We respect each other's position on this one.

  Q1742 Mr Hancock: But you talk about it regularly. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: We talked about rules of engagement regularly, because when you are fighting next to people and 
with people, it is important to know how each other is going to react in various circumstances. That is part of the co-
ordination of military activity.

  Q1743 Mr Hancock: When British troops are with American units, under whose rules of engagement do they 
operate? Do they ask their colleagues whether they can look at their card to see whether they are covered? 

  Mr Lee: They operate entirely under their own national rules.

  Q1744 Mr Hancock: Despite the fact they are under a unified command structure. 

  Mr Lee: Indeed and it applies in other locations where there are groups of multinational forces who have different 
ROE. They undertake actions and activities in accordance with their own national authorisation.

  Q1745 Chairman: Right. Our rules of engagement are that 13 questions is a maximum. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It worked well in practice. Let this rather guarded conversation, because I am still worried about 
my poor American colleagues listening to this conversation, not mislead anybody. Our marines operated with theirs 
extremely effectively in al-Faw. We operated with them equally as we provided engineering support. The fact that 
we do not publish and they do, does not mean there is much difference between the two sets.

  Q1746 Rachael Squire: May I just pick up on some of your comments about the embedded media, the lack of 
context, the complications that caused at times, albeit only temporary ones. Then there was your particular example 
of how in Basra the military decision was left entirely to the military commander as to when to move in and take 
Basra, in spite of any pressures which might be coming from the media or representation that there was some delay 
and particular problems. Would you like to comment further on the extent to which you considered that the media 
coverage of the conflict here in the United Kingdom influenced the political priorities during the campaign and to 
what extent, if that was the case, that fed back into influencing the military decisions in theatre? 
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  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Surprisingly little. This was a very professionally managed campaign, both politically and 
militarily and although there was tremendous press pressure, I cannot think of any particular political or military 
action which was judged on the basis of anything other than the achievement of the political and military objectives 
we had set ourselves. That remained constant throughout, whether it was the pressure over the pause before taking 
Baghdad, where there was great criticism at the time, the thing having run out of steam sort of stuff, or whether it 
was indeed over Basra, why were we sitting there besieging Basra like a medieval city etc, when of course Basra was 
not a specific military objective. The purpose was to hold the area for rapid movement of American forces and 
indeed to secure the southern oil fields before sabotage took place, which was being planned and we got there just in 
time to prevent it. Despite the difficulties, the campaign continued according to the plans set rather than being blown 
off course or influenced by the media. In these days, it does not mean to say it colours the overall public attitude 
towards what is going on. It does not mean to say we disapprove of or disagree with embedded media; we think 
actually that it was a success and we think that is the way it will need to go in future. We will need to find a way 
of—and I put it this way honestly—helping the media understand what is actually happening so that little pinpricks 
here or there are not reported as strategic reverses. It is very difficult because we ourselves are equally dependent on 
information from the theatre as to what we can say to the press when they ask at four in the afternoon for the 
perspective. When people are actually fighting a battle, they are not terribly focused on a separate activity purely 
based on briefing the media. It is always very difficult to restrain the impulse to give instant news and then find three 
or four hours later that it was not quite right. That is another discipline which has to be sustained throughout these 
sorts of operations when one is dealing with instant media. I genuinely do not believe that the military or political 
aspects of the campaign or the objectives were changed as a result of media pressure. 

  Q1747 Rachael Squire: Still on the massive media coverage may I ask whether you believe, following your 
experience of Op Telic, that advances in information technology and network enabled capabilities present increased 
opportunities or temptations for politicians or retired senior commanders or those who have distance from the actual 
theatre to try to micro-manage the military operations and comment at great length about what they think should be 
done or should be happening? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The fact that one has very rapidly operating technology these days does not really change the 
basic issues. You must judge whether you thought the Talking Heads were helpful or otherwise. I do not know 
whether it was entertainment or not. A military campaign is not there for entertainment, it is there for very 
fundamental, strategic, political reasons. I simply do not know. All I would say about network enabled capability is 
that it does enable us to deliver precise military effect in a way which was impossible before and to do much less 
collateral damage—that is an awful phrase—fewer innocent civilian lives or indeed military lives lost than has 
usually been the case in warfare. We must welcome and embrace as an opportunity those sorts of advances. The fact 
that it also means there is instant media is something again which we must live with.

  Q1748 Mr Cran: Two questions about the extent of the UK's political influence. We keep on being told that in fact 
the Brits are the bridge between the United States on the one hand and our continental allies on the other. Indeed Air 
Marshal Burridge, when he was before us, said for instance that the United Kingdom, not infrequently, was able to 
influence American targeting decisions, even in operations where we were not involved, simply because we were 
able to point out to them the effect that might have in Paris or Berlin. From your political perspective, how great was 
that influence? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Two heads are always better than one and in this campaign and in this policy process the 
Americans invited us in fully at an earlier stage than I can otherwise conceive of. I was in Washington in the 
Embassy in 1991 and remember the first Iraq war when it was much later that we had that level of an engagement 
with the United States. I would not like to put it as plucky little Britain influencing the United States. I would say 
that both Britain and the United States had a shared interest. They believe it was in their own national interest to do 
so. In those circumstances it is always more likely that you get sensible planning, more balanced action than if an 
individual has to do it without consulting others. Having said that, many more countries were involved than just the 
UK and the United States. We counted 20 countries. We have nine with us now in the south of Iraq. We reckoned 
there were 20 who either provided us with basing facilities, facilitation in various ways, or indeed came with us. The 
Americans counted 40 who were supporting in one way or another. There were many more influences operating on 
the overall decisions than just the US and the UK. There is no doubt that we had strong influence on the United 
States. There is absolutely no doubt it had strong influence on us.

  Q1749 Mr Cran: I gave you the example of targeting decisions. Would it be your view, so that the Committee 
understands, that the influence we did exercise went way beyond that? 
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  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Targeting was one aspect where we were taking joint decisions, but so were many aspects of the 
campaign. Military planners worked together, politicians worked together, so there was a much wider influence than 
that. 

  Q1750 Mr Cran: You obviously are not going to tell us about those issues where we were overruled by the senior 
partner. You are obviously not going to answer that one. But if you do want to, do please go ahead. Would you say, 
if that were the case, that more often than not it was a compromise where there was a disagreement? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The leading assumption there is that there was a disagreement. I do not recall that sort of thing 
occurring in that form. If you want to put it the other way round, and I would do so, the Americans were quite 
confident that it would be possible to secure success simply by operating from the south and persuaded us to that 
position and they proved to be correct.

  Q1751 Mr Cran: The obverse of the coin in talking about the US is that we now have to address our European 
partners. Within your bailiwick was it the case that we had a deal of influence with them too because of the influence 
we had over the Americans? If you would like to change the language, do please, but you know what I am trying to 
say. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Yes. I personally do not see us as a bridge between Europe and the United States. The middle of 
the Atlantic, as someone else said, is very wet and lonely and that is not a great position into which to put oneself. 
The US has its own bilateral relationships with all these countries, just as we do. The fact that we often share views 
with the Americans is only because we have an outward looking view of the European Union and we do not see it in 
such an enclosed European sense but as an influence for good in the world. It is because of that attitude about 
Europe, and the view of the European Union, shared by other European countries too, that we tend to share a lot of 
positions with the United States; not all obviously. 

  Q1752 Mr Cran: Anybody listening to you now who would probably wonder why it was that Paris and Berlin did 
not recognise that we really had quite a lot of influence on our American partners in that war and therefore they 
could use that influence. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Opportunities were missed on those scores. It would have been possible to exert more influence 
on Saddam Hussein diplomatically had the international community really tried.

  Q1753 Chairman: The short remark you made to Mr Cran's question led you to shoot two major principles of my 
beliefs in politics: the bridge theory, boom, sunk; the special relationship piles down immediately on top of it as it 
sinks beneath the waves. I would not want to give you an opportunity to talk at length on the special relationship, but 
do you not think it exists any more or is your assessment just an interpretation of it or a politically correct version of 
what the government now actually believes in? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I think we had probably decided to abandon the phrase "special relationship" in the late 1980s, 
but there is clearly a very close relationship between the US and the UK, which exists because that is how both sides 
perceive their own national interests, not because we are poodling to the United States. It is based on a view of the 
world where we have lots of points in common. To think that the UK simply goes around doing US business is a 
grave mistake. There is no doubt that another observation is correct, which is that it is only by being strong in Europe 
that the UK can continue to exert influence on the United States in a helpful way rather than just as plucky little 
Britain and therefore both our relationships, in Europe and the United States, are equally important.

  Q1754 Chairman: I shall not pursue that, except I shall read Baroness Thatcher's autobiography even more 
carefully to know whether the concept had been abandoned by the end of the 1980s. If it had been, then people kept 
it remarkably free from her attention. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: At that stage I was a diplomat and I remember a special instruction was sent round from the 
Foreign Office at that stage that we did not call it the "special relationship" any more; we used other words like 
"natural". 

  Chairman: She would have beaten you around the head if you had advised her to do that. Times change.

  Q1755 Mr Havard: The overall size of the forces which were deployed in Iraq were determined to a certain degree 
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both by military need and also presumably some political influence in relation to that. What political determinations 
were they given in terms of the size of the force? It was, as you said earlier, relatively small packaging in terms of 
the overall plan, but an effective one. What political considerations were given to that? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Political considerations were pretty general. The importance of having something which was 
appropriate and was more than a token, in other words that it could actually do a proper job in pursuit of joint 
objectives. If there were political objectives about the size of force—and I do not think we ever looked at it in that 
form—it would have been that it should be appropriate to what the UK could provide in the circumstances, while 
being sufficient to have a material effect rather than just a paper effect.

  Q1756 Mr Havard: If not then in relation to the size of the force, was there for example a political perspective 
about the British need to be both involved and seen to be involved in key areas or particular activities, say as assault 
troops or bombing activities? Were they needed to be seen to be and be involved in particular key areas for political 
reasons? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Not particularly for political reasons. In order to have a material effect as opposed to a symbolic 
one, clearly it would be important to have serious roles and that was clear from the start. The precise nature of the 
force and size of the force was something which evolved as a result of proposals from the military side in relation to 
a political willingness to be involved. The final size was a result of the interaction between the two elements and 
other things, like we still had the firefighters' strike going on, and the need to continue to hold back 19,000 troops 
against that contingency. 

  Q1757 Mr Havard: Was it, for example, politically important that they were operating within their own discrete 
areas? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I think the British military view—and the Air Marshal may have something to say there—is that 
by and large, although we work in coalition normally as a junior partner with the United States or in a rather bigger 
role with European partners, nevertheless it is militarily not terribly sensible to operate at much smaller than brigade 
level. That is a general military view that the chiefs of staff hold, so it is a question of how many brigades one was to 
contribute on the ground. Our overall planning guidelines are for medium scale and basically following the strategic 
defence review that is broadly the sort of capacity we would expect to contribute to a military operation. The air and 
maritime packages were about that scale. The land package was slightly larger as it happened, but those would be the 
broad parameters within which we work. It was always going to be that the minimum would have been a brigade, a 
self-supporting brigade; in the event it was larger than that. I think that is fair, is it not? I do rely on my military 
colleagues. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: Absolutely so.

  Q1758 Mr Havard: I see the argument for taking particular pieces of geography, having specialist tasks given 
because we had particular expertise and size of forces, but on the desire to influence US planning in some fashion 
were there political considerations about the formation and deployment of British troops in particular activities in 
particular areas which were designed not only to be effective on the ground, but also chime in with wanting to have 
our view of how the planning and the process of the operation went forward? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It is certainly true that British military forces are designed for serious military duties rather than 
simply peacekeeping and therefore it was quite clear that if we were to deploy combat forces, they would be there for 
that purpose. The decision to put our effort into the south was quite late on, therefore we were not seeking a 
geographical area for its own sake, that happened to become sensible in the way in which the planning evolved after 
the discussions with Turkey. We put our military capability where we could be most useful to the overall operation.

  Q1759 Mr Havard: So we bid for Basra, did we? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: We did not bid for Basra, that came later. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: We were asked to go there and we could put together a package of forces which would 
achieve the desired and jointly planned effects which were envisaged by the American and British planners. Part of 
that was releasing some of the American combat forces to go on further north and enable us to have enough forces 
left in MND South East, as it has now become, to do plenty of very important military tasks, in part war fighting still, 
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in part—and I know we will get onto this later—the aspects of aftermath as well. It was a blend of all of these things, 
but primarily, it was very much to produce the initial military effect in concert with American forces and to allow 
them, as agreed by us of course, to take forward the full plan all the way, as necessary, up to Baghdad.
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  Q1760 Mr Havard: In this nexus between effects based activity and the political considerations which go with it, 
one of the areas we got involved in was delivering cluster munitions, which is politically sensitive, contentious, use 
whatever word you like. Nevertheless, were we, for example, drawn into that for partly political reasons? Is this a 
form of incorporation, as it were, that we were using these weapons and the extent to which that would redress a 
balance against another part of the plan we were trying to influence in terms of the political influence we were 
exerting about how a conflict would be determined afterwards? Are there these political relationships between the 
declaration that we are involved simply and only in effects based activity for the reasons which present themselves 
and we therefore deploy munitions for those reasons? What are the political arguments around deciding to do 
something like that? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I think you are exaggerating or putting too much weight on very careful political judgments here. 
I shall come to your point on cluster munitions at the end, if I may. The reason, for example, that our ground forces 
were configured the way they were was partly because they were expected to have to do some serious war fighting 
initially, hence the armoured brigade, but also because it was uncertain how quickly it would be possible to secure 
Iraq as a whole, but there was still a hope that we could do it very rapidly and hence the light forces were there to be 
flexibly deployed, quickly if necessary. As it happens, we more or less stayed in the southern area, but there was 
always uncertainty as to how quickly we might have to move around the country. I am really only saying that to 
illustrate that you can exaggerate this question of what we were trying to do for political effect. The political effect 
was the decision to go and to go with a significant capability. It did not break down to these very fine judgments you 
are inviting me to make. When it comes to cluster munitions, they are still the only effective military way of dealing 
with a particular type of target, that is to say massed lightweight forces.

  Q1761 Mr Havard: But their use might politically conflict with other things, might it not, in terms of how it is 
going to be seen by the people of Iraq, how it is seen domestically, how it is seen in a whole range of other 
audiences? How do you balance those two political objectives? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Because you have moved to a position of regarding cluster munitions as politically sensitive or 
improper, when in fact they are still—

  Q1762 Mr Havard: I did not say they were improper, but I would say that they are contentious. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: They are a military tool for use on the battlefield and part of the UK inventory just as much as 
they are part of the US own infantry, notwithstanding their slightly controversial nature. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: They have to be used sometimes if the effects required and the timescale available 
demand their use. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Against massed mechanised infantry there is no more effective weapon.

  Q1763 Mr Havard: I understand that they are militarily very useful, but they are not politically neutral. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The important thing is to make sure that they do indeed detonate and a lot of work is going into 
making sure that they detonate when they should and do not lie around.
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  Q1764 Mr Blunt: You mentioned the problem of withholding 19,000 servicemen to be available to deal with the 
fire strike. Can you give us a general characterisation of the effect that had on the preparation for the operation of 
putting together the scale of effort otherwise required generally? Could you then illustrate it with a specific example 
of the problems it threw up? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: My recollection—and I am not the expert on that—my recollection is that it did not seriously 
affect the size of the military force which was sent but it was beginning to have, and would certainly have had if it 
had continued, a serious effect on our recuperation speed and our ability to continue to roule forces were it necessary 
to do so for a long campaign. The concern about the fire-fighters' strike was potential, as it happened, rather than 
actual. I do not believe we would have actually put together a different military force had we not had that obligation, 
but it was certainly something which affected consequence planning and recuperation times. 

  Mr Lee: It more or less put a ceiling; it did not affect the package we had decided on. If the fire-fighter strike had 
been continuing it would not have been possible to put together anything much bigger that what we decided on, but it 
was not a constraint. Some of the individual units were shuffled—I cannot remember the date off the top of my head, 
but certainly the parachute battalion which actually went was taken off fire-fighting duties because it was thought it 
might form part of the force which would go to Iraq. There was some juggling of which people were actually 
designated fire-fighting duties, as opposed to which were more likely to be deployed to Iraq. There was that sort of 
specific consequence of it. In terms of the overall size, we have covered that.

  Q1765 Mr Blunt: What effect did it have on the morale of the forces involved? How would you characterise their 
view of those responsible for ensuring that they were dealing with fires rather than being available for operations in 
Iraq? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: The polite answer is to say that as professional men they did whatever was required of them. I did 
hear the odd statement of concern from one or two individuals who said they would rather be in Iraq than on fire-
fighting duty.

  Q1766 Mr Viggers: The decision was made to deploy a large force on a tight timetable knowing that there were 
some equipment—I will not say shortages—that equipment was quite tight and the programme was very tight at the 
last minute. The whole thing being, within the framework of the allied operation led by the Americans, a judgment 
between preparation and planning on one side and expedition on the other. How was that ultimate decision made? 
What briefing was given to ministers about the availability of equipment, any shortages of equipment, about the 
readiness of the troops? How finally was that decision taken? What briefing were ministers given? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: When the decision was taken to deploy a force of this size, it included judgments about the 
necessary equipment and sustainability and all of the other factors. It is true that some equipment, including personal 
equipment, either was not distributed to all the force before the operation started or some of it in some cases was still 
on the way. However, the arrangement for this is that the military commanders declare when they have full 
operational capability for the operational task they have and that was declared by all the operational commanders. In 
other words, the armed forces told us they were ready to go and it was on that basis that it was possible; it was one of 
the factors, which enabled the Prime Minister to agree to the commencement of operations on 20 March. In other 
words, although there were shortages in particular areas, they did not have an operational effect, they did not impede 
operations. 

  Q1767 Mr Viggers: Is the statement by the operational commander yes, we are ready, or no, we are not ready, or 
we have certain deficiencies and shortages but we could go? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: He declares full operational capability, no more, no less.

  Q1768 Mr Viggers: He ticks a box. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: Yes. The commander on the ground makes the judgment that his forces are ready to 
engage in the pre-planned conflict. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: That helps to explain some of the confusion which has arisen from the Secretary of State's 
comments about people having the requisite equipment and materiel to go. In that sense they did. It does not mean to 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/3121706.htm (2 von 5)26.07.2005 17:10:01



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

say that we cannot improve our logistics planning and we are looking at some of the things. You have seen our 
lessons learned report. We are quite ready to look self-critically at what could be done better, but it did not affect the 
operational effectiveness of the force.

  Q1769 Mr Viggers: How many operational commanders are there? At what level is this operational command 
decision taken? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: In this case Robin Brims, the main operational commander on the ground, but that would be 
based on reports from his subordinate commanders. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: There is a collective responsibility of course, but the national contingent commander, 
with all of his air, land and maritime commanders as well. It is a corporate responsibility to confirm that they are 
ready to go or any nuances they may have about continuing problems. There has to be that collective responsibility, 
for which the NCC, in this case Air Chief Marshal Burridge, has overall responsibility on a national basis.

  Q1770 Mr Cran: A couple of questions on relations with other government departments. It has been alleged—do 
not ask me by whom, because I do not have the source with me—that there were delays, for instance in ordering 
equipment, caused by the Treasury not wanting to authorise the expenditure until it judged that the war was going to 
go ahead. Would you like to comment on that and on whether other limitations were placed upon you by just the way 
other government departments acted and their own requirements? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I am usually pretty keen to rise to any opportunity to make some friendly criticisms of Treasury 
colleagues, but unfortunately on this occasion I really cannot.

  Q1771 Chairman: Try a little harder. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It is difficult on this one. I really cannot. Relations with the Treasury on this have been 
remarkably cordial and I really cannot say that they have denied us the funding for any of the urgent operational 
requirements we had. The problem was more a question of how to balance the risk that overt preparations would 
prejudice the diplomatic process against the need to be ready to take action if the diplomatic process failed. That was 
the critical calculation of when we could take the risk to go out to industry and let our planning become transparent 
when we were still seeking to pursue a diplomatic route. That was much more of a restraining, naturally and 
correctly restraining, factor than Treasury attitudes towards funding the urgent requirements.

  Q1772 Mr Cran: So absolutely no problems across government at all. You got what you wanted, you got the 
authorisation, the support and everything else. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: That is right. I am trying to find what I can usefully say to stake markers in the ground. Some of 
the urgent operational requirements were met and will have a continuing bill attached to them and we would rather 
not have simply to destroy them for want of resources to sustain them in our force structure. There may well be some 
areas for discussion with the Treasury further on, particularly under resource accounting and budgeting, when we 
also need the wherewithal to pay the capital charge on this equipment and to depreciate it over time. I would not say 
this was an area where I have no advice for my Treasury colleagues whatsoever, although it is really about the size of 
the budget. In terms of the management of urgent operational requirements, I have to say the Treasury were helpful, 
co-operative, mutual trust—

  Q1773 Mr Cran: Goodness me, are you not going overboard? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I know, but it is just before Christmas.

  Q1774 Mr Cran: We have at least got the door ajar slightly, which if we had time we might like to push upon, but 
we do not. Just a simple finishing question. What resources, expertise and so on, did you draw, if you did draw, from 
other government departments? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: It is a very good question. I mentioned earlier on that the way we now structure the chiefs of staff 
meetings we have other government departments sitting present at those meetings. The Foreign Office is there 
always and we worked hand in hand in the political and military preparations. There was absolutely no water or light 
between us as we moved forward together. DFID also became important to us because of their role in the post-
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conflict stabilisation and reconstruction phase. Other government departments too were involved. There is a lesson 
here still for the future, because, as we all know, when it came to it, none of us is particularly happy about post-
conflict management, the speed with which we can get the civil organisations and authorities into these sorts of 
societies for stabilisation and reconstruction and we want to do some work on that and indeed work is already being 
begun with my Foreign Office and DFID colleagues. I should perhaps say the Department of Health was quite 
important to us on this occasion. It was the first time we really tested the new arrangements over reserves and 
particularly medical reserves. We called up 1,000 of them, 100 doctors; not huge numbers in relation to the size of 
the Health Service, but still quite important. We therefore had pre-planning meetings with Nigel Crisp, the 
Permanent Secretary there. There was a permanent unit at RAF High Wycombe to plan for the reception of 
casualties, had we had large numbers coming back from the theatre, which thank goodness, we did not have and 
generally, to manage the whole question of relations with the National Health Service trusts as we took people out of 
hospitals who were benefits to them in peacetime in normal circumstances but a problem for them otherwise. That 
worked pretty well but we were right up against the margins and it is something we shall have to work out very 
carefully in the years ahead. That relationship has become very important to us.

  Q1775 Mike Gapes: Before the conflict I understand the United States had at least 22 studies into what would 
happen in post-conflict Iraq. Could you tell us what preparations were made in our government for what would 
happen? What information was provided, what discussions did you have with other government departments about 
providing the best possible information to our forces about Iraqi society? Do you think with hindsight that far more 
attention should have been paid to this so that when we had the very quick victory, we did not have some subsequent 
unexpected problems? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: As with the other planning we have been talking about, the key for us was to identify where the 
US system was actually going on its planning. You are quite right, that there were lots of bits of the US system 
making plans and then to plug into their mainstream. You will remember the ORHA organisation which was 
established in January on a contingent basis in the United States. We contributed to that from the outset so that we 
were able to keep very close to the Americans on the whole question of broader policy and post-conflict planning 
and of course now do so with the CPA, the provisional authority, where we have Jeremy Greenstock with Paul 
Bremer. We certainly kept just as close to the Americans on the broader planning post-conflict phase as we did on 
the other side of it. On the second point on whether we got it wrong, could we have done it better, it is fair to say that 
we all underestimated the extent to which the Iraqi infrastructure and security apparatus, by which I mean the police 
and those sorts of things, would collapse. The speed and the extent of that collapse was not something we 
anticipated. We did not think it was going to go quite as completely as it did. I suspect we slightly underestimated the 
all-pervasive effect of the Baathist control throughout Iraqi society and therefore the task has been larger in terms of 
trying to help set up, to foster the new Iraqi institutions and ministries than we expected it to be initially. As far as 
cultural awareness is concerned, we have put a lot of effort into educating our forces about the sensitivities of 
societies in which they will be operating and I should like to think that what we are doing in southern Iraq, where we 
have re-opened the schools, re-opened the hospitals, got the water and the power running again, broadly speaking up 
to pre-conflict levels—very difficult to know what pre-conflict levels actually were, but broadly speaking there—and 
the way in which we are conducting ourselves there does reflect well on British forces and it does show that British 
forces are not just good at war fighting, they are also very good at stabilisation and post-conflict work as well.

  Q1776 Mike Gapes: Did you have discussions with other government departments before the operation started, or 
was it very much MOD/Foreign Office? 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: Yes. Foreign Office certainly and DFID too. It was very much an open planning arrangement, not 
with every single military detail, where obviously operational security had to be maintained, but in terms of broad co-
ordination, yes, we were fully looped into everybody else. 

  Q1777 Chairman: We have to end at this stage. Two questions which are not for answer now, because we have 
another group of people we have to interview. Mr Hancock raised the issue earlier in a private session of some 
allegations that quite a number of reservists, TA people, have been fired by their employers since their return from 
Iraq. We shall be writing to you just to serve notice if you could perhaps investigate and see whether you predicted 
this or what is happening. The idea of men and women going out and fighting the war and then getting the bullet 
afterwards that they avoided in Iraq is to us deeply, deeply repugnant. Secondly, something we shall be raising later 
and you could write to us. Could you please tell us what happened to the 200,000 bullet-proof vests which were 
issued after Kosovo? How many of them can you locate and if you can locate 50,000 of them, were they all sent out 
to our troops? Two easy questions for you to ponder over Christmas. We do not want an answer before Christmas, 
but we would like you to ponder over that. Please do not even think about answering that now. Thank you so much; 
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it was very helpful. 

  Sir Kevin Tebbit: I promise you there will be good answers to both of your questions.[4] 

  Chairman: Thank you, that is very kind. 
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Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1778-1779)

17 DECEMBER 2003 

MR EDWARD CHAPLIN OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR 
IAN LEE

  Q1778 Chairman: Thank you very much for coming. First the good news, then the bad news. I have made a big 
mistake in combining two very important evidence sessions into one afternoon. We cannot do justice to the 
importance of the subject that we have invited you in to speak on, therefore we are trying to get as much done as we 
can up until a quarter to six and then, I hope you do not mind, but sometime in late January or early February we will 
invite you back. I am really sorry about that. I accept responsibility. How was responsibility divided between the 
different government departments involved in planning to minimise the humanitarian consequences of the conflict 
and in planning for the wider needs of a post-conflict Iraq? Linked to that, what were the responsibilities of each of 
your departments? 

  Mr Lee: I think we all need to say something on this subject. From the Ministry of Defence point of view, I should 
say obviously our responsibility is the military planning and the question here is how broadly we interpret that. From 
our point of view we tried to interpret it on a very broad basis in the sense that we are engaged in a complete broad 
campaign, as has been said in other sessions, not specifically a military campaign in the classic sense of trying to 
remove an enemy from territory, a much broader based political campaign with a military component in it. From that 
point of view, we were conscious that we needed to look at the planning of the campaign over its entire evolution. 
Possibly the whole thing might have been successful on a purely coercive basis, no fighting actually necessary, on 
the other hand fighting may have been necessary and in fact it was. So we were always conscious that our planning 
had to cover what came to be called Phase 4 in American terminology, but it had to cover the period after a conflict 
had finished. We were always conscious that whatever happened, whatever course of action we went down, 
assuming there was conflict, there was going to be a post-conflict phase in which military forces would have some 
role to play and therefore we had to think about what that role was and how that role would relate to the efforts of 
other government departments. That would be the responsibility that we had, to plan along that spectrum. Perhaps at 
that point I should hand over to my colleagues to say how they fit in around that. 

  Mr Chaplin: I shall leave DFID to answer the specific point about humanitarian issues. In the Foreign Office we 
were thinking at quite an early stage about the "what-ifs", if it came to military action what sort of situation we 
would be faced with and in particular what sort of political process would be necessary, what were the things we 
needed to think about. So a certain amount of work was going on on that which was shared across Whitehall through 
the normal Cabinet Office mechanisms. At a later stage, in February 2003, it was decided that what we needed was 
to set up a unit which was based in the Foreign Office, the Iraq planning unit, which addressed, in a more detailed 
way, all the issues from humanitarian through to other post-conflict issues, political process and so on. That unit 
started quite small and grew pretty rapidly, including from the start representatives from the Ministry of Defence and 
DFID.

  Q1779 Chairman: How many meetings did you hold? 

  Mr Chaplin: Do you mean before February?
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Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1780-1799)

17 DECEMBER 2003 

MR EDWARD CHAPLIN OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR 
IAN LEE

  Q1780 Chairman: Yes, before. 

  Mr Chaplin: They were pretty frequent. Across Whitehall, I should think—

  Q1781 Chairman: This committee you had set up. 

  Mr Chaplin: The Iraq planning unit was permanently in session.

  Q1782 Chairman: Yes, but for the purposes of co-ordinating what the other departments were thinking and 
planning to do. 

  Mr Chaplin: It was fairly constant by that stage. 

  Mr Lee: In terms of meetings, I would say that there were weekly or more than weekly chiefs of staff meetings 
which would have as a component of the meeting a discussion of the post-conflict issues. There were meetings at 
differing frequencies, often three times a week and then at certain points it became daily, chaired in the Cabinet 
Office, looking at the whole situation including post-conflict issues. Hundreds of meetings is the answer.

  Q1783 Chairman: Could you give us, not now but by the time you come before us again, some rather more 
detailed information? We would like the minutes, but we are not going to ask for them. Something about the range of 
meetings and the sort of subjects you were considering.[1] You can see the transparency of our questioning. Did this 
all come as a shock? Sir Kevin said you did not expect the war to end so quickly and therefore things were activated 
fairly swiftly to respond. We were in the State Department and they gave us the impression that a lot of planning was 
taking place, but when that part of the war ended, it looked as though people had been deluding themselves. If 
planning had been taking place, it did not seem to be evident on the ground. Could you give us a lot more 
information as to how co-ordination took place? 

  Ms Miller: DFID clearly has a major role on the humanitarian side in any conflict, in terms of preparedness, 
contingency planning, so it is being prepared ourselves, but also advising the MOD in particular and the FCO on 
likely implications of the conflict, getting information. A particular role that DFID has is combining the HMG effort 
with the international effort. At the same stage we are talking to the UN, other bodies, ICRC, NGOs and trying to 
make sure that our effort is co-ordinated with international planning. We are also very concerned about the 
continuum from humanitarian planning to reconstruction planning, which is another role of ours. We do not see the 
two things as separate; we see it as a movement between one and the other and a similar role with the international 
community and with our colleagues across Whitehall in preparing for that movement through, information, advice 
and actually planning for doing some of these things ourselves.

  Q1784 Chairman: Were any other government departments or agencies involved in these meetings? 

  Mr Chaplin: The Treasury was quite often involved as a part of the Iraq planning unit.
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  Q1785 Chairman: Just the Treasury? 

  Mr Lee: No, there was quite a wide range of departments in the meetings chaired by the Cabinet Office, including 
the Department of Health, Home Office, Energy, Trade and Industry, almost all departments you could think of had 
some sort of angle on this question.

  Q1786 Chairman: Were NGOs involved in this process or were they kept quite apart? 

  Ms Miller: We talked to the NGOs, mainly about the humanitarian side and then we would feed in their concerns 
and their views to these meetings, of which I can confirm there were many.

  Q1787 Mr Viggers: There has been reference by Mr Lee to Cabinet Office chairing meetings and to the 
discussions, but who is responsible, who is the lead department? Where does responsibility lie for co-ordinating 
these activities? 

  Mr Chaplin: Eventually in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. From February onwards Ministers decided that 
there would be one unit represented across the key Whitehall departments based in the FCO.

  Q1788 Mr Viggers: So there was a date on which FCO took over responsibility. 

  Mr Chaplin: Yes.

  Q1789 Mr Viggers: At what stage did you approach outside experts for advice? Throughout? 

  Mr Lee: I am just trying to think of specific examples of outside expert advice. It would be a normal part of 
business to take expert advice from outsiders where it is appropriate. I cannot give you a particular date or a 
particular piece of expert advice. 

  Chairman: Perhaps you could drop us a note.[2]

  Q1790 Mr Blunt: May I ask you what political constraints you were under as far as post-conflict planning was 
concerned before the conflict started? 

  Ms Miller: The main constraints we were under were discussing, as we would normally, with international partners, 
many of whom found it difficult to admit that they were preparing for some of these eventualities. The United 
Nations especially, but even some of the NGOs, wanted to keep that more to themselves. A lot of people were 
hoping that the war was not going to happen.

  Q1791 Mr Blunt: What directions were you receiving from your Secretary of State? 

  Ms Miller: Our Secretary of State had clearly hoped that the United Nations would come together and war would 
not be necessary, but at the same time we continued contingency planning for a range of eventualities.

  Q1792 Mr Blunt: What resource constraints were you under? 

  Ms Miller: We were under no resource constraints. We continued to plan for all eventualities. We did not need to 
spend money in any great quantity in the preparatory phase, but we did actually fund NGOs and the UN in their 
preparedness before the conflict started.

  Q1793 Mr Blunt: The Secretary of State made clear to me in answer to an oral Parliamentary Question on the floor 
of the House before the conflict started that she was not spending any additional money out of her own department 
except that money which was in a sense automatically going into international institutions like UN agencies, where 
money would otherwise be going. It struck me as being a very clear answer, that she was not spending any money in 
addition from her budget. Did I get the correct information? 

  Ms Miller: We did fund preparedness work with the NGOs and the UN in addition to the money they would have 
received.
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  Q1794 Mr Blunt: Additional funding. 

  Ms Miller: Yes.

  Q1795 Mr Blunt: How much? 

  Ms Miller: I think just before the start we had committed up to £20 million. I believe that was communicated to 
Parliament.

  Q1796 Mr Blunt: You are saying as the lead official on this that the attitude of your Secretary of State, as it 
certainly appeared to the rest of us to be, that it was not going to happen, was it, did not affect the whole planning 
process? 

  Ms Miller: We continued the planning process for a range of scenarios.

  Q1797 Mr Blunt: Did it restrict the scenarios on which you thought you could plan to spend money? 

  Ms Miller: In fact we planned for very grave humanitarian consequences, which luckily we did not have to respond 
to. No, we planned for a very wide range of possible eventualities.

  Q1798 Mr Blunt: May I quickly ask the representatives of other departments a similar question about the political 
and resource constraints on planning? We have just heard in evidence about UORs, not wanting to send the wrong 
signals by ordering urgent equipment under the UOR procedure. In addition to that, what other restraints, both 
political and financial, were you suffering under in the planning process? 

  Mr Lee: We were not suffering from any constraints of that sort.

  Q1799 Mr Blunt: We have just taken evidence that UORs were delayed because you did not want to give the 
wrong signals. People were deployed late because you did not want to give the wrong signals. Is that not a restraint? 

  Mr Lee: No, UORs were not purchased late or people deployed late. That implies that there was a date against 
which they had to be deployed and at the time we are talking about there was no date, there was simply a process 
which we were going through.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1800-1819)

17 DECEMBER 2003 

MR EDWARD CHAPLIN OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR 
IAN LEE

  Q1800 Mr Blunt: Was there not a planned date? 

  Mr Lee: We were going through a process, which was trying to balance the need to back up the diplomatic track 
with preparation of military force. There was a judgment to be made as to whether it would actually destabilise the 
preferred diplomatic course if it appeared that one was making too many military preparations and that the truth of it 
was that we were on an unavoidable course to war. If that had been the perception, then that would have destabilised 
the diplomatic track which during the whole of the autumn and most of the first couple of months of the year, was 
very much the preferred track. I would not describe that as a constraint exactly; it was simply that a balanced 
judgment was having to be made about that factor.

  Q1801 Mr Blunt: Viewed from outside this looked like an unavoidable course to war; it certainly would appear to 
have been so on the part of our American partners. What I am seeking to get at is what constraints were on you in 
terms of planning what was an unavoidable course to war as understood by everybody taking part in the planning 
process, including those people who made clear to me in the summer of 2002, when we became involved in the 
planning process, that that was where we were going to end up, that we were going to have to end up some time in 
the spring of 2003, given the military constraints on weather and the rest? What constraints then operated on you, 
planning an inevitable conflict, whilst having to sustain the fiction that there was a diplomatic course which had to 
run its course? 

  Mr Lee: I can only repeat that we would not accept the premise of that question: that there was an inevitable course.

  Q1802 Mr Blunt: Let me rephrase it: to sustain the premise that the diplomatic course might have some merit. 

  Mr Lee: There was a process of military preparation going on which was meant to provide coercive backing for the 
diplomatic process, but also be realistic and credible, so that if the diplomatic process were to fail in the end, then 
one could resort to the military process, which was in fact what we did. That was the balance which was being struck 
throughout the period, in fact right up to the weekend when it was decided that the second resolution was not going 
to be agreed. All the way through that period, there was still some hope that the whole thing could be resolved 
without resort to the use of force. That was the situation. We were not constrained in the planning. Obviously, 
progressively, as one goes through that period, more and more of the planning becomes actual in the sense of the 
urgent operational requirements, extra equipment actually being fitted to tanks, aircraft and so on and in the sense of 
troops actually being deployed forward. It was still the case until the last moment that there was a possibility that use 
of force could be avoided.

  Q1803 Rachel Squire: May I focus my questions on DFID and the Foreign Office and particularly the influence 
you may or may not have had in the decision-making process and the actual conduct of possible combat operations? 
May I ask both yourself, Ms Miller, and Mr Chaplin, whether you fed into plans for the combat phase in terms of 
targeting, for example? 

  Mr Chaplin: There was a sense in which, when thinking about the post-conflict phase, if military action was going 
to have to be taken and thinking about the situation you would then be faced with, the judgments made then certainly 
did feed back into the targeting. 
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  Mr Lee: It might be best if Air Vice Marshal Loader speaks about targeting and the issue you are trying to get at 
will come out.

  Q1804 Rachel Squire: Yes; please. I am interested in your view of whether these two departments influenced what 
the military were allowed to do. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I suspect I shall disappoint you by saying this was a very joined-up process. We had the 
opportunity, which was espoused by PUS earlier on, that the type of weapons which had become available between 
the first Gulf War and Op Telic meant that we could undertake a far more precise air campaign and although it is 
certainly true to say that it was actually decided a great many potential targets in the target sense which could have 
been attacked and would have been legal and would have legality based on military value, would not be attacked 
because of this very blending of intent, which was so critical, to leave Iraq in its best possible shape for the aftermath 
with the humanitarian aspects, the requirements for other essential services and infrastructure and so on. It was very 
much at the forefront of our thinking that it was very much an effects-based campaign and those effects were not just 
predicated upon the military effect required in Phase 3, the war-fighting, but also the situation in which we wished to 
find ourselves in Phase 4, the aftermath. May I just quickly say that we had in our thinking right from the beginning, 
when we knew at a late stage that we were going to go on the southern option, that the first time the marines set foot 
on the al-Faw peninsula, when they went a kilometre north, the kilometre behind them would be Phase 4, therefore, 
for example, the embedding of DFID representatives, not only in the plethora of meetings already alluded to which 
happened in London but in divisional headquarters. At that level we recognised the imperative of getting things right 
at the earliest possible planning stage. 

  Ms Miller: Targeting was one of many issues which we discussed with the military through our civil military 
adviser from very early on, through our embedded people and through our continuing work. There was a range of 
issues on which we worked jointly and that was just one.

  Q1805 Rachel Squire: Would you like to make any comment on whether there were occasions on which the 
humanitarian concerns were outweighed by other military objectives, in spite of all the points which have been made 
either by the Foreign Office or DFID or another department? Were there times when the military objectives took 
priority over humanitarian concerns? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: It would be wrong to pretend: we were not in the business of potentially losing this 
campaign, so provided things were legal, they would happen. Actually that is intent. I am not aware of a single 
occasion where there was any such conflict between the requirements of the military campaign and the winning 
concept and what we wanted to do and the state we wanted to leave things in and so on with regard to the aftermath. 
I am not aware of any time when I saw that potential conflict come to any real head.

  Q1806 Chairman: If it had, would this have been fed up to another committee because yours was not the 
committee to determine targeting policy? Had there been objections to a mosque or shopping centre of whatever, 
would you then have had the responsibility of challenging? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I am sure they would have been dealt with in the DCMO structure and processes which 
were described by PUS earlier on. They certainly would not have been dealt with by the military alone. I am sure 
some sort of accommodation would have been made. Nonetheless, it is fair to say as a military man that there was 
one thing which had to happen, which was to have the winning military concept. To a certain extent other things are 
subordinated to that. Actually it never came to any direct choices which were so stark and would have created a 
difficult schism.

  Q1807 Rachel Squire: May I come back to the Foreign Office and DFID and ask you what your role was or what 
the role of your staff was in PJHQ and in theatre before and during the campaign? 

  Mr Chaplin: We did not have a representative in PJHQ but we had MOD embedded in the Iraq planning unit which 
I have described as set up from February onwards. Thereafter we had someone on the ground in Basra working as a 
civil liaison officer alongside the general in charge of operations there. The co-ordination machinery which has been 
described, chiefs of staff as well as the Iraq planning unit and the Cabinet Office machinery, continued to operate 
before and during the conflict.

  Q1808 Rachel Squire: Did you ever have someone at Northwood? 
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  Mr Chaplin: No-one from the Foreign Office, no. 

  Ms Miller: We attended a lot of meetings at PJHQ, but we did not have someone permanently there. We had two 
seconded military advisers out in theatre pre-conflict and those two people continued afterwards and one extra was 
sent out to work specifically only with the military.

  Q1809 Rachel Squire: Was either department ever represented at US central command? Did you ever have staff 
there? 

  Mr Chaplin: No; the Foreign Office certainly did not. 

  Ms Miller: No, we seconded to ORHA and the CPA but not central command.

  Q1810 Rachel Squire: With the benefit of hindsight, do you think it would have been useful for either department 
to have had more staff out in theatre or in the domestic military headquarters? 

  Mr Chaplin: The whole question of civil liaison, in other words people to work alongside the military who have 
some knowledge of the country, perhaps the language and so on, is one of the things which were revisited in the 
Whitehall process of learning lessons from this exercise. We have had difficulty in continuity of providing people for 
long enough. We have provided them, but ideally we would probably be better prepared next time to have those 
people alongside military commanders in theatre. 

  Ms Miller: We did deploy and second people quite quickly. It is difficult for me to judge whether more people 
would have been useful. Too many people could get in the way. I should be interested in a military view on this. 

  Mr Lee: There is a question of levels here and at what level you co-ordinate the different interests. We tend to co-
ordinate between the departments of state and Foreign Office at the Whitehall level by participation in the Foreign 
Office and the chiefs of staff, for example, and the Cabinet Office machinery. Then, at the military headquarters, 
PJHQ in our case or CentCom in the American case, it is basically a military organisation. If one tried to co-ordinate 
both at the Whitehall level and also have co-ordination at all the other levels down the command chain, you would 
find yourself with a rather complicated system to manage. Edward is rightly referring, right at the bottom as it were, 
to the question of Foreign Office people for their local knowledge in the country where you are eventually, which is 
a slightly different issue. In co-ordinating planning we have tended to restrict that more or less in departments at the 
Whitehall level, with the exception that DFID advisers do join down the command chain as well because they have a 
more operational role than the Foreign Office does. 

  Q1811 Mr Cran: There have been fairly persistent rumours that there was a lot of wrangling between the US State 
Department and the US Department of Defense over plans for post-conflict Iraq. Whether you can speak to that or 
not I do not know. How did this impact on the plans we were developing and how did we co-ordinate our plans with 
those of our American allies? 

  Mr Chaplin: We did a lot of talking to the Americans, both through the Embassy in Washington and through visits 
in both directions from quite an early stage, from third quarter of 2002 onwards. The State Department had already 
done a lot of work and a future of Iraq project where they had produced a lot of quite detailed plans about what 
should happen in the civilian sector if there were a change of regime and military occupation and so on. We plugged 
into that and we fed in thoughts, questions and so on. It is no secret that the process of the US administration 
consulting each other in Washington is less joined up than the one we enjoy here. In the end this was a DOD plan for 
the aftermath. What we discovered was the best way of influencing this process was to get people seconded into the 
US machinery. This is why we put a high priority on sending people both from FCO and DFID and indeed from the 
MOD to be in ORHA, which was the first organisation set up under Jay Garner, which went out to Kuwait and then 
into Iraq. Our involvement increased from there up to and including putting people into the CPA.

  Q1812 Mr Cran: That is the mechanistic answer which you obviously have to give. What I am really trying to seek 
from you is how influential you think we were in influencing the decisions which were taken. 

  Mr Chaplin: We did have some influence. Sometimes influence is exerted by asking the question. You then 
stimulate some debate within the US administration around a question they had perhaps not thought of, or had not 
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thought of in that way, or had not thought about it being relevant to something else they attached importance to. Our 
advice was always welcome. It is difficult to judge in the end whether a decision which was taken owed more or less 
to our particular inspiration or advice at the beginning of the process. It was a constant toing and froing. 

  Q1813 Mr Cran: Did US activities during Phases 3 and 4 take the form that you expected out of the discussions 
you were telling us about? 

  Mr Chaplin: Yes. ORHA was really designed, as far as we could see, to prepare mainly for humanitarian issues. It 
did not have a great focus in the early stages on the other issues which needed to be addressed. Although actually the 
first political process meeting I attended on behalf of the government, which was in Nasiriyah on 15 April, was 
attended by Jay Garner so he had an overall role, my impression was that the focus of ORHA, the way it was staffed 
up, was largely to address the expected humanitarian problems. 

  Ms Miller: This is one of the areas we were in dialogue about, trying to stress the need, that a move from 
humanitarian to post-conflict reconstruction has to be executed very smoothly. This is one of the areas we did try to 
push and seconded people in those areas to try to help move that forward.

  Q1814 Mr Cran: My final question is simply this. How much freedom of action did we expect and eventually have 
in our own area, Basra and so on? I just ask that question against the background that when we ourselves went to 
Iraq, we were quite astonished to find that the Brits in Basra would have liked to have opened or arranged for the 
opening of the international airport but could not do so because approval had not been given from Baghdad. How 
much freedom of action do we really have in our own sector? 

  Mr Lee: That is a difficult one for me to answer. We probably have quite a lot of freedom of action until you bump 
up against those areas where the decision you are attempting to take has national consequences. The decision about 
opening Basra airport might be seen to have a consequence for what happens in other airports in Iraq and there is an 
overall situation here that the CPA is trying to lead policy now, in conjunction with the Iraqi Governing Council, for 
the whole of Iraq. Any decisions which have the effect of dividing the country up prematurely, or at all in fact, into 
different almost sub-states, might be viewed as being a not entirely desirable thing to do. From a UK point of view, 
as we said earlier on, one of our objectives is to maintain the entire territorial integrity of Iraq. As long as you are not 
trying to do things which interfere with some of the broader principles, we probably have a lot of freedom of action. 
There are certain issues where you do stumble across that and then of course there are financial issues, where the 
larger amounts of money at the moment are under the control centrally of the CPA and therefore there is a constraint 
in that dimension.

  Q1815 Mr Cran: We do not have time to pursue this and I know that, but I for one would really like to see a piece 
of paper telling us from you, or whoever is responsible, telling us just what things we can do without reference to the 
authority in Baghdad. I repeat what I said. I formed the view after that visit that it was fairly constrained, that is we 
were fairly constrained in what we could do. Could you put this down on a piece of paper? 

  Mr Lee: I am sure we could do something. It would have to be a cross-government piece. We can be constrained by 
a number of things: finance is one, policy is another, the rules under which at the moment we are occupying powers 
do constrain what you can do within a country you are occupying. There are bound to be a number of constraints. In 
the specific case of Basra airport, there are also issues to do with liability. If one opens the airport and cannot 
absolutely guarantee the security there, then there are issues as to what liability the government would be taking on 
for operating that airport. It may be seen in theatre that it would be a jolly good thing to open the airport, but there 
are maybe larger issues at play there.[3] 

  Mr Cran: We live in the days of joined-up government, so it must be easy to produce a paper. I should love to see 
it. 

  Chairman: If I recall correctly, the Dane who was head of that area actually used his credit card to pay for security 
at his headquarters, because in the CPA they had not chosen the security company. He went to a Danish national 
company, Group 4, who were very effective, until the cavalry arrived in the form of a security company that the 
Americans had chosen. There were tensions and as the situation at that stage and now looked less threatening in our 
part of Iraq, there appeared to be differential standards operating. In our area we were constrained from exploiting 
the situation because of the slowness in the CPA in Baghdad making decisions. That is what generated our concern. 
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  Q1816 Mr Viggers: Early in 2003 we had a cross-departmental committee sitting fairly frequently to consider the 
situation in Iraq. What assumptions were made before the conflict about internal stability and security after the 
conflict? 

  Mr Chaplin: Just to clarify one thing, this was not a committee; it was actually a unit of officials. They were there 
every day and working to me, whereas elsewhere in Whitehall you had meetings of different government 
departments. Ian can probably say something about what assumptions the military were making. There was an 
assumption that there might be a very large humanitarian problem, so a lot of emphasis was put on that and that 
happily turned out not to be right, partly by the skill of doing things like seizing the oil fields early, partly by the 
swiftness of the campaign, so there were no huge flows of refugees. In terms of stability after the conflict, as has 
already been mentioned, we made an assumption which turned out to be an underestimate, about the extent to which 
you would still have Iraqi administrative structures to deal with, both in the civil service and in the police. We 
perhaps also underestimated the extent to which the total dysfunctionality of Iraqi society after years of suffering 
under Saddam Hussein meant that the looting problem turned out to be a larger problem, going on for longer than we 
had perhaps assumed. Those are a couple of examples. 

  Mr Lee: I would agree; those are the main issues. With hindsight, we did a lot of our thinking about what might 
happen post conflict influenced by the fear that there might be humanitarian or environmental disasters of various 
sorts, refugee flows, shortage of food, collapse of the UN Oil for Food programme's distribution systems and those 
kinds of issues. We had made assumptions and included remedies in the planning so far as we could for those 
situations; emergency ration packs and so on. Fortunately many of those scenarios did not come to pass and the 
looting has already been mentioned. I would just add one specific point about the planning, the difficulty of dealing 
with the looting question is that in a situation where the military forces were there on the ground still to some extent 
having to deal with low level war-fighting, it was difficult for them at the same time to be in an anti-looter mode and 
to divide themselves between those two tasks. The scale of the looting which took place for quite a short and intense 
period was a difficulty, given that Basra, in our case, is quite a large city and obviously we had limited numbers of 
people there. That was an issue.

  Q1817 Mr Viggers: DFID is quoted on 21 March before the battle for Basra as saying "the need for the 
maintenance of law and order has been fully appreciated and incorporated into campaign planning". It was a pretty 
breathtaking miscalculation, was it not? 

  Ms Miller: It was certainly something we discussed and we had flagged up. It was just the absolute extent to which 
it broke down that perhaps we had not quite anticipated. 

  Q1818 Mr Viggers: Just to rephrase the question: what discussions did you have before the conflict on how to 
provide for the security of the Iraqi people and of the installations important to normal civilian life? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I know it is very easy to be wise after the event and I am not accusing you of being so at 
all. The things we thought would happen, particularly with regard to humanitarian aid and so on, were there and 
plain for everybody to see. The things which were not plain and there for everybody to see were, for example, how 
quickly when the Iraqi remnants of the police, because they were part of the old regime structure, were not there, 
quite literally tens of thousands of Iraqi people took their ire and frustration of years of Baathist rule out on things we 
would never have expected: hospitals, schools, police stations and so on. When you couple that also with the fact that 
Saddam let out—I cannot remember how many—several thousands of prisoners and criminals who went out and did 
what criminals do best in life, it is still to an extent a problem which faces us. They go out and blow up power cables 
so they can get the copper and smelt it down. We have found a couple of smelting works in Basra. All that sort of 
stuff. We have ended up with a completely different situation to the one we had envisaged. I am not sure how 
foreseeable that really was. It was a miscalculation in terms of not perhaps understanding the psyche of what would 
happen when the yoke of Baathism was lift from an oppressed people. 

  Q1819 Mike Gapes: Did you make any plans for suicide bombers and terrorist activities in the post-conflict 
situation? 

  Mr Lee: I would interpret that as coming under the general preparation and force protection which any military 
force would have in a situation like this. I defer to Clive as to whether there was anything specific on suicide 
bombers. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I have to say I am not aware of any such planning, beyond the usual. The force 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/31217p04.htm (5 von 6)26.07.2005 17:10:08



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

protection measures which were envisaged were to do with the various levels of Iraqi military forces which, as you 
are aware, go from the enforced squaddy type soldier who was not really a bother, right through to the ranked 
structure, those people who would be hard line regime loyalist elements, including of course Saddam's most capable 
and loyal regiments who were very close to the centre of the hierarchy. It was from those in particular that we 
expected the most difficult fighting. We hoped, and indeed it came to pass, that some of the other elements did not 
come out of their laagers, they did not fight hard and so on. I do not recall ever seeing an assessment that we would 
be subjected to significant amounts or any significant amounts of suicide type attacks in the aftermath. I do not recall 
seeing that.
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  Q1820 Mike Gapes: To your knowledge, do you think the United States did? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I know you have to ask them the question, but I do not recall seeing any such assessment.

  Q1821 Mr Havard: You were planning about the security situation, but we find ourselves now in circumstances 
where there is a catastrophic collapse, the whole machinery has collapsed. Was there any planning in London and/or 
the US for those particular circumstances, when the whole machine collapses? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I do not think there was in the stark terms in which you lay the question. It is all a matter 
of degree. Certainly wound into the planning was the requirement that we would have to provide, not least of all 
legally as the occupying powers, we are under legal obligation, protection for the civilians in the areas in which we 
found ourselves responsible post the conflict. That most certainly was understood. 

  Q1822 Mr Havard: So there was planning for transition to a new state, but not necessarily catastrophic collapse 
immediately of the existing state. 

  Mr Lee: I would say that there was planning to cope with instability and some security difficulties, lawlessness, 
some degree of looting and so on, but not the capacity to deal with that situation on the scale that it turned out to be.

  Q1823 Mr Havard: Some people have commented on the speed of the war-fighting and its advance through the 
country and the transition from war-fighting to peace-keeping and stability activities was made more difficult 
because the speed of the advance basically created circumstances which had not been planned for. Do you have any 
comments about that? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: Apart from the fact that it is a happy circumstance to a large extent. I ought to make that 
point. We moved—the Americans particularly—on the ground far more quickly than we had dared hope.

  Q1824 Mr Havard: How do you factor this process into the planning? 

  Mr Lee: There was a bracket of the length of time that the major conflict would go on and the speed with which 
that phase ended did not really affect the situation. I see no reason to suppose that the same situation could not have 
occurred with an even faster collapse, if such a thing had been possible, or if it had taken a month or two longer to 
achieve the end of the major combat phase, the same problems of security could have occurred then. I do not see a 
particular relationship between the speed and that situation.

  Q1825 Mr Havard: May I turn the question another way up in a sense and it may be more difficult? Was the 
planning—I am not trying to suggest it was deficient—which was undertaken effectively relying on the fact that the 
war-fighting phases were likely to be longer than they actually turned out to be, so effectively the rest of the plans 
could not be put into place, because the original assumption of the period of time was based on a longer period of 
war-fighting. So you could not carry out the plans because you were reliant on that period of time. 

  Mr Lee: No, I do not remember it like that. 
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  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I do not think so. As a military man, very definitely the shorter and the less destructive 
the better and that would always have been uppermost in our minds. I do not think there was a "We hope this or that 
piece of ground or this or that effect will take a certain amount of time because if it takes less than that we will not 
have done the necessary Phase 4 planning or whatever". That was never in our minds at all.

  Q1826 Mr Havard: In the post-conflict phase were there things you did plan for but at the end of the day they 
simply could not be implemented by the forces on the ground? If there were, what were they? 

  Mr Lee: We have covered that to some extent. We did have plans for larger humanitarian problems than in fact 
turned out to be the case. There were greater stocks of tentage and emergency ration packs and those kinds of things 
than were actually needed because the food situation was not as bad as we might have feared. In that sense, there 
were things which did not happen which we had planned for and we have already covered the looting and the 
security question where things happen on a scale which was beyond what we were expecting. 

  Chairman: You will be pleased to know that we have now completed the second question. Our planning was not 
so hot either, so we are not throwing too many stones in your direction.

  Q1827 Mr Viggers: To what extent did your plans envisage the early availability of Iraqi police and soldiers to 
maintain law and order? Were you relying on that? 

  Mr Lee: We are back on the same issue to an extent there. There was an assumption in our plans that there would 
be Iraqi police and to some extent Iraqi Army who could be used to provide a certain level of security. I do not think 
we assumed, certainly in the case of the Iraqi civil police, that they would all melt away to the extent they did and 
that we would have to start again from scratch in putting together a police force. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: Another point here is that with regard to the acceptability of local leaders, tribal and so 
on, with whom we thought we could engage and we could harness their influence in exerting a stabilising influence 
on towns, villages and whatever, we were told quite rapidly that one of the people we thought was the sort of person 
who would be able to do this, was not acceptable to the people of that town. It was an indication that you cannot 
impose upon people who have certain views about ex Baathist people who in their perception have benefited from 
the previous regime. It did not matter about the skill sets, their leadership qualities and other things; if they were not 
acceptable, we could not use them. It would perhaps be fair to say that we were on a learning curve in the early 
stages as regards those sorts of nuances.

  Q1828 Mr Havard: A question has been asked in different ways many times, about why we were unable to use the 
Iraqi armed services to maintain law and order. What was the rationale behind disbanding it in the event that no other 
structure was left other than this in order to give you some capacity to provide? 

  Mr Lee: There are two parts to this. One is a military question and I have already said that most of the Iraqi army, 
in fact the conscripts who did not want to be in the army in the first place, so the low level, most of them just 
disappeared off back to their home villages. So there was no one to work with. The second part of the question is 
slightly more political and it is about this issue of de-Baathification. 

  Q1829 Mr Havard: So you now had a bunch of ex soldiers who were not getting paid who were unemployed and 
adding to your problem rather than helping. 

  Mr Chaplin: De-Baathification became a very important issue and a difficult decision had to be made there. There 
were very strong feelings, particularly from those who had suffered most under Saddam Hussein, which included of 
course in the south where we were operating. They were simply not going to accept that someone who had visibly 
benefited from the rule of Saddam Hussein could be back in a position of power, even though they might have other 
qualities which would mean they could run an efficient administration. So we were starting from scratch in a more 
fundamental way than we had perhaps expected. This was one of the decisions which was taken centrally. Bremer 
felt—and one could see his point—that there had to be consistency across the country in this. So a decision was 
taken about the levels of the civil service and indeed of police and military where people would simply not be 
allowed to continue in those jobs. I think it is very difficult. You have to reach a balance in making that decision.

  Q1830 Mr Havard: May I ask you an impossible question then? What else might have helped in the circumstances 
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in which you find yourselves to provide in the immediate aftermath some sort of restoration of structure and law and 
order? 

  Mr Chaplin: It is a difficult question. I suppose a much finer grained understanding of the local politics in different 
localities which would affect your judgment on what would and would not be acceptable, but we could not 
realistically have expected to have that.

  Q1831 Mr Havard: You do not see any way of pulling together more informal structures which operate within the 
community as a way. Is that happening now? 

  Mr Chaplin: That did happen and we can talk about that. Very quickly, and this happened first in Basra because 
that was the first liberated city, the military was in contact with leading figures in the local community and set up a 
local committee which started to get involved very much in putting daily life back together again. That was pretty 
effective. 

  Q1832 Mr Havard: Did that feature as part of your initial planning? 

  Mr Chaplin: Yes, that clearly you wanted the Iraqis to take responsibility again as soon as possible for as much as 
possible of the daily civilian life.

  Q1833 Mr Viggers: In this country we must have people with a deep knowledge of Iraq and they must have been 
capable of advising on the issues which have just been referred to, yet from a different quarter people were saying—I 
am thinking particularly about the United States—that we would be unleashing the forces of democracy, when it 
does not take very much knowledge to know that there was not much force for democracy within Iraq. Were 
informed people not listened to? Where did the sort of intelligence come from? 

  Mr Chaplin: It is perhaps a little unfair to describe US assumptions in the way that you have. What I can answer on 
our own behalf is that there is a lot of expertise in this country, particularly in the academic community and the 
Foreign Office were certainly in touch with those sorts of people as part of their day to day work. The Middle East 
and North Africa research group which works in my part of the Foreign Office would be constantly in touch with 
experts. However, it is a bit different translating that into a prediction about how, in the aftermath of a war which 
brought to an end a very long period of autocratic rule and in an extremely closed society, people would react, and I 
do not think academics would be any better than we at predicting how people would react once that regime had been 
swept away. We were all guessing, some perhaps guessed better than others. It is not fair to say that the Americans 
expected democracy to spring spontaneously from the aftermath of a conflict. You can read articles by people 
outside the administration who would take that view, but I do not think it was seriously the view within the US 
administration. 

  Q1834 Mike Gapes: DFID pointed out the effect that the looting and sacking of government buildings and banks 
had on the inability of the coalition to resume normal administrative functions in the society. Was the importance of 
securing the banks and government buildings considered and discussed before the conflict? What was the outcome of 
those discussions, given that took place? 

  Ms Miller: That was one of the things discussed. It comes back to the point which was being made earlier about the 
scale on which it happened that we had not planned for. Yes, we knew that security would have to be provided, but 
the size of the task made it quite difficult then to help get a lot of these things up and running because it took longer 
to get security in place before that happened.

  Q1835 Mike Gapes: Was that because you did not have enough forces trained and capable of doing that because 
the American military were configured the way they were? 

  Mr Lee: I do not know. It is possible to speculate that if we ever had a huge number of extra forces available, then 
they might be able to do more in providing security. It is fairly obvious, if we are saying the scale was greater, that 
one answer to that might be to have a greater scale of numbers on the coalition side. Whether that was practical or 
foreseeable is another question. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I do not think it is really realistic. I understand the question but Basra is a city of about 
2.2 million people, as I recall, so one third of London. Imagine how many people you would have to flood in 
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militarily to stop a large proportion of that city wanting to go and loot their local police station, hospital, library, 
school and so on. It just made for an impossible task. Once the indigenous Iraqi organs of suppression had melted 
away, it was just too much for the available military forces.

  Q1836 Chairman: But there were key points. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: Yes; that is true.

  Q1837 Chairman: Banks, museums, hospitals. So was it not possible, or was it done? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: Coming back to something which was said earlier on, right at the planning phase we 
wanted to ensure that the wealth of the country, particularly with regard to oil production, would be very quickly 
realisable and I think six oil well heads were actually fired out of the many hundreds which were there. We thought 
that was an enormous success in that it was for us one of the main things we felt we had to do. That was why air and 
ground activity happened pretty much coincidentally, so we could get people into those important places. Maybe in 
retrospect we should have put a few more to the banks or hospitals and schools, but that would have been at the 
expense of something else.

  Q1838 Mike Gapes: It has been suggested to us in evidence that there was a lack of civilian organisations which 
could come in and fix the electrical grid and various other things and that the military just did not have the scale and 
capability to deal with all of that. Was any thought given at the planning stage to how that civilian infrastructure 
could be restored and maintained? Have any lessons been learned in the light of the conflict about how civilian 
infrastructures can be secured and maintained? 

  Mr Lee: This is another area where thought was given to this and there were capabilities within the military, 
certainly to do remedial activity on power supplies, water supplies, up to a certain point. Clearly in the immediate 
period, when the situation is still not secure, you are not going to be able to get civil contractors in to do that sort of 
work. The capacity of the military is going to be limited, so you do have a potential there of a difficulty to overcome. 
There is a time lag question before you can get civil contractors under way to improve the infrastructure. Now we 
have overcome that time lag and DFID and the CPA are funding that sort of infrastructure remediation which is 
going on now.

  Q1839 Mike Gapes: How would you react to the suggestion that perhaps we should have a civil organisation, 
perhaps an international one which is capable of quickly moving into those kinds of situations to do precisely that? 

  Mr Chaplin: It is a fair point and it is one of the things which will be considered in the Whitehall exercise which is 
going about how you would deal with a similar post-conflict situation in the future, how it is possible to generate 
resources more quickly and what sort of resources you need. There are certainly some lessons to be learned.

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 19 January 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/31217p05.htm (4 von 4)26.07.2005 17:10:10

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Minutes of Evidence 

Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1840-1850)

17 DECEMBER 2003 

MR EDWARD CHAPLIN OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND MR 
IAN LEE

  Q1840 Mike Gapes: What about DFID? 

  Ms Miller: Perhaps it is one of the assumptions we should have mentioned before. We had envisaged that the 
international community would play a stronger role earlier on and there are international agencies which are able to 
do these things better and more quickly than bilateral donors can do them. Not everyone can be geared up to do this. 
As it turned out, it was very much more an ORHA/CPA led reconstruction effort than a wider international effort.

  Q1841 Mike Gapes: Was that because of the political disagreement in the UN, or was it because of the security 
situation in Iraq? 

  Ms Miller: It was both of those factors.

  Q1842 Mike Gapes: So some countries actually actively worked against sending international organisations in. 

  Ms Miller: International organisations were prevented from doing a lot of work by the security situation. They had 
a humanitarian role, nobody questioned the humanitarian role.

  Q1843 Mike Gapes: What about the political decision? Were there not also some countries which did not wish to 
give legitimacy, as they saw it, to an illegal operation? 

  Ms Miller: The UN was prepared to do a number of things, so it had a legitimate role which did not depend on 
Member States telling it that it could not go in and do the immediate work.

  Q1844 Mike Gapes: I am not quite clear. You said that there were international organisations which were ready 
and available or would have been. I am not clear whether it was a political decision not to go in, or whether it was a 
security decision. That is what I am trying to get to. 

  Mr Chaplin: In the area you are talking about there was no difficulty on the humanitarian side, except the security 
problems. The UN was in there from a very early stage, but at a certain stage they had to withdraw a lot of their 
people because of security.

  Q1845 Mike Gapes: That is the humanitarian side. I am thinking about the infrastructure, the rebuilding of the 
infrastructure. 

  Mr Chaplin: If you are talking about a political role the UN would normally undertake . . .

  Q1846 Mike Gapes: My question originally was: is there a case for an international organisation of some kind to 
deal with these infrastructure questions? The answer I have just received was that there are international 
organisations available. I want to know why they were not there and whether it is purely for security reasons or 
because of the political background and difficulties there were within the UN system. 
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  Ms Miller: The UN were there and played a role immediately and are still continuing to do so now, through their 
national staff.

  Q1847 Mike Gapes: In the infrastructure rebuilding? 

  Ms Miller: Including infrastructure, power, water. We are funding some of the UN agencies.

  Q1848 Mike Gapes: Which agencies are you talking about? 

  Ms Miller: UN agencies.

  Q1849 Mike Gapes: Which UN agencies? 

  Ms Miller: UNDP and UNICEF have been on the ground and were on the ground through the conflict and 
afterwards. They have national staff and we have funded them to do a lot of rehabilitation work. We might have 
envisaged that there might have been more of that and certainly the security situation has been a major factor in 
restraining them.

  Q1850 Mike Gapes: I want to be clear. Are there political reasons within the UN system why more was not done 
to rebuild the infrastructure? 

  Ms Miller: No, I do not think so. 

  Chairman: That seems to be a useful point on which to finish. When we meet you in late January, I shall ask Mr 
Gapes to ask his question again. We will all have done some more research and maybe there will be a clarification. I 
am sorry we have to draw stumps at this stage. We will meet you again, subject to mutual convenience. We did think 
that when the war ended our inquiry would terminate at that point. Somebody is responsible for causing us a great 
constriction in our planning process. We shall be going out to Iraq later in the year. It will figure very prominently in 
the work we are doing, particularly the military element within it and it is intrinsically a fascinating subject. We look 
forward to meeting you again to find out what actually happened. In the meantime, if you could provide not just 
additional information on the committee structure, but anything you think we could receive and read prior to your 
coming again to enable us to have a further discussion, we should be deeply grateful.[4] Thank you very much for 
coming.

4   Ev 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1851 - 1859)

WEDNESDAY 7 JANUARY 2004 

MR TREVOR WOOLLEY, MR PAUL FLAHERTY CBE AND MR DAVID WILLIAMS 

  Q1851  Chairman: Thank you very much for coming, gentlemen. Mr Woolley, we would like to start with a 
question on net additional costs of operations. We are interested in getting information in order to understand the 
concept of net additional costs of Operation Telic: that is, those costs over and above those that would have been 
incurred if the operation had not taken place. Could you set out for us what costs are included and those costs that are 
excluded from your assessment of the costs of Telic? For example, how are pension costs for the families of service 
personnel or compensation payments treated? 

  Mr Woolley: The costs that are included are the additional costs of, for example, pay; the allowances of servicemen 
who are deployed that would not otherwise have been incurred had the operation not taken place; the cost of the 
salaries of mobilised reservists that would not otherwise have been incurred; the cost of movements, air and sea 
charter; the costs of stock consumed—ammunition, fuel, clothing, food—that would not otherwise have been 
incurred. We also take into account certain non-cash costs, such as the depreciation of equipment, for example of 
urgent operational requirements that have been procured for the operation. The depreciation of those capital items 
would be included in the overall net additional costs. We net off against that any savings that we identify of activities 
or consumption that did not take place as a result of the operation—although that is a relatively small figure. In terms 
of compensation claims, yes, we would seek to capture any such costs and claim for those as part of the additional 
cost of the operation.

  Q1852  Chairman: Is there any document that lays down these ground rules, which I presume will be settled by a 
bloody conflict between the MoD and the Treasury—which of course the Treasury will inevitably win? Is there 
anything that we could see that would say what is on either side of this equation? 

  Mr Woolley: There is no very detailed document that sets out the ground rules. It sets out the principle. The 
principle—which, to be fair, the Treasury is fully subscribed to—is that if a cost is incurred as a consequence of the 
operation, of whatever sort, then it is a cost of the operation that is reasonably charged to the reserve. It is therefore 
really a case of applying that principle to any particular case. In particular instances we may have a discussion with 
the Treasury about whether a cost represents a genuine net additional cost; but it is the principle which is set out, not 
any detailed instructions in relation to particular items of cost.[1] 

  Q1853  Chairman: It cannot be as simple as that. Nothing is as simple as that. Is there any case law which shifts 
from conflict to conflict, in which you would say, "This falls into this category" or "This falls into that category"? 

  Mr Woolley: The principle is straightforward. 

  Q1854  Chairman: I can understand that, but the practice may be much more complicated. 

  Mr Woolley: The practice is relatively straightforward as well. The only areas where one might have some debate 
are the extent to which activity levels have reduced as a result of the operation, and what the particular cost of those 
activities that did not take place would have been. When you are talking about something which has not happened, it 
is often more difficult to quantify the costs involved. There might therefore be a debate as to exactly what the 
offsetting saving in a particular case may be, but in general we have not found the definition of what constitutes a net 
additional cost of the operation to be a major issue, either internally or with the Treasury.
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  Q1855  Chairman: It would be helpful if you could trawl your files, Mr Woolley, and give us a little more 
information. I am thinking in terms of compensation for families whose loved ones have been killed. How would that 
formula actually operate? I presume that people would die even if they were not in a conflict. Is there any unseemly 
haggling over how many people you would expect to die in a normal, non-military environment as opposed to a 
military environment? Is that susceptible to negotiations? 

  Mr Woolley: In a sense that particular issue is not central, because pensions are paid outside the departmental 
expenditure limit anyway. It is not an affordability issue for the defence budget in that particular case. We can 
certainly let you have a copy of the relevant internal instructions, if you wish.[2]

  Q1856  Chairman: If you would not mind, please. The second question is do you have any plans to make an 
assessment of the full cost of Operation Telic, rather than just the net additional costs? Are there any plans to report 
the results of such an assessment? If not, what are your reasons for not doing so? You only give a partial picture in 
that sense, as the National Audit Office have pointed out. 

  Mr Woolley: Our view is that attempting to calculate the notional full cost of the operation would not actually 
provide any very useful information, either for us in the way we manage the defence budget or indeed for Parliament 
and the public. It would be an exercise in attribution. It would be attributing costs that the defence budget would in 
any case have incurred and simply attributing them to an operation. We wonder what value or interest that would 
have. For example, we would have to attribute the salaries of all the soldiers, sailors and airmen who had been 
engaged on the operation; we would attribute that to the operation. I am not quite sure what valuable information that 
would tell us. Equally, we would get into slightly esoteric debates about attributing the depreciation of each 
equipment that was deployed to the Gulf to the operation, to give us a notional full cost of the operation. Certainly 
internally that would not help us manage the defence programme or the defence budget any better, and that is why 
we do not do it for internal purposes. My own view is that for external purposes it would not provide any terribly 
valuable information either. 

  Chairman: We will need some time to digest that answer, Mr Woolley, to see whether we wish to come back. 
Maybe the example you chose was a good one to sustain your present position, but we will see if we can think of any 
examples where it does not sustain that position—but thank you for your comments.

  Q1857  Mr Viggers: In December, the cost of Operation Telic in the year 2003-04 was estimated at £1,187 million, 
but it was thought that that figure would change. Can you tell us what the current figure is and how you expect the 
figure to go into run-off? 

  Mr Woolley: The figure that we are likely to be asking for in the spring supplementary estimates is a total cost of 
the order of £1.5 billion for this financial year. In other words, an increase of around £300 million from that which 
we had sought and had voted in the winter supplementary estimate. The main reason for that increase is, partly, we 
have included some estimate of the costs of recuperation that we will be incurring this year which had not previously 
been included in the figures, and we have also included some provision for the non-cash costs of the depreciation of 
the urgent operational requirements which we procured for the operation and which had not been included in the 
previous figures. There are also a number of other refinements, but those are the main components of the increased 
estimate.

  Q1858  Mr Viggers: Have there been any areas where the amount required is less than you expected? 

  Mr Woolley: There have been one or two small reductions. For example, we had previously estimated 
accommodation costs at £77 million and our estimate now is £71 million. So there are a number of small changes in 
each component category as compared with our previous estimate.

  Q1859  Mr Viggers: Can you give us an idea of the timetable on which you will be moving to certainty on this? 

  Mr Woolley: In terms of certainty, we do not really get certainty until we do our accounts—until the accounts are 
audited by the National Audit Office after the end of the year. So a definitive figure will not be available until our 
resource account is published in around August next year. What we are doing at this stage is estimating, for the 
purposes of parliamentary supply, our best guess of what the cost is likely to be—as the spring supplementary 
estimates, which I think that Parliament will vote in February, will obviously be the last occasion on which we can 
get parliamentary authority to spend up to this limit.
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WEDNESDAY 7 JANUARY 2004 

MR TREVOR WOOLLEY, MR PAUL FLAHERTY CBE AND MR DAVID WILLIAMS 

  Q1860  Mr Viggers: £300 million is quite a significant move in one month, is it not? You have mentioned that this 
is recuperation. This is equipment that has come back which has required more enhancement than you expected. 

  Mr Woolley: It is not so much that these figures have changed as that previous estimates did not include them. I 
think we made clear at the time—certainly we made it clear to the Treasury at the time—that when we put forward 
our winter supplementaries it did not include any provision for those two items, because we felt at that stage that we 
were not ready to make an estimate as to what they might amount to. Even now it is quite difficult to make a good 
estimate for those two items.

  Q1861  Mike Gapes: I understand that the Department issued guidance on how to take the costs of the operation to 
all your top-level budget holders in December 2002, but the National Audit Office report, published in December 
2003, said that there were "marked differences between top-level budget holders' interpretations of what should be 
included or what costs should be deducted to arrive at the net additional costs of the operation". Why did that 
inconsistency occur? 

  Mr Woolley: I did read the National Audit Office report and I was slightly surprised by that statement. At the time 
of the operation I was the Command Secretary at Land Command, so I was working in a top-level budget. Certainly 
as the recipient of the instruction from the centre of the Department, I did not feel that there was any ambiguity or 
any room for differences of interpretation. What may be the case—and what I think the NAO report went on to 
say—was that the extent to which budget holders were able or did identify offsetting savings to the gross cost of the 
operation varied from one budget to another. I think that it specifically said that in the case of Fleet there were no 
offsetting savings identified, whereas in the case of Land there were. My own view is that that is not so much a case 
of the guidance being interpreted differently, but merely the nature of the different TLBs, the nature of the different 
commands, was such that in some cases there were offsetting savings and in other cases there were not.

  Q1862  Mike Gapes: So you are telling me that the National Audit Office got it wrong? 

  Mr Woolley: No, I am not saying that they got it wrong, but I am saying that I do not myself recognise that there 
was a difference of interpretation. I have not myself had evidence that there was a difference of interpretation.[3] 

  Q1863  Mike Gapes: If I put it to you that the conclusions of the National Audit Office undermine the overall 
figures that you have given in earlier answers, what would you say? 

  Mr Woolley: I would say that the National Audit Office themselves audited the figures for the net additional costs 
of the operation last year and they have their sanction.

  Q1864  Mike Gapes: You are fairly confident then? You are not prepared to say, "There might be a margin of 
error; there may be some issues where some things should have been included and are not; other things were not 
taken into account and therefore there is a margin of error in our own figures", or are you saying that you are totally 
satisfied with the figure you have given? 

  Mr Woolley: I could not put my hand on my heart and say that the figure of £847 million—which is the figure for 
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2002-03—was absolutely the right answer. All I can say is that that is the figure that the National Audit Office have 
agreed is a fair and reasonable estimate of the cost of the operation. One could never say that there were not elements 
of cost overlooked or elements of saving overlooked. All I can say is that we and the NAO believe that that is as 
good as we are going to get.

  Q1865  Mike Gapes: Do you think that there are any steps which should be taken to make the process more 
robust? Have you already put in place any action to address this problem that was identified by the National Audit 
Office? 

  Mr Woolley: We have not put in place any new processes, in the sense that I myself as finance director have not 
had budget holders or their finance officers saying to me that they require additional guidance on these matters. 
Having said that, I, as finance director, at each quarter scrutinise each TLB's forecasts, both for the main elements of 
the defence budget and also for the costs of operations, and I and my colleagues interrogate them as to the basis for 
their estimates, the assumptions underlying their estimates, the consistency of their estimates, and so on. So it is not a 
case that I sit back complacently and just accept whatever numbers are fed to me: we do have a process by which we 
challenge, and by that method try to ensure, that all the right questions are being asked by those who assemble the 
figures.

  Q1866  Mike Gapes: Do you think that there is a case for your revising the guidance that you issued in December 
2002, so that the interpretations by your budget holders at top level are more consistent with each other? 

  Mr Woolley: As I mentioned, my own experience has not been that there is ambiguity in the guidance; nor is it the 
case that my finance officers at the various top-level budgets have asked to have different guidance. I would need to 
check whether we have indeed put out additional guidance since December 2002. It is possible that that was the case, 
although I do not think that it would have been significantly different, because this is a well-established routine. We 
have been in the business of accounting for the extra costs of operations for many years now, so it is not something 
that is new or contentious in relation to this particular operation.

  Q1867  Mike Gapes: Perhaps you will write to us if you have any further information on this? 

  Mr Woolley: I will certainly do that.[4]

  Q1868  Chairman: Normally when the Defence Committee produces a report we do not ask the Ministry of 
Defence to comment upon it before we release it. Otherwise, it would be very substantially rewritten—or the whole 
lot would be expunged from the public record. That is perhaps taking it a little too far, but it is the principle. When 
the National Audit Office produce a report, as you implied, they send you a preliminary copy and then you argue 
your case. So when you said you were surprised at the inclusion of something that you slightly disagreed with, did 
you, in your response or riposte to the National Audit Office, question this? Did they then override what you said and 
print something that eventually surprised you? 

  Mr Woolley: I am afraid I cannot answer that question. Personally, I was not involved in the clearance of that 
report. I took up this appointment in the middle of October. I think the clearance of that report preceded that date.

  Q1869  Chairman: You would not know if your predecessor— 

  Mr Woolley: That is something I would need to check.[5] 

  Chairman: I am sorry that we keep asking you for more documentation, but it might be helpful.

  Q1870  Rachel Squire: Can I ask you about some of the comments contained in the MoD's report, Lessons for the 
Future, concerning equipment and stocks? The report states, "It will take time fully to assess the costs of stock 
consumption and of damage and losses to equipment. However, initial estimates suggest that the cost of recuperation 
may be in the region of £650 million". Can I ask you why it is taking so long to assess the costs of stock consumed 
and equipment lost or damaged during the conflict phase itself? 

  Mr Woolley: One of the reasons is that when, for example, ammunition is returned from the theatre to this country, 
it is often not clear whether or not it is still usable or whether it may have been damaged in some way. That is one 
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reason why that is the case. A second reason is that when we are looking at capital assets we have to consider the 
extent to which the life of the asset, and therefore the amount of depreciation, may have changed as a result of 
damage in the conflict, which is also not entirely straightforward. I think that it is also fair to say that those engaged 
in theatre, unsurprisingly, do not regard it as their highest priority to make these assessments. What we did last year 
was to send out a special team of army management accountants to look into the position as at 31 March last year, to 
look particularly at stock consumption issues and asset damage issues, in order to support the work we were doing to 
present the defence resource account. We shall be doing that again this year and should therefore have a much better 
idea later this year. At the moment, however, our estimates—although we have made estimates for the level of stock 
consumption and for the level of asset damage—are subject to some further refinement. The costs of recuperation are 
then slightly different in any case, because the issues there are not so much about the impact on the value of the 
assets: it is about the cost of repairing assets and the extent to which we decide to replace assets. These often give 
rise to different procurement decisions in different cases. So it is quite a complex judgment, quite a complex 
calculation; but I would accept that we are not as far advanced as we might be in bringing this to a conclusion.

  Q1871  Rachel Squire: In view of what you have just said, can I ask you whether, in that broad consideration, you 
have made any identification of inadequacies in your stores or financial information systems, or whether so far you 
have been satisfied that those are not areas where you need to seek room for improvement? 

  Mr Woolley: We are reasonably satisfied with our information systems. Ever since we moved on to a resource 
accounting and budgeting basis, the National Audit Office have identified shortcomings in our systems—which have 
progressively reduced. There was only one area in which, in commenting on our last resource account 2002-03, the 
NAO had reservations about the quality of our systems, and these related to Air systems logistics. That is a known 
area where we need to improve and we have plans in place for improvements in that area. In other areas we are 
reasonably confident about the quality of the financial information that our systems are generating.

  Q1872  Mr Blunt: Could we follow up this point by illustrating it with regard to guided weapons and bombs? 
There is a net book value for the guided weapons fired and bombs dropped during the conflict in 2002-03 of £61 
million and, for ammunition, of £32 million. What proportion of that will be replaced? At what cost and over what 
timescale? 

  Mr Woolley: Mr Williams may be able to help on some of the details but, as far as the guided weapons are 
concerned, there are different answers in each case. Some of our guided weapons that we have expended have 
already been the subject of subsequent urgent operational requirements to replace them. In other cases, where there 
are very long production runs, the issue is whether we would add on to the end of the production run when we came 
to it. Perhaps Mr Williams could comment a little more on that? 

  Mr Williams: There were three specific UORs, which we agreed earlier in the year to replenish the air-launched 
munitions—specifically—Paveway, Maverick and the CRV7 rockets. The total value of those three measures is 
around £40 million. Those three measures are sufficient to recuperate the stocks that were actually used during the 
operation. In terms of weapons such as Storm Shadow, we are in the process of bringing that missile into service and 
therefore will be replenishing the missiles that we use as part of the normal production run there. I think that pretty 
much covers the air-launched munitions' side of the house—so UORs of a value of around £40 million covering 
those three stores.

  Q1873  Mr Blunt: You are linking UORs here to the net book value. How do you depreciate ammunition and 
guided weapons to arrive at a net book value that will then relate accurately to the UOR you then issued to replace 
the ammunition, guided weapons and bombs you consume? 

  Mr Woolley: It is certainly the case that, as far as guided weapons and bombs are concerned, the replacement cost 
will be greater than the net book value of the items written off, because we will have depreciated the items. 

  Q1874  Mr Blunt: So the net book value is, to a degree, an artificial part of resource accounting and budgeting to 
try to identify the right cost. You have given us and we have produced the public figures of the net book value of 
ammunition, bombs, et cetera, consumed in 2002-03. I am about to ask you a question about what you think the 
figure for 2003-04 will be. In essence, however, the reality is the cost of replacement, is it not? That is the figure the 
Treasury should be being invited to supply. 

  Mr Woolley: Indeed it is. For the replacement orders in relation to the Paveways, for example, the Treasury will be 
funding that urgent operational requirement—which is the means by which it is being procured—at the cost of that 
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urgent operational requirement, which is the replacement cost. In a sense you could say that our scoring of the cost of 
the operation is double-counting, because we score the cost of the value of those missiles that we have written 
off—which is the net book value—and that is part of the cost; in addition, we are scoring the cost of replacing them 
at the replacement cost. In a sense, therefore, we are scoring it twice. That is how it appears in the accounts. In the 
accounts, in our operating costs statement, it appears as a write-off value. It also appears that the replacement cost is 
a cost against our capital departmental expenditure limit. It therefore appears twice in our accounts in different 
places, but in both cases the additional cost is covered by extra provision from the Treasury. It is not as if we are 
being short-changed by the Treasury. It is not that the Treasury, as it were, fund us for the net book value of the write-
off but then require us to pay the difference between that and the replacement value. They fund us in that section of 
our accounts which deals with write-off costs for the cost of the write-off and, in that section of our budget that is 
dealing with new capital expenditure, for the cost of the replacement missiles.

  Q1875  Mr Blunt: Can I ask you to give us your estimates for 2003-04 for the cost of guided weapons fired, bombs 
and ammunition? 

  Mr Woolley: I am afraid that we do not have those figures to hand. We will in due course have those figures, but at 
the moment we do not have them to hand. 

  Q1876  Mr Blunt: Perhaps you could send them to the Committee when you have obtained them? 

  Mr Woolley: Yes.[6] 

  Q1877  Mr Cran: I think that you have answered one or two of the questions I was about to ask but, as with brain 
surgeons, and nuclear physicists, with finance directors, you always have to have a lot of time and a wet towel 
around the head to understand what is being said! Perhaps I could take an example from 2002-03. I think that the 
written-off amount of equipment was something in the order of £30 million. I will not go into what that was. I guess 
you know that better than anybody. I think that the Committee would be interested in knowing the basis on which the 
cost of lost equipment is calculated. I know that in the private sector, where I come from. It may be different in your 
sector. 

  Mr Woolley: The figure you quote of £30 million is the net book value of the equipment. That is the value of the 
equipment that was held on our books. We no longer have the equipment, and therefore that is the cost that sums the 
£30 million. It is not the replacement cost.

  Q1878  Mr Cran: So that is a written-down cost? 

  Mr Woolley: Yes.

  Q1879  Mr Cran: That is what it is? Just to get it into my head. 

  Mr Woolley: Indeed.

3   Ev 430 Back
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MR TREVOR WOOLLEY, MR PAUL FLAHERTY CBE AND MR DAVID WILLIAMS 

  Q1880  Mr Cran: Of the equipment that was lost, I think that it was two Sea King helicopters, a Challenger 2 tank, 
Tornado aircraft and various other things. Which of these equipments will be replaced? At what cost and in what 
timescale? This may not be something that you, as finance director, are responsible for, and I doubt if you are, but 
could you talk us through that process? 

  Mr Woolley: In answer to your question, the Sea King helicopters will be replaced, in the sense that Sea King 
airframes that we already have will be equipped with the Searchwater radar to perform the role that the lost Sea 
Kings undertook. So we have plans to purchase new Searchwater radars to integrate into two Sea King airframes. 
That is a decision which has been made. We are not planning to replace the Challenger 2 tank that was lost. We are 
not planning an extra Challenger 2 tank, or an additional Tornado to replace the Tornado that was lost. We will be 
planning at some stage to have additional UAVs to replace the Phoenix that were lost, but they will not be Phoenix. 
We have not yet made a decision on the precise equipment. 

  Mr Williams: In due course the Phoenix capability will be replaced by the Watchkeeper programme. As I 
understand it, the production line for Phoenix has closed anyway, so the option of getting more of the same is not 
there. If we need to purchase an interim capability to meet operational requirements in advance of Watchkeeper 
coming in, to make good that shortfall, then we will consider acquiring that.

  Q1881  Mr Cran: You have been able to answer the questions of course, which we would have expected you to do, 
but I take it that these are corporate decisions taken within the MOD—by whom? The director-general of purchasing 
or whatever? And you are merely presented with the bill? 

  Mr Woolley: They are decisions taken—

  Q1882  Mr Cran: It is interesting that finance directors always giggle when you mention the bill! 

  Mr Woolley: The decision as to the type of equipment and the requirement for a commitment will be taken by the 
equipment capability organisation. You will be talking to General Fulton and his team later. It is his organisation 
which would take that decision. Because this is a consequent cost of the operation, it will be the Treasury rather than, 
as it were, me who is paying the bill, and therefore the Treasury will need to approve those procurements.

  Q1883  Mr Cran: I now understand that. To tie down what you said, Mr Williams—in the case of equipment 
which is no longer in production, such as the Tornado, you would automatically go for the nearest option, would 
you? Or is it just a bit more complicated than that? 

  Mr Williams: It would be a bit more complicated than that.

  Q1884  Mr Cran: Talk us through why that is. 

  Mr Williams: In the case of Tornado, I think the view is that the number of aircraft we currently have in 
service—which in any case will have been sized to reflect assumptions about attrition through life—are sufficient to 
meet our future requirements, and therefore there is not a capability gap as such that we need to fill. For the Phoenix 
UAVs, it may well be that we would want to do something to fill that capability gap earlier than the replacement 
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programme, Watchkeeper, that we already have in train—at which point we would want to consider precisely what 
capability it is that we need to fill and how best to meet that, either by purchasing a different model UAV or by 
looking at other potential equipment or other solutions, as appropriate. It becomes a standard investment decision, 
based on an identified capability gap and consideration of arrangements for possible solutions.

  Q1885  Mr Cran: This opens up a whole range of questions which we do not have time to ask, and so I will 
not—but maybe on a future occasion. My last question is this. If we think about Operation Telic that we have just 
gone through—it has not finished, of course—what major equipment will be written off and at what value? Are you 
in a position to tell the Committee anything about this? 

  Mr Woolley: They are the ones that we have already mentioned—the Sea King helicopters, the Challenger 2 tank, 
the Tornado, and the Phoenix. Those are the major equipments that will have been written off.

  Q1886  Mr Cran: I had that in my notes under the 2002-03 accounts, but that is not the case, is it? It will be 2003-
04? 

  Mr Woolley: In 2003-04, I am not aware that there are any additional major fighting equipments to be written off in 
addition to those which, as you rightly say, were in the 2002-03 accounts.

  Q1887  Mr Cran: Will you get to that point? Is that a definitive answer? 

  Mr Woolley: That is not a definitive answer. In the sense that I am sure I would have been made aware if there had 
been any others, I think that it is reasonably definitive. What is not a definitive answer is what the total value of 
equipment written off as a consequence of the operation will be in 2003-04, because obviously there may well be 
minor equipments; there may be individual vehicles, and so forth. There is also, as we touched on previously, the 
cost of the guided missiles that were used, for which we do not yet have a figure. 

  Chairman: From personal experience, should the MoD want any advice on frugality and how not to spend money, 
then Mr Cran is your man! He redefines frugality!

  Q1888  Mr Roy: We know from an answer given to a parliamentary question in October that other nations drew 
from our food and fuel supplies, and obviously we would expect that those other nations would pay the appropriate 
moneys back to us. How are such costs now being recovered? For example, we know that 40% of the fuel dispensed 
by the UK's air tanker fleet was given to US Navy and Marine Corps aircraft. Has that money been recovered? Have 
there been any problems with the United States or indeed any other nation? 

  Mr Woolley: I will ask Mr Flaherty to comment in a moment on the more general points about cost-sharing in 
theatre. As far as the particular case you raise is concerned, I am not aware that there has been a problem here. There 
are longstanding arrangements by which, where we buy or sell fuel between countries that are on operations, this is 
reimbursed. Mr Flaherty may wish to comment on the in-theatre cost-sharing arrangements more generally. 

  Mr Flaherty: We have arrangements in place in our AO in southern Iraq which were agreed at various contributors' 
meetings, which are basically in proportion to the number of people in HQs and, if they are taking meals, they are 
noted. We are in the process of finalising MOUs with each of the countries, but actually the arrangements are already 
happening and money is feeding through. So there is a system and a process up and running in theatre now. For 
example, in Cyprus we certainly identified the fuel costs and are in the process of getting that money back from the 
US.

  Q1889  Mr Roy: How long is that process? How do you define the timescale? 

  Mr Flaherty: I am sorry?

  Q1890  Mr Roy: You are in the process of getting the money back from the United States. We already know that 
40% of the fuel was given over from the air tanker fleet. What is that process? It is a huge proportion. 

  Mr Flaherty: There are two slightly different issues. In Cyprus we had a fixed amount of fuel that was there and we 
know exactly how much the US used. We have spoken to them and have an agreement with them that they now need 
to give us that money back. We are in the process of getting that back, and I hope that will be finalised in a few 
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months. Some of the fuel that we dispensed through our aircraft was not necessarily our fuel. It was not UK-bought 
fuel that we were dispensing. We picked up fuel from Kuwait, for example. So it is not necessarily a cost to the UK. 
We may well have dispensed fuel that was American fuel that we picked up. Doing that was not necessarily at a cost 
to us.

  Q1891  Mr Crausby: The MoD report, Lessons for the Future, told us that Operation Telic was "the first major 
operation to be costed under full resource accounting and budgeting principles". It went on to tell us that it "created 
some additional challenges for finance staff". You have already said that the National Audit Office identified some 
shortcomings. From your point of view, however, what problems were encountered for finance staff and in what 
areas is there need for further work in order to address those problems? 

  Mr Woolley: The first thing to say—as indeed may have been apparent—is that resource accounting and budgeting 
is a very much more complex way of managing finance than the old cash system that we used to use. It has many 
advantages, but it is more complicated. For example, we have to account for consumable stock at the point at which 
it is consumed. Under the previous cash regime, we accounted for consumable stock at the point at which it was 
purchased. Similarly, we have to identify the value of all our assets, and the write-off value of those assets when we 
lose them, and record those in our accounts and in our budget. We have to reconsider the life of our fixed assets and 
therefore the rate at which they depreciate, if they have been damaged, or if they have increased—in the case of an 
aircraft, for example—their fatigue life during the course of an operation as compared with what had previously been 
assumed. So there are all these additional complications, these additional considerations, which we have to take into 
account in resource accounting and budgeting. We have both to estimate as best we can what these costs will amount 
to and we also have to account for those costs. These are all additional challenges for finance staff. Finance staff are 
now reasonably familiar with resource accounting and budgeting and therefore none of this, conceptually at least, is 
necessarily terribly difficult. However, in terms of actually assembling the figures and assembling the right numbers 
it is both complex and time-consuming. It is why we have tended to seek definitive numbers—particularly in these 
more difficult areas which are concerned with the non-cash costs of the operation as opposed to the cash costs of the 
operation, which are reasonably straightforward to capture—to address these principally in the course of assembling 
our resource account at the end of the year. Essentially, those are the challenges. In terms of where improvements 
and lessons may be apparent, I think it is principally a case of ensuring that our finance staff are properly trained and 
that, as part of that training, the operational dimension and the need to ensure that all operational costs are properly 
identified are well recognised. I think that it is well recognised, but this is something we have constantly to re-
emphasise to people.

  Q1892  Mr Crausby: In the light of the Operation Telic experience and given that war-fighting is something 
unique, do you still believe that it is an appropriate system to be used in these circumstances? 

  Mr Woolley: Parliament requires us to provide our accounts on a resource accounting basis. So in a sense it is not a 
decision that the Ministry of Defence could take, even if it wanted to, to account on a different basis. 

  Mr Crausby: You can express an opinion though. I asked for your view.

  Q1893  Mr Cran: From someone who was once Private Secretary to the Secretary of the Cabinet! 

  Mr Woolley: Resource accounting and budgeting has many advantages and many disadvantages. It has 
disadvantages in the sense that it is more demanding on resources for financial processes. We would not need so 
many people doing finance if we did not have resource accounting and budgeting. On the other hand, it does provide 
us and Parliament with information that is relevant and useful. I think that the unique nature of the Ministry of 
Defence and defence business makes the application of resource accounting to it, in some cases, slightly strange. We 
have to have certain work-arounds to make sure that resource accounting and budgeting works in relation to the 
Ministry of Defence.

  Q1894  Mr Crausby: Was that a yes or a no? 

  Mr Woolley: That was an opinion, which is what you asked for. 

  Mr Crausby: I think that I will give up!

  Q1895  Chairman: On behalf of Parliament, may I say that it was not our responsibility. It was Treasury-driven, 
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MOD-endorsed. We voted for it (a) without understanding it and (b) without any responsibility. So to pass us the 
blame is disingenuous, and maybe you could drop us a note or talk to us privately on what you really feel. 

  Mr Woolley: I would prefer the latter, I think.

  Q1896  Mr Viggers: The Comptroller and Auditor General noted that "the Department's chart of accounts is not 
designed to record automatically the cost of individual operations". Given the fact that it is likely that the number of 
operations will increase, how do you propose to address that issue in future? 

  Mr Woolley: The chart of accounts as such does not, but we have processes which have the effect of providing us 
with that information. As we have indicated, we are reasonably confident that those processes are robust. I do not 
think that we therefore have any plans at the moment to alter our chart of accounts.

  Q1897  Mr Viggers: The system of financing which takes the capital cost and puts a charge to it does give an 
incentive to run down capital stocks. How would you respond to suggestions that have been made that the Ministry 
of Defence may have run down stocks in order to reduce the cost of capital? 

  Mr Woolley: I fully accept your point that the cost of capital charge that is applied to all assets, including stocks, is 
intended to give visibility to the notional cost of holding assets in the form of stock rather than in the form of cash, 
and therefore the notional interest that you might be able to earn on that cash if it was in the form of cash rather than 
the form of stock. So, yes, it is indeed there to identify the cost of holding stock. Having said that, I am not aware 
that that in itself has significantly affected decisions about levels of stock-holding. It is only 3.5%. It is a relatively 
small element of the total cost of procuring new stock, for example. Until 1 April this year, when we move on to 
stage 2 resource accounting and budgeting, it fell outside the control regime, outside the departmental expenditure 
limit. 

  Chairman: Rather than to keep you hanging around for 20 minutes, gentlemen, we will have to draw stumps. We 
have a number of questions to ask you, which we will write to you about.[7] 

  Rachel Squire: I wanted quickly to follow that up and maybe to take it on advice. I was going to ask you this. 
What would your response be to what we have heard, both during our visit to Iraq and in the subsequent visits we 
have made in this country, that resource accounting is the prime reason why supplies were delivered just too late 
rather than just in time? However, I accept that the Chairman wants to ask you to write in response to that and other 
issues. 

  Chairman: Please do. Thank you very much. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1898 - 1899)

WEDNESDAY 7 JANUARY 2004 

LT GENERAL ROB FULTON, AIR VICE MARSHAL STEPHEN DALTON AND MAJOR GENERAL DICK 
APPLEGATE OBE

  Q1898  Chairman: The MoD's documents First Reflections and Lessons for the Future and the National Audit 
Office report on Telic were all very positive about the performance of major defence equipment during Operation 
Telic. Which major equipment exceeded your expectations and which major equipment systems did not perform as 
well as expected?

  Lt General Fulton: What I would like to do is deal with a couple of examples from each of the Sea, Land and Air 
environment. Starting with the Sea environment, I think the cruise missile T-LAM was a conspicuous success.

  Q1899  Chairman: How many did you fire to make a judgment? 

  Lt General Fulton: I would rather not answer that.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1900 - 1919)

WEDNESDAY 7 JANUARY 2004 

LT GENERAL ROB FULTON, AIR VICE MARSHAL STEPHEN DALTON AND MAJOR GENERAL DICK 
APPLEGATE OBE

  Q1900  Chairman: So the one or two you fired worked pretty well? 

  Lt General Fulton: Yes. Also, in terms of equipment, the mine counter-measures capability, enhanced by the 
UORs, was a success. It was definitely a strength of the United Kingdom, and something that we were certainly able 
to bring to the operation that the Americans were not. My third one in the Sea area was the performance of the Sea 
King Mk 7, which was alluded to in the last session, purchased initially for its Search water radar and its ability to 
search across ocean, but actually, its ability across the desert terrain was also a revelation to many people and 
certainly provided the 3 Commando Brigade with excellent visibility of the area round them. On land, I know that 
you have heard from General Brims that he had a number of key stars: Challenger 2 enhanced by the desertification 
UOR, Warrior, AS90, and he also singled out Phoenix as a great success. To that list I would add that we were 
delighted with the performance, even though it was expected, of the SA80 A2 with which the force was equipped. 
That was enhanced by the Dismounted Close Combat capability, in particular the night vision capability, which we 
were able to extend from what we had learned in Afghanistan, and we were able to get some of that brought forward 
in time for some of the forces, though not for everybody. Also in the land environment, the Bowman personal role 
radio was a conspicuous success, to such an extent that the United States Marine Corps have also purchased some 
5,000 of those. In the air, what the operation proved was the success of the multi-role platforms GR4 and GR7 in 
particular. The second area which we were very pleased with was the performance of the air-delivered precision 
weapons. Storm Shadow in particular was brought forward, but also enhanced Paveway and Maverick were great 
successes. It was the performance of air power that enabled us to achieve what we did with the numbers that we had, 
and I know that you went over that with Air Marshal Burridge. I would also point to the information-gathering 
capability Raptor. It was Raptor's first exposure to an operation, and we were pleased with the performance of that. 
Equally, the performance of the Nimrod R1, much better known to us, was a great success, and finally C17 proved 
its worth. In terms of shortcomings, we were not entirely surprised, but nevertheless the availability of the Combat 
Engineer Tractor, which was below 50%, was as I say, not unknown but was a disappointment. There is a 
programme to replace that. The shortcomings of Clansman are known, but nevertheless a number of people 
described Clansman's ability to hold up pretty well, within its own limitations. Of those that we had, that would be 
my summary. There are a number of gaps which you may want to discuss in more detail, but at this stage I would 
highlight the robust and resilient CIS, which has been talked about in the past, inventory management and asset 
tracking has certainly been talked about and I am sure we will talk about that again, and I think also high speed data 
transfer to tactical data links in order to make the best use of our reconnaissance assets and get the information fed to 
our offensive platforms. 

  Q1901  Chairman: You put two systems in that did not exceed your expectations. Clansman was an easy one to 
throw in; everyone in the world knows that is almost as old as we are. You have been very cagey in that list. You 
cannot tell me all of your systems worked wonderfully well or well. This is not a public relations exercise for British, 
German or French companies, but there must have been systems that performed less well, and I think we are entitled 
to have your response on those that you felt should have done rather better. 

  Lt General Fulton: I am not sure that I could add to that list, but I will ask my two colleagues if they can in a 
moment. We do have to remember that the equipment was being used in very particular circumstances. There were 
very particular characteristics of this operation, which in some cases did not test the equipment to the extent that we 
might have expected it to be tested had we been fighting a more capable enemy or an enemy which fought us in a 
different way. We also have to remember that we were fighting in conjunction with the United States, and therefore 
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there are also aspects of operating in a coalition which mean our equipment was not tested to the extent that it might 
have been had we been fighting on our own. What I am saying is that the parameters within which we conducted the 
operation were less than the most testing parameters against which we would specify equipment. 

   Chairman: We would have been in a more advantageous position to rationally comment on weapons system 
performance if we had been given access to the reports sent to the Ministry of Defence by the senior officers, who I 
am sure would have told you very frankly. However, despite being a Committee representing the taxpayer, and being 
a Committee of the House of Commons, we have been denied such access. We are seeking answers in something of 
a vacuum based on innuendo, part-information and reading newspapers, all of which is a pretty unreliable guide to 
what really happens. Through you, I must express on behalf of the Committee our immense irritation at being denied 
proper information upon which to make a judgment. I now ask my colleagues to add their own "bête noirs".

  Q1902  Mike Gapes: Can I put to you perhaps two other systems that should be on your poorly performing list and 
see what your reaction is? I understand that some chemical weapon detection devices were not particularly good 
performers and gave false readings. Would you like to comment on that? 

  Lt General Fulton: I am aware that there were difficulties over the supply of NAIAD, the nerve agent detector, 
which is not normally held in units but was issued. It is in the process of being replaced by a new system which is 
due in service now. We have a programme to replace that, and the equipment will be coming into service very 
shortly. Yes, it did not work as well as the new equipment will when that comes into service.

  Q1903  Mike Gapes: As a result, there were false readings, and some of our people thought they might be under a 
chemical attack when they were not. 

  Lt General Fulton: I have read that, yes.

  Q1904  Mike Gapes: Would you confirm that that is the case? 

  Lt General Fulton: I have read that.

  Q1905  Mike Gapes: I take that as confirmation. It may be other people will come back on that. The second one is 
the mortar, the LH40. Were there problems with that? 

  Major General Applegate: Not that I am aware of, no. 

  Lt General Fulton: Not that I am aware of either. 

  Major General Applegate: Could you tell me the sort of problems you have heard about?

  Q1906  Mike Gapes: I understood that it did not work properly and that the thermal sight brackets did not fit 
properly on the weapons. Is that correct? 

  Major General Applegate: Are you really talking about a mortar? Thermal sights on a mortar sounds not what I 
would expect.

  Q1907  Mike Gapes: Were there problems with brackets on other equipment? 

  Major General Applegate: Not that I am aware of. 

  Lt General Fulton: Did this come out of one of your visits?

  Q1908  Mike Gapes: I am not revealing my source. 

  Lt General Fulton: We are not aware of it.

  Q1909  Mike Gapes: I am just asking you whether you had any problems with any of your other equipment. 
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  Lt General Fulton: Not that we are aware of.

  Q1910  Mr Blunt: I am slightly surprised that, as a Royal Marine, you did not list the hovercraft, in light of the 
information we received yesterday, when we went to visit HMS Ocean. They contrasted the very high availability of 
helicopters for transporting Royal Marines on to the Al Faw peninsula with the extremely low availability and 
reliability of the hovercraft on the ship. What was slightly more alarming was that they then informed us that these 
hovercraft were quite old and were being replaced, but you had just had to refuse the replacements because they are 
not delivering the reliability that should be expected of new hovercraft. Were you aware of this as an issue? 

  Lt General Fulton: I think you are referring to the small personnel landing craft, not the hovercraft. I am aware that 
there have been problems over the acceptance of the new landing craft to replace those on HMS OCEAN, yes.

  Q1911  Mr Blunt: Were there issues around the availability of hovercraft in the Gulf, or was it just these landing 
craft that were inadequate? 

  Lt General Fulton: The only issue that I am aware of in terms of the use of hovercraft on the Al Faw peninsula 
were the large American cushioned air vehicles which were to have landed some of the Commando Brigade.

  Q1912  Mr Blunt: Are you saying we do not have any; we just have landing hovercraft? 

  Lt General Fulton: We did not have any out there, no.[8] 

  Q1913  Mr Blunt: I meant the landing craft, not the hovercraft, for purposes of clarity. Can you reiterate whether 
you were aware of their inadequate availability? 

  Lt General Fulton: I am aware that the current generation of landing craft are very old and are in the process of 
being replaced, and I am also aware that there are difficulties with the acceptance of the new landing craft, yes.

  Q1914  Mr Blunt: Did they not appear on your list because you knew they were not any good when you went out 
there, and therefore they performed to expectation, which was not very high? 

  Lt General Fulton: Correct.

  Q1915  Mr Blunt: What other equipment falls into that category that you have not told us about? 

  Lt General Fulton: I have cited the CET as one that had availability lower than expected. I do not think I can put 
my finger on any others that were conspicuous. I think there were problems with the availability of helicopters; dust 
affected helicopter availability. Once again, that was to be expected, and that is why I did not put them on the list.

  Q1916  Chairman: What about combat identification? We had a few disasters. I do not know whether Boards of 
Inquiry have been concluded, but are you in a position at this stage to say whether the failures and the loss of life or 
accidents were due to equipment failure or human error or any other factors? I obviously do not want you to say 
anything that would be premature, but as we are asking about equipment, combat identification is clearly a sensitive 
area. 

  Lt General Fulton: It is clearly a very important issue. It is one that we had been working on before the operation. 
It is one that great attention was paid to during the operation, and indeed, a lot of work has gone on since the 
operation to identify the causes. I will ask Stephen Dalton to answer the question. 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Mr Chairman, we are currently doing four Boards of Inquiry into the various incidents 
that happened, and none of them have completed their inquiries yet. A lot of that is due to the detailed nature of the 
technical evaluation on equipment which is, of course, quite badly damaged, as you can imagine from the nature of 
the accidents. What we can say is, of course, that combat ID is a range of factors from technical equipment through 
techniques, procedures, tactics and human intervention, and all those need to be investigated before we can finally 
say what was necessary if there was a single cause of any of them, or whether it was a combination. 

  Chairman: Do you have any idea when these inquiries are going to be concluded? I am asking because we will be 
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producing our report in a couple of months, and it would be quite helpful. We are not trying to speed up the process 
but we would be grateful if you would arrange that, when each of them is published, it is made available to us as 
quickly as possible. A follow-up question on helicopter availability. The National Audit Office report says the total 
fleet averaged 66%. We will be coming on to helicopters later, so bear in mind that we will be looking at figures: Sea 
King 66%, Puma 65, Lynx anti-tank 52. The figures do not look very impressive, unless you tell us they are what is 
to be expected in that kind of environment. I am just flagging up what we will be asking later. If you have any further 
inspiration or willingness to confide in us, you know our address.[9] 

  Q1917  Mr Viggers: What about the OSCA strategic communications system? Did that perform as planned? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: The system that you are talking about was effectively bought by the Ministry for an 
exercise requirement rather than an operational requirement, therefore the system was not designed and we did not 
buy it to be put into operational use. Because it was a success in the exercise, it was then pressed into operational use 
because it filled a particular niche capability, and did produce some good results but also some unsatisfactory results. 
Part of the cause of that would be the fact that it was not design-tested to the extremes which might be used 
operationally as opposed to in a straightforward exercise training need.

  Q1918  Mr Viggers: I was reading today's Jane's Defence Weekly, which says that the OSCA strategic 
communications system was procured for Operation Telic under an £80 million Urgent Operational Requirement. 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: That is not technically correct, as I understand it.

  Q1919  Mr Viggers: Can you please say what is being done to rectify the poor availability of the Combat Engineer 
Tractor and the Lynx anti-tank helicopter? 

  Major General Applegate: Really, with the Combat Engineer Tractor, as was mentioned, that is an old piece of 
equipment, which came in the seventies. At the moment we are planning to introduce Terrier, which I think you are 
aware of, with an in-service date of 2008. It causes us concern, certainly, that the availability of the current system is 
not what we would wish but we have plans, and that is the timescale in which we are planning to introduce the 
replacement for that particular piece of equipment. As far as the Lynx is concerned, clearly, we have a fleet which is 
ageing, and one of the things we are hoping to do to meet the requirement that the Lynx is fulfilling for attack—and 
you are aware that we fired a number of Lynx TOW—is to replace it with the Apache, which will be taking on that 
particular task. So the remaining Lynx we have will be conducting utility tasks in a less stressing environment. 
Obviously, we have other programmes which we are hoping to bring on as a replacement for the light-utility 
helicopter, and are considering the future helicopter mix.

8   Note from Witness: Asslt Sqn deployed with four Landing Craft Air Cushioned (Light) LCAC (L) Back

9   Ev 431 Back
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LT GENERAL ROB FULTON, AIR VICE MARSHAL STEPHEN DALTON AND MAJOR GENERAL DICK 
APPLEGATE OBE

  Q1920  Mr Viggers: Is it correct that sand and dust filters were ordered late and that this may have contributed to 
the low availability of the Lynx? 

  Major General Applegate: My understanding is that that is not true. I think in fact that one of the lessons that was 
clearly understood from the previous Gulf conflict was the requirement for sand filters, and my understanding is that 
a conscious decision was taken on the number of helicopters that could be deployed depended on the availability of 
sand filters. If you would like me to come back on that, I will. That is my understanding.

  Q1921  Mr Viggers: Yes, because my supplementary question was to ask whether the Treasury blocked the 
funding for this item and other critical items. 

  Major General Applegate: Not that I am aware of.

  Q1922  Mr Viggers: Sir Kevin Tebbitt, the Permanent Secretary at the Ministry of Defence, sat there with a 
straight face and great charm and told us that there were no disputes at all between the Treasury and the Ministry of 
Defence. If so, that is unprecedented. I just wonder whether there were debates and discussions between the MoD 
and the Treasury, as a result of which MoD did not press applications because they knew the Treasury would block 
them? 

  Lt General Fulton: We will follow that one up, but my understanding is exactly the same as General Applegate's, 
that it was not the issue of the funding availability for it, but the availability of the filters themselves and the ability 
to fit them in time, and a conscious decision that there was no point in sending aircraft that did not have the filters 
fitted. We will send you a note on that.[10] 

  Q1923  Mr Viggers: Can you please say whether all requests for extra equipment were granted by the Treasury? It 
is not in the Treasury's nature simply to nod through requests from different departments. 

  Lt General Fulton: As I think you know from the note that we sent to you before Christmas, there were 194 UORs 
approved, and the ones that were not approved were those whose delivery would fall outside the timescale within 
which we needed to have the equipment in order to either complete the operation or indeed complete that part of the 
operation for which they were required. There were some examples of things like Temporary Deployable 
Accommodation, which we did not need for the start of the operation; we needed that for later on. The issue of 
funding only became an issue with the cut-off of things that would not be delivered in time. 

  Major General Applegate: There is a point I might add here as well. You have highlighted the Treasury, but of 
course, one of the things we have to do is determine whether the UORs being requested make sense considering the 
nature of the operation. One of the things about this is that that is an iterative process: as the planning for an 
operation unfolds, where it is going to be mounted from, how many forces are going to be engaged, what our role 
might be within the force, as that changes over time, there is an impact on what equipment we would wish to 
introduce and what requests are made or the priority assigned to those, and a determination as to when we can go 
forward and take some action to ensure that industry can provide them. There is not a magic date when we can say 
that from now on we know all the equipment is going to be this, and there is a final prioritisation; it develops over 
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time. It really depends on which one you are talking about and when it was regarded as being high priority. 

  Q1924  Mr Hancock: Can I just take you back to your answer to Mr Viggers about OSCA? You said it was a piece 
of kit for training, but if you read this article, it would all have to be wrong. Like you, General, I have just read this, 
and there is no suggestion here that it was training kit. If it was, why did it feature so heavily in what you were doing 
there, if it had not been tried and tested, if people had not been trained on it, and the communications generally were 
so appalling that one of your colleagues is quoted in here as saying, "You just can't wait till the last minute. You need 
to train and turn your equipment into a capability before you go to war"? Come on, Air Marshal, you must do better 
than you have already with that answer, surely? You cannot take a bit of training kit to war and then say it was only 
for training really, if it was all you had. 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: The piece of equipment, in the first instance, was requested and was purchased for an 
exercise requirement. The fact that it then proved to be effective. . .

  Q1925  Mr Hancock: Where was that proven to be effective? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: During the exercise.

  Q1926  Mr Hancock: Which exercise was that? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: That was held in December 2002.

  Q1927  Mr Hancock: Where? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: In the Middle East. That exercise then meant that the people who were part of the 
organisation found it effective, and when it then became apparent that it would be useful for the operation, it was 
pressed into operational use. This is not the first time we have done that sort of thing, although maybe not in the 
communications field, where we have found something works well in training and we have used it subsequently.

  Q1928  Mr Hancock: What was it used for? I cannot get to the bottom of how you transformed this from a piece of 
training kit into a significant part of your communications network. 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: The big element of this operation that was vastly different to anything else we had done 
was the requirement for communications. Both the quality and quantity were of an order that was unprecedented, 
therefore a lot of what we were doing was using communications equipment some of which was very old—and we 
have talked about Clansman—which turned out to be actually more capable this time than we had proven in previous 
exercises and operations. It is all to do with making the best of what you have in those situations. That is what was 
happening here, with this particular piece of equipment. There were other things added on in the communications 
world throughout the build-up to, during and subsequently to the operation to match particular requirements as they 
came up.[11] 

  Q1929  Mr Hancock: Would you say there was a significant breakdown in your ability to communicate from the 
UK to forces in theatre, and from commanders in theatre to their colleagues who were maybe a bit closer to the 
action? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: There undoubtedly were occasions when the communications were not as robust and 
reliable as they should ideally have been. That is due to a variety of factors, not least of which, as I mentioned, is the 
fact that the volume and the sheer quantity of communications that was required was so much larger than we had 
anticipated or had been shown in the past to be the requirement. 

  Chairman: Thank you. Perhaps you could drop us a note on the methodology you use to evaluate equipment 
performance.[12] You did touch on one factor, General Fulton, which is who you are fighting against. You might 
have done pretty well against one group of opponents, but had you been up against somebody else, that system might 
not have performed as well. If there is a rational methodology for evaluating, that would be quite helpful to see. 

  Q1930  Mr Viggers: I would like to come back on dust filters. I am sure what the General told us was entirely 
correct, that as and when the time came for a UOR on dust filters, there would not have been time to produce them, 
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but is it not a fact that the Army Air Corps actually asked for dust filters in the summer of 2002, and the reason there 
was not time was that the first application was rejected? 

  Lt General Fulton: I cannot say whether the application was rejected. What I can say is that the time at which we 
started the UOR process is one that I know you have talked about at some length, and was certainly contained within 
the note that we sent to you before Christmas. We were constrained for both operational security reasons and also for 
the reason that other avenues were being pursued in order to solve the problem, to not starting formal work on UORs 
until September/October, and indeed, the first UOR was signed off on 17 October. Any request that had been 
submitted earlier than that would have been taken account of in the normal departmental short-term planning and 
equipment planning process, and therefore it would have been assessed against other priorities at that time, and if it 
was submitted in June, as I think you said, it would have been taken account of in the planning process that was 
going forward at that time for the equipment plan that would finally have been signed off by Ministers in March of 
this year. So the Urgent Operational Requirements did not start being processed until much later in the autumn.[13] 

  Mr Viggers: The point that would cause us concern is if financial constraints cause equipment which the armed 
forces would like to have not to be made available to them because people imagine that Urgent Operational 
Requirements would take account of it, and then, with a UOR, the equipment arrives, but there is no time for training 
or use.

  Q1931  Mr Hancock: Are you the "senior officer" quoted in this article, General? 

  Lt General Fulton: I have not read the article, I am afraid, Mr Hancock.

  Q1932  Mr Hancock: What is quoted in the article is virtually verbatim of what you just said. 

  Lt General Fulton: I was not aware that I was being quoted. If you would tell me what the article is, I could check. 

  Chairman: Perhaps we can ask the author! We are now going on to a block of questions on UORs, so you have not 
escaped this subject yet.

  Q1933  Mr Cran: Of course, Urgent Operational Requirements is a fairly important issue, is it not? I understand 
that pre deployment, 190 of them were approved, at a cost, from memory, of about £510 million. The first question I 
would like to ask you is simply this, and I know what your initial answer is going to be, but let me nonetheless ask it. 
As we walk around the MoD estate, as it were, and we get below your level, I am bound to say to you that the 
implication I receive is that this is a pretty good device to use either pre-operation or during operation to get what the 
unit, whatever it is, cannot get in peacetime. I said I knew what your answer would be, and you would pooh-pooh 
that, of course. If you do, what devices do you use to ensure that that does not happen? The example given by my 
colleague was the 0.50 machine gun for the Royal Marines. 

  Lt General Fulton: Clearly, as you say, the whole point of the Urgent Operational Requirement is to give us 
equipment that is task-specific, role-specific or theatre-specific, that has assumed increasing importance because of 
the particular operation that is going to be happening. That has to be seen against the background of the normal, day-
to-day business of the equipment plan, formulating the equipment plan and then delivering it. In formulating the 
equipment plan, we have to take account of the whole balance of requirements across defence. We have to take 
account of high-intensity conflict and peace-keeping. We have to take account of all theatres, we have to take 
account of a whole range of tasks, and we have to balance that out. Inevitably, some equipment that people would 
like to have falls below the line and does not make it into the equipment programme. Thereafter, along comes a 
particular operation, which has specific requirements, and clearly then the requirements of that particular piece of 
equipment are assessed, either because of the climate or the terrain, or because of the particular role that a particular 
unit is going to be engaged in the forthcoming operation. Then the weighting or the importance that one might attach 
to that piece of equipment would go up. General Applegate referred earlier to the need to assess what is being asked 
for, the purpose to which it is going to be put, the circumstances under which it is going to be used and how many of 
them are required. That is how we do the normal planning, but we also have to take account of the particular 
circumstances of the forthcoming operation. 

  Q1934  Mr Cran: There is an awful lot in that, and I think I understood it, but it does not really answer the 
question that I asked you, which was: as we wander around the estate, I do not know about my colleagues but it has 
certainly been told to me that this is a grand device to get what you cannot get in normal peacetime conditions. I was 
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merely wondering if you are quite sure that, of the £510 million that I spoke to you about in relation to the pre-
deployment UORs, that some of what the lads are saying did not creep through under your defences. 

  Lt General Fulton: We are absolutely sure that the equipment that was provided had been scrutinised, not only by 
my staff, who are people who themselves have come out of those units, but also, firstly, it comes up from a unit, 
through the front-line command—be it Land, Fleet or Strike—it has to then come through the Permanent Joint 
Headquarters, so that they are sure that it is applicable to the role that they envisage for that unit for this operation. It 
then comes to us as an Urgent Statement of User Requirement. We then assess whether it can be provided in 
time—and of course, clearly some cannot—whether it is relevant to that operation, and whether we can go out and 
acquire it. I am satisfied that there are sufficient filters in the process. Of course, the more filters you put in the 
process, the greater the risk of slowing the process down, and therefore there is a fine balance, in our view, between 
putting so many filters in and making sure that we can deliver what the front line needs before it crosses the line of 
departure. I know that you will also have been told as you went around that people found that to begin with they only 
had a few of the things that they had asked for because we were processing them, and then they came with a rush 
later on, which, of course, brings its own problems, as you say, in terms of assimilating that into time to train and so 
on. What we have to do is to draw the very fine balance between going through a laborious process of scrutinising 
everything—we clearly have a responsibility to make sure that the money is spent properly and wisely, so we have to 
scrutinise it—and holding it up, which we do not want to do.

  Q1935  Mr Cran: I will accept that for the purposes of the minute. The Committee would also be interested to 
know how much of all the equipment involved in these UORs is retained after the operation is finished? Is it all 
retained? Is it sold off? What happens to it? 

  Lt General Fulton: After this operation, we have been very careful to make sure that we look very critically at what 
equipment can and should be retained in service, because by nature of an Urgent Operational Requirement, it does 
not come with support funding; you buy it and that is it. So the first issue is whether we can afford to take it into the 
normal equipment programme and provide it with sufficient support funding so that it can then be sustained through 
life. The second question that we have to ask is what proportion of the fleet of, let us say, vehicles have had that 
UOR applied to them, what proportion, for example, of the Challenger fleet have been desertised, because you then 
have to deal with the issue of a fleet within a fleet. Can you afford, for example, to apply that UOR to the whole of 
the rest of the fleet? It may be counter-productive to have various elements of the fleet with various modifications, as 
we have done with Afghanistan, for example, on the one hand and Telic on the other. So there are a number of 
questions that we have to ask ourselves, but ultimately, what it comes down to is the affordability of retaining that 
capability in-service, and that is when you have to come back round the loop and ask what its wider applicability is. 
It may have been specific to Operation Telic in the Iraqi desert in those months of that particular year, operating in 
that coalition alongside the Americans, but does that buy it a place in the wider equipment programme? What we 
have to do then is assess what it should replace in the programme, because clearly there is not extra money to keep 
that in the programme. There is a fine balance, and that is why we are going through it as part of the normal long-
term equipment planning process at the moment, to assess how many of those 190 we can afford to keep and how 
many we cannot. Then the issue is, if there are some that we cannot afford to keep, the Chief of Defence Logistics 
would be very keen that we take them out of service, so that we do not have unsupportable equipment in the 
inventory that he cannot then maintain.[14] 

  Q1936  Mr Cran: What does "take out of service" mean? Mothball? 

  Lt General Fulton: For example, there might have been special communications fitted to helicopters. For example, 
over the years various specific communications fits have been put into Chinook helicopters. If they are left there, at a 
time when we now want to bring Bowman into service and we therefore want to change the communications system 
in the Chinook helicopter, if we are not careful, we will be faced with many different variants of that, and in the case 
of, for example, the desertisation of Challenger, it might even mean taking that desertisation off. Clearly, there is a 
balance between that and understanding when we might need it again, because clearly, the last thing we want to have 
to do is spend another £510 million on the 194 next time round. So there is a balance to be struck. The final thing I 
would say is that in some cases what we have been able to do is buy the latest technology off the shelf, or in the case 
of some of the mine counter-measures, lease the latest technology. It may therefore be advantageous to give it back, 
knowing that we would be able to lease a newer generation of technology next time around, should that be required. 
What I am trying to portray is a situation where there are many factors which have to be balanced out.

  Q1937  Mr Cran: Chairman, there are so many questions one could ask about this because there is a sizeable 
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amount of money involved. I wonder if you could give the Committee, if for nobody else's benefit than mine, a note 
about this, the timescale of the decision making about the questions I have just asked you, implications for cost? 

  Lt General Fulton: Can I try one answer?

  Q1938  Mr Cran: I would rather you would not, because my colleagues have a lot of questions to ask. I wish you 
would just put it down on a piece of paper.[15] 

  Lt General Fulton: Can I just say that all of that is included in the Equipment Plan 2004 process, which is ongoing 
in the Ministry of Defence at the moment, and will be signed off by the Secretary of State in March, at the end of the 
STP/EP round, so it will all be contained within that. 

  Q1939  Mr Cran: We will have a look, and if it does not give us what we want, we will come back to it. A specific 
case of UORs is the case of the AS90 self-propelled artillery with enhanced air conditioning. It came in late. Would 
you like to say why, and were there many instances where UORs were in fact late for the operational phase? 

  Major General Applegate: As far as the AS90 is concerned, first of all there was an impact of when we could start 
doing the planning. As I mentioned earlier on, at certain stages the plan clearly says "we are going to use this 
equipment." Up until that stage, wish lists may come in but they are just that, going back to your point about the 
units. Yes, of course, you are warned for an operation, and the first thing you do is put in a wish list. It is up to others 
to decide whether it is relevant or not. We had to wait to get the approval to go forward with the AS90 work. The 
second piece of the story would be that actually, we were planning for the end of March/beginning of April for that 
work to be conducted, which at that stage was the planning assumption, and based upon the advice we were getting 
with regard to the plan. That was sensible, because the majority of the work to be conducted on AS90 was to do with 
the very hot conditions, because the gun was purchased primarily to operate in north-west Europe. We had 
contingency plans before we started to do this work based upon Saif Sareea II, and it was part of the plan we were 
intending to conduct for about 2005 along with Challenger. My point is it came in after the operation; it did not 
affect the operation because the temperatures did not get up to the high levels that were expected, but work began on 
the tail end of the war fighting operations to ensure that the AS90 could remain in operation in the theatre, as it has 
been until recently. Does that answer the question?
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LT GENERAL ROB FULTON, AIR VICE MARSHAL STEPHEN DALTON AND MAJOR GENERAL DICK 
APPLEGATE OBE

  Q1940  Mr Cran: Yes, it does. The other question was were there many examples? 

  Lt General Fulton: There were some that were deliberately late. I mentioned Temporary Deployable 
Accommodation because we did not want it then. Also, the stocks of enhanced Paveway and Maverick were 
designed to backfill the stocks that were used. Ones that straddled the time at which they would have been used: we 
did not have a full set of the thermal imagers, Lion and Sophie, and the head-mounted night vision system at the time 
that the first troops crossed the line of departure, and we did not have a full complement of Minimi machine guns, 
and the Underslung Grenade Launcher also. We had most of the launchers themselves, but there was an issue that I 
think you are aware of about the release of ammunition. So there were a number of areas where there were numbers 
of pieces of equipment, of which we had some but did not have a full complement.

  Q1941  Mr Jones: Can I just ask about Urgent Operational Requirements that were not accepted. One that I saw 
recently on a visit was the Royal Marines with the mounting of general purpose machine guns on the top of BVs, 
where apparently there is a bracket that you can acquire to do this, and this was refused and ended up with the 
adaptability of the Royal Marines, using pieces of wood and other home-made brackets to fit the general purpose 
machine guns on top of their PVs. Why would a request like that be refused? Certainly the men I spoke to said it did 
not do a great deal for morale, the fact that this simple piece of kit, which would have solved the problem, was not 
provided. 

  Lt General Fulton: I am pleased that ingenuity won the day. I have to say I do not know, and I would have to 
check and let you know.[16] 

  Q1942  Mr Roy: What lessons can be learned from the UOR process to improve the MoD's normal equipment 
acquisition arrangements, which by perception seem to be very problematical? 

  Lt General Fulton: I do not think, as you would expect, I necessarily agree with the premise that our acquisition 
system is problematical. Nevertheless, if there are lessons from the UOR process, I think we should learn them. The 
answer I gave to Mr Cran was designed to explain that there are differences in the way in which a UOR is conceived 
and the way it can be dealt with in terms of being specific to that operation, and therefore it can be looked at in a 
very specific way within very small parameters. Clearly, one of the key issues about a UOR is that it has to be 
available to be bought off the shelf, because of the timescales, therefore it has to exist. There are clearly issues 
associated with anything that is very complex, for example, integration. One of the reasons why a number of UORs 
did not succeed was because there was complex integration involved. I do not think that is the answer to Mr Jones's 
question about the GPMG, but here I am thinking about defensive aid suites and secure communications for aircraft, 
for example, where the integration required would exceed the sorts of timescales that we are talking about. There are 
lessons that we can learn in terms of the handling of business cases within the Department, but I think it is important 
that when a piece of equipment is brought into service for the long term, all the ramifications of owning that piece of 
equipment are taken account of, that it has a fully funded support line and that it is fully integrated not only into the 
piece of equipment that it is designed to work inside, but also that it fits into the totality of the equipment plan, that it 
is, for example, interoperable with all the other elements on the land battlefield, for example, with which they may 
want to interoperate.
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  Q1943  Mr Roy: Can I take you back to something you said: you said the UOR would be bought off the shelf. If it 
has to be bought off the shelf, how does it perform in relation to anything else that is procured through the normal 
MoD systems, which would be by definition made to measure? Because you have to take it off the shelf, is it better 
or worse or the same? 

  Lt General Fulton: I do not think you should necessarily take the view that other things that we buy are made to 
measure. Some are, but clearly there are some systems which are built of component parts which are bought off the 
shelf. I am thinking, for example, of the Watchkeeper UAV system, which we have discussed with this Committee 
before, where it is something that we would define as buying it off the shelf, although it takes time for all the 
component parts to be integrated together. In the case of these UORs, I think some of them were buying more of 
things that we knew about already. We had already started the programme of the thermal imagers from Afghanistan 
and what we were doing was buying more of them. The Minimi machine gun was very much a known quantity. One 
of the reasons why it was bought was because the drills were very similar to the general purpose machine gun, and 
therefore training time would be minimised. So there are areas which bear a striking resemblance to things that we 
know about.

  Q1944  Mr Roy: We will bear in mind all that you have said about the off the shelf and the made to measure and it 
is good enough and such like. How are these lessons being applied to MoD's smart acquisition arrangements? 

  Lt General Fulton: Certainly we had already, as part of the smart acquisition programme—I was not involved but 
my guess is that it had been happening before—increasingly been buying equipment off the shelf, in the sense that 
Bowman is a system bought off the shelf in that it has been bought from a company which has already provided a 
similar capability to another country. Increasingly, we want to buy equipment off the shelf, where it is available and 
where it is capable of doing the job, but clearly there are also issues for more complex equipment—aeroplanes for 
example—which are not amenable to that approach. On the other hand, many communications systems are amenable 
to that approach. What smart acquisition tries to do is to look at the particular thing, whatever it is, that we are trying 
to buy, and determine the most appropriate procurement route. I am not sure that the UOR process makes us either 
more inclined or less inclined to do that. If the equipment exists, there is not a lot of point in us trying to design our 
own, unless it is a particular capability or a particular skill that we wish to retain in this country. There are things that 
we want to continue to make in this country, rather than buy off the shelf from the United States, for example. 

  Q1945  Mr Roy: If you say that you can increasingly buy off the shelf, what ramifications does that have, for 
example, for the much maligned "just in time"—or "just not in time" as some soldiers describe it? 

  Lt General Fulton: I think I am right in saying that when the Chief of Defence Logistics was here he did not like 
the "just in time" phrase. He talked about "lean logistics" and perhaps this is not the moment to argue the semantics 
of that.

  Q1946  Mr Roy: He did not believe in just in time; it was not just that he did not like it. 

  Lt General Fulton: He certainly is the expert on logistics supply. One of the potential advantages of buying 
equipment off the shelf is that if you can buy into a long production run, you do not necessarily need to buy all of it 
up front. I know that in the last session, for example, the question of replacing Tornado and Challenger came up. It is 
not a practical proposition to re-open the Tornado production line, and therefore the Tornado aircraft were all bought 
at once. I know it is an extreme example, but one of the advantages of long production runs is that we can buy it 
when we need it, provided we are sure production is going to go on and we are going to be able to come back to it, 
rather than having to buy it all at once and then hold attrition stocks.

  Q1947  Mr Roy: You can pay for it when you can afford it. 

  Lt General Fulton: Yes, rather than having to pay for the whole thing up front. What I am trying to do is paint a 
picture that one size does not necessarily fit all, and the true essence of the "smart" in smart acquisition is being 
smart enough to know what is the best route to solve that particular problem at that particular time.

  Q1948  Mr Jones: Can I just pick up on a point? You mentioned integration and the importance of buying things 
off the shelf that worked. Can I ask about quad bikes, which I understand were very useful, for example, on the Al 
Faw peninsula and places, but why did you buy quad bikes that ran on petrol, which created some problems in terms 
of being able to get fuel? We saw a warehouse full of them in Iraq, getting ready to be shipped back to the UK for 
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disposal. If we are thinking about integration, for example, with the rest of not just equipment but also something as 
basic as fuel, why did we buy quad bikes with a problem with fuel? 

  Lt General Fulton: Why we bought petrol quad bikes as opposed to diesel quad bikes I do not know, and we will 
have to find out. The second part of the question is interesting, because it bears on the answer I gave to Mr Cran 
earlier in terms of deciding what should be retained in service and what should not. There clearly is an issue of 
whether we should retain quad bikes as part of the UK inventory, whether we should expand the use of them across 
the whole of defence or whether we should buy them for that particular operation, knowing that they are the sort of 
thing that we could go back and buy as each operation comes up. So it is that fine balance between what we want and 
need to hold in the inventory for the whole gamut of tasks, and what can we afford to hold in the inventory for the 
whole gamut of tasks, and what are specific to a particular type of operation.

  Q1949  Mr Jones: I accept the point you are making, but certainly yesterday, when we were in Plymouth to visit 
42 Commando, they said they were very useful, certainly on the Al Faw peninsula; they were very useful in the 
desert situation. We were told when we were in Iraq that they were being disposed of, and the only reason why they 
were being disposed of was not because people did not think there was an operational need for them in the future, but 
the fact that they ran on petrol. 

  Lt General Fulton: As I say, the petrol question we will certainly have to come back on. To take quad bikes as an 
example, what we would need to do is, if the requirement for quad bikes for the whole of the UK armed forces came 
up as a potential equipment enhancement, we would have to look firstly at what the requirement was and how that 
stood up against all the other competing claims on the equipment programme. If we then got it into the programme, 
there would then be an issue about buying the right quad bike. Actually, if you take it away from being specific to 
quad bikes, the capability you want is small, light, individual personal mobility for stores at a low level. That is a 
legitimate aspiration for a unit to want and perceive a need for. As I say, it has to be balanced against all the other 
equipment enhancements that other people might need, which might well get into the programme ahead of that. 

  Mr Jones: Could you let us have a note on the petrol/diesel issue and the reason they were purchased? I do want to 
emphasise the fact that certainly the Marines we met yesterday said they were very useful and a very good piece of 
kit, especially on the Al Faw peninsula.[17] 

  Q1950  Mr Crausby: You have already said, General, that there are some capability shortfalls that are not 
amenable to UORs, because they are too complex and there are too long lead times, aircraft, warships, etc. Lessons 
for the Future makes that point, but then it goes on to say that "We need therefore to consider war fighting 
capabilities and review the equipment programme to ensure that we can deliver them within planning timescales." 
What analysis have you done to further that hope, to ensure that different capabilities could be procured, delivered 
and fitted, to help inform the process? 

  Lt General Fulton: It is an aspect of equipment planning which is becoming increasingly apparent through the 
experience of Kosovo, Afghanistan and now Telic. In terms of the capabilities that we do put into the equipment 
programme, our recommendation to the Defence Management Board and the Secretary of State is to put into the 
equipment programme those things that deliver the most capability to defence. We are increasingly aware that there 
is this other aspect in terms of a discriminator. If you are trying to discriminate between spending the money on 
capability X or capability Y, it is, we recognise, increasingly important to take into account, if we did not put it into 
the programme, how quickly we could get it if we needed it. Another aspect of this, which you may well have come 
across in your discussions, is fitting for but not with. One of the things that we would increasingly seek to do where 
we can is, if we cannot afford to equip all of the fleet, be that the vehicle fleet or aircraft fleet or ships, if we cannot 
afford to equip everybody with it, but nevertheless there are complex integration issues, one way round it is to do the 
integration but leave the fitments there for the equipment itself to be either transferred from another ship and plugged 
in when necessary or indeed bought off the shelf and plugged in. That, of course, is dependent on ensuring that the 
equipment that we can buy off the shelf is compatible with the integration that we have already done some time 
before, because one of the disadvantages of commercial off the shelf technology is that it moves on at a pace, and 
therefore we have to make sure that the manufacturer or the country from which we are going to buy it has not 
developed two more marks on downstream and therefore the integration work that we did has been nullified. It is not 
a panacea and it cannot solve all our problems, nevertheless fitting for but not with is potentially one of the ways to 
ameliorate the problem.

  Q1951  Mike Gapes: I have a number of questions about communications and information systems. To begin with, 
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when we visited 42 Commando yesterday, one issue that came up was the question of how you deal at division level 
with the intelligence that you get which might be available at brigade level, and whether there are gaps in terms of 
the time it takes for people to be able to analyse the information that is pouring in and is dealt with. Clearly, this is a 
serious question for actual combat operations, and I wonder if you have any comments on lessons that you have 
already learned from that and what might be done to address that issue, and then I have some specific questions 
relating to the question of communication and information systems. 

  Lt General Fulton: Clearly, the issue of making information available to all those who need it has been a perennial 
problem throughout history. As we go forward, one of the features of modern operations is that the amount of 
information is increasing exponentially. I have briefed the Committee in the past on network enabled capability, and 
that is a phrase that has come through in the lessons learned and in the White Paper. What that says is that any 
capability, be it a soldier on the ground or an attack helicopter or whatever, is going to be that much more capable if 
they get the right information in the right form in a timely way so that they can make use of it. It is no more magical 
than that, though actually delivering it is quite difficult. What you say is exactly right. It is not a new problem, and 
arguably the problem is getting worse as the amount of information goes up, and in particular operating alongside the 
Americans with American intelligence gathering assets adds to it, and therefore the key issue is being able to do the 
information management that will allow us to find that needle in the stack. 

  Q1952  Mike Gapes: You said "timely". Is that not the real problem? You might have the information at brigade 
level, or the Americans might have it, but there is a firewall and there is an inability to analyse that information in 
time, so that by the time the people who might need that information get it, the assets that you are trying to target 
have moved on because it has taken so long for that information to get to the people who can make use of it? 

  Lt General Fulton: There has always been a tension between passing on raw information, unprocessed, quickly, 
and analysing the information and then passing it on more slowly. Very often, the issue is that until you have 
analysed it, you do not know who can make use of it. The last thing, I am sure, that the Commanding Officer of 42 
Commando would have wanted is the entire intelligence dump of everything that the Americans had managed to 
collect, and therefore, finding the nugget that was really the information that he needed is a heck of a challenge. I 
freely recognise that.

  Q1953  Mike Gapes: I now have a number of specific questions. The MoD's First Reflections, Lessons for the 
Future and the National Audit Office report on Operation Telic have all highlighted shortcomings and serious 
problems with communication and information systems. I understand that First Reflections says that not all systems 
were compatible with each other or with US systems, which led to interoperability problems, and the NAO report 
says that there was sometimes difficulty in maintaining strategic communication between the UK and units in 
theatre. Clearly, these are very serious problems and they have very serious implications for the effectiveness of our 
forces. What are you doing to address these problems, and how quickly can we expect significant improvements? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: The overall view that is given by the reports is correct. As I mentioned earlier on, there 
were some very high demands on communications, and some of them did not stand up to the test of time. There is no 
doubt about that. What we are doing about it for the future is that the compatibility work we talked about is work that 
we are taking very seriously. We have a number of strands of work, both directly with NATO partners and also with 
specific countries, the US in particular, to try and make sure that our communications that we are bringing in over 
the next few years, literally the next two to three years, are compatible with their systems. An example there would 
be actually making sure that we put the wave form patterns from our radios into the software programmable radios 
that the Americans are buying for the future for their equipment as well, so that we are interoperable and compatible 
with their systems. In terms of strategic communications, yes, there were significant problems there, not least of 
which was with our now ageing Skynet 4 system, where a particular satellite in the net which was critical to it did 
give us problems, and the management system had to be changed to try and make use of other satellites that were 
available, including the Inmarsat system, which became at one point the critical communication system because the 
others which we had in place proved to be unreliable. So there were problems and things were being done about it. 
What we are doing for the future for that side of things is that we are at the moment in the process of launching the 
Skynet 5 system satellites, which will be up over the next four to five years, which will then give us a new, modern 
satellite capability to provide the strategic comms that we need.

  Q1954  Mike Gapes: But between now and four or five years' time, if we are involved in a serious operation of the 
kind that we have just been involved in, we are still going to be dependent on Skynet 4. Is that right? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Correct. 
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  Q1955  Mike Gapes: Which, as you have said yourself, was inadequate and let us down. 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: It is not inadequate itself, but it did let us down on the day, yes. 

  Q1956  Mike Gapes: Do you have any contingency plans to fill the gap between now and then? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: There are a number of contingency plans in place to use NATO satellites, other nations' 
satellites if necessary, to give us that strategic communications if we need it. They are all, of course, dependent on 
the time of arranging them to meet the specific requirements. 

  Q1957  Mike Gapes: In short, when will we have reliable, secure, timely and effective communication between all 
parts of our operations and our allies or stakeholders? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: That is a difficult question to answer in terms of when, because all of the factors you 
have put in there demand a perfect working system. What we are seeking to do is to put in place a capable, reliable 
system that will meet the needs that have been specified to do it. When that will all be in place with all our allies is a 
difficult question to answer specifically in terms of dates. What I can do is come back to you.[18] 

  Q1958  Mike Gapes: Give me a rough idea. Are we talking about five years, seven years, ten years? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: It is a continuing process, but certainly within the next four to five years we will have a 
much more reliable system, which will enable us to meet the requirements both of our allies and for our own national 
uses, yes. 

  Lt General Fulton: What we also have to bear in mind is that the demand for communications is increasing 
exponentially as well. I think we would be unwise to say that in five years' time our successors would not be having a 
very similar conversation, not because we had not done anything in the mean time, but because demand for 
communications, demand for instant access, demand for the ability to handle ever greater quantities of information 
the ability to have streaming, video, tele-conferencing, all hours of the day and night and so on and so forth, will all, 
I think, place greater demands on communication channels than we will actually be able to achieve. I think we are 
some way off the perfection that you describe—in fact, I think we are a long way off the perfection you 
describe—but I would say we are in this situation because, frankly, we have not invested sufficient over the years in 
the enabling functions that allow us to do these sorts of things. It has only really been since the Strategic Defence 
Review of 1998 that we have started to invest in enablers as well as in what you might call the front line forces. 
Communications traditionally has been very much the poor relation and is catching up. There is a lot of investment 
coming but it is going to be a few years yet.

  Q1959  Mike Gapes: Is that then why it was so necessary to have UORs to improve coalition interoperability, 
when in fact anybody should have thought years ago that we needed to be fighting alongside the United States and 
therefore we should have interoperability built into everything that we plan? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Certainly in terms of interoperability we have been thinking about it for many years in 
terms of communications as well as other bits of equipment, because we design things to a series of standards, 
particularly set out by NATO, so that at least all the NATO parties are all working to the same technical 
requirements for equipment and it is through designing the standards that we enable ourselves to at least specify to 
industry what technical standards we want them to build the equipment to. So from that point of view, we have been 
thinking about standardisation to do that. With the Americans, again, what I think we have to acknowledge is the fact 
that they have moved on in generational terms as to how they were going to fight the particular campaign that we 
have just been through. That meant that, particularly in terms of communications, they had moved much faster ahead 
than we had been able to keep pace with, because they had invested significant amounts of money in that particular 
area of capability which we could not hope to match in specific terms and in that timescale.
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  Q1960  Mike Gapes: So the answer is that we should not really have been doing UORs; we should have been 
keeping as close as possible to the Americans and buying from them? Is that what you are saying? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: No, because by doing the UORs, we were able to be interoperable with them to the 
limited extent that we could in the timescale that was available. So the UORs gave us that limited capability.

  Q1961  Mike Gapes: Because we had fallen so far behind? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Absolutely. There is no question that we had fallen behind because of the amount of 
investment that is needed to keep up with the volume of communications, not least of which is the number of 
satellites you need.

  Q1962  Mr Hancock: I am curious about this issue about interoperability and the ability to talk to each other and 
friendly nations working with you. The answer you gave to Mike Gapes's question about whether we should buy 
American was not, I do not think, very satisfactory. I am interested in knowing whether or not you have done any 
assessment of their communications set-up, whether it was satisfactory or whether they themselves had significant 
problems. If they did not, there is a substantial case to be made that it is a cheaper option simply to buy what they are 
using. They have done all the research and development, so we buy—this goes back to your point, General, about 
when is the off-the-shelf version the cheapest option. I was rather nervous about your suggestion, Air Vice Marshal, 
about us buying other equipment which could be adapted to become compatible with the American systems. Surely 
there is a case to be made to simply buy what they are using. 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Two things. First of all, they were not satisfied with their own communications system 
in terms of the capability, the volume, and the rate at which it could transfer information. They themselves are 
planning to continue to put an extraordinary amount of money into improving and increasing their communications 
capability. Because of the demand, as General Fulton mentioned earlier on, for increased volumes and rates and 
timeliness of those communications, we are not looking to buy American per se. What I was trying to say was that 
we are making sure that the equipment that we want to buy, for instance, the Bowman land digitisation system and 
radio, is probably the leader in the world at the moment in terms of its capabilities in what has been designed to be 
introduced over the next few years. What we need to make sure is that that system, which will be with us for 
probably 10, 15 even 20 years, is compatible with what the Americans themselves are purchasing and have got in 
service.

  Q1963  Mr Hancock: If it is not, we have a big problem, do we not? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: That is why we are making sure we are doing the work to make sure it is.

  Q1964  Mr Hancock: Surely we should have been doing that talking before we got into the position of making our 
decision to move ahead. Are you saying we have not done that? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: To a certain extent we have done that, as I mentioned, through the NATO standards 
system, to make sure that technically they are interoperable bits of equipment, but the rate at which the American 
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communications, particularly the strategic communications, have moved ahead was outstripping anything we could 
hope to keep up with.

  Q1965  Mr Hancock: It is a pretty worrying situation, is it not, something we as a Committee ought to be taking 
very careful note of, otherwise we are going to be in a position of some real difficulty if we were faced with this five 
years from now? 

  Lt General Fulton: If I may say so, I think you have put your finger on a very pertinent point, which is that yes, we 
wish to operate alongside the United States, but we cannot hope to match their investment in this area, and therefore 
we have to ask ourselves some very searching questions about what does operating alongside and with the United 
States mean and how far are we actually going to be able to either operate alongside and de-conflict from them, 
operate closely with them or even integrate with them, because the further you go up that tree, the more demanding it 
becomes and, clearly, the more expensive it becomes. As is set out in both the White Paper and Lessons, for future 
large-scale operations we do see ourselves operating with the United States, but this brings with it some questions, in 
particular in terms of exchange of information, of affordability and the amount that we are able to do it. Technology 
is to a certain extent coming to our help, because now, with the generation of software programmable radios, it is 
possible to buy radios from different sources but make sure that the wave form of one is programmed into the other 
and therefore you can exchange information in the same way as mobile telephones from different manufacturers can 
work. So digital technology is taking us in a direction where this is going to be easier, but nevertheless, the way in 
which the Americans foresee themselves exchanging information in the future is something that we cannot hope to 
match. What we have to do though is to ask ourselves so what? What is the shape of the plug that we need to have to 
fit into the American socket so that we can take those bits of information that we need? Coming back to Mr Gapes's 
point earlier, we do not need all their information, but we do need the bits of information that are pertinent. So it is a 
question of asking ourselves, "So what? What does operating with the Americans mean in the future?"

  Q1966  Mr Hancock: Are you sure, General, that the Americans are prepared to give you the knowledge to know 
what shape plug to buy? 

  Lt General Fulton: We have invested a lot of time and effort in doing just that with the Americans, making sure 
that the technology gap is not exacerbated by us waiting until they bring something in and then us following, because 
actually, as Air Vice Marshal Dalton has said, there are cases where we are half a generation ahead. Our Bowman 
system is coming in half a generation before their joint tactical radio system, therefore we had committed ourselves 
to Bowman before they had made a decision on the joint tactical radio system, therefore what we need to do is get 
them to change—and they have been willing so to do, at some expense to themselves. But I think the Americans 
would also say that they do not themselves always operate in a direct straight line, and one of the other questions we 
have to ask ourselves is to make sure that we are not following them down a blind alley, out of which they can afford 
to come because they got it wrong and they want to go off in a different direction. So they themselves say, "Be 
careful, don't follow us too closely," but they are nevertheless willing to share the information with us in terms of 
where they are going so that we can make a decision. But there are still going to be some difficult decisions for us. 

  Q1967  Mr Hancock: Let us hope that those words do not come back to haunt your successor in five or six years' 
time, General. Let us hope that what you say is right. The Chairman was good enough to ask the question I was 
going to ask earlier, and you promised to write on combat effectiveness. The question of combat identification is an 
important one because, as you have said, Air Vice Marshal, there are four inquiries going on at the present time, and 
you did invest quite a lot of money in trying to overcome the issue of friendly fire. Were you in the main—four 
incidents aside, and maybe some near misses as well—happy with the progress that is being made in that field? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Two things, if I may. First of all, progress is being made. It would always be 
advantageous, particularly when a conflict is just about to come along, if we could move faster in making sure that 
we had a combination, as I mentioned, of tactics, techniques, and procedures, as well as the technical equipment that 
would enable us to be as confident as we can that combat ID is something that we had got pretty well sorted out. I 
must make the point though, of course, that I do not believe we will ever have a situation where there will not be 
instances of blue on blue, for a variety of reasons, not least of which is the human factor in all of those situations. So 
progress is being made, there is lots more progress needed, some of which will be on the training side, some of 
which will be on the technical side. It is very much a live issue and one which has got very high-level attention in the 
Ministry of Defence, not surprisingly, and which a lot of work is being put into now to try and make sure that we 
progress things as quickly as is possible, but there are some technological barriers and there are some human factor 
issues that we need to get sorted out.
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  Q1968  Mr Hancock: Is there a willingness among our possible coalition partners now and in the future to work 
down the same road as us on that, so that there is a compatible facility which is readily available to all forces and can 
be put on aircraft and vehicles very quickly if the need arises? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: Yes indeed, as was the case this time. A system was leased from the United States to 
make sure we had better awareness in terms of where our forces were and where the coalition forces were. On top of 
that, we are doing specific pieces of work with the United States and elsewhere to look at some technological 
demonstrators on pieces of equipment to try and identify what is the best and most reliable solution to the problem, 
to give us at least the technical end of it, as well as also doing work with them to make sure that the training and 
recognition aspects are taken care of with our most likely ally.

  Q1969  Rachel Squire: Helicopters. Firstly, General Fulton, you have already praised the performance of Sea King 
Mk 7 and how the Search water radar proved effective not only over water but also over desert terrain, and we 
certainly heard that from 42 Commando when we visited them yesterday. Can I ask you whether that additional 
capability is something that you are planning to exploit in the future, and whether it is considered to be possibly a 
universal capability or perhaps one that is only suitable either to the sea or the desert? Secondly, we are all aware of 
the Sea King's vulnerability to ground to air threats, particularly when it is carrying out that sort of desert terrain 
surveillance. What are the plans to try and address that? 

  Lt General Fulton: If I could pick up the point about land surveillance first, and then come to vulnerability in a 
moment, one of the things that the Sea King Mk 7 shows is something that comes through time and again, which is 
that the true strength of the UK armed forces is the ability of our people to take in equipment that was designed for 
one purpose and apply it to another when the situation changes. The Navy, 3 Commando Brigade, the troops on the 
Al Faw, did not have anything that was designed to achieve that, and nevertheless worked around it. The first point I 
would make is that one of the fundamental things that we have to do is to take that lesson—we already knew it but I 
think it is a very good example of it—which says that actually, capability only comes when you get equipment plus 
people plus training, and therefore the equipment must be sufficiently adaptable—we must try not to have equipment 
that is designed just for one role and one role only—so that good people can take it and apply it. That would be my 
first point. My second point, to answer your question whether we would do the same again, yes, of course and, as 
you heard earlier from the Finance Director, we do intend to replace those two because they are vital pieces of 
equipment in their primary role, but also clearly, were there to be another circumstance, it would be applicable. But 
we also know that that has been a weakness in our inventory and therefore we already have the Astor programme, 
which is due to come into service in 2005, which will provide a similar stand-off picture of the battlefield, which 
would have been better than the picture that they got from the Search-water radar because that is what it has been 
designed for, and also the Watchkeeper programme, which has been much discussed in this Committee in the past, 
will also provide a very flexible way to do the same thing. So yes, we understand the gap, and yes, we have means in 
the programme to do it, but I come back to the basic point, that I would guarantee that, were we to do another such 
operation, we would find another example where good people took something that was designed for a completely 
different purpose and found that that was the way to solve the problem, which is the importance of training, which 
therefore means that when we look forward at what lessons we should learn, there will be some difficult balances 
between whether the Department should spend the money on the equipment or whether we should spend it on the 
people or spend it on the training, because the people and the training we can make good use of. Vulnerability: Sea 
King is vulnerable, and has had a long life, and there is a limited amount that can be done in order to make it less 
vulnerable. Therefore, we do not think that a great expenditure on protection of the Sea King is the right way to go, 
but rather to concentrate on using it in such a way as to minimise its vulnerability. So we are trying to limit its 
vulnerability through use rather than through technical means.

  Q1970  Rachel Squire: My second question, coming back to the points being made about communications, the 
Defence Aviation Flight Safety magazine reported that helicopter communications in theatre were extremely poor. 
Can you be specific on what action is being taken to improve helicopter communications? 

  Air Vice Marshal Dalton: This is on the Sea King. I will have to come back and let you know on that one.[19] But 
if I turn to the Chinook and Puma helicopters that were used out there, there are different radio systems. New radio 
systems have been put into those two particular helicopters to try and overcome that particular problem, mainly 
because it is caused by the heat and the environment as well as some limited effect of terrain. It is mainly the heat 
and the environment out there that reduces the range of the radio frequencies they are operating at. Action has been 
taken, new radios have been put in, and in fact ground services have been put in as well to try and make sure that 
they are in communication for much longer. It is a known physical issue. It is a technical issue that is going to be 
difficult to overcome because of the law of physics.
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  Q1971  Rachel Squire: Finally, can I come on to the Apache? A number of articles again have commented on the 
United States' Apache helicopter's vulnerability to small arms fire during Operation Telic. Have lessons been 
identified for the UK's Apache helicopters in the light of that experience and is action being taken or being planned? 

  Lt General Fulton: Very definitely. We are very interested in what has been the American experience of Apache 
and through UK liaison officers that are with the American aviation forces back in the United States, we have gone 
through their report with some care. I will ask General Applegate to talk about the detail. 

  Major General Applegate: If I expand a little bit on that, with the Apache, some of these articles are quite 
interesting. The Apache was clearly tremendously successful in 1991, in the first Gulf war, if you compare it. Some 
concern was then raised over its employment in Kosovo. If you have read General Wesley Clark's book, you can see 
that there are other reasons why it may not have been employed, rather than problems with the helicopter or the 
crew. There are clearly issues also about the speed of deployment, etc, and I do not think that relates particularly to 
what we are talking about in this operation. With regards to the recent Gulf operation, really the main criticism 
focused around one particular attack against elements of the Medina division, in which a tremendous amount of 
damage was inflicted on the Apaches. But I would point out, first, that although they may have absorbed a lot of 
damage, all, except one, returned and went back into combat two days later. It reflected the experience in 
Afghanistan, when the Apaches were used in very close support to infantry on this occasion, in the Shah Kthot 
operation, where again they suffered a lot of damage. But to be frank, they won the day in what was pointed out to 
me by an American as the most intense and most sustained air assault operation since the Vietnam War. Going back 
to this current Gulf operation, I think it is important also to remember that apart from that one operation, the Apaches 
were used both in further deep strikes, and in air assault tasks, up to 500 km, for example, when going into Mosul. It 
was used also in conjunction with ground forces for seizing dams and other tasks. They also carried out, rather as one 
saw with the Marines and their Cobras, close support to infantry or other ground forces. So a wide variety of tasks. 
From our perspective, a point I would emphasize is that I think the Apache has demonstrated, particularly in 
Afghanistan and more recently in the Gulf, that it is still appropriate to the new operational environment, and we are 
getting a weapons system which is still the sort of thing which we will use widely on operations. It has the ability, 
which our current helicopters do not, to absorb a lot of damage. I would also say that the one particular instance 
against the Medina division also reminds us that there is no such thing as some "silver bullet" type of equipment 
system: you have to use tactics, techniques and procedures; you have to combine the effects of other weapons; and 
you cannot necessarily just sail in and expect that somehow you will roll over an opponent. There were clearly 
problems with tactics, techniques and procedures on that day. So, in summary, I would say that we remain very 
happy with Apache. Over some two years we have also taken a number of measures, which we have funded, to 
ensure that the Apache becomes even more capable of being operated in these new sorts of operations we find 
ourselves in. What I mean by that is the ability to more rapidly deploy it over strategic distances; to get it into 
operation; to improve some of the targeting systems; to make sure we have a capability which is better than the 
United States to actually tune the defensive aid suites on the helicopters very quickly to the threats in theatre, and I 
think we are also looking at what we might be doing as the system comes on in five or ten years to make sure it 
maintains its edge. So in sum, a good weapons system, vastly over-exaggerated through one particular report, and I 
can only wonder what agendas may be running in the United States. But perhaps that is a question you should ask 
some of the people who wrote those articles.

  Q1972  Rachel Squire: Thank you very much. I think you have explained very well why, in spite of that 
vulnerability and the problem with the Medina division, the United States army is intending to increase the number 
of Apaches in each unit. However, I also understand, in spite of the very strong case you have just made, that the 
MoD may be planning to decrease the number of Apaches as a cost-cutting measure. We can argue about that, but is 
that indeed the case and if so, why? 

  Major General Applegate: With regard to that, at the moment the future army structure work, which I think you are 
aware of, is ongoing. We are still buying the same number. One of the issues is quite how they might be employed in 
organisational terms to make best use of them and what we might do as far as maintaining that fleet over time. Those 
issues have not been resolved as yet, so I cannot give you a definitive answer whether there will be two regiments, 
three regiments, four and a half regiments, five regiments etc. Does that answer that question? We are not reducing 
the purchase. We still maintain the investment. We are trying to make sure that what we buy are the best. 

  Rachel Squire: It is clearly an area for a lot of argument in the weeks to follow this meeting. 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/4010709.htm (4 von 6)26.07.2005 17:10:28



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

  Chairman: In terms of vulnerability, we are now going on to a really vulnerable instrument.

  Q1973  Mr Jones: Gentlemen, can I ask about UAVs? Certainly they played a key role for our allies in Operation 
Telic, and also in Lessons For the Future they feature quite highly in terms of future operations. In terms of Phoenix, 
I understand that there is an attrition rate of something like 25%. Could you first tell us generally about how 
effectively Phoenix operated, and secondly, is losing 23 out of 89 what was expected and will they be replaced? 

  Lt General Fulton: In terms of effectiveness of UAVs, yes, the Americans made a lot of use of them. The 
Americans, as we know, have a much greater variety of them and they have developed them much further than we 
have, but nevertheless, there is a great deal of investment going in in this country to improve or to increase the use 
that we make of them. As far as Phoenix is concerned, Phoenix has been a much maligned equipment in the past, but 
was identified by General Brims as one of his war winners and he certainly found it extremely useful, with all its 
known shortcomings. Yes, the attrition rate was high. Eighty-nine air vehicles went, 138 flights, and 23 lost or 
damaged beyond repair. I cannot do the maths in percentage terms in my head, but that is significant. In terms of 
causes of loss, technical reasons are believed to account for the majority of those that were lost.

  Q1974  Mr Jones: Is that because of the theatre you were fighting in, the desert conditions? 

  Lt General Fulton: To a certain extent, yes. I have not seen an analysis of what all the technical reasons were. 
There were also on some occasions conscious decisions to fly them to destruction, to get the benefit from them, and 
sacrifice the air vehicle. There were a range of reasons, but Phoenix is very much a last-generation air vehicle and a 
last-generation system and, as was pointed out in the last session by the Finance Director, we are not going to go out 
and buy more Phoenix. Watchkeeper is due in service in 2005-06 and will provide a two-step change in our 
capability in the information-gathering capability that will be provided.

  Q1975  Mr Jones: So have any lessons been learned from the way you used Phoenix for future operations, for 
example, how you used them or any adaptations that need to be made to Watchkeeper? 

  Lt General Fulton: I am not aware of any changes. I can answer the question more specifically than that. We are 
very keen, for reasons which I have explained to the Committee in the past, not to make changes to the Watchkeeper 
requirement, so that we do not keep chasing the latest requirement, and we do not fall into the same trap we fell into 
with Bowman, which is every six months to change your mind, because that way it will never be delivered. So we 
are absolutely sure that we want to nail the Watchkeeper requirement and to make sure that the companies deliver 
that which we have asked for. But clearly, we have taken the lessons, not only of Phoenix but also of what the 
Americans have learned from UAV operations, and incorporated those in the Joint UAV Experimentation 
Programme, which is where we are doing the work to look at what son of Watchkeeper or future developments of 
Watchkeeper, future developments of UAVs might be, what smaller variants, larger variants, might offer us for the 
future.

  Q1976  Mr Jones: There was a report in The Times on 30 December 2003 that the MoD had purchased US Desert 
Hawk and US Buster UAVs. Is this the case and how do they fit into the Watchkeeper programme? 

  Lt General Fulton: They do not fit into the Watchkeeper programme. We have been looking at whether there are 
specific requirements related to current operations in Iraq where a mini UAV, something very much smaller than 
anything we have had in the past, might help the current forces out there, but it is not in service yet.

  Q1977  Mr Jones: Ten out of ten for not answering the question. 

  Lt General Fulton: Yes, we are buying something called Desert Hawk. No, it is not in service yet.

  Q1978  Mr Jones: Where does that actually fit into Watchkeeper? Does it fulfil a different need? 

  Lt General Fulton: We are talking about a very much smaller air vehicle, very much less capable, with a very 
much shorter range, very much lower, the sort of thing that the American Marine Corps use, something that is 
therefore man-portable, to see whether that can help with some of the surveillance requirements that exist at the 
moment. But for exactly the same reason I described earlier, it does not fit into the Watchkeeper requirement which 
would provide the sort of battlefield surveillance that Ms Squire was talking about earlier.
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  Q1979  Mr Jones: I accept that, so where does it fit into the overall programme in terms of UAV development for 
the British Armed Forces? 

  Lt General Fulton: It is a UOR and so there is exactly the same question; in other words, it comes with no support 
funding, it is a very small number of air vehicles with a very small number of ground stations for a specific purpose 
at a particular time. Then there is a discussion, which the JUEP, Joint UAV Experimentation Programme, will look 
at to see whether a micro-UAV has a part in the overall mix. If it does, then, for exactly the reasons we described 
earlier, we will have to decide where a micro-UAV sits in our priorities against all the other lessons that we would 
like to learn out of the present conflict.
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  Q1980  Chairman: I go back a long way; I remember the report we produced on Phoenix, which was one of the 
worst procurement decisions we have ever made, and I am glad it is now operating in a way that is satisfying the 
MOD. I have two small supplementary questions to what Kevan was asking. We were told that 13 were damaged or 
lost, but there were quite a number that were reparable. Were they reparable in theatre or reparable on return to the 
UK? 

  Lt General Fulton: The figures I have are that 23 were lost or damaged beyond repair and 13 were repaired in 
theatre and then returned to action.

  Q1981  Mr Jones: You said you ran Phoenix to destruction. Did you ever use them to actually draw fire, as actual 
targets? 

  Lt General Fulton: I do not know. I would have to ask the people concerned.[20] 

  Q1982  Chairman: How many do we have left? We cannot afford many more wars before they all go. My concern 
is that they will be gone before anything comes in to replace them. They do have a tendency to crash without any 
fire. 

  Lt General Fulton: Yes. Technical reasons were the cause of a high proportion of the losses. Sixty-six air vehicles 
are left, but the key issue for us is accelerating the Watchkeeper programme as fast as we can.

  Q1983  Chairman: We deployed all the ones we had then? 

  Lt General Fulton: I would have to check but I would be surprised if we did not. I will let you know.[21]

  Q1984  Mr Crausby: Do you expect to make changes to the equipment programme in response to the lessons 
learned and the experience of Operation Telic? 

  Lt General Fulton: I think that we would certainly expect to take account of the lessons. That is not a way of not 
answering the question, but what I would be very keen to do is to make sure that we take the particular lesson, assess 
it against the whole of the tasks that we are likely to be set, and see whether it is applicable. I think what it does do is 
it underlines the importance of certain aspects of the equipment programme. I think it has underlined for us the key 
enablers. We talked earlier about CIS. I think this Committee will know that that is something that I certainly have 
been pushing for some time, because I think it is a clear weakness and we were reminded of it. I think therefore the 
importance of logistics and logistic asset tracking has been flagged up and therefore, as you know, that has a high 
priority. Whether it has a high enough priority to get into the equipment programme we will have to see. I think the 
key enablers have been important. Rapid deployment was important; I think it underlined the success of the C17, and 
I think you know we are looking at how far we can retain those in service once the lease has expired because they 
have proved their worth. So I think it has underlined for us the importance of certain aspects of it, but what I would 
not necessarily expect to see is a wholesale change of direction.
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  Q1985  Mr Crausby: I know that "when" is always a difficult question, but can you give us any indication as to 
what sort of timescale we are talking about as to when you make those decisions and indeed when they will be 
announced? 

  Lt General Fulton: They are being considered. The lessons have been taken into the current planning round of, in 
my case, EP 04, which is due to go to the Defence Management Board this month and then goes to Ministers the 
following month.[22] There is also other work going on as part of our normal equipment programme to see how 
whatever we are unable to do this year we can take forward into future planning rounds as well. So it has certainly 
been factored into the process which we have within the equipment capability area of where we get the best value 
capability from investment in the equipment.

  Q1986  Mr Cran: The Defence White Paper Delivering Security in a Changing World I am sure all three of you 
have read every line of. One of those lines said this: "Experience shows that the current mix of heavy and light 
capabilities was relevant to the battles of the past rather than the battles of the future" and of course, that is what 
caught the headlines when the document was published. The question the Committee is interested in knowing the 
answer to is did the experience of Operation Telic contribute to that conclusion or not, or only partially, or is this 
driven by something else? 

  Lt General Fulton: No, I think it certainly played a part, and I will give my view and then ask General Applegate 
to add to it. What Telic did is it certainly underlined the importance of heavy forces and the contribution that heavy 
forces can make. In particular, I think what it drove home to us is the importance of mixing heavy forces and light 
forces. There were a number of cases—and I do not know whether 42 Commando cited them to you 
yesterday—where the ability to reinforce light forces with heavy armour had a decisive effect. What we have learned 
on light and heavy is that light forces have their utility but they are vulnerable—that was certainly driven home—and 
that heavy forces as a force of decision also have their utility. 

  Major General Applegate: What you are probably referring to, which I think follows on in that particular 
document, were some discussions about changes in the nature of the structure and also the introduction of a medium 
weight capability. The core of the medium weight capability is FRES (Future Rapid Effects System). What I would 
say is, and what has been reinforced by this operation, is that we will have less time to act, we believe, in the future. 
We will probably have to act more frequently, perhaps though at a lower scale, and if we are going to do that, we are 
going to have to make sure that the force we have is deployable in such a way that it arrives in theatre and can 
achieve early effect, either to try and snuff out a problem before it actually develops and goes into flame, or perhaps 
to win a particular conflict and then get into the stabilisation phase. We are part of the way down that route. There 
are various elements which we are bringing in. Some of the enablers that we have been talking about are absolutely 
critical to enable us to deploy, to know what we have deployed, to get into theatre quickly and in such a way that we 
can then ensure people have the right equipment and can use it. There are bits that are still missing. For example, 
FRES would be one of those. What we are saying though is that we are not therefore giving up light or giving up 
heavy. What we want there, I suppose, to use that old term, is a few more golf clubs in the bag really, and it is that 
medium element which we lack currently, and that is where FRES and a number of other programmes are very 
important. But the overall issue is we want that ability to deploy rapidly, effectively and have forces that can deal 
with a range of potential tasks, depending what the situation might demand.

  Q1987  Mr Cran: Let that situation work itself out. Last question: you mentioned FRES. Where are we with it and 
when is it going to come into service? 

  Major General Applegate: As far as FRES is concerned at the moment, I think we are still keen to make sure that 
we get a FRES series of vehicles, but the simpler ones first. The timescale is 2009-10, depending on what is 
available. One of the issues about which particular route we will go will depend upon whether we can actually have a 
solution which has stretch potential, growth, and meets the sort of requirements I have just been talking about. Where 
is it? In fact, this is more in the DPA area than my own, but currently there is an intention to go to industry to ask for 
their responses in the relatively near future for the first stage. 

  Chairman: Thank you. First of all, having waited 100 years to produce a good tank, I am loath to see it jettisoned, 
but it seems to me—this is a personal view—if we need, as I would have thought, a large number of tanks, 
desertised, rather than mothball one block of them, in case we actually use them, what it shows to me is heavy tanks 
are very important in urban warfare. Warrior is wonderful, but it is frightening you if you get Challenger 2 bearing 
down on you.
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  Q1988  Mr Jones: I accept it is not your area of direct responsibility, but I am rather sceptical about whether the 
date of 2009 will be met. If it is such an important part of future deployment, and it was certainly given a lot of credit 
in terms of the White Paper, why was the development phase taken away from Alvis Vickers, and we are now at the 
stage we are at at the moment where we are looking at a systems house to come up with a concept? We have already 
spent God knows how many millions with Alvis Vickers. Why was the decision taken to take it from them and put it 
into this tendering process we are going through at the moment in terms of the systems house? 

  Major General Applegate: I do not really think I should answer that question in this environment because of the 
commercial issues that are related to it.

  Q1989  Mr Jones: Why? 

  Major General Applegate: Because the decision that was taken with regard to Alvis Vickers and elsewhere is one 
that I do not know the detail of, because it is taken down at the DPA and not directly with us, and was before the 
time I was in post. Also, I am not sure whether, in this open environment, it would be appropriate to mention those 
particular elements of the decision as to where it might go, what other companies may be in place at this stage, this 
sensitive stage.

  Q1990  Mr Jones: I accept it is not your area of responsibility, but there are some very serious questions here, are 
there not? The Secretary of State has told myself and other Members that 2009 is still the in-service date. We are at a 
stage now, I understand, where you are going to have to tender to a systems house where it is a corporate concept, 
even though I cannot remember how many millions have been spent, but I did ask a parliamentary question about it, 
with Alvis Vickers. If it is such an important piece of kit, and we are not going to meet that date, why is it that we 
have actually suddenly changed course, having spent several million pounds with one company already working up 
concepts? 

  Major General Applegate: Let me answer in my line of responsibility. One of the things we are quite clear about is 
the requirement to meet this capability need in that sort of time frame, but the actual decision as to what the 
acquisition strategy might be and where it is going to be developed over time is one of those things which is not 
immediately in my area to answer.

  Q1991  Mr Jones: Can I do two things? First, can I ask you to put those questions and to get sensible answers if 
you can, because I accept it is not your area, but as a professional soldier and someone who is clearly au fait with 
procurement, are you confident we are actually going to have a vehicle in service in 2009-10? 

  Major General Applegate: What I can say to you is that I will be pushing damned hard to make sure that there is a 
minimum amount of delay and that we learn from what we have done in the past and that we develop, hopefully, and 
take into service a solution that is robust and meets our needs. What we have been absolutely clear about over the 
last few months is the specifics of those needs, explaining the trade space and explaining the urgency.

  Q1992  Mr Jones: You can also understand from my particular point of view why this is very important. Clearly, 
in the White Paper, where it is stated that Challenger and others will be taken out of service, there is obviously a 
certain nervousness that something is possibly not going to be replaced until 2009, and if that is not met, there may 
be a gap there. 

  Lt General Fulton: I do not think the White Paper said anything about taking Challenger out of service. It 
underlined the need to ensure that we retain a heavy armour capability well out to 2020, and I would confidently 
expect that we will see Challenger, Warrior AS90 and the heavy force in place all the way through. What FRES and 
what the medium weight force seeks to do, as General Applegate says, is to plug the gap in the middle, which is a 
capability that we do not have at the moment, but it would also seek to take out of service some of the older vehicles 
that are currently filling some of that middle gap, some of the 430 series, some of the Saxon and so on and so forth, 
so it is those that we would see coming out of service, not Challenger, Warrior and AS90.

  Q1993  Mr Jones: It is not much good, is it, if we have Challenger but we cannot deploy in rapid effects, which is 
exactly what this new vehicle is supposed to be? If you read the preamble to the White Paper, the entire thing is that 
the new theatres of operation are actually going to be dependent upon this ability to deploy forces at quite short 
notice and sometimes over large distances. 
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  Lt General Fulton: And very much developing a capability to meet the sorts of things that we foresee happening, 
not that would necessarily have had quite the same applicability to Telic, for example, where it was fought at a time, 
place and pace of our choosing, and the heavy forces, alongside the United States, had a very clear part to play. The 
medium weight force argument sits in that wider balancing issue within the equipment programme of working out 
what should be done specifically that would enhance that which we had for Telic and that which we might want on 
the wider stage for the other tasks.

  Q1994  Mr Jones: Perhaps you could get them to send us a note on FRES. 

  Major General Applegate: Can I just ask for clarification? One of the things I just mentioned: is it a question on 
FRES or is it a question about the medium weight capability? One of the issues about timing is that there are a 
number of other improvements that we are hoping to do, in other words, you have heard today with regard to 
improving the information surveillance target acquisition and reconnaissance, the digitisation, the precision long-
range fires, all the sorts of things that might make FRES capable of being successful.

  Q1995  Mr Jones: General, I know you do not want to answer the question—you possibly cannot answer the 
question because it is not your area of responsibility, and I understand the sensitivities of giving us an answer which 
somebody else is going to say is wrong. I do not want you to do that. All I want you to do is to put the questions I 
have put to you to them and get an answer. I am sure the civil servants sat behind you have got points. If I do not get 
the answers, they will get more parliamentary questions. The key point about it is where are we with FRES, why 
have we spent the money we have spent already on it and changed course, and is that in-service date still there? 

  Major General Applegate: We will provide you with an answer.[23] 

  Chairman: Thank you very much. The award of the day must go to the poor shorthand writer, who had the fastest 
speakers I can ever recall. Thank you very much for giving some pretty good answers.

20   Ev 433 Back

21   Ev 434 Back

22   Note from Witness: DMB scheduled for 26 February 2004 and to Ministers in April 2004. Back

23   Ev 434 Back
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 1996 - 1999)

WEDNESDAY 21 JANUARY 2004 

MR EDWARD CHAPLIN CMG OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND 
MR IAN LEE

  Q1996  Chairman: Welcome. I must apologise for dragging you back. When we reach the end of a session we 
often find we have failed to meet our target, but we have never fallen so far short of our objectives as we did when 
you came to give evidence to us last time and this is basically an opportunity for us to put the remaining questions to 
you. Thank you for coming. Congratulations, Mr Chaplin, on your meritorious elevation. The aim of part two is to 
ascertain how the different arms of Government interacted in their planning for the post-conflict situation in Iraq; 
how successfully these plans were implemented; and are there any lessons to be learned. Looking at the document 
published by the Ministry of Defence, it had one particularly spectacular sentence that I want to draw to your 
attention, which is, "It was only after the fall of the regime that the extent of Ba'ath party domination of nearly all 
aspects of the Iraq state and society became clear. The impact of the sudden collapse of the regime was enormous, 
with the removal not only of top officials but the whole of senior and most of middle management." What aspects of 
Ba'ath party domination of Iraqi state and society did you fail to understand before the conflict? If you are saying the 
system did not fully understand how a deck of cards was going to collapse so swiftly then what the hell was 
intelligence doing, what were all of those experts across the machinery of Government trying to convey? I can 
understand why it is not possible to find weapons of mass destruction hidden in the sand in Iraq, but it really does 
seem to me bizarre that, with the weight of British academia, American academia and the British Civil Service, the 
military did not seem to be aware of the fact that a near totalitarian state dominated institutions so enormously and 
we were surprised at what happened when that regime had been defeated. Who is kicking off? Mr Chaplin, you can 
start off.

  Mr Chaplin: Thank you, Mr Chairman. I think we did cover part of this at our last session. It really comes down to 
this question of the "De-Ba'athification" process that had to be handled after the regime had disappeared. Of course 
we knew the extent of the tyranny of Saddam Hussein's regime and about the Ba'ath party apparatus he used, but also 
the other manipulation that he practised, all the aspects of the society, how wide and deep that went. I think what 
perhaps we and others had under-estimated was the extent to which there would still be problems after that regime 
had gone because as I was describing last time, a judgment had to be made about how far you went with De-
Ba'athification and the tension there was between obviously not preserving in positions of status or power people 
who had been very closely associated with the Saddam Hussein regime but at the same time finding people who were 
capable, at a local level at least, and that is where we were helping with the restarting of the administration. Perhaps 
what we under-estimated was the extent to which popular resentment of the Saddam Hussein regime was so 
powerful. Certainly in the initial weeks and months anyone with even a relatively light association with the regime 
was seen as a clone of the regime and therefore was unacceptable and that did cause some problems. The other thing 
is the extent to which those long years of tyranny had robbed ordinary Iraqi people of any sense of their ability to 
make decisions about their own future and it was some time before people were willing to come forward because, if 
you had a political culture in which the only way to stay safe was to be silent and say nothing, it is obviously quite an 
adjustment to make when you are being encouraged by outside forces that are coming in saying, "It's alright, the 
regime has gone and now we want you to take responsibility for your own affairs." It is quite an adjustment to ask 
people to make at all levels, including the political level. I think I referred to the Nasiriyah conference on 15 April 
last year, the first political conference so to speak and the automatic reaction of Iraqis was to say, "Tell us what we 
should do," to which our response was, "No. We want you to decide what the first steps are for the future of Iraq," 
and I think it is that aspect we perhaps under-estimated. We were in touch with all sorts of sources of expertise on 
Iraq, including the academic community. Perhaps some of them had better estimates of what we would find when we 
got there. I do not know that anyone got it right. Perhaps some guessed better than others. I do not know whether my 
colleagues want to add anything.
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  Q1997  Chairman: Defend your employer, Mr Lee! Let me repeat, "It was only after the fall of the regime that the 
extent of Ba'ath party domination of nearly all aspects of the Iraq state and society became clear". 

  Mr Lee: I would agree with what Edward has just said. We had made assessments of the nature of the domination 
as it were from the top down, that Saddam Hussein and his inner circle had control over the security apparatus of the 
state and, beyond that, had exercised a good deal of control over any public appointments. Anyone in any position of 
authority obviously had to have some sort of allegiance to the regime. So there was a picture of the situation in that 
respect. What I do not think was clear before the event and I am not sure whether it could have been clear to anyone, 
was the extent to which the people on the receiving end of this state apparatus were oppressed by it and there was a 
difficulty in predicting their behaviour after the state apparatus was removed. We probably assumed that a good 
number of people within the apparatus, let us say at middle ranking level, were in the positions not really because 
they wanted to be but because they felt they had to be and that when the top layers were removed then they would 
still be there and the people beneath that, the police force for example, the actual policemen on the ground, would be 
able to play a part by assisting the coalition forces. In fact what seemed to happen, as Edward has described, is that 
no one remained in any position of authority at all and the entire apparatus more or less disintegrated straightaway. 
The conscript soldiers had melted away back to their homes, as I said in the last session and the police also 
disappeared off the street, so there was pretty much a vacuum and I think we had not expected it to be quite as 
fundamental as it was in that sense. 

  Q1998  Chairman: Thank you. Ms Miller, did DfID see things more clearly? 

  Ms Miller: We were very aware of the extent of the domination. We were also very aware from some research and 
analysis that we had commissioned—and we did fund some agencies on the ground prior to the war—that these 
systems that they had were very efficient and there were very highly skilled officials running a number of these and 
we felt that at least at this middle level those people would be available to carry on and that we would actually be 
able to support relatively early on the Iraqi take back of a number of their services. We were also more surprised 
than, obviously in hindsight, we should have been at the extent of the collapse. Perhaps in some of the areas that we 
have been dealing with like health and education it has actually been easier to get those back up and running and they 
have moved faster. Those were the areas that we were concentrating on. We were equally wrong in not anticipating 
the problem.

  Q1999  Chairman: Was there a difference between Basra's problems and the rest of the country in terms of the 
total penetration of the regime through every aspect of society? 

  Mr Chaplin: I think the main difference in the southern part of the country, largely Shia, was the scale of 
resentment against the former regime and the extent to which the factors we have described apply. There were other 
problems in other parts of the country.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 2000 - 2019)

WEDNESDAY 21 JANUARY 2004 

MR EDWARD CHAPLIN CMG OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND 
MR IAN LEE

  Q2000  Chairman: It was still strong, was it? There was a very strong domination by the Ba'ath party even in areas 
where the regime was not despised, hated, feared, was there not? 

  Mr Chaplin: In those areas it was very difficult to find anybody who was not in some way associated with the 
former regime.

  Q2001  Chairman: Thank you. When we went to Basra we heard that there were a number of expert functions 
being undertaken, such as running the Central Bank, that were actually being carried out by our reservists and 
apparently they did it pretty well. Did we anticipate that, in the absence of NGOs or structures to replace the 
collapsed structures, a lot of the work would in fact be done by the military, especially the reservists? 

  Mr Lee: The short answer is yes we did expect and anticipate that various functions would have to be undertaken 
by the military, in the short term. There was obviously an engineer capacity within the force that was sent and they 
did do work to remediate the infrastructure, water treatment plants and so on, even giving advice on the railway and 
other things of that nature as soon as they got there. In a sense we are back to the same issue as to the scale and 
duration of that period where the military had to carry the load. We had capacity to do that but we did not have 
capacity to do it on a very large scale. We did not have capacity to do it for a very long period of time because our 
assumption had been that once security had been restored after the end of actual fighting then it would have been 
possible to hand over a lot of those tasks to NGOs and to the UN agencies. In practice, of course, the security 
situation remained difficult for longer, not just in the south-east where we were but actually in and around Baghdad, 
but because of the general perception of the difficult security situation I think NGOs, UN agencies and so on were 
unwilling to go back to the country and did not necessarily make a distinction between the situation specifically in 
the south-east and the situation more widely, which resulted in there being a longer period where we had to try and 
undertake these tasks ourselves. A lot was done on that, as I am sure you will have been told when you visited Basra.

  Q2002  Chairman: There is so much expertise in our Armed Forces. We were overwhelmed at some of the 
incredible work that was being done. One guy working for British Aerospace, who could not have been more than 26 
or 27, appeared to be rebuilding Basra almost on his own with a sergeant. The work that was being done was 
formidable and the people are very talented. We have heard fairly recently—and Ms Miller will be incandescent 
when she hears the question—that the NGOs, like some others in the Department, were totally opposed to the war 
and one of the reasons they stayed out was not necessarily because of the security situation but almost to punish the 
British and the Americans for having conducted the war anyway. Do you think there is any element of truth in that? 

  Ms Miller: We talked to the NGOs a long time before the war actually happened and the majority of good UK 
NGOs were preparing a long time in advance, we funded them to do such work and they got there as soon as 
possible, so I do not feel that was the situation. It was the security issue that was really the problem.

  Q2003  Mr Havard: We had a military officer saying, "Look, it's safe, you can come in" and the military officer's 
definition of what was safe was clearly different to the people who were invited to come in. The military officer's 
opinion was that some of them were deliberately not choosing the option that was safe, although their perception was 
clearly different. What is the process for deciding when it is and is not safe and when it is these people will arrive, 
because effectively what we have heard is a story where he managed to find some New Zealander with a lot of 
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tankers and water and he did his own deal and effectively captured these things in order to get the process right. So 
they went extra process, extra "the official" process and extra the process of this NGO because these two men on the 
ground decided they were going to do it. What is the process for deciding when it is and is not safe and how does that 
work? 

  Mr Lee: I am not sure who the expert is on this.

  Q2004  Mr Havard: This is absolutely crucial because we have heard this from the Americans as well. There is a 
perishable two to four week period after the war fighting finishes to get in the security to the people both in their 
hearts and minds and all the rest of it and security for the future. What are the rules? 

  Mr Lee: I will make a start. As I understand it the military would make their assessment of when they believe the 
situation is basically secure, but UNSECCORD, which is part of the UN, is responsible for assessing whether a given 
area is secure or not. They will make a more or less formal declaration on that subject and once they have then that is 
the green light for UN agencies to move into an area. Carolyn will correct me if I am wrong, but many of the NGOs 
would take their lead from that as well. 

  Ms Miller: Some of the NGOs have their own security people, the larger NGOs; others would go very much on 
what the UN has said. We may be funding an NGO, but we leave it up to them. So it is their assessment of their own 
security. We would not make any imposition on them. The NGOs would vary as to how they did it, but generally 
most of them came back relatively quickly once it was declared secure.

  Q2005  Chairman: The UN, for understandable reasons, got out pretty quickly after they had the disaster happen 
to them. Did they have people on the ground at the time to be able to assess how safe it was or were they doing it by 
proxy? 

  Mr Lee: Yes, there were people from outside who were in Umm Qasr, for example, really quite early on, within 
weeks of the obvious end of the conflict in order to assess whether the situation there was satisfactory from their 
point of view. 

  Chairman: You say they were there in weeks, but it is that period we are really concerned about, from the 
surrender and the statues falling down. That is the crucial period when we needed civilians, NGOs, the military 
working there very hard. If it is true, and you may be correct that they were there within weeks, then that was weeks 
too late. If it is possible to let us know, Mr Lee, that would be helpful.[1] 

  Mike Gapes: I asked a series of questions at the last session in December of Ms Miller, such as were there any 
political reasons within the UN system why more was not done to re-build the infrastructure and you said no. I would 
like to ask your colleagues whether their assessment is that there were political reasons within the UN system 
making it difficult for UN people on the ground, given the lack of political clearance from the Security Council 
which was split, the General Assembly which probably was opposed and the argument that this was illegal. Was that 
a factor in the criminal delay in getting people in to do the infrastructure where the military assessment was that the 
situation was safe?

  Q2006  Chairman: We would not endorse "criminal" delay, rather delay. 

  Mr Chaplin: Others are more expert than me in exactly what was in the minds of those operating there at the time. 
They certainly were there in force quite quickly as far as I know.

  Q2007  Mike Gapes: How quickly? 

  Mr Chaplin: If Carolyn cannot give you an instant answer, we can give you a note. I do not think any UN agency 
or NGO was taking any particular messages from the Security Council or General Assembly and, after all, the 
immediate needs they were concentrating on were humanitarian needs not re-construction needs. Re-construction 
was some way down the track. I do not think it is a question of them reacting to perceived sentiment in the Security 
Council and General Assembly on the question of the right or wrong of the war. They were concerned about the 
situation of the Iraqi people and reacted to that. The crucial factor about whether they could come in and help would 
have been an assessment about whether it was safe for them to do so. 
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  Ms Miller: Just to clarify, there was never a constraint and there was never perceived to be a constraint for the UN 
in their humanitarian relief and reconstruction role, that is agreed under international conventions and certainly there 
was a lot of preparation by the UN agencies, part of which we funded. In many ways the UN was better prepared for 
this conflict than it was for many others that we have seen. During the war they still had their local staff on the 
ground and they were actually able to get back into action straightaway and stuff that we funded through them meant 
that projects could get up and running quickly. UNICEF and UNDP have local staff. The UN had their staff pre-
positioned in the region ready to come in. So we saw no constraint whatsoever, other than the security situation 
which was worse than had been anticipated, for them to come back in. In terms of what we funded, the UN has 
played a very significant role in rebuilding. 

  Mike Gapes: Why did it take them so long to get people in? Why was there a delay of several weeks? If the 
security situation was assessed to be like you say, why did it take so long?

  Q2008  Chairman: Especially in our area because things were fairly docile in our area. 

  Mr Lee: The security situation was not assessed to be safe immediately, it did take some time and it moves out in 
waves. Umm Qasr was declared as safe after a relatively short period of time and so material could be moved into 
that port, but it was longer—and again we will have to check the precise timing of this—before the wider area in the 
south-east was declared to be more secure. I am not really confident that even now some areas around Baghdad 
would be declared as safe. There are still obvious difficulties around. So even though some of these difficulties are 
localised and they are just sporadic attacks as it were, nevertheless the perception would be that it is still a somewhat 
dangerous place and there is not an entirely permissive atmosphere so far as NGOs or the UN deploying their 
international staff as opposed to the national Iraqi staff who live there anyway, that does pose a problem for them.[2] 

  Q2009  Rachel Squire: We visited Iraq and Basra in July. Is it your assessment that at that time it was still not 
sufficiently safe in the British controlled area for NGOs to come in? Do you think that that absence of NGO and UN 
support has played any part in the subsequent security problems that we have experienced in that area where troops 
were left to cover the whole range of tasks and not able to concentrate as much on security in the very early stages of 
the post-conflict reconstruction? 

  Mr Lee: If we project ourselves back to July, I think it was relatively safe at that point. Security is a variable 
concept and it is not clearly ultimately the responsibility of the Ministry of Defence or the Armed Forces to declare 
on behalf of the NGOs whether an area is secure. We can give an assessment of the situation, but they have to take 
their own decision as to whether they believe a particular area is safe because they have responsibility for their own 
staff. One of the problems with the security situation which we still have to some extent is that it goes up and down, 
you could have a couple of good weeks and then have some serious incidents and therefore the perception would be 
that security has deteriorated again. Last August there was a strong feeling that security was getting worse. There had 
been something of a lull in the immediate aftermath of the conflict itself, but August was the month when the UN 
headquarters was bombed in Baghdad and there were other incidents still going on, an increasing number of 
incidents even in the south-east area. It has been quite difficult to declare that the situation is stable because there are 
still obvious problems with that. As for the question of did these sorts of problems inhibit the deployment of the 
NGOs and would the military have preferred more UN and NGO help, I think the answer is yes, obviously we would 
have and they have been stretched to perform tasks of various sorts which are not strictly speaking military tasks. 
The military will turn their hand to these sorts of tasks and particularly in some of the specialist areas of engineers 
and so on, they have got the skills that they could use for that, but they are not actually designed for taking control of 
and re-constructing a fairly large area of the country.

  Q2010  Chairman: We are not trying to shift the blame for all the chaos onto NGOs, but these questions obviously 
need to be asked. Clearly the United States had a fairly large list of private companies ready and eager to go in pretty 
quickly. Did we have a list of civilians who could be deployed pretty swiftly? What kind of care was taken to draw 
up that list? Were these company contractors, experts, people who could go in and give assistance? Who compiled 
that list within the MoD or Foreign Office or DfID? Secondly, at what stage were they given instructions to go to 
Iraq and get to work? 

  Mr Chaplin: Just picking up on the previous question, I think the bombing of the UN headquarters in Baghdad in 
August was the critical event for the UN view of security for obvious reasons. Before that the UN was certainly in 
the south in some strength. I remember visiting myself in July and most of the agencies were represented. I do not 
know whether they were there in sufficient numbers to take over as fast as some in the MoD would have liked, but 
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they were certainly there in strength. After August it was clear they had to evacuate their international staff and that 
did have an impact. On the question of civilians, I think the US contractors you are talking about in the initial stages 
would have been brought in to set up the Coalition Provisional Administration both in Baghdad and the provinces 
and that was clearly going to be a US lead, though I do not think there was any suggestion in the planning phase that 
UK companies would be involved in that. In terms of civilian expertise being brought in to perform particular tasks 
that is one issue coming out of the lessons learned exercise, we ought to be able to do better on that. The third 
question of when is the right time for UK companies to come in and operate as normal commercial companies in a 
new market I think is still some way down the track, but there there was a lot of preplanning in UK Trade and 
Investment to brief companies about the opportunities that were coming up, including the question of their ability to 
bid for contracts funded by the US administration. So that was all taken care of by UKTI. 

  Ms Miller: Our conflict and humanitarian affairs department has lists of people who we can call on and at the time 
we had people with different expertise in different areas. We have that ready for all emergencies and a lot of those 
people are tried and tested and understand how to work in these situations.

  Q2011  Chairman: How quickly were they activated? 

  Ms Miller: We did call on a lot of those people. The numbers involved were stretched and that is something we are 
looking at as part of our contribution to a stronger Whitehall capacity.

  Q2012  Chairman: Was that list available to the other departments or did they have their own lists? 

  Ms Miller: We were working closely with the other departments all the time about what experts were needed.

  Q2013  Chairman: Did you say to them "Look, lads, you've seen it on the TV that the war is over now. Get 
yourselves over to Heathrow and get over to Basra and get cracking," or were they asked later on at a more leisurely 
pace? We would be interested if you could tell us how quickly they were deployed. 

  Ms Miller: A lot of them were deployed very quickly. They are people that we know we can call on. I am not 
saying we had enough people. But sometimes throwing too many people in to the situation is not the right answer 
either. 

  Q2014  Mr Blunt: Can I raise an associated issue which is the problem and challenge of working as the junior 
partner in a coalition such as in Iraq. We have just been to the United States and all the evidence sessions we had 
with various officials from the State Department and the evidence the Committee has taken on its visit to Iraq and 
before that points to an admitted weakness in international planning for the post-conflict phase. In the middle of 
2002, in informal discussions with you, Mr Chaplin, and also in exchanges with the Foreign Secretary across the 
floor of the House, in discussions with friends in the Armed Forces, I assume the Foreign Office and MoD were 
attempting to get the United States to focus on post-conflict Iraq. Can you take us through what efforts were being 
made and whether this was a real issue as long ago as July 2002? Perhaps what we would do differently now is to try 
and influence the administration more effectively. 

  Mr Chaplin: Again, this was an interdepartmental effort, but I will start off. You are right in identifying the middle 
of 2002 as about the time that we really started to focus on the sort of planning that we should have in place if a 
conflict was to take place, the situation we would be left with after and how it should be handled. Obviously as a 
junior partner we were anxious to discuss that with the Americans, who were perfectly open to discussion and we fed 
thoughts in in a number of ways, by drafting planning papers and sharing with the Americans and they were sharing 
papers with us, Towards the end of that year, I think it was November, an inter-departmental team led by myself 
went out to Washington for quite intensive discussions with the Americans. I think we touched on some of this last 
time. The State Department in particular had done a lot of planning, there was something called the Future of Iraq 
project in which they had used a lot of Iraqi exiles to help get quite detailed plans about what could be done in the 
aftermath of the liberation of Iraq in the different sectors and they shared that with us and we fed in thoughts. As I 
think I may have said last time, we fairly quickly realised (and certainly once the Americans had set up organisations 
for the aftermath such as ORHA under Jay Garner) that the most effective way to feed our thoughts in was to have 
people seconded alongside the Americans and so we did that. So while that organisation was still in Washington, we 
had people working alongside, people like Major General Tim Cross and some people from the FCO who then 
moved with that organisation when it deployed forward to Kuwait and then moved again with them up to Baghdad 
and all the time we were adding secondees as the situation was seen to demand it. Having people in place was the 
best way of feeding our thoughts in rather better than sending papers into the US system which is not quite as joined 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/40121a03.htm (4 von 6)26.07.2005 17:10:35



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

up as our system. In our system you send a paper to the Cabinet Office and it will think it its duty to share it with 
every conceivable department who would have an interest, but it does not quite work that way in Washington, as you 
know, where different parts of the Administration would have different views and getting a collective US view on 
what should happen was sometimes difficult.

  Q2015  Mr Blunt: There is this admitted failure in terms of planning for the post-conflict phase. Is that a joint 
failure both of the misappreciation of the nature of Iraq and what would happen on behalf of the British and the 
Americans or are you seeing it as a frustration that we were not able to influence the US administration in the 
internal debate in the US over whether there should be a State Department lead with the Future of Iraq paper where 
it ended up with a Pentagon lead and a decision made in February 2003, or are we left with a sense that we would not 
have influenced things even had we been able to? 

  Mr Chaplin: I think it is difficult to calculate where we had problems and where we did not. There was a very 
intensive dialogue going on at different levels, both on the military and civilian side and I think the questions that we 
posed certainly stimulated debate and got people focusing on areas that perhaps they had not paid sufficient attention 
to. Whether we can take credit for the answer that they came up with is difficult to estimate. In the end the decision 
on what arrangements should be put in place was an American one, this was a US plan informed by our participation, 
but we were very much the junior partner and that is one of the reasons why we found that the most effective way 
was to second people to the US. I do not think we had been consulted in great detail about what the structure of 
ORHA should be. It was an organisation that focused largely on the suspected humanitarian problems in the 
aftermath of the military conflict. I do not think we were consulted very closely about what that organisation should 
look like, but what we did find effective was to respond to American requests to join in the process and once we had 
people there that was a good way of influencing US decisions day-to-day. 

  Mr Lee: I think perhaps I could just add that at the time we are talking about we could not really even use the 
phrase post-conflict planning because there was still a hope that there would not be a conflict. So we were trying to 
predict and assess what might happen. There was a determination that the situation in Iraq would change and there 
would be a day after of some sort, but whether that day would follow a conflict or whether it would follow some 
other resolution of the issue through the weapons inspection route or diplomacy was not known. It was also not 
known whether the conflict, if there was to be a conflict, would be undertaken with a full UN backing in a second 
resolution or not—not as it turned out. There were an awful lot of issues which were uncertain about the lead up to 
this situation and clearly that was compounded by the difficulty of assessing what the situation would be on this 
hypothetical day after. I would say that our approach to this, considering the issue as early as we did, trying to put the 
problem to the US in as joined up a fashion as we could by going to Washington ourselves, did raise the profile of 
the issue on the US side, it did stimulate them to have inter-agency discussions, if only to meet the team that was 
coming from London! I think that in itself was probably positive, not the entire solution of course because their 
system is more disparate, as Edward has described. We did have separate discussions with the military staff, the joint 
staff in the Pentagon for example and we had officers embedded within the planning headquarters at Tampa and all 
of these same points were being made. To be fair to the US, they themselves were thinking about the nature of a post 
conflict or a day after planning task, but at that stage clearly an awful lot of energy was going into the preparations 
for a potential conflict and it was quite difficult for anyone to leap over that and have plans of equal specificity for an 
unknown period afterwards. So I think the sheer complication of not knowing what was ahead of us at that stage was 
a problem and will always be a problem in any similar situation in the future. 

  Chairman: That is the first question dealt with. If we take as long with the other 12 I am afraid we are not going to 
let you out at all!

  Q2016  Mr Viggers: DfID has told us that the international and humanitarian agencies were better prepared for this 
emergency than they had been for any other in the recent past, and Ms Miller has confirmed that this morning. There 
are two aspects to this. One is that the preparations focused on the humanitarian crisis, which did not happen. Did it 
not happen because of the preparations or would it not have happened anyway? 

  Ms Miller: Some of the preparations for the humanitarian crises, getting food pre-positioned and all those things 
will have made a difference, but clearly there was not the scale of humanitarian disaster that we had planned for in 
some scenarios. It was, however, quite right to have planned for all of those because that might have been the 
outcome and we would have been criticised if we had not done so. Some of the preparations will have helped and 
others were there for an "in case" scenario, particularly plans for large scale displacement which did not actually 
happen at the time, but UNHCR had put a lot of effort into planning for that and those were not necessary. I would 
see that as good planning.
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  Q2017  Mr Viggers: So that is the planning eventuality which did not really materialise, but now, nine months 
after the conflict began, the British military are still the principal actor in southern Iraq in terms of governance, 
security, humanitarian assistance and reconstruction. Can you please write to us with UNSECCORD's assessment of 
the security situation in Iraq, if necessary broken down into different geographical areas? Can you also let us have in 
writing the Foreign and Commonwealth Office's assessment of security in different areas at different times, because 
that clearly is one aspect?[3] Has the categorisation been the main cause for the non-governmental agencies 
apparently dragging their feet?

  Ms Miller: Our assessment is that the NGOs have provided a lot of valuable assistance. Our funding to UN 
agencies, ICRC and the NGOs has been quite significant and a lot of good work has been done on the ground, but 
they have all been hampered by the security situation rather than feeling hampered by the assessment which they 
disputed. People have been quite concerned about security at different stages as different things have happened, but a 
number have carried on and are able to do things through having people on the ground in some difficult situations.

  Q2018  Mr Viggers: I am not claiming for a moment that this is as a result of a scientific survey, but the 
information we have had from soldiers who have recently been in Iraq is that they do not really see much of the 
NGO activity in Iraq, they feel that this is outside Iraq and it has not got up to the front line. Is that DfID's 
assessment? 

  Ms Miller: We publish a regular weekly update which is available on our website which lists all the NGO projects 
that are funded and there are a huge number of them from a lot of the UK well known agencies and they are all 
ongoing. Some of them have had to pull their international staff in and out on occasions, but most of those have been 
doing good work and have made a difference. It is a large country and those NGOs are working throughout the 
country, but there has been a lot of effort by the NGOs.

  Q2019  Mr Viggers: Is it your assessment that NGOs do not wish to be seen to assist the coalition? Are they 
concerned? 

  Ms Miller: There was a concern prior to the conflict from the NGOs about how they would work with the coalition, 
but this was not actually borne out by their response at the end of the day when they did come in as quickly as they 
could and started to work.
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MR EDWARD CHAPLIN CMG OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND 
MR IAN LEE

  Q2020  Mr Viggers: Are they reluctant to be seen to be operating with the military? 

  Ms Miller: That is not something that I am aware of.

  Q2021  Mr Havard: Following that up, you said that some of the NGOs supply their own security, would they be 
prepared to accept military security? We now know this is a three block war idea, fighting is still going on in one 
area whilst reconstruction is taking place at the same time. That is going to be the reality in future conflicts, if we are 
learning lessons from what we have just seen, apart from criticising what has been done or not been done we have 
learned lessons but are the NGOs going to have to learn lessons? Does the military learn lessons? The Germans are 
talking about having a reconstruction force, the Americans may be thinking about these things, I will be blunt with 
you, if others are not going to provide the military are we going to be dumped with the job? If so the military ought 
to be given the resources to do this job. Are the NGOs so reluctant they will not take military assistance, what does 
that discussion look like? 

  Ms Miller: Can I just clarify, it is their own security assessment that I was referring to rather than their own security.

  Q2022  Mr Havard: Are they seen to be part of it or are they tainted by the fact they are working with the military 
in terms of the perception of them, is that the tension? Where are the points of difficulty here? 

  Ms Miller: There have been discussions in the NGO community to the extent to which they are allied with what 
they might see as an occupation or the wrong kind of military involvement, this was a major concern of theirs before 
the conflict started. It was raised in overall discussions with DfID and elsewhere. Normally if the situation is secure 
enough for them to work they are quite happy to work there. Some of the concerns that we were slightly worried 
about did not materialise. There will always be some concerns from the NGOs in certain conflict situations if they 
feel they are too much associated with something they believe is wrong. In our assessment the majority of NGOs in 
this situation were there and able to work quite quickly, but, yes, it is an issue for them.

  Q2023  Mr Havard: Can I ask what the military view might be of this? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: In the immediate aftermath of warfighting clearly the aim of the military is to help 
provide the sort of secure situation which would enable the NGOs to prosecute their activities. It is also obvious that 
if the security situation was so bad that the NGOs would require a significant amount of additional security given to 
them by the military we would then, I guess, take our own view on whether it was wise for them to be there. Why? 
First of all, can we guarantee their security? Equally important would we have the assets or would they have the 
assets to be able to prosecute the other tasks which would still be there, for example in Iraq rounding up and tracking 
down terrorists and other criminals who are carrying out activities against the infrastructure, that sort of thing. There 
has to be a blend here, if the NGOs were to come in and require an inordinate amount of security to do their job it 
may be detrimental to the overall effort. You need to get the ground situation correct before the NGOs can come in.

  Q2024  Mike Gapes: The British military has a lot of experience from the Balkans, Afghanistan and elsewhere in 
dealing with this kind of operation and the post-conflict phase. What lessons from peace-keeping, reconstruction and 
state building are applicable from the Balkans and elsewhere in this current situation in Iraq? 
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  Mr Lee There is one example that I could quote which was a direct read-across from the experience in the Balkans 
and that was the effort that was made in the immediate aftermath of the warfighting to set up some sort of structure at 
a local level, local councils of some sort, they are known in the Balkans as Joint Commissions, where the military 
will find someone, some person of standing within the local community and try and set up an informal, ad hoc sort of 
council with that person or persons in order to set about the very basic initial task of providing some local 
administration. That was a concept which was applied in the Balkans and the forces on the ground in Iraq right from 
the outset had the intention, even before the conflict started, of trying to introduce that system as the very first stop 
gap, if you like, by way of a new public administration before any more permanent arrangements could be brought 
in. That sort of arrangement requires the military forces to engage with the local population to find who the suitable 
people are who are broadly acceptable to the locals and set up a system of that sort to keep civil society going as best 
one can. That sort of thing has been read across, if you like, from previous experience.

  Q2025  Mike Gapes: What about the relationship with the local population in terms of creating a perception of 
dependence on yourselves and the need to prevent mafia-type criminal groups taking over in the absence of any state 
power, have you learned lessons from the Balkans on that? 

  Mr Lee: I am sure we have. It is obviously essential to try and engage with responsible people in local society and 
get them to understand that their own stability depends on trying to root out any destabilising elements whether they 
are terrorists or in this case former regime elements or just straightforward criminals. The effort throughout this is to 
try and pass over these responsibilities to the Iraqis themselves. The difficulty is that the structures that they had for 
carrying out those tasks disappeared, as we said earlier. Nevertheless an effort must be made to pass the tasks as 
quickly as possible back to them for pursuing those objectives. We have tried to avoid getting into a situation where 
they do become dependent. We have made it clear throughout that our intention is to stay in Iraq as long as it is 
necessary for us to stay there but it is also our intention to leave as soon as we can, as soon as there is a reasonably 
stable system, a self-sustaining system, for them to carry on with.

  Q2026  Mike Gapes: Have you made any assessment of comparisons between the Iraqi situation and other areas 
that the military have been involved in of a similar kind? 

  Mr Lee: We make those sort of assessments on an informal basis all of the time because of people's experience, I 
am not aware we have made a formal comparison.

  Q2027  Mike Gapes: Perhaps you can check and if you have anything you can send it to us.[4] 

  Mr Lee: The situations are extremely different in almost all respects.

  Q2028  Mike Gapes: I understand that. There may be some lessons, even going back as far as the Japanese 
occupation by the Americans, or Germany in terms of how you deal with the situation, things to avoid and things that 
do work. 

  Mr Lee: Yes. 

  Chairman: The best comparison with Iraq is Iraq. One only has to look at the British occupation of Iraq and I think 
we see a number of situations recurring.

  Q2029  Rachel Squire: In terms of lessons learned, and coming back to Air Marshal Loader, I am interested in the 
military perspective, two things: I have been lucky enough to attend seminars on the civilian/military interface in the 
past and what I have constantly heard from the military, and I ask you whether you would agree with it, is that NGOs 
are not good at joined-up government, they are not good at working in partnership, they want to be entirely 
independent. Firstly, do you agree with that? Secondly, more recently, and in respect to Iraq, I have heard from the 
military the view that NGOs are risk adverse, they want the kind of safe environment, level of safety that you would 
expect back in your own home town. I would like to ask for your perspective on that? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: First of all with regard to the first question I certainly would not say that they are not 
good at the joined-up process. I would say, and admit, that we are learning. We did mention this last time, the 
generic campaign planning process and looking at the threats that seem to pervade to some extent or other most of 
the campaigns we have seen in recent years now—their security sector has reformed, their governance, their 
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infrastructure, and so on—tend to be in each place we go. You will be aware that one of the things we look at is 
whether this ends up as a sort of checklist along all of those potential lines of operation so that when we are in the 
planning phase we can be more high fidelity, as it were, in identifying the likely things we will need to do and who 
will be responsible and what sort of provisions we have to make in advance. That is an abiding lesson which has 
come out of the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq. With regard to NGOs being risk adverse, all I would say is this, when 
you join the military you join the military and you expect certain levels of danger potentially in your career. I think 
most military people would not expect most people who work for NGOs necessarily to accept anything like willingly 
the same level of potential danger, I certainly would not and I suspect most of my colleagues would feel the same. 

  Mike Gapes: Thank you.

  Q2030  Mr Hancock: Can I ask a very quick question, just going over the evidence that you gave before the 
suggestion I got was that part of the problem about the reconstruction was that you did not know enough about the 
deconstruction that had taken place before the war started. I am interested to know why you feel with all of the 
people who were there, bearing in mind you and inspectors were in there looking for weapons of mass destruction, 
no one came out with evidence to say, "by the way in Basra the whole of the water infrastructure is shot". Why was it 
that you knew so little and why was it that you have not got to that stage of dealing with the deconstruction before 
the destruction of the war? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: You did ask this before and as I recall my reply was, yes, we had a broader awareness of 
the nature, particularly in the south east of the country and the levels of beastliness that the regime inflicted on those 
people. I think there were two other ingredients which we touched on last time, they were that, firstly, a lot of 
criminals were let out by Saddam in the immediate weeks prior to the conflict and those criminals applied their trade 
very quickly and efficiently, and still continue to do so, in some areas, pulling down power cables, smelting the 
copper, and so on. The second aspect was—if it was a failure of planning then so be it—I do not think we realised, 
again particularly in the south east, the level to which after years of Ba'athist oppression they would get their own 
back, and they did. They ransacked schools, hospitals and took away things they never had in their houses, beds, 
chairs, and so on, or they just wrecked things. It was not just the state that it had been in for 20 years of so of neglect, 
state-sponsored neglect, as it were, they produced a cocktail of difficulties with which we found it very difficult to 
cope.

  Q2031  Mr Hancock: We have several thousand Marsh Arabs seeking asylum in this country, were any of them 
spoken to?

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I do not know. 

  Chairman: I think we are going over a question that took 40 minutes and anticipates Mr Blunt's next question.

  Q2032  Mr Blunt: Take an example of what we did or did not know about what we were going into in Iraq, a 
decision was taken to disband the Iraqi Army, as far as the public was concerned there were in a sense three security 
forces in Iraq, the Iraqi Army, the Republican Guard and the Special Republican Guard, it would almost seem that 
the Iraqis had pre-sorted it, especially those who were loyal to the regime, and the Iraqi Army was left rather less 
well armed than the remainder. We accepted that they disappeared in the conflict phase, to what extent do you think 
the problems being reported now in the Basra area appear to be rioting Iraqi army pensioners who are demanding 
that they now receive pensions to which they are entitled? To what extent are those issues linked with the decision to 
disband the Iraqi Army and the problems the army is now facing in terms of civil disorder, either in forms of civil 
disorder from people demanding pensions or actual insurrection from people who have joined the army? 

  Mr Lee: I will make a start. The reports that we have are that they have a range of different grievances, no doubt a 
lack of pay and a lack of pension is part of it. Clearly with large scale demobilisation of that sort and very high levels 
of unemployment there are going to be difficulties of that sort which will inevitably take some time to overcome. It is 
our understanding that there are other reasons mixed up in these demonstrations of a more local nature to do with 
people protesting about various appointments that have been made. I do not want to point fingers at anyone in 
particular—and this should not be taken as too specific—but a given mayor or a given governor who is abusing his 
position in some way, appointing relatives to positions, those sort of issues which are bundled up together with a 
wider political situation and the controversy that exists about the nature of the interim elections and the nature of the 
setting up of the process which would lead to setting up an interim government all of these things coming together 
are part of the fuel for those demonstrations. 
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  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I do not think I have anything to add. 

  Mr Lee: I am not denying some of these demobilisation issues are bound up in that as well.

  Q2033  Mr Blunt: That seems to point to a lack of understanding of the nature of Iraqi society, could we or should 
we have taken more steps to understand the Iraqi society that we were going into? 

  Mr Chaplin: I am sure we could have done better. As I said earlier, we were using all sorts of information we had, 
including from the academic community, it was the factors I talked about earlier that we underestimated. I think it is 
difficult several months ahead if you do not know how the conflict is going to turn out and how the civilian 
population is going to react in the way that it has been described and the looting, and so on, and see what you will be 
left with and the extent to which civil society breaks down and institutions that might have helped you put the 
civilian society back together are simply not there and you have to start at a lower level. In hindsight one should have 
been able to see and I do not think anyone was making better guesstimates at that than we were.

  Q2034  Mr Blunt: Obviously the military bore much of the burden of reconstruction and administration in this 
period. What steps were taken before the conflict and what steps have been taken since the conflict to ensure that the 
troops on the ground shared what understanding we had of Iraqi society and how do you promulgate the lessons 
learned as they are learned? 

  Mr Lee: From the troops on the ground there is obviously an extensive system of reporting back up the chain of 
command from the people who are on the ground. As the reports come up the chain the key points are distilled out of 
that, the engagement, which I described a moment ago, with informal, local councils that were set up, all of that is 
reported back. There are different advisers with the troops and there are what are known as political advisers, mostly 
MoD civil servants, in various headquarters who engage in that sort of process. All of their reports are fed back up 
the chain. Once here, as it were, in Whitehall they are shared as part of the inter-agency process that we have of 
meetings which we described in the past and this specific permanent unit which now exists—which is lodged 
physically within the Foreign Office—collect together all of that sort of reporting. There is quite an extensive daily, 
weekly updating feedback of all of that.

  Q2035  Mr Blunt: That is up, is there anything down? 

  Mr Lee: Guidance is passed down to the extent that it is possible to do so. Discussions in New York earlier this 
week about the nature of the process leading to setting up a transitional government, all of that kind of reporting, will 
find its way down as guidance to the extent that it is relevant to the people on the ground.

  Q2036  Mr Blunt: Will political advisers meet together to share information? 

  Mr Lee: Yes, they will do that. The Coalition Provisional Authority has an office in the south in Basra headed up 
by a Foreign Office person and they liaise very closely with the divisional headquarters in Basra in order to share an 
appreciation of the situation from the military and from a political point of view.

  Q2037  Chairman: You are struggling a bit, Mr Lee, it does not seem there is much formal advice and meetings? 

  Mr Chaplin: I think that is wrong, actually I think there is a great deal. To go back to the early months that you 
seem particularly interested in, there was the setting up of the Coalition Administration, the local branch of that in 
Basra, the idea was that the civilian tasks should be passed as rapidly as possible from our own forces to that civilian 
structure. It is probably fair to say there was frustration on the military side, they did the civilian task brilliantly but 
there was an expectation that they would be able to pass this task over to a civilian structure headed by a Foreign 
Office person more quickly than turned out to be the case. We started off with a structure which turned out to be 
inadequate, the head of it had to be changed and it took time to build up the capacity and in the meantime the 
military was stuck with the civilian task. That was the situation. The situation now is very joined-up and the civilians 
in the CPA work very closely with the military on the day-to-day tasks and they work very closely with the 
Provisional Council, which Ian was describing, that is one of the success stories, the way in which really quite 
quickly by July they set up a Representative Provisional Council. Although people were still in their individual 
capacity the Provisional Council which was receiving money from Iraqi ministers in Baghdad was giving an image 
of running their own local affairs. 
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  Mr Blunt: I wonder if it is possible to have that brief included in our submission of evidence about what the sense 
of the political structure was in terms of political advisers for the military at the start of the occupation and what that 
structure has transmogrified into now and the nature of the relationship between the political advisers?[5] 

  Chairman: When all of the changes take place that Mr Blunt was asking about how are they communicated to the 
guys and gals on the ground? If they have to rely on six day old copies of newspapers or what they see on television 
they may not have authoritative information. 

  Mr Blunt: While I can understand the structure now as opposed to when the military went in and what lessons have 
been learned I would hope that brief would then answer that question because I assume the role of the political 
advisers now is to ensure that local commanders have immediate access to information?

  Q2038  Chairman: When you read the transcript you will be confused. What we would also like to know is not 
just how the situation was perceived by the CPA or our own people in Basra and communicated down the chain to 
people but could you also give us some examples of documentation or an indication of what is said to people coming 
in to the province or coming into the military in Iraq on what local customs are, the same way as if we go out to the 
Middle East they tell us not to make total fools of ourselves—they do not always succeed? It would be interesting to 
see copies of the documents the soldiers have when they arrive as to the do's and don'ts of the area, especially in an 
area which is still dominated by tribal traditions and tribal structures?[6]

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I know they are given briefings because as we know the delivery of a stable and secure 
environment very much rests right down to the hands of the most junior soldier who is walking the streets of Amara 
or Basra, wherever it is. One of the great things we have with our military is they are able to make this transition 
from quite robust warfighting to sometimes equally frightening peacekeeping in a different environment and they are 
able to obey the social laws and customs and not upset people, that is one of the great strengths of the British Armed 
Forces. 

  Chairman: They do it very, very well. 

  Q2039  Mr Havard: Given that we seem to know there was a plan for what I believe is now being called a 
catastrophic success there does not seem to be a plan for a catastrophic collapse, which is what actually happened. I 
would like to know what is happening in relation to unexploded ordinance, basically munitions in general? Whatever 
we did not know we knew that Iraq was one of the most heavily mined places on the earth so there ought to have 
been a plan to deal with this sort of situation. We have already seen circumstances where quite clearly there are 
munitions available to terrorists and criminals. That is why they are blowing people up. It is important from the point 
of view of security currently in that regard but it is also important from a humanitarian point of view. We also know 
whatever the political questions are about whether we should or should not have delivered things like cluster bombs 
there is ordnance on the ground and there is a danger to ordinary Iraqis who cannot go about their normal lives unless 
fields are cleared, and all of that, so for both of those reasons these things are very important. There has been 
criticism that there was not speedy enough action taken to deal with munitions dumps and caches of munitions that 
were potentially and probably actually known about at the end of the warfighting. I have a question that really falls 
into two parts. There was specific criticism of the British in this regard, particularly within the first six week period 
in and round Basra that they did not do enough to secure munitions—whether that is true or not we will hear 
comment about that in a moment. What I am really also concerned about is what could have been done and what 
could be done in order to protect ordinary Iraqi civilians from unexploded ordnance and to prevent this stuff falling 
quite clearly into the hands of people who have no interest other than continued destabilisation? 

  Mr Lee: That is a difficult question. 
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MR EDWARD CHAPLIN CMG OBE, MS CAROLYN MILLER, AIR VICE MARSHAL CLIVE LOADER OBE AND 
MR IAN LEE

  Q2040  Chairman: It is a long question. 

  Mr Lee: Shall I make a start on this, I think a lot of effort has been put in by the forces there to try to educate 
people about the dangers of unexploded ordnance. The responsibility for clearing up unexploded ordnance is passed 
across under the authority of the National Mine Authority in Iraq to NGOs who would be operating in our area. I 
have here the names of four NGOs who have been working on this, Mine Tech, Danish Church Aid, the Danish De-
mining Group and Intersos. They are given the task, this is the normal practice of the military, as it were, to 
subcontract humanitarian de-mining to NGOs and others of that sort and deal with un-exploded ordnance where it is 
posing a direct threat to our own forces. That is the system that is set up in place. I have been passed a note that says 
"in our area 1,600 sites have been cleared and 619,000 munitions have been made safe to date". Our education 
campaign has been commended by the UN. That is a summary of how the subject is treated. I do not know if that 
helps you at all.

  Q2041  Mr Havard: To a certain degree it does but there was criticism that this was not done speedily enough at 
the end of the initial conflict and it is not being done speedily enough now in some respects. There are questions 
about the efficacy of the process in order to deal with this issue, I would like some comments about that? 

  Mr Lee: I suspect it is always possible to say that this sort of activity is not done speedily enough. I am sure we 
would say the same thing ourselves. The ideal situation would be to have the clear-up, as it were, completed in hours 
ideally but the practicalities of the situation— 

  Q2042  Mr Havard: Given it was a known to a large degree in the way that some things were not known there 
must have been specific plans to deal with this situation? I am also concerned in relation to things we discussed 
earlier the extent to which military personnel are diverted off things they might be appropriately doing because they 
are having to do other things which are not appropriate because others are falling down? 

  Mr Lee: There were plans to deal with this. There are people as part of the initial force and people still there who 
are EOD specialists who will be dealing with this. I think the figures I read out indicate the scale of the problem. If 
there are 1,600 sites in our area. It is clearly a problem as to how one is going to secure and clear up all of those sites 
as speedily as one might wish. That is just a problem across the board of resources. It is also, unfortunately, the same 
security problem we have talked about before to the extent that this is an NGO-lead activity. If NGOs are not present 
because of the wider security situation that places a break on the progress of this activity, and that is unfortunate but 
that is the situation we are trying to deal with.

  Q2043  Mr Havard: Why were these caches near to large centres of population not dealt with more quickly or 
earlier? Is there any comment about this criticism that this was not done? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I am not aware of—

  Q2044  Mr Havard: I am referring to the Human Rights Watch people who went in and made this criticism? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: You are quite right. I was aware of one case where an arms cache which we had put in 
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the guard of some Iraqis—the Iraqis were not robust in their defence of the cache and a lot of things disappeared, 
including some particular weapons. I think, as I said earlier on, when you are still warfighting in some areas or doing 
other things in terms of trying to catch the terrorists, and so on, there is a question of priorities. If those weapons 
were out of circulation and not being used I expect they won't have been priority one. I suspect that is the reality of 
only having so many military people on the ground and what you can do with them. 

  Mr Havard: I am concerned we did not keep them out of circulation in some regards.

  Q2045  Rachel Squire: Can I ask you about interpreters and what provision was taken before the operation began 
to ensure that troops had sufficient access to reliable interpretation? 

  Mr Lee: I am sure there were Arabic speaking people there. I do not have specific details on that I am afraid. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I cannot help here. I do not know what basis there was for an assessment of how many 
we would need. One of the things which is worthy of saying here is again it comes back to the nature of the society 
in the south east, particularly as it is the area for which we are responsible, where people who would otherwise have 
come forward—and there are plenty of well-educated Iraqis that would have been able to fulfil the role—were very 
reticent because they thought by coming forward if the regime did not topple they would be in significant danger. I 
do not know what assumptions were made with regard to indigenous Iraqis who would help us if we had to 
preposition and get going earlier.

  Q2046  Rachel Squire: It seems to us that the assumptions were over-optimistic. The MoD Lessons Learned 
Report admits briefly to a shortage of linguists. There were 28 military interpreters, 28 deployed into theatre for a 
ground force of 26,000 personnel. It certainly has been our impression that that was a severe shortage. I would be 
interested in your views on what our troops would have been able to do better if they had had more linguists? 

  Mr Lee: I agree this is a problem area even with a language like Arabic. It would have been a problem in other 
theatres such as Afghanistan where languages are not so widely spoken. I would say the key area where it affects us 
is obviously in our ability to engage with the local population. All of those processes we were describing earlier, 
trying to relate to local councils, and so on, all of that and any form of engagement with the local population is 
rendered more difficult if you are dependent on finding Englishspeakers in that local population. Obviously there are 
going to be far more than 28 bilingual people in our area. There are a large number of Iraqis who speak English, if 
you see what I mean, and how many of those would be willing to come forward and act as informal interpreters? 
Clearly that is something that one cannot be sure of in advance. It is certainly an issue. Language training is 
something that we do need to look at if we are to be expected to be more involved in these expeditionary operations 
in future. There were a couple of interpreters that were shot at a fairly early stage and that will have a pretty negative 
effect on others' willingness to take-up the role. Whether or not there were assumptions that were made earlier on 
which were proven to be inappropriate I think you need to look at that. That is certainly an issue for us. There is the 
issue of interpreters who are with our own Armed Forces who we trust. They are, as it were, totally on side and so 
we need to have the appropriate levels of vetting and understanding to make sure they are people who are not going 
to act against us.

  Q2047  Chairman: The British military has been engaged with a variety of Arab countries for decades, if not 
centuries, and I am sure, Mr Chaplin, you learned Arabic in your long career, possibly in university. I think it would 
be helpful for us to know—sorry to impose it upon you—how many Arabic speaker have undergone training either 
within the Foreign Office or the Ministry of Defence and how many did we have available with us as interpreters 
during the war? How many Arabic interpreters/translators were available to help patrols going round and what are 
we doing to train more Arabic speakers? It would be really helpful if our joined-up government could saying 
something on the Arabic language, how good are we at it, how good are our civil servants and diplomats—I am sure 
they are all very good because of the strong tradition of affection for the Middle East in the Foreign Office—I am 
sure it has been produced. There must be files filled with these articles, please, if you would not mind could we have 
that information? 

  Mr Lee: I am sure we can do that.[7] I know Edward is an Arabic speakers and one of my staff behind is. I have no 
words of Arabic myself.

  Q2048  Chairman: Yesterday we heard about problems of intimidation. It would be quite possible if you had 
Arabic speakers from outside Iraq who are embedded within the accommodation and structures and could be 
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protected, they could come from other parts of the country, there must be some ways the MoD can find ways of 
getting sufficient numbers of translators and interpreters to assist the traditional method of shouting, which is not 
always understood in countries where we operate?

  Q2049  Rachel Squire: Can I add to that, Chairman, you received a reply from the Prime Minister on 2 September 
to say that the Foreign Office had approached Arabic speaking countries to see if they could provide Arabic linguists 
to work with the United Kingdom forces and does it seem we are right to conclude those approaches were largely 
unsuccessful? 

  Mr Chaplin: We made some approaches. I can check what the results were.

  Q2050  Chairman: We should have seconded some more people from the Foreign Office. 

  Mr Chaplin: Our pool of Arabic speaking people was relatively small given the scale of the task. 

  Q2051  Mike Gapes: Can I ask you some questions about policing and the steps taken to involve Iraqis generally 
in providing their own security for the transition and for the future. What steps have you taken to ensure that that is 
happening? 

  Mr Chaplin: Clearly it was a priority from a very early stage to transfer as much as possible of the task of 
providing a secure environment to the Iraqi force themselves. We already discussed the hope that there would be a 
nucleus of a police force to build on. We ran into problems of the unacceptability of that police force with regard to 
local populations, certainly in the south, where the police were used not in the role of a traditional police force but as 
an instrument of oppression. We started from a lower level than we had expected. A lot of effort has gone into the 
rapid training of the Iraqi police and that has been going on inside Iraq and outside Iraq in Jordan. I think the 
numbers deployed now are some 60,000 plus. There is a training programme going on and we will be getting trained 
Iraqi police onto the streets as fast as possible. There is also a process of mentoring that goes on all of the time. In the 
early stages the Royal Military Police were heavily involved in this process. 

  Q2052  Mike Gapes: 60,000 in the area that Britain has responsibility for or the whole of Iraq? 

  Mr Chaplin: It is the whole of Iraq.

  Q2053  Mike Gapes: How many in our area? 

  Mr Lee: I have them here somewhere. 

  Q2054  Mr Hancock: Are they existing policemen being retained or recruited policemen? 

  Mr Chaplin: Both, some are ex-armed forces, some are ex-police and some are from a variety of backgrounds. 

  Mr Lee: Numbers, the number required in our area, the southeast area is 12,370. That number has been recruited 
but they are not yet fully trained. As Edward said there is a process of training and a process of mentoring them as 
they set about their deployment. There are lots of other security— 

  Mr Chaplin: There are other security forces as well. 

  Mr Lee: So far as the police are concerned that is the situation. Shall I say what the numbers are for the others? 
There is a border police and customs service, again for our area there is a requirement for just over 1,600 of those, 
about one third being recruited so far. There is a Facilities Protection and Security Force protecting power stations 
and such things, a requirement for 5,500 of those, about 70% have been recruited so far and most trained. Then there 
is the Iraqi Civil Defence Corps: 5,300 odd, of those required in that area 90% of those have been recruited, and 
about two thirds trained so far. Beyond that there is the New Iraqi Army itself and we are expecting about 3,000 in 
our area, 25% are so far recruited and there is also an Iraqi Riverine Patrol Service, a smaller outfit, 225 in our area, 
all recruited.

  Q2055  Mike Gapes: Last October, maybe things have improved since then, the Assistant Chief Constable Stephen 
White who was the Director of Law and Order of CPA in the southern area, and who had extensive experience in a 
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number of areas before he went to Iraq, was quoted by the BBC as saying he had been shocked by the limited 
backing he received from the authorities and that order would only be restored if there were more international police 
officers, and in fact there should have been an expected contingent of 1,500 and he only had 15. What is the position 
today and why was there such a shortfall? 

  Mr Lee: I am afraid that is beyond my area of expertise. 

  Mr Chaplin: It is probably fair to say that in terms of the lessons learned this subject has come up and in a similar 
situation we would probably have a larger number of international police ready to go in and help the local population.

  Q2056  Mike Gapes: Where would they be from? 

  Mr Chaplin: From a variety of other countries. The OSCE as an institution is quite good at providing this help, the 
European Union has also been involved in some fields. There are sources of such expertise.

  Q2057  Mike Gapes: This goes back to this old issue about international legitimacy and lack of support from other 
countries. 

  Mr Chaplin: It goes back to the old issue which we have probably discussed to death about the extent to which the 
Iraqi police force itself would be available for deployment.

  Q2058  Mike Gapes: The Assistant Chief Constable said that he expected 1,500. 

  Mr Chaplin: I am not aware of what was behind that remark. I suspect he was expressing his frustration at the lack 
of resources which were available for him to do things more quickly and more effectively. I think the job has been 
done pretty well. The training programme is going well and more and more people are being trained week by week. 
What you are getting at, and it is fair enough, is whether the planning process could have been better and whether 
there could be greater international effort on hand to help that process along.

  Q2059  Mike Gapes: Can I ask one other question then? How do you make it safe and secure for Iraqis to provide 
information to co-operate with the police? Given the difficult environment what steps have been taken to assist that 
process? 

  Mr Chaplin: Do you mean hotlines and walk-in facilities?
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  Q2060  Mike Gapes: If you have hotlines. I do not think you have. 

  Mr Lee: No. That is a level of operational information that I do not have to hand.[8] 

  Q2061  Mike Gapes: Perhaps you can write us to if you find out? 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: I suspect there to be a whole range of routine contacts which the military commanders 
have with people on the ground and the Iraqi civilians in town hall meetings. There will be other less overt means but 
I do not know off the top of my head but you can be sure there will be a full gamut of contact, including, I am sure, 
taking appropriate recognition of people who give important information who, of course, will be in danger so it will 
be done in ways that I would prefer not to discuss here.[9] 

  Q2062  Chairman: It is a little bizarre because the policeman that Mike referred to who spoke us to and expressed 
hope that the community would respond with a large number of police officers. When we went to Bosnia every 
copper in the world had a brother who was there, from people who looked as though they were off the set of In the 
Heat of the Night to those from Georgia with sunglasses on, Pakistanis, Malaysians, the RUC, the MoD Police, it 
was an incredibly impressive international operation. What Mr Gapes rightly said was it did not appear to 
materialise. The private sector industry responded. It seems rather strange that the private sector has reacted very 
strongly to going in, some of who are unarmed. This is a rather sad day. 

  Mr Lee: I think there is definitely an issue here about deployable police, which is something that there is not 
enough of internationally. The Balkans is a more stable environment where arrangements have developed for putting 
policemen into Bosnia and elsewhere. The situation we are talking about here is a much more rapidly deployable 
force of international policemen and it is a problem really that such a thing does not exist. We get round it in 
different ways either by volunteers from different places or the fact that some countries have carabinieri type of 
forces who are part military and part police. We have certain specialised forces who have extra capability. They are 
used to carrying arms as a matter of course. Generally speaking the United Kingdom does not have a force of that 
sort. It is something which in this wider lessons learned process of how to deal with all of these sort of conflicts and 
the aftermath period of conflict which will come more to the fore as an issue, as the sort of civilian resource that 
needs to be on hand, planned for. I believe that police officers in the United Kingdom who are deployed would go as 
volunteers. They would have to go as volunteers. They cannot be ordered to go in in the same sense as the military.

  Q2063  Mike Gapes: What particular additional allowance and so on they would get? 

  Mr Lee: I am afraid I do not know the terms and conditions, we would have to enquire through the Home Office I 
suspect.[10] 

  Chairman: Thank you.

  Q2064  Mr Hancock: I have some questions to ask on that subject or related to that. Can I ask when you write us 
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to on the question that Dai asked you about, the mine clearance and munitions, I was very interested in the figure you 
gave, it was very impressive, that 600,000 munitions have been destroyed, it would be a good indication for the 
Committee if we know out of what sort of proportion is it 10 million munitions expected to be found there. 600,000 
is impressive but it is no good if 600,000 bullets were destroyed and a considerable number of landmines are still 
effectively laid. I was under the distinct impression the Government were funding private mine clearing operations in 
that part of the world, is that true? 

  Ms Miller: We funded two NGOs and the UN.

  Q2065  Mr Hancock: Are a private organisation that specialises in mine clearing a bit like the police we were told 
about earlier. Are we not involved in funding private mine clearing? 

  Mr Lee: I just do not know. We can include that in the note.[11] 

  Q2066  Mr Hancock: Can I go back to the policing bit and Mike Gapes' question, the same as in the Balkans, 
George Robertson had to virtually shake the NATO countries and the EU, shake them up and say, "you have to 
deliver your component of the MAPE exercise". It was undersubscribed and took several years to get enough 
confidence in the police force for countries to be willing to allow their personnel to go in. We need to establish for 
the record what the British government are doing. Like the Chairman I remember being in Albania meeting Essex 
policemen teaching people community policing when at the same time the kids were trying to sell us Kalashnikovs 
for $50. They were talking about community policing in schools and kids were selling guns in the street. The point 
here is, if you are going to have confidence in the police in an area like Iraq, is it wise to continue with the existing 
police force where people would have seen them very much as part of the old regime? Is it possible to continue to 
use these people? 

  Mr Lee: That is the question, as to whether they would have been seen as part of the regime, or would they have 
been seen as a necessary part of providing a secure environment. In surveys that have been done in Iraq, people's 
number one concern is security; having a secure environment. They might well have taken the view that the Iraqi 
police service providing that service would have been something they would have welcomed, even though some 
elements, in a sense, would have been associated with the old regime. As it was, as we have said several times, the 
Iraqi Police Service disintegrated so they did not have to face that question. Can I just say there is a fundamental 
difference between the military forces and police forces? It is an obvious one, I know, but we hold military forces as 
a contingency force who are, by definition, there in order to be deployed to trouble spots around the world. Generally 
speaking, countries do not hold police forces as a contingency force, they have them for policing in their own 
countries. So any deployment of policemen overseas is taken at risk to local security in whichever country, which is 
obviously going to be more of a problem. Whether countries should have more police contingency forces which are 
maintained for deployable purposes, I feel, is obviously a question that does need to be addressed in the light of 
recent experiences.[12] 

  Q2067  Mr Hancock: Can I go on to the question of the way in which you have given, as a government, 
instructions to our military commanders, in the area where we are responsible, for the way in which they co-opt local 
groups to take control of the situation and how you prevent them being seen to be very much the puppets of the 
coalition, and then resentment builds against them. Then we are deploying troops to secure their security. What is the 
advice? 

  Mr Lee: That is something which we certainly agree can be done and can be a very useful method of spreading the 
security effect. So that if it is possible to identify local groups in a neighbourhood who are able to, on a sort of 
"neighbourhood watch" basis, provide security of a very basic type in an area and are deemed to be reliable for doing 
that and not cause the sort of backlash that you are referring to, then that is something that the commanders on the 
ground need to judge and go ahead with. That is the sort of issue which is very much delegated to the operational 
theatre and the people there, who will know much better than we can from here what the dynamics are of a local 
situation and whether the balance of advantage is in allowing a certain neighbourhood to be more or less self-
policing. Obviously the overall responsibility for security will remain, at the moment, with our forces, though they 
will always retain the ability in Iraq to go in and sort something out if they thought the situation was going off the 
rails. However, it is not something we can dictate in a tactical sense from here. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: This is the classic example of the British way of doing things on the ground in the 
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theatre; the theatre commander and his various commanders beneath have their contacts with the local community, 
religious and tribal leaders and so on, and they hold these town hall meetings where certain initiatives are discussed: 
whether or not they are practicable; what will be the reaction of the local populace to them, and there is a sort of 
"taking ahead together". So it would be clumsy to—and they do not—introduce initiatives which will clearly get the 
back up of the majority of the population; so it has to be movement forward together, and that is the means by which 
it is done, very much this joint council aspect that Ian mentioned earlier.

  Q2068  Mr Hancock: You have given us statistics about the numbers required and the fact that in our sector it 
would appear that we have met the recruitment levels and the targets we were set. When you write to us on other 
matters, which you have been requested to do, can you write and tell us about the retention of the people you have 
recruited—how many of them have actually stayed the course—and could you also tell us (and maybe you can 
answer this today—any one of you) about the problems you have experienced where intimidation is now forcing 
people to leave security forces once joined? We understand, if you believe the reports that are coming out of the 
Sunni triangle and more around Baghdad, and even now in northern Iraq in the Kurdish areas, that police recruits 
have suddenly started to leave in quite significant numbers because of threats of intimidation on their family 
members and the wider family unit is under quite distressing circumstances in the village somewhere—there is 
widespread intimidation. Could you tell us whether or not that is something you are experiencing now, what you can 
do about that, whether or not you are forced into relocating these people so that a policeman in Basra is not working 
in that area but somewhere else? Is there a systematic system of giving them an opportunity to serve in the police 
but, maybe, not where they are readily identified—similar to what we exercised in Northern Ireland for a long time? 

  Mr Lee: There is obviously a relationship here between the overall security situation and this potential problem of 
retention, or intimidation. If we can achieve general improvements, by definition there will be less of a problem with 
intimidation. I am not aware that we have a problem in our own area of intimidation of the sort you are referring to. 
We can certainly look into whether there are any examples of that and what the retention rates are so far (it is early 
days, of course). I think we have had reports recently, in the last few weeks, that joining the Iraqi Civil Defence 
Corps is actually quite a popular thing to do and is regarded at street level in Iraq as a good, respectable profession. It 
is a new organisation and it is seen as doing one's bit to provide renewed security, and it does not have associations 
with the previous regime. So there are hopeful indications on that front.

  Q2069  Mr Hancock: Is there any evidence at all that in the part that we administer British authorities are turning a 
blind eye to the organised crime elements that go on, in the sense of keeping them quiet? One of the press reports 
that consistently comes up is that the Iraqi on the street is unhappy because law and order has not been restored and 
that crime now is the most significant element, particularly in our area; where somebody is shot it is not for a 
political cause it is because of settling a crime-related activity. Is there any suggestion that we are unable to secure 
that criminal element sufficiently to give you the confidence that law and order actually does mean something? 

  Mr Lee: I would say quite the reverse, actually. We have been quite active on this question of dealing with crime. It 
is obviously a long-standing problem in that area, where smuggling predates the conflict and probably predates 
Saddam Hussein, but there have been a number of specific operations targeted on dealing with criminals, and it is a 
very high priority as a matter of course. Behind the additional battalions that have moved forward into Iraq over the 
last three or four months has been this question of providing capacity in order to mount operations against criminals 
in addition to the mentoring of the Iraqi police service, which obviously in itself is part of the effort to deal with 
crime.[13] 

  Q2070  Mr Hancock: I only raise this issue because one of the things that you hear consistently in the Balkans, 
particularly in Bosnia, Albania and Kosovo, is that despite the significant military presence, a very intensive police 
presence and a retrained police force, the one element that has flourished more than anything has been organised 
crime, and the one thing that nobody has been able to deal with is the fact that crime is still the biggest growth 
industry in the region. It would be a terrible indictment on us if this were to be the situation in Iraq. 

  Mr Lee: Indeed, I agree, crime is undoubtedly a problem. The question is what is the answer? I think our answer 
would be to deal with it in the short term within the resources we have available and deal with in the longer term by 
setting up indigenous Iraqi security forces and a whole system of public administration in Iraq which can deal with 
the problem. If you are asking me is it a serious problem, yes, I would agree, yes, it is.

  Q2071  Chairman: I have long been interested in informal policing and non-state policing. A good example of 
"neighbourhood watch" Iraqi-style is the growth of militias who would not just give you a gentle reprimand but 
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might do far worse. In Maysan Province, clearly, militias are operating, apparently under the authority of the 
British—or the British are acquiescent to religious-led militias. If you do not know perhaps you can find somebody 
that does, but to what extent, certainly in Shiite areas, are there militias operating and taking quasi policing 
functions—extreme Muslim style or any other style—and are these to be equated with the religious groups that one 
would find in Saudi Arabia or in Iraq—matawas? 

  Mr Chaplin: I do not think they are equivalent to that, but on the extent to which militias are operating in our area I 
will hand over to MoD. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: We will have to come back to you, sir. In a time when, clearly, resources in this regard, 
for maintaining law and order, are stretched, then if they are producing the effect without undermining the future 
civil structure of society—and here, obviously, CPA and CPSL are important—then my suspicion is that it would be 
allowed to carry on. I was aware of this a few months ago— 

  Mr Lee: It is definitely an assistance in the short term. The quantification that you are after, I think we will have to 
enquire about.

  Q2072  Chairman: I think it is Maysan Province. It is one thing having the good, old-fashioned British style in 
India or in Nigeria, where you delegated to a chieftain the responsibility for maintaining law and order, which was 
done, but the worrying thing is if situations are fluid and you delegate to somebody, either religious or political, and 
sub-contract to him policing functions that you cannot control, then you are not having delegated policing you are 
having purely self-serving policing, for political or religious purposes, that takes on a life of its own and is almost a 
prototype for a form of policing that can take place at the time when the Americans or British leave, which is not 
going to be Sir Robert Peel's London bobby circa 1829. 

  Mr Chaplin: Just to make a comment and a distinction there, I think when you are talking about militias you are 
talking about paramilitary forces, of which the best known operating in Iraq are the Peshmergas, the Kurdish forces 
in the north, and in the south the Badr Brigade, so-called, associated with SCIRI, one of the Shiite political parties. 
As the Air Vice Marshal said, provided they are contributing and not undermining the security of the areas they are 
operating in, they are left alone and they will be subject to the process of building up a new Iraqi army. There are 
plans at some stage to bring those militias into the Iraqi army, and clearly that is going to take some time and may 
have to wait until after the Iraqi government is established, because that goes to the heart of what sort of armed 
forces they are going to have, which is really a constitutional question. Certainly the military will be taking action, I 
would guess, against any armed group which was actively undermining security, because our job is to provide the 
secure environment in which the political process can take place of transition, according to the timetable that has 
been set out for a transitional Iraqi government. 

  Chairman: The reason for this line of questioning was an article we saw in the International Herald Tribune on 15 
July 2003 which said: "The British have entrusted security in Maysan Province, which encompasses Amara . . . to 
militia units called emergency brigades. These men answer only to a self-appointed provincial council of Shiite 
religious groups, which wants no one else to deal with the British. The leader of the council, Abdul Karim 
Muhammadawi, has been named to Iraq's new governing council . . ." etc. So that is something that may be 
expedient in the short term but looks worrying in the longer term. Just a few more questions to ask of another great 
British success in Basra.

  Q2073  Mr Havard: This follows on, to a certain extent, the extent to which in trying to establish civil leaders you 
end up choosing functionaries or end up reinforcing personalised or otherwise networks—whether they be militias or 
anyone else—and effectively just simply institutionalising bodies that you, in a sense, were trying to get rid of in the 
first place. From this whole question about, particularly, this being problematic in terms of the idea of choosing 
potential Iraqi governors, given this federal process (I do not want to go into the detail of that, that is well-rehearsed) 
what lessons have been learnt about how you go about identifying, choosing and anointing, however temporarily or 
otherwise, potential and actual civic leaders for the process? 

  Mr Lee: I think the lesson would be "be careful".

  Q2074  Mr Havard: I can write that down! 

  Mr Lee: There is a tension that exists between, on the one hand, wanting to get some contact with local, responsible 
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people quickly and, on the other hand, not choosing someone who turns out to be the wrong person just because you 
want speed. That is, I am afraid, something that can only be judged in a particular circumstance at the time. I think, 
in fact, the first person that was chosen as being the de facto mayor in Basra turned out to be not acceptable.

  Q2075  Mr Havard: An Iraqi general. 

  Mr Lee: Initially he had appeared to be quite respectable and it turned out that he was not. That only emerged after 
a period of comments from his opponents and so on. I do not think there is ever going to be an easy answer to this; it 
is always going to be a short-term expedient in this sort of situation and it is quite expressly that. I think the 
important thing will be to make clear that it is a short-term expedient and that one is trying to move towards some 
more legitimate form of representative election, however that is organised—and clearly there are complications with 
that but that must be the aim—and some system which is organised and controlled by the Iraqis themselves. These 
short-term arrangements have a place in the whole life cycle of the operation but they are not going to be a longer-
term solution. They can have that risk of out-living their usefulness if one gets too attached to them.

  Q2076  Chairman: Hartlepool chose a man dressed up as a monkey, so maybe as a nation—apparently he turned 
out to be quite good—we are not too good at imposing mayors or governors on anybody. 

  Mr Chaplin: I think one of the things that the British Army is very good at is getting alongside local leaders and 
feeling their way as to how to get the administration going again. I referred earlier to the Provincial Council in Basra, 
but that is an example of successful co-operation between the military and the CPA, including some FCO people on 
the ground, using Arabic language skills early on to talk to a wide range of groups that were putting themselves 
forward as wanting to participate in local government, and just by a process of shuttle diplomacy, if you like, 
ensuring that one group was not completely unacceptable to the rest and arriving at a Provincial Council which was 
broadly acceptable and everybody working together as individuals rather than representing political parties or 
factions in order to tackle what was the most urgent priority, which was getting local government up and running. 
That has been a success which has been replicated elsewhere in other towns throughout the south and throughout 
Iraq. 

  Q2077  Mr Havard: That brings me to the guts of what I want to ask, really, which is this difficult question of 
what is being done to actually introduce a process of political parties. If the declaration is an open, transparent 
democracy with free elections, there may be arguments, which you have just advanced, about expediency in the first 
term—take what is available to you in order to create a stabilised situation where you can introduce proper 
process—but what is actually being done? I understand that this question was asked of our allies in this regard, and 
certainly in America there were varying answers given to it. We would like to know what is being done to move on 
from the circumstances of immediate expediency to having a party political democracy established. 

  Mr Chaplin: I think I have described what we have been doing, and that is the first requirement and that is all that 
is needed in this initial stage. It is not a question of expediency, it is a question of finding a body of local people who, 
as individuals, come together, form a local council and are accepted. They are the instruments through which money 
is spent on projects—money that is coming from the Iraqi ministries in Baghdad. That is what is going on in the 
south at the moment. The question of the formation of political parties goes to the political process which only the 
Iraqis themselves can decide. I do not think it is our job to encourage the setting up of political parties. The drawing 
up of the law that would regulate such political parties is something that can actually only be decided upon by the 
transitional government. So the political process as set out in the 15 November agreement by the Iraqi Governing 
Council is designed to get to a situation by the end of June of this year where you have a transitional assembly and 
then a new transitional government, and only then will they be taking decisions on the constitution and on what 
political structures you are going to have, how you can run elections and the census that will probably be needed to 
be carried out to prepare for those elections. That all lies in the future. I think the key thing that we saw as our 
responsibility was to create an environment in which preparations for that process can take place.

  Q2078  Mr Havard: So the objective is not necessarily to set up a political-party-style democracy? 

  Mr Chaplin: No.

  Q2079  Mr Havard: Why not? 

  Mr Chaplin: It is to set up a process which allows Iraqis to choose what sort of political structures they want. There 
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are all sorts of questions in there, constitutional as well as political questions, about whether they want a federal 
structure, whether they want a centralised structure, the role of Islam in the constitution, the protection of 
minorities—all those things are sensitive matters on which it would be quite wrong for outsiders to push one option 
or another; only Iraqis can decide that. That process is going to take time.
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  Q2080  Mr Havard: Our military are going to be there for a period of time because there is going to be a need for 
security and stabilisation whilst all these processes continue, so they are going to be seen to be co-operating with 
different groups of people currently. You can imagine how this is going to potentially cause difficulty if it is not 
properly handled, because as this process unveils are they going to be seen to have been supporting particular groups 
of people or particular individuals and then the process comes along and these individuals—To be perfectly honest, it 
would seem to me that some of the current CPA people might well not get elected under any new process, yet they 
are working hand-in-glove. So there are those sorts of issues and difficulties that have to be managed, particularly for 
the military on the ground. Let me just press the point: if you are doing all that, how are you creating institutions? 
One of the other declarations is to promote private business and do all these other things. We have had this 
discussion about contractors and others and companies coming in, and another related issue I would like to ask is, in 
all of that discussion how is an open, free trade union structure being looked at in terms of being established as part 
of the state processes? There are going to be large companies, foreign and domestic, hiring all the workers or 
working with international workers, and so on, and our military personnel relating to them. How is that question 
being addressed? 

  Mr Chaplin: Can I pick up one of your earlier points? I think the evidence is there (you have seen it yourself) that 
the military and civilians of the CPA who are engaging with local authorities are very alive to the risks you have 
outlined and take every possible precaution to ensure they are seen as objective and not favouring one faction over 
another. The CPA, of course, is the Coalition Provisional Authority, and that has nothing to do with Iraqi politics; it 
is the Provincial Councils and the Iraqi Governing Council that have that responsibility. As far as taking action, as 
the Coalition, on the future economic structures or allowing trade unions to be set up, these are matters where policy 
will be made by the CPA in Baghdad (this will not be the subject of local initiative) and there are constraints—legal 
constraints apart from anything else—on how far it is right for the Coalition Provisional Authority to go in taking 
decisions which, if you like, pre-empt decisions which properly belong to the transitional and then fully legitimate 
Iraqi government. So I think there are some real constraints on how far down that track we could go.

  Q2081  Mr Havard: We are looking at it from the point of view of where the Ministry of Defence fits into all of 
this. What we already see is that the military, effectively, is taking on tasks that others ought to be there doing, and 
that will potentially continue for some time. I can see engineers from the British military still being in there, working 
hand-in-glove; you are going to have all this mine clearance, ordnance and all the rest of it, as well as the security on 
a day-to-day basis, policing and all of the other things—terrorism and so on. So there has got to be some sort of 
thought-out plan, it seems to me, on how the military are advised and what the contribution is of the military in 
relation to these evolving, developing plans. It just seems to me that the question of nation building, quite clearly, is 
more difficult than the fighting, in many respects—that was the relatively easy bit, this is the difficult bit. It comes 
back to the questions we were raising earlier, and the extent to which planning is done and advice and proper 
relationships are established in order to achieve these different objectives. You have got to give us confidence that 
that is happening. 

  Mr Chaplin: I do not think I can add much to the description of how the CPA and the military are acting in this 
field in the period between now and the coming into office, according to the timetable, of a transitional Iraqi 
government. At that point the relationship will change and at that point if the new Iraqi government requires 
continuing outside assistance, as it certainly will, whether that is in security or in setting up civil institutions or help 
in preparing a census or help in preparing elections, it will need to ask for that assistance—probably, in some of 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/40121a07.htm (1 von 4)26.07.2005 17:10:44

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

those things I mentioned, from the United Nations. If they need continuing help from individual nations then I am 
sure those requests will be looked at very sympathetically. Certainly we will want to continue to play our part. The 
point is this will not be us deciding, as the occupying powers, this will be us responding to a request from a 
sovereign government, as we do elsewhere in the world.

  Q2082  Mr Havard: We have got the Foreign Office, the Ministry of Defence, the Department of Trade and 
Industry and DfID. What is DfID's position in relation to these matters? 

  Ms Miller: Obviously, getting a good governance system is one of our priorities. We would target our assistance at 
probably the next level down—getting ministries up and running, getting public administration and getting good 
economic governance. That is certainly one of our priorities for support.

  Q2083  Mike Gapes: The UN have got people in Iraq today. There is a report in the newspaper this morning that 
the American administration is re-thinking its attitude to the timetable and that our Government is pushing them to 
do so. Without giving any secrets away, I would be interested to know whether you would prefer an election by the 
end of June so that there can be a democratically elected and legitimate government in Iraq from 1 July rather than 
have hundreds of thousands of supporters of Ayatollah al Sistani on the streets. 

  Mr Chaplin: There is absolutely no truth in the speculation that either the American Government or the British 
Government is pushing for an extension of the timetable which was laid down by the Iraqis, communicated to the 
Security Council, following their agreement of 15 November. What there is is a debate, and there was a meeting in 
New York on Monday (the 19th) involving the Secretary General, the Secretariat staff, members of the Iraqi 
Governing Council and members of the CPA, including Paul Bremer and Sir Jeremy Greenstock, which was 
considering what more the UN could do to help in this process. The UN, under Security Council resolutions, already 
has a mandate to help in all sorts of fields, including the political process, but the question of course is going to be 
security. What this discussion was about was whether they could help in advisory and other capacities in the process 
between now and the formation of a transitional Iraqi government. In particular, their advice is being sought by the 
Iraqis in coming to address this question of what sort of electoral process they should have for the formation of that 
transitional national assembly.

  Q2084  Mike Gapes: So that is not yet a resolved issue, as to whether you have an appointed, indirect system or 
you have some form of direct elections with, perhaps, people having coloured dye on their hands— 

  Mr Chaplin: That is still being discussed.

  Q2085  Mike Gapes: There is still a possibility. My question was, would you prefer a democratic election by the 
end of June? 

  Mr Chaplin: I think we would prefer as democratic a process as possible, but there are some real practical 
constraints, in the time available, on what sort of direct elections you have, given the security in some areas of Iraq 
and given the lack of preparations, electoral law and so on. There are, as you have referred to, other possibilities, 
using the food distribution system, but there are problems with all those options. The question is whether the UN can 
help to resolve those to the satisfaction of all the Governing Council and whether any adjustments need to be made to 
give even greater transparency and legitimacy to the process. It is important we should have the maximum level of 
legitimacy and transparency in the process that elects people to come together in the national assembly which is 
going to do some important things, including constitutionally.

  Q2086  Mr Viggers: The Committee was in Iraq last July and the experience there, and in Bosnia/Herzegovina, is 
that we have seen just how effective military support in the humanitarian area can be in immediate work on restoring 
water, for instance, power, rebuilding the schools and so on. The budgets in those areas are really very modest. I 
wonder whether lessons have been learnt in Iraq and elsewhere as to whether it would be appropriate to review, and 
possibly increase, the budgets for military support in the humanitarian area. I can foresee a number of areas of 
difficulty because troops do not go into the armed forces to carry out humanitarian work. 

  Mr Lee: Yes, it is a road down which we are moving. I think lessons were learned from Afghanistan, for example, 
on how beneficial it would be to give the military forces a budget from the outset which they could spend on what 
they call Quick Impact Projects, which are essentially humanitarian in nature—getting infrastructure going again as 
quickly as possible. More money was set aside for this operation than had previously been the case for exactly that 
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purpose. In addition to that, there was even more money set aside which would normally be from DfID's budget 
(another £30 million, I think) which could also be used in recognition of the fact that in the first few weeks there 
would only be military forces on the ground and they would need to take these sorts of actions. So the answer is yes, 
we have learned from experience previous to Iraq and we will be looking at the effectiveness of that system in the 
case of Iraq. I am sure we will look to do something of a similar nature if anything of this sort crops up in the future.

  Q2087  Mr Viggers: The message that the Committee brought back from Umm Qasr was "Where is UK plc?" By 
that, the people putting the point to the Committee meant "Where is DfID, where is the DTI, where is British private 
enterprise?" Do you feel that lessons have been learned from this experience and that, facing this problem again, you 
would approach it in a different way? Has the situation improved since July? 

  Ms Miller: We will certainly be looking across Whitehall at the ability to deploy rapidly a range of experts—related 
to what I was saying about the number of people that we have available ready to deploy. So that is something that we 
can learn. This was a slightly different situation in that, clearly, you would have a wider range of other actors 
available to do some of this work, but part of the problem is that a lot of what DfID, in particular, had funded simply 
did not come under that badge of "UK plc". The United Nations, UNICEF and UNDP did a lot of valuable work very 
early on in restoring water and electricity, which we funded. The ICRC, similarly, which we also funded. Whilst, 
yes, we do need to look at how to get the UK co-ordinated effort better placed in a similar situation, we do have to 
remember that there was a lot of stuff being funded by the UK which complemented and worked quite closely with 
the efforts that UK troops and DfID and others were making on the ground. 

  Air Vice Marshal Loader: To put some granularity on that, General Brims was deployed with £10 million of Quick 
Impact Project money which, within the usual sensible checks and balances, he was free to use as he saw fit, and he 
very quickly did. If you want to win hearts and minds (I know it is a slightly hackneyed phrase but, nonetheless, it is 
entirely apposite) then him having the freedom to go and do that worked very well. It is interesting how quickly that 
was followed up, in fact, when General Lamb was in theatre. We very quickly got beyond the scope of what the 
Royal Engineers and others could do but we could actually start the process where other projects were identified. The 
local tribal and religious leaders made the point very strongly that if we wanted to maintain the consent of the Iraqi 
people (and without that consent we could not stay in the country) other things needed to be delivered, and then the 
process very quickly kicked in, with DfID, of finding the companies which would have to come in through the good 
auspices of DfID to move those other projects forward which were now outwith the capabilities of the deployed 
military. So there was a blend of this process. 

  Chairman: Of course, it is very important that locals are employed. One of the great virtues of the system that you 
referred to, operated by the young man from BAe systems, was that (a) he was teaching local contractors how to put 
in a bid and convincing them you could win a contract without bribing any of the people making the decisions, and 
(b) it was a great opportunity for the local workforce. The guy was telling us that the time taken to fulfil his contracts 
was very, very short because there was so much surplus labour they would come in in vast numbers and do the job in 
a couple of days that might have taken a normal workforce much, much longer.

  Q2088  Mr Havard: A quick, mechanical question, really. Given the point you have just made about the 
relationship between the military and DfID, what was the process? Did DfID have embedded people, as it were, in 
the same way as we had embedded journalists? There has got to be a way of doing it. How does that organisationally 
happen? It seems to me that however well it is happening maybe it is an area that we ought to lay emphasis on in 
terms of embellishing, improving or enhancing? 

  Ms Miller: We had people embedded with the military before the conflict started, during the conflict and after. In 
addition, we had people seconded to ORHA and the CPA who were working alongside the military, working in 
ORHA and the CPA. So as well as actually embedded people (and we were giving advice more than anything else), 
once we had our own staff and consultants deployed they were working alongside, in the same structures and very 
closely with, the military. Similarly, contractors, that we funded to get things up and running in the south, were also, 
I believe, working very closely with the military, who were doing some of that work.

  Q2089  Chairman: Mr Chaplin, taking advantage of your enormous expertise in the Middle East and Iran, the 
question I want to ask is relevant but not entirely based on the question that we have undertaken so far. It almost 
sounds like an undergraduate essay. It is this (take your time with the answer and if you have any after-thoughts 
please let me know): what has been the impact on the Middle East and North Africa—your area of professional 
competence—of the war on terrorism and the war and the aftermath in Iraq? A: positive; B: negative; C: no change? 
I can think of a positive—Libya, Syria appears to be constrained and potential improvements in Iraq, but I can see a 
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negative side as well. I am sorry to throw this one at you but could you give us some of your thoughts because we are 
working in this general area? 

  Mr Chaplin: It is fair to say that before the conflict took place there was a lot of anxiety being expressed by 
governments right across the region about the possible impact that that would have, particularly on the neighbours. 
We did a lot of talking to the neighbours to make sure we understood their views and could reassure them about what 
our intentions were. They were very fundamental anxieties about, for example, whether we were not going to preside 
over the disintegration of Iraq and whether we really meant it when we talked about preserving the territorial 
integrity of Iraq. So I think, in the aftermath, they are reassured and all very happy that the Saddam Hussein regime 
has disappeared, reassured that we do appear to be serious about ensuring that not only territorial integrity is 
preserved but that we are going to stay the course—because that was the other anxiety; that we would leave 
prematurely and leave an unholy mess behind which would impact on them—and ensure there is a political process 
in place which has the best chance of delivering a transition to a stable, legitimate and fully representative Iraqi 
government. They have some fears about the impact that any new political arrangements that may take place in Iraq 
might have, and different neighbours have different fears about different elements of that—for example, as regards 
the Kurds, whether the Kurds will be able to win too much independence, and the impact that would have. There 
have, as you say, been some positive results as well. Probably the most positive is the signal it has given of the 
determination of the US and UK Governments to actually take action against a dictator that had ignored for 12 years 
Security Council resolutions concerning weapons of mass destruction; that it was simply not acceptable for that to 
continue. You mentioned Libya, and although it is difficult to attribute precisely the weight that the sight of that 
action had on the thinking in Libya, it is probably reasonable to assume that that did play a part. I think, nevertheless, 
there is continuing anxiety about the impact of the continuing instability in Iraq and anxiety about what the future 
may hold, particularly when it is combined with very pronounced anxiety (and this is not new) about the continuing 
other major unresolved conflict in the Middle East—the Arab/Israel conflict. That does have a severe impact on all 
the countries of the region—certainly on their thinking—and they are very anxious to see the international 
community engaged more, and the US Government, in particular, engaged more, in resolving that conflict. The more 
action that can be taken to put that process back on track then the easier it is going to be to pursue other objectives in 
Iraq as regards the war against terrorism and, indeed, in encouraging the process of modernisation and reform 
throughout the region. So I hope that gives you a flavour of how I see the impact, both before and after, in the region.

  Q2090  Chairman: Ms Miller, as your competence includes the Middle East, is there anything you can perhaps add 
to what Mr Chaplin said? Is the Middle East a better place or a worse place as a result of events over the last few 
years? Certainly the perception of the UK and the US has not gone up significantly amongst a large number of 
people living in the region. That seems a pretty negative side. 

  Ms Miller: I think our main mandate is to look at poverty and inequality across the region, and it is far too early to 
see whether that has made any difference. Obviously, however, we are very much concerned about overall political 
instability. I would say the jury is still out, but certainly as UK actors in the Middle East we are still seen as very 
credible, having something to offer and I suppose one of our worries, that this might affect our ability to work in the 
area, does not seem to have been the case. 

  Chairman: Thank you all very much for your two sessions—immensely interesting and very helpful. In the next 
four or five months we will be going back to Iraq, and if things go bad for you we may ask you to listen to our 
views—but I do not think we will. Thank you very much. 
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 2091 - 2099)

WEDNESDAY 21 JANUARY 2004 

LT GENERAL ANTHONY PALMER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN BARBARA COOPER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN NIGEL 
BEET AND COLONEL ANDREW COWLING OBE

  Q2091  Chairman: Thank you very much for coming. The purpose of this session is to see how the MoD plan for 
the needs of its personnel taking part in Op Telic, and how in practice these needs were met or not, and how this 
affected personnel and their families and, thirdly, how personnel policy more generally has been affected by Telic. 
The first question is not meant to be critical of you but you were back home, I understand, and away from the 
military action. How did you ensure that the picture that you were receiving from theatre was accurate and not being 
bowdlerised on its way up the chain of command?

  Lt General Palmer: Thank you, Mr Chairman. Would it be acceptable to introduce the team, because we have got 
somebody here from the MoD and from PJHQ but also somebody who was responsible on the ground, so we have 
tried to cover all the areas so that we can give you comprehensive answers to the questions you have.

  Q2092  Chairman: We know who you are but it would be helpful to do that. 

  Colonel Cowling: I am the Deputy Chief of Staff of the 1 (UK) Armoured Division, and I have been in that post 
since Exercise Saif Sareea in 2002 through to date. I am responsible within that division for personnel and logistic 
issues. 

  Group Captain Cooper: I am Deputy Director of Service Personnel Policy, responsible particularly for operations 
and manning, and was responsible for the United Kingdom Prisoner of War Information Bureau during Operation 
Telic. 

  Group Captain Beet: I am the Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff J1 at PJHQ which means my responsibilities cover 
personnel and administration. I put together the personnel and administration annex in the Chief of Joint Operations 
Directive to the National Contingent Commander, and produced operational level guidance to the Component 
Command Headquarters deployed. 

  Lt General Palmer: So really, in answer to the question, Group Captain Cooper and I are policy; Nigel Beet 
represents the deliverer of the capability, and Andrew Cowling represents the person on the spot who was taking 
delivery and discharging the responsibility. How did I keep in touch and how did we keep the thing moving in the 
right direction? For a start I sat every day on the Chiefs of Staff committee, so I was in touch with reports that were 
coming from theatre and any needs that arose from the operation, either from the Commander personally or from the 
PJHQ, who were linked into the Chiefs of Staff session, as you know, by video were able to be picked up by me as 
overall responsible person for policy, but in the war I became slightly more than just responsible for policy and was 
responsible for making sure that the Chiefs were briefed on the personnel issues that were extant at the time. 
Secondly, my staff, and indeed myself, had a very close relationship with PJHQ and the two people who basically 
talked most often, hourly, are sitting on my left here, and the PJHQ had a direct line to 1 Armoured Division in 
theatre, so I think we pretty well comprehensively covered all the personnel issues and we did our best to meet the 
needs of our service people as they arose.

  Q2093  Chairman: Can you give us some idea then, despite your positions, of the different ways in which 
information was fed to you? Did you telephone the theatre? Were you working your way down the units? What were 
they sending up so that at the end of the day you felt you really had a handle on the issues? 
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  Lt General Palmer: If we start from the divisional end, Colonel Cowling can explain how he got his information. 
He, if he needed to, either dealt with it in theatre or passed it up to PJHQ and they either dealt with it or, if they could 
not deal with it because it was a big policy issue, they passed it up to the MoD. 

  Colonel Cowling: Just to make my position clear, I commanded the HQ Divisional Support Group and I was in my 
logistic headquarters as distinct from main headquarters. I received regular daily reports from all of my units and 
consolidated that information and passed it up to the chain of command, and I did this by secure voice and e-mail 
when strategic communications were available to me, and colleagues of mine also did it by VTC with the various 
headquarters. 

  Group Captain Beet: We were on the receiving end of those video teleconferencing links at PJHQ which not only 
linked us with HQ 1Div but the Maritime Component HQ, the Air Component HQ, and the National Contingent HQ. 
As has been said, telephones were used regularly and when it was appropriate people went on staff visits to theatre to 
see for themselves, and of course, regular use of e-mail. 

  Group Captain Cooper: If I may add, certainly Nigel and I, as the General has said, were in regular contact with 
each other but where there were issues of policy that needed to be addressed quickly, we would very quickly 
organise a quick working group in person to sort out issues, agree a policy and work from there, and that worked 
very well.

  Q2094  Chairman: So you all felt you had a real handle on what was happening in Iraq? 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes.

  Q2095  Chairman: Secondly, Group Captain Beet, what personnel issues reached you in Northwood from theatre, 
and what resources were you instrumental in arguing for? 

  Group Captain Beet: Every manner of personnel issue came to PJHQ in some form or other, like requests for 
additional manpower, requests for delivery of additional aspects of the Operational Welfare Package or disciplinary 
issues whether it was a question of starting an investigation through the SIB, or through other similar bodies.

  Q2096  Chairman: Did anyone do any filtering before it came to you? 

  Group Captain Beet: We could actually get things directly but, inevitably, the way PJHQ is structured, it is the 
operations division, the J3 division, which is the cornerstone, and it is the Middle East operations team desk that we 
work to, so basically there would be something along those lines and you would, of course, be getting direction from 
the Chief of Joint Operations or his staff.

  Q2097  Chairman: When the communication came to you, what would you have to do to any request or 
document? 

  Group Captain Beet: If it was a personnel request, for instance, where we needed additional manpower or 
personnel for a particular unit, that inevitably would be dealt with by HQ LAND and they would invariably have 
visibility of the same assessment report, the same e-mail, but ordinarily what we would do is discuss it with the 
people within PJHQ and if we thought there was definitely merit and support for the case which was coming up from 
1Div, for instance, we would then engage with the Defence Augmentation Cell and resource the manpower 
accordingly. 

  Q2098  Chairman: Colonel Cowling, what personnel issues were most regularly reported to you as Deputy Chief 
of Staff on the ground, and how did you assess the seriousness of these issues? 

  Colonel Cowling: I have to say that in a normal day there would have been many, many issues ranging from 
concerns outside perhaps the interests of this particular meeting, namely, equipment through to personnel issues that 
perhaps involved casualties and/or domestic crises and the like, so I have to say the spectrum you have asked me to 
explain is just so broad. I dealt with those on a daily basis. On the second part to your question, I took the advice of 
my staff, looked at the severity of those various issues, would have related them to the operational intent, the risk to 
life and a number of other factors at the time as advised by the staff and then, as you say, I would have prioritised 
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that request back normally to PJHQ.

  Q2099  Chairman: Can you give us a few more examples of the kinds of things that came up the chain for you to 
take action on? 

  Colonel Cowling: Inevitably the well-known issue of shortages in various areas, certain pinchpoints of equipment 
which range from the well-known boots to desert combats issue, but also welfare issues that might have covered 
concerns about family back in the United Kingdom or Germany, or concerns over feeding, air conditioning and the 
like. I could go on for a very long time with a very long list I am afraid, but that is what I did every single day. That 
is what I do.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 2100 - 2119)

WEDNESDAY 21 JANUARY 2004 

LT GENERAL ANTHONY PALMER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN BARBARA COOPER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN NIGEL 
BEET AND COLONEL ANDREW COWLING OBE

  Q2100  Mr Viggers: My experience is that the Armed Forces performed magnificently but the start point was that 
they were undermanned generally, they were seriously undermanned in certain specialties, their tour intervals had 
been too short giving them less time with their families than they would wish, they were facing the Fresco operation 
(firefighting) as well, and there was a significant number medically down-graded. So how has undermanning in the 
forces and all the issues I have mentioned affected the pressures the personnel have been under, and how do you seek 
to manage and mitigate these pressures? 

  Lt General Palmer: Very fair question. The force we put together was self-evidently sufficient to do the job. That 
does not mean to say there were not gaps we had to deal with at the time in some of the specialities you mentioned, 
and we did that either by using augmentation, taking people from other units to fill those slots, or we used the 
Territorial Army who are there exactly for that purpose, and I think the fact is that the result was achieved very 
quickly. As far as stretch is concerned, it is something that as the head of personnel I am always very concerned 
with, and there was a genuine concern to reduce the numbers of people deployed in Iraq as quickly as possible and, 
indeed, the figures have come down now. I think at the most they were 46,000 or 47,000 and they are down to 
10,000 already, which is evidence that we addressed the problem of stretch very quickly once the major conflict was 
finished and which moved on to the next phase of, if you like, nation building. As far as tour intervals are concerned, 
it is fair to say that in the Army they are still a significant concern: we use various guidelines to try and make sure 
that the commitments are in line with our ability to meet them and one of those, as I am sure you are aware, is that 
units doing a six month tour should basically have 24 months to recover thereafter. That is, of course, a guideline and 
everybody, certainly in the Armed Forces, accepts that when an exceptional operation occurs then guidelines tend to 
go by the board, but the key point is to return to those guidelines as quickly as possible. I have to say we are not there 
yet by some distance, but the level of commitments, as I have said, has come right down: the numbers in Iraq are 
considerably reduced, and I personally have a responsibility to make sure the Chiefs, when considering both current 
and future deployments, are fully aware of what the personnel implications of those deployments are in terms of the 
strain that we are putting on our service people and, of course, their families, who do find the amount of separation 
difficult but who have along with the forces themselves coped pretty magnificently. But we are not in any way 
complacent and, as I said, we are looking to reduce the levels of commitment which are high at the moment.

  Q2101  Mr Viggers: But you have been way off the 24 month guideline for some time, have you not, and Iraq 
must have made it worse? 

  Lt General Palmer: As I said, it certainly did. I am not exactly sure what the tour interval was immediately before 
Iraq—it was not 24 months but it was something a lot closer to it than it became when we went to Iraq, when it really 
did go down. I think the lowest it went down to was eight but that also disguises the other point you have made that 
specialists who are most in demand are under more pressure still and it is a continuing concern, but we are there to 
go on operations. We had to put together the force that was required to do the job and do it quickly, which self-
evidently was done, and everybody from ministers downwards was very concerned to get recuperation quickly back 
as near normal as we possibly can.

  Q2102  Mr Viggers: Do you monitor the 24-month guideline, not just arithmetically but also in terms of domestic 
and operational issues? Do you watch the troops, monitor them and try to keep a finger on their policies? 
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  Lt General Palmer: We definitely do. For the Army, as far as units are concerned, we know exactly which unit has 
got what tour interval. There is no problem with that. That disguises two aspects: firstly, there are certain specialist 
trades who act below unit level, very small numbers of them, and who, if you are not careful, do suffer the effects of 
stretch more than the others and the amount of separation that individuals experience. So my view is that we need to 
be much cleverer about addressing the issue of individual separation. It is all very well to do it at unit level but it is 
the individual who is really important here, and the Army have recently introduced about six months ago a Separated 
Service Recording System. The Navy and the Air Force have had one for some time so I can tell you that as far as 
the Navy is concerned they are pretty well fully recuperated; the Royal Air Force have some difficulties in certain 
trades, and the Army are still experiencing difficulty with both units and certain specialist trades.

  Q2103  Mr Viggers: I know from my own constituency experience that defence medical services are overstretched 
and tend to get deployed more frequently than is desirable, but I do not understand why 26 Regiment Royal Artillery, 
for instance, were deployed to Iraq in March-April as part of 7 Armoured Brigade but then were back there again as 
part of 20 Armoured Brigade. Can you account for that specifically? 

  Lt General Palmer: No, but, as I think I have already acknowledged, there is a significant number of operations 
that are going on which all have to be manned, and the ministers and the Chiefs are very concerned at the level of 
commitment which is why we are consistently trying to reduce it and are having quite a lot of success, but there are 
units who are back in Iraq now who fought in the original conflict and there are units now deployed in Northern 
Ireland who were in Iraq and, as I have said, there is a concern on the level of commitment, but we are trying to 
reduce it and it is something that is taken extremely seriously at the highest level.

  Q2104  Mr Viggers: Including helicopter crews where the MoD's own Flight Safety magazine refers to impact of 
tight manning schedules and fatigue? Are you looking at that area? 

  Lt General Palmer: I can certainly look into that specific area but I am sure, if it concerns safety, there will be 
some very close attention being paid to that.

  Q2105  Mr Viggers: From your remarks we can therefore assume, can we, that much more thought has been given 
to recycling of personnel through overseas postings? 

  Lt General Palmer: I think you can deduce that there has always been a concern to make sure that the force 
structure matches the commitment and that, since the beginning of the operation last year, that has been exacerbated. 
Everybody is very well aware of it, I am keeping my finger very much on the pulse, and I am making Ministers and 
the Chiefs aware of the impact on personnel of continuing levels of high commitment. Having said that, the other 
measurements that we use other than just looking at separated service and tour intervals are on retention and 
recruitment, and in that regard I can report that retention—and I am talking about 2003 rather than 2004—was 
significantly better last year than the year before. The outflow of trained strength was significantly better by some 
5%, and although we are not meeting the recruiting numbers we did last year because last year was a particularly 
bumper year, we have no cause for concern on the level of recruitment at the moment. These are very important 
indicators particularly as to retention and as to how the service people regard the level of commitment. That is why a 
lot of the younger ones join the Armed Forces, they like doing those operations, but there has to be a balance struck 
between those people and the more experienced, the older ones with families, who find the levels of separation much 
more difficult. I am in no way complacent about it, but it is a situation that we are managing. 

  Mr Viggers: I think the Committee would be reassured if it felt there was a greater interest and concern about the 
sequence of overseas postings

  Q2106  Mr Roy: A recent National Audit Office report highlighted shortfalls and undermanning in medical 
specialisations and, indeed, it also speaks about additional shortfalls in signals, communications, maintenance, 
technicians, engineers, chefs and so on. Did Op Telic exacerbate that undermanning in the specialisations? 

  Lt General Palmer: Not insofar as we had greater shortages afterwards than we have now because, as I say, 
recruiting and retention have held up incredibly well, but it was an issue for us that we were undermanned in these 
specialist trades.

  Q2107  Mr Roy: You say that recruitment has kept up very well but you also said a few minutes ago it was more 
last year. 
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  Lt General Palmer: The year 2002 ending April 2003 was a bumper year; we have never recruited so well. The 
year starting 2003 and going on to April 2004 which has not yet finished has not been such a bumper year but it 
looks though we will be round about the targets set at the beginning of the year, so in that regard it is a positive. It is 
not so good as it was the year before, but it is better than it was the year before that. We are not concerned about the 
level of recruiting at the moment but we are not complacent. To answer your specific question, on those key 
specialist skills that we require for all operations, and they are people who tend to get the most over commitment, 
there is lots we are trying to do about this which range from financial retention incentives to transfer bounties from 
people from other, better manned corps transferring to the less well manned ones, assuming they have the skills, to 
rejoining bounties trying to get in contact with a chef or mechanic or signaller—whichever trade—in order to try and 
encourage them to come back to the services, and we are having some success, but if you have a significant deficit—

  Q2108  Mr Roy: Any failures? 

  Lt General Palmer: I was just going on to say that when you get into a situation, as we did, where you have 
shortfalls in specialisms, it is very difficult overnight to make up that shortfall, not least because the skills like 
mechanics, engineers or whatever take a lot of training, so there is a two-year training requirement for these people 
which is quite difficult which is why we are trying to concentrate on rejoining bounties and getting people 
transferred who perhaps need less training so we can make up the difference quicker.

  Q2109  Mr Roy: I understand. What about air crew? Where are we on that? 

  Group Captain Beet: For Op Telic, the operation itself, there was no shortage of air crew. In terms of today and the 
shortage of pilots and navigators, in some areas there is a shortage. 

  Lt General Palmer: There is but the point is that there is a major financial retention incentive measure which we 
put in place last year with the full agreement of the Armed Forces Pay Review Body to address the shortage of air 
crew, and that has significantly increased the number of pilots and navigators who are staying in as opposed to who 
might otherwise have left.

  Q2110  Mr Roy: So staying on that subject of last year, and I welcome the moves you are making now post Op 
Telic, everyone on the ground knew what was going to happen last year, so could you tell us what measures you took 
before Op Telic to look towards limiting loss of personnel? 

  Lt General Palmer: The measures I am talking about were all before Telic, or even the thought we might be going 
on a major operation in Iraq, so this has been going on since the day when it was appreciated that there was going to 
be a significant shortfall in some of these numbers, particularly on the air crew side, which is why we put the FRIS in 
place well before Op Telic, and those were geared to retention. 

  Q2111  Mr Roy: So is there any difference between what you did before, and what you did after? Has anything 
been learned that you did not realise was going to happen, or whatever? 

  Lt General Palmer: No. Air crew recruiting and training takes a long time therefore the emphasis, I think rightly, 
was put on retention, ie stopping people leaving. Now a lot of this was associated with the airline industry expanding 
and then contracting so it is quite difficult to put your finger on exactly what makes people leave and what makes 
people stay, but certainly the significant amounts of extra money we gave to air crew made a big difference, and I 
can give you the exact figures on that.

  Q2112  Mr Roy: I would have thought that Op Telic must have changed people's minds, surely. For example, we 
have had letters from people in medical specialisations who were fine with what they were doing, who went to Op 
Telic but whose minds were totally changed when they came back, and they had many negative statements to make 
about the way they were treated in Op Telic and, as a consequence of Op Telic, they have now decided to leave. 
Surely, therefore, you are not going to tell me there was no difference and no need for a difference before and after? 
There must have been a change. 

  Lt General Palmer: I do not accept for one minute, and I have given you the figures, that Op Telic has led to a lot 
of people leaving the Armed Forces. I am not going to sit here and say that some people have not decided to leave as 
a result—that would be plainly stupid; what I am saying to you is that the manning situation is getting better, 
retention is significantly better than last year, recruiting is maybe not as good but it is all right, and the fact is that a 
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lot of people from the Territorial Army, some 10%, have opted to join the regulars as a result of their experience on 
Op Telic. Of course some people will leave, and for a variety of reasons. For instance, they may leave because they 
have joined the forces for operations, they may feel they have done their operation and now want to move on 
somewhere else, but what I am telling you is that our monitoring of the manning figures post Telic show that there is 
not a significant reduction in people; furthermore, that retention is holding up very well. I am not going to say that in 
two or three months' time we will not get a few more people leaving—I do not know whether we will or not. All I am 
saying is we are making every effort to get back to normality in terms of recuperation so that we do not lose good 
people who might otherwise feel the pressure of the job.

  Q2113  Mr Roy: You said earlier that you were in no way complacent about family separation. We all know that 
excessive levels of separation for families can be hugely demoralising, and everyone would agree with that. Could 
you tell me what alleviating measures you are trying to bring in place to tackle that problem? 

  Lt General Palmer: For the families particularly?

  Q2114  Mr Roy: For both. 

  Lt General Palmer: The first is that we are very significantly reducing the level of commitment. To give you a 
figure, 62% of the Army was committed at the maximum commitment level—historically we have never been 
higher—but that level of commitment is now down to about 30%, so we have practically halved it and have been 
making sure people took their leave when they returned from Telic and had maximum opportunity to have a more 
normal life—and by that I mean more stability and more predictability. Having said all that the levels of commitment 
are still high and I cannot disguise that, but Group Captain Cooper might like to say a word about families because 
families are such an important part of our consideration and have been throughout, particularly through Op Telic and 
now, and I think we have done quite a lot to try and alleviate some of the concerns they have about separation. 

  Group Captain Cooper: Thank you. There are two aspects to this, and this partially answers your question about 
what we do for the troops in the field which I invite Nigel to give more detail about. Since we have started doing 
what we would call expeditionary operations, and I am sure you are familiar with that, we very much recognised the 
need to have a far more coherent welfare package to give to everybody on operations, long-term exercises and so 
forth. Hence the birth of the Operational Welfare Package. As we know, it is well-motivated troops who win wars, 
and the welfare package is very much an element of that. There are four key elements to it, and communication need 
is probably one of the most important ones where we provide twenty minutes of free telephone calls per week, 
internet access, the bluey system—and we now have electronic blueys which are electronic postcards—and all of 
those are a form of keeping in touch with families which is very important and we have had immensely good 
feedback from that. So that is the first and most important element of it. There are also relaxation elements of it, and 
leisure needs, television, SSVC, radio, gymnasium equipment, DVDs, libraries, newspapers—all those sorts of 
things. Also there are the families' needs. It has been a longheld ambition of ours to do something similar to the 
Operational Welfare Package for families. Over the years it became rather a large elephant because there was so 
much we wanted to do and it was difficult to progress it, and as Telic came to fruition we realised we needed to do 
something very quickly and the families element of the Operational Welfare Package is now that, for every person on 
operations who qualifies for the Operational Welfare Package, the sum of one pound per week will be paid to the 
unit commander of that person so that, at the end of quite a short period, there will be a pile of money that will help 
enhance primarily communication aspects—to buy more computers for the HIVEs so that families can keep in touch 
with their loved ones overseas; to have coffee mornings; to have meetings, open days—all those sorts of things. 
Again, that has been very well received, and it sent exactly the right message that we were concerned about the 
welfare of families and about keeping in touch with them.

  Q2115  Mr Roy: Did you ask the families what they wanted? This did not just come downward? 

  Group Captain Cooper: We did. We did quite a lot of research before Operation Telic into what people wanted. 
Certainly communication was high on their list and came up time and time again during our review of the 
Operational Welfare Package. It is clear communications are the most important element of it. While in the big 
scheme of things we looked at a range of issues that families would really like, we simply were not able to do that 
within the timescale. This was deemed to be the single most important item that we could do in the timescale and it 
seems to have hit the nail on the head. 

  Lt General Palmer: Adding to that, I pay tribute to the unit families' officers who were left back in the United 
Kingdom looking after the families when the unit had deployed overseas. They put immense effort, almost 24 hours 
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7 days a week, weekends included, to look after the families and the children and to address the problems of the 
wives that would otherwise have been addressed by the husband or the wife who was serving overseas. I visited them 
and the wives to find out exactly whether or not they felt they were being well looked after, and all of them paid 
fulsome tribute to these individuals, normally at Captain level rank, who used incredible imagination and initiative to 
make sure the needs of the families and the children were taken care of.

  Q2116  Mr Roy: So no one was resting on their laurels? 

  Lt General Palmer: No, indeed not, and we are involving families in our post tour evaluation of what was done in 
order to try and make it better for the future. We do our best.

  Q2117  Chairman: This is a googly for which I apologise. Do you detect any difference in welfare packages, care 
and family orientation between the traditional regimental structure and their welfare package at county regiment, and 
those units in the Royal Navy, Army or Air Force which are more transient and do not have any sense of 
commitment to an historical unit? 

  Lt General Palmer: I know exactly what you mean and it is a googly! I cannot give you an answer because I know 
that all units do it although it is clear that some units do it better than others. The areas I would like to concentrate on 
for the future, the weak points, are probably the much smaller units and the reserves. One of the areas I was most 
concerned about was to make sure the families of the reserves who recruit locally who do not have that great support 
structure round them were getting the same degree of attention as the regulars, because they certainly were not in all 
cases. Although we made great efforts to involve them it simply was not as easy because the communication is 
difficult. 

  Chairman: We may be discussing this issue later on in another inquiry, General.

  Q2118  Mr Cran: General, on the subject of training, you will know as well as I do that in the MoD's own 
documents, Operations in Iraq: Lessons for the Future, the subject of training was mentioned and said to be of a 
very high order. That would reflect what the Committee sees as it goes around various establishments in the United 
Kingdom—our Armed Forces are exceedingly well trained. The danger, however, is simply that, with the pace and 
the number of operations the UK is engaging upon, the effect on training might be very adverse indeed. Could you 
canter over your view of whether the Committee's fears are justified or not? 

  Lt General Palmer: The first and probably most obvious point is that no soldier or sailor would be sent on 
operation if the Commander felt he had not got adequate training, so I take that absolutely as read. Having said that, 
of course, one of the implications of not achieving a reasonable tour interval, 24 months, is that the unit and the 
collective training that is done in that period does not get done, so there is going to be an impact and that impact is 
felt more at the higher end of the operational spectrum, armoured operations, than at the lower end. The answer to 
the question, therefore, is that you are either doing commitments in a particular role or you are training for another 
role—you cannot do them both at the same time. So there is no doubt that commitment and stretch does have an 
impact on our ability to do other operations, and it would be foolish of me to deny that. That is why Ministers and the 
Chiefs are so concerned to reduce the level of commitment, as they are currently doing, so we can get back on to a 
cycle of training which will allow us to meet our commitments for the future.

  Q2119  Mr Cran: I understand the words but let's just take an example. If the United Kingdom, let's say in the next 
six months, was called upon to enter into yet another commitment, a fairly significant one that may not be the size of 
Op Telic but another peace-keeping commitment, could the United Kingdom's Armed Forces undertake that from the 
point of view of providing properly trained soldiers? 

  Lt General Palmer: Firstly, from the personnel aspect, because I am not the person responsible for the collective 
training of the forces, that is the job of the commanders—
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LT GENERAL ANTHONY PALMER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN BARBARA COOPER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN NIGEL 
BEET AND COLONEL ANDREW COWLING OBE

  Q2120  Mr Cran: But you do know about it? 

  Lt General Palmer: I do but it is the job of the Commanders in Chief, so my particular field of concern would be 
the one I mentioned before which is to ensure that whatever that commitment was that we were about to undertake 
potentially, the Chiefs and Ministers knew from me personally what the impact was going to be on the people. I can 
assure you that I have done a lot of that because I am totally involved in the debate about whether or not we should 
enter a new commitment from the personnel perspective. Others will enter that debate from the training perspective 
but it is inconceivable that we would send a force we did not consider was trained or properly constituted to 
undertake an operation. At the moment, from my perspective as a soldier rather than as head of personnel, quite 
clearly there are operations we can not do at the moment while we are recuperating from Telic.

  Q2121  Mr Cran: But, General, you would surely accept, as any reasonable person would, that training is not black 
and white. It is not a question of "not trained" and "trained": quite often it will be shades of grey in between. Surely 
you could not say to me or the Committee that every member of the Armed Forces sent into operations is 100% 
trained? 

  Lt General Palmer: I would certainly say to you that no Commander would send an individual or a sub unit into an 
operation unless he felt they were trained for that operation. What you mean by "100% trained" is trained for 
everything. He would certainly be trained sufficiently to undertake the task that he or she was being asked to 
undertake. 

  Q2122  Mr Cran: So from the desk you are sitting at you are telling me that you are not overly concerned at the 
minute? 

  Lt General Palmer: No.

  Q2123  Mr Cran: Let's take a specific then. The information that the Committee has is that training levels, I think 
it is called CP4 and 5, have been cancelled. Is that the case or not, because you can see the implications immediately. 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes, but with respect you are talking to the wrong person. I am not the person— 

  Q2124  Mr Cran: Is there nobody here who can talk about training? 

  Lt General Palmer: The responsibility for collective training is with the Commanders in Chief. They are 
responsible for delivering the forces trained and ready to the PJHQ, who then are responsible for deploying them and 
then the operation commences on the ground. That was no different in Telic and it will be no different in the future, 
so that is where the responsibility lies. All I can say, and I think I am a reasonable person, is that if exercises have 
been cancelled and collective training is not being done then it is inconceivable that those troops missing out on 
those exercises and that collective training would be committed to an operation that required them to have that 
training.

  Q2125  Mr Cran: I entirely understand that the responsibility lies elsewhere for the training but, dash it all, I 
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would expect the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff (Personnel) to know a little bit about it too. I would expect all of 
these people doing it operationally would be coming back to you and saying, "Hey, General, this is what I am doing". 
I presume they do? 

  Lt General Palmer: Of course they do but I would say in my defence that personnel covers an enormous area. In 
fact, you could say everything has an impact on people—of course it does, and I completely understand that. I am 
responsible for the people policy aspects in all their facets and, as I said, although collective training is not my 
responsibility, I am senior enough and take part in Chiefs of Staff discussions to know that those people who are 
responsible for training would not dream of committing troops without—

  Q2126  Mr Cran: Well, you have said that four times already and I entirely accept that. It is just that we are trying 
to get below that to make an assessment about the words you are using and what they mean, that is all. So in answer 
to my specific question about CP levels 4 and 5, how much training at those levels has been cancelled? Are you in a 
position to tell me? 

  Lt General Palmer: I am not in a position to tell you how many of those exercises have been cancelled. All I can 
tell you is that I am concerned to make sure, as I have said earlier, that the pace of life of personnel is reduced and if 
that means the odd exercise has to be cancelled because otherwise people have not got the breaks they require from 
operations and they cannot take their leave and have some time with their families, then I would be all in favour of 
that. If that has implications for whether we can conduct an operation then so be it, but if we do not get the 
recuperation aspects right, which may mean cancelling the odd exercise, then we will not have Armed Forces to 
conduct exercises because they would all leave, and I am sure you would understand that.

  Q2127  Mr Cran: Colonel Cowling, you are at the sharp end of all this, as I understand it, because you are Deputy 
Chief of Staff for 1 (UK) Armed Division so you are at the users' end of all of this rather than in the General's 
position of being a Director of Personnel. Can I ask you, therefore, what your observations on training happen to be? 
As a practitioner are you worried about the effect that overstretch might have on training? 

  Colonel Cowling: All I can say is that within 1 Division, which is made up of three brigades of course that comply 
with the FRC, I have 1 Brigade in Basra at the moment and they were fully trained while I was on Telic 1 in 
Germany to the requisite standard at the time and they have now deployed. I have got 7 Brigade in its other tasks 
year, which is focused very much on Bowmanisation and digitisation, and that is its task for the coming year, and 
finally I have 4 Brigade that will go on Op Telic 5 in due course. It will train in BATUS to Collective Training 
Standard 3: it will not achieve 4 and 5 because it will have moved on from its FRC war-fighting training to pre Telic 
training, and that is what it will focus on later on in the year. To answer your question, therefore, if I compared this 
year to last year—no change.

  Q2128  Mr Cran: So again, if I put the same question to you as I put to the General, and the 1(UK) Division was 
called upon to undertake another exercise in nine months' time, the training aspect of what we are pursuing at the 
moment would not be a concern to you as an operational— 

  Colonel Cowling: It would not, with the exception of those forces that are inevitably already committed to Telic 
that would not be available for it. 

  Mr Cran: That is reassuring, thank you. 

  Q2129  Mr Hancock: You said you were a reasonable man, General—and as somebody who supports Portsmouth 
I would say that is very hard for a Southampton man!—but you also did say on four occasions that you felt that it 
would be very unusual for an untrained soldier to be sent on an operation like Telic. We were given evidence by an 
officer who said that there were TA units where some of the TA soldiers who were sent had not even completed one 
session of full TA camp training, so how come they were there? 

  Lt General Palmer: We had a two and a half hour session, as you remember, on reserves before Christmas and we 
went into that point with the Director of Reserve Forces and Cadets. Again, if you can give us the detail of which 
unit this was we can go into the detail of what training it did or did not receive, but my information is that the TA 
units were well trained and that certainly the TA I have spoken to—and I have spoken to a number—felt they were 
well trained, and it was frequently commented on that the difference in standard very quickly became hardly 
noticeable between the TA. All I am saying is if you can give me chapter and verse of which unit this was I will get 
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back to you with exactly what the training programme was that they went through. In fact, I did this in answer to a 
question when we did talk about reserves investigating a complaint. 

  Q2130  Mr Hancock: So when you were being asked about certain units that were being put together, were you 
satisfied that all the information you were given as head of personnel led you to believe that all of the troops 
deployed had gone through whatever could have been expected of them in the way of training what they would have 
to do when they were in a combat situation? 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes.

  Q2131  Mr Hancock: And you were given evidence to support that, that a unit supplying 30 men or women were 
all properly trained up to the required level so when they were put in harm's way they would be able to do the task 
that was expected of them? 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes.

  Q2132  Mr Havard: On the question of levels 4 and 5 and 3 and so on, what concerns me is you can say that this 
higher order of training, as I call it, 4 and 5, if they are not going through that part of it, helps you in terms of people 
having less separation and gives you more time to do all the other training and so on, but what is important about it 
is, as I understand it, that this is the very level at which they are getting joint and combined training? 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes.

  Q2133  Mr Havard: And more and more on your pre Op Telic training that is the very element they need if they 
are going to engage in expeditionary warfare in coalition circumstances, so while it may be expedient at one level in 
terms of the training regime and separation it saves, you may be sacrificing a lot at other levels. You are struggling 
with that lesson presumably, are you not, and that must be something that is screamingly obvious coming out of the 
circumstances we have just seen after Telic. What are you doing in order to balance all that up? 

  Lt General Palmer: As I said, I play a very major part in making sure Ministers and Chiefs know about what level 
of commitment I believe is sustainable from a personnel angle, and people understand that if we go on committing 
our service people endlessly they will all get fed up and leave, so there is no choice here really. You have to get the 
balance right otherwise you will have a recruiting and, more importantly, a retention problem.

  Q2134  Mr Havard: And maybe an operational problem? 

  Lt General Palmer: An operational problem of course, yes, insofar as there are some things you might not be able 
to do immediately because the training has been stopped in order to allow people to recuperate, and therefore the 
decision would have to be taken in terms of how long it would be before that force was considered fit to take part in 
an operation having completed its level 4 and 5 training. We can do level 4 and 5 training relatively quickly; it is a 
matter of making available a training area in Canada and getting people together but, as I say, that has to be a 
balanced decision.

  Q2135  Mr Cran: General, lastly, we go around the establishments too and we speak to the troops, and there is a 
concern that comes up time and time again to us that, because of the number and places of operations, they are 
simply not getting access to the longer term training programmes they need for promotion and all the rest of it. Now, 
do not ask me for names because I am not going to give them to you; you must just accept that this is something the 
Committee is told time and time again. Are you concerned about that? 

  Lt General Palmer: I do accept that because individuals want different things out of life but out of the Armed 
Forces in particular, and some of the younger ones want to be doing either operations or training all the time, and 
they are part of units which have a balance between young ones, slightly older ones, the NCOs, the senior NCOs, etc, 
and they have different needs, requirements and expectations. It is quite difficult to keep in balance those who want 
to see their families because they have them and those who are single who have no families or responsibilities and 
want to be roaring around doing things all the time. It is a balance.

  Q2136  Mr Cran: But that is not the proposition I was putting to you. I accept what you say but these are courses 
which the Armed Forces themselves would like the soldiers to go on but the soldiers cannot go on them because of 
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the situation I have outlined to you—because they have no time and are in operations or whatever. Now, that has to 
be of concern to you, has it not? 

  Lt General Palmer: It is of concern— 

  Q2137  Mr Cran: So what are you going to do about it? 

  Lt General Palmer: I can tell you what we are doing about it: training courses lead to promotion and promotion 
leads to more pay and clearly, when people cannot go on their promotion courses, they are very fussed about it. But 
when you are fighting a war you cannot have people going on courses at the same time and there has to be a balance 
struck. What we are doing, therefore, and part of the recuperation process is dealing with this specific issue, is trying 
to recover the ground that was lost for individuals when they were prevented from going on courses because of the 
war. We cannot suddenly go from a situation where lots of individuals lost their courses to where they have all got 
them because of vacancies on the courses, etc, but we are gradually getting there. Perhaps Colonel Cowling could 
talk about this because I was in 1Div about four months ago addressing this very concern with 1 Division, how were 
we going to make sure people did not miss out, and what we did was to say, "Right, you could get your promotion 
because you got your pay, but it is then conditional on you completing successfully the course you have been 
prevented from doing because you have been on the operation".

  Q2138  Mr Cran: At some time in the future? 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes, so you get promoted, get the pay, and then you do the course, and the consequence, if you 
fail the course, is you have to come down, but at least you will not have been disadvantaged. Now I am not saying 
that in every case that has happened, but it was one of the solutions we looked at to this problem. 

  Colonel Cowling: Sir, within the Division the tempo is clearly a concern but we now have a lesser number of troops 
on operations within the Division and we have looked at all of our training activities and sought to reassure ourselves 
that we are doing the right number of activities and no more to meet those training standards. We have also given 
commanding officers many freedoms to ensure that their soldiers get their leave and they are indeed eating into a 
backlog of lost leave. We anticipate there will be some unfortunate individuals who will still have leave untaken at 
the end of the year, but we are addressing that and there will be carryover as well. Commanding officers are also 
putting in place imaginative programmes both for their soldiers and their families to retain their interest and look at 
those aspects to reinforce retention. When it comes to individual courses that is another concern, but we have sought 
to free up within the programme time for the commanding officers to send individuals away. In the context of Telic, 
certainly on Telic 1 there were a lot of individuals who failed to go on their career courses. We are now into Telic 3 
moving on to 4 and 5 in due course: the manpower pressures to keep those individuals in theatre are not as they were 
and I would anticipate for my next brigade to deploy, and indeed the one there, that commanding officers through the 
Brigade Commander are releasing individuals to go on those courses. Some are harder than others. For an individual 
to go away on a driver training course, or a qualification it might be three weeks. For some of the platoon sergeants' 
courses, for example, at Brecon, where there is significant preparation for very lengthy courses which are limited in 
numbers, it is much harder to programme that all in. I personally would put the responsibility of that at the 
commanding officers' feet, and I expect him to manage that within those commitments.

  Q2139  Mike Gapes: Can I ask you some questions about equipment? It is quite clear that the mass media, 
including the BBC, have given a great deal of concentration on the issues of equipment shortages but it is not clear to 
me that there is any difference in the situation today from what it has been in the past. Would you agree that in the 
past people wrote letters home to their families about shortages or maybe twenty or thirty years later wrote about it in 
their memoirs, but now they are writing anonymously—or perhaps not—to tabloid newspapers, and therefore the 
stories are appearing in the public domain immediately. Would you agree or not? 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes. I think the situation has definitely changed. As you say, young people today express their 
views much more openly than before and I do not necessarily think that is a bad thing. In a lot of ways I think it is a 
very good thing. Internet chatrooms, and journalists who obviously to a certain extent feed on these stories, do make 
life much more difficult. The danger for us is that, from particular instances, people come to general conclusions.
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  Q2140  Mike Gapes: Do you think that the way in which journalists were embedded and involved in the operation, 
as well as the non-embedded journalists, has played a bigger role in publicising issues, or do you think it is a wider 
issue than that? 

  Lt General Palmer: I think it is a wider issue than that.

  Q2141  Mike Gapes: Before the division I was in the middle of a number of questions to do with expectations and 
equipment shortage and media coverage, and my question was whether the fact that there were embedded journalists 
and also a larger number of so-called freelance operators in theatre was a factor in the nature of the media coverage 
that we have had subsequently, as well as before and during the conflict? 

  Colonel Cowling: I do not know about subsequently but there are a number of types of media. This is not my area 
of expertise but nevertheless it was clear that we had embedded media within the battle groups, and I would judge 
that that gave them access to some very good video coverage, but not necessarily a broader perspective. Secondly, 
there was a similar amount of media in the press information centre who were receiving daily briefings from the 
staff, and I think they were perhaps better informed but were frustrated by the lack of freedom that they had by being 
marshalled together in order to get these briefings, so there are two types. There is a third type, too, which is the 
independent, and sadly it will have been recorded that a number of them died by virtue of being in the wrong place at 
the wrong time, and some of those gave you a picture with different characteristics. 

  Q2142  Mike Gapes: The General said earlier that he agreed that things have changed in terms of e-mails. There 
have been suggestions that some tabloid newspapers were paying people money to send e-mails that they had 
received from people who were serving away from their families or whatever. Have you any evidence of that? 

  Lt General Palmer: No. I dare say it happens on the odd occasion but generally speaking the embedded journalists 
I talked to had nothing but praise for the people they were embedded with. The units had become quite close to them 
so the opportunity for getting information is obviously increased, but the vast majority of them I would say were 
thoroughly responsible and were trying to do a good job. There are exceptions to that, however, and we have all seen 
them. I think it is true that some of the press reporting has not been very good and it does cause me concern because 
it affects sometimes the way that our service people see themselves.

  Q2143  Mike Gapes: And that is why we have had all these stories about desert boots and desert clothing and other 
issues, to a prominence that has not normally been the case? 

  Lt General Palmer: I agree and it is a cause for concern, not only because a lot of it is inaccurate about individuals 
not having the kit they should have done—we know that and we have talked about that in another meeting of this 
Committee—but that generally speaking, and this is what they know because they were part of it, things went pretty 
well and they have never been, certainly in my day, half as well equipped and the equipment did not work nearly so 
well as it does today.

  Q2144  Mr Blunt: General, that takes us on to this issue of expectations. The Department says in its lessons 
learned document, ". . . there is continued pressure from service personnel to expand and improve facilities. Such 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/40121p05.htm (1 von 5)26.07.2005 17:10:53

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

expectations need to be managed. . . Particularly in a war-fighting theatre." How do you intend to manage the 
expectation of service personnel, their families and the media? 

  Lt General Palmer: If I take the service personnel and their families, firstly one has to be very honest and open 
with them about what they can expect and the circumstances under which they can expect it, thus we on exercise 
now, soldiers who are used—and the other services perhaps to a lesser extent—to having mobile telephones and 
instant communications and so on have to be conditioned to expect the fact that if we go to war they will not be 
given that facility, and that needs to be practised and that expectation needs to be managed. Similarly, we cannot 
immediately provide access to the latest football matches, although I would like to take the opportunity of paying 
great tribute to SSVC and BFPS who have done a fantastic job, but the fact is that war is war, as you know yourself, 
and it is a very robust environment and some of the creature comforts that you can expect when you are not in that 
environment need to be taken away but in taking them away you do sometimes create a problem, because if someone 
is used to using a mobile telephone and has it removed they sometimes can feel aggrieved. So you have to manage 
that expectation.

  Q2145  Mr Blunt: You alluded perhaps to some but are there areas in which you think service personnel are right 
to expect rather more than they are getting now, and are there other areas where perhaps their expectations are 
somewhat unreasonable in a war-fighting environment? 

  Colonel Cowling: If I may, sir, I endorse what the General says in terms of general management of expectation; it 
has to be through communication, education and training, and practising going without in certain circumstances 
during the course of the exercises. From what I saw, our soldiers did not have high expectations when it came to 
OWP, the operational welfare pack, at the beginning of the conflict. They knew they were going war-fighting, they 
were trained for it and they expected it. They were pleasantly surprised when they got their satellite telephones, when 
BFPS radio was there and, indeed—and I cannot remember the exact date—they were in a position to watch the first 
of the Six Nations rugby matches in theatre having only been on the ground a number of weeks. I thought that was 
outstanding. Where we had some difficulty was post the conflict, and we are moving into the PSO phase. When it 
came to providing everything that we felt we ought to for those soldiers who had fought so hard, such as better 
accommodation, air conditioning and so on and so forth, we were working extremely hard to provide that but in 
truth, in certain areas, as a result of market forces and technical competence we were unable to meet some of their 
expectations in improving their quality of life immediately after the conflict.

  Q2146  Mr Blunt: You are focusing on the Operational Welfare Package, but perhaps you could look at this more 
widely in terms of expectation about equipment, and their capacity to fight? 

  Colonel Cowling: In my experience of the whole conflict the equipment was absolutely superb, with the exception 
of the shortages that are well recorded.

  Q2147  Mr Viggers: Are you concerned about the number of soldiers who spent their own money on equipment 
before or during Operation Telic? 

  Lt General Palmer: Not really. Soldiers, myself included, have always spent money on personal equipment. Where 
I would have a real concern is if they were spending money on equipment that should be a standard issue. My view 
on the issue of equipment now is it is far, far better than it has been for a very long time. But they are individuals and 
they can spend their money on making themselves more comfortable and doing this or that. All soldiers will do that, 
and I have done that myself. I do not see it as a big problem or a big issue.

  Q2148  Mr Viggers: Have you carried out research as to which items have been bought by soldiers for themselves, 
and why? 

  Lt General Palmer: We did some research into the sort of stuff that was being sent into theatre by the families to 
see whether or not it should be provided in theatre and on the whole the answer was no, they were things that made 
their lives much better. Wet wipes, for instance. Colonel Cowling was there so he can tell you what the items were 
that were demanded. 

  Colonel Cowling: Toiletries, probably, and that is not really the equipment issue you are talking about. I would say 
that the soldiers wanted reminders of home: they wanted their mail, they wanted toiletries—small things that made 
their life better. They were sent most of this by their families. They were sent sweet things because our diet was a 
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little bland and that is how it was at the time, but in terms of equipment, as the General said, we are all part of this 
culture that likes to adapt military equipment once issued and we have our particular ways and the things we like to 
have beside us, but at the end of the day I am not aware of any particular equipment shortages and I think the quality 
of our equipment is as good as any other nation in the world.

  Q2149  Mr Viggers: Whilst I accept what you say and, indeed, I share your experience, if a soldier says that the 
sleeping bag as issued does not really roll up well enough to go into the container and that it is easier to get a 
commercial one, would that concern you? 

  Colonel Cowling: It would not concern me. I agree it is a large sleeping bag but it is also an excellent sleeping bag, 
and you can always go on to the market and buy something smaller.

  Q2150  Mr Hancock: I found your answer, General, very similar to what other senior officers have told us but the 
complete opposite to what people on the ground have told us, and I find it absolutely amazing that you can say it and 
keep a straight face answering Crispin Blunt about the equipment. We had evidence given to us from one unit—and 
for your information, General, the unit concerned was the 7th Para Royal Horse Artillery—that they had no oil at all 
for their rifles. Now, we were told that one of the things you had to do with these rifles was keep them well oiled, but 
they had no oil at all and many of them ended up taking weapons off Iraqis to use them, and we have a direct quote 
from one officer who had no bullets for his pistol. "When Major X went forward he had no bullets for his weapon, a 
9mm pistol. He tells me the QM offered to take a couple of bullets off the unit doctor and one or two from the other 
officers so he could have five rounds. In the event he had none"—and you can smile, but this is the complete 
opposite of what you say. "[He] profited from the misfortune of one of our soldiers who had a traffic accident. He 
was able to take his SA80A2 rifle off him as well as 75 rounds. The normal [bullet allocation] would have been in 
the order of 150-125 rounds"—and even that was insufficient. "A day later, the new modified rifle was rendered 
unserviceable [because of lack of oil] it jammed solid. Major X gave it back and like many of his colleagues got an 
AK47 off a prisoner. He had plenty of ammunition [for the weapon]." Now, how do you square what you said with a 
smile on your face, Colonel, with what people doing the fighting told us? 

  Colonel Cowling: I do not know of those particular incidents and therefore I cannot dispute them. I find what you 
say quite possible because, if I could just remind you, we deployed a Division at considerable speed and that speed 
brings with it some inefficiencies, and the inefficiencies, which are well documented as a result of asset visibility 
failure and our inability to resources within theatre, almost certainly mean that someone within the force was without 
something, but rest assured that across the Division, when it came to ammunition in the round and oils and 
lubricants, there was no shortage. Although a number of individuals in a particular unit said he did not have them, I 
could not drill down and look at this particular issue without going to that Quarter Master and saying, "Now describe 
to me what were the circumstances that you were in, and what action did you take?", so that I could address the issue.

  Q2151  Mr Hancock: How do you answer the question then about another piece of evidence we had from one unit 
that Division staff had established that, "There were inadequate supplies of special batteries for the equipment 
needed to detect chemical or biological weapons, and so bad was this shortage that they had planned to send some of 
their NBC specialists back to the United Kingdom to hunt down commercially the batteries they needed for the 
potential supplies. A decision was also made to withdraw all equipment from every unit and then redistribute those 
that had the requisite batteries. In fact, they had a reduced protection for that whole Division". But you say you have 
no record of any of this. Are you telling me that somebody at divisional level, who reported they did not have the 
required batteries to protect themselves by having this equipment which sends out the alarm signals if there is a 
chemical or biological attack, did not have them and it did not get back to you, Colonel? The General in charge of 
that Division must have been aware of that. 

  Colonel Cowling: Within that particular area, that of NBC consumables there are a number of shortages, and that is 
well documented. Before the war we redistributed those assets across the Division. When we crossed the start line 
that redistribution had taken place, and I am content, I am clear, that there were sufficient resources to work those 
NBC Systems at the time we went across the start line.

  Q2152  Mr Hancock: Are you aware of this, then, Colonel: "I am aware also that a command 
decision"—presumably taken by a fairly senior officer—"was taken in theatre not to test the respirators of troops 
before the conflict. There were not enough spares to replace any failures. Doubtless it was concluded that a failure 
that could not be rectified might have an effect on morale." 

  Colonel Cowling: We introduced a testing system for the respirator prior to the conflict. It was used both before 
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and in theatre, and it tested the respirators to a standard higher than that we were accustomed to.

  Q2153  Mr Hancock: All of them? 

  Colonel Cowling: No, it did not test all of them; it was an on-going process. I am not aware of any shortages to 
make amendments to any respirators.

  Q2154  Mr Hancock: I just want you to answer yes or no: were any of you made aware of a command decision 
taken in theatre not to test the respirators of troops before the conflict because there were not enough spares available 
to replace any failures? 

  Colonel Cowling: No. 

  Lt General Palmer: I certainly was not. 

  Group Captain Cooper: No.

  Q2155  Mr Hancock: Could you check then— 

  Colonel Cowling: Yes.

  Q2156  Mr Hancock: — to make sure that is a factual statement that that decision was not made at any command 
level? 

  Lt General Palmer: We can check but, as I said— 

  Chairman: Excuse me, I have been very tolerant but those questions are coming later, so if you can pause for a 
while Mr Gapes is going to explore this later, and we will keep to the questioning that we have agreed beforehand. 

  Mr Hancock: I was following Mr Viggers' line, Chairman. 

  Chairman: The impression I had with the initial question was that it was about personal clothing, boots and general 
accoutrements and not equipment. 

  Mr Hancock: As the Colonel said, he was not aware of any failures and he said it with a smile on his face. 

  Chairman: I suspect he was talking about personal hygiene and not equipment, but we will come on to that later. 
Rachel?

  Q2157  Rachel Squire: I want to pick up on the issue again of Operational Welfare some of which I know Colonel 
Cowling, the General and Group Captain Cooper have already touched on. Can I firstly pick up on what you said, 
Group Captain Cooper, about how welcome the telephone calls, the e-mails and this new Operational Welfare 
Package have been, because certainly that has been very much backed up by what we ourselves have heard from 
various ranks. Can I ask you about the review that I understand is being conducted at the moment and some of the 
proposed enhancements under way? Can you say a little bit more about the progress being made in the review of the 
Operational Welfare Package, and what kind of enhancements are being considered? I am not sure whether, for 
instance, your mention of the family welfare fund is one of them, so could you say a little bit more? 

  Group Captain Cooper: Certainly. On the family welfare fund, that extra one pound I mentioned, that is now an 
integral part of the Operational Welfare Package and will run in perpetuity as long as the Operational Welfare 
Package exists, so we are very pleased that that has been introduced. The review of the Operational Welfare Package 
was conducted as a matter of course, not necessarily as a result of Operation Telic, but having Telic as an experience 
has been extremely useful in seeing where any gaps have been. In the main we are very happy that the constituent 
parts of the package we offer, as I described to you earlier, are about right to meet the needs of the individuals. When 
we go to the troops in the field, of course they will always ask for more and we have to look at what is fair and 
reasonable—whether they can have another twenty minutes' telephone calls because most of them have parents and 
girlfriends and brothers and sisters and so forth—and we have to draw the line somewhere. The area we are most 
focusing on is filling the gaps, the most noticeable of which was the early entry forces, those personnel that went to 
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set up the organisation, the logisticians and so forth, who really benefited hardly at all from the OWP to start with, 
and that is really where we are focusing, perhaps to come up with an early entry pack which can go out in theatre 
with the individuals so they have a box of whatever—communication, facilities, books, and so forth, everything that 
I have described—so that the commander at the time can decide when those can be brought out and used. That is 
really our main focus at the moment. 

  Group Captain Beet: This is an issue PJHQ has been working on with the frontline commands from when they all 
got back from Telic with the particular interest of 3 Commando Brigade as well, and it is on the communication side 
which is the most interesting one because we did get into the development of issuing satellite mobile phones for units 
which deployed early, for instance the Royal Marines when they went off at the very beginning of January, and we 
went out to Germany to meet up with Andy's divisional headquarters staff, and we recognise that is an area which is 
very important, and we are going to press ahead with that. There are operational issues which go with it. That of 
Operational Security and Emission control, etc, but that is going to be for the Commander to decide. The other step 
we also took during Telic was on the ratios as mandated by the policy, so that for those troops which were 
manoeuvre forces who were not going to be in a static location like the Air Force, or an operating base, we got a 
special dispensation to change the telephone ratio from one phone to fifty troops down to one phone to thirty, 
because it is the ratios that we are interested in as well. 

  Group Captain Cooper: And although the Operational Welfare Package as we are discussing here relates to 
Operation Telic, of course it is applicable around the world, and for all operations of greater than two months' 
duration and exercises.

  Q2158  Rachel Squire: Thank you. You have also touched on my second question which was to ask about the 
early entry forces and the particular stresses and pressures you are under that you certainly referred to earlier, 
General. It does seem that you have got measures in place and you are looking at what can be done to compensate 
troops for the particular demands that are made on them. 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes. 

  Group Captain Cooper: Yes.

  Q2159  Rachel Squire: Finally, do parcels come under the heading of "operational welfare"? 

  Group Captain Cooper: They are not specifically part of the Operational Welfare Package, the letters, the e-blueys 
and all of that, but I believe you are alluding to the packets up to 2 kgs that are currently being sent free of charge?
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LT GENERAL ANTHONY PALMER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN BARBARA COOPER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN NIGEL 
BEET AND COLONEL ANDREW COWLING OBE

  Q2160  Rachel Squire: Yes. 

  Group Captain Cooper: That is quite separate to the Operational Welfare Package. 

  Lt General Palmer: But it is our responsibility.

  Q2161  Rachel Squire: And has there been a review of certainly some of the complaints that were publicised about 
problems with getting parcels out, or getting them delivered? 

  Group Captain Cooper: I am not aware that there were any problems with delivering. Can you be more specific?

  Q2162  Rachel Squire: There was certainly media coverage of families complaining about, I think, both the 
payment that was being initially asked, the limit on the actual weight, and the fact that through e-mails and telephone 
calls they were hearing from their husbands and wives that the parcels had not yet got to them. 

  Lt General Palmer: I think this comes back to expectation management. Two kgs is quite a big parcel, and I think it 
was very justified and very welcome initially when access to NAAFL, etc, was far less than it is now but we have to 
think seriously about the cost of such a measure and whether or not we can afford to go on doing this for free. The 
other point is we are only doing this for Iraq but what about Bosnia and Afghanistan, and what would be the overall 
cost related to the cost of introducing an early entry package as part of the OWP? So all of this is being looked at to 
see what is possible here. The other point about the initial stages is that it did require a lot of extra manpower, as you 
can imagine, to deal with the increase of packages—again because it was all free—and in some respects putting a 
constraint on in terms of saying, "Okay, you can send them but it will be at a reduced cost, not be completely free", 
may be somewhere we might want to go in the future.

  Q2163  Rachel Squire: Just out of interest, post Op Telic 1, was the parcels issue an issue that the families raised 
with you as a priority? 

  Group Captain Cooper: No, it was not. 

  Lt General Palmer: No.

  Q2164  Mr Havard: We have had a lot of discussion about kit, rations and everything else—there are a lot of 
things affecting morale and having different effects, not the least of which is money and pay. In terms of learning 
lessons, if you are going to have expeditionary activities in the future, it is particularly important to learn about 
problems now in the general payment system, particularly with transfers. In Soldier magazine there was an article, 
for example, saying that there are something like 9,000 individuals who have problems with their pay. I know 
mechanisms have been put in place so they are not particularly disadvantaged, but this whole area of activity has a 
particular resonance on the ground. I have had reports myself from reservists, for example, that when they got out 
there they were not understood, that very often the people on the ground understood the regulars but not the 
reservists, so there were problems in terms of administration at the time and lessons to be learned from that. Now I 
know you are going to set up some tri-Service structure and perhaps I could come back to that later but, given that 
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there were these problems experienced and equally that the troops in Afghanistan are going to be out there for some 
time, when are you going to solve this problem? 

  Lt General Palmer: Thank you, and I acknowledge that it is a problem. On the reserve side we have now as a result 
of lessons learned realised that we probably should have sent a reserve unit for pay and administration out much 
earlier so that the reserves would feel they had somewhere in theatre that they could plug into and get their queries 
answered, and that indeed will happen in the future. That was a local problem that we have now addressed and I 
think you will find, and certainly this is my information, that the pay of reserves—and we have extensively debriefed 
them when they have come back through the RTMC at Chilwell—has not been a major issue. As far as the regulars 
are concerned this is a different non Telic issue that is my responsibility, and it is something that the AFPRB and 
Baroness Dean is also concerned about which is the level of mispayment particularly in the Army—it is not a 
problem in the Royal Air Force or Navy. This is partly associated with change to Pay 2000 and partly due to fairly 
antiquated computer systems that we have used for some time to pay people, and correcting it is very complex. Now 
I could go on for about twenty minutes on what we are doing, but what I would like to do is give you a copy of the 
letter I have written to Baroness Dean on this subject saying that this is a problem and this is what we are doing to 
tackle it.[1]

  Q2165  Mr Havard: That would be extremely helpful but what we are concerned about is that Op Telic came 
when it came, and the payment system being put in, the tri-Service system, as I understand it, is not being put in until 
2005— 

  Lt General Palmer: It is rolled out differently for each of the services, starting with the RAF. 

  Q2166  Mr Havard: Please write to us about the detail, but the lesson we are learning here is that the tempo at 
which this is happening now is different to the past and the extent to which the systems are in place to support the 
pay and allowances, whilst that new reality is in place, has a material reality on the ground in operational 
circumstances, so we are concerned that it is being addressed and that those lessons have been learned for those 
reasons, as much as for welfare and other reasons. 

  Lt General Palmer: I entirely agree. 

  Group Captain Beet: If I may say so I completely agree with that point, and I think that when the forces deployed 
the reservists suffered because they did not have a TA cell within the HQ Joint Force Logistics Component, but as 
Telic went on it was established. There was a major and a sergeant who set it up specifically, and that function now 
exists in the National Support Element Headquarters as the focus for the TA guys who are in theatre to work their 
problems through. In fact, as Andy Cowling was leaving, when 1Div were handing over to 3Div, that cell was then 
making an impact. You are right that in the future there has got to be more of a reserve cell in that support 
headquarters to be able to understand those pay issues while the longer term issues are resolved.

  Q2167  Mr Havard: You will understand as well that whilst the letter you write will deal with the payments issue, 
about which we will doubtless get more and more concerns expressed in general, this is the first time in modern 
circumstances we have had the compulsory nature of the reserve callups, and that will happen more and more, and 
you have made the point yourself in the past about the TA being used more, so could you include those issues when 
you write to us? 

  Lt General Palmer: We will gladly do that.[2]

  Q2168  Mr Cran: Going on to the question of desert clothing and boots, you said, Colonel, in answer to an earlier 
question that "somebody was without something somewhere", and it was perfectly clear that you and the Secretary of 
State talked to one another because he said to the Committee on 14 May that, "The occasional soldier was not 
supplied with the right size desert boots on the particular day that the story appeared in the Times newspaper, but the 
truth is that when they went into operations all of our forces were given the right boots", and that contrasts very 
much with what the National Audit Office said about the whole procurement of desert clothing and boots. It said the 
procurement was regarded as of limited effectiveness because few troops received the full complement and 
mismatches and sizing remained into the post conflict phase of the operation. Well, I do not mind who answers but 
do you think that, from a personnel point of view or an operational point of view, is satisfactory? Whose arse, if you 
will excuse me saying so, Chairman, was kicked? 
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  Lt General Palmer: Again, there are personnel aspects to people not having the right kit and morale aspects and I 
acknowledge that those people who did not have the right kit may have suffered from a morale spin but I do not 
believe it was as significant as it has been made out to be, although I acknowledge that it should not have happened. 
Again, however, the pace of the operation was such, the inadequacies of the logistic tracking system were such that it 
did happen, and no one is denying that and no one is saying that we should not do better in the future.

  Q2169  Mr Cran: It happened on a fairly large scale? 

  Lt General Palmer: The National Audit Office report, as far as I am concerned as the personnel guide, is the 
definitive document in this case but it also refers to the success and the complexity of providing the degree of logistic 
support that was provided in the very short timescale, so one has to come to a balanced judgment here.

  Q2170  Mr Cran: I am just bound to say that for the first time I do regard that as a complacent answer because, I 
do not know about everybody else but if I happened to be one of the troops you are talking about and I was out there 
and I did not have my desert clothing or my boots were the wrong size or something else, I would expect something 
better than the answer you have just given me. Would you like to say any more? 

  Lt General Palmer: No.

  Q2171  Mr Cran: I will come back to you then. Operationally, would you, Colonel, like to tell us what effect this 
disgraceful situation had? Are you in a position to tell us? 

  Colonel Cowling: Within the Division at the start of the operation the majority of troops deployed were in green 
combats and what I would call North European boots. At that time the temperatures were not as high as they were 
later on. As time moved on it got hotter and greater supplies of combats and desert boots ever became available. At 
the time that the Division crossed the start line, temperatures were not intense: by the time we finished the operation 
from my perspective on July 12th they were intense, and the need for combats and boots became ever greater. As far 
as I am aware, when I left the theatre, with the exception of a number of outsize individuals—

  Q2172  Chairman: Careful what you say now! 

  Colonel Cowling:—the supply of desert combats was complete for the whole Division.

  Q2173  Mr Cran: Just so we may be absolutely clear about this, how does your answer square with the National 
Audit Office's reference to limited effectiveness because few troops received the full compliment and mismatches 
and sizing remained into the post conflict phase? I need to be able to marry that with what you have just said, 
because it paints a wholly different picture. 

  Colonel Cowling: I cannot dispute the figures but what I will say is that an ever decreasing amount of individuals 
were without the kit and, as far as I was aware, with the exception of a few individuals, by the time I got to the end of 
that operation, we all had the equipment. I was one and I was wearing green combats and green boots well beyond 
the conflict stage but, at the end, I had the right kit.

  Q2174  Mr Cran: General, the Colonel is not able to tell me why the NAO's statement on the one hand and his 
experience on the other do not come together. Are you, as the, as it were, Director General Personnel in the MoD, 
able to bring them together? 

  Lt General Palmer: No, I am not. Although I have a real interest in this as the guy responsible for personnel and to 
a certain extent obviously, therefore, morale, etc, you have had evidence from the logisticians, you have had the 
NAO report and I cannot add anything to the debate here. We regret, and everybody from the Secretary of State 
downwards has regretted, the fact that people did not have the right kit at the right time but set against that is the 
NAO report which testifies to the enormous success of the overall logistic operation, and that is where the matter 
stands as far as I am concerned. I cannot add any more to it, I am afraid.

  Q2175  Mr Cran: Let's accept that for the minute, but you did also say earlier on that, as the Deputy Chief of 
Defence Staff (Personnel), morale issues are ones for you, without any doubt at all? 
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  Lt General Palmer: Absolutely. 

  Q2176  Mr Cran: Could you tell me what you have done to find out what the morale of our troops was in the 
operation who did not have any of this equipment, if the NAO is to be believed—and I do believe them. 

  Lt General Palmer: I have been out post conflict, I have talked to members of your Committee, I have talked to 
members of the Armed Forces and a lot of independent bodies, and whenever the subject of morale comes up almost 
uniformly they testify not only to high morale now but then. The fact is that the significant operational success, in 
my view, and what has gone on afterwards, could not have been achieved by soldiers, sailors and air men and women 
without high morale, so, although I accept at one level that if you do not have the right kit your morale suffers, I do 
not in any way accept that this had a major impact on the operational effectiveness of the force.

  Q2177  Mr Cran: Well, there is your answer, but I am bound to say that the Committee having been in Iraq, these 
wonderful people whom we call our troops—and there is no doubt they are wonderful and that is where you and me 
and all of us would agree—in very understated terms made it clear to us—individually perhaps but nonetheless—that 
those who provided this equipment could have done better, and I guess you would agree. 

  Lt General Palmer: I would agree with that.

  Q2178  Mr Cran: That is something! Lastly on this, in relation to desert boots and those who were not supplied 
them in time—and there is no doubt since joining this Committee I have discovered that boots are a most 
extraordinarily important item, far more than I would ever have imagined but there we are—do we have statistics 
about the medical effects of not having these boots? 

  Lt General Palmer: I would have to get you that information.[3] 

  Q2179  Mr Cran: We would be obliged. 

  Lt General Palmer: Behind me is an officer from the medical organisation, and he will give you the answer you 
seek.

1   Ev 442 Back
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  Q2180  Mr Cran: Colonel, you were shaking your head. Why? 

  Colonel Cowling: I am sorry. 

  Mr Cran: I was hoping you were disagreeing with somebody!

  Q2181  Chairman: Some of the Colonel's facial expressions have attracted an enormous amount of interest. 
General, were you around in the Falklands? I recall a set of army boots actually brought in front of our Committee, 
and we spent an hour talking about how awful they were and how the British Army could not invent or deploy to the 
field a proper army boot; so the question of quality and quantity and distribution is not something that has just 
slipped on the radar screen on this occasion. As there is such a discrepancy between what the NAO says and what is 
officially being said by the Ministry of Defence, could you rustle up any documentary evidence to sustain the 
position you are taking? Is there some form of invoice that would say that X thousand were issued on a certain day, 
or Y thousand? 

  Lt General Palmer: Absolutely, yes. 

  Chairman: Would you supply that for us, please, a paper trail to sustain the argument that you have made.[4] 

  Q2182  Mr Hancock: I am curious because you have sitting behind you, I assume, at least three members of your 
staff of the MoD and the MoD liaison officer here, who comes to every meeting. I wonder whether or not anybody in 
the MoD actually reads the evidence your colleagues give to us, because in November 2002 the Chief of Defence 
Staff, in answer to a question on equipment, particularly on boots, said this: "You will be fully justified in being 
angrily cross if we went into an operation and found that we were living with some deficiency or something which 
diminished our operational capability as a result of lessons learned as recently as 2001." I remember that evidence 
session by the then Chief of Defence Staff, because he went on to say how important he felt it was that soldiers and 
military personnel were properly equipped. I assume that when he was giving that evidence to us in November 2002 
he was well aware that we were building up towards Operation Telic. What mystifies me is that nobody else seems to 
have heard what he said to us. I would have felt that when he gave that assurance to this Committee, some five 
months before the conflict started, that steps would have been taken to make sure that he was not proven wrong. It 
appears however that nobody listened to him, other than the eleven members of this Committee.

  Lt. General Palmer: I cannot comment on that. You will have to ask the logistic people.

  Q2183  Mr Hancock: Did you not, in Personnel, when you read this, say, "goodness me; when we get our 
personnel act together, let us make sure we do not . . .." 

  Lt General Palmer: I concede the point, obviously, that kit is important. It is important for— 

  Q2184  Mr Hancock: So do you see— 
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  Lt General Palmer: I see what you are saying, and I have already said that we could have done a lot better in 
providing particular kit; but Colonel Cowling has told you the situation. There are faults. There are problems, and we 
will seek to learn the lessons and put them right. But from the personnel perspective, I cannot answer detailed 
questions on the logistics side. I am not trying to avoid it, I am just saying that I am as concerned about morale as 
anybody else is, and I want to see everybody in the right kit, but the logistic chain is the logistic chain, and it is 
slightly separate from personnel.

  Q2185  Mr Hancock: I get the sense that you and your colleagues sitting on the top end of the table think 
everybody who complains is a whinger, and— 

  Lt General Palmer: Certainly not. 

  Q2186  Mr Hancock: There is a letter in the Telegraph today from a former RAF officer, who spent 12 years in the 
RAF. He ends the letter by saying: "To any Serviceman who complains, the answer is always: `Sour grapes, old boy, 
just sour grapes. The man should never have joined up in the first place.' So the campaigning is left to people like 
Samantha Roberts." I do not want that impression to be the case, but certainly everyone above the rank of Colonel—I 
would not say Brigadier, but Colonel, seems to think "no problems"; everybody below that we have spoken to has 
indicated to us, including senior officers who were in command of men on the ground, have made very, very strong 
complaints to us about the equipment failures, the lack of equipment, and the fact that their personnel were not given 
what they should have got. Why is that? 

  Lt General Palmer: Well, I strongly refute your characterisation of the answers that we have tried to give you today 
as being that we are oblivious of what people are saying to us on the ground. We have made strenuous efforts, with 
our soldiers, sailors and airmen, and with the families, to find out how we could have done better and to learn the 
lessons. To say that we do not listen, frankly, is just plain wrong. In the issue of the equipment, we have 
acknowledged that we could have done better. We have acknowledged the problems with the asset-tracking. We will 
do better in the future. I cannot say any more than that. 

  Q2187  Mr Blunt: General, in exploring this link between personnel and logistics, I cannot help but reflect that 25 
years ago my father was Assistant Chief of Defence Staff Personnel and Logistics, and I suspect that is how the 
obvious link between the two may have been handled then. How would you characterise Sergeant Roberts's morale 
immediately prior to his death, from the information you and I have seen? 

  Lt General Palmer: I have no idea. As you know, there is a Special Investigation Branch investigation going on, 
and I am not prepared to speculate.

  Q2188  Mr Blunt: What is undisputed by the Sergeant Roberts case—and we take it to illustrate the issue of body 
armour—is that he, across the start line in a tank, with ceramic plates and his body armour, was instructed by his 
commanding officer to give those ceramic plates to the company infantry, who did not have them, in the expectation 
of course that they were not going to be in tanks; they would be more vulnerable. Then Sergeant Roberts was shot in 
the chest on 24 March, manning a vehicle checkpoint. We are agreed with that. There is no dispute as to that, I take 
it. 

  Lt General Palmer: As I said, it is the subject of an investigation, and I am not prepared to comment on the 
circumstances of Sergeant Roberts's death. 

  Mr Hancock: His morale is not being investigated, is it?

  Q2189  Mr Blunt: Let us take the Government's intention to be ready to undertake the operation we have just 
undertaken, at short notice and at greater range; and given that this is the fifth war of choice in six years that the 
Government has entered into—it is not an unreasonable expectation. Why is enhanced combat body armour held 
centrally in limited quantities, rather than being a personal issue item? 

  Lt General Palmer: You are asking me here a logistic question. I will try and give you an answer, because I have 
clearly discussed the issue. We are looking at the whole business of how enhanced combat body armour should be 
deployed in the future. One of the options is to make it personal issue, but that is just one of many. The whole subject 
is, clearly, very high on the agenda, to make sure that we learn the right lessons from it.
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  Q2190  Mr Blunt: It was high on the agenda before the conflict because at some stage someone took a decision to 
spend £3 million on purchasing more of this stuff. When was that decision taken? 

  Lt General Palmer: A decision was taken that the service people going to the Gulf would have body armour. We 
have gone round this buoy before. You know that the issue is of asset-tracking; that sufficient amounts of body 
armour were in theatre, but they did not get to the right people at the right time. That was an issue of asset-tracking. 
We are learning that lesson and trying to do better next time. That is all I can say on this.

  Q2191  Mr Blunt: It is not entirely. Here is a very important issue that has now exploded around the Secretary of 
State because of the recorded comments of Sergeants Roberts and his complaints before his death. Plainly, personal 
protection is an issue that is absolutely fundamental as a personnel issue as well as a logistic issue. It is not simply a 
question of asset-tracking; it is also about the whole range of issues that sit behind the issuing of an urgent 
operational requirement for personal protection kit of this kind—whether or not that equipment should have been 
deployed beforehand and not the subject of a UOR, and, equally, the whole conduct of the UOR process. 

  Lt General Palmer: You are talking of an issue, a process, which is a logistic issue. If you want to talk about 
logistic processes, then the people to talk to are the logisticians. They are the people with the detailed knowledge of 
the logistic chain. I have told you that it was the intention to issue people with enhanced body armour. I have told 
you there was a problem with asset tracking, which meant that some redistribution had to take place, which, in the 
judgment of the commander, was giving the body armour to the greatest need. I have told you that there is an 
investigation going on into the events around the death of Sergeant Roberts, which makes me unable to comment on 
this particular case. I have also told you that we are very concerned to make sure that the lessons are learned and that 
we do better in the future. If you wish any more, I am afraid you will have to ask the Secretary of State when he 
comes in front of you. I have given you my view, and I cannot expand on it for the reasons I have given you.

  Q2192  Mr Blunt: I am sure we will ask the Secretary of State, but the issue at stake here now is what lessons are 
going to be learnt from the death of Sergeant Roberts and the fact that in his view, as recorded—and obviously in 
Mrs Roberts's view—he was not properly protected. 

  Lt General Palmer: I have answered the specific question you asked me about Sergeant Roberts and I have 
answered the question generally about morale. I do not think I have anything more to add. 

  Chairman: We will draw stumps on that question and on boots. We have other issues than boots and armour, very 
important though they are.

  Q2193  Mike Gapes: Can I go to the issue of NBC protection? The Secretary of State has told the House that the 
operational requirement for NBC equipment was fully met, but the National Audit Office identified significant 
shortfalls in a range of NBC equipment. We have been told by an NBC expert that if there had been a chemical 
attack, there would have been a significant number of casualties because of the inadequacies related to warning and 
detection equipment. We also have spoken to some of our personnel, who told us that there were false warnings of a 
chemical attack, when in fact there was not a chemical attack in theatre. Lt General Fulton, in evidence in answer to 
questions that I asked in the previous session to do with equipment, said he was aware that there were difficulties 
over supply of the NAD, the nerve agent detector, which is not normally held in units but was issued; and it did not 
work as well as the new equipment will, when that comes into service. Putting all that together, are you prepared to 
accept that these shortfalls and inadequacies would have had serious operational consequences if our forces had been 
subject to an NBC attack; and the fact that there were false warnings also could have impaired our operational 
capabilities? 

  Colonel Cowling: I am not an NBC expert, but I can tell you what happened and help you draw a conclusion. As I 
said earlier, there were shortages in consumables for NBC detection systems, and these were at unit level. We re-
distributed, prior to the start of the confrontation, to ensure that there was equity of assets throughout the units. Such 
shortages were not the case for the joint NBC regiment, which was giving us a broader detection capability. Details 
of that are not within my expertise. With regard to the false alarms, I am sure there were many, and I myself suffered 
those; but of course in such situations one takes the worst case, and if in doubt one takes cover—of that I can assure 
you. There were surely some false alarms, yes. With regard to the potential injuries that you have referred to from an 
expert, I am not competent to pass judgment on that. In summary, there were shortfalls. We know that and are 
addressing it in the future, but the consequences in theatre of those shortfalls and a chemical attack which did not 
take place, I am not competent to answer, I am afraid.
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  Q2194  Mike Gapes: Given that we were going into a conflict where the Government, the Americans, and even Dr 
David Kelly, had the very strong view that it was likely that the Iraqis had, and if attacked would use, chemical 
weapons; is it not inadequate that we have this situation? 

  Lt General Palmer: We have given you the best answer that we can.

  Q2195  Mike Gapes: It may be the best answer, but would you at least accept that if the Iraqis had used chemical 
weapons, there could have been some very, very serious consequences for our troops in that situation? 

  Lt General Palmer: I defer to what Colonel Cowling said; that we had adequate capability to deal with that. We 
had protective clothing; we had monitors. Although they had false alarms, probably too many false alarms, it was 
adequate. I keep coming back to this point: the equipment is the speciality of the equipment people. We are talking 
about personnel. If I cannot give you the expert answer that you are looking for, you must ask the people who can. I 
am not prepared to speculate on a subject on which I am not expert. In a nutshell, you are asking the wrong person 
the question.

  Q2196  Mike Gapes: I have already asked Lt General Fulton as well. Frankly, I am asking everybody these 
questions because I think there is an issue here about whether our people's lives are put at risk in a situation where 
chemical weapons might be used. Is there adequate NBC equipment and does it work well; do the right people have 
it at the right place; and do we get false alarms? That is a relevant question to be asked right across— 

  Lt General Palmer: In general, I can answer that the operating capability would not have been declared if it were 
not sufficient to cover the threat.

  Q2197  Rachel Squire: You have emphasised that you are dealing with personnel rather than logistics. When we 
come to deal with sleeping and living accommodation, it certainly has a direct impact on personnel. Picking up your 
earlier comment, Colonel Cowling, about the heat on July 12 being intense, you will be pleased to know that myself 
and other members of the Committee who arrived Iraq on July 14 would certainly testify to that, and had a taste of 
what it is like to try to live and sleep in those sorts of temperatures. Can I ask what the MoD's policy is for providing 
climate-controlled and air-conditioned accommodation; and how does that policy balance the need for personnel to 
acclimatise with improved quality of sleep and better working conditions for those who can take advantage of them? 

  Lt General Palmer: I think the policy is relatively easily stated, which is that as soon as possible on completion of 
the conflict stage, all service personnel should be given the best accommodation that we can manage, and that is 
indeed what we tried to do. I would say whether we did it quick enough or not I am not sure. Certainly, it was a lot 
better than we managed to do in Afghanistan; we got much better accommodation up much quicker. So I think we 
did learn the lessons from that. 

  Colonel Cowling: I would agree totally. You must provide as best as you can post-conflict, in the shortest possible 
time. I think if one were to compare this operation with its predecessors, possibly for example the speed with which 
we have put in place two sorts of accommodation, TFA and TDA, we will be able to look back and be pleased with 
our performance. Nevertheless, at the time that you would have arrived in theatre on July 14, there would have still 
been individuals that were still located in what I would now call sub-standard locations, in all senses of health and 
hygiene, and air-conditioning would not have been available. As I indicated earlier, we were at the limit of what the 
market could bear in terms of purchasing, what was already resourced, and what we had in terms of the engineers to 
put it in place. If one goes back into theatre, I am reassured—I have not been back since then—that the living 
conditions of the soldiers, with the exception of those that result from an ORBATS change, i.e., change of a battalion 
very recently, a slight organisational change, they are well placed in air-conditioned accommodations.

  Q2198  Rachel Squire: I would certainly hope so, Colonel, but I understand that in the MoD's flight safety 
magazine of December 2003 it was stated—and I cannot remember the actual period—that fatigue was experienced 
by helicopter crews, both Army and RAF, and was at least partly induced by the lack of air-conditioned 
accommodation, which impaired their sleep. I have listened to what you have said about post-conflict, but 
expeditionary operations are far more likely to be mounted from bases that do not possess such facilities. Has the 
move to expeditionary operations, or will the move to it more and more be reflected in the increased provision of air-
conditioned mobile accommodation? 

  Lt General Palmer: The exact amount of air-conditioned accommodation we have got I can give you a note on. 
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Certainly, there has been a significant increase in the amount that we are able to deploy forward quickly in order to 
provide the air-conditioned accommodation to which you refer. I can let you know exactly the figures.[5] 

  Group Captain Beet: Currently, of the personnel in Iraq, 90% are in air-conditioned accommodation. Where it is 
not higher than that, it is because of the addition of recent forces gone in, and in fact where some of the people are 
actually working, which is not on a main base like Shaibah Logs base for instance; and there is a mix of what is 
called temporary deployed accommodation, which is part of the UOR work that is more the logistics field, which is 
soft-skinned; and now what is going on is construction of temporary field accommodation, which is hard-skinned, 
which is air-conditioned. That is what I believe to be our current position.

  Q2199  Rachel Squire: We visited the Shaibah Base so I certainly hope that by next summer they too have air-
conditioned and climate-controlled accommodation. 

  Group Captain Beet: I completely agree, and that is the intent of J4 Infra for working to CJO to make sure that we 
give more air-conditioned accommodation to our forces.
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Examination of Witnesses (Questions 2200 - 2219)

WEDNESDAY 21 JANUARY 2004 

LT GENERAL ANTHONY PALMER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN BARBARA COOPER CBE, GROUP CAPTAIN NIGEL 
BEET AND COLONEL ANDREW COWLING OBE

  Q2200  Chairman: We stayed in air-conditioned accommodation at Basra Airport, i.e., a fan. Is that air-
conditioned? What is the terminology for air-conditioned accommodation? 

  Group Captain Beet: There is certainly an air-conditioning unit.

  Q2201  Chairman: It is a unit. 

  Group Captain Beet: As opposed to just a fan blower. 

  Chairman: I am very glad that other people had more comfortable evenings.

  Q2202  Mr Havard: On the question of casualties and the notification, and the question of next of kin and so on: 
the traditional position has been that nothing is said until the next of kin are informed and so on, and there were some 
problems with this and changes were made. We moved to what seemed to be this new policy of earliest possible 
release of information. 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes.

  Q2203  Mr Havard: We can all readily understand what the tensions were and modern communications, and it was 
very different in the Crimea to what it is in this case; but nevertheless there are concerns for the families that are 
particularly affected and also the wider communities and families who are wondering whether they are or are not 
affected. Given that this policy was reviewed during the course of Operation Telic, when we saw some changes 
made, can you say how that was done? This seems to have been less of a problem in previous conflicts than this one. 
Can you make some comments about that? 

  Lt General Palmer: I think you are right. With the every-increasing speed of communications, one has to adapt 
one's procedures. The policy was very clear on casualty-informing, and that was that it should be done as soon as 
possible, but that accuracy could never be sacrificed for speed. So there was a balance here between protecting the 
identity of the individual until the next of kin had been informed, and relieving the anxiety of families of all service 
personnel who take part in the operation. The expert on this is Group Captain Cooper, who can explain a little bit 
more in detail about what the policy was and how it changed during the course of Telic. 

  Group Captain Cooper: You are absolutely right in that as soon as an incident had happened, and particularly with 
the embedded journalists, it was very difficult indeed to see sometimes live action on Sky Television—enormously 
instant recognition by media that something had happened. As the General quite rightly says, the most important 
thing for us is to get it right, to identify the individual who was either killed or was notifiably injured, seriously 
injured, and to ensure that we inform the correct people. We do that as expeditiously as possible. We do that 
knowing that we have a very motivated media on our tails, and we try very hard to work with them. It has been 
highlighted that with a very few exceptions that worked very well. What we have tried to do—and the policy change 
that you mentioned—is to decrease that circle of worry, if you like. So, as a random example, if an incident has 
occurred in the Gulf and we say no more than that someone has been killed in the Gulf, then there will be 40,000 
families who will be very worried. If we say an aircraft has crashed, then that frees up an awful lot of people who can 
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relax. If we say it was a helicopter, a naval helicopter, we get to that level where very few people are left in that 
circle. We try very hard to then keep in touch with that group and to try and support them until we can identify. That 
process of identifying and notifying the next of kin, particularly in today's society, where there will be more than 
one—inevitably perhaps parents are divorced and one is living in Spain. I could give you any number of true 
scenarios, so you will understand that. That will be a timely process and will take time to do that. We will not 
sacrifice that accuracy for the pressure that we get from the media; but by being able to give them a little more 
information as time goes on, that then helps the process; and that is of mutual benefit.

  Q2204  Mr Havard: One of the drivers of that is that the wishes of the next of kin are not overridden by these 
changes of process. 

  Group Captain Cooper: That is correct. Even when they are notified, there are occasions, quite understandably, 
where they will ask for a delay in notifying the media while they go and notify the rest of their family in Australia or 
wherever. We very much respect their needs. At the same time, we will advise them of the inherent risks of doing 
that, because the media will only have so much patience, and they will find out by other means. There is increasing 
risk with any delay of being misrepresented, or of the newspapers coming up with their own version of events, rather 
than having something from the MoD. That is an inherent risk of it. We have found that that policy works 
particularly well. The other area that changed during the Operation was: hitherto, where an incident involved a 
number of fatalities or notifiable injuries, then we would, where possible, try and release the names of those who had 
been killed—not those who have been injured—at the same time. We have examples, certainly with helicopter 
crashes, where it was much easier to notify some next of kin. Others wanted delays and so forth. So we were as 
flexible as we could be in notifying some names and holding back others and so forth, and that works as well.

  Q2205  Mr Havard: That is helpful because we have had comments that some of the people who had family 
involved felt that the old traditional policy of their wishes being respected was being changed with the newer policy 
of this earlier release doctrine. The explanation that you have given is very helpful in that regard. 

  Group Captain Beet: It is very important. We did have a meeting at PJHQ with representatives of the tri-Service 
casualty cells to work the process through. Basically, PJHQ is the release authority to the media division within—a 
division within PJHQ—and then to D-News MoD. So that family or the next of kin or emergency contacts have been 
notified, and where it is possible that we have a divided family where somebody else needs to be notified, and they 
put in an additional request for a short delay, normally not more than 12 hours, then we would agree with that—then, 
going back to that casualty cell which the deceased comes from, that service, final confirmation, and then we can 
release it. But the wishes of the family are very important in this process.

  Q2206  Mr Havard: You have said that it seems as though the media played a game in regard to this. That is an 
interesting comment. More and more we are in a situation where there is joint coalition activity with other media. I 
would not imagine you would want to get into a Jessica Lynch syndrome on how to deal with these sorts of issues. 
We would certainly not want to see you in that, or colluding in that. But if this is our approach, however robust it is 
in terms of how it bumps up against other people's policies, that might not be exactly the same, so what assurances 
can you give that that will be the case not only in this current circumstance but in future expeditionary and joint 
activities? 

  Group Captain Cooper: I can really give you no assurances in that respect. It depends very much who our coalition 
partners are; but we have worked very closely particularly with the Americans in this respect. You will be aware that 
the first crash involved Americans as well, and we did work very closely with them in terms of releasing 
information. In that respect, that did work well. 

  Group Captain Beet: It is something that we are going to continue. We are working now in Baghdad with the 
Coalition Joint Task Force 7 with HQ British military people, and there is that engagement. There is like an 
administrative personnel officer in the Baghdad Support Unit who has got the right links, who can have the right 
links; and it is something that we would definitely wish to see pursued.

  Q2207  Chairman: There are some health issues, please; and perhaps you will be able to answer them. This 
Committee has been obsessed over the years with Gulf War Syndrome. Are you aware of what precautions were 
taken this time to try to minimise the risk of repetition of what apparently happened the lat time, although I am 
conscious of the fact that the jury is still out after a decade as to whether there is such a thing as the Gulf War 
Syndrome. 
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  Lt General Palmer: If I can use PTSD as a shorthand for what we are talking about here, and how we set about 
ensuring that the whole force was well aware of the issue, the first thing is that there is now a tri-service directive on 
Post Traumatic Stress Disorder. Briefings and leaflets are given out pre-deployment and post-deployment; and 
indeed we even give them to the families to explain that their loved ones are going on a potentially difficult and 
dangerous operation, and that they may see things that may cause them problems, and how they should deal with this 
if it happens. That is the policy on directives. Then, at the end of the conflict, we insisted on every person who had 
been involved having a period of what we call decompression, which basically meant off-duty time within their own 
unit to discuss and reflect on what they had seen et cetera and what they had done. That has happened. Now the 
emphasis is on the chain of command being able to recognise any servicemen or women who may be suffering those 
symptoms, so there is briefing in that regard as well. That covers the regulars. Of course, there is a whole issue of the 
reserves, first of all the Territorial Army, who have got a chain of command, albeit not the same as the regular one. 
They are being looked after by their own units through the Reserve Forces Cadets Association, and are having 
explained to them that even when they leave the TA they have still got access to the Gulf Veterans medical 
assessment package, which has been set up specifically to monitor those people who think they may be affected. For 
the regular reserves, who we just called up—they are not volunteers—they are being written to, because it is quite 
difficult to keep in touch, at the 6, 12 and 18-month point, with a view to finding out whether they have got any 
problems or any issues that they want to report back to us. So there is a whole panoply, ranging from documents to 
information being given. I think, very importantly, we try to make sure that the sort of macho ethos, which in some 
ways we want to encourage, does not prevent people, if they feel they have got a problem associated with something 
they have seen or done, coming forward to report it.

  Q2208  Chairman: There are no alarm bells ringing at all. 

  Lt General Palmer: Well, we are monitoring it extremely carefully. At the moment, to date, my latest information 
is that about 32 service people have reported with symptoms associated with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder; but 
none of them have been admitted as in-patients, and they are being treated with a series of drugs but also counselling 
as well—a series of both, of one or the other, whichever is deemed to be the most appropriate.

  Q2209  Chairman: Bearing in mind the losses in Mesopotamia and Palestine in the First World War, clearly the 
world has moved on, or the Ministry of Defence has moved on in terms of dealing with it when we were there. We 
were under the constant pressure of having large bottles of water stuffed under our noses, so we appreciate that we 
are taking more care of our soldiers, and the regime is infinitely better. We worked out that some 3.5% of those 
deployed were returned home with illnesses of various descriptions, as a rough-and-ready calculation. Has there been 
any analysis of the different categories? I know this is a health matter. 

  Lt General Palmer: I can give you a note on exactly how many, and what the casualties were, which ranged of 
course from fractures to asthma, extreme cases of diahorrea, vomiting and all that sort of thing.[6] 

  Q2210  Chairman: Heat-related— 

  Lt General Palmer: Very much so, yes.

  Q2211  Chairman: Were there any other health concerns identified as arising from Telic? 

  Lt General Palmer: Not that I am aware at the moment. There is also, I should perhaps mention, a study being done 
by King's College by Professor Simon Wesley, who is probably the country's if not the world's leading expert on this 
area. He is researching individual cases of people, both those who have not been on Telic as a control, and those who 
have, to see what the difference is on the presentation of symptoms or health issues. So the whole thing is being very, 
very closely watched.

  Q2212  Chairman: It is good if there is an epidemiological study— 

  Lt General Palmer: There is.

  Q2213  Chairman:—before any pressure was put on the MoD to do it. That is very encouraging. Do you know 
when we can expect the very long-promised paper on the main health lessons identified since Operation Granby, 
now apparently also to include the lessons of Telic? 
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  Lt General Palmer: I will give you a note.[7]

  Q2214  Chairman: Lastly from me, General, has any assessment yet been made of the effectiveness and 
completeness of the new operational medical record form? Maybe you could put that in your response. 

  Lt General Palmer: I will.

  Q2215  Mr Viggers: You have referred already to the individual to be deployed to be used collectively for 
communications, so I will not go over that again, but while the reference is to families, you are now considering an 
extended definition of "family" to include unmarried couples, partners. Have you defined exactly how you will work 
this formula, and exactly what is a family? 

  Lt General Palmer: What is a family? That is a very good question. As far as the partnership is concerned, there are 
criteria that have to be met in order to get the benefits. If your partner was killed in Iraq—and there were six cases, I 
think—then they will get the same benefits as though they were married; but they have to establish that their 
partnership was a genuine partnership, and the criteria we have laid down for assessing what a partnership is. It 
amounts to whether there is a joint mortgage, a shared car, a shared house, et cetera. I think we have established 
fairly well how to define a partnership. As I said, for the first time in Telic we have given an amount of ex gratia 
payments as though the partnership was indeed a married one. Of course, the new pension arrangements will 
enshrine this, when we bring those in.

  Q2216  Mr Viggers: I was thinking specifically about the provision of information in this particular context. It is 
very helpful to have it done in that way. This will be registered so that it is beyond doubt and clear and not— 

  Lt General Palmer: We have not actually yet finally—we are doing a registration scheme. Basically what happens 
is, in retrospect one looks at the partnership and makes sure that it does conform to the rules for establishing a 
partnership. But there will not be a registration scheme similar to what the Government is proposing for homosexual 
partnerships. 

  Q2217  Mr Viggers: You can see the point of making sure in advance— 

  Lt General Palmer: Absolutely. We did publicise in advance what we reckoned constituted a partnership, but it did 
not amount to asking people to register their partnerships. In the future we may do that, but we are not planning to at 
the moment, unlike, as I said, the Government's proposal for homosexual partnerships, which will form part of a 
registration process. 

  Q2218  Mr Viggers: We may come back to this in a different context. It is a broader point, but in terms of 
provision of information, "partners" will be included in provision of information as are families. 

  Lt General Palmer: Yes, absolutely, definitely so.

  Q2219  Chairman: Thank you all very much. It has been a long session for you and for us too, interrupted again by 
a vote. By the very nature of select committee work, we point at things that go wrong, but I would say personally 
how spectacularly well things went. The people who read the newspapers who have a vested interest in hammering 
those who are involved often forget that we are on the winning side. Personnel performed very well indeed; and, 
frankly, my own impression is that most of the kit worked very well or well. As always, I would say to those who are 
involved, be they operating in Kuwait or in Iraq or back home, we owe an enormous debt of gratitude to all who 
were concerned and are still involved. Thank you all very much for your help. 

  Lt General Palmer: If I may say, I think those remarks will be extremely well appreciated by our service people 
that matter most to us. Thank you. 
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THURSDAY 5 FEBRUARY 2004 

RT HON GEOFFREY HOON MP

  Q2220  Chairman: We are delighted to welcome you, Secretary of State, and Mr Rapson, who until recently was 
on this side of the fence. I hope he did not regret his metamorphosis to the executive. This, Secretary of State, is the 
concluding evidence session of our inquiry. As you will recall, we began with evidence from you in May last year. 
Since then we have heard from a wide range of those involved in the operation, from the National Contingent 
Commander to individual service personnel. This is the nineteenth evidence session of this inquiry. We have 
undertaken more than 12 visits, including to many of the units which fought in Iraq. Through you, Secretary of State, 
can I express our thanks to all those who have assisted us. We have been twice to the United States and, of course, to 
Iraq itself and Kuwait, as well as Germany, and we have made many visits within the UK. Our inquiry has been the 
work of many months. Much of it has gone completely unreported, but in my view, it has been the most 
comprehensive study of the military operations in Iraq outside the MoD itself. We will produce our report in due 
course, probably in the middle of March, but I am sure we can all agree now that the men and women of our armed 
forces deserve the highest praise for their courage, resourcefulness and professionalism, which they have again 
displayed in these operations. In today's evidence session we will inevitably focus more on the things that went 
wrong or might have been done better than on what went right. But our report will be balanced, it will recognise 
clearly what went wrong and it will report on the many things that went perfectly well and in many cases exceeded 
expectations. I understand, Mr Hoon, that you wish to make an opening statement. Welcome once again.

  Mr Hoon: Thank you, chairman, and indeed my thanks to members of the Committee for inviting me here today. I 
should begin by congratulating the Committee on what I know has been a very thorough inquiry into Operation 
Telic. I will not pretend that this process of scrutiny is always entirely comfortable for those who sit on this side of 
the table. You referred to Syd Rapson's transition. I can only get you one at a time across here but . . . All those who 
care about defence will certainly welcome and applaud the inquiry. It is a serious and appropriate examination of 
what are extremely important issues. When I gave evidence to this Committee on 14 May last year we were in the 
very early stages of our own work on the lessons of Operation Telic, only two weeks after major combat operations 
had concluded. I said at the time that, notwithstanding the overall success of the operation, we owed it to our people 
to be rigorous in analysing our performance and to be ready to identify the things that did not go quite so well. Since 
then we have published two substantial reports, and the National Audit Office has also published the results of its 
own inquiry. These reports have both underlined our overall successes and revealed some weaknesses. Let me begin 
with some of the things that did not go as well as we would have wished. In my evidence last May I acknowledged 
that there were bound to be some problems in a logistics operation of this size, and that some of our personnel may 
have experienced shortages of equipment. Our subsequent work has shown that these shortages were more 
widespread and in some respects more serious than we believed to be the case at that time. In general, this was not 
the result of a failure to obtain and deploy the equipment required. There is certainly room for debate about the 
balance between routinely holding items in our inventory and relying on our ability to generate operation-specific 
equipment in short timescales, although the Committee will appreciate, I am sure, that the answer to this question 
may have major resource implications. A major problem, in our analysis, was that there were serious shortcomings in 
our ability to track consignments and assets through theatre. Despite the heroic efforts of our logistics personnel, the 
system struggled to cope with the sheer volume of matériel with which it had to deal. As a result, there were too 
many instances of the right equipment sitting in containers and not being distributed to units as quickly as it should 
have been. On the whole, as we said in our report Lessons for the Future, these shortages did not adversely affect 
operational capability. Our commanders judged that they had full operational capability by 20 March, or indeed 
earlier, in other words, before the land forces crossed the line of departure. The subsequent performance of our 
forces, I believe, speaks for itself and vindicates the operational judgements that the commanders made, but I do 
accept that a situation which seems satisfactory to those looking at the bigger picture can nonetheless be very 
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different for the people who are affected personally by the things that go wrong. I also accept that our inability fully 
to distribute items such as desert clothing and boots, although not considered operationally essential by commanders 
on the ground, certainly had an impact on morale. It is understandable that people lose confidence in the supply chain 
if it is not providing them with what they expect to receive, and this is true regardless of whether the system is 
meeting their commanders' priorities. There were also, as we know from the tragic case of Sergeant Roberts, 
problems in providing important equipment enhancements to all personnel in a timely fashion, even when the 
requisite quantities had actually arrived in theatre. So Operation Telic has underlined the need for us to make more 
progress in improving our asset-tracking systems, and this will be a high priority. We have also identified the need 
for a senior focal point for logistics in the central staff of the Department, and have therefore established the post of 
Assistant Chief of the Defence Staff (Logistics Operations). We have also identified numerous other areas for further 
work. For instance, although, as I have mentioned, there are limits to how much kit we can routinely hold in our 
inventories, we have increased our stockholdings of desert and tropical clothing and boots and NBC individual 
protection equipment sets, up to a total now of 32,000 sets. We have also recognised that our procedures for 
mobilising reservists need to allow for greater notice than was possible in January last year, and I am pleased that we 
have managed to do a bit better in subsequent mobilisations, meeting our aspiration to provide 21 rather than 14 
days' notice. Whilst recognising those areas which did not go as well as we would have wished, it is obviously 
important that we retain an overall sense of perspective. In this respect, I can do no better than to quote the 
conclusion of the National Audit Office, that "Operation Telic was a significant military success" and "The logistic 
effort for the operation was huge and key to success." Among the many elements of this success, I would highlight 
first the performance of our people, military and civilian, if I may say so, Chairman, at all levels, both in theatre and 
at home. This is, of course, a testament to their personal qualities, but I also believe—and I think that all our 
commanders would agree with this—that Operation Telic is a testament to the quality of the training that our people 
receive throughout their careers. Secondly, I think it is clear that the performance of our equipment was good, and its 
generally high levels of availability represented a significant improvement on Exercise Saif Sareea II. This in turn 
underlines the value of testing ourselves through challenging exercises and then learning the lessons from them, and 
it reinforces the point I have just made about the quality of training. Thirdly, although we have identified significant 
issues in the logistics area, we should not lose sight of the exceptional achievements in the deployment process. As 
we have said before, we deployed roughly the same size of force as in 1991 in roughly half the time, despite the 
challenges posed by switching our planning from the North to the South. Overall, therefore, we judge that Operation 
Telic has confirmed the emphasis we have placed since the Strategic Defence Review on an expeditionary strategy, 
and has demonstrated some of the progress we have made in that direction. It has also reinforced our belief in the 
importance of network-enabled capability for the rapid delivery of precise effects. A good illustration of this was the 
air operation on 11 April in which British and American aircraft were tasked in real time by a US officer who was 
remotely operating a Predator UAV from 8,000 miles away. Our lessons work has been focused mainly on the 
preparation, deployment and combat phases of the operation, but I would also like to mention the outstanding work 
that our forces have been doing in supporting the reconstruction of Iraq and repairing the damage done by a 
generation of Ba'athist rule, which in many respects proved to be worse than we had expected. We have identified 
important lessons about planning for post-conflict activity, which we are working on with other government 
departments. But despite the limitations of coalition planning in this area, British forces have displayed great 
versatility and initiative in what remains a difficult security situation. It has often been noted that they adapted 
seamlessly to a transition from combat to peace support operations, but it is worth underlining the sheer variety of 
activities in which they have been engaged. These have ranged from helping to repair the utility systems, to 
refurbishing schools, to assisting the development of local government to providing security for a very successful 
currency exchange programme, whilst continuing to deal with the threats posed by anti-coalition elements. Many of 
our people, both military and civilian, have filled positions in the Coalition Provisional Authority and are working 
tirelessly to set Iraq on the path to self-government. We are very proud of them all, and I am sure the Committee 
would wish to endorse that. Thank you, Chairman. 

  Chairman: Thank you very much. We will arrange for copies of your opening statement to be distributed some 
time during the meeting, Secretary of State.

  Q2221  Mr Viggers: Secretary of State, I would like to ask a couple of questions about causation. The Hutton 
Report on page 138 refers to the creation of the dossier, and reports Jonathan Powell, the Prime Minister's Chief of 
Staff, sending an email to Mr Campbell and Mr Scarlett quoting, "Alastair, what will be the headline in the Standard 
on day of publication?" "What do we want it to be?" The actual headline in the Standard, following the change in the 
dossier, which is well recorded, was "45 minutes from attack" and there were other references. The Sun headline, for 
instance, "45 minutes from doom" and the dossier itself in its foreword has a reference from the Prime Minister, 
talking about Iraq, "Military planning allows for some of the weapons of mass destruction to be ready within 45 
minutes of an order to use them" and there is a map which includes areas of Egypt and, of course, Cyprus as areas 
where weapons of mass destruction might come. 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/4020502.htm (2 von 6)26.07.2005 17:11:03



House of Commons - Defence - Minutes of Evidence

  Mr Hoon: I apologise for interrupting you. We are talking about figure 7, I take it?

  Q2222  Mr Viggers: We are talking about figure 7 on page 31 of the dossier. 

  Mr Hoon: That is headed "Current and planned potential ballistic missiles".

  Q2223  Mr Viggers: Yes. The news headlines are quite dramatic. You have a press department, of course. Do they 
provide you with a press cuttings service? 

  Mr Hoon: Certainly when I am in the United Kingdom, yes.

  Q2224  Mr Viggers: When I was a Minister, I had a press cuttings service and read it every day. Do you read your 
press cuttings service every day? 

  Mr Hoon: Most days, yes. I could not say that I read it every day, no.

  Q2225  Mr Viggers: Having seen these headlines, knowing that the weapons of mass destruction were specifically 
battlefield weapons, you knew the nature of the weapons. 

  Mr Hoon: There are a number of points in your question, but the one that I first of all have some difficulty with, 
and I am perfectly willing to explain to the Committee why, is the premise "having seen the headlines". I did not see 
those stories at the time. I realised that I had not seen those headlines when I watched the Panorama programme 
some weeks ago, in which those headlines, the front pages, I think, of the Sun and I think of the Evening Standard, 
were flashed up on the screen. I realised at that point that I had not seen those newspapers. As a result, I checked my 
diary for that period, and I was out of the country from 9 o'clock on 24 September until 5 o'clock on 26 September, 
visiting Warsaw and Ukraine. I simply did not see any of that coverage.

  Q2226  Mr Viggers: You knew that these were battlefield weapons only. 

  Mr Hoon: Again, I apologise for not being as precise as I would like to be. Shortly after the publication of the 
dossier, I asked within the Ministry of Defence what kinds of weapons were in effect being referred to as part of the 
so-called 45 minutes claim, and the answer within the Ministry of Defence, an assessment, in effect, of the 
intelligence, was to the effect that they were of a battlefield kind, but of course, that does involve the potential to 
deliver chemical-filled shells quite long distances, as far as 40 km. Certainly that was the interpretation provided to 
me of the intelligence by members of the Ministry of Defence.

  Q2227  Mr Viggers: But you knew that the headlines in the newspapers were misleading. 

  Mr Hoon: I am sorry to go over the ground that I have just dealt with. I did not know they were misleading because 
I had not seen them at the time. I was out of the country. Even allowing for a cuttings service, they were not faxed to 
me in either Warsaw or Ukraine. One of the reasons why I particularly remember my visit to Ukraine was that there 
were some hugely sensitive issues that I had to deal with in the course of a meeting with the President of Ukraine. I 
have to say that, going from what was a NATO ministerial meeting to these rather important discussions that I was 
having with the President of the country, my concentration was on that, and I certainly did not see the front page of 
either the Sun or the Evening Standard for the reasons I hope I have clearly set out.

  Q2228  Mr Viggers: Months passed, and the public was under a misapprehension. 

  Mr Hoon: I am not sure that that is true. I do not recall at the time a great concentration or attention on the so-called 
45 minutes claim. It seems to me that that became an issue for the public, and certainly for Parliament and opinion 
formers, the media and so on, only really after the unfounded claims made by the Today programme. I am perfectly 
willing to discuss any evidence that you might have to the contrary, but it was not my sense that this was something 
that concerned parliamentarians, members of this Committee, or, for that matter, the public.

  Q2229  Mr Viggers: But the Prime Minister did not appreciate that the weapons were merely battlefield weapons. 
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  Mr Hoon: As a matter of record, he said that in the House. What I would want to emphasize to the Committee is 
that we both had access to the same intelligence. That has been dealt with in the Government's response to the ISC. 
As I have explained, I asked within the Ministry of Defence for an assessment of that intelligence, if you like, in 
military terms, which is what I think the Committee would expect a Secretary of State for Defence to do, and I did 
that.

  Q2230  Mr Viggers: As Secretary of State for Defence, did you not feel any duty to ensure that your Prime 
Minister was properly informed before he took the country to war? 

  Mr Hoon: I obviously briefed the Prime Minister on a regular basis, and had this been a significant issue in terms 
of the decision to take the country to war, I am sure that this issue would have arisen in conversation between us, but, 
as I emphasize, it was not a significant issue. The Prime Minister did not mention the so-called 45 minutes claim in 
his speech to Parliament immediately before that decision was taken by the House of Commons. All I am 
emphasizing to you is that I am sure had this been a big issue for this Committee, for Members of Parliament, and 
indeed, for the public, then this matter would have arisen. Since it was not a big issue at the time—I accept that it has 
become one since—this was not a matter that we discussed.

  Q2231  Mr Viggers: You are content that headlines like "45 minutes from doom" can remain on the record without 
any need for correction? 

  Mr Hoon: I was asked that question approximately a year later, when I gave evidence to the Hutton inquiry. In the 
course of that year, and again, I cannot say precisely when, I was aware that such stories had been written, but I 
made the point that I spend more time than I care to in trying to correct misleading impressions given by newspapers 
and in the media. My general experience is that they are extremely resistant to even the most modest of changes, and 
this was an area where I did not judge that the Government would have had any greater success. 

  Q2232  Mr Hancock: You mentioned the role you have of dealing with the press and putting these issues right. 
Were you aware that the Prime Minister actually himself, on 21 October 2002, linked a question he was asked about 
45 minutes and long-range weapons together? Did the Ministry of Defence have any input into the response that he 
gave when he was asked specifically about weapons deployed within 45 minutes and long-range weapons? He did 
not choose to distance himself from the linkage together; he actually said that he was confident that we had proof 
that they could fire a missile 1,000 km. He did not say, "This doesn't cover weapons of mass destruction and the 45 
minutes" at all. He went on to answer that question. Were you aware of that? 

  Mr Hoon: I think it would be helpful if you gave me the specific reference.

  Q2233  Mr Hancock: Hansard, 21 October, column 78. 

  Mr Hoon: Perhaps you could tell me what the Prime Minister said.

  Q2234  Mr Hancock: Llew Smith asked the following question: "To ask the Prime Minister (1) on what basis is 
the assertion on page 17 of his dossier on Iraq's weapons of mass destruction that Saddam Hussein is determined to 
retain those weapons, and (2) if he will set out the technical basis for the assertion made on page 19 of the dossier 
that Iraqi weapons of mass destruction could be deployed within 45 minutes." The important thing there, of course, is 
you said you were the one involved with the technical detail and the Prime Minister was not. So I assume that when 
he was asked a specific question about the technical detail, it must have gone to the MoD to check. The third 
question was "On what basis is the assertion on page 30 of the dossier on weapons of mass destruction that Saddam 
Hussein remains committed to developing a long-range weapon?" The Prime Minister's response was that they had 
an abundance of intelligence information that they had developed weapons that could go 1,000 km. 

  Mr Hoon: This is precisely the point that I was making when I apologised for interrupting Peter Viggers, because 
figure 7 does refer to current and planned potential ballistic missiles, and most recently the ISC have indicated the 
fact that there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein was seeking to develop and had developed missiles that had a longer 
range than those allowed under relevant UN resolutions. I do not see any inconsistency in that.

  Q2235  Mr Hancock: Secretary of State, you said in your reply in the Commons yesterday that you had asked, 
because you were at the technical end of this, and you did not expect the Prime Minister to go down that line. I 
would believe—and you would have to be extremely naïve—that with a specific question which targeted both the 45 
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minutes and the long-range ability to fire a weapon of mass destruction to 1,000 km, someone, somewhere would 
have sought advice. Are you saying that, in answer to a fairly specific question, Downing Street did not seek the 
technical advice that the intelligence had about these two things? In the report you actually mention Cyprus and the 
sovereign bases three times as potential targets. You do not attempt to distance yourself from the suggestion that the 
weapons deployable in 45 minutes would be capable of going there. It does not say that. It actually says our basis in 
Cyprus and British tourists could be potential targets three times in that part of the report, and in the specific question 
that the Prime Minister was asked there was the link between 45 minutes and the long-range delivery capability. 

  Mr Hoon: Perhaps I could invite you to read out his answer. So far you have only paraphrased it. 

  Q2236  Mr Hancock: "These points reflect specific intelligence information in the area of long range weapons. 
Paragraph 28 of the dossier also explains the significance of the new engine test at Al-Rafah, which has a capability 
to test engines for missiles with a range of 1,000 km." So even in that response he did not choose, and nor did any of 
his advisors, to unlink the 45 minutes and the long-range capability. 

  Mr Hoon: I think I follow your reasoning correctly. What I do not understand is where the link in that answer is. 
The answer refers to long range ballistic missiles, which is a point that I am making in relation to figure 7. We 
undoubtedly set out in the dossier—figure 7 is an illustration of it—the capability we judged Iraq had under Saddam 
Hussein to fire longer range missiles.

  Q2237  Mr Hancock: Secretary of State, he was asked if he would set out the technical basis for the assertion 
made on page 19 in the dossier on Iraqi weapons of mass destruction that chemical and biological weapons could be 
deployed within 45 minutes of an order to do so. His reply talks about a 1,000 km distance capability. Anybody 
reading that would assume that the two things undoubtedly were answering the same question, that they had a longer 
range capability that could be deployed with a weapon of mass destruction in 45 minutes. 

  Mr Hoon: I do not see the link in the answer. 

  Mr Hancock: I am amazed.

  Q2238  Chairman: Secretary of State, given the uncertain nature of intelligence, and with the benefit of hindsight 
in this particular case, would you agree that building a political case for military action at a particular time on 
evidence principally drawn from intelligence sources was and is unwise? 

  Mr Hoon: No, I do not, and I think the world is changing in terms of the way in which governments can set out 
their justification for taking military action. I think we live in less deferential, more demanding, more enquiring 
times, and I think this Government has responded to that by the publication of intelligence material which, frankly, 
previous governments would have resisted. We have published two similar intelligence-based accounts, and I think 
that reflects the kind of society in which we now live. I suspect previous governments would not have needed to do 
that, largely because previous governments probably would have enjoyed a greater understanding of the need to keep 
such matters strictly confidential and yet, in making that balance, we judged it right—and I still think it was right—to 
publish that material.

  Q2239  Chairman: Following from that—and we will obviously go into this in more detail—in the global war 
against terrorism, where one of the major dangers is the coming together of WMD technology and terrorist 
organisations, it seems highly likely that we will have to rely on intelligence to identify where those threats emanate 
from. We may then need to act against them quickly. This proposition is central to your recent Defence White Paper, 
as it was in the New Chapter to the SDR, but if intelligence cannot be relied on, or its credibility may be 
damaged—in this case it might have been exaggerated or unfounded—how will that affect our ability in the future to 
persuade allies or public opinion of the need to take military action? 

  Mr Hoon: I think, unfortunately, your question assumes the outcome of an inquiry that is only just beginning, and 
obviously, the reason for establishing the inquiry under Lord Butler is to examine precisely those matters. I think it is 
important that we allow that inquiry to investigate and reach conclusions.
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RT HON GEOFFREY HOON MP

  Q2240  Chairman: I did not think I would be the one to have that put-down, Secretary of State. I walked into that 
pretty unwittingly! 

  Mr Hoon: I apologise. It was not in any way meant to be a put-down. I simply think that the premise of your 
question depended on the results of an inquiry that is only just beginning, and given the inquiry, I am not sure it 
would be wise of me to anticipate its results.

  Q2241  Chairman: I thought you used that answer to the earlier questions. Following on from that very successful 
question—and I think I know the answer but I am still asking it—do you think the war in Iraq has undermined our 
ability politically to take the sort of pre-emptive actions which the SDR New Chapter identified as likely to be 
necessary against the threat from international terrorism? 

  Mr Hoon: No, I do not believe that it has. We have made clear that in dealing with threats to the people of the 
United Kingdom, it is necessary to take action against those threats where they arise and not simply wait for them to 
manifest themselves in the United Kingdom itself. In a sense, operations in Afghanistan were an illustration of that, 
and the operations there, which continue, have not only destroyed the training camps that were previously available 
to Al-Qaeda, but they have also disrupted significantly their command and control and their communications. That 
continues to be operationally necessary, but it is a very good illustration, I think, Chairman, of precisely the point 
that you were making. 

  Chairman: We look forward to seeing what recommendations the Committee of Inquiry makes to minimise the 
risk of any failures, if failures there were, in intelligence. 

  Q2242  Mr Havard: Much of the discussion, obviously, in Westminster village is all about the things that happen 
in Westminster village, but I am interested in what intelligence and what advice was given to operational 
commanders on the ground from all of this, presumably expecting to go into a situation of present danger and a threat 
and all the rest of it on the basis of the intelligence assessment. We know you did not have "Jones the Spy", which is 
a bit of a problem in Iraq, because you could not grade a lot of the intelligence, but we have heard stories that this is 
the most photographed country in the world, yet when troops engaged, the maps were wrong, and boys were drawing 
things on bits of paper and swapping them around. There were serious problems with basic intelligence and 
information. What I would like to know therefore is what in fact was said to the troops and the operational 
commanders. Were they expecting the weapons of mass destruction to come via a boy with a bag on his back 
pretending to be a shepherd rather than it being a ballistic missile? In other words, I would like to know the advice 
about the asymmetric threat but also the direct military threat. What advice did they get? 

  Mr Hoon: Troops were prepared to deal with a number of potential threats in the way in which weapons of mass 
destruction might have been deployed. I am sure all of us can recall some early television clips of missiles coming 
into deployed forces in Kuwait and people making the appropriate response by getting into their chemical protection 
suits. It was a very vivid image at the start of the conflict.

  Q2243  Mr Havard: Is that because they did not know? 

  Mr Hoon: It happened on a number of occasions. It was clear that those people had been properly briefed to expect 
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a threat from a weapon of mass destruction, and they took appropriate action. I can recall embedded journalists 
describing that process as their cameraman took the pictures, and we all saw those pictures on our television screens. 
It indicates that they were properly prepared for that threat. As the operation developed, there were examples, 
particularly affecting American coalition forces, of attacks of an asymmetric kind. By then I think we were more in 
control of the territory from which, say, missiles could have been launched.

  Q2244  Mr Havard: What you are really describing is they did not know so they tried to protect themselves 
against anything and everything. 

  Mr Hoon: That is probably a prudent preparation for any kind of military conflict.

  Q2245  Mr Havard: Is that good enough though? 

  Mr Hoon: I do not understand why you say it was not good enough.

  Q2246  Mr Havard: If you are an operational commander on the ground, you would expect you might get a little 
bit of graded intelligence as to what it is you are facing. 

  Mr Hoon: I have indicated, I think, the clearest possible example of what they were prepared to deal with and why 
they did it. 

  Chairman: We are coming on to this again, Secretary of State, on NBC defence.

  Q2247  Mr Havard: My question is actually about embedded officers in the process, and it does follow on, in a 
sense. What we have learned is we have had embedded officers in Tampa and then in Qatar as part of the planning 
process, which I think quite clearly was thought to be, in terms of what was described to us as a "bottom up" process, 
very successful and very helpful, I think, in terms of doing what one of the officers called "We influenced the 
planning for the better" and I think some of them were afraid of the planning that they saw when they started. They 
were quite clearly only brought into the planning at certain stages, and I wanted to ask you about the timing of that. 
We know they were there after 11 September, and they had been there for some time. We are told that they 
discovered a "no foreigners" planning exercise going on in May 2002, in other words the Americans were excluding 
everyone, including the Brits, from that process. They were eventually involved in June and July 2002, and they got 
some authority to then carry on and do some pre-planning. But what they also told us was that what they discovered 
was that there were two windows for this exercise to happen in, the spring or the autumn. We know the war 
happened in the spring. You know the suspicion is that the Americans were always going to go in the spring anyway, 
no matter what the intelligence told them and no matter what the planning was. The question we want to ask is how 
successful do you think they were in terms of not only the political activities that were involved in the planning but 
also the operational side of the planning, on matters such as targeting and so on? There are two questions: one is 
about the military efficiency of these people's involvement and also their political involvement. 

  Mr Hoon: First of all, they did a tremendous job, and I think I need to distinguish between the regular liaison that 
takes place between Britain's armed forces and Centcom, not least after Afghanistan, where we again had British 
officers working very closely with their American counterparts in preparing operations. That cooperation continued, 
and involvement in the planning of specific operations, obviously, in relation to Iraq, where again—I do not actually 
have the exact numbers but wherever I went in visiting forces, in preparing for the operations, British forces were 
significantly represented, and whenever I have spoken to either military officers or their political leadership in the 
Pentagon, there has been great praise for the contribution British forces made, but I would not want to be 
nationalistic about that, and I am sure you were not being. The development of military planning is a process, and I 
am pleased that British officers were able to contribute significantly to that, but I do not think necessarily they were 
any better or any worse than their American counterparts. They did an extremely good job together. 

  Q2248  Mr Havard: I am critical personally of the question about how they go about picking out targets, and I 
think the fact that the British were there helped that significantly, because they would have bombed a lot of things 
that otherwise they did not bomb because there was perhaps more intelligence from our side. It links back to the 
intelligence process. What I am really interested in is were they influencing that timetable, where they also being 
incorporated into the process, was this part of a political incorporation process or was it really about military 
planning for military effect? There is a tension between those two things, and it is quite clear that we are going to 
have to cooperate with the Americans for a long time in the future. Perhaps you can say something about how you 
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see that moving on from the lessons learned here, how you are safeguarding, in a sense, against the incorporation 
problem whilst enhancing the real effect that they may have in terms of military planning. 

  Mr Hoon: On the question of targeting, this was a completely integrated process. The air campaign was about as 
integrated between the US and the UK as it could be. Indeed, I can recall occasions on which aircraft were in the sky, 
receiving their orders to take out particular targets, and it depended entirely on which aircraft were available, whether 
they were US or UK. That demonstrates the level of integration of targeting. So I would not accept that there was any 
kind of difference in approach between the US and the UK in the planning or preparation or indeed in the execution 
of that process. As far as the embedding of officers in military planning is concerned, their job is to produce the best 
military plan available for coalition forces. As I say, I believe that British forces played a significant part in the 
planning and did a tremendous job.

  Q2249  Chairman: Is this likely to be permanent, Secretary of State, or just a series of ad hoc arrangements? 

  Mr Hoon: I said in answer to the earlier question that there has been regular liaison and exchanges between 
Centcom, for example, and indeed other American command headquarters, and British forces. I do not think they are 
ever based on a permanent arrangement as such, but nevertheless, the level of exchange over the years is such that in 
effect there have always been British officers there, to the best of my knowledge, certainly in my time in this job.

  Q2250  Rachel Squire: First Reflections and your Lessons for the Future report highlighted the competing 
pressures of diplomatic negotiations and military preparations. It is clear that in seeking to avoid undermining the 
diplomatic phase of the crisis over Iraq, some decisions in respect of military preparations were delayed. Would you 
consider that it is inevitable that where military operations are just one part of the spectrum of diplomatic and 
political activity, the need to keep the political processes on track for as long as possible will act as a constraint on 
military preparations? 

  Mr Hoon: It could. I do not believe that it did as far as this particular operation is concerned. Inevitably it is my job 
to ensure on behalf of the armed forces and the Ministry of Defence that there is a consistent approach both to a 
diplomatic effort as well as to a military effort, and I believe that that consistent approach was carried through.

  Q2251  Rachel Squire: You say that you do not believe it did in relation to Operation Telic. Are you really 
confident that there was no effect of the political diplomatic process on the holding of stocks of military supplies or 
in being able, for instance, to place orders early enough for matters for urgent operational requirements so as to allow 
their delivery to be just in time rather than just too late? 

  Mr Hoon: That is a perfectly proper question, which I will try and deal with. As far as stockholding is concerned, a 
judgment was made—the Committee has, I think, discussed this in the past—about the appropriate level of 
equipment in store immediately available for a rapid reaction in terms of an international crisis. A judgment was 
made that that should be sufficient to equip the rapid reaction force at around 9,000. Thereafter the judgment was 
made that urgent operational requirements and the process of supplying those extra pieces of equipment would 
require sufficient time in order to be able to put a larger force into the field. That judgment, as I indicated in my 
introductory remarks, perhaps required some updating in the light of the kind of operation that we have just carried 
out in Iraq, which is why I have decided that there shall be larger stocks immediately available. That is in the light of 
the lessons that we have learned from this operation. As the NAO, I think, makes clear in its conclusions, there is 
always a balance to be struck between having equipment available immediately, given the cost of that, as against the 
process that we went through in relation to making sure that our troops were sufficiently equipped to conduct 
military operations in Iraq. It is a balance. It is a judgment. I judged that the previous level was not sufficient, but it 
could be the case—and I well recall this when I was first appointed—that we end up not using stock because it 
becomes time-expired and the money is thereby wasted. One of my early jobs was to close down various warehouses 
full of spare parts for equipment that had gone out of service and that had never been used. I have a responsibility not 
only to the taxpayer but also to the armed forces to make sure that we spend scarce resources as effectively as 
possible, and destroying stock that has never been used because it is no longer relevant is not something that I think 
is necessarily the best use of those scarce resources, either from the point of view of the taxpayer or, crucially, from 
the point of view of the armed forces, because I could have spent that money on something more useful as far as they 
were concerned. It is a judgment; it is a balance. We have got to get that judgment and balance right. My view is that 
we did what was necessary in Iraq, but perhaps learning the lessons that we hold larger stocks for the future than we 
did at the time. Those judgments evolve in the light of experience.

  Q2252  Rachel Squire: Can I then ask you whether, in terms of learning those lessons, there was any consideration 
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of whether international political processes could impact on the urgent delivery of supplies and equipment that had 
actually been manufactured outside the UK. 

  Mr Hoon: I do not think we had a particular problem on this occasion, but there will be plenty of people in this 
room that can recall the difficulties that we had on previous occasions in securing ammunition from particular 
countries. I had probably better not name those countries, to be diplomatic, but I think everyone knows what I am 
talking about. Obviously, the reliability of supplies is crucial, and that is again something that has to be taken into 
account as part of this process.

  Q2253  Chairman: We are just trying to remember. Switzerland and Belgium. Apologies to any Belgians and 
Swiss. 

  Mr Hoon: So much for diplomacy, Chairman! 

  Chairman: I was never skilled in that, Secretary of State.

  Q2254  Mr Blunt: Secretary of State, before following up on issues about equipment, can I just say that I spent two 
and a half years as a special advisor to one of your predecessors, and I have a vivid memory of reading a cutting 
from the Sun in Warsaw about a story about a Wren who had gone AWOL and was causing some concern, Wrens 
having just been introduced to the ships. It would be extraordinary, given the sensitivity to the press of the 
administration that you represent that your cuttings service is not being sent out to your private office on a daily basis 
when you are overseas. Not now, but could you please investigate and confirm that your private office received the 
cuttings service in question on those dates that you were away in Warsaw and Ukraine? 

  Mr Hoon: I will certainly investigate that.

  Q2255  Mr Blunt: Let me begin with something that I hope we all agree on. I want to declare my interest as the 
son and grandson of two senior military logisticians, who I think would have taken huge pleasure from the 
unprecedented achievement in modern military logistics, which you described in your opening statement as heroic, in 
getting the equipment out to the Gulf for Gulf War II. Would they be right to take huge pride in that achievement, if 
they were still alive, and would they also be right in saying that the scale of their achievements—including all the 
civilian agencies involved—exceeded everyone's reasonable expectations? 

  Mr Hoon: I am grateful for that observation, because it is my view that the logisticians have not always been 
accorded the praise that I think they rightly deserve. They tend to be people who are rather taken for granted in the 
process, and I must say I was particularly impressed when I went to exercise Saif Sareea.

  Q2256  Mr Blunt: I fear we do not have very long, so "yes" will do. 

  Mr Hoon: It is important that I answer the question. I recall going there towards the end of the exercise and at that 
stage there was the process beginning of getting the equipment and people back to the United Kingdom, and I must 
say that was a remarkable effort and, as you have properly said, this was something which was duplicated in our 
operations in Iraq this time.

  Q2257  Mr Blunt: Therefore, Secretary of State, it is correct that the failures of supply that have been identified by 
the NAO are actually rather more to do with the strategic issue of the timetable to which the logisticians were 
working than any lower order issues such as efficiency in the supply chain about asset tracking that you are talking 
about. You have talked about the sheer volume of matériel that the logistic chain is having to deal with in a very 
short space of time. You, as Defence Secretary, were responsible for the timetable. Is that correct? 

  Mr Hoon: Yes, but if the implication of that is that there should have been more time, then I am sure your father 
and grandfather would have recognised as the logisticians that they were that the time is the time that you have 
available, and the job of a logistician is to ensure that the equipment is moved from, in this case, mostly the United 
Kingdom to theatre in the time that is available. That is the job they did, and that is why they did it so heroically.

  Q2258  Mr Blunt: The point is, Secretary of State, that you were responsible for the timetable by the political 
decision that you took as Secretary of State for Defence for when preparations could begin. Could you turn to the 
chronology in your First Reflections document on page 73, the second booklet: Operations in Iraq: Lessons for the 
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Future. As far as you are aware, the chronology is accurate? 

  Mr Hoon: Yes.

  Q2259  Mr Blunt: There are no dates in this chronology that the MoD appears to regard as significant between 17 
December 1999 and 12 September 2002. 

  Mr Hoon: I am sorry. That is a completely open-ended question. I would be much happier if you were rather more 
precise as to what you mean by that.
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  Q2260  Mr Blunt: You have presented a chronology of events which is very detailed about what happened in Iraq 
and the events leading up to Iraq, and the MoD does not appear, for the lay reader, to want to identify any events that 
might be important in the run-up to operations before 12 September. 

  Mr Hoon: Are you suggesting that there were some?

  Q2261  Mr Blunt: Yes, I am, and let us go on. Could you go to the entry of 18 November, which says, "United 
States approaches a number of countries seeking support in the event that military action proves necessary." What 
conclusion are we meant to draw from that about the United Kingdom? 

  Mr Hoon: That we were one of the countries that had been approached.

  Q2262  Mr Blunt: When did the United States actually ask the United Kingdom for help, and when did you 
become aware that the United States was pretty much determined on the removal of Saddam Hussein, if necessary by 
force? 

  Mr Hoon: I do not think it is possible to provide you with the precision that you would like. As the timetable 
indicates, there was a process. That process, as I was asked earlier, was both a political and diplomatic process, as 
well as a military preparation. Certainly, the first indication that we were given from the Prime Minister that 
planning and preparation could begin was on 24 September, in a speech that I think he gave to the House of 
Commons. That was really the point at which the planning and preparation of a specific military operation got under 
way, but obviously, no specific decision was taken to commit forces until many, many months later, once there had 
been a vote in the House of Commons.

  Q2263  Mr Blunt: But, Secretary of State, this chronology is leading us to believe—and you have said that we 
were entitled to draw the conclusion from this this was the date of the request to the United Kingdom on 18 
November—that on 18 November the United States asked for our help. A week later you initiated contingency 
planning with your announcement of 25 November in the House of Commons and everything rolled out from there. 
That is simply not true, is it? 

  Mr Hoon: As I have indicated, the Prime Minister made a speech indicating that planning and preparation could 
begin, and that was, as far as the Ministry of Defence was concerned, the time at which the process got under way as 
far as planning is concerned.

  Q2264  Mr Blunt: With respect, Secretary of State, that answer is also pure sophistry. The idea that the Ministry of 
Defence would only be going into proper planning after the Prime Minister makes a speech in the House of 
Commons on 28 September 2002, not only beggars belief, but also contradicts the evidence that we received from 
Air Marshal Burridge and General Reith. 

  Mr Hoon: I can only tell you what my understanding of the position is, and if you would like to give me some 
evidence for your assertion, I would be delighted to consider it.

  Q2265  Mr Blunt: Yes. It was referred to earlier by Mr Havard. Air Marshal Burridge and General Reith have told 
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us there was a decision in June 2002 by the Americans to bring the United Kingdom in on their planning cycle. 
Indeed, British officers were even responsible for suggesting when the operation should happen. Air Marshal 
Burridge said, "At no stage did we say `Here is the end date by which we are going to do this.' What we did have was 
a couple of windows. We said"—the United Kingdom—"ideally it makes sense either to do this in the spring of 2003 
or autumn of 2003." That was a suggestion from the United Kingdom officers in Centcom planning for this 
operation. 

  Mr Hoon: Not planning for this specific operation in the way that this operation was conducted. 

  Q2266  Mr Blunt: No, but I want you to reflect on this point: that they were planning for military operations 
against Iraq, which any Secretary of State for Defence would reasonably conclude from what you knew about the 
intention of the United States and the view of the Prime Minister at the time. It was reasonable to conclude that the 
United Kingdom might very well be involved. 

  Mr Hoon: I am making quite clear that the decision to initiate specific planning inside the Ministry of Defence 
followed the Prime Minister's speech, as I say, I think on 24 September. There was then a great deal of planning and 
preparation that was necessary. The specific operation carried on from there. 

  Q2267  Mr Blunt: Secretary of State, you just told Rachel Squire that the timetable you set could have impacted on 
operations, but you said "I do not believe that it did." I am afraid the charge against you, Secretary of State, is that 
you did take decisions too late, and that you had no right to expect the logistics to work as well as they did. You have 
just told this Committee that they exceeded reasonable expectations, and the position our forces found themselves in, 
because of the timetable you imposed on them by not giving the authority for UORs, for example, to be initiated 
until 25 November 2002, would have been even worse. That charge is sustained by the evidence from soldiers on the 
front line. 

  Mr Hoon: I do not accept that for a moment and the obvious explanation that your father and grandfather would 
have accepted that, given more time, they could have moved equipment more successfully, that is self-evidently 
obvious and that really is all that your argument amounts to. The reality is that logisticians move equipment in the 
amount of time that they have available and they have to use whatever equipment they have—

  Q2268  Mr Blunt: Yes, that is— 

  Mr Hoon: If you will stop interrupting me for a second—you ask questions and I am trying to give you an answer. 
Now, the explanation, therefore—and again if you were in a position to consult, you would find that, for example, it 
depends on how many ship movements you have in any given space of time, how many aircraft movements—is they 
were able to do this in the short time available because the difficulty you have still, notwithstanding your assertion to 
the contrary, is that actually British forces were ready to conduct military operations on the date, many of them even 
before the date, and there is nothing anywhere that you can suggest that they were not available to carry out those 
military operations successfully and in fact that is why the logistics effort was so successful. 

  Chairman: One more question, Crispin. 

  Mr Blunt: I am afraid, Secretary of State, there is evidence precisely to the contrary and that evidence comes from 
members of the RTR who, in their account of crossing the front line, describing the Iraqi front line, said, "What was 
impressive, however, was the effectiveness of their camouflage and concealment, the depth of their vehicle trenches 
and in general the quality of their field defences and engineering. It was sobering to reflect that had they manned the 
position, there would have been a serious fight". In the same article they say, "We learned of several Iraqi surface-to-
surface missile launches, including one which landed six kilometres away and generally the threat of WMD use was 
more a matter of when rather than if". Secretary of State, the timetable you imposed on our armed forces, knowing 
for several months that our armed forces were likely to go into action before you authorised the expenditure of funds 
and full preparation on the 25 November 2002, then led the Challenger 2 tanks and Warrior armoured personnel 
carriers to go across the front line in the expectation that they would be fighting in a chemical environment without 
NBC filters. 

  Chairman: Thank you. 

  Mr Blunt: No, I have not finished. 
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  Chairman: You have. We have reached question 3 out of 14 and we have 45 minutes, so let the Secretary of State 
answer and we will move on. 

  Mr Blunt: I would like to conclude this line of questioning. 

  Chairman: Other people have questions to ask. I said it was the last question, Crispin. Please give me an answer, 
Secretary of State, and then we have to move to the fourth question. 

  Mr Blunt: Chairman, I protest.

  Q2269  Chairman: You can protest as much as you like. Crispin, you have made some great points, but there are 
other people who have other points to make in the short time available. 

  Mr Hoon: I have made clear on the previous occasion that I came to speak to this Committee and on each and 
every occasion these issues have been raised in the House of Commons that there were shortcomings. The fact that 
the filters were not available for Challenger 2 tanks was one of those shortcomings, but nevertheless, as you well 
know, each soldier was properly protected from a chemical attack, training had been conducted for those in tanks to 
wear the appropriate chemical protection suit, each suit was available to each man inside a tank and operational 
commanders judged that that was sufficient protection. The further difficulty about your line of argument is of course 
that it depends upon a particular area of the operation. The truth is, and it is set out in the NAO's Report and it is set 
out in our own Lessons Learned Report, and again this is something that you are not recognising, that it was of 
course recognised by each commanding officer in each part of the chain of command in judging that his forces were 
ready and prepared to conduct offensive military operations, not a judgment made by a politician, but a judgment 
made by soldiers on the ground whose job it is to decide whether their forces are sufficiently prepared and safe to 
take appropriate action. Each one of those soldiers made that judgment and, therefore, when they crossed the line, 
that was their professional military judgment. If you will forgive me for saying so, I rather prefer their professional 
military judgment from the unjustified assertions that you are making.

  Q2270  Mike Gapes: Can I take you a bit further on in this question of logistics and the planning assumptions. You 
have already told us when you gave evidence before that this was the largest logistics effort by the UK since the 
1991 Gulf War and that it was achieved in half the time. The assumptions have been based upon the Strategic 
Defence Review of 1998 and the concept of the Joint Rapid Reaction Force, but Air Marshal Burridge has already 
told us that this was based upon balancing risks and he said that if you adopt a `just in time' concept, you are 
introducing risk and if you believe that your planning assumptions are less than robust, then that risk could be 
significant. What assessment do you have of the risks that were entailed in this `just in time' concept and, not getting 
into what we have just had but, the actual risks that were being dealt with on the ground by virtue of the fact that, as 
we understand it, tank units have told us that their training was affected badly because the Challenger 2 tanks were 
only modified just in time? 

  Mr Hoon: I think that is a perfectly fair point. I was just looking through the NAO Report at paragraph 8 of its 
conclusions and what they said was, "For any required level of readiness, a balance has to be struck between having 
people and equipment ready to go immediately and making good shortfalls in the time available", and really that is a 
question of judgment. I said at the outset that I thought that perhaps 9,000 sets of clothing available was perhaps not 
sufficient in the light of the experience that we have had and we are now going to hold larger numbers for that 
reason, but, as I said earlier, I think this is a matter of judgment. What I think is important to emphasise, as I have 
just been doing, is in the end military commanders at unit level and above in the chain of command judged that they 
were prepared to take offensive military action.

  Q2271  Mike Gapes: Secretary of State, the Chief of Joint Operations, Lieutenant General Reith, told us that the 
actual size of the British force was only decided at a very late stage and that it was actually shaped by the task rather 
than the size of the force determining which task it could carry out. Do you think that is an ideal situation? 

  Mr Hoon: I think it is consistent with quite a significant adjustment that perhaps military historians will see in the 
conduct of this particular campaign. I have talked about the creation of military effect and the emphasis very much 
was on what effect were coalition forces trying to achieve in the deployment of their forces and, therefore, in the 
planning that has already been referred to, conducted with the United States, we were able to offer certain 
contributions to the creation of that effect. I think significantly in the air, but also on the ground, the decision was 
taken, consistent with the planning, to attack along certain routes and we were able to offer appropriate contributions. 
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That makes it sound like a rather formal process, but the truth is that our integration with the United States in a 
military sense means, not least because operations had been relatively recently conducted in Afghanistan, that the US 
is wholly familiar with the contributions that we can make and it was very much an easy process to adjust our force 
package to the requirements of the overall operation.

  Q2272  Mike Gapes: Did we say, "We have this available", and they said, "Right, we want to use it", or did they 
come to us and say, "We need this and can you provide it?"? 

  Mr Hoon: I think it is more of the latter, but it is more like, "We know you have this. Can you provide it? We 
require this particular capability to conduct this operation, to create this military effect. We know that the United 
Kingdom has that capability and we would like to use it". 

  Q2273  Mike Gapes: How much was this influenced by your assessment, and it gets back to the point about 
intelligence in a way, of the morale, the leadership, the organisation and the equipment available to the enemy? How 
much were the planning assumptions and the fact that you were going in in a certain way on a different basis from 
what might have been envisaged originally based upon intelligence assessments about how poor the Iraqi forces 
actually were? 

  Mr Hoon: I think it is fair to say that the planning was conducted on a worst-case scenario on the assumption that 
Iraqi forces might fight more vigorously than actually it turned out that they did, and I think that is a proper 
assumption to make. Certainly assumptions were built into the planning to allow us to overcome whatever resistance 
happened to be in our way and I think it is now almost a matter of history, but I was well aware of the way in which, 
for example, Iraq's armed forces were organised. Students of the Soviet Union would have found the military 
organisation of Saddam Hussein's armed forces wholly familiar. There was a purely military element, but there was 
equally a very strong, I suppose, political element in that each of the units had loyalists of Saddam Hussein in 
position to ensure that the leadership in particular was concentrating on what he wanted them to do and that 
resistance was actually real resistance in a military sense, and when we got to the edge of Basra, it was not 
particularly a military reaction, but it was very much the reaction of various groups that were utterly loyal to Saddam 
Hussein that had to be overcome.

  Q2274  Mike Gapes: In the light of the quicker-than-expected success and the fact that your worst-case 
assumptions were not borne out in practice, did you intend to revise the planning assumptions based upon the 
experience of Operation Telic? 

  Mr Hoon: I think we are moving from the general to the specific in the sense that I hope that we do not have to 
conduct offensive operations against Saddam Hussein's Iraq again and, therefore, this was a particular and specific 
plan to deal with that country under that regime at a given time.

  Q2275  Mike Gapes: Does it not have general applicability; do we not learn the lessons? 

  Mr Hoon: Exactly, and I was going to go on to deal with it in a more general sense. I think there is little doubt that 
in building in lessons learned from this approach we will be thinking far more about the creation of effect. How do 
you deal with a regime of this kind that has intimidation as its central reason for its existence? I think that the 
military effects, not least in Baghdad, for example, where precise bombing meant that we were able to attack 
buildings solely associated with the regime and we all saw the television pictures the next morning, and I was aware 
of the targets that had been struck and I was then able to see on television cars travelling up and down the roads in 
Baghdad as if very little had happened, the people of Baghdad were able to see for themselves that it was the regime 
that was our target, that there was not indiscriminate civilian bombing and that had an enormous impact, both, I 
think, on the civilian population, but also on the regime.

  Q2276  Mr Roy: Secretary of State, I would like to stay away from the political point-scoring which the Iraqi 
debate seems to be becoming on a daily basis, which quite frankly I think sickens members of the British public, and 
I would like to focus on the people that really matter and that is the men and women who actually were at the front 
line in Iraq and I do not think that at any point in this debate we should forget that that is really what we should keep 
our focus on. I would like to talk to you in particular with regard to reservists. You said in your opening statement, 
"We have also recognised that our procedures for mobilising reservists need to allow for far greater notice than was 
possible in January of last year and I am pleased that we have managed to do it a bit better in subsequent 
mobilisations, meeting our aspiration to provide 21 rather than 14 days' notice". Secretary of State, why was it not 
possible in January last year? 
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  Mr Hoon: I think the experience of mobilising that number of reservists in a short space of time was not one that 
the Department had had over a number of years and, therefore, I accept that there were lessons to be learned in that 
process and we do have to do better, as I have indicated. Our information about reservists, their location and 
sometimes their skills and capabilities, was not as good as it should have been, and I think that all affected the 
mobilisation. That is not to say overall that this was not a success and it is in great part, as you have rightly said, to 
the enthusiasm and attitude of those people who wanted to be mobilised that it was carried through so successfully, 
but I accept that it could be done better. 

  Q2277  Mr Roy: Secretary of State, last year in Basra I spoke to a reservist from Liverpool whose working life was 
as a lorry driver working for a small haulier business and he was very concerned that, because of the short time that 
was given to him, it was a problem for him, it was a problem for his employer, and it was certainly a problem for his 
future employment prospects when he got back home. Have the views of those reservists been sought and have the 
views of the employers been sought? Do your findings stop at the kind of top-brass level or have you generally asked 
the people concerned? 

  Mr Hoon: Certainly a great deal of effort has been made both to discuss with the reservists themselves their 
reaction, but as well I have spent quite a bit of time myself on this and talked to employers. I have attended a number 
of regional meetings where employers of reservists have been present and I have had the opportunity of asking in a 
sense what went right, but also trying to understand from their point of view what might have gone wrong. Again I 
think that the enthusiasm of the employers has been remarkable. I know that there have been in some cases particular 
difficulties, but actually, given the numbers deployed and the size and scale of this operation, I have not actually 
detected any widespread opposition from employers to the fact that their employees have been mobilised. Indeed 
overwhelmingly the response I have had, talking to employers, is that they have been very proud to have played a 
part.

  Q2278  Mr Roy: I think what the employers feared was certainly not so much the mobilisation as after the 
mobilisation, after the men and women have returned to their work, that they would then be mobilised again for short 
periods which was certainly going to cause problems and that was certainly put across to me. 

  Mr Hoon: One of the things that I think we do have to do in the future, and this came through perhaps in particular 
more from employers, I think they want a sense in which they know the nature of the contribution that they are 
making. I was very struck by how keen employers were to know where their employee was, what he or she was 
doing and I think we need to do more on that kind of basis to keep employers informed because that actually 
encourages then the sense in which they themselves, the employers, are also making a contribution.

  Q2279  Mr Roy: The SDR proposed much more deployable and usable reserves and Operation Telic was a major 
test of that concept. Did the reserves pass that test? 

  Mr Hoon: With flying colours, absolutely overwhelmingly, and I think that is the big change. As I said earlier, I 
think it is a change which in a sense the Department have had to deal with. Although the words were there on the 
page, I accept that it is always a test in reality as to whether you can do that. It was done. There were areas where it 
could have been done better, but I do not think anyone can doubt, and regular forces, I think, would bear this out for 
me, that the reserves made a very significant, absolutely vital, contribution to the success of the operation.
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  Q2280  Mr Roy: And the higher management of those reservists—have lessons been learnt and are you now 
looking at ways of improving that management system? 

  Mr Hoon: Overwhelmingly I think the real lesson has been about communication. I have mentioned already the 
need to keep employers informed as to what their employees have been doing. I also think there is a family 
dimension to this because very often, unlike regular forces who are part of a unit and have all of the right support 
elements in place to inform family members, and I attended, for example, on one occasion essentially a meeting 
organised for the families of a particular regiment, all that is done as a matter of routine for the regular forces, and 
often reservists were coming as single people, and I am not talking about their marital status, but simply the way in 
which they were deployed, and I do not think we did enough, in my judgment, to ensure that there was 
communication with their families who obviously and understandably were concerned about their welfare. I think 
that is something that, consistent with the concept in the SDR, we have to do because we have to make sure that 
someone coming to join the armed forces in this kind of operation, who does not have the back-up of a regiment or 
all the kinds of structures that are in place, should have regular communication, and modern communications should 
make that perfectly possible. It is something that we have put in hand. 

  Mr Roy: I am glad to hear you say that, Secretary of State, because every reservist has a family which really needs, 
I think, to be treated a lot better in the future. 

  Q2281  Mr Crausby: You have already told us, Secretary of State, that there were challenges posed by switching 
our planning from the north to the south. You said that in your opening statement. What can you tell us about the 
problems that we faced as a result of that shift from the northern option to the southern option? 

  Mr Hoon: I do not think it had any necessarily detrimental effects in the sense that fortunately our forces were 
not—I am not particularly sure they were particularly under way and I am trying to remember whether anyone was 
actually diverted and I do not think that they were. Essentially they were on their way to the theatre. I do not think 
anyone went astray or off route by the decision to go to the south, which is a decision that I took very early as soon 
as I realised, having been to Turkey and having discussed it in Turkey, that the option of going through Turkey was 
not likely to be available to us. I probably took an earlier decision than other people did because having spoken to a 
number of members of the Government in Turkey, despite the fact that they did not actually rule it out at the time, I 
simply felt, as was proved correct, that they were not going to agree. We then had to take a decision which had an 
impact, consistent with Mike Gapes' question, on the plan that then evolved because inevitably we needed different 
kinds of forces to participate in an attack from the south, but we were able to make those adjustments in time.

  Q2282  Mr Crausby: The Committee has been told that we proposed the northern option as opposed to the 
Americans proposing it, and the initial proposal involved 5,000 fewer troops in the northern option than was 
consequently the case in the southern one, so how far did that subsequent shift to the south lead to the various 
equipment problems that we subsequently heard about as a result of the fact that we deployed a three-brigade 
division rather than a two-brigade division supported by the Americans? 

  Mr Hoon: Again I just want to deal with the idea that somehow we had a bit of a plan and it was different from the 
Americans' and we persuaded them. There was a plan and the plan originally did involve a northern option. It 
involved a pincer attack on Iraq and the idea was to give Saddam Hussein more choices than he could deal with and 
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the northern option seemed to me sensible military planning. It obviously involved a political dimension and, being 
an election in Turkey, there was a change of government and it was necessary to gain their approval for a long road 
crossing of southern Turkey. I judged, I think, on January 8, but I am not precise as to the date, that that political 
approval was not going to be forthcoming. No one had actually gone further, as far as the deployment was 
concerned, on the way to Turkey than was the case and indeed there have been some suggestions that actually being 
able to continue down through the Suez Canal to the south was probably easier than it would have been to cross 
southern Turkey by road. That road, which I have studied at great length at various times in this, is not the easiest 
road. It would not have been easy to transport the men and the equipment required and, therefore, in some senses the 
decision to go from the south logistically was arguably easier, although I am not a logistician, but I think that the 
general feeling was that getting our men and equipment into theatre from the south probably saved us some time.

  Q2283  Mr Crausby: We also understand that Jaguar reconnaissance aircraft could not be redeployed from 
Turkish airfields. Did that make any difference to our operations in the south? 

  Mr Hoon: It did not, but there were obviously practical concerns because, as the Committee is well aware, we were 
still continuing to conduct operations over the no-fly zones, and the Jaguar aircraft made a significant contribution to 
that, and we had to look at ways in which we obviously did not contravene the political decisions taken in Turkey 
and making sure that we had those aircraft available was important to us. 

  Q2284  Mr Jones: Secretary of State, can I ask about personal equipment. There has been a lot of media attention 
certainly around body armour and other issues. Were you aware in May 2003 as to what extent troops in theatre did 
not have the full complement of personal equipment, certainly desert combats, boots and obviously enhanced body 
armour? 

  Mr Hoon: I think I indicated to the Committee that there were shortfalls and I was also very conscious at the time, 
being asked questions about boots, that there had been some press speculation in particular about people not being 
equipped with boots at all, or not of the right size and particularly referring to reservists. I have indicated this 
morning that obviously two weeks after the end of offensive combat operations our state of knowledge was not what 
it was as the investigations into the operation continued and we developed, as I am sure the Committee have, a much 
fuller picture as those investigations developed. 

  Q2285  Mr Jones: I think that is a brilliant Yes, Minister answer, but can I just remind you of what you said to us 
on 14 May 2000 when, in reply to Jim Knight, who is obviously no longer with us, you said, "All the requisite 
number of boots, clothing and equipment were there", and then you go on to say, "I am still waiting to see any sign 
of an apology from individual journalists and editors". 

  Mr Hoon: That is precisely the answer that I was thinking about when I answered your previous question because I, 
and I know the Committee did as well, visited Chilwell on a number of occasions, not least because it is only a 
couple of miles from where I live, and one of the complaints in the press was that Chilwell did not have the right size 
of boots and clothing for reservists mobilising and I think that was what was in my mind when I answered that 
question in the way that I did.

  Q2286  Mr Jones: Therefore, the press comments and stories were actually correct and of the individual soldiers 
that we have seen as part of this inquiry both in theatre and also subsequently, the concerns about, for example, 
people going into areas without the correct body armour and boots, those stories are not just hearsay, but they are 
actually true, are they not? 

  Mr Hoon: Again I am not aware of any suggestion, I have not seen one which actually was true that anyone went 
into Iraq without boots. I accept, and I think I said at the outset, that there was concern rightly, and I understand that 
it affected morale, of not having appropriate desert combat equipment, but I think you will find that the entire 
American marine expeditionary force got all the way to Baghdad in its green combat kit. I do not judge, nor did 
military commanders, that it was necessarily affecting operational effectiveness that all of the desert kit reached the 
people when it needed to. That is not to say that that is the same as the question of body armour which I think ought 
to be dealt with separately.

  Q2287  Mr Jones: Do you not also think that if you are sending people into combat that one of the important things 
is to have morale as high as possible? Clearly if you have got people not going in with the requisite equipment, for 
example and more importantly, I think, body armour, then that is quite concerning if you have been asked to put your 
life on the line for Queen and country? 
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  Mr Hoon: I do not disagree that those are important issues but I think there is a distinction to be drawn between the 
effect on morale of not having desert clothing as against clearly the risk to life, of not having sufficient body armour, 
and that is why I sought to draw a distinction. The military judgment was that the absence of desert combats for 
every single member of the Armed Forces was not necessarily affecting their ability to fight, and I gave you the 
illustration of the American Marine Expeditionary Force who fought superbly all the way to Baghdad. The issue of 
proper protection and the availability of ceramic plates and so on is a separate matter about which, as I have 
indicated previously, I am extremely concerned.

  Q2288  Mr Jones: Can I say one final thing about the effectiveness. If you have got a pair of boots that are melting 
as you are walking, does that not affect your ability to fight? 

  Mr Hoon: Perhaps that was one of the stories that I was thinking of when I responded on 14 May. I have not seen 
any substantiated evidence of boots melting, apart from one person, I think he was a corporal, who had the wrong 
boots with him. He had taken those particular boots and they were not appropriate for the job that he was doing. That 
was the only time I have been able to substantiate this story about boots melting. I keep asking that question, I have 
asked it on a number of occasions. I think the example is of someone from the RAF who had a pair of light boots that 
were simply not the right boots in the circumstances and he should never have taken them.

  Q2289  Mr Jones: What about instances of troops having foot problems because their feet were sweating in the 
wrong type of boots? Are you aware of that? 

  Mr Hoon: Again, that is a consequence, I accept, of not having desert equipment and that is why desert combat 
boots are issued. I am not aware that was a significant problem. There may have been some soldiers who suffered 
from that but there is a judgment made about the temperature and the conditions and that judgment is obviously 
made by commanding officers. This is the importance of these equipment issues. The question is whether this 
affected their ability to conduct the operations and I have not seen any suggestion that it did.

  Q2290  Mr Hancock: We were told in evidence by an army officer who was responsible for chemical suits, and I 
take you up on your point about things that were of critical importance as against things for comfort, and you talked 
about ceramic plates— 

  Mr Hoon: I was not dismissing it at all. I did not suggest that for a moment.

  Q2291  Mr Hancock: I did not say you dismissed it, I said you separated the two issues, and I agree with you that 
they should be, the ceramic plates and the chemical suits are the separation points, I think. We were told that there 
was a command decision made that the suits should not be checked to see if they were effective because if they were 
defective in any way there were no replacements and it would be bad for morale if those suits were then taken away 
from people. Were you made aware of that command decision being made? 

  Mr Hoon: No, I was not, and I am still not aware of it.

  Q2292  Mr Cran: Secretary of State, my colleague, Kevan Jones, has highlighted the question of personal 
equipment, which as we walk around the MoD estate, as you would imagine, excites enormous interest and is of very 
considerable importance. However, can I move us on to equipment generally? You said in your own statement, "I 
think it is clear that the performance of our equipment was good", and of course you are on very strong ground when 
you say that because the NAO's report said: "Service equipment operated effectively in the austere environment in 
Iraq" and was equally effusive in the rest of its document. By and large it operated effectively, however Air Marshal 
Burridge identified communications as a significant problem. That was reflected in your own document, Lessons for 
the Future and, therefore, what I think the Committee is interested in in relation to communications is (a) your 
concern and (b) what the heck are we going to do about it, particularly because of the gap that is opening up between 
ourselves and the United States? Given the likelihood is that future operations, if there are to be any, will be with the 
United States, that is a fairly critical question. 

  Mr Hoon: I broadly agree with what you are saying. The Department, as the Committee well knows, has had a long 
history of difficulty with securing appropriate communications. I am delighted that we are now beginning to get that 
right and there is little doubt that the Bowman personal role radio, for example, was an outstanding success, so much 
so that I understand the Americans were not only borrowing our radios but also purchased some for themselves, 
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which I think is an interesting aspect of the debate that has been about whether it is always the Brits borrowing from 
the United States. We have to go on ensuring that the communications equipment is rolled out, that the Bowman 
programme is continuing successfully, and it has done very well to date, not least for precisely the reason that you 
have identified, to ensure that we can continue to work alongside American forces. I would not suggest, and I am 
sure you were not, that the entire American Army, for example, is digitised. Indeed, what is interesting about the way 
in which the Americans have deployed their technology is that different parts of the American Armed Forces cannot 
always communicate one with another. What I think we have to do is to ensure that in the development of technology 
we can inter-operate with those parts of the US Armed Forces that we are used to dealing with on a regular basis. I 
have referred already to the close co-operation in the air. That is an area where vitally communications need to be 
absolutely right in order to ensure that inter-operation. I think it was one of the outstanding successes of the 
operation. I think there is some more progress to make on the ground in particular as we try and develop new and 
leading edge technology.

  Q2293  Mr Cran: That is the general answer, if I could go to the specifics. 

  Mr Hoon: Please.

  Q2294  Mr Cran: If you take, simply because Air Vice Marshal Dalton did, the Skynet 4, he said there were 
considerable limitations with it. He then went on to say: " . . . we are at the moment in the process of launching the 
Skynet 5 system satellites, which will be up and running over the next four to five years . . . " Great, but the problem 
is what is going to happen between now and the next four or five years? I think we may be allowed to hypothecate 
that we may be involved in another exercise like the one we have just had. 

  Mr Hoon: I personally hope not. 

  Q2295  Mr Cran: So do I, but on the premise that we might. 

  Mr Hoon: I think the answer to that is to say that the equipment available to the UK Armed Forces today is better 
than it has ever been. There has been a steady process of improvement and I want that process to continue. 
Therefore, whilst I would like every piece of equipment that we have on the blocks available to use tomorrow, I 
recognise that particularly in some of this leading edge equipment, and you have described one example of it, it is 
going to take time, not only to ensure that that equipment is successful and can be used and deployed but obviously 
that forces are trained to deal with it. I am absolutely confident the equipment available today is better than the 
equipment available last year and better than the equipment available ten years ago. It is an iterative process. One of 
the points I sometimes make when I have these sorts of discussions in the Department is that if we got to a certain 
level of equipment and then stopped supplying new equipment we would have massive problems five or ten years 
down the track. This is an experience we all have with computer technology. In some ways the delay in supplying 
communications equipment, and I will not ascribe the responsibility to that but Mr Blunt knows what I am talking 
about, caused by previous difficulties has now given us an outstanding system that ironically had we purchased the 
equipment as planned by previous governments we would now already be thinking about a replacement. We all 
know that if you buy a computer today, in six months' time there is usually a better model available and probably at a 
cheaper price. Because of the failures of previous governments we are now in a process of having state of the art 
equipment that will serve us extremely well.

  Q2296  Mr Cran: As in the last time you came before this Committee, I do not know about other Members of the 
Committee, you kept answering questions I did not ask and this is another such example. I asked a much simpler 
question, which is between Skynet 4 and Skynet 5—we are not going to get to Skynet 5 for four or five years—what 
do we do if we have a similar operation? Do we just make and mend? 

  Mr Hoon: I am sorry my answer was too sophisticated. The answer is that we continue to use the equipment that 
we have knowing that we are going to improve it as we go along. I am sorry I did not put it as simply as that. 

  Mr Blunt: All the equipment that is working so well was ordered by a previous Conservative Government.

  Q2297  Mr Cran: Just one more question. The general question arising out of Operation Telic is what additional 
major equipments, or capabilities, or enhancements to existing equipments do you foresee as necessary and will the 
funds be forthcoming to achieve that? An unsophisticated answer will be perfectly acceptable to me. 
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  Mr Hoon: We set out some of our thinking in the White Paper before Christmas and I think you are right to 
concentrate in the area of technology, in particular communications. If I can put it in a simple way, I think that there 
is a similar lesson to be learned by the Armed Forces in the use of computer technology as has been learned by most 
businesses on the civil side. I think it is that level of change that we need to anticipate and prepare for. I accept that is 
an expensive business and I have to ensure that we have the funds available but, as previous Secretaries of State have 
found, that is always a challenge.

  Q2298  Chairman: Additional funds or shifting from one budget to another? 

  Mr Hoon: I think both. We have been fortunate in receiving significant additional funds in each of the four years 
that I have been Secretary of State. I recognise that in planning for the future it is necessary to ensure that existing 
equipment—I used the word "flexibility" in the White Paper—is sufficiently flexible to cope with the kinds of 
technology challenges that I have described. There will be some equipment that is less flexible and less useable and 
it would not make sense to maintain that equipment in the light of the kinds of changes we want to introduce with the 
new technology. As others will know, as I indicated earlier this is not a process that stands still.

  Q2299  Mr Viggers: But there are severe budgetary constraints, are there not? The National Audit Office identified 
an over-run of £3.1 billion on 18 separate projects. Will the extra money which will be needed to fund that over-run 
need to come from other areas? Will it affect your ability to put in hand the lessons of Operation Telic? 

  Mr Hoon: One of the things I have learned in wrestling with the MoD's budget is that those kinds of assessments 
are, of course, snapshots of the position today. What I do not know, and there is an irony about this which I find 
frustrating, is whether there will be any further delay in those kinds of projects. I hope not. One of the challenges of 
Smart procurement has actually been that by delivering equipment more successfully and earlier, which is by and 
large the report's conclusions, we have to pay for that equipment sooner and that has put a kind of pressure on the 
budget which previous administrations did not have to face because previous administrations made judgments about 
the availability of funding for these projects on the assumption that significant parts of the equipment programme 
would slip and, therefore, in each financial year there was always going to be an amount of money that was not 
committed. Smart procurement has actually made it more difficult to make those assumptions because as industry 
does more successfully deliver equipment on time—the report makes this clear—the Ministry of Defence, not 
surprisingly, has to pay for that equipment and that does put pressure on the year-on-year situation. Although that is a 
disturbing snapshot, it may not be the position next year or the year after, as I hope these projects now are back on 
track and will be delivered on time.
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  Q2300  Mr Viggers: My question was whether the budgetary shortfall will affect your ability to deal with the 
lessons of Operation Telic. Can I take it a little further? Will you need to be making short-term programme cuts, like 
cutting helicopter flying hours, overseas training, live firing of weapons, vehicle movements to save fuel, etc? 

  Mr Hoon: There is always a programme of activity that in any given financial year has to be adjusted according to 
the financial reality, and particularly towards the end of the financial year there are those kinds of adjustments. They 
are done every year in the Ministry of Defence, they have been done every year since time immemorial, and that may 
have some of the implications that you describe.

  Q2301  Mr Havard: We have got very little time. Can I just turn to this body armour question simply from the 
point of view that there is a balance of risk assessment that has to be done. Perhaps you can write to us if we do not 
have the time because we would like to know how the legal processes and other factors are balanced in making this 
balance of risk assessment? Quite clearly intelligence comes into that as well. As far as the body armour is 
concerned, what we now know from the incident is that the front line is everywhere, the front line is in no one place 
any more. This is a different thing we now know that we did not know before. Is it going to be the case that everyone 
in future who enters into a conflict situation will have all the proper kit, including the body armour, because it was 
clearly done on the basis of those in greatest need in this exercise but the world is changing? 

  Mr Hoon: I think that is a very fair point and please bear in mind that was the assumption we made when 38,000 
sets of enhanced combat body armour were sent to theatre for operations in Iraq, we had made that judgment. You 
are right to emphasise the fact that front line in these kinds of operations, when the front line is moving very rapidly 
across large areas of territory, as the Americans found themselves, the front line is everywhere and we want to 
provide proper protection for all our people, whether they happen to be in the notional front line or they are in the 
supply lines, for example, or logistic trade.

  Q2302  Mr Havard: Would you write to us about the balancing of the risks and the processes involved? 

  Mr Hoon: My point is that we took that decision, we were not balancing risk in that sense as far as the decision to 
provide enhanced combat body armour to all those engaged. The issue, as I have made clear, was the issue of 
tracking that equipment once it got in the theatre and I am determined that we should improve that asset tracking 
system. 

  Q2303  Mr Havard: They had better put it in their back pocket next time. 

  Mr Hoon: I would be interested in what the Committee considers, whether it has had this conversation with 
soldiers, because one solution that has been suggested is to make enhanced combat body armour part of the personal 
equipment of the soldiers concerned but it does mean, of course, that in addition to all the other kit that they are 
required to be responsible for, they then have to be responsible for the enhancement. I do not know how many 
Members of the Committee have worn enhanced combat body armour for even a short period of time. It is something 
that is a judgment that will have to be made about whether we require that because my experience of talking to 
officers and, indeed, to senior NCOs is that part of their task when enhanced combat body armour is issued is to 
make sure that the men under their charge are wearing it.
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  Q2304  Mr Havard: I agree that it is a complex issue and there are certain walls I can get over in it and there are 
some I cannot, it is that sort of thing. I appreciate that. Maybe we should change it to the individuals to make the 
decision rather than the Ministry of Defence. It is certainly an area that I would hope in the Lessons Learned exercise 
is having serious consideration. 

  Mr Hoon: It is something that we are looking at. As I say, I do not think it is quite that simple. It is probably 
relatively straightforward for civilians to say that this should be part of the personal kit of all soldiers but I am not 
sure that necessarily all members of the military would readily agree to that. I think it is something that we have got 
to look at and I would be very interested in what the Committee's experience has been in this area. 

  Chairman: You will be pleased to know that none of the general issue body armour fitted me. However, there was 
a corpulent MoD policeman of my girth whose suit I borrowed and I must say he needs to get into a bit of training if 
he is that size, although I must thank him for the loan of his body armour.

  Q2305  Rachel Squire: Can I pick up again on NBC protection which you mentioned in your opening statement 
and which has been referred to in our questions so far, Secretary of State. You are very aware of the criticisms that 
the NAO made reporting a significant shortfall of 40% in tactical nerve agent detection systems and a severe 
shortfall in residual vapour detector kits, commenting that, "While these shortfalls could be partially mitigated by the 
use of the Chemical Agent Monitor and training, it made detection and therefore response to an attack insufficient". 
It also then went on to talk about the NBC protection for Challenger 2 and other armoured vehicles and was 
somewhat critical of it. I know that you told the House on 13 January this year that: "we have acknowledged in our 
own reports that there were deficiencies in the way stocks of some NBC equipment were managed. The Department 
is working hard to ensure that that does not occur again. However, as the NAO recognises in its report, mitigating 
action was taken through a combination of purchasing spare parts and rigorous re-testing of equipment. The 
operational requirement was consequently fully met." Can I try and pin you down a bit. When you talk about the 
"operational requirement" being consequently fully met, can you explain to what level of protection the operational 
requirement was set to enable you to say that it was fully met in spite of the shortfall that you yourself have 
recognised and which certainly the NAO recognised? 

  Mr Hoon: If I can begin with the conclusion of the NAO report. It states: "Although overall protection against 
chemical agents was good, there were shortfalls". I simply prefer to start with the conclusion rather than the 
shortfalls. That may be just the way that I happen to see this. I am not in any way under-estimating the concern that 
we had to ensure that each person involved in the operation was properly protected against the risk of a chemical 
attack. It is my understanding that everyone who went over the line had a respirator and at least one correctly sized 
suit. One of the issues, and I know this has caused some controversy, is whether there were a sufficient number of 
suits available, whether each man had three suits available, which ideally should be the case. A judgment was made 
that it was sufficient for the conduct of this operation that initially at any rate as they crossed the line, the availability 
to each man of one suit, correctly sized suit, was sufficient to allow them to conduct this particular operation.

  Q2306  Rachel Squire: I, and I am sure I was not alone in this, believed that Saddam Hussein was more than likely 
to use chemical and possibly biological material against the coalition forces. Are you clearly saying that in spite of 
the identified shortfalls, if British land forces had been subject to an NBC attack it would not have any operational 
consequences? 

  Mr Hoon: I am not quite sure that is the same thing. There are clearly operational consequences of coming under 
chemical or biological attack, I do not think anyone is in any doubt that that has a severe impact on the ability, for 
example, to conduct offensive operations. I am now talking about in a military sense. What I am saying is that as far 
as the protection available in the event of such an attack, each man had a respirator and one correctly sized suit. In 
addition, there were a number of other areas that were appropriate for the threat that we faced. That is why the NAO 
report came to the conclusion that it did. It actually said that the overall protection against chemical agents was good. 
It did not say that it was average or indifferent, it said that it was good. That was not my assessment, that was their 
conclusion having considered the evidence.

  Q2307  Rachel Squire: Perhaps for me to be more specific, you are saying that if chemical weapons had been used 
against our troops, the equipment they had was sufficient not to put them at greater risk than was necessary? 

  Mr Hoon: That is right, yes. 

  Mr Hancock: I am going to ask you some questions about the post-war situation but, if I may, can I ask one about 
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the pre-war situation. You told us on 14 May— 

  Chairman: No, sorry. 

  Mr Hancock: This is a question relating to it. 

  Chairman: If it is post-conflict, please. 

  Mr Hancock: It is a very important question. 

  Chairman: If it is post-conflict, yes. 

  Mr Hancock: Do we have to only ask questions that the clerk has drawn up? 

  Chairman: Post-conflict. 

  Mr Hancock: Chairman, this is an important issue as far as I am concerned. Secretary of State, I would like you to 
tell us— 

  Chairman: We have five minutes. Post-conflict, Mike. 

  Mr Hancock: So you do not want a difficult question? 

  Chairman: Mike, please, post-conflict, five minutes. 

  Mr Hancock: You have spent most of your time trying to avoid getting into the difficult questions. 

  Chairman: That is not true. Please, post-conflict. You have questions to ask. 

  Mr Hancock: If we are going to have a report on this war, Chairman, surely one of the questions is about the 
process that led up to it. 

  Chairman: You are wasting time. 

  Mr Hancock: Secretary of State, my question is quite a simple one. You told us on 14 May that you had identified 
500 sites— 

  Chairman: Michael, I am not accepting this. You are wasting time. Please ask the questions you have been asked 
to do. 

  Mr Hancock: Well, I cannot possibly be in a position to accept the report then. 

  Chairman: Try. 

  Mr Hancock: I think you are doing a good job trying to defend the impossible. 

  Mr Blunt: Point of Order, Chairman. I think people outside will find it incomprehensible that Members of this 
Committee are not able to ask the questions they wish. 

  Mr Hancock: Absolutely. 

  Chairman: I think they will find it incomprehensible that we have so many questions to ask and— 

  Mr Blunt: May I finish? 

  Chairman: Please be quick. 
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  Mr Blunt: My Point of Order, Chairman, is that Members must be allowed untrammelled freedom to ask the 
questions that they want to ask. 

  Chairman: We are here to ask the Secretary of State questions. We have four questions left. Please, post-conflict. 
We have five minutes to ask a lot of questions. 

  Mr Hancock: Are we not elected to this Parliament to ask questions that we think are in the public interest as 
opposed to ones that the clerk wants us to ask? 

  Chairman: We have a lot of questions to ask, Michael, and you have wasted five minutes. 

  Mr Hancock: Well, you should have let me ask the damn thing. 

  Chairman: Post-conflict questions, please. 

  Mr Hancock: If you stopped waffling on and trying to— 

  Chairman: Conflict questions, please. Are you going to ask the post-conflict questions? 

  Mr Hancock: No, Chairman. 

  Chairman: I will ask them. 

  Mr Hancock: I would rather ask the question that I am sure the Secretary of State would be only too willing to 
answer and I am not going to be browbeaten into asking questions that the clerk wants to be asked rather than an 
elected Member of Parliament. 

  Chairman: Which we want to ask. Please, post-conflict. 

  Mr Hancock: You ask the bloody question because I am not. 

  Chairman: Mike Gapes, please.

  Q2308  Mike Gapes: You have said already that the Iraqi regime's domination and collapse at the end when it went 
was unexpected in the way that it went but had we not known for years about the nature of Ba'athism and the 
repression? Given that the regime did collapse in the way it did, how do you explain your Department's position that 
it was only after the fall of the regime that the extent of the Ba'ath domination and nearly all aspects of the Iraqi state 
and society became clear? 

  Mr Hoon: I am not sure that I said it was unexpected. It certainly collapsed more rapidly than we, on a worst case 
scenario, thought. We might have expected the implants into the army, for example, who certainly had some effect 
on some of the leaders. One Iraqi general surrendered and then we understand as a result of threats to his family, who 
were kept in another part of the country, he then continued to fight. Large parts of the Iraqi army simply deserted but 
we were still left with some really quite uncompromising enemies. In Basra, we all followed very carefully the 
excellent operation to take Basra but the people that we were fighting against were essentially the most committed of 
Saddam's people, and are probably still the people who are causing a security threat in and around Baghdad. Those 
were people who benefited from the regime, who were its strongest supporters and who carried out the intimidation 
against the Iraqi population that we are all well aware of.

  Q2309  Mike Gapes: Did you plan for the looting and the destruction which came after the collapse? Did you 
expect it? What plans had you got to prevent it? 

  Mr Hoon: It was one of the contingencies that we knew could occur. I suspect that we did not have sufficient 
numbers of troops to be able to prevent the extent of the looting that did take place. That would have required us to 
be able to replace all of the police and security personnel that Saddam Hussein had available. I recall when I very 
first went into Iraq, two or three weeks after the conflict came to an end, talking to Iraqis who were actually 
complaining that we did not have soldiers on every corner. They were used to having a police officer on every 
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corner. I do not know whether in Basra you saw the small places that existed almost on every street corner. I initially 
took them to be for traffic police but they were there as a visible, tangible sign that the regime was keeping an eye on 
you and the complaint of a lot of people was that we were not replacing that.

  Q2310  Mike Gapes: Can I put it to you then that what you are really saying is that looting was inevitable and we 
had insufficient forces there to stop it. 

  Mr Hoon: In the very short-term. Eventually we were able to get a grip on that, but not in the very short-term.

  Q2311  Mike Gapes: Given that was the case, why did you decide to protect some buildings and not others? What 
choices did you make because there has been some criticism that oilfields were protected but museums were not and 
various other things of that kind? How did you make the decision to deploy to the areas you could protect knowing 
that you could not protect everywhere? 

  Mr Hoon: I think very pragmatic decisions were taken. One of the entire purposes, for example, of the planning of 
our operations in the south was to prevent Saddam Hussein destroying the oilfields. The whole point of a rapid attack 
in the south was to get to the oilfields and prevent them from being destroyed in the way that had happened 
previously. That was part of the strategic consideration that we made in looking at how best to take Iraq and defeat 
Saddam Hussein and at the same time prevent him from destroying a vital part of the livelihood of his country and it 
was a magnificent success.

  Q2312  Mike Gapes: Were there instructions explicitly from the MoD to the military commanders to protect the 
oilfields? 

  Mr Hoon: We knew, and it would have had some strategic impact on our capability, that on a previous occasion 
Saddam Hussein had set fire to oilfields. That had a strategic impact because the clouds that were produced were 
extremely damaging. We judged that one impact of him doing that would be to weaken our ability to fight 
successfully. As part of longer term thinking about Iraq we also knew that the oilfields were vital to the future of Iraq 
and if he was able to destroy those oilfields then that would obviously necessarily make the process of reconstruction 
all the more difficult. There were both military considerations and, if you like, reconstruction considerations in that 
judgment borne out of experience. This was what he did in the Gulf War.

  Q2313  Mike Gapes: Did you give instructions to commanders to protect other parts of the infrastructure, 
hospitals, electricity, communication hubs, or was it just left to their own judgment? 

  Mr Hoon: To the extent that it was possible certainly but, again, electricity infrastructure is an enormously difficult 
thing, even today, to protect. We have many people in place but out there in the desert, and you may have seen it for 
yourself when you travelled from Kuwait, it only takes one attack against a pylon to destroy the infrastructure. That 
is one of the difficulties that we continue to have. There have been continuing acts of—vandalism does not quite do 
it justice—sabotage against the utility system. That was a problem right from the beginning and I think we are 
getting on top of that and the electricity is steadily improving but it is still an issue.

  Q2314  Mr Cran: Still on post-conflict. Throughout the conflict the Government fairly consistently said that it was 
not going to be able to give us figures about civilian casualties and all the rest of it. As I understand it, that was 
reversed by Baroness Symons in the House of Lords on 28 January when she said that the Prime Minister is 
concerned about it, is getting more figures, we will do our best to get accurate figures. The question is which 
department is doing this? If it is yours, what progress have we made and what is the timescale? 

  Mr Hoon: I certainly recall recently answering Parliamentary Questions and making it clear that trying to assess 
civilian casualties, not least in areas that we did not control, is a very, very difficult exercise.

  Q2315  Mr Cran: I entirely understand that but nonetheless a commitment was given by Baroness Symons in the 
House of Lords, Minister of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. If the commitment was given, who is 
doing it? 

  Mr Hoon: I am sure she will be able to tell you.

  Q2316  Mr Cran: You are saying that you cannot, which I find quite extraordinary. 
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  Mr Hoon: Whether you find it extraordinary or not, I have made clear and, indeed, I think I have said this in a 
Parliamentary Answer, that trying to provide accurate assessments of civilian casualties at a time when we were 
engaged in conflict and not in control of the territory where perhaps some of those civilian casualties occurred is an 
extraordinarily difficult process. 

  Q2317  Mr Cran: I do not disagree with that but I find it extraordinary because of all the agencies that could help 
to make this promise come true: it might be the authority in Baghdad and Basra, and the armed forces of the United 
Kingdom and the United States. You are a member of Cabinet, tell me, if you cannot do it, who is doing it? 

  Mr Hoon: I am not saying that we can do it, what I am saying is that it is difficult. I am certainly prepared to assist 
in that effort if it can produce a realistic and useful result.

  Q2318  Mr Cran: But as a member of Cabinet you do not know who is doing it? 

  Mr Hoon: I am saying that we will provide assistance. 

  Mr Cran: Quite extraordinary. 

  Chairman: James is an ex-Whip, he knows how to count bodies and knows where they are buried as well. Crispin? 

  Q2319  Mr Blunt: Secretary of State, when I was last asking you questions you raised the advice of the military 
that they could cross the start line into action with one NBC suit per individual and that the advice was that they 
would be able to fight the tanks and fight from the Warrior armoured personnel cars on that basis. Can I suggest to 
you, Secretary of State, that that is an example of the military being willing to undertake risks in order to achieve 
military objectives. Equally, I am quite certain that had you invited them to do so they would have crossed the start 
line with no NBC protection had that been the objective of the forces. They would have taken that risk and done their 
duty as they should have done. What I would say to you is that soldiers in the Royal Armoured Corps, of which I had 
the privilege to be one for 12 years, will tell you that to suggest you can fight from a tank in an NBC suit for a 
prolonged period of time, frankly if you have the opportunity of having proper NBC filters and over-pressure inside 
the tank, is simply unfeasible for any length of time. 

  Mr Hoon: Is that a question?
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  Q2320  Mr Blunt: Would you agree with it? Secretary of State, the general point here is that this Committee has 
travelled around before I joined it doing Lessons from Iraq and in the short time since I was reappointed in 
December and has found a completely different set of accounts from the people on the ground than from you and the 
very senior generals and chiefs of defence staff who have given evidence to that effect. That is a precise example, 
that in the Royal Armoured Corps people would find it extraordinary that you were inviting people to cross the start 
line in tanks that did not have satisfactory NBC filters whereas they should have been there. 

  Mr Hoon: I think there are two answers to that assertion which, again, you make without really having any proper 
evidence to back it up. The two answers are these: first of all, I did not invite anyone to do any such thing. This is a 
military judgment, as you should well know, a military judgment made at each level of the system passed up through 
the chain of command ultimately to the chiefs of staff and to the chief of the defence staff that our forces are ready to 
fight. That judgment was made and that military advice was given. If that military advice had not been given then 
those forces would not have crossed the starting line. The second point is your criticism is not a criticism of 
ministers, it is actually a criticism of the Armed Forces and I take grave exception to that. What you are really saying 
is that those senior officers who made that judgment that those forces were ready to fight were not sufficiently 
protecting the forces in their charge, and I personally think that is a disgrace.

  Q2321  Mr Blunt: Again, Secretary of State, that is sophistry. As you know perfectly well, the Armed Forces are 
filled with an enormously widely admired can-do character and all soldiers, from the highest to the lowest, would do 
their absolute level best in order to fulfil what they saw as their duty. Commanders would very properly take risks in 
order to achieve the objectives of the Government and to suggest that it is their fault and not yours is not right. 

  Mr Hoon: If I could just comment. Let me spell it out to you. I am saying to you categorically that there was 
absolutely no political interference whatsoever in those decisions. Those were decisions taken by commanding 
officers having regard to the safety and security of their men and you cannot find a single example otherwise, other 
than these politically inspired assertions, which is all that they are. 

  Mr Blunt: I will give you an example. 

  Chairman: I would like a question, please. 

  Mr Hancock: Why not?

  Q2322  Mr Blunt: You have asked me to give you an example, Secretary of Sate. I would invite you to comment 
on this report in The Scotsman. "Lieutenant Colonel James Cowan, the commanding officer of the Black Watch, one 
of the regiments in the thick of the fighting, told The Scotsman the shortage of equipment in the Gulf was due to the 
government's unwillingness to commit to war until all possible alternatives had been explored, while the regiment's 
quartermaster during the conflict criticised the shortage of nuclear, biological and chemical protection suits and 
equipment." 

  Mr Hoon: I have read that report. 

  Q2323  Mr Blunt: I am sure you have. 
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  Mr Hoon: It went on to say, which you are not quoting, that they were not able to get two chemical sets for every 
person, so their shortfall was not having the two sets that they would ideally have liked but everyone had at least one 
set, which is precisely the point that I have been making to you. If you are going to read out articles from The 
Scotsman it would not be a bad idea to read all of it. 

  Mr Blunt: I fear I may trespass on the patience of the Chairman and the rest of the Committee. 

  Mr Hancock: The press officer gave you that one.

  Q2324  Mr Blunt: The point, Secretary of State, and this is a question drafted by the clerk, is are you concerned 
that the chain of command which leads to you appears to have failed to reflect accurately the experiences of service 
personnel? 

  Mr Hoon: No, I am not. That is their job and they do it very well, which is why I take exception to your criticism of 
them.

  Q2325  Mr Blunt: Then why does the commanding officer of the Black Watch feel it necessary to break into print 
in this way? 

  Mr Hoon: For the reasons I have set out consistently. Ideally we would have liked to have had as many as four suits 
available, that was the number that were despatched, but because of the difficulties I have described to you there 
were not four sets but there was sufficient protection for each man as judged by their commanding officers, and that 
is the important point. Chairman, I do apologise, I have to see at two o'clock the families of five soldiers who died in 
this conflict and it would not be appropriate for me to be late for that meeting. 

  Chairman: Thank you very much. At least you now realise how consensual we are in our Committee, we do not 
have the kinds of arguments that we have on the floor of the House. I very much hope that we will be able to produce 
a consensual report. Thank you very much. 
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Memorandum from the Ministry of Defence (May 2003) 

(Q57)  The Political-Military Command Structures from the Prime Minister Down?

  The overall military campaign was US-led. The UK as a major contributor was however in a position to influence 
its direction through high-level political contacts, and through the presence of UK officers embedded in relevant US 
headquarters. 

  Command authority was delegated by the UK Joint Commander, through the National Component Commander, to 
the 2 component commanders, who conducted operations as part of a Coalition effort under US 3 tactical command, 
in respect of tasks for which approval had already been given through the UK Joint Commander, who in turn 
reported to the Chief of Defence Staff and through him to the Secretary of State. The US 3 Coalition component 
commanders reported to General Tommy Franks, Commander Centcom, who received strategic direction from the 
Pentagon.

  The command and control structure developed for the purposes of the military operation in Iraq established a 
mechanism for the integration of UK forces into the overall US structure. It also allowed us to reserve national 
direction of our forces, allowing freedom of action within the US design, and ensuring that our forces would only 
undertake specific missions and tasks approved by UK commanders.

Cabinet-Level Decision Making

  UK political direction was provided at the highest level through collective Cabinet-level decision making. The 
emerging crisis was regularly discussed at the Thursday Cabinet meetings in the months leading up to and during the 
conflict; the Cabinet continues to discuss Iraq.

  There were almost daily ad hoc meetings from mid March to late April, usually chaired by the Prime Minister. 
Cabinet Ministers attending these ad hoc meetings regularly included: 

—  Deputy Prime Minister, Rt Hon John Prescott MP.

—  Chancellor of the Exchequer, Rt Hon Gordon Brown MP.

—  Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, Rt Hon Jack Straw MP.

—  Secretary of State for the Home Department, Rt Hon David Blunkett MP.

—  Leader of the House of Commons and President of the Council, Rt Hon Dr John Reid MP.

—  Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP.

—  Secretary of State for International Development, then Rt Hon Clare Short MP.

—  Secretary of State for Defence, Rt Hon Geoff Hoon MP.

—  Attorney General, Rt Hon The Lord Goldsmith QC.

  The Chief of the Defence Staff, as the senior military adviser to the Government, also regularly attended.
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  The Secretary of State and the Chief of the Defence Staff also briefed the Prime Minister on an almost daily basis 
on the military progress of the campaign.

Secretary of State for Defence—Rt Hon Geoff Hoon MP

  The role of the Secretary of State for Defence, following Parliament's approval for military action, was to provide 
political scrutiny of the conduct of operations by UK military commanders, and authority for any significant 
developments of plans involving UK forces.

(i)  Ministerial Briefings—The Secretary of State for Defence met, normally twice daily, in the Ministry of 
Defence with the Chief of the Defence Staff and others in the direct chain of command responsible for the 
conduct of operations. Usually the second of these daily meetings would also include officials, and sometimes 
Ministers, from other relevant Departments and agencies.

(ii)  Chiefs of Staff—The Chiefs of Staff Committee met more or less daily during the operation, including 
with officials from other relevant Departments and agencies.

Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS)—Admiral Sir Michael Boyce KCB OBE ADC

  Prior to military action, the Chief of the Defence Staff assigned forces, made available to him by the Chiefs of Staff, 
through the Joint Commander to the National Component Commander for the purposes of conducting military 
operations in the Gulf region.

  During military action, the primary role of CDS was to provide military advice to the Secretary of State for 
Defence, the Prime Minister and the ad hoc Ministerial meetings, to inform Ministerial decisions, and to 
communicate that authority down through the chain of command.

Chief of Joint Operations (CJO)—Lieutenant General John Reith CB CBE

  As Joint Commander, CJO exercised command of UK forces assigned to Operation Telic by CDS. CJO was 
represented at the Coalition Joint Headquarters (CJHQ) by the National Component Commander (NCC).

National Component Commander (UK NCC)—Air Marshal Brian Burridge CBE RAF

  The UK NCC co-ordinated the activities of UK forces in theatre to ensure they were positioned and resourced to 
carry out approved tasks. His role was also to identify any potential changes to the plan that might impact upon UK 
forces, and seek approval for any such changes from the Joint Commander. Our forces only undertook specific 
missions and tasks approved by UK commanders and consistent with plans approved by the Secretary of State.

  Command authority was delegated by the Joint Commander, through the UK NCC, to the component commanders.

Component Commanders

  The UK force deployed to Iraq was divided along functional lines into a number of individual elements:

UK Maritime Component Commander (UK MCC). 

Rear Admiral David Snelson RN (to 16 April). 

Major General Tony Milton CB OBE (to date).

Delegated command authority by the Joint Commander, through the UK NCC. 

The UK MCC conducted operations as part of a Coalition maritime component under US three* tactical 
command, in respect of tasks for which approval had already been given through the Joint Commander.
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UK Land Component Commander (UK LCC) 

Major General Robin Brims CBE (to May 03) 

Major General Peter Wall CBE (to date)

Delegated command authority by the Joint Commander, through the UK NCC. 

The UK LCC conducted operations as part of a Coalition land component under US 3 tactical command, in 
respect of tasks for which approval had already been given through the Joint Commander.

UK Air Component Commander (UK ACC) 

Air Vice Marshal Glenn Torpy CBE DSO RAF

Delegated command authority by the Joint Commander, through the UK NCC. 

The UK ACC conducted operations as part of a Coalition air component under US 3 tactical command, in 
respect of tasks for which approval had already been given through the Joint Commander.

Joint Forces Logistic Component Commander (JFLogCC) 

Brigadier Shaun Cowlam MBE

The logistic elements worked as national components but in close co-ordination with the US.

Commander British Forces Cyprus (CBF Cyprus) 

Air Vice-Marshal Bill Rimmer OBE RAF

CBF Cyprus played a role as a supporting commander, and was set priorities in support of Operation Telic by 
the UK NCC.

(Q 47-8)  The balance between the use of the MoD's lift assets, both ships and aircraft, and chartered commercial 
assets for Operation Telic, and what rates the MoD paid for the commercial assets compared with peace-time steady 
state market rates? 

  49% airlift (equipment and materiel, not including personnel) by charter.

  88% sealift (again equipment and materiel only) by charter.

  The rates paid were the normal market rates on the day, but market rates did increase over the period of the 
Operation, and these were subject to further negotiation.

(Q49)  Details of the lease arrangements for the C-17s and in particular the premium payable for additional usage?

  The C-17 lease contract has no limit on the number of hours that may by flown. However, funding for support of 
the aircraft was modelled on a total of 3,000 flying hours per full year for the fleet of four aircraft. Since entering 
service with the RAF the C-17 fleet has exceeded the modelled hours, largely as a result of operations in Afghanistan 
and Iraq. This has resulted in additional support costs.

(Q90)  The steps taken by British forces in Basra to secure munitions stockpiles?

  The steps taken by British forces include:

(a)  identification of munition stockpiles;
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(b)  securing of stockpiles;

(c)  disposal of stockpiles.

  Once stockpiles have been identified, either by routine patrolling or by being brought to troops' attention by locals, 
Brigades will where possible provide a guard until such time that the stockpile can be removed or destroyed. Due to 
the number of sites and potential force protection issues, sites are prioritised for guarding according to their assessed 
threat. Seven Armoured Brigade are currently using about 40% of their manpower in the full-time securing of static 
sites, including munition stockpiles.

  Stockpiles are destroyed according to their priority. Sites are given priority if they present an immediate and 
unacceptable threat to UK personnel and operations and Iraqi civilians.

(Q38)  Details of how many of the 500 suspected WMD sites were passed to UNMOVIC

  As at 4 June 2003, Coalition forces had initiated investigations into 140 sites within Iraq, from a master list of over 
500 sites which may be connected to programmes to develop weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Additionally, 
investigations have been initiated into a further 67 sites identified since the conflict began. We expect further sites to 
be identified as investigations progress. This master list subsumes the 146 sites referred to by the Prime Minister on 
14 April 2003 and includes sites identified by our Coalition partners. Some key locations may include more than one 
such site, some sites may require longer investigations than others or repeated visits, and investigations at one site 
may lead to the identification of further sites. Therefore the number of sites, and the proportion into which 
investigations have been initiated, are not necessarily good measures of progress. Furthermore, such sites are only 
one potential form of evidence. Other evidence could include delivery systems, research, development, production or 
storage facilities (some of which may be dual-use), documentation or interviews with relevant Iraqi personnel. 
Coalition forces have already encountered materials which may be related to Iraqi programmes to develop weapons 
of mass destruction, including vehicles which broadly appear to match descriptions of mobile biological agent 
production facilities referred to in the document "Iraq's Weapons of Mass Destruction" published on 24 September 
2002, and as presented to the UN Security Council by the US Secretary of State. Investigations continue. We expect 
gathering and collating evidence from these sites and from other sources to be a long and complex task. We will aim 
to release further information concerning evidence of Iraqi WMD programmes when and where appropriate, as we 
did before the conflict began. 

  A clear majority of the sites now on the Coalition master list were already known to the UN, having been identified 
by UNSCOM and the IAEA during their previous inspections. We therefore focussed our efforts on providing the 
UN with information on the minority of sites they may have been unaware of, and sharing details of suspect 
activities at the known sites. Much of the UK's information on Iraqi WMD programmes derived from sensitive 
intelligence sources which need to be protected. Within this constraint, we believe we were as helpful as possible to 
the UN, working on a presumption of disclosure unless there were pressing security reasons not to, and passing a 
significant amount of information, of various types, to UN agencies under special arrangements. Specific instances 
include:

  Inspectors were briefed on suspect activities and capabilities at about 60 known sites, and were further briefed on 
around 40 additional sites of which we suspected the inspectors might be unaware.

  As of 30 May 2003, UNMOVIC/IAEA had been briefed on over 150 different intelligence reports, including 
information giving new details on previously identified sites, for example recent possible concealment activities.

  We also passed analysis and suggestions for the most fruitful sites and individuals to investigate, although the 
continued failure of Saddam's regime to provide individuals for interview without monitoring limited the inspectors' 
ability to pursue these.

  It is likely that our Coalition partners, and other nations, shared similar information with the UN concerning 
possible WMD sites.
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on Operation Telic land campaign 
(August 2003) 

(Q511)  Provide an organisational chart to explain the role of Major General Brims and the lines of command 
between UK and US forces

  See attached chart.

(Q517)  Explain the relationship between Major General Brims, Qatar and US forces

  Major General Brims received UK national strategic direction through the UK command chain (from the Chief of 
the Defence Staff to the Joint Commander through the National Contingent Commander to the Land Component 
Commander). Tactical orders were received from the US, from the Coalition Force Land Component Commander 
(CFLCC), General McKiernan, through the Commanding General 1st Marine Expeditionary Force (Lieutenant 
General Conway), although Major General Brims retained a national "Red Card". (See diagram answer for Question 
511 for further clarification) 

  Our ability to influence US orders and plans was exercised through the NCC staff in Qatar and by regular dialogue 
on the part of the large number of UK Liaison Officers that were deployed in the various US Headquarters.

  UK business with the Qataris was executed through either the National Component Commander (Air Marshal 
Burridge) or the Defence Attaché.

(Q570)  Would Major General Brims have been able to deploy two or three armoured brigades at battle strength? 

  During the planning phase, a number of potential force packages were considered. Among the range of options 
discussed was the possibility of sending two "triangular" Armoured Brigades (each comprising one Challenger two 
Regiment and two Warrior Battalions). This would not have meant deploying any more tanks, but would have 
included two additional Warrior Battalions, an additional Engineer Regiment and Artillery Regiment, and associated 
Combat Service Support assets. The possibility of deploying three Armoured Brigades was not an option explored in 
any depth.

  The final scale and composition of the UK contribution to the Coalition was driven by the expected military 
requirements, and the force package that was decided upon was that which the Chiefs of Staff deemed most 
appropriate for these tasks. There were of course a number of additional considerations that were taken into account 
during the planning process, including the likely timescales for deployment and the availability of strategic lift, and 
the sustainability of additional vehicles and personnel deployment. A particular consideration was the requirement to 
ring-fence a brigade for deployment on stabilisation operations following military action. Also to be taken into 
account was the possible impact upon other operations, in particular Operation FRESCO, of the deployment of 
further assets and personnel.

(Q605)  Further information on the number of NBC suits issued and redistribution details on NBC suits

  Based on the deployed force, the stated requirement was for 132,000 NBC suits and canisters and zero respirators 
(as each individual already are issued with a fully functioning and checked respirator). As at 31 March some 211,000 
NBC suits (195,000 "Green" and 16,000 Desert), 27,000 respirators (to provide replacement capability) and 245,000 
canisters had been issued in support of Op Telic.

  Most personnel had two suits each when they crossed the departure line following a redistribution of suits to one 
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(UK) Armoured Division from theatre stocks held by three Commando Brigade aboard ship. However, due to a 
mismatch in size of the units and individuals, a small number of troops crossed the line of departure with only one 
properly fitting suit. A similar shortage existed in large NBC gloves. Delivery of 96,000 suits from the UK on 19 
March 2003 meant that there were sufficient suits in theatre to supply all personnel with four each.

(Q609)  Further information on the scale and number of respirator canisters that had their "Use By" dated extended. 
Details on how "sustainability statement" is cascaded to theatre

Canisters

  At the time of its introduction into service, the canister for the S10 respirator was given a 10-year shelf life. As a 
result of in-service experience and extensive testing in 1998, it was established that the life of the canisters could be 
extended. This change was promulgated throughout the Services in May 1998 in Material Regulations. The oldest 
canisters (marked with the date of manufacture) were manufactured in 1988, which would now expire in 2003.

  As information about the stocks held by units is not held centrally, the total number of canisters that were held at 
that time is not known. Neither is it possible to provide the number of canisters that would previously have expired in 
2003 as a sub-set of the total issued. Better asset tracking would have helped in this respect and is one of the lessons 
already identified from the operation.

Sustainability Statement

  The "sustainability statement" information is cascaded from PJHQ into theatre as an annex to CJO's Directives to 
theatre commanders. This annex informs the commanders of the length of time and the intensity of operation for 
which they need to provision. Information is cascaded down through division and brigades with detail expanded 
according to their specific roles. They are then able to make their requests to HQ in theatre for the equipment they 
require.

(Q967)  Lieutenant General Reith told the Committee that there were 30 days' worth of ammunition in theatre. How 
many rounds does this represent for: Chinook helicopters; front line infantry soldiers; soldiers in support/logistics 
area away from immediate contact with the enemy? By the start of operations, how many rounds were issued to: 
each Chinook in theatre; each front line soldier; each support soldier?

  Ammunition planning is no longer simply based on the concept of days of supply but rather on more complex 
calculation, taking account of usage rates.

  For a wide range of natures of ammunition in Op Telic, the quantities deployed exceeded that which have resulted 
from this calculation because decisions were taken to increase the quantities of some natures to reflect tactical level 
concerns. This was based, in part, on operational analysis drawing from experience from previous conflicts.

  The direction issued to the land tactical level (divisional) staffs was that the minimum level of ammunition holding 
on completion of deployment was to be sufficient to allow units to undertake 10 days of high intensity war-fighting 
activity followed by 20 days of sustained "mopping up" rates of activity (Hence the reference to 30 days of 
ammunition).

  All ships carrying the initial ammunition stocks had arrived in theatre by the commencement of hostilities although 
at that time, not all of the ammunition planned for deployment was ideally sited. This was due to the difficulties in 
moving the large quantities of ammunition in a very short time with the assets available. The Divisional Commander 
assessed however that he had sufficient stocks on hand to cross the line of departure; a decision made in the 
knowledge that there were additional stocks in theatre following up through the line of communication. All soldiers 
should therefore have crossed the departure line with an amount of small arms ammunition deemed sufficient for 
their role, although naturally varied according to that role.

  The calculation referred to above uses the concept of a "Standard Load". For an infantry soldier, that is 150 rounds 
of 5.56mm ammunition. The total quantity of 5.56mm ammunition sent to theatre before operations began was over 
22 million rounds. This represents enough for approximately 750 rounds per man. It is standard practice prior to the 
commencement of operations for units to issue limited quantities of ammunition to allow for immediate force 
protection. For example, logistic enabling troops who were deployed very early were given limited amounts of 
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ammunition while based at the UK air base at Ali Al Salem. On crossing the line of departure, these front-line troops, 
as others, should have been issued with a "standard load". 

  In the case of support soldiers operating behind the front-line, their commander would have issued each soldier with 
the number of rounds they felt appropriate to the operational environment the soldiers were entering. A typical 
example of this might be 60 or 90 rounds per man, although in appropriate circumstances the number would have 
been less.

  The Chinook helicopter's role is not as a weapons platform, although it can be fitted with door and ramp General 
Purpose Machine Guns. Although there was more than enough 7.62mm ammunition available in theatre for any 
GPMGs which might have been mounted in these aircraft, we do not have records of allocations to individual aircraft.

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 16 March 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we03.htm (3 von 3)26.07.2005 17:11:18

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Written Evidence 

Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on Operation Telic land campaign (August 2003) (continued) 
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on questions arising from First Reflections 
(September 2003) 

First Reflections (page 19) stated that though the operation confirmed the soundness of a manoeuvre-based doctrine, 
the doctrine was capable of further refinement. What particular aspects of that war-fighting doctrine are susceptible 
to possible refinement?

  We are constantly seeking to review and adjust our doctrine in the light of changing circumstances, and by learning 
from our experiences. It is sensible to take note of our recent experiences in Iraq and to consider refining our doctrine 
accordingly if necessary. For example, our Joint Doctrine and Concepts Centre is currently reviewing and 
restructuring our operational level joint doctrine and is preparing guidance to be published during 2004. It would be 
unhelpful to pre-judge their conclusions at this stage, but they are likely to include such issues as operational agility, 
both intellectual and structural; improved interoperability with coalition partners, especially in planning; and better 
ways of co-ordinating military activities with those of a wide range of civil actors.

What "established readiness profiles and resourcing assumptions" (First Reflections, page 19) had to be by-passed?

  ***

  We aim to hold only that stock which cannot be procured within the readiness profile for each unit. For example 
under SDR planning assumptions the department plans to hold sufficient personal equipment to equip both the Joint 
Rapid Reaction Force and Spearhead Battalion (a total of 9,000 personnel) for desert operations. We chose to deploy 
significantly more personnel than this, and so additional equipment was purchased by UOR to meet the requirement.

  The unique characteristics of each crisis require a flexible approach to operational planning in order to respond 
appropriately. This will on occasion necessitate the readiness posture of some units being altered from that envisaged 
in the broad strategic planning guidelines, in order to generate the right military capabilities in theatre at the right 
moment to achieve the required military effect.

First reflections states that "the Government sought to provide a balanced, flexible and potent contribution to 
coalition forces, capable of playing a major role in any operation." How did the Government arrive at the figure of a 
land division-sized force and a total of 45,000 troops?

  The Chiefs of Staff recommended the size and composition of the force packages that were deployed to the Gulf, 
based on an assessment of the mission and sustainability requirements. The size of the total force was not in itself the 
focus of a decision: the figure of about 45,000 was simply the sum of decisions on the various components of the 
force.

  In the land component, the decision to fight at divisional level was taken for a variety of reasons, and not simply 
because this is the level at which the Armed Forces train to fight. Most importantly, the military estimate based on 
the mission analysis for both northern (attack from Turkey) and southern (attack from Kuwait) options demanded a 
divisional sized force in order to be successful. Furthermore, a divisional approach allowed the UK to have 
significant influence over the planning and the execution of operations in Iraq.

  The composition of the UK division was influenced by the decision to deploy to the south rather than the north, as 
originally envisaged. The UK role was not now to manoeuvre with a single UK brigade operating within a UK 
divisional framework (with much of the rear area held by the US), but to hold ground for a considerable period and 
potentially conduct operations in an urban environment. This required an additional brigade.
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Initial plans envisaged significant UK and US land and air forces operating from the north and deploying through 
Turkey as well as from Kuwait in the south. It became increasingly apparent that it would be difficult for the Turkish 
Government to secure parliamentary approval for such deployments. We therefore developed alternative plans, 
under which UK ground forces would play a key role in southern Iraq and enable US forces to advance more rapidly 
from south to north.[1] Did the Northern Option envisage fewer or greater numbers of troops? 

  ***

RESERVES CALL-OUT 

How much notice was given to reservists of their call-up?

  In principle we aimed to give 14 days' formal notice to reservists of their call-out. This is an aspiration and not a 
statutory requirement and many reservists will have been aware of the likelihood of call-out in advance of 
notification. On this occasion, operational requirements meant that some "early enablers" had to be called out at 
shorter notice. Where possible, this was achieved by negotiation: for example, of the 57 Royal Navy Reserve 
Amphibious Warfare officers available, 14 were able to meet a three-day timescale (to sail with the Amphibious 
Task Group), of whom 12 were selected. Similarly, the first tranche of the Territorial Army 165 Port Regiment called 
out were given seven days' notice, as they were required to operate Marchwood Military Port, releasing regulars to 
deploy to receive shipping in theatre.

  Nevertheless, for the bulk of the call-out, 14 days was the intended notice time. That this was not always achieved 
was often due to reservists' absence from home, postal time, how soon the reservist could tell his employer, and some 
incorrect addresses held on computer. Given these problems, the desired notice has now been revised to 21 days (an 
aim that has been achieved in subsequent mobilisations), but we cannot exclude the possibility that operational 
requirements may still require shorter notice periods on occasion.

How many reservists were sent home from Chilwell for failing medical or other tests?

  Medical failure rates of reservists (excluding Army Regular Reserves) were broadly similar to those of regulars. In 
total 1,299 reservists were sent home for failing medical or other tests (14.6% of the total called out for the 
operational phase). Of those that attended Chilwell, the mobilisation centre that dealt with Royal Marine Reserves, 
Territorial Army (TA) reservists and Regular Reserves, 1,173 (16%) were sent home. The ratio of those called out to 
those finally accepted into service was within the expected parameters, taking into account all factors including 
applications for exemptions.

TARGET SELECTION 

Coherent target selection (para 2.6) was achieved through close co-operation between PJHQ and the National 
Contingent Command in-theatre. As UK Special Forces operated outside the National Contingent Command, but 
were supported by RAF aircraft, also operating outside this command structure, how was targeting approval granted 
in practice for operations by such forces?

  ***

  ***

Were there occasions when UK advice on target selection was not followed by the US?

  We believe there were no occasions when the UK advice on targeting was not followed. Indeed at all levels in the 
military targeting process the US were very receptive to UK views.

THE CAMPAIGN 

Box on asymmetric operations (p.12) states that the value of agile and light forces in such campaigns has been 
highlighted. Can you give specific examples of this?

  Two examples of the employment of agile and light forces during the operation are: securing oil wells on the Al 
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Faw peninsula using airlifted troops from 3 Commando Brigade; and the clearance of Basra Old Town by 3 Para. 
The first operation was aimed at denying the enemy an asymmetric course of action, ie destruction of the oilfields. 
The second highlights the use of light forces to clear an area known to have been in the control of irregular forces. In 
the case of specific asymmetric attacks on UK forces, the decision on force composition (ie whether to use heavy or 
light forces) was made by the commander on the ground in response to the threat.

THE AIR CAMPAIGN 

First Reflections states that the RAF flew 6% of the sorties by the coalition.[2] What percentage of total PGMs 
delivered by the coalition did the RAF deliver?

  ***

What notice of the coalition's air strikes on the night of 20 March was the British Government given?

  The planning for the operation in Iraq, whilst led by the US, fully involved UK personnel, including through 
embedded staff in Centcom and elsewhere. This planning included possible reactions to specific emerging situations 
in Iraq. The air strikes in the early hours of 20 March were conducted in response to emerging intelligence data and 
were time-sensitive. PJHQ were informed by Centcom of this intelligence and the proposed response a few hours 
prior to the air strikes taking place. The Prime Minister and the Defence Secretary were then informed in the 
appropriate manner.

To what extent was the RAF able to utilise US-sourced intelligence for its operational deployments? Did the RAF 
have to provide its own recce information using national resources to fill any gaps?

  Co-operation with the US over intelligence exchange in support of air operations was already at an advanced stage 
at the start of the campaign, following years of experience of operating with the US in patrolling the No Fly Zones. 
This experience provided a firm foundation on which to build the arrangements that were put in hand for this 
operation. The main change was to "pool" UK and US air assets to allow optimum co-ordination for their 
employment. This arrangement allowed the product of UK assets to be used by the US and vice versa as required. 
Day-to-day management of the "pooling" arrangement was effected through a Joint Collection Management Board at 
the Centcom Forward Headquarters, on which the National Contingent Commander was represented. 

How many Iraqi scud or other missile launchers did RAF aircraft destroy during the major combat phase?

  ***

MARITIME OPERATIONS 

Why did the operation[3] to de-mine the Khawr Abd Allah waterway take until 28 March?

  Reopening of Umm Qasr port was a key early objective in the campaign, as this would allow humanitarian aid to be 
delivered and later allow the Oil for Food programme to recommence. It was originally estimated that it would take 
three days to confirm that a channel 200 yards wide for the 38 miles along the Khawr Abd Allah waterway to Umm 
Qasr was free from mines. This could not commence until the north bank of the waterway was cleared of Iraqi 
forces, which was achieved late on 23 March. Mine Counter Measure operations commenced immediately and the 
channel was cleared by dusk on 26 March. However, two mines were discovered just outside the cleared channel as 
operations began to widen the channel beyond 200 yards. For safety reasons the channel was closed until these two 
mines were cleared. This was achieved by late 27 March and the channel declared open for Sir GALAHAD at dawn 
28 March. The speed with which this task was carried out is a credit to the capability that the Royal Navy has in this 
specialist area.

MILITARY CAMPAIGN—FIRST REFLECTIONS 

What are the implications of the Iraq operation for the SDR's assumptions of one large or two medium operations 
being sustainable?
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  The recent operation in Iraq has demonstrated that we were not only able to meet and sustain a large scale 
intervention operation, but that we were also able to sustain additional concurrent commitments elsewhere, although 
this was demanding. This demonstrates the robustness and utility of the SDR force structure. The New Chapter to the 
SDR identified a trend for our forces to meet an increasingly varied pattern of concurrent and sequential operational 
commitments, at small and medium scale. Experience suggests that for many assets, such as deployed headquarters 
and logistic support, conducting several smaller scale operations is more demanding than one or two larger scale 
operations. Therefore, in addition to retaining the capacity to undertake the most demanding, but less frequent, large 
scale operations, it has become clear that we should structure our forces with a focus on the demands of concurrent 
medium and small scale operations. Any resulting changes to our force structures will be announced in the 
forthcoming Defence White Paper.

How far is close air support practised by land and air forces through normal training activities? Do significant RAF 
forces participate in BATUS exercises? How long have they done so?

  Close Air Support (CAS) is included in the Harrier annual training syllabus. This includes a minimum of 10 sorties 
required per pilot during the work-up to Combat Ready status, and a minimum of 14 sorties per pilot per year 
required to maintain currency. Many aircrew exceed this figure. Neither the Jaguar GR3 nor the Tornado GR4 has 
mandatory CAS in their annual training syllabus. However, both aircraft types train in CAS on a regular basis. Both 
the RAF and the Army generate CAS training exercises. Other training activity is undertaken as part of Forward Air 
Controllers' training at RAF Leeming, where approximately eight four-week courses are run each year.

  RAF forces first participated in BATUS training in October 2002 with four Tornado GR4 aircraft and elements of 
the Joint Force Air Component Headquarters. This year, the event will be supported by six Jaguar GR3 aircraft. The 
intention is to increase the joint RAF/Army training conducted in BATUS exercises in the future. Work on scoping 
this training is underway. Recognising that the command and control process of CAS is as important as the tactical 
training provided to ground Forward Air Controllers and aircrew, Strike Command and Land Command have 
initiated a project to improve the Land/Air interface.

First Reflections notes that both 3 Commando Brigade and 16 Air Mobile Brigade requested support from heavy 
armour.[4] How practised is the use of heavy armour in support of such light forces? Were any lessons learned 
about future co-operation by such forces?

  Sub-unit commanders from combat (including Royal Marine), combat support and some combat service support 
sub-units routinely attend the Combined Arms Tactics Course at the Land Warfare Centre for pre-employment 
training. The course includes tuition on the capabilities and handling of armour and practical exercises using armour. 
Furthermore, commanding officers from combat and combat support units, including Royal Marines, routinely attend 
the Battlegroup Commanders Course at the Land Warfare Centre before taking up command. This course includes 
instruction on the use of armour and practical training on simulators. Consequently, commanders of all light forces 
have been taught the tactics, techniques and procedures for employing armour relevant to their level of command and 
have some, albeit limited, practical experience.

  There are also collective training opportunities for units in 3 Commando and 16 Air Assault Brigades to train with 
armour. The two brigades are allocated a total of three exercise periods at the Land Warfare Centre's Battlegroup 
Training Unit each year. These exercises are fully instrumented and all weapon effects and equipment and personnel 
vulnerability are accurately simulated. During this training the units are invariably opposed by armour, and usually 
have some opportunity to work with armour. For example, a squadron of the Queen's Royal Lancers will take part in 
Exercise Wessex Warrior with 40 Commando on Salisbury Plain in November 2003. However, training objectives 
are set by the relevant formation commanders and depending on what they wish to achieve, armour may not always 
be involved. The Iraq operation has highlighted the importance of continuing such exercises utilising armour with 
lighter forces such as 3 Commando.

  Whilst in future our preferred expeditionary armoured capability will remain based on the deployment of armoured 
and mechanised forces to counter enemy armoured threats, the requirement for close co-operation and integration of 
heavy armour with light forces is likely to remain. Work continues to develop appropriate military doctrine and low-
level tactics, techniques and procedures for such co-operation and integration.

How many British UAVs were deployed and for how many missions? How many were lost? What were the causes of 
any such losses?
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  During Operation Telic there were 138 missions flown using 89 deployed Phoenix Unmanned Aerial Vehicles 
(UAVs). The capability that the UAVs afforded was greatly appreciated by UK land forces who benefited from the 
real time targeting information that was available, cueing air and artillery assets. During the operation some 23 
Phoenix UAVs were lost or damaged beyond repair. The majority of the losses were due to technical problems 
within the air vehicle linked to the extreme operating conditions encountered. A small number were due to enemy 
action. A further 13 suffered damage which was reparable either in theatre or back in the UK. However, the attrition 
rate was in line with what could be expected for an operation of this scale. UAV concepts and capabilities have 
moved on significantly since Phoenix entered service and for this reason, Phoenix will be phased out and its roles 
subsumed by the broader Watchkeeper UAV capability which we aim to introduce in 2006.[5]

To what extent are air and land command and control systems able to integrate? Do land forces use computer-based 
systems to the same extent as the air side does?

  Command and control is exercised through a wide range of communications and information systems and 
equipment from the strategic, through the operational, to the tactical level of warfare. These range from networked 
computer systems which support office automation in major HQs to the combat radios used by troops and in aircraft. 
These systems are generally integrated between environments where such a requirement is identified during the 
acquisition process, or where the technology allows for the simple interconnection of systems. During this operation 
there was considerable integration between the air and land forces, including the interconnection of voice and data 
systems at the operational level of command, and the exchange of real time data link information at many levels, 
down to the use of interoperable tactical radio systems. We are continuing to work to improve the integration of a 
wide variety of these systems where this provides operational benefit.

  Both the air and land environments make extensive use of computer systems, but in ways that reflect the differences 
between those environments. At operational HQs the Land and Air Components make use of computer systems for 
all applications from personnel and administration through to intelligence and targeting, although field conditions 
may sometimes limit the extent of their use by land forces. The extension of computer systems into the tactical 
environment is less widespread for land forces than it is in the air. Modern combat aircraft are computer-based 
platforms, relying on computer systems for many aspects of their operation. They are able to relay real-time combat 
information back to headquarters more easily than ground forces. However, computer systems also form an integral 
part of land equipment, particularly for intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, as well as the targeting and 
guidance of weapon systems. This operation saw some ground forces making use of new systems to relay combat 
position information in a similar manner to air forces. Land forces also made far greater use of computer-based 
information systems below the divisional level of command than in previous operations of this scale. Computer 
systems are essential in both environments.

First Reflections emphasises the advantages of multi-role aircraft.[6] What modifications would be needed to make 
the Typhoon such a platform? Does the MoD intend to alter the capabilities of the first or second tranche of the 
Typhoon procurement?

  When Typhoon becomes available for operational deployment in the second half of this decade, it will be equipped 
with an initial ground attack capability, although its primary role will be to carry out air defence sorties. On existing 
plans, the aircraft will benefit from progressive enhancements to its ground attack capability as part of the aircraft's 
Enhanced Operational Capability upgrade programme. These incremental operational enhancements will develop 
Typhoon into a very capable multi-role weapon system. The content and timing of these enhancements are the 
subject of ongoing negotiations with industry and partner nations. Our aim, however, is for a fully enhanced multi-
role Typhoon to become available for operations early in the next decade.

LOGISTICS AND EQUIPMENT 

When was the requirement for Expeditionary Campaign Infrastructure identified; when were orders for it placed; 
and when was it introduced into service? In the Iraq campaign, on what dates were Expeditionary Campaign 
Infrastructure and Temporary Deployable Accommodation deployed into theatre, and when were they fully 
operational in-theatre; and in each case how many bed-spaces were provided by each system?

  The requirement for Expeditionary Campaign Infrastructure (ECI) was identified during operations in Bosnia and a 
procurement programme formally initiated in 1997. This programme was then overtaken by the Kosovo campaign 
and 5,250 troops' worth of Improved Tented Camp was procured by UOR in 1999; this equipment was formally 
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retained in service as "Interim ECI Tier 1" in June 2000 and funding identified for it to be used in desert conditions 
(with air conditioning, solar shading etc) in 2002. The ECI project was reinitiated in August 2000 with aspiration for 
a more complete ECI Tier One system (also known as Temporary Deployable Accommodation (TDA)) to be in 
service in 2004. This was also overtaken by events in Iraq, and consequently the accelerated procurement of TDA 
was approved in January 2003 for the deployment to the Gulf.

  For the operation in Iraq, the Interim ECI Tier One camps were deployed to theatre between December 2002 and 
February 2003. The construction of these camps however did not commence until after the end of major combat 
operations. By July, four camps with air conditioning and solar shading (procured by UOR) and three without were 
declared fully operational. The remaining air conditioning is due to be in place by September 2003. The ECI in Iraq 
is designed to accommodate 3,500 troops.

  TDA was first ordered as a UOR in January 2003 and deployment to Iraq began in May. The last camps are due to 
be delivered shortly. Although four 500-man camps are occupied, they are not yet fully operational. This is 
anticipated by the end of October 2003, when the remaining TDA camps are expected to be complete. Once finished, 
this accommodation is planned to hold 4,250 troops.

What specific procurement decisions were influenced by experience in Afghanistan (First Reflections, para 4.2)?

  The campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq were both US-led coalition operations so UK experience of working with 
US forces in Afghanistan was relevant to Iraq in a number of areas. For example, operations in Afghanistan 
demonstrated the importance of Link 16-based tactical data links to enable coalition ships and aircraft to operate 
safely and efficiently together. The value of secure communications for aircraft and of secure and flexible tactical 
communications for land forces was also emphasised. In general, the need for interoperability with US planning, and 
communication and information systems was highlighted. For Iraq, proposals for equipment procurement were 
judged on their merits against the operational requirement identified, but the experiences from Afghanistan, such as 
those outlined above, were obviously taken into account. 

  We would normally expect the key lessons from Afghanistan to have been taken into our equipment programme to 
prepare for future operations; that we needed to use the UOR process to address some of these lessons for Iraq 
reflects in part the minimal time interval between the two.

When was the need for better asset-tracking for deployable forces first identified? What studies and trials have taken 
place since then aimed at improving asset-tracking, and what options are now open to the MoD to secure such 
systems? What scope is there to use asset-tracking systems operated by commercial distribution businesses?

  The desire to improve means of tracking assets both to theatre and in theatre has been noted in post operation 
reports and lessons exercises since the Gulf Conflict in 1991. It has also been highlighted by the NAO during their 
reports into Kosovo and Exercise Saif Sareea II. Since then, the MoD has been working towards finding affordable 
improvements to the capability we already have in this area.

  As a result of the lessons identified in 1991, two tracking systems were procured: VITAL (Army) and RIDELS 
(Navy). These are MoD-developed, bespoke systems, optimised for the Service environment in which they were 
originally deployed. Both systems have been progressively improved and expanded over the years, although they 
have been limited by their dependency upon other IT systems which were never designed to be part of a "joined up" 
supply chain system.

  On its formation, the DLO launched a number of programmes aimed at delivering better stores and asset tracking 
capabilities in a tri-Service expeditionary environment. Asset tracking was a key component of the programme in the 
form of the In Transit Visibility (ITV) project. Following a review in 2002, ITV has since been descoped and is now 
being pursued as a new project MMiT (Management of Material in Transit). An internal study on the whole issue of 
consignment tracking is also currently underway. This will take account of lessons emerging from the recent 
operation.

  The environment in which commercial business operates has some very distinct characteristics some of which differ 
from the environment in which defence operates its own supply chains. These differences are most stark in a hostile 
operational environment where high tempo warfare is being prosecuted. Notwithstanding this there is some scope to 
utilise asset-tracking systems operated by commercial distribution businesses providing that there is adequate 
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infrastructure and communications in place from front to rear.

What additional procurements were required because of weaknesses in asset-tracking? In particular, what 
additional procurements were required because logisticians could not give sufficiently accurate and timely estimates 
of when stores or equipment would be delivered in theatre, and what additional procurements were required because 
logistics systems could not sufficiently monitor stores usage or equipment unservicability rates?

  It is difficult to determine whether any additional procurements were required because of weaknesses in asset 
tracking. Lack of consignment visibility may have resulted in duplicate ordering or over-prioritisation of the 
requirement due to lack of confidence in the system. However, there are specific examples of how visibility in some 
areas did prevent duplicate ordering by determining the location of certain supplies. In the cases of spare armoured 
vehicle road wheels and malarial prophylaxis, theatre logistic staffs sought confirmation that the consignments 
concerned had been despatched. By using the Total Asset Visibility (TAV) and VITAL systems, it was ascertained 
by date/time stamp that both had arrived in theatre, and this information enabled the items concerned to be located.

When was the decision made to order the US Total Asset Visibility system, and when was it delivered? When 
operational, what visibility coverage did it provide? What alternative systems were available from foreign countries 
or from the commercial sector? 

  The decision to procure elements of the US Total Asset Visibility (TAV) system for UK use was made at the end of 
November 2002. The contract was let on 23 January 2003 following discussions with US Joint Chiefs of Staffs' 
logisticians, to ensure cohesion with their own procurement. Equipment began to arrive in the UK on 25 January and 
was progressively installed at nominated sites in the UK, Germany, Cyprus and in the Gulf. A second phase 
procurement of the system has extended the coverage within UK and Germany to an increased number of sites, to 
widen the use of the system to the deployment and recovery phases of the operation. This was completed on 31 July.

  TAV offers a significant improvement over existing systems, both in capability and in reducing the manpower 
burden. It allows the tracking of consignments (ie containers and pallets rather than individual equipment) through 
the use of a radio frequency identity tag. Locations of such consignments can then be determined remotely via secure 
internet access. The contents of each container or pallet are known by cross-reference with the existing VITAL 
system. In this way, equipment was tracked as far forward as the divisional rear areas in Kuwait during the operation. 
The utility of the system ended once the consignments were broken down, and the contents transported to separate 
forward areas. The last known location of individual equipment were however still available. 

  The procurement of elements of the US TAV system, as opposed to any other similar tracking system, had some 
major advantages. No other system could have provided interoperability with the US chain, or enabled UK use of the 
existing US infrastructure (for example radio frequency transponders) in certain locations. In addition TAV was a 
mature system, operated by the US Army for some eight years. It had been adapted for military use by the US 
Department of Defense (DOD) and thus offered immediately useable capability. The significant US DOD support 
was a critical success factor in meeting the taut timelines.

To what extent did the "end of 2002" (First Reflections, para 4.15) timing of the US decision on what combat ID 
system to deploy affect the UK's ability to field similar or compatible systems?

  A coalition Combat Identification concept of operations drawing from NATO standards for all coalition ground 
forces, both vehicles and dismounted troops, was promulgated in late December 2002. This allowed equipment, 
which either complied with, or exceeded, the mandated standard, to be acquired and supplied into theatre. The 
December 2002 decision did not affect our ability to procure or deploy the Combat Identification equipment to the 
Gulf.

When was it decided to fit extra IFF systems to UK aircraft/ships, and when did the necessary modifications begin 
and when were they completed?

  For ships, approval was given in late November 2002 to fit additional IFF systems. The first fit to a UK-based unit 
was achieved on 31 January 2003 and the first fit to a deployed unit was completed on 20 February 2003. The final 
despatch to all nominated units was on 3 March 2003.

  The First Reflections report was wrong to state that extra IFF had been procured for RAF aircraft. We apologise for 
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this error. For aircraft, no extra IFF systems were required, as aircraft deployed were already compliant with the 
existing IFF standard. However, situational awareness of aircraft, and therefore their Combat ID capability, was 
improved in a number of cases by the fitting of Link 16 tactical data link equipment. 

How much did it cost to acquire (i) Blue Force Tracking and (ii) the extra IFF systems?

  For the eight month lease of blue force tracking equipment, some £2.5 Million was set aside. This included costs of 
contractor support and provision against damage or loss of equipment. The final costings of this system have not yet 
been calculated.

  About £2.5 million was spent procuring extra IFF systems for ships, which was fitted to existing IFF equipment 
held onboard. Fitting costs were minimal as the work was carried out by the ships' staff.

What was the cost of chartered sealift and airlift, respectively, to support the war in Iraq, up to the point at which 
combat operations ceased?

Chartered sealift: £70.0 million

Chartered airlift: £53.5 million

What changes are envisaged, or are under consideration, concerning the demarcation of responsibilities or physical 
and procedural measures to ensure that key logistic nodes in the UK (such as Marchwood and Brize Norton) remain 
secure and able to operate unhindered?

  Notwithstanding the well-publicised actions by protest groups, for example at the Sea Mounting Centre 
Marchwood, where protestors attempted to disrupt the deployment of equipment to the Gulf, the "key logistic nodes" 
in the UK were able to carry out their roles without significant interruption and operations were not affected.

  The demarcation of responsibilities for security at these establishments is clear. Physical security measures focus on 
the protection of critical assets and rely on the principle of multi-layer defence (eg perimeter fencing, guard patrols, 
swipecard entry). Given the extent of the perimeters of the majority of MoD establishments, it is not possible, within 
realistic resource allocations, to give a guarantee that they will not be breached by individuals or small groups of 
protestors. Some previous lessons were implemented in the command and control aspects of deploying and 
redeploying MoD personnel to where they were required most. An effective system for prioritising this effort was 
established during the operation, and this is being refined for future use.

  In the case of Marchwood, the protest activity was successfully dealt with in a proportionate manner, that took 
careful account of the safety of both guard-force and protestors. Operational activity was not disrupted. Nonetheless, 
some enhancements to protective security equipment and guard-force capability are being put in place, as are 
procedures for the improved sharing of intelligence on protest activity. In the case of RAF Brize Norton, protestors 
breached the airfield perimeter and accessed the runway before they could be apprehended. This did postpone flying 
operations for a few hours, but the minor interruption to operations was easily recovered. The protestors were 
removed by Thames Valley Police using minimum force. As with Marchwood, some additional measures have been 
taken to enhance security at Brize Norton and across a range of other airfield sites.

  As part of the continuous review of MoD protective security measures an internal review is currently underway into 
the security of RN ships alongside at Naval Bases in UK. This will complement the enhancements made to the 
security of logistic facilities at Marchwood and elsewhere. The MoD takes the security of its people and assets very 
seriously. The threat to the Department's facilities and bases, along with the security measures in force at them, is 
kept under constant review. Guard-forces are bound by UK law and by the principle of proportionality in their 
responses to protestors.

PEACE SUPPORT AND HUMANITARIAN OPERATIONS 

What formal training was given to British forces to undertake the transition from a war-fighting to a peace support 
role?
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  All combat units that deployed to Iraq had recent operational peace support experience, preceded by specialist 
training delivered by the Operational Training and Advisory Group (OPTAG). As an example, 3 Commando Brigade 
(3 Cdo Bde)'s recent peace support operational deployments are outlined below. These levels of residual experience 
were mirrored within 16 Air Assault Brigade and to a slightly lesser extent within Seven Armoured Brigade.

Table 1

RECENT PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONAL DEPLOYMENTS OF 3 CDO BDE

(1) HQ 3 Cdo Bde: Op AGRICOLA (Kosovo), June 2000-January 
2001. 

    Op JACANA[7] (Afghanistan), March-July 2002. 

(2) 40 Cdo: Northern Ireland, June-December 2000. 

    Op JACANA7 (Afghanistan), March-July 2002. 

(3) 42 Cdo: Op SILKMAN, Sierra Leone, May-October 2000. 

    Northern Ireland, March-September 02. 

(4) 45 Cdo: Op AGRICOLA (Kosovo), June 2000-January 
2001. 

  Op JACANA7 (Afghanistan), March-July 2002 

  In addition to the high level of residual peace support experience, conceptual peace support training was conducted 
by Headquarters One (UK) Armoured Division staff immediately prior to deployment, and OPTAG delivered an 
Internal Security training package for frontline battlegroups in theatre on the transition to peace support operations.

  Paragraph 7.4 mentions "the secondment of two specialists from the Department for International Development 
(DfID)" to One (UK) Division, while paragraph 7.10 states that "By mid June the number of UK personnel in CPA 
offices in Baghdad, Basrah and northern Iraq had risen to over 70, including secondees from MoD, FCO, DfID and 
the Treasury and experts in policing, customs, finance, law, health and education". It would be useful to have a 
breakdown of staff based in theatre from Government Departments other than the MoD from the beginning of the 
conflict to the present, showing when these staff arrived, when they departed (if they have), which part of 
Government they came from, where they were based in Iraq (both which organisation they were working in and 
where they were located) and, if they have a particular specialisation, what this specialisation is.

  The number of UK personnel in theatre from other government departments is constantly changing and is being 
monitored by the FCO. The initial deployments began in mid-May, and since then some 80 personnel have returned 
to the UK. The FCO have kindly supplied the most recent roll-call of UK personnel in theatre. We attach this 
(removing personal details), at the appendix and we hope will be of some use to the Committee. This list excludes 
those organisations in Iraq that are exclusively staffed by the MoD. However, for clarity, the list includes all those 
personnel working in the other units, and this include MoD personnel and contractors.

What planning was undertaken to ensure that British forces had the ability to communicate with Iraqis they 
encountered? Specifically, how was it ensured that forces had access to adequate interpretation resources?

  During offensive operations, it was planned that interpreters would largely be provided by UK military sources and 
would, in the main, be military personnel. Once the major offensive was over, it was planned that local civilian 
interpreters would be used for low level work that required no security clearance. A pool of military personnel who 
had wide knowledge and experience of Arabic was identified by Land Command, and the process of putting 
available personnel through refresher courses was begun in January 2003. The aim was to confirm their working 
knowledge and then assign them to appropriate formations. In addition, on 10 March, authority was given to use 
Kuwaiti military personnel as interpreters should the requirement arise, and the required co-ordination and 
administration for this was put in place.

  In the event, the pool of interpreters used in Iraq after UK forces first crossed the border comprised mainly UK 
military personnel. Troops on the ground found that local Iraqis quickly came forward and made themselves 
available to take on the task. This assistance was later formalised and the Iraqis were paid by the Coalition.
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  Troops on the ground would always have a qualified interpreter with them for operations that might require them to 
explain their intentions to the local population. This was invariably the case where searches of property were being 
conducted. The requirement for interpreters continues whilst our forces are helping to reconstruct Iraq. Clearly, 
resources are finite and therefore both MoD and FCO have work in hand to supplement military interpreters with UK 
civilian assistance as well as possible Kuwait-based contractor support. Of a total requirement of approx 200 
interpreters, some 170 will be found from the local population. The balance will be made up from UK military, 
contractor and UK civilian sources. 

Paragraph 7.5 mentions that "responsibility for water distribution has been transferred to UNICEF". What other 
aspects of humanitarian assistance have been handed over to civilian bodies, when did this occur, and which are the 
bodies now responsible? 

  Ultimately the Coalition has overall responsibility for the welfare of Iraqis under its legal obligations as an 
occupying power. However UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1483, was passed unanimously on 22 May 
2003, which set out the UN's role in Iraq. Since then, day to day responsibility for the provision of humanitarian 
assistance to the Iraqi people has been assumed by the UN, and other civilian agencies (such as those mentioned in 
Q39) as appropriate to their skills, as soon as it was practicable for them to do so. The UN is now engaged across the 
humanitarian sector. For example, since June, the World Food Programme has been delivering almost 500,000 
tonnes of food a month; and UNICEF and WHO are providing essential support to Iraq's health system. 

Paragraph 7.5 mentions that "On 28 April, UK forces delivered 30 World Health Organisation health kits provided 
by DfID to the Central Drugs Supply Depot in Basrah: sufficient drugs and medical equipment to provide primary 
care for 300,000 people for three months". What subsequent measures have been taken to ensure adequate supply of 
drugs and medical equipment not only to Basra but to the British area of operations as a whole?

  Since the passing of UNSCR 1483, UN agencies such as UNICEF and WHO have been working with the Iraqi 
Ministry of Health on projects such as the immunisation of Iraq's 4.2 million children under the age of five against 
preventable diseases such as polio, tetanus and tuberculosis. DfID is providing significant support to those UN 
agencies and NGOs such as the Red Cross/Red Crescent. £12.5 million has been allocated specifically to health and 
nutrition activities; a further £35 million has been allocated to humanitarian agencies without being earmarked to 
specific sectors, a proportion of which is being spent in the health sector. In addition, UK forces, where they have the 
capacity to assist, have addressed some critical shortfalls, including the provision of oxygen cylinders in Basrah.

Paragraph 7.6 states "Initially, calls for coalition forces to do more to protect Iraqi civilians, keep order and prevent 
looting had to be weighed against the demands of continuing operations to overcome resistance by Iraqi forces, both 
regular and irregular." This implies that British forces were unable to do more to protect civilians, keep order and 
prevent looting because of other ongoing responsibilities. More detail of how forces sought to balance these 
responsibilities, and of any orders that they were given in this context, would be useful to the Committee.

  British troops are deployed to establish a secure environment to allow the reconstruction of Iraq to continue. 
Operations are tailored on a daily basis to deal with threats to that environment. Activity is prioritised and sequenced 
to ensure that the most dangerous threats receive the greatest attention. These are decisions for the local commander 
on the ground.

Paragraph 7.7 states that "many NGOs and UN agencies, including the World Food Programme and the World 
Health Organisation, are now permanently located in Basrah". Which other NGOs and UN agencies are now 
permanently located in Basra?

  As of the middle of August there are over 20 UN agencies and NGOs based in Basrah, covering the full spectrum of 
humanitarian and reconstruction activity. They include: UNICEF; UNESCO; the UN Development Programme; 
Médécins Sans Frontiéres; The Mine Action Group; the International Committee of the Red Cross; The Salvation 
Army; CARITAS; Oxfam; and Save The Children. Following the bombing of the UN on 19 August we are aware 
that a number of NGOs are reconsidering their position in Iraq. MoD, DfID and FCO are working with these 
organisations to mitigate any impact that this may have.

Paragraph 7.8 notes that "More than 1,700 hostile irregular forces have been detained". Are these forces being 
treated as prisoners of war? If not, how are they being treated with respect to the Geneva Conventions? How many 
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are still being detained? 

  Paragraph 7.8 of "First Reflections" specifically refers to personnel detained by the US. The treatment of regular 
and irregular forces detained by the US is a matter for them, and we do not hold details of their current numbers.

  Legal obligations under the Third Geneva Convention (for military personnel) and the Fourth Geneva Convention 
(for civilian internees) still stand. Everyone who is detained by the UK in military operations is held until their status 
can be established. Detainees later identified as civilians who had not been involved in hostilities are released 
following examination of their cases. The UK has released all its prisoners of war, except one who has been retained 
pending criminal proceedings.

Paragraph 7.10 notes the "vital role for the UN in the reconstruction of Iraq" established by UNSCR 1483, but does 
not explain in any depth what this role is. Could more be said about the British Government's understanding of the 
UN's role in post-conflict Iraq?

  As the Secretary General stated in his report to the Security Council on 17 July 2003, the UN role in Iraq includes 
the following: 

—  delivering humanitarian assistance;

—  assisting in the return of refugees and displaced persons;

—  facilitating national dialogue and consensus-building;

—  assisting in the establishment of electoral processes;

—  promoting the protection of human rights;

—  supporting the development of civil society, including a free and independent media;

—  contributing, through the UN Development Programme and the international financial institutions, to 
assessing the needs for economic reconstruction and sustainable development;

—  sharing UN experience of post-conflict processes with Iraqis and the CPA; and

—  helping the Iraqi interim administration to rejoin the international community.

  Social and economic needs assessments are currently being carried out by the UN, IMF and World Bank. The 
findings will be addressed at the UN Donors Conference planned for 23-24 October in Madrid.

Paragraph 7.16 discusses a "drawdown of forces" which "reflects the change from combat operations to those 
focussed upon stabilisation and increased security". Have any capabilities been moved into theatre which are 
particularly tailored to stabilisation and security operations, as opposed to combat operations?

  A wide variety of capabilities have been moved into Iraq that are specifically tailored to stabilisation and security 
operations as opposed to combat operations. These include:

—  The Divisional Engineer Group, which was designed from its inception to provide reconstruction and 
stabilisation capabilities, with only a limited war fighting function. In particular, the 62 Commander Royal 
Engineers (Works) organisation has been deployed to provide specialist infrastructure and construction 
advice, and design and project/contract management expertise. They are undertaking a wide range of tasks, 
notably with the assistance of the Engineer and Logistic Staff Corps and Specialist Teams Royal Engineers 
who are providing highly technical information. Projects include the water system, where they have 
established a Pipeline Repair Coordination Cell that they are handing over to the UN, and an assessment of 
the power generation and distribution system that is assisting the targeting of contractor-sourced 
reconstruction efforts.

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we05.htm (11 von 14)26.07.2005 17:11:25



House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

—  10 Field Squadron (Air Support), which is a capable construction organisation that would normally be 
dedicated to the support of the deployed Air Component. It has undertaken significant works on living 
accommodation.

—  38 Engineer Regiment, normally a Close Support unit, which has been reconfigured to provide General 
Support that is much more appropriate for reconstruction tasks. The unit has been reorganised around the 
artisan tradesmen's capabilities. It is currently undertaking construction and maintenance tasks in support of 
British forces' living accommodation and air conditioning, and tasks in support of Iraqi essential services (oil, 
power, water) such as rebuilding pylon lines and providing generators for the oil refinery, as well as road and 
bridge reconstruction.

—  The Explosive Ordnance Disposal Group, which is undertaking the clearance of explosive hazards near 
centres of population where they pose a threat to Coalition forces or the local population as well as assisting 
and co-ordinating those efforts.

—  Public Order equipment (eg riot equipment) that has been deployed to Iraq to be used by UK troops 
should they require it to maintain law and order.

  The other participating nations operating in southern Iraq in the UK area, which of course have deployed since the 
conclusion of major combat operations, are also configured for Peace Support Operation tasks.

The conclusions box at the end of chapter seven states that "The success of the humanitarian operation should at 
least partly be attributed to the extensive planning and pre-positioning of supplies that took place before the conflict 
began, including the secondment of Department for International Development advisers to HQ 1(UK) Armoured 
Division in theatre". Could more be said about this planning and pre-positioning? What aspects of this planning and 
pre-positioning related to the maintenance, renewal and reconstruction of essential infrastructure, as opposed to the 
provision of humanitarian aid?

  Supplies of food, water, medicines and other emergency supplies were stockpiled in the Gulf before the conflict 
began, with a view to addressing any humanitarian needs that might arise as a result of coalition action. In addition, 
careful targeting of precision weapons during the conflict itself minimised damage to the civilian infrastructure. As a 
result, as the Committee will have seen during its recent visit, there was no humanitarian crisis in Iraq. Localised 
shortages of essentials were quickly addressed by UK forces, and soon after the collapse of the regime, food and 
water was readily available across the UK Area of Operations. 

  Whilst much of the UK's pre-conflict preparation was aimed at averting a humanitarian crisis in southern Iraq, the 
underlying need to improve the civilian infrastructure was also central to the planning process. Military forces 
deployed to the region brought with them a range of engineering and reconstruction capabilities. For example, UK 
forces played a key role in restoring power and water supplies immediately after the conflict, and constructed a water 
pipe from Kuwait to Umm Qasr that allowed urgent water needs to be addressed. The military have continued to do 
all that they can to repair oil, water and power facilities, and have reopened both Umm Qasr port and the railway to 
Baghdad. However, it is clear that a decade of neglect by the former regime, and the looting that took place after the 
conflict ended, have left much of the civilian infrastructure in a parlous state that will require a great deal of work 
and investment to put right.

The conclusions to chapter 7 also state that "In terms of planning for the post-conflict phase, we must learn from the 
difficulties faced in the provision of security in the UK area of operations". Has the Government drawn any initial 
lessons that are applicable to planning for future operations?

  The process of identifying lessons from the operation in Iraq is still ongoing, with a full report covering all aspects 
of the operation due to be published by the end of the year. Any lessons regarding the provision of post-conflict 
security that are applicable to planning for future operations will be detailed in that report.

What is the nature of the UK's involvement in and assistance to the Iraq Survey Group?

  The United Kingdom is currently providing some 47 Service personnel and 20 civilian staff to the Iraq Survey 
Group, although the number will vary according to local circumstances; this includes specialists, generalists, subject 
matter experts and former UNSCOM inspectors. Brigadier John Deverell, a serving British officer, is the Group's 
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second-in-command, based in Baghdad. The UK is represented throughout the Group, including in the Analytical 
Centre and Media Processing Centre.

Estimate of progress in UXO clearance, including clearance of munitions delivered by the coalition during the 
recent conflict. 

  The extent of UXO and exploded ordnance contamination in Iraq is vast and is a legacy of many years of war and a 
highly militarised society. Much of this contamination predates the recent conflict and much has never been fired. 
Where Coalition forces are aware of particular sub-munition strike areas resulting from Operation TELIC, a 
programme of identifying and marking is underway to protect the civilian population and to allow follow-up teams to 
carry out the clearance. Looting since the end of major combat operations has also left many Iraqi ammunition 
storage areas in complete disarray, with large amounts of munitions often left in an unstable condition. The clearance 
of these areas is beyond the scope or capability of currently deployed assets.

  Clearance efforts to date have focused on dealing with direct threats to the civilian community and support for 
Coalition forces. UN-sponsored teams have also been carrying out clearance work as part of their on-going 
humanitarian work. To date, tens of thousands of items have been cleared, predominantly from infrastructure, 
population centres and industrial areas. This however represents an unknown percentage of the total amount in the 
country; as new areas are explored and developed items will continue to be discovered for many years.

What is the assessed accuracy of the artillery-delivered L20A1 Enhanced Range Bomblet Shell? Are any of these 
shells known or suspected to have missed their target when used in urban areas in Iraq? What progress has been 
made in the clearance of unexploded L20 bomblet shells in the Basra urban area?

  Analysis of the accuracy of our weapons systems during the recent operation in Iraq is still ongoing. However it 
should be recognised that the L20A1 by its nature is an area weapon designed to scatter to cover an area of 125 
metres by 125 metres and is generally used against groups of targets, such as concentrations of enemy vehicles. As 
such, the concept of accuracy is somewhat different from that of precision-guided munitions.

  A program of identifying and marking sub-munition strike areas including in the wider Basrah area has been 
underway for some months, using targeting data and site surveys. Following the survey work, UN-led activity has 
cleared substantial numbers of sub-munitions of all types. The emphasis has firstly been on areas where the presence 
of sub-munitions represents a direct threat; clearance of items preventing the reoccupation of buildings and land has 
been a secondary priority.

GENERAL 

The Committee understands that Commanding Officers involved in Operation Telic have been asked to provide 
"lessons learnt" reports for the areas of their responsibility. The Committee would be grateful for copies of any such 
reports from one* officers and above.

  Any "lessons learnt reports" written by Commanding Officers are commissioned for, and used in, the internal 
lessons process of the department. The disclosure of these reports would harm the frankness and candour of internal 
discussion, both on this operation and for future operations. The department is exempt from releasing such 
information under the "Code of Practice on Access to Government Information" Part 2. Regretfully we therefore will 
not be providing these particular reports to the Committee. However, the results of the lessons process within the 
department will be the subject of a publication due by the end of the year, and this should contain all relevant 
information. 

Copies of the Rules of Engagement for the combat phase; and of the new RoE which recently replaced them.

  The Rules of Engagement that have been requested cannot be released due to the sensitive nature of the information 
contained within them. However, the department will consider answering, on a case by case basis, any specific 
questions that the Committee has on these documents.

The Committee understands that directives were given to Commanding Officers setting out the limits of their 
delegated authority and the tasks they were expected to accomplish. The Committee would be grateful for copies of 
these.
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  The directives that have been requested cannot be released due to the sensitive nature of the information contained 
within them. However, the department will consider answering, on a case by case basis, any specific questions that 
the Committee has on these documents.

1   First Reflections, para 2.5. Back

2   First Reflections, para 3.12. Back

3   First Reflections, para 3.13. Back

4   First Reflections, p. 20. Back

5   Updated December 2003. Back

6   First Reflections, p. 21. Back

7   Units deployed on Op JACANA initially took part in a warfighting operation. However, this became a transitional 
operation before finally becoming a peace support operation. Back
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Letter from the Prime Minister to the Chairman of the Committee (September 2003) 

  Thank you for your letter of 23 July, reporting your Committee's recent visit to Iraq. I would like to respond to 
some of the issues you raised.

  You rightly highlighted the efforts of British servicemen and women. They have acquitted themselves with the 
outstanding blend of professionalism, courage and compassion that marks out the UK's armed forces as being 
amongst the very best in the world. In the south of the country they have made the transition from war-fighting to 
stabilisation operations smoothly, and have built a genuine rapport with the locals. The Quick Impact Projects you 
mention have helped: when the current £10 million allocation is finished we will top it up.

  The extremely difficult conditions in which UK forces are operating make their exemplary performance all the 
more impressive. Coping with the heat of the Iraqi summer is a major issue. We are doing all that we can to address 
it. Personnel deploying to theatre undergo an initial acclimatisation period of three to five days. They are not 
considered fully acclimatised until they have spent 10 days undergoing activity of a similar level, and in the same 
environmental conditions, at which they will be expected to work. All troops are made aware of the dangers of 
working in hot conditions, and the measures to be take to prevent heat illness. Air conditioning provides some respite 
from the prevailing temperatures. While not all service personnel have access to climate-controlled accommodation, 
we have made important steps forward in recent weeks, introducing thousands of air-conditioned bed spaces in 
camps across the UK area of operations, and reactivating air-conditioning systems in a number of HQ locations. An 
initial £400,000 contract for the installation of extraction fans and air-conditioning for shift worker accommodation 
at 10 sites in and around Basra has been completed.

  We are keen that, in time, the main effort of UK forces should be refocused away from guarding and patrolling 
duties onto other priorities. Initiatives to facilitate this include the establishment of the Basra River Service and the 
placing of civilian guards on oil infrastructure facilities. We also continue to recruit and train members of the Iraqi 
Police force, conducting joint patrols before handing over patrolling duties.

  The Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) has asked the UK to provide 100 police officers to conduct training and 
mentoring duties in Iraq as part of the international effort to reform the Iraqi police. The Association of Chief Police 
Officers (ACPO) is now seeking up to 200 volunteers to crate a pool of UK police officers for potential deployment. 
Two senior UK police officers are already in Iraq, acting as the chief police advisers to the Director for the Ministry 
of the Interior and CPA South respectively. But the clear preference of the Iraqis themselves is for a strong UK 
military presence on the ground. In Basra, this has greatly reduced crime and lawlessness, and has been essential in 
maintaining local support for the coalition.

  You also raised the issue of reservists. We are keen to do all we can to minimise confusion over lengths of 
deployments. Once mobilised, reservists and their employers are informed of the likely length of service. This is 
usually six months in theatre plus a period of pre-deployment training, as well as post-deployment administration and 
leave—a total of up to eight and a half months.

  Now that the combat phase of Operation Telic has drawn to a close, the focus on stabilisation and reconstruction 
tasks means withdrawing units whose tasks are complete and replacing those whose tasks continue. Thus, reservists 
who have a continuing role to play in Iraq will remain there to complete their six months deployment, while those 
mobilised to support combat operations in Iraq should return home shortly, if they have not already done so. The date 
that most reservists will leave theatre is the same as the departure date of the unit to which they are attached, and any 
changes to the period of mobilised service should be notified by a reservist's commanding officer as a matter of 
course. The only circumstances in which mobilised service in theatre would be extended beyond the initial six month 
period is if an extension was requested by the reservist in question.
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  Linguist support is being given a high priority. The FCO has approached Arabic speaking countries to see if they 
can provide Arabic linguists to work with UK forces in MND(SE). 

  During your visit, you were fully briefed on the funding difficulties experienced by CPA South. I understand that 
DfID has helped CPA South on an interim basis, and short-term funding problems have now been resolved. Security 
experts from the FCO and DfID recently visited Basra to review the security arrangements for UK civilian secondees 
to CPA South, and we will be sending a small fleet of armoured vehicles to Basra in the next week.

  The Government wants to see UK companies play a substantial role in the redevelopment of Iraq's essential 
infrastructure. So Trade Partners UK have been working since before the conflict to ensure that the experience of UK 
companies was both known to the US and available when the time for reconstruction came. We understand that a 
number of UK companies have already won sub-contracts. Plans are currently underway to set up a full commercial 
section at the British Office Baghdad. UK officials in the CPA have also set up a Business Support and Facilitation 
Centre at the Iraq Convention Centre to provide a forum for Iraqi and foreign companies to identify potential 
business partners. We also hope to have a commercial presence in Basra by the end of 2003, but in the meantime will 
provide support to southern Iraq from the Commercial Section at the British Embassy in Kuwait.

  There are currently 82 secondees from the Civil Service serving with the CPA in Iraq. A senior diplomat, Sir Hilary 
Synnott, has recently taken up a position as the Head of CPA South. We are recruiting additional civilian personnel 
to help staff the CPA's new Governorate Teams. The UK is thus making a substantial contribution to the country's 
rehabilitation, recognised and appreciated by the Iraqi people.

  NGOs have a key role to play in Iraq's reconstruction. But very few international NGOs were able to develop a 
nationwide presence in Iraq during Saddam Hussein's rule. With the collapse of the previous regime, NGOs are now 
beginning to set up operations across Iraq. DFID has so far provided £5.4 million to support their humanitarian 
activities. The best way to encourage more NGO activity is for the UK military to continue to work on improving the 
security situation.

  Across much of the country, ordinary Iraqis are enjoying their new freedoms. The recently formed Governing 
Council has given the people a truly representative voice after decades of oppression. The CPA will establish the 
conditions under which a representative Iraqi Government can be elected. Then when we have completed the job we 
set out to do, we will leave, and the free Iraq can retake its rightful place in the international community of nations.

  I look forward to your continuing interest and support.
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on the role of the reserves in Operation 
Telic (October 2003) 

  In advance of the evidence session on 22 October, the House of Commons Defence Committee asked for further 
information regarding the use of reserves during Operation Telic. This imformation is set out below.

INTRODUCTION 

  The government has planned and structured the Armed Forces on the basis that any major war-fighting operation 
would draw on support from the Reserve Forces. The use of Reservists is a prudent approach that allows the 
maintenance of full time Armed Forces in no greater strength than is needed for normal peacetime activity and meet 
a limited range of contingencies. In addition, the more flexible use of Reservists gives the Ministry of Defence the 
opportunity to harness skills appropriate for operations, but which are not needed on a regular or frequent basis in 
peacetime and therefore not readily found within the regular Armed Forces. 

CALL-OUT ORDER 

  Call out is the use of a legal power to bring Reservists into permanent service, that is, to mobilise them. It is 
authorised by the making of an Order under the Reserve Forces Act 1996. The call-out Order for Operation Telic 
was made under Section 54 of the Reserve Forces Act 1996 by the Secretary of State for Defence on 7 January 2003.

THE REQUIREMENT 

  In broad terms, the requirement for Operation Telic was about 5,600 (RN/RM 500; Army 3,600; RAF 1,500). This 
was the largest call-out of members of the Reserve Forces since the 1950s. In determining the number of people who 
would be sent call-out notices, allowance was made for possible wastage rates resulting from those who might not 
meet medical or dental standards medical failures and applications for exemption or deferment from reservists or 
their employers. In the event over 8,000 Reservists were called-out and over 5,000 were taken into service in 
sufficient time to be deployed and participate in the war-fighting phase of the Operation. The majority of reservists 
were drawn from the Volunteer Reserve Forces (Royal Naval Reserve (RNR), Royal Marines Reserve (RMR), 
Territorial Army (TA) and the Royal Auxiliary Air Force (RAuxAF)). A smaller number of reservists came from the 
Army and RAF Ex-Regular Reserve Forces (The Army Reserve and RAF Reserve (RAFR) respectively). Members 
of the Sponsored Reserves were also called out. A breakdown of the number of reservists mobilised for the combat 
phase of Operation Telic is given at Annex A to this memorandum.

  The call out was undertaken in a number of phases. The initial requirement, announced to the House on 7 January 
(Official Report column 24), was for key enablers and certain units which had to be deployed rapidly. The 
requirement included:

—  Staff to assist with the administration of the mobilisation.
—  Amphibious Warfare Advisers on Merchant Shipping Afloat. 
—  RNR Logisticians.
—  Intelligence analysts/linguists.
—  RNR Mine Warfare Specialists.
—  RNR Media Operations Specialists.
—  RNR Medical Branch.
—  (RNR Sponsored Reservists).
—  Members of the Royal Marines Reserve.
—  131 Independent Commando Squadron Royal Engineers (Volunteers).
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—  165 Port Regiment Royal Logistic Corps (Volunteers). 
—  412 Amphibious Troop Royal Engineers (Volunteers). 
—  Various specialists including linguists, media operations etc.
—  Royal Yeomanry (to support the Joint Nuclear Biological and Chemical Regiment).
—  RAuxAF Operations Support personnel for force protection. 
—  RAuxAF Movements personnel.
—  RAuxAF Regiment Field Force personnel (to reinforce Regular units providing force protection against 
ground threats to air assets and personnel).
—  RAuxAF and RAFR medical personnel.
—  RAuxAF Intelligence /linguists.
—  RAuxAF other specialists, including media operations. 
—  RAFR Sponsored Reserves Mobile Meteorological Unit. 
—  RAuxAF and RAFR Aircrew.

  The second phase of the call out was announced by the Secretary of State on 30 January and the additional 
requirement was for some 3,300 reservists for the Army, up to 300 for the RAF and 65 for the RNR. The Army 
requirement included 100 reservists from four Battalion, the Parachute Regiment (Volunteers), some 450 from 202 
Field Hospital RAMC (Volunteers) and the TA element of 416 Parachute Field Ambulance. The remainder of the 
requirement was primarily for individuals who were needed to reinforce existing units and Headquarters. A large 
range of skills was required. In terms of numbers, the Army's main demand was for reservists from the following 
Corps: Royal Logistic Corps, the Royal Engineers, Royal Electrical and Mechanical Engineers and the Royal Army 
Medical Corps. For the RAF, the three critical trades in the second phase were drivers, vehicle mechanics and 
caterers—trades whose functions at many peacetime locations were usually met by civilian contractors. Ex-regular 
RAF personnel were recalled to reinforce these trades. Some 760 reservists from all three Services were called out to 
support the Defence Medical Services of whom 93 were doctors. A more detailed explanation of the requirement for 
medical reservists is set out at Annex B.

PERIOD OF NOTICE OF CALL-OUT 

  Although the mobilisation process was successful, we are aware of some cases where Reservists and their 
employers received call-out papers at very short notice. In some cases this was unavoidable if the reserves were to be 
ready in time, particularly those personnel required as early enablers who were called-out soon after the call-out 
order was made. Nevertheless, the matter of notice has been identified as an issue that requires careful attention in 
any future mobilisation.

TRAINING 

  All military personnel, including Reservists called-out to support operations, must be fit for role. This means the 
individual must be medically fit and suitably trained and qualified for the role they are to perform. Volunteer 
Reservists train for their operational role as part of their annual training commitment. Regular Reservists will have 
been trained while they were serving with the Regular Armed Forces. In addition, once called-out, reservists undergo 
a short period of pre-deployment training, usually five days. The aim of this training is to prepare reservists for the 
theatre to which they will deploy and provide refresher training in key areas such as weapons' handling, first aid and 
nuclear, biological and chemical (NBC) protection. Once this training is complete, reservists usually undergo further 
training in the UK or overseas to ensure that they are fully prepared for the role they are to perform and, where 
necessary, to acclimatise them to local conditions.

DURATION OF CALL OUT 

  At the time of the call out last winter, it was not known whether offensive operations would occur and if they did, 
how long the campaign would last. The length of the call out was therefore unknown. However, we recognised that 
employers and reservists needed guidance on the expected duration of the call out. Reservists of all Services were 
told to expect a six-month deployment plus two months of training and leave giving a total period of absence of eight-
nine months. Civilian employers were informed that their staff would be absent for a similar period. 

ROLE 

  The role of the reserves was to:

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we07.htm (2 von 4)26.07.2005 17:11:28



House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

—  Supply key enablers to allow the deployment of naval, military and air assets.

—  Bring units up to war-fighting establishment.

—  Provide volunteer reserve units or sub-units including those with capabilities in NBC, engineering, 
logistics or medical support.

—  Fill posts that would have been filled by Regulars who were committed to other operations, for example 
Operation FRESCO (firemen's strike) had a significant bearing on the call out of RAuxAF personnel required 
for Force Protection.

—  Provide individual specialists not readily available in the Regular Forces such as linguists and media 
officers.

—  Provide medical specialists from all three Services to man field medical units.

POST-CONFLICT OPERATIONS 

  Once the combat phase of Operation Telic had drawn to a close, members of the reserve forces became involved 
with the stabilisation and rebuilding tasks. Generally they remained with the unit to which they were attached until 
that unit returned to the UK. However, a small number with skills that were in short supply remained in theatre to 
complete a deployment period of up to six months.

CONCLUSION 

  The call-out to support Operation Telic was in line with the tenets of the Strategic Defence Review ie that the 
Reserve Forces should be more integrated, relevant and useable, in a range of situations. The successful employment 
on Operation Telic of members of the Reserve Forces illustrated that the Strategic Defence Review's aspirations had 
been met. The legislation supporting the call-out of Reserves worked generally well and we pay tribute to the skills 
and professionalism of the reservists who were mobilised for the operation.

  There are no indications to suggest that the recent call out of reservists to support Operation Telic has resulted in a 
significant increase in resignations from the Reserve Forces. A welcome by-product of Operation Telic was that 
nearly 10% of reservists who have been demobilised have expressed an interest in joining the Regular Forces or 
undertaking further full-time service.

BREAKDOWN OF THE NUMBER OF RESERVISTS MOBILISED FOR THE COMBAT PHASE OF 
OPERATION TELIC

  Call-out 
Notices 
Served

Reservists Reported
for Service

Reservists Accepted
into Service

Royal Navy 334 311 292 (0 were Regular Reserves (RFR))

Royal Marines 131 113 112 (0 were Regular Reserves (RFR))

Army 6,540 4,873 3,787 (214 were Regular Reserves (RAR))

RAF 1,487 1,181 1,030 (148 were Regular Reserves (RAFR))

Total 8,492 6,478 5,221 (362 were Regular Reserves)

THE REQUIREMENT FOR MEDICAL RESERVISTS 

  There is no question of British forces deploying on military operations without appropriate medical support.

  Around 2,800 DMS personnel, including some 760 medical reservists from all three Services, deployed to the Gulf. 
Of the 760 reservists deployed, some 37 were GPs, 56 were Consultants and 378 were Nurses. It has always been 
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Defence policy to call-out reservists when necessary, and the need to call-out reservists is kept under review as part 
of ongoing contingency planning.

  It is recognised that there are manning shortfalls in the Defence Medical Services, particularly in certain key 
clinical specialities, such as surgeons and anaesthetists, and as such medical reservists were called-out to ensure that 
appropriate medical support was available for UK forces participating in military action against Iraq. Compulsory 
call-out was used to ensure that the appropriate numbers of the correct clinical specialties could be deployed to 
theatre.

  The only Reserve medical unit deployed as a formed unit was 202 Field Hospital RAMC (V). The operational role 
of 202 Field Hospital RAMC (V) in Op Telic was to allow the return of personnel from 33 Field Hospital to the UK 
to reconstitute and have a period of respite prior to redeploying to Iraq to resume the medical commitment. During 
this period, 33 Field Hospital were designated to provide a high readiness capability to deploy from the UK and deal, 
if required, with potential mass casualties arising from the use of chemical or biological weapons. 33 Field Hospital 
were also available to provide a, high readiness, Role three (Field Hospital) capability for operations other than Op 
Telic if required. 

  All other Reserve medical personnel were deployed in smaller specialist groups in order to provide support to 
Regular formations, or as individual reinforcements within Regular medical units. Medical reservists were often 
deployed to theatre to relieve Regular DMS personnel.

  In the case of Consultants, clinical governance guidelines limit the amount of time they can spend on operations. 
The time limit is primarily in place to ensure that they do not lose clinical currency or suffer "skill fade". On routine, 
low tempo, operations, the DMS currently aims to deploy any Consultant for no more than three months in any 12 
month period. Due to operational commitments, this may not always be possible although the DMS seeks to avoid 
deploying them for more than six months at any one time, hence the need to deploy reservist Consultants. Reservist 
Consultants were deployed either within 202 Field Hospital RAMC (V) and as individual reinforcements within 
other Units.

  The MOD worked closely with the Department of Health to try to minimize any disruption, as far as possible, with 
the removal of both Regular and Reserve medical personnel from NHS Trusts. 
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on the role of the reserves in Operation 
Telic (October 2003) 

  In advance of the evidence session on 22 October, the House of Commons Defence Committee asked for further 
information regarding the use of reserves during Operation Telic. This information is set out below.

RESERVE CATEGORIES—OPERATION TELIC 

  The Reserves are divided into two parts: the Reserve Forces and those individuals with a recall liability (eg 
pensioners and the Long Term Reserve). Only the Reserve Forces were involved in Operation Telic. The Reserve 
Forces may be divided into two parts, the Volunteer Reserve Forces and the Regular Reserve Forces.

  Volunteer Reserve Forces. Personnel of the Volunteer Reserve Forces are members of the public who voluntarily 
undertake military training, for which they are paid, in their free time. In return they accept a liability for call out as 
individuals or in military units when required to supplement the regular armed forces for military operations. 
Membership is age limited. They total around 45,000 people, some of whom may be former regular servicemen and 
women. They are members of:

—  Royal Naval Reserve (RNR)

—  Royal Marines Reserve (RMR)

—  Territorial Army (TA)

—  Royal Auxiliary Air Force (RAuxAF)

  Members of all these forces were called out for Op Telic.

Regular Reserve Forces

  Personnel of the Regular Reserve Forces incur a liability for reserve service as a result of previously completed 
regular service. This liability is limited by total length of service and typically lasts for three years for Royal Naval 
ratings and Royal Marine other ranks transferred from the RN or RM respectively and six years for other ranks from 
the Army or RAF, or until a total of 22 years of regular service and subsequent reserve liability has been completed, 
which ever comes first. They are members of: 

—  The Royal Fleet Reserve (RFR): former Royal Navy and Royal Marine regulars

—  The Army Reserve: former Army regulars

—  The RAF Reserve (RAFR): former RAF regulars

  In addition, each Regular Reserve Force has a component comprising of volunteers who are mainly, but not wholly, 
ex-regulars who have voluntarily extended their reserve liabilities. Only members of the Army Reserve and RAF 
Reserve were called out for Op Telic.

Sponsored Reserves
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  Special members of the Reserve Forces (Sponsored Reserves) work for a civilian employer who has entered into a 
contract with MoD to provide a support function under normal conditions when a civilian workforce can be used and 
during operations when a military workforce must be used. Therefore, a condition of each contract is that a 
proportion of the workforce must be capable of being called out for full time service and they must therefore be 
members of a Reserve Force. There are currently five Sponsored Reserve contracts in place. Length and frequency of 
call out is governed by the terms of the contractor's agreement with MoD. Depending on the contract of service, 
Sponsored Reserves' conditions of service may differ from other reservists; for example, they may remain on civilian 
rates of pay.

  6.  For Operation Telic a small number of Sponsored Reserves were called-out for service with:

—  Strategic Sealift—Ro Ro ferries (RN)

—  Mobile Meteorological Unit (RAF)

—  providing engineering support for 32 (Royal) Sqn RAF

  Sponsored Reserves from the Army's Heavy Equipment Transport project are in the process of being called-out.

MOBILISED RESERVISTS/APPLICATIONS FOR EXEMPTION AND DEFERRAL 

  7.  As at 10 October 7,734 reservists had been mobilised to support Op Telic. A breakdown by Service of reservists 
mobilised for Op Telic is detailed below. However, in the time available it has not been possible to differentiate 
between Regular, Volunteer and Sponsored Reserves.

Reservists Mobilised

TELIC 1 TELIC 2 TELIC 3 Demobilised Remain in 
Service

RN 292 67 0 278 81

RM 112 0 0 110 2

Army 3,787 2,143 199 3,529 2,600

RAF 1,030 104 0 772 362

Total 5,221 2,314 199 4,689 3,045

  With regard to average length of mobilised service, no specific figure has been calculated. To do so would require 
accessing individual service records to establish a figure. This could only be done at excessive cost. What we can say 
is that the period of mobilised service for Volunteer and Regular Reserves on Operation Telic has generally been 
four to six months deployed in theatre preceded by a period of pre-deployment training and followed by post-
deployment administration and leave (this is dependent on how long the individual was deployed in theatre). This 
equates to a total of up to seven to nine months.

  However, it must be appreciated that, in some cases (such as the key enablers mobilised early on in Operation 
Telic) the period of mobilisation was shorter and in others (where their skills were required immediately after the 
conflict to aid in the stabilisation and reconstruction), the period of mobilisation may have been longer. In addition, a 
number of reservists have voluntarily extended their period of mobilised service.

  On revocation and deferral, the Reserve Forces Act 1996 provides a number of safeguards including the right to 
seek revocation, exemption from or deferral of call-out. Reservists or employers may seek exemption from or 
deferral of call-out. An appropriately trained Adjudication Officer approves each application for a revocation, 
exemption from or deferral of call-out only after careful consideration. Generally a revocation is only given either 
when we find the reservist is surplus to requirements or if it is discovered that the individual is suffering from an 
injury or ill health. Therefore, it is mainly requests for exemption from or deferral of call-out that we deal with. The 
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numbers of applications for exemption and deferral are detailed at Annex A. However, as we treat all reservists 
equally, there has never been a need to break the figures down other than by Service. To do so would require a trawl 
of individual records which would be both time consuming and costly.

OP TELIC—NOTICE TO REPORT 

  Notice to report for compulsory call-out is set by operational requirements. Ideally we would aim to give both 
regular reservists and volunteer reservists 21 days notice to report for service, but this cannot always be achieved. 
For Telic One, in order to ensure the reserves were ready in time, generally we were only able to give 14 days notice 
to report. However, in some instances notice to report was considerably shorter. In the main this was due to postal 
problems or short notice changes in requirement, but for operational reasons we were unable to avoid mobilising a 
number of key enablers soon after the call-out order was made. 

  For Telic Two and Three, in general we have been able to give reservists 21 days notice to report. Again, this could 
not be guaranteed and a small number of reservists received a shorter notice to report due mainly to last minute 
changes to operational requirements.

  As the Operation matures and planning can be carried further in advance, we hope to move to 30 days notice to 
report for Operation Telic. However, it must be understood that there will always be last minute changes of 
requirement and/or operational circumstances which means that we cannot guarantee a set notice to report period for 
reservists.

PAY AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR RESERVISTS 

  When called out, reservists receive the same rates of pay and are generally entitled to the same allowances as their 
regular counter-parts. Thus, they must meet the same eligibility criteria. The pay system used is identical to that used 
for the Regular Forces.

  In addition to military pay and allowances, all reservists who were mobilised prior to 1 April 2003 received a tax-
free call-out gratuity of £395, after that date this was increased to £420. Also, under the provisions of the Reserve 
Forces Act 1996, any reservists whose military salary is less than their civilian earnings may apply for financial 
assistance. Details of how to claim this assistance are included in the call-out pack sent to reservists. 

  The regulations governing the provision of financial assistance are set out in Statutory Instrument 1997, No. 309, 
The Reserve Forces (Call-out and Recall)(Financial Assistance) Regulations (SI309/97). This consists of a Reservists 
Standard Award (RSA) that is calculated on the difference between civilian and military salaries. The amount that 
may be awarded is limited within set bands related to rank and specialism. However, it should be noted RSA does 
not, and never was intended to, match civilian salaries pound for pound. The banded rates are set out below:

Band Rank or category Band maximum
(per annum)

1 The rank of Corporal and below £22,500

2 Warrant Officer and Senior Non-Commissioned Officer or, in the case of an officer, any 
rank below the rank of Major 

£37,500

3 The rank of Major or Lieutenant Colonel £55,500

4 The rank of Colonel or Brigadier or a member of specialist category I (medical officers and 
aircrew) 

£70,000

5 The rank of Major General and above or a member of specialist category II (consultants) £153,000

  The fact that RSA is linked to military rank and specialism is important to note. For example, an individual who is a 
TA infantry soldier will qualify for a lower RSA than one who is a TA doctor. Therefore, the role that people play in 
the Reserves is directly linked to the RSA award irrespective of qualifications or career in civilian life.

  If a Standard Award is insufficient to avert serious financial difficulties, a reservist can also apply for a Reservists 
Hardship Award (RHA) to cover essential outgoings such as mortgage repayments, school fees, childcare costs etc. 
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Hardship Awards are calculated on essential expenditure rather than actual earnings and there is no financial limit on 
the amount that may be awarded.

  Those who are self employed may make a claim both in their capacity as a reservist and as an employer. For 
example, a GP could claim payments to cover the cost of locums and other additional training costs to the practice 
arising from call-out. Again, SI 309/97 sets out the regulations governing Employer Standard and Hardship Awards.

  All financial assistance is paid only while the individual reservist is mobilised. Once the individual has been 
demobilised, the payments cease.

  Should a reservist be dissatisfied with the MoD's decision in any given case, they have a right to appeal to an 
independent Reserve Forces Appeals Tribunal. This is an independent forum administered by the Employment 
Tribunals Service. It takes the form of an independent tribunal consisting of a chairman and two lay members who 
will sit and hear evidence from both parties before making a decision.

  It is important to note that the MoD and the Reservist concerned can continue to negotiate an agreed outcome 
before the tribunal sits and it is often the case that such agreement is met prior to a hearing.

  For the combat phase of Op Telic (Telic One) no reservist made an appeal against MoD on financial grounds. We 
have since received nine financial appeals, one of which has been withdrawn. One has been heard by a tribunal 
which found in favour of MoD. A further seven appeals are yet to be heard.

UK OPERATIONAL EMPLOYMENT OF RESERVISTS 

  In the time available it has not been possible to collate information regarding the numbers of reservists by category 
and service deployed on operations from Operation GRANBY to date. This information is not centrally held and 
would take some considerable time to compile. However, we have been able to compile figures detailing the number 
of reservists called-out per year from 1996 onwards. These figures are detailed in the table below.

  Prior to 2002, all call-outs were voluntary (shown as "V" in the table below). The first compulsory call-out under 
RFA 96 (shown as "C" in the table below) started with Op VERITAS in 2002.

  Prior to 2002 it is not possible to distinguish between categories of Reserve: Volunteer Reserve Forces or Regular 
Reserve Forces. However, Army figures up to and including 2001 primarily show call-out for service in former 
Yugoslavia. Figures broadly three to one: TA to Army Regular Reserve.

  Royal Navy/
Royal Marines

Army Royal
Air Force

1996 5 1,857 36

1997 3 962 11

1998 9 752 74

1999 15 1,153 235

2000 34 776 312

2001 65 684 166

ONLY VOLUNTEERS FOR CALL OUT PRIOR TO THIS POINT

2002 501 (V) Op VERITAS etc.165 (C)
Other:781 (V) 

Op VERITAS etc 86 (C)
Other: 187 (V)

2003 (to date) Op TELIC359 (C)
Other:5 (C) 

Op TELIC 5925 (C)
Other: 187 (C)
386 (V) 

Op TELIC1177 (C)
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  (C)  Compulsory Call Out
  (V)  Volunteers for Call Out

APPLICATIONS FOR EXEMPTION AND DEFFERAL

Application TELIC 1 TELIC 2 TELIC 3 Total

RN Reservist

Exemption 8 0 0 8

Deferral 7 0 0 7

RN Employer

Exemption 12 4 0 16

Deferral 3 1 0 4

RM Reservist

Exemption 7 0 0 7

Deferral 3 0 0 3

RM Employer

Exemption 6 0 0 6

Deferral 5 0 0 5

Army Reservist

Exemption 1,000 432 36 1,468

Deferral 13 22 4 39

Army Employer

Exemption 758 347 35 1,140

Deferral 2 3 0 5

RAF Reservist

Exemption 86 0 0 86

Deferral 27 0 0 27

RAF Employer

Exemption 144 0 0 144

Deferral 20 0 1 21
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on logistics (October 2003) 

(Q983)  Planning timelines for OP Telic

  In order to facilitate the planning for any operation in Iraq, the DLO established a Contingency Planning Group 
(CPG) on 11 September 2002. More general contingency planning had taken place throughout the summer, and some 
Business Units had been approached by Front Line Commands for the purposes of their own exploratory work, while 
early consideration of possible UOR requirements began in August 2002. Planning became more focused on specific 
equipment and deployment options following the formation of the CPG and the PM's statement to the House of 
Commons on 24 September 2002. On 30 September 2002 authority was granted to consult more widely within the 
department on UORs. Further clearance to discuss UOR requirements with industry was granted on 2 December 
2003.

(Q1016)  (UORs/six month lead time) and (UORs/categorisation) 

  We will provide the answer to these questions as soon as possible.

(Q1034)  Chinook loading onto stuft problem 

  DTMA chartered ships based on the capacity and capability required to meet the equipment within the deployment 
Tranches. The allocation of units to vessels within a Tranche was then undertaken by the mounting HQ, in this case 
HQ LAND, in accordance with the Desired Order of Arrival Staff Table. The details of the ships are passed to 
LAND in order to allow them to undertake this operation.

  The Joint Helicopter Force (JHF) assets were a late addition to the Force Element Table (FET) and the mounting 
HQ intended to ship a mix of Chinooks, Pumas, Lynx and Gazelles on two ships, the Dart 8 and Hurst Point (one of 
the new JRRF RO-ROs), thus avoiding the risk of having "all our eggs in one basket". The two ships were scheduled 
to sail on consecutive days. In the event, Chinooks called forward for the first ship (the Dart 8) were unable to load 
due to the angle of the ship's ramp. The ramp has to be absolutely level for loading Chinooks and Dart 8 was unable 
to ballast sufficiently to reach this level. The second ship's worth of Pumas was therefore called forward and loaded 
to the Dart 8 along with the allocated Lynx and Gazelles and sailed on the first day. All Chinooks were moved on the 
Hurst Point on the second day. No delays to shipping were incurred and there were no engineering delays brought 
about by the inability to fit the Chinooks into the first ship. It was not necessary to dismantle any of the Helicopters 
to fit the available shipping space.

(Q1037)  Review of RORO

  The MoD has not conducted any review into the use of RO-RO ships since the Strategic Defence Review confirmed 
the requirement for an expanded sealift capability (six ships in total) to transport equipment for the Joint Rapid 
Reaction Forces. This strategic sealift service, contracted to AWSR under PFI terms, came into service earlier this 
year, 20 months ahead of schedule.

  The Department of Transport (DfT) produces a quarterly list of all Military Useful ships under the UK Flag. This 
list is forwarded to various areas of the MoD, including the Defence Transport and Movements Agency (DTMA), 
and annually it is incorporated into the Select Committee Report. This data is utilised by the MoD to determine the 
availability of strategic shipping under the UK Flag. Further details on this document and its distribution can be 
found at www.parliament.the-stationery-office.cu.uk/pa/cm/cmselect.htm 

  DTMA uses established relations with shipping brokers to maintain periodic snapshots of RO-RO availability 
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within the market. Due to operational security and market force generation considerations, caution must be used in 
order to avoid alerting or spooking the markets, especially during a period of approaching crisis.

(Q1041)  Antanov charter

  No difficulties were experienced in chartering the necessary outsize lift for the Operation Telic deployment. 
However, it did become apparent that the US was actively chartering and therefore, mid-way through the 
deployment, the UK committed to AN124 lift in anticipation of the developing requirement. Had this action not been 
taken, it is likely that available lift would have been committed to the US leaving insufficient for UK needs. 

  Although there are 18 aircraft in the AN124 fleet, not all are available for charter at any one time, largely as a result 
of maintenance requirements. Three companies, Antonov Design Bureau with four aircraft normally available, Polet 
with two and Volga Denepr with five aircraft, provide the available assets in the civilian market. DTMA sources 
these aircraft through an enabling contract with a broker, Air Partner. The enabling contract does not guarantee 
availability, but it does guarantee the price and speeds up the chartering process. The enabling contract is not 
exclusive and we are able to approach other brokers and the aircraft operators themselves should the need arise.

(Q1047)  Movement Dates

  DTMA approached the market on Christmas Eve to fix the six vessels required for Commodore Amphibious Task 
Group.

  DTMA approached the market on New Year's Eve to fix the first Operation Telic vessels for the Land component. 

  The first vessels to deploy for Op Telic were the Land Enabler vessels on 17 January 2003. These ships were: 

From the UK—MV Southern Trader;

From Germany—MV Beatrixhaven and MV Velazquez.

  The first vessel to arrive in Kuwait was MV Eddystone, one of the JRRF RO-ROs, which sailed on the 18 January 
2003 and arrived Kuwait on the 3 February 2003. (Eddystone is faster than the above three vessels.)

(Q1097)  Review of Logistic Report

  The E2E Review is a fundamental and wide-ranging piece of work examining the totality of logistic support from 
industry to the front line. As such it is relevant to recent operational activity however it was not driven by Op Telic. 
The process of assessing and implementing its recommendations is now underway. As the Review progresses 
forward, there will be full consultation with the Trades Unions and any proposals which impact on civilian jobs or 
which require major investment will be subject to independent investment appraisal to establish costs and benefits of 
the options before decisions are taken. Any changes to operational logistics will be fully tested before full 
implementation to preserve current logistics operational capability.

  A summary of the conclusions of the report has been placed in the Library of the House. This is a wide ranging set 
of conclusions, and more work is needed in some areas to determine how best to achieve the goals. This work is 
being conducted in the form of five principle workstreams, facilitated by a series of seven "Pilot" studies. The HCDC 
is invited to note that the outcomes of these "Pilots" will not provide the E2E Team with a panoply of solutions for 
the Air and Land environments and it is anticipated that further studies will be required before the full range of 
efficiencies and savings accruing from the E2E Review can be delivered.

  Minister(AF) has agreed to the release of the full report to the Committee but, in recognition of the sensitivity of 
recommendations embodied in the Final Report and work which is on-going to validate the hypotheses and 
individual recommendations, asks that the Committee respect the confidential nature of the report. A copy of the 
report will be forwarded to the Committee shortly.

(Q1087)  Total Asset Visibility

  ***
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on medical issues (November 2003) 

(Q1182)  The Surgeon General said that, to his knowledge, in only one area were reservists selected from National 
Health Service trusts that hosted MDHUs. MoD to confirm whether this was, in fact, the case. If it was not, MoD to 
provide details of the National Health Service trusts with MDHUs where reservists were drawn from (for Operation 
Telic), and the number of reservists drawn from each.

  Although the MoD worked closely with the Department of Health to minimize the effect of the deployment of 
reservists from NHS hospitals, and in particular those that host MoD Hospital Units (MDHUs), critical shortfalls in 
Accident and Emergency (A&E) nurses meant that we had no choice but to mobilise two A&E nurses from Frimley 
Park Hospital, which hosts an MDHU. In addition, three A&E nurses from Selly Oak Hospital in Birmingham, 
which hosts the Royal Centre for Defence Medicine were also deployed. All five nurses deployed with 202 Fd 
Hospital (V).

(Q1188)  MoD to provide a note on the issue of whether all medical personnel deployed to Iraq were adequately 
prepared and trained. Note to set out the training given to medical personnel before deploying to Iraq. Also, to 
confirm whether the defence medical training organisation/s were able to provide all the training needed for 
deployment to Iraq in the timescale required. 

  The training provided to reservist medical personnel prior to deployment was largely military and collective 
training delivered by the front line commands. There was little formal medical training required as these reservists 
were drawn from jobs in which they were utilising medical skills daily. Similarly, medical personnel from the regular 
forces were selected from those who had already received appropriate medical training. Where necessary, additional, 
supplementary medical training was provided for regular and reservist personnel during the call-up and preparation-
to-deploy phases.

  Military surgeons are prepared for deployable roles in a number of ways by attending appropriate training in 
addition to their peacetime civilian practice. Training such as: 

—  Purpose-designed Surgical Workshops

—  War Surgery Course

—  Exercise Surgical Training

—  Definitive Skills Trauma Training

—  Ballistic Trauma training in South Africa

  In addition, we have commissioned a study to be undertaken jointly by the Professor of Military Surgery and the 
Defence Consultant Advisor in Surgery on the "generalist/specialist" interface as it influences operational surgical 
capability.

(Q1206)  MOD to provide a note on how many deployed medical staff were employed in administrative duties (such 
as commanding a hospital), rather than medical duties, during Operation Telic.

  In total, some 20 medical personnel were deployed in non-clinical roles, broken down as follows:

RN x 2
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MOIC on RFA ARGUS, and as SMO 3 Cdo Bde

Army x 15

2 at NCHQ as SO1 Force Protection and SO2 Public Health 

2 with HQ 1 (UK) Armd Div as Comd Med and SO2 Prev Med 

4 with 1 CS Med Regt as CO and as 3 Sqn Comds 

2 with 6 CS Med Regt as CO and 1 Sqn Comd 

1 with 5 GS Med Regt as CO 

1 with 4 GS Med Regt as CO 

1 with 202 Fd Hosp as CO 

1 with JFACC as Comd Med 

1 with JHC

RAF x 3

At HQ JFLogC Comd Med, as Prof Mil Surg, and SO1 Med Ops (RAF)

(Q1207)  The Committee was told by DCDS Health that he understood that, from the Army, only 17 reservists had 
"put their papers in" since Operation Telic. MoD to provide a note setting out the number of reservists from each of 
the services who have, to date, resigned/"put their papers in" since Operation Telic.

  As of November 2003, we are aware of the following numbers of Medical Personnel leaving the Reserve Forces 
since returning from Op Telic:

Royal Navy—19

Army—14 (This figure represents the number of personnel who have left from Field Hospital Units. We are 
aware that a number of personnel have left from other TA Medical Units, and information on this is being 
collated).

RAF—14

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 16 March 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we10.htm (2 von 2)26.07.2005 17:11:34

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Written Evidence 

Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on Operation Telic air campaign 
(December 2003) 

(Q1281)  The timetable for the replenishment of weapon stocks

  Those weapon stocks deployed to Op Telic and not expended have been recovered to the UK. For the ALARM anti-
radar missile, the Department procured in bulk the expected total stock requirement for the lifetime of the missile, as 
the closure of the production line means that it cannot be replenished. There are no plans to replenish any of the other 
weapons expended during the war, as current stocks are sufficient to meet the extant planning requirements.

(Q1286)  The number of aircraft which the Iraqi air force buried

  The total number of Iraqi aircraft that were buried or that have since been unearthed is unknown. Most Iraqi Air 
Force airfields are within the US area of responsibility and it appears that these statistics have not been collated. 
Furthermore, during the combat phase of the operation, an unknown number of aircraft were destroyed as they were 
discovered.

  However, we do know that the Iraqis made a concerted effort to protect a vast majority of their aircraft. Non-
operational aircraft were towed off the bases and dispersed within orchards, etc. Most of the operational assets were 
"cocooned" and buried; some of these aircraft are still being discovered by US forces.

  The total number of Iraqi fixed-wing combat aircraft before operations began was 278, of which only some 200 
were assessed to be operationally serviceable. These 278 aircraft are listed by type in the table below:

Aircraft Type Number

Mirage F-1 29

MiG-29 14

MiG-25 12

MiG-23 44

MiG-21 98

Su-25 28

Su-24 1

Su-17/20/22 51

B-6 1

Total 278

(Q1297)  The details of the collateral damage considerations which inform the use of non-precision weapons

  All military operations are scrutinised to ensure as far as possible that they involve the minimum use of force, and 
that they are in accordance with the Government's objectives for the conflict. Any use of force must also be within 
the strict requirements of international law governing the conduct of military operations (the Law Of Armed Conflict 
(LOAC), also known as international humanitarian law).
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  All military commanders are trained in LOAC and at every command level in the targeting process there is a legal 
adviser (either civilian or military) whose job it is to scrutinise all aerial targeting plans or other planned attacks to 
make sure that legal obligations are met. Legal and political advisers sit alongside military commanders and provide 
advice during the targeting process. The targeting procedure is the same for precision and non-precision weapons.

  The key principles in the LOAC for targeting operations are: 

(a)  Distinction. Only military objectives and combatants can be attacked; targeting civilians or civilian 
objects is prohibited. However, something that is normally civilian in use that is being used for military 
purposes may be a legitimate military target, as may dual military/civilian use facilities. Indiscriminate attacks 
such as carpet-bombing, or techniques which are incapable of distinguishing between what is military and 
what is civilian, are prohibited. It follows therefore that military commanders must determine whether a target 
is a military objective before carrying out an attack.

(b)  Military Necessity. Even a military objective is only a legitimate target if it is judged to be making an 
effective contribution to military action, and its destruction offers definite military advantage in the context of 
the campaign.

(c)  Proportionality. This central principle comes into play when there is an expectation that a planned attack 
against a military objective will cause incidental civilian harm. In these cases the expected harm must not be 
excessive when set against the direct and concrete military advantage anticipated from the attack. It follows 
that LOAC recognises that an attack which is expected to cause civilian harm can still be lawful, but an attack 
that is expected to cause civilian loss clearly excessive in relation to the anticipated overall military advantage 
is not permitted.

(d)  Special Provisions. There are many special provisions in LOAC which lay down further legal restrictions 
on targeting operations: an example is the need to give special protection to cultural or historic sites, religious 
sites, medical facilities etc. There are also restrictions on targeting objects that are indispensable to the 
population's survival—like foodstuffs, agricultural areas, drinking water, and restrictions on attacks that are 
expected to cause widespread, long-term and severe damage to the natural environment.

  In the planning of an air campaign, an intensive intelligence-based study of potential military targets is undertaken 
to help the military in the targeting process. During this process any civilian objects (or areas where civilians may be 
expected) within a defined radius (which varies for each weapon) from the intended target are identified. If this 
analysis gives rise to concerns about collateral damage, then specialist trained targeteers will conduct further levels 
of analysis to eliminate or mitigate the potential for civilian casualties. During this process the targeteer will consider 
alternative options such as:

—  employing precision-guided munitions;

—  employing smaller weapons;

—  employing alternate fuzing options;

—  selecting different aim points;

—  limiting attack directions;

—  timing the attack for periods of low or zero occupancy.

(Q1302)  An assessment of the effectiveness, in terms of accuracy and battle damage, of the weapons released as 
listed on p48 of First Reflections and particularly of the Storm Shadow missile.

  Analysis of weapon accuracy and effectiveness is still ongoing, but we will unfortunately not be able to release such 
information as it will remain extremely sensitive military operational data. 

(Q1326)  Information on the sortie rates, aircrew hours and serviceability rates of the Joint Helicopter Force
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  The information is provided in the table below. These figures relate to the period 20 March-2 May 2003. For 
comparison, the average serviceability rate for helicopters on Exercise Saif Sareea II was 54.5%.

Aircraft type Aircrew hours Serviceability rate Flying rate 
(hrs/aircraft/day)

Gazelle 921 66% 1.19

Lynx Mk 7 930 67% 0.58

Lynx Mk 9 217 62% 2.28

Sea King 1,043 81% 2.22

Chinook 1,294.25 74% 1.28

Puma 609.45 79% 2.04

(Q1350)  The financial arrangements for (a) refuelling US aircraft by UK tankers and (b) refuelling UK aircraft by 
US tankers 

  Detailed records are kept in theatre of the fuel provided for US aircraft. These are forwarded to the fuel office at 
RAF Strike Command, who collate the information and bill the equivalent office in the Pentagon. Similarly, a bill is 
received from the Pentagon for fuel received from US tanker aircraft, which is checked for accuracy against theatre 
records and then raised for payment in the standard way. The cost of US fuel on operations would be included in the 
claim from the Reserve. For this operation, the bills have been raised and payments are currently being processed. 

(Q1356/7)  The number and percentage of female pilots deployed for each aircraft type

  20 female aircrew made up 4.2% of the total aircrew deployed, spread across the aircraft types listed below. The 
numbers below are for female aircrew deployed as of 1 April 2003 (the numbers will have varied slightly during the 
duration of the deployments of these aircraft with roulement of crews).

Chinook1 Nimrod8 Tornado2 

E-3D1 Puma1 Tristar1 

Hercules3 Sea 
King1 

VC-102 
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Further memorandum by the Ministry of Defence on logistics (December 2003) 

(Q1016)  The Committee would like to have a list, with costs, of the UORs for Operation Telic. It would also like to 
have that data divided to show the relative weight of UORs between the following categories: 

(i) UORs that hastened existing programmes,
(ii) UORs that introduced new capabilities previously unprogrammed, 
(iii) UORs that topped up holdings of items already on the MoD's inventory,
(iv) UORs modfiying existing equipment/infrastructure.

  1.  The list of equipment Urgent Operational Requirements (UORs) for the preparatory and warfighting phases of 
Operation Telic is attached. In all, over 190 individual measures were approved at a total acquisition cost of around 
£510 million. These UORs covered the broad capability areas of:

—  enhancements to communications equipment and infrastructure;

—  upgrades to maritime, air—both fixed and rotary wing—and land platforms (including improvements to 
environmental/desert operating capabilities, force protection, secure communications, combat ID and 
enhancements to associated weapons systems);

—  improved dismounted close combat capabilities;

—  improved logistics and deployable infrastructure;

—  NBC protection measures;

—  and enhancements to deployed medical capabilities.

  The equipment UOR process (and hence the attached list) does not cover operational sustainability purchases of 
additional stocks and consumables, including items such as desert clothing, boots, combat body armour and spares 
for aircraft and vehicles. In all, around £140 million was spent on operational sustainability purchases of this sort.

  2.  Since the end of decisive warfighting operations, the Department has also approved a number of UORs for key 
elements of equipment to support the continued presence of UK forces in Iraq. These principally cover further 
communications equipment and infrastructure, force protection measures and further tranches of temporary 
deployable accommodation. It is too early to provide a definitive listing of UORs for this subsequent phase of 
operations in Iraq—details of these measures have not therefore been included.

  3.  On the list, the amounts shown (and indeed the overall figure of £510 million) represent the approved acquisition 
costs (at 90% confidence levels) for each UOR. Actual spend in aggregate across the full package of UORs should 
therefore be somewhat lower. Consistent with that expectation, some £290 million of actual UOR costs has been 
reported against Operation Telic for financial year 2002-03. The remainder is expected to fall in financial year 2003-
04, although precise figures will not be available until Departmental accounts for this financial year are constructed. 
The costs are a combined total of capital investment (CDEL) and resource consumption (RDEL excluding non-cash 
charges like cost of capital) for the acquisition (but not support ) of the UOR equipment or modification. The 
additional costs of supporting equipment during Operation Telic are charged as a net additional cost of that operation 
under funding arrangements agreed with the Treasury.

  4.  The attribution of UORs to the categories set out by the Committee is not a straightforward proposition and care 
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is needed in drawing firm conclusions from the information provided below. This is in part because the UOR process 
does not formally categorise enhancements in this way, but principally because many individual UOR enhancements 
do not fall neatly within just one category. Some examples to explain this point are set out below:

—  provision for the "dust mitigation"measures to improve the performance of Challenger 2 tanks in desert 
conditions was included in the Department's forward equipment plans as a lesson from Exercise Saif Sareea 
II. The UOR pulled forward an element of funding from the equipment plan; but it was also clearly a 
modification to existing equipment.

—  purchase of further stocks of the Minimi light machine gun, and the SOPHIE and LION thermal imaging 
equipment built on previous UORs for operations in Afghanistan, but otherwise represented the introduction 
of new capabilities.

—  for other enhancements, UOR measures did not directly advance existing plans to introduce/improve 
equipment but provided an interim capability in support of Op Telic pending progress with the full 
programme. The range of UOR modifications to Harrier GR7 aircraft (anticipating enhancements under the 
full GR9 programme) is an example of this.

  5.  The purpose in illustrating this point is to demonstrate that the proportion of UORs attributed to each heading 
below is a matter of judgement. There is accordingly a degree of imprecision in the balance between the different 
headings. With that caveat in mind, the proportions broken down by the requested categories are as follows:

Categorisation of UORs for Op TELIC Percentage by value

(i) UORs that hastened existing programmes 33%

(ii) UORs that introduced new capabilities previously unprogrammed 20%

(iii) UORs that topped up holdings of items already on the MoD's 
inventory 

30%

(iv) UORs modifying existing equipment/infrastructure 17%

(Q1020)  What UORs were not able to be delivered into theatre by the time (i) war-fighting began and (ii) one month 
before war-fighting began? What examples are there where six months was not sufficient time to bring UORs into 
action?

  1.  One of the key criteria in deciding whether to approve proposed UOR equipment enhancements for Op Telic 
was the timescale in which delivery could be made. The formal criterion applied here related not simply to delivery 
to the MoD from industry, but to the availability of the new equipment for possible operational use in theatre.

  2.  Because the timing of combat operations, if they were to take place at all, was uncertain, proposed UORs were 
considered against generic dates to be used as a guide alongside a range of other criteria in deciding whether to 
approve the case. Generally, UORs were agreed against the following timescales:

—  for maritime and air component forces, by the end of February 2003;

—  for land component forces, by the end of March 2003.

  Where it was not possible to deliver equipment in these timescales, consideration was given to whether there would 
still be worthwhile benefit in accepting a later in-service date or whether further progress of the UOR should be 
stopped.

  3.  To illustrate this point:

  (a)  some measures were agreed which straddled these dates. In other words a first tranche of deliveries or 
modifications was planned to provide an initial operating capability within these timescales, with completion 
of deliveries leading to full operational capability at a later date: the UOR for the Head Mounted Night Vision 
System is an example of this approach.
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  (b)  some potential UORs were discounted because they could not deliver within a timeframe likely to be of 
use in the operation. The bulk of this category is made up of modifications which would have required 
substantial and complex aircraft integration work. In particular, proposals to fit or enhance Defensive Aids 
Suites or secure communications to aircraft typically fell in the range of 6 to 24 months for work to complete. 
That is not amenable to UOR action (although some quicker upgrades of this type were taken forward, for 
example for battlefield helicopters). Other examples under this heading include thermal sighting systems for 
ground-based air defence equipment, and enhanced vehicle and airframe decontamination equipment.

  (c)  by contrast, a number of UORs were deliberately approved with later in-service dates, because they 
would bring clear benefit later in the operation or because of the specific nature of the requirement. The two 
best examples of this are the UORs for temporary deployable accommodation and for increased stocks of air-
launched munitions (such as Enhanced Paveway and Maverick). The former was intended to provide 
accommodation for forces in Iraq at the end of hostilities—these measures were consequently approved to a 
later date to arrive in tranches from May. For precision munitions, given relatively long lead times (up to six 
months), UORs were approved either to support an extended air campaign had that been necessary or to 
provide early recuperation of weapon stocks if it had not. In addition, 10 UORs were approved after 
operations had begun.

  4.  Overall, around 25 separate UORs were approved with planned in-service dates falling, at the time of approval, 
after 31 March. By value, these account for just under 20% of overall UOR spend. Of the remaining UORs, data held 
centrally by the DLO Defence Logistics Operations Centre indicates that 25% of UORs were delivered to theatre 
(Kuwait) at least 28 days before the start of warfighting operations, rising to around 75% delivered by 19 March. By 
way of clarification it should be noted that these figures typically relate to completed deliveries in theatre and the 
achievement of full operational capability; where UORs have been delivered in tranches leading to earlier 
achievement of initial operating capability, that is not reflected in the delivery data. The extent of UOR deliveries by 
the time offensive operations began is therefore somewhat understated (but this cannot sensibly be quantified from 
the data available centrally).

  5.  A number of factors affected the timeliness of UOR approval, procurement and delivery. In terms of the 
approval process, it is worth noting that, as it turned out, the actual start date for operations was some two weeks 
earlier than the end of March assumption used for UORs for the land component, in part because air and land 
operations were synchronised to a greater extent than had been envisaged earlier in the planning process. Changes in 
the orbat and concept of operations mean that there were changes, relatively late in the UOR cycle, in the types or 
quantity of equipment required. Thereafter in terms of delivery, industry performance, although generally excellent 
in supplying a broad range of UORs to very demanding timetables, did not always meet the timescales set for 
individual UORs. And, once items had been received by the MoD, timelines for the delivery of individual UORs to 
deployed forces reflected their relative priority when set against the full range of equipment and stocks to be shipped 
or airlifted to theatre.

  6.  The UOR process will need to remain flexible to meet the demands of future operations. The aim is to develop 
the process where possible better to reflect, for example, the varying deployment timescales for individual units and 
the different training time needed for specific items of equipment.
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Further memorandum by the Ministry of Defence the role of the reserves in Operation Telic 
(December 2003) 

  1.  Following the evidence session on 22 October, the House of Commons Defence Committee asked for further 
information on a number of points raised during the session. This information is set out below.

  2.  In addition, during the evidence session, several extracts were read from a letter written by a TA officer 
mobilised for Telic 1. These were critical of the mobilisation process and we felt it might be helpful to the 
Committee if we addressed the points made. A detailed response is at Annex A to this memorandum.

(Q1124)  Details of those personnel who were called up "at relatively short notice"

  3.  Based on our previous experiences of calling out reservists for service in the Balkans, the intention was to give 
individuals at least 14 days' notice of call out. However, we recognise that this was not always achieved, particularly 
those who were called out at the initial stages. The reasons were: 

  4.  None of those enablers and specialists who were required early on in the proceedings could be called out until a 
call-out Order had been made; in some cases we were able to mitigate the effects of short notice by selecting key 
individuals carefully and letting them know that there was a strong possibility of call out.

  5.  The decision that UK forces would only enter Iraq from the south was taken at a fairly late stage of the 
operational planning process; this decision resulted in a review of the overall force level and in turn affected the 
numbers and skills that were required from the reserve forces;

  6.  The effect of the force changes were, in some cases, further compounded by the regular armed forces having to 
provide cover during the firemen's strike; for example, the decision to deploy 16 Air Assault Brigade to Iraq meant 
that regular members of the RAF who would have been deployed to the Gulf were re-tasked to take over the fire-
fighting duties undertaken by 16 Air Assault Brigade which in turn resulted in more members of the RAuxAF being 
called out to fill consequential gaps in the Gulf.

  7.  Details of those likely to have been given short notice were given in our first Memorandum on this subject. 
However, broadly speaking this group consisted mainly of key enablers (movers, logisticians, aircrew, RNR liaison 
officers in chartered shipping), specialist units which required time to work up (medical units, NBC defence and 
amphibious engineers), units which we needed to deploy quickly (Mobile Meteorological Unit, Royal Marines), and 
key specialists (linguists, intelligence, amphibious warfare advisers).

  8.  Following the initial phase of Op Telic, generally we have been able to give reservists 21 days notice to report. 
However, medical failures of individual reservists and the exemption of others from call-out (for both of which we 
might need to find replacements), plus short notice changes in requirements has meant that out of necessity some 
reservists have received less than 21 days notice. A breakdown of the number of call-out notices issued at short 
notice during Telic 1 and 2 is given below (figures for Telic 3 are unavailable):

Op TELIC Phase Less Than 1 Week Between 1 and 2 Weeks Between 2 and 3 Weeks

TELIC 1 201 5140 1,580

TELIC 2 41 39 345

Total 242 5,179 1,925
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Notes:

(a)  The figures given represent our best estimate in the time available.

(b)  The figures depict the number of call-out notices issued and not the number of individuals called out.

(c)  The notice time includes the time taken by Royal Mail to deliver the call-out notices.

(Q1135)  The numbers of Reservists who were given informal indications that if there was a war they were likely to 
be called-up. 

  9.  As stated during the evidence session, a high degree of planning was undertaken prior to the Secretary of State 
making a call-out order to support Op Telic on 7 January 2003. This activity included warning units that their 
personnel may be required for mobilisation. For the Army, approximately 15% of the TA personnel we had planned 
to call-out received some form of advanced notice through their unit commander prior to the call-out order being 
made. In the case of the RNR, who deploy as individuals rather than as part of a unit, RNR Reserve Training Centres 
were given advance warning of a possible mobilisation in November 2002. Thereafter a process of intelligent 
mobilisation was put in place to ascertain which reservists could mobilise at short notice and those who would be 
able to mobilise, but whose employers might seek an exemption from or deferral of mobilisation. RMR personnel did 
not receive advanced notice prior to the call-out order as initially it was not thought that they would be needed. No 
RAuxAF Squadrons were informally given an advanced warning of mobilisation. However, any Squadron 
Commanders, following the intense press speculation at that time, who raised the subject with HQ Personnel and 
Training Command were advised that it would be prudent to ensure that all necessary administration for call-out was 
in order.

  10.  Those who received advanced warning were, in the main, personnel and/or units who were required at fairly 
short notice to support the mobilisation and deployment. However, as was explained during the evidence session, at 
the last moment we were informed that the preferred Northern Option was not available to us. This meant that our 
plans had to be revised at short notice to support the Southern Option. This option required a different force structure 
to support it. Therefore, a number of personnel forewarned of the possibility of mobilisation were not used.

(Q1169)  A note on the implications on (a) the method (formed units as against individual back-filling) and (b) the 
scale of possible deployment of Reserves on future operations of the establishment of the Civil Contingency reaction 
Forces and the effects of the existence of the CCRFs on any plans to restructure the TA.

  11.  Firstly, it is important to note that while the TA will form the core of the CCRF, volunteer reserves from both 
the Royal Navy and the Royal Air Force will contribute some manpower in areas where there are RNR, RMR and 
RAuxAF units.

  12.  As noted above, TA Infantry battalions provide the framework for the CCRFs since their warfighting role and 
training makes them suited to general duty tasks. They will, however, retain their main role of reinforcing the 
Regular Army on operations. Deconfliction between the two roles can be achieved. The TA infantry battalions, 
which are normally at low readiness for expeditionary operations, are able to provide the CCRF high readiness 
capability without prejudicing their expeditionary obligations. Even if a significant portion of one CCRF was 
deployed supporting an overseas operation, a neighbouring CCRF could be called upon to assist if required. It has 
always envisaged that overseas operations would take priority and this will remain the case when generating the 
scales of force required for future overseas operations, even ones as large as Op Telic.

  13.  The force structure of the TA will continue to be based on the requirement to contribute to warfighting 
operations. However, the likely effect of the introduction of the CCRF role is that TA Infantry will be required to 
provide a graduated response, from individuals at higher readiness through to sub-units at low readiness. TA Infantry 
units will require equipment scaling (in particular BOWMAN communications equipment) for both the warfighting 
and the CCRF roles.
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Annex A 

LETTER WRITTEN BY A TA OFFICER MOBILISED ON TELIC 1 

  1.  During the evidence session on 22 October, Mr James Cran MP read several extracts from a letter written by a 
TA officer mobilised for Telic 1. The unnamed officer made the following criticisms:

  (a)  In his opinion the five day training period he received at the Reinforcement Holding Unit (RHU) at 
Beckingham Camp was inadequate to prepare him sufficiently for deployment on operations. He specifically 
quoted only being able to fire 10 rounds on his range package.

  (b)  He was denied permission to leave camp, even to undertake personal fitness training.

  (c)  The toilet facilities were unclean and there was a lack of toilet paper.

  2.  We take such criticisms very seriously and have, therefore, investigated each of the points made.

ADEQUACY OF FIVE DAY TRAINING PERIOD 

  3.  Each year the TA soldier is expected to undertake training (between 19 to 25 man training days depending on 
their operational role and specialisation) to ensure they meet minimum training standards and are fit for role. This 
training must be completed in order for the TA soldier to qualify for bounty. All reservists mobilised should be fit for 
role.

  4.  When mobilising the TA, an assessment is made of the annual training completed, the time available for pre 
deployment training, the generic role for which the individual was mobilised and the assessed threat. A theatre-
specific mounting instruction is then produced which lays down the minimum training standards to be achieved 
before deployment. All reservists mobilised through RTMC and the RHUs received training that was fully in 
accordance with the Op Telic mounting instruction. It should also be remembered that there would normally be a 
further period of training undertaken once reservists arrive in theatre to ensure that they are fully prepared for the 
role they are to perform and, where necessary, to acclimatise them to local conditions. 

  5.  With regard to firearms training, in accordance with the mounting instruction, each TA soldier must pass his 
weapon handling test, check that his sights are zeroed and achieve a minimum spread of shot having fired a number 
of rounds. This is dependant on the personal weapon to be issued (either rifle or pistol). In either case more than 10 
rounds should be fired (25 rounds for rifle and 20 for pistol). Training records have been kept, but without 
knowledge of the individual concerned, further investigation is impossible.

  6.  When a reservist is demobilised through RTMC he or she is invited to complete an anonymous questionnaire. 
One of the questions asks how well individuals thought they were trained for war fighting on operations. As at 1 
September 2003, of the 1,748 individuals who completed the questionnaire over 85% of officers and nearly 80% of 
other ranks felt that they were either "very well" of "well prepared" for Op Telic. Only 3.5% of officers and 4% of 
other ranks felt that they were not prepared. That said, the non-alignment of TA and Regular shooting standards is 
one of the top 10 operational lessons identified and the resource implications of bringing standards into line is 
currently being considered.

CONFINED TO CAMP AT RHU BECKINGHAM 

  7.  Individuals were indeed confined to camp. This was because large numbers of personnel were transiting through 
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Beckingham on a 24 hour, seven days a week basis. A degree of close control was essential to ensure that everyone 
was trained and administered properly (often reservists had to be found at short notice to resolve mobilisation 
issues). In addition, the security threat at that time was assessed as high. Beckingham is located in an isolated area 
and unescorted individuals outside the camp could have presented a soft target for terrorist attack. While we 
acknowledge that being confined to camp may have been frustrating to individuals, it was deemed essential to the 
smooth running of the mobilisation process from which the reservists benefited.

TOILET FACILITIES 

  8.  Beckingham Camp is not a permanent training camp, but was set up at short notice specifically to deal with the 
high numbers and high through-put of reservists required for Op Telic. The Company Commander in charge of 
Beckingham at that time has confirmed that toilet paper never ran out, although there was a short period where it was 
necessary to resupply the 70 plus toilets on a continuous basis. This was due to a tabloid news report that toilet paper 
was in short supply in theatre with the result that personnel began to appropriate their own supplies. 

  9.  With regard to cleanliness, we can confirm that a cleaning contract was in place and that the Company 
Commander and his HQ team inspected the blocks on a regular basis. At no time did they encounter the problems 
identified by the Officer, nor did they receive any complaints.
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on media issues (January 2004) 

(Q1362-65)  Media Operations Planning Timelines 

  MoD planning for the Media Operation to support Op Telic started in earnest in late autumn 2002, as an adjunct to 
the mainstream planning that was being conducted within the Department and PJHQ. Prior to that, some contingency 
considerations had been undertaken, but these were aimed only at looking at in-place doctrine, procedures and 
arrangements to ensure that should planning demands pick up that media-related activities could respond.

  Detailed timelines for planning within DGCC and PJHQ were as follows:

October/November 2002

—  Watching brief.

—  Outline planning in support for Defence Crisis Management Centre.

—  Initial considerations of the Media Ops capability requirement—personnel and equipment.

—  Initial considerations of Green Book arrangements.

December 2002

—  Participation in US-led Ex INTERNAL LOOK, which included a media ops element.

—  Further refinement of possible in-theatre media arrangements.

—  Further refinement of capability requirements.

—  Nomination of key individuals—Spokesmen and Media Advisers.

January 2003

—  Comprehensive DGCC/PJHQ Media Ops Stocktake.

—  Agreed equipment acquisition plan and funding.

—  DGCC brief to Broadcast Editors re Green Book arrangements and the embedding arrangements.

—  Similar but separate brief to Print Editors.

—  DGCC/PJHQ briefing to Spokesmen and Media Advisers.

February 2003

—  DGCC/D News visit to US DOD with Mr Hoon
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—  DGCC agree operating procedures for incidents with PJHQ.

—  Refinement of Embedded War Correspondent plan

—  Detailed manning for Media Operations confirmed

March 2003

—  DGCC Operational Procedures Rehearsal.

—  War Correspondent numbers and nominations finalised.

—  War Correspondent training and deployment to theatre.

—  Press Office re-organised for 24/7 operation.

MINISTERIAL INVOLVEMENT 

  Ministers were briefed on planning as a whole, throughout the planning process, and were kept abreast of the main 
decisions and developments in the Media Operation but were not involved in specific Media Operations planning.

NO 10 INVOLVEMENT 

  In terms of the preparation and planning of the media operation there was no specific No 10 Press Office 
involvement, although the usual, daily, No10 chaired inter-departmental media coordination meeting took place 
throughout. In addition, during the most intense phase there was a No 10 chaired weekly inter-departmental 
overview meeting to discuss media issues amongst the Departments concerned.

(Q1410)  A note on the costs of the media operation 

  Planning for operations in Iraq envisaged the deployment of upwards of 170 Media Operations Staff to engage with 
the media, provide advice to Comds and act as spokespeople. This was to be achieved through the augmentation of 
HQ Media Ops staff and the formation of Press Information Centres. Activities to be planned for were as follows:

—  Media Operations planning.

—  Provision of advice.

—  Engaging with and escorting the Media.

—  Media briefings and conferences.

—  Co-ordination and management of media facilities.

—  Passage of media related information at rapid tempo

—  External and Internal communications.

  Some costs are inevitably impossible to extract from overall expenditures, particularly as costs for media related 
activities in theatre, where the bulk of the activity took place, were not accounted for separately. The most significant 
extra costs, imposed by the need to maintain effective and rapid response to the evolving situation and meet the 
media's appetite for information, came from the requirement to equip the Media Operations effort for operations in 
Quatar, Kuwait, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and, eventually, Iraq. It was also necessary to ensure that the Media 
Operations Group was self-sufficient and capable of enduring through a sustained campaign.

  As the levels of equipment capability (specialist and military) were insufficient to meet this requirement, further 
UOR investment was necessary as follows:
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Deployable "Flyaway" kits ( IT/
Comms) 

257,000

Office eqpt 10,000

Media Production eqpt (CCT, web) 39,000

AV suite of eqpt 30,000

Flightcases 5,000

Consumables 50,000

Total 391,000

(Q1426)  A list of embedded journalists and the units to which they were allocated

  Notes:

—  This allocation was based on Green Book guidelines, with the actual choices of names for each unit made 
by the representative media bodies, not MOD.

—  This list also includes broadcast technicians.

Last Name First Name Organisation Unit

1.  Adams Bruce Daily Mail HCR

2.  Adrian Stephen BBC RAF Ali al Salem

3.  Agar Terry ITN 1 UK Div FPIC

4.  Allen Vanessa PA 2 CS Regt RLC

5.  Allen Karen BBC RAF Ali al Salem

6.  Andersson Hilary BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

7.  Arnold Harry Daily Mirror RAF Ali al Salem 

8.  Ashdown Richard PA 2 CS Regt RLC

9.  Baker Dai Ch4 News 7 PARA RHA

10.  Barker Chris BBC Documentary RAF

11.  Barkham Patrick Times RFA Argus

12.  Begg Donald ITN 1 UK Div FPIC

13.  Bendix Kathryn BBC Documentary RAF

14.  Bentham Martin Sunday Telegraph Scots DG 

15.  Boon John BBC JHC

16.  Bowden David Sky HQ 3 Cdo Bde

17.  Boyce Russell Reuters RAF Al Jaber

18.  Bremner Juliet ITN 1 RRF

19.  Brown Ben BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

20.  Bruce Ian Glasgow Herald 1 BW

21.  Buckmaster Jonathan Daily Express HMS OCEAN

22.  Bucktin Chris News of the World 23 Engr Regt 

23.  Butcher Tim Daily Telegraph HQ 3 Cdo Bde 

24.  Campbell Eugene ITN HMS ARK ROYAL

25.  Carling Michael BBC HMS MARLBOROUGH
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26.  Cathcart James BBC HMS ARK ROYAL

27.  Catherwood Andrea ITN JHC

28.  Chamberlain Gethin Scotsman 1 BW

29.  Charles Jonathan BBC JHC

30.  Chung Dan Guardian 2 GS Regt RLC

31.  Conway Darren BBC 40 Cdo

32.  Cooke Jeremy BBC 3 PARA

33.  Cooper Graham BBC Documentary RAF

34.  Corp Rachel ITN 1 RMP

35.  Craven Nick Daily Mail 3 PARA

36.  Cubitt Greig ITN RAF Al Jaber

37.  Darling Jim Freelance Cdo Log

38.  Dewhurst Ronnie Sky 1 R IRISH

39.  Dillon Martin Manchester E/News 7 PARA RHA 

40.  Donnelly Michael Sky HQ 3 Cdo Bde

41.  Donnelly Dick ITN HQ 3 Cdo Bde

42.  Doyle Martin BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

43.  Dukes Rob ITN RFA Sir Bedivere

44.  Eaton Richard Carlton RAF Al Jaber

45.  Edwards Richard Western Daily Press 42 Cdo 

46.  Evans Alan W Midlands Express/Star 102 Log Bde 

47.  Ewart Tim ITN 1 RMP

48.  Feast Robert BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

49.  Ferguson Susie BFBS 1 RRF

50.  Fisher Matthew BBC Documentary RN

51.  Foster Stephen BBC Documentary RAF

52.  Franks Tim BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

53.  Fraser-Andrews James Ipswich Evening Star 3 Regt AAC 

54.  Gaisford Richard GMTV SCOTS DG

55.  Gillan Audrey Guardian HCR

56.  Gilmartin Shaun Carlton 70/30 Sqn RAF

57.  Goff Jim Sixth Sense 1 UK Div FPIC

58.  Goodwin Phillip BBC HMS OCEAN

59.  Graff Peter Reuters HMS YORK

60.  Graham Terry BFBS 1 UK Div FPIC

61.  Gray Steven BBC Documentary RN

62.  Grover Paul Daily Telegraph D Sqn QDG 

63.  Hallsworth Neil CNN 2 RTR

64.  Harding Andrew BBC HMS OCEAN

65.  Haresign Anne BFBS 1 UK Div FPIC

66.  Hargreaves Richard Portsmouth News HMS 
MARLBOROUGH 

67.  Harman Dave ITN 42 Cdo

68.  Harris Janet BBC Documentary Army
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69.  Harris Paul Observer 2 CS Regt RLC

70.  Harrison David Sunday Telegraph HMS LIVERPOOL 

71.  Harrison Kieth W Midlands Express/Star 102 Log Bde 

72.  Harvey Neil BBC Documentary Army

73.  Hearn Mark BFBS RFA Fort Victoria

74.  Hemmings Tony ITN 1 RRF

75.  Herbert Andrew BBC 3 PARA

76.  Heslop Graham ITN 1 UK Div FPIC

77.  Higgins Rory BFBS 1 UK Div FPIC

78.  Houston Simon Scot Daily Record SCOTS DG 

79.  Hurd Emma Sky 1 UK Div FPIC

80.  Hird Steven Reuters 29 Regt RA

81.  Ison Chris PA 1 PARA

82.  Jackson Alistair Carlton RAF Al Jaber

83.  Jones Colin BBC HMS ARK ROYAL

84.  Jones Catherine Ch5 News 3 RHA

85.  Jones Ian Daily Telegraph 3 Regt AAC

86.  Judd Terri Independent 3 Regt AAC

87.  Kretzschmar Cordelia GMTV 2 Bn REME

88.  Lawrence Micky ITN 102 Log Bde

89.  Lea Michael Sun RFA Argus

90.  Lewis Geraldine BBC Documentary Army

91.  Low Valentine Evening Standard D Sqn QDG 

92.  Magee Rob BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

93.  Mangold Abigail BBC Documentary RAF

94.  McDonald Peter ITN HQ 3 Cdo Bde

95.  McMullen Paul Sunday Express RAF Al Jaber 

96.  Meszaros Antonia BBC Documentary Army

97.  Milam Greg Sky 1 R IRISH

98.  Mills John Western Daily Press 42 Cdo

99.  Morris Kylie BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

100.  Mowat Jonathan BBC Documentary RM

101.  Muriel Diana CNN 2 RTR

102.  Myrie Clive BBC 40 Cdo

103.  Neely Bill ITN 42 Cdo

104.  Newton-Dunn Tom Mirror 40 Cdo

105.  Nicholls Mark Eastern Daily Press RAF Ali al Salem 

106.  Nicoletti Tony Scot Daily Record SCOTS DG 

107.  Oliver Sarah Mail on Sunday 1 R IRISH 

108.  Parker Nick Sun 3 RHA

109.  Payne Stewart Daily Telegraph RAF Ali al Salem 

110.  Petit Martin GMTV SCOTS DG

111.  Price Matthew BBC HMS ARK ROYAL

112.  Queally Ray ITN 1 PARA
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113.  Reay-Smith Phillip Ch4 News 7 PARA RHA

114.  Rees David Sky 1 UK Div FPIC

115.  Rex Andy ITN 1 UK Div FPIC

116.  Richards Mark Daily Mail 1 RRF

117.  Richards Terry Sun HMS OCEAN

118.  Ritson Julie BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

119.  Rivers Dan ITN RFA Sir Bedivere

120.  Roberts Brian News of the World 2 RTR

121.  Roy Katie BFBS RFA Fort Victoria

122.  Roy Andrew BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

123.  Sears Neil Daily Mail HMS YORK

124.  Sharrock David Times Cdo Log

125.  Simms Andrew Soldier Magazine 1 UK Div FPIC 

126.  Skelton Rachael BBC Documentary RN

127.  Stoddard Tom Freelance 539 ASRM

128.  Swift Gregg Daily Express 1 GS Regt RLC 

129.  Tanner Stuart BBC Documentary RM

130.  Taylor Sean BBC Documentary Army

131.  Thompson Andrew BBC Documentary Army

132.  Thompson Paul Sun RFA Sir Percivale

133.  Thompson Alex ITN 1 UK Div FPIC

134.  Thompson Alistair Ch5 News 3 RHA

135.  Tuft Michael BBC Documentary RN

136.  Vellacot James Daily Mirror 1 GS Regt RLC 

137.  Vince Keith BBC Documentary Army

138.  Vincent Geraint ITN 1 PARA

139.  Walker Simon Times HQ 3 Cdo Bde

140.  Wall David ITN 1 UK Div FPIC

141.  Wardman Phillip Sky 1 UK Div FPIC

142.  Watson Harvey BBC 1 UK Div FPIC

143.  Watts Timothy BBC Documentary RN

144.  Wazir Burhan Observer 102 Log Bde

145.  Weeks Romily ITN 102 Log Bde

146.  Weston Michael Soldier Magazine 1 UK Div FPIC 

147.  Whitehead Tom PA 59 Indep Cdo RE

148.  Whitford Steven BBC Documentary Army

149.  Wilson Jamie Guardian HMS 
MARLBOROUGH 

150.  Wilson Andrew Sky 1 UK Div FPIC

151.  Wyatt Caroline BBC 1 UK Div FPIC
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Further memorandum by the Ministry of Defence on Operation Telic maritime campaign 
(January 2004) 

SPARES 

(Q1475) A figure/s for the quantities of spares (relating to the Royal Navy and Royal Marines) which were drawn 
forward to make sure that the forces in the Gulf were supported properly.

  Given the broad nature of this question, covering potentially hundreds of thousands of different types of equipment 
that could be classified as "spares", it has proved very difficult to provide a substantive answer. Giving the figure in 
weight or numbers would prove to be an enormous task. In addition it would require a disproportionate amount of 
work to identify which spares went specifically to the either Royal Marine or Royal Navy as they are not currently 
categorised in this way. It may be possible to answer more specific questions on spares in the future if the Committee 
wishes to follow up this issue. As an illustration however, helicopter spares issued to Royal Navy and Royal Marines 
to support forces on Op Telic (Phase 1 and 2) are estimated to be in the order of £36 million.

PROTECTION OF SHIPPING/CHARTERING OF SHIPPING 

(Q1493)  What the perceived threat was to shipping transiting through the Mediterranean

  *** (Answer contained in classified annex.) 

(Q1477 and Q1487)  Details of who was responsible for escorting/protecting shipping from the UK through the 
Mediterranean and the measures which were taken—Rear Admiral Snelson said that his responsibility did not start 
until shipping had reached the eastern end of the Mediterranean and the Suez Canal.

  The legal responsibility for Force Protection of Contracted Charter Shipping rested with the Defence Transport & 
Movements Agency (DTMA), as the vessel charterer. As such, they sought advice and assets from Fleet, who were 
responsible for force generation of Destroyer or Frigate escorts where necessary. Once through the Suez canal, Fleet 
passed their tactical control of the shipping to the UK Maritime Component Commander (Rear Admiral Snelson).

  *** (Further paragraphs contained in classified annex.)

(Q1490)  Details of the protection provided to shipping transiting through the Straits of Gibraltar

  Underlying principles are provided in answer to question (Q1477 and Q1487). Further to these principles, during 
the deployment phase of the operation, Fleet and the US 6th Fleet deployed Destroyer or Frigate assets to provide 
shipping with Force Protection. In addition, NATO extended Operation Active Endeavour under the command of 
NAVSOUTH in Naples to establish a permanent presence in the vicinity of the Straits of Gibraltar using assets from 
other NATO nations. Fleet maintained liaison with NAVSOUTH throughout the passage of contracted charter 
shipping. 

(Q1493)  Details of who was responsible for the security of shipping transiting through the Suez Canal

  *** (Answer contained in classified annex.) 

(Q1489)  The number of Reservists who were provided for the purpose of merchant ship protection and details of 
what training they received.
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  During the combat phase of Op Telic, 47 RN Reserve personnel undertook Force Protection duties on merchant 
shipping. Some formed RN Reserve teams and others were integrated with regular RN personnel.

  The training they received was as follows:

  Weapons

  (a)  All personal were trained to the Naval Annual Personal Weapon Test (NAPWT) standard for the 
5.56mm rifle.

  (b)  Officers and some Senior Ratings were trained in the use of the 9mm pistol.

  (c)  Selected Senior and Junior Rates were trained in the use of the General Purpose Machine Gun (GPMG)

  Ship Protection

  (a)  All personnel received training to enable them to undertake ship protection duties.

  (b)  Officers and Senior Ratings received training in the management of Ship protection parties.

  Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Warfare (NBC) 

  (a)  All personnel received training in personal NBC protection and were issued with and conducted tests on 
S10 Respirators and Individual Protection Equipment (IPE).

  (b)  All personnel received training on collective protection (COLPRO) equipment and procedures.

  (c)  Senior Ratings undertook instruction to enable them to teach basic NBC measures to merchant ship 
crews.

(Q1478-Q1481)  The outcome of any assessment undertaken of MOD's policy of using chartered shipping (a 
substantial proportion of which are foreign ships).

  MoD continues to rely on UK and foreign chartered commercial shipping to augment existing strategic sealift assets 
where required in support of operations, exercises and overseas garrisons. The alternative to chartering from the 
commercial shipping fleet would be for the MoD to maintain a considerably larger RO-RO capability as a 
contingency for unpredictable operational activity. This would not represent an efficient use of shipping and would 
be unnecessarily expensive. The MoD now has call on 6 RO-ROs for strategic sealift. These vessels are owned and 
operated by a commercial company as part of a PFI arrangement.

  A review of standing Ship Chartering procedures was undertaken in March 2003 and a Ship Safety Management 
System (SMS) created incorporating Op Telic lessons learnt. A matrix was incorporated within the SMS to allow a 
more robust assessment of risk against a range of criteria, including flag-state, previous port-state inspection records, 
vessels age and classification society. This document was endorsed by the Ship Safety Management Board in July 
2003 and will be further reviewed in January 2004. 

  *** (Further paragraph contained in classified annex.)

  The ships chartered by the MoD for Op Telic fulfilled all their obligations, with minimal incident, damage or loss.

TOMAHAWK CRUISE MISSILES 

(Q1512)  A summary of what the UK policy is on firing Tomahawk cruise missiles

  *** (Answer contained in classified annex.) 

(Q1511 and Q1514)  The number of Tomahawk cruise missiles fired during Operation Telic, the number of missiles 
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which the UK now has, and details of the UK's plans to replenish its stocks of these missiles.

  *** (Answer contained in classified annex.) 

(Q1506)  Details of the effectiveness of the Tomahawk cruise missiles fired during Operation Telic.

  As indicated previously in the response to a similar follow up question (Q1302) arising from the HCDC session 
held into Air Operations on 5 November 2002, analysis of weapon accuracy and effectiveness is still ongoing, but we 
will unfortunately not be able to release such information as it will remain extremely sensitive military operational 
data.

NBC PROTECTION EQUIPMENT 

(Q1523, Q1528-Q1530)  Details of the case of the spare respirator canisters which appeared to be out of date (label 
said 1988 with a ten year life), but whose life had apparently been extended by five years (from 1998 to 2003), 
including whether the five year extension was to January 2003 or December 2003. 

  When originally purchased the canister life was deemed to be 10 years. However, all canisters were "re-lifed" to 15 
years in 1998, as a result of testing carried out by Porton Down in 1997 (reference: DERE/CBD/NBC&P/
S10ResSupport/97 dated 13 Jan 98). The actual expiry date is calculated from manufacturers "Manuf & Sealed" date 
shown as day/month/year (eg 13/04/91). DLO have issued 210,000 canister to Op Telic so far, all of which were 
manufactured in 1990 or later. However some units deployed with their own existing stocks of canisters which pre-
date 1990. On the odd occasion when items of this equipment found to be over the 15-year life span, replacements 
were found from the in-life stocks sent from central DLO stores before the start of combat operations.

ACCIDENT REPORT 

(Q1540)  A copy of the accident report relating to the crash of the two Sea King VIIs

  Although the Board of Inquiry into the crash of two Sea King VIIs is complete, it is not usual for this document to 
be released to the Committee to be placed in the Library of the House.

  A Service Board of Inquiry (BOI) is an internal fact finding investigation undertaken by the Services for Service 
use into the circumstances surrounding a particular accident or incident. Its main purpose is to establish the facts as 
quickly as possible, seeking to discover whether there were any procedural or other service-related irregularities, or 
difficulties which could be identified and overcome, in order to prevent a recurrence. The principle of confidentiality 
of BOI proceedings is designed to encourage the provision of forthright evidence. Accordingly, BOI reports are not 
normally disclosed in full outside the Department. Release is strictly limited.

  A BOI report may be released for compassionate reasons to the next of kin of Service personnel killed in in-service 
accidents, if requested, subject to the minimum of security requirements. Reports may also be made available in-
confidence to HM Coroners to assist in their preparations for an inquest, and other investigative bodies with statutory 
duties to investigate incidents. Reports may also become disclosable in whole or in part during litigation. 

  What is usual and will happen in due course, is that the findings of the Military Aircraft Accident Summary 
(MAAS) will be placed in the Library of the House. A copy of that report could, when finalised, be provided to the 
Committee.
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on political/military and reconstruction 
issues (February 2004) 

NORTHERN OPTION 

(Q1710-1711)  Date when it was decided that it was no longer viable to plan for a Northern option via Turkey 

  Although initial contingency thinking had focused on a campaign purely from the South, we and the US developed 
the view that, should military action become necessary, a two-pronged attack from North and South would be 
desirable. This would make it harder for Saddam to concentrate his forces, or adopt some form of "scorched earth" 
strategy preparatory to falling back on Northern Iraq.

  Through the autumn of 2002, therefore, US/UK planning envisaged a land force of two divisions, one of which 
might be a UK division commanding one UK brigade and one US brigade, deploying through Turkey into Northern 
Iraq. This was the subject of discussion between US and Turkish planners, with the US speaking for the coalition as 
a whole. Towards the end of 2002, it was evident that this proposition was not straightforward for the Turks, and 
some contingency thinking was done about the possible implications of a switch to the South.

  At that stage the "Northern Option" still remained our preference, because of the strategic attractions of presenting 
Saddam's regime with a challenge on two fronts (and, as a second-order issue, because of the demands on space in 
Kuwait that were expected to result from US deployment plans there). But we judged that we needed to reach closure 
on this issue early in 2003 in order to place our planning on a firmer footing. (At that time, for planning purposes we 
were working to the—purely indicative—assumption that military action might become necessary as early as mid-
February (although at that point we also envisaged that the main land effort would commence some weeks after the 
opening of any campaign). It is important to understand that these planning assumptions about timescales did not 
imply that any political decision had been taken to commit forces to military action, but were designed simply to 
give planners a yardstick against which to work.)

  The Secretary of State therefore visited Turkey on 8 January 2003 to explore the possibility of deploying UK forces 
through Turkey. Although the Turkish Government did not rule this out, it was clear that we could not count on their 
being able to persuade the Turkish Parliament to agree such a deployment, and that the prospects would remain 
uncertain for some time to come.

  We therefore concluded that, whilst the US would continue to pursue the "Northern Option" in respect of their own 
forces, the focus of the UK effort should switch to the South. US planners proposed a mission for UK land forces in 
the South, which would build upon the role already planned for 3 Commando Brigade in the Al Faw operation and 
facilitate the more rapid northward advance of US land forces. In part, the increased speed of advance allowed by 
this concept would compensate for any continuing difficulties in deploying forces from the North itself.

  This proposal was discussed by the Chiefs of Staff Committee on Wednesday 15 January and recommended to the 
Secretary of State, who recommended it to the Prime Minister. The proposal was agreed on Friday 17 January. On 
Saturday 18 January, the agreement of the Government of Kuwait was sought and obtained. The proposed 
deployment was announced to Parliament at the earliest possible opportunity, on Monday 20 January. In the 
following weeks, the agreement of a number of countries in the region was sought and obtained to the deployment of 
the UK air component which was announced on 6 February.

RESERVISTS 

(Q1777)  The employment situation of Reservists after their return from Iraq.[8] 
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  The Reserve Forces (Safeguard of Employment) Act 1985 deals with the rights of Reservists in respect of 
reinstatement in their former employment after mobilisation. This imposes a general requirement on the employer to 
reinstate the Reservist on return from a period of mobilised service. If it is not reasonable or practicable for the 
employer to reinstate the Reservist in their old job, then the employer must offer the Reservist employment on the 
same terms and conditions. If it is not reasonable or practicable for the employer to do so, then they must offer the 
Reservist employment on the most favourable terms and conditions applicable in their case. It also provides that the 
employer should continue to employ the Reservist for a set period after reinstatement, depending on the length of 
time the Reservist has worked for the employer concerned. It provides an appeal procedure, to bodies called 
reinstatement committees, which may order reinstatement or payment of compensation or both. The Act also makes 
provision for other circumstances, including the bankruptcy of the employer. 

  There is no obligation on Reservists to inform their units or the MoD of any difficulty they may have in obtaining 
reinstatement, or any other problems they may have with their employers, and some may choose not to do so. There 
is, however, no evidence to suggest that this problem is widespread. As of early February, we know of only 17 cases 
that have resulted in applications to the reinstatement committees established under the 1985 Act. This is a very low 
figure when set against a background of more than 8,500 Reservists mobilised for Operation Telic during 2003, of 
whom over 7000 have been demobilised. Two cases related to operations other than Operation Telic (one was a 
Reservist who had served in the Balkans on Operation OCULUS and one who had been called out for Operation 
VERITAS).

  Of these 17 Reinstatement Committee cases known in early February, so far as we are aware:

—  One is continuing.

—  Five settled before or during the hearing of the case.

—  In one the applicant withdrew his case on the first day.

—  One other case has been withdrawn.

—  In two the applicants failed.

—  In two cases, the applicants succeeded. In one of these the applicant won his case, but the committee felt 
that the circumstances of his case did not merit an award of compensation or reinstatement. In the other the 
applicant succeeded in winning compensation.

—  Four cases have not yet been heard. Two are due to be heard in March, while hearing dates have not yet 
been fixed for the other two.

—  One case was due to be heard at the end of January but has been postponed.

  The situation is liable to change as cases are heard or new cases are brought.

  We are aware of two other separate cases where Reservists sought to bring a case before an Employment Tribunal, 
rather than a Reinstatement Committee in connection with their civilian employment and mobilisation. Both were 
settled before being heard through arbitration by the Advisory Conciliation and Arbitration Service (ACAS).

  We did recognise that there was a risk of that Reservists returning from a period of mobilised service might have 
difficulties in obtaining reinstatement with their previous employer. To this end all Reservists are briefed on 
demobilisation about their rights under the 1985 Act. Every Reservist also receives a copy of JSP 532 "A guide for 
Reservists returning to civilian employment following a period of mobilised service", which outlines the provisions 
of the 1985 Act, how to reapply for their job and how to apply to a reinstatement committee. The SaBRE helpline 
and Website provide alternative sources of information for Reservists seeking further advice.

  Reservists resident outside the United Kingdom are in a different position, and we are aware of a number of cases 
where members of the Territorial Army based in Germany have lost their jobs on demobilisation. The Reserve 
Forces (Safeguard of Employment) Act 1985 does not apply in Germany, and the equivalent provisions in German 
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law do not apply to the TA. One TA unit is based in Germany, namely 412 Amphibious Engineer Troop (Volunteers) 
(412 Amph Engr Tp (V)), based at Hameln. This unit forms part of 23 Amphibious Engineer Squadron who provide 
the only wide water gap crossing capability within the British Army. Although a TA unit, the Troop is under the 
command of 28 Engineer Regiment. 

  The unit's establishment strength is 53, and there are 5 additional Royal Electrical and Mechanical Engineers 
(REME) posts also filled by the TA. Most of the individuals concerned have civilian jobs with MOD in Germany, 
but a number work for German civilian employers. One worked for a civilian employer in Denmark. 42 Reservists 
(including 4 of the REME posts) were mobilised on 27 January 2003 for Operation Telic, and demobilised at the end 
of July 2003. Of these, 11 lost their employment with their German (or in one case, Danish) civilian employer on 
return. Where any individuals were unable to regain their previous civilian employment, they were offered positions 
in their parent unit on Full Time Reserve Service (FTRS) terms for up to 12 months. 10 took up such contracts, of 
whom 2 have since obtained alternative employment with other German civilian employers and 2 subsequently 
regained their previous employment. In early February 2004, so far as we are aware, 6 were still serving on FTRS 
terms, and had not yet found alternative civilian employment. One further Reservist did not take up the offer of 
FTRS, and has not yet found civilian employment.

BULLET PROOF VESTS 

(Q1777)  What happened to the 200,000 bullet-proof vests which were issued after Kosovo and how many of them 
were supplied to personnel in time for Operation Telic?

  This figure was an estimate provided for the NAO inquiry of the equivalent number of sets of body armour that 
would have been issued since 1999. However, the body armour ensemble is not usually issued as a complete set. 
Instead, Units request the number of components required to make up the sets they need. A polycotton cover (UN 
blue, temperate or desert) and Aramid filler form the standard Combat Body Armour; the addition of two ceramic 
plates (counted individually) and a different cover with pockets to hold the plates creates Enhanced Combat Body 
Armour. The fillers and covers are demanded as items of consumable stock and are, therefore, disposed of locally 
when they wear out. Due to their value, the plates, when surplus to Unit requirements, are back-loaded and the 
serviceable items are returned to stock for re-issue as the need arises.

  The body armour components, once issued, are not tracked centrally. The Defence Logistic Organisation—which is 
responsible for the supply of these items—cannot locate each individual set or components of a set, nor does it have 
a requirement to do so. In common with other items issued responsibility for retaining and managing body armour 
components passes to the receiving Units for issue to troops as operational circumstances dictate. It is highly likely, 
therefore, that the so-called "200,000 sets" referred to in the NAO report are held by Units as individual components.
We are now undertaking an audit to establish the extent of holdings. Initial work to establish the number of issues to 
Units suggests that there have been some 700,000 issues of individual components (CBA and ECBA 
covers—temperate and desert—fillers and plates) since 1992, which is the extent of our electronic records. This does 
not, however, include existing stock holdings. Plates returned to stock may have been reissued a number of times 
since 1992 and there is, therefore, an element of multiple counting.

  Around 38,000 ECBA sets were sent to theatre for operations in Iraq (over 150,000 components). This was 
sufficient to equip all those who required a set. However, delivery of some armour late in the deployment, coupled 
with poor asset tracking, meant that not everyone received a set. The equipment was redistributed to those whom 
commanders judged had the greatest need for it. Dismounted infantry received it as a priority.

MEETINGS 

(QQ1782-1783 and Q1850)  Which cross-government meetings were held to discuss post-conflict in Iraq, in 
particular before the Iraq crisis unit was set up in the FCO? When was the first meeting held to discuss possible post-
conflict issues? How many meetings were held from this point until the Iraq crisis unit was set up? What issues were 
discussed? Who was involved? 

  On a contingency basis, and without implying any policy commitments, departments began to consider some Iraq-
related issues (including post-conflict issues) internally in the summer of 2002. An ad hoc group of officials chaired 
by the Cabinet Office was formed to co-ordinate contingency planning across Whitehall in September 2002. It was 
soon meeting weekly. A wide variety of Government departments were involved in these meetings. Cabinet Office-
led sub-groups were formed from September through to January, meeting as required, including to look at specific 
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aspects of post-conflict planning. These included officials from MoD, FCO, DfID and other Government 
departments dependent on the subject matter. Examples included groups on security sector reform and the potential 
impact of conflict on the environment. In addition, numerous lower level meetings were held across government to 
discuss detailed points, in addition to desk level contact on a frequent basis as planning progressed.

  It became clear that the weight and complexity of post-conflict contingency planning required a more full-time 
structure than these regular contacts and meetings. In early February 2003, the Cabinet Office agreed with MoD, 
FCO and DfID that an inter-departmental Iraq operational policy unit, located in and led by the FCO, should be 
established. This body, which became the Iraq Planning Unit (IPU), later renamed the Iraq Policy Unit, was tasked 
with sorting through the issues which might confront the coalition on the "day after". The specific initial remit was to 
develop policy guidance to enable the administration of Iraq pending the appointment of a transitional civil 
administration. 

  The Cabinet Office officals' group continued to meet up to, through and after the conflict, meeting more intensively, 
sometimes daily. Its role with respect to post-conflict planning became more strategic, seeking to co-ordinate, share 
information and oversee work in the IPU and elsewhere. There was also a group looking at post-conflict economic 
and financial issues (led by HMT) and, from June 2003 onwards, there was a DfID-led group led working on 
humanitarian and operational reconstruction issues. 

  Within MoD a range of groups (at various levels from the Chiefs of Staff downwards) met regularly, with 
representatives from other Government departments attending. Post-conflict issues were always part of the agenda 
for these groups, though not necessarily the only or the leading item. Chiefs of Staff met weekly from September 
2002, with representatives from FCO, the Cabinet Office and (from March 2003), DfID. The Deputy Chief of 
Defence Staff (Commitments) met with other 3*s from the MoD, along with representatives from the FCO, the 
Cabinet Office, DfID and agencies as appropriate on a fortnightly basis from around September 2002. Many more 
meetings were held at lower levels, again involving FCO and DfID officials. 

(Q1789)  How expert advice was sought on Iraq from people outside government. Who was approached, when were 
they approached, and how were they involved in the planning process. 

  Officials are clearly familiar with much of the latest expert thinking on all aspects of Iraq policy. Experts, 
academics and NGOs from outside government routinely send in copies of their latest work to help inform policy 
making. More formally, specific work is sometimes commissioned where it is felt that independent experts can add 
particular value. A cross-government example occurred in June 2003, when experts from Kings College London 
were tasked to support the Global Conflict Prevention Pool (GCPP) and FCO's Iraq Policy Unit by assessing the 
factors and conditions that might lead to a resumption of armed conflict, violence and insecurity in Iraq. The initial 
scoping study that the college provided in July helped the GCPP subsequently to develop a Pool engagement strategy 
for Iraq. The Department for International Development also commissioned work and advice from experts. As some 
of these experts requested that their assistance remain discreet, it would not be appropriate to list those approached.

FREEDOM OF ACTION 

(Q1815)  Freedom of action in the UK-led area of operations: what can the CPA and military do without reference 
to Baghdad?

  Through various civil and military mechanisms, CPA South and the military both contribute to CPA and CJTF-7 
policy for Iraq as a whole. It is not therefore accurate to imply that the UK-led area operates independently of the rest 
of Iraq, while seeking approval for certain types of action.

  While policy is agreed in Baghdad, it is carried out locally in a way appropriate to a specific area. Both MND(SE) 
and CPA South enjoy considerable flexibility in implementing policy but are responsible for ensuring that they 
operate within the broad guidelines agreed in Baghdad. An example of the type of issue which requires a coherent 
national and local policy is traffic along main supply routes. Two of these pass through MND(SE). Priorities for their 
use are agreed in Baghdad while commanders in the South enact the policy.

UN/RECONSTRUCTION 

(Q1840-1841)  How political disagreement in the UN limited a wider international effort on reconstruction 
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  The main constraint on the ability of UN agencies, as well as other international aid organisations, to play a stronger 
role in the reconstruction effort was security. It should be emphasised that, even with this constraint, the likes of 
UNDP, UNICEF and ICRC have made very significant contributions to the humanitarian and reconstruction effort, 
backed by substantial DfID funding. And despite political differences, the UN Consolidated Appeal for Iraq, 
launched in June 2003, received pledges of US$2 billion by July against a total request of US$2.2 billion, which is a 
higher percentage of the total request than for most similar appeals. 

  Some national governments have been reluctant to develop bilateral aid programmes to assist the reconstruction 
effort in the absence of a sovereign Iraqi government. Political differences could also be said to have affected the 
ability of international agencies to remain in Iraq once the levels of insecurity worsened. UN and several other 
agencies were not comfortable receiving security protection from coalition forces, feeling that this would 
compromise their neutrality. This meant they reduced some of their activities, which exposed them to the greatest 
security threat or in some situations withdrew entirely.

8   Updated February 2004. Back
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Further memorandum by the Ministry of Defence on costs and equipment (February 2004) 

(Q1852)  The Committee would be grateful for a copy of the document, which sets out the principle underlying `net 
additional costs'.

(Q1855)  The Committee would be grateful for a copy of the internal instructions for identifying/assessing `net 
additional costs'.

(Q1867)  The Committee would be grateful for confirmation as to whether additional guidance for identifying / 
assessing `net additional costs' has been issued since December 2002 to top-level budget holders.

  General guidance to TLBs on capturing and reporting the costs of operations is attached at Annex A. Specific 
instructions for Operation Telic are at Annex B (not printed, classified). Subsequent guidance issued to budget 
holders in March 2003 is at Annex C (not printed, classified).

(Q1861-1862, 1869-1869)  The Committee would be grateful for confirmation as to whether the NAO's finding that 
there were "marked differences between top-level budget holders' interpretations of what should be included or what 
costs should be deducted to arrive at the net additional cost of the operation" was factually correct.

  The Department agrees broadly with paragraph 6.8 of the NAO report on Op Telic, taken as a whole. The paragraph 
makes clear that while some Top Level Budgets (TLBs) identified offsetting savings which reduced the net 
additional cost of the operation, others did not. That is the case. The Department's view is that this reflected the 
different circumstances of those TLBs, not any ambiguity in the guidance as to what constituted a `net additional 
cost'. Taken in isolation, the Department would not agree with the sentence that suggested there were "marked 
differences between top-level budget holders' interpretations of what should be included or what costs should be 
deducted to arrive at the net additional cost of the operation."

(Q1875-1876)  The Committee would be grateful for the latest estimates for 2003-04 for the cost of guided weapons 
fired, bombs dropped and ammunition fired.

  This information is not yet available. As was the case in 2002-03, a team of accountants from Military Accounting 
Services (Army) are studying the costs associated with stock consumption (for ammunition) and guided weapons 
costs to support the Defence Resource Accounts for 2003-04. As soon as these costs have been identified, they will 
be passed to the Committee. Part of the reason for the delay centres on assessments of missiles issued to forces in-
theatre, not fired, but stored and transported under operational and adverse climatic conditions. We have now to 
assess whether these missiles are undamaged, in need of repair or beyond economic repair. If it is the last, the write-
off costs will need to be included as costs chargeable to the operation in 2003-04. 

(Q1897)  The Committee would appreciate details of any cases where there were delays in ordering equipment 
(Urgent Operational Requirements) because the Treasury would not authorise the expenditure.

  There are no cases where delays in ordering equipment through the UOR process were the result of refusal by the 
Treasury to authorise expenditure. The Treasury approved MoD applications for expenditure of up to £560 million 
for the pre-deployment, deployment and fighting stages of Operation Telic. The MoD committed £510 million to the 
purchase of equipment through the UOR process.

(Q1897)  The Committee would appreciate details of how MoD ensured that value for money was achieved when 
procuring equipment through the UOR route, where the scope for competition is limited.
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  The procurement of equipment through the UOR route does not provide an automatic exemption from competition 
and hence, subject to time and security constraints, normal competitive tendering remains the preferred procurement 
strategy for UORs. However, where time constraints imposed by a UOR preclude a competitive approach, an 
exemption can be granted.

  When adopting a non-competitive procurement strategy, a number of recognised methods are adopted to ensure that 
value for money is achieved; the method adopted depends on the specific nature of the requirement. For example, the 
results of recent competitions and informal tendering methods (eg quotations requested by telephone or facsimile and 
prices validated against commercial catalogues) are extensively utilised to source and cost options. Where 
competition is not feasible, for example where only one solution is available, No Acceptable Price No Contract 
(NAPNOC) pricing procedures for non-competitive procurement are applied to ensure value for money.

  Additionally, novel procurement strategies are adopted to minimise the cost associated with UOR delivery. Such 
strategies include the adoption of lease and loan arrangements with other nations.

  For Op Telic, the time constraints imposed by operational planning meant that a non-competitive procurement 
strategy had to be adopted for 68 UORs. Of these, 40 delivered the only solution available in the timeframe[9], 17 
were extensions to existing contracts, 6 had been competed previously, reflecting further buys of in service 
equipment, and 5 were leased. For the 40 single solution contracts, value for money was achieved through 
comparisons of costs with those of recently competed programmes, the use of NAPNOC price negotiations and the 
use of informal tendering methods. In all cases, the procurement strategy adopted, including value for money 
considerations, was set out in the UOR Business Case.

(Q1897)  The Committee would be grateful for a note on the impact of the MoD's accounts and finances when 
equipment procured through the UOR process is retained after an operation; 

and 

(Q1897)  The NAO report on Operation Telic notes that the procurement cost of equipment purchased under the 
UOR process is charged to the operation. It also notes that the Department is continuing discussions with the 
Treasury to determine the longer term funding treatment of the costs, such as depreciation, arising from holding 
these assets. The Committee would be grateful for details of the progress and outcome of these discussions. 

  The accounting treatment for UORs is the same as for other fixed assets ie they must be depreciated over their life 
and they attract a cost of capital charge. The Treasury has agreed that these costs are a legitimate charge to the 
operation, for the period when the equipment bought as UORs is in use in-Theatre. Any UORs that are written off 
through loss in battle, scrapped or sold as no longer required will be charged to the operation. 

  Negotiations continue with the Treasury on the funding of depreciation and cost of capital charge for UORs 
returned from theatre and retained in service.

(Q1916)  The Committee would like copies of the four Board of Inquiry reports.

  A Board of Inquiry (BOI) is an internal investigation which looks to establish the facts of an incident and to make 
recommendations aimed at preventing a recurrence. The principle of confidentiality of BOI proceedings is designed 
to encourage the provision of forthright evidence. Accordingly, BOI reports are not normally disclosed in full outside 
the Department. Release is strictly limited.

  A BOI report may be released for compassionate reasons to the next of kin of Service personnel killed in in-service 
accidents, if requested, subject to the minimum of security requirements. Reports may also be made available in-
confidence to HM Coroners to assist in their preparations for an inquest, and other investigative bodies with statutory 
duties to investigate incidents. Reports may also become disclosable in whole or in part during litigation. 

  The Department will in due course make available to the Library of the House a summary of the reports' 
conclusions, but only after all related proceedings are entirely complete. To do otherwise would risk prejudicing 
those other proceedings. A copy of this summary will, when finalised, be provided to the Committee, although it is 
unclear whether this will be prior to publication of the Committee's report.
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(Q1920—Q1922)  The Committee would appreciate a note on the availability of sand filters for the Lynx helicopters. 

  As a lesson learned from Exercise Saif Sareea II, it was decided that all helicopters deployed on Operation Telic 
should to be fitted with sand filters. Urgent work was set in train by the Department to repair or refurbish some 23 
filters held in store and to purchase 10 additional sets through the UOR process. As a result, sufficient numbers of 
suitably equipped Lynx platforms were deployed on Operation Telic to fulfil around 75% of the requirement.

  Sufficient sandfilter intake sets were available for each of the 657 Sqn, 847 Sqn and 3 Regiment Army Air Corps 
aircraft deployed on Operation Telic during the period of major combat operations. The availability of sandfilters 
meant that no limitations were imposed upon the use of the deployed Lynx helicopters during the warfighting phase. 
Composite figures, revised since the publication of the report by the National Audit Office on Operation Telic, 
indicate that the Lynx Mk7 TOW in fact achieved serviceability rates of over 70% throughout the deployment—a 
higher than expected level given the scheduled, preventative maintenance required on helicopters.

(Q1928)  The Committee would appreciate details of what OSCA was used for.

  Operational and Strategic Communications Architecture (OSCA) was originally procured for an Exercise in 
December 2002 in the Middle East at a cost of £13 million. The equipment was designed to connect communication 
systems used in the exercise with the communications infrastructure in the UK. It performed very well during the 
exercise, providing reliable and robust communications connectivity between the exercise players and those based in 
the UK. Due to the success of the system it was then enlarged and used to connect the numerous elements that made 
up the UK taskforce that was deployed for Op Telic.

(Q1929)  The Committee would appreciate a note on the methodology used for evaluating equipment performance 
on Operation Telic.

  The MoD's Science & Technology Director commissioned the Defence Science and Technology Laboratories (Dstl) 
to collect data on Operation Telic with the aim of conducting a quick analysis to support the Department's internal 
`lessons identified' process, and so that fuller analysis could be conducted later to validate models. As part of the data 
collection exercise, two teams, consisting of a mix of scientists and military personnel, deployed into theatre to 
collect data on land and air systems. Data was collected from the units and squadrons involved and as many targets 
as possible were visited and examined, subject to security constraints and safety concerns. Data collected included 
the numbers of weapons used, weapon accuracy, target damage and where possible collateral damage. Data on 
equipment availability and reliability has been collected from unit returns.

(Q1930)  The Committee would like to know why the first application for dust filters for Lynx helicopters in summer 
2002 was rejected.

  The response given refers to sand rather than dust filters. There was no such formal application in summer 2002. An 
informal scoping inquiry was submitted to industry as part of the follow up to lessons identified during Exercise Saif 
Sareea II. The lengthy timescales proposed by industry, according to which manufacture of the required 19 sets 
would take up to 3 years, meant that this avenue was not further pursued at the time. These production lead times 
were due to the complexity of the design, which had not been productionised, and the specialist manufacturing 
techniques required. Due to the limited numbers of skilled personnel, only two sets would have been available by 
March 2003. Financial constraints were not a factor in this decision.

  To meet the requirements for Operation Telic, the Integrated Project Team worked closely with industry to establish 
a 24-hour facility which produced, using alternative designs, processes and materials, sufficient sandfilter intake sets 
for each of the 657 Sqn, 847 Sqn and 3 Regiment Army Air Corps aircraft deployed.

(Q1897)  Sir Kevin Tebbit told the Committee that some UORs "will have a continuing bill attached to them" and the 
MoD "would rather not have simply to destroy them for want of resources to sustain them in our future structure". 
The Committee would appreciate details of any cases where equipment procured through the UOR route has been 
destroyed (including the number of cases and the value of equipment destroyed); 

and 

(Q1935-Q 1938)  The Committee would appreciate a note of how much of the equipments procured through the UOR 
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process are likely to be retained in service, mothballed, sold or destroyed, and the timescale in which these decisions 
were made/are to be made.

  When an operation comes to an end or particular UOR equipment is withdrawn from the operation, the MoD 
considers whether that equipment can and should be retained in-service. The cost of, and capability offered by, 
retaining Op Telic UORs in-service are being considered as part of the annual EP/STP planning round. Whilst the 
acquisition costs of UORs are met by the Treasury, the costs of maintaining equipment in-service after the end of an 
operation fall to the MoD. These need to be balanced against other priorities for investment. It is therefore too early 
to say how we intend to proceed with respect to equipment procured through the UOR process for Op Telic.

(Q1941)  The Committee would appreciate a note on the issue of availability of brackets for fitting the General 
Purpose Machine Gun (GPMG) to Royal Marines' vehicles.

  An Urgent Statement of User Requirement (USUR) for the provision of brackets to fit the GPMG to the Royal 
Marines' all-terrain tracked vehicle, the BV206, was never formally submitted to the Permanent Joint Headquarters 
for validation. A UOR was however endorsed for the provision of GPMG swivel mounts to 8 Landing Craft Vehicle 
Personnel (LCVP) operated by Royal Marines. 

(Q1948-1949)  A note on why petrol quad bikes as opposed to diesel quad bikes were procured.

  The technology for diesel quad bikes is immature. Following brief consideration, the option was rejected by the 
Integrated Project Team responsible for procurement of the bikes as impracticable, and petrol-driven ones procured 
instead.

(Q1957)  The Committee would like to know the current forecast date by which we will have reliable, secure, timely 
and effective communication between all parts of our operations and our allies.

  Network Enabled Capability (NEC) is the concept which describes our intent to network sensors, decision-makers 
and weapon systems to allow the swift passage of information to where it is needed, so that it can, in turn, enable the 
rapid delivery of precise military effects. Key to this concept is reliable, secure, timely and effective 
communications. We envisage our network-enabled capability building through 3 epochs: firstly, an initial NEC 
state, characterised by improved connectivity by 2007; secondly a state characterised by improved integration by 
2015; and finally, a mature state in the longer term characterised by greater synchronisation. The near term 
programme supports the introduction of improvements to the information infrastructure, and the development of 
interoperable applications in order to provide joint and multinational connectivity. Projects such as BOWMAN, 
CORMORANT, FALCON and SKYNET 5 will provide the basis for improved joint connectivity and some will 
begin to be fielded in 2004. Work is also in hand to address coalition and multinational interoperability through, for 
example, coalition wide area networks.

(Q1970)  The Committee would like to know the action being taken to improve communications on the Sea King 
helicopter. 

  The "Defence Aviation Flight Safety" magazine article which prompted this question referred only to 
communications difficulties experienced by RAF Puma support helicopters and Army Lynx attack helicopters during 
Operation Telic. The article did not suggest that there had been any problems with Sea King Airborne Surveillance 
and Control Mk7 communications.

  Sea King Mk7 helicopters are equipped with a sophisticated communication system and tactical data links which 
permit both voice (secure and insecure) and data communications with coalition forces. The helicopter's 
communication systems performed well during Operation Telic, with no significant reported faults. We are now 
looking at ways of further developing the Mk 7's emerging over-land capability, work that will include looking into 
the possibility of enhancements to its existing communications fit.

  We have introduced a number of measures to improve communications for our Puma and Lynx helicopters on 
operations in Iraq, including the installation of an air safety relay network; fitting aircraft with tracking devices to aid 
flight following; and providing satellite telephones for ground communications. On current plans, the Puma 
helicopter will be withdrawn from service by 2010, and the Lynx Mk7 attack helicopter by the end of 2005. As a 
result, no long-term action is being taken to improve communications on these helicopters. Successor helicopters will 
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have significantly enhanced communications, and will be Bowman-compatible.

(Q1981)  The Committee would like to know whether the Phoenix UAV was used to draw fire, as actual targets.

  Phoenix was not used to draw fire during its deployment on Operation Telic.

(Q1983)  The Committee would like to know whether all the Phoenix UAVs were deployed on Operation Telic.

  Not all Phoenix UAVs available to the UK Armed Forces were deployed on Operation Telic.

(Q1991-Q1995)  The Committee would appreciate a note on the Future Rapid Effects System (FRES) setting out the 
current progress on the project, the reasons for the change in the procurement strategy, and the latest estimate of the 
in-service date.

  FRES will make a substantial contribution to the MoD's future, expeditionary Rapid Intervention capability. It will 
comprise a family of network- enabled armoured vehicles, and will form the central pillar of a flexible, capable, 
coherent and highly deployable medium force.

  The MoD is reviewing the outputs from the planning work carried out as part of the Concept phase to ensure that 
the recommended procurement strategy represents the optimum means of achieving a successful outcome. Industry's 
input to this work concluded in July 03. The initial Assessment phase aims to conduct a series of studies into the 
technical maturity and military utility of relevant candidate technologies, whilst at the same time defining the FRES 
requirement with greater clarity. In so doing, the MoD will be able to optimise the procurement strategy for future 
phases of the programme.

  To maintain project momentum, the programme of Operational Analysis, which is independent of the procurement 
strategy, has already started. Preparatory work for the initial Assessment Phase has also begun covering further 
refinement of the detailed requirement and development of comprehensive plans for the initial assessment phase.

  We have yet to take final decisions on the preferred procurement strategy for FRES. We are taking full account of 
the UK Defence Industrial Policy as part of our decision making on the Initial Assessment Phase, as well as the 
challenges of the emerging operational concept and how best to achieve value for money. Output from the Initial 
Assessment Phase will help the Department to optimise the procurement strategy for future phases of the programme.

  Whilst an in service date will note be approved until Main Gate, the planning assumption is to introduce early 
FRES variants around the end of the decade.

9   This includes constraints imposed by IPR and design Authorities. Back
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Annex A 

CAPTURING AND REPORTING THE RESOURCE COSTS OF OPERATIONS

  1.  Actual and forecast costs of operations are to be reported in the format shown at Appendix 1. Figures must be 
entered in £million to ensure consistency. More detailed records (down to the lowest level necessary to maintain 
adequate audit trails and including appropriate documentation where relevant) will need to be retained by TLBs.

  2.  At the start of the year (or operation) forecast figures should be entered, and subsequently over-written with 
actual figures.

  3.  Reports (actuals and forecasts) are required at AP3, AP6 and AP9. If there are variations to the AP9 forecasts, 
updates will be required at AP10, AP11 and AP12/13. Nil returns will also be required. Significant variations from 
previous forecasts, whether positive or negative, should be explained in a brief commentary. Significance is to be 
determined through consideration of either or both of the following:

(a)  The cause of the variance (new operation versus increase in costs without a corresponding increase in 
level of activity).

(b)  The magnitude of the variance (will the TLB be able to absorb the increase within its main budget if relief 
is not available from the pool, the rest of the Defence Budget or the Treasury?)

  4.  Data to be captured will include Resource DEL, Capital DEL and AME. The basis upon which resource 
consumption will be claimable will broadly mirror that under the cash regime which means only the additional costs 
of operations can be claimed, net of savings. The following principles apply:

(a) 

Additional costs are defined as those which arise as a direct result of the Operation but which would not 
otherwise have been incurred. Items such as salaries and ERNIC are not additional costs because they are met 
by MoD in the normal course of events. However, travel and allowances, which arise as a direct result of the 
Operation and which would not otherwise have fallen to the Defence Budget, are legitimate additional costs. 
Receipts that cannot be recovered as a direct result of the Operations (eg accommodation charges) should also 
be regarded as an additional cost.

(b) 

Consequential savings are defined as those costs which would have fallen to the Defence Budget had the 
operation not taken place (eg cancelled Exercises, allowances that ceased upon assignment to the Operation, 
unused fuel.)

(c) 

Stock Consumption, Replenishment and Returns.

(i) 

    In order to claim appropriate stock costs it will be necessary for TLBs to record and report the additional Stock 
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issues to eligible operations, net of related stock consumption savings. Until TLBs have developed adequate 
experience of stock transactions they should seek assistance from DLO.

(ii) 

    Returns of stock originally issued to and claimed against an operation but subsequently released for more general 
use should be deducted from the stock consumption claim in the period in which they are returned.

(iii) 

    As stock purchases to replenish consumption may often fall in the following year it will also be necessary for DLO 
to continue to identify and record those purchases, when they occur, so as to support any subsequent claim for 
increased Net Cash Requirement.

(d) 

Fixed Assets.

(i) 

    The additional depreciation charges incurred by fixed assets employed on eligible operations are to be charged to 
the cost of those operations, while the assets are so engaged and where material. Paragraph 4.d.(ii) provides an 
alternative treatment which TLBs may prefer to use, unless the annual additional depreciation charge is material.

(ii) 

    It is proposed that Write-offs and Write-downs of fixed assets resulting from their use on eligible operations 
should be treated as costs of operations. In most situations it may therefore prove more appropriate to reflect any 
additional depreciation (caused by, say, the reduction of an asset's useful life) in a single write-down in the final 
period of use on the operation.

(iii) 

    Fixed Assets purchased specifically for use in eligible operations are to be recorded as Capital DEL costs of 
operations while the related depreciation and cost of capital are AME costs of operations. This should include UORs.

(iv) 

    If, on completion of an operation, assets purchased for it become available for more general use the related 
depreciation and cost of capital charges will become charges to the main Defence Budget (RfR1). Consideration 
must therefore be given to providing for the AME costs through an enhancement to the Defence Budget, as soon as 
the release is deemed likely.

(v) 

    Some fixed assets, such as Guided Weapons, Missiles and Bombs (GWMB), will need to be replaced following 
their expenditure on an operation. When expended their Net Book Value should be written-off as a cost of operation 
through accelerated depreciation. The replacement cost will be a Capital DEL cost of operation in the period in 
which the expended GWMB are replenished. 

  5.  A list of those ongoing operations for which data capture and reporting are necessary is provided at AC. Any 
new operation which did not form part of the approved bid for funding from the pooled budgets will require separate 
instructions which will be issued by CFC CFA IYM2.

  6.  In an effort to assist work in TLBs to capture operations costs, it is proposed that a suite of UINs be created. 
TLBs incurring costs on operations would be able to charge costs exclusively to the appropriate UIN and so aid cost 
capture. However, use of the UINs would not be mandatory. It is recognised that some TLBs already use unique 
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blocks of UINs and, where these are aiding the collection of conflict prevention data, TLBs should continue. Where 
the new UINs are expected to assist is in TLBs where no such arrangements currently exist. CFC CFA IYM staff will 
therefore contact TLBs to determine whether new UINs will be of assistance.

  7.  Following initial discussions with TLBs, some misunderstanding of the use of these UINs may have crept in. For 
instance, it is not intended that they should capture personnel related costs, such as travel and subsistence, since this 
could only be achieved by manually transferring data. Rather, the UINs could be used to capture on-going specific 
costs which may come via feeders, such as training, medical or welfare costs. CFC CFA IYM staff will be happy to 
offer advice.

  Kosovo Bosnia Macedonia Gulf Sierra Leone Veritas/Oracle/Jacana/Fingal

Fleet X1234A X1235A         

Land Y1234A Y1235A         

STC Z1234A Z1235A         

CJO Etc.           

2SL             

AG             

PTC             

DLO             

DPA             

Central             
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APPENDIX 1

RESOURCE COSTS OF OPERATIONS
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APPENDIX 1 (continued) 

Notes:
1.  Mapping for each line with the control totals is shown below.
  CLIME mappings for each control total are shown below.

RESOURCE DEL

Service Manpower OCS0100, OCS0200, OCS0520, OCS0560, OCS0620 

Civilian Manpower OCS0400, OCS0500, OCS0540, OCS0580, OCS0640 

Accommodation OCS1400

Defence Equipment OCS2100, OCS2200, OCS2800, OCS2300, OCS5128 

Plant, Machinery and Vehicles OCS3500 

IT and Comms OCS3900

Other costs & services OCS5100 (less QEA007), OCS5160, OCS5138 (less MKA000, MKA100, 
MKA200, MKB000) 

Interest OCS5115 (less TMA002, TMA005), OCS5102 (less RED001, RED002, RED003, 
RED004, RED005) 

Income OCS5320, OCS5350, OCS5400, OCS5500 (less RCA070), OCS5600, OCS5720, 
OCS5760 

Stock consumption OCS2400 (less PLA001) 

AME

Depreciation and Amortisation OCS5122, OCS5124, OCS5125 

Provisions OCS5131, TMB001, OCS5132, OCS5133, OCS5134, OCS5135, OCS5136, 
OCS5137, OCS5138 (less NWA003), OCS5139 

Cost of Capital Charge OCS5150 

Capital DEL

Capital additons Manually derived 

Capital disposal proceeds OCS5126 (less RAB000, RAB100, RAD000, 
RBA100) 

PFI/Finance Lease capital additions Manually derived 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we21.htm (1 von 2)26.07.2005 17:11:52

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

 
  

      

© Parliamentary copyright 2004 Prepared 16 March 2004

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we21.htm (2 von 2)26.07.2005 17:11:52

http://www.parliament.uk/commons/hsecom.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/hophome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/ld/ldhome.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/cgi-bin/tso_fx?DB=tso
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/paenq.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/parliament/index.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/parliamentary_copyright.cfm


House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

 
Search   

Advanced Search

 

Home Glossary Index Contact Us Parliament Live   

Select Committee on Defence Written Evidence 

APPENDIX 2 

OPERATIONS FOR WHICH REPORTING OF ADDITIONAL COSTS IS REQUIRED

REGION OP NAMES 

Kosovo Agricola, Upminster, Radome, Somerset, Engadine, Magellan, Determined Falcon and costs 
associated with operations on the Macedonian border 

Bosnia Palatine, Resolute (Residual costs), Lodestar (Residual costs), Deliberate Guard 

Gulf Bolton, Granby (Residual costs), Desert Fox (Residual costs), Warden, Jural, Resonate 

East Timor Langar (Residual costs) 

Sierra Leone Palliser (Residual costs), Basilica, Silkman 

Macedonia Bessemer (Residual costs) 

Afghanistan Veritas, Oracle, Fingal, Jacana 
(For other operations related to the global war on terrorism, advice should be sought from CFC CFA 
IYM2 
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on post conflict issues (February 2004) 

(Q2005-2007)  When exactly NGOs began to operate in Iraq, who was there, when they arrived, and where they 
were operating?

  Before the conflict in Iraq, there were six international non-governmental organisations (NGOs) operating in central 
and southern Iraq. The Department for International Development estimate that in Northern Iraq, at that time, around 
20 to 25 NGOs were implementing programmes. In the period before the conflict, the majority of international staff 
of these NGOs left Iraq for neighbouring countries. But a few emergency response NGOs retained a limited presence 
in the country throughout major combat operations. Many local staff of the international NGOs remained in country 
throughout and offered what assistance they could during that period.

  As coalition troops moved northwards through Iraq from Kuwait, and the situation began to stabilise behind them, 
international NGOs began to establish or re-establish emergency assistance programmes. Many NGOs first set up 
around Basrah and the very South of the country, subsequently moving further North through central Iraq and 
Baghdad. Simultaneously, NGOs began to re-establish their international presence in the North via routes other than 
from Kuwait. NGOs were operational, many with DFID funding, in coalition-controlled areas whilst hostilities 
continued in Baghdad and elsewhere, including before the declaration of the end of hostilities. Given the small 
number of NGOs who had been present in Central and Southern Iraq prior to hostilities, many of the NGOs had no 
previous Iraq experience or support networks to draw on. The coalition offered assistance to those NGOs who were 
prepared to work with the military, and were able to assist NGO work through various information and coordination 
facilities. 

  We attach a list of NGOs who have operated in Iraq at some point since the outbreak of the conflict last year. The 
list is not exhaustive.

  It is important to be clear about the role of NGOs in post-conflict situations. NGOs rarely have the capacity to meet 
all the humanitarian needs of conflict-affected populations. Primary responsibility for ensuring those needs are met 
falls to whichever body holds overall authority for the area in question. The role of NGOs in such situations is not as 
clearly prescribed, but usually involves complementing the efforts of those in authority, helping to meet immediate 
needs and filling gaps, often funded by national and international donors.

  Most NGOs work to principles of impartiality, neutrality and independence, meaning that humanitarian action 
should not favour any side in an Armed Conflict. This approach suggests the autonomy of humanitarian objectives 
from political or military objectives where humanitarian action is being implemented. As a result, a number of NGOs 
did not want funding from the UK government or were cautious about receiving it. It also meant that some felt 
unable to work directly with the Coalition on security issues (many thought that doing so would, in any case, 
increase the risks to their staff), while trying to operate in a highly insecure environment with limited security 
resources of their own. Notwithstanding the above points, many NGOs had a close dialogue with DFID about their 
planning and sought DFID advice as they considered necessary. Following the conflict, DFID made clear its 
willingness, where appropriate, to meet increased security costs for NGOs it was funding in Iraq.

List of NGOs operational in Iraq at some point since the outbreak of hostilities:
ACTED
Action Contre la Faim (France)
Aide Medicale International (France)
Amnesty International
Arche Nova—initiative for people in need
Architects for People in Need
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Atlas Logistique
CAFOD
Cap Anamur
CARE International
Caritas International
Cesvi—World Aid from Italy
Christian Aid
Cooperazione E Sviluppo
Counterpart International
DanChurchAid
Danish Refugee Committee
Dortmunden Helfen Kurden
Dutch Consortium
Enfants du Monde—Droits de l'Homme
Food for the Hungry International
France Libertes
Fundacao Assistencia Medica Internacional
Global Hope Network
GOAL
Handicap International
Help from Germany
HelpAge International
Human Rights Watch
IKNN
International Medical Corps
International Rescue Committee
InterSOS
Islamic Kurdish League
Islamic Relief Agency
Islamic Relief Worldwide
Italian Consortium of Solidarity
Japan Emergency NGOs
Johanniter-International Germany
Korea Peace Team
Kurdish Human Rights Watch
Kurdish Life Aid
Life for Relief and Development
Makkalmukarrama Charity Trust
Malteser
Medair
Medicins du Monde Belgium
Medicins du Monde Canada
Medicins du Monde Espagne
Medicins du Monde Greece
Medicins sans Frontie"res Belgium
Medicins sans Frontie"res France
Medicins sans Frontie"res Holland
Mercy Corps
Mercy International
Merlin
Middle East Council of Churches
Middle East Development Services
Mines Advisory Group
Mission Enfance
North West Medical Teams
Norwegian Church Aid
Norwegian Peoples' Aid
Oxfam
Peace Winds Japan
Premiere Urgence
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Qandil
REACH
Response, Relief, Resettlement &Rehabilitation
Save the Children (US/UK)
Save the Children UK
Solidarite[acute]s
STEP
Telecoms sans Frontie"res
Terre des Hommes
Turk ve Ortadogu Dayanisma Vakfi
Turkmeneli Cooperation &Cultural Fdn.
Un Ponte Per
War Child
Washington Kurdish Institute
World Assemby of Muslim Youth
World Vision

(Q2008)  When exactly different parts of Iraq were declared safe by the Office of the United Nations Security 
Coordinator (UNSECOORD)?

  UNSECOORD made a series of security assessments from late April to mid-July 2003. Around the 26 April it 
declared the Southern, British-controlled area of Iraq safe for UN personnel to operate in (under Phase IV UN 
security operating protocols). In early May, Baghdad was declared safe. Other areas of Iraq were declared safe 
between then and mid-July 2003.

(Q2017)  UNSECOORD's assessment of the security situation in Iraq, broken down by geographical area; the FCO's 
assessment of the security situation by geographical area from the end of the major combat phase to now.

  UNSECOORD's initial assessments are given in the previous answer. There has been no international UN presence 
in Iraq since the end of August, and UNSECOORD has not undertaken any field assessments of the security situation 
in Iraq since then.

  The Foreign and Commonwealth Office liases closely with the Ministry of Defence, the Cabinet Office's Joint 
Terrorism Analysis Centre (JTAC) and other agencies about the security situation in Iraq. The FCO does not conduct 
country-wide security assessments itself, although FCO security experts do keep the security of staff under constant 
review and have visited Iraq in the course of their duties. It is the responsibility of the FCO to ensure that UK 
Nationals are aware of the risks of travelling to countries with a volatile security situation. This is done through its 
travel advice.

(Q2027)  Work that has been done drawing lessons from previous post-conflict work applicable to Iraq.

  We have a comprehensive lessons learned process that investigates our performance in operations, including those 
where UK forces are committed to post-conflict operations. These lessons are available to those planning current and 
future operations. The Operational Policy and the Planning branches of the Permanent Joint Headquarters, for 
example, were able to produce a document of key post-conflict planning issues by drawing on their understanding of 
these reports and their own personal experiences in operations stretching back to stabilisation work in the Balkans. It 
should be remembered, however, that some aspects of Operation Telic new. The UK has not been an Occupying 
Power in another country for many years and in the meantime international law has changed dramatically. 

(Q2037)  Civilian and political advice channels to the military and how these have altered since the end of major 
combat operations.

  During major combat operations the National Commander and the Air and Land component Commanders each had 
civilian Political Advisers (POLADS) on their staff. Ministry of Defence POLADS are generally civilian officials 
with significant policy and secretariat experience on Defence issues. A POLAD was also deployed to the Senior 
British Military Adviser (SBMA) embedded within US Centcom, first in Florida, then in Qatar when Centcom 
deployed forward for combat operations. The National Commander's senior Media Advisor was also a civilian and 
each headquarters included a Civil Secretary and other civilian staff who provided budgetary control and 
administrative support functions.
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  In the Permanent Joint Headquarters at Northwood, two branches consist mainly of civilians who provide advice to 
the Chief of Joint Operations. The J8 branch handles budgetary matters while the J9 branch deals with political, 
policy, media and legal issues arising from operations. J9 can draw on the expertise of branches throughout the MoD 
centre, in particular the Iraq Secretariat, which is headed by a civilian one star official. While most of PJHQ's legal 
advisers are military, the senior legal advisor is a civilian. In addition there were and continue to be officials from the 
Department for International Development and the Foreign and Commonwealth Office in Iraq who may be 
consulted, through POLADS, if the need arises.

  Since the end of major combat operations the locations and remits for POLADS have slightly altered to reflect the 
requirements of reconstruction, though the basic structure of their deployment remains unchanged. For example, 
there is no longer a POLAD deployed with the Air Component. The Centcom SMBA continues to retain a POLAD, 
but both the SBMA and the POLAD are now based at the US HQ in Qatar rather than at Centcom itself. 

(Q2038)  Examples of documents given to incoming personnel to advise them of social laws and customs.

  Personnel deploying to Iraq are given a five-day briefing by the Operational Training Advisory Group (OPTAG) 
which includes sessions on Iraqi society, culture and customs. Troops are not given specific documentation.

(Q2046-7)  The total number of Arabic Speakers within the FCO and MoD; on how many of these have been 
deployed to Iraq; the number of trained MoD Arabic interpreters, and how many of these have been deployed to 
Iraq; the success of approaches made to Arabic speaking countries for Arabic linguists to assist UK forces

  There are currently 80 staff within the FCO who have passed a qualification in Arabic at the Diplomatic Service 
Language Centre. The MoD (which employs some 90,000 people) does not centrally collate the number of people 
with Arabic language experience within its staff. This information could only be provided at inordinate cost.

  The FCO currently has 13 Arabic speakers deployed in Iraq, and others preparing for deployment.

  The MoD head office has one full-time and five contract Arabic interpreters. The Armed Forces have a total of 24 
"interpreter" class personnel and 33 "advanced" class personnel. The former can read and write in near real time, the 
latter can hold conversations and translate on the street, for patrols, for example. Not all of these would have been 
deployable, owing to rank or existing role.

  The MoD has deployed 34 personnel on interpreting duties to theatre.

  The FCO approached a number of Gulf States to help provide Arab linguists to UK forces in Iraq in July 2003. 
None of the states approached was able to meet the requirement. 

(Q2060)  Steps taken to enable and help Iraqis provide information to the Coalition.

  Encouragement is given to Iraqi citizens to talk to the Coalition in various ways, including by posters, handbills and 
radio broadcasts. These also often advise Iraqis how best to impart information. For example, in the Multinational 
Division (South-East) area of Iraq, those who have information are encouraged to seek face-to-face contact with 
Coalition forces. In Baghdad there is a "hotline" that may be called anonymously. 

(Q2063)  A note on the allowances available to British police officers volunteering for tours of duty in Iraq. 

  Allowances are the responsibility of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. All UK police officers volunteering 
for duty in Iraq are entitled to a Difficult Postings Allowance paid directly to their UK bank account and a leave 
flight allowance. They are also entitled to a period of leave after six weeks service in Iraq.

(Q2064 and 2065)  A note on the 600,000 items of Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) have been destroyed in the UK 
Area of Operations, on how much unexploded ordnance (and of what type), remains to be destroyed, and on how 
priorities have been set for the destruction of UXO. A note also on how mine clearance operations are being funded, 
how much funding has been provided and who is receiving the funds.

  During major combat operations, UK Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) teams were primarily concerned with 
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clearing UXO that represented an immediate threat to our forces and to their accomplishing their mission. However, 
when resources allowed, they would also respond to incidents that represented an immediate threat to the Iraqi 
civilian population. Our forces now operate in a more permissive environment and we recognise our responsibilities 
as an Occupying Power to ensure the safety of the civilian population. As a result we now devote more resources to 
the wider issue of UXO. Incidents that require action by EOD teams are categorised according to two main criteria: 
firstly, according to the level of threat, both to civilians and to military personnel; and, secondly, according to the 
area in which the UXO is found, for example, the threat to habitation, infrastructure or cultivation. The assessment 
also takes into account the risk to EOD teams of carrying out the disposal task, the operating environment in the 
location, the type of UXO and the availability of appropriate assets to deal with the incident. The reduction of risk 
and the minimisation of loss of life and damage to property are the underlying principles of EOD philosophy. The 
safest course of action must be followed unless there are justifiable reasons for overriding this principle. 

  However, most humanitarian UXO clearance is best undertaken (and funded) through Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs) and commercial demining companies. Such organisations have years of experience of UXO 
clearance in a much wider range of situations than do UK forces. In working with local people, NGOs obtain a far 
better picture of the problems and clearance requirements than our forces could alone. We believe that the most 
effective approach to the issues of UXO clearance is the one we are currently taking in Iraq. The UK EOD team 
holds weekly meetings with UNICEF, UN Mine Action Service and commercial demining organisations. These 
provide a regular forum, established from the start of Operation Telic, for sharing information, co-ordinating 
clearance work, and handling various interrelated issues, such as the movement of explosives.

  These meetings have been extremely well received by the relevant organisations. The UK government's funding of 
NGOs (some £15 million in 2003 including £5 million specifically for Iraq and set to rise in the coming months), 
provides a faster and more needs-driven UXO clearance Operation than could be performed by our forces alone. The 
bulk of this funding (approximately £4 million) was provided to UNMAS, who allocate the funds to various 
demining organisations and ensure that the work is carried out in a co-ordinated fashion. The remaining £1 million 
was allocated to a British demining organisation, Mines Advisory Group, for specific demining projects in Iraq.

  Unexploded munitions are still being found on a daily basis, therefore it is not possible to estimate the amount of 
UXO left in Iraq. To date, UK Forces have disposed of around 680,000 individual items of unexploded ordnance, 
NGOs have disposed of 227,000 items and other multinational partners operating within the UK Area of Operations 
have disposed of a further 113,000 items. All known significant sites containing arms or munitions are marked and 
recorded and where possible guarded. These are then cleared once resources permit. To date, 62 Captured Enemy 
Ammunition (CEA) sites have been recorded within the UK area of Operations, of which around 13 have been 
cleared.

(Q2066)  A note on retention of those recruited to the various Iraqi security forces.

  Although the Iraqi Army recently experienced some desertions related to dissatisfaction with pay, the Coalition 
Provisional Authority has addressed this issue through the introduction of hazardous duty pay. Since then, retention 
has not been reported as a significant problem. For the Iraqi Police Service, the Coalition Provisional Authority cites 
a healthy recruiting programme with considerably more personnel applying than are required. The police service is 
seen as an attractive occupation and has remained so despite the deliberate targeting of Iraqi police officers. The 
number of recruited personnel for the Iraqi Police Service is over 90%. Other services are also enjoying healthy 
recruitment. Recruitment to the Iraqi Border Police stands at over 80% while 100% of the requirement for the 
Facilities Protection Service has been met, though many of those recruited have still to be trained.

(Q2069)  The extent to which militias are operating within the UK Area of Operations, both with the consent of the 
Coalition and without.

  Several organisations who may (or have elements who may) be termed `militia' currently exist within the 
Multinational Division (Southeast) area of responsibility. The Coalition's policy is to encourage individual members, 
from the Badr Corps in particular, to join the New Iraqi Army or another official organisation. The activities of 
militia, and their parent organisations, vary widely over time and by geographic area. Our analysis of their activities 
is classified.
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Further memorandum from the Ministry of Defence on personnel issues (February 2004) 

(Q2164-7)  A copy, as promised, of the letter from Lt-Gen Palmer to Baroness Dean on mispayments in the Army, 
and a note on pay arrangements for the Reserves, problems experienced and lessons learned.

  See Annex A

RESERVISTS ISSUES 

  The two major issues in regards to pay delivery (largely for the Army as no major problems were reported with pay 
delivery for RN, RM or RAF Reservists) were twofold. First, the application of the correct rate of pay for the 
reservist on mobilisation, this being dependent upon an accurate record of service being maintained by the reservist's 
unit. Secondly, the reservist being correctly taken on strength (TOS) by the regular unit to which they were posted on 
arrival in theatre.

  In response, the Reserves Training and Mobilisation Centre (RTMC) comprehensively brief all donor unit 
representatives as to what is expected of them. They in turn brief those selected for call-out. The briefing is 
reinforced when reservists report to the RTMC on call-out.

  Since the initial phases, units have become better acquainted with the Army's Management Information System, the 
Unit Computing (System) Out Of Barracks (UNICOM OOB), and a greater training emphasis has been placed on the 
use of the equipment. All units, in Theatre, currently have UNICOM OOB. A UNICOM OOB has been established 
at the Theatre Reception Centre and receives a download of UNICOM records from the RTMC for all mobilised 
reservists. These are distributed to units in Theatre on the reservist's arrival.

  Additionally, problems experienced in the setting up and maintenance of the UNICOM OOB have been largely 
overcome by the implementation of a more robust infrastructure, a larger stores back up and improved repair loop. 
These actions have resulted in significant improvements.

  Mobilisation of Reserves for Joint Operations overseas introduced issues that were not the usual business of regular 
HQs, were consequently unfamiliar to staffs and had the potential to cause difficulties for employing units and for 
Reservists themselves. On Op Telic these included Reservists' administration and employment on arrival in theatre, 
movement between units and locations and subsequent employment, repatriation and demobilisation. 

  A (Army) Demobilisation Coordination Cell was therefore deployed on Op Telic to HQ JFLogC with an initial 
brief to coordinate the repatriation for demobilisation of Reservists as the requirement for their presence on the Op 
ceased. RN Reservists were attached to or worked alongside deployed Army and RAF units. As there are common 
factors that affect Reservists, the Cell also assumed for itself a watching brief over issues involving deployed RN and 
RAF Reservists.

  In the future, PJHQ have agreed to the deployment of a Reserves Cell into Theatre in support of a future operation 
when there is a significant number of deployed Reservists. The Cell must be earmarked for deployment concurrent 
with the deployment of the Joint Force. The Cell should be embedded at NCHQ and capable of deploying forward. 
The Cell should be jointly manned and will undertake the tracking of location of Reservists, pay and allowances 
issues including follow up on RSA and RHA claims, demobilisation including management of expectations, 
equipment allocation and withdrawal issues and welfare issues specific to Reservists.

(Q2178)  Statistics on any injuries sustained as a result of forces not having desert boots.
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  We do not separately record injuries attributable to non-possession of desert boots. However, we do gather statistics 
on those who have long-term health problems (for whatever reason). To date, there is nothing to suggest that people 
have any long-term health problems due to any absence of desert boots in the early stages of the campaign.

(Q2181)  How many desert boots were available, where and when for how many troops?

  About 20,000 pairs of desert combat boots were held in stock when formal planning for Op Telic started in Autumn 
2002. A contract was placed on 29 November 2002 for a further 20,000 pairs. Another contract was placed on 10 
January 2003 for an additional 10,000 pairs. The overall total available was therefore 50,000 pairs. Delivery of boots 
started at the end of January 2003 and although it was contracted that delivery should be complete by the end of 
March, final deliveries were not received until 18 April. All deliveries were made initially to the Defence Logistic 
Organisation's depot at Bicester, for onward shipping to theatre. Unfortunately, although all boots were sent to 
theatre, deficient asset tracking meant that visibility of them was lost once they reached Camp Fox in Kuwait.

(Q2198)  How much air conditioning do we have and for what time is it fully operational?

  The vast majority of UK service personnel in Iraq have air-conditioned sleeping and recreation areas, and where 
possible air-conditioned places of work. There are over 2,522 individual air conditioning units in Iraq, and some of 
the refurbished existing buildings have their own centralized air conditioning plants. Most of the units condition 
communal spaces (ie multiple occupancy tents, rooms etc). With the exception of planned maintenance periods, the 
air conditioning has an availability of almost 100%. The power supply comes mainly from dedicated UK controlled 
generators and so is not subject to the interruptions which can still affect the Iraq mains grid.

(Q2209)  A note on exactly how many casualties have occurred on Op Telic, broken down by category.

  To date 57 UK Service personnel have died on Op Telic (x 7 Royal Navy, x 8 Royal Marines, x 38 Army and x 4 
Royal Air Force).

  Of these, x 39 were killed in action (KIA), x 2 died of wounds (DOW), and x 16 were non-battle deaths (NBD). 

  In addition to these fatalities, x 160 personnel have had injuries or illnesses serious enough to necessitate their being 
listed as either Very Seriously Ill (VSIL), Seriously Ill (SIL) or as having an Incapacitating Illness or Injury (III). 

  Furthermore, up until 8 Jan 2004, a total of 1,757 personnel have required aeromedical evacuation from OP Telic 
(ie have needed to be flown out of the Telic Theatre of Operations on health grounds). This 1,757 figure includes the 
160 personnel mentioned above (but not the 57 deaths).

  The most commonest reasons for ill health in theatre were gastro intestinal upsets, skin and respiratory problems 
and muscular skeletal injuries. Of those personnel who required aeromedical evacuation, the most common reason 
for ill heath was muscular skeletal injuries.

(Q2213)  A note on the effectiveness and completeness of the new operational medical record form.

  The operational medical record form (the F Med 965) is issued to each individual deploying on exercise or 
operations (except for the Royal Navy who take their permanent medical record (the F Med 4) with them when 
onboard ship). The F Med 965 contains those elements of the individual's past medical history that may be of use 
whilst away from the home base (including details of vaccination status, drug allergies, current medication and any 
medical countermeasures issued). It also provides space for recording the details of any medical events that might 
occur on the exercise/operation. On return to the home base this data is transferred back into the individual's F Med 4.

  The way we provided medical support to our people (including the F Med 965) is subject to an on-going process of 
audit (via the completion of a form F Med 1022). There is a requirement for all personnel returning from Op Telic to 
be interviewed by medical personnel to determine the extent of compliance with medical policy (including the use of 
the F Med 965). An F Med 1022 is then raised for each returnee and passed to DASA for analysis. The analysis of 
the F Med 1022s is at an early stage. Preliminary observations indicate that the take up and use of the F Med 965 
appears to have been high, ensuring that, for the majority of Service personnel, operational medical data has been 
recorded and subsequently transferred back into the permanent medical record. 
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  The form itself has proved easy to use and, despite the increased administrative burden it has caused, popular with 
users. In spite of this, and in light of its recent operational use, its format is currently being reviewed to ensure even 
greater utility for future operations.
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Annex A 

Letter from Lt Gen Palmer to Rt Hon Baroness Dean of Thorton-le-Fylde

ARMED FORCES PAY REVIEW BODY

  Thank you for your letter of December in which you seek information concerning the Army's problems with Pay 
2000. I do, of course, very much share your concern to ensure the earliest practicable resolution of this issue. It might 
be of assistance for me to provide you with the background to the current situation in which a variety of technical 
anomalies have resulted in both under and over-payments against agreed entitlements to a significant number of 
Army service personnel.

  These pay related problems are largely confined to the Army and have a number of origins not all of which directly 
relate to issues of delivery. There are in fact several different problems each of which affects a particular group of 
Army personnel. An example would be the pay level adjustment for temporary armoured fighting vehicle crew 
commanders. Pay 2000 was implemented in April 2001 for the Regulars, October 2001 for the Royal Irish and 
November 2002 for the Reserves and this phased introduction has partly accounted for the time it has taken for the 
scale and complexity of the problems to become clear and for the cumulative effect to become apparent. There were 
some changes in entitlement for Army personnel that were knowingly incorporated in the Pay 2000 policy; these 
were agreed by the Defence Management Board prior to the introduction of Pay 2000. Reference to this is in 
Paragraph 16 of the Department's paper of evidence and includes the £3,578 to which you refer in your letter. 
However, no servicemen actually received lower pay as a result of the transition to Pay 2000, irrespective of any 
change of entitlement, and there is absolutely no intention to take retrospective action in any of these cases. My 
comments below are therefore confined to anomalies which have arisen as a result of the implementation of the 
endorsed Pay 2000 policy.

  Our investigations have shown that resolution of some of the problems will require significant re-programming of 
pay computers and until that is undertaken neither the total numbers of personnel affected nor all the sums involved 
will be known. This is a complex process, not least because investigation of the required software changes indicated 
that a change in one area could have a knock-on effect elsewhere; therefore a single project providing a co-ordinated 
approach to the 17 individual elements of re-programming would be necessary. Although many of the individuals 
who have suffered over or under-payment have been identified and the Army has ensured none have been financially 
disadvantaged, the full scale of the numbers and sums involved will not be known until the re-programming work 
allows a comparison between current and amended pay to show where all the anomalies exist.

  The issue of any repayment by those individuals who have been overpaid is also inextricably linked to an 
understanding of the total problem. Our policy on recovery and writes-off is governed by the Treasury's guidelines 
laid down in the Government Accounting Regulations 2000, which are of course applicable to all Government 
Departments. In essence, where a Department has overissued pay, allowances, pensions etc it should in the first 
instance attempt recovery of the sum involved. The Regulations require that where a number of individuals have 
been affected by the same error, they should be treated equitably. A Department may submit a business case to the 
Treasury for consideration where it is believed that there is value for money or it is in the public interest to write-off 
all the overpayments. As soon as sufficient information is known, AFPAA will approach the Treasury to discuss the 
feasibility of a writes-off case for these pay issues. The situation is complicated by the fact that even at this stage, 
pending the completion of all the re-programming, the full extent of the numbers and sums involved will not be 
known.

  Our policy on underpayments is quite simple, they are reimbursed as soon as they have become known and 
quantified. For those individuals who are already known to have been underpaid, unit administrative staffs are 
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currently making cash adjustments and, therefore, in most cases the likely levels of reimbursement will be quite 
small.

  Communication with individual soldiers is conducted through the chain of command but to date there has been no 
consistent message on how individuals will be impacted by this issue, in part because of the difficulty in scoping the 
extent of the problem. The Army is, however, addressing this urgently.

  Having outlined the nature and complexity of the problem, I will describe the corrective action AFPAA and the 
Army are taking. The programme of work has been divided into two phases with the first phase, which will be 
completed by the end of 2004, comprising nine separate projects. The second phase of work, which will be 
completed by the summer 2005, will require a large number of pay accounts to be re-transitioned back to their 
respective Pay 2000 start dates and then brought forward again to ensure the correct calculation of all pay 
transactions. This is a technically complex software task which has not previously been attempted and, thus, is not 
without risk. The necessity to correct these anomalies is, of course, uppermost in our minds but the nature and 
variety of the problems and the complexity of the required solutions prevents a more rapid repair.

  JPA is, as you acknowledge, a very major undertaking for AFPAA and a key benefit of modernising our computer 
system and harmonising processes will be to help avoid similar problems arising in the future. However, I can assure 
you that, in spite of the importance of JPA, it will not be allowed to affect this remedial work on Pay 2000 which 
carries the highest priority within AFPAA. Indeed, the Pay 2000 remedial work is integral to the successful 
introduction of JPA as it will ensure the correct quality of Army pay data is available to support the move to the JPA 
environment. 
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Memorandum from the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (June 2003) 

LESSONS OF IRAQ

INTRODUCTION 

  The Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) thanks the Defence Select Committee for giving it an opportunity 
to make a submission to this very important inquiry. CND has a special interest in this inquiry, given that the stated 
aim of the war in Iraq was to disarm the country of its Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). CND's aims and 
objectives are: to campaign non-violently to rid the world of nuclear weapons and other WMD and to create genuine 
security for future generations; to change Government policies to bring about the elimination of British nuclear 
weapons as a major contribution to global abolition; to co-operate with other groups in the UK and internationally to 
ensure the development of greater mutual security.

  It was within the context of its aim and objectives that CND rightly felt that it was its political and moral duty to 
take a leading role in mobilising public and political opposition to the war in Iraq. Events before, during and since 
the war have consistently vindicated CND's reasons for opposing the war. Consider the following:

ILLEGALITY OF THE WAR 

  From the outset, CND had no doubt that a military attack on Iraq under any circumstance would be illegal. To 
prove this point, CND obtained a legal opinion from Rabinder Singh QC and Charlote Kilroy of Matrix Chambers, 
which categorically stated that both the Resolution 1441 and the UK/US Draft Resolution did not expressly, or by 
implication, authorise Member States to use force to disarm Iraq; and that the UK would be acting in violation of 
international law if it were to join in any attack on Iraq in reliance on the two documents. The vast majority of the 
members of the United Nations Security Council took a similar view. Most importantly, the UN Secretary General 
Kofi Annan said: "unilateral action taken outside the Security Council would not conform to the UN charter". (BBC 
news, 14 March 2003).

CONDUCT OF WAR 

  As CND and other NGOs had warned before the war, it is clear today that there have been severe humanitarian 
consequences for the Iraqi civilian population. Although the exact number of people who died or otherwise suffered 
as a direct and indirect result of the war may never be known, news reports and witness accounts by aid organisations 
have indicated that the indiscriminate military destruction of civilian homes, public utilities such as the main 
electricity grid and water and sanitation facilities, have exacerbated the suffering of a significant proportion of the 
population of Iraq already extremely vulnerable as result of 12 years of sanctions. Today, television sets are bringing 
to our living rooms heart-breaking images of children facing imminent deaths through chronic hunger, epidemics, 
water borne disease and from wounds received in direct military attacks. On 30 April, Al-Jazeera TV and other news 
media reported that 55 people had been killed and dozens more were wounded by a bomb dropped on a popular 
Baghdad market. "Overnight", the report went on, "a US B-2 stealth bomber dropped two earth-shattering 4,600lb 
bombs on a communications tower in the capital". Ali Ismail Abbas, the 12 year old Iraqi boy who lost both his arms 
and his entire family in a missile attack on his home in Baghdad, came to personify the unspeakable horrors of the 
war in Iraq. The British government has actively contributed to these horrors.

  In a recent Foreign Office Circular entitled: "Iraq—Frequently Asked Questions", the department admitted that the 
UK had used both cluster bombs and depleted uranium in the war in Iraq. In its answer to the question: "How can 
you justify the use of cluster bombs and depleted uranium?" the document states: "Cluster bombs are lawful weapons 
that provide unique capability against certain legitimate military targets, such as dispersed armoured units . . . UK 
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forces fired depleted munitions during the conflict because they are the most effective anti-armour weapons". 
Unfortunately, no due care seems to have been taken to ensure the protection of civilian population against such 
weapons.

  Given this compelling evidence, CND decided to serve Mr Tony Blair, Mr Geoff Hoon and Mr Jack Straw with a 
notice, which made it clear that if the UK acted so as to breach any International Humanitarian Law (IHL) within the 
definition of "war crimes", CND and others would take steps to ensure that they were held accountable within 
International Criminal Law. Since then, an International Coalition of lawyers and NGOs has come to the same 
conclusion and warned Blair of possible illegal war crimes.

LESSONS FROM CONFLICT IN AFGHANISTAN: 

  Although CND had strongly and unreservedly condemned the September 2001 terrorist attacks on the USA, it also 
opposed with the same passion, the subsequent US-led military attacks on Afghanistan and Iraq. CND believed then, 
as it does now, that the USA could and will only ensure its own security by engaging in multi-lateral negotiations 
with other countries to promote global peace and justice for all. After all, the war in Afghanistan shared several 
common features with the one in Iraq: each war was led by the USA and closely supported by the UK; each was 
declared to be a "war on terror"; each was presented to the world as a war to liberate the ordinary people in each 
country; and each was meant to ensure security for the USA in particular, and the world in general. Since the end of 
active military operations in Iraq, more similarities between the two wars have emerged. For example, as in 
Afghanistan, the war in Iraq saw the use of awesome military weaponry including cluster bombs and depleted 
uranium against a comparatively poorly-armed country and unknown numbers of civilians were needlessly killed. A 
recent report by the US-based Human Rights Watch on Afghanistan concluded: "Far from emerging as a stable 
democracy, Afghanistan remains a fractured, undemocratic collection of "fiefdoms" in which warlords are free to 
intimidate, extort and repress local populations, while almost completely denying basic freedoms." To underline the 
political and security problems in Afghanistan, last week the interim President Hamed Kazzai threatened to resign if 
the warlords do not put down their arms and co-operate with the central government. The same week also saw a 
chain of seemingly well co-ordinated terrorist attacks, which took place in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia; Casablanca in 
Morocco and in Tel Aviv in Israel. In UK, heavy concrete slabs have been placed around the House of Commons as 
protection against possible terrorist attacks, while in East Africa six countries have been placed on high security 
alert. Meanwhile, Osama bin Laden and his deputy Mullah Omar of Afghanistan, as well Saddam Hussein and his 
top officials are yet to be apprehended, or declared dead. Most importantly, the alleged Iraqi weapons of mass 
destruction are yet to be discovered more than five weeks after the end of the war.

SUMMARY 

  In order to objectively assess the lesson of Iraq, it is necessary to ask one fundamental question: did it achieve its 
objectives? Clearly, the war has so far failed comprehensively to achieve what it was meant to deliver, namely, the 
disarmament of Iraqi WMD, the liberation of Iraqi people and the democratisation of their country. However, it has 
succeeded in achieving some spectacular but un-intended outcomes both in the UK and abroad. In the UK, it has 
created deep divisions within the British people, Parliament and within the government, which suffered the 
resignation of two high-profile Cabinet Ministers and five junior Ministers. It has also left the British Prime Minister, 
the Foreign Secretary and the Defence Secretary facing a possible investigation by the International Criminal Court 
for crimes against humanity. Internationally, it has severely weakened the United Nations, created divisions both 
within the Security Council in particular and the Member States generally, thus unsettling the international order. It 
has also created splits within the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) allies and within the European Union. 
Socially, it has heightened religious polarisation between Christian and the Muslim communities around the world. 
In Iraq, it has caused wanton destruction of civilian infrastructure and the deaths or injuries of unknown numbers of 
people, mainly civilians. It has also caused the breakdown in law and order, which led to the looting of the 700-year-
old Iraqi antiques and the theft of radioactive materials from Iraqi nuclear research centres. In summary, the war in 
Iraq has left the Middle East region in particular and the world in general more insecure than it has ever been before.

CONCLUSION 

  If the war in Iraq has taught us any lesson at all, it must be about the futility of trying to achieve the disarmament of 
weapons of mass destruction through unilateral and pre-emptive military attacks against selective countries. It was 
therefore with deep regret that CND read the speech by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, which was 
delivered at the Centre for European Reform on 19 May. He said:
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"Since 11 September, all EU Member States recognise that the world has entered a dangerous new era. And 
we would all agree that the threats to our security—from terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, and chaos 
and contagion from failing states—may in extremis require a military response."

  This statement indicates that the UK has not learned any lesson from the failure of pre-emptive military attacks on 
Iraq and is leaving open the prospect of the use of similar attacks as a tool of attempted disarmament.

  CND calls on the Defence Select Committee to remind the Government to recognise and honour its obligation 
under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), particularly the final statement of the 2000 Review and Extension 
Conference in which the UK and the four other declared nuclear weapons states gave an "unequivocal undertaking to 
accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals". They also committed themselves to a programme of 13 
practical steps to achieve this goal. Therefore, the government must not only honour this commitment, but also 
abandon the selective use of military force as a disarmament policy and support non-discriminatory disarmament 
under the United Nations. This, in CND's view, is the only way to ensure peace and security for the British people 
and internationally.
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In the Matter of the Legality of the Use of Force Against Iraq and the Alleged Existence of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction 

OPINION 

  1.  Further to our previous advice on whether the United Kingdom (UK) could rely either on United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 1441 (Resolution 1441) (OP 1441), or on Resolutions 678 and 687 (OP678) to use force 
against Iraq, we are asked to advise the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and Peacerights on the implications of 
the absence to date of discovery of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq since its invasion on 20 March 2003. 

SUMMARY OF ADVICE 

  2.  In summary our view is that the allegations made by former members of the Cabinet in the recent past, that the 
evidence of the existence of weapons of mass destruction was exaggerated by the UK and the US prior to the 
invasion of Iraq in March 2003, call into question the factual foundation for the Attorney-General's view that the 
invasion was lawful in international law. In our view there is therefore a strong case for establishing a judicial 
inquiry to examine that legal question.

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S STATEMENT OF 17 MARCH 2003 

  3.  In OP1441 and OP678 we concluded as follows: 

  (1)  Security Council Resolution 1441 did not authorise the use of force by member states of the UN.

  (2)  The UK would be in breach of international law if it were to use force against Iraq in reliance on Resolution 
1441 without a further Security Council Resolution.

  (3)  The UK could not rely on the authorisation to use force in Resolution 678 to take military action against Iraq.

  4.  However, the Attorney-General, the Rt Hon Lord Goldsmith QC, set out a different view in his statement of 17 
March 2003. He stated that "authority to use force exists from the combined effect of resolutions 678, 687 and 1441." 
It is instructive that even he did not state that Resolution 1441 itself authorised the use of force. It is important to set 
out the steps of his argument:

  1.  In resolution 678 the Security Council authorised force against Iraq, to eject it from Kuwait and to restore peace 
and security in the area.

  2.  In resolution 687, which set out the ceasefire conditions after Operation Desert Storm, the Security Council 
imposed continuing obligations on Iraq to eliminate its weapons of mass destruction in order to restore international 
peace and security in the area. Resolution 687 suspended but did not terminate the authority to use force under 
resolution 678. 

  3.  A material breach of resolution 687 revives the authority to use force under resolution 678.

  4.  In resolution 1441 the Security Council determined that Iraq has been and remains in material breach of 
resolution 687, because it has not fully complied with its obligations to disarm under that resolution.

  5.  The Security Council in resolution 1441 gave Iraq "a final opportunity to comply with its disarmament 
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obligations" and warned Iraq of the "serious consequences" if it did not.

  6.  The Security Council also decided in resolution 1441 that, if Iraq failed at any time to comply with and 
cooperate fully in the implementation of resolution 1441, that would constitute a further material breach.

  7.  It is plain that Iraq has failed so to comply and therefore Iraq was at the time of resolution 1441 and continues to 
be in material breach.

  8.  Thus, the authority to use force under resolution 678 has revived and so continues today. (emphasis added) 

  5.  The Attorney-General's statement of 17 March 2003 ("the Statement") was not his detailed legal opinion, but a 
short summary setting out a legal conclusion. The statement does not set out the factual basis for his argument, nor 
does it fully explain his legal reasoning or provide an assessment of the strength of the argument he has put forward 
or of counter-arguments (as was well-publicised at the time, many professors of international law and others in this 
country took the view that the resolutions relied on by him did not authorise the invasion of Iraq in March 2003). It is 
fair to assume therefore that his Statement was based on a formal legal opinion which has not been published.

  6.  The Statement does, however, give a strong indication of the factual evidence on which the Attorney-General 
was relying. He states at paragraph 7: "It is plain that Iraq has failed so to comply and therefore Iraq was at the time 
of resolution 1441 and continues to be in material breach." 

  7.  In his leaked Confidential Note to the Prime Minister of 26 March 2003, there is a further hint of what the 
Attorney-General had advised in his formal legal opinion on the legality of an invasion of Iraq. He states at 
paragraph 6: 

"Finally and in any event, it must be borne in mind that the lawfulness of any occupation after the conflict has 
ended is still governed by the legal basis for the use of force. As you know, any military action pursuant to the 
authorisation in resolution 678 (1990) must be limited to what is necessary to achieve the objectives of that 
resolution, namely Iraqi disarmament, and must be a proportionate response to that objective. The 
Government has concluded that the removal of the current Iraqi regime from power is necessary to secure 
disarmament, but the longer the occupation of Iraq continues, and the more tasks undertaken by an interim 
administration depart from the main objective, the more difficult it will be to justify the lawfulness of the 
occupation. So in the absence of a further Security Council resolution, in addition to the issues raised in 
paragraph 2 above, it is likely to be difficult to justify the legality of the continued occupation of Iraq once the 
disarmament requirements of the relevant Security Council resolutions have been completed."(emphasis 
added)

  8.  This paragraph makes two points very clear:

  (1)  the Attorney-General had advised that military action was only lawful to the extent that it was necessary to 
achieve disarmament;

  (2)  the Attorney-General had been told that the removal of the current Iraqi regime from power was necessary to 
secure disarmament. In other words, it was the Attorney General's view (and we think that view was correct) that 
"regime change" could not be an end in itself; it could only be achieved by force as a necessary means to achieve the 
end of disarmament.

ALLEGATIONS OF MISUSE OF INTELLIGENCE 

  9.  In September 2002 the UK Government published a dossier entitled: "Iraq's Weapons of Mass Destruction: the 
Assessment of the British Government." ("The September Dossier")

  10.  In his foreword to the September Dossier, the Prime Minister, the Rt Hon Tony Blair MP, stated as follows: 

  The document published today is based, in large part, on the work of the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC). The 
JIC is at the heart of the British intelligence machinery.

  Its work, like the material it analyses, is largely secret. It is unprecedented for the Government to publish this kind 
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of document. But in light of the debate about Iraq and Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), I wanted to share with 
the British public the reasons why I believe this issue to be a current and serious threat to the UK national interest.

  In recent months, I have been increasingly alarmed by the evidence from inside Iraq that despite sanctions, despite 
the damage done to his capability in the past, despite the UN Security Council Resolutions expressly outlawing it, 
and despite his denials, Saddam Hussein is continuing to develop WMD, and with them the ability to inflict real 
damage upon the region, and the stability of the world.

  What I believe the assessed intelligence has established beyond doubt is that Saddam has continued to produce 
chemical and biological weapons, that he continues in his efforts to develop nuclear weapons, and that he has been 
able to extend the range of his ballistic missile programme.

  The picture presented to me by the JIC in recent months has become more not less worrying. It is clear that, despite 
sanctions, the policy of containment has not worked sufficiently well to prevent Saddam from developing these 
weapons.

  I am in no doubt that the threat is serious and current, that he has made progress on WMD, and that he has to be 
stopped.

  Saddam has used chemical weapons, not only against an enemy state, but against his own people. Intelligence 
reports make clear that he sees the building up of his WMD capability, and the belief overseas that he would use 
these weapons, as vital to his strategic interests, and in particular his goal of regional domination. And the document 
discloses that his military planning allows for some of the WMD to be ready within 45 minutes of an order to use 
them."

  11.  In his introduction to the debate held in the House of Commons on 18 March 2003, the Prime Minister Tony 
Blair made the following statement:

". . . what is the claim of Saddam today? Why, exactly the same as before: that he has no weapons of mass 
destruction. Indeed, we are asked to believe that after seven years of obstruction and non-compliance, finally 
resulting in the inspectors' leaving in 1998—seven years in which he hid his programme and built it up, even 
when the inspectors were there in Iraq—when they had left, he voluntarily decided to do what he had 
consistently refused to do under coercion.

When the inspectors left in 1998, they left unaccounted for 10,000 litres of anthrax; a far-reaching VX nerve 
agent programme; up to 6,500 chemical munitions; at least 80 tonnes of mustard gas, and possibly more than 
10 times that amount; unquantifiable amounts of sarin, botulinum toxin and a host of other biological poisons; 
and an entire Scud missile programme. We are asked now seriously to accept that in the last few 
years—contrary to all history, contrary to all intelligence—Saddam decided unilaterally to destroy those 
weapons. I say that such a claim is palpably absurd. . . . this much is accepted by all members of the UN 
Security Council: the 8 December declaration is false . . Iraq continues to deny that it has any weapons of 
mass destruction, although no serious intelligence service anywhere in the world believes it."

  12.  On 1 June 2003 the Rt Hon Clare Short MP, the former Secretary of State for International Development who 
resigned from the Cabinet on 12 May 2003 told the Sunday Telegraph that the Prime Minister Tony Blair had 
"duped" the public over the threat posed by Saddam Hussein in order to ensure that Britain invaded Iraq.

  13.  Clare Short stated in her interview: 

"I have concluded that the PM had decided to go to war in August sometime and he duped us all along. He 
had decided for reasons that he alone knows to go to war over Iraq and to create this sense of urgency and 
drive it: the way the intelligence was spun was part of that drive.

There was political spin put on the intelligence information to create a sense of urgency. It was a political 
decision that came from the Prime Minister. We were misled: I think we were deceived in the way it was 
done . . .

The suggestion that there was a risk of chemical and biological weapons being weaponised and threatening us 
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in a short time was spin . . . That didn't come from the security services."

  14.  In an article published in the International Herald Tribune on 4 June 2003, the Rt Hon Robin Cook MP, the 
former Leader of the House of Commons who resigned from the Cabinet on 17 March 2003, stated as follows:

"When the cabinet of Prime Minister Tony Blair's government discussed the dossier on Saddam's weapons of 
mass destruction, I argued that I found the document curiously derivative. It set out what we knew about 
Saddam's chemical and biological arsenal at the time of the Gulf War. It rehearsed our inability to discover 
what had happened to those weapons. It then leaped to the conclusion that Saddam must still possess all those 
weapons. There was no hard intelligence of a current weapons program that would represent a new and 
compelling threat to our interests.

Nor did the dossier at any stage admit the basic scientific fact that biological and chemical agents have a finite 
shelf life. Nerve agents of good quality have a shelf life of about five years and anthrax in liquid solution of 
about three years. Saddam's stocks were not of good quality. The Pentagon itself concluded that Iraqi 
chemical munitions were of such poor standard that they were produced on a "make-and-use"regimen under 
which they were usable for only a few weeks. Even if Saddam had destroyed none of his arsenal from 1991 it 
would long ago have become useless.

It is inconceivable that no one in the Pentagon told Rumsfeld these home truths, or at the very least tried to 
tell him. So why did he build a case for war on a false claim of Saddam's capability?

Enter stage right—far right—his deputy, Paul Wolfowitz, a man of such ferociously reactionary opinion that 
he has at least the advantage to his department of making Rumsfeld appear reasonable. He has now disclosed: 
"For bureaucratic reasons we settled on weapons of mass destruction because it was the one issue everyone 
could agree on."

  15.  In an article dated 6 June 2003, the Guardian newspaper carried the following report by Simon Jeffery:

"The United Nations' chief weapons inspector, Hans Blix, has hit out at the quality of intelligence given to 
him by the United States and Britain on Iraq's alleged chemical and biological weapons programmes."

  As the prime minister, Tony Blair, continued to be dogged by claims he had exaggerated the threat posed by 
Saddam Hussein, Mr Blix said today he was disappointed with the tip-offs provided for his inspection teams. "Only 
in three of those cases did we find anything at all, and in none of these cases was there any weapons of mass 
destruction, and that shook me a bit, I must say," he told BBC News 24.

"I thought, my God, if this is the best intelligence they have and we find nothing, what about the rest?"

  The BBC also reported last night that British intelligence services were asked at least six times to rewrite the 
controversial dossier on Iraq's weapons of mass destruction. A source, described as "close to British intelligence", 
said Mr Blair was at one stage personally involved in the decision to get the document redrafted. The new claim 
appears to back up the allegation, originally made by the BBC's defence correspondent Andrew Gilligan on Radio 4's 
Today programme, that intelligence services were told by Downing Street to "sex up" the dossier to boost support for 
the war.

  The final version claimed Iraq could launch chemical or biological weapons within 45 minutes of Saddam giving 
the order.

  In a valedictory appearance in front of the UN security council yesterday, Mr Blix, who retires this month, criticised 
Britain for "jumping to conclusions" that Iraq posed a serious threat to world security.

  He said Saddam's regime might have hidden weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, or destroyed them ahead of the 
US-British invasion, but stressed that neither evidence of the "continuation or resumption of programmes of weapons 
of mass destruction or significant quantities of proscribed items" had been unearthed by his inspectors. "As I have 
noted before, this does not necessarily mean that such items could not exist," he said. "They might—there remain 
long lists of items unaccounted for—but it is not justified to jump to the conclusion that something exists just 
because it is unaccounted for."
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  16.  In another article in the Guardian dated 6 June 2003, Nicholas Watt, John Hooper and Richard Norton-Taylor 
also reported on Hans Blix's remarks made to the UN Security Council on 5 June 2003:

"As a UN official, Mr Blix did not name Britain and the US. But there was no doubt who he had in mind 
when he said there was no evidence that Saddam had continued with his banned weapons programme after 
the 1991 Gulf war. This contradicted Mr Blair's warning last year that Iraq's banned weapons programme was 
"active, detailed and growing".

  A former UN inspector, Bernd Birkicht, 39, said he believed the CIA had made up intelligence on weapons of mass 
destruction to provide a legal basis for the war. He told the Guardian how supposedly top-secret, high-quality 
intelligence had led the inspectors on an absurd wild goose chase.

"We received information about a site, giving the exact geographical co-ordinates, and when we got there we 
found nothing. Nothing on the ground, "Nothing under the ground. Just desert."

  He said the so-called decontamination trucks which figured in satellite photographs presented to the security 
council were fire engines."

  17.  Richard Norton-Taylor in an article published in the Guardian on 4 June 2003, made the following comments 
on the September dossier.

"The dossier contains four references to the claim that Iraq could deploy chemical and biological weapons 
within 45 minutes of an order to do so. A senior British official told the BBC this was one of several claims 
added against the wishes of intelligence agencies. Adam Ingram, the armed forces minister, admitted the 
claim was made by an uncorroborated, single, source.

The dossier said Iraq was seeking uranium from Africa—a reference to Niger. Colin Powell, US secretary of 
State, omitted it from his speech to the UN security council on 5 February. "It turned out to be untrue; that 
happens a lot in the intelligence business,"he said this week.

The dossier said aluminium tubes Iraq tried to buy could be for nuclear weapons. The US energy and state 
departments dismissed the claim. That very month, the US defence intelligence agency concluded: "There is 
no reliable information on whether Iraq is producing and stockpiling chemical weapons."

  18.  On 3 June 2003, the BBC reported that a full-scale Congressional inquiry had been ordered in the United States 
on the use and possible abuse of intelligence information on weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. The 
inquiry—being conducted by the Senate Armed Services and Intelligence Committees—is expected to compare 
comments made by the US administration in the run-up to war with what it was given in terms of intelligence 
briefing and to decide whether or not there was a deliberate attempt to exaggerate intelligence material. In the UK 
there are to be inquiries by the Foreign Affairs Select Committee and the Parliamentary Intelligence and Security 
Committee.

ISSUE 

  19.  The issue which we will consider in this advice is to what extent the allegations made by former Cabinet 
ministers and intelligence officials that intelligence material has been exaggerated and misused affect the argument 
set out in the Attorney-General's Statement, on which the UK Government relied to justify the legality of the 
invasion of Iraq.

ADVICE 

  20.  As highlighted above the Attorney-General's argument that the invasion of Iraq was lawful depended on the 
assumption that this invasion was necessary to achieve the disarmament of Iraq. It was only on the basis of this 
assumption that the Attorney-General could argue that the authority to use force contained in Resolution 678, which 
had been adopted by the UN Security Council in 1990, and which authorised the use of force in order to ensure the 
withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait and to restore peace and security to the area, had been revived. This was because the 
Attorney-General's argument depended on the following premises:
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  (1)  The cease-fire contained in Resolution 687 was only a suspension of the authorisation to use force contained in 
Resolution 678.

  (2)  Resolution 687 had as its objective the restoration of international peace and security in the area in conformity 
with Resolution 678.

  (3)  In Resolution 1441 the Security Council determined that Iraq was in breach of the provisions of Resolution 687 
relating to disarmament of Iraq's nuclear, chemical and biological weapon capability (paragraphs 8 to 13), which 
provisions were designed to restore international peace and security in the area in accordance with Resolution 678.

  (4)  Iraq failed to take to final opportunity afforded to it by Resolution 1441 to comply with its disarmament 
obligations under Resolution 687.

  21.  Any reliance on Resolution 678 to authorise the use of force was therefore restricted to what was necessary to 
enforce the disarmament provisions of Resolution 687 (and Resolution 1441) with the objective of restoring 
international peace and security to the area. It follows that the quality, reliability and strength of the evidence which 
was made available to the Government, in particular to the Attorney-General, are essential for an assessment of 
whether in fact there was any lawful basis for the invasion of Iraq even on the Attorney-General's legal view.

  22.  Furthermore, the quality, reliability and strength of that evidence are essential for an assessment of whether the 
invasion had to take place when it did on 20 March 2003 because there was insufficient time to allow the UN 
inspectors, including Dr Blix, any more time, as they had requested. If, as the Government now suggest, it will take 
time before weapons of mass destruction are discovered in Iraq, this raises the question why it was not possible to 
allow Dr Blix more time and calls into question the proportionality of the invasion and use of force to effect regime 
change in March-April 2003. As we have noted above, the Attorney-General himself was acutely aware of the need 
for any use of force to comply with the legal principle of proportionality. 

  23.  In our view the allegations made in the media over the past week call into question the factual foundation of the 
Attorney-General's legal advice to the Government. If those allegations are well-founded they mean that it was far 
from plain that Iraq had not complied with its disarmament obligations, and far from certain that invasion and/or 
regime change was necessary in order to secure disarmament.

CONCLUSION 

  24.  Without any disrespect to the two Parliamentary inquiries which are to take place, we consider that there is a 
strong case for establishing a judicial inquiry to examine what are essentially legal questions about:

  (1)  the basis in international law for the Government's participation in the invasion of Iraq and the use of force to 
effect regime change there; and

  (2)  the quality, reliability and strength of the evidence which was relied on to lay the factual foundation for any 
such basis in law.

  25.  It is quintessentially the task of independent judges to decide questions of law and to assess evidence. We 
conclude that there is a strong case for those two questions to be the subject of a judicial inquiry.
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Memorandum by NUMAST 

INTRODUCTION 

  NUMAST is the trade union and professional organisation representing more than 19,00 shipmasters, officers, 
cadets and other marine industry staff working at sea and ashore.

  NUMAST has, for many years, voiced considerable concern over the strategic implications of the decline of the 
UK-flagged merchant fleet and the reduction in the size of the UK maritime skills base. The NUMAST report, 
Whither the fourth arm?, published in June 2002, detailed these concerns and presented proposals for addressing the 
points in a positive way. 

  We welcome this opportunity to contribute to the inquiry into the "Lessons of Iraq" and in particular the lessons for 
the future to be drawn from Operation Telic and hope that the committee will consider our concerns with the utmost 
seriousness.

THE TASK FORCE 

  The Iraq war witnessed the assembly of Britain's biggest maritime task force for more than 20 years. However it 
was a task force that placed significant reliance upon foreign, often flag of convenience, ships and foreign seafarers. 
NUMAST learned that more than half of the 50-plus merchant vessels chartered in support of the military 
deployment to Iraq were operating under flags of convenience and only eight were under the red ensign. 

  NUMAST believes the MoD is ignoring strong strategic, moral and political justifications to do much more to 
support what has traditionally been known as the "fourth arm" of Britain's defence and we believe it should be a 
matter of extreme concern that the UK is dependent on such a high proportion of foreign operated tonnage at times 
of national emergency. The Union is concerned that this increasing reliance upon foreign owned, foreign flagged and 
foreign crewed shipping by the MoD is a sign of an absence of "joined-up thinking" at a time when the Department 
for Transport is seeking to revitalise the British merchant fleet and to rebuild the country's maritime skills base. 

  NUMAST is a party to the Shipping Task Force, established by the Deputy Prime Minister to progress maritime 
policy objectives. We have raised our concerns about aspects of the MoD chartering policies on a number of 
occasions at STF meetings. As a result, it had been agreed to invite a representative of the MoD to discuss these 
issues with the STF, but it is unfortunate that to date there has not been a positive response to this initiative. 

  It is also unfortunate that despite the expenditure of considerable amounts of public money in the chartering of 
tonnage in support of Operation Telic, the government has used the grounds of commercial confidence to create 
obstacles to those seeking details of the ownership, registration, manning and operation of the vessels used by the 
MoD. However, it has been possible to establish that these ships were under an assortment of flags including Malta, 
St Vincent, Antigua, the Bahamas and Bermuda. 

  Similarly, crew nationalities included Russian, Ukrainian, Filipino, Icelandic, Swedish and some British seafarers. 

  We believe such statistics confirm the Union's concern that the decline of the UK fleet and the loss of British 
seafarers have left alarming gaps in our maritime security resources. 

  NUMAST is concerned that successive governments have ignored previous warnings about the serious strategic 
implications arising from such a reliance on foreign merchant ships.

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmdfence/57/57we28.htm (1 von 5)26.07.2005 17:12:05

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/cgi-bin/dialogserverTSO?DB=ukparl&FILE=searchJS&DATETYPE=ANY
http://www.parliament.uk/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/glossary/glossary.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/index/index.cfm
http://www.parliament.uk/site_information/contact_us.cfm
http://www.parliamentlive.tv/


House of Commons - Defence - Written Evidence

CHARTERING POLICIES 

  The reliance upon foreign-owned, flagged and crewed tonnage for Operation Telic fits into an increasingly marked 
pattern. Barely one-third of the 367 merchant ships chartered by the MoD in the past five years have been British or 
Isle of Man registered, according to figures revealed in a House of Commons written answer earlier this year. Ships 
from more than 20 different foreign flags have been used in that period, including tonnage under the Cypriot, St 
Vincent, Maltese, Romanian and Liberian registers.

  We believe there needs to be considerable debate on the reasons why foreign ships are being used in support of 
operations and exercises in direct support of British military forces and the circumstances in which the UK would 
consider the requisition of UK-flagged tonnage.

  NUMAST also believes there needs to be a clear policy on the circumstances in which MoD-chartered ships would 
be classed as "strategic"—and therefore re-flagged to the red ensign and required to operate, as a minimum, with a 
British master

  Similarly, NUMAST is concerned about the inadequacy of the existing criteria for determining whether a vessel is 
of "strategic" importance. We consider the criteria to be too narrow. It also fails to fully reflect the diverse strategic 
needs and changing operational requirements and should, at a minimum, take more account of the range of vessels 
that we used in the Falklands conflict (such as product tankers, general cargoships, offshore support vessels, ocean-
going roros and stern trawlers. 

  We also believe the UK government should study the results of a US report (see further details below) that 
identified the security threat associated with the use of foreign shipping for defence purposes. We believe that the 
UK should follow the US example of reviewing the crew lists of chartered foreign ships to check whether any 
seafarers represent a known security threat. 

CHARTER COSTS 

  The costs of chartering foreign tonnage are a serious issue, deserving considerably more scrutiny than they have to 
date. In the last Gulf War only eight of the 143 ships used by the MoD were British and a subsequent National Audit 
Office report confirmed NUMAST's fears that the government had paid a "premium" of between £30-38 million on 
dry cargo vessel charter costs of £116 million as a result. In the latest Iraq war, there have been market reports 
suggesting that charter rates for the foreign ships used by the MoD were inflated in the build-up to the Iraq war— by 
as much as 30% above commercial rates.

  NUMAST also believes there should be further scrutiny of reports suggesting that problems with the availability of 
merchant shipping may have delayed the military build-up.

  In our correspondence with ministers on these issues, NUMAST has received what we consider to be extremely 
complacent responses to the problems identified by the Union and such bodies as the House of Commons Defence 
Select Committee, the National Audit Office, military experts, and by the US authorities. For instance, we were 
incredulous to be told in one letter earlier this year that the MoD considers there are sufficient militarily useful 
vessels and seafarers for likely strategic needs. This comes at a time when the UK merchant fleet and the number of 
British seafarers are both considerably reduced from the time of the Falklands conflict, after which concern was 
expressed by the Commons Defence Committee on the numbers available.

  Since the time of the Falklands, the number of British seafarers serving in the UK Merchant Navy has declined 
from more than 57,000 to well under 20,000 and on current trends will almost halve over the next decade. The 
number of UK owned and registered trading ships of 500gt and above has, over the same period, fallen to one-third 
the level it was at the time of Falklands.

  NUMAST was also appalled to read a statement in one response from the MoD that it believes there are no security 
implications arising from the use of non-British registered shipping. We were similarly extremely concerned at the 
statement that there are no checks on foreign crews on ships taking part in MoD work. When the MoD was 
questioned further on this issue, it appeared that there was a lack of clarity over the procedures and policies that were 
being followed in the case of the ships being used for Operation Telic.
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LESSONS FROM THE US 

  The US General Accounting Office report on combating terrorism, published in October 2002, identified the 
placing of military equipment outside Department of Defense control as a strategic weakness and warned that the use 
of foreign shipping for transporting military cargoes increased the risk of equipment being tampered with, seized or 
destroyed.

  The 35-page report warns that chartering foreign registered or foreign crewed merchant ships for military work is a 
"significant weakness" in Department of Defense policies.

  According to the report, more than 95% of all equipment and supplies needed for large-scale US military operations 
goes by sea. However, some 43% of cargoes carried to overseas operations for the DoD during 2001 went on non US 
ships, most of which were foreign flagged and foreign crewed.

  Although the Military Sealift Command reviews the crew lists of chartered vessels to check whether any seafarers 
represent known security threat, the GAO said it was concerned that when control of DoD equipment was 
relinquished to third parties, including foreign nationals, "there may be an increased risk of the equipment being 
tampered with, seized, or destroyed by individuals or groups whose interests run counter to the United States".

  There could also be a risk of the weapons or equipment being used against military or civilian targets, the report 
warned.

  The inquiry team said officials from several military commands had also expressed concerns about placing strategic 
equipment onboard ships outside DoD control and warned of the shortage of "appropriate" US-flagged tonnage for 
military charters.

  The report urges the DoD to review the security of military cargoes transported on foreign ships and also calls for 
improved coordination, risk management and comprehensive security plans to tackle further "significant" 
shortcomings in the protection of some 300 US seaports, 17 of which are designated as "strategic" by the DoD.

  It is important to note that another report, published by the National Defense Transportation Military Sealift 
Committee in February 2003, concluded that the US Maritime Support Program, providing direct support to maintain 
a fleet of strategically-useful commercial vessels, was the most economically practical solution for safeguarding a 
reliable seaborne transport of equipment and supplies. This report was subsequently followed by a decision to extend 
and expand the MSP beyond 2005.

  NUMAST believes the UK government should give serious consideration to these reports, as their findings are of 
direct relevance to the UK—particularly given the nature of the strategic relationship between the two countries.

FLAGS OF CONVENIENCE 

  NUMAST also believes the MoD needs to be more sensitive to the evidence showing that flags of convenience 
have markedly worse safety and social records than traditional registries such as the UK, with disproportionate rates 
of ship losses, port state control detentions, and infringements of conventions covering seafarers" social conditions 
and welfare. There must surely be serious strategic and security objections against dependence on ships whose 
ownership, registration and crewing lies well outside UK jurisdiction.

  It should be remembered that Canadian military forces had to take action to recover a flag of convenience ship that 
was being used to transport military equipment and personnel from the Balkans in summer 2000 after the crew 
refused to sail the vessel to Canada in a protest over pay.

  In this connection, NUMAST believes it is essential that there is detailed scrutiny of reports that almost one-third of 
50 merchant ships chartered by the MoD to support the invasion of Iraq have been detained after failing port state 
control inspections. The investigation published by the Guardian newspaper showed that the ships had been detained 
on 21 occasions—with defects including lack of fire-fighting equipment, hull damage impairing seaworthiness, 
inadequate life-saving appliances, and dangerously faulty engines.

  Given that one of the prime reasons for the development of open registries has been their ability to offer shipowners 
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savings through reduced labour costs, NUMAST believes it is essential that the UK is not perpetuating the abusive 
use of seafarers from developing nations who are employed on unacceptably poor social and labour conditions. In 
circumstances where public money is being spent on chartered merchant shipping, there should be agreed standards 
and conditions of employment for the crews of such vessels. The Maritime and Coastguard Agency has developed a 
"matrix" that the MoD will use to underpin such criteria, but NUMAST is concerned that the process of producing 
this matrix has not been fully inclusive and we need further details and dialogue to be assured that it will set down 
acceptable standards.

MARKET PRESSURES 

  NUMAST is by no means alone in repeatedly warning about the way in which strategic operations could be delayed 
as a result of shortages of suitable tonnage: something that the deputy commander of US forces in the last Gulf War 
acknowledged to have been a problem in ensuring the combat-readiness of troops at the time. We have yet to see a 
detailed response to reports quoting an Army spokeswoman as saying the loading schedule for the UK military had 
been pushed back because "ships weren't in place in time'.

POSITIVE POINTS 

  NUMAST considers the Ministry of Defence review of the UK's role in the Iraq war correctly identified the vital 
role of the Royal Fleet Auxiliary and the new strategic sealift ro-ros in transporting troops and equipment to the Gulf 
for the war against Iraq.

  The report states that significant logistics demands had been successfully achieved, with a land force of the same 
scale as that assembled for the 1991 Gulf war being deployed in less than half the time.

  Fourteen RFA ships were engaged in Operation Telic and four new strategic ro-ros shipped some 11% of the total 
equipment required. There are six ro-ros in the fleet of strategic sealift vessels operated by the AWSR consortium. 
The last in the series of six ships was delivered in April 2003 and Operation Telic was the first time that these ships 
were deployed in direct support of active military operations. Their success, and the volume of material they shipped, 
shows the value of the policy to provide and develop an assured source of UK-crewed strategic sealift support.

  Similarly, RFA ships have been correctly described as "the life-blood of the maritime forces" involved in Operation 
Telic, supplying equipment, stores, fuel and support to UK and US ships, as well as delivering the first humanitarian 
aid cargoes to Iraq. NUMAST believes the value of the RFA and strategic sealift ships has been amply demonstrated 
in their contribution to Operation Telic and deserving of recognition by way of clear commitments to the future of 
both.

  However, NUMAST also believes the report rightly highlights the fact that the UK needs to charter "substantial" 
additional shipping to ensure the rapid deployment of its forces and correctly emphasises the need to review how the 
UK prepares for such operations in complex geo-political situations. The report stated: "It is important to develop a 
range of planning options to cater for possible uncertainties" and NUMAST believes the government's current 
policies and practices for the strategic use of commercial shipping do not reflect these very real contingencies. We 
urge the committee to note the report's comment that: "We will need to keep under review our air and sea transport 
assets and our ability to secure access to commercial transport in the quantities and timeframes required to meet 
future expeditionary requirements." We consider the government should take no consolation from the fact that once 
again the UK has had to rely heavily upon FoCs and foreign seafarers. There are many military scenarios where such 
tactics cannot be used and we believe the UK must look more closely at the US model of support to provide a 
guaranteed pool of domestic shipping and seafarers to help meet strategic demands in all circumstances.

CONCLUSION 

  Operation Telic has once again demonstrated the important strategic role of merchant shipping. It has also 
demonstrated the UK's increasing dependence on foreign-owned, foreign-flagged and foreign-crewed vessels in such 
circumstances. NUMAST believes this dependence is an issue of serious concern. It is absolutely 
essential—particularly at a time of intense global instability and insecurity—that ministers take us seriously and 
respond to the worrying issues raised in our research. 

  NUMAST believes it is a matter of immense importance that an island nation with a proud history of maritime 
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expertise has the ability to support its military operations with a domestic fleet of high quality merchant ships, 
crewed by high quality British seafarers.
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	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MGMBLDKFNIEOMHPCDIEIPGKJLMJDNNAP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AEOCPFEKHCKCJCLMKNMAEIJHHOLNFHGM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AJILIDMBOOIGNMCKEHLDEFKHBAPCOGML: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LCJGKLPOJJAGPAPJELNNININDGCEGOPF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NIBPLFDFBBFMFMBECLIBFFGDHGIJAPPMIN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LCNBJLBIKGKJNMAJHMHKOBMDMPLJBKLE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FGFADIDEFJMGFNNPLHKHOGINNBDIKAFB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EJFNLIHCPLLBMPIDLGOACHOJDJGILCGO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EPFMAHNBBJPAAGNDGFHJHKNFLKJJMDFAMG: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PANDOFOFMBKAIBLPFOCAOEBNMLFILGMP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GHOHDABNEPOMHBGOOADPEGDGGIPOHIHN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EGLNMNFCHEKGBBLFMBGMNONKEBDHKNJA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AMHFJIIIEFIIGPIPFAHKMFHLMHBOMBPG: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JGGPHHAKJIMHMNOOGIBHKFGFLMDOPPCD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KOHCDOGCGPOLADKHPHFIMNPIOIDEFMDADE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JAPCGMLKPILICNBLBBLJPHAJINIEPHOH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BDLFFECLNHNOBHHHBPFGBPAPNJNNFMFMDK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MDDBHHBPFMAHHMDEPIOKAIMLKHEADGAMHJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ELMMMIIDHBNJJHMCPOPOOAICOLICAHNP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EEMDBCOGABMEDIHKODDJHPKOOPEMDOGD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KOJGDBIINPKIFMDAMGJFMNFMAHJDELLFGCMD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HKIBMGBEMPPMDMAPPCKLPDGOEEKDNIAJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IDFPLEECINJLMMCAHPBNPNEHBFDKGNEJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EFFDLMAIDBCMJMPKPAIGHPLINBKKFLFN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CAEPEJBICJEKMOHFCPPJDFFBCFHHKABN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OFBBFDOGHONNLHGBDCEFIEKMMJLNMEJO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GKPLPDDKLEOFEHGOPJBFDJKBKNLMBNLH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JHFMAHNGLOALCAPIIOPGLILNMCKPGDGNAF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MAJCPDHECBMCLKNBFHAKFMAHDHADCHGFML: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NMIHHMHCHPFFLGOABGFMFMOKBNBIFFGNMI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KIOMJGIDMLNDEBOAMCHEACGFACDAMNEM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ONDDAPFMFMIAJPJIHKGCLAMHAOHHGHOADM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AGAFLGOLGCMENKIOLHOJPJDFGKNEMKEO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HLJCLIHDJCOGCNEHFCPNHFJGLJIKMBLK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KBFFANEGGGAEABMIHLAIPFOACGNEGEDD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NHCMFPGNLLKMLMEGLKHMINBEDEIINBEF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KEGMBHGKFMDAMMIMNEDGHLPNHEJODJEBJC: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EOAIKINHIACFNLKKJHDNMNKPDAKINKHN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NJIHDGDGAOABDDBGOBLFFLAEGCMFEODM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LLODACKMCKKDEOAEFPOOIEFCIHIMEAMJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AMNPGPHACENNFMFMGHBOFJOKDDKIAGFOAI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FNDAHFPPNMCMHCNDOGLEIMGBHILFKMOD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FEKBOKENILFAHNHADGOLGIHEDMPIKLFO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JHIFEDHAGJONAHEAFMDAFKHGHJAGKGHAGB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CKOKJPNJIHLDMOKLFBCMDJDFGPIDKMAB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LOKDGIOLEIPMIJGIKMHBFNDBNHCFEGPC: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LECNKHKECLFBHLNHLADLKOCEFCMJEKPK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KBCICFKNJOIEGMJCPMOFEHBBJFEPBNKE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CHNGJGGDGDNPBMONMIKFGPKOBGFMDAFMDABA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AIBIDBNDJDNHMMBGJEOCMGDFJMOHIPAC: 
	form1: 
	x: 
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	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
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	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LOFNCFHKIJFMAHKMLKABFNOHNMOIBMAPOE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AJDOKKCPLAKHPABEOMINLJFMFMJFMCCAHB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DECDBBMKELLHHPACAJFFHEEJJOMHNMAO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NCFLLOGIBAFMFMCLPDMLHMHGBCHCIKDGAH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ADCMMEOGKFAGCNGFBKLNDDPBPDGJJFAN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EEAOIHGNNJOJDDMAOLHPDDNBOPMPJPNP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NPDLFPJDHOMNKHHMJLPOIMGMCAKKDPII: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EJDHDEEGPPPGHHNELFOHLIDBABEBNNHE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LADENIFFMANFFNKAMHKENPFDLGFGGNFJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DEEFGIABCENPEDGNOBHGANMKJMOLGHPJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DCJIEAKBMEOPILKKFLJGJAHBHIEJAHIN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MGGEFAPJAFLCPOEHGDIEBAHLFHBLAPAL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AOKGGMJEMDOKKLHDADICDHDBADIABDNK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ILADHAEPJIJFFFBAOENKHGEGIIEHCEGA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FKOJINEMFMFMPKHAPIBCJBMBEHEHHFECFB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LEJHGJOMGLBJNGNCLNNKPPIAINAFGPGD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ICFHHAFNNLNFFEMHJFCJHMDDNNPLHNLC: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AGFHKNMOLHPINHKIEHOJCDNPMCEPFDHE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KDKNMOECEJJKNKLPNJLMEEIIDJMHGNJP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EMDPDFOOEPMMBBNGNCPGMOLOGKEJPCHI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IMBKOOFMAHCAHNKJGPCPDAHLOGNCNMFAPA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PEHKGFPDNDJCALOIDGNJIGFLNOLNIJDE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BPEHJFGJLEKEDOFNPEFEKDPNPKDDOIHL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ICNDFGKGDOOLCHLANADPOLFAHEOBACMJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BCACMLBIEFAFHPOGPBAGLBAFIGLKJIGO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LAOHHAOOINFNABHOIMCFBCGCFJKAGIGP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IEHCOLLKOMKPCIPCEEONBEGDNLKBFGOB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FFCMMCCEHIFPBHGBBGOBEIFLOHOEMNHP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BHPFIODMANIDJCGABCOJKEDPCJIDOKMB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JDHEOGKAHAFCICJBKPGONDMDGMKGBFMB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IJFLHHBILIHJONJNBOLLMIFPFIHDIOHF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NCNNMNHNNGHBMGCDEFNBIDJAHFFIHFPH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GKABODGHJKELDFHCAJPAEFIJGHLMEJFMFM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HKIPGJGJKGNDOPPAFHICLIGPIEBONADD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EAMABJPMALPMDADKDIHPGOJMENPLKAOK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CAJEPGPJPPMLADBBGDDCNHFFEGKCPGOA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FJOMMBEBLOLBAPCKFEPJLFAMMPACKIOH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PMKAKOOPPBLLCPEECPFOLMHGIBGGFEML: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BLEICFLLKCOFHOOGJCFBJOMDAEPIHNID: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LMGBIHPFFLOBOGEEJJDBKHMGOOEEAJCA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BLBMGHBINDKGBNAFJPGCMMDMNKCCIMMM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HGMAKMMEAKELCHEBMKCMHDDPNFAENBCM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GBLEHHKJFCPNKABPLGNLIOMDACDNJAMO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ELLJKAIFJDJKFMAHKCGPJJBBDNBKAKPBJA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GBFMDAHNKODFOGEIKJAPHBMBBPCENEHIDI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ENLFLOLCGDNHBHCPJCCNGKLINKNADADM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OAFCNABGNGFFHMMJAFNOBNADMBHIOMNM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GDEOMLEDFFKHFFOLIGEMDIJEFOJMLHHI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ALODMPKGODJLIDDGFMAHDKODDIKKLBIIGG: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IDHALCHEAGJJBEMKJEKPKHPNGICNNINE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MNHPNNKDBEBNBOJGDCOGDHHCBCJENFAM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OFMCLDCMCIKCJIHCPFIBPFNMGFNJDLAM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NEILDLNFCCEOKJCBJPAOALPIFPBMLPIB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NCAEJIHPFMDAMIGBNMMGNPALCNBIBCEELP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CLHMLAMJHDKGMELEHEBKAGMADBKJCAGA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GPBIIKLHCGINLNJLHAPNOOEPIIBAIOLN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DPEHBIAIOFDMEAHBAKKJOHHBOHNPBFFK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PJONPKAOCKMHHDFNCAECMPNBAKCGKIEJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OBODNJBFJMELADIAPOBMOLPBIJGCAGBP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IKIOJCPPNADFPFKOCJEOPJMJBFPCEGJJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FJJPFNGNKOMMIJIGFCANDIFMDADIGEEDLM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FMDAFMFMAPDMHEEGPHIGFAIJMMDDNMBKFALO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EFCHELDAFCGMJGJFBPGEOMKKPDJAKFHA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ILDAAGJAGPGEACALJDGMKMMCOOICJDCJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GANNPOHBHADEPGLKEPGANMIEDJCMODCN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LFFCPBDLICIMIBJGOEPOIPCGJOKAMAFD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IBLEFIFNGCDDDOFJPHHGAMKBLBFPJGCH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GINGOPKHMPBIDOFMFMGLFAJIEPOMLFEGML: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MPJIPAOBCJJHNDNEOPPDJLAOBPCDMGJN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DDGHBJDKOMODFMAHGBFHLLFMDACLODDFOGCM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IKEADAHFHEIEKEDKIPPEPAOOBALKGBDN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FMAHCLLNLEOABBAIPIGEHFHDNBMEPNBHOA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ACKAMLDIFGMAMKNPBFNHNOCCKFHDMJPE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EEAECICJKOKFDNDNGAAPDOIBBMPOPKAH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CCELCLBMMKHNJKKIAKMHJLDFBPBFPBMB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HIOABEONHEILIMFAPJHIKPFJFPPNDCLJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FBEIJOMKJJIANFPLEACNKDFLBJBJJKIB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EJGBJDBLKDOGIBFMDAIEIKGEJIPAIHGGFN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JIFCDFMEPFPONHCMKJNBDIMLPBGKNOAI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HCBKMPKCEMPFBAFCPBOGAOMOFINCFABC: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KEDILALBBELIOOKFCBKMBNNLHIONDHDA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ANKEGACABIEADECPKEKLJBDNLFIBLPNL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ONBDODLNMHPEOCFFGELILDBPBCHIJJKF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LBAHIHLHGFPEKLPOLGIHEJNKOBJNCHIO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LFLFPABKGGINBHAOAPDICEGDPAIIAIJN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HKPENADPMJBGCGHHAOPGHJCFOFJIEDLD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KEKABBNPJOBAFBPKOEJGAMCIBGMDDCPA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GFKDELPGBHCBCNCICBKAGPNFOMIKHBMN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KABMEBPGNOCJDDFDDKHOKOFBGHBJMAFG: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CPENJDKIGJFCOBDEHPBBKPEIPEHJMHEP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AIDCCLIDGNPKHHKECNNCNGHEJILIANNF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CAMIIAHJEKFLNCIDODOKOCOAHPFGGIML: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KFLDBHLGGJINNCCNFMFMBANALPFHIGHAIJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NKJBNKAKJOJOMLMCJANGFAHOOIMPPOBE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MJAGIOOPFDHGFCLPDGKOIMBOAODOAEBN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NCBKDCDOADONLHOCMDNPLABKFJFFPMGE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	POAKFMFMJGHLLDBBOPKHEKMGNHMMLFMIEL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GLOPMOEBONMBHJLJMGOPCMBDMFGKJOGJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DLLPAFGKIGAPJNBDBDNAJMCEEOOAFAIM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EHBBANLBCFEDLHMEKBMFEMBFJHINBPEL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PIODHFJHOAIFOIHADFGEHMJJPKGJPKHK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FHFNAHNGAKAKPABMKINDIGOGPGMCAEDD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	DOGFENFFABDILNCALOGBCJHIEBJCFHLB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AJAFAHKNKFPPFHDDKOIBCNECJBDDDEFE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	FIHMCMJIJCILMGAILCGFGOOPCAKMIHJM: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EDMLOJCICFNELNHKAOLHHINMFKOHGDCI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PJDGFJPKMOKLDDJKEGHGLMDDMLPCNLIP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HPMLPODDDNNIMFEMKJGKMCEPEFPPCEBH: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HPLPKAPLHFPPNCAMCFOIINFINBCHKDOA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PGBKAHFPKNAMLJLKLDHJLBJPKDFPJHHJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CIFHDDFBGJCMOGIKIGDPBBNJDPFJKBPI: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OEPCPDHMDCODFEJCPIOIBHMFLEMDICLC: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OADFDLLBBCDIMMILLGFHFMDAGPAFNFGMMD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BIFMDAHKMANLLLOPLENGPNCLOBFHGOOILK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PFMLOHDAMMCLGEJGNKOKACFHGLEIFNJL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MBCJEJJIPIMGLOHBJENONHIIDHDBBJGD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JHCCFDEGHDOEFDNJFLPFGNNMPGMDJJKF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CBHNDMIMNLBAHILKLHHDOEADALDNAEKL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NBNDKJDMBKIKLFPEBFNFAINIABEIGFKF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	PBDFDAHANFFDEFIALKOFFEPAOGACEDBL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HNCNLHHIAKDHMNPIFIGKIHFOKFLKNAHB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CMIHPDLENMJMLNDMCPLCCDCINKCNJBHJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BACPBKFMDAHCICJGLGBNDAMOEIFMAHHGAPLA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CPDCOGIFMLFPLNIFIMLDPEDMEPKDEBGO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GAECDFLHBBJFOHNAMPAJDAPKNANGKCPJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	BONGFBNEHEJDDNDIIDNIFPPLGKDPBFAE: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LAHLDEBDMMLCGELBPNFIOIDJADCFBDPF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	LNAHHJHAOCDJDFEMFGEBOIGHNNJJBMHB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EDMOHGCCICGIHEPFDFGGDCMMPHFLHOAO: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HAGICGBMGCFFGFJIGIICNHCCBLGEFLPP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JPEMPNLIPELGEIPMLOJPMMDJKPECBNHP: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	KKGPHBFHIICECHJOOGOAMJHEEPHFNHIB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	NEMBJDJNIDBPDDOOIIFHIMEMGMHMMNEJ: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GLPKCAKHENOFLOLDEELBADNBALCJILBD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HENLEOFMFMFIIEOKMIHNAGBNNKHHKABDDA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	HMIKNINDKAEMDPIFIFECMKOOILIPMAPD: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ELPPHEMCDMJLCHANPEHBIHBKEEPNLIKL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OOALGDJDHMNCJHGLPCFGEHCLFDJPEPNL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	MGFPBEOKFIPMGOIKJGAOJJJEIIAMELBF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	JEFONJODFJBHJPJCMAHLNEIJHFLCAJBL: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	EPIMFEIHPJCHMKEKCAJEKMJIMKKCNJCB: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	ACILIFIIDDCAGFKHFCLODJMMDKAKBLFK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	GOBHBDPENIBJHNLDKPIJODCGDJJHMFCF: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	IBGNHINDCBBHEPEHGBHNONBALBCIOKJA: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	AJFLEFHEOOOOKKHLEBGCEAKOFEOILJKN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	CPHFKHGJPFHJCGKKMANALHEOFAOEJMIN: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 


	OEBHDMCKPHEABJEHHJJNFLJLLEFKGCGK: 
	form1: 
	x: 
	f1: SIMPLE
	f2: semsimple
	f3: 1
	f4: RW:date
	f5: 2003-2004
	f6: G7200304
	f7: 2004-2005
	f8: G7200405
	f9: 2005-2006
	f10: G7200506
	f11: 

	f12: Go
	f13: 

	form2: 
	x: 
	f1: [section...]

	f2: Go
	f3: 




