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Public Security in the Americas
Summary of the meeting held on October 20, 2011

The Working Group met, chaired by the Alternate Representative of Canada to the OAS, Patricia D'Costa, Vice Chair of this Working Group, and by the Alternate Representative of Trinidad and Tobago to the OAS, Colonel Colin Mitchell, the Chair of  the Working Group, to consider the items on the order of business, document CSH/GT/MISPA III-18/11 rev. 1.

The following delegations participated in this meeting:  Argentina, The Bahamas, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, the United States, Uruguay, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.
1. Consideration of requests by civil society organizations to take part in the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (CSH/GT/MISPA III-16/11 rev. 1)

The Department of International Affairs presented the list of civil society organizations that had asked to take part in MISPA III (document CSH/GT/MISPA III-16/11 rev. 1.

That list was approved without changes and added to the previously approved list of guests. The definitive guest list was published as document CSH/GT/MISPA III-5/11 rev. 3.
2. Consideration of document “Port of Spain Strategy for Police Management” (CSH/GT/MISPA III-7/11 rev. 4)

The delegations discussed operative paragraphs 1-10. All the suggested changes were included in the revised version, which was published as CSH/GT/MISPA III-7/11 rev. 5.

The Chair mentioned that the delegation of Ecuador has presented proposals for the preamble to this document. They were circulated as document CSH/GT/MISPA III-19/11.

The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago thanked the delegation of Ecuador for submitting this document but queried the timing of its presentation. In the interests of moving ahead and bearing in mind that paragraphs in the preambular section had already been approved, it asked the delegations to consider Ecuador's proposal together with the paragraphs still pending. 
3. Consideration of the Draft Document on the MISPA Meetings Process, "Document of Port of Spain," (CSH/GT/MISPA III-10/11)

The delegation of Mexico referred to the informal consultations regarding this document and recalled that it had been modeled on the REMJA document. It also announced that comments had been received from the Argentine delegation.

The delegation of Brazil said it was worried by this  matter. It acknowledged its purpose but considered that it was not the appropriate time to address the issue.  Although the document followed the REMJA format, it created a series of working groups and a dynamic that would overburden an already dense CSH agenda. It was also necessary to recall the Organization's financial plight. Another look should be taken at the Secretariat's role in this process. Brazil also voiced its concern regarding the political body's oversight of the MISPA process and said there was a feeling that the CHS should keep track of this process. It felt uncomfortable with creating a dynamic that was still unclear.  Finally, the delegation of Brazil said that ministerials ought really to provide an opportunity for ministers to engage in a dialogue and share their experiences.

The delegation of Ecuador pointed out that this document sets limits to the MISPA process and provides a clearer idea of where it should be heading. It added that while political oversight was necessary, some thought needed to be given to where that political oversight should be located. In its opinion, it should be exercised by the states, not the CSH. Finally, it said that three years had elapsed and it was time to endow the MISPA with an operational and efficient framework.

The United States delegation said it regarded this document as important and the mechanism as essential. It said that Brazil's concerns could be addressed when the document is considered. As for the Secretariat's role in the MISPA process, it served as the secretariat for those meetings, but this document would regulate its participation. Regarding financing, if the REMJA model is followed, then MISPA would rely on outside funding. The United States delegation added that it would be preferable for experts to meet to discuss these issues.

The delegation of Chile expressed its support for the document, which, it said, provided a clear road map to guide the MISPA process. It supported the idea of forming working groups, but they needed to address specific projects, with an obligation to come up with targets and performance indicators.

The delegation of the Dominican Republic also supported this document, saying it served as a support for the process, while at the same time helping to structure it. The point was not just to hold meetings but to achieve actual outcomes. 

The delegation of Nicaragua again thanked the delegation of Mexico for presenting this document and stressed that its content was not totally unfamiliar as it was modeled on the REMJA document. It therefore considered it a timely contribution given the evident need to regulate the mechanism governing these meetings that were becoming increasingly institutionalized. 

The delegation of Canada pointed out that there was very little time left before MISPA III and wondered whether it would be feasible to rely on this document. It also said it had concerns regarding the working groups section.

The delegations of the United States and Ecuador suggested convening an informal meeting to address this matter, a proposal that was seconded by the delegation of Mexico.
4. Other business

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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