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The Committee met under the chairmanship of Giovanni Snidle, Alternate Representative of the United States to the OAS and Vice Chair of the Committee on Hemispheric Security, in order to consider the items on the order of business, document CP/CSH-1395/12 corr. 1.

The following delegations participated in the meeting: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, United States, Uruguay, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.
1. Consideration of the “Proposed Committee on Hemispheric Security Approach on Resolutions for the OAS General Assembly” (CP/CSH-1386/12 rev. 3)

The delegations discussed the title of the draft resolution to be submitted to the General Assembly at its forty-second regular session. The CSH decided that the title would be “Advancing Hemispheric Security: A Multidimensional Approach,” and informed the Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure of the General Assembly of the title, which would be included in the list of resolutions that the Permanent Council entrusted to the Committee, so that the above decision might be reflected in the agenda of the General Assembly.

The delegation of Brazil proposed that the delegations submitting draft paragraphs present them prior to their consideration.

The delegation of Canada requested that the preambular paragraphs be numbered.
2. Report of the Chair on the Activities of the Working Group to Prepare a Draft Hemispheric Plan of Action to Follow up on the Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security in the Americas 
· Draft Hemispheric Plan of Action to Follow up on the Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security in the Americas (CSH/GT/DSS-12/12 rev. 5) 
· Paragraph proposed for the draft resolution of the Committee on Hemispheric Security (CSH/GT/DSS-18/12 rev. 1)

Mr. Denys Toscano Amores, Alternative Representative of Ecuador and Chair of the working group, presented the Report of the Chair on of the Working Group to Prepare a Draft Hemispheric Plan of Action to Follow up on the Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security in the Americas, which is contained in document CSH/GT/DSS-22/12. He also presented the paragraph proposed for the draft resolution of the Committee on Hemispheric Security contained in document CSH/GT/DSS-18/12 rev. 1.


The delegations thanked the Chair of the Working Group for his report and his performance.

The Committee proceeded to approve the Draft Hemispheric Plan of Action to Follow up on the Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security, the final version of which was published as document CP/CSH-1398/12 and forwarded to the Permanent Council for consideration.

In addition, the proposed paragraph was included in the consolidated draft resolution of the CSH.
3. Presentation of the Annual Report of the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) (CP/doc.4689/12)

The annual report of the IADB was presented by the Chair of the IADB, Lieutenant-General Guy Thibault G.R., CMM, CD. The report is contained in document CP/doc.4689/12.
Comments by delegations 

The delegation of Paraguay said it would be important to find new opportunities for joint operations, since now, 70 years later, it was important for the IADB to continue working with support from the delegations.  Paraguay also referred to the recent visit by the Chair of the Board to Paraguay and reiterated its thanks.

The delegation of El Salvador stressed the following three points concerning areas requiring action:

· the need to clarify mandates;
· fewer and infrequent formal requests for specialized analyses, projects, studies, or reports;
· budgetary restrictions.

In that connection, it stressed that the states had been unclear in their mandates to the Board. When the mandates had been clear, results had been produced; therefore the delegation suggested that work be conducted by area, according to the Statutes. It suggested that in the future the Board could be asked for a plan in each of its areas of competence. El Salvador also said that the IADB Council of Delegates should present the range of options regarding the Board, so that the member states could endorse them. On the matter of the budget, the delegation said it was necessary to be pragmatic and that the discussion should be about what kind of Board we could pay for. The challenge was not to continue thinking about a larger budget for the Board but to work with the present IADB budget.  The delegation called for seeking a way to be efficient with what was at hand.

The delegation of Argentina reaffirmed the position it expressed on April 22, 2012. It said it was struck, in particular, by some of the conclusions of the report. It said the Board was giving itself mandates by stating that “2011 also served to lay the foundation for positioning the IADB to play a more central and visible role within the network of hemispheric defense and security organizations” and that “it intends to become the Technical Secretariat of the CDMA.” It added that requests for advisory services could not be transformed into IADB mandates. It also maintained that the IADB was disregarding resolution AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11) by saying that with “the concerns of some states” we would be debating the role of the IADB in the Organization; that resolution had been issued by the General Assembly and therefore by all the states. Argentina also maintained that the controversy regarding civilian control over armed forces was not a controversy but rather an obsolete topic; the controversy was about the Board overstepping its authority by moving forward on security matters. It pointed to the item concerning areas that required attention, highlighted by the Chair and El Salvador, saying that it contained some of the concerns raised by Argentina. As for the topic of disasters, the delegation underscored the existence of the Joint Working Group of the Permanent Council and CEPCIDI on Existing Mechanisms for Disaster Prevention and Response and Humanitarian Assistance and reaffirmed Argentina’s position, set forth in point V of document CP/CSH-1384/12.

The delegation of Brazil noted that the 2011 report referred to activities under the Strategic Plan through 2016 and asked the Board how the application of the Strategic Plan was analyzed.

The United States delegation supported the Board’s efforts and gave arguments supporting the importance of the IADB to the Organization. It referred to the Board’s study on natural disasters and called that study a clear response to a clear mandate. 

The delegation of Nicaragua asked the Board for further information on requests for technical and advisory assistance it had received.

The delegation of Canada expressed its support for the work of by the Board.

The delegation of Mexico said the report demonstrated the Board’s commitment in 2011 and recognized its efforts. Mexico also stressed the contributions of the Board and the Inter-American Defense College to fulfillment of the mandates, in particular the seminars held in compliance with General Assembly mandates, such as the one on small arms. Mexico also agreed with the conclusions of the report, in particular the call for increased dialogue. In addition, it requested the IADB to update the CSH on its proposed role in support of the Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas (CDMA), especially considering that the preparatory meeting had already been held in Montevideo. 

The delegation of Chile said it was necessary for the Board to coordinate with the other OAS bodies. It also referred to El Salvador’s statement that, insofar as the mandates had been clear, the IADB had fulfilled them. Lastly, it urged the IADB to continue working in coordination with the OAS bodies.

The delegation of Peru emphasized that its country valued the Board’s advisory services in the area of natural disasters. It also said the IADB could contribute to the discussion of small arms control; there were areas linked to the Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (CITAAC) and to the confidence- and security-building measures in which there was room for the IADB to contribute. 

General Thibault, Chair of the Inter-American Defense Board, said he needed the member states to guide the work of the IADB. On the 2011-2016 Strategic Plan, he said it was flexible and would be updated continually. General Thibault said he hoped that in 2012 the Board would play a more proactive role, would be modernized, and would continue the academic excellence for which it was known. On Nicaragua’s comment, he agreed that the Board needed more requests for advisory services from the member states. On the CDMA, he said the discussions were under way and the delegations were reflecting on the nature of that Conference and its relationship with the OAS. On Argentina’s comments, he said that was a necessary process of maturation leading to the optimal use of the IADB. He asked delegations to focus not on the Board’s deficiencies but on its need for reform.

The Director General of the IADB, General Juárez Aparecido de Paula Cunha, referred to the 2011-2016 Strategic Plan.  He said it was flexible and could accept proposals from the CSH.  Each year the Plan generated the plans of action that defined the activities for the coming year. As for the natural disaster response plan, he said it was an example of work the Board could do in other areas and expressed the hope that the Board would receive the mandate to do so.
4. Continuation of the consideration of appropriate steps and consultations to consider convening a special conference on the future of the mission and functions of the instruments and components of the inter-American defense system, in keeping with the recommendation of the Ninth Conference of Defense Ministers of the Americas [AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11)]

The delegation of Canada informed the Committee that his delegation would be submitting a request for a study of the components of the inter-American defense system by the Inter-American Defense Board, which would provide inputs for these discussions.

The delegation of Argentina said that the meeting was a continuation of the discussions of March 22, 2012. He added that the discussions on the annual report of the IADB were an opportunity to consider that point.

The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago thanked Canada for its request for a study by the IADB, which he considered appropriate and supported.

The delegation of the United States also thanked Canada for its initiative in requesting a study from the IADB.  He said that special care should be taken with their responsibility to the IADB. In other words, the IADB should receive specific mandates and requests. In that regard, he said that they had not met their responsibilities to the Board. He also mentioned that the 2003 Declaration on Security in the Americas had established the current security architecture and that there had been no consensus on the need for an additional forum or conference. He said that the member states could continue to debate the topic if they wished and that the appropriate forum for the discussion was the CSH. There was no need to bring the matter up at other forums, such as the Conference of Ministers of Defense. Regarding the mandate contained in resolution AG/RES. 2632 (XLI-O/11), he was of the opinion that it had been fulfilled since it had been considered and no consensus had been reached.

The delegation of Argentina remarked on the proposal of Canada and the observations of the United States. In that regard he noted that it was abundantly clear that the delegations concurred that there was as yet no issue to discuss. He said that they could choose to ignore that or be realistic and acknowledge that they were entering a new phase. The discussions should not be reduced to two meetings. To seek to avoid a discussion was not an option. He suggested that, rather than seek a consensus in the room, the majority position should be considered and it be recognized that there were still matters to be discussed..

The Delegation of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela supported Argentina's remarks.

The delegation of El Salvador referred to the procedural aspect of the discussion. He also supported the initiative of opening a dialogue for defining the future and mission of the inter-American defense system, but said that  in order to hold that discussion it was necessary first to be clear about what was being discussed. He underscored that the system was the whole and that the IADB was only a component of it. In that connection he proposed the following:

· To establish a comprehensive agenda that included the IADB without being limited exclusively to it.
· To establish a work schedule 
· To define how they would report the progress of their work to the General Assembly
· To prepare a working document
· These measures should be adopted on the basis of consultations and consensus

The delegation of Mexico supported the initiative of maintaining a forum for dialogue aimed at overhauling the inter-American system. He also welcomed the fact that concrete proposals were being put forward, such as those made by El Salvador, which were one of the formulas on which work could proceed.

The delegation of Nicaragua recalled that that mandate came from the Conference of Ministers of Defense of the Americas in Santa Cruz, Bolivia. In that regard, he said that the components of the inter-American system were not limited to the IADB and in that connection he referred to paragraph 48 of the Declaration on Security in the Americas. He also said that he believed that the meeting was the appropriate forum for discussing the issue in depth. Regarding Canada's request for a study, he said that it was not necessary given the existence of the Declaration on Security in the Americas, and that they could also rely on the Organization's legal department.

The delegation of Uruguay agreed with Argentina in the sense that the discussions should not be limited to two meetings of the CSH, given that the issue required further analysis and discussion. With respect to the IADB, he said that if the IADB was requesting a forum, then it should seek advice from the delegations that so needed.  

The delegation of Brazil expressed its support for the initiative in holding the dialogue and for its continuation.  In that connection, he also expressed concern about the scope of the discussions.

The Vice Chair recognized that it was an open dialogue and that the CSH had a mandate to continue it and to define the methodology and substantive issues for discussion. He also noted that the delegations had recognized that the CSH was the appropriate forum to discuss the issue and he suggested that the delegations continue their consultations in that regard. He also referred to Canada's request to the IADB for a study under Article 3 of the IADB Statutes.
5. Other business

The delegation of Canada announced a future informal meeting to prepare the CICAD annual report. On that point, the delegation of Mexico said that that CICAD document had been published online.
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