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Summary of the meeting held on 22 September 2011


The Working Group met under the chairmanship of the Alternate Representative of Trinidad and Tobago to the OAS, Colonel Colin Mitchell, to consider the items on the agenda, document CSH/GT/MISPA III-9/11 rev. 1.

The following delegations attended this meeting: Bahamas, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago, the United States, Uruguay, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela.


The delegation of Mexico requested that the “Presentation of the Draft Document on the MISPA Meetings Process, ‘Document of Port of Spain ’” be added as item 5 on the agenda.

1. Consideration of the draft agenda for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA III-2/11 rev. 1 corr. 1)


The Chair of the Working Group announced that an annotated agenda, contained in document CSH/GT/MISPA/INF III-1/11, had been distributed as a follow up to requests made at the previous meeting.

The delegation of El Salvador proposed that subparagraph 6b be moved to session 3 and noted that it could even appear in both sessions.


The delegation of the United States, referring to El Salvador’s proposal, contended that sub-topic 6b should be repeated in sessions 2 and 3. The United States further requested that observatories on crime and violence: national, subregional, and regional, be included in session 3.


With respect to item 4 on the agenda, the delegation of the United States stated that such points could be included in reports that could be submitted in writing before the ministerial meeting, and likewise suggested that some of these points could be addressed in the Secretary General’s opening remarks. This would follow along the same lines as the MISPA I where the Secretary General presented a progress report.


With respect to item 9, which referred to the adoption of the final document, the United States delegation noted that it was not yet clear what the final document would be and pointed out that there was still a document being implemented. The same delegation also noted that the best manner in which to submit the ministers’ recommendations and/or conclusions in this ministerial should be sought. In this regard, the delegation of the United States suggested the title be changed to “Adoption of the Documents Arising out of the MISPA-III.”

The delegation of Brazil reported that it would send its comments on this document in writing to the Secretariat and likewise stated that it shared the objective expressed by the United States that there be greater interaction among the ministers during this meeting.

2. Consideration of the draft schedule for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA III-3/11 rev. 1)


The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago presented the draft schedule, explaining that it had been adjusted to the current version of the draft agenda. Trinidad and Tobago also indicated that member states’ presentations would be admitted in the order in which requests were received.


The following delegations expressed interest in making presentations during one of the sessions:

· Brazil:  Session 1 – Promoting citizen – community cooperation
· Canada:  Session 1 – Promoting trust and service improvement:  Police management, responsibility, and transparency

· Colombia:  Session 2 – Mechanisms for professionalizing the police:  Education, specialization, and training processes

· Mexico:  Session 3 – Tools for cooperation
· Argentina:  Session 3 – Use of technology

For their part, the delegations of Chile, Jamaica, the United States, and Uruguay also expressed interest in making presentations during one of the sessions.

The delegation of Brazil mentioned the lunch and dinner hour for which an exchange on cooperation initiatives was being planned and indicated its interest in presenting the experiences of MERCOSUR in that field.

The delegation of the United States expressed interest in having the lunch and dinner topics focus on the police management issue.


The delegation of Canada asked about the time to be allotted for delegations’ interventions. 


The delegation of Jamaica stated that the meeting format should be presented immediately following the adoption of the documents.


Ms. Alison August Treppel of the Department of Public Security stated that the annotated agenda contained an explanation of the times, which were expected to be 10 minutes each. She further explained that sessions would be moderated based on questions that were to be circulated ahead of time.


The delegation of Guatemala asked whether the private discussion was limited to Heads of Delegation.

3. Consideration of the list of invited guests to the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security (CSH/GT/MISPA III-5/11 rev. 1)


The delegations of Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela opposed including the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) on the list of invited guests, stating that by its very nature, the issue to be addressed was not one that called for the Board’s attendance at this meeting.


The delegation of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines indicated that it had no problem with having the IADB as an observer at this meeting and pointed out that the host country of the MISPA had a colonel as Chairman of the Working Group.


The delegation of the United States asked who really needed to appear on the list of invited guests.


Dr. William Berenson of the Department of Legal Services made the following statement regarding this matter:


“The question at hand is whether the Inter-American Defense Board (IADB), an organ of the OAS, should be included on the list of invited guests for the Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (MISPA III) to be held this year in Trinidad and Tobago. Our response is that it should not be included. The reason is that to ensure the presence of IADB representatives at the ministerial meeting, it is not necessary to extend an invitation to the IADB.  


 Pursuant to Article 31.4 of its Statutes, senior officials at the IADB have the right to attend without prior invitation. The explanation is as follows:


Article 31.4 of the IADB Statutes establishes that: “The Chair and the Vice-Chair of the Council, the Director General, and the IADC Director may attend sessions of the OAS General Assembly and meetings of other OAS organs with the right to speak, in accordance with the applicable rules of procedure.” The Third Meeting of Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas (MISPA III) is “another organ of the OAS.”

The organs of the OAS are discussed in Article 53 of the OAS Charter. They include “other entities as are considered necessary.” There is no specific definition of the term “entities” in the OAS rules. It is therefore necessary to avail ourselves of the dictionary definition. Webster’s Dictionary defines “entity” in English as “an existing thing – something that has separate and distinct existence and objective or conceptual reality.” The definition of the word “entidad” [entity] in the Diccionario de la Lengua Española de la Real Academia Española [the Royal Spanish Academy’s Dictionary of the Spanish Language] contains similar definitions: “(2) Ente o ser . . . (4) colectividad considerada como unidad.”


The meetings of the Ministers Responsible for Public Security in the Americas convened by the OAS are entities and, as such, constitute organs of the OAS. They are “entes” or “existing things” created and convened by the General Assembly with the participation of the Permanent Council because they are deemed necessary for meeting the objective of cooperation on security within the framework of the OAS. The Permanent Council is the body that sets the exact date and prepares the corresponding rules of procedure.

Now, there is concern regarding the authority of the Permanent Council or the Conference to exclude the officials mentioned in Article 31.4 of the IADB Statutes. The answer is that they do not have the authority to exclude them.

Pursuant to Article 54 of the Charter, the General Assembly is the “supreme organ” of the OAS and has the power to “establish measures for coordinating the activities of the organs, agencies, and entities of the Organization.” In exercising this power, the General Assembly granted senior IADB officials the right to attend meetings of other OAS organs. Consequently, only the General Assembly may repeal [such right]. Nevertheless, as established under Article 31.4 of the IADB Statutes, the right of these officials to speak will be subject to the rules of procedure of the ministerial meeting.”


The delegation of Trinidad and Tobago asked to have the IADB’s name removed from the list of invited guests based on the comments made by the Legal Department.


The list of invited guests was approved with the elimination of the Inter-American Defense Board.

4. Consideration of the document “Port of Spain Strategy for Police Management” (CSH/GT/MISPA III-7/11)


The delegation of Argentina asked the Secretariat for clarification on the changes in the versions of this document that had been distributed.


The delegations of Mexico, Canada, and the Dominican Republic had submitted comments that had been incorporated into the revised version of this document.


The delegation of Ecuador asked that the next version contain tracked changes to facilitate negotiations.


The delegation of Brazil suggested that more general comments be made at this time. Such proposal was supported by Bolivia and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela. Brazil also noted that it would be important to abide by the conceptual framework of MISPA I and II in the preambular section and stated that it would submit its comments in writing.

5. Presentation of the Draft Document on the MISPA process: “Document of Port of Spain “ (CSH/GT/MISPA III-10/11)

The delegation of Mexico presented the Draft Document on the MISPA process: “Document of Port of Spain” contained in the document CSH/GT/MISPA III-10/1 and noted that this document would constitute the basis for the process of creating an institutional framework for the ministerial dialogue. In this regard, Mexico stated that such exercise was being conducted based on the REMJA experience and its “Document of Washington.”  Mexico further specified that the substantive changes were contained under item 15 and asked the Chair to initiate an informal parallel consultation process on this document.

The delegation of Ecuador asked whether the working groups included in this proposal constituted an organizational system that would replace the preparatory meetings and further inquired whether the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security would be given the mandate to hold the meetings of the working groups.


The delegation of Chile recognized the importance of creating an institutional framework for the process and asked whether negotiations on this document would take place in the framework of this working group.


The delegation of Peru asked whether this document would replace the documents adopted at the meeting.


The Chair responded that the discussions would indeed take place within the framework of this working group and that given that there were already rules of procedure that were to be approved in the MISPA III, this document would apply to a subsequent MISPA.

6. Other business


The delegation of Mexico asked whether the meeting scheduled for Thursday, September 29, 2011 could be postponed to a future date. 


The Chairman of the Working Group, noting that the MISPA was to be held in November, suggested the meetings continue as scheduled.
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