YT

R

House of Commons

Defence Committee

UK operations In
Afghanistan

Thirteenth Report of Session 2006-07

Report, together with formal minutes, oral and
written evidence

Ordered by The House of Commons
to be printed 3 July 2007

HC 408

Published on 18 July 2007

by authority of the House of Commons
London: The Stationery Office Limited
£20.00



The Defence Committee

The Defence Committee is appointed by the House of Commons to examine the
expenditure, administration, and policy of the Ministry of Defence and its
associated public bodies.

Current membership

Rt Hon James Arbuthnot MP (Conservative, North East Hampshire) (Chairman)
Mr David S Borrow MP (Labour, South Ribble)

Mr David Crausby MP (Labour, Bolton North East)

Linda Gilroy MP (Labour, Plymouth Sutton)

Mr David Hamilton MP (Labour, Midlothian)

Mr Mike Hancock MP (Liberal Democrat, Portsmouth South)

Mr Dai Havard MP (Labour, Merthyr Tydfil and Rhymney)

Mr Adam Holloway MP (Conservative, Gravesham)

Mr Bernard Jenkin MP (Conservative, North Essex)

Mr Brian Jenkins MP (Labour, Tamworth)

Mr Kevan Jones MP (Labour, Durham North)

Robert Key MP (Conservative, Salisbury)

Willie Rennie MP (Liberal Democrat, Dunfermline and West Fife)
John Smith MP (Labour, Vale of Glamorgan)

The following Members were also Members of the Committee during the
Parliament.

Mr Colin Breed MP (Liberal Democrat, South East Cornwall)
Derek Conway MP (Conservative, Old Bexley and Sidcup)

Mr Mark Lancaster MP (Conservative, North East Milton Keynes)
Mr Desmond Swayne MP (Conservative, New Forest West)

Powers

The Committee is one of the departmental select committees, the powers of
which are set out in House of Commons Standing Orders, principally in SO No
152. These are available on the Internet via www.parliament.uk.

Publications

The Reports and evidence of the Committee are published by The Stationery
Office by Order of the House. All publications of the Committee (including press
notices) are on the Internet at: www.parliament.uk/defcom

Committee staff

The current staff of the Committee are Philippa Helme (Clerk), Eliot Wilson
(Second Clerk), lan Rogers (Audit Adviser), Stephen Jones (Committee Specialist),
Adrian Jenner (Inquiry Manager), Richard Dawson (Committee Assistant), Sheryl
Dinsdale (Secretary) and Stewart Mcllvenna (Senior Office Clerk).

Contacts

All correspondence should be addressed to the Clerk of the Defence Committee,
House of Commons, London SW1A 0AA. The telephone number for general
enquiries is 020 7219 5745; the Committee’s email address is
defcom@parliament.uk. Media inquiries should be addressed to Alex Paterson
on 020 7219 1589.

Cover photograph and maps reproduced with the permission of the Ministry of
Defence (www.mod.uk);

© Crown Copyright Images from www.defenceimages.mod.uk.



UK operations in Afghanistan 1

Contents

Report Page
Maps 3-4
Summary 5

1 Introduction 7

Background 7
The security mission 8
The UK contribution to ISAF 8
Our inquiry 9
Key developments since April 2006 10
2 The ISAF mission 12
The strategic context 12
Purpose 12
ISAF numbers and structure 13
HQ ARRC leadership of ISAF May 2006-February 2007 14
Working in an international context 14

The general security situation 15
Civilian casualties 16
NATO force generation 18
Tour lengths 19
Afghan National Army 20
Justice sector reform 21
The influence of neighbouring countries on Afghanistan 22
3 UK operations in Southern Afghanistan 25
UK force package 25
Regional Command (South) 26
Purpose of the mission 26
The security threat in Helmand 28
Support for the insurgency 29
Forward bases 29

The Musa Qaleh Agreement 30
Current operations 31
Equipment 32
Air-lift and close air support 33
Reconstruction and development in Helmand 35
The UK role in counter-narcotics 37
The scale of the problem 37

The counter-narcotics policy 38
Targeting the trafficker 38
Alternative livelihoods and eradication 39
Arguments for licensed production of opium 40

The information campaign 41



2 UK operations in Afghanistan

Conclusions and recommendations

Annex: List of Abbreviations

Formal minutes
Witnesses
List of written evidence

List of Reports from the Committee during the current Parliament

43

48

50

51

52

53



WORLD BRIEFING MAPS q I"( : I I Q NIS' I ' q N gﬁths E%E;g?aﬁg
Edition 5-GSGS
58° 60° 62 { or 66° 68— - 72 KYRGYZSTAN_ J'74° 'zg;hi
Tirkmenabat
UZBEKISTAN
| 2N\ 4\ . LOCATION DIAGRAM Qarshi Y e
RUSSlA A —< KAZAKHSTAN / *DUSHANBE
—
A$GABAT /,v‘,
Garagum Kanaly S\g
- = / & BADAKHSHAN
s \Termiz n ‘ 38°—}
TAKHAR
evre Andkhvoy \ ) A p Feyzabad .
PR Neyshabir S JOWZIAN, \BALKH 7KONDOZ | A K’"’"’,}Q / Baza Gonbad CHINA
| 350 \ - Shebergban ,1\ Mazr ~® ’t‘ Kholm Kondoz Téb_qan Falzaba d
P Shebeﬂ‘]ha = Shanf‘b -Mazar I-.';harlf\\I *K@duz \L.(qan Z'bak \\ -
FARYAB, ® Dehdad: —_ -
. Sar-e Pol . Warsgj N\
Torbat-e \ H . — N
i Y ® = SAMANGAN /
Heydariyeh Meymaneh \ \
) —— y | Pol- ethmrl BAGHLAN - -~
Tatrie & Sefhetabat Balamoghab Maimana ="
orbat-e Jam ; ( SAR-E POL Do -y 12] ! KON
Taybad BADGHIS 5~ 5o A o \ K ]
( Qalehye Now % o . 1 BAMIAN -g:gldeQ Lowkar o\
IRAN \ ) QalalNaw  .._J - Bamian \ .\ [4] “ wine o 90 T
[0 harian gl ..~/ ari___Chaghcharan P S amyal ah I J\/Iehtar Lam e
. _W’b P Panjab Ve danShahr}:(*KAB 2
e Namaksar HERAT ;7 >~ Chakhchdran™ s < L8 .Pol-e ‘Alam (KABUL) (5] 2 R Stinagar
Hire "\ GHOWR *Khadi alajabadd ™.
Khadir I otub el £
e . ! Nilig / Bar k| Barak> 3 ’1‘ Peshawais *ISI/.
+ ( pShindand, = ) DAYKONDI Gtz (! Gardiz ] :
Birjand Shindand \ = HAZNI Gp oot m MV ost sl | -
/ .- 7 . /‘/-—f ande‘}@ /Khowst Bannu | Heiglht in mletres above Slea Levlel | 34°—}
FARAH ./ i :‘ N ,
T - Orgin® -, N 74 200 500 1000 1500 2000 4000+
- ) \ J“ — nternational Boundary
—32° g A —— == ——~ Province Boundary
t Marnah \ — — — = Disputed Boundary
‘b Sargodha S Line of Control \/_
* Capital City
Chiniot ® Provincial Capital
Main Road
NUMBERED PROVINCES / 77777777777777777777 (T)thelz Road 2]
Soin B k 1. PARVAN ) rac
A pin Bilda 2. KAPISA ) Railway
{Rhino HLZ 3 IRAOGNI;I.\I\F/{IAN % Perennial Drainage
: = | - Seasonal Drainage
. HELMAND / KANDAHAR 3. NANGARHAR A Airports & Airfields
/ 7. LOWGAR %)
A2 PAKISTAN & VARDAK [ Aopro. Sl |
~ 9. KABOL 5 0 50 100 150 Mies
10. KHOWST. | —L —
Zahedan 2/ [ 11. NURESTAN 0 50 100 150 200 Km
w2 ) \ 12. PANJSHIR
. i A T =

Products produced by DGC are not to be taken as necessarily
representing the view of the UK Government on boundaries or political status.

NOT TO BE USED FOR ACCURATE POSITIONING OR DISTANCE MEASUREMENT

For briefing purposes only.

WARNING
Administrative Divisions may not reflect
those in operation on the ground.

Users noting errors or omissions on this product are requested to mark
them hereon and forward directly to DGC, Ministry of Defence, London.

Produced by Defence Geographic Centre, ICG, Ministry of Defence, United Kingdom 2007
© Crown copyright 2007

Relief © Collins Bartholomew Ltd 2005
Revised 2006 for names and boundaries
E2061380



WORLD BRIEFING MAPS HELMAND PROVINCE Series  GSGS 5865
Sheet Helmand Province
(AFGHANISTAN) Edfion  4-GSGS
e ) &
- 68, - 3 Teyvareh
- ‘HERAF < -~ = Saghar - ! Pasiband /|
LOCATION DIAGRAM Teyvareh asa an “—
TURKMENISTAN JonewsTay TAJIKISTAN .- -u “ - -
- / 1. DAYKONDI
L 2R %
\ s hinda n d AFGHANISTANM.‘ f
HERAT o -
140 KM /' N
APPROX. |} o e .
B3
Tapa Helipart
(disused)
Farah ‘b
ara
Rad /-5 0 o :
Farah ’ -~ Golestan / Golestan > . G L \ — A
v i S -:/:NOW Zad ' \'masay v/ s 7~ = Rawod
N PR . 4
£ 1~ dcharRah O P SLRLIE : )
\ e~~~ Y i I _ [®Misa Qal‘eh g
B <~ 7 - \ N ]
T~y \ © \ iakt i NBand-e) 1
- Bakwa ‘ Kajaki | okt o
ormale:
i | : S = 1 N KaJ_ak D
30KM | 1 ultan-e - ? 1
APPROX. | Farah Bakwa Delaram 'S o ) Ghowrak
I Vashir
- = ‘
_‘-/ \"~-.—--J 32:,_
- 327 ’
1 - - "'\
1 - \
. - 1
;  KhashRud
Maywand
1 ’
_ ! KANDAHAR
Lowkhi Maywand 60 KM
_| APPROX.
%
P —e. =
Chakhansur E
NIMRUZ Garmsir,/ Panjva’i
31
HELMAND / | R
N ; S, Ya_s]qza [ Kalay ‘ I II
N S
o S i \@"’ 7/ @ Saffar Kalay . i !
J SNl RO 1
“aal ‘eh- Yo ¥ To o s, I
- Now Sar Banader ! ) ~ 4
-------- BRI KANDAHAR
Alimardan Khan-e Bagat HLZ .
T Ri
. A g
~ ‘u
g H =~ ~ T -
S T Py ~ Height in metres above Sea Level
“Khajeti-Knvaieh AT+ Rig + ~. T T T T 1/
«— 7 ‘ArBala . Sehyakah 3 ~
,,,,,,, = 0 Lo 0 200 500 1000 1500 2000+ ]
ZARAN ® Radbar : 3 30°
A1F’7F?R%h§( - 30°N I . — NteINational Boundary
. i * - —— = = —— - Province Boundary
& S I ------ District Boundary
A : ———————— Main Road
~Soltan ——————— Other Road
Veys Qalan I ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Track
4 ———— Perennial River
fffffffffff Seasonal River
® Province Centre
A Airfield
u UK Camps |~
Approximate Scale
(I) ? 1|0 1|5 2|0 2|5 Miles
A [ T T T T 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 Km
e PAKISTAN \ — —
: . i ]
Products produced by DGC are not to be taken as necessanly Produced by Defence Geographic Centre, ICG, Ministry of Defence, United Kingdom 2006
representing the views of the UK Government on boundaries or political status. For briefing purposes onl y. © Crown copyright 2006
Relief © Collins Bartholomew Ltd 2005  weRnne Printed by DGC
NOT TO BE USED FOR ACCURATE POSITIONING OR DISTANCE MEASUREMENT B o o e epect Revised 2006 for names and boundaries
I)G C LIMITED DISTRIBUTION Users noting errors or omissions on this product are requested to mark E2061382
them hereon and forward directly to DGC, Ministry of Defence, London.

[T



UK operations in Afghanistan 5

Summary

In May 2006, the Ministry of Defence (MoD) deployed UK Forces to Helmand Province in
Southern Afghanistan as part of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
mission. By the summer of 2007, the number of UK personnel deployed had risen from
some 3,300 to approximately 7,700 troops. The vast majority are deployed in Helmand
where security is fragile and UK Service personnel have suffered casualties when fighting
insurgents. The commitment given by the UK Armed Forces has been outstanding.

Afghanistan has experienced thirty years of conflict. ISAF and the international
community must focus on establishing security and denying the Taliban and Al Qaeda the
environment in which to operate.

The ISAF mission was led between May 2006 and February 2007 by the Allied Rapid
Reaction Corps (ARRC). During the ARRC’s leadership, ISAF expanded its area of
operations first to the South and then to the East of Afghanistan. The challenge of leading a
37-nation coalition is considerable.

Ensuring a coordinated comprehensive approach to the reconstruction of Afghanistan
requires energetic leadership. We call on the Government to press the UN to appoint a
high-profile individual responsible for coordinating the international effort.

While the MoD asserts that the Taliban insurgency does not pose a strategic threat to
Afghanistan, violence seems to be increasing and spreading to the previously more
peaceful provinces in the North and West of Afghanistan and the capital, Kabul. ISAF
should continue to minimise civilian casualties on operations and not measure success in
terms of the number of insurgents killed.

NATO has not provided the required numbers of troops as stated in the Combined Joint
Statement Of Requirement (CJSOR). We remain deeply concerned that the reluctance of
some NATO members to provide troops for the ISAF mission is undermining NATO’s
credibility and ISAF operations.

Reforming the Afghan National Army (ANA) is progressing well although ANA units are
not yet capable of operating independently of ISAF. Reform of the Afghan National Police
(ANP) is not progressing as well as reform of the ANA. Although 62,000 out of a target of
82,000 Police have been trained to date, the standard of the training is reported to be less
effective. The international effort should put more emphasis on this training and in
addressing corruption in the judicial system.

Sufficient air-lift and air support is vital to the UK operation in the South. The MoD has
provided additional helicopters since the initial deployment but must make even greater
effort to increase the provision of helicopters and crew. UK helicopter operations in
Afghanistan are not sustainable at the present intensity.

After a slow start, there are signs that the UK effort in delivering reconstruction and
development in Helmand has become coordinated better. But there remains much to do.
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The UK is Afghanistan’s G8 partner nation for developing a counter-narcotics policy but
this policy is not being communicated sufficiently clearly. We are concerned that
uncertainty has arisen among Afghans about ISAF’s role in poppy eradication and that UK
Forces, under ISAF command, may consequently have been put at risk. Ending opium
production in Helmand will require a long-term commitment by the international
community to create a secure environment in which farmers can be encouraged to pursue
alternative livelihoods.

The Government is not communicating key messages to the British or Afghan public about
the purpose of its operations in Afghanistan effectively enough.

Afghanistan’s relations with its immediate neighbours, Pakistan and Iran, are vital to its
future. We call on the Government to encourage dialogue between Afghanistan and these
two countries.
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1 Introduction

Background

1. In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Centre, New York, on 11
September 2001, the Taliban regime in Afghanistan was blamed by the United States (US)
Administration (and the United Kingdom Government) for harbouring Al Qaeda
terrorists, including its leader Osama Bin Laden, who had claimed responsibility for the
attack. In October 2001, the US launched a military campaign—Operation Enduring
Freedom (OEF)—in conjunction with the Afghan Northern Alliance to remove the
Taliban from power. The military campaign, for which the US provided air power and the
Northern Alliance provided ground forces, ended with the fall of the Taliban in December
2001.

2. Following the end of the military campaign, prominent Afghans met in December 2001
in Bonn, Germany, under the auspices of the United Nations to determine the post-
Taliban future for Afghanistan. The resulting Bonn Agreement set out a twin-track
political and stabilisation process for Afghanistan. Nationwide presidential and
parliamentary elections followed in 2004 and 2005; and a 5,000 strong International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was deployed under United Nations Security Council
Resolution (UNSCR) 1386, to ensure stability in Kabul.' The US-led OEF counter-
terrorism mission continued to operate separately from ISAF, primarily in the Eastern
provinces of Afghanistan.

3. Since March 2002, the United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA)
has coordinated the international political and diplomatic effort in Afghanistan. The
UNAMA'’s stated mission in Afghanistan is to provide assistance to the Afghanistan
Government in developing its institutions, protecting human rights and promoting
development. The UNAMA is headed by Tom Koenigs, Special Representative of the
Secretary-General for Afghanistan (SRSG), who has overall responsibility for all UN
activities in the country.

4. In addition to the UNAMA mission, many other international institutions have a
presence in Afghanistan. In January 2006, 53 countries negotiated the Afghanistan
Compact which committed the Afghanistan Government and the international
community to achieving three overarching goals by 2011: security; governance; and
economic development. The Afghanistan Compact was also signed by the Asian
Development Bank, the G8, the European Union and the World Bank. Governments and
institutions pledged $10.5 billion to put the plan into effect.’

1 UN Resolutions can be viewed at http:/daccessdds.un.org

2  www.unama-afg.org

3 “Building on Success: The Afghanistan Compact”, 1 February 2006, www.fco.gov.uk
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The security mission

5. On 11 August 2003 ISAF became a NATO-led operation and began to extend its area of
operation over Afghanistan. In June 2004, ISAF extended into the Northern and Western
Provinces, as authorised by UNSCR 1510. In July 2006, ISAF extended into Afghanistan’s
Southern provinces and 12,000 US troops, previously deployed as part of OEF, came under
ISAF command.* In October 2006, UNSCR 1707 extended ISAF’s authority into
Afghanistan’s Eastern Provinces so that the whole country came under its authority.

6. Alongside the ISAF mission, the US-led OEF counter-terrorism mission continues to
operate, albeit in reduced numbers, in Afghanistan’s Eastern provinces. The ISAF stability
mission (discussed further in Chapter 2) and the 4,000 strong OEF counter-terrorism
mission remain separate in purpose, but during 2006 the missions became more closely
coordinated. The respective command structures merged with the deputy Commander of
ISAF, Lieutenant General Karl Eikenberry, continuing to lead the OEF mission. The air
support for both missions was coordinated from the US Coalition Combined Air
Operations Control Centre (CAOC) base at Al Udeid, in Qatar.’

The UK contribution to ISAF

7. Between 2002 and 2006 the UK contribution to ISAF comprised:

e A Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Maymaneh between 2002 and 1
September 2005 when responsibility was handed over to Norway;

e a PRT in the north of Afghanistan based at Mazar-e-Sharif, handed over to Sweden in
March 2006;

e the Forward Support Base and Quick Reaction Force for Area North (troops which
could be deployed speedily to deal with outbreaks of unrest);

e an infantry company that served as the Kabul Patrol Company (KPC) in Kabul, and
staff officers in HQ ISAF;

e atraining team for the Afghan National Army; and

e adetachment of six (subsequently increased to eight) Harrier GR7 / 9 aircraft, based at
Kandahar, which provided both ISAF and OEF with air support and air
reconnaissance.

8. Since May 2006, the UK military presence in Afghanistan has comprised:

o the leadership, between May 2006 and February 2007, of the ISAF IX mission by the
Allied Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) and its support Brigade, 1 Signal Brigade. In total,
approximately 2,000 UK personnel were deployed in, or in support of, HQ ARRC;

4  www.cfc-a.centcom.mil/News

5  Defence Committee, Fifth Report of Session 2005-06, The UK deployment to Afghanistan, HC 558, para 14
6 HC (2005-06) 558, Ev 46, para 9
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e since February 2007, 136 personnel deployed to the ISAF X Headquarters (including
the ISAF Deputy Commander Stability);”

e since May 2006 the deployment of UK forces to Southern Afghanistan as part of the
ISAF mission. The initial deployment comprised a 3,300 strong force whose main
component was 16 Air Assault Brigade. Since April 2007, the Force has been
spearheaded by the 5,800 strong 12 Mechanised Brigade and supported by the Joint
Helicopter Force-Afghanistan comprising Apache, Chinook and Lynx helicopters; and

e Eight Harrier GR7 / 9 aircraft, based at Kandahar, which provide both ISAF and OEF
with air support and air reconnaissance.

On 26 February 2007, the Secretary of State announced the deployment of an additional
1,400 Service personnel comprising a battlegroup to be deployed in the South, an
additional four Harrier GR9s, four Sea King helicopters and an additional C-130 Hercules.?

Our inquiry

9. This is our second report into UK operations in Afghanistan. In our first report, The UK
deployment to Afghanistan, published on 4 April 2006, we examined the challenges facing
the ARRC ahead of its mission to lead ISAF in Afghanistan.” We also examined the
proposed deployment of 16 Air Assault Brigade to Helmand Province in Southern
Afghanistan. In our first report we announced our intention to hold a further inquiry into
Afghanistan to examine the lessons learned from those deployments. Since we published
our first report, we have continued to monitor developments in Afghanistan. In July 2006,
we visited Islamabad, Pakistan, and then Kabul, Helmand and Kandahar, Afghanistan, for
meetings with officials, politicians and military personnel.

10. We announced our second inquiry on 31 January 2007."° We have assessed the
progress made in Afghanistan during the ARRC’s leadership of ISAF. We have also
examined the experiences of UK Forces in Southern Afghanistan since their initial
deployment in May 2006. As part of our inquiry, on 16 April 2007, we travelled to New
Delhi, India, and met with senior government and military representatives to discuss the
issues facing Afghanistan and the wider region. On 18 April 2007, we travelled on to
Afghanistan for a series of meetings in Kabul with UK officials and Afghan politicians and
then to Kandahar and Lashkar Gah in Southern Afghanistan to meet UK military
personnel, local politicians and local representatives of Non Governmental Organisations
(NGOs) based in Helmand Province.

7 Ev 118
8 HC Deb, 26 February 2007, col 620
9  HC(2005-06) 558

10 www.parliament.uk/parliamentary committees/defence committee/def070131___no__ 18.cfm
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11. We took evidence on 20 March 2007 from Rt Hon Des Browne MP, Secretary of State
for Defence; Mr Martin Howard CB, Director General Operations Policy at the MoD;
Lieutenant General Nick Houghton CBE, Chief of Joint Operations (MoD); and Mr Peter
Holland, Head of the Afghan Drugs Inter-Departmental Unit (ADIDU).

12. On 27 March 2007, we took oral evidence from a range of experts: Dr Shirin Akiner,
Lecturer in Central Asian Studies at the School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS); Mr
Robert Fox, journalist and historian; Dr Gilbert Greenall, Government Adviser on
humanitarian issues; Ms Norine MacDonald QC, President of the Senlis Council; Mr Rory
Stewart, Chief Executive of the Turquoise Mountain Foundation, Kabul, and Dr Michael
Williams, Head of the Transatlantic Programme at the Royal United Services Institute
(RUSI).

13.On 24 April 2007, we took oral evidence from General David Richards CBE,
Commander of the ARRC and Commander of ISAF from May 2006 until February 2007.

14. In our concluding evidence session on 8 May 2007, we took further oral evidence from
Rt Hon Des Browne MP; Lieutenant General Nick Houghton CBE and Mr Peter Holland.
We also took evidence from Mr Desmond Bowen CMG, Policy Director at the MoD, and
Lindy Cameron, Head of the Department for International Development (DfID) in
Afghanistan.

15. We received written evidence from ADIDU; the British and Irish Afghanistan Agencies
Group (BAAG), the MoD; the Senlis Council; Dr Shirin Akiner; Dr Gilbert Greenall; Olivia
Holdsworth, an expert on the judicial system in Afghanistan and Philip Wilkinson. We are
grateful to those who gave evidence to our inquiry and assisted with our visits. We are also
grateful to our specialist advisers who assisted us in our inquiry.

Key developments since April 2006

16. Our first inquiry into operations in Afghanistan was concluded in April 2006 before
both the full deployment of the ARRC to lead ISAF and the main deployment of 16 Air
Assault Brigade to Helmand Province. Last year, public awareness of the aims and
objectives of the UK deployment to Afghanistan—Operation Herrick—was low. A year on,
operations in Afghanistan have become the subject of increased media and public focus in
the light of UK Forces conducting sustained operations against tenacious insurgent
fighters.

17. The scale of the threat is demonstrated by the fact that as of 1 July 2007, 40 of our
Service personnel have been killed in, or as a result of, action in Afghanistan (63 have died
in total in Afghanistan)."" We pay tribute to those Service people who have lost their lives
or suffered injury and extend our deep sympathies to their families. The commitment
given by our entire Armed Services has been shown to be outstanding.

11 www.mod.uk/Defencelnternet/FactSheets
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18. The table below identifies the recent key developments in Afghanistan.

Table 1: Key developments in Afghanistan since May 2006

Date Commentary

May 2006 Deployment of the ARRC to lead ISAF for nine
months.
UK Forces, led by 16 Air Assault Brigade, deploy
to Helmand province.

June 2006 UK are deployed to towns in Northern Helmand
as part of a ‘Platoon House’ strategy.

10 July 2006 Secretary of State for Defence announces that,
following fierce engagements with insurgents,
UK will be increased during next roulement.

31 July 2006 ISAF authority extended to Afghanistan’s

Southern provinces.

2 September 2006

Nimrod MR2 reconnaissance aircraft crashes. 14
UK Service personnel are killed.

September 2006

Operation Medusa—a campaign against
insurgents in Kandahar Province—begins. ISAF
claims a significant victory.

3 October 2006

ISAF authority extended to cover the Eastern
provinces of Afghanistan. 12,000 US troops come
under ISAF command.

3 Commando Brigade replaces 16 Air Assault
Brigade in Helmand province.

October 2006

Musa Qaleh agreement between Governor
Daoud and tribal elders in which the Taliban
were excluded from the town.

2 February 2006

Musa Qaleh agreement breaks down as Taliban
retake control of the town.

3 February 2007

A NATO ‘composite’ headquarters replaces the
ARRC as leader of ISAF (for a period of one year)
US General Dan McNeill replaces the UK'’s
General Richards as the new commander of ISAF.

April 2007

12 Mechanised Brigade replaces 3 Commando
Brigade in Southern Helmand.

Operation Achilles begins. The aim is to clear
insurgents from Helmand’s northern areas to
enable development work.
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2 The ISAF mission

The strategic context

19. ISAF and the international community are operating in an extremely challenging
environment in Afghanistan. Dr Shirin Akiner described a country which had experienced
thirty years of political turmoil and violence, had little infrastructure and had social
indicators that were on a par with the West African state, Burkina Faso."> Ms Norine
MacDonald and Mr Rory Stewart told us that Afghanistan was a deeply conservative
Islamic society which exercised a strong social control on the role of women and had a
suspicion of outsiders.”” Other witnesses told us about the low average life expectancy and
high rates of illiteracy, particularly among Afghan women.

Table 2: Key social indicators

Afghanistan: Key social indicators

Average life expectancy is 44.5 years (UNDP, 2005)

1in 6 babies dies during or shortly after birth (UNDP, 2005)

20% of children die before reaching the age of 5 (UNICEF, 2005)

17,000 women die each year from pregnancy-related causes (UNICEF, 2005)

12% of the population have adequate sanitation (World Bank, 2005)

13% of the population have clean drinking water (World Bank, 2005)

Source: Foreign and Commonwealth Office

Purpose
20. ISAF describes its objective in Afghanistan as being,

to support the Government of Afghanistan (GOA) in providing and maintaining a
secure environment in order to facilitate the re-building of Afghanistan.

ISAF is in Afghanistan to assist the Government of Afghanistan in ensuring a safe
and secure environment that will be conducive to establishing democratic structures,
to facilitate the reconstruction of the country and to assist in expanding the influence
of the central government.'*

21. The aim of ISAF is to deliver what Dr Michael Williams, Head of Transatlantic
Relations, RUSI, described as the “comprehensive approach”. This involves the military
creating the secure conditions in which reconstruction and development work can be
delivered by government officials and NGOs. To coordinate the reconstruction effort, ISAF

12 Q110
13 Qq 160, 193

14  www.nato.int/ISAF/mission/mission_role.htm
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has established 25 Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) around the country and given
individual nations lead responsibility for the activities within their PRTs. Dr Williams told
us that each country approached its PRT very differently depending on the security
conditions prevalent in their particular Province. PRTs in the less stable South required a
greater military presence than those in the relatively more stable North."

22. All of our witnesses agreed that it was in the interest of the international community to
ensure that the Taliban did not return to power and that Al Qaeda was no longer able to
operate in Afghanistan. However, Mr Robert Fox believed that there was some divergence
of aims within the ISAF coalition about the purpose of the mission with most European
nations seeing the mission as about providing development and the US seeing the mission
as “part of the global war on terror and enduring freedom”."

23. Mr Rory Stewart expressed doubt that ISAF’s aims were attainable as he considered
them to be overly ambitious and lacking coherence.

We are now in a situation in which we are simultaneously trying to pursue quite
different objectives that stretch from counter-insurgency, counter-terrorism,
counter-narcotics, state building, development, democratisation. Very few of these
issues are logically connected and each one of them could be pursued on its own."”

24. Afghanistan has experienced 30 years of strife. In the short term, ISAF’s primary
purpose is to secure stability and deny the Taliban and Al Qaeda the environment in
which to operate. In the longer term, it will require a sustained military and financial
commitment by the international community, working with the Government of
Afghanistan, to create the environment in which enduring democratic institutions can
be established. If that commitment is to succeed, its size and strength must be very
great, and in our view considerably greater than the international community is at
present willing to acknowledge, let alone to make.

ISAF numbers and structure

25. As of June 2007, there were some 36,750 troops drawn from 37 countries operating in
Afghanistan under ISAF command."® Within the current command (known as ISAF X) the
US provides the largest number of troops (15,000) and the UK the second largest (7,700).
The ISAF operation is commanded by US General Dan McNeill based in the Command
Centre in Kabul. There are four regional commands covering provinces in the North,
West, South, and East.

15 Q180
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HQ ARRC leadership of ISAF May 2006-February 2007

26. From 2001 to 2005, ISAF was commanded by a succession of eight NATO countries on
a six-monthly rotation.” HQ ARRC, a NATO High Readiness Force Headquarters staffed
predominantly by UK personnel, took over command from Italy for a period of nine
months between May 2006 and February 2007. During this nine-month period, the ARRC
oversaw the expansion of ISAF from its confines around Kabul and the Western provinces,
to the less stable Southern and Eastern Provinces of Afghanistan (known as Stage 4). The
task, which involved a significant extension of ISAF’s territorial reach, coincided with an
increase from around 10,000 to approximately 36,000 today.

27. On 24 April 2007, General David Richards, Commander of the ARRC, said the greatest
success of the ARRC’s operation “was to extend NATO command over the more difficult
South and East”.? He paid tribute to his colleagues, describing the ARRC as “a real prize
that the UK possesses”, and said that the ARRC had demonstrated that “NATO can do the
most demanding of operations”* General Richards told us that the ARRC’s other
achievements were bringing greater coherence to the international effort and achieving a
psychological ascendancy, through military operations, over the Taliban.”> We commend
the achievement of HQ ARRC in overseeing the establishment of ISAF authority into
the challenging provinces of South and East Afghanistan.

Working in an international context

28. Many of the submissions to this inquiry pointed to the difficulty of coordinating the
actions of the international community in Afghanistan.”® The Secretary of State recognised
the complexity of the multi-national mission in Afghanistan and told us that

the fundamental challenge lies in the ability to get at the proper strategic level, that is,
at the national level in Afghanistan, a strategic overall campaign plan which is not an
aggregate of every single country which has an interest in this, in other words
bilateral interests. There is, of course, the United Nations Special Representative
there and I look to that part of the infrastructure to provide the leadership for that
campaign plan on the ground.*

29. General Richards believed he had brought greater coherence to the international effort
in Afghanistan but acknowledged that there was more to do.” A key development towards
bringing greater coordination was the establishment under his leadership of the Policy
Action Group (PAG). The PAG, chaired by President Karzai, was a forum in which the
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UNSRSG, principal ambassadors, people like me, would debate the key issues and
agree, with President Karzai chairing one in every three or four, the agreed strategy
or way ahead on whatever particular issue, and we were responsible for ensuring it
was all coherent.”

We suggested to General Richards that the international mission might benefit from
leadership provided by a high-profile individual. He told us that he had established the
PAG to fill a “vacuum” and that

I do think that there is a strong case for a dominant international partner alongside
President Karzai as his trusted adviser and friend to whom he can turn when
necessary and with whom he has a very good relationship.*”

30. Coordinating the international effort in Afghanistan is a huge task. The
Government should encourage the United Nations to work towards the appointment of
a high-profile and authoritative individual with responsibility for coordinating the
international effort in support of the Government of Afghanistan.

The general security situation

31. The MoD submission describes the security situation across Afghanistan as “broadly
stable, if fragile in places”.* The Secretary of State told us that although the Taliban-led
insurgency contained some “violent and dangerous people”, it did not constitute a
“strategic threat” to Afghanistan.”® The submission from the British and Irish Agencies
Afghanistan Group (BAAG) describes the general security situation as being worse in the
South but states that “Increasing insecurity is now the greatest concern for ordinary
Afghans in many parts of the country. Over the past six months, levels of violence have
been at their highest since 2001”.%°

32. Some of the reported increase in insecurity has been attributed to the movement of
ISAF Forces to areas where previously there had been no military presence. Others suggest
it is a consequence of counter-terrorism operations conducted by OEF. However, some of
the reported violence has occurred in the previously more peaceful Northern and Western
provinces where ISAF Forces have been operating since 2002.*) On 12 June 2007, the
International Commission of the Red Cross (ICRC), issued a statement on the security
situation:

The conflict between Afghan and international and armed opposition groups in
Afghanistan has significantly intensified and spread over the past 12 months, no
longer confined to the South, but spreading to parts of the East, West and North.*
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33. When we asked General Richards whether ISAF was defeating the Taliban insurgency,
he told us:

I believe we are still winning the war; if you like the campaign is going our way. That
does not mean that in a particular area...things have not deteriorated in the sense
that there is more activity, and that certainly is the case in Northern Helmand.*

According to General Richards, a key battle against the Taliban-led insurgency was
Operation Medusa fought in Kandahar Province in September 2006.

If Kandahar fell, and it was reasonably close run last year, it did not matter how well
the Dutch did in Uruzgan or how well the British did in Helmand. Their two
provinces would also, as night followed day, have failed because we would have lost
the consent of the Pashtun people because of the totemic importance of Kandahar.*

34. Since the defeat of the Taliban by ISAF Forces in Operation Medusa, concern has
grown that the Taliban insurgents might adopt more ‘asymmetric’ tactics against ISAF
including increasing their use of suicide bombers and improvised explosive devices (IEDs).
According to Anthony Cordesman, Chairman of the US-based Centre for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS), there has been an increase in suicide attacks from 18 in 2005
to 116 in 2006 and an increase in attacks from IEDs from 530 to 1,297 in 2006.” The
devastating impact of such attacks was demonstrated over the weekend of 16 / 17 June
2007, when a suicide bomber exploded a device in the North Afghan city of Mazar-e-
Sharif, and the following day, a similar exploding device killed 35 people in Kabul.?®

35. While we note the assertion made by the MoD that the Taliban does not present a
“strategic threat” to security in Afghanistan, we are concerned at reports that violence
is increasing and spreading to the relatively peaceful Kabul and the Northern
Provinces. We are also concerned about the increased use of improvised explosive
devices and suicide bombings in Afghanistan.

Civilian casualties

36. Assessing civilian casualties in Afghanistan is difficult. Human Rights Watch estimates
that there were 1,000 civilian deaths in 2006. What is certain, is that civilian casualties are
of increasing concern to Afghans. During our visit to Kabul we met representatives of the
Afghan International Human Rights Commission (AIHRC), a body which reports to the
Afghanistan National Assembly about human rights issues in Afghanistan.”” The AIHRC
told us that ISAF had pledged in December 2006 to take measures to limit civilian
casualties but that since December 2006 civilian casualties had in fact increased and that, as
a consequence, public support for ISAF had weakened.
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37. In the spring of 2007 there were reports of significant civilian casualties following ISAF
operations, particularly those that involved air strikes.”® On 12 June 2007, the ICRC issued
a press release describing the effect of operations by both ISAF and the Taliban on the
civilian population, and stating that “owing to the number of roadside bombs and suicide
attacks, and regular aerial bombing raids...it is incredibly difficult for ordinary Afghans to
lead a normal life”.”

38. We regret the number of civilians killed as a result of military activity in
Afghanistan. Our Forces try their utmost to minimise civilian casualties on operations
and it is to be hoped that the introduction of precision weapons such as the Guided
Multiple Launch Rocket System should help minimise civilian casualties further. Every
life lost is a tragedy, causing misery to families and destruction to communities.
Moreover, civilian casualties undermine support for ISAF and the Government of
Afghanistan and fuel the insurgency, further endangering our troops and the objectives
of their mission.

39. In March, we asked the Secretary of State whether media reports of large numbers of
insurgent deaths could prove counter-productive to gaining the support of Afghans. He
replied that detail relating to insurgent fatalities following operations had not been given by
UK sources, but rather by NATO sources, and that “on occasion they were revised quite
significantly”.** He also noted that:

you will not find any of those figures in terms of the number dead coming from us
because we disavowed that approach to success and / or failure. It is not about body
count.!

40. General Houghton told us that he recognised the potential that “kinetic” activity
against the Taliban could have on alienating the population both “locally and
internationally”.* He also stated that the deployment of the GMLRS artillery would enable
greater accuracy to operations,

we can then utilise equipment such as the GMLRS to bring effective and precise
strike over significant distances, as I say areas up to 70 kilometres.*

41. Operational success should not be measured in terms of the numbers of dead enemy
combatants. Accurate and verifiable figures for the numbers of Taliban killed by ISAF
are difficult to obtain, and many of those killed on the front-line may not be hard-core
Taliban but rather farmers hired to fight. Exaggerated reports of insurgent casualties
following ISAF operations can serve as useful propaganda for insurgents and
undermine support for the ISAF mission.

38 “Civilian deaths prompt NATO rethink,” The Independent, 20 May 2007
39 www.icrc.org
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NATO force generation
Caveats

42. In our first report into operations in Afghanistan, we highlighted the difficulties that
NATO had experienced in gaining commitments of troops from ISAF members for the
ISAF Stage 3 expansion to the less stable South.* In early 2006, before Stage 3 began, some
countries were reported to have refused to commit additional Forces to the mission and
others were reported to have insisted on exercising “national caveats” from NATO’s Rules
of Engagement, effectively restricting their Forces from certain aspects of operations.* In
the wake of Operation Medusa, in September 2006, there was some suggestion that some
countries with Forces based in the Northern Provinces had not allowed their troops to be
re-deployed to the South in support of ISAF troops engaged in war-fighting.

43. During our recent visits to NATO member capitals in Europe, as part of our Future of
NATO inquiry, we were told about the constitutional reasons for some countries not
participating in certain aspects of military operations. In Madrid, we were told by
politicians and academics that while Spanish public opinion supported troops working on
reconstruction projects in Afghanistan, it would not support a war-fighting role. In Berlin,
we were told about the constitutional restrictions on Germany’s military operating abroad
although it was noted that the German Government had, in January 2007, approved the
use of Tornado aircraft for reconnaissance missions.

44. The Secretary of State told us that progress had been made at the NATO summit in
Riga, Latvia, in November 2006 in reducing national caveats:

The Dutch, the Romanians, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Greece, Hungary,
Slovenia, Lithuania and lots of others effectively came out of that with no caveats at
all. There is progress being made, therefore, and indeed France and Germany agreed,
as I reported to Parliament, that in case of emergency their troops would be moved
[from the North to the South] to help.*

Despite the reduction in caveats agreed at Riga, the British American Security Information
Council (BASIC) commented that the continued existence of caveats risks “impeding the
ability of ISAF commanders to employ all their available resources”.*

45. While we note the progress that has been made in reducing national caveats, we
remain concerned that national caveats risk impairing the effectiveness of the ISAF
mission. The Government should continue to press ISAF partners to reduce further the
restrictions placed on the use of their Forces.
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Troop numbers

46. General Richards told us that, during his leadership of ISAF, the level of troop numbers
rather than caveats was his major concern:

Simply being able to move their troops from the North to the South would not have
been a solution to me at all because we have got just about the right number of
troops in the North to contain the situation there, which is broadly stable... What I
was really after was...an increase in the overall number of troops.**

47. The force element deemed necessary by NATO’s Deputy Supreme Commander in
Europe (DSACEUR) to fulfil the operational plan in Afghanistan is known as the
Combined Joint Statement Of Requirement (CJSOR). General Richards told us that
progress had been made at the Riga summit in meeting the CJSOR for additional troop
numbers to the South, but stated that more progress was required.* Despite the increased
commitments made by the US and the UK, the Secretary of State confirmed that only five
of the required seven battalions had been agreed to.*

48. Dr Williams told us that ISAF needed more troop numbers on the ground if its
deployment to the South was to be successful.” We questioned the Secretary of State about
the impact that NATO’s failure to meet the CJSOR might have. He told us that NATO had
never fulfilled a CJSOR for any operation but he expressed his confidence that the missing
elements of the CJSOR would not impinge on ISAF’s operational capability.>

49. Despite the Secretary of State’s assurances, we remain deeply concerned that the
reluctance of some NATO members to provide troops for the ISAF mission is
undermining NATO’s credibility and also ISAF operations. In response to our report,
the Government should explain its strategy for engaging other NATO Governments in
addressing the deficit in the CJSOR.

Tour lengths

50. Both General Richards and the Secretary of State told us that there was a case for
extending the tours of the more senior ISAF officers, as this would enable sufficient time
for commanders to form relationships with local politicians and NGOs and gain
operational knowledge.”® However General Richards noted the effect on families that
extended tours could have:
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I am all for it but you need to look at the conditions of service because everyone is
working very hard and I think we must remember that it penalises our families. It is
not fair on them if you do not give them a little bit of incentive, and there is balance
to be struck, but in an absolute sense there is a definite case for longer tours. **

51. The MoD, in consultation with NATO colleagues, should consider the feasibility of
extending the operational tours of key personnel. This would allow sufficient time to
build and maintain relationships with Afghans and other key figures in Afghanistan.

Afghan National Army

52. The 2001 Bonn Agreement committed the international community to the reform and
development of the Afghan National Army (ANA). The US has taken the lead in training
and equipping the ANA and has committed $5.9 billion over the next 18 months to
supporting the ANA, including providing weaponry and helicopters.® The UK’s
contribution has been focused on training the ANA through the establishment of an army
training school in Kabul, which we visited in July 2006, and the provision of Operational
Mentoring Liaison Teams (OMLTs), embedded in Afghan units.

53. In a generally positive assessment of the progress of the ANA, the Secretary of State told
us in May that 35,000 troops (against an overall target of 70,000) had been trained so far.
Four out of ten ANA Brigade Headquarters were judged as capable of planning, executing
and sustaining counter-insurgency operations with coalition or ISAF support at company
level.”* General Houghton, while acknowledging the progress that had been made in
training the ANA, told us that there were occasions when ANA units had been deployed
on operations before they had been ready. He acknowledged that it would be “some time
before the ANA is fully capable of conducting independent operations at the brigade
level”.

54. We note the MoD’s assessment that some ANA units are now trained sufficiently to
be deployed alongside ISAF troops on operations, but we also note that they are some
way off operating independently.

55. General Abdul Rahim Wardak, Afghanistan’s Defence Minister, told us in Kabul that
he was grateful for the support that the US and UK had given the ANA and praised the
contribution that UK OMLTSs had made to the training of the ANA. When we put this to
the Secretary of State, he acknowledged the contribution that OMLTs had made to training
the ANA and told us it “represented a good return on investment”.”®

56. General Wardak assured us that problems with the retention of Afghan troops,
particularly during training, were being addressed through improved rates of pay.
According to General Wardak, concerns that the ANA was insufficiently balanced in terms
of ethnicity and regional representation were misplaced.
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57. We commend the role played by the UK in training the Afghan National Army. The
UK’s Operational Mentoring Liaison Teams (OMLTs) are highly valued by the Afghan
National Army. The MoD should continue to provide the necessary resources for the
OMLT programme.

Justice sector reform

58. Key to the future development of Afghanistan is its ability to apprehend, prosecute and
detain alleged criminals, including those involved in the illicit drugs trade. This is
dependent on the successful reform of its Police and Justice sector. The programme, under
the leadership of Germany, has trained 62,000 Police out of a target of 82,000 but the MoD
states that, in contrast to the progress made in respect to the ANA, the quality of Afghan
National Police (ANP) training has not been as good as that for the ANA.*

59. The submission from Olivia Holdsworth describes an inconsistent approach to Police
reform in which Germany and the US have adopted very different approaches to the type
of force that the ANP should be. According to Olivia Holdsworth, Germany favours a
gendarmerie-style force and the US a more militaristic force, and this difference in
approach had prevented “necessary leadership, coherence and strategic thought and
assistance from the international community”.® In Afghanistan, we heard widespread
criticisms of the pace and content of the German police reform programme. In October
2006, the EU established an ESDP Police mission to Afghanistan with the aim of
establishing more effective coordination of Police reform,* and General Richards told us

that the US was providing a huge amount of money for the training of the ANP.®

60. During our visit to Afghanistan in April 2007, we heard concerns about the newly-
formed Auxiliary Police in Helmand. Some people told us that it acted more like a militia
than a police force. General Richards told us that the Auxiliary Police in Helmand had
been established because of “a shortage of troops and Police in Helmand”.®* The Secretary
of State told us that the Afghan Auxiliary Police was an attempt to bring local community
policing to Helmand and that corruption would be avoided by the stipulation that its
members had to apply to join the Police proper within one year.*

61. We note the widespread concerns about the Afghan National Police reform
programme. Police failure and corruption alienate support for the Government of
Afghanistan and add to grievances which fuel the insurgency. The formation of a well-
trained and disciplined ANP is vital to the long-term security of the country. The
Government should work to create a greater coherence to the international effort to
establish an effective ANP.
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62. The MoD should, in its response to this report, clarify the purpose of the Auxiliary
Police in Southern Afghanistan and provide detail about how its members are
recruited.

63. The submission from Olivia Holdsworth also expresses concern about the pace of
reform to Afghanistan’s judicial system. It alleges that the judicial reform programme, led
by Italy, has suffered from a lack of coherence and been undermined by the existence of an
alternative, non-state administered, legal system which is “exercised not through state
institutions but remains in the hands of individual powerbrokers, tribal structures and
warlords”.®®

64. During our visit to Afghanistan we were frequently told that corrupt practices were
common at all levels of Afghan society and that the failure to address corruption was
undermining support for the Afghan Government. On 19 June 2007, the Attorney General,
Abdul Jabbar Sabit, was reported to be requesting help from the international community
to address corruption.®

65. The Government should press the international community to give greater
emphasis to the judicial reform programme. This should include measures to address
alleged corruption in all areas of society.

The influence of neighbouring countries on Afghanistan

66. Throughout our inquiry we received much comment about the poor relations and
mutual distrust that exist between the Governments and people of Pakistan and
Afghanistan. A commonly-held perception amongst the people we met during our two
visits to Afghanistan was that Pakistan, through its Inter Service Intelligence agency, had
encouraged the training of Taliban fighters in madrasas (Islamic religious schools) and that
Pakistan allowed them to cross freely over the border into Afghanistan to fight ISAF
troops.

67. During our visit to Islamabad, Pakistan, in July 2006, senior politicians and senior
military personnel denied any involvement in training Taliban insurgents. We were told
that the Pakistan Army had deployed 80,000 troops in Waziristan to stop insurgents
crossing the border and had suffered significant casualties as a consequence. It was also
noted that Pakistan was currently home to up to 2.5 million refugees from Afghanistan
who had fled there during the Taliban regime.

68. When we asked General Richards about the role of Pakistan, he told us that relations
with Pakistan had been a central concern during his leadership of the ARRC and that his
experience of dealing with the Pakistan Government and military had been positive. He
told us that:
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Inside Pakistan, just like I am told inside Iran, there are people who are causing us
trouble. That does not mean it is Pakistan government policy to cause trouble.
Indeed, in my experience of some very good and detailed work with the Pakistan
Army they are doing a tremendous amount and they are, in many respects, unsung
heroes.”

General Richards also noted that Pakistan had cooperated with ISAF on military
operations during his command of the ARRC.*®

69. When we asked the Secretary of State about the border issue he noted the difficulties in
securing any territorial border not least one that was 2,500 kilometres long and largely
unrecognised by the tribal people who lived there.”” He told us, that ultimately, there
“needs to be a shared political solution to this which identifies the difficulties, and we
encourage Pakistan and Afghanistan, despite their differences, to continually talk to each
other”.”® He was encouraged that recently Presidents Karzai and Musharraf had been
speaking to each other more regularly.

70. Improving relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan is of vital importance to
both countries and the wider region. We note the recent move towards increased
cooperation between Afghanistan and Pakistan, and call on the UK Government to
continue to encourage dialogue between the two countries.

Iran

71. While it borders Pakistan to the South and East, Afghanistan shares a border with Iran
in the West. Dr Akiner told us that:

For all the Central Asians, Iran is a historic centre, a cultural centre and at times has
been the political centre...they still look to Iran as playing an important role in the
development of the region. In Afghanistan, too, Iran has always played quite a
significant role, culturally especially, and to some extent economically.”

72. During our visit to India and Afghanistan in April 2007, we were told that Iran led a
number of development projects in Western Afghanistan. We were also told that the
Iranian border was a favoured route for drug traders transporting narcotics out of
Afghanistan, an issue which the Secretary of State told us “the Iranians themselves devote
quite a substantial amount of resource to trying to deal with”.”>

73. During our visit to the region in April 2007, we gained the impression that Iran’s
influence in Afghanistan was regarded as largely benign. On 13 June 2007, the
Governments of Afghanistan, Iran and Pakistan agreed to cooperate more closely in
stopping the smuggling of narcotics across their borders. The United Nations Office on
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Drugs Control (UNODC) Executive Director, Antonio Maria Costa, was reported as
describing the agreement as “a turning point in the fight against Afghanistan’s drug
problem”.”?

74. In June 2007 some press reports put the influence of Iran in Afghanistan in a rather less
positive light.”* On 11 June 2007, it was reported that Iranian-made shaped charges had
been discovered in Kabul. On 15 June 2007, there were reports that Iran was forcibly
deporting up to 2,000 Afghan refugees per day, many of whom had lived in Iran for many
years.”

75. We note the role Iran has taken in undertaking development work in Western
Afghanistan and welcome Iran’s pledge to check the flow of narcotics across its border
with Afghanistan. We also note with concern reports that explosives originating from
Iran have been used by insurgents in Afghanistan. This underlines the urgent necessity
for the West, particularly the US and UK, to foster constructive dialogue, and to build
confidence in relationships, with as many parts of the Iranian Government and its
offshoots as possible.
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3 UK operations in Southern
Afghanistan

UK force package

76. The UK troops deployed to Southern Afghanistan have increased significantly since the
initial deployment was announced on 26 January 2006 by the then Secretary of State, Rt
Hon Dr John Reid MP.”® At the head of the 3,300-strong UK force was 16 Air Assault
Brigade of which 3™ Battalion the Parachute Regiment was a key component. The main
force would be based at the newly-created Camp Bastion. The Headquarters of the PRT
would be based at Lashkar Gah. A squadron of Harrier GR7 / GR9 aircraft was deployed to
Kandahar airfield along with elements of the Joint Helicopter Force (Afghanistan) which
had Chinook, Lynx and Apache helicopters at its disposal.

77. In July 2006, two months into the deployment, the newly-appointed Secretary of State,
Rt Hon Des Browne MP, told the House that UK Forces would be enhanced following the
roulement of 16 Air Assault Brigade, on completion of its six-month tour in October
2006.”7 The main component of UK Forces would then be 3 Commando Brigade, Royal
Marines, again for a period of six months. Following requests from commanders in theatre,
the force, commanded by Brigadier Jerry Thomas, would be bolstered by a further 870
personnel, additional support helicopters and one additional C130 Hercules aircraft.”®

78. On 1 February 2007, the Secretary of State announced that when 3 Commando, Royal
Marines, completed their tour in April 2007, they would be replaced by 12 Mechanised
Brigade.” 12 Mechanised Brigade would be a larger force than 3 Commando, comprising
6,300 Service personnel. He also confirmed the deployment, until June 2009, of the Harrier
GR7 / GR9s, Apache helicopters, Viking all-terrain vehicles and Royal Engineers (to
support reconstruction activities).

79. On 26 February 2007, the Secretary of State announced the deployment of a further
1,400 Service personnel to form a battlegroup reserve for Regional Command (South).*
The battlegroup would meet the need for “robust, flexible, manoeuvrable combat” in the
Southern provinces.* The battlegroup would comprise elements of 1 Battalion, the Royal
Welsh Regiment, Warrior infantry fighting vehicles and a troop of Guided Multiple
Launch Rocket Systems (GMLRS).*2

80. This further deployment brings the total of UK Service personnel deployed to
Afghanistan to 7,700, an increase from 3,300 troops since the initial deployment in the
summer of 2006. The Secretary of State described the additional commitment as
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“manageable”.®> We note that the number of UK Forces, and the firepower they have at
their disposal, has increased significantly since the first deployment of UK Forces to
Helmand in May 2006.

Regional Command (South)

81. UK Forces in Southern Afghanistan are deployed under the overall command of the
ISAF mission, currently commanded by US General Dan McNeill. The ISAF mission is in
turn divided into regional commands of which the majority of UK troops are deployed as
part of Regional Command (South) RC(S). RC(S) encompasses the neighbouring
provinces of Helmand, Kandahar, Nimruz, Uruzgan, and Zabul and comprises Forces
from the UK, Australia, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Jordan, the
Netherlands and the US. This international force is commanded by a rotation of
commanders so far drawn from Canada, the Netherlands and the UK. The UK’s Major
General Jacko Page took command of RC(S) on 1 May 2007 from the Dutch Major
General Tan Van Loon.®

82. General Richards commented favourably on the performance of allies and told us that
Dutch had performed particularly “brilliantly” in Uruzgan during his command of ISAF.*
General Richards also praised the abilities of Canadian, Romanian and Portuguese Forces
under his command.*® This positive view of the performance of international Forces was
confirmed to us during our visit to Helmand and Lashkar Gah.

83. During our visit in April 2007 to UK Forces in Southern Afghanistan, Service
personnel emphasised the international nature of the mission in Southern Afghanistan
and expressed satisfaction both with the command structure of Regional Command
(South) and the professionalism of other national troops they fought alongside.

Purpose of the mission

84. UK Forces were deployed to Helmand Province until June 2009 as part of the wider
ISAF Stage 3 expansion. The current Secretary of State described the UK’s objective in
Afghanistan as being to

help the Afghan Government extend its reach in the South and East of
Afghanistan...and, thereby, bring economic prosperity and opportunity to the
people of Afghanistan.”

It was intended that UK Forces would establish security in Southern Afghanistan and
thereby create the conditions in which reconstruction and development work could be
undertaken by government agencies, NGOs and Afghans themselves.*

83 HC Deb, 26 February 2007, col 620

84 Previously RC(S) was commanded by the Canadian Lieutenant General David Fraser whom we met in Helmand in
July 2006.
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85. Alongside the security and reconstruction mission, the UK has a G8 ‘partner nation’
responsibility for assisting the Afghan Government’s country-wide counter-narcotics
policy (the UK’s role in counter-narcotics policy is discussed in paragraphs 133-151).%

86. In our first report, we expressed our support for the MoD’s security and stability
mission in Southern Afghanistan but noted the considerable size of the challenge facing
UK there”® During our recent visit to Kandahar and Helmand we saw some of the
challenges facing UK Forces in its mission: the vast distances between towns, the lack of
infrastructure and the unforgiving nature of much of the terrain. We were told that many
Afghans had no experience of central government and were used to government by local
elders at shuras, or meetings.

87. Some of our witnesses expressed concern that the UK’s objectives in Helmand might
prove unattainable. On 27 March 2007, Dr Gilbert Greenall told us that he considered
attempts to impose a strong central state in Afghanistan to be counter-productive to the
interests of achieving security.” Also on 27 March, Rory Stewart told us that:

I believe that the deployment to Helmand is a dangerous distraction from the core
activities of the Afghan Government and that we are wasting resources and valuable
policy time on a mission which I cannot see succeeding.*

The Secretary of State acknowledged that UK Forces were operating in “a very difficult
environment” which had little or no history of governance, but despite this he remained
optimistic about the ultimate success of the mission.”

88. When we asked the Secretary of State whether the size of the task facing UK Forces
would need them to be deployed in Helmand beyond June 2009, he replied that “...I think
it is too early to say at this stage exactly what the nature and shape of our commitment will
be beyond 2009, but I agree that we will have to have a commitment”.** On 20 June 2007,
the newly appointed British Ambassador to Afghanistan, Sir Sherard Cowper-Coles was
reported as stating that the mission in Afghanistan was a “marathon and not a sprint” and
would last thirty years.”

89. The UK’s mission to bring stability to Helmand will require a long-term military
and humanitarian commitment if it is to be successful. We recommend that the
Government clarify its planning assumptions for the UK deployment to Afghanistan
and state the likely length of the deployment beyond the summer of 2009.
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The security threat in Helmand

90. The MoD describes the situation in Helmand as “challenging”.*® The threat to UK
Forces in Helmand comes from a Taliban-led insurgency intent on resisting ISAF’s
mission. During our visit to Helmand we were told that ‘the Taliban’ was a loose term and
that commanders preferred to subdivide Taliban into ‘tier one’ Taliban (irreconcilable
fundamentalists who would never accept a compromise with the Government) and ‘tier
two’ Taliban (whose allegiance was not based on ideology but who were in effect hired
guns and more amenable to reconciliation).

91. The fragility of the security situation in Helmand was apparent from the beginning of
the UK deployment. Media reports throughout much of the summer of 2006 carried
accounts of intensive military engagements with insurgent Forces in the North Helmand
districts of Sangin, Nowzad and Musa Qaleh.”” According to the MoD, between June 2006
and 17 October 2006, there were 292 military contacts between UK and Taliban.”®

92. The MoD did not expect that Taliban insurgents would engage with UK Forces in the
way they did. The Secretary of State told us that “the Taliban reacted to our presence in a
way that had not been expected in terms of the violence and the nature of the way it
deployed”.® Martin Howard told us “the tactics employed by the Taliban were unexpected
in the sense that they used conventional tactics rather than asymmetric tactics”.'” Despite
the unexpected nature of Taliban tactics, the MoD states that the Taliban have been
defeated every time they have engaged ISAF Forces.

93. We asked the Secretary of State whether this misreading of the insurgent threat in
Helmand represented a failure of intelligence. He said that knowledge of the insurgency
had been limited as ISAF had previously had only 100 US Service personnel in Helmand.
He told us that:

Whatever people may now say retrospectively, the accepted wisdom was that we
could expect a reaction from the Taliban and, indeed, possibly from others but that
the nature of it would be what people refer to as asymmetric. We were being advised
by all the experts that that would be the nature of the way in which they would
deploy their violence. It turned out that they did not.'”

94. After a relative lull in fighting during the winter months of 2006/07, indications are that
fighting in Helmand has been at least as intensive in the spring of 2007 with reports stating
that the “Ist Battalion, Royal Anglian Regiment, battlegroup has fired almost 400,000
rounds of small arms ammunition”, ' a figure close to the total expended by 3 Para in the
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summer of 2006—a period of fighting described by General Richards as “probably as
intense as anything the British Army has seen since Korea”.'”®

95. Before the deployment to Southern Afghanistan, the MoD anticipated that the
insurgents would adopt asymmetric tactics against the deployment. That assessment
was inaccurate and the MoD concedes that the conventional warfare tactics used by
insurgents was unexpected.

Support for the insurgency

96. During our inquiry we were keen to discover the effect that UK operations against
insurgents had had on Afghan attitudes to UK Forces in the South. The support for the
Taliban among the general population in Southern Afghanistan was a matter of
disagreement between our witnesses. Ms Norine MacDonald told us that an opinion poll
conducted by the Senlis Council in Helmand, Kandahar and Nangahar provinces found
that 26% of men supported the Taliban and 50% thought that the Taliban would defeat
ISAF." According to Ms MacDonald, the latest surveys suggest that support for the
Taliban has increased.'®

97. In contrast, the Secretary of State told us that, according to polling carried out on behalf
of the MoD,

overwhelmingly the majority of the people of Southern Afghanistan welcome our
presence... The polling suggests that they are still optimistic, that they support our
presence, that they see improvements, but at the end of the day we will need to
sustain this position for a period of time.'*

We asked the MoD to provide us with the polling data and we were subsequently provided
with it on condition that we did not publish it, owing to the need to protect the anonymity
of interviewers.

98. The polling conducted by the Senlis Council states that support for the insurgency
is on the increase, but the MoD states that the “overwhelming majority” of Afghans
continue to support UK troops.

Forward bases

99. The UK’s initial strategy in Helmand was to deploy a small force to government
buildings in districts such as Musa Qaleh and Sangin with the aim of demonstrating the
presence of UK Forces to the local population. This ‘Platoon House strategy’ led to some
criticism in the press in the summer of 2006, following reports that soldiers from the
Parachute Regiment had been pinned down by insurgent forces in Musa Qaleh for 52
days.'” When we asked the Secretary of State whether the Platoon House strategy had been
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a mistake he told us that the strategy had been conducted at the request of the Governor of
Helmand, Engineer Daoud, and that he remained confident that “in the fullness of time
they will turn out to be quite a significant contribution to the strategic success of our
operation”.'%®

100. General Richards who was ISAF commander at the time the strategy was adopted was
less certain of the impact of platoon houses:

clearly the immediate vicinities of the Platoon Houses became areas where the
average civilian with any sense left and his home was destroyed, etc, so I am sure that
they probably in most cases did have a negative influence on opinion. Whether or
not they achieved some sort of ascendancy over the Taliban in a military sense is
something that one might debate, but in terms of hearts and minds they probably are
not very helpful.'”

101. The Platoon Houses in Northern Helmand were established at the request of the
then Governor of Helmand Province—in other words at the request of the civilian
power. The long-term military consequence of this strategy is unclear.

The Musa Qaleh Agreement

102. In October 2006, Governor Daoud adopted an approach different from the Platoon
House strategy to demonstrate the reach of his authority. The MoD submission states that
the Musa Qaleh agreement between Governor Daoud and the tribal elders of Musa Qaleh
established an exclusion zone around the town in which ISAF troops would not enter in
return for the tribal elders denying Taliban Forces access.'® The agreement, which General
Richards told us had not been supported fully by the US,'""! broke down on 2 February
2007, when the Taliban commander Mullah Ghafour and his forces entered the town.

103. During our visit to Afghanistan in April 2007, some of the Helmand MPs we met in
Kabul expressed disquiet at the agreement and clearly believed that a deal had been struck
between the UK and the Taliban. General Richards told us categorically that, “I did not do
a deal with the Taliban; it was something that came out of Governor Daoud and was
endorsed by President Karzai for a while”.!* General Richards also said that the agreement,
which had lasted for 143 days, had had unintended positive consequences:
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Musa Qaleh in one sense was successful in that 5,000 odd people now bitterly dislike
the Taliban because they have seen them in their true light, and do not forget in early
February they rebelled against the Taliban in the area and fought against them and
arrested Mullah Ghafour, who was then subsequently killed I think on the morning
that I left.'”

104. General Richards told us that similar agreements between the new Governor of
Helmand, Asadullah Wafa, and tribal leaders had been negotiated in other parts of
Helmand, and also by the US in the East of the country."'* Such agreements, he said,

allow the local population to take the war into their own hands, if you like, and to
govern themselves. Some of them will be successful, others will not, but at some
point we will hit on the right formula. If you do not try it, what is the alternative?
You are constantly fighting the population, or there is a risk of you constantly
fighting the population.'

105. The agreement brokered in October 2006 between the Governor of Helmand and
tribal elders to exclude Taliban Forces from Musa Qaleh Province proved ultimately
unsuccessful. However, the achievement of establishing peaceful conditions in the town
for 143 days should not be underestimated. We were told that similar agreements are
being negotiated in Helmand and elsewhere. While agreements of this kind carry risks,
it is only through dialogue with local communities that a lasting peace will be achieved.

Current operations

106. During the winter of 2006/07 there was media speculation that insurgents would
launch a spring offensive against ISAF in the South.!® During our visit to Kabul in April
2007, General Dan McNeill explained that ISAF had not waited for the Taliban to launch
an offensive, but had instead taken the initiative against them. The Secretary of State told
us that Operation Achilles in Helmand Province had been launched with two aims: first, to
keep the Taliban on the back-foot and second, to create an environment in the upper part
of Helmand in the area of Kajaki to allow development work on the Kajaki Dam.!” Within
the overall operation, ISAF was conducting Operation Silver, the purpose of which was to
“clear the Taliban from the upper Sangin Valley and...from the Southern part of Sangin
down to Gereshk”."®

107. The anticipated insurgent Spring 2007 offensive in Helmand did not materialise,
probably owing to the pre-emptive tactics of the ISAF mission.

108. Robert Fox told us that ISAF did not capitalise on the success of Operation Medusa in
September 2006 because troops were not deployed in sufficient numbers immediately
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following the clearance of insurgents.'”” We asked the Secretary of State what plans were in
place to ensure that areas remained clear of insurgents, once current operations were
concluded. He told us that:

the intention, once an area has been secured is to have Afghan National Army
deployed into government centres ...to consolidate the security.'’

On 31 May 2007, ISAF reported that operations in Sangin had achieved a number of
successes including “a permanent Afghan National Army presence in the Sangin Valley
and regular shuras, or tribal meetings, with local officials regarding reconstruction

projects”.'*!

Equipment

109. In our previous report we called on the MoD to ensure that, in the light of the
increased threat to the Army’s Snatch Land Rovers from IEDs and rocket propelled
grenades (RPGs), UK troops were given sufficient force protection when travelling in
medium-weight armoured vehicles. In our recent Report, The Army’s requirement for
armoured vehicles: the FRES programme,'” we examined the challenges of developing a
long-term medium-weight vehicle. In the short-term the MoD has announced the
following measures to provide enhanced protection for its Service personnel:

e the procurement of 162 Vector protected patrol vehicles (to replace Snatch Land
Rovers) to be delivered to Afghanistan from February 2007;'*

e the procurement of 108 Mastiff “well-protected patrol vehicles” to be deployed from
March 2007;'** and

e upgraded protection to the FV430 Bulldog vehicles.'*

110. General Houghton told us that the deployment of both Mastiff and Vector was on
schedule and would be complete by autumn 2007.¢ Once Vector had been deployed fully,
the more vulnerable Snatch would be withdrawn from service in Afghanistan.'”” The
Secretary of State told us that his aim was to ensure that UK Forces had a wide range of
vehicles at their disposal in Afghanistan: from WMIK'*® Land Rover (and the new
generation of E-WMIKs), Vector and Mastiff, Viking vehicles (used by the Marines)
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through to Warrior armoured fighting vehicles.'” When we asked General Houghton
whether there was any foundation to the BBC report of 2 April 2007 that the WMIK had
experienced maintenance problems in Afghanistan and a lack of spare parts, he replied that
the report was based on inaccurate maintenance figures and WMIK repairs were well
within target.*

111. We note that the MoD is in the process of providing the Army with a range of
vehicles which provide Service personnel with greater protection. We welcome the
MoD’s assurance that Mastiff and Vector are being deployed to Afghanistan according
to schedule. It is essential that UK Forces have the opportunity to train on appropriate
vehicles prior to deployment.

Air-lift and close air support

112. Our visits to Afghanistan in 2006 and 2007 have brought home to us the huge
distances over which troops, supplies and materiel need to be transported within
Afghanistan. The current lack of passable roads means that sufficient tactical air-lift is vital
to the success of the operation. The initial deployment of 16 Air Assault Brigade to
Helmand was supported by four Lynx and six battlefield support Chinook helicopters,
supplemented by 20 US helicopters and “some Dutch helicopters”."*! In our first report
into operations in Afghanistan, we expressed concern that this air-lift package might prove
insufficient.'**

113. When we put these concerns to the Secretary of State he told us that he recognised the
need for more helicopters and that he had taken measures to provide additional helicopters
and improve support arrangements so that the availability of helicopters was extended. He
was satisfied that commanders had what they needed.'*

114. Following the evidence session, the Secretary of State announced on 30 March 2007
further additions to the UK’s airlift fleet. In a package costing £230 million, the MoD had
purchased six Merlin helicopters from the Danish Government (which would be
deployable within one year) and would convert eight stored Chinook Mark 3 helicopters
(which would be overhauled to Mark 2 standard and made deployable within two years)."**

115. During our visit to UK Forces in Helmand in 2007, we heard from Service personnel
about the importance of air-lift to operations and some concern that there was insufficient
air-lift available in theatre. In Kandahar we met UK helicopter crews who were clearly
flying extremely long hours, often under enemy fire, in the most hazardous desert and
night conditions.
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116. While we welcome the additional commitment of helicopters since the initial
deployment in 2006, we recommend that the MoD make even greater efforts to increase
the provision of appropriate helicopters to UK Forces and sufficient trained air and
ground crew. UK helicopter operations in Afghanistan are not sustainable at the
present intensity.

Airbridge

117. In Helmand and Kabul, we heard some complaints from Service personnel about the
reliability of the airbridge which transported Service personnel between the UK and
Afghanistan. When we put these concerns to General Houghton, he told us that 84% of
outbound flights departed and 75% of return flights within a three-hour tolerance.'”> We
examine in more detail the wider issues of Strategic air-lift in our report, Strategic Lift,
which was published on July 2007."¢ A reliable airbridge is key to the morale of Service
personnel and ultimately operational effectiveness.

Close air support

118. Close air support, provided by helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft, is coordinated by
the Coalition Combined Air Operations Control Centre (CAOC), Al Udeid, Qatar. Robert
Fox, who had recently spent time with UK Forces in Helmand Province, stressed the
importance of close air support to current operations in the Sangin and Kajaki dam
districts of Helmand."”” We were told when we visited Kandahar that when UK soldiers
called in assistance, CAOC allocated appropriate aircraft and that they were as likely to be
of US or Dutch origin as RAF or Royal Navy aircraft.

119. The UK’s initial deployment of close air support to Southern Afghanistan comprised
eight Apache helicopters and six Harrier GR7 / GR9 aircraft based at Kandahar air field. A
further four Harrier GR7 / 9 aircraft were to be deployed in the summer of 2007. During
our visit to Kandahar airfield in April 2007, we spoke with ground crew supporting the
UK’s Joint Helicopter Force (JHF) which comprised Chinook, Apache, and Lynx
helicopters. The Secretary of State told us that he was aware of the importance of
helicopters to operations in Afghanistan and had increased the air support package over
the last year."?*

120. In our previous report, we recommended that the Harrier squadron should remain at
Kandahar as long as necessary."”” On 26 February 2007, the MoD announced that the
deployment of Apache helicopters and a squadron of Harrier GR7 / GR 9 aircraft at
Kandahar would be extended until June 2009.14°

135 Q87

136 Defence Committee, Eleventh Report of Session 2005-06, Strategic Lift, HC 462
137 Q184

138 Q87

139 HC (2005-06) 558, para 64

140 HC Deb, 26 February 2007, col 620



UK operations in Afghanistan 35

121. The MoD should continue to press NATO allies to provide sufficient air support to
operations in the South. In the meantime, we welcome the MoD’s commitment to
extend the deployment of Apache helicopters and the Harrier GR7 / GR 9 squadron
until June 2009.

Reconstruction and development in Helmand

122. The MoD divides its development activity into two categories: “local community
based rapid effect programmes; and, longer term national development programmes”.'*!
Community-based programmes are carried out under the MoD’s Quick Impact Project
(QIPs) programme and to date the MoD states that “103 projects at a value of $12.3 million
have been authorised for development (19 security projects, 10 governance projects, 60
social and economic development projects and 14 for counter-narcotics)”.'*?

123. For longer-term development, DfID has allocated around $60 million over three years
(2006/07-2008/09) for the Helmand Agriculture and Rural Development Programme, and
micro-finance funds for business start-ups. The Secretary of State told us that the UK effort

had so far focused on short-term reconstruction:

we are increasingly providing in Lashkar Gah, in Gereshk, for example and in other
areas in central Helmand province, reconstruction, which is having an effect on
those communities. '**

124. Despite the assurances from the Secretary of State that progress was being made,
during our visit to Helmand we heard the frustrations of local representatives of NGOs
that reconstruction and development work in Helmand was not progressing quickly
enough. We were told that the threat of violence had meant that civilian workers were
reluctant to work outside secure areas. Indeed, during our visit to Lashkar Gah, the PRT
was “locked-down” (not allowed to leave the military compound) because of the threat of
attack. Although the NGO representatives appreciated that the military’s first objective
must be to establish security, we were given the impression that the patience of people
living in Helmand was wearing thin and that progress had to be demonstrated soon, or else
faith would be lost in the ISAF mission.

125. The submission from BAAG, which represents development organisations working in
Afghanistan, highlights two main areas where it considers the UK development policy is
lacking: insufficient engagement between military and civil organisations; and an over-
emphasis on delivery through Afghan institutions which results in aid not being delivered
to areas where central government’s reach does not extend.'*

126. During our visit to the PRT at Lashkar Gah in April 2007, we met representatives of
the Helmand Executive Group (HEG) which is made up of representatives of the MoD,
FCO and DfID and tasked with coordinating the UK development programme in
Helmand. They told us that, with the establishment of the HEG, coordination between the
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military and other government departments had improved significantly since our previous
visit in July 2006. This view was reinforced by General Richards, who also told us that
coordination between the military and DfID had improved during the time he
commanded ISAF."*

127. The MoD acknowledges that reconstruction and development, rather than
military power alone, is the key to winning Afghan hearts and minds in Helmand. After
a slow start, it seems that coordination between the military and government
departments has improved and development work has begun. The people of Helmand
will need to see tangible improvements soon or else ISAF and the UK will lose support
for the mission.

128. Rory Stewart told us that it was important that the international community was
associated with permanent development projects so that

in 50 years’ time they could point to and say, “This is a gift from the international
community to the Afghan nation”. There are very few permanent symbols of our
commitment. There is very little that Afghans can point to when they are asked what
we have done for them.'*

During our April 2007 visit to Helmand, we discussed the need for enduring development
projects with members of the Helmand Provincial Council. They told us that the Province
desperately required investment in factories which would provide long-term employment
opportunities.

129. General Houghton told us that one of the objectives of the ongoing Operation Achilles
mission in Northern Helmand was to establish security near the Kajaki dam, a $150
million USAID project designed to bring electricity to Helmand and Kandahar Provinces.

130. On the other hand, General Richards considered that commanders should be
provided with increased funds to enable them to implement quick impact, short-term
projects such as wells and road building. He saw such projects as vital, particularly when
military engagements with insurgents had damaged buildings and infrastructure and
pointed to the US military’s Commanders’ Emergency Relief Programme (CERPS) which
he described as a “Commander’s pot of gold”."*’

131. When we asked Lindy Cameron whether commanders should be provided with more
funds for quick impact projects, she agreed that this approach might prove productive as
long as Afghans were involved in the delivery.'*® General Houghton, while noting that
increased funds had been given to UK commanders, told us that the advantage of working
through Afghan government institutions was that development projects gained greater
legitimacy through a sense of ownership by Afghans.'*
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132. The consent of the people living in Helmand province will not be gained through
the deployment of superior military force alone. Once security has been established, it
is vital that development projects follow swiftly. The military has provided much-
needed immediate reconstruction in Helmand. A balance has to be struck between
quick impact reconstruction provided by the military and longer-term development
best delivered by Government and NGOs in close cooperation with Afghans. Projects
such as the ambitious Kajaki dam project will, in time, create jobs and demonstrate to
Afghans the commitment of the international community; however, the Government
should also ensure that smaller-scale projects are undertaken which involve Afghans
closely in their design and construction.

The UK role in counter-narcotics
The scale of the problem

133. According to the United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime (UNODC) “2007 World
Drug Report”, Afghanistan is responsible for the production of over 90% of the world’s
supply of opium.'® Indeed Afghanistan is a “narco-State”, an economy reliant on the
production and trade of opium. Since 2006, the UK has had Partner Nation (previously G8
Lead Nation) responsibility for developing the counter-narcotics policy in Afghanistan.
The extent of the reliance of Afghanistan on narcotics was identified in the UNODC report
of November 2006 which states that, “opium permeates much of the rural economy with
critical links to employment generation, access to land and credit”.”! During our visit to
Afghanistan in April 2007, we were told that involvement with the drugs trade permeates
all sections of society including members of central and provincial government.

134. Helmand Province is the largest single opium-growing province in Afghanistan,
accounting for 42% of Afghanistan’s total opium production and 30% of the world’s
production.’” The UNODC describes the irrigated areas of Helmand as “almost ideal for
high-yielding opium poppy cultivation”, and estimates that 70,000 hectares in the Province
are being cultivated for poppy growing. The UNODC also estimates that the area contains
between 1,000-1,500 small opium traders and between 300-500 larger traders."”
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Table 3: Opium facts

Opium facts and figures

Opium accounts for about 30% of Afghanistan’s total economy

12.6% of the Afghan population is involved in the illicit drugs trade”

In 2006: total opium cultivation in Helmand was 165,000 hectares (104,000 in 2005)

Helmand Province accounted for 42% of Afghanistan’s total opium poppy cultivation

Helmand Province accounted for 30% of the world’s supply of opium

Source: United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, Afghanistan Opium Survey 2006

The counter-narcotics policy

135. The UK’s task, as G8 partner nation, is to assist the Afghan Ministry of Counter-
Narcotics in developing its counter-narcotics policy. The submission from ADIDU states
that this policy has four priorities:

e targeting the trafficker;
e strengthening and diversifying legal rural livelihoods;

e reducing demand, and

e developing state institutions."**

136. The ADIDU submission states that by focusing on these priorities, the counter-
narcotics strategy has decreased opium cultivation in “parts of the North and the centre of
the country”.'” In contrast however, Peter Holland told us on 8 May 2007 that in the
Southern Provinces, he expected poppy cultivation to increase during 2007.* When we
questioned the Secretary of State whether the counter-narcotics policy was working, he told
us that he did not measure the success of the counter-narcotics policy in terms of reduced
production but in terms of whether there had been an increase in alternative livelihoods for
farmers.'”

Targeting the trafficker

137. In our first report into UK operations in Afghanistan, we saw a “fundamental tension
between the UK’s twin mission in Helmand to establish security and check opium
production” because of the involvement of large parts of Afghan society in all parts of the
opium supply chain.'*® According to ADIDU, in the past year 3,000 drug traffickers have
been apprehended in Afghanistan but no information is given about whether those

154 Ev 116

155 Ibid.

156 Q 354

157 Q91

158 HC (2005-06) 558




UK operations in Afghanistan 39

arrested were significant players in the narcotics industry or whether they were small-scale
dealers. During our visit to Afghanistan in April 2007, we were told that owing to the
failings in the judicial system, many of these people were never charged and those that
were, were rarely convicted.

138. During this inquiry the MoD told us that the Taliban insurgents were developing their
links with opium farmers and the narcotics industry more generally:

....drug traffickers and the Taliban have a common interest in resisting the authority
of ISAF.... There are indications of extensive financial and logistical links between
Taliban and traffickers at all levels.'>

139. The Government should continue to support the Government of Afghanistan in
its attempts to bring drug traffickers to justice. To have maximum impact, the
particular focus should be on punishing those people involved in the funding and large-
scale trafficking of narcotics.

140. We are very concerned at the indications of closer links between the Taliban and
the narcotics trade.

Alternative livelihoods and eradication

141. The issue of eradication is the subject of much debate within Afghanistan.
Eradication, where it takes place, is largely the responsibility of the Afghan Eradication
Force (AEF) which reports to the Afghan Ministry of Counter-Narcotics and some
eradication is undertaken by teams reporting to Provincial Governors. Only “manual
eradication” of poppy crops is undertaken. This policy was reaffirmed by the Government
of Afghanistan in January 2007 after the US Administration, frustrated at the slow progress
in checking Afghanistan’s opium production, reportedly put pressure on the Government
to consider aerial spraying of poppy crops with herbicides.'®

142. Peter Holland told us that ISAF did not advocate eradication of poppy crops where
there was an absence of alternative livelihoods for farmers. Lindy Cameron told us that
Helmand Province offered many opportunities for poppy farmers to grow alternative crops
because

the Helmand river valley means that people can grow almost anything they want to
there, so in Helmand in particular we are quite confident that extensive parts of the
river valley are within what we think is an area where people have choices about what
they can grow.'!

143. Norine MacDonald told us that eradication of poppy fields had been undertaken in
the Province by the AEF working with a US company, Dyncorp. Ms MacDonald told us
that there had been instances of farmers attacking AEF and Dyncorp personnel in protest
at what they considered to be an attack on their livelihood. She added that the farmers
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most affected by eradication policy were the poorer farmers because they were “unable to
pay the bribes” to avoid eradication.'®* According to Ms MacDonald most Afghan farmers
did not distinguish between ISAF soldiers and Dyncorp and AEF personnel carrying out
eradication. As a consequence, she suggested that even though ISAF troops did not take
part in eradication, they had become a potential target for opium farmers concerned at
losing their livelihoods.'®*

144. During our visit to Helmand and Kabul in April 2007, we noted some uncertainty
among Afghans about the counter-narcotics policy and whether the agencies involved in
implementing the policy were sufficiently joined-up in approach. This uncertainty was
reinforced when, soon after we returned from Helmand, there were media reports that
ISAF had broadcast an advert on Helmand radio which implied that farmers were free to
continue growing poppy without anybody trying to stop them.'**

145. We support ADIDU’s focus on working with the Government of Afghanistan to
encourage opium farmers to pursue alternative livelihoods. We note that Helmand
provides the potential for alternative livelihoods to be pursued.

146. The MoD’s position is that it will not take part in the eradication of poppy until
alternative livelihood schemes are available. We call on the Government to ensure that
this message is communicated clearly to farmers in Helmand. We are deeply concerned
that uncertainty has arisen among Afghans about ISAF’s policy towards, and role in,
poppy eradication and that UK Forces, under ISAF command, may consequently have
been put at risk. This uncertainty undermines the effectiveness of the entire ISAF
mission.

Arguments for licensed production of opium

147. The Senlis Council argues that until alternative livelihoods are made available for
poppy farmers, the threat of eradication of their crop will result in them becoming
increasingly involved with the Taliban. In places where alternatives to growing poppy do
not exist, the Senlis Council advocates a pilot scheme in which farmers in designated areas
are licensed to grow poppy in return for a guarantee that the State would buy their
harvest.'® The Senlis Council asserts that the legal production of opium in Afghanistan
would help address a world-wide shortage of morphine and that similar trials had taken
place successfully in India.

148. During our visit to Afghanistan we met with much scepticism about the Senlis
Council proposals. We were told that Southern Afghanistan, where much of Afghanistan’s
poppy crop grows, currently lacks the necessary security in which trial schemes could take
place without being taken over by those involved in the illegal narcotics industry. When we
asked the Secretary of State to comment on the Senlis Council’s proposals, he expressed
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concern that the introduction of licensed opium trials would encourage farmers to start
growing poppy crops and have the unintended consequence of increasing supply:

If I thought that buying the crop would solve the problem I would be first in the
queue to persuade people to do that. My view is...that proposing to buy the crop
currently would double the crop.'®

149. During our visit to Afghanistan in April 2007, we were told by officials involved in
counter-narcotics policy that the world market price for illegally produced opium was up
to three times that of legally produced opium. With that being the case, there would be
little incentive for opium farmers to join any legal scheme.

150. Ending opium production in Helmand will require a long-term commitment by
the international community to create a secure environment in which farmers can be
encouraged to pursue alternative livelihoods. We recommend that the Government
continue to pursue imaginative ways to policies to address narcotics production in
Afghanistan but we are not persuaded that licensed production is a viable alternative
strategy at this time.

151. Success in combating the narcotics trade will be crucial to the future stability of
Afghanistan. We remain concerned that the coalition’s counter-narcotics policy lacks
clarity and coherence. We recommend that, in its response to this report, the
Government set out in detail the international counter-narcotics strategy for

Afghanistan, including its assessment of progress to date and targets for the years
ahead.

The information campaign

152. Since the deployment of UK Forces to the less stable Helmand Province in the
summer of 2006, media coverage of operations in Afghanistan has increased significantly.
Despite this, there remains some uncertainty about whether the British people have been
made sufficiently aware of either the purpose of the mission to Helmand Province or of the
role of the UK military and DfID officials.

153. Dr Gilbert Greenall’s submission describes a confusion among the British people
about the purpose of the UK deployment, with many believing that it is concerned with
enforcing a narcotics policy rather than aiding reconstruction.'®” His submission states.
“The British public need to understand exactly why we are involved in Afghanistan if they
are to be supportive and accept the considerable cost over the next few years”.'®

154. We are concerned that the Government is not communicating key messages to the
British public about the purpose of its operations in Afghanistan effectively enough.

155. Dr Greenall also had concerns about the effectiveness of the UK and ISAF
information campaign within Helmand and Afghanistan. His submission states that:
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the information initiative is held by the Taliban who have had no difficulty in
persuading Afghans to see British troops as the invader, the destroyers of their
livelihoods and the enemies of their fellow Muslims in Iraq. The British military
information campaign is now a key priority.'®

156. We were told, during our visit to Helmand in April 2007, about the importance of
psychological operations in separating ‘tier 2 Taliban’ from supporting the irreconcilable
insurgent extremists. Radio and leaflet drops were used to communicate key messages to
Afghans, often living in remote places, and these methods were judged important in
undermining the propaganda of the Taliban. General Richards told us that “an information
operation has to be rooted in substance for it to work”."”® He added that the most effective
messages are those based on publicising tangible improvements that had been made, such
as providing electricity or jobs to an area.

157. During our meetings with Afghan politicians in Kabul in April 2007, we became
concerned that ISAF and the UK were failing to get key messages across to Helmand MPs
and local people about the purpose of its mission. There was clearly much confusion about
the terms of the agreement made in Musa Qalah (see paras 102-105) between the then
Governor of Helmand and local tribal elders and the counter-narcotics strategy in
Helmand Province. Some of the MPs we met were adamant that a “deal” had been done
between the UK and the Taliban and that the UK had acted against the interests of the local
people.

158. ISAF is bringing tangible improvements to the lives of Afghans, but there is
evidence that news of such improvements is not being communicated effectively to
Afghans. Indeed, there is a strong suggestion that the Taliban is ahead in the
“information campaign”. We recommend that the Government work together with its
allies to coordinate more effectively the presentation of ISAF’s objectives and the way in
which developments in Afghanistan are reported.
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Conclusions and recommendations

1.  We pay tribute to those Service people who have lost their lives or suffered injury
and extend our deep sympathies to their families. The commitment given by our
entire Armed Services has been shown to be outstanding. (Paragraph 17)

2. Afghanistan has experienced 30 years of strife. In the short term, ISAF’s primary
purpose is to secure stability and deny the Taliban and Al Qaeda the environment in
which to operate. In the longer term, it will require a sustained military and financial
commitment by the international community, working with the Government of
Afghanistan, to create the environment in which enduring democratic institutions
can be established. If that commitment is to succeed, its size and strength must be
very great, and in our view considerably greater than the international community is
at present willing to acknowledge, let alone to make. (Paragraph 24)

3. We commend the achievement of HQ ARRC in overseeing the establishment of
ISAF authority into the challenging provinces of South and East Afghanistan.
(Paragraph 27)

4.  Coordinating the international effort in Afghanistan is a huge task. The Government
should encourage the United Nations to work towards the appointment of a high-
profile and authoritative individual with responsibility for coordinating the
international effort in support of the Government of Afghanistan. (Paragraph 30)

5.  While we note the assertion made by the MoD that the Taliban does not present a
“strategic threat” to security in Afghanistan, we are concerned at reports that
violence is increasing and spreading to the relatively peaceful Kabul and the
Northern Provinces. We are also concerned about the increased use of improvised
explosive devices and suicide bombings in Afghanistan. (Paragraph 35)

6.  We regret the number of civilians killed as a result of military activity in Afghanistan.
Our Forces try their utmost to minimise civilian casualties on operations and it is to
be hoped that the introduction of precision weapons such as the Guided Multiple
Launch Rocket System should help minimise civilian casualties further. Every life lost
is a tragedy, causing misery to families and destruction to communities. Moreover,
civilian casualties undermine support for ISAF and the Government of Afghanistan
and fuel the insurgency, further endangering our troops and the objectives of their
mission. (Paragraph 38)

7.  Operational success should not be measured in terms of the numbers of dead enemy
combatants. Accurate and verifiable figures for the numbers of Taliban killed by
ISAF are difficult to obtain, and many of those killed on the front-line may not be
hard-core Taliban but rather farmers hired to fight. Exaggerated reports of insurgent
casualties following ISAF operations can serve as useful propaganda for insurgents
and undermine support for the ISAF mission. (Paragraph 41)

8. While we note the progress that has been made in reducing national caveats, we
remain concerned that national caveats risk impairing the effectiveness of the ISAF
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

mission. The Government should continue to press ISAF partners to reduce further
the restrictions placed on the use of their Forces. (Paragraph 45)

Despite the Secretary of State’s assurances, we remain deeply concerned that the
reluctance of some NATO members to provide troops for the ISAF mission is
undermining NATO’s credibility and also ISAF operations. In response to our
report, the Government should explain its strategy for engaging other NATO
Governments in addressing the deficit in the CJSOR. (Paragraph 49)

The MoD, in consultation with NATO colleagues, should consider the feasibility of
extending the operational tours of key personnel. This would allow sufficient time to
build and maintain relationships with Afghans and other key figures in Afghanistan.
(Paragraph 51)

We note the MoD’s assessment that some ANA units are now trained sufficiently to
be deployed alongside ISAF troops on operations, but we also note that they are
some way off operating independently. (Paragraph 54)

We commend the role played by the UK in training the Afghan National Army. The
UK’s Operational Mentoring Liaison Teams (OMLTs) are highly valued by the
Afghan National Army. The MoD should continue to provide the necessary
resources for the OMLT programme. (Paragraph 57)

We note the widespread concerns about the Afghan National Police reform
programme. Police failure and corruption alienate support for the Government of
Afghanistan and add to grievances which fuel the insurgency. The formation of a
well-trained and disciplined ANP is vital to the long-term security of the country.
The Government should work to create a greater coherence to the international
effort to establish an effective ANP. (Paragraph 61)

The MoD should, in its response to this report, clarify the purpose of the Auxiliary
Police in Southern Afghanistan and provide detail about how its members are
recruited. (Paragraph 62)

The Government should press the international community to give greater emphasis
to the judicial reform programme. This should include measures to address alleged
corruption in all areas of society. (Paragraph 65)

Improving relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan is of vital importance to both
countries and the wider region. We note the recent move towards increased
cooperation between Afghanistan and Pakistan, and call on the UK Government to
continue to encourage dialogue between the two countries. (Paragraph 70)

We note the role Iran has taken in undertaking development work in Western
Afghanistan and welcome Iran’s pledge to check the flow of narcotics across its
border with Afghanistan. We also note with concern reports that explosives
originating from Iran have been used by insurgents in Afghanistan. This underlines
the urgent necessity for the West, particularly the US and UK, to foster constructive
dialogue, and to build confidence in relationships, with as many parts of the Iranian
Government and its offshoots as possible. (Paragraph 75)
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We note that the number of UK Forces, and the firepower they have at their disposal,
has increased significantly since the first deployment of UK Forces to Helmand in
May 2006. (Paragraph 80)

During our visit in April 2007 to UK Forces in Southern Afghanistan, Service
personnel emphasised the international nature of the mission in Southern
Afghanistan and expressed satisfaction both with the command structure of Regional
Command (South) and the professionalism of other national troops they fought
alongside. (Paragraph 83)

The UK’s mission to bring stability to Helmand will require a long-term military and
humanitarian commitment if it is to be successful. We recommend that the
Government clarify its planning assumptions for the UK deployment to Afghanistan
and state the likely length of the deployment beyond the summer of 2009.
(Paragraph 89)

Before the deployment to Southern Afghanistan, the MoD anticipated that the
insurgents would adopt asymmetric tactics against the deployment. That assessment
was inaccurate and the MoD concedes that the conventional warfare tactics used by
insurgents was unexpected. (Paragraph 95)

The polling conducted by the Senlis Council states that support for the insurgency is
on the increase, but the MoD states that the “overwhelming majority” of Afghans
continue to support UK troops. (Paragraph 98)

The Platoon Houses in Northern Helmand were established at the request of the
then Governor of Helmand Province—in other words at the request of the civilian
power. The long-term military consequence of this strategy is unclear. (Paragraph
101)

The agreement brokered in October 2006 between the Governor of Helmand and
tribal elders to exclude Taliban Forces from Musa Qaleh Province proved ultimately
unsuccessful. However, the achievement of establishing peaceful conditions in the
town for 143 days should not be underestimated. We were told that similar
agreements are being negotiated in Helmand and elsewhere. While agreements of
this kind carry risks, it is only through dialogue with local communities that a lasting
peace will be achieved. (Paragraph 105)

The anticipated insurgent Spring 2007 offensive in Helmand did not materialise,
probably owing to the pre-emptive tactics of the ISAF mission. (Paragraph 107)

We note that the MoD is in the process of providing the Army with a range of
vehicles which provide Service personnel with greater protection. We welcome the
MoD’s assurance that Mastiff and Vector are being deployed to Afghanistan
according to schedule. It is essential that UK Forces have the opportunity to train on
appropriate vehicles prior to deployment. (Paragraph 111)

While we welcome the additional commitment of helicopters since the initial
deployment in 2006, we recommend that the MoD make even greater efforts to
increase the provision of appropriate helicopters to UK Forces and sufficient trained
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35.

air and ground crew. UK helicopter operations in Afghanistan are not sustainable at
the present intensity. (Paragraph 116)

A reliable airbridge is key to the morale of Service personnel and ultimately
operational effectiveness. (Paragraph 117)

The MoD should continue to press NATO allies to provide sufficient air support to
operations in the South. In the meantime, we welcome the MoD’s commitment to
extend the deployment of Apache helicopters and the Harrier GR7 / GR 9 squadron
until June 2009. (Paragraph 121)

The MoD acknowledges that reconstruction and development, rather than military
power alone, is the key to winning Afghan hearts and minds in Helmand. After a
slow start, it seems that coordination between the military and government
departments has improved and development work has begun. The people of
Helmand will need to see tangible improvements soon or else ISAF and the UK will
lose support for the mission. (Paragraph 127)

The consent of the people living in Helmand province will not be gained through the
deployment of superior military force alone. Once security has been established, it is
vital that development projects follow swiftly. The military has provided much-
needed immediate reconstruction in Helmand. A balance has to be struck between
quick impact reconstruction provided by the military and longer-term development
best delivered by Government and NGOs in close cooperation with Afghans.
Projects such as the ambitious Kajaki dam project will, in time, create jobs and
demonstrate to Afghans the commitment of the international community; however,
the Government should also ensure that smaller-scale projects are undertaken which
involve Afghans closely in their design and construction. (Paragraph 132)

The Government should continue to support the Government of Afghanistan in its
attempts to bring drug traffickers to justice. To have maximum impact, the particular
focus should be on punishing those people involved in the funding and large-scale
trafficking of narcotics. (Paragraph 139)

We are very concerned at the indications of closer links between the Taliban and the
narcotics trade. (Paragraph 140)

We support ADIDU’s focus on working with the Government of Afghanistan to
encourage opium farmers to pursue alternative livelihoods. We note that Helmand
provides the potential for alternative livelihoods to be pursued. (Paragraph 145)

The MoD’s position is that it will not take part in the eradication of poppy until
alternative livelihood schemes are available. We call on the Government to ensure
that this message is communicated clearly to farmers in Helmand. We are deeply
concerned that uncertainty has arisen among Afghans about ISAF’s policy towards,
and role in, poppy eradication and that UK Forces, under ISAF command, may
consequently have been put at risk. This uncertainty undermines the effectiveness of
the entire ISAF mission. (Paragraph 146)



36.

37.

38.

39.

UK operations in Afghanistan 47

Ending opium production in Helmand will require a long-term commitment by the
international community to create a secure environment in which farmers can be
encouraged to pursue alternative livelihoods. We recommend that the Government
continue to pursue imaginative ways to policies to address narcotics production in
Afghanistan but we are not persuaded that licensed production is a viable alternative
strategy at this time. (Paragraph 150)

Success in combating the narcotics trade will be crucial to the future stability of
Afghanistan. We remain concerned that the coalition’s counter-narcotics policy
lacks clarity and coherence. We recommend that, in its response to this report, the
Government set out in detail the international counter-narcotics strategy for
Afghanistan, including its assessment of progress to date and targets for the years
ahead. (Paragraph 151)

We are concerned that the Government is not communicating key messages to the
British public about the purpose of its operations in Afghanistan effectively enough.
(Paragraph 154)

ISAF is bringing tangible improvements to the lives of Afghans, but there is evidence
that news of such improvements is not being communicated effectively to Afghans.
Indeed, there is a strong suggestion that the Taliban is ahead in the “information
campaign”. We recommend that the Government work together with its allies to
coordinate more effectively the presentation of ISAF’s objectives and the way in
which developments in Afghanistan are reported. (Paragraph 158)
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Annex: List of Abbreviations

ADIDU Afghan Drugs Inter Departmental Unit
AIHRC Afghan International Human Rights Commission
ANA Afghan National Army

ANP Afghan National Policy

ARRC Allied Rapid Reaction Corps

BASIC British American Security Information Council
CAOC Combined Air Operations Control Centre
CERPS Commanders’ Emergency Relief Programme
CJSOR Combined Joint Statement of Requirement
CSIS Centre for Strategic and International Studies
DfID Department for International Development

DSACEUR  Deputy Supreme Commander in Europe

GMLRS Guided Multiple Launch Rocket System
HEG Helmand Executive Group

ICRC International Commission of the Red Cross
ISAF International Security Assistance Force
JHF Joint Helicopter Force

MoD Ministry of Defence

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
NGO Non Governmental Organisation

OEF Operation Enduring Freedom

OMLT Operational Mentoring Liaison Team
PAG Policy Action Group

PRT Provincial Reconstruction Team

RAF Royal Air Force

RC (S) Regional Command (South)

SRSG Special Representative of the Secretary-General



UN
UNAMA
UNDP
UNICEF
UNODC
UNSCR

WMIK
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United Nations

United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan
United Nations Development Programme

United Nations Children’s Fund

United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime

United Nations Security Council Resolution

Weapons Mounted Installation Kit
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Formal minutes

Tuesday 3 July 2007
Members present:

Mr James Arbuthnot, in the Chair

Mr David Crausby Robert Key
Linda Gilroy Willie Rennie
Mr Mike Hancock John Smith
Mr Bernard Jenkin

UK operations in Afghanistan
The Committee considered this matter.

Draft Report (UK operations in Afghanistan), proposed by the Chairman, brought up and
read.

Ordered, That the Chairman’s draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraphs 1 to 158 read and agreed to.

Annexes (Summary and List of Abbreviations) agreed to.

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

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.

Ordered, That several Papers relating to UK operations in Afghanistan be reported to the
House for printing with the Report [together with certain Memoranda reported and
ordered to be published on 24 April and 22 May].

[Adjourned till Tuesday 17 July at 10.00 am
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Defence Committee: Evidence Ev 1

Taken before the Defence Committee

on Tuesday 20 March 2007

Members present:

Mr James Arbuthnot, in the Chair

Mr David Crausby
Linda Gilroy

Mr David Hamilton
Mr Mike Hancock
Mr Dai Havard

Mr Adam Holloway
Mr Bernard Jenkin
Mr Brian Jenkins
Robert Key

Willie Rennie

Witnesses: Rt Hon Des Browne MP, Secretary of State for Defence, Mr Martin Howard, Director General,
Operational Policy, and Lieutenant General Nick Houghton CBE, Chief of Joint Operations, Ministry of
Defence, and Mr Peter Holland, Head of Afghan Drugs Inter Departmental Unit (ADIDU), Foreign and

Commonwealth Office, gave evidence.

Q1 Chairman: Good morning. This is the first of our
evidence sessions in this, the second inquiry that the
Committee has done into our operations in
Afghanistan. We are lucky enough to be taking
evidence from the Secretary of State this morning.
The Secretary of State is coming again in May. In the
last year we began an inquiry which looked at the
aims and objectives of ISAF! in Afghanistan and the
UK’s deployment there. Now we are going to be
looking at the developments over the last year and
the extent to which UK forces and NATO are able
to create the conditions for success and for progress
in Afghanistan, and we have got a further session
next week with outside commentators. I am sorry it
is a bit cold in here, but we are trying to see whether
that can be improved. Secretary of State, good
morning. Would you care to introduce your team,
please?

Des Browne: Yes, I will. On my right I have Martin
Howard, who is the Director General of Operational
Policy in the MoD, on my immediate left is
Lieutenant General Nick Houghton, who is the
Chief of Joint Operations, and on his left is Peter
Holland, who is the Head of ADIDU, who
obviously has responsibility for the Inter-
Departmental Drugs Unit.

Q2 Chairman: Thank you. May I begin by asking
you, Secretary of State, could you, please, be brief
and concise in your answers and asking the
Committee, could you, please, be brief and concise
in your questions? I shall begin by asking you,
Secretary of State, could you encapsulate, briefly,
what our objectives are in Afghanistan?

Des Browne: Briefly, our objectives are to help the
Afghan Government extend its reach in the south
and in the east of Afghanistan in the way in which
the Afghan Government has extended its reach in
the north and the west and, thereby, to bring
economic prosperity and opportunity to the people
of Afghanistan. Principally we seek to do that in the

! International Security Assistance Force.

south by the creation of security from the MoD’s
perspective of working together with the
Department for International Development, the
Foreign Office and NGOs and complementing that
by building the capacity of the Afghan Government,
both centrally and locally, to deliver that more
broadly stated objective.

Q3 Chairman: Would you say that UK forces were
achieving their objectives?

Des Browne: Yes, 1 would say we have made
progress and we are achieving our aims. I stress that
we are there as a military force principally to enable
others to achieve their objectives—that is the
Afghan Government, the Foreign Office, the
Department for International Development and
NGOs and other international partners—and our
progress needs to be seen in that context. We have
helped the Afghan Government to extend its reach,
but to improve both their capability and capacity to
do that and the sustaining of that reach in some of
the communities of Helmand province will take
time. I think we have to realise that, particularly in
parts of the south and in the east, there was literally
very little, or no, governance in the past,
substantially these were ungoverned spaces, and the
nature and scale of that challenge I think could be
overestimated. For decades there was little or no
governance in these areas.

Q4 Chairman: Do you think we did underestimate
the nature and the scale of that challenge?

Des Browne: No, 1 think we realised that we were
facing a difficult challenge in the south and in the
east and, as I have said before, I think it would
odiously repetitious to repeat phrases such as
descriptions of the nature of the force that we have
deployed and its ability to be able to deliver force,
and I do not think either you nor certainly I want
to disappear down the cul-de-sac of the
interpretation of one phrase of my predecessor. We
realised that this was going to be a difficult
environment and there were aspects of it that we
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learned as we deployed. We may come to discuss
some of them in more detail, particularly the nature
of the Taliban behaviour in the north of Helmand
at the point of our deployment, which dominated
a good part of last summer, but the supplementary
answer to your earlier question is that the signs
now are that the security that we are creating is
allowing the sort of reconstruction that we had
hoped to be able to engage in earlier in this process
to start to take place. We are now at the stage
where we are spending more on reconstruction and
development projects than we are on security in the
Helmand province.

QS5 Mr Jenkins: One of the things I was waiting for
and I did not hear was a clear distinction about
creating an environment to allow the aims and
aspirations of the people of Afghanistan to be met.
What we are not into is supporting a westernised
public government in Kabul which tries to impose
on the people of Afghanistan a westernised
democracy and we are there providing the
infrastructure to try and bring that about. Will you
make it clear that that is not our intention, never
has been our intention, but we are trying to support
and trying to develop organisations in Afghanistan
to allow these people to meet their aims and
aspirations?

Des Browne: 1 think democracy comes in many
guises across the world, and I do not think anybody
who is involved in politics or understands that is in
a position to say that there is one template. I am
very strongly of the view that the governance that
will survive and be sustainable in the long term in
Afghanistan is governance that grows out of the
people and is supported by the people, and we have
very overtly supported that sort of development,
for example, in the Musa Qaleh Agreement and the
support of Governor Dauod and subsequently
Governor Wafa and their relationships with their
local communities. We are very much of the view
that governance ought to reflect the culture and the
aspirations of the local people; but that having been
said, I do not want anybody to come away from
this answer believing that I have accepted that
President Karzai’s Government could in any sense
be described as a perfect government. This is a
properly democratically elected government; it
operates in a different way; the Executive has a
different relationship with the Legislature than our
Government does, but this is the Government
that the people of Afghanistan themselves
democratically asked for and it faces some serious
and difficult challenges and relies substantially for
help on the international community, but it is not
just one or two countries, it is almost 40 countries
in the world who are supporting them; so I do not
think we should allow what the Government is
doing or how it is being supported to be categorised
in that way.

Q6 Chairman: Secretary of State, during the course
of this morning we will be trying to get into the detail
of some of the individual aspects of what you are

talking about now, for example, the nature of the
Karzai Government and things like that. Could I ask
you to try to summarise the main lessons that have
been learnt over the last 12 months?

Des Browne: 1 think the obvious lesson that was
learnt, and I have spoken about this before publicly,
was that the Taliban reacted to our presence in a way
that had not been expected in terms of the violence
and the nature of the way it deployed the troops. I
am no expert on that. I have the CJO to my left and,
if you want to explore that in more detail, I would
defer to his military expertise and analysis. We knew
that both the Taliban and, for example, the drug
barons were the people who had a lot to lose from
improved security and were bound to oppose
improved security, and, indeed, the Taliban overtly
said that that is what they would do as we and others
deployed entered the south of the country, but most
experts did not anticipate full conventional attacks.
So that was a learning experience for us, but we
defeated them, and we believe that in the long run
that will turn out to be very significant and will have
quite a strategic effect on the Taliban. So that is the
first lesson.

Q7 Chairman: That is not a lesson, so much as a
surprise.

Des Browne: We learned the lesson of how to deal
with that in that environment and we deployed our
forces in a way that did that. We have also learnt the
lesson that we needed to reinforce particular
capabilities, and I have announced, and I will go
through the detail if the Committee wants but I am
sure you are very familiar with them, that we needed
to reinforce certain capabilities—more helicopters,
for example—in some cases new equipment,
Predator UAVs—and we have deployed and are
beginning to deploy different vehicles. In the last
announcement I made I announced that we would
be deploying a company of Warrior.

Q8 Chairman: We will come on to those as well.
Would there have been a greater degree of success if
a reserve had been deployed last year?

Des Browne: The overall force structure, of course,
is a matter for NATO. I am not in a position, I do
not think, retrospectively, to answer that question.
What I do know is that as regards the degree of force
that we faced, we overmatched everything we faced
then, and I suspect, in fact, that we would have been
in that situation, looking back from now, in any
event. What we were not able to do, of course, was
to do that and also do the reconstruction work that
we had intended to do, particularly in Lashkar Gah,
at the same time.

Q9 Chairman: That is a different question, I think,
because the CJSOR, as the Chief of Defence Staff
told us a couple of weeks ago, was not fulfilled.
Would we have succeeded better if it had been?

Lieutenant General Houghton: Can 1 perhaps
mention something from the perspective of the then
COMISAF, General Richards, who I think is on
public record as saying—there was a stage in respect
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of a major operation towards the end of last year,
Operation Medusa, which took place in Kandahar
province—that in his estimation a more decisive
defeat at the tactical level might have been delivered
to the Taliban had he been able to deploy a reserve
in pursuit of the Taliban enemy that fled up the
Panjwai Valley.

Q10 Chairman: Yes.

Lieutenant General Houghton: 1 think it is public
record that he said that, but that was relative to the
overall NATO operation after the specific operation
was conducted in the Panjwai Valley close to
Kandahar.

Q11 Chairman: So, in essence, the answer to the
question is, “Yes”, there would have been more
progress made if that reserve had been available?
Lieutenant General Houghton: There would have
been, at the tactical level, a greater amount of
progress made against the Taliban in that area at
that time.

Chairman: Thank you.

Q12 Mr Hancock: Can I ask two questions arising
out of what you have said. One is about the lessons,
and you said you did not really foresee the reaction
of the Taliban. Considering we have been in the
country for over five years, surely our intelligence
was such that we must have anticipated a bit better
than we appear to have done the reaction of the
Taliban. What was the reaction you expected from
them: to run away?

Des Browne: That is not what we are saying. I think
you have to be absolutely honest and realistic about
what the force disposition in Afghanistan was prior
to the decision to deploy forces into the south. There
were, as I recollect it, about 100 American soldiers in
Helmand province who were in a PRT, if my
memory serves me correctly, in Lashkar Gah. That
was the force disposition at the time and that was the
basis on which any military information could have
been collected, and since my understanding is that
they seldom left the PRT, it was highly unlikely that
they were going to be collecting information.
Whatever people may now say retrospectively, the
accepted wisdom was that we could expect a reaction
from the Taliban and, indeed, possibly from others
but that the nature of it would be what people refer
to as asymmetric. We were being advised by all the
experts that that would be the nature of the way in
which they would deploy their violence. It turned
out that they did not. It may well be (and, as I say,
this is all qualified by the fact that I have no expertise
to make these observations) that from their point of
view, strategically, they made a great error and that
they suffered a degree of casualty that they cannot
sustain in the longer term, but time will tell. In fact,
the way in which they deployed their forces,
particularly in Northern Helmand, and we have
already heard about the activity later in the year in
Kandahar where they pinned down a significant
number of their forces, caused us to have to
concentrate in those areas, and the operational

commander made tactical decisions about the
response to these environments which were exactly
right, but they had an effect on the plans that we had
otherwise.

Q13 Mr Hancock: But they were effectively running
the province, were they not? The Taliban were back
in control of the province, even if they had at any
stage given up control of the province. I cannot
believe that you did not have sufficient intelligence to
tell us (1) the sort of numbers that the Taliban would
have had at their disposal, (2) the reaction of the—.
Mr Howard is shaking his head. Maybe you should
answer the question then, Mr Howard.

My Howard: 1f 1 can add to what the Secretary of
State has said, we anticipated a violent reaction from
the Taliban and others. One of the problems you
face, though, is that out of a strategic intelligence
judgment it is impossible to get the granularity of
tactical intelligence until you are there on the ground
in strength; so that is what has managed to fill out
our intelligence picture that we have had since then.
As the Secretary of State said, the tactics used by the
Taliban were unexpected, in the sense that they used
conventional forces, conventional tactics rather
than asymmetric tactics, but we never expected it to
be that there would not be a problem, and in terms of
numbers, I think it is always very tricky to talk about
numbers of people like the Taliban, because you
immediately run into the problem of definition. We
in the MoD talk about tier one Taliban, tier two
Taliban, and below those sorts of levels it gets very
murky as to what counts as a Taliban. Is it someone
who is organising these sorts of attacks or is it
someone who is being paid by the local Taliban to
join in? To come up with a number, I think, is always
a tricky area, which is why, perhaps, I shook my
head.

Q14 Chairman: General Houghton, in answer to my
question about the reserve, you mentioned
Operation Medusa. I am afraid I have left the
impression somehow that Operation Medusa was
something less than an outstanding success, but it
was a dramatic success towards the end of last year.
Would you agree?

Lieutenant General Houghton: Yes, in the estimation
of the NATO commander, Operation Medusa was
undoubtedly a success and dealt the Taliban a severe
tactical blow. The point that I was making was that
in his estimation, had he been able to, over and
above that, deploy a reserve in pursuit, he may have
been able to capitalise on that success to a greater
extent.

Q15 Mr Hancock: Do you think we have fully
explored why we left it so long to deal with areas in
Afghanistan like Helmand province, bearing in
mind the majority of the British people felt things
had gone quiet in Afghanistan for a substantially
long period of time? Do you think there has been a
satisfactory explanation to the British people of why
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we left it nearly five years before we tackled that issue
of what was going on in that province and in other
parts of Afghanistan?

Des Browne: 1 am quite often asked to speak for lots
of people, but I am not sure that I can speak for the
British people necessarily as to whether they are
dissatisfied with the explanation.

Q16 Mr Hancock: Do you think there has been any
satisfactory explanation given as to why it has taken
so long for us to tackle the issues like Helmand
province?

Des Browne: 1 have certainly tried to give them the
explanation that the plan was to concentrate on the
north and the west and progressively move round, as
it were, the faces of the clock in an anti-clockwise
direction into the south and the east, but you have
also got to bear in mind that there was, and still is,
in part, another operation going on in Afghanistan
known as Operation Enduring Freedom which we
have been conducting substantially in the east and
part of the south. A judgment has to be taken as to
when it is appropriate to deploy forces in order to
begin the process of reconstruction. I was not party
to the timelines of this, but I can clearly understand
that those who had responsibility for it felt that it
was important to consolidate the north and the west
and consolidate the governance there, and there
were other challenges there, some of which, you will
remember, people said would defeat the ability of
the international community and the Afghan
Government to be able to turn this country round;
but the measures of success in the north and the west
are quite significant now, so I think you either have
the ability and the circumstances to be able to do it
all at the one time or you do it progressively, and it
was chosen to do it progressively. I was not party to
that process, but I can understand why it was.

Q17 Mr Hancock: The original deployment was
3,300, we are now up to 7,700, according to the latest
statement, and we have suggested that they would be
in place until June 2009. Do you expect them to
remain in numbers like that beyond that date?

Des Browne: 1 think we have got to get back into
discussions about conditionality. Of course
conditions change and the 2009 figure, the
deployment out until 2009, was not ever at any time
a prediction of any nature, it was a planning
timetable, and it still remains a planning timetable.
Our need to continue to provide force at that level
will be a function of the rate at which the Afghan’s
own security forces can take over responsibility,
because, after all, part of our ambition in building
governance is to build the ability of the Afghans to
be able to deliver their own security—that is the acid
test—and it may start before April 2009 but it will
happen at a different pace in different areas. I do not
think it would be anything other than speculation at
this stage to say exactly where we will be in April
2009, but we are beginning to make progress on all
of those fronts.

Q18 Mr Hancock: What is the specific role of the
battlegroup that is deployed to Kandahar?

Des Browne: The CJSOR had the requirement in it
for a battlegroup to act as a reserve, as it were, in the
south and in the east, and we undertook to provide
that. It will provide the sort of reserve in that
geographical part of Afghanistan that the Chairman
was asking questions about earlier.

Q19 Mr Jenkin: Briefly on this point about original
tasking, the Chief of the Defence Staff accepted that
running the Armed Forces very hot, very tight and
very stretched makes the danger of wishful thinking
when tasking operations a reality. Is this not an
example of where we hoped for the best rather than
deploying what was really needed at the outset?
Des Browne: 1 read the evidence that the CDS gave.
There were some pages of this. Wishful thinking was
a summary that was put to him at one stage. I do not
entirely recollect that he accepted all of it and did not
qualify it, but that aside, I do not believe that what
we did was wishful thinking. We had a very clear
strategic plan, I think it was the right strategic plan,
we deployed an appropriate force to be able to
deliver that strategic plan and, at the point at which
we deployed, the commander on the ground was
called upon to make a tactical decision, which was
entirely the correct thing to do because of the nature
of the threat that was posed to the Afghan
Government at the time, and by responding to that
in the way in which he did, he, I think, used resources
in a way that we had not planned that they would be
used, but was entirely the right way, and I think may
well have significantly improved the prospects of
being able to succeed in this mission by
overmatching the Taliban where they chose to
attack the Government.

Q20 Mr Jenkin: I guess that is a, “No”. General
Houghton, could you describe, please, the aims of
Operation Achilles?

Lieutenant General Houghton: Achilles is not what
you would call a short-term decisive operation, it is
very much what we would term a shaping operation.
Its area of deployment is in the upper Sangin Valley,
the area of Kajaki and its environment. People will
be aware of a long-term US aid programme around
the Kajaki Dam, a project that is intended to
refurbish the hydro-electric power there and provide
both water and power to Northern Helmand and
into Kandahar, and this is a three-year project.
Achilles is one of the early parts, as I say, a shaping
operation, to generate the right level of localised
security to allow that refurbishment programme at
the Kajaki Dam to go ahead. In its nature it is one
that tends, as it were, to isolate the amount of
Taliban that are local to that area by interdicting
potential lines of communication and supply routes
into the upper Sangin Valley and, through enhanced
intelligence gathering and targeting, attempt to
target operations against key local Taliban leaders.
In a broad sense, to summarise Achilles, it is a
shaping operation, one of the very early phases in
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creating the localised circumstances which we hope
will enable a successful refurbishment programme of
the Kajaki Dam.

Q21 Mr Jenkin: We are inflicting quite large
casualties. Is this conducive to winning hearts and
minds overall as part of a counter-insurgency
operation?

Lieutenant General Houghton: Are you saying
localised casualties in respect of the Achilles
operation?

Q22 Mr Jenkin: Generally?

Lieutenant General Houghton: Last year there were
significant casualties inflicted on the Taliban
because of the nature of the tactics that they
employed, those of mass attack against some of our
fixed points. Increasingly, this year, the switch has
been towards the Taliban not using this tactic of
mass attack but switching to a more asymmetric
response—the utilisation of IEDs, suicide bombers
and that sort of thing—and what we are attempting
to do is use a far more intelligence-focused
approach to the elimination of key Taliban leaders.
In a way, therefore, we recognise that the kinetic
eradication of the Taliban is not a sensible option
and would act to alienate both the public locally
and internationally. Therefore, to attempt to
dislocate key Taliban leadership and attempt to
drive a wedge between, as it were, the irreconcilable
tier one Taliban leadership and the local potential
Taliban fighters is the nature of the tactic we are
following.

Q23 Mr Jenkin: That is a very helpful answer.
Thank you very much indeed. Briefly, we are taking
casualties ourselves. Do we have enough force
protection?

Lieutenant General Houghton: Force protection is
always an element of risk management, force
protection will never guarantee the elimination of
that risk, but taking in the aggregate of all our force
protection measures, those that counter threats
against our rotary and fixed-wing, those against our
vehicles, those against our dismounted infantry,
although we are in the process of making further
improvements, particularly in the protective
mobility area, in the round I am satisfied about our
overall force protection posture.

Q24 Robert Key: Secretary of State, last month you
announced that next month 3 Commando Brigade
will be replaced by a force led by 12 Mechanised
Brigade, which will include 39 Regiment Royal
Artillery with their guided multiple launch rocket
systems. Could you explain the reason for what
appears to be quite a new approach?

Des Browne: Again, I may need to defer to the CJO
on some of the more technical aspects of this. I look
upon this as the reinforcement of an existing
approach, at least that is how it has been explained
to me, and I have accepted, as you point out in your
description of the weapon, indeed, it is quite a
precision weapon, and it enables our commanders to

strike the enemy where they want to and need to and
continues the approach which has been developed
under Brigadier Thomas over the winter, of us
choosing the time and place where we strike the
enemy, and the assessment of what capability we
need in order to do that has included a
recommendation that we deploy this precision
weapon. So I see it as a reinforcement of our
approach, not a change of approach, and I may have
been guilty of this before the time I have spent in this
job: people think of artillery not as a precision
weapon but as some kind of delivery of bombs or
things that explode over large areas. It does not
necessarily need to be that, and this is a very precise
weapon. I think part of the reason why we may have
thought that is because it was misrepresented at one
stage in some of the publicity about it as being
deployed with different shells rather than the ones
that we are deploying.

Q25 Robert Key: It does seem to be quite a new
initiative, though, to be depending more on artillery
than in the past. Could I have a military answer or a
military view on that?

Des Browne: Let me say something before I hand
over, if you would prefer a more detailed military
view on this. Part of the reason why we are able to
do this now is because the work that was done by the
Apache helicopters and now by the Royal Marine
Commandos allows us to plan to extend our reach
and, as we need to extend our reach, we need to
deploy the capabilities in order to be able to do that.
Lieutenant General Houghton: 1 am very much in
support of what the Secretary of State said. A lot of
people have a sort of an idée fixe that artillery is very
much an area weapon where collateral damage is
easily caused. The GMLRS is very much a precision
weapon, able to deliver within meters of certainty,
out to distances of 70 kms, precision warheads.
Given those distances, you can imagine, within the
overall ISAF concept of the Afghan development
zones, the security is pushed out from these areas.
We can then utilise equipment such as the GMLRS
to bring effective and precise strike over significant
distances, as I say areas up to 70 kms, using just this
particular weapon.

Chairman: Moving on to the costs of this, Brian
Jenkins.

Q26 Mr Jenkins: Secretary of State, we are talking
about 2006. The cost for the three years was maybe
about a billion pounds, but since then the actual
forecast has gone from 2005-06 £199 million to a
forecast in 2006-07 of £770 million. It looks like we
are heading towards a billion pounds a year. Why
exactly are these costs increasing at this rate? Was
this not forecast?

Des Browne: The costs are a function of lots of
things, some of which are indeterminate. For
example, the amount of ammunition that we use
generates the costs, and we obviously, over the time
that you are talking about, used more ammunition
than we had planned to because we were in
circumstances that we had not anticipated and that
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is now well known and we have discussed this. So
there are a number of aspects of the cost which you
can estimate and plan for, but you can only really
know it retrospectively, and that is why, if we
estimate the process, the way in which we report to
Parliament is so appropriate for this sort of
deployment.

Q27 Mr Jenkins: You are not concerned about the
fact that the costs are increasing at this rate then?
Des Browne: With respect, Mr Jenkins, I do not
know what you mean by “concerned”. This is not, in
my view, a discretionary operation as far the United
Kingdom is concerned, this has very significant
consequences for the security of this nation. I just
think from my perspective (and I am supported in
this by the rest of the Government and in particular
by the Treasury), we need to do what we need to do
and have commanders on the ground, and others,
including CJO, to make recommendations to us that
we need to respond to the environment that we see
on the ground or that we need to make further
investment in order to take advantage or to reinforce
or to maintain the success, and we need to find the
resources to do that.

Q28 Mr Jenkins: I have got no problem myself with
the fact that, if we are putting a lot more money into
developing the infrastructure and winning hearts
and minds, the cost of consumption of things like the
stock—I presume ammunition is part of the stock—
nearly doubled in that period. The costs for this one
go from 200 to 770. That is four times the increase.
All T was indicating is that if we are going to come
back to Parliament and vote on extra funds, at least
we should know what we are voting for and whether
we agree with it. Can you give a definition of where
the costs are going?

Des Browne: Although I have not had a chance to
read through all of the Committee’s report on the
cost of military operations in the Spring
Supplementary, which was recently published, as the
Committee will be aware, we sought to be actively
involved in that process, providing not only a
memorandum but also a supplementary
memorandum to the Committee in order to provide
the information that we could to aid that process, I
think this process works very well. I think it has a
significant degree of transparency about it. I think
people do know where the money is spent. I also
make the point that creating security is an important
part of the reconstruction of this country, it is
fundamental, and, in fact, there are security-related
costs which have quite significant leverage in terms
of reconstruction and they are money well spent, and
I consider all of the money that we are spending in
Afghanistan to be to the objective of the
reconstruction of this country and to the
development of a secure and properly governed
space.

Chairman: We will come on to that in a bit more
detail later on.

Q29 Mr Jenkins: I know I am opening a can of
worms, particularly with regard to NATO funding,
where costs fall, but I think I should mention and
recognise the tremendous cost the Americans have
borne in this operation as opposed to our European
allies. That is one of the things we always underrate.
If this country is going to be reconstructed, it is going
to be reconstructed with the dollar. We are playing
a part in trying to bring that reconstruction around,
and I do not want a debate about the concept, but
we should recognise the fact that whenever you go
anywhere it is the Americans that are paying a lot of
the costs of this operation.

Des Browne: We do need, I think, to recognise the
very substantial contribution that the Americans
have made, not just in terms of a military
contribution. We were talking, for example, about
the Kajaki Dam earlier—that is a USAID project—
which is a multi-million pound project that they
have been committed to. Interestingly enough, if my
history is correct, the state that the dam is presently
in is as a consequence of American investment in the
first place. The Americans have consistently over a
long period of time made substantial contributions
and plan, as I understand it, to make increased
contributions and they have quite an important
budget. The other side of the coin, of course, in the
Afghan context, is that a number of countries (I
cannot remember exactly the number—Mr Howard
may remember) promised to make contributions to
the reconstruction of Afghanistan and, as farasIcan
see, to a large degree most of them are living up to
those promises, and we are ourselves.

Q30 Mr Holloway: Secretary of State, earlier you
said that we are spending more on reconstruction
and development than we are on security in
Helmand. Can you clarify and expand what you
meant?

Des Browne: This is not my area of responsibility,
but I have a note here. It might be better to give this
note to you in writing, but I will just run through it
to give an example of what we have been able to do.
So far from the 2006-07 £102 million Afghanistan
budget DFID has allocated up to £20 million for
Helmand, and we have spent £15 million, which is
not bad in nine months, given that they only started
spending in June. There is some unnecessary red
tape in relation to the spending and we need to cut
through that to achieve rapid results, but, moving on
in shorter term Quick Impact Projects, of the £4
million committed so far (114 Quick Impact
Projects) £2.7 million has actually been spent. It may
not seem a vast amount, but with the kind of projects
that we are conducting (Quick Impact Projects) a
comparatively small amount goes a long way. The
longer term projects, £10 million for the
Government of Afghanistan, just focusing on the
agricultural and rural development programme, 60
miles completed so far with pumps installed, giving
villagers access to safe drinking water, four roads
completed, 49 kms underway—it goes on. Our
engineers themselves have released quite a lot of
local capacity for people to carry out projects.
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Q31 Chairman: But compared, Secretary of State,
with the billion pounds that is spent on security, that
is peanuts.

Des Browne: 1 was comparing, and I may not have
been clear, security projects to development projects
as opposed to the money that we are spending on
military.

Q32 Chairman: But those are tiny figures compared
with the billion pounds that Brian Jenkins was
talking about?

Des Browne: 1 understand that. That was not the
point I was trying to make earlier.  may have misled
the Committee. I am sorry.

Q33 Chairman: Yes, I did gain the impression that
Adam Holloway was talking about.

Des Browne: 1 was making the distinction between
projects that were designed to improve the security
and projects that could be considered to be
reconstruction projects. Of course, the money that
we spend on military deployment—I need to look at
the words that I actually used. If T gave the
impression that we were spending more on
development than we were on military deployment,
then I did not intend to.

Chairman: I think you have corrected that. Thank
you, Secretary of State. Dai Havard.

Q34 Mr Havard: Can I ask you about this business
of the Taliban?

Des Browne: 1 am sorry, could I just say, of course
there is £150 million going to be spent on the Kajaki
Dam as well, which is quite a significant investment.

Q35 Chairman: It is.
Des Browne: 1 am sorry, Mr Havard.

Q36 Mr Havard: It is a straightforward question in
a sense, I suppose, at the start. How would you
assess the current threat posed by the Taliban/
insurgency against UK forces?

Des Browne: They certainly do pose a threat to the
governance of parts of Afghanistan directly, but
they pose a threat to individual Afghans and to
NATO forces mostly across the south and the east.
They can deliver asymmetric attacks, as we have
heard, suicide bombs, and provide explosive devices
throughout the country, and in some areas they can,
as we have seen, muster local concentrations of force
for short periods of time, but mostly that has turned
out to be at great risk to themselves, as was shown
in Helmand and then Kandahar, particularly in the
Panjwai Valley towards the end of the summer.

Q37 Mr Havard: So your assessment is what it was
before, which is that they pose no strategic threat,
but they obviously pose a tactical threat in particular
places at particular times. Destabilisation, is it, as
opposed to any strategic threat?

Des Browne: 1 have been criticised in the past for
saying that they pose no strategic threat to the
governance of Afghanistan, but I am still of that
view, and the reason for that is that I do not think

that the people of Afghanistan show any sign of
wanting to return to a Taliban Government, but that
does not mean that these are not violent and
dangerous people. I think they lack the capability for
that sort of strategic change in Afghanistan,
particularly against the will of their own people,
despite the propaganda, I have to say, which
suggests otherwise.

Q38 Mr Havard: 1 was going to ask you about
numbers, but I will ask you in a different way. This
business about knowing your enemy and knowing
who the enemy is, as it were, this business about tier
one and two Taliban that you were discussing earlier
on is particularly important, is it not? As I
understand it, the intelligence in Sangin was not very
good because, effectively, we had not had people on
the ground. You have got the manoeuvre outreach
groups working. You say in your memo to us that
the intelligence is now that the Taliban fighters, or
the fighters who are badged up as Taliban anyway,
are becoming tired and less supportive of their
commanders, and you say that there is a sharp
reduction in attacks against UK forces, yet what we
see in terms of the figures from the CSIS and the US
say direct fire attacks last year doubled, IED attacks
doubled, suicide attacks essentially went up
exponentially. The actual objective reality seems to
be that there are more of these things—shaped
charges, a more sophisticated response. You said
they have moved back from old First World War
trenches and mass attacks now to asymmetrical
warfare. How does that match up with your
intelligence assessment that it is going down and that
they are tired and in some way or another there is a
dislocation between the people who might support
them and the Taliban?

Des Browne: 1 do not think those things are mutually
inconsistent, and I think that because of the former
it is likely that the hardcore of the Taliban are likely
to concentrate on the latter in order to give an
impression of activity because they cannot generate
the sort of activity successfully that they chose to
generate last year and, as I say, suffered quite severe
casualties. We report to the Committee in the
memorandum, what we understand from the
ground, that there is a dislocation between those
people whom they would expect to fight for them
and their leadership, there is a tiredness among the
people who perceive that they have borne the brunt
of this fight for little or no success, and I think it is
entirely consistent with that that the Taliban would
seek to apply force to the community in these other,
what would be described as more asymmetric,
ways.?

Q39 Mr Havard: Am I right in saying then the force
that has been projected so far in terms of this
argument about if you are shooting people do you
win their hearts and minds, at least what seems to be
coming is the tier two Taliban, as it were, the hired
help, as opposed to the hard core, are becoming

2 See Ev 84
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disaffected with the process? Is that the intelligence
or is that the tactical win, as it were, that has come
out of it all?

Des Browne: Among a lot of other things that is what
we are seeking to do, to separate the tier one
leadership from the people whom they would look to
for support, and I have to say I am not persuaded
that they get that support always because people are
sympathetic to them; they get it for a number of
reasons, including a process of intimidation
sometimes. We then (and there would be no need to
repeat this because General Houghton has already
described it) seek by intelligence to isolate not only
those people from that support but then to target
them very specifically and to send a very clear
message to the people who do the fighting in the
numbers that their leadership is not invulnerable
and is capable of being taken out, arrested or killed
by us.

Q40 Mr Holloway: Secretary of State, you say that
we are trying to isolate the people from the Taliban.
How are we doing that, given that we have got pitiful
levels of reconstruction, we have got an utterly
confused policy on what we do about drugs and, if I
was a villager living in Northern Helmand province,
I would probably think that the place was a lot less
secure than before the British arrived? What things
are we doing to isolate the people from the Taliban?
Everything we are doing could actually be construed
the other way or, rather, the things we are not doing.
Des Browne: We are increasingly providing in
Lashkar Gah, in Gereshk, for example and in other
areas in central Helmand province, reconstruction,
which is having an effect on those communities. We
test the views of the local people in a number of
different ways, apart from the fact that we have
people in among them who are reporting back to us
what people are telling them, but we take their views
in more obvious ways by asking people to go out and
ask them what their view is, and overwhelmingly the
people of Helmand province support our presence
there. In areas to the north, for example, we have
heard about Operation Achilles, which is designed
to create, to shape, the environment there for a very
obvious and large-scale reconstruction project—the
Kajaki Dam—to take place. The people of the
United Kingdom know a considerable amount now
about the Kajaki Dam Project and what it can
deliver to the people of Afghanistan. I do not believe
that the people of Afghanistan do not know that,
and not only our intelligence but our assessment of
the views of the Afghan people is entirely different to
the view that you put forward, and that is that they
have the sense that security is improving and that
that improvement is down not only to our
involvement but also to the improvement of their
own governance, and this is a long-term project—I
understand that.

Q41 Mr Holloway: Do you ever feel that what you
hear in your meetings and briefings with your
officials is sometimes diametrically opposed to what
you hear from elsewhere? I just think we need a bit

of a reality check on this. I do not see how it is getting
better in terms of separating the ordinary Afghan
villager from the Taliban.

Des Browne: In order to come to that conclusion, Mr
Holloway, and no doubt you have a factual
knowledge base to support this other than an
assessment here of what is going on in Afghanistan,
you have to discount what people are telling you
through the intelligence in the country about what is
happening. When we represent to the Committee
that thatis what the intelligence says, that is what the
intelligence says. The intelligence says that in fact
there is this separation taking place. If you have
other information that suggests that the reality is
something different, please tell me, please disabuse
me of this false impression that I have. In addition
to that, as you know, I try to spend as much time,
and will continue to do so, in the operational
theatres talking to the very people who know the
truth. I have never and I do not think can ever be
accused of painting a rosy picture of this particular
operation. It is difficult, it is dangerous, it is dirty,
but progress is being made. It is not as quick as we
would all like it; it is slow. I do not discount all of the
other issues that you raise, but we did not bring them
to Afghanistan; they are the reason we are there.
This is an economy which has been for years
supported by narcotics and has been a training
playground for terrorists and has had the Taliban
running it. That is why we need to be there. That is
not a reason for describing that we are a failure; that
is the status quo for a lot of people in Afghanistan.
Chairman: Moving on to ISAF forces, please.

Q42 Mr Hancock: Could I touch on the question of
the accuracy of your intelligence. My office did a
headcount of what the press estimated the Taliban
dead were over the last 18 months, and it runs into
several thousand. Is your intelligence telling you that
is “media spec” or is that what your intelligence tells
you and, if it was as many as that claimed to have
been killed in the press over that period of time,
where was your intelligence telling you about the
strength of the Taliban when you went there? We
had this debate with you once before, Mr Howard,
and you said, “Well, we cannot really say, the body
counts do not really match up”, and all that
business. We are now being told that the intelligence
you are giving is very good to tell you that things are
dramatically changing. That was the attack from the
Secretary of State on what Adam Holloway just
said. I would like some clarification about where you
think we are with the numbers that have actually
been killed against the size of the Taliban in
Helmand. You cannot have it both ways, saying it is
a very small force and claim you have killed several
thousand of them because, based on your previous
intelligence, that was the extent of the Taliban there.
Des Browne: Mr Howard can answer for himself,
and I am sure from his body-language he is anxious
to do so, Mr Hancock, and I will let him do that, but
let me say two things to you. I am concerned that
people believe what my answer was rather than your
gloss it. I am not talking about dramatic differences,
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I am saying what the intelligence suggests, and I am
wary enough of these sorts of events and what I say
in public to constantly qualify what I say by saying
it is a very difficult and changing environment, and
I understand that, but that is the indication at the
moment, what we are getting through our
intelligence, of what is happening. The second point
I would make to you, and I will be disappointed and
surprised if this is not true, you will not find any of
those figures in terms of the number dead coming
from us because we disavowed that approach to
success and/or failure. It is not about body count.

Q43 Mr Hancock: Where do they come from?

Des Browne: 1 understand what has been the
dynamic of this. They have come from NATO, and
on occasions those figures have had to be revised
quite significantly after a comparatively short period
of time. That is where they come from—they come
from different parts of NATO—but we do not
consider success or failure in relation to what we are
doing by body count. As President Karzai points out
to people who talk to him about this, a lot of these
people are Afghans and I think it is very difficult, and
actually quite unhelpful, although I understand why
people search for accuracy all the time, to put figures
on the numbers.

Mr Hancock: I am not searching for accuracy but
some sort of reality in the situation.

Q44 Chairman: We are falling behind. We have to
get on.

Des Browne: The reality is that in many of these
communities there are large numbers of young
people who are otherwise unemployed who are
capable of fighting, and they are prepared to fight for
the Taliban or whoever may pay them. Part of our
objective is to give these people a future which does
not involve that sort of short lifespan occupation.
So, putting figures on it would not be helpful. We
want to engage all of these people, whom we would
call tier two Taliban, in productive occupations
which are in the interests of the community.
Chairman: Secretary of State, you did say that Mr
Howard could give an answer but he looks as though
he is very satisfied with you, so moving on to ISAF
forces.

Q45 Mr Hancock: Could I direct some questions to
you, but I have to leave at ten to twelve to Chair in
Westminster Hall, so I apologise to you and the
guests with you. Are you satisfied with the increased
force commitments recently announced by our
NATO partners?

Des Browne: 1 think it is known that the CJSOR has
not been filled, and, by definition, NATO will have
provided enough forces, in other words they will
have satisfied that (which is the word that you used,
Mr Hancock) when there is a full complement of
forces that the commanders have asked for, and we
are not there.

Q46 Mr Hancock: Are you now satisfied that there
is a sufficient theatre reserve force in place with
ISAF now?

Des Browne: Specifically we have agreed to fill the
request for the regional south theatre reserves, so it
is not presently filled, but it will be when we deploy
our forces. Although I made the announcement of
this February, it will be later in the year before that
is fulfilled and fully operational.

Q47 Mr Hancock: So you will be satisfied once we
fulfil our commitment that the theatre reserve that
will be available to ISAF is sufficient to cover the
eventualities that you would see, General
Houghton, as the chief of combined ops.

Lieutenant General Houghton: Perhaps 1 could
clarify, there are two separate reserves here, there is
a theatre level reserve which the Americans have
resourced and there then is the regional reserve
which is what the UK has resourced with the
announcement of the latest complement.

Q48 Mr Hancock: The ISAF theatre reserve then is
what we have delivered?

Des Browne: No, we have delivered the regional
south reserve and the theatre-level reserve is going to
be provided by the United States of America, so
both of those parts of the CISOR will be fulfilled.

Q49 Mr Hancock: Completely, to what was
required. Why do you think it has taken so long for
NATO to provide the troops that have been
required? What is the mechanism that has slowed
this process up from the initial request for troops to
them actually being delivered on the ground? We
have played our part, what has been the matter that
has slowed up NATO’s response?

Des Browne: With respect, Mr Hancock, I do not
think the issue has been one of pace; the issue really
is that the full complement of what the commanders
have asked for has not been met. Actually when you
look at this and the progression of ISAF into the
South and the East, it has only happened over the
last nine months and if it is the pace at which things
happen that you are concentrating on, then there are
lots of explanations for that. For example, if you are
deploying large number of troops into a theatre you
need to make sure there is infrastructure there for
them to be accommodated and then to be supported,
and all of these things take time. With respect, I do
not think—please ask your own questions—it is the
pace question that is the problem, it is the fact—

Q50 Chairman: Secretary of State, last month you
said we were deploying one battlegroup and we had
been asked for two. Has that second battlegroup yet
been provided by anybody?

Des Browne: No.

Q51 Chairman: Do you think it is necessary to the
success of the actions in Afghanistan that it should
be?
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Des Browne: 1 am wary to accede to questions that
describe in anticipation the things that will be
necessary or unnecessary for success because I do
not believe that that will be a function of just the
complement of resource that goes, it will depend to
some degree on circumstances; but in relation to the
point and answering the question quite specifically,
the other battlegroup was specifically asked for to
operate at the border to provide as it were a
screening of the border. The question is whether the
absence of such a battlegroup will be decisive to the
military operation, I do not believe it will be and it
will at least be open to General McNeill to deploy
forces to do that if, as the commander of ISAF, he
believes that that is a priority. To the extent that that
was part of the requirement by SACEUR for a full
complement of forces for the South, it has not
been filled.

Q52 Mr Hancock: How do you square then with
what General Richards said in January that the
success of ISAF IX “has been achieved with less
troops than are really needed and I am concerned
that NATO nations will assume the same level of
risk in 2007 believing they can get away with it. They
might, butit’s a dangerous assumption to believe the
same ingredients will exist this year as they did last.”
That is a very serious comment from somebody who
was the commander there, making that statement, is
it not?

Des Browne: Of course, and I do not play down that
General Richards is a very distinguished
commander and served with distinction in the role in
Afghanistan, and his words obviously have to be
taken very seriously, but he would be comforted by
the fact that ISAF is not in the South having to face
2007 with the same resource as it faced 2006, in fact
there is quite a substantial increase in resource. The
CJSOR was reviewed and the reviewed requirement
has not yet been fulfilled, but there is substantially
greater resource available to General McNeill as the
ISAF commander for the South than General
Richards had, and I am sure he would have been
very pleased to have had the resources that are going
to be available in 2007.

Q53 Mr Crausby: Some questions on national
caveats. Can you tell us, Secretary of State, what
practical difficulties, if any, have national caveats
caused to the ISAF mission?

Des Browne: 1 do not think I can specifically answer
that question, although the General may be able to
answer it, I am not sure whether he will be able to. I
am not aware as I sit here of any specific difficulties
that those caveats have generated, but it would be
speculation; I am sorry, I cannot specifically answer
that. I defer to the General if he is in a position to be
able to answer more specifically.

Lieutenant General Houghton: By and large most of
the troops in NATO are deployed without caveats
but the practical reality is that nations will constrain
the extent of their deployment if they think it is a
detriment to the local protection or the local tactical
success that they wish to enjoy when viewed from

their national perspective. There probably have been
occasions from General Richards’ perspective when
he would not have been able to generate the full level
of force in a particular area that he would have
wanted, but I do not think the instances of that were
that frequent.

Q54 Mr Crausby: When the Chairman and I met the
German Defence Committee they argued that there
were no such things as national caveats, they just
said that they were simply fulfilling the agreed
mandate. Is that not just a way to get around the
argument about national caveats and is it not the
situation that we will not go unless we have an
agreed mandate? What pressure is being put on our
partner nations to provide a more flexible mandate?
Des Browne: We do at the ministerial level discuss
this issue regularly and at bilaterals I discuss it with
other defence ministers. There has been some
progress. I clearly accept the reporting of the
meeting in Germany that you and others had; I was
not present and I do not know in what circumstances
that came about, but I have from this list, for
example, that at Riga the Dutch, the Romanians, the
Czech Republic, Denmark, Greece, Hungary,
Slovenia, Lithuania and lots of others effectively
came out of that with no caveats at all. There is
progress being made, therefore, and indeed France
and Germany agreed, as I reported to Parliament,
that in case of emergency their troops would be
moved to help. We continue to make the arguments
and we continue to make progress, but at the end of
the day caveats are a matter of political choice and I
have to live, as I often explain, in the real world. The
political circumstances of countries are different and
an appreciation of those circumstances sometimes
helps one to understand why there are some limits on
what they agree to do in terms of the plan.

QS5 Mr Crausby: The situation is that we just have
to live with it really and it seems to me that what is
being said more and more is that as long as we know
what those caveats are, then our operational
commanders can get round that. It is just that I
would make the point that we should keep pressure
on those nations to argue that the mandate should
be such that their forces are in no less harm’s way
than our forces. I get the impression that that is not
the case.

Des Browne: Mr Crausby, maybe I should have
answered your question the other way round and
said that this is the reality, but this is what we seek
to do to operate within that reality at a political level.
I do not want to give you or others the impression
that we do not continue to discuss and argue and, as
you would say, keep the pressure on in relation to
this. The list of countries that I referred to earlier are
an indication of the overt expression of political will
by those countries that their troops will not operate
with caveats. We do make progress, but from the
point of view of the military commanders, the
military commanders have to carry out the
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operations that they are required to do by NATO
with the constraints that are there and they have to
use their forces to the best advantage.

Q56 Mr Havard: I have a related question to that
and I was interested to read David Richards’ article
in The Guardian where he talks about rules of
engagement, because this has been an issue as well.
What he says essentially is that the rules of
engagement are fine and a non-issue, is what he talks
about, and there is a whole paragraph about how he
then worked with these other countries. Can I just be
very clear though, there are NATO rules of
engagement and then there are within that
individual countries’ rules of engagement as well,
not always exactly the same as one another. Can we
just be very clear that there is no problem in relation
to what the forces can do as far as the commanders
on the ground are concerned?

Des Browne: Mr Howard may be able to go into
more of the detail of this, but there is an agreed
NATO rules of engagement profile.

Q57 Mr Havard: It is interpretation of it.

Des Browne: 1t is obviously a multinational
agreement and it comes about through an effort
which is designed to reflect the fact that rules of
engagement at a national level are a reflection of the
laws of the individual nation and it is an attempt to
seek to accommodate the laws of all of the nations
and allies involved in a profile. I suppose I can say
this as I am a lawyer rather than anybody else
because the law is involved in this, and when it comes
to actual interpretation I would not be surprised if
there were arguments about what the proper
interpretation of things are. I do not think General
Richards found the rules of engagement issue to be
a problem.

Q58 Mr Havard: It says not.
Des Browne: Yes; that indicates the success of that
process.

Q359 Mr Jenkin: Can I ask about the effort to bring
the civilian aid agencies into the picture? May I just
read from General Richards’ article in The Guardian
where he said: “One has to work hard to create
conditions that bring all the actors together in a
synergistic manner. We can set the conditions but
are often powerless to implement key parts of the
overall plan. This is hugely frustrating; I believe
personally more authority and money should be
given to military commanders to orchestrate the
overall campaign, certainly while serious fighting
continues.” While it is impossible to bring civilian
aid agencies in to deliver efficiently, is that not what
we should be doing?

Des Browne: We did not do precisely that, but you
will recollect that we deployed military engineers in
an announcement that I made in July of last year
recognising—and this is one of the lessons learned of
Afghanistan—that we will be able to create a certain
level of security but that that may not be a level of
security that allows, for example, NGOs or people

who do not have military experience or are not
prepared to take the risk that the military are
prepared to take to deploy into that environment to
do reconstruction work. That is specifically why we
deployed engineers and we discovered by the
deployment of those engineers that there was a
substantial untapped local resource of people
capable of reconstruction work and they have been
able to leverage that local capability, so we have
been doing a form of exactly what General Richards
identified. Can I also say that some aid agencies are
working in the environment of Helmand, others are
returning and, frankly, with respect to General
Richards, whose views and advice I greatly do
respect, he has to accept also that there are many aid
agencies who do very good work even in very
difficult environments and who are able to do that
because they actually can distance themselves from
the military and are not associated with the military
and would not constitutionally want to be associated
with the military, so it would not be the answer to all
of these problems. I think that we do need to nuance
a form of what General Richards identified, and that
is indeed what we did do.

Q60 Mr Holloway: Secretary of State, I was in
Lashkar Gah talking to Afghans the week before
last for four days; who are the aid agencies working
in Helmand now, who is planning to return and what
are we doing to spend money further exploiting this
local capability that we seem to have just identified?
Des Browne: Can 1 say, Mr Holloway, we have not
just identified this local capability; I am sure that
when you were there last week if you spoke to our
engineers they would have been able to identify
precisely to you who the construction companies
were. We have, for example, in Gereshk made a
significant difference to that town by the building of
security checkpoints around about the town; I was
not there and did not see it but what was reported to
me was that this was carried out by local labour, and
I am told by military engineers that there is a local
engineering capability of some expertise in terms of
design which they discovered. I am not able to give
you the names of those particular companies, but I
am sure we can provide that information in detail.

Q61 Mr Holloway: Secretary of State, you are
talking about people helping us to build our bases or
helping to build security checkpoints that,
incidentally, are not often manned at night because
the Afghan army is too afraid to be in them. I am
asking about reconstruction, about the thing that is
going to “unstick” the Afghan villager from the
Taliban. What aid agencies are there doing it apart
from the Italian hospital? Who is there? Who is
coming back?

My Howard: The Secretary of State has read out a
number of details earlier and it would be easiest if we
give you a note of the things that we have done, but
it includes things like well-digging, it includes
refurbishment of schools and other civil projects in
Lashkar Gah. The point that is important to note is
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that when the engineers were first deployed and went
out and operated with the locals, it was actually the
locals that asked for the checkpoints to be built.

Q62 Chairman: Mr Howard, in view of your offer to
give us a note that would be extremely helpful. I
wonder though if, instead of giving us examples, you
could give us a complete list of what has been done
please?

My Howard: We might also offer, in response to a
question you raised earlier, to give you a clear
indication of what we know about what other
nations have provided.

Q63 Chairman: That too would be extremely
helpful.

My Howard: In terms of cash and development aid.
Des Browne: 1 apologise, Chairman, if I thought I
was going to be asked for the detail of every
project—such lists do exist and they can be
provided.

Chairman: It would be helpful if we had them, but it
is a fair question. Bernard Jenkin, carry on.

Q64 Mr Jenkin: Let us be absolutely frank about it,
there is a structural problem, as you have identified,
Secretary of State, between the military and many of
the non-governmental agencies who would be very
appropriate to help with reconstruction, and we
have to respect their views and their sensibilities for
that, but is this not really something very urgent to
address because when I have been in Iraq and when
I have been in Afghanistan before it has been a great
source of frustration to the military. Do we not need
more military-based capability to deliver civilian
reconstruction rather than relying on non-
governmental organisations that do not wish to
work with the military?

Des Browne: Let me answer that directly. Right
across the world, those who are involved in nation-
building or conflict resolution have come to very
similar  views about the importance of
reconstruction work, the importance of being able to
follow up improvements in security by early
reconstruction work and the risks that that generates
for people who are sometimes not well-placed to
take those risks. For example, the Committee will
know that there is a debate going on in the United
States of America, encouraged at the highest levels,
as to whether or not there should be some force that
is able to do that, that would be prepared to take
those risks. Clearly we identified that problem in
Afghanistan and we were very open about it within
weeks of deploying, to such an extent that we
deployed the engineers. I can only report to the
Committee what is reported back to me through the
military communications chains, and that is what
they tell me these engineers have identified, and I
have spoken directly to the engineers in Lashkar
Gah. But they also say, you know, that the increased
contribution that the FCO and DFID are making in
terms of the PRT is creating a cross-government
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capability in Lashkar Gah which is improving their
ability to be able to deliver the aspects of
construction and improvements in governance. I am
not underplaying the difficulty of this, I recognise
that there is a difficulty, but rather than
concentrating on what the difficulties are and the
failures—because there will be failures. Of course
there will be with an army which is perhaps in some
elements months old an ability to be able to carry out
the same functions as the British Army would be
able to, but it is mentoring them through these things
that is important.

Q65 Mr Jenkin: The simple solution would be that
some of the money that goes to DFID and therefore
to these non-governmental organisations should
actually come to the Ministry of Defence so it can
deliver the effects that these non-governmental
organisations cannot provide in that environment.
Des Browne: We have structures for directing
finance to do just that, and that is indeed what we did
do: we directed finance out of common pools of
money and from DFID in order to facilitate the
work that the engineers were setting out to do. That
is what happened.

Q66 Mr Jenkin: Fine, I will move on, Secretary of
State, thank you. It seems to be an objective of this
mission to extend the authority of President Karzai’s
government across the whole of the country; has
there ever been a government in Kabul that has had
authority across the whole of the country—or at
least not for a very long time. Is it really a realistic
objective?

Des Browne: Probably the answer to that question is
no, there has not been a government that has been
able to exercise governance across the whole of
Helmand Province, certainly not that I can recollect.
I do not know how far back in history you would
need to go before you could describe that there
would have been one, but is it a realistic objective?
Yes, it is. Will it take a long time to do? Yes, it will.

Q67 Mr Jenkin: General Richards—whom I must
say we are disappointed we have not been able to
cross-examine today, although you have given us
some reasons and maybe we can have him later—is
saying we are in danger of attempting to impose
Western systems on an Islamic state; the fact is that
we do not want the warlords to be warlords, but
these are powerful people who generally wish to
work with the grain of Afghan civil society and are
not trying to impose a completely different idea of
civil society on Afghanistan.

Des Browne: As you would expect, General
Richards and I discussed these issues at length on
many occasions; there is no difference between
General Richards and me, or indeed between
General Richards and the Government, about our
approach to this. We are four-square of the view that
if we are to have sustainable governments in
Helmand Province and indeed across Afghanistan
then it has to go with the grain of local culture. There
is no question about that and I do not think General
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Richards, if he were able to come here and give
evidence, would indicate that there had been any
contradiction between us in that; that is absolutely
right, that is what we need to do. Building local
government is about building local government, that
is government for the local people that serves their
aspirations. The other point I would make to you,
and I say this often in public and in private, we have
to work with who is there and our objective is to get
people who are people of influence and people of
power into government and to be operating within
the framework of the law. That is exactly what our
objective is to do because everybody who has ever
tried to do this anywhere in the world realises that if
you do not have an inclusive approach you just
perpetuate the clubs.

Q68 Mr Jenkin: But also that the currency of
Afghan politics is money, dollars. Basically, if we
want the writ of the Kabul government to have any
meaning beyond the boundaries of Kabul itself, it is
about money, is it not?

Des Browne: This is distinct, Mr Jenkin, to which
government?

Q69 Mr Jenkin: The Karzai government.

Des Browne: 1 seem to think we spend a lot of time
over there talking about public spending too.
Government is about directing resources, of course
it is about directing resources and it is about
directing resources in a way that reflects the success
that governments can have in people’s aspirations,
and there is that, of course there is, about directing
resources.

Q70 Willie Rennie: You are talking about local buy-
in and the Musa Qaleh deal was an integral part of
that local buy-in; what exactly is the position in
Musa Qaleh now?

Des Browne: We need to first of all recognise what
the Musa Qaleh agreement was, and it is relevant to
the discussion I have just had with Mr Jenkin. It was
an attempt to reflect the wishes of the local
community and put responsibility into the hands of
the local government of the village elders and the
tribal leaders, and in the long run I am firmly of the
view that it is this kind of approach which will
sometimes fail and sometimes falter which will bring
long-term security. I am very pleased that we were
able to make that agreement and it was a sign of
improvement that we were able to make that
agreement. Candidly, the jury is still out on whether
it has worked, there is no doubt that the Taliban in
that community sought to break that agreement and
they sought to break that agreement in a way in
which they thought they could overwhelm the local
community. There is no certainty of the evidence
from that community at the moment, but I am far
from the view that they have succeeded in doing that
and, because of the way we responded to it in
particular, because we managed by air strikes to kill
two of the local Taliban commanders, we believe
that we significantly undermined their ability to be
able to do that, but it is in a state of uncertainty, that

is all T can say, it is not clear exactly what the
situation is but it is not nearly as gloomy as people
describe.

Q71 Willie Rennie: Are you looking at other places
to institute similar agreements? We have talked
previously about those kinds of measures we have
introduced elsewhere.

Des Browne: Our ambition is for the governor,
presently Governor Wafa, to be able to deliver
governments to the local communities of his
governature in the way in which he considers to be
most appropriate, in consultation with local people.
He has an approach to that which involves local
agreements and since he is constitutionally the
appropriate person to be doing that, we will support
him in doing that across the communities of this
province. That is a matter for him, rather than us
looking to do it; we are looking to support but then
he is in turn accountable to President Karzai and
that engages the central government in his local
decisions, which is exactly how the Musa Qaleh
agreement came about in the first place.

Q72 Willie Rennie: Have they approached you about
that kind of exact support for other areas?

Des Browne: We do that all the time. Part of
Brigadier Thomas’ responsibility is to facilitate and
enable and support that sort of behaviour because
we are trying to extend the role of the fact of
governance from the governor across as much of
Helmand Province as we can.

Q73 Willie Rennie: Do you think the use of
overwhelming force is undermining our approaches
on reconstruction and development?

Des Browne: 1 just think that there are some
situations—the Panjwai Valley which we have
spoken about and people know about the attacks in
the district centres in the north of Helmand when we
were occupying them—where we have to recognise
that where the enemy can muster a level of force that
generates violence that attacks and potentially
undermines the governments or directly attacks our
troops, then we must be free to use the force that we
need to in order to overcome that violence which is
being presented to us. We then need to recognise that
that has to be done in a way that does not undermine
our broad outlook on insurgency and reconstruction
projects, and we seek to do that.

Q74 Willie Rennie: But do you think it does
undermine it? Does it actually set back some quite
good measures introduced with reconstruction; that
you have actually had to act in that kind of way has
set you back?

Des Browne: 1 am content that our commanders
make their decisions on the ground operationally
and tactically in a way that deploys force in the safest
way possible and in the most effective way.
Sometimes actually the use of targeted force in that
way, whether it be overwhelming or not, is the most
effective thing to do. There is another aspect of the
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culture of Afghanistan that I am constantly told
about and that is that the people will follow those
whom they think will prevail.

Q75 Willie Rennie: The “Platoon House” strategy
from last year; do you think in retrospect it was a
mistake?

Des Browne: No.

Q76 Willie Rennie: Why?

Des Browne: Because the commander on the ground
was faced—as increasingly I am learning they are—
with a tactical dilemma. There was a challenge made
to the authority of the then governor, Governor
Daud, in a number of areas of the north. He made
an entirely appropriate decision to respond to that,
to over-match that attack, and then to hold those
district centres through the use of platoon houses to
ensure the presence of the governor and of governors
was kept in these communities, which is what the
communities wanted. They were of course attacked
and we had to deal with those attacks and we
sustained a level of casualty which we had not
expected that we would sustain and I accept that, but
I do not think they could in any way be described as
mistaken. In the fullness of time they will turn out to
be quite a significant contribution to the strategic
success of our operation.

Q77 Chairman: We do not hear the word “ink spots”
nowadays; is there any reason for that?

Des Browne: 1 have no idea. I do not think I have
used the word once, even in anticipation, but if you
mean have we given up the plan to secure areas and
to spread construction out from them, we have not
and that is what we are seeking to do in Lashkar
Gah. We will, if we seek to deliver progress to the
largest number of people, be forced into that process
in any event, call it what you like, ink spots or
Afghan development zones or whatever; I think
these terms are all interchangeable.

Q78 Willie Rennie: When Vice-President Cheney
visited Pakistan and Afghanistan earlier on this year
he seemed to pin the blame for the cross-border
insecurity on Pakistan, and we keep getting
intelligence from both sides saying that the other is
to blame. Can you give any clarity as to exactly what
the problem is and what partly the solution would
be?

Des Browne: The problem is that there is movement
across the border both ways, and there has been for
some time. One of the things that I have learned over
the last months is that in respect of lots of these
borders around the world, the people who live at or
near them do not recognise them apart from the fact
that there are disputes and traditionally tribes move
back and forward across these borders. We have
probably discussed this about Maysan in Iraq,
which is a very good example of where the local
people have scant if any regard at all for the fact that
there is a border between their country and another.
The problem is that people move back and forward
across the border, there are separate jurisdictions

either side of that and it is easy for one to blame the
other for the failings on the border, but that seems
to me to point to the solution, which is to get these
two countries to work together. There are all sorts of
projects predicted for this border including, I have
heard, fencing it and mining it. I just remind people
sometimes that we tried to police the border in
Northern Ireland for 30 years and things still moved
back and forward across it in a very much smaller
area with quite a significant number of troops. I do
not think that is a possibility, there needs to be a
shared political solution to this which identifies the
difficulties, and we encourage Pakistan and
Afghanistan, despite their differences, to continually
talk to each other. There are some developments, for
example the Jirga Commission, which is designed to
bring the peoples of the border area together to
discuss their problems, which are promising, but it is
difficult political work. Can I just make one other
point, and that is that we should never under-
estimate the scale of the challenge that Pakistan
faces on their side of the border nor should we play
down the casualties that they themselves have
suffered in that border area trying to control some of
the violence and some of the bad people that move
around there.

Q79 Willie Rennie: You have made some important
points in that and that was something that President
Musharraf was very keen to stress to us when we
visited last year, about the losses that his troops have
faced. You mentioned earlier on about the failure to
deploy a battlegroup on the border; do you think
that has had an effect on how you actually deal with
security across the border, with the lack of that
battlegroup?

Des Browne: The border extends beyond just
Helmand Province, as people know. The tactical
approach to that and the broader strategy is a matter
of course for the NATO commander; we have not as
an alliance filled that part of the CJSOR, but it is
open to General McNeill and the other commanders
to decide to deploy their resource in a way that
addresses the issues that they wanted the battlegroup
to address at the border if they choose to do that. We
are under that command and it is not for me to
decide how they should deploy those troops.

Q80 Willie Rennie: Do they have sufficient troops in
order to do that?

Des Browne: At the end of the day the general and
other commanders have to deal with what they have.
We have already had a discussion about that and
they have to prioritise and if what he planned that
battlegroup would do is one of General McNeill’s
priorities, then there are sufficient resources for him
to be able to do that. That will mean that other
things may not be able to be done, but they may not
need to be done at that time, they might not be
priorities.
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Q81 Willie Rennie: You talked earlier on about a
Jirga Commission as a possibility. Is there sufficient
dialogue between the two countries and what else do
you think could be done to improve that dialogue if
it is not sufficient?

Des Browne: 1 just think there needs to be greater
collaboration between them. For example, they need
to begin to identify their differences with a view to
resolving them; they are very good at identifying
their differences. If we could move them on to
resolving them then we would make some progress,
but we need to develop joint approaches because
there are some big issues such as, for example, the
refugee camps. There are plans to close the refugee
camps and, in principle, I think that would be a good
idea, providing it is done in a managed way and with
the support of the international community so that
we do not get a substantial refugee problem, which
will almost certainly be delivered into Afghanistan.
The whole issue of the Pushtun identity needs to be
discussed between them and resolved to the degree
that it can be, although these are big issues and I do
not think they will be resolved. They may be
managed or accommodations may be found, but
then there are governments and developments in the
tribal areas themselves which are part of the
problem. There are a whole number of things that
can be done and if the Commission does meet there
will be no shortage of issues on the agenda for it to
discuss.

Q82 Mr Havard: The question of the border tends to
centre on the border with Pakistan, but of course
Afghanistan is geographically significant because it
has borders elsewhere. The last time I was in the far
west of the country, there is the border with Iran and
there is the problem of the leakage or export of drug-
related things north as well, up towards the Stans
and all the rest of it. What have you got to say about
the relationships with the other border countries as
well as the relationship with Pakistan?

Des Browne: 1 have to say that I do not consider
myself to have great expertise in relation to those
relationships, but to the extent that they do not come
to me as part of the problem as it were, the
relationships with other countries, I suspect that
President Karzai has continuing relationships.
There are clearly issues there and the drug trail
across into Iran is a very serious issue which the
Iranians themselves devote quite a substantial
amount of resource to trying to deal with; indeed, at
a humanitarian level, because of the way in which
that delivers into their community support work in
Afghanistan, it is designed to support alternative
livelihoods and to move people off the drugs
business. It is a very mixed environment, therefore,
and sometimes things that happen are
counterintuitive to our views of individual countries.
Mr Havard: Absolutely.

Q83 M