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I.
PRESENTATION BY DANIEL P. FATA, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR EUROPEAN AND NATO POLICY, US DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE ON US PERSPECTIVE ON THE BUCHAREST SUMMIT

1.
Daniel P. Fata, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for European and NATO Policy for the US Department of Defense, presented the US perspective on the Bucharest Summit.  He outlined the major initiatives undertaken and the role the Assembly could play in the development of the Alliance. Mr. Fata remarked as highly positive the fact that the top levels from the United Nations (UN), the World Bank, NATO and the EU had the chance to meet and exchange views on Afghanistan. With regard to the operation, he said that the first priority was to find agreement among Allies. In that sense, the adoption of the NATO strategic vision document and the development of a political-military implementation plan was a remarkable outcome. He also underlined the importance of the additional contributions offered by Allies, most notably France. 

2.
Among other initiatives taken with regard to defence capabilities, Mr. Fata called for Allies to raise defence spending to the agreed benchmark of 2% of GDP, and noted that the US Defence Secretary had proposed increases of 0.2 % of GDP annually towards that goal.  Nations had also agreed to bring the percentage of forces able to deploy to 50%. As to missile defence, Mr. Fata said the ballistic threat, particularly from Iran, was growing and explained how the US missile defence system would provide cover to a considerable part of Europe, while NATO pursued a mid‑range system to cover the rest of the region.  Mr. Fata said that the US sought closure in its negotiations with Poland and the Czech Republic, but he also stressed the importance of continued dialogue with Russia on missile defence.

3.
Regarding NATO enlargement, Mr. Fata expressed disappointment that Membership Action Plans (MAPs) were not granted to Georgia and Ukraine at Bucharest. He pointed out that MAP was just a step in the membership process, and even though the two countries were not ready to join the Alliance as members, they were in his opinion ready for the Membership Action Plan. Even so, he considered the language adopted for the summit declaration on this issue a step forward.
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Daniel P. FATA, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for European and NATO Policy, US Department of Defense (left) briefs the Committee on US Perspectives on the Bucharest Summit
4.
Looking ahead, Mr. Fata said that in about three weeks NATO Ministers of Defence would meet in Brussels to discuss how the decisions taken in Bucharest would be implemented and what to do in order to fill shortfalls in terms of capabilities, troops and Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams (OMLTs) for Afghanistan. NATO Ministers would also discuss the best way to support the Special Representative of the UN Secretary General in Afghanistan, Ambassador Kai Eide, in order to ensure he has the authority and the resources to succeed in his mandate.

5.
Concluding his presentation, Mr. Fata focused on the role of NATO PA in supporting the Alliance’s efforts. He was convinced that the Assembly’s members, in their role of MPs, were in a perfect position to educate their colleagues and constituents, as well as develop new initiatives to propose to both their government and the Alliance. He underlined the importance of strategic communication and public diplomacy, encouraging members to ensure deployed troops felt supported at home.
6.
Sven Mikser (EE) expressed disappointment about MAP not being extended to Georgia and Ukraine in Bucharest, mentioning also the proposal of the US and certain other Allies to include in the final declaration a sentence stating that no third country has a veto in decisions concerning enlargement and partnership. He considered unfortunate that the language was judged too strong by other members, and the statement was transformed into a softer one. 

7.
Ragnheidur Arnadottir (IS) asked Mr. Fata whether the initiatives approved in Bucharest were, in his opinion, sufficient for the Alliance to meet the requirements agreed in terms of defence capabilities. Kresimir Cosic (HR) praised the invitation to join NATO received by his country as historic and underlined how the inclusion of Croatia and Albania meant more capabilities available to the Alliance. He also suggested that in addition to defence capabilities, the Alliance needed soft capabilities to counter threats such as the spread of narcotics in Afghanistan.

8.
Mr. Fata responded that he believed Allies in Bucharest in fact did allow a third country to play a role in a membership decision. He invited Georgia and Ukraine to keep public support for NATO membership up, to reach out to European countries to explain what NATO membership means for them, to continue their reform process, and to show restraint and avoid provocation. Concerning capabilities, Mr. Fata reaffirmed the importance of increasing defence spending, but at the same time underlined the importance of focusing on priorities such as helicopters. He remarked how some NATO countries still spent 60-70% of their defence budget for personnel. Mr. Fata welcomed the idea of a stronger NATO-EU cooperation, and underlined that if both organizations wanted to succeed, money needed to be “put on the table.” He then suggested that Finance Ministers should meet at least once a year at NATO in order to discuss the matter.

9.
In response to Mr. Cosic’s observation, Mr. Fata explained that NATO did not have the mandate to work on counter-narcotics. He, however, underlined the need for a stronger mandate that would enable the Alliance to at least assist the Afghan forces in the operations. In that respect, he added, the role of the Assembly’s members could be fundamental in educating their (often reluctant) publics.

10.
Sir John Stanley (UK) asked Mr. Fata if counter-narcotics would be one of Kai Eide’s priorities, while Senator Mushahid Hussain Sayed (PK) called NATO’s approach to counter‑narcotics a failure. He also wondered if the missile defence programme would not lead in the end to an alliance between Russia, China and Iran. 

11.
Jean-Michel Boucheron (FR) expressed concern regarding the tendency of public opinion to conflate the war in Iraq with the mission in Afghanistan, were the real battle against al-Qaeda and Taliban fundamentalism was taking place. He underlined the need to make public opinions understand that the fight against terrorism cannot be carried out only internally, but that the combat must be also conducted very far from our countries. As to the announcement made by President Sarkozy at Bucharest concerning the full integration of France into NATO structures, Mr. Boucheron considered the gesture mainly symbolic, since the country was already fully involved in NATO’s activities. He said it would not be in the Alliance’s best interest to present the western world as being a monolithic world where everybody thinks the same way, because this would lead to a logic of confrontation between civilisations. He remarked that each member country shared essential values but at the same time had to maintain its cultural and political identity. 

12.
Carolyn McCarthy (US) asked Mr. Fata how the training of the Afghan National army was progressing. She also reminded the Committee that the deployment of 3,200 US Marines in Afghanistan would end in November 2008, and asked what the impact in terms of security would be and how other Allies would fill in the shortfall. Victor A. Ozerov (RU) confirmed his country followed very carefully the Summit and asked Mr. Fata an assessment on the concerns expressed by the Russian President at the NATO-Russia Council in Bucharest.

13.
In response to the comments made, Mr. Fata assured the Committee that counter-narcotics was one of the priorities of Kai Eide, though he said it was still unclear how resourced he would be. That said, Mr. Fata stressed the role of the Afghan government and said that Kai Eide would succeed only if he could count on the support of President Karzai and his government. As to the role of NATO in counter-narcotics, Mr. Fata underlined it was hard to talk about a failure of the Alliance since it was not tasked with it in the first place. He, however, confirmed that the drug trade had serious security implications and it was an issue that needed to be tackled. 

14.
With regard to the training of Afghan forces, Mr. Fata’s was very positive as, he said, 70% of the Afghan National Police (ANP) and 50% of the Afghan National Army (ANA) had been trained. In terms of activity on the ground, Mr. Fata said the results were extremely positive as the ANA was in the lead of many operations, the ANP had increased its ability to hold territory once the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) forces cleared an area, and the trust of the population in the security forces was increasing. As for the 3,200 US Marines, he said until then no other country had offered forces to backfill when they would leave, and he underlined that a long‑standing shortfall in troops provided by Allies remained.  

15.
As to the NATO-Russia Council, Mr. Fata said President Putin expressed his concerns about Kosovo as a precedent for other separatist and frozen conflicts and missile defence, as he believed the system to be to a large part directed against Russia, even if for years the US had made an effort to explain the defensive nature of the system and the opportunity for US-Russia and NATO-Russia cooperation on the matter. With respect to Afghanistan, he continued, Russia was playing a constructive role as President Putin announced his country would allow resupply to ISAF forces of non-lethal materiel using Russian and neighbouring territories; this gesture was defined by Mr. Fata a “big, positive step.”

16.
Finally, in response to the question of Mr. Sayed, Mr. Fata said he did not believe there would be a possible alliance between Russia, China and Iran against the US missile defence plans. Such a possibility, he continued, would be “tremendously unfortunate” and would mean the failure of the countries involved to explain the defensive nature of the system and the nature of the threats it is meant to protect against.

II.
discussion on The Assembly’s Contribution to NATO’s Strategic Concept [099 SC 08 E rev 1]

17.
Jan Petersen (NO) explained the members of the committee that NATO would have a new Strategic Concept by 2010. The process will be a two-step one: an Atlantic Declaration containing the main principles to be approved at next Summit (2009), followed by a full-fledged Strategic Concept adopted in 2010. Mr. Petersen encouraged all members to express their opinion on NATO’s role, the values it represents and the threats it faces. He explained the discussion would serve as a base to develop a document that will be later on presented to the Standing Committee for approval.

18.
John Shimkus (US) expressed concern about the disconnect between what heads of state decide in Summits and what is done in practice, particularly at parliamentarian level. He wondered how in a system where a Prime Minister must be supported by a majority of MPs, often members of the same party, Summit decisions could not be followed by government actions. Tiny Kox (NL) underlined the importance of involving national parliaments at a broader level in this process.

19.
Antonello Cabras (IT) insisted on the need for NATO members to clarify what kind of relationship they want the Alliance to have with the EU and the UN. Vahit Erdem (TR) praised the current Strategic Concept, and expressed his preference for updating it rather than writing a new one. As to the important elements to include, he cited the collective defence as the core, solidarity and cohesion, and the indivisibility of security. Yuliy Kvitsinskiy (RU) noted how NATO-Russia relationship started quite well in 1991 and subsequently deteriorated, with NATO spoiling its image in Russia in later years. He underlined the need to change the course taken by the Alliance in order to maintain good relations with Russia, otherwise future cooperation risked being seriously limited.

20.
Peter Bottomley (UK) said the new Strategic Concept should not change the basic assumption that NATO is an Atlantic alliance and underlined the need to preserve Article V responsibilities and commitments. With regard to enlargement, Jesus Cuadrado (ES) recommended dispassionate, logical debate; he said it would not be positive for the Alliance to define concrete limits to its future enlargement. He insisted on the need to maintain certain criteria that must be met by countries that wish to join the Alliance, but also underlined how any decision concerning enlargement has to lead to an improvement in the security situation. Mavroudis Voridis (GR) noted that the Alliance, particularly in Afghanistan, was moving from military missions to policing and development, having to deal also with unconventional military threats, such as terrorism and crime. However, he remarked that a military alliance is not the proper tool to face terrorism or to deal with development, for which other structures are more appropriate. He concluded his intervention encouraging NATO members to focus on the defence mission of the Alliance.

III.
CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT GENERAL REPORT ON NATO OPERATIONS: CURRENT PRIORITIES AND LESSONS LEARNED [055 DSC 08 E] BY FRANK COOK (UNITED KINGDOM), GENERAL RAPPORTEUR

21.
Following the introductory remarks by Frank Cook (UK), Mr. Mikser briefed the Committee on the Sub-Committee visit to NATO’s Joint Force Command-Naples, focusing his remarks on Operation Active Endeavour (OAE).  Mr. Mikser expressed concern for the lack of oilers permanently assigned to the operation and invited member countries in possession of such capabilities to make them available. He also noted that some of the littoral countries, namely Libya, Syria and Lebanon, were not cooperating in the operation and this could cause some negative effects on the operation’s effectiveness. As to transponders, he pointed out that only the International Maritime Organization (IMO) has responsibility for this matter. In this respect, he underlined, national parliaments could play a very important role and support NATO by asking the organization to lower the 300 tonnes criteria. 

22.
Rainer Stinner (DE) asked the Rapporteur to add a few words concerning Iran, in consideration of the important role it plays in the settlement of Afghanistan. Hugh Bayley (UK) pointed out that when aid was delivered through the Afghan government it could reach out and help to win the hearts and minds of the population, while reconstruction projects directly provided by outside countries were often rejected if not literally blown up by the insurgency. However, many Allies are reluctant to pass through the government because of corruption at all levels. Mr. Bayley underlined the need to address the problem because a corrupt government will not be able to win the hearts and minds of the people. He also suggested cross-referencing of Mr. Cook’s report with his own in the Economics and Security Committee, on economic development in Afghanistan. 

23.
Raymond Knops (NL) suggested that the Rapporteur make a clear statement on common funding of operations, as this initiative is essential in the discussion about solidarity within NATO and among NATO members. With regard to Afghanistan, Mr Erdem focused on the transfer of security to Afghan forces, and asked if it was a realistic goal, when it would take place and how long NATO would operate in the country as the security provider. As to Operation Active Endeavour, he pointed out that his country felt it was not necessary to extend OAE to the Black Sea as another multinational operation (Black Sea Harmony, currently involving Turkey, Russia and Ukraine) already existed there and complimented the NATO operation. Extending OAE could also have a negative impact on the maritime traffic passing through the Bosphorus, Erdem stated. 

24.
Mrs. McCarthy underlined the need for the report to stress where all NATO members can make a contribution, either in terms of troops or funding. She defined the problem a “fairness issue.” Muhammad Azam Swati (PK) said the report had to include the challenges that Pakistan was facing with regard to the situation in Afghanistan and criticize NATO for the way it was dealing with poppy cultivation. He also underlined the lack of trust between his country and NATO forces, and said it had to be built again. Mr. Swati pointed out the contribution of his country in terms of troops deployed to the western border, and lamented attacks violating Pakistani territory.

25.
Mr. Cook stated that it was not possible to lay responsibility on the Alliance for the drug problem as NATO didn’t have a mandate for counter-narcotics. Mr. Cook underlined the need for a greater number of greater contributions in Afghanistan.  He also stated that the training of the ANA, ANP and judiciary, and the subsequent transfer of responsibility was not only indispensable for the operation to succeed, but had to be done as quickly as possible. As to common funding, he remarked that NATO would not be operationally effective without proper funding, which meant common funding shared among all Allies. 

IV.
CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE FUTURE SECURITY AND DEFENCE CAPABILITIES, ON CONTRIBUTIONS OF NON-NATO MEMBERS TO NATO OPERATIONS [056 DSCFC 08 E] BY SVERRE MYRLI (NORWAY), RAPPORTEUR

26.
Following the introductory remarks by Sverre Myrli (NO), Urban Ahlin (SE) underlined the importance of the topic for his country and expressed satisfaction with the report. He lamented that, even if fully involved in NATO operations, Sweden did not receive the same information as NATO member countries. He underlined how, contrary to some other European countries, the parliament approved the participation of Sweden in such operations, and warned that dangers to Swedish troops that could be prevented with a better consultation system and a wider exchange of information would have serious consequences.  Finally, he disputed the statement in the report’s paragraph 46, stating that there was no active debate on NATO membership in Sweden.  Mr. Mikser suggested adding some words about the current debate on the possibility of Sweden and Finland to participate in the NATO Response Force (NRF). 

27.
Andriy Shkil (UA) remarked that Ukraine is participating in all current operations and underlined the determination of his country to go all the way in the process to membership. Similarly, Leonard Demi (AL) underlined that his country, along with Croatia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia*, had been in Afghanistan since the beginning of the operation. He said that in consideration of the importance of the operation, his country had decided to increase its contribution to ISAF. 
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The Defence and Security Committee of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, May 25, 2008, Berlin.

28.
Johannes Koskinen (FI) declared himself satisfied that NATO had taken seriously the need to improve the position of non-NATO troop contributing nations. He added that although he was pleased with the recent developments in information sharing and involvement of partners at operational level, challenges remained at the strategic level in terms of information sharing and the working conditions of Finnish experts in NATO command structure. Mr. Koskinen underlined his country’s support to the efforts to improve the cooperation between NATO and EU, and he remarked the importance for the two organizations to be able to deal with security risks and threats in a cooperative and constructive manner. As to partnership, Mr. Koskinen said the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) formed the necessary institutional framework and the normative foundation for Finland’s cooperation with NATO and he saw no need to reorganise it. 

29.
In response to the comments made, Mr. Myrli said he noted every remark and would take them into consideration for the final version of the report.

V.
CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON TRANSATLANTIC DEFENSE AND SECURITY COOPERATION, ON CURRENT AND FUTURE CAPABILITY PRIORITES FOR THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE [057 DSCTC 08 E] BY RAGNHEIDUR E. ARNADOTTIR (ICELAND), RAPPORTEUR 
30.
Following the introductory remarks by Ms. Arnadottir, M. Shimkus declared his discontent with the fact that European allies have 4,000 helicopters but NATO has no access to them. He added that the United States would continue to field the most capable and technologically advanced military force in the world, and that the US would not “dumb down” its capabilities in order to be able to cooperate with its European allies.  

31.
Robert Walter (WEU Assembly) commented that the relations between NATO and the EU are facing challenges both politically and militarily. Both NATO and the EU (through the European Defence Agency) are working on their respective strategic visions and on military capabilities’ improvement. He expressed his fear that the latter issue poses a threat of duplication. Militarily, the problem of American superiority in spending is glaring. Walter suggested that what we need to do is to look beyond Berlin Plus: if NATO-EU cooperation is to move forward, there must be a convergence between what both organizations are doing. 

32.
Ms. Arnadottir concurred with the general sentiments expressed, stating that the 0.2% increase in defence spending that US Defence Secretary Gates had called for was not much, but it represented a good start.  She also reminded the audience that NATO-EU cooperation had been discussed in the same committee last year and for years previously. Duplication had to be avoided at all cost. At the same time, she stressed that there were so many challenges in the world today that any increase in EU and/or NATO capabilities would be welcome and useful. 

33.
Joseph A. Day (CA) commended the report for including many good ideas that can be incorporated into the Strategic Concept exercise. He pointed out especially to common funding, critical capabilities, and niche skills. He then asked whether mechanisms were in place to take ideas form this committee to the Strategic Concept team.  The speaker replied that her report as well as that of M. Cook for the same committee reinforce each other. Jan Petersen’s job is in fact to take ideas from each committee and use them in preparing his report. 

34.
M. Mikser referred to paragraph 12 of the draft report and pointed out that it lacks a suggestion about how to spend available budgetary funds for military capabilities. He wanted to know if we as an Assembly could come up with recommendations on how to spend money, rather than simply calling for more funds.  

35.
Denis MacShane (UK) suggested that a major problem was a lack of common standards among NATO nations.  Using the mobile telephone GSM system as an example of good standardization in the civilian world, he asked why this couldn’t be achieved in the military arena, particularly in training. M. Erdem requested additional information on progress on the Prague Capabilities Commitment (PCC) objectives. 

36.
The Rapporteur agreed, noting that one of the recommendations of the draft report was for better interoperability among the Allies, which she saw as another way to describe common standards.  She also agreed that further information on assessing previous commitments would be useful to include in the report if available. 

VI.
PANEL PRESENTATION ON SECURITY DEVELOPMENTS IN AFGHANISTAN FEATURING LIEUTENANT GENERAL KARIMI, CHIEF OF OPERATIONS, AFGHAN NATIONAL ARMY, AND AIR MARSHAL CHRISTOPHER H. MORAN, DEPUTY COMMANDER, NATO JFC BRUNSSUM. 

37.
Lt. General Karimi emphasized that his army and the Western forces present in Afghanistan are partners in arms not just for his country, but also for the family of nations. He expressed his hope that one day Afghanistan will be able to repay this debt and assist other nations in a fight against oppression. He committed himself to continually improving the army’s capabilities and training and suggested that in order to be an effective partner for the Western forces in achieving security, the Afghan National Army needs to be larger than currently planned. Gen. Karimi further stressed the fact that Afghanistan’s treasury is overstretched as a result of the demands of war and costs of governance. 

38.
On the positive side, he noted that fact that the Army has evolved, grown, and progressed to successes in defeating the insurgency and terrorism with modern tactics, logistics, and planning. According to the general, the Army stands to do more, but it will have to expand in order to do so because Afghanistan’s borders are rugged, mountainous, porous and contentious. He also noted that the Allies recently raised the Afghan troop ceiling from 70,000 to 80,000 soldiers by 2009. At the same time, he sought to reassure the Allies and neighbours that a larger Afghan Army would not pose a threat to anyone, as Afghanistan historically has not fought offensive wars in its neighbourhood. 

39.
The Afghan speaker also envisioned the future role for ISAF as one primarily of training and mentoring Afghanistan’s security forces as they become increasingly capable of leading and sustaining operations independently. Among other challenges, Gen. Karimi mentioned the need for better coordination and the sharing of information among all the security forces as well as with the development agencies in the country. Like many other speakers throughout the session, he expressed a strong belief that only Afghan-led institutions and forces can ensure the defeat of the Taliban and al-Qaeda. In conclusion, Gen. Karimi admitted that there may be divisive issues among the coalition forces, but that they can and should be addressed through Afghanistan’s democratically elected and internationally backed government. 
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Lt. General Sher Karimi, Head of Operations for the Afghan National Army, and Air Marshal Christopher H. MORAN, Deputy Commander, NATO JFC Brunssum, brief the Committee on Security Developments on Afghanistan

40.
Air Marshal Christopher H. Moran, Deputy Commander of NATO’s Joint Force Command Brunssum, provided the operational perspective on the situation in Afghanistan. He opened his presentation by outlining ISAF’s mandate in the country, and stated that, in his view, there is no limit on the mandate when it comes to enabling a secure environment for the Afghan government, the UN and other international actors. He defined four phases of incremental development in Afghanistan, and suggested that we are currently entering phase 3 (stabilization) and the Alliance needed to prepare for phase 4 (transition). Therefore, the Alliance needed to think about how to prepare to hand over power to the ANA. According to Moran, the three main lines of action in the campaign plan governance, development and security. 

41.
The Air Marshal reviewed the principal required tasks in Afghanistan, ranging from humanitarian assistance and reconstruction and development to security enforcement and counter‑terrorism/counter-insurgency. He underlined that only some of these tasks were military in nature, and some that would conceptually best be carried out by Afghan National Police were being shouldered by NATO due to the ANP’s weaknesses.  He suggested there might be an especially valuable role specifically in those areas for the EU Police mission (EUPOL). In terms of counterinsurgency, Air Marshall Moran stated that ISAF has a crucial role in providing enduring security, especially in recaptured territories that must be held and rebuilt immediately. In this context, he agreed with Gen. Karimi that both the Western and Afghan force levels need to be increased. 

42.
Finally, Air Marshal Moran emphasized the continuing challenge of coordination between the various civilian and military agencies in the country, and stressed the importance of Kai Eide’s upcoming mission. He also underlined several ‘elephants in the room’ that posed significant and enduring challenges to Afghanistan, and that were not part of NATO’s security mission: counternarcotics, corruption, unemployment, and food security.   He concluded that while progress is slower than he would have liked, it is taking place nonetheless. He also expressed his hope that the parliamentarians gathered at the Berlin Session will press their heads of state and government to take responsibility for implementing their pledges. 

43.
Mr. Kox considered the panels’ presentations overly optimistic and in conflict with the message of Frank Cook’s report presented that morning.  He was sceptical that additional resources put into the conflict have not led to the defeat of the Taliban. He asked the speakers how the conflict could be ended as soon as possible.

44.
Air Marshal Moran supported an optimistic assessment of the situation in Afghanistan but also noted that he does not wish to underestimate the significant challenges involved. He noted that there was still a need for more maneuver battalions that could move into the southwest, and he once again emphasized the need to reduce the number of caveats. He underlined that progress on the military side was a prerequisite for comprehensive security.  Gen. Karimi added that he had no doubt about victory, and expressed his belief that NATO will remain in Afghanistan.  Both speakers agreed that ultimately there is only a political solution to the conflict, but that military victory is a necessary condition. 

45.
Khalid A. Pashtoon (AF) pointed to the fact that southerners are not trained at the ANA college in Kabul because of a linguistic difference. He asked that another military academy be opened in the south in order to train a more diverse force and stem the tide of disenchantment among young men in the south. General Karimi agreed one hundred percent that the lack of a military academy in Kandahar constitutes a huge problem. He stressed that he has been fighting for it, but it has to be resolved at a high political level. For now, all manuals should be translated into both Dari and Pashto. 

46.
M. Sayed declared that Pakistan is not afraid of a large ANA. On the contrary, it has an interest in a stable Afghanistan since both will “swim or sink” together. For decades now, both countries have been partners, not opponents. He asked how the speakers viewed the role of Iran in the Afghan conflict?  General Karimi replied that it was not his intention to imply that Pakistan is afraid of a larger Afghan Army. He said that the two countries’ military situations are incomparable. One is a nuclear power, whereas the other is fighting for its very survival. At the same time, he reaffirmed that Afghanistan and Pakistan cannot separate – they have too many things in common. There are some disagreements between them, but they have to work to overcome them in the interest of mutual security. In conclusion, he repeated that the Afghan forces’ goal has always been defensive. With regard to Iran, Karimi affirmed that its leaders are interfering in Afghanistan, and recalled press reports of training centres for insurgents in Iran. 

47.
Sir John Stanley inquired about the ANA’s role in the destruction of poppy crops. Gen. Karimi responded that this was not primarily an ANA responsibility. Efforts by the Ministry of the Interior and counter-narcotics police in this respect have had mixed results.  In fact, the ANA had to create a special battalion in Helmand three months ago to assist the police in counter-narcotics efforts, but it has faced serious equipment challenges, and is still waiting for help from international donors in order to be able to its job.  

48.
Winfried Nachtwei (DE) stated that it is hard to assess the security situation in Afghanistan and suggested a new criterion that he termed “regional accessibility”. He furthermore noted that the caveats are often only geographical limits and nothing more.  Air Marshal Moran responded that there are already many effective measures that are used. He also said that he thought the “incidents” measure that he had mentioned in his presentation was a good one. He added, however, that the military always tries to come up with ever more accurate measures of security. 

49.
Esko-Juhani Tennila (FI) sought information on the balance of funding that went to military purposes and that which is spent on helping the Afghan people.  He also was concerned about the amount of funding spent on foreign contractors rather than directly for Afghans. Rasa Jukneviciene (LT) asked what NATO was doing to limit or eliminate civilian casualties resulting from NATO operations.   

50.
On casualties, Air Marshal Moran replied that ISAF takes the utmost care to reduce such casualties, and that commanders have issued specific directives to avoid civilian casualties as much as possible. However, he added that the Taliban frequently use civilians as human shields.  Regarding reconstruction funding, he called for NATO to provide ground forces with funding similar to the U.S. Commanders’ Emergency Response Program (CERP) funds, to perform quick-impact reconstruction and development projects in the wake of a security operation in a given area.   

VII.
PRESENTATION BY DR. FRANZ JOSEPH JUNG, MINISTER OF DEFENSE OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, ON TRANSATLANTIC AND NATO-EU RELATIONS. 

51.
Franz Joseph Jung affirmed the importance of Assembly and the way it connects the Alliance with national parliaments and public opinion. The Defence Minister proceeded to outline new threats and challenges facing NATO. While discussing out of area missions, he pointed out that the Bucharest summit was very important in that it clarified the direction in which ISAF is moving, using a comprehensive approach. Germany sought to increase its effort in that country, including contributing seven German OMLTs in place next year.  In this context Jung also praised the excellent cooperation between the Afghan Army and ISAF, and especially the increasing Afghan leadership of operations.  He also stressed the need to intensify police training in order to move towards self-sufficient Afghan security forces. 

52.
Much progress had been achieved in Afghanistan, according to Dr. Jung, and this fact was not recognized widely enough.  More than 20 million people have been freed from Taliban rule and participate in regular elections under a constitution; incomes have doubled, infrastructure has improved, 5 million refugees have already returned; and an estimated 78% of the people in northern Afghanistan note a positive difference in the security situation, according to a recent poll by the Free University of Berlin. Overall, Dr Jung evaluated progress in Afghanistan as considerable, and reminded the gathering that Germany has 3,500 troops in the country and is performing important tasks in the North.  He suggested that the regional division of labour in Afghanistan was essentially correct and argued against causing instability by changing it unnecessarily. On the whole, ISAF was fulfilling its tasks, as it had agreed in Bucharest, and NATO would succeed in implementing its strategy.  

[image: image5.jpg]



Dr. Franz Joseph JUNG, Minister of Defence of the Federal Republic of Germany (far left), briefs the Committee on Transatlantic and NATO-EU Relations
53.
Regarding NATO-EU relations, Jung reminded the audience of recent statements on a strong European defence policy by the US and French presidents, considering this a positive development.  However, he strongly underlined that such a policy must be advanced in cooperation with NATO, not against it. He stressed that the current political blockage between NATO and the EU involving Cyprus and Turkey must be overcome. 

54.
NATO’s open door policy was reaffirmed at Bucharest, Dr. Jung stated, and he emphasized that a NATO “perspective” must remain in place for Ukraine and Georgia. Unfortunately, conditions did not allow the next step to be taken at Bucharest; this issue will rightly be reviewed by foreign ministers in December 2008. Jung also stressed the importance of developing the Euro-Atlantic perspective for Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia. 
55.
The protection of all of Europe from the missile threat involving a coherent joining of the NATO system with the US project would guarantee the principle of indivisibility of security, according to Minister Jung.  A consensus with Russia through the NATO-Russia Council was important, and Russia should be included in the process, as well as in larger security processes; Russia, after all, participates in NATO’s only Article V operation, Operation Active Endeavour. Russia’s participation in this and cooperation in Afghanistan should not be taken for granted, the Minister stated, expressing gratitude for Russia’s assistance.  Russian cooperation was critical as well with other security issues, such as the Iranian nuclear program.  

56.
Minister Jung concluded by stating that we must continue to develop a common security strategy for NATO that features political dialogue at its heart.  NATO, with other international organizations, makes a decisive contribution to the security of the entire world.  The Assembly’s work on the Strategic Concept and in the larger security dialogue was a positive contribution to the Alliance’s continuing transformation. 

57.
M. Shimkus applauded the Minister’s emphasis on the importance of communication with domestic public opinions on security challenges.  He asserted that not all Allies shared the German government’s views on Ukraine and Georgia’s shortcomings, and inquired about changing German policy regarding the issues of caveats and raising military spending.

58.
The Defence Minister responded that there was agreement among Allies that a NATO membership perspective is in place for Ukraine and Georgia; member states disagree only on their level of readiness. Regarding caveats, Jung pointed to the restrictions inherent in the parliamentary mandate for Germany’s deployed forces, suggesting that it imposes strict constraints on the number of troops that can be deployed abroad and their use.  

59.
M. Cuadrado commented that in calling for greater European capabilities for defence, we sometimes forget that Europe is actively engaged in a number of crisis areas, including the mission in Chad and the forces it deploys under the UN banner. 

60.
Minister Jung pointed to the EU mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina which has been successful, as well as the successful mission to the Congo recently.  He suggested that EU planning needed to become more effective.  Dr. Jung suggested that the fact that the EU Battle Groups were land forces could limit the EU, and called for air and maritime forces as well. He expressed hope for progress on these issues given the next EU presidency’s focus on advancing European defence capabilities and cooperation between NATO and the EU. 

61.
M. MacShane asked if Minister Jung also believed that Russia’s cooperation on Kosovo was critical in the Western Balkans region.  He also asked whether one ally should have veto power on enlargement decisions. 

62.
The Minister underlined the absolute necessity of NATO’s initial intervention in the Balkans, and praised the work that went into the Ahtisaari plan.  He called on Russia to change its position, and hoped the results of recent elections in Serbia would be helpful.  He was concerned about the delay in the deployment of EULEX and the danger that UNMIK would withdraw prematurely, leaving a security gap that could only be filled by KFOR, which was not equipped or mandated for such a mission.  He regretted the recent decision not to offer membership to the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia* and hoped for rapid resolution of the name issue. 

63.
M. Cosic considered that the NATO force structure lacked powerful “soft tools” and means that could win hearts and minds in places like Afghanistan.  Hard tools achieved military effects but could cause negative political responses.

64.
Minister Jung asserted that NATO will succeed only when it adopts a comprehensive approach – the ability and willingness to use both soft and hard tools. He agreed fully with Mr. Cosic that the “networked security” approach helps win hearts and minds in Afghanistan. 

65.
Karl von Wogau (European Parliament) expressed his hope that under the upcoming French presidency of the EU, EU-NATO cooperation will be advanced. However, he was also concerned that the vital exchange of information between NATO and the EU was insufficient. 

66.
Minister Jung called for including all those partners who are involved directly in operations, for instance the Afghan government. Such exchanges would be most productive if the relevant institutions were included. 

67.
M. Ozerov expressed his gratitude to hear from the minister that Russia was crucial to a number of areas for NATO. He disagreed with his call to change positions on Kosovo, considering that if Russia recognized the split it would set a precedent for Abkhazia and South Ossetia.  Secondly, he stated that within the Russia-NATO Council there was a defence ministers’ council. He inquired about the effectiveness of this mechanism, as well as about the agenda of the next defence ministerial.   

* Turkey recognises Macedonia under its constitutional name

68.
Minister Jung considered the Kosovo situation as not comparable with Abkhazia and South Ossetia. He asserted that the NATO-Russia Council was an important venue for dialogue, and called for increasing dialogue, especially on the issue of disarmament.  

69.
M. Shkil commented that Ukraine is complying with its Intensified Dialogue requirements with NATO.  He hoped for a positive decision on MAP in December. He believed that Russia had spared no effort to block Ukraine’s joining MAP, and had not been very effective.  

70.
In response, Minister Jung underlined the need to seek understanding with interested parties in a spirit of partnership, without accepting third countries’ interference. 

71.
Sardar Muhammad Latif Khosa (PK) raised the sacrifices made by Pakistan since the beginning of the war in Afghanistan, stating that Pakistan has suffered more than any other country, particularly with the assassination of Benazir Bhutto. He advocated a joint military-political solution to bring stability to Afghanistan, and coordinated action by the major international actors.  

72.
Dr. Jung underlined the importance of both Pakistan and Afghanistan working together to police their common border – a step that was in the interest of both sides. 

___________

* Turkey recognises Macedonia under its constitutional name





