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Following are the texts of the statements and observations by member states in response to a note from one of the delegations.

a.
The Permanent Mission of Ecuador made the following statement and requested that it be placed on record:



Mr. Working Group Chair, I regret having to address a matter that, for my delegation, is of a highly sensitive nature, and on which a few clarifications are in order; my delegation and my Government cannot allow there to be any doubts or misunderstandings on this subject.


Last week, my delegation became aware of a note circulated by a delegation now present to over 560 indigenous representatives from that country.  It contains statements, made in an offhand manner, that are diametrically opposed to the actual position my country has taken in the process of negotiating the American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.  The note expressly identifies my country as supporting a position it has never taken--one, moreover, that is entirely at odds with its history of defending and supporting full and active participation by indigenous peoples’ representatives.  Furthermore, the note contains a misinterpretation of the position you, as Chair of the Working Group, have been taking; it says that, during the fourth meeting of negotiation in pursuit of points of consensus, and I quote: “Algunos Estados Miembros de la OEA tratarían de obligar a que se limite a un orador representante indígena por Estado y la Presidencia respaldaría tal posición. (Some OAS member states would try to impose a speaker limit of one indigenous representative per state and the Chair would support that position.)”
/


First, I wish to express my support and solidarity to you, Mr. Working Group Chair, in the face of that statement.  It is so far from the truth, so far from the Chair’s actions in promoting active and full participation by indigenous peoples, so far from what is recognized as a basic agreement on the procedures of this Group, and so far from what you expressly stated during the meeting in question; this will be obvious to anyone who takes a moment to consult the minutes or recordings of the meetings.



As for my country, today I received a copy of a note from the delegation in question, addressed to the Chair of the Working Group.  This note indicates that delegation’s understanding of my country’s position on participation by indigenous peoples’ representatives in the negotiation process; but in no way does it acknowledge the delicate matter of the error committed or offer options for correcting it.



Therefore, I must expressly state, for the record, that my delegation has never offered any proposal to curtail participation by indigenous peoples’ representatives.  On the contrary, it has always defended their full and active participation.  My delegation, my Government, and my country understand that this is one of the principles and basic requirements of a draft declaration that aims for legitimacy.  In our estimation, an American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples that did not involve full, effective, direct participation by its beneficiaries and interested parties would have no chance of success.



Lastly, Mr. Chair, my delegation reserves the right to seek the most appropriate means to correct the delicate circumstances imposed on it by this error.  To that end, I would first ask, through the Secretariat, that the transcripts of the minutes of September 9, 2004, be prepared, and I reserve the right to request that, in the context of the next negotiation meeting, a satisfactory approach be pursued to duly and correctly inform those 560 leaders of indigenous people who, to put it one way, have been misinformed as to the true position of my country in the negotiating process and the principles that govern that process and are upheld by the Chair.


Thank you, Mr. Chair.

b.
The Permanent Mission of the United States responded with the following statement:



We will agree with just about everything Ecuador said.  As part of a process of consultation with American Indian and Alaskan Natives in preparation for the fourth negotiation session, we did send tribal leaders across the U.S. a letter that informed them of where matters stand.


Our letter was an internal American-to-American letter, that is, from the U.S. government to American Indian and Alaskan Natives.  It caused some difficulty for another country’s delegation, which somehow got a copy of this internal U.S.-to-U.S. letter.


Among other things, our letter to American Indians and Alaskan Natives noted the September 9 meeting of this working group.  Many of you remember that at that meeting, the United States objected to allowing only one indigenous representative from each OAS member state to speak, and that we were concerned that the Working Group might consult with only one indigenous representative from each country.


Ecuador is clearly on the record of where they stand.  i.e., Ecuador did not and does not advocate that the Working Group consult with only one designated indigenous representative per country.


The U.S. understands and agrees with Ecuador’s position.  Efraín has made it very clear to me not just now, but sometime ago, and we’ve have been in touch on that.  We understand that Ecuador strongly supports indigenous people speaking on behalf of themselves.


Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Thank you, Ecuador.
c.
Several delegations and the Group Chair spoke on the matter.  In particular, they pointed to the contributions of Mr. Efraín Baus, who, as a delegate representing the Permanent Mission of Ecuador to the OAS, had participated in all the Working Group’s activities in recent years.  They said that Mr. Baus not only had attended all their regular, special, and negotiation meetings, but had gone much farther, making important contributions to the process of drafting the American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, and had always been open to dialogue and ready to negotiate and find solutions to the challenges and difficulties that had arisen.



Other delegations and the Chair added that close attention should be paid to the content of operative paragraph 4.a of General Assembly resolution AG/RES. 2029, which defined this mechanism, solely to ensure equitable representation by indigenous peoples’ representatives from each of the member states present when a decision was taken on the date for conclusion of the final phase in the adoption of a draft declaration, even if, at the time of the discussions, there were more indigenous peoples’ representatives from some countries than from others, but, rather, seeking to have one person per member state designated to present the response or position that was expected to result from internal consultations among the indigenous peoples of each nation, exclusively on this topic of reaching an agreement on the date for conclusion of the final phase, which at no point would affect or change the mechanism of ample participation by indigenous peoples’ representatives in negotiating the text of the draft declaration, which was officially established by document GT/DADIN/doc.140/03 rev. 1, approved by the Working Group at its meeting of August 28, 2003.
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	�.	Translator’s note:  The Secretariat does not have access to original English for this quotation.  Therefore, it has translated into English the Spanish text provided in this document.





