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Summary of the meeting of April 20, 2010


The meeting was conducted under the chairmanship of Ambassador Duly Brutus, Permanent Representative of Haiti and Chair of the Special Committee on Migration Issues (CEAM).

1. Adoption of the order of business (CE/AM-136/10)

The order of business was adopted without amendment.

2.
Proposed Integral Care Model for Women Victims of Violence in the Tijuana Area. Presentation by the Secretariat (CE/AM/INF.84/10)



In opening the consideration of this matter, the Chair of the CEAM recognized the presence of Ambassador Carmen Moreno, Executive Secretary, Inter-American Commission of Women, with whose collaboration the project was being executed.


The presentation was given by Ms. Marcia Bebianno, Specialist, Migration and Development Program, Executive Secretariat for Integral Development; and by Ms. Mayarí Pascual, project consultant. The presentation began by introducing the initiative, and continued with discussion of the study conducted.


The following aspects of the study were presented:

· Introduction

· Information gathering methods 

· Socioeconomic context: 

· The feminization of migration

· Context

· Care models currently available to migrant women victims of violence in the Tijuana/ San Diego area:

· Inventory of models and programs

· Analysis of the models

· Proposed integral care model for women victims of violence in the Tijuana/San Diego area

· Basic criteria

· Objective

· Components: 

· Target population

· Conceptual  framework and violent acts included in this model

· Cross-cutting approaches

· Implications and operation

· Integral care:  Development of the proposed model

· Integral recuperation and empowerment

· Final considerations and recommendations

· Presentation of flow chart on how the model would operate 



The delegation of Mexico thanked the Technical Secretariat and the consultant for the presentation on the status of this important project. For Mexico, gender was a cross-cutting theme involving the integral development of the peoples of the Hemisphere: training and awareness, project financing with a pro-equity approach to civil society organizations, coordination mechanisms, state networks, roundtables for institutional dialogue, and national migration week. In the case of CEAM, it had been decided to take an integral approach to the study of the migration issue. It emphasized that international cooperation was essential in complementing national efforts; this was the spirit in which the model presented today helped to move towards an integral approach. It requested that the project be continued and that the Technical Secretariat continue to present reports. 


The delegation of Costa Rica asked whether the care model presented would be replicated at other points of encounter along the US-Mexico border, as well as along the Mexico-Guatemala border. 


The delegation of United States indicated that, having heard the presentation, it understood that the Secretariat referred to the border area within the territory of Mexico and requested deletion of the reference to San Diego from the material presented.


The delegation of Guatemala indicated that the situation of reference also occurred along Mexico’s southern border with northern Guatemala. It indicated that this area was often referred to as “little Tijuana.”  It went on to indicate that not everyone was fortunate enough to cross that border, and many were sent back by Mexican authorities. The local economy was unable to absorb the flows; hence, a model such as that described could also be implemented on the Guatemala-Mexico border. It indicated in conclusion that the material reflected an excellent and interesting program that could be replicated in its country.


The delegation of Canada emphasized that the subject matter of the model presented was important, and that, in implementing it, it was necessary to consider how it was envisaged:  Was it a pilot project or a model policy for implementation along the border as a whole?  Was it proposed as a model for the OAS member states? It was important, it indicated, to define the intent, target population, and institutional framework; to determine whether work would be done with civil society or with governments. And it was very important, it reiterated, to define an institutional framework and determine costs. It indicated in conclusion that it was an excellent program but had to become a project whose implementation was feasible. 


The delegations of Venezuela and Ecuador also expressed views on the project and agreed that this was a very good initiative that warranted serious consideration by the member states, and should be formulated. However, it agreed that the Secretariat could not proceed arbitrarily to choose an agenda to develop and that more communication with the delegations was needed in order to report, prior to formulating projects, on the background, mandate, and costs of the initiatives. 


The delegation of Paraguay indicated that, with some adjustments, the proposal presented was an excellent initiative that went beyond a development approach and had political and human rights connotations. 


The Technical Secretariat then proceeded to explain the origins of the project and indicated that, once the Canadian International Development Agency Canada (CIDA) had provided resources to the Secretariat for the implementation of cooperation activities, the General Secretariat areas had been consulted, taking into account the mandates arising from the Inter-American Program for the Promotion and Protection of the Human Rights of Migrants, including Migrant Workers and Their Families, as well as the Work Plan of the Secretary General for implementation of the Program and the mandates arising from the Work Plan of the CEAM, in order to identify the areas where joint efforts could be made in approaching the migration issue. In the specific area of migration and gender, it was decided to work with the Inter-American Commission of Women (CIM) and so arose the proposal that was being presented. Although certainly many borders shared the same problem, the proposal’s focus was confined to a specific area because we had to start somewhere. Tijuana was chosen because it was the world’s busiest border area. The resources available for this project were only for the first stage. The second stage would be to draw up the implementation plan, and the third would be to implement that plan.


In reply to questions, the Secretariat indicated that work would be done not only with civil society organizations but also with governmental institutions.  The objective of the model was not to promote options for migration by undocumented citizens. The proposed support related to the repatriation of illegal migrants and to those in custody to provide them with support for the return to their communities of origin.


The CEAM took note of the presentation by the Secretariat and of the comments and observations by the delegations.

3.

Verbal report by the Chair of the Informal Working Group to Evaluate the Special Committee on Migration Issues (CEAM)


The Chair of the Committee thanked Mr. Pierre Giroux, Alternate Representative of Canada, for his arduous efforts as Chair of the Informal Working Group, as well as those of all delegations that had participated in these tasks.


Mr. Giroux presented his conclusions regarding the aspects considered by the Group at its meetings. He emphasized that consensus had not been reached regarding the evaluation of the CEAM and indicated that the participating delegations recognized the importance within the Organization of the migration issue.  The work of the CEAM did not overlap with that done by other committees, although they agreed that overlap of structures existed. However, consensus had not been reached as to how to consolidate the matter under a single area.


The delegations thanked Mr. Giroux for his work, commended his effort to bring positions together, and requested that the verbal report presented be published as a Committee document so that it could serve as reference in continuing evaluation efforts.


The following are some of the comments made:

· The delegation of Peru noted that the deliberations in which they had engaged were relevant and that there were other elements that should be given fresh consideration. The CEAM should serve as a platform for analysis and discussion, elements for the strengthening of that committee.

· The delegation of Uruguay commented that the evaluation process was a useful tool. It was evident that the migration issue was a matter of importance to all countries.  Although the CEAM was a recently formed committee that had to be given more time, it had great potential. 

· The delegation of Mexico indicated that the four meetings with highly valuable proposals for the strengthening of the Committee; meetings that had recognized the importance of the migration issue on the inter-American agenda. Consensus had not been reached, but there were expectations that it would be.

· The delegation of Chile emphasized the excellent participation and highly valuable exchange of different ideas, which had made it possible to gauge the issue’s impact and importance. The CEAM had enabled experiences and best practices to be exchanged. The inter-American approach was what set this meeting apart.

· The delegation of Paraguay noted that highly useful information and views had been exchanged and had provided a response to the content of the working group’s mandate. The debate had made evident that there were more points of agreement than of difference and that, as requested by the mandate, a multidimensional approach was being taken in the Hemisphere to the matter.

· The delegation of Venezuela indicated that the countries were interested in continuing the work of the CEAM and that there was no legal or political impediment to continuing the work of the CEAM.

· The delegation of Belize indicated that it supported the continuation of the CEAM, since the migration issue was a matter of importance to the Caribbean countries.

· The delegation of Nicaragua indicated that the debate had reflected a wide-ranging and open dialogue where many points of consensus had been reached, especially regarding the cross-cutting approach and the advantage to be taken of the exchange of experiences and best practices, which had enabled positions to be brought closer together.

· The delegation of Argentina noted that, at the meetings, over 15 countries had indicated an interest in continuing the work of the CEAM, and that there was no legal impediment to doing so. 

Following reactions by delegations to the information presented by the Chair of the Informal Working Group, Mr. Giroux expressed appreciation for the commendation of his work and again indicated that a solution was possible. He noted that consensus had yet to be reached regarding the structure for consideration of the matter and indicated that he understood that consensus was close. He emphasized that it would be reached if a unified structure were achieved for the discussion of all migration issues.  This would require effort on the part of all delegations.


Following additional comments shared by delegations, the Chair again thanked Mr. Pierre Giroux for the work done, and the Committee took note of the report presented and of the comments and observations by delegations. 


The delegation of Mexico then presented the draft resolution “Migrant Populations and Migration Flows in the Americas,” document CE/AM-135/10, which, it indicated, constituted an update of resolution AG/RES. 2465 (XXXIX-O/09) of the General Assembly, adopted at its thirty-ninth regular session, and brought together the matters addressed by the Committee in the period July 2009-May 2010.


The Alternate Representative of Mexico, Ms. Flor de Liz Vásquez, indicated that, since the CEAM evaluation process was still under way, analysis of the draft resolution should continue based on the conclusions reached regarding the evaluation.

Following expressions of support by the delegations of Guatemala, Panama, Argentina, Chile, Peru, Venezuela,  Belize, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Bolivia for the proposal presented by the delegation of Mexico, the delegation of Costa Rica indicated that it had some substantive observations that it would arrange to be forwarded to the delegation of Mexico for incorporation in its proposal. 


The delegation of United States congratulated the delegation of Mexico on the proposal presented and indicated that existing differences were not substantive, but rather operational, and that they reflected the reality of the OAS. It also offered to work with the delegation of Mexico to find a solution. 


For its part, the delegation of Nicaragua expressed satisfaction that the delegations of United States and Canada did not have substantive differences which, it indicated, would enable consensus to be reached.


The Chair proposed tasking the Alternate Representative of Mexico, Ms. Flor de Liz Vásquez, with the coordination of a working group composed of all interested delegations to consider the proposal presented by her country’s government. The Committee agreed to this suggestion. 

4.
Other business


There being no other business, the President declared the meeting closed.

5.
Delegations 
The following delegations attended the meeting:

Argentina

Bahamas

Belize

Bolivia

Brazil

Canada

Chile

Colombia

Costa Rica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador

Guatemala

Haiti

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

San Vicente and the Grenadines

United States

Uruguay

Venezuela
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