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Monday, 29 January 2007

The 9th Meeting of the EU-Armenia Parliamentary Cooperation Committee (PCC) opened on 
Monday, 29 January 2007 at 15h15 under the co-chairmanship of Mrs Marie Anne ISLER 
BEGUIN (European Parliament) and Mr Armen RUSTAMYAN (Armenian Parliament). Mrs 
ISLER BEGUIN welcomed the participants, wished success to the representatives of the 
Armenian Parliament in the upcoming elections and hoped that they would be conducted in a 
democratic way. She also announced that Mr Armen BAYBOURDYAN, representing the 
Government of the Republic of Armenia, would present his opening statement the next day.

1. The draft agenda was adopted without amendments.

2. The minutes of the 8th EU-Armenia PCC meeting were also adopted without amendments.

3. and 4.
Before giving the floor for opening statements, the Co-Chairs expressed deep regret about the 
recent assassination of the Armenian-Turkish journalist Hrant DINK. The PCC paid tribute to 
him and to the freedom of speech by one minute of silence.

In his opening statement, Mr Manfred DEGEN, Counsellor in the German Representation to the 
European Union (EU), on behalf of the German Presidency-in-Office of the Council of the EU,
stressed the importance that the EU attached to its partnership with Armenia. Enumerating the 
main recent developments between the sides, he particularly referred to the adoption of the EU-
Armenia Action Plan in November 2006 and to the strengthening of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) announced in December 2006. Mr DEGEN also dwelled upon the 
situation in Armenia and welcomed: the macroeconomic achievements in the country, its rate of 
economic growth and the positive impact on the reduction of poverty; Armenia’s accession to the 
WTO in 2003; the approximation of the national legislation to EU standards; and the adoption of 
the strategy to fight corruption. Meanwhile, he also expressed hope on the proper 
implementation of the Armenian strategy to fight poverty, stressed the need of substantial reform 
in establishing the rule of law and human rights protection, recalled EU’s appeal to Armenia to 
organize free and fair elections in the Spring 2007 and its intention to send an election 
observation mission, and finally called for the decommissioning of the Medzamor Power Station.
As for Armenia’s relations with its neighbours, Mr DEGEN urged the country to pursue its 
efforts in reaching an agreement with Turkey on the opening of the border between them, and 
underlined the importance of finding a peaceful and lasting solution to the conflict in Nagorno-
Karabakh. 

Mr Victor ANDRES MALDONADO, Head of Unit at the Directorate General of External 
Relations, representing the European Commission, focused his contribution on the importance of 
the EU-Armenia Action Plan as starting point for new relations between the sides. Based on 
shared democratic values and on the priorities of efficient economy and improved social 
development, the Action Plan should now be implemented through undertaking necessary
reforms in Armenia. The EU would assist in this sense and an Implementation Road Map for 
2007-2008 would be signed. 

Also present at the meeting, H.E. Mr Peter SEMNEBY, EU Special Representative (EUSR) in 
the South Caucasus, appreciated the developing relations between the EU and Armenia and 
dwelled upon three elements: the parliamentary elections in Armenia in May 2007, the situation 
over Nagorno-Karabakh, and regional cooperation. On the elections, he stressed their importance 
as a first major test of Armenia’s commitment to democratic values and of the quality of the EU-
Armenia relations. Further mentioning the enormous cost of the conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, 
he underlined the responsibility of the political establishment in Armenia and Azerbaijan for



DSCA/PV/707948EN.doc 3 PE 395.972

reaching a compromise and explaining it to the population of both countries. He also expressed 
hope that the parliamentary elections in Armenia would not constitute an obstacle to the 
negotiations process, as well as informed about the preparedness of the EU to contribute to this
process through confidence-building measures. As for regional aspects, Mr SEMNEBY 
emphasized the importance of a joint development of all the three countries in the South 
Caucasus towards regional stability and prosperity, the significant role of Turkey and Russia in 
the region and of the new Black Sea Strategy as an appropriate instrument to foster this 
cooperation.

In the following exchange of views, Mrs Hranoush HAKOBYAN, Mr Vahram 
BAGHDASARYAN and Mr Khachatur SOUKIASYAN raised questions on the need for more 
meetings organized under the Action Plan; the possibility of EU increased assistance for the 
improvement of the political system in Armenia, and the impact of reforms on the settlement of 
the conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh; the prospects for Nagorno-Karabakh to become a third party 
in the negotiations process; the regional projects circumventing Armenia; the relationship 
between Turkey’s accession to the EU and the Armenian-Turkish relations in the ENP context.

In reply, Mr SEMNEBY refrained from commenting on the invitation of a third party to the 
negotiations over Nagorno-Karabakh, which did not presuppose that the EU did not listen to and 
meet the authorities of the region. On regional projects, he regretted that the Armenian-Turkish
border remained closed, but also underlined the existence of other projects with a beneficial 
impact on regional stability. He absolutely agreed further that parallel reform in all the three 
countries of the South Caucasus would facilitate conflict-resolution, while business circles and 
the political establishment should play a decisive role in this direction. Mr ANDRES 
MALDONADO added his remarks on the assistance provided to Armenia by the EU, and 
informed on the upcoming adoption of the Strategy and Cooperation Paper for this country that 
considerably focused on democratic scrutiny and earmarked 100 Mln Euros in 2007-2010. 
Reiterating that the EU was one of the main donors to Armenia, he believed that the new 
assistance tools ensured more flexibility on the type of assistance provided, and were also 
supposed to support the efforts on the resolution of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. He also 
expressed his concern about the present relations between Armenia and Turkey and the closed 
border, reassured that the issue was permanently raised during EU-Turkey negotiations, as well 
as expressed himself against Armenia’s exclusion from regional transport projects. Finally, Mr 
DEGEN shared the opinion of the previous speakers on conflict-resolution and Armenian-
Turkish relations, and commented that as far as meetings were concerned, their results rather 
than their frequency were to be addressed as a priority.

Informing on the preparation of a new Regional Security Pact that would provide for a new 
concept in the field, Mr RUSTAMYAN asked about the possible involvement of the EU in this 
direction. Mrs ISLER BEGUIN also asked Mr SEMNEBY whether there was a risk of conflict in 
the region, whether it was enough to speak at present about conflict prevention, and whether the 
issue on stability in the South Caucasus in the context of the Neighbourhood Policy was properly 
raised at meetings with Russian officials. Mr SEMNEBY reassured that the role of the EU and 
Russia in their common neighbourhood was emphasized in the discussions between the two 
sides. As for risk possibilities, he believed that the situation between Armenia and Azerbaijan 
was more stable than the one in Georgia, but stressed the existence of a serious long-term risk 
stemming from the lack of contacts among the societies and the mutual consolidation of the 
“enemy image”. The EU could therefore play an important role in assisting with confidence-
building and exchange programs. Mr Vytautas LANDSBERGIS however drew attention to the 
risk of preserving the situation of “frozen conflicts” for long periods of time, as well as 
wondered about Russia’s interest in peace and stability in the South Caucasus.
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In the light of the May 2007 elections and of the priorities of the EU-Armenia Action Plan on 
strengthening democracy, the rule of law and human rights, Mrs Frieda BREPOELS asked the 
representative of the Commission whether there was already any information on the progress 
made in these areas, and in particular on freedom of expression. Reminding about the adoption 
of the Action Plan in November 2006 and its five-year perspective, Mr ANDRES 
MALDONADO informed on the on-going process of identification of the most urgent priorities 
of the Plan to be implemented in 2007-2008. He also assured that the European Commission
would deploy all efforts for the implementation of the programs in the above-mentioned key 
fields in 2007-2008. Good governance and rule of law projects were already carried out. 

Mr Georgs ANDREJEVS recalled about Armenia’s commitment to democratic reform as 
member of the Council of Europe and about the pressure exerted by this organization on the 
amendment of the Armenian Constitution in 2005 limiting presidential powers in favour of more 
parliamentary responsibilities. He asked the Armenian colleagues to explain the reasons of not 
fulfilling this demand in the nominating procedure of the Broadcasting Commission, as well as 
of not starting the media reform. In reply, Mrs HAKOBYAN confirmed the adoption of 
Constitutional amendments strengthening the role of the Parliament, but also drew attention to 
the fact that the legislative framework was only in the process of being revised. She also 
informed on the existence of a liberal law on mass media and expressed her satisfaction with its 
functioning, with the exception of the television field that had yet to be regulated. She did not 
agree with Mr ANDREJEVS on the appointments in the Armenian Broadcasting Commission, 
arguing that the President and the Parliament equally shared the powers in this field. Mr 
SOUKIASYAN added that though laws in Armenia had a democratic nature, they should be 
enforced and made biding for every person in the country. 

Mrs ISLER BEGUIN argued that Item 4 was considerably covered in the discussion and 
suggested to regard it as jointly discussed with Item 3.

5.
Mr RUSTAMYAN introduced the issue on the state of play of the relations between the EU and 
Armenia within the framework of the ENP and expressed himself very hopeful about the role of 
the ENP. In his opinion, the ENP could contribute to the development of regional cooperation 
with EU’s more active involvement as an impartial partner and its support to regional projects 
that include all the countries of the South Caucasus without exception. In the same logic, the EU 
had an important role to play in conflict resolution in the South Caucasus by influencing through 
the ENP the peaceful settlement process in parallel to the development of regional cooperation.
According to Mr RUSTAMYAN, the security model proposed by the EU and the ENP
consisting in the existence of neighbours sharing the same values, as well as the participation of 
all Armenian neighbours, except Iran, in the European process, was an important consideration 
for Armenia’s long-term interest in establishing closer ties with the EU. He agreed therefore with 
the European officials on the need to adequately implement the EU-Armenia Action Plan to the 
fullest possible degree and without delay. The parliamentary elections to be held in May 2007
will be in this sense an important test on the current level of democratization in Armenia. 

Mr Johannes BLOKLAND focused his presentation on three aspects: the elections and 
democratic development in Armenia, its relations with Turkey, and its relations with Azerbaijan 
in the context of the conflict in Nagorno Karabakh. Stressing the important role of elections in 
democratic development, he drew attention that democracy was not limited only to the 
organization of polls. The full involvement of the civil society and local authorities in the 
electoral process, the high turnout as a sign of people’s confidence and the wide spectrum of 
political parties were also to be ensured in order to give to the population the opportunity to have 
a real political choice. As far as he was not very optimistic about the possibility to establish good 
neighbourly relations between Armenia and Turkey, Mr BLOKLAND asked the Armenian side 
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on the existence of any prospects in this area. He finally expressed his concern about the recent 
declaration of an Azerbaijani Minister on the possible resorting to other means of solving the 
conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, in case of failure of the negotiations. In his opinion, the conflict 
in Nagorno-Karabakh hampers the development of the South Caucasus. Regional cooperation 
among Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia should therefore be very seriously considered, is 
already appreciated in the environmental field and would be welcomed in other areas as well.

According to Mr Arpad DUKA-ZOLYOMI, the ENP has proved to be an efficient instrument in
improving the cooperation between the EU and its neighbouring countries. The situation of the 
South Caucasus was nevertheless more difficult because of the lack of immediate borders with 
the EU, as well as because of Russia's influence in the region. Believing that Russian actions 
hampered the development of the South Caucasus, he called for the European side to exert 
pressure on Russia on its present position on Caucasus issues through the EU-Russia strategic 
partnership. The EU should also contribute to improving security and stability in the region, 
which are important for its economic and political life. After stressing the significance of the 
future elections in Armenia, Mr DUKA-ZOLYOMI expressed his optimism about EU's 
influence on Turkey and on the settlement of the conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh. In this sense, he 
did not share the opinion about the improvements observed in Nagorno-Karabakh, and finally 
raised the question on the refugees' situation.

Followed comments made by Mr SOUKIASYAN and Mr Koryun ARAKELYAN. Mr 
SOUKIASYAN made two remarks: on the fact that energy-rich countries in the region abused of 
their position and that international organizations should apply rules on their behaviour, as well 
as on the negative impact of closed border on trade and population. Referring to Armenia's 
membership in the Council of Europe and to the recommendations 1361 and 1373 of this 
organization, Mr ARAKELYAN suggested that accountability for those responsible for electoral 
fraud be introduced in the current electoral campaign in Armenia. He also appreciated another 
recommendation aimed at the opening of a TV channel, as well as stressed the negative impact 
of the high level of poverty and unemployment in Armenia on the democratic process and 
respect of human rights, and the need to address the problem by joint efforts.

Mrs ISLER BEGUIN further informed on the creation of two ENP Working Groups within the 
EP's Committee on Foreign Affairs, which proves the active involvement of the EP in this field. 
She finally asked two questions: on the existence of any ENP projects aimed at the reconciliation 
of people, and on the reactions of the main donors to Armenia (Russia and the United States) to 
the ENP. Mr RUSTAMYAN replied that he did not expect a negative attitude from Russia 
because of its involvement in similar projects with the EU, and that the ENP was also welcomed 
at parliamentary level in the United States and could be complemented by similar Armenian-
American projects. Referring to the importance attached to the settlement of the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict in the ENP Action Plan, he stressed the need to solve it in conformity with 
international law, taking into consideration the right to self-determination. As for the Armenian-
Turkish relations, Mr RUSTAMYAN considered the provisions of the Action Plan and the 
European aspirations of both States as the key to the regulation of the relations. In his opinion, 
while Armenia has not changed its position and is ready for various initiatives in the field, there 
are yet no diplomatic relations between the two countries and Turkey still insists on pre-
conditions for negotiations, that are unacceptable for the Armenian side.

6.
Mrs HAKOBYAN made a presentation on the domestic situation in Armenia, and in particular 
on the electoral process and the preparatory work. She enumerated seven particularities of the 
present electoral context: amendment of the Constitution and reduction of the presidential 
powers, the primary importance attached to free and fair elections in the EU-Armenia Action 
Plan, the accomplishment of international requirements on reforming the national electoral 
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legislation, the evolution of the political system with more than 80 parties active at present in 
Armenia, the expected active participation of the population in the forthcoming elections, the 
efforts towards creating an atmosphere of political tolerance, the adoption of an Action Plan 
aimed at the organization of the elections in line with international standards. Mrs HAKOBYAN 
also stressed the importance of the amendments operated to the Electoral Code, and made an 
overview of their main elements. She finally underlined the importance of implementing these
changes in practice.

Followed questions raised by Mr Robert EVANS, Mrs ISLER-BEGUIN and Mr DUKA-
ZOLYOMI. Stressing the importance of ensuring free and fair elections not only on the polling 
day, but also in the run-up period, Mr EVANS asked the Armenian colleagues to provide 
information on the following issues: the way in which voters lists are drawn up in order to ensure 
their accuracy, the real possibilities for the activity of independent media, the existence of 
political parties constituting a functioning opposition, the number of independent observers, the 
precise date of the elections. He also underlined the need that elections be recognized as free and 
fair ones first of all by Armenians. Fully agreeing with Mr EVANS on the importance of the pre-
election period and highlighting the importance of establishing neutral and working national 
structures, Mrs ISLER-BEGUIN asked about the training process of electoral agents and the 
responsible institutions in this field. Mr DUKA-ZOLYOMI raised two questions on the electoral 
system in Armenia and the conditions of political parties to participate in the elections, as well as 
on the distribution of air time among parties on television and radio. 

In reply, Mr SOUKIASYAN made a short remark on the need for EU’s professional assistance 
in the organization of the elections and on the necessity to develop Armenia’s political will to 
come closer to European standards, while Mrs ISLER-BEGUIN reminded about the assistance to 
the electoral process provided within the ENP. Mr ARAKELYAN expressed concern about the 
lack of proper conditions for the activity of the political opposition and its low representation in 
such bodies as the Central Electoral Commission, the lack of neutrality in the training of 
electoral officials, the refusal of the Government to introduce in the amended Electoral Code the 
recommendations of the opposition and the eventual withdrawal of the opposition’s signatures 
from the Draft. Mr BAGHDASARYAN finally urged both the authorities and the opposition to 
ensure better conditions for the proper monitoring of the electoral process.

Mr Tadeusz ZWIEFKA particularly focused on the role of the independent media in the run-up 
for elections. He drew attention to several reports of international NGOs on the worsening 
situation in Armenia in this field, and asked the Armenian colleagues whether the reported 
pressure on journalists represented isolated cases or a trend. 

Mrs HAKOBYAN concluded the debate by explaining the current process of creating voters’
lists and by assuring about their accuracy, as well as about the existence of independent media in 
Armenia. She further informed on the existence of a mixed electoral system and of 80 registered 
parties in the country, as well as on the present procedure of parties’ electoral nomination 
requiring only for the creation of an initiative group. As for other aspects of the pre-election 
period, she informed on the involvement of 25,000 officials – members of Electoral 
Commissions in the electoral process and on the right of any party or local organization to send 
observers, reassured on the independence of the Central Electoral Commission in the training 
process, dwelled upon the need to ensure the independence of the judiciary without directly 
involving them in the electoral process, stressed the possibility of the observers to closely 
monitor the elections and to use videotapes as proofs, communicated on the facilitated radio and 
television access and on the equal distribution of air time among all parties during the last month 
before the elections. She finally reiterated the need to ensure the irreversibility of democratic 
processes and political tolerance in the period of the future elections in Armenia.
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Mrs ISLER-BEGUIN closed the first session of the meeting at 18h30.

Tuesday, 30 January 2007

The meeting was reopened by Mr RUSTAMYAN at 09h22.

The discussion on item 6 continued with the examination of the economic and tourism situation 
in Armenia, presented by Mr BAGHDASARYAN. According to him, Armenia has registered a 
double economic growth since 2002, which is a result of good economic policies and of efficient 
inter-institutional cooperation. Among the national priorities of further economic development, 
he particularly mentioned the improvement of the business environment with a specific focus on 
knowledge-based sectors, as well as the development of tourism and regional development
through revitalizing the industry sector, promoting foreign direct investment, improving the 
relevant legislation, further developing the sector of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) with 
the launch of the National Development Centre. Within foreign trade, improving cooperation 
with international organizations, creating favourable conditions for trade and exports, 
improvement of transportation, and diversification of the energy sector are of primary 
importance. As far as the obstacles to the Armenian economic development were concerned, Mr 
BAGHDASARYAN focused on three of them: domestic corruption, the blockade of Armenia by 
Turkey and Azerbaijan and its impact on transportation, the recent escalation of the Russian-
Georgian relations resulting in considerable trade and transportation difficulties. In this context, 
he stressed the importance of further strengthening the EU-Armenia relations.

Mrs Silvia Maria ZEHE, representing the European Commission, underlined the need to further 
address poverty reduction and asked about the state of revision of the Armenian strategy in this 
field. She also asked for information about the National Program for the implementation of the 
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA), as well as about the future projects of the 
Armenian authorities to continue fight against corruption in the context of the expiration of their
Plan in this field and of the emergence of international reports on the lack of progress on 
corruption in Armenia (including the one of the Council of Europe’s Group of States against 
Corruption – GRECO). She finally informed on the launch of a feasibility study that will 
examine the possibility to conclude with Armenia a free trade agreement. In reply, Mr 
BAGHDASARYAN reported on the on-going discussion on the revised version of the Poverty 
Reduction Strategy with the hope to finalize it in the near future, on the projects to discuss a draft 
of the National Program for PCA implementation in the Parliament, as well on the Armenian 
efforts to fight against corruption and on the difficulties to define it.

Several questions were further raised by Mr Agustin DIAZ DE MERA GARCIA 
CONSUEGRA, Mr EVANS, Mrs Siiri OVIIR and Mr Grigor GHONJEYAN. Mr DIAZ DE 
MERA asked for detailed information on the specific plans related to the priorities mentioned by 
Mr BAGHDASARYAN, in particular in the field of strengthening the link between innovation 
and economic growth; on the development of new technologies and Internet; and finally on the 
development of SMEs and of the newly established Centre. Stressing that Armenia should fight 
against structural corruption, he wondered whether there were any data on the results of this 
fight. Mr EVANS raised the question of the impact of the Armenian Diaspora abroad and its 
money on the economy of the country. Arguing that corruption had represented a problem in all 
the countries of the ex-USSR, Mrs OVIIR suggested that the Estonian experience and assistance 
in this field be provided to Armenia. While agreeing that corruption was an important obstacle to 
economic development, Mr GHONJEYAN drew attention to the negative consequences of 
Armenia’s blockade by Turkey and Azerbaijan and of the escalation of the Russian-Georgian 
relations and wondered whether any EU experience could be applied in this direction.
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In her comments on the GRECO report, Mrs HAKOBYAN informed on the recent finalization 
of a Draft National Security Strategy that addressed the issue of corruption, as well as on the 
GRECO’s visit to Armenia in April 2006. As a result of 24 recommendations made by the 
GRECO, an Action Plan on their implementation was adopted and reform has been undertaken 
and is further envisaged in all the fields concerned. 

In reply to the questions raised by the European colleagues, Mr BAGHDASARYAN argued that 
the fight against corruption was affected by the blockade imposed on Armenia by Turkey and 
Azerbaijan. The Armenian authorities still continued their efforts in this field through improving 
the legislation and convicting officials and other citizens. He further informed on the 
improvement of the Internet use and training. As for the National Centre for SME support, it was 
created under the aegis and sponsorship of the Armenian Government. On the issue of the 
Armenian Diaspora, Mr BAGHDASARYAN stated that the large influx of investment from the 
Armenians abroad currently has the form of business investment, that the projects are 
coordinated either by the Government or individually, and that the control of funds was operated 
by the Diaspora itself. Finally, he agreed with Mrs OVIIR on the considerable progress made by 
Estonia in fighting corruption, but stressed the less favourable geographic position of Armenia. 

Mrs ZEHE commented on the Diaspora and blockade issues. On the effect of the Diaspora 
money, she informed on the estimation of its contribution at half of the economic growth of the 
country and on the difficulties to properly calculate its impact. She also welcomed the initiatives 
taken by the Armenian Government to channel the Diaspora money through the Rural 
Development Initiative and fight against poverty. As for the blockade issue, she assured that the 
Commission addressed it in its talks with Russia and Georgia, and expressed hope about a future 
improvement in Russian-Georgian relations and its positive effect on Armenia.

Followed comments made by Mr DIAZ DE MERA, Mr GHONJEYAN, Mr 
BAGHDASARYAN, Mrs ISLER-BEGUIN and Mr ARAKELYAN. Agreeing that the blockades 
by neighbours had a considerable negative impact on Armenia, Mr DIAZ DE MERA stressed 
however the primary importance of democratic progress for the development of the country and 
the role of the ENP in this direction. Mr BAGHDASARYAN drew attention to the need of
foreign investment with spill-over effect in Armenia, in particular in agriculture, and asked about 
EU’s intentions of supporting the Armenian economy and growth. At the request of Mr 
GHONJEYAN to also address during PCC meetings the question of European economic 
developments in order to make the European experience known in Armenia, Mrs ISLER 
BEGUIN presented her view of the current economic situation in the EU. She particularly 
dwelled upon the energy and climate change problems in the EU and the need to integrate them 
into new models of economic development. Finally, Mr ARAKELYAN dwelled upon the slow 
and long period of economic transition in Armenia, expressed his opinion that the economic 
growth in the country was not efficient and did not have a positive impact on poverty reduction, 
as well as welcomed the proposal on the Estonian assistance to Armenia.

Mrs HAKOBYAN further introduced the issue of protection of cultural and historic heritage. 
After referring to Armenia’s commitment to cultural values and to the steps taken on cultural 
preservation, she particularly dwelled upon the situation of the Djulfa cemetery, expressed 
gratitude to the EP and international organizations for their calls on preventing the destruction of 
the cemetery, but also regretted that no results were achieved and that the monument was still
ruined. In the opinion of Mrs HAKOBYAN, there should be no international fact-finding 
mission to Azerbaijan because of the inappropriate attitude of the Azerbaijani authorities towards 
the issue. After calling for depriving Azerbaijan of its membership from UNESCO because of 
the non-respect of its international commitments in the field of cultural preservation, she referred 
to the provisions of the EU-Azerbaijan Action Plan related to cultural issues and expressed 
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herself in favour of introducing a reference to cultural heritage in the final text of the PCC 
recommendations. 

An exchange of views followed between Mr ARAKELYAN, Mr Albert DESS, Mrs ISLER 
BEGUIN, Mrs HAKOBYAN, and Mr DUKA-ZOLYOMI. Mr ARAKELYAN completely 
agreed with the report of Mrs HAKOBYAN and stressed the importance of preserving the 
Armenian culture as part of the European one. In the context of the EU-Turkey negotiations, Mr 
DESS suggested that pressure be put on Turkey to call upon the Azerbaijani authorities to 
respect cultural heritage. Mrs ISLER BEGUIN further underlined the significance of tolerance 
and of a balanced approach towards the situation in the South Caucasus, as well as regretted the 
refusal of both Azerbaijani and Armenian sides to agree on a fact-finding mission, and finally 
hoped that such a visit of the EP delegation to the area on both sides would still be possible in the 
future. In reply, Mrs HAKOBYAN assured of the Armenian tolerance and of the possibility to 
organize a fact-finding mission on the Armenian side, but insisted on the destruction actions of 
the Azerbaijani soldiers, on the existence of authentic evidence in this sense and on the need to 
take relevant steps within the UNESCO and the EU. Mrs ISLER BEGUIN informed nevertheless 
on the fact that the Djulfa cemetery was not on the list of cultural heritage under the protection of 
UNESCO, which made it difficult to pursue further actions within this organization. After 
expressing understanding for the situation of Armenians and after informing on the complaints 
from the Azerbaijani side on the destruction of Muslim mosques in Nagorno-Karabakh, Mr 
DUKA-ZOLYOMI concluded the debate by stressing the need for mutual respect for cultural 
heritage and for addressing more the issue in the communication with Azerbaijan and Turkey.

* * *

Mr Armen BAYBOURDYAN, representing the Government of the Republic of Armenia, who 
joined the meeting, was given the floor for an opening statement. Welcoming the enhancement 
of the EU-Armenia relations in the context of the EU enlargement and of the ENP strengthening, 
he particularly focused on the adoption of the ENP Action Plan in November 2006. In this sense, 
he informed on the role of the EU as the largest trade partner and investor of Armenia and on
Armenia’s profound interest in concluding a free trade agreement with the EU, stressed the role 
of the Parliaments in the future implementation of the Action Plan and mentioned the efforts of 
the Armenian authorities to involve the civil society in this process. Among other developments 
of the EU-Armenia cooperation in 2006, a national programme for the implementation of the 
PCA was adopted, the political dialogue was intensified, and the appointment of Mr SEMNEBY 
as EUSR in the South Caucasus was welcomed. Underlining the importance of resolving 
regional conflicts, Mr BAYBOURDYAN informed on the intensification of negotiations efforts 
in 2006 towards solving the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and on their continuation despite the up-
coming elections in Armenia. In his opinion, while Armenia expressed readiness and good will 
towards resolution, the settlement process was hampered by the “militaristic rhetoric” from the 
Azerbaijani side. As far as the relations between Armenia and Turkey are concerned, the speaker
regretted the maintenance of the closed border, of different approaches and the lack of progress 
during the recent meeting held on the occasion of Mr DINK’s funerals, as well as reiterated the 
need to address this problem within the EU-Turkey negotiations. Mr BAYBOURDYAN also 
mentioned the importance of promoting regional cooperation. Though unsolved conflicts in the 
South Caucasus impeded the effective realization of regional cooperation programmes, steps had 
been taken in the areas of transport, energy, and environment. He concluded his statement by 
reiterating Armenia’s hope for the opening of a full-fledged delegation of the European 
Commission in the country, by mentioning the importance of the May elections as a further step 
towards consolidating European values and of the PCC in strengthening EU-Armenia relations.

In reply, Mrs ZEHE from the European Commission made two short remarks. On the question of 
the EC delegation, she informed on the appointment of an Ambassador as a new Head of Office 
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in Yerevan since April 2007 and on the projects to open a full-fledged delegation in 2007. Mrs 
ZEHE also highlighted the important role of the Armenian Parliament in legal reform within the 
ENP, and the one of the European Parliament in exchanging views on the implementation of the 
ENP. On the basis of the ENP Action Plan, a new Country Strategy Paper was under finalization, 
and contained a new procedure of enhanced democratic scrutiny through the EP.

* * *

7.
In his presentation on Armenia’s external relations, Mr DUKA-ZOLYOMI focused on the 
country’s relations with Russia and Georgia. On Armenian-Russian relations, he spoke about a 
critical level of Armenia’s energy dependence on Russia, gave an overview of the Russian 
control on power distribution networks and gas supply in Armenia, and wondered whether such 
an approach could be balanced by an enhanced use of the Iranian gas pipeline. As for the 
Armenian-Georgian relations, he expressed awareness of the negative impact of the crisis in 
Georgian-Russian relations on Armenia’s situation, called upon the Armenian colleagues not to 
renounce friendly relations with Georgia and welcomed the Armenian proposal to mediate in the 
settlement of the crisis.

Mr RUSTAMYAN made an overview of Armenia’s position on its relations with neighbours. On 
Armenian-Georgian relations, he expressed confidence on good-neighbourly relations and 
focused on two main aspects: firstly, the importance of Georgia for the Armenian road networks, 
the negative impact of the deteriorated Georgian-Russian relations on Armenia’s foreign trade
and its will and efforts to the rapid normalization of the situation; secondly, the existence of a 
large Armenian Diaspora in Georgia and the importance of good relations with Georgia for the 
situation of Armenians in this country. As far as relations with Iran are concerned, Mr 
RUSTAMYAN mentioned their strategic importance for developing Armenia’s transportation 
routes to the South and informed on their consolidation through the construction of a joint gas 
pipeline as a future energy alternative. As for the relations with Azerbaijan in the context of the 
conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh, Mr RUSTAMYAN described them as a state of “cold war” rather 
than “cold peace” and gave several examples of the Azerbaijani attitude that he qualified as 
elements of conflict. He finally dwelled upon Armenia’s relations with Turkey and recalled 
Turkey’s refusal to start negotiations before its main three pre-conditions are fulfilled by the 
Armenian side, which is unacceptable for Armenia. Underlining Armenia’s readiness to start 
negotiations for the normalization of the relations, he argued that the political environment in 
Turkey and the context of European integration have resulted in Turkey’s need to launch a 
debate on the improvement of Armenian-Turkish relations and on thus ensuring regional stability 
and security. 

In the ensuing discussion, Mr Charles TANNOCK dwelled upon Armenia’s strategic relations 
with Iran and asked about Armenia’s position on the United Nations Security Council sanctions 
against Iran under a resolution of alleged nuclear proliferation, as well as on the statements of 
President AHMADINEJAD on destroying Israel and on Holocaust denial. In reply, Mr 
RUSTAMYAN explained that the difficult geographic position of Armenia obliged it to have a 
balanced regional foreign policy and good relations with Iran, in particular because of 
transportation access to the South. He called in this sense for avoiding instrumentalizing
Armenia in the relations among international powers. Mr BAYBOURDYAN further added that 
the Armenian - Iranian good relations were based on economic interests, in particular on those 
related to external trade transportation and to the diversification of energy sources, as well as on 
a balanced policy of Iran in the South Caucasus. On the other hand, this relation did not 
presuppose an absolute agreement of Armenia with Iran’s policies. Vivid examples of 
disagreement are the Holocaust question and Armenia’s strong support for nuclear non-
proliferation.
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Followed comments and questions raised by Mrs ZEHE, Mr DUKA-ZOLYOMI, Mrs ISLER 
BEGUIN, Mr LANDSBERGIS, and Mr TANNOCK. After expressing concern over the Russian 
dominance in the Armenian energy sector and reiterating EU’s request to close down the 
Medzamor nuclear power plant before 2016, Mrs ZEHE asked whether energy relations with 
Russia, the Medzamor issue and new nuclear options are subject to discussion in the Armenian 
Parliament. Mr DUKA-ZOLYOMI expressed himself in favour of reinforcing cooperation with 
Iran, but also informed on the possible Russian participation in the Iranian-Armenian gas 
pipeline project. He further asked for more information on the current situation over Armenian 
trade transportation through Georgia to Russia, as well as mentioned the situation of national 
minorities in Georgia and believed that Georgia had to ratify the Charter of the Council of 
Europe on the protection of national minorities. Mrs ISLER BEGUIN raised the question of the 
Armenian-Turkish relations by mentioning the Turkish recent proposal to establish a joint 
committee to reflect on history and the question of genocide and by wondering on the Armenian 
reaction to it. Mr LANDSBERGIS further asked two questions: on Armenia’s approach towards 
the eventual unilateral recognition by Russia of the so-called independence of Abkhazia, and on 
the current binding law in areas around Nagorno Karabakh. Mentioning Russia’s possible use of 
the events in Kosovo as precedent for the recognition of South Osetia and Abkhazia, Mr 
TANNOCK wondered about Armenia’s possible use of the Kosovo case for recognizing the 
independence of Nagorno-Karabakh and about the impact of such possible steps on EU-Armenia 
relations.

In reply, Mr BAGHDASARYAN informed on Medzamor's importance for Armenia as basic 
guarantor of 40% of the national energy and reassured that its reopening in the late 1990-ies was 
decided after the adoption of a programme on increased security in line with international 
standards. In his opinion, in order to avoid the negative energy and economic consequences of 
terminating Medzamor’s functioning without any preparatory work, its closure should be subject 
to discussion only at the moment when a new nuclear power plant and new energy resources
would be put at Armenia’s disposal. Mr RUSTAMYAN further answered to the questions on 
communication and transportation with Russia, on Armenia’s attitude towards the Russian 
statements on Kosovo, on national minorities and on the Nagorno-Karabakh issue. On 
Armenian-Russian communication and transportation routes, he enumerated the existing 
possibilities and stressed the importance of Georgia as a transit country, informed on the current 
intensification of air flights to Russia because of the deteriorated Georgian-Russian relations and 
reiterated Armenia’s interest in civilized relations with Georgia. As for the Russian statements on 
Kosovo developments, Mr RUSTAMYAN argued that Armenia was in favour of distinguishing 
between the nature of various conflicts and their settlement, as well as in favour of ensuring 
stability in Georgia in line with the principles of international law. He also informed on the fact 
that Armenia both signed and ratified the Charter on national minorities of the Council of Europe 
and stressed the importance of its ratification by Georgia. On the question of Mr 
LANDSBERGIS on the situation in Nagorno-Karabakh, he argued that a Constitution that was 
not recognised by the European structures still stipulated on the governing laws "under the
administrative rule of Nagorno-Karabakh" and was in conformity with international law. Mr 
BAYBOURDYAN finally presented the Armenian position on the Turkish proposal to create a 
joint Commission of historians. He informed that the Armenian side welcomed the proposal, but 
suggested to extend it to an inter-governmental Commission that would deal with the whole issue 
of normalization of the Turkish-Armenian relations. According to his information, there was no 
reply to this proposal from the Turkish side and there was no progress on the issue, while the 
Turkish proposal on establishing a Commission of historians is part of propaganda. Mr
RUSTAMYAN suggested to circulate the reply of the Armenian President to the Turkish 
authorities on this issue and believed that the above-mentioned proposal had the form of a new 
pre-condition to negotiations, while Mrs ISLER BEGUIN stressed the need to seize any 
opportunity to overcome the stalemate in the relations between Turkey and Armenia.
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Followed comments made by Mrs OVIIR, Mrs ZEHE and Mr RUSTAMYAN. Mrs OVIIR did 
not share the opinion on Turkish propaganda related to the proposal on setting-up a Commission 
of historians, underlined that the proposal was initiated and supported by the EU in order to solve 
the issue of closed border and called upon the Armenian colleagues to consider the issue from
another angle. After informing on the annual high costs of ensuring safety at the Medzamor 
nuclear power plant, Mrs ZEHE urged again upon the Armenian authorities to close the plant 
down and replace it, which would not require annual important investments of the EU in the 
security of the plant. Mr RUSTAMYAN eventually underlined three important aspects on the 
Nagorno-Karabakh issue: the fact that Nagorno-Karabakh was affected by the conflict, but was 
omitted from the talks on its settlement; the need to ensure that there are no prohibited areas for 
humanitarian aid, as is the case of Nagorno-Karabakh; the need to eliminate any use of threats to 
resort to force in solving a conflict.

The issue of the Black Sea cooperation was introduced by Mr BAGHDASARYAN. After an
overview and a high appreciation of the activity of the Organization of Black Sea Economic 
Cooperation (BSEC), he stressed that BSEC never supported regional projects circumventing its 
Member-States and believed that the future of the organization depended on the settlement of 
conflicts between the BSEC Member-States and on the revision of the position of some Members 
on regional infrastructure projects. 

In the ensuing exchange of views, Mr TANNOCK informed on the EU intention to strengthen 
Black Sea cooperation within the ENP, including through the creation of a joint EU-BSEC 
Parliamentary Assembly. He asked for the opinion of the Armenian colleagues on possible 
emergence of duplication in the case of creation of such an Assembly, as well as on the idea to 
include Russia and Turkey in this process. In reply, Mr BAGHDASARYAN stressed the need 
for more coordination between the BSEC and the EU in order to avoid redundancy, and agreed 
on including Russia as observer in this process. Mr BAYBOURDYAN welcomed the idea to 
strengthen the Eastern dimension of the ENP and the attention attached to it by the German 
Presidency of the European Council, and believed that any format of regional cooperation, in 
particular with the EU, was in the interest of Armenia, while the Black Sea cooperation was very 
important as a "bridging link" between the EU and the South Caucasus.

8. There was no other business.

9.
The final statement and recommendations of the PCC pursuant to Article 89 of the Partnership 
and Cooperation Agreement were adopted unanimously as revised after the examination of 
several last amendments. A debate took place on two amendments suggested by Mr 
LANDSBERGIS. His suggestion on including in Paragraph 14 (Paragraph 15 in the finalized 
Statement) the expression "including those expelled" after the words "the people of Nagorno-
Karabakh" was not accepted by the Armenian side, which resulted in the decision to further 
negotiate the expression between the Armenian and European sides and to examine it within the 
debate of the next PCC meeting. Also, his proposal to insert a paragraph 17d with the text 
"human rights and law enforcement are to be exercised in all areas, including Nagorno-Karabakh 
and surrounding territories allegedly occupied by Nagorno-Karabakh" was not accepted by the 
Armenian side either. 

10. The date and place of next meeting were not announced.
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