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The Sixth Forum on Confidence- and Security-building Measures was held in the city of Washington, D.C., on March 12, 2015, in fulfillment of the mandate contained in resolution AG/RES. 2735 (XLII-O/12) “Advancing Hemispheric Security: A Multidimensional Approach.”

That mandate instructed the Permanent Council to convene the sixth meeting of the Forum on Confidence- and Security-building Measures in February 2015, to examine the application of CSBMs throughout the region. However, for reasons of logistics and once the Permanent Council had examined and approved the matter, the meeting of the Forum was rescheduled for March 12, 2015.

This meeting of the Forum was attended by the delegations of Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, the United States, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. The Permanent Observer Mission of Spain to the OAS was also in attendance. 


Also present were the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) in its capacity as an inter-American specialized agency, and representatives of OSCE, UNODA, CHDS, and RESDAL, in their capacity as other international organizations and special guests.


The full list of participants was published as document CSH-FORO-VI/doc. 5/15.

INAUGURAL SESSION

· Welcoming remarks by the Chair of the Committee on Hemispheric Security


At the opening session, the Chair of the Committee on Hemispheric Security, Ambassador Andrés González Díaz, Permanent Representative of Colombia to the OAS, highlighted the current importance of Confidence- and Security-building Measures and of the Sixth Forum to address the topic.


He reminded the meeting that at the First Summit of the Americas, which was held in the U.S. city of Miami, the hemisphere’s heads of state and government agreed on a plan of action in which they expressed their commitment toward supporting “actions to encourage a regional dialogue to promote the strengthening of mutual confidence, preparing the way for a regional conference on confidence-building measures in 1995.” 

· Inaugural address by the Secretary General of the OAS


The meeting was then addressed by José Miguel Insulza, Secretary General of the OAS. He defended the importance of dialogue policies and the promotion of regional peace in order to build confidence among the Organization’s member countries, and he recalled that the purpose of the Forum was to strengthen relations among the region’s countries and to consolidate “our hemisphere as one of peace.” 


He said that “compared to other regions of the world at any time in human history, we can unequivocally say that the Americas represent a physical and social space where armed conflicts among states have been minimal and, since the consolidation of an inter-American system more than a century ago, such conflicts that have taken place have generally been resolved through the solidarity-based intervention of the remaining states of the Americas.”

He explained that CSBMs were the successors and tools of that tradition and that they “must prevail and be strengthened, not only because mistrust is always possible and because conflicts will always exist, but also because their consolidation and constant use are an expression of strengthened cooperation among our states.”

Secretary General Insulza showcased, as one of the achievements of CSBMs, the fact that the OAS member countries released and regularly shared military information through the Organization. “Today, by means of mechanisms that we have developed and continue to promote here, within the OAS, our states report on joint exercises, military exercises, defense visits, personnel exchanges, and methods for quantifying defense expenditure,” he said.


He also spoke of the publication of white papers, which were also distributed within the OAS, as another good example of CSBMs. “These are papers on national defense doctrine and policy, which seek to improve political and military relations and are a genuine expression of the democratization process within the region’s ministries of defense,” he explained. In that regard, he noted his satisfaction at the request made by the government of Haiti for the OAS, through the Inter-American Defense Board, to assist in preparing that nation’s white paper. “I applaud the decision of the Haitian government, and I can assure it that it can count on that objective, the roots of which are grounded in the principles of democracy,” he added.


Among other measures intended to further disarmament and the nonproliferation of weapons in the region, he spoke of the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapon Acquisitions (CITAAC) and the Inter-American Convention against the Manufacture of and Illicit Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials (CIFTA).

FIRST PLENARY SESSION

· Approval of Documents and Election of Officers


The first plenary session proceeded with the adoption of the draft agenda (CSH/FORO-VI/doc.2/15), with a modification presented by the delegation of the United States of America, requesting that the “recommendations by the Chair” be given during the closing session. The Rules of Procedure of the Sixth Forum (CSH/FORO-V/doc.3/15) were also approved. 

The Sixth Forum on Confidence- and Security-building Measures proceeded with the election of its Chair; Mr. Giovanni Snidle, Alternate Representative of the United States of America to the OAS, was elected to that position.


Next, Ambassador Leonidas Rosa Bautista, Permanent Representative of Honduras to the OAS, was elected to serve as the Forum’s Vice Chair.


Finally, Counselor César Edgardo Martínez Flores, Alternate Representative of El Salvador, was elected the Forum’s Rapporteur.

I. Review and Promotion of CSBMs by the Member States


The newly elected Chair of the Forum said that the meeting would include addresses given both in person and by videoconferencing.

· Presentation by the Inter-American Defense Board on the Frequency of Presentation of CSBM Reports by the Member States: Captain João Carlos Küster Maia, Chief of the CSBM Section of the IADB Secretariat.


The IADB presented the results of the study on CSBMs, with emphasis on the frequency of their application. The speaker explained that the consolidated data from the 2008 to 2011 period had been used, along with the information provided for 2012 and 2013.


Each of the delegations in attendance received a datasheet with figures on the frequency with which the OAS’s CSBMs were used. That sheet indicated the most frequently used CSBMs, which included CSBMs Nos. 2, 6, 8, 20, and 26. Particularly noteworthy was CSBM No. 8, “Exchange of civilian and military personnel for both regular and advanced training,” with a frequency of application of 42.64%.


The report also revealed that there were 14 CSBMs with very low application rates; two measures (Nos. 32 and 7) that have not been applied at all; and 17 CSBMs with some frequency of application (usage rates of between 0.51% and 3.38% among the member states).


The IADB’s representative indicated that the related recommendations would be presented in the afternoon session, but he said that four new measures would be proposed and the use of electronic forms for returning CSBM reports would be suggested.


Following the presentation, the Chair of the Sixth Forum offered some thoughts on the reasons why the member states were not returning their CSBM reports and asked the following questions: Should the 37 existing measures be consolidated? Should the Committee on Hemispheric Security set aside more time for the discussion of this topic?

II. Best Practices with CSBMs in Other Regions

· Presentation by Maria Brandstetter, CSBM Officer, Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE).

The Officer for Confidence- and Security-building Measures at the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), Ms. Maria Brandstetter, gave the Forum participants a videoconferenced presentation on that region’s experiences. 


In her address, she provided an overview of the different stages through which confidence-building measures in Europe had evolved. Thus, the first generation of CSBMs had sought to diffuse the climate of mistrust and confrontation, to reduce the risk of armed conflict, and to instill greater predictability through increased openness and transparency.


That first stage involved measures that were essentially voluntary, with emphasis on the prior notification of maneuvers and the exchange of military observers.


The second generation of CSBMs arose as a result of the Stockholm Document of 1986, which made the prior notification of military activities obligatory, set annual calendars for conducting such operations, imposed thresholds to restrict certain activities, and provided for on-site verifications.


The third generation of CSBMs followed the adoption of the Vienna Document of 1990 and the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (1990 CFE Treaty); negotiations began for open-sky treaties, and politically binding measures became legally binding measures. 


The result was increased transparency, and the negotiation process for stockpile reductions was able to begin.


Ms. Brandstetter elaborated further on the contents of the Vienna Document, stating that it deals with information on military expenditures, reciprocal visits, and an internal network for expedited exchanges of information and the annual of review of commitments by experts in capital cities.


Regarding future CSBMs, she highlighted the role that subregional institutions must play and the validity and currency of existing CSBMs, together with special security mechanisms and the need for greater transparency. But, she pointed out, that was an undertaking that would develop over a period of years.


With regard to institutional mechanisms for the proper execution of CSBMs, she spoke of the OSCE’s Conflict Prevention Centre, the functions of which include facilitating and monitoring the implementation of CSBMs and supporting the work of the Forum for Security Co-operation. That Forum is a body tasked with negotiating, implementing, and developing CSBMs, as well as with supporting or assisting conflict prevention and with managing any crises that arise. 


Regarding the results achieved by the OSCE with the implementation of CSBMs, Ms. Brandstetter pointed to the increased transparency in military activities, the reduced tension between states, and the confidence provided regarding the intentions of other states. 


Among the lessons learned, she said it was a process of evolution, with the creation of a culture of dialogue and political will as a prerequisite for that evolution; she went on to highlight the need for adequate funding, the discussion of preventive or post-conflict measures, and an awareness that CSBMs are an opportunity for disarmament.


Finally, in connection with the possible area in which the OSCE’s experiences with CSBMs could be put to good use, she spoke of the creation of a culture of dialogue, reliable communications channels and military contacts, the existence of a Regional Conflict Prevention Centre, of Codes of Conduct, and of regional CSBMs, and a shared policy of transparency and civil society participation.


At the end of Ms. Brandstetter’s address, the Chair asked two questions related to the situation in the Americas and to the OSCE: What does the current review process entail? Are the measures binding or not? 


He then opened the floor to the delegations. First, the delegation of El Salvador asked about the confidentiality of the information in the process when civil society is involved and about the role of civil society participation.


Ms. Brandstetter replied that the information was received by the states and could not be shared. Civil society participation, she explained, was very limited and subject to invitations, especially to the “security dialogues,” at which civil society was able to present ideas and research results but could not participate in the negotiations – of new CSBMs, for example.


The delegation of the United States remarked on the exchange of reports among the member states, which must also serve as a “reminder” for those states that have not submitted their reports when they see that those of other states are being distributed. The United States also highlighted the importance of political will on the part of the states for ensuring the full implementation of the CSBMs and the reporting obligations.


Finally, the Chair reminded the Forum of the existence of an exchange mechanism between the CSH and the OSCE, which should be reactivated, and he spoke of the dialogue events organized in the OSCE member countries.

· Presentation by the Latin American Security and Defense Network (RESDAL), given by Paz Tibiletti, Officer for Institutional Relations and Research, and Samanta Kussrow, Coordinator of the Comparative Defense Atlas.

This presentation described the results of the Comparative Defense Atlas for the year 2014, together with the work that RESDAL has been carrying out. The Atlas was showcased as a regional source for defense data, both comparatively and individually by country.


The speakers explained that direct access to data, primary sources, and analysis documents were used in preparing it. They also noted that the publication has been available on-line since 2004, and that regular updates are made to it and that the documents are accessible.


They also set out the results of the most recent edition of the Atlas and described how it has evolved, making particular reference to the special sections on regional topics.


Their address included a very complete PowerPoint presentation with tables and charts to exemplify their findings in the region, with particular emphasis on the topics of gender, education, and spending as a proportion of national GDP.


Another finding they highlighted was the amount of information currently available on the internet – which was not the case 10 years ago – and how that evolution has furthered transparency in this field. 


Finally, they spoke of greater parliamentary involvement on defense matters. 


The Chair offered the floor to the delegations. The delegation of Canada congratulated RESDAL on its work, and the delegation of Nicaragua thanked RESDAL for the presentation and asked about the prospects for development and partnerships with the OSCE.


The delegation of Colombia then asked about perceptions regarding the new prospect of defense playing a public security role, and the delegation of Argentina thanked RESDAL for its participation in the Forum.


In its answers, RESDAL stressed the importance of the Atlas as a unique product at the global level, together with the role it plays as a “network” and the advantages offered by the participation in that network of a large number of experts.


In concluding, the Chair of the Forum indicated that the Comparative Defense Atlas was available on the internet and he provided the address where it could be accessed; he highlighted the partnership between the CSH and RESDAL that had existed for several years; and he acknowledged the innovations of the Atlas, indicating how the need for information had changed over the past 20 years.


He also underscored the importance of the information provided by the Atlas, particularly as regards budgetary matters.


Continuing with the schedule, the Chair reported on the technical difficulties faced by the planned participation of the Conference of the Central American Armed Forces (CFAC), UNASUR, and ASEAN.

· Presentation by Ambassador Adam Blackwell, Secretary for Multidimensional Security, on the Status of Ratifications and Implementation of the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (CITAAC).

The Secretary for Multidimensional Security reminded the meeting that the CITAAC was adopted in 1999, since when it has been open for signature by the member states.


Currently, 17 of the Organization’s member states were parties to the CITAAC and each one of those states had entered into a commitment to provide information on its imports, exports, and manufacturing of weapons.


On March 1, 2013, the meeting of CITACC National Contact Points had considered amending the conventional weapons categories, in order to bring about greater transparency.


The speaker offered three conclusions: (a) review the exchanges of information among the member states; (b) review the CSBMs; and (c) review the use of the database and the electronic gathering of information, in light of the ease of use and usefulness of that tool to the member states.


The Chair of the Forum then displayed links to each of the CSBM-related sites, to enable the member states to visit them and explore all the information on the topic. 


With that, the work of the morning sessions came to a close. 

· Presentation by Hideki Matsuno of the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) on the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms and the United Nations Standardized Instrument for Reporting Military Expenditures.

The afternoon meeting began with a presentation by Mr. Hideki Matsuno of the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA). His presentation was divided into two parts: the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, and the United Nations Standardized Instrument for Reporting Military Expenditures.


He explained that the Register comprised seven categories of information, and he provided details on each. The Register was established in 1992 and, to date, all the states had participated in the instrument at least once. 


The reporting on military expenditures, he explained, was based on a biannual resolution of the UN General Assembly, whereby the General Secretariat sends reminders to the member states for the presentation of their reports – either electronically or on paper – with a deadline of May 31. 


He added that “nil” reports can also be submitted when there have been no changes under the corresponding item in the reporting country. 

The Register, he explained, had evolved over the years, with changes in its definitions and categories added, based on the report of the government experts who meet every three years.


For example, there had been changes in the categories used to classify artillery and ships, and MANPADs had been included in the lists in 2003. A report on small arms had also been incorporated. 


He explained there was a relationship between the Register and the reports issued under the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) and he described the ties that existed between the two. 


He reported a downward trend in state reporting, arising from a lower overall number of reports and the presentation of nil reports. But there was also a downward trend in numbers of nil reports presented. Regardless, Europe remained the region that filed the most reports. 


In connection with the reports, he presented the new on-line database, which has been gathering information since 1992. He explained the use of the database (www.un-register.org), which crossreferences imports and exports, allowing correlations to be performed between what a country reports and what other countries report about that country. 


He also spoke about the on-line filing of reports and said there was a video tutorial explaining how to present reports using that platform.


He then turned his attention to the United Nations Report on Military Expenditures, which he described as a measure for global transparency. He explained it involved three kinds of forms: standard, simplified, and nil (zero). The deadline for filing reports is April 30, and a review meeting is held every five years.


The speaker reported that, as in the previous case, member states’ report filings had been on the decline, but that nonetheless, the figures were still higher than two or three decades ago.


Eastern Europe files the most reports, with Latin America in third place. He also explained the use of the database and how the on-line reports were filled out. 


In addition, he explained that to increase the numbers of reports filed, UNODA works with regional international organizations and maintains direct communications with the National Contact Points and, accordingly, hoped to continue their cooperation with the OAS.

He concluded his address by indicating the existence of on-line training courses and other outreach events to raise awareness of the topic. 


The Chair of the Forum thanked him for his address and reminded the participants that documents on both presentations had been distributed before the meeting. He called the meeting’s attention to the participation rates in the arms register and in military expenditure reporting, and he emphasized that reports could be filed on line. In connection with that, he asked how those on-line reports could be used by the OAS.


When the floor was opened up to the participants, the delegation of El Salvador asked for further details on the lodging of nil reports, particularly as regards their periodicity. 


The representative of UNODA explained that nil reports still had to be filed annually, even though no changes were being reported. As regards the imports and exports registry, a nil report in one year does not necessarily mean that the same will occur the next year, since it depends on the policies and fiscal situation in each country.


He added that the Group of Government Experts had questioned the usefulness of nil reports, but that efforts were being made to indicate that a nil report was still a CSBM and still constituted valid information.


As for regional cooperation, he said there was very little on the topic. He explained that within the Americas, it did not go beyond contacts. However, they used the UN’s presence in Lima, Peru, and the regional centers to provide training in the region.


The Chair of the Forum again expressed his thanks for the presentation and underscored the interest in continuing the cooperation between the OAS and UNODA.

III. Impact of CSBMs Applied and Adopted

· National Defense White Papers in the Region, presentation by Professor Guillermo Pacheco and Dr. Luis Bitencourt of National Defense University.


The Chair of the Forum began by welcoming the speakers. Dr. Bitencourt began by speaking of the role of the Perry Center, and he recalled the years when the concept of cooperative security was discussed as a replacement for national security.


In turn, Prof. Pacheco spoke about the evolution of defense white papers toward a more inclusive approach covering security and development.


He added that the current trend was to speak about generations of white papers, with a view toward the future. That required that they be redefined from another perspective, with new distinctions to meet future challenges.


He added that the security and defense models were no longer synchronized and that a new strategic vision document was needed.


He spoke of five generations of white papers: the first, with defense white papers as a mechanism for dialogue between society and the military; the second, evolving from dialogue to the institutionality of defense at a time when political and military relations were being reconstructed.


The third generation involved defense management with concern for the institutionality of policies; the fourth sought to improve the efficiency of national defense ministries, with an emphasis on political, civilian, and military relations; while the fifth pointed to an expansion of the concept of defense. 

He added that the lines followed by security and defense were increasingly close, which meant a more political design for the management of security and defense.


He thought that the future trend would be for white papers to expand as a tool for CSBMs and that in the medium or long term, bilateral or regional white papers could emerge.


As examples, he referred to the Partnership for Prosperity of the Northern Triangle countries, and a subregional white paper on security and defense but with a broader definition.


He also noted that Haiti had chosen to call theirs the Defense and Security White Paper for sustainable economic development.


The Chair thanked him for his presentation and opened the floor to questions from the delegations. There were no comments. In light of the time, the Chair of the Forum proposed merging the remaining items on the order of business. The participants agreed to do so. 

IV. Improved Methods for Exchange of Information and Application of CSBMs 

· Recommendations of the Inter-American Defense Board on Consolidating the OAS list of CSBMs, presentation by the Chief of the CSBM Section of the Secretariat of the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB), Captain João Carlos Küster Maia.


The IADB’s representative said that 15 of the CSBMs should be kept with their current wording. Three should be promoted among the member states (CSBMs Nos. 1, 9, and 10). Eight of the measures should be maintained, but with new wordings incorporating text from other CSBMs.


Thus: CSBM No. 3 would incorporate language from CSBMs Nos. 34 and 35; CSBM No. 4 would be merged with No. 5; CSBM No. 6 would merge with No. 7; CSBM No. 17 would incorporate the contents of Nos. 18 and 21 (border issues); and CSBM No. 22 would be combined with No. 23.


In addition, CSBM No. 26 would be merged with Nos. 28 and 29 (dealing with natural disasters); CSBM No. 30 would be combined with No. 25 (on island states); and the wording of CSBM No. 36 would include a reference to subregional defense agencies.


The following CSBMs were proposed for deletion: Nos. 5, 7, 18, 21, 23, 25, 28, 29, 34, and 35; CSBM No. 11 is out of date; and CSBMs Nos. 32 and 33 are not applied. 


Finally, the IADB recommended the use of practical examples of the application of CSBMs at the next Forum and keeping “Other Measures” as the final measure. 

V. Comments by the Member States

Ecuador


The delegation of Ecuador said that changes in the prevailing conditions, together with other factors, required the member states to continue the necessary process of reflection and regional dialogue in order to adapt and to continue the promotion of strengthened mutual confidence. 


It added that given the permanently evolving situation, new forms of cooperation had to be identified in order to consolidate peace and security in the hemisphere, together with the principles of the OAS Charter and of international law.


Ecuador reminded the meeting of the principles and values agreed on by the member states at previous meetings on confidence- and security-building measures.


Taking into consideration all the changes in international conditions and, in particular, those within the OAS, the delegation of Ecuador proposed a new CSBM to read as follows:


“Exchange information on the adoption and/or adaptation in domestic law of provisions that regulate data and information collection processes, and also exchange experiences with the prevention and management of and protection against cybernetic threats, in order to maintain mutual cooperation to prevent, address, and investigate criminal activities that threaten security and to uphold the principles of international law, in particular human rights.”

Ecuador concluded its intervention by stating that the exchange of information at all levels – regional and subregional – was essential for building confidence among the member states.

Canada


The delegation of Canada expressed its gratitude for the presentations and said that cooperation on security and defense was a part of Canada’s commitment to the Americas. It added that it believed that CSBMs were absolutely vital for increasing mutual understanding, confidence, and transparency in defense and security policies in the hemisphere.


Canada, it said, continued to applaud the contribution of CSBMs to stability, to safeguarding international peace and security, to the consolidation of democracy, and to supporting development in the hemisphere.


The delegation said that Canada had worked for a broader and more multidimensional approach to the topic and that it welcomed nonmilitary CSBMs as a necessary complement to the CSBMs that were already established in the region.


As examples, it cited an increase in cooperation among the member states in such varied areas as environmental and transportation security; responses to natural disasters; the support of the armed forces in law enforcement; counterterrorism and efforts to fight drug trafficking; nonproliferation; and the control of pandemics.


It noted that coordinating all those CSBMs, both the military and the nonmilitary, together with the strengthening of civilian-military relations, was of particular importance in maximizing the collective impact of those measures.


It concluded by noting that Canada was collaborating with several CSBMs related to fighting terrorism and transnational organized crime, including trafficking in drugs, weapons, and human lives, and that it was improving its response to disasters and to emergency and health assistance, chiefly through efforts to strengthen local law-enforcement capacities, policing, border controls, prison policies, legal assistance, and disaster response in the hemisphere.

El Salvador


The delegation of El Salvador spoke of the actions taken in this field since the 1994 Summit of the Americas and of the different meetings held and declarations issued on the topic.


It reported that at the national level, in 2006 it adopted its National Defense White Paper, which states that El Salvador’s defense policy is geared toward strengthening peace and democracy, particularly in Central America; complying with regional security treaties and conventions; and maintaining a flexible and permanent dialogue with the armed forces and armies of other countries.


It also indicated that on the occasion of this Sixth Forum it had deposited with the OAS General Secretariat, and with the corresponding UN agency, its report on confidence- and security-building measures for the year 2013.


It said that at the subregional level, the Framework Treaty on Democratic Security in Central America of 1995 dedicated an entire chapter to the topic of regional security and assigned specific functions to the Central American Security Commission, particularly as regards the annual program of confidence-building activities. 


El Salvador concluded with a reference to recommendation No. 51 of the Declaration on Security in the Americas, which calls for the consideration of new measures to ensure progress in this area and in connection with which the Committee on Hemispheric Security, in general terms, and the Inter-American Defense Board, in more specific terms, had a clear challenge ahead of them. 

United States of America


The delegation of the United States of America began by stating that CSBMs increased openness and transparency in military activities and weapons purchases, and that they also heightened the predictability of the actions and behavior of other states.


It added that the use of CSBMs in the hemisphere had strengthened relations between the region’s militaries, had helped reduce tensions between states, and had encouraged cooperation.


It offered the following recommendations: In light of the low level rate of reporting among the member states, it asked whether it was necessary to review the frequency with which they should be encouraged to file them. 


It added that they were waiting for the OAS to improve the access to and availability of CSBMs through the use of a single database dedicated to CSBMs, as was decided the previous year by the General Assembly. Consequently, the references to CSBMs on the web sites of the OAS and the SMS should be consolidated. 


It acknowledged that the possibility of filing reports on line would help resolve this situation and perhaps encourage more member states to return their reports. Thus, the date of July 15, as set by the General Assembly, would assist with the presentation of on-line reports and the functioning of the database.


Another recommendation was to consider institutionalizing a technical meeting that would prioritize the CSBMs, together with the presentation of regular reports by the OAS Secretariat indicating the information furnished over the past month, quarter, or six months. That would also serve as a reminder for those countries that had not filed reports; annual reminders, however, should continue to be issued in electronic format. 


With regard to the new measures, the United States said it believed that the Committee on Hemispheric Security should examine and consider the measures identified in the Consensus of Miami for their possible voluntary application at the bilateral, subregional, and regional levels.

Mexico


The delegation of Mexico said that it was participating anew in this hemispheric forum in order to continue building confidence among states and to make use of specific feedback on those actions taken by the countries in the areas of defense and of transparency in defense and security policies, thereby encouraging dialogue and regional cooperation.


It added that the country met the commitments of the Forum through the timely presentation to the OAS of its annual report, together with the information relating to the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms and the Standardized Instrument for Reporting Military Expenditures, and that, as of 2011, it was reporting information under the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions.


Mexico concluded by calling for those states that had not yet filed reports to join this collective undertaking, which sought to build the confidence that was the key to consolidating the hemispheric security agenda and the starting point for beginning the revitalization and strengthening of the Organization.

Guatemala


The delegation of Guatemala called for active participation by the member states in the filing of reports and it recalled the progress in that area that had taken place in the Central American region with the full enforcement of Framework Treaty on Democratic Security.


It also recalled how CSBMs had evolved since their creation and, referring back to one of the addresses, said that initially CSBMs were restricted to the military arena whereas nowadays they were also seen from the perspective of security.

Colombia


The delegation of Colombia highlighted the role and relations of civil society on defense and security matters, together with the relevance of the topic of arms imports and exports in a hemisphere with an enormous black market.


It also underscored the commitment of all the member states to the full application of CSBMs and it highlighted the new horizons, particularly those related to disaster management and resource conservation.


Colombia concluded by stating that the decision to examine other experiences in the area was correct, in particular the topic of conflict prevention centers.


Finally, the Chair of the Forum gave a summary of the member states’ comments, as well as of the challenges ahead, including the regularity of reporting.

VI. Closing Session


At the closing session, the Rapporteur stated he would be presenting a full text over the coming days; similarly, the Chair highlighted the current status of the CSBMs and presented a series of recommendations contained in the document CSH/FORO-VI/doc.13/15.


At the close of the meeting, the delegation of Ecuador requested that the new CSBM that had been proposed be set down textually in the Rapporteur’s report.
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