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I.
MANDATE
The Seventh Meeting of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus was held pursuant to resolution AG/RES. 2073 (XXXV-O/05), adopted by the OAS General Assembly at its regular session in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, United States, from June 5 to 7, 2005.  That resolution renewed the mandate of the Working Group so that it might continue the final phase of negotiations on the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and instructed the Permanent Council to take appropriate measures to ensure continued transparency and effective participation by representatives of indigenous peoples during the negotiations in the quest for points of consensus. The Working Group was also asked to give increased emphasis to the meetings of negotiations with a view to the prompt adoption of the Declaration.

II. PREPARATIONS FOR THE MEETING

A. Site of the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations

In a Note remitted by its permanent mission to the OAS, which was distributed as document CP/INF.5288/06, the Government of Brazil expressed interest in hosting the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus in Brasilia, Brazil.
On February 13, the Permanent Council adopted resolution CP/RES. 898 (1528/06), accepting the Government of Brazil’s offer and convening the meeting, to be held from March 21 to 25, 2006, in Brasilia, Brazil.

B. Signing of the Agreement between the Government of Brazil and the OAS General Secretariat

The agreement between the two parties, the Government of Brazil and the OAS General Secretariat, was signed on March 7, 2006.

iii.
MECHANISMS FOR PARTICIPATION BY INDIGENOUS PEOPLES


In order to ensure the continued participation of representatives and experts of the indigenous peoples at the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations, an Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus was held on October 7 to 9, 2005 in Antigua Guatemala, Guatemala.  This resulted in the set of proposals by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus contained in document GT/DADIN/doc.244/05 corr. 1, in connection with Section Six of the Consolidated Text of the Chair of the Working Group.


In order to consolidate and make headway with its proposals, the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus met once again on March 19 and 20, 2006, in Brasilia, Brazil, in the Sala de las Banderas meeting room at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Itamaraty.”

For the negotiations regarding Section VI, which was one of the objectives of this Seventh Meeting of Negotiations, the meeting took as its starting point document GT/DADIN/doc.139/03, “Consolidated Text of the Draft Declaration prepared by the Chair of the Working Group.”

For the negotiations regarding Section I, which was the other objective pursued at this Meeting, the starting point was document GT/DADIN/doc.236/05 rev.1, “Outcomes of the Six Meetings of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus held by the Working Group.”
IV. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

At its meeting of December 15, 2005, the Working Group approved the Agenda of the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations in the Quest for the Points of Consensus, which would discuss Section VI, “General Provisions,” and Section I, “Indigenous Peoples – Scope of Application.” The agenda appears as document GT/DADIN/doc.241/05 rev. 3.

On January 26, 2006, an open invitation was issued to all OAS member states and the indigenous peoples, notifying them of this meeting.  This open invitation is contained in document GT/DADIN/doc.245/06.  In addition, the secretariat of the Working Group published Information Bulletin No.9 with general information of use to persons traveling to Brasilia for the meeting (GT/DADIN/doc.253/06).

V.
SELECTION OF INDIGENOUS EXPERTS OR LEADERS BY THE BOARD OF THE SPECIFIC FUND TO SUPPORT THE ELABORATION OF THE AMERICAN DECLARATION ON THE RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES
The Selection Board, composed of the Chair of the Working Group, Ambassador Juan León Alvarado, Alternate Representative of the Permanent Mission of Guatemala; the Vice Chair of the Working Group, Counselor Ana Peña Doig, Alternate Representative of the Permanent Mission of Peru; Mr. Haroldo Salazar Rossi, indigenous representative of South America; Ms. Elsa Son, indigenous representative of Central America and the Caribbean; and LuAnn Jamieson, indigenous representative of North America, met on February 17, 2006 to choose an indigenous expert or leader for each member state from a list of candidates received by the OAS Secretariat for the Summits Process.  Applying the criteria set forth in Permanent Council resolutions CP/RES. 817 (1319/02) and CP/RES. 873 (1459/04), the Selection Board chose the following indigenous leaders or experts:

Argentina: Eduardo Alfredo Nieva 

Barbados: Damon Gerard Corrie

Belize: Anita Felicia Tzec 

Bolivia: Freddy Richard Torrico Zapata 

Brazil: Azelene Inácio 

Canada: Ronald Lameman

Chile: Magdalena Choque Blanco

Colombia: Jaime Arias Arias

Costa Rica: José Carlos Morales 

Dominica: Charles Williams

Ecuador: Raúl Ilaquiche Licta 

Guatemala: Romeo Tiu
Honduras: Edy McNab

Mexico: Carmen Álvarez Juárez
Nicaragua: Hazel Law Blanco 

Panama: Héctor Huertas González

Paraguay: Alberto Vázquez Ayala 

Peru: Segundo Alberto Pizango Chota
Saint Lucia: Albert DeTerville
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines: Oswald T. Robinson
Suriname: Loreen Jubithana

United States: June L. Lorenzo
Venezuela: Emelindro Fernández
These results were published in Information Bulletin No. 8 (GT/DADIN/doc.249/06 rev. 1).

The Specific Fund also covered the participation expenses of the three representatives of the indigenous peoples who were members of the Selection Board.  However, this time only one of the aforementioned representatives participated. It is important to point out that the Government of Brazil defrayed the cost of fares, board, and lodging in a hotel of all the representatives of the indigenous peoples, as well as other costs of organizing and holding the meeting of the Indigenous Caucus in Brasilia, Brazil on March 19 and 20, 2006, at the aforementioned place. On this occasion, the Specific Fund contributed to some expenses, such as the per diem allowances of the representatives of the indigenous peoples.

Lastly, it should be noted in this report that, in the course of the meetings, Mr. Albert DeTerville, representative of Saint Lucia, circulated a letter that elicited a protest from the representative of the indigenous peoples of Colombia and the delegation of Colombia.  In view of what had occurred, the Caucus met on Friday night, March 24.  At the start of the meeting on Saturday, March 25, Mr. Héctor Huertas, in his capacity as representative of the Caucus, took the floor to say that the Caucus regretted the circulation of the letter and considered it interference in the internal affairs of a country.  Mr. Huertas also said that that type of action affected the transparency and credibility of the Caucus and that Mr. DeTerville had resigned from his position as member and co-coordinator of the Caucus and was therefore no longer its representative.  In a show of solidarity with Mr. DeTerville, the indigenous representative of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Mr. Oswald T. Robinson, also withdrew from the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus.

Seizing this opportunity, the Chair reiterated that the rules governing the participation of the indigenous peoples enabled them to participate and ensured that their participation was effective and transparent.  The transparency of the process began with the very selection of the indigenous representatives, whose actions and voice were channeled through the Caucus, the legitimate mouthpiece during the meetings of negotiations.  It was therefore important for the representatives to dedicate themselves to the exclusive objective of drafting the American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and to a prompt, successful conclusion of the negotiations.
VI.
PROCEEDINGS

A. Date of the meeting

The Seventh Meeting of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus was held at Palácio Itamaraty in Brasilia, Brazil, from March 21 to 25, 2006.

B. Inaugural session, held in the Wladirmir Mutinho Auditorium, in the basement at  Palácio Itamaraty
The meeting began with the Indigenous Prayer. Ambassador Juan León Alvarado, Chair of the Working Group and Alternate Representative of Guatemala to the OAS, welcomed the representatives of the member states and the representatives of the indigenous peoples.  His remarks were published in document GT/DADIN/INF.29/06. OAS Assistant Secretary General Ambassador Albert R. Ramdin then addressed the delegations. His remarks were published in document GT/DADIN/INF. 27/06. The Assistant Secretary General of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, Ambassador Antônio Patriota, and the Executive Secretary of the Ministry of Justice of Brazil, Dr. Luiz Paulo Barreto then presented welcoming remarks and underscored the priority that the Government of Brazil attaches to the subject of the meeting. Finally, the representative of the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus, Ms. Azelene Inácio Kaingáng, addressed the participants. Her remarks were published as document GT/DADIN/INF.28/06.

C. Opening session of the Meeting of Negotiations, held in the San Tiago Dantas Room in Palácio Itamaraty

The Chair of the Working Group and Alternate Representative of Guatemala, Ambassador Juan León Alvarado, once again welcomed the participating delegations and described the methodological guidelines for the proceedings. 

D. Methodology 

1. The first part of this meeting followed the same methodology as that used in previous meetings of negotiations (GT/DADIN/doc.140/04 rev. 1), namely:  “[E]ach article of the Consolidated Text that is under discussion will appear on the screens in two languages, as a reference tool for debate.  After the article has been read out and the Chair has given a brief introduction, broad dialogue will be fostered in which everyone will have ample time to expound his or her points of view.  Once discussion of the subject of the article has been exhausted, if no consensus is reached, the article will remain in square brackets as still pending, and the various concrete proposals put forward in writing will be recorded in the final documents of the meeting.  If, on the other hand, consensus is reached, the article will figure as approved on the screen, either with its original text or with the amendments agreed upon, as a record of the consensus arrived at.”
2. It should also be pointed out that, beginning with the fourth meeting of negotiations, a new procedure was introduced:  the use of footnotes to the negotiated text, to explain the understanding of the states and the representatives of the indigenous peoples with regard to the language under consideration.

3. When analysis of the first section began, the Chair of the Working Group mentioned the proposed methodology for the new stage of negotiations in the quest for points of consensus contained in document GT/DADIN/doc.246/06 rev. 2, “Proposed Methodology for Promptly Concluding the Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus of the Working Group to Prepare the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.” Since that document is still being reviewed, it was decided to keep to the methodology used in previous meetings, while bearing in mind that the representatives of the indigenous peoples are expected to let the Chair have their comments on the aforementioned document.

E. Documents

For this meeting, the participants had before them the Consolidated Text of the Draft Declaration, prepared by the Chair of the Working Group (GT/DADIN/doc.139/03) and the “Outcomes of the Six Meetings of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus held by the Working Group” (GT/DADIN/doc.236/05 rev.1).  They also had the document entitled “Proposals for the Consideration of the Delegations during the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations" (GT/DADIN/doc.257/06). 

In addition, the Secretariat produced and distributed document GT/DADIN/doc.256/06 “Compendium of Proposals of the Six Meetings of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus held by the Working Group.” It contains all the proposals put forward by member states and the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus during all six of the previous meetings of negotiation.

Finally, during the Meeting, a revised version was produced of “Proposals for the Consideration of the Delegations during the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations" (GT/DADIN/doc.257/06 rev. 1).

F. Participants

Taking part in this meeting were representatives of the OAS member states and 55 representatives of indigenous peoples in the Hemisphere.  The list of participants is contained in document GT/DADIN/doc.256/06 rev. 3.

G.
Informal Consultations

In the run up to the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus, it was decided to continue the practice adopted at the Sixth Meeting of Negotiations (Antigua Guatemala, Guatemala, October 10-14, 2005), which consisted of informal consultations among the delegations of both the indigenous peoples and of governments, in an attempt to reach some points of consensus. Accordingly, Ms. Ana Peña, the Vice Chair of the Working Group and Alternate Representative of the Mission of Peru, held informal consultations with all government representatives interested in finding common ground. These consultations took place between October 2005 and March 2006 in between the Sixth and Seventh Meetings of Negotiation). The Chair presented the outcomes of those informal talks to the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus as a contribution to their discussions and then to the Working Group during the Meeting of Negotiations. 

H.
Consideration of the articles in Section VI: General Provisions
During the general discussion, some delegations voiced their concern regarding the need to adopt terminology appropriate for international “Declarations,” since it struck them that the auxiliary verb “shall” in English might be considered more appropriate for a convention (connoting something that is binding), not for a declaration (connoting something that is desirable). The delegation of the United States reserved on the use of the word “shall” throughout the Declaration. The Chair undertook to carry out the necessary consultations with the International Law Office of the OAS General Secretariat to determine the word that best matched the interests and aspirations of both those governments and the indigenous peoples.

The outcomes of the Seventh Meeting with respect to Section VI, “General Provisions,” are recorded in document GT/DADIN/doc.260/06 of March 25, 2006, “Record of the Current Status of the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples,” and may be summarized as follows:

Article XXXI


This article was reformulated on the basis of the proposal presented by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus: 

a) After listening to various opinions of interested parties, some of whom would like to use the word “spiritual” and others “spirituality,” it was decided to continue consultations on the subject and therefore place the word “spiritual” in square brackets.

b) The use of the words “fundamental human” rights was broadly accepted.  However, the delegation of the United States said that it could not accept this phrasing.

c) The delegation of the United States voiced concern about the use of the auxiliary verb “shall” in English and queried whether “should” would be more appropriate.  It was proposed that an appropriate term be found that would satisfy all delegations.

d) After reviewing linguistic and interpretative nuances, it was decided to keep the verb “garantizar” in the Spanish text (“Los Estados garnatizarán”) and “ensure” in English.  The delegation of the United States opposed the use of the word “ensure,” noting that other verbs, such as “respect” were more appropriate.  Finally, the delegation of the United States asked for the word “ensure” to be placed in brackets.

e) Consensus was reached on the second paragraph of Article XXXI.

Article XXXII (formerly XXXI bis)


This article was introduced by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus.

It refers to three paragraphs that were approved unanimously and by consensus by the different delegations. The Chair said that the question of where the three paragraphs would go remained pending. For reasons to do with the order of the text, the Chair proposes that the paragraph which reads “All the rights and freedoms recognized in the present Declaration are guaranteed  equally to indigenous men and women” and which had appeared under Article VII under the title “gender equality” should become one of the General Provisions as the text of Article XXXII and that the three specific paragraphs adopted at the Seventh Meeting should constitute the contents of Article VII of the draft Declaration.

Article XXXIII (formerly XXXI ter)


This article was reformulated on the basis of the proposal presented by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus.

It was supported by all the delegations present, with the exception of Canada, which made the following statement: “Canada is currently involved in consultation within government and with indigenous peoples regarding some of the issues contained in this paragraph. Taking this into account, Canada requests that the Working Group discuss this paragraph again at which point we may present a proposal.” The United States did not agree with this text either.

Article XXXIV, new article


This article was reformulated on the basis of the proposal presented by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus.

In this article, the words for which no consensus was forthcoming were “due consideration / recognition,” even though all the delegations agreed on the phrase “legal systems of the indigenous peoples concerned.” The delegation of Canada asked for the phrase “legal systems” to be placed in square brackets.
/

The delegation of Venezuela requested that the term “special system” be considered.

For its part, the delegation of Colombia suggested examining the possibility of placing the second part of this Article in Article XXI, “Indigenous Law and Jurisdiction,” where it belonged.

Article XXXV (formerly XXXI quater)


This article was introduced by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus.

Some delegations expressed their desire to consult further on the use of the words “ensure and promote.” Certain delegations stated that the OAS was not empowered to “ensure” the rights in this declaration.  Most of the delegations present were inclined to approve the whole text of the first part of the proposal.


With regard to the second part of the proposal by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus, which reads “To that end, a body shall be established at the highest level within the Organization of American States with special competence in this sphere, with the direct participation of the indigenous peoples,” most delegations were of the opinion that this text should be considered in the appropriate forum and in any event upon discussion of the resolution approving the text of the Declaration. However, the representatives of the indigenous peoples argued and insisted that immediate actions needed to be taken to ensure their full and effective participation in the work of the OAS. As a result, Guatemala, together with other delegations, offered to help craft a resolution that could form part of the decisions to be taken at the next regular session of the OAS General Assembly to be held in the Dominican Republic.

Article XXXVI (formerly Article XXXII)


This article was reformulated on the basis of the informal consultations, coordinated by the delegation of Colombia (in Brasilia), on the proposal presented by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus.

All delegations supported the text and were ready to approve it as it stood, except the United States, which requested more time for internal consultations. This paragraph could therefore be open to further discussion should the aforementioned delegation so request. Suriname also asked for time for consultations.

New unnumbered Article (formerly XXXII bis)


The delegation of the United States proposed the following text for Article XXXII bis: “The exercise of the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration are subject only to such limitations as are determined by law solely for the purpose of securing the due recognition and respect for the rights and freedoms of others and of meeting the just requirements of public order and the general welfare in a democratic society.” Some delegations were in favor of including this proposal under General Provisions and it will be discussed when Section VI of the Draft Declaration is reviewed again, to leave time for both the indigenous and governmental delegations to conduct informal consultations.

Article XXXVII (formerly XXXIII)


The second paragraph of this article was reformulated on the basis on the proposal presented by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus (the first part was based on the Consolidated Text of the Chair.
For this article, discussion focused on whether or not to include the mention of the “constitutional principles of each State.” On the one hand, several states wanted the reference to be included, while others and the indigenous representatives themselves argued that it was unnecessary. In addition, the inclusion by Canada of “good governance” remained in square brackets at the request of Venezuela as it does not satisfactorily render the meaning of the Spanish, which is “governabilidad democrática.”

Moreover, the delegation of Venezuela asked that its position be placed on record, namely, that in this paragraph in particular the reference to the term “governabilidad democrática” was not necessary.

It is to be noted that the Chair has encountered examples in United Nations usage in which “good governance” is translated as “buen gobierno.”


For its part, the delegation of El Salvador asked for the following clarification to be included in the report of the Chair: “The delegation of El Salvador supports the ideas contained in this Declaration, provided that they do not contradict the precepts of the Constitution of the Republic or treaties or conventions ratified by my country.”

Article XXXVIII (formerly XXXIV)


This article was reformulated on the basis of the proposal that emerged from the informal consultations among member states.

Article XXXIV bis

The proposal corresponds to that presented by the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus. Although it is a general provision, the Caucus itself requested that it be considered together with Article 3, Section I, “Indigenous Peoples, Scope of Application.” The proposal is recorded in the “Compendium of Proposals of the Seven Meetings of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus held by the Working Group” (GT/DADIN/doc.255/06 rev. 1).

Article XXXIX (formerly XXV)


Most of the delegations present supported the text of the article as it appears in the “Consolidated Text of the Chair” and were inclined to approve it.  Suriname and the United States asked for more time for internal consultations on the words “recognized” and “minimum standards.”  The United States also asked to have those words placed in brackets.  This paragraph will therefore be discussed again later.

I.
Examination of the articles in Section I:


As mentioned earlier in this Report consideration began in Brazil, during the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations, of the texts contained in the document “Outcomes of the Six Meetings of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus held by the Working Group (GT/DADIN/doc.236/05 rev.1) and, pursuant to the agenda adopted, the meeting discussed Section One, “Indigenous Peoples, Scope of Application.”


The outcomes of the Seventh Meeting, with respect to Section One, “Indigenous Peoples, Scope of Application” are also recorded in the document “Record of the Current Status of the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples” (GT/DADINdoc.260/06) of March 25, 2006. The discussion may be summarized as follows:

Article I


The participants approved this article by consensus. The delegation of Canada asked that it be noted for the record that this article was being approved ad referendum of that delegation.

Article II


After intense debate and exchanges of proposals, the term that some delegations still found difficult was recognition of the “multilingual” character of the societies. Although different options were put forward, none elicited a consensus. All the proposals put forward for said article have been registered in the document “New Compendium of Proposals for the Final Review Stage of the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples” (GT/DADIN/doc.259/06 rev. 1).

Article III


In the case of this article, there was only time to receive proposals, not to debate them. These proposals are also recorded in the document “New Compendium of Proposals for the Final Review Stage of the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples” (GT/DADIN/doc.259/06 rev. 1).

The Chair requested all delegations to continue their informal consultations, since these consultations had contributed to the progress made during the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations. 

VII.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS


A.
The readiness of delegations to seek points of consensus
The Chair underscores in this report the good will, interest, and predisposition of all the delegations to address the articles in Sections VI and I of the Draft Declaration.  He praises the attitude of the representatives of the indigenous peoples and of the member states for the alacrity with which the dialogue was conducted and for the cooperation among all the parties in their efforts to obtain the necessary points of consensus.  This meant that an unprecedented degree of progress was achieved in the negotiations, as can be seen in the results of the meeting. The level of trust and transparency achieved by the process meant that the work of the Group was carried out in an atmosphere of harmony, mutual respect, and profound reflections on the various articles addressed.


B.
Contributions to the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations
On behalf of the Working Group, I thank and pay tribute to the Federal Government of Brazil and the Governments of Finland, Canada, Guatemala, and Nicaragua for lending their financial support and making it possible to hold the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations (from March 21 to 25) and the Indigenous Peoples’ Caucus that preceded it (March 18 to 20) in the city of Brasilia, Brazil.

For their part, the delegations acknowledged the success of holding the meeting away from OAS headquarters and asserted that it boosted the negotiation process and encouraged the delegations of governments and the representatives of the indigenous peoples to strengthen constructive dialogue and to seek paths to consensus


C.
Thanks expressed by the Chair of the Working Group
The Chair of the Working Group likewise thanked the Government of Brazil and the Permanent Mission of Brazil to the OAS for all the determination and effort that went into holding the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations.

In particular, the Chair would like to underscore the efficient, impeccable, and successful work of the persons appointed by the Government of Brazil to head the coordination of such an important event, in particular Mercio Pereira Gomes, President of Fundação Nacional do Índio (FUNAI), Alan Coelho de Séllos, National Coordinator for Organizing the Seventh Meeting, and Ms. María Cristina Silva, Alternate Representative of the Republic of Brazil to the OAS, who obtained financing for it and ensured that it proceeded in line with the objectives set by the Working Group and the Government of Brazil itself, through to the conclusion of the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations:  the second such meeting to be held away from OAS headquarters, with greater success than had been anticipated.  

The Chair’s appreciation extends also, and especially, to the representative of the indigenous peoples of Brazil, sister Azelene Inácio Kaigáng, for her work in coordinating all the contributions that led to the successful work of the Indigenous People’s Caucus.

The Chair of the Working Group to Prepare the Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples also expresses his appreciation to all the governmental delegations and indigenous peoples for their effective, active, and positive contributions to the discussions of the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations.  He is also grateful to OAS member governments and observers for their various contributions, especially to those whose financial assistance ensured the attendance and participation of the indigenous representatives at the different meetings, through support to the Specific Fund.

The Chair also expresses his appreciation of the technical areas of the OAS General Secretariat for their support in the preparations and arrangements for this Seventh Meeting of Negotiations. Special thanks therefore go to the team of advisers to the Chair, consisting of Dr. Isabel Madariaga of the Executive Secretariat of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights; Dr. Luis Toro from the Office of Inter-American Law; the Secretary of the Group, Mr. Alejandro Aristizábal; and the staff of the Permanent Council Secretariat who provided support during the meeting;  to Mr. Jorge Sanín and the staff of the Summits Department, who also provided support;  and to the staff of CICAD, who also lent their support to the meeting. I wish to thank all the staff I have mentioned for their unstinting cooperation and availability to ensure the success of the Meeting.

The Department of Conferences also contributed to the success of the Meeting. I wish to pay tribute to Ms. María Mercedes, Head of Conferences and Meetings, and her team, who excelled in their work on the logistical aspects and coordination of the event.

I wish likewise to acknowledge the excellent work of Ms. Amparo Trujillo of the Office of Public Information, who was responsible for achieving outstanding media coverage and for other press-related activities.

In my capacity as Chair of the Working Group, I wish to express my appreciation and gratitude for the enormous efforts of the Vice Chair of the Group, Counselor Ana Peña Doig, Alternate Representative of the Permanent Mission of Peru, above all for heading the informal meetings with governments prior to the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations and for her consultations with the representatives of the indigenous peoples during that meeting. Her contribution was fundamental for achieving points of consensus and for striving to close the gaps between points of view on several paragraphs.

VIII.
DOCUMENTS PUBLISHED BY THE SECRETARIAT

The list of documents published by the Secretariat in connection with this Seventh Meeting of Negotiations will be published as an addendum to this report of the Chair.

Ambassador Juan León Alvarado

Chair of the Working Group to Prepare the Draft American Declaration

on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples

Alternate Representative of Guatemala
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�.	Explanation by the delegation of Canada:





Article XXXIV (new article, formerly XXXI ter):  During consideration of Article XXXIV (new article, formerly XXXI ter) of the General Provisions in Section Six, the Canadian delegation stated that it could not approve at this time the use of the term “legal systems” since the Canadian Government was currently involved in studying the potential interpretations and impacts this term may have in the domestic context. This position is consistent with what had been expressed and explained by Canada at past Meetings of Negotiations of the Working Group, and it was the Canadian delegation’s understanding that consensus therefore had not been reached on “legal systems” at Article XXI, as stated in the current version of the Report of the Chair on the Seventh Meeting of Negotiations in the Quest for Points of Consensus.





Finally, the Canadian delegation wishes to state that it intends to actively address current reservations regarding the term “legal systems” through the use of different terminology, and that internal consultations on this point are necessary. 





