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1. Consideration of the request by the Center for Justice and International Law (CEJIL) to the Chair of the Committee on Juridical and Political Affairs (CP/CAJP-2340/06)

After listening to the views of the various delegations, the Committee on Juridical and Political Affairs decided to agree to CEJIL’s request to make a presentation during the “Dialogue on the Workings of the Inter-American Human Rights System among Member States and the Members of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights,” to be held on March 9, 2006, in the framework of the CAJP.
The delegations insisted that CEJIL should submit its presentation in English and Spanish to the Secretariat as soon as possible to allow for its distribution to the delegations, in accordance with the Guidelines for the Participation of Civil Society Organizations in OAS Activities.
/ Said presentation was distributed that very day, March 7, in the languages requested (CP/CAJP-2311/05 add. 1).
The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela asked that its statements be transcribed and included in the report of the meeting (Appendix). 

APPENDIX

FIRST STATEMENT BY VENEZUELA

THE ALTERNATE REPRESENATIVE OF VENEZUELA: Thank you, Madam Chair.  Good afternoon.
I regret that we have to meet again on this point.  Before presenting and explaining my reasoning, I would like to make clear that my government and this delegation are not opposed to the participation of any civil society organization in the activities approved by the states in the guidelines for civil society participation.  We support civil society participation. We understand that it is a priority for civil society organizations to express themselves, because what is being considered comes under their expertise and their areas of activity.  I want it to be very clear that this is not a whim on the part of this delegation or my government.
However, at this special dialogue, which was approved in a resolution that makes reference to other resolutions, it is crystal clear that the dialogue is to take place among the states and the members of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights.  That is what the states decided within their competence in this Organization. Had they decided otherwise, they would have put it in the resolutions.  
Consequently, what is at issue is the following: In addition to the General Assembly resolution adopted by the foreign ministers, we also have an agenda that was approved as mandated, indeed as early as November 17, 2005.  That agenda was the subject of consultations and was debated, negotiated, agreed on by consensus, and approved by the states.  There was no question of the participation, the presentation of a statement, or the involvement by any civil society organization.

We are not opposed to the presence of CSOs because the meetings are public. Said organizations can be there. They can even submit and distribute their documents and papers but, in the spirit of the resolution we adopted, we want to have an intimate dialogue–if I may use that term–of the states with the Inter-American Commission and the Inter-American Court. Why? Because we want to take a look at the entire inter-American system, as explained on the agenda, and not simply correct or enhance procedures.  We even have proposals for them–for the Commission–to operate on a permanent basis.
And so it seems to me that there is now a unique opportunity to have the Commission and the Court present in Washington, D.C.  This is going to occur.  I think it is important for the states to take advantage of the short time available to us to have an open, frank, transparent, and calm dialogue, without any statements that were not provided for.  Civil society organizations have every opportunity in the world to speak out and express themselves; there is no reason for them to do so where it is not provided for.   However, with all due respect, the states will have their opinions.  
In my government’s view, resolutions are complied with because they were adopted.  We cannot set a precedent whereby the foreign ministers at a session of the General Assembly adopt good, bad, or indifferent resolutions, which we then interpret, add to, and reopen for consideration.  No.  Because in that case the time will come when the states are not taking charge of the Organization’s agenda.  And that does not seem right to me.  

If we set a precedent, then it can be followed for all resolutions.  As a result, we wasted time negotiating an agenda and adopting it, which was very hard, and then wasted time on the resolution, which was also very hard to adopt.  I consider that since the civil society organizations and CEJIL have multiple forums in which they can participate, I accept and appreciate any papers they wish to present but they should present them in the settings available to them and not in this one, which is not intended for that purpose.  I insist–the states decided otherwise.
Thank you.

SECOND STATEMENT BY VENEZUELA


THE ALTERNATE REPRESENATIVE OF VENEZUELA: Thank you, Madam Chair.

We appreciate the intentions of our sister delegations that proposed a solution.  We do not want to make this a point of honor because we respect the fact that all countries are on an equal footing.  
I am referring to the principle of legality when I say that resolutions must be complied with but, if a state feels there is no problem in having the statement made under “other business,” then I cannot object; my delegation cannot object.  Whatever the states say here will be done because that is why we are here: to achieve a consensus. 

I wanted to ask the delegations, however, if they happened to receive a letter from CEJIL addressed to the governments and calling for guarantees that the selection of candidates for the Court would be public and transparent and that said candidates would meet the requirements.  I would like to know if everyone received that letter or if it was simply sent to Venezuela, which is inappropriate from every viewpoint, oversteps the bounds of NGO participation, and constitutes interference in that it gives instructions to governments.  This is the manner of operating.  
I believe that NGOs can participate and can have their sphere of action, but they should not go beyond their purview.  If the states decided they should participate, then let them participate.  We want this to be clear and would like our explanations to appear in the record of this meeting.
Thank you.
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�.	Permanent Council resolution CP/RES. 759 (1217/99), of December 15, 1999.





