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Conclusions and recommendations

The environment plays a complex and important role in conflict and its resolution.
Sustainable development, climate change mitigation and environmental protection
should therefore be considered security issues of critical importance to the UK
Government and FCO. The UK must be a proponent of a strong, coordinated,
multilateral environmental system able to avoid situations in which environmental
degradation might lead to instability or conflict. International action on
environmental challenges might also prove to be an important tool for fostering
closer international relations. (Paragraph 14)

The Committee welcomes the Foreign Secretary’s robust statement in the
Sustainable Development Action Plan regarding the importance of sustainable
development to international peace and prosperity. The significance the Foreign
Secretary places on respecting environmental limits, on addressing climate change,
and on the need to deal with the links between trade, poverty and the environment,
satisfies the Committee that these issues are being taken seriously by the FCO.
However, as the Foreign Secretary states, “the challenge we face is a big one”. Words
must therefore be backed up by an FCO institutionally equal to the challenge, in
terms of skills and resources, to enable real progress to be made. (Paragraph 17)

FCO Policy

3.

We agree with the Government that it is right for the FCO to have a focus on both
climate change and environmental governance issues. The work that the FCO is
conducting to ensure the better management of fisheries and forests is particularly
important. Nevertheless, although this particular focus might enable the FCO to
make efficiency savings, it risks the neglect of other, also critical, environmental
issues. Given that the UK’s ability to contribute successfully in meeting a number of
international environmental challenges will largely be down to the skill and
assiduousness of the FCO, the lack of a wider commitment to the environment risks
the UK being ineffective in its response. It is essential that the FCO widen its focus to
encompass those international environmental challenges where strong diplomacy
will be part of the solution, such as biodiversity loss. (Paragraph 26)

Evidence from JNCC and IFAW suggests that the FCO has a declining role in
international negotiations on biodiversity, which could have a damaging impact on
our influence in such fora. We recommend that the FCO initiate an urgent review,
with DEFRA and JNCC, to assess whether delegations are being provided with the
level of diplomatic support that they require to achieve the UK’s aims. (Paragraph
29)

Given the importance of improved staff knowledge of sustainable development in
meeting sustainable development objectives, it is essential to ensure that training
results in real knowledge improvements. If, as the Minister told the Sub-committee,
the success of such training is now measured through a sophisticated internal
assessment process, it is surprising that the FCO has not sought to trumpet this
achievement though the Sustainable Development Action Plan. The next Action



Plan should explain fully this process as well as provide targets to enable progress in
this area to be charted. (Paragraph 34)

The Sustainable Development Action Plan appears to have failed to address the SDC
recommendation to “continue to explore the opportunities for joint working with
the Ministry of Defence (MoD) in relation to natural resource protection and
conflict and reflect these in future [Action Plans]”. Opportunities for closer working
between the two departments on the environment-conflict interface should include,
jointly with DFID, an assessment of the role environmental protection and
management, and sustainable development, can play in limiting the environmental
conditions that can exacerbate conflict and how this could feed into Global Conflict
Prevention Pool work. It should also consider the role that environmental protection
and restoration can play in reconstruction efforts. The next Action Plan must detail
how the FCO will take forward this work. (Paragraph 38)

The 2006 White Paper strategic priorities were identified by the Government, as a
whole, as the most pressing international issues that it must address. We thus
welcome greatly the Foreign Secretary’s inclusion of climate security as a new UK
international priority, and the acknowledgement therefore of the critical importance
of this issue. We commend also the Foreign Secretary for demonstrating the UK’s
commitment to this issue through her robust argument for the consideration of
climate change at the UN Security Council. Despite this we believe that wider
environmental issues should be better reflected in the UK’s international priorities,
particularly given the growing evidence of the threats associated with continued
environmental degradation. A new international priority placing a greater emphasis
on the need to ensure environmental protection must be added, to stress the key
strategic importance of this issue for the whole of Government. This should
complement a new international environmental strategy to focus Government-wide
action. (Paragraph 42)

FCO capacity on the environment

8.

We feel that the better integration in the FCO of sustainable development with
business, and climate change with energy policy, is positive and could lead to the
development of policies that better account for sustainable development issues.
However, we are concerned that, as a result of restructuring, the FCO has lost its
environmental nexus, and has decided to lower the resources given over to a number
of international environmental issues. We recommend that an environmental policy
group is re-established to drive forward an environmental agenda in the FCO, as well
as to provide the central environmental expertise that existed prior to the
restructuring. We are particularly concerned that failure to do this will impact on the
UK’s ability to influence environmental negotiations in international fora.
(Paragraph 46)

We welcome the FCO’s training programme to ensure better that all staff become
conversant in sustainable development and environmental issues. Nevertheless, we
have heard during the course of this inquiry that the specialist skills that the FCO
requires in the field of environmental diplomacy are lacking. We are of the opinion
that these skills can only in part be addressed by FCO staff and by other Government



departments through secondments. Given the complex and specialised nature of this
work, and the FCO’s own admission that its internal corps of civil servants working
in this area are not able to develop their expertise quickly enough, we call for a large
increase in the use of externally-appointed environmental specialists. In addition, to
ensure that the unique abilities that FCO officials develop can be aligned with
environmental expertise, it is essential that career diplomats with an environmental
focus are developed; an environmental ‘career anchor’ must therefore be re-
established. Our earlier recommendation that an environmental policy group be
established could provide the location for this ‘anchor’. The appointment of John
Ashton as Special Representative on Climate Change, and the FCO’s assertions as to
the importance of this appointment for driving the climate change agenda forward,
could be taken as an implicit recognition that the current structure is inadequate to
the task of international diplomacy on environmental issues. (Paragraph 52)

A new international environmental strategy

10.

11.

Failures in the Government-wide Sustainable Development Strategy, Securing the
Future, might explain the lack of consideration given to a number of international
environmental issues in FCO sustainable development documents, which are based
upon it. However, although it has its shortcomings, we were surprised to notice that
the 2006 White Paper, Active Diplomacy for a Changing World, also a Government-
wide strategy, does not refer to or explain its links with Securing the Future. This is a
considerable oversight, and demonstrates the continuing lack of coordination on
sustainable development issues across Government. (Paragraph 58)

Securing the Future highlighted the fragmented state of natural resource protection
policy, and the negative impact that this has on the UK’s ability to meet
environmental challenges. DEFRA has stated that it will seek to address this through
the development of a coherent approach to the natural environment, which will also
take into account the UK’s international impact. However, we are concerned that the
international dimension will not receive the focus it requires in this domestic
strategy, and might fail to incorporate issues including security, foreign policy, trade
and development. Therefore, a new international environmental strategy must be
developed, owned and delivered by a number of departments, including FCO,
DEFRA, DFID and DTI. (Paragraph 59)

Setting an example

12.

13.

We commend the support given by FCO staff to conservation and environmental
projects and NGOs internationally, both financially and diplomatically, where such
cooperation is in line with our international environmental objectives. Such support
also sends a strong message to host countries that these issues are a priority for the
UK Government. (Paragraph 60)

We welcome the Minister’s strong statement on the need to work closely with NGOs
in order better to make progress on mutual objectives, and to engage with NGOs at
an earlier stage in the policy formation process. Nevertheless, on the basis of the
evidence that we have received, a disconnect between the FCO and environmental
NGOs still remains. We anticipate that the strategy for engagement with NGOs



14.

15.

16.

currently being developed will go someway to address this, but we are not convinced
that without a re-evaluation of overall FCO priorities to have a more explicit
environmental focus the necessary changes will occur to ensure that this happens at
all levels. Through such a re-evaluation, and the changes that we recommend in this
report regarding, inter alia, the provision of specialist environmental expertise from
outside the FCO and the development of FCO civil servants with a career focus on
the environment, we believe that longer term, more beneficial, relationships will
develop between the FCO and environmental NGOs. (Paragraph 65)

We applaud the FCO’s demonstrated commitment to improving environmental
management across its overseas estate. The promotion of sustainable practices
through their application in the overseas estate is also essential in building support
for, and exhibiting, the UK’s commitment to best practice in sustainable
development. (Paragraph 67)

The voluntary nature of carbon offsets from overseas posts’ flights is an anomaly that
needs removing. It runs contrary to domestic Government policy and leaves the UK
Government open to criticism that it is failing to address the climate change impact
of its own operations. The implications of this irregularity are particularly serious,
and incongruous, given the FCO’s diplomatic role in negotiating international
agreements on climate change. (Paragraph 69)

The UK must succeed domestically on the same issues that we wish to succeed
internationally, to provide the political leadership required to encourage more
sustainable action by other countries. This includes meeting our international
commitments in areas such as the prevention of biodiversity loss and domestic
commitments on greenhouse gas emissions. Although the UK will meet its
international commitments under Kyoto, we argue that this only represents a step in
the right direction and does not necessarily reflect the scale of effort required to meet
the challenge of climate change. We are therefore concerned that the UK might fail
to reach its more demanding domestic target, and that this failure also will result in
the loss of the political leadership demonstrated by the UK through the adoption of
the target. (Paragraph 72)

UK Overseas Territories

17.

18.

We welcome the fact that FCO and DFID have, in the short term, increased their
financial support for better environmental management in the UKOTs, but we are
concerned that this has not been undertaken on the basis of an analysis of need.
Research by the RSPB suggests that even with this funding increase a considerable
funding shortfall will remain in the UKOTs for biodiversity protection. (Paragraph
78)

We are disturbed that witnesses have stressed to us that departments other than FCO
and DFID do not provide the level of support to the UKOTs that is required.
Although DEFRA does provide some direct and indirect support, the level of this
does not fill the specialist environmental gaps that are apparent in the UKOTs. We
recommend firstly that DEFRA be involved at the highest level in reviewing the
Environment Charters. The Inter-Ministerial Working Group on Biodiversity
should provide the focus for this review to ensure coordination between



19.

departments. It is necessary for this review to assess whether both the Government,
and the governments of the UKOTSs, have met their respective obligations under the
Environment Charters and Multilateral Environmental Agreements. Secondly,
DEFRA should be given joint responsibility towards the UKOTs. This should be
reflected in an updated UK International Priority, to include environmental
protection alongside security and good governance in the UKOTs. This will also
have to be reflected in DEFRA’s Comprehensive Spending Review settlement.
Finally, as part of the Environment Charter review, the case for larger and more
routine funding must be explored. Given that the Treasury is currently conducting a
spending review, it is imperative that this funding analysis feeds into, and influences,
the Treasury’s ultimate decision as to spending allocations for FCO, DFID and
DEFRA. (Paragraph 83)

If the Government fails to address these issues it will run the risk of continued
environmental decline and species extinctions in the UKOTs, ultimately causing the
UK to fail in meeting its domestic and international environmental commitments.
Failure to meet such commitments undermines the UK’s ability to influence the
international community to take the strong action required for reversing
environmental degradation in their own countries, and globally. (Paragraph 84)






Introduction

The terms of this inquiry

1. The Environmental Audit Committee established a Sub-committee in February 2006 to
explore concerns that Government policy on trade and development was failing to
incorporate adequately the need for sustainable development and environmental
protection. The Sub-committee has conducted a series of inquiries scrutinising the
Department for International Development (DFID), the World Trade Organisation and
UK trade policy, and the Government’s response to the United Nations Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment.

2. In general, these inquiries have highlighted the need for more coordinated action to
identify and mitigate the negative impacts of trade and development policies. They have
also highlighted the range of benefits that could be expected from a more sustainable
approach, such as ensuring that development in developing countries will be long-term
and not transitory, and ensuring that there is an increased trade in energy efficient
technologies leading to lower greenhouse gas emissions.

3. This final short inquiry examined the role of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
(FCO) in delivering the UK’s international environmental objectives. Although the FCO is
often not the lead department on sustainable development issues, it has a crucial role to
play in building international support for UK policy objectives. FCO activities in this area
include political dialogue and lobbying and direct funding of sustainable development
projects in other countries. It also has a direct responsibility, jointly with DFID, towards
the environment in UK Overseas Territories.

4. This inquiry, chaired by Colin Challen MP, received written memoranda from a range of
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and the FCO. The Sub-committee also took oral
evidence from the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC), International Fund for
Animal Welfare (IFAW), Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), BioDiplomacy
and Jan McCartney MP, Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth Office and
Department for Trade and Industry. We are grateful to all those who contributed to the

inquiry.

Why is the environment relevant to the work of the FCO?

5. The purpose of the FCO is “to work for the United Kingdom’s interests in a safe, just
and prosperous world”.! The environment is relevant to the FCO for two main reasons.
Firstly, as the UK’s primary representative abroad, the FCO must have the appropriate
knowledge and skills to be able to help deliver the Government’s international
environmental aspirations. This is particularly important due to the direct consequences
for the UK of many international environmental degradation issues, such as climate
change, and the UK’s inability to deal with these unilaterally. Secondly, the environment

1 “About us”, FCO Website, 8 March 2007, www.fco.gov.uk
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and sustainable development are important components of any solution to the UK’s other
international priorities, including those to deliver poverty reduction, manage migration,
limit terrorism, and prevent and resolve conflict.

6. The links between environmental degradation and poverty are explored extensively in
our earlier reports including Trade, Development and Environment: The Role of DFID? and
Outflanked: The World Trade Organisation, International Trade and Sustainable
Development.® The importance of addressing environmental issues in development policies
can not be overstated. The United Nations Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Board
found that development policies aimed at eliminating poverty may well be “doomed to
failure” if the natural environment does not receive adequate protection.* This view was
also taken by the UN Millennium Project which found that long-term success in meeting
Millennium Development Goals (to quantifiably reduce extreme poverty) will be
“transitory and inequitable” without environmental sustainability. It went on that “[t]he
paramount importance and clear urgency of environmental sustainability dictates
immediate actions at all scales — and the political, social, and financial will be necessary to
sustain those actions”.” Therefore it is clear that the FCO must focus on the environment
and sustainable development if it is to work towards eliminating poverty.

7. Environmental degradation and natural resource pressures may also link via poverty to
increased social discontent, and might therefore create the conditions in which violent
conflict can take hold:

Persistent levels of poverty, particularly when associated with profound deprivation,
perceived injustices and forms of social exclusion, are likely to create the grounds for
increased social discontent. This may create conditions for the onset of violent forms
of conflict. However, materialisation requires some form of organised collective
action. Although the chronically poor are not typically found to be involved in
organised socio-political actions, chronic poverty may create triggers for
mobilisation of masses as recruitment may be easier amongst those with lesser
voices.

Chronic poverty may lead individuals to become soldiers/fighters as a form of coping
with poverty itself (e.g. Humphreys and Weinstein, 2004), as well as gain access to
economic and social advantages (e.g. Verwimp, 2005). However, different forms of
conflict may be triggered by different circumstances and different actors. This
hypothesis requires much more rigorous testing.®

2 Environmental Audit Committee, Tenth Report of Session 2005-2006, Trade, Development and Environment: The
Role of DFID, HC 1014

3 Environmental Audit Committee, Eleventh Report of Session 2005-2006, Outflanked: The World Trade Organisation,
International Trade and Sustainable Development, HC 1455

4 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Board, Living beyond our means; Natural Assets and Human Well-being;
Statement from the Board (Washington, 2005), p19

5  UN Millennium Project, Environment and human well-being: a practical strategy (2005), p27
www.unmillenniumproject.org

6  Patricia Justino, Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex, Chronic Poverty Research Centre Working
Paper 61, On the Links between Violent Conflict and Chronic Poverty: How Much Do We Really Know? (2006), p13
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8. A number of studies also draw a direct link between environmental degradation and an
increasing likelihood of violent conflict. Richard Tarasofsky, Chatham House, told the Sub-
committee that “the links between environment and international security policy have
become increasingly discernable over time”.” He pointed to literature describing the links
between scarce natural resources, such as water, and increasing insecurity and instability.

9. These issues were expanded upon in an E3G working paper, Sustainability and foreign
policy, by Nick Mabey, former Head of Sustainable Development in the FCO’s now closed
Environmental Policy Department. This stated that international environmental problems
might lead to a number of situations:

In an optimistic scenario, problems like climate change encourage global
cooperation, innovation and creativity, and inspire governments to act wisely to
minimise impacts on the poorest and weakest in society. However, it is also possible
that resource scarcity and environmental stress will drive countries and societies into
the politics of insecurity, exacerbating existing divides of ethnicity, community, caste,
income and region as groups struggle to maintain their ability to use resources to the
exclusion of others. The challenge for policy makers is to avoid the second scenario
by building popular support for a serious and progressive agenda for managing the
costs and consequences of our acute environmental interdependence.®

10. Nick Mabey’s paper also drew attention to the role of “politicised revenue allocation
from natural resources based around ethnic, religious or regional lines” in driving major
conflict. Shifts in such revenue allocations as a result of climate change might lead to
destabilisation of regions as traditional resource sharing agreements become inadequate to
different groups needs. For example, currently one third of the global population live in
areas experiencing moderate to high water stress. Future population growth and a rising
demand for water mean that millions more people are expected to be living in water
stressed regions. However, alongside these demographic trends, climate models also
indicate that the effects of rising global temperatures will greatly vary the distribution and
characteristics of precipitation, leading to even greater numbers of people experiencing
water shortages. A study quoted in the Stern Review indicated that a rise of 2 degrees
Celsius will result in 1-4 billion people experiencing increased water stress by 2080,
dependent upon how fast the population increases.” The regions where such shortages are
likely to occur are concentrated in areas that might be more prone to conflict due to
existing tensions, including Africa and the Middle East.

11. Conflict and environmental degradation or change are also likely to lead to increased
human migration which can, in itself, lead to further conflict. Nick Mabey argued that
migrations due to recent drought in South-West Asia have been linked to increased
tensions in Kashmir and the recruitment of displaced people into terrorist organisations."
In addition to shifts in regional climate, climate change might lead to the displacement and

7 Ev 68

8  Nick Mabey, E3G working paper, Sustainability and foreign policy (2007), p6, www.e3g.org
9 HM Treasury, Stern Review: The Economics of Climate Change, October 2006, p63

10 Nick Mabey, E3G working paper, Sustainability and foreign policy (2007), p15
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migration of many millions of people as a result of sea-level rise. The Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change in 2001 found that sea level could rise between 9 to 88 cm by
2100." An increase of 100 cm would result in the loss of one fifth of Bangladesh’s land area
leading to the displacement of 15 million people. The movement of so many people might
exacerbate existing tensions concerning migration in the area, which have already led India
to construct a 2500 km fence along its entire border with Bangladesh.'?

12. On a more positive note, the environment can also be used as a diplomatic tool to aid
in conflict avoidance. The RSPB explained:

[W]e believe that biodiversity conservation can be a force for unity, promoting
collaboration between otherwise hostile countries and offering a chance for the UK
to promote a positive image in countries where overall our relations with
governments are problematic. Environmental challenges ignore political boundaries,
bridge religious and ideological divides, encourage local and non-governmental
participation, and extend community building beyond polarising economic linkages.
The RSPB is supporting successful conservation work by emerging NGOs in a

number of countries where civil society has traditionally been discouraged or
stifled.”

13. Chatham House agreed that the environment can form part of a solution to armed
conflicts. It pointed to the creation of a “peace park” protected area between Ecuador and
Peru, agreed as part of a package to end a border conflict, and secret negotiations between
Syria and Israel about the possibility of a protected area in the disputed Golan Heights.
Chatham House asserted that “
toolkit in resolving insecurity”.'*

environmental peacekeeping’ is increasingly part of the

14. The environment plays a complex and important role in conflict and its resolution.
Sustainable development, climate change mitigation and environmental protection
should therefore be considered security issues of critical importance to the UK
Government and FCO. The UK must be a proponent of a strong, coordinated,
multilateral environmental system able to avoid situations in which environmental
degradation might lead to instability or conflict. International action on environmental
challenges might also prove to be an important tool for fostering closer international
relations.

FCO Policy

15. There are three FCO policy documents of principal importance to this inquiry: the
FCO Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS), published in March 2005; the White Paper

11 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Summary for Policymakers: A Report of Working Group | of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2001), p16

12 The Times, 28 December 2005
13 Ev1
14 Ev69
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Active Diplomacy for a Changing World, published in March 2006; and the FCO
Sustainable Development Action Plan, published in January 2007.

Sustainable Development Strategy and Action Plan

16. The SDS was published shortly after the Government’s own overarching Sustainable
Development Strategy, Securing the Future. The SDS indicates how the FCO will work to
achieve the UK’s international sustainable development objectives, as outlined in Securing
the Future."” The general themes that the FCO sought to address in the document included
the delivery of certain commitments made at the 2002 Johannesburg World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD), such as promoting better environmental governance
and the Partnership for Principle 10,'° and reducing poverty though the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs). The SDS focused on how these objectives could be achieved
through a variety of avenues including our diplomatic posts overseas, with international
organisations such as the UN and in partnership with NGOs."”

17. Witnesses to this inquiry were, in general, complimentary about the SDS and the
Action Plan which implements it. Iain Orr, BioDiplomacy, argued that the forward to the
Action Plan, written by the Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP, the Foreign Secretary, was “clear
and forceful”.'® We agree. The Committee welcomes the Foreign Secretary’s robust
statement in the Sustainable Development Action Plan regarding the importance of
sustainable development to international peace and prosperity. The significance the
Foreign Secretary places on respecting environmental limits, on addressing climate
change, and on the need to deal with the links between trade, poverty and the
environment, satisfies the Committee that these issues are being taken seriously by the
FCO. However, as the Foreign Secretary states, “the challenge we face is a big one”.
Words must therefore be backed up by an FCO institutionally equal to the challenge, in
terms of skills and resources, to enable real progress to be made.

Are environmental priorities too focused?

18. Although in general witnesses were impressed by the SDS and Action Plan, they had
reservations that the documents fail to address all the international environmental issues
that they ought to. RSPB stated that it found the SDS to be a “laudable document”,
commending the priority given to issues including climate change and illegal logging."
However, it raised concerns to us about what it perceives to be a lack of profile given to
biodiversity in the document. The RSPB elaborated on this in its written evidence:

15 Foreign and Commonwealth Office, UK International Priorities: The FCO Sustainable Development Strategy, March
2005, p3

16 Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration 1992 established that public access to information, participation in decision-
making and access to justice, are key principles of environmental governance. At the World Summit on Sustainable
Development these principles were reaffirmed, with the Partnership for Principle 10 being established to better
enable progress towards these goals. See: www.pp10.org

17 Foreign and Commonwealth Office, UK International Priorities: The FCO Sustainable Development Strategy, March
2005

18 lain Orr (2007), www.bioDiplomacy.net
19 Qu 1 [Mr Buckley]
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...the FCO Sustainable Development Strategy gives low priority to biodiversity
conservation, even though this is acknowledged everywhere as one of the critical
issues facing the Earth. Although specific aspects such as illegal logging are flagged
up, there is no mention of the huge loss of species that is currently occurring, and
there is an assumption perhaps that conservation work will be done by others.*

19. The Minister in oral evidence to the Sub-committee said that the FCO is not “under
any circumstances... underplaying or downplaying [biodiversity]... it is a critical part of
the work we are doing”?' He pointed out that the FCO is represented on the Inter-
Ministerial Working Group on Biodiversity, which coordinates action on biodiversity
across government. Scott Wightman, Director of Global and Economic Issues at the FCO,
told the Sub-Committee that his department is focusing on those issues where it feels it
adds the “greatest value and achieve[s] the greatest degree of impact”.** As a result, the
FCO has decided to concentrate on climate change and environmental governance, which
should, it is argued, have “a major impact on protecting biodiversity in the medium to long
term”.* The FCO accepted that in the past it has supported a range of smaller biodiversity-
related projects, but that it has now come to the conclusion on the basis “of expert advice
on the effectiveness of our programmes from Stephen Bass, the former Chief
Environmental Adviser at DFID, that the most effective way in which [it] can intervene is
more at the policy, regulatory and legislative level”. It feels that “by focusing... efforts on
enhancing the quality of environmental governance both at the international level and also
at the national level, [it] can have a much broader impact on biodiversity across the board
rather than on specific activities”.** The Minister stressed that this did not preclude specific
work on biodiversity. He pointed to the use of FCO negotiating skills and contacts in
ensuring the successful conclusion of the Heart of Borneo Initiative “to protect one of the
rarest and largest ecosystems in the world”, and added “that is where our skill and
knowledge is, that is where our capacity is”.*

20. WWEF told the Sub-committee that, the FCO had indeed provided valuable support in
delivering the Heart of Borneo Initiative, although this appears to have been primarily due
to the initiative of in-country staff rather than as a result of an overarching strategy:

The FCO recently gave WWF a £25,000 grant for the preparation of the Heart of
Borneo Government plan. We believe that this grant was instigated by the UK
ambassador to Brunei via the regional office in Jakarta.

In addition, the FCO in Jakarta and Brunei worked behind the scenes to secure the
EU statement of support following the Declaration (earlier this year) on the Heart of
Borneo.

20 Ev2

21 Qu72

22 Qu 73 [Mr Wightman]
23 Qu 73 [Mr Wightman]
24  ibid

25 Qu 73 [Mr McCartney]
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The UK Embassy in Brunei has been the prime source of support from the FCO, and
the ambassador has had frequent communication with the Brunei Government and
hosted dinners on behalf of the Heart of Borneo. He has also co-ordinated with his
counterparts in Malaysia and Indonesia.*®

21. We asked the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC), the Government’s
statutory advisor on UK and international nature conservation, whether it accepted that
the FCO had placed the correct emphasis on the need to address biodiversity decline, and
related issues. Marcus Yeo, Director of Resources and External Affairs JNCC, told us that
his impression is that, in reading FCO documents, “global environment issues could have a
rather higher profile within the FCO. For example, only two of the ten international
priorities contained in the White Paper explicitly mention the environment. Those are the
priorities to do with sustainable development and climate change”. He pointed out that
“despite the global importance of the Overseas Territories for biodiversity for example, the
priority associated with the territories only refers to ensuring security and good
governance; it does not mention the environment at all”. JNCC told us that most of the
international priorities are “solely concerned with social or economic issues”, and that the
environment does indeed “need to have a higher profile within the FCO and that

environmental issues need to be better integrated with other concerns”.””

22. RSPB claimed that it is inappropriate for the FCO to neglect biodiversity on the basis
that it is working on other issues that should protect biodiversity in the long run. It stressed
that biodiversity protection has a critical role to play in itself. Sarah Sanders, RSPB, cited
the situation of the Overseas Territories as an example of this:

Looking at it from the perspective of the Overseas Territories, most of which are
small islands so they are considerably threatened by climate change, you cannot
address climate change issues and you cannot adapt to climate change without
looking at conservation and biodiversity and natural resources. If you are looking to
reduce vulnerability and there are huge areas of mangrove and coral reefs, they all
need to be protected and you cannot separate the two.”

23. The need to deal with other environmental issues, including biodiversity, alongside
climate change was highlighted in a recent article by Ahmed Djoghlaf, Executive Secretary
of the Convention on Biological Diversity. He stated that “unless biodiversity loss and
climate change are tackled together and with equal priority, the impact of both on the lives
of future generations could be very much worse”.” He argued that the protection of
ecosystems from threats other than climate change, such as pollution, raises their likely
resilience to any climate change that might occur thereby lowering the impact of climate
change on those people who might rely on that ecosystem. He highlighted coral reefs as an
example:

26 Ev76

27 Qu 39 [Mr Yeo]

28 Qu 9 [Ms Sanders]

29 “It's not just about climate”, BBC News Online, 2 March 2007, news.bbc.co.uk



16

Increased sea temperatures [as a result of climate change] have been linked to
episodes of "bleaching”, in which the delicate balance between coral organisms and
the algae on which they depend is upset, and the vibrant underwater communities
turn quickly into virtual deserts. The degradation of tropical reefs, however, has been
the result of a combination of human pressures acting together: coastal pollution has
raised nutrient levels and promoted over-growth of algae, deforestation has dumped
eroded sediments onto reefs and smothered them, and overfishing has removed
algae-grazing species from the food chain and left the reefs vulnerable to change.
Reducing these other sources of stress to the reefs may well make them less likely to
succumb to the added pressure of climate change, and so protect human
communities dependent on coral ecosystems for tourism income, seafood and
protection of coastlines.”

24. In addition to helping lessen the impact of climate change, the preservation of natural
ecosystems and biodiversity can also act to prevent the further release of greenhouse gases.
The Stern Review pointed in particular to the importance of preserving forests due to some
estimates that suggest deforestation causes more than 18% of global greenhouse gas
emissions, more than the whole of the global transport network.”’ Other natural
ecosystems are also significant carbon stores. For example, although they cover only 3% of
the Earth’s surface, peat bogs hold twice as much carbon dioxide as all forests (which cover
~30%).>* The conservation of larger numbers of species might also help us to adapt better
to the negative impacts of climate change: for example, drought resistant crops could
reduce the impact of changes in rainfall.**

25. Chatham House told us in written evidence that the FCO should engage in certain
international environmental issues where more diplomatic effort is required to ensure
progress:

There would be little benefit in assigning the FCO with overall responsibility for
engaging in all environmental issues. But ones where there is a need for a
sophisticated diplomatic strategy to leverage innovative bargains among a wide set of
actors, combined with a higher-than-usual political weight, could merit greater
attention by the FCO. These could be some of the environment and security
problems alluded to above or even more global environmental challenges that
current approaches are failing to effectively confront, such as biodiversity loss.*

26. We agree with the Government that it is right for the FCO to have a focus on both
climate change and environmental governance issues. The work that the FCO is
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conducting to ensure the better management of fisheries and forests is particularly
important. Nevertheless, although this particular focus might enable the FCO to make
efficiency savings, it risks the neglect of other, also critical, environmental issues. Given
that the UK’s ability to contribute successfully in meeting a number of international
environmental challenges will largely be down to the skill and assiduousness of the
FCO, the lack of a wider commitment to the environment risks the UK being ineffective
in its response. It is essential that the FCO widen its focus to encompass those
international environmental challenges where strong diplomacy will be part of the
solution, such as biodiversity loss.

International environmental negotiations

27. The International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) told the Sub-committee that the
FCO has lowered the amount of resources that it now puts into biodiversity-related work.
Vassili Papastavrou, of IFAW, explained that this might have a negative impact on
international biodiversity conservation. He pointed to the pivotal role that the FCO has
played in the past in negotiations on the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES).”® He claimed that as a result of this
shift in resources it is now “questionable whether the FCO would have the capacity or
expertise to play a similar role today”.”

28. The JNCC was also concerned that FCO involvement in international environmental
negotiations had declined. It stated that “FCO staff now less frequently form part of UK
delegations to multilateral environmental agreements and the number of contacts within
the FCO with whom we deal on environmental issues is reduced”.*® The JNCC stressed the
important role that the FCO plays, not only in lobbying to create support for UK positions
during international negotiations, but also in lobbying through its overseas posts prior to
negotiations. It also drew the Sub-committee’s attention to the FCO’s role in gathering
intelligence on the views of other countries, so that when JNCC attends negotiations it is
“able to know which countries [it] may wish to target, to persuade, or where other
countries would be more difficult to persuade”.” The Sub-committee asked the JNCC why,
given the important nature of this involvement, the FCO had decided to play a smaller role
in international environmental negotiations. It simply responded that the FCO was
aligning its structures and priorities “with the 2006 White Paper and [its] Sustainable

» 40

Development Strategy”.

29. Evidence from JNCC and IFAW suggests that the FCO has a declining role in
international negotiations on biodiversity, which could have a damaging impact on our
influence in such fora. We recommend that the FCO initiate an urgent review, with
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DEFRA and JNCC, to assess whether delegations are being provided with the level of
diplomatic support that they require to achieve the UK’s aims.

Sustainable Development Commission review

30. In October 2006, the Sustainable Development Commission (SDC) undertook a review
of the FCO SDS. This found that the FCO had “set a good standard” with its first SDS and
that it had demonstrated a:

...good understanding of the impact of a sustainable development approach on
foreign policy whether in terms of the potential for resource management to lead to
conflict or as a key tool of public diplomacy. The department also acknowledges the
need to lead by example in its own operation around the world.*

31. In particular the SDC supported the SDS’ focus on climate security. Nevertheless, the
SDC recommended that for the FCO to maintain and build on the strategy, further work
was required. This included: stronger targets with specified outcomes; further information
on how the FCO will assess progress on mainstreaming sustainable development into
policy making; work to ensure that the SDS is owned by staff; demonstration of top-level
commitment to sustainable development; and an indication of how the FCO is “going
about sustainable development ‘proofing’ of its work”.* The FCO stated that it responded
to these recommendations in the latest Action Plan, published in January 2007, by
“focusing on where we can add most value. The Plan includes activities to raise awareness
of sustainable development across the FCO, to ensure that it is embedded in all our
work”.* We have not attempted to assess fully whether the Action Plan has incorporated in
full the SDC’s recommendations. However, we have identified two areas in which we feel
that it has not fully addressed the SDC’s recommendations.

Raising staff capacity

32. The SDC criticised the FCO SDS for targets that “rarely indicate the required
outcome”, with most referring to “‘supporting’, ‘encouraging’ and ‘engaging’”.** The SDC
argued that this lack of clarity “limits the ability of both the FCO and its external
stakeholders to track or assess progress effectively”.** The SDC described how the UK SDS
commits the Government to “ensuring that staff have an understanding of how to apply
sustainable development principles as a key part of policy skills for the future and that all
policies are properly appraised against the new principles of sustainable development”. The
SDC found that the FCO SDS acknowledges that all FCO staff need to understand the
importance of sustainable development and how it links to their wider work. Nevertheless,
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the SDC said that “it is not clear how far current training addresses its use and application
in terms of adapting approaches to policy making”. It therefore called for future sustainable
development action plans to include targets relating to “policy making skills and
sustainable development and some measure of the FCO’s ‘mainstreaming’ success”.*

33. It can be argued that the FCO has failed to address this issue. For example, although
there is a welcome action to run three one-day training modules for staff on sustainable
development, energy and climate security, no accompanying targets have been set, such as
the number of staff who might be expected to attend.*” There is also no indication given of
how the success of this programme will be assessed. In addition to this, the action to
redevelop the FCO’s intranet site on sustainable development “so that it becomes the
definitive one-stop shop for our network of SD attachés in posts overseas for news, policy
briefings, resource information and contacts on SD”, is not accompanied by a specified
time scale over which this should be expected to happen.*

34. The Minister was asked how his department measures progress in raising staff capacity.
He responded that they have a staff assessment process whereby “everybody gets an
individual assessment of their role and their work”. He argued that this assessment process
is a “sophisticated approach where we can tell how our investment is working”.* Given the
importance of improved staff knowledge of sustainable development in meeting
sustainable development objectives, it is essential to ensure that training results in real
knowledge improvements. If, as the Minister told the Sub-committee, the success of
such training is now measured through a sophisticated internal assessment process, it is
surprising that the FCO has not sought to trumpet this achievement though the
Sustainable Development Action Plan. The next Action Plan should explain fully this
process as well as provide targets to enable progress in this area to be charted. We
return to the issue of staff capacity in sustainable development-related issues later in this
report.

Environment - conflict issues

35. As outlined in earlier chapters, the environment can play a critical role in creating the
conditions in which conflict can flourish. It is therefore likely that efforts to bring stability
to a region will also have to tackle the environmental drivers of conflict. A UNEP report
considered the links between environmental degradation and conflict in Afghanistan:

...the long-term consequences of nearly 25 years of war and overexploitation of
Afghanistan’s once rich natural resources created grave environmental threats. These
included surface and groundwater scarcity and contamination, massive and ongoing
deforestation, desertification of important wetlands, soil erosion, air pollution, and
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depleted wildlife populations. In addition, the prolonged lack of water and the rapid
disappearance of half of the country’s forest and woodland cover turned thousands
of people into environmental refugees. This has led to increased population pressure
on over-burdened urban areas and could generate new small-scale conflicts over
access to scarce resources. National capacity to address these problems is severely
limited as a result of the collapse of local and national forms of governance and
resource management.”’

36. Although UNEP has been working to improve environmental capacity in Afghanistan,
and the UK is a major funder of UNEP, specific development work undertaken by the UK
appears to have neglected the need to address these environmental issues. For example,
DFID’s efforts on environmental sustainability in Afghanistan have focused on the
development of agriculture, and in particular, “irrigation rehabilitation, farm and non-
farm training, agriculture inputs, illiteracy, roads and access to markets”.>" Although
important, these programmes by themselves might not necessarily lead to more sustainable
agricultural practices or prevent further environmental degradation.

37. Although the foreword to the Sustainable Development Action Plan makes it clear that
the environment plays an important role in the FCO’s objective of helping to prevent and
resolve conflict, it provides little in the way of direct explanation of how the FCO will use
environmental management to do this. Of course, other actions in the plan might be
expected to address indirectly the links between the environment and conflict including
action on international corruption, bribery and illegal logging. Nevertheless, given the
explicit acknowledgement that the environment can play a pivotal role, we believe that the
Action Plan should seek to address this issue more unequivocally, especially as the SDC
review highlighted this as an issue.”” Failure to deal adequately with environmental issues
in conflict is also apparent in other government documents. For example, the Government
established Global Conflict Prevention Pools (GCPP) in 2001 to enable a coordinated
approach to conflict prevention and management by the FCO, DFID and MoD. They seek
to bring UK diplomacy, defence and development together into a common strategy.>
Although the need for sustainable development and natural resource protection is touched
upon in documents relating to the GCPPs, the lack of prominence given to them implies
that these issues are not being seen as an integral part of conflict prevention and resolution.

38. The Sustainable Development Action Plan appears to have failed to address the
SDC recommendation to “continue to explore the opportunities for joint working with
the Ministry of Defence (MoD) in relation to natural resource protection and conflict
and reflect these in future [Action Plans]”.>* Opportunities for closer working between
the two departments on the environment-conflict interface should include, jointly with
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DFID, an assessment of the role environmental protection and management, and
sustainable development, can play in limiting the environmental conditions that can
exacerbate conflict and how this could feed into Global Conflict Prevention Pool work.
It should also consider the role that environmental protection and restoration can play
in reconstruction efforts. The next Action Plan must detail how the FCO will take
forward this work.

Active Diplomacy for a Changing World

39. The 2006 White Paper Active Diplomacy for a Changing World established a new set
of international strategic priorities for the UK Government. This represented an update on
earlier priorities outlined in a 2003 White Paper, with more of an overt focus on
environmental protection through the inclusion of a priority of “promoting sustainable
development and poverty reduction underpinned by human rights, democracy, good
governance and protection of the environment”.* Further to this the Foreign Secretary in
June 2006 added an additional priority of "achieving climate security by promoting a faster
transition to a sustainable, low carbon global economy" in order to strengthen its
“commitment to promoting sustainable development and tackling climate change”.’ The
FCO told us that this “highlighted the importance of the environment and natural
resources for development and recognised environmental degradation and an unstable
climate as major threats to the UK's ability to secure its political, security and economic
objectives”.”

40. Nevertheless, the JNCC argued to us that global environmental issues could have a
higher profile in the White Paper:

...only two of the ten international priorities contained in the White Paper explicitly
mention the environment. Those are the priorities to do with sustainable
development and climate change. So, despite the global importance of the Overseas
Territories for biodiversity for example, the priority associated with the territories
only refers to ensuring security and good governance; it does not mention the
environment at all...

It is certainly true that most of those international priorities are solely concerned
with social or economic issues. We believe that it is really important that government
and FCO do not treat environmental issues in isolation; they are intimately entwined
with social and economic issues. That, after all, is at the heart of the concept of
sustainable development. We would therefore recommend that the environment
does need to have a higher profile within the FCO and that environmental issues
need to be better integrated with other concerns.”®
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41. We are concerned that there is some justice in the JNCC view that international
environmental issues were not adequately considered—the 2006 White Paper analysis of
trends failed adequately to describe the likely importance of natural resource degradation
and pressures. This is despite the Paper being published in March 2006, a full year after the
publication of the UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment which found that environmental
degradation is leading to, inter alia:

o rapidly increasing costs

e an increase in the likelihood of dramatic and abrupt ecosystem changes with
devastating and permanent impacts

o the likely failure of achieving Millennium Development Goals to eradicate poverty,
and might even undermine the progress that has already been made.”

42. The 2006 White Paper acknowledged that “we need to tackle shared global challenges,
in particular... the loss of natural resources and biodiversity”,* although it did not
elaborate on how action will be taken forward directly on this front, focusing instead on
climate change and good governance. Biodiversity only receives one other mention in the
document—in relation to the Overseas Territories. It should be stressed that these strategic
priorities were identified by the Government, as a whole, as the most pressing
international issues that it must address. We thus welcome greatly the Foreign
Secretary’s inclusion of climate security as a new UK international priority, and the
acknowledgement therefore of the critical importance of this issue. We commend also
the Foreign Secretary for demonstrating the UK’s commitment to this issue through
her robust argument for the consideration of climate change at the UN Security
Council. Despite this we believe that wider environmental issues should be better
reflected in the UK’s international priorities, particularly given the growing evidence of
the threats associated with continued environmental degradation. A new international
priority placing a greater emphasis on the need to ensure environmental protection
must be added, to stress the key strategic importance of this issue for the whole of
Government. This should complement a new international environmental strategy to
focus Government-wide action.

FCO capacity on the environment

Restructuring

43. Witnesses to this inquiry felt that restructuring to align the FCO with its 2006 White
Paper and SDS, had resulted in a reduction in the department’s capacity to deal with
environmental issues. The RSPB told us that the restructuring entailed the merger of the
Environmental Policy Department into what is now the Sustainable Development and
Business Group. The RSPB argued that this “gives the environment in general and
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biodiversity in particular a much lower profile in the FCO’s work™.%' The JNCC agreed that
“there is currently less focus on environmental issues in the FCO than there has been
previously, especially prior to the White Paper and the internal re-structuring that
accompanied this”.®> As a result of this the JNCC argued that the number of FCO contacts
that it deals with has “dropped off considerably”.*®

44. Nick Mabey, former Head of Sustainable Development in the FCO’s Environment
Policy department and now Chief Executive of E3G, told the Sub-committee that the
restructuring had indeed had a mixed impact on the FCO’s ability to address international
environmental objectives:

The restructuring strengthened the FCO’s role on climate change to an extent,
though the hoped for synthesis of climate and energy security has yet to really
emerge in the group. The focus on other environmental issues has been severely
damaged by the restructuring.®*

45. An FCO official rejected these claims in part. Mr Wightman argued to us that the initial
restructuring had led to an increase in the resources given over to climate change and other
environmental issues. However, he acknowledged that a subsequent restructuring had
reduced the amount of work dedicated to the environmental strand of sustainable
development, although it also increased the resources available for climate change and
energy work by over 25 per cent.”

46. We feel that the better integration in the FCO of sustainable development with
business, and climate change with energy policy, is positive and could lead to the
development of policies that better account for sustainable development issues.
However, we are concerned that, as a result of restructuring, the FCO has lost its
environmental nexus, and has decided to lower the resources given over to a number of
international environmental issues. We recommend that an environmental policy
group is re-established to drive forward an environmental agenda in the FCO, as well as
to provide the central environmental expertise that existed prior to the restructuring.
We are particularly concerned that failure to do this will impact on the UK’s ability to
influence environmental negotiations in international fora.

Expertise

47. Witnesses to this inquiry told us that the restructuring exercise had resulted not only in
a shift away from many global environmental issues, but also had caused a decline in the
FCO’s environmental expertise. Nick Mabey argued that the restructuring and concurrent
loss of expertise will have a negative impact on the ability of the FCO to deal with these
issues as they “require significant literacy and longevity of expertise to have an effective
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diplomatic impact”.®® He also argued that the loss of a section with responsibility for the
environment has meant that there is now “the lack of a clear focal point or career anchor in
the FCO”, diminishing  its ability to integrate environmental issues successfully into its
mainstream work (e.g. on environmental factors and conflict, corruption and
governance/democracy), or provide an adequate diplomatic support function for
DEFRA”.S IFAW also questioned whether the structure of the FCO is “adequate to
respond to the needs of international environmental diplomacy”.®® Iain Orr, of
BioDiplomacy, highlighted the importance of cross-government working, and called for a
“good deal more in the way of both inward and outward secondments in the Foreign

Office”.® INCC agreed in part, saying that:

...to some extent the lack of expertise within FCO can be offset by having expertise,
for example, within Defra or within JNCC. We can offer that specialist advice. I also
believe that there are considerable advantages in mainstreaming the environment
within other policy areas. However, I have to say that, at the end of all that, I still
believe that you need some central core within FCO that has responsibility for
overseeing that integration and mainstreaming, and making sure it is effective.”

48. These criticisms are similar to those that have been levelled at the civil service generally.
For example, a paper published by Demos pointed out that the civil service currently
functions though the appointment of gifted generalists:

Organisational life in the public and private sectors has been characterised for much
of its modern existence by the increasing professionalisation of functions. There was
a time when, for example, human resources, finance and marketing were ‘picked up’
by generalist managers and their staffs. No longer. These and others have become
professionalised with institutes, qualification and accreditation. Just as importantly,
some organisations and industries have become ‘schools’ for functions vital to their
businesses; for example, the most expert marketing people come out of retail and
consumer goods companies. Specialisation also occurs within professions—forensic
accountants, hip operation surgeons and media lawyers—as the know-how of, and
demands on, the speciality increase. In the public services, specialists abound—in
housing, adoption, primary teaching, integration of services, and so on.

By contrast, the UK civil service has stuck with its ‘gifted generalist’ approach, relying
on process to make specialist functions amenable to generalist operation. While
some qualified professionals have been admitted, for example, in accounting, the
functions as a whole would not be classed as professionalised. This generalist
approach goes beyond the so-called ‘back office’ functions and is institutionalised
through the career development practice of changing job responsibilities about every
three years. These moves may be seen as small steps by civil servants but they are
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giant steps for society: education to housing; domestic violence to primary teaching;
industry productivity to police budgets.”

49. The paper went on to argue that this structure leads to “knowledge shedding” and a
limited institutional memory. In order to ensure the required level of specialist expertise in
the civil service it recommended that the current structure should be changed so that far
more civil servants are recruited from outside the organisation, a ratio of 70:30 of
“freshers” to “lifers” was suggested.” An argument was also given that rejected the existing
response to the need for more specialist expertise by the creation of “career anchors’
within the home-grown lifer model rather than sourcing specialists today from proven
producers. It would be ten years before the civil service produced specialists of the depth
available today from outside”.”?

50. The Sub-committee asked the Minister and officials how they were addressing the need
for specialist environmental expertise. It was told that this was being deal with by a “regular
flow of secondees from Defra into both the climate change side and the sustainable
development side both to ensure that [... the FCO has] excellent working relationships
with Defra, ... but also [has] a corps of technical expertise which, with the best will in the
world, [the FCO is] not always capable of developing quickly [itself]”.”* The Minister added
that the FCO is increasing the sustainable development skills of its complete workforce, so
that sustainable development can be embedded across the whole of the FCO’s work.”

51. We asked Nick Mabey, whether addressing the issue of specialist expertise in this way
was adequate to the task:

No. The issues the FCO deals with are different to those in DEFRA and changing
rapidly. Many of the areas where FCO could add most value are still developing and
are intellectually and institutionally immature, for example: Climate change
diplomacy and the links to energy security; environmental technology cooperation;
climate security and environmental stress; resource management, conflict and
corporate behaviour; international environmental governance; environmental
democracy and rights. There is no off the shelf training available to teach generalists
how to approach these issues. DEFRA does not effectively cover these areas either.

Effective diplomacy requires people to have cutting edge skills and be in touch with
networks of key thinkers and actors. This requires both serious in-depth training and
a career path where experience and networks can be built. This is the approach
taken for FCO staff on major countries and institutions—China, India, EU—where
on top of 6-12 months of dedicated language training staff can expect several tours of
duty on a related region/country/institution—thus giving them incentives to
maintain and build their knowledge and understanding over time. It is strange that a
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similar investment is not made on environmental issues, which by their very nature
are international and require successful diplomacy to deliver UK interests. This type
of internal capacity should be supplemented by external secondees from academia,
NGOs and business—as has been successfully pioneered in the human rights and
science and technology areas in FCO, and was a key part of [the Environmental
Policy Department] from 1999-2003.7¢

52. We welcome the FCO’s training programme to ensure better that all staff become
conversant in sustainable development and environmental issues. Nevertheless, we
have heard during the course of this inquiry that the specialist skills that the FCO
requires in the field of environmental diplomacy are lacking. We are of the opinion that
these skills can only in part be addressed by FCO staff and by other Government
departments through secondments. Given the complex and specialised nature of this
work, and the FCO’s own admission that its internal corps of civil servants working in
this area are not able to develop their expertise quickly enough, we call for a large
increase in the use of externally-appointed environmental specialists. In addition, to
ensure that the unique abilities that FCO officials develop can be aligned with
environmental expertise, it is essential that career diplomats with an environmental
focus are developed; an environmental ‘career anchor’ must therefore be re-established.
Our earlier recommendation that an environmental policy group be established could
provide the location for this ‘anchor’. The appointment of John Ashton as Special
Representative on Climate Change, and the FCO’s assertions as to the importance of this
appointment for driving the climate change agenda forward, could be taken as an implicit
recognition that the current structure is inadequate to the task of international diplomacy
on environmental issues.

International environmental strategy

53. As the Government’s overarching Sustainable Development Strategy, Securing the
Future, identified, there is the need to develop a “clear vision and coherent approach for
the UK to the protection and enhancement of natural resources”. The Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) has identified that the existing framework
for environmental protection is overly complex and fragmented, and was “developed
through individual policies rather than by taking a strategic overview of the whole of the
natural environment”. DEFRA recognised that as a result of this policy situation:

We are unable to deal effectively with cross-cutting issues such as environmental
limits, the effects of cumulative pressures, and how to value ecosystem services and
environmental assets.
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We do not have a strategic vision for the natural environment, which makes it
difficult for us to communicate our policy agenda, to prioritise effectively and to
influence other Government Departments.””

54. A review commissioned by DEFRA concluded that “it is clear that a paradigm shift is
required to put ecosystem services at the centre of development management. The current
incremental approach provides a second best approach”.”® DEFRA has since been working
to develop a new strategy for publication by the end of 2007. It published a draft vision for
the new policy framework in December 2006, drawing heavily on the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment concept of ecosystem services and conceptual frameworks, which
we welcome greatly. The vision has a primary focus on the domestic terrestrial
environment, although it also seeks to set a strategic direction to “provide a stronger basis
for the UK’s engagement in the European Union and in other international fora, ensuring
that we have a clear and consistent voice in negotiations”.”” The need for a more holistic
approach to international environmental issues is apparent even in the draft vision
document itself. For example, the document fails to discuss the World Trade
Organisation’s Committee on Trade and Environment, the importance of which was
highlighted in an earlier report by this Committee.*

55. The need for a new international strategic vision for the natural environment is
discussed in a report by Nick Mabey of E3G. This states that the Government has
“improved its coordination and effectiveness on the environment” and that it has
“positioned itself as a leader on the environment and innovative forms of foreign policy”
since 1997, but that this had not been backed up by sufficient financing or appropriate
environmental mainstreaming by DFID. He argued for the UK to adopt an international
strategy that includes the need to press the EU into becoming “the environmental leader
within the international community”, to focus much more on the need to tackle the
“environmental roots of poverty and conflict”, and for it to press for more effective
international environmental governance.®' He called for the Government to become:

... better at making the case for preventive investment of political, financial and
organisational capital to reduce the risk of irreversible and catastrophic
environmental losses. The UK has led the world on building the moral and economic
case for poverty reduction. The Stern Review has provided part of the case on climate
change, but similar rigour needs to be applied to a range of environmental
problems.

56. The development of an international environmental strategy would provide “greater
democratic accountability and oversight over the UK’s international policy on
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environmental issues”. Reforms, he argued, “must encompass... foreign policy,
development, trade and defence and integrate elements of environment, energy, industry
and law enforcement”.® He felt that the absence of such a strategy is “skewing the UK
towards a focus on climate change mitigation policy, while ignoring that successful and
peaceful adaptation to the inevitable changes in the climate will require far more effective
and resilient governance of natural resources and ecosystems in the short to medium term
- especially given the proximate stresses of population growth and economic
development”® A new international strategy must improve coordination between
departments. Witnesses stressed to the Sub-committee that currently departments are
failing to work together on these issues. IFAW gave whaling as an example of this:

...DEFRA do a good job when they [attend] meetings of the International Whaling
Commission. They have appropriate expertise, they prepare for the meeting and
they achieve what can be achieved at the meeting. Where the disconnect lies is...
outside the meeting[.] [There does] not appear to be very much in the way of
lobbying efforts beforehand and information-gathering and all the work that you
would expect FCO to do... [T]here is not... joined-up thinking between the FCO
and DEFRA.*

57. We are concerned to see that this alleged disconnect between the FCO and DEFRA on
biodiversity issues is reflected in the FCO’s Action Plan. In the section of the plan that
describes how the FCO will work with other government departments though cross-
government structures, it makes no mention of the Inter-Ministerial Working Group on
Biodiversity.* The benefits of better coordination between departments was highlighted by
the FCO itself. It told us that there was “considerable evidence” that the development of the
International Energy Strategy, which was the first Whitehall document to bring together
the Government’s international objectives on energy security and climate change in an
integrated fashion, signed by FCO, DTI and DEFRA, had led to more integrated policy
making.*” The JNCC asserted that the FCO will be essential in developing such a strategy
due to its unique talents and knowledge. It argued that “it can act, for example, as the face
of the UK Government abroad; it can help to provide an understanding of the social,
political and cultural context of environmental policies in other countries; and it can also—
and I think that this is particularly important—provide leadership across government for
international issues.”®®

58. Failures in the Government-wide Sustainable Development Strategy, Securing the
Future, might explain the lack of consideration given to a number of international
environmental issues in FCO sustainable development documents, which are based
upon it. However, although it has its shortcomings, we were surprised to notice that the

83 ibid
84 Ev77
85 Qu 12 [Mr Papastavrou]

86 Foreign and Commonwealth Office, UK International Priorities: The FCO Sustainable Development Action Plan,
January 2007, p19

87 Ev46
88 Ev28



29

2006 White Paper, Active Diplomacy for a Changing World, also a Government-wide
strategy, does not refer to or explain its links with Securing the Future. This is a
considerable oversight, and demonstrates the continuing lack of coordination on
sustainable development issues across Government.

59. Securing the Future highlighted the fragmented state of natural resource protection
policy, and the negative impact that this has on the UK’s ability to meet environmental
challenges. DEFRA has stated that it will seek to address this through the development
of a coherent approach to the natural environment, which will also take into account
the UK’s international impact. However, we are concerned that the international
dimension will not receive the focus it requires in this domestic strategy, and might fail
to incorporate issues including security, foreign policy, trade and development.
Therefore, a new international environmental strategy must be developed, owned and
delivered by a number of departments, including FCO, DEFRA, DFID and DTI.

Setting an example

Working with NGOs

60. Witnesses to this inquiry highlighted the importance of international collaboration on
environmental projects, and the FCO’s role in facilitating this. The Royal Botanic Garden
Edinburgh (RBGE) told us that in many of the countries in which it works around the
world, FCO representatives have “played a hugely important role” in helping to establish
important relationships with in-country institutions.* RBGE gave the example of China,
where successive UK Ambassadors have taken an active interest in a partnership between
RBGE and the Chinese Academy of Sciences, which has led to the establishment of projects
connected to plant conservation in line with the Chinese national biodiversity strategy.
RBGE told us that “such campaigns serve as an excellent way of promoting scientific
collaboration and public engagement with scientific issues”.*® IFAW also pointed to FCO
in-country staff being “instrumental” in obtaining research permits for their international
whale research vessel, “sometimes in difficult countries, and providing excellent support
for the boat through its embassies”.”! This vessel is mainly engaged in using non-lethal
techniques to study whales as part of the NGO’s global campaign to resist attempts to
resume commercial whaling, which is also an aim of the Government. We commend the
support given by FCO staff to conservation and environmental projects and NGOs
internationally, both financially and diplomatically, where such cooperation is in line
with our international environmental objectives. Such support also sends a strong
message to host countries that these issues are a priority for the UK Government.

61. The 2006 White Paper recognised the need for the FCO to deepen its working
relationships with NGOs to “build a future based on shared values and interests”.”* The
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White Paper said that “as the links between domestic and international issues grow, co-
operation between Departments of Government and with the private sector, NGOs and the
public must deepen”.” In written evidence to the Sub-committee, the FCO described how
it is seeking to establish strategic partnerships and networks with NGOs in the UK and
overseas in order to strengthen relationships, and to work towards common goals.”* This
will be facilitated through the development of “strategies for engagement with businesses,
trade unions, NGOs, and faith groups, which recognise the achievement they can make to
help achieve the Government’s international environmental objectives”.”

62. The Sub-committee asked the NGO witnesses what they would wish to see from such a
strategy. IFAW stated that without the environment being an explicit foreign policy
objective the development of a strategy would not necessarily improve links between them.
It argued that where a common objective exists, “interactions form naturally”.”® The RSPB
agreed but also argued that any strategy developed should emphasise the need to maintain
long-term relationships with NGOs. Mr Buckley from RSPB told us that the RSPB feels
very strongly about this due to the value that they have seen from themselves supporting
NGOs for long periods of time, which can lead to such organisations becoming “very
effective and relatively sustainable”. Failure to maintain relationships with NGOs, in terms
of funding or partnership, often leads to “boom and bust affairs where something happens
for two or three years and then vanishes”. Mr Buckley clearly thought that this was not the
best use of resources.”’

63. Iain Orr, from BioDiplomacy, told us that the FCO had worked quite well with NGOs
on various occasions, although it could do “considerably more” to work with non-state
actors.” He thought that the FCO often works successfully with NGOs at large
international meetings, but that these relationships were not maintained on a day-to-day
basis.”” In addition he told us that, from his own experience within the FCO, NGOs and
other stakeholders were not consulted early enough in the policy formation process.'”
IFAW agreed that the current relationship that it has with the FCO is unsatisfactory. Mr
Papastavrou of IFAW described the relationship as “very haphazard and variable”.!”* He
thought that this variability was largely due to the development of personal relationships
with individuals in the FCO, which enabled the NGO to benefit from the FCO and vice

versa, but that the development of these contacts was not being led by any overall policy.'*
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64. The Sub-committee put these criticisms to the Minister, who said that he was not aware
of a lack of interaction with NGOs. He argued that he spends “a great proportion” of his
time engaging with NGOs, and said “[I could not] ... achieve what I need to achieve...
unless I have a proactive working relationship” with them.'” He said that before visiting a
country:

I sit down with the NGOs and talk through what the priorities of the visit should be
across all of the issues that the NGOs might have and we then agree priorities for that
visit. Then, when I come back, I set out what we have achieved and what we have
not achieved, and the next thing I would do is set a work programme out for future
visits or contacts, so I am very keen to work with NGOs and I am sorry if people feel
that they have not received that kind of contact. I will take it in the way it should be
taken and we will go back and look at it and see what more we can do.'*

The Minister was asked what issues will be addressed by the NGO engagement strategy
that is currently being developed, and he responded by saying:

For example, we will be engaging with them in terms of any new action plans [...]. I
think that the NGOs, the business representatives, the trade unions, all the alliances
that need to be there are going to be included, so it is not just consulting them about
what we want to do, but we want to consult them about what they think we should
be doing. We want to fit them with the hat of actually developing the policy itself so
that it is more than just a consultation, I would say it is a consultation plus where
they have the capacity actually to influence at the start of the policy development the
actual outcome of what that policy should look like, and I am keen for that to
happen. There is a lot of skill, knowledge and commitment out there and it would be
folly not to utilise it. That does not mean we will be able to agree everything, that will
never happen, the NGOs always have their case to put and they put it vociferously
and that is to be welcomed, it helps people like me to focus, but I give you an
absolute assurance that, on all of the work we are doing now and in future work, they
will be involved and invited to the table.'*

65. We welcome the Minister’s strong statement on the need to work closely with NGOs
in order better to make progress on mutual objectives, and to engage with NGOs at an
earlier stage in the policy formation process. Nevertheless, on the basis of the evidence
that we have received, a disconnect between the FCO and environmental NGOs still
remains. We anticipate that the strategy for engagement with NGOs currently being
developed will go someway to address this, but we are not convinced that without a re-
evaluation of overall FCO priorities to have a more explicit environmental focus the
necessary changes will occur to ensure that this happens at all levels. Through such a re-
evaluation, and the changes that we recommend in this report regarding, inter alia, the
provision of specialist environmental expertise from outside the FCO and the
development of FCO civil servants with a career focus on the environment, we believe
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that longer term, more beneficial, relationships will develop between the FCO and
environmental NGOs.

Promoting sustainable development through FCO corporate activities

66. Iain Orr of BioDiplomacy argued to us that strong sustainable development messages
can also be sent through the adoption of robust environmental estate and transport policies
overseas, especially those that use the “best UK and local standards of energy and resource
efficiency, recycling and design”.' He went on:

This is particularly important for new buildings and renovations; and is not just a
task for estate and transport budget managers. Whatever technologies are used (local
will sometimes be best), commercial and public diplomacy sections should use this
in their work, reporting back to UK industry and investors on innovations abroad
from which we can learn and perhaps develop for wider use. Travel should be carbon
balanced, with input on the value of different offset schemes being provided by the
FCO climate change team (in consultation with Defra). Posts should be given
flexibility in choosing schemes that suit local circumstances.'””

67. The Sustainable Development Commission’s review of the FCO SDS found that overall
it was “impressed with the initiatives that the FCO is undertaking in relation to developing
a more systematic approach to environmental management across the FCO estate, as well
as incentives, support and encouragement towards more sustainable practices”. The Action
Plan expanded on the action that the FCO is taking to improve the environmental
operation of its overseas estate. This included using feedback from an environmental
management pilot project to model a system for the wider network, initially for 20 posts,
and that major refurbishments and new builds on the overseas estate would be undertaken
to a bespoke environmental assessment method developed by the Building Research
Establishment from April 2007. In written evidence to us the FCO also said that it was
“currently extending the coverage of [its] property management database to all [its]
properties overseas, owned and rented alike. When complete the system will give [it] the
information [it needs] to measure the full environmental impact of the overseas estate, and
hence, the tools to mitigate this”.!”® We applaud the FCO’s demonstrated commitment to
improving environmental management across its overseas estate. The promotion of
sustainable practices through their application in the overseas estate is also essential in
building support for, and exhibiting, the UK’s commitment to best practice in
sustainable development.

68. The FCO, in written evidence, told the Sub-committee that it was “working with
REEEP (the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership) to offset the emissions
generated by the air travel of UK based staff and Ministers”. It also encouraged staff in
Posts “to make a voluntary contribution from their travel budgets to an airline or other

106 Ev 15
107 ibid
108 Ev 51



33

organisation to offset the carbon emissions from their air travel.”.'® The FCO offsetting
scheme was set up before the creation of the Government’s Carbon Offset Fund (GCOEF),
which offsets the greenhouse gas emissions produced by the majority of central
government official and ministerial flights. The FCO chose to continue its offsetting
arrangements with REEEP, rather than transferring to GCOF."?

69. The voluntary nature of carbon offsets from overseas posts’ flights is an anomaly
that needs removing. It runs contrary to domestic Government policy and leaves the
UK Government open to criticism that it is failing to address the climate change impact
of its own operations. The implications of this irregularity are particularly serious, and
incongruous, given the FCO’s diplomatic role in negotiating international agreements
on climate change.

70. Although it is important that the UK set a good example though overseas posts, lain
Orr, of BioDiplomacy, told the Sub-committee that “above all the UK’s national
housekeeping will determine posts’ influence on environmental issues”. He went on:

Embassies will be listened to with more interest and respect overseas when the UK
has domestic success stories on recycling, good design, energy efficiency, reduced
greenhouse gas emissions, access to environmental information, management of
environmental risks and mitigation measures to tackle the unavoidable effects of
climate change that are already in the pipeline.'"!

71. The Sub-committee asked an FCO official whether it was important to succeed
domestically on environmental issues to provide the required diplomatic leadership to
encourage international movement, specifically in relation to our domestic target for
greenhouse gas emission reduction. He agreed that it was:

... the ability for the UK to sustain the leadership that it has shown internationally
and given internationally, I think, is dependent on how people perceive actions
which have been taken by the Government domestically to pursue its own domestic
targets and to pursue the general policies in relation to emissions and reductions, so I
think, as a general principle, you are right...'"

72. The UK must succeed domestically on the same issues that we wish to succeed
internationally, to provide the political leadership required to encourage more
sustainable action by other countries. This includes meeting our international
commitments in areas such as the prevention of biodiversity loss and domestic
commitments on greenhouse gas emissions. Although the UK will meet its
international commitments under Kyoto, we argue that this only represents a step in
the right direction and does not necessarily reflect the scale of effort required to meet
the challenge of climate change. We are therefore concerned that the UK might fail to
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reach its more demanding domestic target, and that this failure also will result in the
loss of the political leadership demonstrated by the UK through the adoption of the
target.

UK Overseas Territories

73. In our last report on the UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, we discussed the
importance of the UK Overseas Territories (UKOTs). These 14 territories, which include
the Falkland Islands, are globally significant in terms of their biodiversity resources. We
found during the course of the inquiry that many environments in the UKOTSs are under
threat, and that the current level of support being provided to the UKOTs for the
protection of these resources are not adequate. We concluded that the “Government must
act decisively to prevent further loss of biodiversity in the UKOTSs”, and that this would
involve a move “towards increased and more appropriate funding for conservation and
ecosystem management there”.'?

74. DFID and FCO responded that they agree that “a longer-term funding commitment
would enable a more strategic approach to be taken, but [that they] are currently providing
resources to the Overseas Territories for environmental management to the fullest extent
[they are] able”.'"* The Government pointed out to us that FCO funding for the UKOTs via
the Overseas Territories Environment Programme (OTEP) had been increased by £94,000
for the financial year 2007/08, to £469,000, although it stated that future allocations would
depend on the outcome of the Comprehensive Spending Review. DFID has also increased
its allocation, to £1.5 million for the period 2007/08-2009/10, an increase of £125,000
annually. OTEP will therefore receive just under £1 million in 2007/08. It also highlighted
the fact that the JNCC was enhancing its support for biodiversity in the UKOTs, “in part
due to increased resources from DEFRA through its financial settlement”.!'®

75. The RSPB recently published a report that attempts to provide an outline estimate of
the cost in meeting biodiversity priorities in the UKOTs, “to facilitate a comparison of
current expenditures with identified needs”. The analysis estimated that total costs amount
to some £16.1 million per year between 2007 and 2011, in addition to existing local
expenditure on biodiversity conservation. The report’s authors concede that the estimates
are only intended to be indicative, and are also incomplete, but they stress that the figures
suggest that current funding is “insufficient to meet biodiversity conservation priorities”.!°
76. During the Sub-committee inquiry into the UN Millennium Ecosystem Assessment,
the DEFRA Minister, Barry Gardiner MP, acknowledged the problems that the UKOTs
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face in meeting environmental degradation challenges.""” The Sub-committee asked the
FCO Minister about these concerns and he said that:

We take very seriously our activities in the Overseas Territories. Many of those
territories have limited capacity and so it is important that we help build capacity,
build resources and we utilise across government our resources, whether it is Defra
resources or DIFD resources or our own resources, and to do it in a practical way,
not just getting them to sign up to activities but to actually help them in a practical
way forward.

So we have to make sure that we are very proactive in ensuring that our Overseas
Territories are covered in an effective, practical way in international agreements or in
any programme work that we are doing, whether it is in biodiversity or other
programmes on sustainable development and that means in most instances putting
practical programmes in place.''®

77. This strong acceptance by the Minister of the need to support the UKOTs, seems at
odds with the current funding situation, which appears based on what the FCO and DFID
can ‘spare’, rather than on a strategic assessment of need. The UKOT Conservation Forum
(UKOTCEF) stressed that they were grateful to the FCO, “not simply for contributing to
their funding but also for their support in promoting improved environmental policies in
the UKOTs”."” The NGO provided a number of examples of the environmental projects
that the FCO has contributed to, one in particular demonstrating the apparent current
strategic disarray of environmental funding, as well as the benefits of increased
environmental funding:

[The] Ascension Seabird Restoration Project. This 2001-2003 project tackled another
invasive problem—the feral cats on Ascension. It was technically challenging for the
RSPB and the Ascension Administrator to manage because of the terrain and
because the cooperation of every island resident and visitor was essential. However,
because of its scale the project has already produced benefits far beyond the complete
elimination of feral cats (the largest island anywhere on which this has been
achieved) and the growth of new seabird colonies. The budget allowed for the first
year’s salary for a full-time conservation officer in the Ascension Island Government
(Tara Pelembe, a Saint [Ascension islander] with a degree in geography). The project
became the subject of her M.Sc and her full-time position—now wholly funded by
the elected Ascension Island Council out of local taxes—has enabled her to work
with local volunteers to establish (with funding from OTEP) Ascension’s First
National Park on Green Mountain. She has also supported work on Green Turtle
conservation, attracting several graduate students from the UK.
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This textbook example of capacity building has, however, a catch. The seabird
project was not a typical small project: it cost £0.5 million, the same as the FCO’s
current annual contribution to OTEP for ALL the UKOTs. While the RSPB and
other Forum members had developed the environmental and business case for this
project over many years, this had been repeatedly rejected by HMG on budgetary
grounds. Ironically, the money was found from the FCO’s programme budget, when
a non-environmental large UN-related project fell through and there was a risk of an
embarrassing underspend, which would have been clawed back by the Treasury.
The fortuitous implementation of this strategic large project has a kick in the tail.
The Ascension Conservation Officer has just been recruited to a new post in the
Joint Nature Conservation Committee—to work on UKOTSs issues. The Forum
greatly welcomes this further demonstration of the JNCC’s commitment to the
territories: and we are delighted to see this example of Ascension helping with
capacity building in the UK!"*

78. We welcome the fact that FCO and DFID have, in the short term, increased their
financial support for better environmental management in the UKOTs, but we are
concerned that this has not been undertaken on the basis of an analysis of need.
Research by the RSPB suggests that even with this funding increase a considerable
funding shortfall will remain in the UKOTs for biodiversity protection.

79. Iain Orr of BioDiplomacy told the Sub-committee that part of the reason why the
UKOTSs have been neglected by the Government is that they are often seen “by many
officials and ministers as problems rather than as overseas relations sharing a common
British heritage”, and that the rest of Whitehall “often treats issues involving the UKOTs as
for them or the FCO to ‘sort out™.'*! He argued that “one of the FCO’s prime undischarged
responsibilities is to convince every part of [the Government] (especially the Treasury and
DEFRA) that only by a sea-change in attitudes to the UKOTs will the UK be able to meet
its commitments” towards them, both international and domestic.'” The UKOTCF told us
that the Government’s domestic commitments to the UKOTs were established in a series
of Environment Charters agreed in 2001. The Charters “have shared principles, followed
by separate commitments made by each territory and by the UK”.!** The UK government’s
commitments follow a common pattern:

Help build capacity to support and implement integrated environmental
management which is consistent with [the territory’s] own plans for sustainable
development.

Assist [the territory] in reviewing and updating environmental legislation.
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Facilitate the extension of the UK’s ratification of Multilateral Environmental
Agreements of benefit to [the territory] and which [the territory] has the capacity to
implement.

Keep [the territory] informed regarding new developments in relevant Multilateral
Environmental Agreements and invite [the territory] to participate where
appropriate in the UK’s delegation to international environmental negotiations and
conferences.

Help [the territory] to ensure it has the legislation, institutional capacity and
mechanisms it needs to meet international obligations.

Promote better cooperation and the sharing of experience and expertise between [the
territory], other Overseas Territories and small island states and communities which
face similar environmental problems.

Use UK, regional and local expertise to give advice and improve knowledge of
technical and scientific issues. This includes regular consultation with interested
non-governmental organisations and networks.

Use the existing Environment Fund for the Overseas Territories, and promote access
to other sources of public funding, for projects of lasting benefit to [the territory’s]
environment.

Help [the territory] identify further funding partners for environmental projects,
such as donors, the private sector or non-governmental organisations.

Recognise the diversity of the challenges facing Overseas Territories in very different
socio-economic and geographical situations.

Abide by the principles set out in the Rio Declaration on Environment and
Development and work towards meeting International Development Targets on the
environment.'**

80. The Sub-committee asked the Minister whether his department had assessed the
success of the Environment Charters, and was told that the “UKOTCF is currently
gathering information on the progress in implementing the Environment Charter
Commitments for each Territory”. This is due to be published as a report towards the
middle of this year, to feed into a wider review of the Charters with other departments and
UKOT governments.'*

81. International commitments for which the Government also has a joint responsibility in
the UKOTs include those under the Convention on Biological Diversity, Ramsar, The
Convention on Migratory Species and CITES."** UKOTCF argued that the FCO does not
have the expertise to address most of these domestic and international commitments, on
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which DEFRA leads in most cases.'”” It stressed that “the UK government and civil society
will never achieve policy coherence on the UKOTs concerning trade, development and
environment if this is treated as primarily a matter for the FCO”."*® The NGO argued to us
that the “core problem” concerning environmental and governance issues in the UKOTs is
that:

... the UK exercises sovereignty over the territories primarily through the FCO
(which appoints Governors and Administrators to work with the locally-elected
governments), but in many specific areas that matter to the UK as a whole—and to
the UK’s international reputation - the FCO lacks essential skills or resources. This
would not matter much as far as trade, development and the environment are
concerned, if—as should be the case—other parts of HMG accepted their
responsibilities and made staffing and budgetary provision for work relating to the
UKOTs. A key FCO responsibility should, therefore, be acting as a champion for the
UKOTs throughout Whitehall and in the FCO’s network of relations with
companies, NGOs and institutions whose expertise can benefit the UKOTs.'*

82. The RSPB provided us with an example of the failure of Departments to work together
in providing adequate support for the UKOTs. It told us that when a UKOT has a query on
an environmental issue for which the FCO is not responsible, it is not clear who should
provide the support. It argued that the “roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined
and it is almost as if they are trying to pass the responsibility between two government
departments so it just slips between the cracks”.’”* The RSPB also alleged that the UKOTs
are not a high priority for DEFRA, and also that “although they have perhaps the expertise
they do not have the connections on the ground like the Foreign Office does™."”! Sarah
Sanders from RSPB did accept that “there has been a move to try and improve working
relationships between [FCO, DEFRA and DFID] for the UK Overseas Territories but...
there is still room for a lot of improvement”.'*

83. We are disturbed that witnesses have stressed to us that departments other than
FCO and DFID do not provide the level of support to the UKOTs that is required.
Although DEFRA does provide some direct and indirect support, the level of this does
not fill the specialist environmental gaps that are apparent in the UKOTs. We
recommend firstly that DEFRA be involved at the highest level in reviewing the
Environment Charters. The Inter-Ministerial Working Group on Biodiversity should
provide the focus for this review to ensure coordination between departments. It is
necessary for this review to assess whether both the Government, and the governments
of the UKOTs, have met their respective obligations under the Environment Charters
and Multilateral Environmental Agreements. Secondly, DEFRA should be given joint
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responsibility towards the UKOTs. This should be reflected in an updated UK
International Priority, to include environmental protection alongside security and
good governance in the UKOTs. This will also have to be reflected in DEFRA’s
Comprehensive Spending Review settlement. Finally, as part of the Environment
Charter review, the case for larger