Claim No: CO/1306/2016

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION
ADMINISTRATIVE COURT
BE:IWEEN:
THE QUEEN
on the applicationof . - . .

CAMPAIGN AGAINST ARMS TRADE

Claimant
-and-
/

' THE SECRETARY OF.STATE FOR BUSINESS INNOVATION:AND SKILLS

" Deféndant

WITNESS STATEMENT OF

 EDWARD BELL

I EDWARD THOMAS BELL, OF THE DEPARTMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL
TRADE, 1 VICTORIA STREET, LONDON, SW1H 0ET, SAY AS FOLLOWS
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Iz am the Head of the Export ( Control Orgamsation (”ECO”) in the Department
| for International Trade (”DIT”) which is the UK’s export licensing authority :
As Head of ECO I amn the lead official responsible for exports controls in DIT |

and Ihave held this posmon since January 2013. :

1 am duly authonsed to make this staternent on behalf of the Secretary of_.
State. In maklng this statement Iam drawmg on my own knowledge of the
matters in issue as well as- matters that 1 am aware of having read the

documents exh1b1ted.

The Secretary of State :

Follo_wing the recent creation of the I'new De_partrhent for International Trade,
- responsibility for" export c0ntrols has been transferred, by administrative
means from the Secretary of State for Business, InnovatiOn and: Sl(lllS to the
new Secretary of State for International Trade However until. arrangements -
for transferrmg the relevant legal rights, liabilities and obhgations from the
Secretary of ,S,tate for Business, Innovation and Skills to the Secretary of State
for InternatiOnal Trade have. been completed, legal proceedings l)_ro'ught in
relation to the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills, ‘can
continue in' his name and may l’)e' transferred to the Secretary of State for
lnternational Trade in due 'course. .I wﬂl refer in this staterment to the new
Depa-rtment for _InternatiOnal .Tracle where appropriate, ‘rather than the
Department for Business, Innoyaﬁon‘andiSkills (“BIS”).

The scope of this statement _ .

‘T am making this statement to assist the Court in relation to the challenges
| that have been made to the Secretary of State’s DeCember 2015 decision to
contmue to grant new licences for the sale or transfer of arms or rmhtary
equipment to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (“KSA”); and the Secretary of
State’s decision rot to suspend extant ejcport licencesfor the sale or transfer of

Page 2 0f 17




arms and military equipment to the KSA. Consequently, the focus of this
staternent will be on how the Secretary 6_f State for Business, Innovation and
Skills and, since 13 July 2016, the Secretary of State for International Trade
. (hereafter “the Secretary of Stété") has .reac'hed decisions in relation to the
grantmg of export licences for the: sale or transfer of arms and military
= eqmpment to the KSA during the conflict in Yemen; and, in partlcular to
'explam why  the. dec1s1on was made that the clear risk threshold for

rnandatory refusal under Criterion 2 of the Consolidated EU and National

Arms Export Llcensmg Criteria (”the Criteria”) has not been met.

N

I. OVERVIEW OF DIT PROCESS

- 5. _' " The Secretary of State has overall responsibility for the UK’s export lice‘n_siﬁg

- process and is responsible for:

a. The statutory and regulatory framework of export controls (i.e. what

items and activities are controlled); and

b. The decision to grant or refuse an export or trade control! licence; and,
where necessary, to suspend or revoke extant licences in ac¢cordance

with the applicable legislation and arinounced policy.

6. In éxe;ciSihg the,se..powers the'Secr_etafy of State seeks and takes into account
advice from a number of other Government Départménts, principally ti\e
Foreign ‘and Coihmor{Wealth“ Office (“FCQO”), the Ministry of Defence
(“MOD”) and the D‘ep'a,rtmeritr for International Development (“DFID”). |

1 Trade control licences cover trafﬁckmg or brokering activity between two third countries where the
transaction or deal is brokered in the UK or by a UK person overseas. The present matter is concerned
only with export licences. :
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Each hcence apphcatlon is assessed on a case-by—case ‘basis agaJnst the

Criteria, which put into effect the EU Common Posmon 2008/ 944/ CFSP of 8

- December 2008, deﬁmng common EU rules govern_ng control of exports of

- military technology and- equipment and further developments- in EU export
control law and international obhgatlons A copy of the Cr1ter1a is exhlblted:
at'EB1 to this statement 2 '

An export or trade control licence will not be 'granted by the Secretary of State
if to do so.would breach any aspect of the Criteria: Respect for human rlghts}
and fundamentau freedoms in the country of flnal destmaﬁon as well as '
| respect by that country for international humanitarian law, as set out.in
Criterion 2 of the Crltena, are key considerations when deciding Whether to
grant aneXport' licence.® The particular questions asked by the Secretary of
State under the Critetia, in relation to the supply of arms and military
'eqtnipnient to Saudi Arabia during the conflict in Yemen, are set out in section

v bel_ow.

The assessment of a licehce application is handled from start to finish through
a secure digital system. Once a licence application is received; the Export
Control Organisati‘on 1n DIT carries out a nurhber of initial checks to en\stu'e
the documentation is complete, including: a' search for.relevant denial notices
from other Member States of the EU and of in'tematiohal_eXport control

\

2 There are a number of Open General Export Llcences (OGELs) that can be used to export certain.
‘military items to KSA. These are pre-published licences that can be used by exporters that are

. . registered via the ECO's licensing database, SPIRE. OGEL holders must meet all specified terms and
conditions and are subject to compliance audits. OGELs are generally used for lower risk items.:
OGELs are only granted where to do so is comphant vnth the Consohdated Criteria.

3 ”Respect for human rights and f'undamental freedoms in the country of final destination as well as
respect by that country for international humanitarian law” is the heading of Criterion 2. Application
of the relevant test to be apphed in that regard (as set out in the text of Cntenon 2) is addressed

4 Applications are _subrhitted‘ electronically to ECO via the SPIRE licensing d‘atabese.
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11.

regimes in relation to essentially identical transactions®; a search as to whether
the named individuals or entities are listed in sanctions regimes; a search of
databases of entities of concern; and a check for the provisiori by the applicant
of-'an End User Undertakmg End User Undertakings (EUUs) are signed
declarations by end users confirming how they will use exports. They are an
1mportant part of the risk assessments of proposed exports using the Criteria.
In addition, qualified personnel in DIT conduct a technical assessment fo

verify that the proposed exports or écﬁViﬁes are subject to control.

Following these initial checks the apphcahon with its supportmg technical
and end user documenta’aon is sent to adv1sers in other Government

Departments (as identified below) to consider- whether the proposed exports

‘or activities are compahble- with the Criteria. These departments have

expertise in areas relevant to the consideration of expoff licence applications
against: the Criteria, such as human rights, international obligations and

defence.

The. degision by the Secretary of State to grant or refuse a licence takes full
account of .the recommenelaﬁons made by these De?éi‘tmenfsﬁ Ultimately
however the respohsiBﬂity for making the decision rests with the ’S_ecretary of
Stete. .. The majority of decisions are mde by officials on behalf of the
Secretary of State. Licence applications that may be pﬁﬁcﬂarly sensitive may
be fefe:red to Ministers. {“»I discﬁés below the involvement of Minisfer,s m

relation to the decisions that are under challenge in these proceedings.

5 The international export control regimes are groups of States that work together to prevent the
proliferation of conventional arms and weapons of mass destruction by agreeing common lists of -
items that should be subject to control and exchanging information relevant to their aims. The four
regimes are the Wassenaar Arrangement Missile Technology Control Regime, Nuclear Supphers
Group and Australia Group.

6 This is consistént with the description. of roles and responsibilities of other Government
Departments in the licensing process set out in Annex A of the Government’s UK Strategic Export
Controls Annual Report 2015 published 21 July 2016. A copy is exhlblted at EB2. - )
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19

In the event that any advisory Governm_ent Department or DIT :ecommertds

refusal, the-application is referred to a cross'fDeparﬁnental Refiisals Meeting
for a caee review If agre'ement on -hoW to proceed is not reached at this

meeting, the case is referred to mesters for a final decision. The Sec:retary of

~ State makes the final decision in these cases but erLsters ‘from the adv1sory'

Depattments,-~prmapally the FCQ and MOD, prov1de--recorrunendqt10ns:to
help him réach a decision. -

1. WHO MAKES THE ASSESSMENT -

Each advxsory Govemment Department is responmble for assessing aspects of

the Criteria accordmg to - its competence Simmarised below is the

.Department responS1ble for taking the lead with respect to each cntenon

(1dent1f1ed mth-»reference _to tl}e headmg used in the Criteria to describe each

. criterion):

a. Criterion. 1 - Respect for the UK’s international obligations and
comrmtments, Jin particular sanctions adopted by the UK Security
Counctl or tl}e European Union, agreements on non-proh_ferahon and

. other subjects, as well as other intemaﬁonal obligations. FCO leads

b Criterion 2 — The respect for hiiman rights and ﬁ;ndemental freedoms

in the country of final destination as well as respect by that country for

international humanitarian law. FCO leads

- ¢. Criterion 3 — The internal situation in the c'ountry‘of final destination,

as a function of the existence of tensions or armed coniflicts. FCO leads
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15;

d. Criterion 4 — Preservation of regional peace, stability and ‘security.

FCO leads

e. Criterion 5 — The national secunty ‘of the UK and territories whose

external relations are the UK's responsibility, as well as ‘that of friendly
and allied countries: MOD leads

f. Criterion 6 — The. behav1our of the buyer country with regard to the

mternahonal commumty as regards in partlcular its attlt-ude to

terrorism, the nature of its alliances and respect for international law.

.FCO leads

4 C_ritérioh 7 — The existence of a risk that the items will be diverted

within the buyer country or re'-.exporfed uﬁder uxidesirable conéiti'qns.

FCO and MOD both lead

. Criterion 8 — The compatibility of the transfer with the technical and

economic capacity of the recipient country, taking into. account the

- desirability that -states should achieve their legitimate needs of security

and defence with the least diversion for armaments of ‘hurhan and

economic resources. DFID leads

The FCO is the 'Departj:nehf with responsibility'for assessing the compatibility
of proposed exports or activities ‘with Criterion 2, including 2c which
- provides: “Having assessed the récipient country’s attitude towards the relevant
principles estqbli'shec% by international human rights instruments, the Government
will not grant a licerice if thei’é is a. clear risk that the items might be used in the

commission of a serious violation of international humanitarian law” .

Assessment of Criterion 2 necessarily involves consideration of foreign affairs.

Respons'ibi]jfy for these issues li‘es_ with the-Foreign Secretary. Advige from
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17.

18.

. Suspensions

_ the Foreign'Sedetary, or officials acting on his behalf, is _therefore requred to

enable the Secret_ary of State,; or officials acting on his behalf, to reach a

. decision to grant or:refuse a licence on the basis of. Criterion 2. Where

appropriate, 'the‘ FCO will take into account inform_atien' provided b’ythe

MOD iri its assessment of Criterion 2.

'Sirnilarly with Criterion 7 referenced. in Section \% below\, th_e ad"\_z'rce of the

| 'Defence 'Secre.tary,'. or officials actmg on his behalf, is alao required to enable

the Secretary of State to reach a decision to grant or refuse a licence on the

. basis of Critetion 7.

11 SUSPENSION MECHANISM AND REVOCATIONS

The Secretary of State has the: power to suspend extant hcences (in article 32
of the Export Control Order 2008) This means that an exporter is temporarlly
prevented from usmg a valid (extant) hcence that they already hold. The
Secretary of State also has the power to suspend’ lrcensmg This means that
the processmg of licence apphcatlons 1n the system and of any new

applications that might be received durmg the penod of suspension, is halted

and no decisions are taken.

The Secretary of State’s policy is to consider suspending licensing and extant

hcences Where, in the l1ght of new ev1dence and mformatlon it would be
gl

conmdered that a proper risk assessment against the Consohdated Criteria

E would be difficult. Such a situation might arise where confhct or crisis

conditions change the risk suddenly, or make Conductlng a proper risk

assessment difficult.
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20.

A Review of Export Pdlicy following the Arab Spring, where a number of

licences were revoked and the processing of new licence applications for

some destinations was halted for an ‘_e'xtendec_l period of time, resulted in a
Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) by the then Forei_gn Sécretary on.13 i
October 2011 The review “identified areas where our sysfem, could be further
strengthened to enable Ministers to réSpond rapidly and dec@sively to the outbreak of
conflict, instﬁbility or unpredictable events in other countries”. One of the

measures was: “...q mechamsm to allow immediate lzcensmg suspension to

countrzes experzencmg a sharp deterzoratzon in securzty or stability. Applzcatwns in

the pipeline would be stopped arid no further licences issued, pending Mz-msterzal or

_ dépa'rtmeﬁidl review.” A copyis at EB3.

This pohcy was set out in deta11 by the then Secretary of State by WMS on 7

February 2012: .

“The new suspenswn mechanism. will allow the Government fo quickly
suspend the processing of pendmg licence applications to countries
experiencing a sharp deterioration in security or stability. Suspension will not
‘be invoked automatically or lightly, but triggered. for example when conflictor
crisis conditions, change the risk suddenly, or make conducting a proper risk
assessment difficult. A case-by-case assessmént of a partzcular situation will be
necessary to determme whether a lzcenszng suspension is approprzate

”Any decision to suspend will be taken by the chensmg Authority based on
advice from relevant Government Departments and reporting from our
dzplomatzc posts. Parliament, industry and the media will be informed of any
suspension.

“Suspension will be tailored to the circumstances in play and -will not
necessarily apply to all export licence applications to a country, but may
instead be for applications for particular equrpment (for example crowd contr ol
- goods), or for appllcatlons for equipment going to a purtzcular end-user.

If a decision to suspend is made, work on licence applzcutzons in the pzpelme
will be stopped and no further licences issued pending ministerial review.
Once the suspension is lzfted applzcatzons will rzot be - requzred to be
resubmitted.”. - '
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Iv.

23.

\

Revocations * " O

The Secretary of State also has the 'powcr to revoke‘licenceS' the power is
contained in artlcle 32 of the Exporf C ontrnl Order 2008 — see extract from the

Order attached at EB4: This means the licence in questlon is no longer valid.

In its 2014 Report (HC 186), the Committees ‘on Arms Export Control (CAEC)'

. made the following recommendation: “The Comrmittees recommend that the

Government states in its Resporiée the grounds on which the Government has the

_rzght to revoke export lzcences for controlled goods that it has approved A copy of.

the relevant extract is at EB5 In response the Government stated

“The 2008 Order does not speczf_l/ the grounds on which a licence may be .
revoked. In practice the reasons include:

(i) As a result of the imposition of EUor UN sanctions;
(ii) Where there has been a change in Government policy in respect of the

- export of certain goods, or the export of specified goods to a certain destination,
and the proposed export is no longer consistent with the revised policy;

- (iii). Where there. has been a change in circumstances in the destination
country or region such that the proposed export is no longer consistent with
the Consolidated Critéria or with othér relevant, announced, policies; '
(iv) Where new information has come to lzght about a particular export which
indicates -that the proposed export is no longer consistent with the
Consolidated Crztemz or with other relevant, announced, policies;

(v) Where an exporter has failed to comply with the terms and condztzons of

" the licence, or as a result of enforcement action by HMRC/UKBA,; .

(vi). For administrative reasons, such as a company ceasing to- trade and
therefore no longer being able to use the licence, or where the exporter requests
an amendment to a licence and revokmg and re—issuing it is simpler than
makmg an amendment N : :

THE SECRETARY OF STATE'S DECISIONS THAT ARE BEING
CHALLENGED Hal

On 9 and 12 November 2015 solicitors for the Claimant ‘wrote to the Secretary
ot’ State; copies are exhibited at EB6, In tl{eir le_tters the Claimant requested
information about: . ‘ |

./'
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25,

26.

e,

a. the licerices for export to KSA that the ECO had issued for militar.y
equipment that could be used in Yemen; L

b. whether the Government had reviewed its decision to continue issuing
these licences; and ‘ _

c. the role of UK éeryi'ce pe'rsonnel in Saudi Arabia and any safeguardsr

~ that had been put in place.

Officials from BIS FCO and MOD met on 16 November to coordmate the _

response to the let'ters A draft letter was submitted for approval to the

Secretary- of Staté on 3 December 2015 A copy of the email to the Secretary of

State’s office requesting approval is attached at EB7. The Secretary of State’
approved the letter on 9 December 2015 and it ‘was sent that day A copy of
the letter is at EBS. '

On 8 ]anuary 2016 the Claimant submltted a 1etter before clalm and shortly
afterwards the Secretary of State asked for adv1ce from the Forelgn Secretary
A copy of the letter before claim is at EBY.’

- Onl Februery 2016, the Secretary of State received the .Foreigrl‘ Secretary’s

advice (exhibited at EB10) that the Secretary of State should not suspend

extant licences and nor should he sﬁsperid the proc'essing of new licence’

- applications for the export of arms to KSA. .Th'e Foreign Secretary’s

recommendation was that licences for arms exports to KSA should continue

to be assessed on a case-by-case basis, against the Criteria.

-

On 4 February 2016 a subrriission was made to the Secretary of Stete ,

| recommending that he agree in princtple with the Foreign Secretary’s advice

but that he should defer-a final decision until legal advice had been received

in relation to the proposed respon,seuto' the letter before daim. ‘A copy of that

' 'su'b_m_issioh is at EB11. The submission highlighted concerns with the “gapsin

knowledge” regarding KSA airstrikes. However, it was concluded that FCO

had sufficient information to continue to make proper assessments against the
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- 28..

2.

30.

31.

Criteria. The FCO's submission to the Foreign Secretary was provided as an
annex. As confifmed in an email of 5 February 2016, the. Secretary of State

noted the adv1ce and was content w1th the reco;mmendahon

A further subrmssmn to the Secretary of State was made on the 10 February :
2016 fo]lowmg receipt of the legal advice. A copy of the submission is

lexhlblted at EB12.

Together with colleagues I met w1th the Secretary of State.on the evening of

.the 10 February 2016 I summarlsed the discussion i in an erna1l the subsequent
' day which is exhlblted at EB13. In the meetmg, I expressed the view that it

might t be more prudent to suspend licences. However, I noted that the FCO.
view was that they had sufficient information to continie to assess licence"

applications on a case-by-case basis despite not being in possession of

~ complete i information, The FCO ‘was the lead Department on Criterion 2 and

their view therefore carned particular Welght At the end of the discussion

the Secretary of State said that he would consider the matter overnight.

A further meeting was held between the Secretary of State, the BIS Perrnanent
Secretary, and r'ny colleagues on 11 February 2016. A copy of the meeting

) note is at EB14. At the end of the discussion; the Secretary of State concluded
that the dec151on to contmue exportrng to Saudi Arabia was finely balanced,

but given in parhcular the adv1ce of the Foreign Secretary and Defence
Secretary, he was mlnded to continue to perrmt expor‘tmg He noted that the
situation in Yemen was contmuously evolving, and. that this decns1on could

change. The Secretary of State: explamed t_hat he -wanted the situation to be

‘monitored carefully, so that he could be advised of any changes. Ideally, he
warted Weekly repbrts from the FCO and MOD on the situation so that,,

should the ev1dence suggest that the Criteria for exportmg to KSA were no

longer met, he could take a decision to suspend export hcences

It was' agreed that a letter would be sent to the Foreign and Defence

.‘Secretanes and that the Permanent Secretary would write to his counterpart
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33!

in the FCO asking for weekly updates on the situation in Yemen. These letters

were sent on the evening of 11 February 2016 and included the following text:

“This is a difﬁcult issue and one I have considered very carefully. On the

basis of the adv1ce you have prov1ded Iam currently minded not to suspend

- licensing and not to suspend extant licences. - - e

“Nevertheless, in view of the uncertainty and gaps in information available I

" have requested Weekly updates from the FCO MOD and Embassy on latest

reports from the regwn mdudmg inore detail on the impact of Saud1
airstrikes. Should new- evidence that the “clear risk” threshold has been

breached come to light I will suspend licensing.”

'I"hese letters were discussed at a meeting at Cabinet Office on 12 February
2016. It was agreed that a weekly update would be provided for all mernbers -
of the National Secunty Council”. An emaﬂ I wrote to the Secretary of State’s
ofﬁce settmg out what had been decided at the meetmg is exh1b1ted at EB15

Responses from the Foreign Secretary and De_fence‘ Secretary were received

" over the weekend of 13 /14 February 2016. Copies are exhibited at EB16.

On 15 February 2016, the !Secretary of State spoke to the Foreign Secretary
who indicated that the sort of weekly advice requested by the Secretary of

State was unnecessary because there was already a process for the Foreign

Secretary, rather than the National Secufity Coundil, to prov_id_e‘ advice to the
Secretary of State on Criterion 2. It was subsequently. agreed that I wéuld
attend fortni,ghﬂ)'r briefings on the situation in Yemen so that I could advise
the. éecretaljy of State of any changes which tnight ﬁnp_aét on licensing

decisions.

7 The National Securlty Council (NSC) is a Cabinet Committee and is the main forum for collective
discussion of the Government’s objectives for national security. It is chaired by the Prime Minister.
Page 13 0of 17 -




" 35.

36.

s

38.

39.

- Following his discussion with the Foreign Secre’ra'ry," the Secre’sary of State

agreed. that the draft reply to the Claimant should be sent. That was done on
16 February 2016. , " § ‘ - =

A

The Foreign Secretary’s continuing position and advice has been that licence

apphcahons can and should continue to: be assessed on a case—bywcase basis
against the Criteria. "1 have attended fortmghtly cross Whltehall meetmgs at
which the situation has been reviewed. Copies of my emails. summarlsmg the
discussions at those meetings is attached at EBl’Z. The.se. meetings have
provided insight intto thé political, millitary and humanitarian situation in
Yemen. This has enabled me Ato' brief‘rhe Secretary of State efféctively and to

ensure that the situation is kept under regular review.

Throughout the conflict in Yemen apphcahons to export military goods to
KSA and 1ts coalition partners have contmued to be assessed on ‘a case-by-

case basis against the Criteria.

Elghteen licence applications to supply the Royal ‘Saudi Air Force have been
referred dlrectly to the Secretary of State for con31derat10n durlng the conflict,
based on advice from the FCO-and MOD, only one of ‘which was referred in
the period sinc_é December J2015, Copies of the emails 'relatirlg to this

. application are attached at EB18. These applications included licences for
" Paveway guided bombs, and all were approved.

In March 2016, a number of Trade control hcences for small arms and

: ammumtlon were refused ‘because of risk of d1ver51on to undesuable end use

(Criterion 7), which I discuss further below.

i Vs DIVERSION OF WEAPONRY

The assessment of any licence involves a consideration of the risk of diversion
pursuant to Criterion 7. The Secretary of State, in considering advice
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provided by the FCO and MOD, éherefore -c‘onsicllers the risk of diversion
-when assessing licences for the export of militaty equipment to KSA. The

Secretary. of State considers a number of factors in.this assessment:

a. Does the end-user have a legitimate need for this equipment? For -
example, who they. are, what activities are they known to be
involved in, who they are linked to, and whether they purchased

this equipment before.

b. Isthe en_d—use credible? Are the goods qleSighed for the stated-end-
’ ~ use; are they of the right téchnical specification?

c. Are the qu'an_t@tiés reasonable and proportionate to the stated end-

" use? ‘ |
d. Does &l the information in the. application and supporting
documentation tell a consistent story? Are there doubts about the

veracity of any of the information or documentation?

e. Does the end-user have proper means to safeguard the
equipfnent? Does the recipient state have proper controls over

possession, transfers and exports (as appropriate).?f

f. Does corruption in the destination cduntry indicate a higher risk of

diversion?

g. Are the types of goods known to be subject to illicit procurement?
Are there known or suspected illicit procurement channels in the
country or region? Is there any evidence of past diversion from

this end-user or country?
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h. Areany intermediaries involved? What is known about them? -

40. In relahon to the confhct in Yemen, the becretary ot State has refused a

‘number of licences because of the risk of diversion:

a. In 9 Apr11 2015 3 Standard Ind1v1dual Export L1cer1ces8 (“SIELs”) were
revoked and Yemen was removed.as a permilted destination from one

: Open Ind1v1dua1 Export Licence® (“OIEL”) and

b." In March 2016, 7 individual trade control licences (”SI'I'CLs’f ) to supply
ammunitions and arms to KSA were refused.

'
(

41. The' Secretary of State considers fhat the risk of diversion of the equipment :
that ha‘s'been licensed for export to KSA to be very low. This has been based,_

in each case, on the value and the nature of the equipment.
VI CON]MITTEE ON ARMS EXPORT CONTROL

42. In March 2016, the Commiittees on Arms Export Control (”CAEC”)10 launched
% uam mqmry into the use of UK-manufactured arms in the conflict in  Yemen.
The inquiry looked at ‘the size of arms sales to the ‘Gulf region and' asked
questions about the role that trade plays in advancing UK interests there It
examined whether weapons manufactured in the UK have been used by

Saudi Arabla in Yemen and if any of the Criteria had been breached.

8 These licences perrmt a named exporter to export specific items to specific end-users in specific
destinations.

9 These licences permit a.named exporter to export multiple:shipm'ents of specific goods to specific
countries; the end-user does not normally need to be specified.
10 The CAEC comprises four select comimittees - Business, Deferice, Foreign Affairs, and International
Deyelopment - meeting together to examine the government’s expenditure, administration and policy on
arms exports and other controlled goods.

' Page 16 of 17




43.  On 13 April 2016, the FCO submitted written evidence to the CAEC. On 27
- April 2016, Anna Soubry, the then Minister of State for Small Business,
Industry and Enterprise at BIS gave oral -.evi_'dence to the CAEC, along with .
Ministers from the FCO, MOD and DFID. ' '

44. The CAEC is expected to’' report on its inquify after the summer recess.

Further information is available on the CAEC’s website.11

_ Ibelieve that the facts stated in this statement are true.

. SIGNED : (w w
DATED & A\}GUS’/’ (o016

\

11 http:/ /www.parliament.uk/business/ committees /committees-a-z / other-committees / commiittee-
on-arms-export-controls/ :
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