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The Working Group met under the chairmanship of the Alternate Representative of Trinidad and Tobago to the OAS, Colonel Colin Mitchell, to consider the items on the order of business, document CCSH/GT/MISPA-III-6/11.

The following delegations participated in this meeting:  Argentina, The Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago, the United States, Uruguay, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.
1. Election of the vice chairs of the Working Group
In keeping with Article 28.b of the Rules of Procedure of the Permanent Council, the Working Group proceeded to elect its vice chairs. 
The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela proposed Ms. Patricia D'Costa, Alternate Representative of Canada to the OAS.  The delegation of Brazil seconded the proposal.
The delegation of El Salvador nominated Mr. Rodrigo Amaya, Alternate Representative of Colombia to the OAS.  The delegation of Chile seconded the nomination.
Both elections were by acclamation.
2. Consideration and adoption of the Draft Work Plan of the Working Group (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-1/11)

The Chair of the Working Group presented the draft Work Plan for the Group's activities  for consideration by the delegations.

The delegation of El Salvador asked when the final document for MISPA III would be distributed.

The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago announced that the Strategy of Port-of-Spain on Police Management had been received by its officers that morning and would shortly be distributed for consideration at the next meeting.

There being no further comments, the Group's Work Plan was deemed to have been adopted.
3. Consideration of the draft agenda for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-2/11)

The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago presented the draft agenda contained in document CSH/GT/MISPA-III-2/11. It then gave the floor to Ms. Adriana Mejía, Director of the Department of Public Security of the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security, so that she could briefly explain and account for items 4.a, b, and d of that document.

Ms. Mejía emphasized that item 4.a would contain a brief presentation on the various steps undertaken in the past two years since MISPA II. It would render account to the ministers on performance of the mandates assigned. She said that that presentation would not take more than 20 minutes. 

As regards item 4.b, she said that it was proposed to make a series of very short presentations on the various meetings in preparation for MISPA III. Each presentation would not take more than five minutes. 

As regards item 4.d, Ms. Mejía explained that, with the General Secretariat's support, the Government of Trinidad and Tobago would propose a participatory working procedure to facilitate exchanges and dialogue among the ministers, stimulated by the presentation of successful experiences and lessons learned with respect to each of the topics. That approach had not been adopted at earlier meetings. An explanation of how it would work would shortly be distributed.

Comments by delegations 

In relation to this document, the delegation of Ecuador:

1.
Requested that the place and dates of the preparatory meetings be specified in item 4.b;
2.
Asked how item 6.b would be approached. In this regard, Ecuador reminded the delegations of the strategy used by the Working Group that prepared the Regional Strategy to Promote Inter-American Cooperation in Dealing with Criminal Gangs, in which the Department of Public Security presented a list of what is available in terms of international cooperation. It also asked whether under this item international organizations would be invited to give a presentation on what they have to offer in this area.

The delegation of Chile suggested that an annotated agenda be provided to facilitate consultations. The delegations supported that proposal.

The Chilean delegation also mentioned operative paragraph 4 of resolution AG/RES. 2629 (XLI-O/11) in which the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security is requested to continue to expand, on the basis of the inputs provided by the member states, among other things, a compilation of best practices and experiences in the areas of police management and international cooperation for presentation to the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (MISPA III). Finally, it asked what was meant in item 4.c with reference to the Declaration of San Salvador.

Referring to item 4.b, the delegation of the United States said that written reports could be circulated in order to make better use of the ministers' time. It also mentioned that the agenda could be restructured around items 9-12 of the document entitled Commitment to Public Security in the Americas. Thus, it suggested holding the following three meetings: Meeting 1 would address item 9 of the Commitment; meeting 2: items 10 and 11; and meeting 3: item 12.

The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela requested that further information on item 4.d regarding the methodological guidelines be presented. 

The delegation of Argentina mentioned item 5.a.ii, where it asked that a different word be used for "alianza," preferably one similar to the term used in the CICTE resolutions. In item 3.iii, it requested that it be made clear that the reference was to the media/press ("medios de comunicación”). Finally, under item 6.d.iii, the delegation asked for further explanation so as to be able to suggest alternative language.

The delegation of Brazil asked that the reports of the preparatory meetings be circulated in advance of the MISPA. It also concurred that more discussion was needed on item 4.c regarding the Declaration of San Salvador.  Furthermore, the delegation thanked Trinidad and Tobago for having inserted the references to "democratic framework" and "human rights." The delegation also stressed that there was no mention in the document of improvements to living and work conditions (item 7 of the Commitment). Concerning item 5.a.ii, the delegation of Brazil said that different approaches had emerged during the MISPA negotiation. For that reason, there should be no prejudging of this issue.

The delegation of Jamaica welcomed the references to human rights and the gender perspective, as well as community participation. Like Ecuador, it also asked for further information on the preparatory meetings.

The delegation of Canada said the agenda should leave as much room as possible for dialogue. It stressed that some meetings were too technical, on matters that could be discussed in other forums. In particular, the delegation was referring to the issue of mutual assistance and cooperation, which could be dealt with in the REMJA setting. The delegation also pointed out that item 6.e could be consolidated.

The delegation of Costa Rica highlighted item 6.e.ii and asked for more information regarding it.

The delegation of Nicaragua suggested that it was not worth over dissecting item 6, since it was too technical. It would be better to focus on political order and on a regional approach to the subject. It also made mention of partnerships between the police and the armed forces and said that it was best to eschew such references and take a more general approach. Regarding item 6 on international cooperation platforms, the delegation asked for more specifics.

The delegation of El Salvador, reflecting on the commitments undertaken in MISPA I, said that MISPA had pointed to the issues that the ministers should address and that other matters could be addressed only if there were time.  The delegation also referred to document MISPA III RE/doc.7/10, which had put forward a tentative agenda. It said it noted that the item referring to governmental observatories on violence had been eliminated. It requested that it be incorporated on the agenda. Accordingly, the delegation asked for a revision of the agenda focusing on the commitments of MISPA I. Given the right conditions and time, other matters could be included. The delegation also asked whether a presentation by AMERIPOL had been envisaged under item 6.b on international cooperation.

The delegation of Mexico concurred that there were issues already agreed upon, which might form the appropriate basis for an agenda. It also suggested that in general the focus should be on room for dialogue, without necessarily going into technical details that could derail the process. The delegation said that Mexico was interested in giving a presentation at MISPA III.

The delegation of Uruguay also referred to the term "alianzas" (partnerships) and suggested that it would be better to talk about "cooperation or coordination."

The delegation of Peru had the following to say:

1. It was necessary to take advantage of the fact that the highest-level authorities would be meeting. If the agenda were to be too technical, there was a risk that matters could be left pending or that some topics would not be broached. 
2. As for the logistics of the Meeting, the mission foresaw that it would be difficult to pack such a rich agenda into just three sessions.

The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago thanked the delegations for their comments and underscored the areas of agreement, which included the subject matter of MISPA III and the need for increased dialogue among the ministers. It also announced that the annotated agenda would be distributed on the following Monday.

The delegation of Brazil asked the Secretariat to clarify how the subject of best practices would be addressed.
4. Consideration of the Draft Schedule for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-3/11)

The Chair suggested that this document be considered after the agenda is reformulated as both are intimately linked.

The delegations of Argentina and Mexico expressed interest in giving presentations during MISPA III.
5. Consideration of the Draft Rules of Procedure for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-4/11)

The Draft Rules of Procedure for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-4/11) was approved without any changes.

For its part, the delegation of Mexico proposed considering a broader document on working procedures for the MISPA meetings, rather than continuing to adopt separate rules of procedure for each meeting. Thus, it suggested working on a document similar to the REMJA's "Document of Washington," REMJA-VII/doc.6/08 rev. 1. This would strengthen the foundations for continuity in the MISPA process. It would also permit the establishment of a working group for each of the pillars and avoid having to adopt a document to convene each meeting. The delegation explained that it would be a strategic paper complementing the MISPA Rules of Procedure.

The delegation of the United States seconded Mexico's proposal. 

The Chair of the Working Group asked the delegation of Mexico to submit a draft of its proposal for consideration by the member states.

The delegation of Canada asked whether this new proposal would have to be put to the ministers during the MISPA.

Ms. Mejía said that her first thoughts were that the aforementioned document should indeed be presented to the ministers.
6. Consideration of the Draft List of Guests for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-5/11 corr. 1)

The Chair of the Working Group presented the Draft List of Guests for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (CSH/GT/MISPA-III-5/11 corr. 1). Regarding the participation of civil society organizations, the Chair announced that the Department of International Affairs had issued the convocation in accordance with resolution CP/RES.759.

As regards item 3, the delegation of Ecuador wanted to know why the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) had been included on this list. It pointed out that the other agencies and organs had agendas that were directly linked with the MISPA topics. It failed to understand the rationale for including the IADB as those topics bore no relation to its Statutes. The delegation acknowledged that some states had taken a sovereign decision to employ their armed forces in citizen security activities, but said that those decisions could not be transported to a hemispheric agenda. 

The delegation of Argentina reiterated Ecuador's position, stating that security issues were not within the sphere of competence of the IADB. That was why it had not been invited to previous MISPA meetings. It announced that it was awaiting instructions on this matter.

The delegation of Brazil said that there was a MERCOSUR association on police matters and that it would send the Secretariat the name of that organization. Regarding the subject at hand, the IADB said it was conducting the appropriate consultations.

The delegation of Nicaragua stated that security issues were not part of the IADB's remit or jurisdiction and said that it did not accept the Board's participation in MISPA.

The delegation of Canada spoke in favor of keeping the IADB on the guest list, bearing in mind that security and defense issues were increasingly intertwined. The delegation also stressed that the IADB was being invited to the ministerial meeting as an observer.

The delegation of the United States seconded Canada's position in the sense that it supported including the IADB on the guest list. The IADB played a passive role. There was no intention of placing military matters on the agenda, or of altering the topics on that agenda. 

The delegation of  Saint Vincent and the Grenadines supported the comments made by Canada and the united States.

The delegation of El Salvador said that the IADB's work should conform to the mandate assigned to it by the member states. Accordingly, it pointed to operative paragraph 12 of resolution AG/RES. 2631 (XLI-O/11). The role assigned to the IADB in its Statutes is to advise on defense and military matters; there was no mandate relating to security. Noting that the theme of the MISPA is police management, it would not be appropriate to invite the IADB.

The delegation of Guatemala said it supported IADB participation in this meeting.

The delegation of Bolivia said it was consulting its government regarding inclusion of the IADB on this list.  It also suggested that it would be best to see reactions to the draft agenda and then take up this matter again at the next meeting to see what approach would be taken at the meeting. 

After consulting with the Legal Department, the Secretariat of the Permanent Council said that since the IADB was an entity of the Organization, it had the right to participate in this ministerial meeting. Nevertheless, the decision as to whom to invite was up to the member states.

The delegation of Nicaragua said that being present at these meetings was not part of the IADB's mandate, nor within its sphere of action. Accordingly, it was impossible to accept IADB participation in this meeting. 

The delegation emphasized that the final decision on this matter had to be made by the member states. 

The delegation of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines said that, if the agenda includes a topic on partnerships between police forces and armies, there was no problem with inviting the IADB to attend as an observer.

The delegation of Ecuador said that extending an invitation to the IADB entailed incorporating it into an agenda for which it is not competent. The IADB Statutes made no reference to public security and, for that reason, it did not support including the IADB in this meeting.

The delegation of Canada asked Trinidad and Tobago why it had included the IADB on the guest list.

The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago said that security was a broad issue that included defense matters. Due to their limited resources, the small island states of the Caribbean used their defense forces in ways that differed from those of countries with greater resources. For Trinidad and Tobago there was no clear distinction between security and defense; indeed security and defense forces complemented and supplemented one another. It was therefore in the interests of Trinidad and Tobago to share those experiences in the MISPA context. It also underscored that the IADB would be invited as an observer and asked that Trinidad and Tobago's point of view be taken into account for including that entity on the guest list.

The delegation of Nicaragua stated that Trinidad and Tobago's circumstances were not shared by the other member states.

The delegation of Uruguay recommended completing the agenda to see what reference could be made to defense issues.

The delegation of El Salvador referred to the fact that resolution AG/RES. 2619 (XLI-O/11) establishes the IADB's ties with the Caribbean states. It also asked that member states bear in mind the fact that the issue is police management and that the IADB will know how to proceed in this matter.

The delegation of Peru said that the purpose of inviting an entity involved in defense matters should be taken into account. In addition, it said care should be taken not to politicize a debate intended to achieve a rapprochement between positions.

The delegation of the United States mentioned that a number of students at the Inter-American Defense College were policemen. It also said that it was not in a position to approve the list.

The delegation of Bolivia asked for a review of the names of UNASUR and UNODC in the list.

The Chair asked the delegations to carry out the necessary consultations so that this subject could be addressed at a future meeting.

Other business

The Chair of the Working Group mentioned the state of emergency in effect in Trinidad and Tobago since last August. He said he was aware that some delegations had expressed concern at how this might affect the MISPA meeting. He stated that it would not affect it at all.

There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting closed.
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