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 Thank European Parliament, its Committee on Foreign Affairs and SubCommittee 
on Security and Defence, the Chairmen and the organisers for allowing me to speak at 
this important event.

 Much has already been said in the previous session, therefore please allow me to 
use next 10-15 minutes of your time to only briefly summarise key missile defence-
related results of the Lisbon Summit and add some reflections on the way ahead.

 I will first elaborate on the two settings in which missile defence was discussed 
and where decisions were taken at Lisbon: the setting involving NATO and its 28 Allies, 
and the setting involving the NATO-Russia Council. I will then add a few remarks on the 
way ahead for both strands of work. 

NATO

 For NATO Lisbon was a significant milestone, since HoSaG, and I quote, 
“decided to develop a missile defence capability to protect all NATO European 
populations, territory and forces”.

 The key word in this sentence is “decided”, since Lisbon is the first time that a 
concrete decision was taken, closing a chapter initiated 8 years ago. It was in fact 8 years 
ago, at the Prague Summit in 2002, when HoSaG initiated a reflection on whether MD 
should be pursued in the Alliance and launched a feasibility study. Since then MD reports 
and studies were developed and presented, and the subject was discussed by Ministers 
and HoSaG, but until now no decision on territorial MD had been taken (ALTBMD 
however progressed in the meantime).  

 But the key sentence in paragraph 2 of the Lisbon Summit Declaration would not 
be complete without its second part, which also reflects a decision – a decision to ‘invite
Russia to cooperate with us’.

o I believe it is politically significant that both key decisions – to develop a 
NATO MD capability and to invite Russia to cooperate - were brought 
together in such a simple and straightforward sentence.

 Now to the aim/ambition of the new project. It is spelled out in paragraph 36 of 
the Declaration: “the aim of NATO missile defence is to provide full coverage and 
protection for all NATO European populations, territory and forces against the increasing 
threat posed by proliferation of ballistic missiles”. 



o Full coverage is the longer-term goal, however Allies acknowledge that 
we cannot build a shield from one day to another covering every square 
meter of NATO territory already from day one. 

o This will take time and will be done gradually and incrementally, and it 
will take into account real-world realities and possible constraints, such as 
the level of threat, affordability and technical feasibility. 

 A decision inherently linked to the decision to develop a NATO MD capability is 
the decision to expand the current theatre missile defence programme beyond the 
protection of NATO deployed forces to also protect NATO European populations, 
territory and forces – often described as territorial missile defence. 

o the ALTBMD programme was established in 2005 and is focused on the 
protection of deployed forces from ballistic missiles with ranges up to 
3,000 km;  

o the backbone of this capability will be provided by command, control and 
communications capabilities that are common funded; the expansion of 
ALTBMD is estimated to cost less than 200 million euros over ten years;

o an Interim Capability is currently being fielded and should be available by 
the end of this year. 

 Let me now turn to the NATO-Russia Council and summarise what was decided 
in that setting, and after this I will make a few remarks on the way ahead.

NATO-Russia Council

 The NRC Summit in Lisbon was the result of an intense diplomatic effort that 
lasted a couple of months, during which Secretary General Rassmussen, Allies and 
Russia worked hard to ensure its success. Once President Medvedev had accepted the 
proposal, pressure to deliver a NRC Joint Statement went up, and am glad to report we 
succeeded.

 NRC HoSaG endorsed the Joint Review of 21st Century Common Security 
Challenges, which was launched one year ago. They also “agreed the joint ballistic 
missile threat assessment”, which is part of it, “and to continue dialogue in this area”.

o I usually like to focus on developments from a glass-half-empty rather 
than from a glass-half-full perspective, however in this particular case am 
pleased that we completed this document; 

o the task to develop a joint threat analysis existed since the NRC was 
founded in Rome in 2002. I was personally involved in the development 



of earlier drafts a few years back, but this work could not be completed at 
the time, it was unfinished business.

o This is why the agreement of this document at Lisbon is significant. It 
demonstrates – to ourselves and perhaps also to the outside world – that 
we can at the end of the day sign off a joint analysis.  We still have to do a 
lot more, but we have come a long way.

 NRC HoSaG “agreed to discuss pursuing missile defence cooperation” and 
stated that the “NRC will resume Theatre Missile Defence Cooperation”.
  

o NRC MD WG was established following NRC December Ministerial last 
year, I have the honour to co-chair this working group. My responsibility 
is to assist the development of pol-mil aspects related to missile defence 
cooperation.

 With this we come to the “Way Ahead”, and let me now reverse the order and 
continue with the NRC before looking at the way ahead for NATO.

Conclusions – Way Ahead

NATO-Russia Council

 NRC Lisbon Summit tasked the NRC to “develop a comprehensive Joint Analysis
of the future framework for missile defence cooperation”.  Progress of this analysis will 
be assessed at the June 2011 NRC Defence Ministers meeting.

 You will ask what precisely does it mean to develop such a “Joint Analysis”.

o The truth is we have not yet discussed the details. But we have a NRC MD 
WG this week and nations will be asked to express how they see this 
unfolding.

o As far as I am concerned, I could envisage this work to include 
considerations on possible architectures, command and control, funding, 
legal issues, consequences of intercept, and much more. In a nutshell 
many of the issues that were already discussed among NATO Allies in 
preparation of this Summit.

o In Lisbon President Medvedev expressed a number of thoughts that should 
influence Russia’s willingness to engage in NRC MD cooperation. We 
should use the months to come to discuss Russia’s views and to explore 
together what can be done.



o In the meantime, we will work towards resuming TMD cooperation, 
probably starting from where we left a couple of years ago. In my view 
this should include resuming work on TMD command post exercises, and 
should focus on procedural - and perhaps technical - interoperability. We 
will know more soon, these are only my initial thoughts.

NATO

 Two concrete tasks from Lisbon (see paragraph 37 of the Declaration). HoSaG 
tasked Council to:

o develop missile defence consultation, command and control arrangements
by the time of the March 2011 Defence Ministers meeting;

 Consultation focuses on roles and responsibilities at political level, 
while Command and Control focuses on roles and responsibilities 
at a military level

o draft an action plan addressing steps to implement the MD capability by 
the time of the June 2011 Defence Ministers meeting.

 we will have to consider timelines for the implementation, looking 
ahead to .. perhaps 2020? 

 timelines for implementation of current ALTBMD programme, its 
expansion and of US EPAA will probably have to be brought 
together, as will be the timelines for the implementation of 
additional voluntary national contributions. 

 The speculative nature of these personal remarks on the way ahead indicate that in 
Lisbon HoSaG took a political decision, a decision of principle, to develop a capability 
and to cooperate with Russia.  There is no doubt that much work lies ahead of us, and that 
many details have still to be worked out.   The comprehensive analysis that was presented 
to Council in advance of the Summit acknowledges this. 

 HoSaG concluded that what they had in front of them was sufficient to take a 
political decision to develop a capability, and that the rest will follow.  
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