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The following delegations attended this informal meeting: Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Paraguay, Uruguay, United States, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.


In keeping with the requests made by the delegations at the last informal meeting, the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) and the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security (SMS) were invited to present a progress report pursuant to the mandates included in operative paragraphs 16 and 17 of resolution AG/RES. 2573 (XL-O/10).

Lieutenant General José Roberto Machado e Silva, Chairman of the Inter-American Defense Board, noted that there were different versions of the mandate and that the positions of the SMS ran contrary to the provisions of the IADB Statutes.  With respect to the proposal for the IADB to be subordinate to the SMS, he said that the Board did not share that view.


For his part, Adam Blackwell, OAS Secretary for Multidimensional Security, said that discussions held with the IADB revolved around three perspectives:

1.
There is no hidden agenda.
2.
This is neither an IADB nor SMS issue but rather a matter of how we tackle the enormous challenges of multidimensional security together.

3.
We believe that the IADB can play a decisive role in developing programs to address these challenges.


Ambassador Blackwell also stated that there should be clarity on the definition of an “entity” of the OAS.  Secondly, he spoke about the need for civilian oversight.  He also made reference to the document “Aide Memoire for Meetings between Officials of the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security and the Inter-American Defense Board,” which was published as CSH/GTI/JID-14/10.


He mentioned as well areas in which the IADB could contribute, among them:

-
Support for the Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas

-
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures

-
Rapporteurships of the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (CITAAC);

-
Mine clearing

-
Inventory of member state capabilities to provide disaster assistance  

-
Strengthen civilian-military relations in the Hemisphere

-
Strengthening the curricula of the Inter-American Defense College


The delegation of Brazil reminded the Committee that not long ago the legal link or relationship between the IADB and the OAS was defined.  The Statutes of the IADB state that the Board is an autonomous entity that answers to the General Assembly. With respect to political oversight, it said that this stems from a more active relationship between the political body (CSH) and the IADB.


The delegation of the Dominican Republic called for the SMS to be linked to the IADB, and that this should be an administrative and not political link. It also recommended including the issue of humanitarian assistance in natural disasters in the discussions.


The delegation of Mexico requested that the report to be submitted to the Committee on Hemispheric Security on November 30 be a joint report.  It explained that when the IADB referred to, it means three bodies–the Council of Delegates, the Secretariat, and the Inter-American Defense College.  From the standpoint of Mexico, integrating the IADB means the Secretariat of the IADB.  It was further noted that issues related to the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (CITAAC) should be raised by the IADB and not the CSH Committee secretariat.


It also explained that the SMS would not tell the IADB secretariat what to do – it would fall to the IADB Council of Delegates to do this, through a work plan. The SMS would simply be coordinating the body within the OAS, just like CICAD and CICTE. When CSH needs input and advice on military and defense-related matters, it would consult with the SMS, which in turn refers such matters to the IADB Council of Delegates.


The delegation of the United States stated that the debate should focus on the spirit of the resolution.  It also stated that the states were not satisfied with the IADB, and that the IADB had not reached its potential, in part because of a lack of resources and capabilities.  It said that the IADB report to be submitted to the CSH should include a self-evaluation that includes strengths and weaknesses.


The delegation of Brazil stressed that there should be direct communication with the CSH and that the coordinating office of the SMS should be used.


The delegation of Canada supported Mexico’s proposal and suggested that the discussion should focus on coordination and cooperation. It was also favorably disposed to a joint IADB-SMS presentation. It also indicated that the next Conference of Defense Ministers should give the IADB greater importance for it to play a more significant role.


The delegation of Chile also supported the proposal by Mexico and questioned the need for a liaising office.


The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela observed that strengthening was different from reforming the Board or deep restructuring. It was also of the view that the IADB statutes stipulate its functions and powers vis-à-vis the General Secretariat and that while other proposals were good, they went beyond the purview of what should be a discussion of strengthening.


Ambassador Adam Blackwell shared his thoughts on the lack of resources in the Organization and on the need to determine who are responsible for projects being executed. He asked the delegations what would be the best way to integrate programs on the issue of security if there was no clear line of responsibility.


Lieutenant General Machado stated that the subordination of the IADB is exercised through the General Assembly and the IADB does what states want.  The IADB falls under civilian authority through the General Assembly.  He also indicated that they understand that the IADB has been integrated since 2006, but what remained was to work together, communicate, talk, discuss, and interact.  The legal relationship of the Secretariat of the IADB and the SMS is one of cooperation. He stressed that it is possible to have more cooperation with the existing resources. With respect to the joint report, he said that to have a joint report requires a shared vision, whereas at the moment there are very different visions.


On Mexico’s proposal, he said that the IADB Secretariat was not a separate part but works for the Council of Delegates.  In practical terms, the liaison office could perform this work–physical distance is no problem–communication does not require being together.


He underscored as well that what was needed was for delegations to request that information directly from the IADB.  Regarding the comments of the United States, he indicated that the technical capabilities of the IADB needed to be exploited and what needed specifying was the kind of knowledge that should be added, if necessary.  He further stated that it was his view that nothing needed changing and that what was needed was communication and interaction.


Finally, he spoke about the report that is to be submitted to the CSH, indicating that it will include areas in which the IADB is conducting further activities and areas in which it has not been working.


Regarding the Informal Group Chair’s final report, the delegations suggested including the original proposals, without any need for a consolidated one.  The Chair suggested dividing the proposals into two columns (inside and outside the Statutes) and that the proposing member states are the ones that determine under what column each of their proposals would be put.
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