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In my capacity as Rapporteur of the General Committee, I am honored to present the esteemed ministers and heads of delegation at this forty-first regular session of the General Assembly of the OAS with the report on the work carried out by the General Committee, in compliance with Article 25 of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly.

I. INTRODUCTION

Installation of the Committee and election of the Chair 


At its first session, held on Monday, June 6, 2011, the plenary established the General Committee in compliance with Article 22 of the Rules of Procedure. Then, on a proposal made by the delegation of Peru and supported by the delegation of Guatemala, it elected, by acclamation, Ambassador Gillian M.S. Bristol, Permanent Representative of Grenada to the OAS, to serve as its Chair. On that occasion, the General Committee was invited to present a report on its work to the fourth plenary session, to take place in the afternoon of Tuesday, June 7, 2011. 

Allocation of topics

The plenary assigned the General Committee one draft declaration and nine draft resolutions on various topics for its consideration. In addition, the plenary agreed that all new drafts had to be submitted before 11:00 a.m. on June 6, 2011. One additional draft resolution, regarding the date of the forty-second regular session of the General Assembly, was presented by the delegation of Bolivia. 

The drafts are listed in the General Committee’s orders of business, documents AG/CG/OD-1/11, AG/CG/OD-2/11, and AG/CG/OD-3/11, and they were examined in the order indicated below: 

i. Consideration of the Draft Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen 
Security in the Americas (AG/doc.5216/11)

Draft resolutions:

ii. Climate Change in the Countries of the Hemisphere (AG/doc.5214/11)
iii. Draft Inter-American Convention against Racism and All Forms of Discrimination and Intolerance (AG/doc.5213/11)

iv. Protecting Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms while Countering Terrorism (AG/doc.5212/11)

v. Strengthening of the Inter-American Defense Board (AG/doc. 5206/11)

vi. Inter-American Defense Board (AG/doc. 5207/11) 

vii. Protection of Asylum Seekers and Refugees in the Americas (AG/doc. 5208/11)

viii. Strengthening of Human Rights Systems pursuant to the Mandates Arising from the Summits of the Americas (AG/doc. 5209/11)

ix. Right to Freedom of Thought and Expression and the Importance of the Media (AG/doc. 5211/11)

x. Promoting the Rights of Freedom of Assembly and Association in the Americas (AG/doc. 5210/11)

II. PROCEEDINGS

Order of business


At the General Committee’s first meeting, held on Monday, June 6, 2011, the Chair thanked the OAS member states for the support they had given to her election at the first plenary session. The Commission then addressed the draft order of business (document AG/CG/OD-1/11), containing the aforesaid drafts. 

At the start of its work, the Chair explained that the Committee was to deal with the drafts referred to it by the plenary of the General Assembly. In addition, it was to consider a draft resolution, presented by the delegation of Bolivia, on the date of the Forty-Second Regular Session of the OAS General Assembly. 

“Change of date of the Forty-Second Regular Session of the General Assembly” (AG/CG/doc.1/11)

Election of the General Committee’s Vice Chair and Rapporteur

As provided for in Article 24 of the General Assembly’s Rules of Procedure, the General Committee proceeded to elect its Vice Chair and Rapporteur.

The delegation of Nicaragua nominated Ambassador Bernardino Hugo Saguier, the Permanent Representative of Paraguay to the OAS, to serve as the Vice Chair of the General Committee; this proposal was seconded by the delegation of Trinidad and Tobago, which requested that his election be by acclamation.

The delegation of the United States nominated Pierre Giroux, the Alternate Representative of the Permanent Mission of Canada to the OAS, to serve as the General Committee’s Rapporteur, and that proposal was seconded by the delegation of Brazil. He was also elected by acclamation.

Work method

The Chair proposed the following working method to ensure that the Committee completed its tasks within the deadline requested by the plenary: 

· The drafts listed on the Order of Business were ordered according to the level of progress made with their negotiations. Those drafts agreed on ad referendum were placed before those requiring more detailed discussion. In all the drafts, the Committee would study the pending paragraphs only. 

· The new draft resolutions were placed on the Order of Business after those received by the Permanent Council, in the order in which they were received by the Secretariat. 

· Since consensus existed regarding most of the drafts, the Chair proposed closing the meeting no later than 5:30 p.m. on June 6, which would be attainable thanks to the same enthusiastic cooperation as always.

· A maximum of (20) minutes would be spent discussing each draft resolution, to ensure equal treatment for all the proposals put forward by the delegations. The Chair proposed strictly observing the time allocated to each draft resolution.

· In the event that the discussion of any of the draft resolutions or the draft declaration took longer than 20 minutes, the Chair suggested that delegations meet in informal consultations to arrive at consensus, and then report back to the Committee with the results. If an agreement was reached on the text in question, the draft resolution would be considered included immediately on the Committee’s order of business. If agreement was not reached, the text would be presented afresh in the corresponding location on the order of business.

· The Chair suggested that during their discussions on the draft resolutions, the delegations should present their additional texts to the Secretariat in writing, to facilitate their distribution and review.

· Once approved, the draft resolutions would be referred to the plenary’s consideration at its fourth session. The Chair said she hoped that, as far as possible, any agreement reached within the General Committee would be respected, to enable the plenary to finish its work on time. 

· Finally, she emphasized the need to begin the Committee’s meetings at the scheduled time. The Chair would begin and conclude the meetings of the General Committee in accordance with the established timetable. 

Meetings

The General Committee held three meetings to consider the matters assigned to it by the plenary.

The first meeting was held in the morning of Monday, June 6, 2011, and the second meeting took place that same afternoon. The third and final meeting took place on Tuesday, June 7, 2011.

The following paragraphs contain a summary of how the General Committee dealt with the drafts assigned to it: 

i.
Draft Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security in the Americas (AG/doc.5216/11)

The Chair asked the delegations of Mexico and Canada, which had placed reservations on the draft resolution, to speak in connection with each of their comments. 

The delegation of Mexico reported its decision to withdraw its ad referendum from the Declaration, and asked that the following statement be included in the minutes and in the Rapporteur’s report: 

“For the delegation of Mexico, the use of the term ‘citizen security’ in any part of the document in no way alters the public security obligations imposed on states by international law.” 

In turn, the delegation of Canada presented an alternative proposal for operative paragraph sixteen, which requests the production of a Hemispheric Plan of Action to follow up on the Declaration of San Salvador. Canada’s proposal instructs the Permanent Council to prepare a hemispheric plan of action, to be considered by the General Assembly. 

The delegation of the Dominican Republic supported Canada’s proposal requesting the preparation, by the Permanent Council, of “a proposal for a hemispheric plan of action,” and that suggestion was supported by the delegations of Peru, Mexico, El Salvador, and Brazil. The delegation of El Salvador requested that reference be made to a “Draft Plan of Action” instead of a “proposal for a plan of action,” and that request was admitted. 

In addition, the delegation of Mexico proposed avoiding giving the full title of the Declaration in this paragraph and replacing it with the wording “the instant Declaration,” a proposal that was not supported by the delegations of Nicaragua and Canada.

The delegations of Costa Rica, Colombia, and El Salvador supported Canada’s suggestions, with the modifications proposed by the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, and Mexico. Chile also said it agreed with the proposal of Canada, El Salvador, and the Dominican Republic, and that it was flexible regarding Mexico’s modification.

Because of the difficulties in reaching agreement on the reference to the title, the delegation of Peru requested that reference be made to “this declaration.” The delegation of San Salvador then proposed referring to “the instant Declaration of San Salvador,” which was supported by Mexico and the Dominican Republic. The delegation of the United States requested that the reference not refer to the title of the Declaration but instead to a reference document. The delegation of Canada supported the consensus and requested the inclusion of the following statement regarding declaratory paragraph 16 of that Declaration.

“Canada joins the consensus regarding declaratory paragraph 16, as it was read in the final instance by the Chair. However, the fact that we have been unable to reach an agreement on including the full title of the Declaration in this paragraph is, in a certain way, a bad omen. 

Canada would like to place on the record that it is still concerned about the fluctuating and vague nature of the Draft Declaration as it currently stands, lacking in specific actions, and this is compounded by what we believe to be quite imprecise language in the call for a plan of action; all this points to a plan that will never see the light of day. In Canada’s opinion, there are still many questions to be answered; for example:

(1) 
Who will lead this initiative and the first draft of the Plan of Action after the General Assembly?

(2) 
How does the Permanent Council plan to establish effective coordination with MISPA, REMJA, and other relevant bodies in negotiating this Plan of Action?

(3)
Will the ministerial meetings that are directly involved be able to express their support for the result before the General Assembly itself gives its consent to a final plan of action?

(4)
Exactly which parts of the current Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security in the Americas indicate the aspects on which the Permanent Council is to provide follow-up?”

The delegation of the United States noted its concern regarding the deadline set for the Permanent Council to implement the mandate set out in this paragraph. 

The delegation of Honduras recommended including, in operative paragraph fifteen, an additional crime not appearing on the list, but it withdrew the proposal when it failed to secure support. 

The Chair congratulated the delegation of El Salvador for its work in preparing this declaration.


The General Committee, at its first meeting, approved the declaration for presentation to the plenary.

ii.
“Climate change in the countries of the Hemisphere” (AG/doc.5214/11).
The Chair asked the delegations of Mexico and Bolivia to talk about the situation regarding footnotes. The delegation of Mexico asked for consideration of this issue to be deferred, in view of the negotiations taking place between the delegations concerned.

Discussion of the issue was resumed at the third meeting of the General Committee, where the delegation of Mexico reported that it had not reached an agreement concerning the footnotes of the delegation of Bolivia, which the latter confirmed.

This draft resolution was then agreed on at the third session and will be referred to the plenary at its fourth session.

iii.
“Draft Inter-American Convention against Racism and All Forms of Discrimination and Intolerance” (AG/doc.5213/11).

The delegation of Ecuador expressed its concern over the breakdown of this mandate that has already been under study for ten years. It further explained that under the Ecuadorian Constitution all forms of discrimination are considered serious and unacceptable. Concluding, the delegation announced that it had decided to withdraw the ad referendum, but would include a footnote in that draft resolution.

The resolution was approved at the first meeting for submission to the plenary.

iv.
“Protecting Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms while Countering Terrorism” (AG/doc.5212/11).


The delegation of Bolivia withdrew its ad referendum on this resolution. It underscored, at the same time, the responsibility of states in the fight against terrorism.


The resolution was approved at the first meeting, for submission to the plenary.

v.
“Strengthening of the Inter-American Defense Board” (AG/doc.5206/11).
This draft resolution was proposed by the Chair of the Committee on Hemispheric Security and agreed upon at the Permanent Council meeting of May 18, 2011 ad referendum of the delegation of Argentina.

At the beginning of the discussion on this draft, the delegation of Argentina requested that consideration of this draft be undertaken immediately following the discussion on the proposal it submitted, “Inter-American Defense Board,” document AG/doc.5207/11. After a discussion on Argentina’s request, a decision was taken to work on the two proposals separately, considering Argentina’s first, and then the resolution on Strengthening of the Inter-American Defense Board (presented by the Chair of the Committee on Hemispheric Security).

Consensus was reached on both draft resolutions in informal consultations. At the second meeting of the Committee, the delegation of Mexico explained that the consensus reached involved keeping the text that was presented and changing only its title, which should read: “Support for the Activities of the Inter-American Defense Board.”

The resolution was approved at the second meeting, for submission to the plenary.

vi.
“Inter-American Defense Board” (AG/doc. 5207/11)
The Chair disclosed two provisions that have not been agreed on: the fifth preambular paragraph and the first operative paragraph.

For its part, the delegation of Mexico proposed drafting a simplified resolution containing a preambular paragraph to revisit the proposal in the fourth paragraph, and an operative paragraph that is based on the first operative paragraph of the proposal by the delegation of Peru with the expression “in order to consider convening....” The delegation of Peru requested that the term “inter-American defense system” be put in lower case, and noted that the title should reflect what is established in the operative paragraph. These proposals were supported by Chile, Peru, Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Brazil.

There were several additional proposed titles, but they failed to garner consensus.

The delegation of Guatemala proposed in the first operative paragraph “to instruct the Permanent Council to consider the advisability of convening a Special Conference on collective security and defense,” but the delegation of Uruguay suggested that the first operative paragraph of the proposal by Peru should be respected.

The delegation of the United States explained that the draft resolution entitled “Follow-up to the Special Conference on Security in the Americas” (AG/doc.5135/11) provides an opportunity to discuss the topic proposed by Argentina. It therefore did not consider it appropriate for another discussion forum to be created, as that would be a duplication of the effort being undertaken by the aforementioned Special Conference. This delegation felt that the problem of transnational threats was one that should be cause for greater concern. In this context, it could support the Mexico proposal to the extent that it was included in the aforementioned resolution. This suggestion was supported by Canada, which favored an analysis of the entire security structure instead of restricting it to only an analysis on defense.

For its part, the delegation of Nicaragua explained its position on the two resolutions that were discussed. Although noting that it understood the background to the Argentina proposal, the Nicaraguan delegation said it could not support it. The delegation of Nicaragua viewed the system established by the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance and the work of the Inter-American Defense Board as non-functional. The delegation therefore noted that it would not be in a position to support either resolution presented on these topics, and stated its intention to include a footnote in the resolution presented by the delegation of Argentina.

The delegation of Argentina expressed its appreciation to the delegations that understood the spirit of that country’s proposal. It supported the suggestion by the delegation of Mexico, noting as well that the change of title proposed by the delegation of Peru was in order. It went on to note that what was important was to honor the request by the Ministers of Defense. Finally, it expressed its support for the first paragraph of the proposal by the delegation of Peru, instead of the one by Mexico.

The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela felt that the mandate of the Ministers of Defense was clear. Regarding the title, it supported the proposal by the delegation of Peru that it be in accordance with the operative paragraph. This adjustment was also supported by the delegation of Costa Rica.

The delegation of Peru thanked the delegation of Argentina for its explanation, as it made it clear that the proper channel was the Permanent Council and that the mandate related to what had been stated by the Ministers of Defense. In this regard, it supported the proposal by the delegation of Mexico and, accordingly, requested both delegations to draft a final text. For its part, the delegation of Canada confirmed its interest in being part of the consensus, subject to this new proposal including operative paragraph thirteen of the resolution on Strengthening of the Inter-American Defense Board. This paragraph invites the Inter-American Defense Board to support the Secretariat Pro Tempore of the Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas.

The Chair requested that the delegations concerned work on drafting a final text during lunch and present a concrete proposal at the second working meeting of the Committee.

At the second meeting of the General Committee, the delegation of Mexico presented the results of the informal consultations to draft alternative language to the aforementioned draft resolution. A decision was taken to give the Argentina proposal a new title: “Future of the Mission and Functions of the Instruments and Components of the Inter-American Defense System.” The fourth paragraph of the preamble remained intact, whereas in the operative part the Peru proposal was restored in the first paragraph with the proposal by the delegation of Mexico to consider the convening of a special conference and paragraph 3 also remained.

The resolution was approved at the second meeting, for submission to the plenary.

vii.
“Protection of Asylum Seeks and Refugees in the Americas” (AG/doc.5208/11).

The Chair explained that three operative paragraphs (seven, eight, and nine) of this resolution, on which there was no consensus, needed to be addressed.

The delegation of Ecuador requested inclusion of a new paragraph in the preamble, to recognize the principle of international solidarity and shared responsibility, which has been part of the resolution adopted by the General Assembly for the last three years. This solution would allow the alternative proposals submitted by that delegation for the operative paragraphs indicated by the Chair to be withdrawn.

This proposal was supported by the delegations of Mexico, Argentina, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.

The delegation of Colombia requested that the text of operative paragraphs seven, eight, and nine be kept as originally submitted by the delegation of Argentina. The delegation of Colombia outlined the efforts made by that country and Ecuador, at the bilateral level, to agree on a work plan that took into account cooperation between states and the best interest of refugees.

The delegation of Ecuador observed that there was no correlation between bilateral efforts and principles of international law on the subject matter. As a gesture of compromise with the delegation of Colombia, it proposed the inclusion of a reference to cooperation. The delegation of Mexico requested a reference in the preamble to the principle of shared responsibility in order to have consensus, but Ecuador did not agree with this. In addition, the delegation of Colombia noted that there was a lack of understanding in the international community about the principles of international law referred to by the delegation of Ecuador. Finally, the delegation of Colombia asked for a footnote to be included in order for it to join the consensus and for the following statement to be placed on record:

“The delegation of the Republic of Colombia wishes to state and place on record that, while it supports international cooperation as a matter of principle, as well as the implementation of cooperation mechanisms designed to seek and consolidate lasting solutions in this matter, it has reservations to the contents of this paragraph, inasmuch as the delegation of Colombia understands that shared responsibility is still being developed. It is a concept regarding which there is no uniform position in the international community and it is not supported by obligations or commitments undertaken by Colombia in this particular matter in accordance with international law currently in force and applicable in Colombia.”
In addition, the delegation of Mexico asked for a provision to be included in the fourth preambular paragraph, and this was supported by the plenary. The delegations of Canada and Costa Rica, meanwhile, withdrew their ad referendum in the seventh preambular paragraph. In this regard the delegation of Costa Rica requested that a new wording make no reference to the institution of asylum, but to refer instead to “international protection of refugees.” There being no further opposition, this paragraph was approved.

The resolution was approved at the second meeting, for submission to the plenary.

viii.
“Strengthening of the Inter-American Human Rights System Pursuant to the Mandates Arising from the Summits of the Americas” (AG/doc.5209/11).

The Chair reported outstanding matters relating to this draft resolution (title, fourth and eighth preambular paragraphs, and operative paragraphs one (e) and three (b and d)) and offered the floor to the delegation of Peru.

The Permanent Representative of Peru, Ambassador Hugo de Zela, in his capacity as coordinator of the ALADI Group, submitted specific proposals on each pending issue.

The new title in Spanish should refer to the inter-American system as singular.

With respect to the fourth preambular paragraph, the decision was taken to make a general reference that would include “applicable instruments.” Considering that the intention is to strengthen the two institutions that comprise the system, reference to the autonomy of the organs has not been included. On that note, the delegations of Costa Rica, Paraguay, and Mexico placed on record their respective countries’ respect for the autonomy of the organs of the inter-American system for the promotion and protection of human rights.

In the sixth preambular paragraph, proposals by the delegations of Brazil, United States, and Costa Rica were included.

Preambular paragraph eight and operative paragraphs one and three (b and d) were adopted with the proposals put forward by ALADI.

It should be noted that the delegation of Guatemala requested that its co-sponsorship of this resolution be recorded.

The resolution was approved at the second meeting, for submission to the plenary.

ix.
Right to freedom of thought and expression and the importance of the media (AG/doc.5211/11)

The Chair asked the delegations of Bolivia and Costa Rica to speak about their proposals. The delegation of Costa Rica said it was flexible and would accept the Bolivia proposal if necessary, in the interest of joining the consensus.

For operative paragraph six, after a debate on the inclusion of new elements or use of the text of resolution AG/RES. 2523 (XXXIX-O/09), a decision was taken to vote on the aforementioned 2009 text with the inclusion of content, leaving in place the ad referendum of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. This delegation joined the consensus at the third meeting of the General Committee.

For operative paragraph seven, at the end of the debate, the delegation of Bolivia proposed the following new language: “a pluralist perspective considering democratic criteria, which provides all individuals equal opportunity to access them” (contained in the Principles on Freedom of Expression of the Rapporteurship of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights), which proposal was pending discussion by the next meeting.

At the third meeting of the General Committee, discussion of this issue resumed, and the delegation of the United States stated that it agreed with the proposal by the delegation of Bolivia, and the paragraph as approved.

The delegations withdrew their respective proposals on operative paragraphs eight, nine, eleven, and twelve.  For its part, the delegation of Ecuador requested the inclusion of the expression “in addition” after “That meeting.” 

It should be noted that the delegation of Costa Rica requested that its cosponsorship of this resolution be recorded.

The resolution was approved at the third meeting, for submission to the plenary.

x.
Promotion of the Rights to Freedom of Assembly and of Association in the Americas (AG/doc.5210/11)

The delegation of the United States endorsed all amendments of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, with a modification of operative paragraphs seven and ten. The delegations of Mexico and Chile, which participated as cosponsors, and the proposing delegation, the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, expressed their support for this new wording.


The delegation of Guatemala requested that its cosponsorship of this resolution be recorded.


The resolution was approved at the third meeting, for submission to the plenary.

xi. Change of date of the Forty-Second Regular Session of the General Assembly (AG/CG/doc.1/11 rev. 1)

The delegation of Bolivia presented a proposal to change the date of the Forty-Second Regular Session of the General Assembly to July 1 to 3, 2012 in the city of Cochabamba, Bolivia.

The delegation of Grenada explained the difficulties that the proposed dates would pose for the CARICOM countries, which, among other things, have a meeting scheduled for those very dates.

The delegation of Bolivia suggested changing the dates for holding the Forty-Second Regular Session of the General Assembly to July 8 to10, 2012. That proposal was approved by the Committee.

The resolution was approved at the third meeting, for submission to the plenary.

III. CONCLUSION

The delegations of Peru, Guatemala, Chile, Argentina, Brazil, the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Mexico, Colombia, Canada, United States, Nicaragua, Ecuador, Panama, and Dominica congratulated the Chair and the Vice Chair for their professionalism and for ably steering the discussions. They congratulated the Secretariat as well on the progress made with the work. 

Appreciation was also conveyed to El Salvador’s civil society, people, and government. For its part, the delegation of Paraguay acknowledged the work done by the Chair, while the delegation of Grenada expressed appreciation of the confidence placed in Ambassador Gillian Bristol. Finally, the delegation of El Salvador praised the head table for its work, citing in particular Ambassador Bristol’s extraordinary performance and people skills in fulfilling this Committee’s mandate. The delegation concluded its statement by quoting the Foreign Minister of El Salvador, who had stated that “the regional interest is the national interest.” 

In bringing the work of the General Committee to a close, the Chair, Ambassador Gillian M. S. Bristol, Permanent Representative of Grenada to the OAS, thanked the delegations for the good will and the flexibility they demonstrated throughout the consideration of the issues and for their support to the Chair, which facilitated completing the work on time. She also thanked Ambassador Bernardino Saguier, Permanent Representative of Paraguay to the OAS, and Rapporteur Pierre Giroux of the delegation of Canada, for their assistance. She then personally recognized Ambassador Luis Meléndez, the warm welcome by the people of El Salvador, and the energetic work done by the government in organizing the General Assembly. Finally, she welcomed the presence of the delegation of Honduras. 

I wish to express, on behalf of all the delegations and on my own behalf, our appreciation to the Chair and the Vice Chair for their leadership in steering the negotiations on the drafts that were assigned to the General Committee. We would also like to congratulate the member state Representatives who participated in the meetings of the Committee, for their efforts and for their tireless collaboration in the tasks assigned to the Committee. 

Let me also extend appreciation to the staff of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of El Salvador and to the OAS Secretariat, in particular the staff of the Secretariat of the Permanent Council, the Department of Conferences and Meetings Management, and the Department of International Law, for all the support they provided. This contributed to the successful conclusion of our work.

Finally, I must thank the members of the General Committee for entrusting me with the delicate task of being Rapporteur of the Committee. I therefore submit this report for consideration by the Ministers and Heads of Delegation at this forty-first regular session of the General Assembly.

Pierre Giroux

Alternate Representative

Permanent Mission of Canada to the OAS

Rapporteur of the General Committee[image: image2.wmf]GENERAL  ASSEMBLY
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