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In accordance with the mandate contained in the resolution adopted on Friday last week to keep the Permanent Council apprised with regard to the resolution that was adopted, I believe that it would be useful to provide background information–even though most of it is already public knowledge–so that it can be recorded in connection with the status of compliance with the resolution.

Essentially the resolution invited the parties to engage in certain processes simultaneously and without delay.  Those processes were mentioned in the report of the OAS Secretary General on his visit to Costa Rica (CP/doc.4521/10, submitted on November 9) and listed in point 1 of the resolution.

The recommendations were as follows: 

First, hold the Eighth Meeting of the Binational Commission in order to address as a matter of urgency aspects of the bilateral agenda as soon as possible and no later than the date originally agreed, with the assistance of the OAS.

Second, immediately resume the talks on aspects concerning the demarcation of the boundary line in accordance with the treaties and decisions in force.

Third, in order to create a favorable climate for dialogue between the two nations, avoid the presence of military or security forces in the area, where their existence might rouse tension.

Fourth, instruct the appropriate authorities to review and strengthen cooperation mechanisms between the two nations in order to prevent, control, and confront drug trafficking, organized crime, and arms trafficking in the border area.

As regards implementation of this resolution, Excellency, to begin with I believe it necessary to mention that over the weekend immediately after that Friday, both the Chair of Permanent Council and the Secretary General received a note from the delegation of Nicaragua, dated November 15, which mentioned, first, their agreement with a bilateral dialogue and their willingness to discuss these issues with Costa Rica.  The note then added a series of considerations with which you are already familiar, the essential thrust of which were that the OAS should not have discussed the border dispute, as supposedly occurred.  Second, according to note, the institutional framework of the OAS had been violated.  Third, what had been approved was not helpful; on the contrary, it put in doubt not only the sovereignty of Nicaragua in the area, but also the fight against drug trafficking and organized crime, and that the way was being left open for criminal organizations to establish bases for their felonious operations.

Accordingly, Nicaragua considers that the OAS is exhausted as a forum and that this issue should not be discussed, nor any measure under Permanent Council resolution CP/RES. 978 (1777/10) implemented, which is unacceptable. The note also says that Nicaragua has decided to turn to the International Court of Justice, which is the appropriate forum to decide the Costa Rica-Nicaragua border dispute.

Subsequently and in response precisely to an invitation from this Council, Nicaragua said that it would not attend any meetings of the Council at which the issue to which we have referred is to be discussed.

Notwithstanding a response acknowledging receipt of the letter from Nicaragua, which I am sending to Ambassador Moncada and in which I refer to the three points raised–including the matter of addressing border issues, precisely considering the fact that nothing in the OAS resolution indicates that it is either considering or passing judgment on substantive aspects of a border issue– I would like to remind you that only Costa Rica and Nicaragua have referred to arguments concerning the border issue–and Nicaragua at considerable length at the last meeting.  The Council and the General Secretariat refrained utterly from offering any statements on the issue and, therefore, I do not believe it correct to say that it was addressed in the framework of the OAS, precisely because we consider that that requires the consent of the two countries, and that is to be respected.
On the contrary, what was done, first, was to establish the conditions under which substantive talks might be held, at a venue agreeable to the countries.  Naturally, the recommendation was put to them–given that they both proposed it–to hold a meeting of the Binational Commission, which is scheduled for the 27th.


Second, I do not believe that there has been any violation whatever of the Institution’s rules given that all 22 countries that voted first did so publicly and then orally, precisely because the delegation of Nicaragua requested a nominal vote on the matter.


And third, the will to combat drug trafficking and organized crime jointly is of course expressed in the resolution, which recommends that the two countries reach an accommodation to that end.


However, the foregoing aside, I believe it important to mention that statements have been made.  The letter (from Nicaragua)–which, despite rejecting the resolution as a whole out of hand, indicates a willingness to hold the appropriate meetings and resume talks on aspects concerning the border–in no instance conveys its willingness to comply with the request to avoid the presence of military or security forces in the area, where their existence might rouse tension; rather, it has again rejected that possibility in a statement issued today.


For its part, Mr. Chairman, the Government of Costa Rica has also issued a number of statements.  In one statement it mentions its willingness to take part in the meeting of consultation arranged between Costa Rica and Nicaragua, and mentions points that should be included in the invitation.  The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Costa Rica said that they were prepared to have the technical meeting on the 26th and the meeting of presidents on the 27th, with the OAS in attendance, as the resolution of the Council says.  It also sets out a working agenda for compliance with the resolution: draw up a work plan and timeframe for the demarcation of those sections of the border zone that so require, in accordance with the treaties and decisions in place; review and strengthen cooperation mechanisms in order to prevent, control, and confront drug trafficking, organized crime, and arms trafficking in the border area; and report on the status of the environmental agreements reached at the sixth and seventh meetings of the Binational Commission held in Managua and San Jose, respectively, in 2008.


The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Costa Rica confirmed its willingness for the meetings to be held on November 26 and 27 of this year, subject to compliance with the decisions contained in the then just-adopted Permanent Council resolution CP/RES. 978.
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Accordingly, the understanding is that Costa Rica requests compliance with the decisions adopted at the meeting of the OAS before engaging in talks on the matter.  Subsequently, on the November 17, the day that resolution was adopted, President Laura Chinchilla said that she was keeping the police away from the border zone over which a sovereignty dispute with Nicaragua has arisen, in keeping with the OAS resolution and pending a visit by a delegation from that organization to the disputed area.  The President is saying that she is abiding by the decision that she announced to keep at a prudent distance from that area, "despite the fact that it belongs to us," she added, as a gesture to show that her country wishes to resolve the matter by diplomatic means.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask the Secretariat to distribute these documents afterwards for the member countries to have at their disposal.  There have been no other statements, except for those concerning the actions of member states or discussions among member states, or relations between different countries, which, naturally, I do not consider appropriate for me to mention.  One exception is a statement by the authorities of the branches of government of the Republic of Nicaragua which express their solidarity with the basic position of the executive branch.  I should also mention a decision by the Government of Costa Rica to bring the issue of the wetland in which the dispute is taking place–we should recall that we are talking about a wetland in a border zone- under the so-called Ramsar Convention introduced by UNESCO to protect wetlands that need protection and conservation.  Both Nicaragua and Costa Rica are parties to this convention, and for that reason Costa Rica has invoked the Convention, since one of the areas that said country has declared as a protected wetland lies inside that zone, and within that zone is the disputed area.


I would like to conclude, Excellency, that it is quite clear to us where the dispute lies.  And this is a personal opinion of mine.  Notwithstanding the points of view that countries have adopted, quite apart from issues of language, etc., it is clear to me that the matter that remains at issue is the one contained in the third point of the recommendations of the Secretary General accepted by the Council, which has to do with refraining from having military, police, or security forces inside the disputed area as a necessary precondition for moving toward a peaceful settlement of this dispute.  I believe, Mr. Chairman, that that remains the issue at heart.  Again, words aside, that is what I believe flows from all the documents and everything that we have read and heard on the subject in recent days.


Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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