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1.
In his opening remarks, the Political Committee Chairman José Lello (PT) thanked Hungary for hosting the 2015 Spring Session. On behalf of the host delegation, Zsolt Nemeth (HU), member of Hungarian delegation to the NATO PA, welcomed the delegates. The draft Agenda [059 PC 15 E] and the Summary of the Meeting of the Political Committee held in The Hague, Netherlands on 22‑23 November 2014 [265 PC 14 E] were adopted. 

2.
The Chairman 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 2014 by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly [033 SESP 15 E]. 

3. 
Mr Lello expressed his appreciation for the comments of the NATO Secretary General on the Policy Recommendations adopted by the NATO PA in 2014.

I. Presentation by István MIKOLA, State Secretary for Security Policy and International Cooperation, Ministry for Foreign affairs and Trade of Hungary on Hungary’s Role in the triangle EU-United States-Russia 

4.
István Mikola began his presentation by emphasising Hungary’s role and commitment to the transatlantic community. He identified the new realities NATO faces, focusing particularly on the security challenges emanating from the East and the South. In the East, Mr Mikola highlighted that the Russia’s actions had contested the post-Cold War order, and continued to do so. In this context he noted Moscow’s provocative actions along NATO’s border and reports of frequent violations of the Minsk 2 ceasefire agreement. The Minister stated that Moscow must revise its behaviour and called for all sides to abide by the conditions of the Minsk 2 agreement. However, while the speaker said he expected that it would take a long time until NATO and Russia can go back to “business as usual” he stressed that the Alliance and Russia should strive for this goal in the long run. A diplomatic solution for the conflict in Ukraine would contribute to achieve this goal. Minister Mikola informed Committee members that Hungary was supporting Ukraine in many ways, including by contributing to developing Kyiv’s cyber capability, providing medical assistance to treat injured Ukrainian soldiers, facilitating energy exports, and encouraging decentralisation and reforms. 

5.
Turning to the challenges NATO is facing on its southern flank, Mr Mikola said that he anticipated instability in the South to increase. Neither the EU nor NATO could address the challenges presented by the new security environment alone. Therefore, both organisations must co-ordinate their activities and use complementary tools. NATO Heads of State and Government will need to send a clear signal that the Alliance is strong and vibrant at the upcoming NATO Summit in Warsaw in 2016. 

6.
Mr Mikola concluded by highlighting that North America and Europe shared common values and that NATO remained crucial for transatlantic security. He added that cooperation among NATO member states relationship should not stop at security but extend to the economic realm and that the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) would deepen the partnership. 

7.
The discussion focused on several on key themes. As to the security challenges on NATO’s southern border, one delegate noted that Europe was surrounded by failed and failing states and that the asymmetric challenges that the Allies were facing required a comprehensive strategy that included not only military but also civil components. Closer cooperation between NATO and the EU was thus essential. Unfortunately, the relationship between the two was also defined by competition for limited resources, he suggested, delegates generally critised Russia’s behaviour towards Ukraine. Several members argued that the Kremlin’s policy was not a very recent development but that it was following a pattern of intimidation of Russia’s weaker neighbours. Some noted that it was important to recognise that Ukraine was not an isolated case, and that the Russia’s bullying actions towards the Republic of Moldova and Georgia should also be acknowledged. As to the sanctions imposed on Russia, the discussion focused on their effectiveness and their impact on the Russian population. Lastly, the importance of maintaining solidarity with Ukraine was underscored. Mr Mikola stated that Hungary stood ready to support Ukraine in the areas of governance, rule of law, privatisation, and decentralisation, amongst others. The need to provide Ukraine and Georgia for clear perspectives for eventual membership in the EU and in NATO was also raised by a member. Mr Lello thanked Mr Mikola for addressing the Political Committee.

8.
Following the presentation by the Hungarian official, the President of the NATO PA, Hon. Michael R. Turner, briefly addressed the Committee. He stressed the commitment of the US delegation to the NATO PA and briefed the Committee on recent actions in the U.S House of Representatives, including the passage of the US National Defense Authorization Act for 2016 which foresees to exempt US national defense spending from sequestration and expresses strong support for NATO applicant countries. 

II. Consideration of the Draft General Report Russia and Euro-Atlantic Security [060 PC 15 E] by Ojars Eriks KALNINS (Latvia), General Rapporteur

9.
In his presentation of the General Report, Ojars Eriks Kalnins (LV) noted that Russia’s illegal and illegitimate annexation of Crimea in 2014 and its ongoing encouragement and support for pro-Russian separatists in eastern Ukraine was challenging the security and stability in the entire Euro-Atlantic area. However, he recognised that while Russia did not seem interested in a partnership with the Alliance, the country remained a key actor in the stability of Europe and was a central player in a range of global security issues. Mr Kalnins added that although Russia was suffering from the current economic sanctions, the Kremlin appeared unlikely to change its foreign policy course in the near future. Rather, Russia seemed likely to test NATO’s resolve with actions just below the Article 5 threshold. Therefore, the General Rapporteur argued, NATO and EU needed to pursue a coherent long-term strategy in the region and towards Russia. To that end, Mr Kalnins proposed that in the longer term, the Alliance should aspire to a relationship centred on conditional and selective cooperation. However, as long as the Kremlin did not change its course, the suspension of all practical cooperation between Russia and NATO should remain in place.

10.
 A lively discussion followed the presentation of the draft Report. Parliamentarians offered a number of suggestions and questions. One such proposition was that the report should note that NATO’s policy be based on Russia’s long term strategic objective, not just Moscow’s short-term actions. Another representative stressed that the report should explicitly reject the concept of “spheres of influence” and address the question whether the Readiness Action Plan adequately addressed the current security challenges. Several members stressed the importance of particular challenges when thinking about Russia and Euro-Atlantic security. A Ukrainian member stressed that the Minsk 2 agreement was not implemented and requested that the section on Crimea should be included in the Ukraine section of the text as Crimea was a part of Ukraine. Additional suggestions for the report were to include a section on Moscow’s information warfare as well as on Ballistic Missile Defence. Other comments by delegates referred to the ongoing development of Russia’s military capabilities in the High North, the need for closer co-ordination between NATO and the EU in reacting to the challenges posed by Russia and the significance of energy security. 

III. Presentation by Ambassador István GYARMATI, President of the International Centre for Democratic Transition, Hungary, on The Ukraine Crisis – A Test for Transatlantic Solidarity 

11.
Ambassador Gyarmati began his presentation by remarking that, since the end of the Cold War, NATO Allies have a tendency  to view their relationship with Ukraine and other countries of the former Soviet Union through the prism of Russia. He added that for at least the last ten years the Alliance had been playing according to the Russian textbook. Since 1999, NATO enlargement had left new member states and the Alliance vulnerable as it had not led to an appropriate investment in military capabilities and infrastructure. As a result, the credibility of the Alliance to deter was now being questioned. Mr Gyarmati stressed that the notion that Russia could be a strategic partner was a nice illusion but an illusion nonetheless. He added that the current crisis in Ukraine was a consequence of NATO’s rather mild response to Russia’s aggression against Georgia in 2008. He elaborated by saying that Ukraine was vulnerable to Russian interference because the country had not managed the transition well and because it had a sizable Russian population. 

12.
The speaker then outlined several principles which NATO Allies should follow in their relations with Russia. First, there should be no unilateral concessions. Second, the Alliance should speak Moscow’s language, and be willing to follow up with action if necessary. Third, NATO needs to combine a forceful language with offering Moscow some face-saving ways out. Fourth, NATO Allies needed to help Ukraine to become an economically sustainable, stable, governable, and democratic state. Mr Gyarmati highlighted that reforming Ukraine in the current circumstances would be extremely difficult. Indeed it would be the first time in history that a country had undertaken such reforms while it was at war, but it must be done. Other countries, and especially Georgia, can help Ukraine to be innovative. Fifth, NATO must develop and pursue a realistic policy towards Russia, not one based on illusions. Finally, Europe, particularly Central Europe, must become more independent of Russia and diversify its energy imports. 

13.
Ambassador Gyarmati was optimistic that under these conditions cooperation between the Alliance and Russia was possible, though perhaps not under President Putin. This cooperation could cover a number of areas, such as counter terrorism, the role of China in the international system and the creation of a free market regarding energy involvement. Achieving these conditions required solidarity among NATO Allies, unity of NATO and EU and good politics in Europe and North America, the speaker added. In contrast to the situation in the 1990s when the situation was “stable but hopeless”, the situation today is not so stable but not hopeless.

14.
The subsequent Q&A focused on Crimea and Eastern Ukraine. The discussion revealed concern among the delegates that the international community’s focus on eastern Ukraine could create a perception that Crimea was “lost” to Ukraine. However, Crimea had to remain on the agenda, delegates agreed. Ambassador Gyarmati agreed that the issues of eastern Ukraine and Crimea were linked, and that the biggest weakness of the Minsk 2 agreement was that it did not mention Crimea. He acknowledged that it would be very difficult to convince President Putin to return Crimea. One member inquired about the chances for a “road map” where negotiations with Russia would focus first on eastern Ukraine as step one and later on Crimea as step two. Negotiations over eastern Ukraine could be thus be separated from those over Crimea.  The speaker considered this a feasible approach.
IV. Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships NATO’S Partners across the Globe [061 PCNP 15 E] by Rasa JUKNEVICIENE (Lithuania), Rapporteur 

15.

In her presentation of the draft Report Rasa Jukneviciene (LT) reminded the Committee that “Partners across the Globe” have made meaningful contributions to NATO-led operations over the years. Ms Jukneviciene emphasised that partnerships were crucial for two of NATO’s three core missions: crisis management and cooperative security. Partners provided greater legitimacy for NATO operations and were essential to promoting good governance, the rule of law and long-term development. As Partnerships were increasingly important for the Alliance, it was crucial to maintain and further develop the level of cooperation and interoperability that had been achieved with Partners during the mission of the International Security Assistance Force - ISAF - in Afghanistan. The Rapporteur continued by emphasising that NATO member countries strengthened the concept of “cooperative security” by setting up a number of initiatives, such as the interoperability platform at the 2014 Wales Summit. She concluded by saying that these decisions must be implemented fully and that Allies must not put cooperation with global partners on the back burner. Rather, NATO member states should devote sufficient attention and resources to the implementation of the decisions at the Wales Summit. 

16.
In the discussion that followed, parliamentarians acknowledged the contributions of Partner nations to NATO operations, and the assistance of Global Partners in particular. Contributors shared the view that NATO should deepen its co-operation with Global Partners. Several delegates suggested to enlarge the scope of the report by including the findings of the upcoming visit of the Sub-Committee to Japan. Particular attention was also given to the aggressive stance of North Korea, particularly against its southern neighbour, the Republic of Korea and how NATO Allies could support the latter. Another delegate also held the view to consider further developing ties with partners in the Asia-Pacific region and to monitor developments in the region more regularly. Another proposal that emerged in the discussion was to expand the scope of the report and also include a section on the partners of the Istanbul Co-operation lnitiative (ICI) and the Mediterranean and Middle East Special Group (GSM). Commenting on a section in the report that refers to Iraq, Aram Mohammed Ali, Deputy Speaker of the Iraqi Council of Representatives, briefed the Committee on the recent developments in the country. He called upon the international community and NATO member states in particular, to assist Iraq in the fight against Daesh.

V. Presentation by Florence GAUB, Senior Analyst, EU Institute for Security Studies on Libya: from Liberation to Lustration 
17.
Florence Gaub provided a comprehensive overview of Libya and the challenges the country is facing. She started by identify three factors that explained why today Libya found itself in a very difficult situation: firstly, Libya had inherited inefficient institutions and decision-making structures from the previous regime; secondly, the country was going through a post-regime change period which has a tendency to bring  significant disruption, and thirdly, several decisions that had been taken after the end of the Gaddafi regime had not only worsened the existing security vacuum but had also hollowed out the political process.

18.
The first two factors could not have been avoided: the echo of Gaddafi’s Jamahiriya – a political system he developed himself – consisted of a preference for participatory politics, distrust for political parties and the inability to formulate national over regional or even local interests. Unfortunately, the new Libyan system replicated crucial elements of the previous one to its own detriment: Caucus democracy, flat hierarchies and the absence of strong parties, resulting in endless debates, watered-down decisions and maximum inefficiency. Neither the war-time nor the transitional parliament had managed to establish efficient structures of decision-making. Libya had therefore entered the post-Gaddafi era with a fragmented legislative and a weak executive. As a result neither the Prime Minister nor the chairman of the General National Congress (GNC) had the authority necessary to make the decisions warranted by the urgency of the current situation. All of this was made worse by the typical side effects of post-conflict and post-regime change circumstances. 
19.
Reminding the Committee that Libya had rejected the presence of a United Nations military observer mission following the war, Dr Gaub emphasised that in this difficult context decision‑makers were left entirely to themselves. Some decisions that were made after the overthrow of the Gaddafi regime continue to plague Libya. This included the decision to fill the security vacuum resulting from a virtual disappearance of the previous police and military forces with militia forces. As a result, the security sector became atomised and any person could become a so-called security enforcer. All of the militias are on the government’s payroll, acting in an environment of impunity. Moreover, the Political Isolation Law (PIL) or ‘de-gaddafication law’, as it became also known, banned anyone who held an official position under the previous regime from public life. The law also barred them from leadership positions beyond the state sector, such as in the media, political parties or universities. The PIL is a major hindrance to the realisation of a more effective government, and went much further than either de-nazification in Germany after the Second World War or de-ba’athification after the 2003 Iraq war. 

20.
So far, Libya’s oil output had kept the country afloat, but this was running out as there had been no oil output due to the violence. Moreover food was almost entirely imported; an expense that the government is unlikely to able to continue to cover. Therefore, a humanitarian crisis could be expected within six months. Dr Gaub expressed doubts that the EU mission in the Mediterranean Sea would be effective in tackling the current migration problem. Regarding Daesh, she suggested that the terror group did not pose a serious security threat to the country - at least not now – but that it was more of a ploy by the Tobruk government to obtain international recognition and support. She added that about 95% of Daesh finances originate from smuggling oil and ransom. Fighting Daesh required preventing the organisation from obtaining access to oil and from preventing the kidnapping of Westerners. Mrs Gaub did not believe that there was a military option in Libya right now. The situation was too complex and any international military intervention required substantial forces – for which there was no political will and no capacity. Therefore, strategic patience was required. The speaker closed by saying that a more targeted transitional justice process would be fundamental to stabilising the fragmented state. 
21.
A lively discussion followed with parliamentarians quizzing Dr Gaub on a range of issues. This included Egypt’s role and influence in the Libyan conflict, how best to deal with migration from Libya, and negotiations between the different Libyan parties (including Algeria’s role in facilitating them). On possible ways to tackle the issue of migration from Libya, Dr Gaub noted that current attempts to isolate Libya would not solve the problem. Even if it were possible to shut down the migration routes from Libya, migrants would find other routes. Europe needed to differentiate between economic migrants, refugees, and foreign fighters. A durable solution to the issue required a long-term approach and the crux of the problem was  stability of North Africa. In reply to a question on whether or not to supply weapons to the Tobruk-based government, the speaker stressed that Libya already had an excess of weapons. Finally, responding to a member who had suggested that the international community, and NATO member states, could not afford to have “strategic patience” Dr Gaub said that it was a strategic mistake to not provide assistance after the overthrow of Gaddafi. However the responsibility for the deteriorating situation in Libya did not only lie with the West, and the international community, but also with the Libyans themselves who had refused the deployment of a UN observer mission after the fall of the Gaddafi regime. The challenges Libya was facing today were so vast that a military solution was not possible, she concluded. 

VI. Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Relations Instability in the Levant – Challenges to NATO’s Security [062 PC 15 E] by Boris BLAZEKOVIC (Croatia), Rapporteur 
22.
Next on the agenda was the presentation of the report of the Sub-Committee on NATO on Transatlantic Relations, entitled ‘Instability in the Levant – Challenges to NATO’s Security’. The rapporteur, Boris Blazekovic (HR) provided a brief update on the developments in Syria and in Iraq and the spillover effects into countries of the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region. He noted that the civil war in Syria and the threat posed by Daesh there and in neighbouring Iraq had led to a deterioration of the security situation in the whole region. Moreover, Syria and Iraq had become recruiting grounds for foreign fighters and Daesh had become active in other countries of the MENA region, particularly in Libya. 

23.
For Syria, he argued that a “game-changer” was sorely needed, as a political solution would be difficult to achieve until key parties are willing to engage in serious and meaningful negotiations. The Rapporteur stressed the need for the international community, including NATO Allies, in playing a more proactive role in solving the conflict. To that end, he suggested that the international community should increase its humanitarian assistance to those working within Syria, and to countries which provided shelter and vital resources for the masses of refugees. Moreover, NATO Allies should encourage regional stakeholders to co-operate in good faith to end the ongoing violence in Syria and Iraq and take the steps necessary to achieve long-term, sustainable regional stability. 

24.
As far as Iraq was concerned, Mr Blazekovic outlined steps that NATO, as well as NATO Allies and partners, could undertake to stabilise the situation and contain and eventually defeat Daesh. To that end, they should continue and, where possible, increase their military assistance to Iraq as well as continue and intensify if necessary, the US-led air campaign against Daesh. Moreover, the international community should also increase humanitarian assistance to the refugees and the countries which provided shelter for them and generate more pressure to bring the Assad regime to the negotiation table. To that end, NATO Allies and the international community should establish no-fly zones over the north of the country. The Rapporteur also stressed the need for NATO Allies to co-ordinate their efforts to instigate regional governments to advance governance, security and development. He concluded by saying that regional stakeholders needed to co-operate in good faith in order to end the ongoing violence in Syria and Iraq and to achieve long-term, sustainable regional stability. 
25.
In the discussion that followed, delegates welcomed the information provided in the draft Report. Noting that the situation on the ground was changing rapidly, several members underlined the need to update the report for the Annual Session. Contributions reflected a general consensus that NATO Allies needed to provide political assistance to Iraqi to support reconciliation and a political solution. The need to include the impact of the Israel-Palestine conflict on the dynamics of the region was also raised. On the Syria conflict, a delegate inquired about NATO’s strategy and the purpose of a no-fly zone over northern Syria. Another delegate emphasised that NATO’s role in addressing the conflict could only be a limited one. 

VII. Closing remarks
26.
Chairman Lello then invited the Chairpersons of the two Sub-Committees to brief the delegates about the activities of the Sub-Committee on Transatlantic Relations (PCTR) and of the Sub‑Committee on NATO Partnerships (PCNP) in 2015. For the PCTR, Sub-Committee Chair John Dyrby Paulsen (DK), informed the Committee on the recent visits to Turkey and to the United States. For the PCNP, Sub-Committee Chair Karl A. Lamers (DE) briefed the delegates about the upcoming visits to Japan and to Finland/Sweden.
27.
Mr Lello concluded the meeting by thanking the Hungarian delegation for hosting a very successful Spring Session and by announcing that the next session will take place in Stavanger, Norway from 9 to 12 October 2015.

* 	Turkey recognises the Republic of Macedonia with its constitutional name.
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