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The following delegations attended the meeting: Argentina, the Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Trinidad and Tobago, United States, Uruguay, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.

1. Report of the Chair of the Informal Group to Reflect on the Subject of the Inter-American Defense Board


The Chair of the Informal Group to Reflect on the Subject of the Inter-American Defense Board, César Martínez Flores, Alternate Representative of El Salvador, submitted a report on the activities of this informal group which is contained in document CP/CSH-1267/10 corr. 1.


The delegations of Uruguay and Brazil thanked the Chair of the Informal Working Group and drew attention to the strides made. 
2. Reports of the Secretariats of the Inter-American Defense Board and Multidimensional Security on promotion of greater interaction, in keeping with the Statutes of the IADB, to strengthen the IADB as an entity of the OAS (Operative paragraph 16 of resolution AG/RES. 2573 (XL-O/10))


The Report of the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) was presented by Lt. Gen. José Roberto Machado e Silva, Chair of the Inter-American Defense Board.

The Chair of the IADB said that the IADB and the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security (SMS) had had four meetings and mentioned that it was not possible to submit this report jointly. He noted that there were discrepancies over the distinction between the words “integration” and “interaction” and underscored that the position of the IADB was based on the mandates contained in AG/RES. 2573 (XL-O/10), which required that it be done in accordance with its Statutes.

The presentations on “Analyses and proposals to promote interaction of the Inter-American Defense Board with the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security” were published as documents CP/CSH-1265/10 and CP/CSH/INF.235/10.

For his part, Ambassador Adam Blackwell, Secretary for Multidimensional Security said that they did not have a formal report. He also mentioned that what they were looking for was a modus operandi. He clarified, furthermore, that he had not said that the IADB would be subordinate to the SMS. He also noted that what the SMS sought was to attempt to integrate several areas in order to achieve the greatest possible impact from the work. Finally, he suggested that interaction could be strengthened by the exchange of IADB and SMS officials. In that connection he referred to the countless opportunities available in the framework of the recent Declaration of Santa Cruz adopted by the ministers of defense of the Americas.


The delegation of Ecuador said that interaction had to be in accordance with Statutes of the IADB. The Statutes of the IADB were the governing rules. However, he also mentioned that the General Assembly, Permanent Council and this Committee, represented by the mandates, had “ownership” of the OAS, the Secretariat and all the entities of the inter-American system. He also noted that in reality there had been no replication and that the IADB retained a status quo –again as an autonomous, technical international organization– which showed that there was no integration. That status quo is not acceptable for Ecuador. In that connection he said that they would be willing to continue to discuss real decisions that would effectively make the IADB an entity of the OAS. In addition he underscored that they would be immensely gratified if the IADB would present and annual work plan.


The delegation of El Salvador said that this integration also entailed a responsibility for states. In that regard he said that a space should be made available for representatives to provide input as technical advisers. He also noted their concern at the lack of interaction between the two entities and hoped that in the future to see a report that reflected fulfillment of the mandate contained in paragraph 16. 

The delegation of Peru observed that this was a long-ranging discussion. This process should be open to discussions at higher instances. The Meeting of Ministers of Defense or the General Assembly were the suitable forums.


The delegation of Brazil regarded it as positive that the representatives of the IADB and the SMS had mentioned improvements with the respect dues and in accordance with the legal framework in place.


The IADB clarified that when they referred to technical autonomy, that was recognized in the Statutes. Technical autonomy means that the IADB does not act alone; it merely does what the General Assembly, the ministers, or the Permanent Council instruct it to do. It also said they have received no requests for technical cooperation from any member state for a year and a half and that it would provide technical cooperation when it was requested to do so.


The delegation of El Salvador mentioned that interaction and integration were very important. Responsibility for integration also rested with the states. Integration was achieved through dialogue, cooperation, etc., but this was what was missing. He also suggested that the IADB be invited whenever pertinent issues were under discussion. Over the past year and a half there had been a lack of information about how the IADB and the OAS operated, but now there was greater understanding and what was needed was to put it into practice.


The Chair of the CSH said that they were facing an exceptional challenge that involved reorganizing and fine-tuning an instrument at the service of the member states. As to continuation of discussions, he did not consider the conditions to be auspicious but that they were prepared to assess and find a common way forward, and the options would be evaluated. He also recalled that the Statutes of the IADB were a working instrument and that the SMS was also an instrument. The states had to take ownership of these two instruments. In conclusion he suggested that it would be appropriate to move forward with a reciprocal staff exchange between the IADB and SMS, which would contribute to better coordination and interaction of the parties. This was a new working procedure and rather than a new modus Vivendi, and it was a way to increase efficiency and understanding of the guidelines in place for carrying out the functions assigned to both the IADB and the SMS. 

3. Report of the Inter-American Defense Board on an institutional assessment of its technical and advisory services that it can offer to the OAS member states (Operative paragraph 17 of resolution AG/RES. 2573 (XL-O/10))

This report was presented by the Chair of the Inter-American Defense Board, Lt. Gen José Roberto Machado e Silva, and distributed as document CP/CSH/INF. 234/10.

The delegation of Brazil thanked the IADB for its presentation and said that it considered that it met in full the mandate contained in the resolution.

The delegation of Uruguay drew attention to the section on humanitarian demining and voiced support for the work of the IADB in this area.


The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela noted that integration should be bidirectional.   


The delegation of El Salvador expressed concern that the IADB was not involved in matters to do with destruction of arms and ammunition. It said that the CIFTA report for March mentioned that a humanitarian organization was in charge of advisory services, whereas the IADB Statutes said that the IADB had responsibility in the area of destruction of weapon stockpiles. The delegation of El Salvador mentioned its concern that advisory services were being provided by another organization and said that it did not wish to see this task performed by private agencies when they had the IADB, which had the necessary capability.


The delegation of Ecuador made a conceptual clarification: the defense agenda not only concerns military issues, but also involves policies for consolidating efforts to promote peace and cooperation, as well as to implement confidence-building measures. It also noted that the defense agenda is the result of a paradigm shift in civilian control of all areas of the state, including in the armed forces under the civilian control of defense ministries. Defense issues were no long dealt with exclusively by defense ministries. The importance of the armed forces was not being denied but it was clear that the civilian authorities, the ministries of defense, which were governed by constitutional mandates, now shaped defense policy, which included military agendas. If the IADB was to be strengthened, something which Ecuador supported, greater pragmatism was necessary.


With respect to the presentation of the IADB, he mentioned that one of the slides showed what the IADB was and was not involved in. Where it was not involved, that was because the agenda processes on defense issues took place at the subregional level for the precise reason that the subregions had failed to receive a response at the regional level. The progress made by UNASUR, in record time and with visible results, was evidence of that. UNASUR was not confined to South America, but sought interconnection with other regional groups. Without an understanding of the processes at the regional level, which were based on the need to create legitimate and valid spaces for states, then meaningful discussion on strengthening the IADB would not be possible. If there were no tangible results then the delegation of Ecuador would probably propose elimination of the IADB subsidy at the next General Assembly.


The delegation of the United States concurred with the comments of the delegation of Ecuador. It also expressed support for the IADB and said that the status quo was not acceptable. It also noted that there was low demand among the countries for assistance from the IADB. This was because the IADB lacked the capabilities to perform the functions set out in its Statutes since it did not have the necessary financial resources and staff with which to conduct the studies. With regard to the report it mentioned that the aim was a self-advisory process on the strengths and weaknesses of the IADB – a review of the capabilities of the IADB and what they could offer. For example, it mentioned that the Board should be designated OAS representative at conferences of army, air and naval forces, but no information had ever been received in that respect. In that connection it highlighted the importance drawing up a work plan and activity schedule. The Board could only be as strong as the support it received from the member states.

The Chair of the IADB said that the IADB had its duty but reacted to the member states. If the IADB did not present studies, then that was because the states had not requested any. He also noted that the IADB was not the only body responsible for the status quo - it was a flaw in the inter-American system. He mentioned that there was no way of knowing how valuable the organization was if it was unknown. He said that the results of the IADB were proportionate to the importance it was accorded and to the importance of the objectives of the IADB. He noted that the Statutes were general, but that they had been left guessing. He mentioned that it should be recalled that the Board could not take the initiative; it was up to the OAS to make requests to the IADB.


The Chair of the CSH took note of the comments and mentioned that the state of affairs reflected that this was a shared responsibility. He said that this would lead to more meaningful and in-depth discussions on the issue. 
4. Recommendations of Member States for further strengthening of the IADB and its capability to advise OAS member states and other appropriate OAS organs and entities in accordance with its Statutes (Operative paragraph 15 of resolution AG/RES. 2573 (XL-O/10))

The Chair reminded the delegations that he had requested that they submit their comments by October 15 in a bid to move forward with the work of the informal group. He said that according to the Chair of the informal group, nine countries had so far presented their written recommendations which had been included in the report of this informal working group.

The delegation of Mexico said that the IADB has three organs: the Council of Delegates, the Inter-American Defense College, and the Secretariat. In the opinion of Mexico it was necessary to modernize and strengthen the Secretariat of the IADB and modify the status quo. The College and Council of Delegates were functioning well. He also noted that the appointment of liaison officers was a good start but that it was important for this not to be between the Council of Delegates of the IADB, the SMS, and the CSH, but between the two secretariats. Furthermore, he underscored the importance that, in addition to the plan setting out goals and objectives, the Secretariat also draw up an annual work plan with concrete objectives. He also remarked on the importance that the Secretariat of the IADB seek external funds to carry out the mandates and suggested that all the recommendations be included in a draft resolution.


As regards the headquarters of the IADB, in a bid to reduce costs it would be beneficial for the IADB to be in the Administration Building of the OAS and for the Council of Delegates to meet in OAS facilities.

Mexico was in favor of cooperation between the CSH and the IADB. In this regard he mentioned that the IADB was the entity that had most often made presentations to the CSH. The IADB could continue to provide advisory services. 


The delegation of Canada reiterated its support for the Inter-American Defense Board and said that a modernized Board could make a substantial contribution to hemispheric security. As regards the recommendations, it underscored the following points: Canada proposes an agenda for reform to strengthen the IADB that is built upon the following four main pillars:


· Increase the coherence and effectiveness of the Inter-American multilateral system on defense and security matters by enhancing the integration of the IADB into the Organization of American States (OAS).

· Deepen the IADB's focus on civil-military relations in the hemisphere by having IADB delegates represent Defense Ministers as well as armed forces, sending the message that defense issues are part of the civilian sector’s agenda and not exclusively the domain of the military.

· Increase hemispheric cooperation on new and emerging defense and security issues by utilizing the IADB to combat illegal trafficking and respond to natural disasters

· Ensure greater clarity concerning the IADB's advisory role.



The delegation of Canada also remarked on the Declaration of Santa Cruz de la Sierra which refers to the role of the IADB.


The Chair of the CSH recalled that Article 31(4) of the Statutes of the IADB allowed representatives of the IADB to attend meetings of the Committee. He reminded those present that these discussions would continue on March 3, 2011.

5. Other business



There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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