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I. Opening remarks by Jan Arild Ellingsen (Norway), Acting Chairperson
1.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (UK), the Chairperson of the Science and Technology Committee (STC), was not able to attend the 2015 Spring Session meeting of the STC due to an important meeting in the United Kingdom. Before the meeting, she had asked                              Jan Arild Ellingsen (NO), Chairperson of the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security (STCEES), to stand in for her. Mr Ellingsen relayed her sincere apologies to the delegates.

2.
In his opening remarks, Mr Ellingsen thanked the Hungarian delegation for the smooth organisation of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly’s (PA) 2015 Spring Session. 

3.
Mr Ellingsen introduced the speakers of the day: Dr Tibor Farago and Mark Fitzpatrick. He conveyed apologies on behalf of a third scheduled speaker, Evan Kohlmann of Flashpoint Global Partners, who had been invited to talk on Terrorist Propaganda and Social Media. Shortly before the Spring Session, however, Mr Kohlmann had been called to be a witness at a terror trial in New York City. Mr Ellingsen underlined that the issue would be taken up at a later point during the year.
4.
Mr Ellingsen invited the Committee to stand and observe one minute of silence in memory of Canadian STC Vice-Chair Pierre Claude Nolin. He had chaired the STC from 2000 to 2004 and had subsequently held a number of other STC positions. He had also been the Vice President of the NATO PA and the Treasurer during his time with the Assembly.
5.
Due to the absence of Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale, Mr Ellingsen suggested postponing a point on the Committee agenda until the STC meeting at the Annual Session 2015, namely the proposal for change of the name of the “Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security”. Mr Ellingsen did not register any opposition to this proposal in the meeting room.
II.
Adoption of the draft Agenda [063 STC 15 E rev. 2]  

6.
The draft Agenda [063 STC 15 E rev. 2] was adopted without changes.
III.
Adoption of the Summary of the meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in The Hague, Netherlands, on Sunday 23 November 2014 [266 STC 14 E]

7.
The Summary of the meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in The Hague, Netherlands, on Sunday 23 November 2014 [266 STC 14 E] was adopted.
IV.
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]

8.
Mr Ellingsen called for consideration of the Comments of Secretary General of NATO on the policy recommendations in 2014 adopted by the NATO Parliamentary Assembly in 2014. The members of the Science and Technology Committee had no comments.
V.
Panel on Climate Change: Presentation by Dr Tibor Farago, Honorary Professor at St. Istvan University, Budapest, and former Hungarian Chief Negotiator for United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, on The Climate Change Agreement in 2015: Its Necessity, Difficulties and Prospects and Consideration of the draft Special Report Climate Change, International Security and the Way to Paris 2015
[066 STC 15 E] by Philippe Vitel (France), Special Rapporteur
9.
Dr Tibor Farago began his intervention with a presentation on the evolution of cooperation on international climate policy, which in great part revolved around the problematic interaction between science and policy. He contrasted the regular scientific reports by the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), first published in 1990, with the international political agreements that followed these reports, such as the 1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the 1997 Kyoto Protocol. In this context, Dr Farago analysed the failure to negotiate a new legally binding instrument with ambitious emissions commitments in Copenhagen in 2009, which would have been based on the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report. In 2015, the international community was faced with the challenge to stabilise and subsequently reduce global emissions, based on the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment Report, Dr Farago emphasised. This needed to happen at the UNFCCC meeting in Paris at the end of 2015.
10.
Dr Farago outlined three issues complicating international climate change negotiations. The first was the issue of responsibility. This involved finding a balance between industrialised countries, who bear a greater responsibility for past and current greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), and developing countries, whose share of global emissions was rising rapidly. Second, sectoral policies played a big role in climate change negotiations, Dr Farago argued. Energy production, construction, transportation, agriculture, and forestry were important economic sectors for countries, but they were also responsible for much of the GHG emissions. As a consequence, large inertia against decarbonisation existed in all these sectors. Third, the complex interlinkage of policy elements present in climate negotiations increased the difficulty of reaching a deal. Beyond mitigation and adaptation, actions were needed on such elements as forestry; loss and damage; international carbon markets; financial mechanisms; technology cooperation; impacts of response measures; and transparency and compliance. Furthermore, other ongoing international processes were interlinked with the preparations of a new climate policy agreement, such as the post-2015 Millennium Development Goals development agenda.

11.
Dr Farago cited the negotiations on solutions of the ozone depletion problem as an example of an environmental success story. In this case, the chemical industry was the sole responsible party for the use of ozone-depleting substances. Governments and industry acted swiftly on the basis of sound scientific research. Governments decided to stop producing chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), while the industry developed ozone-friendly substitutes. However, climate change was a more intricate policy issue, as it was a multi-dimensional challenge, Dr Farago stressed, which required both small-scale adaptation and mitigation strategies as well as economy-wide national action plans.
12.
Looking ahead to the climate change negotiations in Paris, Dr Farago contrasted what he thought ought to be achieved and what may realistically be achieved. Ideally, he argued, global emissions should be reduced by around 15% by 2030 and 40-70% by 2050 (both compared to 2010 levels). The deal would be structured around top-down decisions on the distribution of the (remaining) global carbon budget, according to the approach “common but differentiated responsibility”. Concrete targets should be set for adaptation, loss and damage, and forestry policies. Concrete provisions should also be agreed to for flexibility mechanisms; transparency; financial mechanism and targets; and technological compliance mechanisms. Dr Farago then presented what he thought might be achieved. It would re-confirm the target of limiting emissions to a level compatible with keeping global warming below 2°C. Global emissions reductions target could amount to reductions of around 10% by 2030 and 40-50% by 2050 (both compared to 2010 levels). The approach would be much more driven from the bottom-up, based on national plans. Furthermore, it would re-confirm basic elements of other elements of the climate policies. In closing, Dr Farago said that both industrialised and developing countries alike should raise their levels of ambition.
13.
Philippe Vitel (FR) thanked Dr Farago for his presentation and reminded the Committee of their former colleague Pierre Claude Nolin, who was the first STC Rapporteur to address climate change issues in 2007. In the presentation of his draft report, Mr Vitel insisted on the importance of December 2015 as a crucial deadline for international climate negotiations. He reiterated the objectives of the Paris UNFCCC Conference of Parties (COP21) by explaining the importance of reaching a universally binding agreement to tackle climate change in order to stabilise GHG concentration in the atmosphere. The Copenhagen COP15 had already tried to strike a deal on climate change, but this experience met with failure. 
14.
Mr Vitel first discussed the fundamental scientific mechanisms behind climate change. GHGs absorb part of the solar radiation and warm the Earth’s atmosphere. This greenhouse effect is vital, because without it the Earth’s average temperature would be 35°C lower to what it is today. However, since the industrial revolution, atmospheric GHG concentrations have dramatically increased, even though 2014 might be the first year to witness the fall of GHG emissions without a global economic crisis, according to recent data by the International Energy Agency. He presented the political and institutional solutions to climate change, with an emphasis on mitigation, adaptation, and, as a last resort, geo-engineering.
15.
Second, Mr Vitel emphasised the urgency of the climate cause. Indeed, all IPCC reports argued that climate change was inevitable. Public decision-makers in most countries saw climate change as a threat multiplier. The security of Allies could be endangered, since global warming indirectly exacerbated violent conflicts, poverty, natural disasters, and economic clashes. Mr Vitel quickly presented the climate change previsions in the Ministries of Defence in the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, and Canada. He argued that France was somewhat lagging behind its Allies in this regard, as France’s own Ministry of Defence did not yet recognise climate change’s importance in its national strategy. Mr Vitel invited other Allied member states to complement the report with their own strategies on climate change, as multilateral cooperation was crucial for the success of international negotiations.
16.
Third, at COP20 in Lima, governments agreed to determine their Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs) before the Paris COP21, which were crucial to any climate deal. Mr Vitel called on the countries of the Alliance who had yet to submit their contributions to do so as soon as possible. He also examined the pledges of the biggest GHGs emitters, such as China, the United States, the European Union, India, Russia, and Japan in his draft report. He concluded his remarks by stating that he wished to establish a persuasive set of recommendations at the Annual Session of the NATO PA, in order for the Assembly to be a key player in the dialogue on climate change and for national policymakers to play their part in those crucial negotiations.
17.
During the discussion period, questions were raised relating to the best mitigation practices. This led to a discussion on the ethical perspective of geo-engineering, in which Dr Farago urged policymakers not to overemphasise geoengineering as an option to counter climate change and called for great care when handling such an issue. The question of differentiated regulation for companies in a globalised world also came up. Therefore, bottom-up approaches discussed and Dr Farago agreed that a gap existed between the need for bottom-up action and what countries were ready for. Several delegates raised the link between population growth and GHG emissions as an explanatory factor for the sharp rise in GHG emissions. Dr Farago reminded the delegates that population growth and human longevity were not necessarily correlated and that it would be simplistic to reduce climate change to this aspect. Several points were suggested to strengthen the impact of the draft report: an emphasis on paleo-climate change as proof that global warming was indeed man-made, the strategic importance of water scarcity and its correlation with migration, as well as the importance of legally binding rules, notwithstanding the developed countries’ responsibility towards poorer countries in developing climate resilience.
VI.
Presentation by Mark Fitzpatrick, Director, Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Programme, International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), on Prospects for the Negotiations on the Iranian Nuclear Programme 
18.
In his presentation on the prospects of a positive outcome of the talks on the Iranian nuclear programme, Mark Fitzpatrick started off on an optimistic note. He argued that the 2 April 2015 framework was more detailed than he had expected and that some of the hardest compromises had already been made. He went on to say that the framework deal was not optimal, but it met the basic objectives of the Western countries. The framework blocked all four potential paths for Iran to produce a nuclear programme, namely keeping the “break out” time at Natanz nuclear fuel enrichment plant at one year, stopping all enrichment activities at the Fordow enrichment plant, denying plutonium production at the Arak nuclear research reactor, and blocking the capability to “sneak out” by increasing monitoring by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
19.
Mr Fitzpatrick reinsured the delegates that even if closing down all Iranian facilities would have been optimal for Western countries, not closing the facilities at Fordow and Natanz would preserve Iran’s dignity, which in turn was key to the success of the framework deal. In essence, Mark Fitzpatrick argued that the framework deal bought time, and time was of the essence in international diplomacy. 
20.
Mark Fitzpatrick thought that there was a 85% probability of a deal being concluded by July, because of the Iranians’ high expectations to find a solution, which put political pressure on President Rouhani. There were, however, three potential spoilers. Firstly, Iran might overplay its hand if it thought that President Obama wanted a deal more than President Rouhani did. Second, Iranian hardliners might try to kill the deal, by seizing ships in the Persian Gulf and increasing internal crackdowns on the opposition. Third, politicians in Israel and the United States could be tempted to improve the deal or legislate against it. 
21.
Mr Fitzpatrick drew a parallel between the Iran deal and the 1994 North Korean Agreed Framework. The United States and North Korea reached an agreement to freeze and eliminate the North Korean nuclear programme. However, twelve years later, North Korea cheated. If Iran was like North Korea, it would cheat, he told the delegates. Still, according to Mr Fitzpatrick, Iran was not like North Korea, which was an isolated, totalitarian country with no outside trade. Iran was a country of entrepreneurs, which depended on trade. Additionally, there were different enforcement dynamics. South Korea did not want military action, as it was concerned about the resumption of the Korean War. In Iran’s case, the neighbouring countries – Saudi Arabia and Israel – would assist in military strikes in the event that Iran violated the deal. 
22.
Mr Fitzpatrick noted that one lesson learned from the North Korean deal was that it did not provoke a proliferation cascade in Northeast Asia. As to the question of whether the Iran deal would spark a nuclear domino effect in the Middle East, he appeared sceptical. Even though Saudi Arabia had hinted it would go for a nuclear weapon, only two countries could provide Saudis with nuclear technologies: North Korea and Pakistan. Both governments would probably be unlikely to deliver nuclear know-how, but the Pakistani network of retired nuclear scientists did pose a risk, Mr Fitzpatrick argued.
23.
The direct impact of the deal on Iran would be an economic boost with the repatriation of USD 100 billion worth of frozen assets, of which USD 30-50 billion would be released immediately. However, no long-term investment was to be expected until the implementation of the deal was clear. 
24.
According to Mr Fitzpatrick, it was unlikely for the United States and Iran to come to a more general rapprochement, as Ayatollah Khamenei is against a détente. The United States and Iran would still be in conflict, but they would be wearing boxing gloves, instead of fighting
bare-knuckled, Mr Fitzpatrick argued. Military options might still be needed but not in the immediate future.
25.
During the discussion period, Mr Fitzpatrick faced scepticism towards the nuclear deal. He stressed that the deal might not be the most attractive to Western countries, as it was impossible to persuade Iran to give up enrichment altogether, but it could succeed in having Iran accept limits. Mr Fitzpatrick highlighted that the most positive element of the deal was intrusive verification, which came with the ratification of the IAEA additional protocol. He was asked to develop his parallel between the Iran deal and the North Korean situation in their respective regional context. According to the latest estimations, it would take Saudi Arabia 15 years to develop its uranium enrichment capabilities, as the Pakistan-led black market had been closed down and all other supply routes were under close watch. In his opinion, the framework deal had not contributed to the breakdown in the relations between Saudi Arabia and the United States. Mr Fitzpatrick was also asked to expand on Iran’s justification for continued enrichment. Mr Fitzpatrick briefly developed Iran’s case, whose rationale he dismissed. Concerns were raised regarding attempts to kill the deal in the United States Congress. Some questions dealt with assessing the impact that the Iran deal would have on other regions. Mr Fitzpatrick described the economic benefits that would derive from greater cooperation with Iran, such as a diversification of energy partners, the indirect military cooperation in fighting Daesh, the mutual interest in countering narcotics in Afghanistan, and in addressing water scarcity and climate change. Therefore, Mr Fitzpatrick closed the discussion on an optimistic note that the future was a little brighter than it used to be.
VII.
Consideration and vote on the proposal for change of the name of the “Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security” into “Sub-Committee on Emerging Challenges” 

26.
The consideration and vote on the proposal was postponed to the STC meeting at the Annual Session in Stavanger.

VIII.
Consideration of the draft Report Russian Military Modernization [064 STC 15 E] by Stephen Gilbert (United Kingdom), General Rapporteur, presented by Maria Martens (Netherlands) Vice-Chairperson of the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security

27.
Maria Martens (NL), Vice-Chairperson of the STCEES, stepped in as acting General Rapporteur for Stephen Gilbert, who was not re-elected in the parliamentary elections in the   United Kingdom the week prior to the 2015 Spring Session. 

28.
Presenting the report drafted by Mr Gilbert, Ms Martens expressed serious concern about the threat to the post-Cold War order due to Russia’s recent actions in Ukraine. Additionally, she referred to some of Russia’s recent actions that caught the attention of the media, such as testing nuclear-capable missiles, conducting large exercises close to NATO borders, causing risky naval and air incidents, issuing an open nuclear threat to Denmark, and the end of its cooperation under the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. To an extent, these high-profile actions were a form of military propaganda. While worrisome, they inflated the true capabilities of the Russian military. In contrast, the report provided a realistic assessment of Russian military’s developing capabilities, Ms Martens told the delegates.
29.
Ms Martens outlined Putin’s ambitions to develop Russia’s nuclear deterrence capacity, modernise its long-range aviation as well as its aerospace defence system, and acquire more conventional weapons and modern warships. The focus on nuclear deterrence constituted the basis of Russia’s defence doctrine. 
30.
She also addressed Russia’s cyber capabilities. Difficulty in attributing attacks means that it was not easy to fully understand the sophistication, capacity, and will of the Russian state to utilize offensive cyber-attacks. Nevertheless, it was clear that the cyber threat from Russia was increasing.
31.
In closing, she stressed that the West should encourage Russia to fully support arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation efforts. She saw a great danger for arms control in Europe in particular. Moreover, she said that the Allies should introduce additional restrictions in case Russia continued on its current path. In addition, she did not exclude the possibility for NATO members to redirect spending to counter developments that threatened Euro-Atlantic security, but without spurring an arms race with Russia.
32.
During the discussion, questions arose on Russian military strategy, for example Russia’s heavy emphasis on special forces and its hybrid warfare strategy. Some members raised the fact that logistics and command and control in the Russian armed forces still had a long way to go. Questions were also raised as to whether Russia could sustain its military efforts in the context of the economic crisis and the collapse of the energy prices. Ms Martens also underlined that the Russian defence industry might not be equipped to develop the new technologies its armed forces demanded.
IX.
Consideration of the draft report of the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security The High North: Challenges and Opportunities [065 STCEES 15 E] by
Osman Askin Bak (Turkey), Rapporteur
33.
Osman Askin Bak (TR) introduced his draft report by exploring the opportunities which present themselves because of the melting of the Arctic ice – all the while reminding the delegates of the environmental risks of such developments. The opportunities mainly centred on the availability of vast natural resources, such as oil, gas, and natural gas liquids; new maritime routes that would facilitate shipping; fishing; and tourism. However, these new opportunities came with challenges, such as the risk to the Arctic ecosystem due to increased human activity. In addition, given the large distances in the High North, the extension of the search and rescue network was crucial for Arctic emergency management, Mr Bak pointed out. 
34.
The harsh climactic conditions, lack of infrastructure, and long geographic distances required capabilities that can only be performed by militaries, Mr Bak argued. Therefore, increased military presence in the High North did not necessarily translate directly to an increase in tensions or even an arms race. Traditionally, cooperation had triumphed over confrontation in the region. In the report, he therefore examined the current state of Arctic relations: the cooperation mechanisms; the ongoing maritime delimitation process; Russian military modernisation; as well as the role of the NATO and EU. He contrasted the many existing forums for cooperation with some recent Russian actions that could be cause for concern: the development of new military assets and facilities; high-profile symbolic actions; and strategic documents calling for more robust defence of national interests in the region. Mr Bak argued that it was not possible to predict if the currently bad NATO-Russia relations might translate into negative Arctic relations or not, but that it was necessary to remain vigilant towards Russia’s actions in this region. Finally, Mr Bak stated that the Arctic Council had to remain the main forum and mechanism of cooperation, while NATO could play a wider role in the High North, with five out of eight members being NATO Allies. 
35.
During the discussion period, many comments and points were raised. The visit to Norway and Alaska was a real eye opener for many delegates as to the extreme complexity of the region’s circumstances with regards to climate change, security, and business opportunities. Mr Bak was asked about the issue of governance in the High North, with the Arctic Council bringing together eight countries, but not having actual operational responsibilities. Remarks were made about the High North being of increasing strategic importance, especially in its economic, commercial and security aspects. The Alliance was reminded that it needed to maintain its collective awareness of the political, environmental, and commercial developments in the Arctic region, and to support international institutions already in place. Mr Bak added the need for increased cooperation with scientists, as they had more than 60 years of field experience in the region, as well as cooperation in maritime delimitation and border issues.
X.
Activities in 2015
36.
Mr Ellingsen reviewed the upcoming Committee activities of 2015. First, the STC would visit Connecticut and New York in the United States from 1 to 4 June. The list of participants for this visit was now closed, Mr Ellingsen told the Committee. The second 2015 visit would be a joint visit with the Political Committee’s Sub-Committee on NATO Partnerships to Finland from 21 to 23 September. The STCEES would subsequently travel to Tallinn, Estonia for another two days of meetings. Finally, the last visit for 2015 would be to Qatar. Mr Ellingsen confirmed that this visit would take place in the last week of October. More information was forthcoming.
XI.
Any other business
37.
No other business was raised.
XII.
Date and place of the next meeting 

38.
Mr Ellingsen informed the delegates that the next meeting of the STC would take place in Stavanger, where the Annual Session would take place from 9 to 12 October 2015. 

XIII.
Closing Remarks 

39.
Mr Ellingsen thanked the Hungarian Delegation, the NATO PA International Secretariat, and the interpreters. He closed the meeting of the Science and Technology Committee about 15:45.

_____________________
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