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In meetings held on November 2 and 29 and December 13, 2004, the Working Group of the Committee on Hemispheric Security to Conclude the Analysis of the Juridical and Institutional Link between the OAS and the Inter-American Defense Board considered the following topics:
1. Civilian oversight and the democratic composition of the Board

2. Scope of the Board’s function: advice on defense and/or security matters

I.
SUMMARY OF THE POSITIONS OF THE MEMBER STATES ON THESE TWO TOPICS
During the deliberations, the delegation of Venezuela presented the position of the members of ALADI and the delegation of El Salvador presented that of the members of the GRUCA.  The delegations of Canada and the United States presented their own positions.  The delegations of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay also spoke.
Position of ALADI:


The delegation of Venezuela reiterated the position of the ALADI group on what should be the main points of the definition of the legal and institutional link between the IADB and the OAS, presented in document CSH/GT/ADS-16/04, published on March 26, 2004.
/  A summary of that position follows:

1. Every proposal or draft related to the definition of the legal and institutional link between the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) and the OAS should adhere strictly to the resolutions and criteria mentioned in paragraph 49 of the Declaration on Security in the Americas.
2. The functions of the IADB with respect to the OAS will be confined to technical advisory services in the military and defense areas.  In no case may the IADB perform functions of an operational nature.

3. Under no circumstances may the IADB’s mandate be extended to areas other than those expressly indicated in the preceding paragraph (technical advisory services in the military and defense areas).

4. The structure and basic instruments of the IADB should reflect and conform to the principle of civilian oversight and democratic formation of its authorities, in order to be consistent with the democratic values that characterize the OAS member states, thus ensuring participation by the member states on an equal basis.
5. Additionally, the operations of the IADB should be consistent with the principle of subordination of military institutions to the legally constituted civilian authorities, in keeping with Article 4 of the Inter-American Democratic Charter.
6. Accordingly, the relationship between the IADB and the OAS and its member states should be built upon the principle of "proper follow-up by those political bodies of the Organization" of the activities of the IADB, set forth in General Assembly resolution AG/RES. 1240 (XXIII-O/93).  This means that the IADB should always work under strict supervision by the appropriate political bodies of the OAS.
7. Under its mandate, the IADB is to carry out its functions strictly in accordance with the principles and aims set forth in the OAS Charter.
8. The definition of the legal and institutional link between the IADB and the OAS should be considered in the light of Article 53 of the OAS Charter.
9. The IADB may provide a member state with technical assistance in the military and defense areas only when the political organs of the OAS so request.
Position of the GRUCA:


The delegation of El Salvador presented the position of the GRUCA members–Belize, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama, Dominican Republic, and Guatemala–on the legal and institutional link between the OAS and the IADB, as set forth in document CSH/GT/ADS-20/04, published on May 10, 2004.
/  A summary of the GRUCA’s position follows:
1. Terms of reference and criteria: the Declaration on Security in the Americas, General Assembly resolutions AG/RES. 1240 (XXIII-O/93), AG/RES. 1848 (XXXII-O/02), AG/RES. 1908 (XXXII-O/02), and AG/RES. 1940 (XXXIII-O/03).
2. Emphasis is placed on the importance of the multidimensional approach to hemispheric security and the fact that the study of the relationship between the OAS and IADB has been defined as a multidimensional issue.
3. The definition of the legal and institutional relationship between the IADB and the OAS, and of the Board’s mission, must take into account the needs of the smaller states, whose level of vulnerability is greater in the face of traditional threats and of new threats, concerns, and other challenges.  In keeping with that view, the future mandate of the Board would involve not only matters of defense but also matters of security.
4. GRUCA accepts the proposal to establish a Hemispheric Security Board, as presented in the “Chair's Non-Paper:  Options for Modernizing the Inter-American Defense Board pursuant to Paragraph 29 of the Declaration on Security in the Americas” (CSH/GT/ADS-21/04).  It also accepts the proposal to create two units responsible, respectively, for promoting security and promoting defense, since it reflects both the principles and criteria framing the exercise of clarifying the legal and institutional link between the OAS and the IADB and the need to deal with the multidimensional aspects of hemispheric security.  Each member state has the power to decide how it will participate, both on matters of security and on matters of defense.
5. GRUCA points to the reports on confidence- and security-building measures; positioning for assistance in cases of natural disaster; education for peace; support, through the Inter-American Defense College, in devising guidelines for the preparation of defense white papers; and humanitarian demining programs as examples of non-operational technical and military assistance provided by the Board to the OAS and its member states.

Position of Canada:


The delegation of Canada reiterated its position, as set forth in the document "Aide-Memoire: Canada and the Inter-American Defense Board" (CSH/GT/ADS-22/04, published on May 18, 2004).
/   A summary follows:
1. There is a need for a truly hemispheric body to promote military cooperation and to provide the OAS, its Secretary General, and the Permanent Council with military advice on hemispheric defense and security issues;
2. Stronger linkages and accountability of the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) to the political bodies of the OAS, specifically the Permanent Council and General Assembly, in keeping with the principle of military accountability to civilian authorities which is already practiced in OAS member states;
3. Stronger working linkages between the IADB and its dependent bodies and the work of relevant committees, in particular the Committee on Hemispheric Security;
4. Greater convergence between the OAS, the IADB, and the Defense Ministerials of the Americas and the Services Conferences (Conference of American Armies, Inter-American Naval Conference, and System of Cooperation among American Air Forces).  For example, we believe that the IADB should serve as an institutional focal point and source of administrative and thematic continuity for the Defense Ministerials of the Americas (DMAs), by providing support to the host country and facilitating follow-up, where appropriate, in conjunction with the Committee on Hemispheric Security;
5. Maximizing the effectiveness and efficiency of IADB resources;
6. Reform of the Statutes of the Board to enable selection of  the chair of the IADB from among all the member states, and establishment of the new post of executive director, also to be filled from among the member states;
7. Continuing efforts to strengthen the academic programming of the Inter-American Defense College (IADC) and to expand its links to other academic institutions in order to make the College a key centre of higher learning on security and defense matters for the civil/military community of the OAS and its member states.
8. Canada points to the Board’s demining activities in Central America; its work on confidence- and security-building measures, and its strategic security assessments.  It also points to the steps taken to strengthen the Inter-American Defense College, including the curriculum reform process and support for the College’s Education for Peace program.

Position of the United States: The delegation of the United States gave an oral presentation on its position on these matters, which was published as CSH/GT/JID-7/04:
1. It says the Board must adapt to be in a position to contribute to fighting the threats of the 21st century, and that, to that end, the Board must embrace the multidimensional approach to security based on mutual cooperation, as adopted by the member states.  It says that, otherwise, the OAS could not support it.
2. It proposes a role for the IADB in the security area that would simply mean that, in a very narrow field, the IADB should be able to provide member states, when requested by them, with expertise and advice on certain limited issues.  It also proposes that this role is not meant to usurp the mandates of other OAS bodies such as CICTE, CICAD, and CIFTA.
3. It proposes that the role of the IADB should remain to provide the OAS and its member states with the technical, advisory, and educational expertise, in both defense and hemispheric security matters, of a non-operational nature, that the OAS and member states need if they are to effectively respond to the threats of the 21st century.
4. It suggests that successfully addressing these transnational threats requires greater cooperation and coordination between police and military forces, as well as multifaceted responses by both the military and other appropriate national authorities, including law enforcement.

5. It states that the OAS cannot support an IADB that is not inter-American.  The Board must be comprised of all and responsive to all states of the OAS.
6. It states that the Board and its staff provide the OAS with advisory services and technical experience that are invaluable and uniquely important in the area of defense and security, but that adequate use of these services has not been made.

Position of CARICOM:  The Chair requested that this group of countries present its position.  The compendium of member state replies to the questionnaire on new approaches to hemispheric security includes the replies of the members of the Regional Security System (RSS), i.e., Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines.
II.
CONCEPTS
A.
The ALADI and GRUCA member countries, as well as Canada and the United States, expressed their agreement with the following defining concepts of the legal and institutional relationship between the OAS and the IADB:

1. Civilian oversight: The IADB should be subordinate to the OAS and to the legally constituted authorities of the member states.
2. Democratic composition: The IADB should be composed of all the OAS member states and its officers should be elected from among them.
3. Scope of its function: The principal role of the Board should be technical and military advice in the military and defense areas.  In no case should the Board perform functions of an operational nature.
B.
The GRUCA member countries submitted the following proposal on November 2, which met with support from Canada and the United States:

Scope of its function: The IADB should respond to requests from member states for advice or assistance on nonmilitary, non-defense security matters.  These should not include multidimensional security issues addressed by other organs, agencies, and entities of the Organization, such as the Inter-American Drug Abuse Control Commission (CICAD), the Inter-American Committee against Terrorism (CICTE), the Pan American Health Organization (PAHO), the Pan American Development Foundation (PADF), the Inter-American Committee on Natural Disaster Reduction (IACNDR), and General Secretariat dependencies such as the Office of Sustainable Development and Environment.
Also presented, on December 13, was the document "IADB Role in Security Matters--Discussion paper presented by the GRUCA in follow-up to its proposal regarding the legal and institutional relationship between the OAS and the IADB" (attached).

C.
The Chair’s proposal on the scope of the IADB’s functions, considered on Monday, December 13, 2004, and pending consultations:

"The Board would render [exclusively] non-operational technical and military assistance to the member states, the Organization of American States, and the Committee on Hemispheric Security, when requested in the following areas:  OAS mine action program, natural disasters, and maintenance of the inventory of confidence- and security-building measures [when these are military in nature].”
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IADB role in security matters

Discussion paper presented by the GRUCA in follow-up to its proposal regarding the legal and institutional relationship between the OAS and the IADB (CSH/GT/ADS-20/04)


The Inter-American Defense Board, upon request, could:

· Provide technical advice on disaster relief and humanitarian assistance activities.

· Conduct studies on natural disaster remediation. 

· Help to conduct in-country evaluation of disaster preparedness. 

· Advise on the use of military assets and help develop plans to facilitate communications, logistics, information, and transportation for member states in the event of natural disasters.

· Help with the design of a stockpile security program and with the destruction of excess stockpiles of small arms, light weapons, and antipersonnel mines.

· Help to develop common operating procedures for joint measures and activities on counter-terrorism, drug trafficking, and maritime activities.

· Assist in assessing the risks posed by, and steps needed to address, the threat by MANPADS to civil air traffic.

· Update its search and rescue manual.

· Develop common procedures and training requirements for demining activities and supervise demining activities in the Hemisphere.

· Assist and participate in the coordination of regional peacekeeping activities.

· Conduct academic activities on multidimensional aspects of security through the Inter-American Defense College.
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�.	Appendix III of the "Study and Recommendations on the Modernization and Changes Needed to Provide the OAS with Technical, Advisory, and Educational Expertise on Defense and Security Issues in Support of the Ongoing Examination of the Institutions of the Inter-American System Related to Hemispheric Security," document CP/CSH-643/04 corr. 1.


�.	Ibid., Appendix V.


�.	Ibid., Appendix VII.  The corrigendum to this document, contained in Appendix VII, was published on July 14.





