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Purpose

« The Strategic Outline Business Case is used to obtain management’'s commitment and
approval for the initial investment in the programme or project by providing the necessary
justification and establishing the case for change.

e The Strategic Outline Business Case provides the initial framework for planning and
managing the programme or project’s deliverables and for tracking and measuring benefits.

e The continuing justification for the project will be monitored against this Business Case as
it is developed into the Outline Business Case and then Full Business Case
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1. Executive Summary

Commented [NG1]: @! Nam 1do we need to be more
clear and upfront that undér SOLAS etc we have a duty to
provide assistance to those in distress. | know we mention it

further down.

1.1 Background

This strategic outline business case is seeking approval in principle to develop a requirement and
commercial framework to procure surface rescue assets in the English Channel, in the event of a
planned withdrawal of Home Office operated rescue boats.

HM Coastguard has a duty under international law are set out in the Convention of the Law of the
Sea (UNCLOS), the Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) and the Convention for
Maritime Search and Rescue (the SAR Convention) to provide assistance to those in distress.

Since 2018, a growing number of migrants have sought to cross the English Channel from Calais
to Dover in small boats, aided by criminal gangs. Prior to 2018, migration in this way was rare
but numbers have increased dramatically year on year since then.

In 2022, the official figure for migrants arriving in small boats was 45,728. This figure is predicted
to rise to 65,000 in 2023.

These journeys are always dangerous and have resulted in tragic loss of life, most notably the
loss of at least 27 lives on khe 24t November 2021, and an incident on December 17, 2022 in ey

i

which at least four people drowned. Commented [NG2]: @ N@ME {46 we want to mention
the most recent incident which happened late last year

Border Force has deployed various assets in response to increased migration, most recently in (c d [LD3R2]: Yes, great point. Adding. )

the form of five leased Crew Transfer Vessels (CTVs). These vessels are tasked by HM
Coastguard, which holds primacy for Search and Rescue coordination in the UK, responding to
vessels in distress and recovering suspected migrants to shoreside facilities operated by Border
Force and Home Office Immigration Enforcement. .

In July 2022, the Downer report was published which recommends that appropriate vessels and
crews should be sought under contract for Search and Rescue and placed under the command

and control of HM Coastguard or the Royal Navy. Border Force’s current leasing arrangements
for their CTVs expire by the end of March 24, and it is unclear whether these arrangements will

continue or whether Border Force will seek to implement the recommendations of the Downer

report and cease to provide vessels under Border Force’s control for search and rescue. Commented [CH4]: This isn't quite factually correct, we
know that they are extending the current flee to the end of the
year for 2 vessels and another 2 until Jan/March 24. The 5th
one is under review now.

1.2 Strategic Consideration

The Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) is the Executive Agency of the UK Department for
Transport (DfT) with the primary responsibility for implementing UK and international maritime law
and enforcing safety and environmental policy. As part of its safety responsibilities, the MCA
conducts and coordinates maritime, coastal, and aeronautical search and rescue through HM
Coastguard.

The nature of the SAR service provided by HM Coastguard has relied on the use of helicopters
and fixed wing aircrafts under the UKSAR-H and Aerial Surveillance and Verification contracts.
This capability has recently been increased with the provision of additional surveillance aircraft
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under project CAESAR (Channel Aviation Emergency Search and Rescue) to meet the additional
demand created within the Channel.

This has provided HM Coastguard and its partner organisations with significant capability to
locate migrant boats and prioritise rescue response. However, helicopters, which are used
routinely by HM Coastguard, have proven to be unsuitable for recovering people from migrant
boats because migrant boats typically carry more passengers than Coastguard helicopters are
able to rescue in one flight and the downdraft from helicopter rotor blades can risk destabilising
overloaded and poorly constructed migrant vessels and present a risk to life.

Rescue by waterborne vessels in the UK is provided by volunteer lifeboat organisations,
principally the Royal National Lifeboat Institution (RNLI). The RNLI operates lifeboats in the
Dover Strait including four all-weather lifeboats. These lifeboats are crewed by volunteers and are
made available to HM Coastguard in response to distress at sea.

The number of migrants vessels attempting crossing, and the duration of migrant events has
placed considerable pressure on the RNLI's response capability. The RNLI doesn’t have
sufficient assets to respond to the number of migrant vessels attempting to cross when weather
conditions are favourable.

Border Force has identified that the cutters and patrol boats that it usually operates are not well
suited for rescue at sea and has leased five crew transfer vessels (CTV) to respond to migrant
crossings. The five CTVs are all leased individually, with their contracts set to expire at different
dates throughout 2023.

The Downer report has recommended Border Force seeks to release their assets from providing
a SAR response, and that appropriate vessels are instead provided under command and control
of HM [Coastguardl. However, HM Coastguard does not currently own or operate any rescue

Ci d [CH5]: Do we need to add here that there has

assets, and therefore any withdrawal by Border Force will create a gap in service provision.
There is yet to be any official engagement from the Home Office or Border Force to determine
their long term intent on this service provision.

This creates the risk of increasing the scale and number of fatalities in the Channel and could
potentially result in the UK’s failure to meet its commitments under international law. This could
result in significant reputational damage to HM Government and its global leadership position.

Loss of life at sea creates a significant cost to the public through inquests, public enquiries and
defence of legal action against duty bearers by representatives of charity groups.

The HM Coastguard Search and Rescue in the Channel (SARIC) project will strategically offer a
proportionate and appropriate service to conduct search and rescue in the channel that is
focused on small boats migrant crossings.

This will fill the void left if Border Force withdraws its service, ensuring that the UK is able to fulfil
its international obligations by providing an effective search and rescue capability able to meet
the challenge created by cross-channel migration, and preventing uncontrolled entry into the UK
by those who would otherwise make the journey unchallenged.

Incorporating this function as a core role of MCA offers a unique opportunity to reposition and
refine the search and rescue provision in the channel to provide tailored solutions driven by data
and employ assets proportionately to reduce wastage and improve efficiency.

This also aligns well with the DfT’s strategic priorities of protecting the environment (in the form of
recovering small boats left in UK waters by migrants) and increasing its global impact.

Version X.x
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1.3 Economic Consideration

The Search and Rescue in the Channel (SARIC) project is economically justified on the basis of
well-established reasons for government intervention in the economics literature.

The failure of unfettered markets to provide a solution of the quality and scale demanded with
acceptable welfare outcomes necessitates a state-sponsored intervention. Similarly, Government
intervention is required to facilitate efficient operations of the market and to protect against
adverse conditions with significant inequality and distributional outcomes.

The proposed intervention addresses a market failure where the provision of rescue services in
the maritime space on account of ability to pay is considered socially unacceptable. In addition,
the absence of HM Coastguard intervention will lead to adverse market conditions for seafarers in
the channel.

Under extreme conditions, the livelihood of a section of the UK population (in particular, local
fishermen) will be threatened without stated-funded SAR. Finally, and while not readily
quantifiable, the intervention will avert reputational costs to the UK Government, DfT and the
MCA, as well as avert costs of legal challenges related to dereliction of duty and coroner
inquests, among others.

In summary, there is considerable economic rationale for intervening beyond obvious value of
lives expected to be saved. This overall value is presently not estimable.

Out of eight options proposed for delivery, preliminary assessments using the longlist options
framework has discounted four options on grounds of their inability to meet key critical success
factors. The four options carried forward for further analysis include a do-minimum option
involving the MCA taking over Border Force contracts for 5 CTVs; a public private partnership
where MCA acquire bespoke assets and lease them under contract to private service providers; a
preferred way forward entailing full outsourcing of assets provision and service delivery, and a
partial responsibility option where MCA provides support to third sector organisations for service
delivery.

A preliminary cost estimate is available only for the do-minimum option. This is expected to cost
£10-12 million per annum (subject to changes after market engagement). All other options are
expected to cost more than this option with varying degree of scale. Since the project team has
not had the approvals necessary to engage the market, the appropriate costing of options and the
associated economic appraisal cannot realistically proceed in detail at this stage. Therefore, the
cost-benefit or cost effectiveness analysis and the applicable BCRS and NPSVs will be presented
in the OBC stage.

1.3 Financial Consideration

There are currently uncertainties around how this project will be delivered which cannot be
resolved until a decision is made by the Home Office as to the future provision of search and
rescue for migrants in the channel by Border Force and what may be required of the MCA. This
provision is currently with Home Office ministers for consideration

Until a formal decision is made by Home Office as to whether to continue operating boats for
Search and Rescue in the Channel, and dependent on agreement between Home Office and DfT
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ministers as to how a service can or should be transferred, it is not possible to set clear
timescales or figures around financial spend.

The MCA holds no budget for the delivery of a rescue boat service, and no provision for this
service was made in the Spending Review. This requirement will need to be treated as a
pressure that is unaffordable, and funding will need to be sought from HM Treasury.

1.4 Commercial Consideration

The Long List Options appraisal set out in the Economic Dimension identified Option 7:
Intermediate, Complete outsourcing of service (MCA contracts a service provider to supply
assets and conduct search and rescue for the project duration) as the Preferred Way Forward
to deliver Search and Rescue in the Channel (SARIC). This option would see commercial operators
source SAR assets as well as fully crew, operate, maintain and supply these vessels for the delivery
of SARIC. The identification of Option 7 as the preferred option was on the basis of a scored
assessment using seven critical success factors. Option 7 outscored the two other highest scoring
options on the basis of enabling the most appropriate allocation of the risks associated with
delivering this service.

The Commercial Dimension of this SOBC is intended to provide an overview of the commercial
considerations and implications of the Preferred Way Forward, as well as next steps in terms of
the procurement process. This includes the proposed procurement strategy and route, an early
assessment of the market's ability to deliver against MCA’s requirements and a preliminary
assessment of possible contractual arrangements such as forms of contract, KPIs, risk allocation
and transfer and charging mechanisms.

However, it should be noted that prior to the completion of a demand profile based on an analysis
of historic data (which is in progress), a requirement document being finalised, and market
consultation being carried out, the Preferred Way Forward cannot be conclusively determined. The
completion of a demand profile will help inform a draft requirement which will in turn be used to
support a Market Consultation Questionnaire. This process may challenge some of the initial
assumptions made for this project, both in terms of the Preferred Way Forward identified from the
Long List Options as well as the proposed procurement route, form of contract and assessment of
the apportionment of risk. Based on the requirement and responses from industry, it is possible
that another of the eight Long List Options is subsequently identified as the preferred delivery
model. For the time being, though, MCA’s best assumption, based on its prior experience and
assessment of the eight options, is that a fully outsourced service will be used to fulfil this
requirement.

1.5 Benefits Consideration

This maritime capability will achieve the following core benefits:

e Reduction in the risk to loss of life based on the provision of rescue assets that can
respond to reports of migrant vessels, including pre-emptive patrolling on days when
migrant activity is anticipated,;

e Reduces the number of migrant vessels reaching the UK coastline and thus the number of
uncontrolled entries into the UK, reducing the toll on policing and ensuring that those
attempting to reach the UK are safely and securely handed over to the appropriate
authorities;

Version X.x Page 8 of 82
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e Upholds the UK’s obligations under international convention. \HM Coastguard has a duty
under international law are set out in the Convention of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS),
the Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) and the Convention for Maritime
Search and Rescue (the SAR Convention) to provide assistance to those in distress.

e Reduces the navigational risk to shipping using the Channel caused by small boats either
drifting or making their way across this busy waterway, this includes the risk of accidental
collision with an occupied or unoccupied vessel, accidental damage to shipping and the
economic impact of diverting vessels around navigation hazards, causing delays and
congestion in shipping lanes;

e Reduces the cost to the taxpayer of coroners' inquests, public enquiries and legal action
from avoidable deaths in UK waters;

e Enables better use of resources within Border Force, allowing their rescue boats to focus
on their core law enforcement responsibilities by reducing the need for Border Force
cutters to act as search and rescue vessels;

1.6
1.7 Risk Analysis

Search and Rescue in the Channel, as with any SAR or life-saving service, balances finite
resources with the benefit of providing safety and security. The MCA will conduct a
comprehensive market engagement exercise following the formal agreement of any withdrawal of
assets by Border Force that will set a clear expectation of what service will be procured and what
outcomes are sought.

Operational risk occurs due to the diversity of SAR partners and other interested parties, and
different levels and points of accountability. This project will include all key stakeholders
throughout each stage so that the MCA can be clear what service is provided and how it will be
delivered. The MCA has developed a stakeholder engagement and communications plan to set
out how this will occur. This can be found at Appendix B.

Integration risks exist around the future engagement between Border Force / Home Office and
the MCA, clear lines of responsibility will need to be established with a clear requirement for
Government bodies to work together to deliver a cohesive approach.

Political risks exist around the rescue of migrants. Migration in the Channel is of significant
interest to the public and media. The UK Government is under considerable pressure to reduce
migration, and this may result in shifts in its approach to migration in the Channel.

Regulatory risk around the types of rescue boat used and their use under passenger codes, will
need to be assessed by the MCA as the regulator and we will need to ensure that any solution is
fully compliant with rules and regulations around the carriage of people.

Sensitive & Irrelevant

Risks around scheduling, options analysis, governance and capability to deliver are being
mitigated by the project’'s engagement with DfT’s Centres of Excellence and Commercial
Assurance Board, who will provide second tier assurance of the project.

Commented [N[12]: ¢ N@ME ihink this needs to sit
higher up the list and isn't'CI&ar Bi Wiat we mean
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1.8 Legal Analysis

The core duties of the UK for search and rescue under international law are set out in the
Convention of the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), the Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea
(SOLAS) and the Convention for Maritime Search and Rescue (the SAR Convention).

Article 98(1) of UNCLOS states that every coastal State shall promote the establishment,
operation and maintenance of an adequate and effective search and rescue service regarding
safety on and over the sea and co-operate with neighbouring States for this purpose. Search and
Rescue Service is defined in SOLAS and the SAR Convention as the performance of distress
monitoring, communication, co-ordination and search and rescue functions, including provision of
medical advice, initial medical assistance, or medical evacuation, through the use of public and
private resources including co-operating aircraft, ships, vessels and other craft and

installations. Regulation 7 of SOLAS provides that each State undertakes to ensure that
necessary arrangements are made for distress communication and co-ordination in their area of
responsibility and for the rescue of persons in distress at sea around its coasts. These
arrangements shall include the establishment, operation and maintenance of such search and
rescue facilities as are deemed practicable and necessary, having regard to the density of the
seagoing traffic and the navigational dangers, and shall, so far as possible, provide adequate
means of locating and rescuing such persons.

The search and rescue service therefore must be adequate and effective with the necessary
arrangements in place for communication, co-ordination and rescue of persons in

distress. These arrangements must also include search and rescue facilities as are

deemed practicable and necessary, having regard to the density of seagoing traffic and
navigational dangers, to provide as far as possible, adequate means of locating and rescuing
such persons. Regulation 33 further provides that where States co-ordinate and co-operate with
masters of ships providing assistance to persons in distress, the State exercises primary
responsibility for ensuring such co-ordination and co-operation occurs so that survivors are
disembarked from the assisting ship and delivered to a place of safety.

The SAR Convention builds on these provisions with section 2.1.1 setting out that Parties shall
participate in the development of search and rescue services to ensure that assistance is
rendered to any person in distress at sea. On receiving information that any person is, or appears
to be, in distress at sea, the responsible authorities of a Party are required to take urgent steps to
ensure that the necessary assistance is provided. Parties are also required to establish the basic
elements of a search and rescue service i.e a legal framework, assignment of a responsible
authority, organisation of available resources, communication facilities, co-ordination and
operational functions and processes to improve the service including planning, domestic and
international co-operative relationships and training.

The Coastguard Act 1925 provides for HM Coastguard, as the statutory body, to perform such
duties as may be determined by the SoS. The Secretary of State’s determination to Parliament in
1992 stated:

HMCG is responsible for the initiation and co-ordination of civil maritime search and rescue within
the UK Sar region. This includes the mobilisation, organisation and tasking of adequate
resources to respond to persons either in distress at sea or to persons at risk of injury or death on
the cliffs or shoreline of the UK.

1.9 Presentation and Handling

Initial planning and preparation of the case has been undertaken discretely, noting the significant

interest in Government response to migration and seeking not to get ahead of any decision by
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Border Force / Home Office as to how they wish to proceed with the provision of assets. This
business case remains a contingency plan should Border Force declare its intent to not renew its
assets in the Channel.

A stakeholder engagement plan has been drawn up (see Appendix B) in conjunction with a
project plan, which includes seeking Ministerial agreement (including Cabinet clearance), working
with HMT and Cabinet Office to progress towards an Outline Business Case.
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2. Strategic Dimension

2.1 Strategic Context

The Maritime & Coastguard Agency (MCA) is an executive agency of the UK Department for
Transport (DfT) and is responsible for implementing UK and international maritime law, and
safety and environmental policy. The MCA'’s safety responsibilities include coordinating maritime,
coastal, and aeronautical Search and Rescue (SAR) through His Majesty’s Coastguard (HMCG).
Search is defined as an operation normally coordinated by a rescue coordination centre, using
available personnel and facilities to locate persons in distress. Rescue involves an operation to
retrieve persons in distress, provide for their immediate medical needs or other needs and deliver
them to a place of safety. Often this results in saving a life and/or significantly reducing the
likelihood of disappearance or death, which has immediate and obvious benefits to society and
the economy.

SAR is delivered by volunteers working charitably at a local/national level (e.g. the RNLI) and;-by
government administrations as a public/emergency service, and can also be delivered by private
organisations servicing commercial markets and operations (e.g. offshore oil and gas) where their
vicinity to an operation makes it advantageous to the casualty. The United Nations sets
overarching principles in Conventions (including the 1979 Maritime Search and Rescue
Convention, and Annex 12 to the International Convention on Civil Aviation) which HM
Government is responsible for adhering to. SAR at sea can be achieved via a variety of methods,
such as aviation assets (typically helicopters) or through rescue by another vessel.

The MCA’s core function to save lives at sea and around the coastline and to meet the UK’s
commitments to cooperate with neighbouring states to provide a comprehensive SAR service
requires the use of operational assets in order to effectively conduct SAR.

A persistent challenge faced by HM Coastguard in recent years is the ever-growing issue of small
boats carrying migrants across the English Channel. This is a problem where migrants are
trafficked across Europe to the French coast before being loaded onto small boats and sent
towards the UK coast.

There is a determination on the part of these individuals to reach the UK regardless of the risks to
their safety. These boats are woefully inadequate for the journey they are undertaking, are
commonly overloaded (sometimes by more than double their capacity) and it is very common for
migrants to not wear lifejackets or have any lifesaving equipment with them.

These crossings are always dangerous and can have tragic consequences, as seen in incidents
on the 24th November 2021 in which at least 27 people lost their lives, and again on the 14t
December 2022 where four people died when their vessel began taking on water.

The number of people attempting crossings has increased significantly in recent years, with a
total of 45,728 having taken the journey in 2022. That figure is predicted to rise to 65,000 in 2023.

In response to the growing number of attempted crossings, the Government has deployed
additional vessels into the Channel, initially cutters and coastal patrol vessels operated by Border
Force. However, this work is now undertaken by private Crew Transfer Vessels (CTVs), leased
and partly crewed by Border Force.

Without these vessels, it is likely that more people would have lost their lives in the Channel.
However, the operation of these vessels in the Channel has been a considerable resource
burden on Border Force Maritime, which has to balance the need for Channel rescue against its
other responsibilities such as drug trafficking intervention.
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In July 2022, the Downer review of Border Force (Appendix E) was published, this review
includes a recommendation that “Border Force maritime should not be providing an ongoing
search and rescue function in the English Channel. Neither Border Force nor Royal Navy
vessels are appropriate to this task. Appropriate vessels and crews should be sought
under contract to conduct this task.” Further to this the review states that: “Vessels that are
better suited to the task should be contracted for and placed under the command and
control of either Coastguard or Royal Navy so that Border Force are not used as the
primary for resource for such operations”.

Should Border Force seek to implement this recommendation it would create a significant gap in
the number of surface assets available to the HM Coastguard, at a time where both demand and
risk is growing.

Business Strategy:

The primary aim of this requirement is to fulfil the legislative obligation under international law to
undertake rescue.

The HM Coastguard Search and Rescue in the Channel (SARIC) project will strategically offer a
proportionate and appropriate service to conduct search and rescue in the channel that is
focused on small boats operated by migrants.

This will fill the void left ifwhen Border Force withdraws its service, contribute to preserving the
long-held leadership position offered by the UK in international matters, bolster HM Government's
global reputation and extend its reach and impact in addressing global challenges. In addition,
incorporating this function as a core role of MCA offers a unique opportunity to reposition and
refine the search and rescue provision in the channel to provide tailored solutions driven by data,
and employs assets proportionately to reduce wastage and improve efficiency.

It will meet the core strategic objective of the MCA to reduce preventable fatalities on the coast
and at sea.

The core duties of the UK for search and rescue under international law are set out in the
Convention of Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), the Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS)
and the Convention for Maritime Search and Rescue (the SAR Convention).

How these apply is set out above in detail in Section 1.9 - Legal Analysis.

L.PP

LPP iThese responsibilities are for the provision of a

search and réscué service that'is adequaté ‘and effective with the necessary arrangements in
place for communication, co-ordination and rescue of persons in distress.

The Downer review indicates that CTVs have been provided as practicable and necessary given
the increased numbers attempting to make the crossing, taking into account the density of traffic
and navigational dangers. It would therefore be difficult to argue, given the increased numbers
and circumstances of attempted crossings, that these services are not replaced to meet core
international law obligations.

The decision to invest in surface assets in the Channel is not taken in order to align with DfT
Strategic priorities, it is taken to mitigate the legal risk to DfT and the MCA. However, there are
potential impacts to DfT’s strategic priorities based on an investment decision.

DfT strategic priorities are:

e Grow and level up the economy.
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e Reduce environmental impacts.
e Improve transport for the user.
e Increase our global impact.

A provision of surface rescue assets can be seen to be reducing a risk to DfTs goal to Grow and
level up the economy as the dedicated rescue assets can be tasked to respond to distress at
sea in the first instance, reducing the need to disrupt the activity of commercial shipping by calling
on them to undertake rescue activity (which all ships are obliged to do under SOLAS).

A contract let by the MCA will offer local employment in the Dover area. Similarly, the ability to
respond to drifting migrant vessels and recover abandoned boats can be seen to be Improving
transport for the user for vessels seeking to navigate the Dover Strait.

The recovery of abandoned migrant boats will also serve to reduce environmental impacts of
migration as migrant vessels carry small amounts of fuel, and if left to drift, inevitably end up
washing ashore.

Providing sufficient assets to ensure effective rescue at sea mitigates a risk to the DfT priority to
increase our global impact by ensuring the UK is taking its responsibilities for safety at sea
seriously. Breaching international law under UNCLOS or SOLAS would create negative publicity
and embarrassment for the UK government, particularly as London has been chosen as the
location for the headquarters of the International Maritime Organization, something which could
not be guaranteed if the UK were to fail to meet the needs of international law.

Wider Strategies:

Whilst the UK coastline faces its unique challenges, we are aware that coastguards in other
nations face similar challenges. To enable wider comparison, data relating to operational
procedures and maritime/aeronautical asset capabilities will be presented at a meeting of North
Atlantic Coastguard Forum and lllegal Migration Working Group in April 2023, and will be
incorporated into the full outline business case once available.

2.2 The Case for Change

2.2.1 Existing Arrangements

HM Coastguard consists of the Joint Rescue Coordination Centre in Fareham, Hampshire,
and a network of ten Maritime Rescue Coordination Centres (MRCCs). The waters around
the UK are divided into rescue zones by HM Coastguard with MRCC’s taking responsibility for
one or more of these zones dependent on operational demands.

Rescue response within the Dover straits, and HM Coastguard’s response to the migrant
crisis, can be coordinated from any MRCC or the JRCC within the HM Coastguard National
Network but is typically coordinated from the MRCC at Dover. This location also houses a
joint control room shared with Border Force, Home Office and the Ministry of Defence.

—HHHM Coastguard treats all reports of small boats as “distress”
events, necessitating a search and rescue response, and will task assets to any small boat
detected in UK waters. On occasion, if the vessel is demonstrated through credible evidence
by a reliable source to be in less urgent need of rescue, the Coastguard may reduce the risk
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to a vessel to the lower “alert” status, necessitating a less immediate response, however all
small boats detected by the Coastguard will be intercepted by either a Border Force vessel, or
other rescue asset so long as assets are available.

Border Force operates five leased Crew Transfer Vessels (CTVs) in the Dover Strait to
support the rescue of migrants. These vessels operate on different schedules over a 24-hour
period, meaning that typically two or three are available at any point in the day. All five
vessels are located in Ramsgatel, however on days when small boat activity is anticipated one
of these vessels is pre-emptively relocated to Dover. Border Force has funding for the CTVs
for remainder of the 2022/2023 financial year but there is no known funding for these vessels
after this.

Commented [CH13]: Interestingly, Ramsgate can be a
challenge due to tidal constraints. Not for the BC but certainly
should be considered if we take on contracts_._._._.
Commented [LD14R13]: Very useful info{ Na ,‘ Will make
a note to raise in our next planning phase should this
progress.

Border Force determines the schedule for the CTVs it leases and informs the MCA of its
planned activity, including any planned active patrolling, maintenance and crew rest downtime
and the like. The MCA receives intelligence and surveillance information from aerial assets
and French authorities and tasks Border Force assets to respond to persons in distress.

CTVs are high speed vessels typically used by offshore wind farms and the oil and gas
industry to transport technical crews to offshore assets. These vessels are designed to carry
12 passengers, as well as containers carrying equipment which can be used as open deck
space for migrants recovered from small boats. These vessels have been specified because
of their response speed and their commercial availability.

The Royal National Lifeboat Institute (RNLI) operates eight lifeboat stations in the area,
operating twelve rescue boats (four all-weather lifeboats and eight inshore lifeboats).
Lifeboats are crewed by volunteers from the local community who leave work, by consent of
their employers to respond to emergency distress. The intensity and frequency of callouts
from maritime crossings in the Channel is putting considerable strain on lifeboat crews. Of
these lifeboats, only the all-weather boats are of sufficient size to effectively rescue people
travelling in small boats. However, as the number of people per boat increases, the RNLI
assets can respond to fewer incidents.

HM Coastguard operates single lines of tasking for an AW-189 helicopter from Lydd airfield,
as well as a DA-62 fixed wing aircraft and S-100 unmanned aerial vehicles provided under
project Caesar to provide aerial surveillance. Helicopter rescue is not a complete solution,
downdraft from a helicopter can force people in a small boat into the water and helicopters do
not have the capacity to rescue everyone on a typical small boat meaning that helicopters
can, inadvertently, worsen the situation for people on small boats whilst attempting rescue.

The number of people attempting migration crossings in small boats has increased
significantly over recent years.

Home Office data shows that the number of people carried per boat (and thus the number of
individuals rescued / recovered) has increased year on year as indicated in the table below:

Year Number of events Average rescued per  Estimated total
(boats) event (boat) rescued

2018 43 7 299
164 11 1843
641 13 8,466
1034 2 28,526
1040 44 45,728
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The small boats used to cross the Channel are recovered by Royal Navy vessels (when
available). However, due to operational demand on high crossing number days, these boats often
are not recovered. Small boats left drifting present a navigational hazard to other vessels, as well
as a pollution hazard as the boats carry fuel in their engine and potentially in spare containers.

HM Coastguard has received complaints from other national administrations of empty small boats
drifting into their national waters, and sightings of abandoned boats can result in other vessels
spotting them reporting them as an additional incident. HM Coastguard plans to mitigate this last
challenge by deploying GPS beacons on boats that aren’t recovered in order that their position
can be tracked. Recovered small boats are handed over to Border Force where they are used as
evidence to support their efforts to tackle migration over the Channel.

2.2.2 Business Need and Service Gaps

The increase in small boat crossings in the English Channel is stretching rescue boats to the limit
and the continuation of this trend is considered unsustainable.

Maritime surface assets are under considerable strain and a period of consecutive days with high
numbers of migrant crossings would reduce availability and significantly increase the risk of loss
of life. This is due to the need for crews to be rested and volunteers and to conduct maintenance
on assets.

To date, demand has been met. However, if the trend in attempted crossings by boat continues
to increase, or there is a reduction in the number of deployable assets then HM Coastguard may
not be able to provide an appropriate level of maritime surface asset response.

Coastguard helicopters are a last resort measure when responding to small boats in distress
crossing the Channel. As a search and rescue asset, Coastguard helicopters are highly effective
at rescuing members of the public in all weathers and circumstances.

However, the downdraft from helicopters risks destabilising overloaded migrant vessels, and a
single helicopter could not realistically recover enough people from the water from a single
sinking small boat before cold water shock were to set in and people to lose their lives.

There are also potential security issues about recovering migrants to an in-flight aircraft.
Therefore, rescue by surface assets is the preferred means of recovery from small boats as they
are better able to rescue large numbers of people without undue risk to crew or casualty.

Withdrawal of the vessels provided by Border Force would put further pressure on other rescue
assets in the area, significantly increasing the risk to loss of life not just during sustained periods
of activity but during any period in which a large number of small boats attempt to cross the
Channel.

As described by the business case for Project Caesar, a layered approach tailored to meeting
this challenge is urgently needed. The MCA has put in place measures that enables HM
Coastguard to determine targets of interest, assess urgency and task surface assets. If the
Border Force withdraw the MCA will require sufficient resources to be able to respond to the
information received, rescue those in danger and ensure they are handed over to Border Force,
preventing uncontrolled entry into the country.
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Reducing preventable fatalities on the coast and at sea is a core business objective of the MCA
and provision of this service would align with that.

2.2.3 Impact of Not Changing

Migration across the English Channel has been a persistent challenge of recent years, one which
the UK government has made considerable effort to tackle and is a current priority of the
Government and Prime Minister.

The use of small boats is now the primary means by which migrants seek entry into the UK. The
government has deployed assets in the Channel to respond to the danger to lives and deter
migration. These assets have been effective in reducing uncontrolled entry into the UK and at
saving life. However, the number of boats attempting the crossing and the number of passengers
on each boat continues to increase, with numbers forecast to increase to 65,000 in 2023. Until
measures introduced by the government begin to take effect, the UK faces a significant
humanitarian challenge in its waters for the short-medium term.
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The Downer review makes it clear that the provision of additional vessels has been necessary to
meet the demand created by the increase in migrant activity in recent years. Without a significant
reduction in the number of people attempting this crossing, it is difficult to argue that these
services should not be replaced, and a failure to do is likely to breach the UK’s obligations under
international law.

The potential withdrawal of the vessels being provided by Border Force will occur before the UK
sees a reduction in attempted crossings significant enough to be manageable by the baseline
rescue capacity in the Dover Straits. Therefore, until such time as crossings reduce to pre-2018
levels, not making the change proposed in this case will significantly increase the risk to life of
those attempting crossings, which significantly increases the risk of greater loss of life.

The impact of this loss of life is an increase in the number of public enquiries and coroners'
inquests which the MCA and government will be required to respond to. Each of these is costly,
both in terms of public funds and staffing resources to respond to, as well as organisational
reputation. Further, legal action against the Coastguard could continue to be costly and
reputationally damaging to the UK.

Increased potential for loss of life in the Channel will inevitably result in the bodies of those lost at
sea washing up on UK shorelines. As was seen in the case ofi Name | this can resultin a
significant change in public and press opinion, and demands béifig Madé of government to

intervene.

Recovering potential migrants from the sea to vessels which will hand them over to UK
authorities remains the best way to prevent uncontrolled migration. It is much more difficult to
contain and track the passengers of a vessel when they reach the shoreline and disperse.
Therefore, by reducing the number of vessels able to recover people at sea, the number of
successful crossings can be anticipated to increase.

Those people who arrive in the country in this way face a high risk of further exploitation by
criminals, either through coercion into unlawful activity or through labour exploitation / modern
slavery. This has a significant ongoing cost to the UK economy and places a further toll on the
police and justice system.

Without additional assets, HM Coastguard staff will be required to make even more difficult
decisions around which vessels should be prioritised for rescue. Passengers in small boats
routinely call 999 and ask for the Coastguard and are encouraged by the organised criminal
gangs to exaggerate or overstate the risk to their lives. This requires the Coastguard to
determine which, out of potentially thousands of calls they receive on a high demand day,
constitutes the most authentic and greatest risk to life.

The fewer rescue resources are available to the Coastguard the more frugal coordinators must
be with resources, and the greater chance that an immediate rescue need cannot be responded
to.

Small boats crossing the Channel present a risk to navigation. Vessels crossing the Channel often
break down and drift until rescued, potentially requiring shipping using the traffic separation scheme
in the Channel to change course to avoid collision, increasing transit time, causing delays with
subsequent transits by other vessels and increasing the risk of collision with other vessels in the
Channel.

Collision with a small boat would require an immediate search and rescue response by the vessel
involved in the collision and a return to port, causing a substantial delay to that vessels journey and
a resultant economic impact.
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2.3 The Investment Proposal

2.3.1 SMART Spending Objectives
2.3.2 Scope

The purpose of the UKSARIC project is to fill the potential void left behind in the event of Border
Force implementation of the Downer report leading to its withdrawal from search and rescue
operations in the English Channel by procuring sufficient maritime surface assets to respond to the
increased number of migrant crossings in small boats. This will include surface assets capable of
responding to distress at sea and recovering people from small boats or from the water and taking
them to a place of safety.

The MCA will build on data from Coastguard operations and conversations with partner
organisations to inform a market-led tailored solution, ensuring the most appropriate commercially
available assets positioned at the most suitable locations in the Dover Strait.

The MCA will include provisions for data and intelligence gathering, to inform partner organisations
and relevant stakeholders of activity within the Channel and will cooperate with Government
stakeholders to ensure that migrants recovered from the Channel are handed over to appropriate
authorities.

The MCA will provide its vessels to support search and rescue in the Channel, without prejudice,
and will pre-emptively deploy assets in response to intelligence from partner organisations to
rescue intercept migrant vessels at<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>