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I.
JOINT MEETING OF THE DEFENCE AND SECURITY COMMITTEE AND THE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE ON MISSILE DEFENCE
A.
Presentation by Robert Bell, Senior Vice-President, European Business Development, SAIC 
1.
Starting from the premise that an Iran in possession of long-range missiles and weapons of mass destruction was a threat widely shared throughout the Alliance, Robert Bell described a missile defence system as an alternative to other, less desirable or successful ways to address that threat.  

2.
The first tool presented by Mr Bell - the diplomatic option - has already shown its limits, with China and Russia unwilling to impose stronger sanctions. The second possibility, a pre-emptive strike against Iranian nuclear facilities, could lead to a full-scale regional conflict with dire consequences. 

3.
Although NATO is progressing with its own missile shield (ALTBMD), it will be limited to the protection of deployed forces and not territories. Thus, in the absence of a NATO defence system, the US missile defense system appears to offer a “Third Way” beyond the choice of accepting the threat of a nuclear-armed Iran and a pre-emptive strike.    It would also allow NATO to assure its citizens that their safety from an Iranian strike was not dependent solely on the threat of Western nuclear retaliation.

4.
Mr Bell asserted that “bolting” the NATO ALTBMD onto the proposed US system would be affordable: for a country such as The Netherlands it would be the equivalent cost to buying one tank every year – its share of a NATO-wide 50 million euros per year over 20 years.  

5.
With regard to Russia’s strong opposition, Mr Bell reminded the participants that Russia possesses its own missile shield to protect Moscow, a large number of missile and radar sites that have been constantly upgraded since the end of the Cold War.  This system, Bell argued, also provided a large measure of protection for Russia against the Iranian threat.  Mr Bell insisted that the United States does not consider in any way the Russian missile shield as a threat. He stressed, however, that Europe and NATO as a whole should have the same right to protection from the Iranian threat as Russia did. 

6.
Mr Bell concluded his presentation by underscoring that, assuming US pays for Third Site, NATO’s costs for providing territorial missile defence for Europe against near-term Iranian are affordable.  He affirmed that NATO laid an excellent foundation for such a system with its decisions on NATO ALTBMD and its feasibility study of territorial defence (MDFS).  He further argued that a decision to initiate such a NATO territorial missile defence programme at the Bucharest Summit in April 2008 could reinforce diplomatic efforts to prevent an Iranian nuclear weapon, and, should such diplomacy fail, reinforce Western nuclear deterrence against Iran by augmenting that deterrence with active defences.  He called for Russia to be made “part of the solution” rather than “part of the problem,” and suggested that because a missile defence would take years to deploy, time is of the essence for NATO decision-making.  
B.
Presentation by General Vladimir Nikishin, Deputy Head of the International Treaty Direction, General direction of the International Military Co-operation, Ministry of Defence of the Russian Federation

7.
General Nikishin started his presentation by stating that the Russian system described by Mr Bell is a vestige of the Cold War and was built in accordance to the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM), which the United States withdrew from a few years ago. The reason for Russia to introduce new radars stems from the fact that with the break-up of the Soviet Union the Russian Federation has lost control over a radar located in Latvia. The radar located in Gabala, Azerbaijan, is also merely rented.

8.
General Nikishin disagreed with Mr Bell on the urgent need to contain Iran using a missile shield. He did not believe that a military escalation would push Iran to give up its nuclear programme. He also noted that the ballistic missile technology Iran is using is based on Soviet‑made Scud missiles. These missiles technologically cannot be upgraded indefinitely. If a missile’s range were extended, it would result in reduction of the payload and would affect the missile’s accuracy. The speaker also noted that Iran is unlikely to develop missiles that could not be intercepted by existing terminal-phase interceptors, such as the American Patriot system or the Russian SS-300. Furthermore, General Nikishin asserted that Tehran does not aim to develop missiles capable of hitting targets in Europe or in the United States, because Europe is Iran’s main trade partner;  Iran would also be deterred by the prospect of a devastating retaliatory strike.

9.
General Nikishin therefore concluded that the US is overestimating the Iranian threat. One could only conclude, the speaker said, that the system was aimed at Russia. The speaker showed maps with hypothetical US-bound flight paths of Russian strategic missiles, launched from the bases in Southern Russia. He argued that these missiles would be within reach of the radar in the Czech Republic and the interceptors based in Poland. He also noted that the proposed missile defence infrastructure cannot protect the Southern European countries against Iranian missiles. On the other hand, the debris of intercepted missiles will fall on Central Europe. If not directly hit, the incoming missile could eventually deviate from its trajectory and fall somewhere else, leading to potentially devastating results.

10.
As an alternative to the Third Site, the General suggested placing interceptors as close as possible to Iran. A joint data-exchange centre in one European capital should also be established. 

11.
In the lively debate that ensued, Tiny Kox (NL) was alarmed by the prospect that if the missile shield were installed, Russia would develop new missiles and would plan to target European capitals again. In his reply, General Nikishin said he was not in a position to discuss the possible moves by the Russian Federation, but made clear that ‘some measures’ would be taken to protect Russia’s deterrence potential.

12.
Anna-Maria R.M. Gomes (European Parliament) asked Mr Bell to explain why the United States does not sit at the table and embark upon negotiations with Iran as it did with North Korea. Mr Bell said that the US administration is in fact talking to the Iranians in various formats, primarily in the context of stability in Iraq. He hoped that the recent success with North Korea might have a positive effect on talks with Tehran. However, Mr Bell pointed out that Iran has repeatedly rejected the calls to halt its suspicious nuclear and missile programmes, despite pressure from the international community and the UN Security Council in particular. 

13.
Andreas Weigel (DE) noted that the missile defence is being established mainly to defend the US, while parts of Europe will remain unprotected. The Europeans cannot accept divisibility of security, especially since Europe seems to be more threatened by Iranian ballistic missiles than the US. 

14.
Commenting on the coverage issue, Mr Bell pointed out that NATO’s ALTBMD could be a viable solution to fill these gaps. He also referred to the NATO Secretary General’s repeated statements stressing the principle of the indivisibility of collective security within NATO. The US Administration seems to be increasingly inclined to adapt the Third Site to be interoperable with NATO structures. General Obering, head of the US Missile Defense Agency, has emphasised this point quite strongly.

15.
Tomas Dub (CZ) voiced his concern regarding echoes of Cold War rhetoric in the discussions. He underlined that the Czech Republic has put conditions to the agreement with the US on missile defence, significantly including that the radar site would not be able to monitor Russian territory.  This should make clear to the Russians that the system was no threat to their deterrent.

16.
Rasa Jukneviciene (LT) described herself as unconvinced by the points made by Genera Nikishin. For instance, he did not answer the question raised by Mr Bell, namely why NATO countries should not have the right to protect their own territories from the Iranian missile threat the way Russia does with its own missile defence system.

17.
Philippe Vitel (FR) stated that France is very much aware of the threat posed by ballistic missiles; and on that matter deterrence has to be completed by defence. That principle is also the cornerstone of the actual French doctrine. France is going to issue a new White Paper on defence which will discuss France’s capabilities in the context of the new threats Europe is facing. On the Europe-wide missile defence, France does not have a firm position yet, but its administration is following the issue very carefully, particularly with respect to the possible role of NATO. 

18.
Frank Cook (UK) commented the quality of the two presentations and was interested to know what question Mr Bell would like to ask to General Nikishin and vice-versa.

19.
Mr Bell disagreed with General Nikishin’s statement that the Russian missile defence system is a vestige of the Cold War. The Russian system is in fact in its third generation, constantly improved and tested since 1994. The construction of two new radars has recently been finished. As for the Iranian threat, Mr Bell painted a scenario in which Iran, confronted militarily, threatened Europe with nuclear weapons; public opinions would rightly ask what defences would protect them from such a threat. 

20.
In his reply to Mr Bell, General Nikishin acknowledged that Russia has upgraded its missile defence system since 1994. However it was within the framework of the ABM Treaty, which Russia never violated. 

21.
Lubov Sliska (RU) emphasized that the Russian proposal to use the Gabala station in Azerbaijan should be seen as an alternative and not a complement to the US Third Site. She also regretted that the US decided to withdraw from the ABM Treaty, which was a product of the political wisdom of the then leaders of the United States and Soviet Union. She said that the Russian Delegation is concerned that the Third Site could create a feeling of invulnerability and make the United States more prone to deliver the first strike. 

22.
Ellen Tauscher (US) explained the views of the Congress, saying that the United States is interested in a system that is credible and can be bolted on an indigenous NATO system. The US is also supportive of a very transparent relationship with Russia. She stressed that ten interceptors in Poland cannot threaten Russia’s deterrent. The Iranian threat, on the other hand, is real and we have to be prepared for it. 

23.
General Nikishin said that Russia is proposing to defend Europe from missiles jointly. 

24.
In his final comments, Mr Bell underlined that the United States seeks missile defence capability sufficient to countering the Iranian threat, but not able to alter the strategic balance with Russia. The Third Site under these limitations could not, therefore, give the US a feeling of invulnerability and reckless over-confidence vis-à-vis Russia. 

II.
MEETING OF THE DEFENCE AND SECURITY COMMITTEE

25.
Opening remarks by the Chairman, Julio Miranda Calha (Portugal).

26.
The draft Agenda [217 DSC 07 E rev.1] was adopted.
27.
 The Summary of the meeting of the Defence and Security Committee held in Madeira, Portugal, on Sunday 27 May 2007 [139 DSC 07 E] was adopted.
A.
Consideration of the draft General Report Afghanistan: Assessing Progress and Key Challenges for the Alliance [164 DSC 07 E] presented by Frank Cook (United Kingdom), General Rapporteur.

28.
Frank Cook presented the draft General Report of the Committee on Afghanistan and the key challenges faced by the Alliance. Mr Cook paid tribute to the soldiers of NATO and non-NATO countries taking part to the ISAF mission. The General Rapporteur then focused his presentation on the information gained during the visit to Afghanistan of the Officers of the Committee in September 2007.  Mr Cook underscored the visible progress that has been made in the country since the Committee’s last visit in May 2006. The Committee’s Officers had the opportunity to get direct evidence of the major achievements made in Panshjer Province and other areas thanks to the contribution of the network of Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) organized throughout the country. However, the visit highlighted the need to establish a mechanism for the sharing of best practices between the different PRTs, in order to maximize their collective impact.  Mr Cook praised the excellent performance of the Alliance’s personnel in Afghanistan, while underlining the significant shortcomings that are still hampering ISAF’s effectiveness. First, despite the progress made after the Riga Summit, national caveats still represent a major operational obstacle. Furthermore, ISAF commanders still lack an adequate number of helicopters as well as of Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) assets. All these shortcomings altogether have dramatic consequences, since insufficient personnel and equipment can increase the risk for NATO troops and Afghan civilians. In addition, as noted during the visit, ISAF commanders have not enough troops to “backfill” and hold a cleared area after a successful operation. For these reasons, the General Rapporteur firmly underscored the need to train and equip Afghan forces as a key to holding and securing areas cleared by ISAF and ultimately disengage NATO troops. Mr Cook also highlighted the extremely negative impact of the governance problems still affecting Afghan institutions, as well as of the widespread drug production in the country. The General Rapporteur concluded that NATO today also lacks a well-defined strategic vision for its presence in Afghanistan. For this reason, he encouraged NATO members to initiate a political dialogue in order to reach a strategic consensus on the objectives of the ISAF mission. 

29.
Mr Kox criticized the Report for not providing the necessary answers to Afghan problems and for not taking into account more critical opinions on the mission. He therefore suggested to shift the Alliance’s focus to what is really needed in Afghanistan, while decoupling the Afghan issue from the debate on NATO’s future and credibility. Kresimir Cosic (HR) brought the Committees’ attention to the mental health problems facing personnel returning from Afghanistan and Iraq. He therefore suggested analyzing this issue in the Committee’s next report. 

30.
Robert Walter (WEU Assembly) underlined the fact that the Taliban’s main revenue source is represented by opium and drug trafficking. In order to cut the link between the Taliban and farmers cultivating opium, he proposed to subsidize farmers to not grow poppies while buying all the crops from them. In his intervention, John Shimkus (US) underlined the great contributions made by Dutch troops in the fighting against the Taliban as well as the progress made in the Panshjer Valley. However, Mr Shimkus also underscored the problems arising from lack of personnel in the country.

31.
Sir John Stanley (UK) paid tribute to NATO’s partners engaged in Afghanistan such as Australia and Georgia. With regard to the Afghan drug problem, Sir Stanley acknowledged the failure of current counter-narcotics plans in the country. He then suggested to accompany US proposals of aerial spraying of poppy fields with concrete measures to win the hearts and minds of the Afghan people.  He also stated his firm opposition to subsiding Afghan farmers. 

32.
Claude Bachand (CA) highlighted the importance of Afghan public support to the NATO mission. In addition, Mr Bachand raised questions on the current burden-sharing system in Afghanistan between ISAF members, and asked whether it is possible to devise a rotation as well as a fairer funding mechanism for troops deployed in the country. 

33.
Winfried Nachtwei (DE) stressed the importance of 2007 as a crucial year for NATO’s mission in Afghanistan. Mr Nachtwei judged current efforts to train the Afghan Police Force (ANP), originally a German responsibility, as unsatisfactory. With this regard, he underscored the limited contribution offered by the EUPOL Mission to Afghanistan, a clear demonstration, according to Mr Nachtwei, of the lack of understanding of the seriousness of the problem.  Finally, Mr Nachtwei reaffirmed the support of the German public for the mission in Afghanistan. 

34.
Mrs Jukneviciene commended President Karzai’s recent attempts to establish a dialogue with the Taliban given the heterogeneous nature of the Taliban movement and the possibility of finding some pragmatist interlocutors among them. In addition, Mrs Jukneviciene underlined the need for NATO to be present in Afghanistan in order to support the country in the current transition period. More importantly, NATO members should start thinking about the transition process from military to civilian rule.

35.
Ursula Mogg (DE) confirmed that improvements had been made in the country, especially in economic terms. However, Mrs Mogg also stressed the need for further improvements in the quality of the ANP as well as for a debate among allied members on how to improve the performance of the PRTs. Finally, Mrs Mogg affirmed that the Tornado aircraft deployed by Germany in Afghanistan cannot provide real-time images and intelligence not because of any national political caveat but for purely technical reasons. 

36.
Vahit Erdem (TR) affirmed that NATO countries should redouble their efforts to decrease the number of civilian casualties in the country while, at the same time, increasing the level of civilian activities. Mr Erdem also reminded the Committee of the importance of Afghan support for the NATO mission in the country. Victor Voitenko (RU) expressed his concern about the sharp increase of poppy cultivation in Afghanistan and asked why counter-narcotics initiatives are not stepped up to include more severe financial and border control measures. He then asked why counter-narcotics initiatives proposed in the OSCE about the Afghan drug problem have not been considered yet.

37.
Jesus Cuadrado (ES) underlined the important contribution of the Committee’s draft General Report in gaining the authorization of the Spanish Parliament for sending additional trainers to Afghanistan. However, according to Mr Cuadrado, the Report fails to mention the UN role in the country. In fact, the UN mandate for the ISAF mission is extremely important for Spain and Spanish public support to the mission. Mr Cuadrado finally stressed continued Spanish support to the mission, while underscoring the need to prove that everything is done in the Afghans’ interest.  

38.
Francesco Bosi (IT) affirmed that the Afghan question need to be taken out of the emergency logic, in which it has been addressed so far. At the same time, NATO members should address the issue from a shared and proactive strategic framework that could take into account all the political and military aspects of the problem. With regard to additional military contributions to ISAF, Mr Bosi underlined that it is a matter for intergovernmental discussions.  

39.
Khalid A. Pashtoon (AF) affirmed that the NATO and the Government of Afghanistan need to offer some kind of negotiation to Taliban fighters and potentially allow them to join the political system. At the same time, he stressed the importance of keeping sufficient international pressure on Pakistan. Furthermore, Mr Pashtoon underlined the need to improve the effectiveness both of the Afghan Army and of the Afghan Police. Finally, he stated that today 70% of the Afghan people support the Government of Afghanistan. 

40.
In reply to these comments, Mr Cook underscored the positive results achieved so far in Afghanistan but also reaffirmed the need for more resources to be sent in order to support the ISAF mission. Mr Cook also encouraged member states to reach a new consensus in order to help the Afghan citizens promote the kind of democratic regime the Afghans want to be established in their country. With regard to possible political solutions to the Afghan problems, Mr Cook stated its support for any initiative aimed at establishing a dialogue both with the Taliban and Iran with regard to the drug issue. In his reply to Mr Shimkus and Mr Walter, the General Rapporteur confirmed that the ISAF mission is of crucial importance to NATO’s future. Furthermore, he suggested to focus more on the political rather than financial means to curb the Taliban insurgency and the support it receives in the country. In this sense, providing more people in the country with a more secure and decent life, in Mr Cook’s opinion, will make more Afghans switch their support from the Taliban to the Government of Afghanistan. In his reply to Mr Nachtwei and Mr Bachand, Mr Cook praised the significant contributions made by certain countries, while reaffirming that national Parliaments did not provide enough resources to the ISAF mission. He also invited member countries to acknowledge the complex and politically sensitive nature of the Afghan drug issue. Mr Cook underscored the need not only for a regional solution to the Afghan drug problem but also for improved initiatives in Europe to curb the use of heroin. 

The draft General Report Afghanistan:  Assessing Progress and Key Challenges for the Alliance [164 DSC 07 E] was adopted with a large majority.
B.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Future Security and Defence Capabilities The Three Adriatic Aspirants: Capabilities and Preparations [165 DSCFC 07E] presented by Sverre Myrli (Norway), Rapporteur 

41. 
Sverre Myrli (NO) presented the Sub-Committee draft Report on The Three Adriatic Aspirants: Capabilities and Preparations. The Rapporteur began his intervention by reaffirming that the future of the Balkans lies in their Euro-Atlantic integration. In general terms, Mr Myrli underscored the important achievements made so far by the three Adriatic countries in their reform process. With regard to Albania, the Rapporteur underlined the significant progress made by Tirana in military re-organization and reform. At the same time, however, Mr Myrli remarked the need for enhanced efforts in meeting the non-military aspects of NATO standards. With regard to Croatia, Mr Myrli highlighted the increase in public support for NATO thanks to recent governmental initiatives. Finally, the Rapporteur praised the constructive role in regional security played by the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. Despite the improvements made in the three countries in terms of institutional stability and democratic control, Mr Myrli stressed the fact that parliamentary oversight of the defence sector remains relatively weak. However, given the sound political and institutional reform process initiated by the three countries, the Rapporteur invited NATO heads of state and government to make the right decision at the Bucharest Summit in 2008, by inviting to commence accession talks those aspirant countries assessed to be ready for Alliance membership and whose accession is judged to strengthen security and stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. 

42. 
Mr Cosic underlined the contribution made by Croatia to the ISAF mission in terms of military personnel and trainers attached to the Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams (OMLTs). Mr Cosic also made clear Croatian intentions to send 100 additional men to Afghanistan in 2008 as well as to take part to the EUPOL mission. In addition, Mr Cosic stressed the importance of improved border security in the Balkans given the fact that the Balkans represent the route to Europe of the Afghan heroin. Finally, Mr Cosic highlighted the important progress made so far by Croatia in economic terms and in its reform process. 

43. 
Marios Salmas (GR) made clear Greece’s support for the accession of the three Adriatic states. However, he pointed out the still relevant problems existing between Greece and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, affirming that Skopje’s policies towards its neighbours are not in line with Euro-Atlantic accession. With this regard, Mr Salmas affirmed that Greece is nevertheless prepared for a solution that would not prejudice its values. 

44. 
Leonard Demi (AL) reaffirmed his country’s commitment to reforms and its efforts against corruption and organized crime. Mr Demi highlighted the successful attempts made by the Albanian Government in tackling human trafficking and other criminal activities in the country. He also underlined the recent measures taken to increase the Parliament’s oversight capabilities on defence issues. Mr Demi finally expressed his support to the Ahtisaari Plan and to the eventual integration of Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro in the Euro-Atlantic institutions.

45. 
Besim Dogani (the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) expressed his agreement with most of the observations contained in the report. However, he also suggested some corrections to the parts of the report concerning the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. In particular, Mr Dogani underlined the completely professional status of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’s Armed Forces, which at the moment consist of 7,700 active and 1,500 reserve forces. Having stressed the significant achievements made in the fight against corruption and in economic reforms, Mr Dogani also expressed his expectation for the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to be offered an invitation to join NATO in Spring 2008. He finally underlined the fact that the name issue is a strictly bilateral one since more than 100 countries have already accepted the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’s constitutional name. 

46. 
In his reply, Mr Myrli stated that the final version of the report would include appropriate technical amendments to address the Greek concerns as well as the factual clarifications proposed by the delegate from the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

The draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Future Security and Defence Capabilities The Three Adriatic Aspirants: Capabilities and Preparations [165 DSCFC 07E], thus amended, was adopted with a large majority.
C. 
Presentation by Ambassador Sturla Sigurjónsson, Foreign Policy Advisor to the Icelandic Prime Minister, on Security and Defence of Iceland 

47. 
Ambassador Sturla Sigurjónsson gave a presentation on the Security and Defence of Iceland. Sigurjónsson’s speech was mainly focused on Iceland’s ongoing transition following the departure of US troops from the country in 2006. Although the collective defence commitment of NATO contained in Article 5 and the Defence Agreement with the US still provide safeguards for Iceland in times of conflict, in the last year Iceland has taken six concrete measures to assume greater responsibility for its own defence. First, it has reinforced its national Police and Coast Guard. Second, part of the Keflavik Airport has been designated as a special security area thus serving as a training area and location for defence facilities. Third, Iceland has assumed responsibility as a host-nation for NATO-facilities and military exercises in the country, as in the case of the Northern Viking exercise held in August 2007. Fourth, Iceland has sought to improve its bilateral ties with neighbouring allies, especially Norway, Denmark, Canada and the UK. Fifth, the Icelandic Air Defence Air System will be integrated into the NATO Integrated Air Defence System (NATINADS). Sixth, the Government will prepare an extensive revision of the Icelandic defence and security policy. Furthermore, Mr Sigurjónsson also underlined Icelandic improved capabilities in supporting peacekeeping operations thanks to the establishment of the Icelandic Crisis Response Unit. In his final remarks, Mr Sigurjónsson underscored the important role that Iceland will assume given its geographical position and the effects of climate change on the Arctic area. For this reason, he encouraged member states to further focus their attention on the high North and the increasing challenges that will affect the area in terms of energy, maritime and environmental security. 

48. 
Mr Shimkus asked the speaker to focus on the current status of the US-Icelandic Bilateral Agreement and on the relationships between the two countries. Joseph A. Day (CA) underlined the fact that Canada shares the same concerns regarding climate change and the Arctic region as expressed by Mr Sigurjónsson and asked the speaker whether he has seen any international concern developing on the issue. In addition, he asked whether Iceland is taking part to the training of the Afghan National Police Force. 

49. 
Mr Cook asked the speaker to clarify how Iceland is able to fund and staff its considerable contributions to international organizations and missions given its small population. Mr Bachand shifted the Committee’s attention to the so-called North-West passage and the ongoing militarisation of the area. In particular, he asked whether NATO can play any important role in this regard and help discuss problems peacefully. Finally, the Chairman asked the speaker to focus on the reasons why the high North is going to be an important area of interest for member countries. 

50. 
In his reply to Mr Shimkus, Mr Sigurjónsson stated that current US-Icelandic relations proved to be extremely positive and underlined the Government’s satisfaction with the current arrangements following the 2006 decision.  Replying to Mr Day, Mr Sigurjónsson pointed out the fact that we still lack an international forum responsible to deal with the security dimension of the high North region. Furthermore, he informed the Committee that Iceland has contributed to two PRTs in Afghanistan and it is currently reviewing its mission there in order to identify precise roles for its contingent.  With regard to Mr Cook’s questions, Mr Sigurjónsson stressed the need for Iceland to set priorities in its international activities. Finally, according to the speaker, it would be appropriate for NATO to address the Arctic region security issue in broad strategic terms; however, he also expressed his doubts on NATO’s potential role in dealing with strictly bilateral issues, such as the US-Canada dispute over the North-West passage. 

D.
Consideration of the draft Special Report of the Sub-Committee on Future Security and Defence Capabilities on Viewing NATO from the South Caucasus: Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia [167 DSCFC 07 E] by Sverre Myrli (Norway), Special Rapporteur, and presented by Arthur Aghabekyan (Armenia), Ziyafat Asgarov (Azerbaijan) and Nicholas Rurua (Georgia)

51. 
Mr Myrli briefly introduced the Special Report on Viewing NATO from the South Caucasus: Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia and emphasized that the text was prepared not by himself or the Assembly secretariat but by the Associate delegations themselves. 

52. 
Arthur Aghabekyan (AM) presented the chapter of the Special Report on Armenia-NATO Co-operation. Mr Aghabekyan underscored Armenia’s full co-operation with NATO and its intention to strengthen it through the Individual Partnership Action Plan (IPAP). For the Armenian Government, the main goal of this co-operation is to shape a modern defence system and armed forces and support Armenia reform process. At the same time, Armenia also intends to make its armed forces increasingly interoperable in order to participate in NATO-led operations. For this reason, Armenia is actively participating in NATO PfP exercises and is currently considering contributing to the ISAF mission in Afghanistan. Since 2005, following the approval of its IPAP, Armenia has shown its political commitment towards the reform of its defence institutions and the improvement of the functioning of its Ministry of Defence. For this purpose, it has also elaborated a new National Security Strategy as well as a new doctrine in accordance with the Armenia-NATO IPAP. With regard to non-military reforms, the constitutional referendum of November 2005 improved the democratic quality of the Armenian institutions and enlarged in particular the Parliament’s role in the country’s political system.

53. 
Ziyafat Asgarov (AZ) presented the chapter of the Special Report on Azerbaijan-NATO Relations. Mr Asgarov underlined the Azeri strategic goal, pursued since its independence, to join the European and Euro-Atlantic political, security and economic institutions. For this reason, Azerbaijan takes part in all partnership mechanisms within NATO’s PfP programme. In particular, Azerbaijan’s co-operation with NATO through IPAP is intended to help Azerbaijan transform its security and defence institutions and resources and make them able to meet NATO standards. Moreover, Mr Asgarov pointed out that this co-operation should also lead to the elimination of Armenian occupation and guarantee of Azerbaijan’s territorial integrity and inviolability of internationally recognized borders. Mr Asgarov also expressed Azerbaijan’s readiness to further deepen and expand its relations with NATO and the NATO PA; he did not exclude the possibility for Azerbaijan to become member of NATO in the future. Mr Asgarov’s presentation then focused on the history of Azerbaijan-NATO relations and, in particular, on Azerbaijan’s support to NATO’s missions in Kosovo and Afghanistan as well as the country’s engagement in all the relevant PfP mechanisms. Furthermore, Mr Asgarov highlighted his country’s important role in guaranteeing a secure delivery of energy resources from the Caspian Sea to international markets. In his final remarks, Mr Asgarov presented the significant socio-economic achievements made by Azerbaijan. 

54. 
Nicholas Rurua (GE) presented the chapter of the Special Report on The Georgian Reform Process. Mr Rurua presented the major achievements made by the Government of Georgia in its comprehensive security sector reform. Georgia approved a new National Security Concept in 2005 and focused its efforts to increase both the capabilities of its armed forces and the civilian control over them. As underlined by Mr Rurua, these reforms are intended to set Georgia on a faster track toward NATO integration, which represents Georgia’s top national security and foreign policy goal. In this sense, Georgia is looking forward to receiving an invitation to a Membership Action Plan (MAP) from NATO members. Mr Rurua also highlighted Georgia’s contributions to peace-keeping operations and informed the Committee of Georgia’s intention to send a battalion to Afghanistan that will operate without any caveats. In addition, Mr Rurua pointed out Georgia’s efforts in improving the quality of its police force and rule of law in the country. In particular, the Government has already committed $560 million to the reform of the judiciary. Finally, Mr Rurua presented the main economic achievements made by Georgia in 2006.  

55. 
Mr Aghabekyan added to its presentation that Armenia is going to adopt a document that will clarify the role and objectives of the Armenian Armed Forces. As to Mr Asgarov, he affirmed that the Azeri Government will soon ask the Parliament to double the number of troops deployed in Afghanistan. Finally, Mr Rurua praised the efforts made so far by Georgia’s two neighbouring countries.

56. 
During his intervention, Mr Cook praised the three countries’ speakers for their ability to establish a clear and constructive dialogue on many relevant issues. He then asked what the three speakers found particularly challenging while writing their reports. Mr Bachand expressed his concern regarding the problem of Nagorno-Karabakh that, in his opinion, represents a critical obstacle to NATO membership. He therefore asked the speakers to provide some information on the current status of the negotiations.

57. 
Visvaldis Lacis (LV) expressed his support for Georgia’s accession into NATO while condemning the recent violation of Georgia’s airspace on the part of an alleged Russian aircraft and the resulting missile incident. With regard to Armenia, Mr Lacis pointed out that Yerevan had been isolated by Georgia and Azerbaijan thus leaving no other option to Armenia than strengthening its relationship with Moscow. In his following remarks, Mr Lacis focused on the history of the Armenian-Azeri dispute on Nagorno-Karabah, underling Stalin’s responsibility in giving the Nagorno-Karabakh region to Azerbaijan in the 1920s. However, in his opinion, NATO membership would help the two countries settle the issue immediately.   

58. 
Raffi Hovannisian (AM) invited Georgia to address its internal minorities issue and the Azeri delegates to refrain from using controversial appeals and wording such as the term “occupation” when referring to the sensitive issue of the Nagorno-Karabakh. In particular, Mr Hovannisian underscored the centrality of this last question for Armenia and its citizens. While expressing his deep regret for the loss of lives on both sides, Mr Hovannisian expressed his belief that the Azeri are to be blamed for having launched the attack on the citizens of Nagorno-Karabakh as soon as they voted for their independence. In his view, the future of co-operation between the two countries will depend on a comprehensive analysis of an attempt to curb a legitimate devolution process.  

59. 
Malahat Hasanova (AZ) praised Armenia’s security and defence sector reform. She then asked whether the Armenian Government will be able to abide to the UN Security Council Resolution asking for the withdrawal of Armenian troops from Azerbaijan. Bruce George (UK) commented on the reports presented by the three speakers and noted that the reports do not satisfactorily address other important issues such as human rights and the social consequences of economic growth. Mr George firmly criticized an official Statement of the Russian Duma on Georgia* which had been distributed at the meeting, as well as the pressures exerted by Russian authorities on Georgia and its Government. Finally, he expressed his support to the Georgian reform process and invited Georgian authorities to center all their efforts in order to complete it. 

60. 
In his reply, Mr Aghabekyan reminded the tragic toll the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict had taken on the members of his family. In addition, he stated that the role of the Armenian Armed Forces in the future will be to defend the country from any aggression. However, he expressed his wish to solve the dispute through political means. Mr Aghabekyan finally underlined the fact that every decision made by Armenia with regards to its conventional forces is in line with the framework set by the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty. 

61. 
Mr Asgarov expressed his belief that an agreement has been impossible so far because of the Armenian position in the negotiations. Furthermore, Mr Asgarov stated that it was his conviction that there was an agreement between the parts not to discuss the Nagorno-Karabakh question. With regard to Mr Lacis’ comment, which he described as ridiculous, Mr Asgarov added that Stalin had affirmed that the Nagorno-Karabakh region belonged to Azerbaijan. In this sense, he criticised the presence of occupation troops in Azerbaijan despite the fact that the territorial integrity of the country has been recognised by the UN. In a last comment, Mr Rurua agreed with Bruce George and criticised the Russian Duma’s statement on Georgia, which he compared to an official document of the Soviet era. 

E. 
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Defence and Security Co-operation NATO-EU Operational Co-operation [166 DSCTC 07 E] presented by John Shimkus (United States), Rapporteur

62. Mr Shimkus presented the report on NATO-EU Operational Co-operation. The Rapporteur began his presentation by stressing the fundamental interests shared by the EU and NATO as well as the limited resources that are currently available to the two institutions to address today security challenges. For this reason, Mr Shimkus called for a more synergistic approach between NATO and the EU in the area of crisis response given also the increasing EU’s external role. In particular, the Rapporteur underscored the importance of avoiding unnecessary duplications between the two institutions and the need for a more intensive and institutionalised dialogue between them. In particular, Mr Shimkus suggested to explore the possibilities of a Reverse Berlin Plus Agreement by which the EU would contribute its civilian assets to NATO operations. In the Rapporteur’s view, it is also important to ensure the complementarity of the NATO Response Force (NRF) and the EU Battle Groups. Finally, Mr Shimkus noted the usefulness of commonly-funded assets and other cost-saving initiatives such as the Movement Coordination Centre Europe at the Eindhoven base in The Netherlands. 

F. 
Presentation by Leo Michel, Research Fellow, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, United States, on NATO-EU Co-operation in Operations: Challenges and Opportunities
63. 
Leo Michel focused on the operational dimension of NATO-EU co-operation. In his opinion, NATO and the EU should be more concerned with what they could and should do together on the ground, instead of focusing on mere statements of principle. Failure to shift to this more useful operational focus would have serious consequences for ongoing operations. Both the operations in Afghanistan and Kosovo, for instance, underscore the importance of improved political and operational co-ordination between the two organisations, in order to maintain stability and security in those countries. In particular, Mr Michel clearly underlined the need to coordinate NATO and EU military operations on the basis of strategic rather than bureaucratic considerations. In addition, Mr Michel highlighted three additional themes that will increasingly affect the two institutions’ performance. First, the stress of ongoing operations is having a serious impact on NATO Response Force and EU Battlegroups. Second, the speaker suggested improving military and political transparency regarding ongoing and potential future operations. Third, Mr Michel pointed out the serious effects national caveats have on NATO’s performance as well as on Allies’ solidarity. At the same time, the speaker noted that caveats might be contagious and affect ESDP missions as well. Furthermore, Mr Michel commented on the positive contribution of a possible French rapprochement with NATO and of a strengthened coordination between the EU and Turkey on ESDP issues. In his final remarks, Mr Michel suggested to make better use of NATO and EU liaison cells that exist within EU Military Staff and SHAPE.  

64. 
Mrs Gomes began her intervention by thanking the Rapporteur for having included in the report the comments and suggestions made by the European Parliament. Mrs Gomes shared the Rapporteur’s and the speaker’s concern on the scarce resources available to the Allies and the resulting need to avoid unnecessary duplication. Mrs Gomes also agreed with Mr Michel on the contagious nature of national caveats, a problem already experienced by European countries during the mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo. In addition, Mr Gomes affirmed that the new EU Treaty will solve many of the current problems, in particular between the European Council and the EU Commission with regard to the use of the ESDP assets.   

65. 
Mr Bachand underlined the fact that the Euro-Atlantic link is important to all European countries, not only to France. Therefore, he suggested to treat the issue not as a purely French problem. Moreover, Mr Bachand stressed the need for improved transatlantic co-operation in order to win in the fight against terrorism. Ragnheidur Árnadóttir (IS) described Iceland’s scepticism towards the EU. She then asked how much bureaucratic mistrust between NATO and the EU counts in explaining the difficulties in the two institutions’ relations. Finally, Mrs Árnadóttir asked whether significant policy changes might take place with a new US administration. 

66. 
Jean-Guy Branger (FR) rejected the idea of France as the “ugly duckling” of the Alliance, given the fact that France is the country that spends the most on defence in Europe together with the UK. According to Mr Branger, the real question for the Europeans is whether they really want to create a common European defence or be just a complement to NATO. Mr Branger pointed out that if Europe wants to be a real partner to the US in addressing today’s challenges, then it needs to develop its own complementary yet autonomous defence system. 

67. 
In his reply, Mr Shimkus reaffirmed his support to any initiative aimed at strengthening transatlantic co-operation as well as European capabilities. However, Mr Shimkus also underscored the fact that the scarce resources available today will make it difficult to fund both institutions properly. Mr Michel stressed the importance of the consequences of the Iraqi conflict on transatlantic relations. He then highlighted significant differences between the US experience in Vietnam and in Iraq. In particular, Mr Michel expressed his doubts at the idea that the US military will be reluctant to engage in stability operations in the future. With regard to the possible policy changes with a new US administration, Mr Michel affirmed that with a new president there will be increased multilateralism and efforts to reinforce transatlantic co-operation. According to the speaker, today there is less scepticism in the US about any EU defence initiative but probably more concern that the ESDP would not do enough. 

68. 
Sir Stanley stressed the need for enhanced co-operation in Kosovo given the possible deteriorating situation on the ground. Sir Stanley also praised French President Nicolas Sarkozy for the possible return of France into the NATO military command structure and asked whether it will have real consequences. Mr Nachtwei asked the speaker to provide an assessment of the non-military crisis resolution capabilities of the EU. With this regard, Mr Nachtwei offered the example of the EUPOL mission to Afghanistan, underscoring the quantitative limits of the team sent to the country. 

69. 
Valerio Zanone (IT) underlined the fact that a sound civil-military interaction, needed today to obtain a stable victory, represents a good chance for co-operation between NATO and the EU. In addition, Mr Zanone stressed the positive contribution that the EU Battlegroups and the European Defence Agency (EDA) might provide, despite possible overlapping with NATO assets and initiatives. Tiny Kox highlighted the fact that relations between the two shores of the Atlantic have improved since 2004. However, according to him, both a new strategic concept and a strengthening of the EU’s external role would be needed, in order to set NATO-EU co-operation on a new and sounder basis.

70. 
Johannes Koskinen (FI) pointed out that small countries such Finland can contribute only to one set of rapid reaction forces, either the NRF or the EU Battlegroups. For this reason, Mr Koskinen asked the speakers what practical solutions can be identified in order to overcome this problem and achieve a better harmonization between the two forces. 

71. 
Mr Shimkus stressed the need to overcome current bureaucratic problems between the two organizations and to start a dialogue on their respective roles. At the same time, Mr Shimkus underscored the fact that today a clear division between military and civilian roles is not possible. Finally, Mr Shimkus reaffirmed the importance of improved harmonization between the roles and assets of NATO and the EU. 

72. 
Mr Michel expressed his concerns on the possible deteriorating situation in Kosovo and asked Allied members to think ahead and assume a more proactive stance on the issue. With regard to France, Mr Michel affirmed that if France wants to have some real strategic influence, it needs to actively participate in NATO’s structures and activities. With regard to Afghanistan, Mr Michel considers the training of sufficient Afghan Forces and police units as the key to victory and, at the same time, as the only exit strategy available. In his final remarks, Mr Michel affirmed that it will be possible to formulate a new Strategic Concept no sooner than 2009 given the time the next US administration will need to finalize its proposals on the subject. 

The draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Defence and Security Co-operation NATO-EU Operational Co-operation [166 DSCTC 07 E] was adopted with a large majority.
G. 
Presentation by Ambassador Alyson Bailes, Visiting Professor, University of Iceland, on Prospects for NATO and the Transatlantic Relationship 

73. 
Ambassador Alyson Bailes began her presentation by pointing out that, compared to the Cold War period, NATO is today more active in military terms yet more reactive in its political decision-making. More worryingly, NATO’s new global fighting role has not been balanced with successful political and “softer” initiatives.  For instance, the enlargement process has significantly slowed down and NATO is today also at the center of the problem of arms control rather than its solution. As a result, NATO seems to have narrowed its purpose primarily to an active military role usually outside Europe. This development, however, has also kept the alliance relevant and remained useful to the US despite its recent preference for ad hoc coalitions. In the near future, Mrs Bailes forecast a chance to relaunch the transatlantic relationship thanks to a new set of leaders on the European side. In order to strengthen allied support for Afghanistan and any future stability operations, a consensus has to be built for NATO’s new responsibilities in the same way it was built for joint policy creations in the past such as Flexible Response and arms control offers. At the same time, Mrs Bailes expressed her doubts about the idea of dealing with issues such as climate change or energy management in the NATO framework, since these kinds of questions required a legislative capacity that NATO does not have. Mrs Bailes also rejected the idea of NATO’s taking control of EU resources, given the potential practical and legal obstacles that might arise. For this reason, NATO members should develop only those non-military assets that would not be subject to the above-mentioned obstacles. In her final remarks, Mrs Bailes stated that NATO is the right place to try to reconstruct important parts of Allied members’ Russia and East-West strategy, which should include a firm approach and also a new start for conventional and nuclear arms control.   

74. 
Mr Shimkus underlined the success of NATO’s efforts not only as a military alliance but also in assisting new members in their path to democracy. According to Mr Shimkus, NATO has successfully transformed itself and it is now more than a purely military alliance. Mrs Árnadóttir asked the speaker what kind of activities could be envisaged to increase the non-military capabilities of NATO. Mrs Tauscher agreed with Mrs Bailes on the possibility of NATO’s greater role in arms control. Mrs Gomes also focused her intervention on the arms control issue and asked the speaker to comment on the new NATO nuclear strategy and the recent US-India agreement on nuclear matters. 

75. 
Ambassador Bailes replied by stressing her pro-enlargement stance, while expressing her concerns regarding those forces that are slowing down the enlargement process. She then suggested pursuing a more deliberate approach. Furthermore, Mrs Bailes underlined NATO’s tremendous “soft” expertise in terms of the support it can provide in defence reform. With regard to the arms control issue, the speaker highlighted that the CFE Treaty is now hostage to a diplomatic linkage that has enormous political power and might bring down the entire treaty regime.  In particular, Mrs Bailes underscored the importance of a system of Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) and stressed the need to “export” this set of measures also to other key regions. In addition, Mrs Bailes pointed out that, so far, the US has significantly reduced its nuclear arsenal in the last year, but it did so in a unilateral framework thus failing to engage Russia in a similar process. In general terms, the speaker underlined the positive effects a sound arms control framework could have in constraining defiant states. As a final comment on the issue, Mrs Bailes affirmed to be favourable to the US-India agreement. Finally, the speaker identified civil emergency response as a possible area of co-operation between NATO and the EU.        

H. 
Consideration of amendments and vote on the draft Resolution Supporting the Three Adriatic Aspirants towards Membership in NATO [205 DSC 07 E] presented by Sverre Myrli (Norway), Rapporteur

76. 
Mr Myrli highlighted the draft Resolution’s main points, underscoring that Assembly has long supported NATO’s open door policy and hailing the success of past enlargements. Mr Myrli praised the significant contributions to NATO operations made by the three Adriatic countries as well as their progress in reform processes, although he warned against any possible stagnation or reversal of those reforms.  He called on NATO member states at the Bucharest Summit to invite those aspirant countries considered to be ready for Alliance membership to start accession talks. In addition, the Rapporteur also welcomed Georgia’s steps towards NATO membership, but considered that the focus of this draft Resolution should remain on the three Adriatic aspirants.

77. 
Chairman Miranda Calha recognized the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Antonio Milososki, who expressed appreciation for the support given by the Assembly to his country with regard to NATO membership. Minister Milososki stated that his government had redoubled its efforts to meet membership criteria, and noted the very high level of public support for NATO membership.  

78. 
Mr Erdem supported recognition by the Committee of Georgia’s NATO aspirations and recommended a Standing Committee declaration on the subject leading up to the Bucharest Summit.
79. 
Mr Rurua withdrew his initial proposal to amend the title of the draft resolution and instead proposed that Georgia be mentioned in the draft Resolution’s text. Mr George noted the substantial degree of support for Georgia in the Assembly and supported using every opportunity to express that support.  Sven Mikser (EE) strongly supported the accession of the Adriatic countries and suggested that inserting Georgia in the title of the draft Resolution might weaken the message regarding the Adriatic Three.  On the other hand, Mr Mikser supported mentioning Georgia in the text.  He suggested that a separate resolution on Georgia should have been pursued. 

80. 
Mr Cook stressed that a separate Resolution on Georgia would have had to have been prepared earlier, and urged that the Committee move to a vote. Mrs Tauscher said that she was personally favourable to considering Georgia, and suggested this issue needed further examination by the Committee.

81. 
Mr Myrli expressed disappointment that the discussion thus far had centred only on Georgia and not on the three Adriatic countries. He proposed to keep the original title and accept mention of Georgia in paragraph 3. He also stated that the Economics and Security Committee had planned to produce a resolution on Georgia.  Mr Rurua agreed and the original title of the draft Resolution was approved. 

82. 
Jürgen Ligi (EE) proposed to amend paragraph 3 and add the words “and taking note of the progress of defence reforms in Georgia aimed at being granted an invitation to join NATO’s Membership Action Plan at Bucharest Summit”.  Mr Ligi also suggested that it may be appropriate to mention Serbia as well.  The Rapporteur supported the amendment, which was then adopted.

83. 
Mr Salmas proposed two amendments intended to highlight that more progress by the Adriatic Three was still required in specific areas.  The two amendments were adopted.

84. 
Mr Dogani proposed an amendment stressing that the Adriatic Three are playing a constructive role in the region, especially with regard to Kosovo. Mr Myrli accepted the amendment which was subsequently adopted by the Committee. 

85. 
Mr Salmas also proposed to amend the draft resolution in order to underline the importance of the key principle of good relations between neighbouring countries.  The Bulgarian delegation expressed strong support for the amendment, which the Rapporteur also supported, and which was then approved by the Committee.  

86. 
Mr Dogani proposed to delete wording that he viewed as unnecessarily negative from paragraph 9.  The Rapporteur objected to the amendment, noting that this was not new language to the Assembly.  The Committee rejected the amendment
87. 
Mr Bosi proposed to delete reference to the further enlargement of NATO as an essential component of its continued relevance, which he considered to be redundant. The Rapporteur objected to this amendment, which Mr Bosi subsequently withdrew.

The draft Resolution Supporting the Three Adriatic Aspirants towards Membership in NATO [205 DSC 07 E], thus amended, was adopted.

I. 
Consideration of Amendments and vote on the draft Resolution NATO’s Ongoing Role in Afghanistan [204 DSC 07 E] presented by Frank Cook (United Kingdom), General Rapporteur 

88. 
Mr Cook presented the Committee’s draft Resolution on NATO’s ongoing role in Afghanistan. Mr Cook stressed the importance of the ISAF mission both for the future welfare of the Afghan citizens and the continuing credibility of NATO as an international actor. In particular, the General Rapporteur underscored the importance of not allowing Afghanistan to become once again a haven for international terrorism or a narco-state. For these reasons, the draft Resolution calls on member countries to supply the necessary personnel and equipment to ISAF military commanders as well as to remove existing caveats on their use. The draft Resolution also urges Allied members to increase their assistance to the central government of Afghanistan in its fight against the narcotics trade. Finally, the draft Resolution underscored the importance of the civilian casualties issue in the country and the need to renew NATO’s efforts to reduce them. 

89. 
Mr Erdem proposed to amend paragraph 2 of the draft Resolution and delete the word “international” in order to define terrorism in broad terms. Mrs Tauscher, Mr Bosi and Mr Cook on the contrary supported the original wording of the draft Resolution, stressing the need to highlight the transnational nature of current terrorist and insurgency groups. Eventually, the amendment to paragraph 2 proposed by Mr Erdem was rejected and all paragraphs from 1 to 7 were accepted. 

90. 
Karl A. Lamers (DE), as head of the German Delegation, proposed an amendment to paragraph 8 asking for the removal of the word “limited” in order to avoid, as made clear by Mrs Mogg, any direct criticism of the contributions made by other international organizations operating in Afghanistan. Mr Cuadrado also expressed his concerns about any critical reference towards the UN. On the contrary, Mr Cook and Mr Shimkus stressed the need to highlight the different contributions made so far by the various actors operating in the field and asked members to keep the adjective “limited”. Mr Bosi proposed then a compromise solution by suggesting to rephrase the initial part of the paragraph with the words “requesting a greater presence of the other international organizations such as the United Nations and the European Union […]”. The Committee voted in favour of the verbal amendment presented by Mr Bosi and approved paragraph 8 as amended. 

91. 
Sir Stanley, Mr Bachand and Mr Shimkus proposed to add a new sub-paragraph after sub‑paragraph 13.h. calling on NATO members “to increase NATO force levels in the areas of Afghanistan where the threat from Taliban insurgents is greatest”. The proposal was further amended and the word “Taliban” deleted. Finally, the Committee approved the inclusion of the amended new sub-paragraph.

The draft Resolution on NATO’s Ongoing Role in Afghanistan [204 DSC 07 E], thus amended, was adopted.

J. 
Election of Committee and Sub-Committee Officers

92.
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All re-eligible Committee and Sub-Committee Officers were re-elected.
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� Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.


* 	Statement of the State Duma of the Russian Federation On Antidemocratic Policy of the Georgian Authorities and Human Rights Abuse in Georgia.





