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Introduction

Mr Chairman, thank you for allowing me the privilege of addressing you today.

I present to you today drawing from experience in two areas: 

I was appointed Chairman of A|D|S Group’s Security in Complex Environments Group (SCEG) in January 2011.  A|D|S is a major UK trade association operating in the aerospace, defence and security fields. The SCEG is a special interest group within ADS, partnering the UK Government in the development and implementation of regulation for the UK private security industry delivering services in challenging environments overseas. It has some 60 member companies drawn from both the land and maritime security sectors, and UK government and civil society involvement in its executive committee.  Prior to this, I was an influential contributor to the Swiss Government’s International Code of Conduct (ICOC) for Private Security Providers initiative, and continue to support the development of ICOC standards and governance mechanisms through leadership of the SCEG and the involvement of SCEG members in ICOC Charter follow-on work. 
 
In terms of operational and commercial credentials, since 2005 I have worked as the Director Government Support at Control Risks, a global risk and security consultancy. In this role, I oversee risk and security support to governments and international organisations, and provide advice on risk management and security issues to governments and leading international, industry and academic organisations.  As a part of my work I have overseen contracts in Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan, Libya and a number of countries in Africa.  I have briefed the Working Group on Mercenaries twice, in Moscow and in London, in my capacity as Director Government Support.

I also serve as a member of the UK Government’s Security, Maritime and Critical National Infrastructure Industry Advisory Groups.   Prior to joining Control Risks, I served for 30 years in the British Army, where I held senior intelligence, security and operational appointments.


The industry

I think it is important to clarify what industry I am speaking about. It is that of Private Security Companies (PSCs). PSCs provide armed and unarmed protective security services to a range of government, IO, NGO and commercial clients in a spectrum of environments where politically, ideologically or criminally-motivated threats are such that specialist protection is required.  We are not involved in offensive or defensive military operations, and our principal client groups are governments, international organisations, and commercial entities involved in reconstruction, development, the extractive industries and shipping.  The industry is not homogeneous: companies range in size from a few individuals to tens of thousands strong; they may operate globally or in single countries or regions; operate on land, at sea, or both; deliver a wide range of risk-based services or just, perhaps, armed close protection; they may have been operating for some time or have been established, for example, in the aftermath of war in Iraq or Afghanistan or as a result of the onset of piracy off the Horn of Africa; staff may be expatriate, local, third country nationals or more commonly a combination; companies may be privately or publicly owned.  Importantly, although PSCs tend now to adopt recognised best practice, there are still variations in the quality of service and operational records of individual companies.

I should also highlight that the majority of companies operating internationally and with a significant interest and involvement in regulation are UK or US-based, though many for commercial reasons may also have corporate entities overseas, typically, though not exclusively, in the Middle East. Although I do not speak for the US-based International Stability Operations Association (ISOA), I know that they fulfill a similar role to the SCEG in seeking to raise industry standards through their own work and involvement in international initiatives. I am confident that they share the same general approach to these issues as the SCEG. I would highlight though that there are many companies delivering armed and unarmed security services operating within their own state boundaries or regionally of whom there is much less visibility and for whom I believe international regulatory initiatives and the development of best practice have to date had much less traction. I am sure we agree that we would all wish to see this change in future.

Importantly, the majority of the industry for which I speak welcomes effective regulation and the raising of standards - not least for the market differentiation that arises from that - and is keen to see improvement in the mechanisms for proper accountability, most of which lie in the hands of governments. I should also add that governments and international organisations still constitute, alongside the extractives industry and latterly the shipping industry, a significant client group for security services. Their procurement decisions can therefore be hugely influential in recognizing and rewarding best practice. Equally purchasing decisions based largely on price rather than quality, do much to undermine the adoption of best practice and high standards.


The SCEG

In June 2011, following the work to develop the ICOC and an open consultation process, the UK Government appointed the SCEG as its industry partner for the development and introduction of standards and accreditation for the UK private security industry operating overseas.   This was announced by the UK’s Minister for Africa and the United Nations in June last year, and importantly our remit was extended from the Land environment to include the Maritime sector later the same year.   This was a significant decision and reflected close consultation between the UK’s Foreign and Commonwealth Office and the Department for Transport.  Latterly, the UK’s Home Office has become increasingly important to our work, as specific measures have been introduced to address the need for regulation of armed security on UK flagged merchant vessels.  In this context, we will I am sure all recognise that although a significant imperative for land-based PMSC standards arose from events in Iraq and Afghanistan from 2003 onwards,  the development of extensive armed security operations to protect against piracy off the Horn of Africa significantly accelerated the need for effective regulation. 

Industry was a significant contributor to the Montreux Document, and we fully supported the shift of focus from states to companies evidenced in the ICOC. This was a major step forward and since the publication of the Code at the end of 2010, from an initial 58, now over 400 companies have signed the Code, of whom a significant number are British. Since the SCEG’s appointment we have been working together with the UK government to ensure that the principles of the Code are applied in a meaningful and measurable way, and that the mechanisms currently being developed under the ICOC Charter are effective and appropriate.  Our own national objective is an endorsed UK or international standard, and certification bodies independently accredited by the UK’s Accreditation Service (UKAS) to audit UK PSCs against the endorsed standard.  We do however recognise the importance of successful engagement either directly, or through our UK Government partner, with international organisations, such as yourselves, the EU and NATO, and wider stakeholders, including clients and civil society.  

In parallel, the US DoD, who had  been involved in the development of both the Montreux document and the ICOC, commissioned the security trade association, ASIS, to develop an American National Standard for land-based PSCs. This standard, known as PSC1, was developed through an extensive, formal, transparent multi-stakeholder process with wide consultation of states, private security companies, academics and representatives of civil society, such that that it could be adopted credibly by other nations as an international standard.  PSC1 and the associated conformity assessment standard, PSC2, were published earlier this year. 

PSC1 is a comprehensive document and Human Rights considerations are key within it, leading in both the Introduction and the Guidance on Use of the Standard.  

UK industry representatives from the SCEG, and representatives from ISOA, were influential core members of the Technical Committee and Working Groups that developed both PSC1 and PSC2.   Following a thorough review of the published standard by the SCEG Executive Committee, the UK industry has now recommended formally to the UK government that PSC1, with appropriate annexes dealing with UK-specific requirements, be adopted for the third-party certification of UK companies as soon as possible, through translation into a British Standard  (and preferably in due course into an ISO).  We expect that UK Government officials will put this to Ministers in the near future, recommending that the Government supports this proposal.  Our objective, shared by the UK Government, is to deliver a British or international standard before the end of 2012, with a certification process in place in parallel.  This is a demanding target but one which we believe is realisable and necessary to maintain momentum.  In parallel with this, we will be seeking early recognition by the ICOC of the PSC1 and 2 standards as meeting their certification requirements, and are confident that this will be forthcoming.

I want to make particular reference to the maritime PSC sector. Here, though the provisions of PSC 1 are generally applicable, there is a need to develop additional standards to address maritime-specific operational and jurisdictional issues, and to accord with the requirements and expectations of relevant maritime security stake-holders, including the IMO, shipping trade associations and insurers. Of note is the fact that though the ICOC’s initial focus was the development of a Land Standard, many signatories quickly proved to be maritime security companies seeking to be able to demonstrate compliance with a recognised standard.  Within the SCEG, earlier this year our Maritime Security Working Group drafted a full management standard for maritime companies.  We are now seeking to ensure that that work, along with that of other interested bodies, is taken up, and subsumed within an ISO28007 related Publicly Available Specification, and that necessary correlations with other relevant ISOs are maintained and recognised.  

Aside from the ASIS PSC 1 and 2 work, industry has committed itself to strongly supporting the ICOC Charter work, largely through participation in its Temporary Steering Committee and working groups.  We are seeking to ensure that the structures and processes being developed by the Charter work deliver the level of effective oversight we are seeking in a proportionate, transparent and sustainable manner, and that they fully support and implement Ruggie’s “Respect, Protect, Remedy” framework.  We already believe that the ICOC has had an impact on expectations of performance and raising of standards across the industry, reducing the potential for human rights abuses and improving access to grievance mechanisms.  


Regulatory frameworks

In terms of the industry’s overall approach, we believe that regulatory frameworks, be they national or international, must meet 4 key criteria:

- Effectiveness, in that they must have a genuine, significant and positive impact on performance rather than just offering process without substantive change and to that end must be based on 3rd party rather than self-regulation

- Inclusiveness, that is they must impact on the performance of the many and not just the few companies who are already perhaps achieving appropriate standards, although perhaps not in a fully measurable and independently verifiable manner

- Transparency. I think it is particularly important that we see robust, independent processes which addresses the broader concerns civil society will understandably (and rightly) have about the integrity of voluntary or self-regulatory systems.

- And lastly, affordability. Within that is an implicit recognition that what we do must be proportionate to operational need, and must be delivered with efficiency and economy.  A part of that efficiency and economy is that companies should only have to demonstrate conformity with one accepted and recognised standard.

It is against these criteria that we judge and contribute to national and international initiatives.


Standards

I appreciate that so far we have spoken in generalities about standards and it might be useful to highlight their key elements. These are:

· Leadership, management and governance
· Operational processes
· Selection, screening and vetting of staff and sub-contractor organisations
· Collective and individual training, and maintenance of training records
· Procurement, licensing and management of firearms
· Rules for use of force
· The need to comply with international and national law, and the specific regulatory requirements of the jurisdictions in which companies operate
· The need to comply with human rights obligations
· Reporting and documenting of incidents 
· Grievance processes

Many companies already invest heavily in these areas, but formal measurable standards and independent verification of them, are important if they are achieve market differentiation, and if those who do not comply are to be identified and prevented from operating or at least disadvantaged commercially.


The client

I want to close by highlighting the most influential stakeholder - the client. It is their recognition of the importance of standards to their operations, local communities, regard for human rights and to their own exposure to risk, that will ensure that security companies investing in quality achieve the commercial differentiation they deserve.  I do not underestimate the challenge in this field - we are looking to communicate effectively with clients ranging from governments, international organisations and development agencies ... to the extractives sector, the shipping industry, and a diversity of others seeking to address humanitarian and development needs, or pursue the commercial opportunities presented by complex environments.   We are then seeking to persuade them that the additional costs implicit in high standards are worth accepting. Without that acceptance, the dynamics of the market will move against widespread improvement of standards.  This is an area in which all stakeholders must seek to make progress.


Conclusion

That concludes my presentation. I thank you for your attention and look forward to questions and discussion.
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