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1. 
The Chairman, Senator Joseph A. Day (Canada), opened the meeting.

2.
The draft Agenda [077 DSC 11 E rev. 1] was adopted without comment.

3.
The Summary of the Meeting of the Defence and Security Committee held in Warsaw, Poland, on 13 and 14 November 2010 [283 DSC 10 E] was adopted without comment.

4.
The Comments of the Secretary General of NATO, Chairman of the North Atlantic Council, on the Policy Recommendations adopted in 2010 by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly [026 SESP 11 E] were welcomed by Chairman Day who expressed his gratitude to the Secretary General for continuing to respond in writing to the Parliamentary Assembly’s Policy Recommendations every year.

I.
Briefing by Anyu Angelov, Minister of Defence, Bulgaria, on Bulgaria’s Overall Vision for NATO

5.
Mr Angelov gave an overview of the political decisions taken to ensure reform in Bulgaria’s defence sector. This included the recent adoption by the Bulgarian Parliament of the 2010 White Paper on Defence and the Armed Forces and the 2011 National Security Strategy of the Republic of Bulgaria. These two documents opened the way for large scale transformation of the Bulgarian Armed Forces which has begun in earnest. Mr. Angelov highlighted parliamentary oversight of the continuing reform which has been enshrined in various amendments to the Law on Defence and the Armed Forces.

6. 
Mr Angelov emphasized Bulgaria’s commitment to Article 5, which he stated was “the core of our (Bulgarian) defence policy.” He re-iterated Bulgaria’s willingness to build capacity and invoke Article 5 if necessary.

7. 
Elaborating on capacity building, Mr Angelov outlined how Bulgaria is committed to the policy of Smart Defence as laid out in NATO’s new Strategic Concept. Bulgaria considers NATO a successful system for the identification of, and recommendations on, pooling opportunities. Mr Angelov also stated that in the current economic climate the need for closer NATO-EU co‑operation was an imperative.

8.
Regional co-operation was then discussed in some depth by Mr. Angelov. He outlined existing security co-operation between Bulgaria and Greece and Romania, and the successful development of the South East Europe Defence Ministerial Process (SEDM), and the continued development of the Multi-National Peace Force South Eastern Europe (SEEBRIG), both under Bulgarian stewardship. Furthermore, Mr. Angelov highlighted emerging co-operative security mechanisms in the Black Sea region, including BLACKSEAFOR, and BLACK SEA HARMONY, a joint Bulgarian – Turkish naval endeavour.

9.
On the issue of missile defence, Mr Angelov stressed the need for continuing consultation with Russia whilst outlining Bulgaria’s strong support for the development of NATO anti-missile defence. He also re-iterated Bulgaria’s commitment to active partnering with other institutions such as the UN and the EU, and also between individual states. He stated that in Bulgaria’s perspective, the door to NATO enlargement remains open.

10. 
Before opening the floor for questions, Mr Angelov outlined Bulgaria’s continued contribution to NATO’s ISAF, Ocean Shield and Unified Protector missions and called on member states to continue their reform of NATO agencies and command structures.

11.
Members from several NATO countries took the floor to discuss Mr Angelov’s presentation. In particular, members asked about critical energy infrastructure in the Black Sea Region, Article 5 responses, Bulgaria’s contribution to operations in Libya, and EU - NATO relations.  Of most prominence during the discussion was the issue of missile defence, including questions on Bulgaria’s commitment to two separate systems and on practical points for co-operation with Russia. Responding to these questions, Mr Angelov said Bulgaria was committed to two ‘separate but linked’ missile defence systems. He articulated that co-operation with Russia on this issue should be in areas with shared expertise and mutual interest.

II.
Briefing by General Simeon Simeonov, Chief of Defence, Bulgaria, on Bulgarian Defence Reforms 
12. 
General Simeonov outlined the actions taken by the Bulgarian Armed Forces towards defence reform once directed to do so by their parliament.  General Simeonov made available a comprehensive outline of the wider conceptual, doctrinal and structural reforms currently being undertaken in the Bulgarian Armed Forces, including within the Ministry of Defence and the Armed Forces. Of note, the Bulgarian military is set to shrink by 7,000 personnel from its current strength of 44,000.

III. 
Briefing by John Koenig, Political Advisor to the Commander, Allied Joint Force Command, Naples, on Operation Unified Protector
13.
Mr Koenig began his presentation by outlining the threat that had faced Libyan civilians as Colonel Gaddafi’s forces advanced on Benghazi before NATO intervened. NATO had decided to act quickly and decisively following UN Security Council Resolutions 1970 and 1973, Koenig stated. NATO launched Operation Unified Protector to enforce elements of both resolutions: the arms embargo; the No-Fly zone; and the protection of civilians. The initial US operation, Odyssey Dawn handed over to the NATO command of Lt. Gen Charles Bouchard of Canada after 12 days. These initial operations blocked Gaddafi’s armour and mechanised units from reaching Bengahzi and saved “tens of thousands of innocent lives.”

14.

Mr Koenig then discussed the nature of Unified Protector: 8,000 air sorties, including more than 3,000 strike sorties to date. Everyday NATO conducts about 150 sorties, of which 50 are strikes. This has disrupted Gaddafi’s ability to threaten civilians whilst not disrupting aid deliveries. Mr Koenig was at pains to point out that to date NATO did not have a single confirmed report of civilian casualties caused by its actions.

15. 
The speaker then clearly articulated the conditions for a cessation of military operations, as determined by the Foreign Ministers of NATO nations and partners in Berlin on 14 April 2011. As such NATO would continue its tempo of operations until:  “all attacks and threats of attack against civilians and civilian populated areas have ended,” “the Regime has verifiably withdrawn to bases all military forces… throughout all of Libya” and “the Regime must permit immediate, full, safe and unhindered humanitarian access to all the people in Libya in need of assistance.” Mr Koenig argued the Gaddafi regime has not complied with any of these criteria.

16. 
Mr Koenig closed his presentation by highlighting the important role of NATO partners in operations in Libya. Of particular mention were Sweden, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates and Jordan. NATO has also consulted with the UN, the EU, the Arab League, the African Union and other regional organisations to ensure its engagement in Libya is as effective as possible, including the use of sanctions and the freezing of financial assets. NATO also continues to work with NGO’s to make sure humanitarian aid can access Libya. Finally, Mr Koenig said that the men and women involved in the operation were making NATO member nations and partners proud.

17.
Asked about the operation’s implications for Syria, the effect of caveats on the operation and its duration, Mr Koenig answered unambiguously that there no military action in Syria was foreseen or planned, and at best intervention in Libya sent a political message to the Syrian regime.  Koenig confirmed that national limitations on the activities of deployed forces, or caveats, were indeed a serious concern due to the tempo of Libyan operations, and on the length of NATO’s engagement he said this depended on finding a political solution.  Additional questions raised included whether the Alliance was seeking legal advice as to what weapons systems it could employ under Resolution 1973, and concerns about Libya turning into another Afghanistan. Mr Koenig stated that the use of attack helicopters in Libya was allowed under the resolution, and that he had every reason to believe the Libyan opposition was credible and moving toward democracy.

18. 
Answering queries about a post-conflict Libya and whether the Gaddafi regime would have a role to play, Mr Koenig suggested that Gaddafi had lost all legitimacy by attacking his own people. 

IV.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Defence and Security Co-operation, NATO Operations under a New Strategic Concept and the EU as an Operational Partner [080 DSCTC 11 E] by Nicole Ameline (France), Rapporteur
19.
Nicole Ameline presented her report to the Committee.  Firstly, Mrs Ameline gave an overview of NATO current operations.  She highlighted that NATO’s past and ongoing operations cover the full spectrum of crisis management and they span vast and diverse geographical areas. The operations in Afghanistan, the Balkans and in countering piracy were then discussed in the context of the Strategic Concept.
20.
In Afghanistan, NATO’s operation was notable due to the transformative effect it has had on how the Allies have come to view the operational roles and capabilities NATO has to fill. These include: the organizational structure of NATO’s engagement; the emphasis on non-military elements, to include reconstruction and development; the importance of the training of local security forces as a prerequisite for disengagement; and the need for co-ordination with partner organisations.
21.
In the Balkans, whilst Mrs Ameline outlined some of NATO’s successes in its first ever operation outside of its own borders (SFOR), she was also careful to point out that a final political settlement remains elusive in Bosnia today. She also highlighted how this mission had helped NATO develop a longer term vision of post-conflict involvement and had enabled closer co-operation between the EU and NATO on many issues. She outlined the KFOR ‘success story’ and highlighted that the success of the operation had been ensured by several factors, including a very clear mandate; robust rules of engagement; adequate resources to fulfil the mandate; and a perceived impartiality and neutrality.

22. 
Mrs Ameline outlined NATO operations to counter piracy off the Horn of Africa, and the scope of the piracy problem there. Operation Ocean Shield has provided NATO with valuable lessons in multi-national naval operations, in particular with the EU’s Atalanta operation. Mrs Ameline welcomed the EU’s efforts and pointed out that in this area of operation perhaps the EU was the best placed institution to deal with piracy due to its greater toolbox available to deal with the sources of piracy. As long as NATO enjoys tactical success against pirates but failed to address the underlying economic causes, the problem would continue, suggested Mrs Ameline. 

23.
After describing NATO’s commitments in the Mediterranean and in Iraq, Mrs Ameline discussed the need for NATO to have an operational toolbox that fully complemented the Strategic Concept for the latter to succeed.  These were: the ability to deploy and sustain robust military forces in the field; a comprehensive political, civilian and military approach; a “modest civilian crisis management capability to interface more effectively with civilian partners”; a corps of trained, deployable civilian experts; the capability to contribute to stabilization and reconstruction; a capability to train local forces; broadened political consultations among Allies and with partners and tools for conflict prevention, including situational awareness. 

24. 
Mrs Ameline then outlined the nature of current EU NATO co-operation and stressed her opinion that there was a growing need for increased co-operation on a number of security issues. She stressed that both institutions have undergone strategic reviews since the Assembly’s last report: the EU with the Lisbon Treaty of 2009, and NATO with its new Strategic Concept of 2010.  The EU’s CSDP does offer some signs of hope for greater co-operation and a strong NATO-EU partnership is particularly important in the areas where the EU is developing significant capability, such as reconstruction, governance and capacity building.  Unfortunately, the EU is still struggling to translate its immense potential into well-coordinated policy.  A strong and capable common foreign and security policy continues to be held back by a lack of political will and a still-developing capacity.

25. 
Finally, Mrs Ameline argued that the Alliance needs an even deeper integration with the broader international community through consultative frameworks and partnerships. However, she emphasised that the main message of this report is that the Strategic Concept can only be useful in the operational context if the NATO Alliance provides the political will and the resources to turn it into operationally usable capabilities.

26.
In the following discussion of the draft report, members raised several points, including the need for sustained attention on the Balkans as well as the Libya operation.  Other areas highlighted were the manner in which progress in Afghanistan could be articulated to NATO domestic populations; the need to eliminate duplicative effort with the EU; and the need for better co-ordination of defence spending decisions across NATO to minimise reductions in capacity. Both Mr Koenig and Mrs Ameline endorsed the need for a clear strategy for NATO that prioritised tasks and areas of interest. Both were worried that NATO may be doing too much at once. 

VI.
Administrative procedures and Committee and Sub-Committee Activities in 2011

27.
Senator Day thanked the delegations of the United States, Belgium, and the Netherlands for hosting Committee events in previous months.  He also asked Sub-Committee Chairmen to outline upcoming activities, including visits to Italy, the UK and China. 

VII.
Consideration of the draft General Report Transition in Afghanistan: Assessing the Security Effort [078 DSC 11 E] presented by Sven Mikser (Estonia), General Rapporteur
28.
Mr. Mikser presented his report on Afghanistan to the members of the Assembly.  Mr Mikser outlined that while there had been considerable progress in Afghanistan over the last year, there was still a long way to go. He emphasised that the NATO effort had finally been resourced properly and was following a coherent counter-insurgent strategy, and that there were interesting and pertinent indicators of how the security situation was progressing in Afghanistan. 

29. 
Mr Mikser discussed the continued progress in the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), highlighting progress toward reaching size targets and in addressing quality and capacity issues. He also described the Afghan Local Police Initiative and the tentative evidence that this project is beginning to have an effect. Other areas of progress included reconciliation and reintegration efforts and, most evidently, the NATO effort to disrupt and destroy the insurgency’s leadership which underpins these efforts. Mr Mikser elaborated on the increased use of special operations forces raids to conduct these and the effect it was having on the insurgency. He also mentioned the counter narcotic effort.

30. 
 Perhaps most encouraging was the progress, outlined in the report, of the large operational gains that have been made in the south and east of Afghanistan since the US surge of troops has been completed. The report outlines that large areas of Helmand and Kandahar provinces have been cleared and held by NATO and ANSF forces, thereby freeing large numbers of the population from insurgent dominance. Security bubbles have been created by the strenuous efforts of troops on the ground. However, the lack of credible, follow-on Afghan governance that Mr Mikser outlined threatens to undermine NATO’s efforts in irreversibly improving the security situation in Afghanistan.

31. 
Added to these reservations were the facts that 2010 was the bloodiest year for both civilians and NATO/ANSF forces in Afghanistan. While the vast majority of civilian casualties had been caused by the insurgents Mr Mikser noted this indicated that the surge had been less decisive than when compared to the Iraqi surge. More would be discernible after the summer fighting season, and this would be incorporated into the final draft of the report. He briefly described his initial assessment of the implications of Osama bin Laden’s death, stating that this also would be addressed in greater detail in the subsequent draft.  

32.
Discussion on Mr. Misker’s draft report centred on the implications of bin Laden’s death, with some members suggesting that the primary reason for NATO involvement in Afghanistan had been eliminated and therefore withdrawal should happen quickly, while others argued that it was now, more than ever, that the Alliance need to stay the course and fulfil its duties in Afghanistan. 

VII.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Future Security and Defence Capabilities, Missile Defence: The Way Ahead for NATO [079 DSCFC 11 E] presented by Raymond Knops (Netherlands), Rapporteur
33. 
Mr Knops began his presentation by highlighting the groundbreaking nature of NATO’s agreement to develop a single missile defence system for Europe.  This is now a core element of NATO’s collective defence tasks. The second important decision taken by NATO was that it was to develop such a missile defence system whilst actively seeking to co-operate on the issue with Russia. 

34.
Mr Knops then went on to examine the reasons for these decisions, the first of which is the real and increasing threat to Europe from ballistic missiles. Knops highlighted that about 30 countries are developing ballistic missiles that could strike NATO territory and the dangers from Iran’s rapidly developing missile technology. The second premise that led to this decision was that the Alliance had already agreed that the issue of missile proliferation was a problem and had already been working on a system to allow nations to pool their capabilities in a co-ordinated way against short range missiles. Finally, Mr Knops pointed out that the premise of the Lisbon decisions was the evolution of U.S. missile defence plans, and the Obama Administration’s offer to make technology available to Europe offered a low-cost option for Europe, while European nations will be able to contribute in their own significant ways, such as making launch sites available for interceptors.

35. 
Mr Knops then discussed what the system will look like, mentioning that current plans have the U.S. deploying sensors and interceptors in four phases as the anticipated missile threat evolves and as new technologies become available. He then moved on to talk about some of the continuing uncertainties associated with implementation of these plans. The first of these was the cost of the overall NATO system. Here, Mr Knops pointed out that the 200 million euro cost of setting up the command and control system represents good value for money and allows Europe to take advantage of the considerable US investments in missile defence of $10 billion annually. However he also stated that there we should be aware of possible hidden costs, such as those of building and maintaining the interceptors and radars that actually make it work, which could balloon over time. The role of parliamentarians must therefore be to provide strong oversight, and make sure all monies spent are well spent.

36. 
 A second uncertainty exists over the technical feasibility of missile defence in general. Mr Knops stated that since the 1980’s missile defence has come a long way, but still conceded that it was very hard to hit a “bullet with a bullet”. Moreover, Knops said there were also potential challenges with the eventual command and control of a NATO missile defence system, as well its impact on NATO’s defence posture. 

37.
Another central element that Mr Knops outlined of his report was the NATO-Russia Council’s commitment to explore opportunities for missile defence co-operation. Mr. Knops argued there was no question that effective co-operation with Russia could enhance the overall effectiveness and efficiency of territorial missile defences. It could also provide Russia with greater security too, he argued. However, intensive bilateral discussions on modalities for collaboration had failed to reach a breakthrough. Knops then went on to discuss how Russia sees the separate systems approach as a threat to its own capabilities that could impact on its own nuclear deterrent. There have been obvious disagreements, but Mr. Knops remained hopeful that should co-operation prove successful, it could lead to deeper joint commitments to peace and security, including reductions on Cold War legacy nuclear arsenals. This would represent a major step towards the eventual goal of a “global zero”.

38.
Mr Knops also thanked Mr Turner (U.S.) for his letter to the Assembly and for his very useful contribution to the missile defence debate. He concurred with Mr Turner that the Assembly should follow closely the proceedings of the NATO Defence and Deterrence Posture Review and said that he would take into account the issues raised in Mr Turner’s letter in his updated report.

IX.
Briefing by Dr William Potter, Director of the James Martin Center for Non-proliferation Studies and Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Non-proliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS), on Next steps in US-Russia Arms Control
39.
Dr Potter outlined key aspects of the future U.S.-Russian nuclear relations. These aspects included the issues of: the rhetoric and reality of non-strategic nuclear weapons; the potential for new, meaningful, confidence building measures; the continuing divergence of nuclear threat perceptions within and between NATO and non-NATO members; and the impact of NATO’s evolving nuclear prospects for further U.S. and Russian nuclear reductions.

40. 
Dr Potter at first explored the historical context of U.S.-Russian nuclear relations. In particular he pointed out that there has been remarkable progress since the late 1970’s on many issues, including the sharing of sensitive intelligence to prevent third parties acquiring nuclear weapons and agreement on many issues at various NPT, Zangger Committee and Nuclear Suppliers Group meetings. A second noteworthy area of co-operation was on the extraordinary level of intrusive verification that was inherent in such control agreements as the START1 Treaty.  Dr Potter briefly surmised the obstacles facing the U.S. and Russia in his brief as: asymmetries in U.S. and Russian force postures and doctrines, the preponderance of worst case thinking, the difficulty of devising adequate verification measures and the “ugly” face of domestic and bureaucratic politics. However, Dr Potter stated that these obstacles were overcome by the fact that both actors understood how dangerous a threat nuclear proliferation was. Common interest was key in enabling nuclear co-operation.

41.
Dr Potter stated that today, although there are discernible differences in emphasis, US and Russian threat perceptions still largely coincide regarding the danger of nuclear terrorism and the overall risk of nuclear proliferation. While there are differences on the threat posed by Iran and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, he thought that mid-to-long term assessments of Chinese threats are probably convergent. However, where there is great divergence of threat perceptions is in the area of each others nuclear arsenals and strategic postures. Dr. Potter said he believed the U.S., under the Obama Administration, was consistent in reducing the threat its weapons posed to Russia and in articulating the need for a world free of nuclear weapons. 

42. 
However, Dr Potter conceded that the world looked rather different from Moscow. Form its vantage point the U.S. continues to pursue policies that will put in place the defence capacity to degrade Russia’s nuclear retaliatory capability over time. It does not understand the American fixation with Iran whilst it largely has accepted the DPRK threat. For most Russian analysts, nuclear weapons are here to stay and are a key element of Russian security, not least in light of growing Chinese military prowess. Nevertheless, as Dr Potter pointed out, in some respects differences are as great within NATO as they are between Russia and the U.S. Many of these centre on the differing perceptions in European NATO nations of Iranian and Russian threats. Indeed, Dr Potter argued that most senior U.S. military figures regarded the continued deployment of non-strategic nuclear weapons in Europe as having no strategic value, while newer NATO members would contest this.

43. 
In addressing these questions and their implications for arms control, Dr Potter put forward practical steps for resolving them. The first of these was centred on beginning to explore informally the scope and possible content for next steps. These discussions need to be informed of the congruence and divergence of threat perceptions and may be facilitated by NGO’s and the NATO‑Russia Council. Secondly, Dr Potter suggested that a broad framework for discussing a wider package of agreements on non-deployed nuclear warheads, advanced, long-range conventional arms, missile defence, third-party nuclear forces and non-strategic nuclear weapons (NSNWs). Thirdly, Dr Potter said that confidence building measures need to be increased, especially around the issues of data exchanges, de-alerting, warhead storage security and the reduced operational status of weapons.

44.
Finally, Dr Potter outlined the political nature of the debate in the U.S. about NSNWs and the lack of prospects for future reduction negotiations in the short to medium term. He welcomed the transparency measures suggested by Poland, Norway, Germany and the Netherlands in April 2011, namely exchanges of information on operational status, locations and command arrangements related to NSNW. One suggestion Dr Potter put forward was for a reciprocal programme of visits to demonstrate that sites have been closed. Other approaches centre on geographic restrictions on deployment of NSNWs or the prohibition of entire categories of these weapons. In conclusion, Dr Potter stated that the biggest threat to negotiating on nuclear arms control was the divergence of U.S. and Russian threat perceptions.

X. 
Discussion on Missile Defence

45.
In a lively discussion of both presentations, numerous questions were tabled on issues such as the cost of the missile defence system, technology-sharing between participants in the system, and the issue of command and control.  The view was expressed that the Alliance had taken major strides in arms control in its history.  Others suggested that reductions in nuclear arsenals were still necessary, including on the ‘militarily useless’ NSNW in Europe. Also discussed was the interrelationship between offensive and defensive systems.

XI.
Any other business and date and place of next meeting

46. 
Senator Day thanked all members, rapporteurs and speakers for their contributions and looked forward to seeing members at their next meeting, in Bucharest in October 2011.   The Chairman closed the meeting.

_____________

