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David Burrowes, MP: Can I all welcome you to the inaugural meeting of the APPG for Cyprus. I can’t think of a better way to come to our first proper meeting with the FM here, Mr Markos Kyprianou. 
Can I formally introduce Mr Markos Kyprianou and welcome particularly the High Commissioner who is here with us today. Thank you for what you are doing and for your support for all the parliamentarians here and also particularly to the Mayor of Morphou. You are very welcome here and I know some colleagues have been out to Morphou and you are very welcome here amongst us today. 
And also I would like to welcome my parliamentary colleagues who I am sure will make their voice heard when we get to the questions and answers. But particularly I would like to welcome Markos Kyprianou who is no stranger to these shores. He has studied law at Trinity College of the University of Cambridge, and also he is very much welcome here because he is a member of the Cyprus delegation to the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association. He is a politician in Cyprus of a great experience, while in the House of Representatives he served as the Parliamentary Spokesperson of the Democratic Party, and also as the Deputy Chairman of the Committee on Foreign and European Affairs and indeed the Chairman of the House Committee of Financial and Budgetary Affairs. Markos was appointed Minister of Finance on 1st March 2003 and on March 3rd 2008 assumed offices of Minister for Foreign Affairs. And after your meeting with our Foreign Secretary it is fantastic to have you with us at this meeting. Markos Kyprianou
FM: Thank you very much for having the opportunity to be here with you today. And I think it is important that we have the opportunity to exchange views, and cover certain areas of not just the Cyprus problem but also relations between Cyprus and the UK and other issues of common interest. You all have been involved with the Cyprus issue for a long time now, so I will not go back into the history. I think I will just begin with where we stand today which I think is very crucial and the state of play of the negotiations and also cover some other issues of common interest like Turkey’s accession process to the EU which is connected to the Cyprus issue, one way or another and then I hope we will have the opportunity to discuss a bit and see if there are any issues or any questions that I could answer. 
So, what I will say first of all, is that now, we have already the third year of the new effort to solve the problem and this at least in the recent history of the Cyprus issue, is a unique process or initiative because it started in Cyprus and this is important. It was not an EU initiative or some other third party initiative. The process, the effort started when president Christofias was elected and he took the initiative in the first month after he was elected to propose that the negotiations resume. And it was agreed with the TC leader at the time and the UN what the format and the nature of these negotiations would be. And I emphasize that, because we keep hearing – and I‘ll come back to that in a minute – that some ideas or some suggestions of changing the process and moving to a different form. And why is it important? 
We have gone through the dramatic or traumatic (If you like) experience of 2004 and the big problem and a big reason for the negative result for that effort was because it followed the wrong process. It has artificial deadlines, it did not provide the solution as the result of an agreement but allowed for arbitration, so the process itself, on one hand, it did not encourage negotiations but on the other hand, given both the time frames and the fact that there was arbitration, did not produce as a result a balanced solution that could have been accepted by the people of Cyprus. So having that in mind, in order to avoid that a new process was started and one that was called the “Cypriot owned process”, but also the target was agreed and that is very important. That the base of the solution would be the bi-zonal, bi-communal federation, political equality but as this is interpreted and provided by the Security Council Resolutions, there will be one state, one citizenship, one international personality and one sovereignty and these are very important parameters of the solution. But of course, what is also very important is that, when we say it is a “Cypriot-owned process” that doesn’t mean that the problem itself is not an international problem, it is not a case of violation of international law, or violation of human rights or one country invading and occupying the territory of another sovereign state. So, the nature of the problem is not affected by the nature of the process. What was concluded was that the people who are going to live with the solution have to be the ones that they will agree to that. 
And it was also agreed that there would be no arbitration, no time frames and the UN would be acting as a facilitator, not as an arbitrator or a mediator. There will be again referenda in the end to approve the solution. This is a very important aspect of this effort and it is important to maintain it. There has been a number of meetings, a lot of meetings, there has been convergence in certain areas, there are still areas with a lot of disagreements, even those we had a lot of problems, like the governance, there are still one or two aspects, there are still different positions of the two sides. 
And now we are discussing the property issue which in itself is a very difficult issue. Before I go to that, I hear: that “It takes too long, that it is a slow process” and I have to make a comment on what. It is true, but we warned that from the very beginning, both myself, the president and others: That, we cannot expect a quick result. First of all it is a complicated issue and the solution will be even more complicated but secondly because the process itself is a time consuming process. It takes much longer to convince each other, to have to persuade the other side of the correctness or the logic of your proposals and another thing to have a third party come and present a proposal or a plan or a solution. Yes, that’s much faster. 
You can hire one lawyer and tell him to produce a solution. You can have it in one month. What will be then? It will be rejected again. So, the inherent problems of this process which is time-consuming at the same time offer the best guarantee or possibility that would be eventually approved by the people in the referenda because it would be the result of negotiations and of an agreement. And that is why it is very important to maintain this process. It is not just a procedural arrangement which doesn’t matter if it changes. It is an integral part of this effort and it will affect the possibilities of a positive outcome. 
And we have the experience of 2004 to demonstrate that, on the negative of course point of view. What we see now is Turkey, because now we are discussing chapters where Turkey is the one expected to make the gestures and show flexibility, and be constructive. But because they don’t want to that, they suddenly start challenging the process itself in order to avoid having to take a position and either be constructive or be exposed for not being one. So now they are challenging, they want that this form of procedure does not produce results, so we should move back to arbitration or international conference, which is a concealed way of arbitration or even introduce time frames. 
When Turkey says they want a solution by the end of December or the end of the year, or March - they change the dates occasionally - . Then what? First of all, if Turkey really wants a solution we will have a solution tomorrow, because they hold the key. It is up to them to move forward or not. We have made the concessions. We have accepted the compromise, the federal solution I described earlier. We have accepted the fact that we cannot go back to the pre-1974 situation, as it was. So, it is the Turkish side which is not constructive or positive at this point. And if they really want a solution, then it is in their hands to actually move very fast but also at the same time they ask for a deadline. What will happen if the deadline expires and there is no solution? Of course from the Turkish point of view this will serve the purpose because they will just wait for the deadline to expire then say that this process does not produce results, so let’s change it. And they hope that through the new arbitration they will gain because the approach will favour more the existent situation than actually changing it. And again we have the experience of 2004 to demonstrate this. So my answer is ok, if they want a deadline, let’s have a deadline. But agree beforehand that if until that date there is no solution then the Security Council resolutions will be implemented as this has been adopted by the UN which are binding on all sides. So they should withdraw the troops, they should recall the UDI of the so called TRNC and go back to the situation that it was before the war. If that’s the case, of course we want a deadline. Otherwise we should insist and persist with this situation. And one comment on the issue of Turkey, because some of my colleagues and some countries-international players, tend to accept what Turkey says face value. They don’t challenge it. Yes Turkey says they want a solution. Then what? Nobody challenges what they are doing in order to get a solution, and it reminds me, I was giving an example to my friends in Brussels the other day. It reminds me of when people are in love. When you are in love you don’t see anything wrong with the other person. Everything is flawless and correct. You don’t challenge what they say. And this is the case. Sometimes it seems as if the international community is in love with Turkey so they just accept what it says as such, without challenging it and without questioning it. So, it is our job to show the reality and show where we really stand. 
We have another complication though in addition to Turkey, not being constructive so far. It is the change of leadership of the TC and it is a known fact that the new TC leaders, his personal beliefs which are not concealed, do not favour a reunification of the island. And actually this is what he was claiming when he was a candidate. He is more in the school of thought of “side by side” than “together”. And even though he continues the negotiations under international pressure, nevertheless, in his public statements he keeps referring to the realities, that a solution has to reflect the realities, being the two states, two democracies, two peoples and of course this undermines the agreed goal of the federal solution. But unfortunately he is not alone on this. We see Turkish officials and Ministers following the same line. Both the  [Turkish] European Minister, a few days ago in Ireland made similar statements, also the Minister in charge of Cyprus was on the island for the celebrations of the so-called TRNC and said the same things: Any solution has to reflect the realities that exist being the two states, the two peoples, the two democracies. They imply of course a confederation instead of a true federal state. And that is very important. Yes, the outcome of the negotiation, the solution will be a federal state, which will be the evolution of the Republic of Cyprus into a federal structure, not the creation of a new country or a new state. It is the constitutional change of the Republic of Cyprus.

Now on the property issue and I will be brief on that, there are still great differences on the approach of both sides. The GC side proposes, based on the Human Rights Conventions, on both international, European and domestic law that legal owners should be the ones who decide what remedies they want for the property which will remain under TC administration after the solution. Have in mind that almost 70% of the properties of that area belong to GC. So if they prefer to get the properties back, or be compensated or have it substituted with other properties, it should be their decision. And this is a basic implementation of human rights. 
The TC proposals actually promote or propose maintaining the status quo as it is, by giving priority to the users, the current users, even if these users got the property as a result of the war, so it is an illegal act from the beginning, so that they should keep the properties and the owner should be compensated. And we see this in most of the proposals, after the change of leadership, the TC are trying to maintain the status quo as much as possible, so have a solution which actually legalises the existing situation. And of course this not only does not agree with that base of solution that has been accepted by both sides, it violates SC resolutions, European laws and it is a nonstarter for us as well. So it is important that they realise that a solution means the implementation and application of Human Rights and if any practical arrangements that need to be done then this can be done. But the recognition and the implementation of the right of ownership should be respected. 
Given the problems that exist in the negotiations of the property issue, the president has proposed (it was a three tier proposal) but on the negotiations he proposed that we discuss the territorial adjustments issue at the same time. Because it is an accepted principle that an area will be returned under GC administration so according to the size and what area will be returned will simplify to a certain extend the issue of the property as well. More property and territory returned means less properties to be discussed in the negotiations. Unfortunately the other side has not agreed to that, the Secretary General has seen the logic in it and after the last week’s meeting I understand that now all issues will be discussed before the general meeting. So this should be opened as well.

In addition to this opening of the territorial adjustment chapter the President has also proposed what we call the “Famagusta Package”. This was already presented by the Cyprus’ government in 2005 and entails the return, and actually the fenced area will be given to the UN in order to be returned to its lawful inhabitants and at the same time, that the Famagusta port can be opened for international traffic by being operated by the EU, so as not to create any implied recognition or for any motion of statehood of the regime in the occupied part of Cyprus. But this will facilitate trade between TC and the EU and to a great extend help Turkey’s accession process. Unfortunately this has been rejected as well by Turkey and we feel that those governments that could promote it have not done it so far. It does create a win-win situation. It does give a way out. We believe it is something worth insisting on. 
Now because December is coming, there will be two important events in December. First it is the new resolution in the Security Council for the renewal of the presence of UN peacekeeping force on the island and the UK is contributing to UNFICYP and that’s important contribution, even though I have to say biggest part of the cost is born by the Cyprus government. But nevertheless it is important to have the man-power to man the force, and it is very important that in the resolution there is no attempt to put pressure through the resolution and on the GC side by implying threat of withdrawing or reducing or changing the mandate of UNFICYP. It is a known fact that only the GC want the UNFICYP on the island, as the TC would rather see them leave, so this kind of implied threat does not work in a positive way. The presence of UNFICYP on the island is very important and they perform a very important function and it is important that they stay on the island. But also we would not like to see any new attempts to include deadlines or any notion of deadline in the negotiations for the reasons I explained earlier. 

Cyprus is one of the member states that supports Turkey’s accession in the EU but not at discount and not by choosing what they will do. They have to comply with all the obligations like every member state and every candidate country. And some of these obligations relate to Cyprus as well, meaning normalisation of the relations, the recognition of the Republic, helping the solution of the Cyprus problem, withdrawing the troops and of course applying or implementing the Customs Union to Cyprus as well. And non implementation and no fulfilment of this obligation does not only affect the final outcome which is the possible accession of Turkey, but it will and does affect the process itself. And this is something that Turkey has to bear in mind and realise that unless they start complying they will soon find themselves not being able to continue with this process. Also they have to understand that before they become members, the Cyprus problem will have to be resolved and this is not said only by us, but by almost all member states. There can be no accession without a solution and this is an important aspect. It is important that this message is sent to Turkey, that they realise that they have a no free ride; they have to start to fulfilling the obligations if they want to continue with this process. One thing we say, and I think that describes it very well is that we want – and Cyprus is one of the countries that has great interest on this – a “European Turkey” not Turkey in Europe. We want a Turkey that acts, behaves, follows policies as any other member state of the EU, not just being there as a guest. No matter how important they are, if they belong to the EU they have to act as a European country. And that is the reason why Cyprus is supporting Turkey’s accession, because we want to see a “European Turkey” and a “European Turkey” cannot occupy part of an another member state and I think this is quite simple. I think I should stop here and of course I would be very happy to answer to any questions. 
Baroness Ecce (Lib-Dem): I am Baroness Hussein Ecce and I am a new member of the House of Lords, and I am unique, in fact, as I am a Cypriot, a second generation Turkish Cypriot but born in this country and I was very much associated with the Cyprus problem. I would like to thank the minister very much for his introduction and for giving us the opportunity to hear from him. I just wanted to touch on a few things really, a few issues. Every time we talk about Cyprus we end-up talking about Turkey and I wish that we talk more about Cyprus. Because, all G/C and T/C care very passionately about the island and we want to the right political settlement, we want reunification, we want people to come together, we want peace and harmony on the island. I wish we concentrate far more on what Cypriots want.

 

In 2004, of course there was the Annan Plan and that’s buried, that’s gone now and we need to look into the future and see what’s going to come out of these negotiations. A lot of us are starting to get weary of the Cyprus’ negotiations thinking whether we ever going to get a solution. You said the people of Cyprus never accepted it [the Annan Plan] but we know that the T/C did. They voted 64% to accept it, but if you were to hold a similar referendum now I am pretty sure we are not going to get that figure anymore. As most people have given up now and do not see in the future any kind of settlement, which is why they probably elected somebody who is a hardliner, who is not actually like Mr Talat, who was very close to President Christofias and wanted to work very positively for a settlement. 

 

And you said that Turkey holds the key, but I heard President Gul over here the other week and he says very clearly, he spoke to the PM and the Deputy PM, and in all speeches he gave he kept saying “the key rests with the Cypriots, not us and we would support whatever they want to do”. That is what I always heard him to say in writing and in verbally. 

 

And I just wanted to say another point on the property issue which in the heart of it is such a difficult issue but there are inequalities on all sites and we have all experienced that. Anyone who is a Cypriot has been touched by this. And I wondered what you thought about the fact that you have passed a law in the Republic of Cyprus that T/C – even if they have been here from the early 50s like my family – are not entitled to get any compensation on their land or homes. My family had to take legal action and it took years and years and they never got it back. We met with your interior minister, Mr Christou and we never allowed to have it back. So there are problems and issues on all sides and I just wanted you to reflect on the fact that there is no equality. People had to go the European Court of Human Rights on both sides and it is not as straight forward as you suggest it.

 

FM: Well, on Turkey and the Cypriots, I may be one of those romantics that believe that if Cypriots were left alone we would have a solution. But we are not alone on this. We know the history of the Cyprus problem, the 50s, we know how it started and I believe as things have evolved, whether we like it or not, we have to look at what Turkey is doing. And as I said, the concept is that the Cypriots should find a solution as they would be the ones that would live with a solution but the role of Turkey is very important, especially, when we discuss issues like territory or security, or even the issue of settlers which are Turkish citizens. So these are issues that are related to Turkey and we also know, as Mr Talat has admitted in interviews, he could never agree to a solution where the interests of Turkey were not included. So, you see there the role of Turkey in this process. 
Also, having a more reluctant interlocutor at this point the role of Turkey is more important and Turkey can be more influential. With all due respect to President Gul, some times it is the easy way out to say “We encourage the Cypriots and we follow from a distant”, but it is not so simple and I believe they have to become more proactive in the efforts to find a solution. In a constructive way of course otherwise they better not. But, I see your point about 2004 and one can analyse for a long time what went wrong in 2004, but the fact is that it was not an agreed solution and given time, if we had more time to negotiate, probably the results would have been much better. But I still think that there are a lot of advantages for all Cypriots of having a solution, both G/C and T/C. Not least, a membership in the European Union – individually those T/C who hold Cypriot passports are European citizens – and the T/C community would automatically become a member of the EU without having to go through the very difficult process that the rest had to go through, with all the advantages that gives. The advantages of an integrated economy, the advantage of the benefit of the region. So I think there are incentives and there are efforts to explain those, so I appreciate that many TC were disappointed in 2004 but they have to see it from the other side’s point of view. But I still think the incentive is there. I think we should not give up. Yes we get frustrated, it takes longer than we were hoping. It is a slow process but I think there is a possibility still of having a solution and we shouldn’t give up. 
On the property issue, nobody said it was simple. If it was not complicated we would have a solution. I think there can be practical arrangements to deal with various aspects. But one should begin with the notion of recognising and allowing the exercise of the right of the legal owners. The progress made is the recognition by both sides that the pre-1964 or 1974 owners are the legal owners. And this is important. But how they exercise this right this is what is being negotiated right now. But for the TC who left before 1974, they can exercise all the property rights and this is the law. I don’t know what is wrong in the specific case but I know this is the case and they get compensated if the property is being used. But that is in relation to those who left Cyprus before the invasion. Those who left after the invasion then the property is maintained there, it has not given to anyone, it is under guardianship and it will be returned to their owners. The legal ownership was never challenged.
Alan Meale, MP (Labour): I want to assure you that there isn’t any infatuation in this place of any political persuasion towards partition, contrary to what was published recently in one of our newspapers. No party is this place supports that.

 I want to go back to the issue of property briefly. You have an immense experience of the Commission. You were a commissioner of your country for many years and you know Europe as well as any politician in Europe. I look to the same situation which occurred in Germany. Where Germany established a property Commission which is still alive today, 26% of the properties which were included in the Commission’s work are still outstanding, of course 74% have been transferred back to the original owner without single shot being fired. It has been dealt by the Commission and I am just wondering whether you have any thoughts that the EU might be used in a similar capacity to help Cyprus do this redistribution. And then, if it is from the outside, giving expertise by the European Court, and support to be transferred to the original owner. And if this is used it might be a mechanism, that taken the whole thing out of the negotiations and be left to an independent mechanism. 
FM: Well that would be a step later because we still have to agree on the principles. This is the big problem. And the various ways and methods, the practical ones of how you actually implement these agreed principles. But any committee that would deal with these issues, it would implement and follow certain policies and this is where we have the problem. They would have a mandate. The mandate would be what? Compensate or reinstate or substitute? So, depending on the criteria and the remedies then the Committee will be able to implement them. And that is where we have the big difference now. And we ask for priority on reinstating property, the provisional owners in general with exceptions – that’s true – but that would the exception and the Turkish proposals prefer compensation as a general rule. This is quite a gap. I will say something from our point of view. This is the difference we have with the TC side. We should not interpret the bi-zonality as majority of people on properties. Bi-zonality, bi-communality of the solution refers to an administrative system. It means that each community will have the guarantee administration of its side and there are many lawyers and politicians who challenge if this is democratic or not. We can still in a federal solution accommodate such a notion so who votes where or has a right of being elected, that is something that we can deal with. We will not deprive anyone of their rights, that is something we can work with. It doesn’t necessarily mean that we can not have properties belonging to GC who actually live under the TC administration and they vote for the GC government of the region. And to give an example. The TC proposals not only entail for this compensation but also if property will be sold later, GC will be the only ones not allowed to buy them. Let’s say the current user takes the property and then I want to make him an offer to sell my house back, he cannot sell it to me and I cannot buy it from him. And we will end up with the absurd situation that any European citizen will be able to buy property, anywhere on the island and any Cypriot (Greek or Turkish) will be able to buy property any where in the EU except 50m across the administrative borders. So this is something that it goes against nature or reason, plus the cost. It is easy to say compensate. But who will pay for that? They say, as a proposal we should create this body or this organisation that would administer and manage the properties in order to produce income to compensate. But Cyprus is a small place, it is a small market. If you throw into the market this large number of plots you will destroy the market. The prices will go down. It is simple economics. So I think besides the legal and political aspect we should at the practical ones as well as the economic ones. But still we have to agree on the principles first.

Roger Gale, MP (Con): The Anan Plan failed because it didn’t address three key issues: i) The army occupation other than in the very long term and that was rather unrealistic. Ii) It didn’t really at all address the property issue which was sadly exacerbated by UK citizens buying properties built in this appropriated land. Iii) The other area that it did not address was the settlers. And with all the due respect sir you haven’t addressed it either, this afternoon. There are people who can’t be regarded as TC, born of possible Turkish parents who were born on the island and who aren’t Cypriots as anybody else. And I think we might be interested to hear from you how you see a balance between repatriation and people who have no lawful right whatsoever to be on the island and people who clearly have some right to be there because they were born there and their parents may have been illegal immigrants. How are going to solve that problem?

FM: Well, I have to start from that phrase because those illegal immigrants are settles after a war and this is a violation of international law. They were moved to the island, at least the biggest number of them, they were moved to the north of the island to change the demographics. And as we discussed for the settlers in another part of the region, it is topical issue now in the Middle East, what is important to recognise is that settlement after a war in an occupied area is an illegal act. That is the principle. Having said that therefore we are not saying “remove them by force” or in any aggressive way but give incentives so that they go voluntarily. But the principle has to be accepted there. Both the previous government and the current government have recognised that there are humanitarian issues and there are exceptions. And president Christofias has even quoted a number actually. Because we recognised that people actually were married on the island, they were born on the island and in some cases as to take this humanitarian aspect in account. And we ready to accept that principle. Of course this means two things. First of all this specific issue has to begin in the negotiations so far, nevertheless this position was already presented by the president and when we do that then of course we will be ready to examine each case separately. But the principle is important. And the fact that this solution will be for the benefit of Cypriots, covers this issue as well. It’s one thing to go by the exception and another thing to go by the rule. So the rule is they should leave and the exception is a number can stay and as I said the President was really quite generous in the number he discussed, which it seems, that under the circumstances and some informal talks with the TC, it will cover most of the cases, if not all actually cases I have described. 
Lord Michael German: You used the words federation and confederation, perhaps describing a constitutional overarching principle differences you see the moment. It is actually an argument and in the UK is being heard in certain parts of the UK and even my colleagues are worried about it. I wonder if you can tell me in your view what is the difference between federalism and confederalism, federation and confederation. Both in international terms but also in terms as you seen a solution, because if you have got a plan which eventually arrives at a constitutional agreement that, clearly will take the agenda much further fast and forward. But is there is a fundamental difference between the two which can’t be breached how will this solution be arrived at?
FM: It is more than a name actually, it is more than description you can use any name you like, but it is the content and that’s why I used the simplified way of showing the difference between the two. But if you go back to the different federal systems there are two kinds, two categories. One is different states, or entities that joined at one point and became one country. Or one country going through an internal reform and adopting a federal system. And we have all over the world different cases. What is important in Cyprus is that the federal result of the solution should be the constitutional change of the Republic of Cyprus, not the name of the country but the whole country that will become a federal system. Not beginning with two separate and independent countries that would create a kind of alliance. That’s what I mean by confederation, which means that at any given point with a first problem they just split again. And to give an example; the one we try to avoid is Yugoslavia or even later Serbia-Montenegro. Yes, during the time of being Serbia-Montenegro they were one state, one seat in the UN, one seat at the Council of Europe, and then on one point they decided to split. We cannot use the solution of the Cyprus issue in order to facilitate the legal partition of the island. So this should be, not only part of the solution but also part of the constitutional arrangements. This is why I make the difference and that’s why we talk about the evolution of the Republic to guarantee the continuity of one state in the new constitutional structure. That’s the difference. Here you had different history altogether, I could not even dare to comment on what happens here.

Mrs Fanoula Argyrou: Mr Kyprianou, you said that Turkey’s accession cannot proceed, until the Cyprus problem is resolved and until Turkey fulfils its obligations towards the EU, which we agree and that entails of course her withdrawing her troops because Turkey is the problem in the Cyprus issue, she is the invading force and her settlers which constitute war crime, and you did mention that the property issue is the most difficult issue and the most crucial point which stops the solution. In that case, Mr Kyprianou, are you prepared to say that to find a way out and to force Turkey to abide to all these, is to block her entry. And why doesn’t Cyprus come out and say, yes we are blocking her entry until she does something about it. 
FM: That’s a debate that started in 2004 I remember, President Papadopoulos at the time was accused for not saying “No” at the December Council, gave his consent and he actually gave a very good explanation why he agreed to Turkey becoming a candidate country and getting a date for negotiations. I would like to make a difference though, because it is abit delicate, one has to realise that there are two different issues: accession and accession process. Turkey cannot become a Member, cannot accede to the EU without a solution of the Cyprus problem. But it can have an accession process but not without obstacles unless she starts fulfilling its commitments. And that is why Turkey now has 14 chapters blocked by or because of its relation to Cyprus. And the effect of this situation and the lack of normal relations between Turkey and Cyprus has been acknowledged as it will affect its accession process but not stop it altogether. That was a strategic decision that actually started in Helsinki and even before but also was reaffirmed in 2004. If that was the case then we should not have given our consent for Turkey to begin negotiations in the first place in 2004. That was the time to decide and we said yes. And I will refer you to what was said by the late President very clearly: it is in the interest of Cyprus to have this prospect and this process. It is important to maintain Turkey’s interest in joining the EU as an incentive of Turkey becoming constructive and helping the solution of the Cyprus problem. 
And this reality still exists. So there is a middle between allowing everything freely or blocking everything. Because it works the other way round. How certain are we when we block any prospect of Turkey joining the EU that it will actually solve the problem, especially today’s Turkey. I am not so sure. So keeping the prospect open and using it to encourage, to put pressure to get Turkey to start complying with its obligations it’s the method followed in the last six years and it has the advantage and the benefit and I believe that it can produce the result. Because Turkey knows that at the end of the day that easiest way, the simplest way to overcome all these particular problems with its accession process is the solution of the Cyprus problem. Then we will not be talking about ports, normalisation, recognition or vetoes in organisations. Everything will be automatically resolved and immediately 14 chapters will be released. So I think the incentive is there and I think eventually hopefully it will work. 
Theresa Villiers, MP, Minister of Transport: I really like to hear what the position is on the two sort legal arguments on the efforts to unify Cyprus, firstly, the judgements on Cyprus in the European Court of Human Rights and Turkey’s continuous refusal to implement them and these scope for owners of property in Cyprus enforcing judgements against all these, the Orams’ type situations so if you could throw light on what the position is on these legal parts.

MFA: Of course the legal procedures reflect the legal realities. We have said from the beginning that whether we have positive let’s say judgements or negative judgements, that this is illegal but it also requires a political solution. The judgements of the European Court of Human Rights, the most recent ones, are not so positive for the owners. They do acknowledge it is important in certain areas. First of all and we tend to overlook some of the realities over there. They recognize and reaffirm who is the legal owner, so this is not questioned.

Secondly, and that was because Turkey has self said so they acknowledge all the instruments that exist in the northern part of Cyprus and Turkish Cypriot Community as local remedies for Turkey, who is the respondent in these cases. Even the Property Commission is an instrument of Turkey as a local remedy. They do have though one problem that we have to look into that. That they introduce the notion of the user, even though it was not part of the actual issue, it was an obiter dicta because the judgement was on the Property Commission not on the Right. But they start saying they start introducing the Rights of the users versus the Rights of the owners, meaning compensation versus restitution. So this is a reality we have to look into it. 

Having said that, as the legal Right is not affected you still need to have a legal way of dealing with that Right and in what way and this has to be done by recognizing the legal bodies. So I’ll say that even though they do introduce this notion, the substance remains the same, that the owners have the rights and have the Right to exercise these Rights, generally speaking. 
The Orams’ case is important. It focused on the property issue – of course there the difference, the general difference, is that they focused on the enforcement of the judgement of the Cypriot court in the UK, of another member state, it could have been for anything else, something different than immovable property – but it shows that, what I think is important is the recognition, both by the European court, the EU this time, but also the UK courts, that the Republic of Cyprus still has jurisdictions sovereignty over the whole of the island and this is a message also to the European Commission if I may say so, because they sometimes tend to forget that. So, the strongest message send there is that the Republic and the Institutions of the Republic still have jurisdiction, sovereignty of the whole of the island, which has to be respected by the European Union and its Member States and even though I know the owners of the property because haven’t got their property back but overall I believe this legal message which has political implications is a very important one. But we have all chosen but they will follow the legal principle which will guide us, the property issue should be resolved through the negotiations. 

DB: Ok final a couple of questions we are here a couple of questions and then a final answer, and two, in fact is three is questions in fact, whenever with Mr Markou. 

Organization of relatives of Missing Cypriots in the UK: The question is simple now, I am sure the Cyprus Government has made its representations to the British Foreign Office towards Turkey to give all the information it has on the missing people in Cyprus. Can you tell me, especially the ones that Turkey didn’t return, can you please tell us what was the response of the answer from the British Foreign Office?

DB: And sir yes

Michael Kashis (EDEK): My question is about Jack Straw’s recent letter to the Times I think calls upon the Government of this country to consider partition of Cyprus as a possible solution. Even though he is not in a position to make any decisions because he is not he is not in his ministerial position. Should we ignore this or you think is a preamble of what is going to follow?
Michael Ellinas (DHKO): Mr Kyprianou can you tell us what your views or your comments are about the latest decision by the National Security Council of Turkey regarding Cyprus because we are not naive to believe what Mr Gul says to the outside world, that they support the Turkish Cypriots. We all know that the policy on Cyprus is determined and based on decisions made by the Security Council of Turkey.

Mayor of Morfu: I am the Mayor of the occupied town of Morfu, for 36years by force, I live in Limassol, clearly too far away from Morfu. On 2 of September when I tried and I visit my town for the ceremony of Saint Mamas, I tried to visit my house also. The settlers who live there they didn’t allow to me to go in but they didn’t allow to me to have even a photo from outside. Is this a problem between me and my Turkish Cypriots compatriots or a problem with Turkey and the settlers who live there?

DB: Yes sir
FM: On the missing persons we ask all governments actually, not just the British Government, to raise the issue with the Turkish Government on providing information especially for that case you said those actually the last traces we have are in Turkey, whether they stayed there they came back to the island that’s something that needs to be investigated and also because we know that the Red Cross records don’t match those on the ground and it is raised. We even asked the American Government as well to raise this issue with Turkey, of course here is more complicated because these records, this  information is controlled by the Turkish military so and we know the realities that there are various centres of decision making in Turkey, but we are insisting on this. But, at the end of the day, it is very important that the Turkish military is convinced, either by their own Government or by Foreign Governments, so they have to provide this information 40 years later, I would say that it is time now to give all evidence that they have and that’s more important that any responsibilities that makes this. So we insist on this that we don’t have any positive reaction so far. At least fortunately the rest is proceeding quite well I mean with the exhumations, the DNA, this bi-communal team is doing an excellent job actually on the island but still we need to get this information for those who were last seen on the mainland in Turkey. 
Regarding Mr Straw’s comments, - I followed the debate in the House of Commons, it was very interesting - but nevertheless, partition has never been a policy of the British Government either when Mr Straw was a Minister or the current Governments either. So I think this is more used as a form of pressure or a threat if you like against Cyprus. This is not the official policy of anyone but I’ll say this is not something to ignore because, it does represent, it does reflect someone’s school of thoughts so it’s good to keep an eye on that but , but I will say this is not a form of policy of any Government or even the Turkish Government, officially at least and that takes us to the next answer. 

It does make a difference if it’s not just we go back to the Federation, Confederation question I got earlier, it’s not just simple semantics, if you say yes we want a solution but taking into account the realities which means the existence of two independent states - from the Turkish point of view - then of course it facilitates future partition. And this is the position that is taken by the National Security Council in Turkey and you will never see them referring by name to the Federal solution the way it is described by not only the Security Council Resolutions but in the joint statements between the leaders of the two communities by the way. So to a form of a solution that the Turkish Cypriots have accepted you still don’t get the Turkish Government to get to call it as such, so that makes us let’s say more concerned and that’s where we insist more on having the proper constitutional evolution into this federal solution. 
As for the settlers, that’s one of the reasons we insist on opening that topic as well it’s not just the demographic issues, it does affect the property issue as well, because back to previous question depend on how many settlers leave it also means that the property occupied will be released  and it will be easier to deal with. And if a number of settlers decide that they should stay on the island for the humanitarians I described then arrangements can be made for the accommodation but again the legal owners should have the right to take their property back no matter who occupies it and then for those who will be the need to recognise need of having an alternative accommodation, then of course practical arrangements could be made but not for the owners, that’s the difference, the owners should have the right to take their properties back, and when I say owners I mean all owners Greek-Cypriots, Turkish-Cypriots in the respect of areas they used to live 
DB: One of the current issues is in relation to the NATO summit between NATO and Europe, reference was made to the Cyprus problem. I was just wondering whether you have any comments on that.

FM: Not everyone is a member of NATO and not everyone has to be a member of NATO. But Cyprus as a Member of the EU has agreed to the cooperation between NATO and the EU, provided of course that these actions have the sanctioning of the UNSC so they follow international law, and, secondly that they maintain – and we are not the only ones who say that by the way - the autonomy of the decision-making of each organisation. So each organisation will decide with its own criteria and its own procedures, as to set an action and of course then that organisation will take its decisions, according to their procedure. So if we maintain the autonomy of decision making and follow the EU rules and principles then we have no problem in these joint activities. And this is agreed in the EU language including the European Council conclusions. There is a problem with the cooperation between the two organisations but that’s not because of Cyprus. It is because Turkey does not accept that the EU has 27 MS, which is ironic if they want to join the EU. But because of that they are creating obstacles in the cooperation between NATO and the EU. At the same time I have to say that Cyprus has agreed to practical arrangements between the two organisations that will facilitate the cooperation between the two organisations until a solution is found. And both in Afghanistan and other areas we gave out consent, I have some examples here, we gave our consent to find some practical solutions in Afghanistan between EUPOL (EU Police Mission in Afghanistan) and ISA (NATO forces). Also, on having meetings between the committees of the two organisations, also on having projects against the improvised explosive devices, that we know are taking lives in Afghanistan, so we have a whole list where we have given our consent to practical arrangements. Unfortunately Turkey is not as constructive as we are, especially in Afghanistan and I think it is unfair that they are trying to use this as a way to get more than they are entitled to. Because the issue is not just signing a security agreement with the EU, they want to be participating in the decision-making process of the EU. And this is something that belongs to the MS, not to third countries even if it is a NATO country. So that touches upon what I was saying earlier about the autonomy of the decision-making process. But we are ready to explore ways to extend the cooperation between the two organisations and we have proven to be constructive in this respect when occasionally references put both us and Turkey on the same level of responsibility I think are rather unfair. We were constructive, we are not trying to get anything out of this on the other hand, Turkey is trying to put pressure on the EU to acquire a role within the European Union before it actually accedes to it.
DB: On all our behalf, thanks for your comprehensive, authoritative and very timely contribution today, thank you very much Minister, thank you. (Applause) 
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