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I.
Opening remarks by Baroness RAMSAY of CARTVALE (United Kingdom), Chairperson

1.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (UK), Chairperson of the Science and Technology Committee (STC) opened the STC meeting at 8:30. 

2.
In her opening remarks, Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale thanked the Norwegian delegation for all their efforts in preparing this session in Stavanger, especially for the STC side visit to the Joint Rescue Co-ordination Centre of Southern Norway on Saturday 10 October 2015. Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale also welcomed the two speakers of the day: Dr Peter Nesser, a Senior Researcher at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment, and Dr Dina Esfandiary, the MacArthur Fellow at the Centre for Science and Security Studies at the Department of War Studies King’s College London.
II.
Adoption of the draft Agenda [188 STC 15 E rev.1]


3.
The draft Agenda [188 STC 15 E rev.1] was adopted without changes.
III.
Adoption of the Summary of the Meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in Budapest, Hungary, on Saturday 16 May 2015 [135 STC 15 E]
4.
The Summary of the Meeting of the Science and Technology Committee held in Budapest, Hungary, on Saturday 16 May 2015 [135 STC 15 E] was adopted.
IV.
Procedure for the amendments to the draft Resolution on Climate Change and International Security [193 STC 15 E] presented by Philippe VITEL (France), Special Rapporteur

5.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale reminded the delegates about the procedure for amending the Committee’s 2015 draft Resolution on Climate Change and International Security.
V.
Presentation by Dr Petter NESSER, Senior Researcher, Norwegian Defence Research Establishment on Social Media and Terrorist Propaganda
6.
Dr Petter Nesser began his presentation by drawing the parliamentarians’ attention to two main matters. The first was that the scope and quality of Jihadist propaganda in social media: Jihadi organisations were reaching out to a broader audience than they did in the past and with more attractive content, thereby increasing jihadi networks’ potential for radicalisation and recruitment. The second issue was that social media was increasingly influencing operational patterns of terrorists.

7.
Dr Nesser described Al-Qaeda as the pioneer of jihadi terrorist groups in its use of social media for mobilisation and radicalisation purposes. Jihadists were mobilising online as soon as the Internet became widespread through very simple means, such as newsletters and websites. From the early 2000s, jihadi web forums became important places to share militant materials among jihadists internationally and in Europe.

8.
Dr Nesser explained that there was little use of the Internet for operational purposes until about 2003/2004. During the 1990s and the early 2000s, jihadi terrorist plotting was mainly characterised by face-to-face meetings in small extremist underground groups, travelling to conflict zones, and socialising in the training camps. Over time, encrypted emails became widespread, as well as old-fashioned communication such as via telephones. Terrorists also began to communicate through draft emails sharing passwords of the same accounts. 

9.
According to Dr Nesser, a major shutdown of jihadi web forums in 2008/2009 caused a significant shift. Jihadists migrated towards new platforms that were gaining popularity, namely Twitter, YouTube, Facebook, and other file-sharing platforms. At the same time, Al-Qaeda was severely weakened in Afghanistan and Pakistan, while its leaders and strategists were calling for decentralised forms of terrorism. This tactical adaptation was also reflected in operational patterns. For instance, there was a significant rise in single-actor terrorist attacks, coinciding with these developments. Before 2008 around 12% of the plots in the West involved single actors; after 2008, the percentage increased to almost 40%, which is a significant change in the terrorists’ modus operandi. Also over time, several plots involved a significant social media component. Dr Nesser quoted several incidents such as the stabbing of the British Member of Parliament Stephen Timms by Roshonara Choudhry in 2010; the shooting of American soldiers at the Frankfurt airport by Arid Uka in 2011; and the Swedish suicide bomber Taimour Abdulwahab who blew himself up in the streets of Stockholm in 2010. These plots involved a social media dimension in the sense that the plotters had been radicalised online and that they may have been triggered by messages through social media forums. 

10.
There was also a significant change in modus operandi with the rise of the so-called Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS). From late 2013 to 2015, there was an increase in plots involving orders through social media in Europe. Moreover, studies show that ISIS has been more successful than Al-Qaeda in triggering operations organised by people who had no link with the organisation. Dr Nesser observed a gradual decrease in foreign fighter plots in the European context. Therefore, it became easier to recruit people for operations in the West through other means than face-to-face contact, training and socialisation in the context of camps and conflict zones. 

11.
Dr Nesser attributed ISIS’ bigger success in triggering sympathiser plots than Al-Qaeda to four reasons. Firstly, ISIS had been able to build on Al-Qaeda’s already-initiated campaign to call for decentralised jihad. Moreover, ISIS was more competent with social media than Al‑Qaeda. ISIS’ social media output was quite impressive, he argued. There was also substantial focus on the visual content of its online presence. A recent study by Aaron Zelin, cited by Dr Nesser, looked at ISIS’ social media output during one week and found that 80% of the output was visual content (pictures and videos with little text), which contrasts with Al-Qaeda’s propaganda that contains much more textual material. Additionally, ISIS published much more propaganda online via social media than Al-Qaeda. Lastly, the quality of ISIS propaganda had been significantly improved by comparison to that of its counterpart.

12.
Dr Nesser outlined two of his main concerns for the future. One was the effectiveness of visual social media radicalisation and the other was the use of social media to affect operational patterns of international terrorism. 

13.
Dr Nesser ended his presentation with an analysis of a Norwegian foreign fighter with ISIS and his Facebook profile. He converted to Islam and attended mosques in Moss and Oslo. His open Facebook profile illustrated how ISIS visual propaganda could facilitate violent radicalisation. Dr Nesser showed samples of propaganda images with references to religious quotes, pop culture, and warnings against counter-radicalisation – all of these elements could resonate with young people living in the West, he argued. The use of apocalyptic imagery was also frequent, such as that of Dabiq (the online magazine of Daesh), which refers to a battle that is supposed take place at the end of days. Lastly, Dr Nesser concluded that social media could be used increasingly to influence the dynamics of attacks. Two recent examples were the Mumbai attacks in India in 2011 and the Westgate attacks in Kenya in 2013, which involved misinformation via social media to influence first responders. He also noted that US media outlets reported that ISIS hackers had been trying to use information from social media to identify potential US military targets. 

14.
During the discussion period, some questions were raised dealing with changes in ISIS’ strategy to use social media beyond what one delegate called “cyber invasion of social networks”, such as cyber-attacks and live broadcast of terrorist attacks. Dr Nesser replied that in his work, the cyber-attack dimension was almost non-existent and that he did not know of Al-Qaeda efforts in developing cyber capabilities, as the jihadist terrorist group used relatively low-tech strategies for radicalisation purposes. However, Dr Nesser expected that cyber-attacks would gain in importance under ISIS, as its resources and access to personnel were significantly larger than that of its ‘predecessors’. Moreover, questions about “lone wolves” attacks were raised, asking how much jihadi terrorist groups exerted control over them. Dr Nesser clarified his point of view by stating that there were only three cases of lone-wolves attacks in Europe which were completely disconnected from jihadists. According to him it was almost a myth that individuals radicalised all by themselves; ties to jihadist groups, even if weak, tended to appear upon further investigation. The motivations and drivers of jihadists were classified as follows: first, military conflict; second, insults against the Prophet Muhammad; and third, the arrest of Muslims. As to the question whether money could be a driver, Dr Nesser demonstrated that terrorist plots in Europe were often self-financed by criminal activities, ordinary salaries, or social benefits. Dr Nesser urged parliamentarians not to underestimate the power of theology, as every act by jihadists needed to find precedent in the scriptures. However, the output of ISIS was less founded on theology than Al-Qaeda’s. This was not to say that ISIS was less ideologically-committed, but that there was a clear distinction between what was on public social media and what happened on the inside of the network, since an important component of training sessions consisted in religious sessions. There was a question about whether jihadist terrorist groups had a cultural-specific strategy on social media to target different populations. Dr Nesser agreed that jihadi terrorist groups used culture‑specific tools to reach out in the West, such as pointing to the Prophet Mohammad cartoons, which was a mobilising cause far beyond the hardcore jihadi circles. Lastly, an interesting debate was sparked around the cognitive opening that can trigger radicalisation for some and rejection by others, such as the brutal propaganda of ISIS or the 9/11 attacks that pushed the vast majority away from radicalism, but drew others closer to it.
VI.
Presentation by Dr Dina Esfandiary, MacArthur Fellow, Centre for Science and Security Studies, Department of War Studies, King’s College London, on Iran – The Implications of the Nuclear Deal between the P5+1 and Iran
15.
Dr Dina Esfandiary gave an overview of the implications of the nuclear deal between the Permanent Members of the United Nations Security Council and Germany (P5+1) and Iran. She started by saying that fundamentally the agreement was a good one. Initially, when the April framework was announced, Dr Esfandiary thought it was much better than anticipated. It covered more areas than she thought it would and it included more details than expected. Dr Esfandiary’s first impression was that Iran made significant concessions on its programme, many of which would be irreversible. With the final agreement, Dr Esfandiary’s impression changed somewhat: she now believed that both sides gave less in return for less. She argued that simply talking about breakout times in the final agreement was flawed because it covered only one nuclear warhead, and it did not include the time to weaponise the warhead, but it had nevertheless been chosen as the starting point of the negotiations. Thus, with the agreement, the breakout time was extended to more than 12 months, compared with an expected two to three months without a deal. With regards to centrifuge numbers, Iran had approximately 19,500 and ended up with 6,000 – a reduction of 68%. Its stockpile of highly enriched uranium was reduced by 97%. The agreement also closed off the second path to the bomb, as Iran agreed to remove the reactor core in the Arak nuclear power plant and fill it with concrete. Iran would also redesign the reactor to reduce plutonium production and ship all used fuel out of the country. All these measures blocked Iran’s existing programme. However, if Iran would try to develop a nuclear weapon, it was more likely to do this with facilities that the world would not know about. Monitoring and verification was the way chosen to avoid this outcome. The agreement gave the IAEA access to all and any facilities in the next 20 years. Iran also signed the additional protocol – a permanent restriction of Iran’s programme – which was an intrusive verification document that maps out what the IAEA was allowed to do in terms of visiting Iranian facilities. Enrichment was limited to one facility in Natanz, so it was much easier to detect any diversion of materials.

16.
Dr Esfandiary elaborated on three consequences of the deal: Iran’s domestic politics, Iran’s relations with the West, and regional relations. There was a general recognition that Iran was a significant state in the Middle East, as the largest country of the region with the capacity to pursue a serious international agenda. According to Dr Esfandiary, it was unlikely that Iran would become a potential partner for the West, because there was too much suspicion on both sides. However, the deal could still present an opportunity to open a meaningful dialogue with the country. The agreement also gave the West the possibility to moderate decades of militant hostility, and it was an opportunity to draw Iran into an effort to stabilise the Middle East, as well as to be a helpful actor rather than a spoiler, she stated.

17.
In terms of the domestic impact, Dr Esfandiary argued that an agreement would empower those who had pursued the deal, mainly President Rouhani’s camp, which was considered the moderate line in Iranian politics. However, the opposite could also be true, she argued, as politics in Iran was a balancing game. She feared that the Supreme Leader could give more power to the conservatives. It was very difficult to predict what was going to happen in the next few months, especially in the lead up to the parliamentary elections in February 2016.

18.
With regards to the regional impact, Dr Esfandiary maintained that the deal should temper Iran’s foreign policy over time. However, Dr Esfandiary predicted that there would be greater intra‑regional tension as a result of the agreement in the short term. In its relation with ISIS and Iraq, the Iran deal represented the most immediate opportunity for collaboration with the West. Iran was more committed to Iraq than any other regional player because of religious ties with the Shia community, trade, and 910 mile porous border. The US-led air-strikes could not contain and roll back ISIS, she argued; therefore Iran’s ground assistance would be welcome. In the case of Syria, Dr Esfandiary argued that the situation was significantly more problematic because no country’s interests coincided. Iran allegedly provided up to USD 15 billion in aid to the Syrian regime. Dr Esfandiary highlighted that this was a significant drain on Iranian resources at a time when it was still under sanctions. Thirdly, Dr Esfandiary covered the deal’s impact on the Gulf region. She stated that many Arab Gulf countries opposed the agreement driven by the fear of Iran’s expansionist foreign policy. Saudi Arabia was most vocal in its scepticism of the negotiations and the agreement. Riyadh’s recent assertive foreign policy was reflected in overt countering of Iranian influence or through check book diplomacy. The problem of the Arab Gulf states was their limited response. Arab Gulf countries would see any rapprochement with Iran as tantamount to accepting Iranian games in the region, she said. She also dismissed as highly unlikely the claim that the greatest threat was a regional nuclear proliferation cascade. Lastly, Israel was clearly against any agreement with Iran because it essentially legitimised Iran’s nuclear programme and allowed it to keep some of the fuel cycle at home which was unacceptable to Israel. 

19.
Dr Esfandiary concluded that this deal was a good agreement. In terms of implications, she hoped that it would moderate Iran and further boost the Rouhani camp, and moderate Iran’s foreign policy, however, in the short term she expected the deal to raise tensions in the Gulf region and other related countries, such as in Syria and Yemen.

20.
During the discussion period, questions were raised about other international players, especially Russia and Turkey. Russia played a surprisingly constructive role in the negotiations, even though Iran’s entry on the oil market might hurt Russian economic prospects, she argued. Dr Esfandiary explained that non-proliferation for Russia was separate from its other foreign policy objectives; it was in Russia’s interest not to have a nuclear Iran. A question was asked about the likelihood of the P5+1 format to be used as a precedent to solve other regional issues. Dr Esfandiary was pessimistic about the possibility to extend the P5+1 to solving other issues. Lastly, there was a question about whether verification methods set in place in the agreement would really limit Iran’s nuclear developments. Dr Esfandiary argued that if, from a Western perspective, these verification methods seemed very limited, from the perspective of Iran, foreigners accessing facilities was highly embarrassing. In fact, in her opinion, the terms of the agreement were not balanced because virtually all the Iranian nuclear facilities were being watched. 
VII.
Consideration of the draft General Report Russian Military Modernization [176 STC 15 E] by Maria MARTENS (Netherlands), Acting General Rapporteur
21.
Maria Martens (NL) presented the draft General Report on Russian Military Modernization and the latest developments since the last meeting of the STC in May 2015. She highlighted the need for vigilance in scrutinising Russia’s actions, not least Russia’s deployment of troops and air strikes in Syria.

22.
Ms Martens reminded the delegates that the aim of the Report was to provide a realistic assessment of Russian military’s developing capabilities. Even though there was no certainty that Russia would acquire the full arsenal it was seeking by 2020, Ms Martens remained convinced that its military capabilities would nonetheless be dramatically improved. In fact, Russia was expected to spend more on its military in 2015 than in any year since the break-up of the Soviet Union, with plans to spend 4.2% of its Gross Domestic Product on defence.

23.
Rampant inflation, corruption, and slower growth were making the programme unaffordable. Ms Martens added that Russia had to deal with international sanctions, the cost of its on-going war in Eastern Ukraine, and the consequences of its invasion of Ukraine. A number of major international deals had been put on hold or cancelled because of these actions. Moreover, prior to 2014, Russia was dependent on Ukraine for approximately 200 types of weapons and military technologies, including basic items like engines for helicopters and ships. Russia would have to find a way to produce much of these products on its own. Ms Martens posited that the last challenge to the Russian military modernisation was the defence industries’ very limited capacity. 

24.
In closing, Ms Martens stressed that parliaments of the Alliance should encourage Russia to fully support arms control and should prepare to discuss the role of nuclear weapons in the Alliance. Ms Martens warned the delegates that Russia’s increasing use of tools such as cyber warfare and information propaganda called for greater vigilance from the Alliance, as these were unlikely to be influenced by Russian plummeting economy. Ms Martens concluded that the Alliance should continue to focus on modernising its own forces.

25.
During the discussion period, a question was raised on the share of investment that Russia dedicated to hybrid warfare. Ms Martens could not give exact figures but repeated that hybrid warfare constituted a big item in the Russian way of defence. Other questions centred on Russian propaganda, and some delegates advocated for the need to create widespread counter‑narratives in the West. Several delegates discussed the Russian operation in Syria in great length from the perspective of cost and the condition of Russian equipment. In fact, existing equipment, such as airlift capabilities, were in very poor state, which demonstrated Russia’s difficulties to modernise. In addition, the costs involved in sustaining the Syrian operation were highly incompatible with the modernisation efforts.

26.
As several delegates wanted the Rapporteur to include revisions or add sections to the Report, Ms Martens agreed that concrete suggestions would be included, but larger, open-ended suggestions would need to be taken into account through 2016 activities of the STC. With that caveat, delegates adopted the General Report on Russian Military Modernization [176 STC 15 E]. The inclusion of concrete modifications would take place after the end of the meeting.
VIII.
Consideration and vote on the proposal for change of the name “Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security” into “Sub-Committee on Technology Trends and Security” (STCTTS)
27.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale and Jan Arild Ellingsen (NO) proposed a change of the name “Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security” into “Sub-Committee on Technology Trends and Security” (STCTTS). There was no objection and the Committee endorsed this name change by acclamation.
IX.
Consideration of the draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security The High North: Emerging Challenges and Opportunities [177 STCEES 15 E] by Osman Askin BAK (Turkey), Rapporteur
28.
Before handing the floor to Osman Askin Bak, Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale expressed the Committee’s deepest condolences for the terrorist attacks in Turkey on 10 October 2015.

29.
Osman Askin Bak (TR) presented the updated version of his Report on the High North by asserting that the Arctic would become a strategic region for the Alliance. 

30.
Mr Bak outlined the changes that were made to the Report since May 2015, particularly concentrating on Russia’s increased military focus on the Arctic and the potential role of NATO in the High North. Russia represented almost half of the Arctic Circle, and more importantly, its national identity was closely linked to its north and played a critical role in its defence and security. Therefore, Mr Bak was not surprised to see a high volume of Russian activities and certain provocative actions. One example was the Arctic Joint Strategic Command established by Russia that conducted an exercise in March 2015 in parallel to Norway’s Joint Viking drills without advance notice. Mr Bak called for heightened vigilance and warned that the current political tensions had already slowly begun to impact Arctic relations.

31.
As for NATO’s involvement, Mr Bak pointed out that NATO as an organisation did not have a specific Arctic policy and Allies did not agree on the extent to which the Arctic should be on their common agenda. However, he argued that Arctic territories of the Allied member states fell squarely within NATO’s mandate. 

32.
Mr Bak concluded his presentation by offering several steps that the Alliance could take with regards to the High North, depending on its level of ambition, such as increasing its understanding of the Arctic Allied territories with ad hoc or regular political consultations and increasing allied situational awareness. A second step could be to conduct joint training and exercises. Thirdly, NATO could examine what capabilities the Alliance has in the Arctic. And at the most assertive end of the scale, NATO could increase its military presence in the Arctic. 

33.
During the discussion period, members commented on the importance of the Arctic Council and backed Mr Bak’s proposal to urge NATO to support Arctic co-operation and greater focus on the High North, as five Allies had territories in the region. Also noted was the fact that as the EU was not a formal observer of the Arctic Council, NATO should be more involved in keeping a close eye on the High North in order to ensure that the Arctic remains a region where peace prevails.

34.
The draft Report of the Sub-Committee on Energy and Environmental Security on The High North: Emerging Challenges and Opportunities [177 STCEES 15 E] was adopted without changes.

X.
Consideration of the draft Special Report on Climate Change, International Security and the Way to Paris 2015 [178 STC 15 E] by Philippe Vitel (France), Special Rapporteur

35.
Philippe Vitel (FR) presented the updated STC draft Special Report on Climate Change, International Security and the Way to Paris 2015. Citing the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Mr Vitel affirmed with certainty that anthropogenic greenhouse gases (GHGs) were the main cause of global warming observed since the mid-20th century. 

36.
Mr Vitel reminded the delegates of the 21st meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP21) to be held in December 2015 in Paris. The Report also gave him the opportunity to call for action, saying that it was time to respect the principle of "common but differentiated responsibilities" to maintain a fair balance between emissions reductions and economic development. He also reminded the parliamentarians that the combined national contributions were not sufficient yet to avoid warming of more than 2°C by 2050 compared to pre-industrial levels and, therefore, prompted the biggest CO2 emitters to be more daring in their contributions.

37.
The main changes to the Report focused on the relationship between international security and climate change, Mr Vitel told the delegates. He reminded them that climate change was perceived as a catalyst for national and international crises and a threat multiplier by IPCC experts and that this new strategic reality would gain in importance in the coming years, as NATO operations could be significantly affected by climate change in its peripheral areas such as the Arctic, the Middle East, and Central Asia.

38.
In conclusion, Mr Vitel invited member States, partners and observers to negotiate an ambitious, legally binding, rules-based, and universal agreement at COP21, to think about climate change as the biggest challenge of the 21st century, and to add it in formulating national foreign policies and in co-operation with NATO.
39.
During the discussion period, one delegate commented that the Paris conference was of critical importance and called all parties to pursue transformative pathways, sustainable climate neutrality, and climate resilience. He also expected that the Paris conference would finally make a legally binding and rules-based agreement and by committing themselves, parties would not only be addressing climate change but preserving international security and attaining sustainable development. Mr Vitel capitalised on this comment to remind the delegates that the main stake of the COP21 was to mitigate climate change. Moreover, during the discussion of the Report, Domenico Scilipoti Isgro (IT) presented his amendment to the draft Resolution by saying that an all-encompassing sustainable development strategy was needed. He pointed to the centrality of assessing the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). There was a need for an effective partnership at the global level, he said. Mr Vitel illustrated this point by raising the case of Syria’s drought in 2006-2007, which contributed to impoverishing big parts of the Syrian population which led to the radicalism and terrorism in the country. 

40.
The Special Report on Climate Change, International Security and the Way to Paris 2015 [178 STC 15 E] was adopted without changes.
XI.
Consideration of amendments and vote on the draft Resolution Climate Change and International Security [193 STC 15 E] presented by Philippe Vitel (France), Special Rapporteur

41.
Two amendments had been proposed, Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale noted. First, she invited Jürgen Hardt (DE) to introduce an amendment proposed by Dr Karl A. Lamers (DE) on behalf of the German delegation. The amendment suggested deleting paragraph 5 of the resolution because the employed wording would give certain states a possibility to soften their mitigation goals. Philippe Vitel expressed his support for the paragraph as it stood, as the argument was taken directly from the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. He was not prepared to endorse the amendment. The delegates voted on the amendment. It was not accepted, with 3 votes in favour, 10 against, and 3 abstentions.

42.
Dr Scilipoti Isgro re-introduced amendment 1, which was proposed by Andrea Manciulli (IT) on behalf of the Italian delegation. It suggested including the words “and shape national climate change policies so as to take into consideration the Post-2015 Development Agenda, with particular reference to the fight against poverty and to the sustainable growth of the planet”. The amendment was endorsed by Mr Vitel, and it was accepted by acclamation.

43.
The draft Resolution Climate Change and International Security [193 STC 15 E], as amended, was adopted unanimously.
XII.
Election of Committee and Sub-Committee officers

44.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale called the Committee’s attention to the elections of Committee officers. She proposed that the Committee re-elected the three officers who were eligible to stand again for their position and did not want to switch. Thus were re-elected by acclamation Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale (UK) as Chair of the STC, Jan Arild Ellingsen (NO) as Chair of the STCTTS, and Domenico Scilipoti Isgro (IT) as Vice-Chair of the STCTTS.


Vice-Chairpersons of the Science and Technology Committee (STC)
45.
There were three vacant positions for Vice-Chairpersons of the STC. The Committee received the candidacies of Jacques Gautier (FR), Bruno Vitorino (PT) and Jack Harris (CA), who were all elected by acclamation.


STC General Rapporteur 

46.
Philippe Vitel (FR) had put forward the only candidacy for the position of General Rapporteur and was elected by acclamation.


STC Special Rapporteur

47.
Osman Askin Bak (TR) had put forward his name for the position of Special Rapporteur, just vacated by Philippe Vitel. He was elected by acclamation.

Vice-Chairpersons of the Sub-Committee on Technology Trends and Security (STCTTS)
48.
There were two vacant positions for Vice-Chairpersons of the Sub-Committee and the Committee had received the candidacies of Richard Nugent (US) and Sven Mikser (EE), who were both elected by acclamation. 


Rapporteur of the STCTTS

49.
Maria Martens (NL) stood for the position as Rapporteur of the STCTTS and was elected by acclamation.

XIII.
2016 Science and Technology Committee visits and activities presented by the Chairperson and the Subcommittee Chairmen

50.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale reviewed the past and upcoming visits, starting with the two successful visits to Connecticut and New York, United States in June 2015 and to Finland and Estonia in September 2015. One more visit was planned for 2015, which is a Sub-Committee visit to Qatar from 2 to 4 November 2015. 

51.
With regards to the 2016 activities, an STC visit to the United States was planned with meetings in Washington, DC and possibly another location on the topics of Iran’s nuclear programme and regional proliferation, defence and homeland security, climate and security, cyber security, as well as airborne intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance. As for the first STCTTS visit, it would take place in  Denmark with meetings in Copenhagen and Greenland, in order to discuss topics such as the High North and energy and environment security. And the second STCTTS visit would take place in Italy with meeting in La Spezia at NATO’s Centre for Maritime Research and Experimentation.

52.
The three reports of 2016 would deal with Airborne Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance Capabilities in the Alliance; the Iranian Nuclear Deal and Regional Proliferation Repercussions; and the Role of Nuclear Weapons in NATO and Russia.

XIV.
Any other business

53.
No other business was raised.

XV.
Date and place of the next meeting
54.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale informed the delegates that the next meeting of the Science and Technology Committee would next convene in Tirana, Albania, where the Spring Session would take place from 27 to 30 May 2016.

XVI.
Final remarks
55.
Baroness Ramsay of Cartvale concluded the meeting of the Science and Technology Committee and thanked the guest speakers, observers and hosts from the Norwegian Parliament.

XVII.
End of meeting
56.
The meeting was closed at 14:50

____________
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