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The Committee met under the leadership of Committee Vice Chair Rodrigo Amaya, Alternate Representative of Colombia to the OAS, to consider the matters on the order of business, document CP/CSH-1430 rev. 1. 1.

The following delegations participated in this meeting: Argentina, Bahamas, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, United States, and Uruguay.
1. Third Meeting of National Authorities on Trafficking in Persons in the Western Hemisphere
· Consideration and approval of additional applications from civil society organizations
· List of invited guests (CP/CSH-1422/12 rev. 1)
· Additional requests from civil society organizations (CP/CSH-1422/12 rev. 1 add. 1)

The Chair referred to document CP/CSH-1422/12 rev. 1 add. 1, which contained nine additional requests from civil society organizations seeking to participate in the Third Meeting of National Authorities on Trafficking in Persons.

The delegation of Guatemala requested that the civil society section remain open until October 4, and thanked the Department of International Affairs for its support on this matter.

The List of Invited Guests was approved and the civil society section was left open until October 4 for the consideration of additional requests from civil society organizations.
· Consideration and approval of Draft Agenda (CP/CSH-1424/12)
· Presentation of information documents related to items 6 and 7 on the Draft Agenda (RTP-III/INF.  2/12)

The delegation of Guatemala referred to the draft agenda and announced that an information document (RTP-III/INF.2/12) was circulated with a detailed explanation of agenda items 6 and 7.

With respect to item 5, the delegation of Guatemala stated that there would be about four presentations by international organizations and one by civil society.  Once the presentations were concluded, the delegations would be offered the floor to comment thereon.

The delegation of Nicaragua suggested including the titles of the international organizations’ presentations on the draft agenda.

The delegation of Brazil requested clarification of the term “Give visibility to the phenomenon of trafficking.” 

The delegation of El Salvador inquired as to what was meant by "consideration to the Work Plan,” and recalled that Guatemala’s Ambassador had stated that the objective was to extend the period of the work plan, in which connection it asked what mechanism would be used to request this extension (document of conclusions and recommendations? Rapporteur’s report? Another document?).

The delegation of Guatemala explained that the information documents would not be considered for negotiation purposes but rather that their purpose was to serve as input for the dialogue to be held in Guatemala.  With respect to the outcomes document of the meeting, it said the idea was not to negotiate a document but extract the Chair's conclusions from the rapporteur's report.
In terms of the Work Plan, the delegation said it was interested in extending its validity but that it had no intention of renegotiating it.

The delegation of Mexico underscored the need to submit an annotated agenda.

The delegations of Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Bolivia spoke about the “conclusions” of the meeting.

For its part, the delegation of Brazil asked whether the issue of international cooperation in the area of trafficking in persons could be included.

Noting that the work plan did mention international cooperation, the delegation of Guatemala suggested having agenda item 4 address that issue.

The Committee approved the draft agenda and took note of the information documents.  
2. Presentation of the Annual Work Plan of the Inter-American Defense Board  [AG/RES. 2631 (XLI-O/11)] (CP/CSH-1420/12)

The Director General of the Inter-American Defense Board, General Juárez Aparecido De Paula Cunha, presented the IADB’s Annual Work Plan, which was circulated as document CP/CSH-1420/12.  The presentation by General Juárez was published as document CP/CSH/INF-325/12.

The delegation of Mexico spoke about confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs), noting that it recognized that the IADB enjoyed an advantage in this area.  It also mentioned natural disaster exercises being conducted, which had enormous potential to share best practices and to open up new opportunities for dialogue.  It noted as well the link between the armed forces and public security exercises, where there can be clearly defined advantages, but doubts remain. In terms of this issue, it suggested that an opportunity for dialogue should be opened up with a view to coming up with a better way of how the armed forces can contribute to this issue.  Finally, it asked General Juárez about the term “controlled deliveries” in its report.

The delegation of Argentina reiterated its position that it believed some of the initiatives fell outside of the IADB's Statutes. As it noted at the last meeting, it felt that no decision should be taken that day, as the ministers of defense would be meeting shortly and may have something to say there about the IADB. It requested that no decision be taken on the work plan and that the full report be looked at again after the Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas (CDMA). Finally, it requested that the records reflect that "Argentina wants no decision to be taken today on the work plan until the Ninth CDMA is held."

The delegation of Canada made mention of the mandates contained in the 2011 IADB resolution. On the CDMA, it expressed the view that the work plan was presented to the CSH as a courtesy and that there was no obligation to speak about its contents.

The delegation of Brazil welcomed the possibility of an autonomous relationship with the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security. Likewise, along the lines of Canada's comments, it noted that this work plan was being submitted pursuant to the mandate in resolution 2011 and that said submission was a courtesy. It also requested information on technical assistance requests from member states and about its procedures for handling them. On this topic, it also spoke about the need for sensitivity with respect to third countries.

The delegation of Ecuador stressed its support for demining activities, expressing concern about certain activities that fall outside of the competence of the IADB according to its Statute as referred to in seminars on "Public Security in the Armed Forces."

The delegation of Peru referred to demining work and the activities of the CIFTA. It underscored as well issues related to confidence- and security-building measures and said that there was a good deal of complementarity by the armed forces on this subject matter.

The delegation of Chile expressed interest in further strengthening the IADB's links with the CSH and the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security.

The delegation of the United States acknowledged that the IADB was the only entity that presented its work plan to the CSH. The delegation also noted that said Plan demonstrated the scope of the Board’s activities. The delegation also shared a number of statistics on the IADB operations, and urged the Board to continue to seek alternative sources of funding to continue to support their work.

The delegation of Paraguay said it is interested in the IADB contribution in the area of updating the defense white papers. The IADB also had a vital role in the area of humanitarian assistance in defense situations. On the issue of public security, it expressed interest in finding out about the scope and in seeing what kind of cooperation could be engaged on this issue, and it even noted that a reformulation of the Statutes could be proposed. It further noted that the issue of preserving the Casa del Soldado and the role of the Board was very important. In terms of the proposal by Argentina, it requested to place on record that it did not support that position.

The delegation of Uruguay said the plan demonstrated the relevance of the IADB and its interest in staying alive. In addition, it made reference to the auditor's report and to the draft resolution submitted by the CAAP.

The delegation of El Salvador said that presentation of the work plan was a healthy custom that helped to shed light on where this organization's work was headed. It noted as well that the plan needed political and financial support, and that it was appropriate for some detailed background information to be provided:  to understand that the Casa del Soldado was not necessarily the IADB and the IADB was not the Casa del Soldado. The IADB will live wherever the IADB meets. The place where it may be is not what determines whether the IADB exists or not. It suggested that the numbers presented by the United States be circulated within the CAAP. Finally, the delegation said that while it understood that the statute limits it to activities having to do with public security, the discussion on whether or not to use the military in public security is a decision for each state to make.

General Juarez expressed appreciation for the comments and thoughts about the work done by the IADB. As regards the issue of disasters, he said the idea was for information flow to be accurate and ongoing. On the subject of controlled deliveries, he said that the IADB was awaiting information from the SMS on the matter. On the issue of drug trafficking, the authorities have observed the drug trafficking flow, which it tracks in order to establish that there is an operation. Regarding observations that the IADB was acting beyond the scope of its Statutes, he explained that it was in fact operating within the framework of the Statutes. On the subject of confidence- and security-building measures, General Juarez stated there were responsibilities in these matters and that they were willing to support the CSH in this matter. Regarding security issues, he stressed that this is a decision for each state to make. What the IADB does is to facilitate the exchange of experiences. In terms of technical services, he reported that these activities were done by the IADB Secretariat and that the outcome was sent to the requesting country and to the CSH as well, for all countries to have access to the outcome of that activity. Finally, the General noted that it would be useful to consider the cost-benefit ratio:  what the IADB provides the OAS versus what the OAS has to offer the IADB.
3. Other business

The delegate of El Salvador recalled that at 2:30 that same afternoon the meeting would continue with the mandates review exercise.

There being no further business, the Chair adjourned the meeting.
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