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I. 
Opening remarks by the Chairperson Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (United Kingdom) 

1.
In her opening remarks, Chairperson Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (UK) thanked Luxembourg for hosting the 2013 Spring Session. 

II. 
Adoption of the draft Agenda [072 STC 13 E rev. 1]

2.
The draft Agenda [072 STC 13 E rev. 1] was adopted without changes. 

III. 
Adoption of the Summary of the Meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in Prague, Czech Republic, on Sunday 11 November 2012 [227 STC 12 E]

3. 
The summary of the Meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in Prague on 11 November 2012 [227 STC 12 E] was adopted without comments
IV.
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]
4. 
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale called for consideration of the Comments of the Secretary General of NATO on the policy recommendations adopted by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly in 2012. The members of the Science and Technology Committee had no comments.
V. 
Presentation by Dr Pierre Decker, Head of the Research Department, Ministry of Higher Education, Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, on The Space Policy of Luxembourg

5.
Dr Pierre Decker began his presentation with a summary of the key features of the Luxembourg economy, also describing various efforts to promote economic diversification that had been undertaken since the 1980s. In outlining these diversification efforts, Dr Decker placed special emphasis on investment in space-related research and development (R&D). In this respect, he highlighted the creation of the Société Européenne des Satellites (SES), which had become the second biggest satellite operator in the world, being the operator of 52 geostationary satellites. 

6.
Stressing that international co-operation was a political imperative for a small country like Luxembourg, Dr Decker outlined Luxembourg’s active participation in the European Space Agency (ESA), which it had joined in 2005. Specifically, he mentioned a range of ESA projects Luxembourg participated in. However, he also stressed that his country was engaged in various national space-related initiatives, such as space R&D and training and education programmes. Dr Decker highlighted that Luxembourg was the second biggest contributor to ESA activities in terms of GDP and that the main thrust of Luxembourg’s contributions to ESA activities were to be found in the domain of telecommunications (74% of all contributions). 

7.
Dr Decker also outlined some of the achievements of Luxembourg’s national space research programme. Thus, he introduced the emergency.lu project, which contributed to global rapid response capacities and preparedness for humanitarian emergencies by providing a communication capacity to regions affected by large-scale disaster. Dr Decker also described a project on the construction and launch of microsatellites, which facilitated the global detection and monitoring of more than 35,000 ships on the world’s oceans every day. Last but not least, Dr Decker described the founding of an Interdisciplinary Centre for Security, Reliability and Trust, which was designed to provide innovative research in the domain of space R&D.

8.
In conclusion, Dr Decker stressed that according to a 2012 assessment, Luxembourg’s space programme had performed well in terms of the objectives defined in the national space plan. He also emphasised that the most visible achievements had been made with regard to the valorisation of existing capabilities in satellite communications and the strengthening of the competitiveness of Luxembourg firms in the European space sector market. Accordingly, Dr Decker argued that the Luxembourg space R&D programme had had a positive impact on the economy and that it contributed to the development of skills in Luxembourg.

9.
During the discussion period, some members inquired about Luxembourg’s co-operation with its neighbours on space-based emergency management, whether Dr Decker was sceptical of collaboration on space R&D and how Luxembourg’s space R&D budget was allocated to specific space R&D programmes. Dr Decker explained that the space R&D budget was primarily allocated on a tender basis through the ESA and reiterated that for a small country like Luxembourg international cooperation on space R&D was of vital importance. The speaker also stressed that it was the aim of the Luxembourg government to meet the European target on research spending and that he expected to see average spending grow to between 2.3% and 2.6 % by 2020. 

VI. 
Presentation by Dr William C. Potter, Director, James Martin Center for Non‑proliferation Studies and Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Non‑proliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, United States, on Latest Steps in the US-Russia Missile Defence Dance
10. 
Dr Potter began by explaining that there is often an unfounded tendency to assume the only power interested in missile defence is the United States and that the only power opposed is Russia.  His speech focused on the cancelling of Phase 4 of the US Missile Defence project in Europe, the rationale for the change in US policy and the power of domestic and bureaucratic politics behind missile defence decision making.  The cancellation of Phase 4 led to the replacement of longer range missiles with shorter range missiles and has been warmly accepted by Russia, who view missile defence as a way to emasculate Russia’s nuclear deterrent.  Dr Potter reiterated that despite the cancellation there remained significant tension between the United States, who supported co‑operation on missile defence, while Russia supported missile defence restraint.  

11.
The speaker then moved from missile defence to discuss strategic arms in non‑nuclear configurations and stressed that Russia was very concerned about this issue, namely that US advanced conventional arms now have the capability to serve as non‑nuclear strategic weapons. Russia perceived this trend as a threatening strategy by the United States aiming to achieve global full-spectrum dominance.  Dr Potter suggested that both sides needed to understand the other’s perspective and stressed that more could be done to institutionalise military consultation.  For example, the five members of the UN Security Council could meet regularly to discuss missile defence and nuclear non-proliferation.  Two proposals that had the potential of bringing the United States and Russia together were a ban on nuclear tipped interceptors and an agreement on early warning systems.
12.  
Dr Potter concluded by saying that Russian President Vladimir Putin and other decision makers in the country viewed the nuclear deterrent as the be-all and end-all.  They viewed any nuclear reduction controls as a trick for Russia to lose its deterrent as the United States advanced in conventional weapons.  In this light, the speaker predicted that talks would stall for the foreseeable future.  Moscow would also not accept a radical approach regarding all nuclear stockpiles if such an approach was proposed by President Obama.  Conversely, the United States would not agree to include advanced conventional weapons in future negotiations.  Dr Potter concluded by stating that the unpredictability of the international strategic environment would add to entrenchment on both sides. 
13. 
  The discussion focused on several points including the efficiency and cost of missile defence, the possibility of legal guarantees regarding missile defence and nuclear proliferation in the current international environment. Regarding the efficiency and cost of Phase 4 of the US Missile Defence project for Europe, Dr Potter explained that most experts agreed that it was not technically effective.  Dr Potter also explained that legally binding guarantees on missile defence would do little to satisfy either side. In terms of nuclear proliferation, a general perception was that North Korea and Iran had completely changed the discussion of nuclear arms talks.  Dr Potter also explained that non-state actors were also a growing threat in terms of terrorism by weapons of mass destruction. He concluded that NATO members needed to work with Russia to enforce greater predictability and transparency through education and military to military exchanges.  
VII.

Presentation by Dr Stephen Ashley, Research Associate, Department of Engineering, University of Cambridge, United Kingdom on The Future of Thorium-Fuelled Nuclear Reactors with 
14.
Dr Stephen Ashley presented an overview of how thorium could be used in both current nuclear energy systems and the issues surrounding its potential for proliferation in the future.  He began by stating that there were 435 electricity generating nuclear reactors operating in the world, generating 13.5% of the global electricity supply, and most of them fuelled with low-enriched uranium.  Dr Ashley then described the difference between open and closed fuel cycles, their enrichment processes and whether thorium could revolutionise either process.  

15.
Dr Ashley concluded that, although thorium was considered as a future nuclear fuel, the potential for thorium to be deployed in existing nuclear energy systems, in open nuclear fuel cycles, was limited. Although thorium could enhance the proliferation resistance of the nuclear fuel cycle; in certain nuclear fuel cycles, the proliferation resistance could be seriously compromised. He argued that significant care should be taken in developing specific technologies required to reprocess spent thorium-based fuel to ensure that they cannot be considered dual use technologies. 

16.
The discussion centred on the costs and benefits of pursuing additional thorium research and comparing closed thorium systems with closed uranium systems.  Dr Ashley explained that research into thorium was being pursued by the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) and other international agencies.  Additionally, India, Australia, Malaysia and China were all investing in research.  He added that while thorium was touted as a greener nuclear fuel, nuclear had already become much cleaner over time.  

VIII. 

Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Energy and 
Environmental Security on New Energy Ideas for NATO Militaries: Building 
Accountability, Reducing Demand, Securing Supply [074 STCEES 13 E rev. 1] by  Osman Bak (Turkey), Rapporteur

17.
In the presentation of his draft report, Osman Bak (TR) stressed that over the last 60 years, the energy consumption of militaries had reached unprecedented heights. He also underlined that it had become increasingly obvious that energy was no longer an inconsequential expense and that the draft report therefore cast light on the financial, environmental and security risks of inefficient and ineffective energy use by NATO militaries. 
18.
Mr Bak told the Committee that the draft report discussed new ideas and approaches that had emerged across the Alliance to increase the energy efficiency and effectiveness of militaries. Specifically, he mentioned that the draft report outlined the activities the United States, the United Kingdom, Turkey, and NATO’s most important non-state partner, the European Union, and how each approaches energy accountability to reduce energy demand, and to secure military energy supplies. Mr Bak explained that the draft report also examined NATO’s growing role in strengthening the energy efficiency of Allied militaries. He argued that there was a compelling logic to invest in increasing NATO militaries’ energy efficiency and effectiveness, as few established interests played a role in the implementation of new energy technologies and approaches in military settings. Mr Bak concluded that NATO could provide significant added value in encouraging nations to agree on standards, education and training, and in developing integrated technologies in the area of military energy efficiency and interoperability.

19.
The topics raised during discussion included the need for NATO to play a greater role in promoting a co-ordinated effort to curb energy consumption and secure supplies.  The NATO Energy Security Centre of Excellence located in Vilnius, Lithuania was mentioned as an institution that would be able to further contribute to NATO energy efficiency efforts.  
IX.
Consideration of the draft General Report on Improving the Survivability of NATO Ground Forces [073 STC 13 E] by Stephen Gilbert (United Kingdom), General Rapporteur, presented by Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (United Kingdom)
20.
In her presentation of the draft Report, Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (UK), who replaced Stephen Gilbert (UK), unable to be present at the Spring Session, highlighted that every soldier wounded or killed was a personal and political tragedy and that it was therefore paramount to ensure that NATO ground forces had the best chance of survival when deployed in military operations. Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale was keen to stress that, compared to previous conflicts, the NATO-led Afghanistan mission and the multi-national Iraq campaign had seen significant improvement in soldier survivability. However, she also warned that as the operational tempo in Afghanistan was slowing down and as Allies’ defence budgets were further decreasing, sustaining excellence in soldier survivability would become a growing challenge. 
21.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale told the Committee that with the aim of contributing to preserving lessons learnt and best practices the draft report took stock of the most important advances that had been made over the last decade with regard to increasing NATO ground forces’ survivability. She explained that to this end the draft report reviewed technical improvements in the field of vehicle and body armour and the latest developments in combat casualty care. 
22.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale highlighted that the developments in combat casualty care that had been achieved in Afghanistan and Iraq were nothing short of a revolution in military medical affairs. Accordingly, she called on NATO member states to undertake the necessary efforts to maintain skills, to codify concepts and doctrines, to diffuse lessons learnt and best practices, and to prioritise further development in armour and combat casualty care.
23.
The discussion period focused on the need for NATO to codify an evacuation procedure to save more lives, counter improvised explosive device (IED) attacks to a greater extent and the need for an emphasis on training to be added to the draft Report.  The need for NATO to collaborate more concerning armoured vehicles was also discussed.  Furthermore, it was stressed that more efforts should be undertaken to develop body armour that better fits female soldiers, as the number of female soldiers in Allied states was set to rise.

X. 
Consideration of the draft Special Report on The Future of Combat Aircraft: 
Towards a 6th Generation [075 STC 13 E] by Pierre Claude Nolin (Canada), Special Rapporteur, presented by Andrius Mazuronis (Lithuania)

24.
Andrius Mazuronis (LT), who replaced Pierre Claude Nolin (CA) who could not be present in Luxembourg, spoke on the future of Combat Aircraft and the possibility of a sixth‑generation fighter plane.  He stressed that technologies were proliferating that could one day undermine NATO’s edge in combat aircraft.  In his view, sufficient resources needed to be invested in aerospace research and development in a way that allowed the Alliance to keep open the option of developing a new fighter jet.  Mr Mazuronis acknowledged that the US military and aerospace industry had already initiated early steps towards a next-generation design.  NATO’s current arsenal of fighter jets would approach the end of their lifespans in the 2030s, and because aircraft research, development and production processes took between 20 and 30 years, planning needed to begin soon.  

25.
Mr Mazuronis further described advances in anti-access and area-denial capabilities by states that might seek to deny the advantages NATO held in air power.  These types of integrated systems could pose significant threats. Mr Mazuronis then highlighted the emerging trends in stealth technology.  He described stealth technology, engine design, software and new weapons systems as being integral to the development of a sixth‑generation fighter jet. He concluded by stating that the Alliance needed to strike a careful balance between preparing for future challenges that seemed likely and preparing for worst-case scenarios.  The long reach of airpower would likely become even more pivotal in the future. He ended his speech by hinting that a time might come when sixth‑generation fighter jets would be sorely needed.  
26.
The discussion of a sixth-generation fighter jet centred on whether the development of such aircraft focused too much on integrating stealth technology and whether this came at the expenses of speed. Another issue of concern was the development and spread of highly sophisticated air defence systems.  The need for NATO nations to spend more resources to begin developing next generation aircraft was also discussed.

XI. 
Activities in 2013
27.
David Scott (US) briefed the Committee members on a visit of the Sub‑Committee for Energy and Environmental Security to the United States that would take place in the summer. He also briefed the Committee members on a visit of the Committee to Israel and the Palestinian territories that would take place later during the year.

XII.
Any other business
28.
There was no other business to discuss.
XIII.
Date and place of the next meeting

29.
David Scott informed the delegates that the next Committee meeting would take place at the Annual Session in Dubrovnik, Croatia, on 13 October 2013.

XIV.
Closing remarks

30.
David Scott thanked a number of people who helped the Committee at the Spring Session and closed the Committee meeting.
* 	Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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