120 PC 13 E

PC
120 PC 13 E
Original: English
[image: image1.jpg]



NATO Parliamentary Assembly

SUMMARY
of the meeting of the Political Committee
Conference Room 1, Kirchberg Conference Centre

Luxembourg, Grand Duchy of Luxembourg

Saturday 18 May 2013
www.nato-pa.int
June 2013
ATTENDANCE LIST
Chairperson
Raynell  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc ANDREYCHUK (Canada)
General Rapporteur ad interim 
Ojars Eriks Kalnins (Latvia)
Sub-Committee Rapporteur
Daniel BACQUELAINE (Belgium)
President of the NATO PA
Hugh  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc BAYLEY (United Kingdom)
Secretary General of the NATO PA
David HOBBS 
Member delegations

Albania

Leonard DEMI
Belgium


Daniel BACQUELAINE





Theo FRANCKEN





Jan JAMBON




Gerald KINDERMANS





Martine TAELMAN
Canada

Joseph A. DAY



Cheryl GALLANT




Michel RIVARD
Croatia

Boris BLAZEKOVIC
Czech Republic


Josef NEKL




Antonin SEDA
Denmark

John Dyrby PAULSEN
Estonia

Marko MIHKELSON




Sven MIKSER



Kadri SIMSON
France


Patricia ADAM
Germany


Alexander BONDE




Karl A. LAMERS





Johannes PFLUG





Rainer STINNER
Greece

Kyriakos MITSOTAKIS



Georgios NTAVRIS
Hungary

Mihaly BALLA



Matyas FIRTL
Latvia

Ojars Eriks KALNINS
Lithuania

Rasa JUKNEVICIENE
Luxembourg

Norbert HAUPERT



Lydie POLFER
Netherlands


Angelien EIJSINK





Han TEN BROEKE




Arjan VLIEGENTHART
Norway

Erna SOLBERG




Marit NYBAKK
Poland


Pawel ARNDT




Jan DZIEDZICZAK





Anna FOTYGA





Edmund WITTBRODT

Portugal

Manuel Filipe CORREIA DE JESUS




José LELLO
Romania


Marius BALU




Mircea Dan GEOANA
Slovakia


Juraj DROBA





Anton MARTVON
Slovenia

Matej TONIN



Melita ZUPEVC
Spain



Beatriz RODRIGUEZ-SALMONES




Maria del Carmen SANCHEZ
Turkey

Ali Riza ALABOYUN



Muzaffer BASTOPCU




Metin Lutfi BAYDAR
United Kingdom


Hugh BAYLEY




Menzies CAMPBELL




Baroness RAMSAY OF CARTVALE
United States
Thomas MARINO



David SCOTT



Michael TURNER

Associate delegations

Armenia
Koryun NAHAPETYAN
Austria
Andreas KARLSBÖCK



Stefan PRÄHAUSER
Azerbaijan
Ziyafat ASGAROV


Siyavush NOVRUZOV
Finland
Ilkka KANERVA
Russian Federation
Vladimir KOMOEDOV


Victor A. OZEROV



Vladimir POTSYAPUN



Vyacheslav TETEKIN
Serbia
Dragan SORMAZ
Sweden
Carina HAGG
Switzerland
Peter BIERI


Hans HESS



Alex KUPRECHT
Ukraine
Volodymyr OLIINYK


Oleh OSUKHOVSKYI



Andriy PARUBIY



Yuriy SAMOYLENKO
European Parliament 
Ioan Mircea PASCU



Teresa RIERA MADURELL

Regional Partner and Mediterranean 
Associate Member Delegations
Algeria
Miloud FERDI
Israel

Ronen HOFFMAN


Nachman SHAI
Jordan 
Thalaj THIABAT
Morocco
Hamid KOUSKOUS


Ahmed TOUIZI
Parliamentary Observers
Palestinian Legislative Council
Abdullah ABDULLAH
Tunisia
Mohamed Salah CHAIRAT


Nefissa Wafa MARZOUKI
Parliamentary Guests  
Afghanistan
Khalid A. PASHTOON
Mali

Bourema DICKO



Younoussi TOURE
Speakers 
Jean-Marie HALSDORF


Minister of Defence, Grand Duchy of Luxembourg


Guillaume LASCONJARIAS



Research Advisor, NATO Defence College, Rome


David B.  ROBERTS



Research Fellow and Director, RUSI, Qatar


Michael RUHLE


Head, Energy Security Section, Emerging Security Challenges Division, NATO
International Secretariat 
Steffen  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc SACHS,  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc Director


Rebecca  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc CHANDLER,  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc Co-ordinator


Jan  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc GASPERS,  MACROBUTTON  AcceptAllChangesInDoc Research Assistant


Nathan GRISON, Research Assistant
1. In her opening remarks, Chairperson Raynell Andreychuck (CA) thanked Luxembourg for hosting the 2013 spring session. Thereafter, the draft Agenda [068 PC 13 E] and the Summary of the Meeting of the Political Committee held in Prague on 10 and 11 November 2012 [226 PC 12 E] were adopted. 

2.
The Chairperson then called for a Consideration of the Comments of the Secretary General of NATO, Chairman of the North Atlantic Council, on the Policy Recommendations adopted in 2012 by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly [040 SESP 13 E]. 

I. 
Presentation by Jean-Marie Halsdorf, Minister of Defence, Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, on Luxembourg’s Defence and International Security Policy

3.
Defence Minister Jean-Marie Halsdorf began his presentation with a reaffirmation of the crucial role Parliaments played for civilian oversight of the military. He then continued by elaborating on the broader lines of Luxembourgish defence policy. He emphasised that Luxembourg had always been a keen member of international organisations and a frequent contributor to multilateral military missions ever since a more liberal law on the deployment of Luxembourgish army and police forces abroad had been approved in 1992.

4.
Mr Halsdorf further stated that Luxembourg’s foreign and security policy was based on the “three Ds”, namely defence, diplomacy, and development. Focusing on defence, he stressed that in recent years Luxembourg had aimed at making its defence capabilities more flexible, receiving valuable guidance from NATO. The major reform of the Luxembourgish army in 2007 had made the Luxembourgish troops even more effective contributors to international military missions, the Minister explained. He underlined that Luxembourgish troops were deployed in Afghanistan and Iraq and that his country had also recently contributed troops to the EU mission in Mali. 

5.
Mr Halsdorf stressed that Luxembourg pursued a strategy to produce niche capabilities, which had led to the development of a range of capacities that had been put at the use of NATO, such as intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) systems. Mr Halsdorf stated that Luxembourg had recently started to build an air capability and that the first A400M was expected to be delivered in 2019. He also said that Luxembourg had recently set up partnerships with private industry actors on developing satellite communication systems, which were envisaged to be made available to Benelux partners and also NATO. 

6.
In the final part of his speech, Mr Halsdorf praised the quality of military co-operation between Luxembourg and Belgium and informed members of the Political Committee that in 2012 the Benelux countries had agreed to act regionally on several projects within the Smart Defence framework. Mr Halsdorf further stressed that only multinational co-operation had enabled Luxembourg to take part in the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) and Air Ground Surveillance (AGS) programmes. In closing, Mr Halsdorf reaffirmed that Luxembourg was committed to building strong European defence capabilities, which could also make a useful contribution to NATO’s struggle for continued territorial defence and the defence of the Alliance’s values.

7.
The discussion following the presentation by the Minister focused on regional defence co‑operation, NATO-EU relations, the situation in Syria and NATO’s contribution towards a stable Africa. On regional defence co-operation, Mr Halsdorf noted that this would add to NATO’s Smart Defence initiative and thus ultimately be put at the service of NATO and the EU.  Regional defence co-operation would continue to be one of Luxembourg’s defence priorities.  On possible ways to improve NATO-EU relations, the Minister suggested that NATO’s Smart Defence initiative and the EU’s Pooling and Sharing project should become more complimentary.  Asked about the perspective of Luxembourg as a member of the UN Security Council on the situation in Syria, the speaker said that the situation in Syria was extremely complicated and that the UN had to be firmly involved in resolving the humanitarian challenges. He also pointed out Luxembourg’s support for the deployment of NATO air defence capabilities in Turkey. In reply to another question, Mr Halsdorf stressed that Operation Atalanta off the coast of Somalia, where the EU and NATO worked closely together and even Russia was involved, was a role model for transatlantic co-operation on strengthening African security.

8.
Younoussi Toure (ML) expressed his gratitude for European efforts to promote stability in his country and enquired about the possibility of having more European military training personnel deployed to his country. Mr Halsdorf underlined that stability in Mali was of utmost importance to maintaining stability in Europe and that Luxembourg was looking into dispatching more training personnel to Mali. Mr Halsdorf also stated that a regional solution to the situation in Mali had to be found.

9.
Mrs Andreychuck thanked Mr Halsdorf for addressing the Political Committee and moved on to the next agenda point.

II. 
Presentation by Guillaume Lasconjarias, Research Advisor, NATO Defence College, Rome, on The Implications of the Developments in Mali and the Sahel for NATO
10.
Guillaume Lasconjarias began his presentation by discussing the reasons why NATO and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly cannot neglect the Sahel region: namely, the already existent engagement of major allies in the region; the partnerships built over the years between NATO on one side, and Mauritania and Algeria on the other; and the Alliance’s responsibility in this crisis after the difficult management of the aftermaths of the Libyan conflict. According to Dr Lasconjarias, France has indeed been left alone in this crisis, and the build-up of African forces in the framework of the MINUSMA (United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali) is still being held up.

11.
The speaker went on discussing the roots of the crisis in the Sahel region. He highlighted that those roots are to be found in a combination of territorial claims, new religious influences, economic interests, and the structural weakness of the Malian state.

12.
Dr Lasconjarias then moved on to discuss the current challenges facing the Malian authorities and the international community. He reminded the audience that the current situation was not satisfactory and that it would be a mistake to believe that the military intervention led by France had solved the crisis for good.  Rather, it was likely that the stabilisation of Mali required a long-term effort. The international community would now have to work on re-establishing security in Mali. The speaker also described the logistical and strategic challenges that the European Union Training Mission (EUTM) was already confronting. The second aspect of the reconstruction of Mali would be political reform. The speaker expressed doubts that the upcoming presidential and legislative elections in Mali would lead to a fairer representation of the ethnic groups in the parliament and government. Finally, Dr Lasconjarias emphasised that the Malian crisis is not a local event and that there is a risk of a spill-over of the Malian crisis throughout the region, and in particular to Mauritania, Algeria, Niger, and Libya.  The current situation underlined a number of points: the insufficient level of African standby forces, the need for European states to maintain sufficient resources to intervene, and the impossibility of resolving a political and territorial crisis without really involving the concerned local actors.

13.
Concluding his presentation the speaker made several proposals of how NATO could strengthen its involvement in the region. He noted that NATO’s expertise could usefully be applied in helping train security forces at the executive level, and in ensuring better regional military co‑operation through an increased number of exercises, trainings, and exchanges of information.

14.
In the ensuing discussion, a French parliamentarian stressed that France was not alone in the management of this crisis and called on the Malian authorities to find a way to dialogue, including with the Tuareg. In his replies to representatives from Mali, the speaker said that the authorities in Mali should give a sense of security, as well as incentives, to the Tuareg for them to give up their weapons. Asked whether NATO could act in Mali as a backup for the EUTM mission, the speaker iterated that the Alliance could play a role through providing training to senior officers. Dr Lasconjarias also called for an increase in, and an assessment of, development aid in the region.

15.
The speaker agreed that Operation Serval had proven the need to maintain a credible capacity for intervention, including through the prepositioning of troops. Dr Lasconjarias added that providing capabilities, particularly ISR, drones, and transport, had not received sufficient attention.

16.
Dr Lasconjarias described the role of Algeria in the region as crucial, although it had thus far not been very active, due to internal political reasons, in addressing the crisis. Asked how to address the issue of Libyan weapons disseminated throughout the region, Dr Lasconjarias stated that the equipment seized by France from the jihadists was mainly coming from Malian warehouses rather than from Libya. The Chairperson thanked the speaker for his presentation.   
III. 
Presentation by David B. Roberts, Research Fellow and Director, RUSI, Qatar, on The War in Syria: Implications for Regional Security
17.
Next, the Chairperson introduced David B. Roberts who delivered a presentation on the implications of the war in Syria for regional security. He first outlined the different groups involved in the conflict from within Syria and argued that the opposition movement was not united. 

18.
Mr Roberts then moved on to discuss the role of Lebanon in the Syria conflict, addressing in particular the role of Lebanese combatant groups, such as the Hezbollah and Sunni militias, and the flow of refugees from Syria into Lebanon. He also examined Lebanon’s persistent struggle with a range of domestic problems, including unstable political institutions and the lack of an electoral law that could govern the upcoming elections.

19.
Concerning Iraq, Mr Roberts pointed out that the inflow of Syrian refugees and a possible spill-over of instability were among the main concerns in Baghdad. Specifically, Mr Roberts described Iraqi fears that concurrently and reciprocally feeding civil wars across the Iraqi-Syrian border would emerge. 

20.
Turning to Israel Mr Roberts suggested that the Israeli government had defined four red lines with regard to the Syria conflict: the transfer of advanced weapons to Hezbollah, the transfer of chemical weapons to Hezbollah, a serious threat to the Golan Heights, and Syria becoming a bastion of Al Qaeda or Al Nusra. Mr Roberts expressed his conviction that renewed Israeli attacks on Syria were to become more likely if Russia or Iran continued to supply advanced weapons to the government in Damascus, or the Golan Heights were seriously threatened.

21.
Looking at Iran, Mr Roberts stressed that Teheran still perceived Damascus as a crucial ally, but that it was not of fundamental importance to the Iranian government whether President Assad stayed in power.

22.
Mr Roberts stated that Turkey felt vulnerable, which prompted Ankara to seek military co‑operation with Israel and to make serious efforts to resolve the Kurdish issue. He also emphasised that Turkey was seriously concerned about the thriving of Al Nusra in Syria and bordering regions as well as about the inflow of refugees from Syria.

23.
Mr Roberts stressed that while Jordan was mainly concerned with the inflow of refugees from Syria, it would also be key to the possible creation of a decisive Arab intervention group, as the Gulf States had played virtually no role with regard to the Syria conflict in the preceding period.

Turning eventually towards Russia, Mr Roberts emphasised that Moscow still seemed to be irritated about the Libya intervention and that they wanted President Assad to stay in power. He also argued that changes in the Russian position would only emerge if the situation on the ground changed substantially.

24.
On a more general level, Mr Roberts argued that the number of casualties and internally displaced persons associated with Syria were much worse than was generally reported, prompting him to suggest that “five Srebrenicas” had already taken place. Mr Roberts also emphasised that there could not be any meaningful elections in Syria in 2014.

25.
The questions from Committee members centred around a possible solution of the conflict, the opposition in Syria, the use of chemical weapons and who had carried out the recent attack in Turkey near the Syrian border. Mr Roberts replied that a US-Russia conference on Syria was unlikely to produce any tangible diplomatic solutions, as long as the military balance in Syria did not change in favour of the rebels. He further stated that the Assad regime had consolidated its control over Damascus over the preceding 18 months and that the right time for regime change had been missed. The speaker also emphasised that Israel would continue to intervene in Syria to protect its vital interests. Mr Roberts reaffirmed that he had no faith that the elections that would be held in Syria in 2014 would bring peace or that a federal state solution would put an end to the conflict. He also expressed unease about certain groups within the rebel movement.

26.
A Russian member expressed doubts that a possible intervention in Syria would promote human rights. He also argued that support for the rebel groups in Syria was an expression of Western aggression and that an intervention in Syria would be primarily aimed at squeezing Russia out of the region. He added that there was a consensus in the Russian parliament about the need to help the Assad regime to stay in power. A member from Turkey was wondering whether Syria was a litmus test for the UN Security Council. 

27.
Mr Roberts suggested that the border attacks on Turkey had been carried out by Turks who had support from the Assad regime. As to the possible creation of an Alevite Republic if Syria broke up, the speaker replied that it would not be able to sustain itself economically and would depend on foreign economic support from Russia. Mr Roberts underlined that chemical weapons had been used by the Assad regime on various occasions in the preceding six months to test the international community’s red lines. The Chairperson thanked the speaker for his presentation and moved on to the next agenda point.
IV. 
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Relations on Security in the High North [071 PCTR 13 E] by Jadwiga Zakrzewska (Poland), Rapporteur
28.
The Rapporteur was not present at the Luxembourg session and the draft report was presented by John Dyrby Paulsen (DK), Chairperson of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Relations. Questions and comments by the delegates centred on the recent strategic developments in the Arctic. A member of the Russian delegation informed the Committee that the Arctic Council had recently decided to admit China, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Singapore, Italy and India as observers. He added that the Arctic Council was sufficient to address all relevant issues and that there was no need for NATO engagement in the region.  The speaker disagreed with a parliamentarian who listed only Norway among the Arctic countries interested in a greater involvement of the Alliance in the region.

29.
Another member highlighted that an agreement has still not been reached among the Allies regarding a common position on NATO’s future involvement in the region. She also emphasised the good relationship enjoyed by NATO with the Arctic Council. A parliamentarian suggested that the opportunities for shipping could be emphasised more strongly in the report.
V. 
Consideration of the draft General Report on The Growing Strategic Relevance of Asia – Implications for NATO [069 PC 13 E] by Assen Agov (Bulgaria), General Rapporteur

30.
Due to the inability of the general Rapporteur to attend the Luxembourg session the draft Report was presented by Ojars Kalnins (LV), Vice-Chairperson of the Political Committee.  In the discussion that followed the presentation a member suggested to expand the section on Japan. To a question regarding the risks entailed for Europe in the rebalancing of American foreign policy, the speaker responded that this issue would be analysed and the conclusions inserted in the report which will be presented at the autumn session.
31.
Asked how NATO’s relationship with India and China could be strengthened Mr Kalnins suggested that NATO should investigate whether it needs an institutionalised relationship with China and perhaps consider creating a NATO-China Council in order to foster dialogue. 
32.
A member proposed that the draft report for the upcoming annual session should elaborate on the danger posed by North Korea.  In this context he suggested to include that the North Korean regime threatened a nuclear attack on the United States. Moreover, the report could also mention the importance of missile defence.

33.
A Russian delegate noted that the draft report did not mention co-operation with the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). He insisted that interstate relations should be fostered in Asia to ensure the security of the region. The delegate also maintained that North Korea sold nuclear weapons technology to Syria and Pakistan was just an assumption and should be deleted from the report. He asked why India and Russia are not mentioned in the report.
34.
Mr Kalnins said that the updated report could include a reference to the possible impact of the Eurasian Union in the region, and the capacity of already existing regional organisations to shape the future of Afghanistan. Noting that numerous regional associations had meanwhile been established in Asia the Chairperson suggested to briefly refer to these in the autumn report. 
35.
The Chairperson informed the Committee that Mr Agov had not been re-elected to parliament.  Mr Kalnins was named General Rapporteur-ad-interim and tasked to prepare the updated report for the autumn session.  
VI. 
Presentation by Michael Rühle, Head, Energy Security Section, Emerging Security Challenges Division, NATO, on The Future of the Transatlantic Security Relationship

36.
Michael Rühle began his presentation by arguing that NATO Allies on both sides of the Atlantic struggled with globalisation, the financial crisis, and a shift of power to Asia, which forced them to make changes to the transatlantic security relationship. He said that some pundits would postulate a new “transatlantic bargain” in which the US would pivot to Asia but sustain a substantial military presence in Europe. Moreover, these experts also proposed that European Allies would assume full responsibility for maintaining stability in their periphery, and that transatlantic relations would predominantly be built on economic co-operation. 

37.
However, Mr Rühle argued that it was unlikely that Europe would be able to conduct engagements like the one in Libya in the future, while defence budgets continued to shrink. In this respect, he also stressed that European nations continued to have very different security priorities. The speaker also expressed scepticism regarding the likelihood of greater European efforts in the domain of pooling and sharing.

38.
Mr Rühle expressed the conviction that, despite Washington’s pivot towards Asia, the US would remain the key provider of military reassurance for European NATO members, specifically when a crisis involved Russia. However, he also stressed that the US would only be able find partners in Europe with regard to managing crises outside of Europe. The speaker also argued that in order to legitimise its military engagements the US would firmly hold on to Europe.

39.
In conclusion, Mr Rühle made suggestions of how NATO can support transatlantic partners in adjusting to new realities: to remain outward-looking; to push for more Smart Defence; to retain a strong focus on training and interoperability; to further enhance its partnerships; to explore how to enhance flexibility in its decision-making processes and its implementation of collective decisions; to become the forum for a much broader security approach; and to preserve and expand the group of NATO-friendly US stakeholders.
40.
In the Q&A that followed, one member asked whether NATO needed to do more in terms of addressing discussions within member states on the erosion of sovereignty. Mr Rühle suggested that sovereignty in the domain of defence and security was alive and well and that NATO had never intended to change this. In this respect, he stressed that Smart Defence and Pooling and Sharing efforts did not pose a threat to national sovereignty. 

41.
Another member enquired about the latest developments in NATO’s engagement with the Caucasus. In response, Mr Rühle emphasised the importance and added value of NATO partnerships. Partnerships were also increasingly important for expeditionary missions. He also stated that it would be interesting to see how the level of interoperability that NATO and partners had achieved in the context of the ISAF mission could be maintained after the termination of the mission. In response to a question from another speaker from the Caucasus on energy security, Mr Rühle pointed out that the shale gas “revolution” could affect the US view on the importance of the Caucasus region in ensuring transatlantic energy security.
42.
Asked about his assessment of the main challenges for NATO in the field of energy security, Mr Rühle pointed to the crucial importance of raising awareness about the need of secure energy supplies for successfully carrying out NATO activities. The speaker also stated that NATO teams could look at energy infrastructure vulnerabilities in certain member states. However, he also conceded that NATO Allies still had to agree on the relative importance of energy security. A delegate emphasised that Allies had very different outlooks on the need for NATO to play an active role in ensuring energy security. Mr Rühle stressed that NATO already played a crucial role in ensuring Allies’ energy security because of its ability to protect maritime routes. 

43.
Finally, in reply to a delegate who wondered whether NATO could maintain its nuclear capabilities in the future, Mr Rühle pointed out that NATO’s nuclear sharing arrangements were an early case of Smart Defence and that it was important to maintain a nuclear culture in NATO. The Chairperson thanked Mr Rühle for his thought-provoking presentation.
VII.
 Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships on NATO’s Partnership with Central Asia [070 PCNP 13 E] by Daniel Bacquelaine (Belgium), Rapporteur
44.
In the discussion following Rapporteur Daniel Bacquelaine (BE)’s presentation, a member of the Azerbaijani delegation emphasized the threat that the American and Allied withdrawal from Afghanistan entailed for the countries of the region. He asked whether the Afghan army was ready to take over the responsibility, and whether it could prevent spill over of instability into Central Asia. The Rapporteur answered that the withdrawal of ISAF would necessitate considerable efforts on the part of the Central Asian states themselves because Afghanistan will never find sufficient stability on its own.

45.
An Armenian parliamentarian suggested that Central Asian countries were unlikely to change their way of balancing their influences between the CSTO (Collective Security Treaty Organisation), the SCO and NATO. He asked whether it would be possible to find a way for those organisations to co-operate on issues of common interest.

46.
Another member asked the Rapporteur to elaborate on how the pragmatic approach to the human rights situation in the region mentioned in the report could be achieved. Mr Bacquelaine answered that NATO Allies had not always looked too closely at the state of human rights in the region because they had other interests. In the future, NATO Allies might want to modify their relations towards the countries of the region and that human rights abuses would be addressed more openly.


VIII. 
Closing remarks
47.
Beatriz Rodriguez-Salmonez (ES), Vice-Chairperson of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships, briefed the Committee members on visits to Serbia and Kosovo as well as to China that would take place later during the year.

48.
The Chairperson briefed the Committee members on visits of the NATO Sub-Committee for Transatlantic Relations to the US and Denmark and Greenland that would take place later during the year. Finally, the Chairperson thanked the Luxembourgish delegation for hosting the spring session and announced that the next meeting of the Committee will be at the autumn session in Dubrovnik in October 2013.
v

