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In my capacity as the Rapporteur of the General Committee, I have the honor to submit to the distinguished Ministers and Heads of Delegation at this forty-second regular session of the General Assembly the report on the tasks fulfilled by the General Committee pursuant to Article 25 of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly.

I.
INTRODUCTION

Installation of the Committee and election of the Chair


At its first session, held on June 4, 2012, the Plenary installed the General Committee pursuant to Article 22 of the Rules of Procedure and, at the proposal of the delegation of Brazil seconded by the Dominican Republic, elected by acclamation Ambassador Leonidas Rosa Bautista, Permanent Representative of Honduras to the OAS, as its Chair.  At that same meeting, the General Committee was asked to present a report on its work at the fourth plenary session. 

Allocation of topics

The Plenary assigned two draft Declarations and six draft resolutions for consideration by the General Committee. Said drafts are listed in the document containing the Committee's order of business, document AG/CG/OD-1/10 of June 4, 2012.  They were examined in the following order:

Draft Declaration

i.
"Declaration of Cochabamba on Food Security with Sovereignty in the Americas" (AG/doc.5302/12).
ii.
"Excessive volatility of Commodity Prices and its Consequences for Food Security and Sustainable Development in the Americas" (AG/CP/doc.828/12).
Draft resolutions

i. Protection of Asylum Seekers and Refugees in the Americas (AG/doc.5304/12). 
ii. Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (AG/doc.5303/12).

iii. Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (AG/doc.5305/12).

iv.
Strengthening of the Inter-American Human Rights System Pursuant to the Mandates Arising from the Summits of the Americas (AG/doc.5306/12).
v.
Follow-up to the recommendations of the "Report of the Special Working Group to Reflect on the Workings of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights with a View to Strengthening the Inter-American  Human Rights System" (AG/doc.5307/12).

vi.
Water as a human right (BO: human right to water [USA safe drinking] and sanitation) [CA: improvement of equitable access to safe and clean drinking water and sanitation (AG/doc.5308/12).

II.
PROCEEDINGS

Order of business


At the first meeting of the General Committee, held on Monday, June 4, 2012 in the Salar de Uyuni room, the Chair thanked the OAS member states for supporting his election.  The Committee then proceeded to consider the draft Order of Business (document AG/CG/OD-1/12), which contained the aforementioned drafts.  

The delegation of Mexico referred to the order in which the drafts were to be considered and asked to change the order in such a way that item v (Follow up on the recommendations of the "Report of the Special Working Group to Reflect on the Workings of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights with a View to Strengthening the Inter-American Human Rights System" (AG/doc.5307/12)) would take the place of item iii.

Election of the Vice Chair and Rapporteur of the General Committee

As provided in Article 24 of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly, the General Committee proceeded to elect its Vice Chair and its Rapporteur.

The delegation of Panama proposed Minister Dolores Jiménez Hernández, Alternate Representative of Mexico to the OAS, as Vice Chair. Its proposal was seconded by the delegation of Brazil.  Minister Dolores Jiménez Hernández was elected by acclamation.

For its part, the delegation of Barbados put forward the name of Daniel Cento, Alternate Representative of the Permanent Mission of the United States to the OAS, to serve as rapporteur.  That nomination was seconded by the delegation of Mexico. He was also elected by acclamation.

Methodology

The Chair proposed the following methodology for completing work by the time requested by the Plenary, namely 2:30 p.m. on Tuesday, June 5:  

· The drafts on the order of business have been grouped by committee. This has been done to maintain some uniformity during the deliberations and to facilitate the delegations’ work.

· The new Draft Declaration has been placed as the second item of the first point on the order of business. 

· It was to be hoped that the Committee could conclude its work today. For that, delegates were asked for their cooperation and customary flexibility, and to be concise in their presentations. 

· There will be three Committee meetings, of three hours each. As a result it will not be possible on average to spend more than 20 minutes on any draft resolution. To ensure equal treatment for all proposals, it is our intention to comply strictly with the established time limit.

· That presentations do not exceed the time allowed.

· If more time is needed, delegations will be asked to meet in informal consultations to seek a consensus and then report back to this Committee on the outcome. If agreement is reached on a text, the draft resolution may be placed on the Committee’s order of business immediately. If agreement is not reached, the text will be placed on the order of business again in the appropriate order.

· During deliberations, delegations should submit their proposals to the Secretariat in writing, to facilitate and streamline the handling of new texts. 

· Approved drafts will be submitted to the plenary immediately for consideration at its fourth session. The Chair hopes that, to the extent possible, the agreements reached in this room will be respected, to enable the plenary to conclude its work on time.

· The Chair asked that the timetable be observed and that meetings start on time. 

The delegation of Argentina proposed the creation of an ad hoc working group to consider the draft Declaration of Cochabamba. The proposal was seconded by the delegation of Bolivia and supported by the delegations of Ecuador and Nicaragua.  The delegation of Chile, for its part, opposed the creation of a working, considering that the importance of the topic warranted its being addressed within the Committee. He also expressed concern at the inability of certain delegations to field sufficient delegates to attend additional forums.  This position was supported by the delegations of the United States, Barbados, Bahamas, Belize, Canada, Panama, Dominican Republic, and Brazil.  The last of the above delegations asked that the discussions begin in the order established and to proceed with the creation of a working group if difficulties arose.    The delegation of Argentina then withdrew its proposal and the delegation of Bolivia explained its intentions with respect to the initiative of forming a working group.  The Chair proposed leaving open the possibility of establishing an informal group to address this draft declaration when the General Committee was not meeting. 

Sessions

The General Committee met on three occasions to review the topics assigned to it in the order of business.
The first meeting was held in the morning of Monday, June 4, 2012; the second meeting was held in the afternoon of the same day.    The third meeting was held in the morning of Tuesday, June 5.

Following is a brief summary of the way in which the drafts entrusted to the General Committee were addressed: 

a.-
Draft Declarations
i.
"Declaration of Cochabamba on Food Security with Sovereignty in the Americas" (AG/doc.5302/12)

The Committee reviewed this draft declaration at its first, second and third working meetings.

The draft declaration formally presented by the delegation of Bolivia had been the subject of discussions in the Preparatory Committee and was referred to the General Committee to discuss the parts pending in the title, seven paragraphs in the preamble, and five operative paragraphs.  

The way in which the expression “Living Well” is used in paragraph 2 of the preamble will be adopted for the entire text.  Preambular paragraphs 6, 9, 14, 15, and 16 have been agreed upon ad referendum of the United States.  Preambular paragraphs 18 and 20 have been left in square brackets.


Operative paragraphs 3 and 12 have been agreed upon ad referendum of the United States and Canada.    Operative paragraphs 6.a, 7.b, 13, and 14 have been agreed upon ad referendum of the United States.    Operative paragraph 19 has been agreed upon ad referendum of the United States and Costa Rica.

At the start of the discussions, the Vice Chair guided the deliberations on preambular paragraph 2.

The delegation of Barbados requested a change to the translation so that the first line of preambular paragraph 3 reads “a healthy and nutritious diet is.”  

With respect to preambular paragraph 2, the delegation of Chile asked that “living well” be put in lowercase and alluded to his country's domestic legal framework.  For its part, the delegation of Bolivia requested that it be put in title case without quotation marks, bearing in mind its importance in the indigenous cosmovision.  The delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela asked that the square brackets be removed from paragraph 18 in light of the protection afforded by preambular paragraph 5, which refers to respect for the constitutional principles of each country.  The delegation of Grenada proposed “good and desirable quality of life” as an alternative in the English version.  The delegation of Barbados proposed “healthy living,” in lowercase and without quotation marks as a terminological solution.  This suggestion was supported by the United States.  The Vice Chair asked the English-speaking delegations to hold informal consultations in order to come up with a term that was agreeable to them; this proposal was supported by Brazil.  The delegation of Bolivia explained that the concept of living well had no negative connotations and suggested eliminating the upper case and replacing the quotation marks with an expression between dashes, a suggestion that was seconded by Paraguay, but not supported by the delegation of the United States.  The delegation of Chile considered that it could not sign on to a declaration that underscored the concept of living well and maintained its position that the term be placed in quotation marks and be lower case.   The delegation of Bolivia accepted that the expression be lower cased and without quotation marks, but out of a desire to move ahead and in a quest for consensus.  The delegation of Grenada suggested that an appropriate translation for “vivir bien” in this paragraph might be “in order to live well it is required that…”, a solution that was backed by English-speaking delegations, such as the United States, the Bahamas, Jamaica and Suriname.  This language was applied to the third preambular paragraph as well.  The delegations of Uruguay, Peru, Venezuela, Paraguay, Ecuador, Argentina, and Jamaica welcomed the incorporation of this notion and the flexibility shown by the delegation of Bolivia for the sake of making headway.  The delegation of Chile also thanked Bolivia for its flexibility.  The Chair requested that this paragraph be approved and the corresponding changes be made automatically to the rest of the text:
2. CONSIDERING that in order to live well it is required that food and nutrition security be promoted in harmony with nature, generating conditions for individuals and society to develop their full potential;

3. BEARING IN MIND that a healthy and nutritious diet is a fundamental prerequisite for human development, well-being, and in order to live well, and that therefore, it is necessary to strengthen food access, availability, stability of supply, and utilization, taking into account the diverse dietary knowledge, costumes, and practices of our peoples.

The sixth preambular paragraph was examined next.  The Chair gave the floor to the delegation of the United States, which explained that the decision to include paragraphs ad referendum had been due to the need to have more time for analysis.   In that regard, it asked that the expression "gift from nature" be deleted because it considered it to be ambiguous. This proposal was supported by the delegations of Brazil, Canada, and Barbados (albeit for different reasons).  The delegation of Bolivia opposed opening paragraphs and said that delegations should honor the agreement not to introduce new proposals.  The delegation of Brazil explained that the procedure with regard to ad referendum preambular paragraphs was not to reopen a paragraph but rather to analyze proposals that delegations –– in this case that of the United States –– might put forward in order to reach a consensus.  If no consensus should be found, then the paragraph would be kept and the delegation opposed to it would insert a footnote.  This procedure was supported by Bolivia and Ecuador. The delegation of Chile expressed its interest in maintaining the consensus regarding the text that is found in the initial proposal approved in Washington and in ensuring that the English text faithfully reflected the Spanish.  The delegation of the United States withdrew its ad referendum and, along with Barbados, joined the consensus regarding the text approved on May 23.

6.
RECOGNIZING ALSO the importance of boosting and improving the production, access, and utilization of food, which is a gift from nature that allows the commencement of life, its regeneration, and the perpetuation of humankind; 

With respect to preambular paragraphs 9 and 15, the representative of the World Health Organization underscored the importance of this Declaration and presented an explanation of the concept of food security, defined as a state in which all people at all times have access to the food they need, in terms of quantity and quality, for their dietary and biological needs and to ensure that they have a state of wellbeing conducive to human development."  He also asked that these paragraphs include matters relating to nutritional health, under the heading "traditional food security."  Finally, he recommended improving access to and the quality of health services and that regulations and laws be institutionalized for access to healthy diet options.   


Regarding preambular paragraph 9, the delegation of the United States asked to change the expression "proper diet" to "healthy diet."  He also suggested including after "chronic diseases" the words "medical conditions", because the list does not just allude to "diseases."  Finally, recommended referring to "the countries" rather than "all the countries."  This proposal was backed by the delegations of Colombia, Bolivia, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Jamaica.  Approved paragraph 9 would then read as follows:

9.
BEARING IN MIND ALSO that a healthy diet helps to prevent malnutrition and noncommunicable chronic diseases and medical conditions, that can cause premature death, such as obesity, undernourishment, diabetes, and high blood pressure, which are increasingly affecting the countries of the Americas; 

The second meeting began at 3:30 p.m. on Monday, June 4, 2012. 


Regarding preambular paragraph 14, the delegation of the United States asked to change the expression “visions of development” to “development needs.” The delegation of Bolivia asked to keep the reference to visions of development with the new proposal by the United States, a suggestion that was backed by the delegation of Venezuela. The paragraph was approved on that basis and reads as follows:


14.
BEARING IN MIND that in developing countries in the Hemisphere there are numerous small farmers, cooperatives, and communities devoted to producing food in a sustainable manner, it is of vital importance to increase government and private investment in the farming sector and to implement policies that encourage their modernization and technological innovation, improving market access for small farmers and taking into account their development needs and vision;


Regarding preambular paragraph 15, the delegation of the United States asked that it include a reference to small farmers and, in the second part, referring to “contribution,” the expression “could play.” The delegation of Bolivia supported the first of the two proposals by the delegation of the United States, on the understanding that it was based on a United Nations document that was adopted:


15.
AFFIRMING that family farming and small farmers are an important basis for sustainable food production aimed at achieving food and nutrition security, and recognizing their important contribution to eradicating poverty in the attainment of the internationally agreed development goals, including the Millennium Development Goals;


Regarding preambular paragraph 16, the delegation of the United States asked to include the concept “agriculture,” rather than “farm,” and in both texts the phrase “that could adversely affect,” rather than “that adversely affect.” The first proposal was supported by the delegations present. For the second, several alternatives were put forward, but the US proposal was finally accepted. The text finally approved reads as follows: 


16.
ACKNOWLEDGING that there are environmental threats and diverse problems in the region to do with food production, access, and consumption, which are exacerbated by extreme weather conditions, water shortage, and climate change that could adversely affect agricultural production and the poorest populations;

 Regarding operative paragraph 3, the delegations of the United States and Canada presented their respective alternatives, but opted for Canada’s, which includes “access to a healthy and safe diet.” For its part, the delegation of Bolivia supported the inclusion of Canada’s proposal but urged keeping the allusion to the right to an adequate diet. On that, the delegation of the United States explained that its country does not recognize the right to food, which does not, moreover, appear to be a topic at the conference referred to. However, it could support such a proposal if it included the expression “as appropiate.” The compromise solution proposed by Chile was to include the expression “when and as appropriate.” It urged Canada to withdraw its proposal. The delegation of Brazil proposed that the expression refer only to the second element. The delegation of Venezuela suggested adopting the expression used in the Social Charter: “food and nutrition security.” The delegation of Brazil asked that the full name of the United Nations conference be included. Approved operative paragraph 3 would then read as follows:

3. Their commitment to promoting, at the Río+20 United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development, the incorporation of food and nutrition security and, as appropiate, the right to adequate nutrition as one of the core objectives of sustainable development. 


Regarding operative paragraph 6 a), the delegation of the United States asked to make changes to the English translation of the expressions “aprovechamiento (use) and “actividades” (activities),” so that the approved texts read as follows: In English the text would read:

6. Their readiness to move forward, as each member state deems appropriate in their respective domestic context and in a manner consistent with international agreements and obligations, with public policies on: 

a) Support for family farming, as appropriate, promoting the efficient use of land for sustainable agricultural activities taking into account the degree of vulnerability of smallholders to hunger and poverty; 


Regarding operative paragraph 7 b), the delegation of the United States asked to include the adjective “voluntary” to qualify technology transfer and, at the end, the expression “on mutually agreed terms.” The delegation of Bolivia opposed the first suggestion by the United States, as it considered it redundant. The meeting then approved the paragraph, to read as follows: 

7. Their readiness to develop or strengthen comprehensive national strategies on food and nutrition security, as each member state deems appropriate in their respective domestic context, taking the following elements into account: 

b) Agricultural development research and its funding, supporting national research systems, universities, and other research entities, promoting technology transfer on mutually agreed terms, and sharing knowledge and good practices;


The delegations of Canada and the United States proposed referring to productivity of farmland, rather than agricultural productivity, as the former is broader. The delegation of Bolivia asked that the English translation be revised when it refers to plots as opposed to land in general. The delegation of the United States then requested the inclusion of a reference to the sustainable intensification of productivity, but that proposal was not supported by the delegation of Bolivia. After an informal discussion among the interested delegations, the following text was adopted:

12. Their decision to promote the sustainable increase of a production and agricultural productivity with a view to increasing food supply. 


For operative paragraph 13, the delegations of the United States and Chile requested the inclusion of the language “in the context of integrated land use planning.” In turn, the delegation of Canada proposed adding the concept of “land degradation.” Approved operative paragraph 3 thus reads as follows:

13.
Their commitment to moving forward with combating desertification, drought, and land degradation, and to expanding areas of cultivable land in arid and semi-arid zones in the context of integrated land use planned, in order to contribute to food and nutrition security, while protecting biological diversity and the environment. 


Regarding operative paragraph 14, the delegation of the United States proposed including a reference to “an adequate diet” to frame, in a coherent way, the reference to the right to food established in other paragraphs; it also suggested the deletion of “nutrition.” The approved paragraph reads as follows:

14. Their decision to develop legal and institutional frameworks, where appropriate, for the effective realization of the right to adequate food, within the context of food and nutrition security, in particular for poor and vulnerable individuals and groups, and with gender equity.


In operative paragraph 19, the delegation of Bolivia explained that this text echoed the verbatim language of United Nations resolution 66/168, and for that reason it appears in brackets; that explanation was backed by the delegation of Ecuador. The delegation of the United States then pointed to a conflict between what the UN established and the proposal made for this draft, in particular on account of the lack of a definition. The delegation of Costa Rica expressed its reservations regarding the topic of food sovereignty, and urged that the UN’s resolution be taken out of context. It also requested, along with the delegations of the United States and Canada, that it be analyzed in conjunction with preambular paragraphs 18 and 20, which deal with the topic. The delegation of Bolivia requested that each paragraph be dealt with separately, as had been the method so far. The delegations of Ecuador and Venezuela then asked the delegations that were not in agreement to present a footnote. The delegation of Uruguay suggested changing the tense of the verb at the start of the paragraph or including an introductory phrase. The delegation of Bolivia consequently proposed beginning the text with the word “that.” The delegate of Barbados subsequently proposed transferring this paragraph to the preamble, and the delegation of Chile invited the meeting to examine preambular paragraph 20 and work on a definition of food sovereignty. At 6:00 pm, the paragraph was agreed on ad referendum of Costa Rica and the United States.

[THUS FAR] 

19.
“Note the need to further examine various concepts such as, inter alia, ‘food sovereignty’ and their relation with food security and the right to food, bearing in mind the need to avoid any negative impact on the enjoyment of the right to food for all people at all times.” 


At 9:44 pm, the delegation of the United States lifted its ad referendum and presented a footnote.


Preambular paragraph 18 was, the Chair explained, a paragraph that had not yet been agreed on. 


At the request of the delegation of Bolivia, the representative of the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization was called on to give a presentation on the concepts involved. The delegate duly explained that the two concepts were complementary and contained ideas involving matters of law. The concept of sovereignty was more global and entailed a holistic approach and a vision of the interaction between the different players involved. He also reported that 11 OAS countries had domestic laws related to food security. He explained that his organization was currently preparing a definition of those concepts. 


The delegations of Chile, Ecuador, Venezuela, Panama, Mexico, Nicaragua, the United States, Canada, and Bolivia thanked the representative of the FAO for this valuable information. 


The delegation of Venezuela urged that the topic be kept on the agenda and that the value of the concept food sovereignty be enhanced. The delegation of Panama noted the lack of definition on the subject, as did the delegation of Chile. The delegation of Panama also emphasized the importance of a text that met with the consensus of all and proposed deleting paragraph 18 but keeping paragraph 20. The delegation of Mexico noted the complexity of the issue and explained that it could not support a definition of food sovereignty. The delegation of the United States also alluded to the lack of definition and the FAO mandate on consultation. It also asked about the process of the discussions on food security that were held at the FAO. The delegation of Canada thanked the representative of the FAO for the explanation, which highlighted the absence of any definition with regard to the concept of food sovereignty and that the discussions that were ongoing were being studied. The FAO is permanently reviewing the situation of malnutrition and hunger. The delegation of Bolivia mentioned that almost one third of OAS member states had included the concept in their domestic laws. It said that no one pretended that a universal definition existed but that definitions did exist at the domestic level. The intention of the host country was to draw attention to the concept adopted in several countries. The delegation of Colombia clarified that its country had not yet adopted legislation on the matter. In spite of that, it could support paragraph 18 up to the word “population.” The delegation of Chile expressed concern that the concept referred to in paragraph 18 could introduce concepts that went against acquired state policies. With that in mind it could agree to recognition of the concept, its adoption into domestic laws, and its discussion in international forums, but not to defining it. It should be left to technical bodies to supply the definition that was ultimately imposed. The delegation of Nicaragua stressed the importance of the concept’s existence in a number of countries and that their number should be borne in mind. Apart from anything else, the intention of paragraph 18 was not to define the concept. Similarly the delegation of Ecuador explained that the purpose was not to conceptualize the concept or to compel states that had not adopted legislation in this area to endorse it. 


The Chair suggested making start on finding language that was acceptable to the parties. 


The delegation of Brazil criticized the lack of clarity in the presentation of the experts, the effect of which had been that time had been lost.


The delegation of Peru said that there had been sufficient discussion of the topic and that the delegations had made their respective positions known. It also explained that the opposition to the inclusion of paragraph 18 was not intended to limit the right of states to set policy on the matter. The compromise proposal was to withdraw the definition contained in paragraph 18 through the adoption of preambular paragraph 20 and operative paragraph 19. In conclusion it reaffirmed its interest in having a declaration. The delegation of Panama observed that since the OAS was a political organization a definition was introduced by implication, even though the sentence began with the word “NOTING.” Accordingly he moved that paragraph 18 be deleted. The delegation of the United States said that food security and sovereignty were common elements that concerned everyone present and thanked the delegation of Bolivia for its declaration. He also urged that the discussions to be held at the FAO not be rushed. Therefore, he invited the delegations to focus on food security. The delegation of Bolivia did not concur with the position of the Chile that food sovereignty undermined free trade. It also noted with concern that certain countries should wish to deny the existence of those concepts in domestic laws; it was something undeniable. In that connection, the delegation of Bolivia would modify paragraphs 18 and 20 so as to recognize that several counties had national laws in this regard. 


The Chair recognized three options open to the General Committee:

· To delete paragraph 18;

· to leave it in square brackets and refer it to the plenary; or

· to draft a new paragraph. 


The delegation of Costa Rica, noting the mood in the room in favor of recognizing the existence of domestic laws, said that it could support Panama. The delegation of Grenada said her government regarded food sovereignty as a human right. In her opinion paragraph 18 did not seek to adopt a definition. Farming was essential in her country, not only for providing food but also because it played a role in stability. The delegation of Colombia requested that express mention be made of the states that had domestic laws. In that connection it proposed the following draft:

TAKING NOTE that the concept of “food sovereignty” is under discussion at specialized international forums and that it is a concept that the following countries have incorporated into their domestic laws to refer to the right of peoples to define their own sustainable policies and strategies for the production, distribution, and consumption of food that guarantee the right to food for the entire population; 


The delegation of Uruguay noted the minimal level of consensus and suggested that Colombia’s proposal end at “domestic laws.” 


The delegation of Bolivia explained the background to the discussion on the topic of food sovereignty and the efforts that its delegation had made to reach consensus. In this context, it presented a new wording. It also expressed its interest in referring to food sovereignty in the title: 

NOTING that the concept of “food sovereignty” is under discussion at specialized international forums and that it is a concept used by some countries to refer to peoples’ right to define their own policies and strategies for the sustainable production, distribution and consumption of food that guarantee the right to food for the entire population;


The delegation of Barbados noted its difficulties in accepting the initial wording but that it would now endorse the new version. 


The Chair asked the delegation of Colombia whether it was in a position to abandon its proposal, which was accepted. 


The delegations of Panama and Chile both acknowledged the possibility of working with this proposal that did not entail a definition.


The delegation of Argentina then proposed a break, which lasted until 9:17 pm. 


The delegation of Bolivia explained the results of its search for consensus, and it proposed a new paragraph for the delegations that had problems with the definition, which would replace paragraphs 18 and 20. 

CONSIDERING that food sovereignty is under discussion at specialized international forums, that some countries have incorporated it into their national laws, and that it is directly related to food security and the realization of the right to food of our peoples in the Americas. 

The meeting welcomed this new proposal and it was supported by the delegations of Ecuador, Colombia, Argentina, Nicaragua, Venezuela, Honduras, Peru, Brazil, and Mexico. The delegation of Costa Rica said it could join the consensus if the word “directly” was removed, and that suggestion was supported by Chile. The delegation of Bolivia accepted Costa Rica’s proposal, which left the text as:

CONSIDERING that food sovereignty is under discussion at specialized international forums, that some countries have incorporated it into their national laws, and that it is related to food security and the realization of the right to food of our peoples in the Americas. 

The delegation of the United States did not oppose the consensus and presented a footnote on the issue. 
Footnote from the delegation of the United States: We believe that a Declaration focused on food security and nutrition is important and timely.  However, the United States reserves with regard to all references to “food sovereignty”. Food sovereignty is not a well-understood term.  There is no single or widely shared definition of this concept.  The United States is concerned that this concept could be used to justify protectionism and other restrictive import or export policies with negative consequences for food security, sustainability, and income growth that the Declaration seeks to promote.  Improved access to local, regional, and global markets helps get food to the people that need it most and also helps to smooth price volatility.  Food security depends on appropriate domestic actions that are consistent with international commitments.

This Declaration uses several different names for the human right concerning food or nutrition. The United States interprets all of them as references to the food related right named in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. As an economic, social and cultural right, this right is to be progressively realized. Although the United States has not ratified the Covenant, as a strong supporter of the Universal Declaration we have endorsed this human right.

The delegation of Canada expressed its interest in reserving its position. 

The delegation of Chile requested that the version submitted be reviewed, since it would be contradicting operative paragraph 19:

19.
“Note the need to further examine various concepts such as, inter alia, ‘food sovereignty’ and their relation with food security and the right to food, bearing in mind the need to avoid any negative impact on the enjoyment of the right to food for all people at all times.”

The delegation of Bolivia noted its disappointment with how the discussions were proceeding and, given the inclusion of footnotes, it asked for the debate to be referred to the Plenary. The delegation of the United States noted the right of all delegations to present reservations. The United States delegation also said that it agreed with the draft declaration and its title. The delegation of Ecuador asked for a final effort to be made to avoid referring the matter to the Plenary. The delegation of Canada noted that everyone at the meeting had negotiated in good faith and that its delegation had made great efforts to ensure that this document reflected the position of all the states. It finally announced the lifting of its reservation but said that it would be including a footnote. The delegation of Chile acknowledged the efforts made by the delegation of Bolivia, but it also asked that its position be respected and that a decision be deferred until the following day. 

The Chair requested that the discussion be postponed until the next day to allow the delegation of Chile to carry out consultations. The delegation of Venezuela requested that paragraph 18 as it appears in the document of May 26, 2012, be placed as a footnote. The delegation of Nicaragua asked to assert its right to include a footnote that would cite Art. 1 of its domestic law. The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago thanked the delegation of Bolivia, but it supported the observation made by the delegation of Chile in that there were contradictions. 

The delegation of Bolivia proposed that this paragraph be approved ad referendum of Chile and Trinidad and Tobago. 
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The Chair proposed postponing the discussion and explained that the proposal put forward by the delegation of Bolivia for paragraph 18 would have the effect of eliminating paragraph 20 and adopting the title. In addition, operative paragraph 19 was left pending.

The meeting adjourned at 10:30 pm. 

The third meeting of the General Committee began at 9:40 a.m. on June 5, in the Salar de Uyuni room.  

Discussion continued regarding preambular paragraph 18 of the draft Declaration of Cochabamba. The Chair gave the floor to the delegations of Chile and Trinidad and Tobago.

The delegation of Chile withdrew its ad referendum and proposed a footnote.  It also explained that it would support the title.

“Until there is an international definition of the concept of "food sovereignty," Chile believes that the concept cannot be linked to food security or to the right to food.”


The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago proposed alternative language incorporating the idea of food security and materialization of the right to food. The delegation of Bolivia said that because they were questions of style, the idea of Trinidad and Tobago would be incorporated in the text.  The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago asked for the following statement to be placed on record:

“Considering that food sovereignty is being discussed in specialized international fora and that some countries have incorporated it into their national legislation relating it to food security and the enforcement of the right to food.”


The delegation of Canada presented a footnote, as it had announced at the previous meeting.  

“Canada attaches great importance to the efforts by OAS Member States to achieve food and nutrition security for all, which remains a significant challenge in the hemisphere.  We welcome the Declaration’s attention to food and nutrition security, but disassociate from the specific references to the concept of “food sovereignty.” Canada understands that there is no clear consensus on the concept of “food sovereignty” and is concerned the concept may be used to promote protectionist interests.”


The delegation of Venezuela asked to include a modified version of its footnote. 

“Food sovereignty is a concept that we progressive governments use to ensure our people’s right to an adequate, nutritional, and timely supply of food. The Government of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela understands that: “Food sovereignty is a concept used by some countries to refer to peoples’ right to define their own policies and strategies for the sustainable production, distribution, and consumption of food that guarantee the right to food for the entire population, respecting their own cultures and the diversity of peasant, fishing, and indigenous forms of agricultural production, of marketing, and of management of rural areas, in which women play a fundamental role.”


The delegation of Barbados expressed its concern regarding the concept of "sovereignty" in the title and proposed a footnote to paragraph 18.

“Barbados continues to support efforts at achieving food and nutrition security at the local, regional, hemispheric and global levels. It is, however, unable to support calls for the promotion of a concept, namely food sovereignty, which has technical, legal and political implications without an agreed articulation of its definition and scope.”

While noting with concern the footnotes in the quest for consensus, the delegation of Nicaragua presented the footnote mentioned the day before. 

“For the Government of Nicaragua, the concept of food sovereignty, pursuant to Article 2.1 of Law No. 693 of 2009, the Law of Food and Nutritional Sovereignty and Security,  is “the right of peoples to define their own sustainable policies and strategies for the production, distribution, and consumption of food that guarantee the right to food for the entire population, based on small- and medium-scale production, respecting their own cultures and the diversity of peasant, fishing, and indigenous forms of agricultural production, of marketing, and of management of rural areas, in which women play a fundamental role. Food sovereignty guarantees food and nutritional security.”



The delegation of Bolivia also expressed its concern regarding the presentation of footnotes and proceeded to present one of its own. 

“The Plurinational State of Bolivia fully recognizes food sovereignty as a right of peoples to food, and since food is a fundamental right for living well, it endorses the definition given by the 2001 World Forum on Food Sovereignty, held in Havana, Cuba, taking food sovereignty to be peoples’ right to define their own policies and strategies for the sustainable production, distribution, and consumption of food that guarantee the right to food for the entire population, based on small- and medium-scale production, respecting their own cultures and the diversity of peasant, fishing, and indigenous forms of agricultural production, of marketing, and of management of rural areas, in which women play a fundamental role.”


The delegation of Ecuador also asked for a footnote to be included. 

“Ecuador understands, pursuant to Article 13 of its Constitution, that food sovereignty is the right of people and communities to safe and permanent access to healthy, adequate, and nutritional food, preferably produced locally in accordance with their different identities and cultural traditions.”


The approved version of paragraph 18 would read as follows: 

CONSIDERING that “food sovereignty” is under discussion at specialized international forums, that some countries have incorporated it into their national laws, and that it is related to food security and the realization of the right to food of our peoples in the Americas (The paragraph has a footnote from the following member states:  United States; Canada; Venezuela; Nicaragua,  Chile,  Barbados, Bolivia and Ecuador).


The Chair then asked the meeting to address declarative paragraph 19.  Costa Rica withdrew its ad referendum and the paragraph was approved.

19.
To note the need to further examine various concepts such as, inter alia, “food sovereignty” and their relation with food security and the right to food, bearing in mind the need to avoid any negative impact on the enjoyment of the right to food for all people at all times.

Finally, the following title was approved: "Declaration of Cochabamba on Food Security with Sovereignty in the Americas."

The draft Declaration was approved at the third meeting for presentation to the Plenary.

ii.
"Excessive volatility of Commodity Prices and its Consequences for Food Security and Sustainable Development in the Americas" (AG/doc. 5319/12)

The Committee reviewed this draft declaration in its third meeting.

This is a new draft Declaration, formally presented as such to the plenary session of the General Assembly by the delegation of the Dominican Republic on June 4.  The Plenary approved inclusion of the topic on the General Assembly agenda and sent the draft declaration to the General Committee for analysis. 

The delegation of the Dominican Republic explained the background to the draft, the underlying principles of which had been adopted in several world forums, such as the United Nations and the World Summit on Food Security.


The following preambular paragraphs were then approved:  

It was suggested that paragraph 2 include a reference to the dates of the Summits referred to.  

TAKING INTO ACCOUNT the Rome Declaration on World Food Security and the World Food Summit Plan of Action of 1996, as well as the Declaration of the World Summit on Food Security of 2009; 

An adjustment was made to paragraph3 to align it with Article 34 j of the OAS Charter.  An adjustment was likewise made to paragraph 4 to conform to Article 39 b i) of the OAS Charter.  

RECALLING that one of the essential purposes of the Organization of American States is to eradicate extreme poverty, which constitutes an obstacle to the full democratic development of the peoples of the Hemisphere, and that in the Charter of the Organization of American States the member states agreed to devote their utmost efforts to achieving proper nutrition, especially through the acceleration of national efforts to increase the production and availability of food;

As regards operative paragraph 5, it was suggested that the references to "economies in transition" and "commodities markets"  in the original Food Summit document be deleted. In the end, it was decided to keep the original text submitted by the Dominican Republic, deleting only "economies in transition."

TAKING INTO ACCOUNT that excessive commodity price volatility has consequences for food security and sustainable development in developing countries, and, in particular, the fact that many commodity-dependent developing countries continue to be highly vulnerable to excessive price fluctuations; and recognizing the need to improve the adequate regulation, functioning, and transparency of financial and commodity markets in order to address excessive commodity price volatility;

Paragraph 6 was approved with an amendment regarding the excessive volatility of food prices.

UNDERSCORING the importance of international cooperation and solidarity to address the excessive volatility of food prices; and

Finally, paragraph 7 was kept in the preambular part and withdrawn from the declarative section, keeping the expressions "Welcoming and Appreciating."

WELCOMING AND APPRECIATING the adoption of United Nations General Assembly resolution 66/188 (91st plenary session, December 22, 2011), titled “Addressing excessive price volatility in food and related financial and commodity markets,”

The meeting then addressed paragraph 2 of the declarative part (new paragraph 1).  The delegation of Argentina suggested reducing "the effects" of excessive volatility, while the delegation of Costa Rica proposed addressing excessive volatility.  For its part, the delegation of the United States asked that a reference be included to international obligations and agreements.  After some discussion, it was decided to keep to the original proposal.  The delegation of Uruguay asked to place on record that the paragraph had been taken from United Nations General Assembly resolution 66/188.

1. To invite the member states and permanent observers to take active measures to reduce excessive food price volatility, while acknowledging that there is an incomplete understanding of its causes and that more research needs to be done, and in this regard to underline the need to promote greater transparency and market information at all levels.

Operative paragraph 3 (new paragraph 2) was approved without changes.

2. To invite the organs, agencies, and entities of the inter-American system to contribute, within their areas of competence, to the efforts of member states and permanent observers to reduce excessive price volatility in food and related financial and commodity markets.

The delegation of Bolivia proposed changing the nature of the draft from a declaration to a resolution in order to avoid any confusion with the Declaration of Cochabamba. The meeting agreed and the corresponding stylistic changes were effected.  The delegations requested the inclusion of an additional paragraph on financing and follow-up.  

3. To request the Permanent Council to report to the General Assembly at its forty-third regular session on the implementation of this resolution. Execution of the activities envisaged in this resolution shall be subject to the availability of financial resources in the program-budget of the Organization and other resources.

The draft resolution, as amended, was approved at the third meeting for presentation to the Plenary.

b.- Draft resolutions

i. 
Protection of Asylum Seekers and Refugees in the Americas (AG/doc.5304/12);

The Committee reviewed this draft resolution in its third meeting.

This draft resolution had been proposed by the delegation of Argentina to the Committee on Juridical and Political Affairs of the Permanent Council. It contains two pending issues to be discussed by the General Committee: preambular paragraph 13 and operative paragraph 11. 

Regarding preambular paragraph 13, the delegation of Colombia opposed the reference to the principle of shared responsibility and requested that the alternative draft presented by the Vice Chair of the Committee on Juridical and Political Affairs (CAJP) of the OAS Permanent Council be used instead. It refers to recognition of "existing international principles on the matter," because protection to refugees had to be based on all existing principles.
"RECOGNIZING the responsibility of states to provide international protection to refugees, based on existing international principles on the matter."

The delegation of Ecuador proposed language similar to that adopted by the General Assembly since 2006, which recognizes the principle of international solidarity and shared responsibility of states with respect to international protection.  The delegation also pointed out that the language of the Vice Chair of the CAJP was very general and undermined progress in this matter, so that Ecuador was not in a position to accept it.


The delegations of Canada, Costa Rica, Haiti, Chile, the Dominican Republic and Peru supported the language proposed by the Vice Chair of the CAJP.  In addition, Costa Rica pointed out that the principle of shared responsibility was reflected in the seven international principles and was therefore inclusive.  The delegation of Nicaragua proposed listing the seven established principles in this matter.  

"RECOGNIZING the responsibility of states to provide international protection to refugees, based on the seven existing international principles on the matter: right of asylum, non-refoulement, the prohibition of punishment for illegal entry, nondiscrimination, international cooperation, shared responsibility, and solidarity."


The delegations of both Ecuador and Colombia expressed their agreement with this new version of the text and the paragraph was approved.


Regarding operative paragraph 11, the United States delegation withdrew its original proposal that the paragraph be deleted in its entirety.  At the same time, that delegation suggested presenting this resolution every two years, so that a report would have to be rendered at the forty-fourth regular session to be held in 2014, and the proposal was approved by the General Committee. 

To request the Permanent Council to report to the General Assembly at its forty- fourth regular session on the implementation of this resolution. Execution of the activities envisaged in this resolution will be subject to the availability of financial resources in the program-budget of the Organization and other resources.

The draft Declaration was approved at the third meeting for presentation to the Plenary.

ii.
Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (AG/doc.5303/12)

The Committee reviewed this draft resolution in its third meeting.

This draft resolution was proposed by the Chair of the Committee on Juridical and Political Affairs, discussed in that Committee, and approved on May 25 by the Permanent Council ad referendum of the delegation of  Venezuela.

The delegation of Venezuela withdrew its ad referendum but asked to include a footnote in the same resolution.

The Inter-American Commission on Human Rights and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights must be founded anew. The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela expresses its deep and justified mistrust in the inter-American human rights system. The growing deterioration of the system, its increasing bias, its politicization, and its discriminatory and selective attitude toward progressive governments have destroyed the credibility of those institutions that, at other times, were based on their ethical values and their commitment toward human rights.

The delegation of Costa Rica placed on record its concern regarding operative paragraph 4 regarding the financing that the General Secretariat should provide for translation: a paragraph that repeats a request made the previous year and that it hoped would be executed.

4.
To insist on the decision that the OAS General Secretariat, starting with fiscal year 2013, assume the cost of translating into all the official languages the judgments and decisions issued by the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, so as to guarantee full access to them by all inhabitants of the Hemisphere.

The draft Declaration was approved at the third meeting for presentation to the Plenary.

iii.
“Water as a Human Right (BO: The Human Right to [US: Safe Drinking] Water and Sanitation) [CA: Improving Equitable Access to Safe and Clean Drinking Water and Sanitation]”(AG/doc.5308/12).

The Committee reviewed this draft resolution at its third working meeting despite the fact that it had been scheduled for consideration as the last item.

This draft was submitted to the Permanent Executive Committee of the Inter-American Council for Integral Development by the delegation of Bolivia and by the time it came before the General Committee it had received the co-sponsorship of the delegation of Ecuador.  The delegations of Canada and the United States had requested that the whole draft be placed in square brackets. The delegation of Bolivia submitted to the General Committee the results of the informal consultations held on May 22 and 25, 2012, as agreed.

The Chair decided that the paragraph-by-paragraph analysis of the document should be based on the draft presented by the delegation of Bolivia.  
Preambular paragraph 1, which refers to OAS General Assembly resolution AG/RES. 2347 was approved on its first reading.  

HAVING SEEN resolutions AG/RES. 2347 (XXXVII-O/07), “Inter-American Meeting on Economic, Social, and Environmental Aspects of the Availability of, and Access to, Drinking Water,” and AG/RES. 2349 (XXXVV-O/07), “Water, Health, and Human Rights”; 

Preambular paragraph 2 was approved with the reference to "millions" of people who do not have access to safe drinking water and sanitation in the Americas. 

DEEPLY CONCERNED that millions of people still lack access to safe drinking water and sanitation in the Americas;

Preambular paragraph 3, which referred to United Nations General Assembly resolution 64/292, was approved ad referendum of the delegation of Canada.

RECALLING that resolution 64/292, titled “The human right to water and sanitation,” adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on July 28, 2010, recognizes the right to safe drinking water and sanitation as a human right that is essential for the full enjoyment of life and all human rights;

Preambular paragraph 4 was approved with a proposal concerning non-discriminatory access to safe drinking water in accordance with international law.

REAFFIRMING the importance for each state to continue its efforts to ensure that individuals subject to its jurisdiction have, in keeping with their domestic laws, non-discriminatory access to safe drinking water and sanitation as integral components of the realization of all human rights;

Preambular paragraph 5 reproduced the language of a passage from the Social Charter up to the word "poverty."

RECOGNIZING ALSO that water is fundamental for life and central to socioeconomic development and environmental sustainability and that nondiscriminatory access by the population to safe drinking water and sanitation services, in the framework of national laws and policies contributes to the objective of combating poverty;
Preambular paragraphs 8 and 9 were approved as proposed by the delegation of Bolivia in the document containing the results of the informal consultations. 

NOTING that seven Inter-American Dialogues on Water Management have been held, including the most recent one in Medellín, Colombia, in November 2011; 

NOTING ALSO that World Health Assembly document WHA64.24, “Drinking Water, Sanitation and Health,” dated May 24, 2011, urges member states to promote national strategies for the safe management of drinking-water for human consumption,

With respect to operative paragraphs 1 and 2, the delegation of Bolivia requested that order established in Washington, D.C. be kept.  The delegation of Canada noted its difficulty recognizing water as a human right, in particular where transboundary water issues were concerned.  The delegation of the United States requested its deletion.  The delegations of Ecuador and Nicaragua noted that the intention was to reflect the second part of paragraph 9 of the Social Charter; furthermore, allusion would be made to safe drinking water and sanitation.  The text ultimately adopted after the discussions reads as follows:

1.
To invite member states, in keeping with their national realities, to continue working to ensure access to safe drinking water and sanitation services for present and future generations.

Operative paragraph 2 was adopted with the following wording:

2.
To reaffirm the sovereign right of each state to establish rules and regulations on the use of water and water services in its territory.

In operative paragraph 3 the delegation of the United States proposed amending the language to make it clearer. That proposal was supported by the delegations of Brazil, Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Costa Rica and Colombia.  The approved version of the paragraph reads as follows:

3.
To invite member states to share their public-policy practices in the area of water resources management, as well as their plans and measures for improving their safe drinking water and sanitation services, and to encourage technology transfer on the basis of mutually agreed terms in this area.

Paragraph 4 was adopted with the following wording:

4.
To instruct the Inter-American Council for Integral Development to report to the General Assembly at its forty-third regular session on follow-up to this resolution.

Finally, the Committee addressed the title of the resolution.  The delegation of Bolivia proposed the following title: “The Human Right to Water.”  The delegation of Canada suggested the following title: “The Human Right to Safe Drinking Water,” which was supported by the delegations of Brazil and Chile. The delegation of the United States said that it would accept the title proposed by the delegation of Bolivia but would include a footnote.  
“The United States remains deeply committed to finding solutions to our world’s water challenges and has been working steadily across multiple fronts to put that commitment into action.  This includes a government-wide agreement with the World Bank signed last year to improve efforts on water security and a range of programs through USAID to help prevent the further spread of waterborne diseases and increase access to safe drinking water. The United States has joined consensus on several UN Human Rights Council resolutions on this topic, including the groundbreaking September 2010 resolution affirming “that the human right to safe drinking water and sanitation is derived from… the right to an adequate standard of living” and is “inextricably related to the right to the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health”.  Both of these tenets are drawn from the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and they call upon governments to take steps towards the progressive realization of this human right.”

“The right to safe drinking water and sanitation is not one that is protected in our Constitution, nor is it justiciable as such in U.S. courts, though various U.S. laws protect citizens from contaminated water.  As a matter of public policy, our people have created a society in which there is a widespread expectation that all ought to have access to safe drinking water and sanitation.  Public authorities throughout the United States take significant measures to provide access to safe drinking water and sanitation.  While we share many of the concerns and goals voiced in this resolution, we must record our concerns regarding its characterization of the right to safe drinking water and sanitation.  The resolution’s language incorrectly suggests a hierarchical relationship between human rights, contrary to the widely recognized principle that human rights and fundamental freedoms should be treated on the same footing.  We believe that this resolution should state that the right is derived from human rights contained in existing international instruments.  We are also concerned that this resolution mistakenly suggests that governments can “guarantee” human rights.”

The delegation of Bolivia then proposed the following wording: “The Human Right to Safe Drinking Water and Sanitation,” which elicited the consensus of the Committee.  
The delegation of Canada asked to include a footnote that would allow it to support the approved text and withdraw its ad referendum. 

With regard to the reaffirmation of the human right to safe drinking water and basic sanitation as essential for the full enjoyment of life, it is Canada's understanding that this right does not encompass transboundary water issues including bulk water trade, nor any mandatory allocation of international development assistance, and that Member states will pursue the progressive realization of access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation for their populations through national and sub-national actions, with a particular emphasis on people living in vulnerable situations.


The draft resolution was approved at the third meeting, for presentation to the Plenary.

iv.
Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (AG/doc.5305/12)

At around 5:30 pm, the General Committee decided to send the following three resolutions to the Plenary without considering them, in keeping with a motion presented by the delegation of Mexico which chaired the informal consultations on these drafts, with the recommendation that they be referred to the Permanent Council for consideration: 

· Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (AG/doc.5305/12)

· Strengthening of the Inter-American Human Rights System Pursuant to the Mandates Arising from the Summits of the Americas (AG/doc.5306/12).

· Follow-up to the recommendations of the "Report of the Special Working Group to Reflect on the Workings of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights with a View to Strengthening the Inter-American  Human Rights System" (AG/doc.5307/12).

III.
CONCLUSION
Led by its Chair and by its Vice Chair, the General Committee approved, by consensus, one draft declaration and four draft resolutions, after the legal status of the draft declaration originally proposed by the delegation of the Dominican Republic had been changed. Certain delegations made statements regarding some of the adopted texts, and these are recorded in the corresponding minutes in compliance with Article 81 of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly.

· Declaration of Cochabamba on Food Security with Sovereignty in the Americas (AG/CG/doc.1/12).

· Excessive Commodity Price Volatility and its Consequences for Food Security and Sustainable Development in the America” (AG/CG/doc.2/12).

· Protection of Asylum Seekers and Refugees in the Americas (AG/CG/doc.3/12).

· Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (AG/CG/doc.4/12).

· The Human Right to Safe Drinking Water and Sanitation (AG/CG/doc.5/12).


In closing the work of the General Committee, its Chair, Ambassador Leonidas Rosa Bautista, Permanent Representative of Honduras to the OAS, thanked the people of the Plurinational State of Bolivia for organizing of the event. He also commended the delegations on the good will and flexibility they had shown during their consideration of these topics and on the support given to the work of the Chair, which had enabled the Committee’s work to be concluded on time. 

For its part, the delegation of Venezuela, on behalf of the other delegations, commended the Chair on his professionalism and able conduct of the discussions, as well as the General Secretariat staff for its work in support of the activities of the Committee 

I would like to note, both personally and on behalf of all the delegations, our recognition of the Chair and Vice Chair for their leadership in directing the negotiation of the drafts entrusted to the General Committee. As regards the representatives of the member states who took part in the meetings of the Committee, we congratulate them on their efforts and unstinting collaboration in the tasks assigned to it. 

I would also like to extend those acknowledgments to the staff of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and of the Secretariat of the OAS for all the support they provided, which assisted the successful conclusion of our work. 


Finally, I would like to place on record my gratitude to the members of the General Committee for having entrusted me with the task of serving as the Rapporteur for this Committee. I am therefore pleased to submit this report for consideration by the ministers and Heads of Delegation at the forty-second regular session of the General Assembly.

Daniel Cento

Alternate Representative

United States 

Rapporteur of the General Committee
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