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I.
JOINT MEETING OF THE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE AND THE COMMITTEE ON THE CIVIL DIMENSION OF SECURITY

A.
Panel on European Energy Security and the Role of Russia with Dr Roland Götz, Researcher, Research Division, Russian Federation and CIS, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, and Dr Margarita Balmaceda, Associate Professor, John C. Whitehead School of Diplomacy and International Relations, Seton Hall University, New Jersey, USA

1.
Dr Roland Götz presented current and future trends in energy supply and demand in Europe with a focus on oil and gas and the key role played by Russia. In contrast to earlier forecasts, Dr Götz argued that oil consumption is not expected to increase significantly over the next 20 to 30 years in Europe. Nearly one third of the total amount of oil consumed there comes from Russia. According to Dr Götz, Russian oil deliveries to Europe should remain stable in the future, while Europeans are likely to import more from the Caspian area. 

2.
Unlike oil, which is a global commodity, gas markets are mostly regional. Demand for natural gas in Europe is expected to increase, though the most recent scenarios predict a stable demand. Gas imports come mostly from Russia and, according to Dr Götz, Russia’s gas deliveries to Europe will remain stable. Russia has significant gas field reserves. It has also developed additional pipelines, which allow it to exercise greater leverage on transit countries. Besides Russian supplies, Dr Götz expected the share of liquefied natural gas (LNG) supplies from the Middle East to Europe to increase in the future. In contrast, the future evolution of Caspian gas imports to Europe remains unclear. Dr Götz concluded that European gas supplies are ensured in the short and medium term. He put forward two proposals to consolidate the security and stability of supplies. Firstly, he proposed increasing interconnections in the pipeline networks to allow for more flexibility in dealing with a major failure in one of the pipelines. Secondly, he advocated the creation of additional gas storage facilities with a view to mitigating the effects of major shifts in the demand and supply caused by significant oscillations in prices.

3.
Dr Margarita Balmaceda focused her presentation on the elements of energy dependence in transit countries of the former Soviet Union towards Russia. The network of pipelines inherited by former Soviet republics is connected to Russia, which has succeeded in taking control over the energy resources market (gas and oil) as well as the distribution infrastructure in a few decades. While energy-dependent states have attempted to diversify their supplies by developing links with Central Asia, the impact of these policies has been largely undermined by the monopolistic contractual relations of Russia with Central Asian countries. Russia, through Gazprom, has also successfully established intermediary companies in the post-Soviet space. Geographical diversification is therefore not enough and should be complemented by contractual diversification.

4.
Dependence on Russia is not only the result of Russia’s energy policy; it has also benefited from a favourable political context in transit countries. In particular, it is closely related to the problem of governance. The high level of corruption together with contradictory interests between nations, corporations and individual actors are factors that have run counter to the development of energy diversification programs in the region. Although there is no single solution to the problem, Dr Balmaceda advocated: i) an increase in European investment devoted to the exploration of resources and the construction of infrastructures in former Soviet republics; ii) the promotion of energy saving programmes in those countries, where around 30% of the consumed energy is wasted; iii) the promotion of energy diversification on a geographical and contractual basis.

5.
Participants asked several questions and made comments on the issues of energy dependence and diversification. It was suggested that while Europe is dependent on Russia for its energy supplies, Russia is also dependent on the European market for its exports. This interdependence should be exploited more energetically by Europeans. It was also regretted that the Russian Duma refuses to ratify the European Energy Charter, which would prevent discrimination against European countries. Dr Götz noted, however, that Russia is not an exception in this regard, as there is a number of countries, including the United States, that have no interest in assuming additional obligations in their contractual relationships with consumer countries. Russian representatives believed it was a mistake to blame Russia for increasing gas prices for its foreign consumers; such actions are dictated exclusively by economic considerations. Besides, the Russian government has a plan to increase domestic prices as well over the course of several years. Several participants also emphasised the need for greater diversification of energy sources (“clean coal”, nuclear), and energy routes. Other comments highlighted the need to decouple oil and gas prices, and problems relating to heavy tanker traffic on the Bosporus.
II.
MEETING OF THE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTE
6.
The draft agenda [066 STC 08 E] was adopted without any modification as well as the Summary of the Meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in Reykjavik, Iceland, on 6 October 2007 [249 STC 07 E]. 

7.
The chairman welcomed the comments by the NATO’s Secretary General and by the Chairman of the North Atlantic Council on the Policy Recommendations adopted in 2007 by the NATO PA [044 SESP 08 E].

A.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security Energy Security for the Transatlantic Region [068 STCEES 08 E] by Mario Tagarinski (Bulgaria).

8.
Energy security has become one of the most central themes for the international community and organisations such as NATO, because the importance of energy has never been as overwhelming as it is today. The report discusses the trends in energy production and consumption, concluding that the dependency of many NATO countries on foreign energy supplies is going to increase. The Rapporteur looked into possible alternatives, including diversification of the supply of hydrocarbons, exploitation of unconventional hydrocarbon resources, nuclear energy, renewables and increased energy efficiency. 

9.
He concluded that the bulk of the problems associated with energy security derives from the fact that instead of being treated just like any other sector of the economy, energy is often subject to an extensive state control. If left to market forces and competition alone, it is very likely that many acute issues would disappear altogether. Therefore, while trying to promote the notion of liberalising the energy market, the Euro‑Atlantic community has no other choice but to continue playing old geopolitical games. In the short term, it needs to augment its solidarity to ensure that none of its members are exposed to energy blackmailing. NATO should play an increasing role in the domain of energy security. The Alliance can provide an added value both due to its capacity in the area of physical protection of energy infrastructure and because it is a unique vehicle for co‑operation and co‑ordination among members of the transatlantic community.

10.
Yet, everyday concerns about the flow of hydrocarbons must not outshine the long-term vision of the 'life after oil'. Without breakthroughs in clean energy technology, global economic growth will soon become simply unsustainable, particularly in terms of the environment.

11.
Cristian Valeriu Buzea (RO) proposed updating paragraph 56 of the report, which deals with the pipeline project of Nabucco. He also suggested broadening the chapter on nuclear energy and its promise. The Rapporteur used this opportunity to note that the Nabucco project might be facing serious problems when it comes to securing sufficient quantities of gas to be transported by this pipeline. John Shimkus (US) suggested that the final version of the report should include a reference to the fact that combating greenhouse gases comes at an important economic cost. Europe should explore the new avenues offered by the so-called “clean coal” technology. Andreas Loverdos (GR) considered that the part of the report devoted to renewable energies should be more fully developed (especially paragraph 20). Rafael Gimalov (RU) pointed out that statistics on Russia’s oil and gas sector should be taken from Russian sources. Marwan Kamal (JO) observed that developing countries are more affected by the increase of energy prices than rich countries. Philippe Vitel (FR) urged the Rapporteur to discuss the promise of the nuclear fusion technology, which could be a solution for the future. 

B.
Consideration on the draft General Report Reducing Global Nuclear Threats [067 STC 08 E] by Pierre Claude Nolin (Canada).

12.
The draft Report focuses on the contribution of the official nuclear weapons states (the United States, Russia, France, the United Kingdom and China – the P-5) to the global efforts to reduce nuclear threats. The first part of the report provides an overview of the status of nuclear disarmament as well as nuclear weapon modernisation programmes in these five countries. The second part discusses the progress and challenges in securing nuclear arsenals and fissile material and thus preventing nuclear terrorism. 

13.
The report concludes that while it is naïve and imprudent to call for immediate nuclear disarmament, given the existing uncertainties and obscure nuclear programmes in some countries, the P-5 nations must nevertheless seriously reconsider the size and role of their nuclear forces in the context of changing security challenges. The Rapporteur states that the ultimate objective of a nuclear-weapons-free world must never disappear from the world’s political agenda, even if it looks unrealistic at the moment. The Rapporteur also recommends taking interim steps, including the entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty; the extension of US-Russian nuclear disarmament agreements complemented by verification mechanisms; increasing the share of operational warheads that are de-alerted; supporting public relations campaigns that decrease the prestige of nuclear weapons; forging international safety standards for the storage of fissile material; and increasing the sophistication of detection capabilities and enhancing international and inter‑agency co-operation and information‑sharing on illicit nuclear trafficking.

C.
Presentation by William C. Potter, Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Non‑proliferation Studies and Director of the James Martin Center for Non‑proliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS), on The Challenge of Illicit Nuclear Trafficking: Rhetoric vs. Reality in US-Russian Cooperation
14.
Dr Potter stressed that illicit nuclear trafficking continues to be a serious problem. Since 1993, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has identified more than 2000 incidents involving illicit nuclear material trafficking, 20 of which were of a particularly serious nature.

15.
With regard to US-Russian cooperation in this field, there is a difference that persists between rhetoric and reality. Despite repeated presidential summits since 1996, there is no clear evidence that the two countries have exchanged information on nuclear trafficking. According to the speaker, the United States will not be able to reach the goal of non-proliferation without Russia, and Russia will not be able to ensure its own security if it does not take the threat of nuclear terrorism more seriously. The two countries will have to move from words to deeds.

16.
David Scott (US) pointed out that the issue of tactical nuclear weapons is still unresolved and that there is no international treaty to tackle this problem. Mr Gimalov was of the view that the report should include a sub-chapter on the proliferation of nuclear weapons in countries, much are not signatories of the NPT, such as Pakistan, India and Israel. Dr Potter noted that Israel, Pakistan and India are not member states to the NPT, but they are members of the IAEA. Therefore, they are not totally excluded from negotiations. Mohamed Mebarki (DZ) proposes to place more emphasis on the question of nuclear waste and its storage.

D.
Consideration of the draft Special Report Missile Defence: The Alliance Perspective [069 STC 08 E] by Michael Mates (United Kingdom)

17.
In presenting the report, Rapporteur Michael Mates (UK) highlighted that it included recent developments that have occurred since last year, particularly the Bucharest summit. The report emphasizes that the new anti-missile defence proposed by the US serves different objectives than the so-called “star wars”. According to the Rapporteur, the programme proposed by the US would not affect the balance of power with Russia. Nevertheless, the project remains highly politicised. The report also examines alternatives that would be politically less sensitive, technologically more realistic as well as more economical, such as the sea-based Aegis, the Airborne Laser and the Kinetic Energy Interceptor.  Finally, the report also addresses the role of NATO. While the US defense program was unilateral in its origin, the commitments of Bucharest demonstrate the will to move towards a transatlantic approach, which could be beneficial for all partners in the Alliance. 

E.
Presentation by Dr Bernd W. Kubbig, Project director, Ballistic Missile Defense Research International, Peace Research Institute Frankfurt, on Assessing Transatlantic Missile Defense Policy: Elements of a Conceptual Framework
18.
Dr Kubbig pointed out that horizontal missile proliferation has declined in recent years and the number of states owning or wanting to possess missiles of short- and medium-range has decreased. In contrast, vertical proliferation has intensified, i.e. countries with medium-range missiles are in the process of modernizing their system. Dr Kubbig contended that, as a whole, the situation remains calm and that there is no reason for alarm.

19.
With regard to the US anti-missile defence system, Dr Kubbig underlined that it has not been tested yet. In practice, it could produce the opposite of its desired effects: rather than diminishing the arms race, the deployment of an anti-missile system could have the effect of increasing the number of weapons and missiles. 

20.
Tomas Dub (CZ) and Andrzej Galazewski (PL) discussed the latest developments in their respective countries and the mood of the majority of the population. Mr Shimkus disagreed with the speaker’s assessment and stressed that other countries of the Alliance would benefit from the US anti-missile defence programme. Nikolay Levichev (RU) argued that, given its present technical flaws, the system did not presently pose a threat for Russia. However, he feared the system might become a real threat in the future and alter the balance of power in Europe. Mr Buzea pointed out that the proposed anti-missile programme does not cover the South-East Europe and suggested paying more attention to that problem. 

F.
Discussion on the Assembly’s Contribution to the next NATO Strategic Concept [099 SC 08 E rev 1] by Jan Petersen

21.
After some introductory remarks on the role of the PA in connection with NATO’s strategic concept, Jan Petersen invited members of the PA to submit their suggestions. 

22.
According to Pierre Claude Nolin (CA), NATO’s new strategic concept should take into account five points: 

1. 
NATO must focus on Article 2 of the Treaty, i.e. economic development as an integral element of security; 

2.
Environmental concerns must be incorporated into security considerations, 

3.
NATO must take into account the specific interests of countries that are located in the north; 

4.
NATO should develop clear parameters regarding burden-sharing ;

5.
Finally, NATO must rethink and deepen its understanding of its work with the EU. 

23.
Jan Arild Ellingsen (NO) believed that NATO must clearly define its goals before undertaking a new mission and should explain them to local communities (voters). NATO must address the problem of cyber attacks and improve its cooperation in that field. Finally, NATO must address the issue of energy security.

24.
Mr Gimalov said that NATO is not a sort of international police and should not seek to bypass the UN and international law.

25.
The chairman thanked the participants for their constructive contributions and closed the session.

_____________

