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I.
JOINT MEETING OF THE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE AND OF THE DEFENCE AND SECURITY 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 SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE

25.
Michael Mates (UK) started the meeting by welcoming the delegates and giving a few introductory remarks.

26.
The draft Agenda [216 STC 07 E rev 1] and the Summary of the Science and Technology Committee meeting held in Madeira, Portugal, on Saturday 26 May 2007 [138 STC 07 E] were adopted.

A.
Presentation by Össur Skarphedinsson, Minister of Industry, Iceland, on Energy Supply and Climate Change
27.
In the beginning of his presentation, Össur Skarphedinsson provided a brief overview of the global issues regarding energy supplies. It is likely that the world’s hydrocarbon resources will be depleted in the foreseeable future. The Arctic region is believed to contain vast reserves of oil and natural gas, but even these areas will eventually be harvested and will run to an end. Therefore, the key challenge is to reduce our dependence on carbon-rich fuels.

28.
As guidelines for policies, Mr Skarphedinsson suggested the following: better energy efficiency; innovations and technical breakthroughs that will lead to the use of more and diverse renewable resources; and development of new technologies related to carbon sequestration.

29.
Mr Skarphedinsson stressed that the Icelandic innovations can serve as a positive example. Indeed, at the end of WWII, Iceland was as dependent on fossil energy imports as any other Western country. However, in less than one generation, Iceland succeeded to meet over 70% of its energy needs by clean and “green” geothermal energy and hydropower. Today, 98% of house heating is done via geothermal means. Icelandic scientists are also working on alternative fuels such as hydrogen and methanol for cars. Iceland is striving to become the first green economy in the world. Finally, Mr Skarphedinsson pointed out that Iceland is ready to export its technologies and spread its know-how, especially in the field of geothermal energy.

30.
Pierre-Claude Nolin (CA) was interested in the cost difference between geothermal and traditional technologies to produce 1 Mw of energy. Mr Skarphedinsson replied that Iceland is saving a lot by harnessing geothermal energy. Overall Iceland is quite an expensive country, but the cost of energy is much lower than in many other countries. Thanks to technological progress, Iceland can afford to steadily reduce energy costs for its citizens. However, the availability of cheap energy has some side effects, the over-consumption of water, for instance. 

31.
David Scott (US) was interested in having more explanation on how the geothermal energy is “harvested” and exported. He also asked whether there are any negative impacts on the environment or safety issues. Mr Skarphedinsson highlighted that Iceland is currently consuming all its geothermal energy and not exporting it through sea-cables. However, Mr Skarphedinsson noted that Icelandic aluminium, which is produced using geothermal energy, is being widely exported. In the future, once Iceland reaches the so-called critical technology, the country will be able to export energy directly via under-sea cables. The project has been discussed for several years, but the public opinion is still not very enthusiastic about it. As for the downsides of geothermal methods, the speaker reminded that, in the 1980’s, some amateurish geothermal power plants were build in the United States. That technology was flawed and sometimes mud water contaminated water reserves. The Icelandic engineers, however, have learned how to avoid such problems. 

32.
Heikki Holmas (NO) asked if the Icelandic energy companies are publicly or privately owned. He also if geothermal energy can only be harnessed in a volcanic island such as Iceland or also in other geographical regions. Mr Skarphedinsson pointed out that Iceland is a very peculiar society since the State owns most of relevant and innovative companies. They perform very well even comparing to private companies. Mr Skarphedinsson also felt it was the moral duty of the Icelandic state to export their unique knowledge and experience to other countries. As for the second question, the speaker mentioned the so-called deep-drill technologies which, when matured, will indeed provide many countries with a new geothermal option.  

33.
Answering to the question of Mr Mates on hydrogen energy, Mr Skarphedinsson stated that, in the mid-term, the Icelanders will drive cars using hydrogen. Iceland is also a major stakeholder in an international project in this field. Iceland is also actively engaged in projects to use methane fuel. Thus, Iceland is exploring the field from many angles.

34.
Mohamed Mebarki (DZ) invited Mr Skarphedinsson to comment more on wind energy. Minister Skarphedinsson replied that when Iceland considered this option, it quickly appeared that it was not attractive, mainly because the winds in Iceland are too strong. Moreover, Iceland wants to concentrate its efforts on developing promising geothermal technology.  Finally, geothermal energy appears to be cheaper than wind energy.

B.
Consideration of the draft General Report Transforming the Future of Warfare: Network-enabled Capabilities and Unmanned Systems [175 STC 07 E] presented by Pierre-Claude Nolin (Canada), General Rapporteur. 

35.
In his presentation, the General Rapporteur stressed that new technologies will bring important strategic consequences that may either improve interoperability of Allied forces, or, on the contrary, make joint operations unworkable, thus jeopardizing the very raison d’être of the Alliance.

36.
Mr Nolin reminded that network-enabled capabilities are becoming a reality. However, as operations in Iraq and Afghanistan illustrated, uneven progress in this area results in a deepening capability gap between the United States and NATO Allies. As armed forces become increasingly network-centric, the trend is increasing accordingly.

37.
With regard to unmanned systems, the General Rapporteur pointed out that very soon these systems would constitute a considerable part of our military capabilities. The unmanned assets offer quite a lot of advantages, the most obvious being sparing soldiers lives. On the other hand, the emergence of these new technologies raises a lot of crucial questions. In the first instance, the defence planners will have to reconsider many fundamental principles of war fighting. Finally, there is also an important ethical issue: can we really use semi-autonomous machines in military missions?

38.
In the discussion period, Anita Schäfer (DE) took the floor to ask what can be done against the threats posed by the emergence of remote controlled weapons? The General Rapporteur replied that these systems are more than just emerging, they are already there, and therefore, the only thing that can be done is to monitor the development of these weapon systems. At this stage, it is not possible to simply ban these weapon systems.

39.
Lothar Ibrügger (DE) said that the draft General Report mentioned so many lacks and shortcomings and raised many critical questions. He suggested to present the report’s conclusions to the Defense Ministries of all NATO countries and ask for their comments. Mr Mates replied that it was exactly was he intended to do as the Committee Chairman.

The draft General Report Transforming the Future of Warfare: Network-enabled Capabilities and Unmanned Systems [175 STC 07 E] was adopted unanimously.

C.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on the Proliferation of Military Technology Proliferation of Missiles and Missile Technology [176 STCMT 07 E], presented by Cristian Valeriu Buzea (Romania), Rapporteur.

40.
When presenting his draft Report on missile technology, the Rapporteur underlined that the relevance of ballistic and cruise missiles has not diminished since the end of the Cold War, although the nature of the threat has changed. While the United States and the former USSR/Russia have significantly reduced their arsenals of long-range ballistic missiles and eliminated all of their intermediate- and medium-range missiles, the number of countries with short- and medium-range missiles is still increasing. Even non-state actors, such as Hezbollah, have acquired missile capability. In the wrong hands, missiles not only pose a direct threat, but also contribute to more aggressive behaviour and increased tension in already vulnerable regions.

41.
The international mechanisms to control missile proliferation are rather loose. They need to be reinforced through strengthening the coordination of export policies, creating missiles-free zones and expanding the membership of the Missile Technology Control Regime. National export rules must be tightened to curb the proliferation of cruise missiles as well as shoulder-launched missiles that pose a serious terrorist threat. Prevention alone might not be enough, as the proliferation of missiles cannot be completely stopped. Therefore, the missile defence debate should be placed high on NATO's agenda.

42.
Antonin Seda (CZ) wanted to express his views on paragraph 68 which deals with the issue of missile defence. He said that the decision of the Czech Republic whether to accept the US radar facility has a military as well as political dimension and affects the entire European security system. Taking into account the indivisibility of security among NATO Member States, Mr Seda reaffirmed his support to a better interconnection between US Missile Defence and NATO antimissile projects. 

43.
Bato-Zhargal Zhambalnimbuev (RU) believed that the draft Report unjustly criticises Russia’s missile programmes and its technology transfer policies. He stressed the importance of the measures to prevent the proliferation of missiles. Russia launched an initiative to improve the Hague Code of Conduct. The main problem of that Code is the chronic non-adherence of the member countries to their responsibilities. For instance, relevant data was not coming in adequate quantities especially with regard to notifications (75% of notifications are provided by Russia). He also expressed his disagreement with the fact that China is viewed as a problematic country.

44.
Cristian Valeriu Buzea (RO) replied that the draft Report did not intend to accuse any country and focused on the danger of proliferation itself. He stressed that co-operation with Russia in this area is very important, and this principle is mentioned in the draft Report. 

The draft Report of the Sub-Committee on the Proliferation of Military Technology Proliferation of Missiles and Missile Technology [176 STCMT 07 E] was adopted unanimously.
D.
Consideration of the draft Special Report Climate Change: Thinking beyond Kyoto [177 STC 07 E] presented by Pierre Claude Nolin (Canada), Special Rapporteur.

45.
In recent years, the most authoritative scientific reports have left no doubt that climate change is occurring rapidly, and that it is very likely that it is caused by human activity. Climate change will affect, and is already affecting, nearly all areas of life, including security and the geopolitical situation. Urgent action is needed, since it makes more economic sense to engage in mitigation activities than to deal with the consequences.

46.
The Kyoto Agreement will expire in 2012 and there is an emerging consensus that the new framework should take shape by 2009. The post-Kyoto system must exceed the current framework both in scope and ambitions. It has to be universal, bringing the US and Australia to the table. While the industrialised world has to bear the lion's share of the responsibility, developing countries also need to have obligations. Adaptation efforts need to be strengthened considerably. Further investment in “green” technologies, particularly renewables, is also critical.

47.
Tom Udall (US) thanked the Rapporteur for his excellent draft Report and explained the position of the Congress on the climate change issue. He reaffirmed that the new Congress will take the issue more seriously. The Administration too is changing its stance. The President Bush has invited 15 world’s biggest emitters to develop a new international mechanism designed to make their economies ‘greener’. The Congress is pursuing an even more aggressive policy on this issue. Leaders of both the House of Representatives and the Senate stated that global warming ranks high in their respective agendas. Mr Udall also said that the Kyoto context has dramatically changed. The developing countries must now be involved in the process. China and India are huge emitters of CO2 and are going to surpass the United States in 2009. 

48.
Mr Nolin welcomed this very positive intervention by the American Congressman, but said he had mixed feeling with regard to the above-mentioned initiative of the US President. He pointed out that while the determination to make economies “greener” is most welcome, it could be done more efficiently using universal regimes such as Kyoto or its successor, instead of creating new ones with just a handful of partners. 

49.
Cheryl Gallant (CA) praised the results of the recent APEC Summit in Sydney. She stressed the need of balancing environmental protection and economic growth as the bedrock principle of a sustainable future for the world.

50.
John Sewell (UK) thanked the Rapporteur for the draft Report. Indeed, climate change has important security implications such as competition for food, water resources and the control of new waterways. He also quoted new physical threats to countries such as Bangladesh, extreme weather events, etc. Taking into account those challenges, it makes more important that we do act as an international community. It is a mistake to think that there are immediate advantages out of climate change. 

51.
Mr Holmas said that the Rapporteur produced a good draft Report. In his opinion a key question is the inclusion of the developing economies into the post-Kyoto arrangement. Yet he had doubts if China can be persuaded to assume emission-cutting obligations.

52.
Mr Nolin underlined that China signed the final declaration in Sydney: it is a sign of their will to be a part of the solution. 

53.
Mr Scott wanted more explanation on the weakening of the Gulf Stream, its causes and eventual consequences. Mr Nolin provided basic information about the issue and referred the Congressman to the Committee’s Special Report in 2005 for more details. Mr Nolin proposed that the NATO new Strategic Concept should include new risk posed by climate change.

The draft Special Report Climate Change: Thinking beyond Kyoto [177 STC 07 E] was adopted.

E.
Consideration of the draft Special Report Improvement of International Law for Space Policy [178 STC 07 E] presented by Rafael Gimalov (Russian Federation), Special Associate Rapporteur

54.
The draft Special Report presented by the Russian Delegation to the NATO PA stresses that current international space legislation does not correspond with reality. New actors of international law, such as private companies, now participate in space activities beyond legal restraints. Some countries have different approaches towards antimissile and anti-satellite defence, which prevents the creation of an actual international space treaty. The Rapporteur warned that the arms race in space will become dangerous in the near future. He also called for NATO and Russia to set a moratorium on the deployment of new missile defence elements in Europe.

55.
Another extremely important space-related issue is that of space debris. Because of almost uncontrolled activities of launching states, the amount of space debris is increasing and may paralyse activities in space in the next 20-30 years to come. Weapons testing in space poses a particular risk in this regard. Currently, there are no effective methods of outer space purification, and the main attention must be paid to internationally coordinated efforts to prevent the further formation of debris.

56.
Mr Buzea proposed that the Committee take note of this draft Special Report.

57.
Ellen Tauscher (US) really appreciated Mr Gimalov’s views on the need for international norms on outer space and affirmed that there is also an agreement in the US not to militarise space. Space should remain not only a frontier of common ground but a place of common understanding. However, she expressed her disappointment, because there are a number of provocative accusations made against the United States, in particular on the missile defence issue. 

58.
Mr Nolin noted that the space debris issue is a very important one, but brought the attention of the Committee to several points in the draft Report that are not consistent with the spirit of other reports of the Committee. 

59.
Mr Mates also suggested to take note of the draft Special Report rather than accepting it as a Committee document. 

The Committee members agreed with this formula unanimously. 

F.
Consideration of the draft Special Report The Missile Defence Debate [179 STC 07 E] presented by Michael Mates (United Kingdom), Special Rapporteur

60.
From a technical point of view, Mr Mates said that the Third Site would definitely serve its declared purpose: to protect Europe and NATO Allies from nuclear blackmail from Iran.

61.
However, the fact that this issue has been dramatically politicised cannot be neglected. Some European leaders expressed their scepticism towards the plan, there are disagreements in the US, Polish and Czech Parliaments, villages near the proposed sites hold local referendums, not to mention warnings and threats coming from the Russian Federation. The consequences for the Alliance are also uncertain: obviously, Member States have a sovereign right to make bilateral arrangements designed to enhance their security, but wouldn’t it undermine the worth of NATO as a defence organization?

62.
Recalling these factors, the Rapporteur urged to find a way to bring NATO on board. By involving NATO, several goals could be reached: add a very valuable asset to NATO defence potential; avoid possible blackmailing by Iran; deepen America’s engagement in Europe; improve the profile of the plan in the public eyes; use NATO’s future theatre missile defence capability to protect the South-Eastern European Allies.

63.
The Rapporteur concluded by saying that the focus should remain on diplomacy, multilateralism and non-proliferation.

64.
Mrs. Tauscher agreed with Mr Mates and welcomed his very balanced draft Special Report. In her opinion it is a very good articulation of US-NATO positions.

65.
Anatoliy Semenchenko (RU) was interested in knowing whether the Third Site will be dismantled if Iran gives up its nuclear programme. 

66.
Mr Mates believed that the system would be operational only as long as necessary. If the threat vanishes the missiles will have to be removed. Unfortunately, at the moment there is not a single encouraging sign coming from Iran. 

67.
Mr Holmas took the floor to say that many central issues have not been taken into account. Nothing is said on how the missile defence and the Third Site will influence proliferation of weapon systems. He also did not appreciate the situation when the system is being presented to the Europeans as a kind of fait accompli. Mr Holmas also commented on possible implications for the US policy in the Middle East. In his opinion, a sense of invulnerability could degenerate into a more aggressive policy in the Middle East. Therefore, he suggested that the Committee should merely take note of this draft Special Report.

68.
Mr Mates stressed that it is not US or Europe that are proliferating. Secondly, the missile defence has not been imposed on Poland and Czech Republic, and therefore cannot be considered as a fait accompli. It cannot happen without their agreement. The European countries are welcoming the site. Mr Mates absolutely disagreed with Mr Holmas position, and suggested for the Committee to adopt the draft Special Report. 

69.
Mr Zhambalnimbuev welcomed the draft Special Report and thanked the Rapporteur and the NATO PA for this opportunity to discuss the missile defence issue. However, he disagreed with the Rapporteur on the scope of the Iranian threat and suggested to wait for more accurate forecasts. He also regretted that Russia’s proposal to use Gabala’s station was not accepted. 

70.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (UK) welcomed the US plan and stressed the need to provide full coverage for Europe. The Baroness noted that this is a defensive system and that it cannot but improve Europe’s security. She urged members of the Committee to adopt this draft Special Report.

The draft Special Report The Missile Defence Debate [179 STC 07 E] was adopted.

G.
Consideration of the amendments and vote on the draft Resolution Missile Defence [210 STC 07 E], presented by Michael Mates (United Kingdom), Committee Chairman and Special Rapporteur

71.
Mr Mates presented the draft Resolution which included the main findings and conclusions of the draft Special Report The Missile Defence Debate. A number of amendments were tabled by members of the Russian, Romanian, Italian and French delegations. Many amendments were accepted by the Rapporteur. 

The draft Resolution Missile Defence [210 STC 07 E], thus amended, was adopted.

H.
Consideration of the amendments and vote on the draft Resolution Reinforcing the Global Response to Climate Change [211 STC 07 E], presented by Pierre Claude Nolin (Canada), General Rapporteur

72.
Mr Nolin presented the draft resolution which included the main findings and conclusions of the draft Special Report Climate Change: Thinking beyond Tokyo. Several amendments were tabled and accepted by the Rapporteur. 

The draft Resolution [211 STC 07 E] Reinforcing the Global Response to Climate Change, thus amended, was adopted.

I.
Changing the name of the Sub-Committee

73.
Mr Mates proposed that the existing Sub‑Committee on the Proliferation of Military Technology will be replaced by the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security. The Sub-Committee on the Proliferation of Military Technology has addressed the proliferation of all forms of weapons proliferation from small arms up to weapons of mass destruction, including relevant technologies and materials, know-how and the means of delivery. However, the Committee officers feel that the prominence of these types of topic should be addressed in General and Special Reports in 2008.  At the same time, subjects such as climate change, nuclear power, alternative and renewable energy sources which have long been central themes on the Committee’s agenda could now be placed in a new context which would lend itself very well to the Sub-Committee format of on-site visits and in-depth briefings. 

74.
The Committee Members adopted the proposal unanimously.
J.
Election of Committee and Sub-Committee Officers

Science and Technology Committee

Vice-Chairman 








Jan Arild Ellingsen (NO)
Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security

Chairman 









Cristian Valeriu Buzea (RO)
Rapporteur 








Mario Tagarinski (BG)

All re-eligible Committee and Sub-Committee Officers were re-elected.

K.
Committee activities in 2008

75.
The Chairman presented the Committee activities in 2008. He announced that the General Rapporteur would embark upon the issue of reducing global nuclear threats, including nuclear disarmament and security of nuclear stockpiles. The Sub-Committee will be addressing a highly relevant issue of energy security. Committee Chairman Mates will also continue as a special Rapporteur on missile defence. 

76.
As far as the Committee and Sub-Committee visits are concerned, the Chairman announced the plans to visit: 1) Bulgaria and Romania; 2) Russia; and 3) to hold the special seminar on Arctic environment in Canada, postponed from 2007. 

_____________

