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In my capacity as Rapporteur of the Fourth Conference of State Parties to the Mechanism to follow up on Implementation of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment, and Eradication of Violence against Women, “Convention of Belém do Pará”, I have the honor of presenting the report on the deliberations and decisions of this meeting.
The meeting was convoked for April 16, 2012 by the OAS Secretary General and was held at the Padhila Vidal Room of the OAS General Secretariat Building in Washington, DC. The meeting received the following reports for consideration: The Hemispheric Report (MESECVI-IV/doc.64/12 corr.1); its Tables of Reference (MESECVI-IV/doc.96/12); and Final Country Reports of the Second Multilateral Evaluation Round (MESECVI-IV/ doc. 67/12 to MESECVI-IV/doc. 94/12). Also  received were the drafts Rules of Procedure for the Solidarity Subfund (MESECVI-IV/doc.98/12), Guidelines for the Appointment of CEVI Experts (MESECVI-IV/doc.99/12), and Dialogue between the Competent National Authorities (CNA) and the CEVI (MESECVI-IV/doc.96/12).
I. OPENING SESSION
The Inaugural session began at 10.26 am due to an unforeseen delay at the airport of the Chair, Elizabeth Quiroa, Presidential Secretary for Women in Guatemala. The two Vice Presidents of the Conference were also not present at this meeting to preside in her temporary absence. As the meeting awaited her arrival, Executive Secretary of the CIM, Carmen Moreno, in her capacity as Technical Secretariat of the MESECVI, informed that the OAS Secretary General, Jose Miguel Insulza has approved the appointment of a Coordinator for Violence against Women at the CIM in the person of Luz Patricia Mejia, effective July 1, 2012.   

The Secretary General’s Message was delived by Mr. Jean Michel Arrighi of the Secretariat for Legal Affairs in the absence. He provided a historical overview of the Convention of Belem do Para leading to the formation of its Mechanism. He also spoke of the other Inter-American existing monitoring mechanisms for compliance and how the MESECVI could use the tools of these other mechanisms to support its work.
Remarks were then delivered by Ambassador Lionel Maza, Interim Representative of Guatemala to the OAS who apologised for the unavoidable delay of the Chair. In reading the statemet of the Chair of the Conference, he highlighted the need to focus on the unequal treatment of men and women in addressing violence against women and called for states to demonstrate zero-tolerance to gender-based violence against women through their commitment to the MESECVI. States needed to make more progress in gender-sensitive legislation; barriers to access to justice and information gathering systems to gauge the national initiatives to address violence against women.
Ambassador Maza also thanked the CEVI for its work in providing technical assistance to governments and concluded with reference to the important dialogue to be held between the CEVI and the National Competent Authorities; as well as the importance of determining guidelines for the appointment of the CEVI Experts.  

Agenda Items 1, 2, and 4 were considered in the morning session: Election of Authorities of the Conference of State Parties: Chair, Vice Chairs and Rapporteur; Adoption of the Agenda and the Calendar of Activities and Presentation of the Country Reports and the Second Hemispheric Report. 

The officers of the Conference were elected as follows: President, 1st Vice President, 2nd Vice Presidents and Rapporteur. For President, initially the delegation of Mexico proposed the delegation of Panama and was seconded by the delegation of Colombia. This nomination was supported by acclamation, however Panama later declined the position as the new President of the Conference. In the interim, for the position of the two Vice Chairs, the delegation of Honduras proposed the delegation of Mexico for one of thse two vice presidencies, seconded by Chile. This was accepted by acclamation. 
The delegation of Haiti then nominated the delegation of Guatemala for the other of these Vice Presidencies, supported by the Dominican Republic. There were no more nominations forthcoming for any of the other offices, including the Presidency, so then the meeting broke to caucus on this matter, mindful of Mexico’s call for geographical balance in the distribution of offices.

The meeting resumed with a proposal from the CIM President, Rocio Garcia-Gaytan of Mexico that Guatemala remain in the Chair as President, with Mexico as First Vice President, Chile as Second Vice President and Barbados as Rapporteur. This proposal was accepted by acclamation. 

The meeting continued with Guatemala as Chair of the Conference. The draft Agenda (MESECVI-IV/doc.64/12 corr.1) and Calendar (MESECVI-IV/doc.65/12 corr.1) were then adopted without amendments to be published in their final versions.
The substantive item of this session was Consideration of the Hemispheric Report (MESECVI-1V/doc.95/12), its Tables of Reference (MESECVI-IV/doc.96/12); and the Final Country Reports of the Second Multilateral Evaluation Round (MESECVI-IV/ doc. 67/12 to MESECVI-IV/doc. 94/12).  
Coordinator of the Committee of Experts (CEVI), Patricia Olamendi of Mexico, was invited to report on progress from the conclusion of the First Evaluation Round and the Second Multilateral Evaluation Round began in April 2010.  She noted that 28 country reports had been adopted for this round and then provided an overview of the developments and challenges of the First Evaluation Round. In the Second Multilateral Evaluation Round, while many states had incorporated the Convention of Belem do Para in their national legislation, there were challenges in implementation of the Convention and a need for criteria on how to bring this into effect in a uniform manner, since some states had directly applied the Convention while others required a constitutional procedure for it to come into force. This dilemma has been addressed in 8 of the states, but there is still progress to be made in this important matter.

While the first round gave states a snapshot of progress made in compliance with the Convention, all forms of violence against women were still to be addressed to not allow for uneven compliance with the Convention. The CEVI Coordinator also underscored the lack of budgetary resources allocated to addressing violence against women, although there were many programs and measures in place. This she saw as a significant obstacle to progress. 

On the matter of information and statistics, the challenge to collecting data evidenced in the first round was still present in the second round. The Coordinator saw this as a serious concern since this lack of empiricism would impede a clear diagnostic being made in women’s access to justice.
Notwithstanding, the CEVI Coordinator commented on the real progress made in the Second Evaluation Round which had taken into account the other human rights treaties and the work of the International Criminal Court, the UN Optional Protocol on Trafficking against women and girls and the work of the Inter-American Human Rights Commission and Court.  The Coordinator provided an overview of the topics of this round and made mention of the more in-depth and specific approach to topics introduced in the First Round, through the use of indicators to cull information. Noteworthy were the shadow reports produced by civil society, especially CLADEM.  Coming out of this round so far, 28 final reports were adopted and 20 comments received for them from the national authorities. This second round produced 42 recommendations to governments from 6 sections of the questionnaire for which the CEVI will have oversight of follow-up actions to be undertaken.
Concerns raised from the second evaluation round thus far were as follows: 

· While there was progress made in punishing Trafficking in Persons, confusion still abounds in legislation regarding smuggling, forced prostitution and trafficking in persons that precludes States from adequately protecting women and girls.

· While some progress was made in addressing sexual harassment, under the domestic legal frameworks observed in states, not all forms of violence against women are adequately covered or criminalized, especially in sexual violence which appears to be on the increase.

· The absence of protocols and mechanisms for the vast majority of cases where the law allows for the interruption of pregnancy, especially in those cases where there is need for a prophylactic approach.  

· There was a lack of information on protective measures which left women without the necessary mechanisms to protect them

· Despite violence against women being a major and growing problem, budgetary allocations to address this are paltry in the hemisphere as a whole ranging from 0.01%- almost 1% of national budgets. Mexico came in for commendation for having a line item budget to address violence against women.  

The CEVI Coordinator concluded with a few recommendations to the meeting: Namely that the database which has been set up from the rounds by the MESECVI Secretariat be kept updated with statistics and information on national initiatives. This would provide a timely panorama and also help with data comparison. To this end, a more user-friendly webpage/mechanism needed to be set up.  She also advocated for the greater participation of civil society to ensure state compliance with the recommendations.
The Floor was opened for comment from delegations on the Hemispheric Report with the Chair supporting the proposal that there was need to improve our statistics since data helps to tackle Violence against Women in a more comprehensive way and can be used to impact budgets. 
Interventions were made by the delegations of: Mexico, Colombia and Argentina, Chile, Panama, Brazil, Venezuela and Costa Rica. Most of these interventions used this opportunity to provide updated information on national efforts, especially legislative developments.
The Hemispheric Report was lauded for being an accurate, comprehensive, state of the art document with a framework for action since its annexes provided a panorama for future work given that all the thematic axes had been presented in this round. In addition, state parties were encouraged inter alia to:

· Incorporate the recommendations of the country reports.
· Update the Matrix to the Hemispheric Report regularly and make the website more accessible and interactive

· Adopt a multi-sectoral approach to violence against women and also providing more protective measures for women
· Proper reporting mechanisms and quality services for violence against women
· Creation of state level indicators to address violence against women
· Encourage collaboration between civil society and experts for objectivity, impartiality and transparency

· Addressing the significant gap between legislation to address violence against women and its enactment taking into account the cultural and operational barriers which impede progress

The Hemispheric Report was adopted by acclamation and the Chair informed that the most appropriate way will be utilised for its dissemination.

The Final presentation of the morning came after an adjustment to the Agenda where Ana Garita of UN Women presented on the UN Secretary General’s Campaign: UNiTE to End Violence against Women. Ms. Garita provided a background to this global campaign that began in 2008 and spoke of its 3 programmatic approaches: Addressing Impunity; Breaking Official Silence and Engaging all Social Actors and Partners at the local, national, regional and global levels. She discussed some of the current strategies for legal reform and review. In doing so, she spoke to the lack of legislation on femicide and a need for analysis of jurisprudence on this. She also called for work on criminal procedural legislation to address new modalities of crimes against women as evidenced in the presence of transnational crime and the seeming inertia of states in dealing with violence against women associated with this phenomenon. She concluded by stressing the importance of developing strategic partnerships in each of the programmatic areas outlined. Panama in its intervention supported the call for legislation to deal with femicide.
The morning’s session was adjourned at 1:10 pm.

III. AFTERNOON SESSION
The Second Plenary began at 2:15 pm and considered the remaining agenda items, including the deferred item 3: Report of the Chair and the Technical Secretariat of the MESECVI.  This report covered the period after the third Conference of State Parties and it emphasized that the adoption of the Hemispheric Report and Country Reports ends the evaluation phase of the Second Multilateral Evaluation Round. It also showed the improvement in the participation of states and experts in this round.
The floor was opened for comment on this item and also to receive comments on the UN Presentation.  

Agenda Item 6 followed which was the Draft Rules of Procedure of the Solidarity Subfund of the CEVI. The Chair submitted for consideration the Draft Rules of Procedure of the Solidarity Subfund of the CEVI (document MESECVI-IV/doc.98/12). The delegations of Mexico, Panama and Argentina debated that Article 4 of the Draft placed many responsibilities on the Technical Secretariat of the MESECVI, especially in deciding on cases not regulated in the Rules of Procedure. The delegation of Costa Rica then proposed for the elimination of said article on the basis that Article 10 of the Draft already provided detailed criteria for granting financial aid to Experts, which, in effect, deemed Article 4 unnecessary. 
The delegation of Guatemala underscored that the existence of the Solidarity Subfund might put in jeopardy Article 7 of the Draft, which establishes the States’ obligations to fund the participation of their Expert. The Secretariat assured that these regulations were for exceptional circumstances only.

The Delegation of Brazil asked how many Experts had required such aid in the past, and asked whether there were other avenues to fund the Experts other than the Solidarity Subfund, e.g. from the Fund already established. The delegation of Panama reminded that the Solidarity Subfund had already been established by the Rules of Procedures of the CEVI, so the Draft would only comply with the obligation already established.

The Delegation of Bolivia raised the point that in its country and others in the region it is nearly impossible to fund the participation of the Expert if said expert is not a public servant; therefore some flexibility would be required.  

The Secretariat provided a brief explanation on the duties of the States regarding the Experts and how the implementation of the Solidarity Subfund became essential when the Experts started facing challenges in attending the meetings which at times resulted in a lack of quorum for such meetings.

The Delegation of Argentina considered that the criteria of Article 10 might prevent States that always participated in the MESECVI from applying for funding. Additionally, that total funding in specific cases should not be ruled out.

The Delegation of Peru highlighted the importance of the Solidarity Subfund since clear regulations would help achieve the MESECVI objectives, and attract contributions from external donors. It noted that Article 8 formed the core of the Rules of Procedures, and so, should be moved to the first part of the Draft. It is also important to keep Article 4 to ensure a space for interpretation in case of conflicts or lacunae in the regulations.

The Delegation of Ecuador supported Argentina and Peru in stating the importance of Article 10, calling for more clarification in the criteria, especially in “exceptional circumstances”.  It also recommended more transparency by including a third party in the process. Bolivia then shared the challenges of not being able to fund an Expert who is not already a public servant. 

The Delegation of Brazil supported the establishment of a Solidarity Subfund. 

The Chair proposed the formation of a working group to analyze the Draft. The Delegation of Colombia supported the Chair’s proposal and requested that the Secretariat take note of the comments made; and also to circulate the new draft to the participants, so it can be debated via electronic means (e.g. email).

The Delegation of Mexico suggested amending Article 4 so that the authorities of the Conference of States Parties could be in a position to resolve all cases not contemplated in the Rules of Procedures and the OAS regulations.

For the next agenda Item, No. 6: Guidelines for the Appointment of CEVI Experts (MESECVI-IV/doc.99/12), the Secretariat presented the draft, which was prepared in fulfillment of the mandate given by the Third Conference of States Parties. The Chair asked the delegations whether the documents had been fully read or whether more time was necessary.

The Delegation of Nicaragua proposed that the title of the document be amended to “Recommendations for Appointment of Experts to the CEVI” since this would make it a guideline and not mandatory. It also proposed changing all subtitles to recommendations as necessary. It also reminded that, during the Preparatory Meeting, it had shown its concern about the bilingual requirement for the Experts. 
The Delegations of Dominican Republic and Venezuela supported the observations of Nicaragua. Additionally, these delegations pointed out that the clause regarding the studies and experience of the Experts was limited to a few careers, so it the inclusion of other disciplines was proposed.

The Delegation of Costa Rica supported the interventions of Nicaragua and Venezuela. It also highlighted that the selection process for experts must include a broader criteria. 

The Delegation of Colombia proposed that the requirement on the nationality of the Expert should be the first one. Also, it noted that a few parameters were adequate in place of detailed appointment procedures. So, it proposed that States appoint their Experts ensuring their fullest participation and fulfillment of the required profile in the Rules of Procedure. 

The Delegation of Brazil requested that mention needed to be made on the period of appointment of the Expert.

The Delegation of Argentina reminded that it had raised the point of the selection process and appointment period of the Expert and that the document went beyond what Argentina had proposed in the Third Conference. Argentina was concerned that the requirements could diminish rather than promote the participation of the Experts in the Committee. On the other hand, some of these requirements were restrictive (e.g. the career of the Experts). Therefore, it supported the Colombian proposal on the procedures for appointment, noting that even if the title was changed to Recommendations, the draft should still be toned down.

The Delegation of Bolivia proposed that, in order to ensure autonomy, Experts should not be employed with the national machinery of women. This would still left the door open to other public servants.

The Delegation of Peru supported the proposal that the document should be titled as Recommendations as per Article 2 of the CEVI Rules of Procedure which already provided parameters for the appointment of the Experts, as already agreed to by the States. Therefore, any further proposal should be built upon same.

The Delegation of Ecuador raised the point that the Rules of Procedures of the CEVI speak to the minimum time of appointment, but there was no mention of a maximum time. It therefore recommended that a maximum time be established in order to give an opportunity to other people to serve as Experts. 

Regarding the decision on the length of the appointment of its Expert, the Chair, taking into account the suggestion from the delegation of Ecuador, suggested leaving the matter to the State’s discretion. It also proposed that the Secretariat take note of the comments made and circulate a new draft so that delegates could revise the new documents and propose amendments.

The Delegation of Peru suggested using a broader approach in referring to the Experts, so as to include both male and female.

The Delegation of Mexico proposed that the time of appointment remain open to up to three years with the possibility of extension for a further term. 

The Delegation of Panama supported the delegation of Mexico’s proposal but remarked that an extension should be considered only if the Experts had fulfilled their duties during the first term.

The Chair proposed that the Secretariat take note of the comments made and circulate a new draft so the delegates can revise the new documents and propose amendments.

The next agenda item was No. 7: Follow-up of Guideline 2 of the Third Conference of State Parties: Dialogue of Competent National Authorities and CEVI Experts (MESECVI-IV/doc.100/12).
The Secretariat made a presentation on this and the floor was opened for comment. The Delegation of Colombia showed its concern that the document still needed further work regarding the objectives and also the frequency of meetings. The Delegation of Venezuela proposed an expansion of the objectives of the meeting.

The Delegation of Nicaragua reminded that the document should accord with the proposals of the delegations during the Conference. The Delegation of Argentina then remarked that the lack of national funding could jeopardize the organization of these meetings. Therefore, it proposed that this meeting be held within the framework of other institutionalized meetings. 

The Delegation of Mexico revised the agenda of the meeting item by item and showed its concern that the issues quoted could be raised in a meeting other than the one organized for the CNA and the CEVI. 

The Delegation of Argentina acknowledged the intervention of the Mexican delegation and highlighted the importance of the meeting as an opportunity for the Competent National Authorities (CNA) to raise their doubts in responding to the CEVI questionnaire. The Delegation of Mexico also reminded that the origin of the proposal for such a meeting had emanated from the debate on indicators for follow-up on the CEVI recommendations.

The Delegation of Peru supported the strengthening of the MESECVI and expressed the importance in exploring alternative forms of communication to receive feedback for the responses of the questionnaires, e.g. by using videoconference or other technologies, which have been used by REMJA with good results.

The Delegation of Costa Rica underscored the importance of the liaison between the CNA and the Experts, and suggested that the CEVI serve as advisors for the States. 

The Delegation of Brazil stated that videoconference could be a useful tool for consultations regarding the process of the Second Multilateral Evaluation Round and especially for the Hemispheric Report.

The Delegation of Argentina proposed an agreement related to the use of videoconference when appropriate.  

The Chair asked whether there were any comments regarding Indicators on Violence against Women. The Delegation of Mexico reminded that the Third Conference of States Parties had acknowledged that indicators already existed on violence against women, so no new indicators were necessary. Therefore, it recommended that the CEVI take into account the existing ones for the follow-up phase of the Round.

The Delegation of Panama also reminded that indicators were fundamental for the States and there were already agreements in that regard from the Third Conference of States Parties. Therefore, the Conference should work based on these previous agreements.

The next agenda item, No: 6 was the Offer to host Fifth Conference of States Parties. 

The Chair opened up the floor for offers to host the Fifth Conference of States Parties. Since there were no proposals, the Chair requested that any offer should be sent to the Secretariat via the respective Permanent Mission.

The next item, No. 9 was to consider the adoption of the Agreements of the Fourth Conference of State Parties. The Chair opened the floor for comment on the Draft Agreements of the Fourth Conference of States Parties to the MESECVI. There were many modifications proposed as each agreement was read and reviewed. The Agreements were adopted with significant modifications proposed by many delegations.
To conclude this report, the Rapporteur expresses its gratitude and appreciation to the delegations for their interventions; thanks the Technical Secretariat for its efforts, and  gives  special recognition for the excellent work of the President in directing the work of this Conference.
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