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Antigua, Guatemala.
THIRD MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE of states 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”
RAPPORTEUR’S REPORT 

In my capacity as Rapporteur of the Third 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 made by the delegates at this meeting.
The meeting was convoked for March 24-25, 2011 by the OAS Secretary Gerenal and was supported the Government of the host country, Guatemala. It was held at the Hotel Camino Real in Antigua, Guatemala. The meeting was to receive the following reports: The Report of the Technical Secretariat on the Implementation of the MESECVI (MESECVI-III/doc.55/11), Follow up Report of the Committee of Experts (CEVI) of the MESECVI, consisting of the Recommendations made during the Evaluation Stage of the First Multilateral Evaluation Round (MESECVI-III/doc.57/11). It would also consider the Indicators on Violence against Women, through a Comparative Analysis of the Initiatives promoted by the Intergovernmental Mechanisms and evaluate the functioning and the impact of the MESECVI - as well as examine its challenges - with a view to proposing ways for its strengthening.  Violence against Women as an Issue of Citizen Security was also to be discussed. One of the outcomes of this Conferece would be the adoption of the Agreements of the Third Conference of State Parties to the Mechanism to Follow Up on the Implementation of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence against Women, Convention of Belem do Para (MESECVI).
I. OPENING SESSION
The Inaugural session began at 9:20 am with a videotaped message from the OAS Secretary General, Jose Miguel Insulza. In his address the Secretary General viewed the mechanism as an irreplaceable tool for preventing, punishing and eradicating violence against women. Its Hemispheric Report of the First Multilateral Evaluation Round provided a shared baseline in the areas of legislation, public policies, access to justice, budgeting; and information and statistics. The Secretary General also noted that the strengthening of the Mechanism was vital since, despite progress, violence against women continues to be a part of daily life and poses a threat to peace and security. He called for a solid mechanism strengthened through strategic partnerships with other human rights mechanisms. 
Presidential Secretary for Women in Guatemala, Sonia Escobedo focused on the need for a hemispheric approach to the escalating violence against women. She identified three strategic, cross-cutting themes to be included in the MESECVI agenda: Femicide, Trafficking in Persons, especially of women and girls; and sexual violence, especially in post-conflict situations and saw the need to define policies in these areas and raise their visibility by including them on the MESECVI agenda. Lastly, she supported the linking of the statistical systems of MESECVI with other relevant agencies 
Cabinet Minister of INAMUJER in Venezuela, Judith Lopez Guevara, speaking on behalf of the outgoing President of the Second Conference of States Parties to the MESECVI, outlined the many achievements of this Conference including, adopting the Rules of Procedure, the Final Report of the CEVI, the first Hemispheric Report and state party Country Reports; and also completing the First Round of Multilateral Evaluation. During this Presidency, the CEVI recommendations were also received and the Second Multilateral Round began.

Mrs Lopez described the MESECVI as a sleeping giant in need of support and incentive to rouse it to its immense potential. Financing the mechanism was a priority, as well as its greater promotion through technical cooperation with other subregional agencies. She called for the production of relevant indicators so that the Mechanism could have the best data for realising its objectives. This Conference was seen as an opportunity to exchange ideas on best practices on combating violence against women.
The Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs of Guatemala, Luis Raul Estevez closed this session by calling on member states to adopt national legislation to reflect the commitments of Belem do Para. These statements are published, respectively as: MESECVI-III/INF.9/11, MESECVI-III/INF.10/11 rev. 1 and MESECVI-III/INF.11 /11.
II. First Plenary
Agenda Items 1,2 and 3 were considered in the first plenary: Election of Authorities of the Conference of State Parties, Approval of the Draft Agenda and the Draft Calendar of Activities and Report of the Technical Secretariat on the Implementation of the MESECVI. 

The officers of the Conference were elected as follows: President, 1st Vice President, 2nd Vice President and Rapporteur. For President, the delegation of Mexico proposed the delegation of Guatemala, which being unopposed, was elected by acclamation as the new President of the Conference. The remaining officers were then elected with the delegation of Argentina proposing the delegation of Brazil for First Vice President. This was accepted by acclamation. The delegation of Guatemala then nominated the delegation of Mexico for the Second Vice President. The delegation of Antigua and Barbuda also proposed the delegation of Grenada for the same position, so the delegation of Mexico declined the nomination. The delegation of Guatemala then supported the nomination of the delegation of Grenada, which was elected then by acclamation. For the post of Rapporteur, the delegation of Chile proposed the delegatation of Antigua and Barbuda. 
The Delegation of Guatemala then assumed the Chair and informed delegations that they had until 4:00 p.m. that day to submit in writing - with backing from a second member state - any proposals to the existing Draft Agreements. These agreements had earlier been considered in two preparatory working meetings, held on March 4 and 11, where previous consensus had been achieved. In response to delegations present, it was also decided that any further proposals based on the conclusions and recommendatons of the day’s presentations on the MESECVI, must be submitted to the Secretariat by 10:00 am on March 25, 2011 with a view to reaching consensus by 1:30 p.m.  

The draft Agenda (MESECVI-III/doc.52/11) and the draft Calendar (MESECVI-III/doc.53/11 rev.1) were then adopted without amendments to be published in their final versions.
The President invited the Executive Secretary of the Inter-American Commission of Women, Carmen Moreno, to present the Report of the Technical Secretariat on the Implementation of the MESECVI.(MESECVI-III/doc.55/11) Ms Moreno noted the impact of the seven year old Mechanism on laws and policies in the hemisphere, then outlined its significant achievements and yet many challenges. She emphasized that a stronger mechanism improves human rights and women’s rights in general and expressed the importance of having a permanent political support for the mechanism by   reiterating the call for adequate financial and human resources. This would ensure certainty and permanence to the Mechanism for its proper functioning and its capacity to address all forms of violence against women - including topics such as integrating a gender perspective in human rights and addressing women’s sexual and reproductive rights. Promotion of the Mechanism, especially through its alliances with other relevant partner agencies, was deemed important (e.g. in the developing of appropriate indicators on violence against women), along with dissemination of the work of the Mechanism. A link to the MESEVI was to be created on the new CIM website, where best practices, information exchange and national practices could be shared.
Delegation’s discussions on the report centered primarily on strategies for getting the Mechanism to be funded by the regular funds of the OAS, as is done with the other three follow-up mechanisms of the OAS. A proposal was made for a governmental agreement to sustain the Mechanism as an OAS Mechanism. There was also discussion on the indicators to create a baseline to measure progress and chart follow-up actions. Further, existing indicators would need to be modified to suit the specificity of MESECVI enabling it to provide appropriate quantitative and qualitative data. The Government of Mexico had earlier proposed in a working group session to develop indicators based on the presentations of this conference. Other challenges included: the timeframes of evaluation rounds and producing timely reports; the uneven participation of member states in meetings due to financial constraints; determining the role and participation of civil society in contributing to and helping to promote the work of the Mechanism; and developing inter-institutional collaboration for coordinated actions. 
The Chair noted the two new topics which had been added to the meeting: Procedures to Strengthen the Mechanism, especially since the OAS budget was being unequally applied to other mechanisms; and the use of Indicators. The Chair directed that the Conference would need to reach an agreement to institutionalize a methodology for the use of indicators and their relevance. Then the Conference was informed that the Order of Precedence established in the working group sessions would begin with the Dominica Republic and be put in place for the afternoon plenary.
The morning’s session was adjourned at 12:45 pm.

III. SECOND PLENARY
The Second Plenary began at 2:42 pm and considered, respectively, Agenda items 4, 5 and 6: Evaluation of the Mechanism to Follow-up on the Convention of Belem do Para (MESECVI), Performance and Impact of the First Multilateral Evaluation Round of the MESECVI: An Examination based on the Opinions of Key Players (MESECVI-III/doc.56/11); Presentation of the Follow-up Report on the Recommendations made by the CEVI in the Evaluation Stage of the First Multilateral Evaluation Round (MESECVI-III/doc.57/11) and the Report on the Evaluation of the CEVI on the Advances and Challenges of the MESECVI and Proposals for its Strengthening (MESECVI-III/doc.58/11) and Panel 1: Strengthening and Challenges of the MESECVI.

The President invited Natalia Gherardi of the Latin American Team for Justice and Gender (ELA) to present on the evaluation of the Mechanism. Dr. Gherardi examined the functioning of the MESECVI, which she described as a unique mechanism with the ability to produce original information on violence against women and which had produced some legal reform in member states. Citing the limitations in her methodology based on its low informant index and that no field visits had been conducted. Nevertheless, the findings included among other things, the following: the need to develop mechanisms for greater participation of CEVI Experts (e.g. use of virtual teleconferences); need for more political will in promotion and support of the work; addressing the high rate of attrition of experts; creating more transparent processes for selection of independent experts; the extensive length of evalution rounds which impacts the temporal relevance of the recommendations; addressing inter-round coordination; addressing the persistent budgetary challenges which wer impeding progress and limiting the Mechanism’s potential; addressing member states non-response and inadequate responses leading to faulty assessments; member states under-utilising this tool in their following up on its recommendations and the greater need for promotion of the Mechanism at the local, national, hemispheric and international levels. One of Dr. Gherardi’s recommendations was that evaluation rounds could be made more effective through decreasing the number of states per round, or having fewer thematic areas per round. Lastly, civil society’s low participation in the Mechanism required serious attention as it was seen to compromise the work and impact of the Mechanism.
Coordinator of the Committee of Experts (CEVI), Hilda Morales, presented on the Follow-up Report on the CEVI Recommendations for the reporting period up to 2009. This analysis was based on questionaire responses to 38 indicators in the following areas: Existence of Legislation designed  to address the Different Manifestations of Violence against Women; Protection Measures at the Request of the Victim, Third Parties, or Ex Officio, Before and During Judicial Proceedings; National Plans; Women’s Access to Justice; Access by Women to Specialized Services; and Women’s use of these Services and their Quality; Obligations of Public Officials in Charge of Enforcing Public Policies and Legislation that address the Problem of Violence against Women; Information and Statistics on Violence against Women; and National Budget. Her comprehensive report illustrated that overall there was only partial compliance in many of these areas. Among these being: in instances where the legislation addresses the private sphere and excludes the public domain; the confusion of trafficking in persons with forced prostituion in legislation, no witness protection for trafficking cases; wider applicabilty on the definition of rape; in many countries marital rape still viewed as aggravation but no code to punish this; absence in the National Plans of the mention of  Violence against Women, which is only mentioned in the Plans of Action for Violence Against Women. There are few states with public policies and comprehensive policies on Violence against Women or who address this as part of their development plans. Women also had a basic lack of knowledge of their rights and the availability of services and coverage of hotlines was not total. The least responded to area of the questionnaire was the provision of specialised doctors to care for survivors of sexual violence. Similarly, protocols for institutions were lacking and a lack of specific regulations for punishing Violence against Women in officials; no institionalised long term process for the training, education and awareness raising and statistics were precarious and not disaggregated. In many countries violence against women was not typified as a crime and domestic violence convictions were variable and femicide was viewed as aggravated homicide. Lastly, budgets specificlly addressed to violence against women were lacking.
The first panel was moderated by Fabiana Loguzzo and its presenters were: Professor Barbara Bailey, National Expert of Jamaica to the Committee of Experts (CEVI) and Independent Expert to the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination of Women (CEDAW); and Hilda Morales, Coordinator of the Committee of Experts (CEVI). The panelists addressed the Strengthening and Challenges of the MESECVI.
Professor Bailey’s had a unique perspective as both an Expert of CEDAW and a CEVI Expert and saw the opportunity for the Mechanism to learn valuable lessons applied from CEDAW. Her areas of focus were: State Compliance with Belem do Para and Government Commitment; Geographic Variations that impact the Mechanism; the Evaluation Methodology; and support for the Technical Secretariat. In the first area, she addressed the absence of imposed consequences for non-compliant states - although such agreements were supposed to be legally binding; the diminishing interest of states during the follow-up phase of the first multilateral evaluation round, and the need to reduce the reporting burden on national mechanisms. Professor Bailey then addressed the geographical variations where low compliance could be attributed to the distinct differences based on geographical location. Notably, the Anglophone Caribbean states have shown less consistent participation in the various stages of the first evaluation round and at CEVI meetings . She cited the main causes as: financial resources, language differences and power differentials among subregions. Also relevant was the pending establishment of the subregional fund which remains stymied by the voluntary nature of the contributions to fund the travel of other delegations. Therefore, while she supported the ELA recommendation that external funding from international agencies be sought for this purpose, a more permanent solution to this needed to be provided. Dr. Bailey noted the challenge of linguistic differences that have divided and weakened the mechanism. Notably, financial constaints have impacted the translation of documents into all the official languages of the OAS and the problem of translation of documents also extends to the MESECVI webpage. In this area she also spoke to the need for equality of treatment acorded to states for an equal voice in decision-making, observing that prior to this Conference no member of CARICOM had ever held a position on the CEVI or in the Conference. Subregional representation was touted as a means of strengthening the Mechanism and as far as possible, representation should come from different language blocs for geographical and political balance in the operation of the Mechanism. In the Evaluation Methodology, Professor Bailey supported ELA’s recommendations for: limiting number of countries per round; harmonisation of targets and indicators with other mechanisms; reviewing of the structure and timeframes for the evaluation rounds; and clearer articulation of follow-up procedures in reporting and reviewing. Lastly, Dr. Bailey addressed the financial and human resource constraint of the Technical Secretariat and supported the proposal for the approval of a budget allocation from OAS Regular Funds for the full functioning of the MESECVI.
Hilda Morales remarked that the budget has been the weak point of the Mechanism in addressing Violence against Woman, since this particular Mechanism was not funded from OAS Regular Funds. Other reasons that the MESECVI continues to be weak are the lack of state commitment in responding to the questionnaires and executing the follow-up recommendations; and the variable participation of Experts in the technical meetings of CEVI. She argued that there was a pressing need to address this deficiency by giving sustainability of support to experts and also observed with concern that Nicaragua and Haiti were not participating in the Scond Multilateral Evaluation Round for different reasons. Therefore, the use of information technologies and the internet were seen as important to address this deficiency. Dr. Morales also cited the tangible lack of communication between Experts and Competent National Authorities and the general lack of knowledge about the Mechanism and its processes. She called for greater advocacy for the Mechanism in the upcoming OAS General Assembly in El Salvador in June 2011, and throughout the OAS. Another serious deficiency was the lack of greater participation by civil society evidenced by the small number of alternative/shadow reports. Civil society, it was seen, could provide the necessary monitoring and evaluative lens to enhance the Mechanism. It could also assist in promoting the Mechanism, since civil society is very active at state level and strong in advocacy. Dr. Morales cited that states were delaying the progress of rounds by not responding in a timely fashion to the questionnaires. She called for better positioning of the Mechanism within the Inter-American System for heightened visibility, better resource allocation and functioning. She also noted that there were member states which were in a position to promote the Mechanism as needed by providing support and sustainability for experts. For ultimately, the Mechanism determines and affirms the level of state commitment in fulfilling and implementing Belem do Para.

After the interventions of delegations on the challenges of the Mechanism and presenting their national experiences, Guatemala proposed to approve the Reports under consideration with the modifications proposed by the delegation of Grenada to annexe a list of recommendations for follow up action by states;
 and one by Argentina to amend the discordant data in the tables.
 This was so decided by acclamation.  

The meeting concluded at 6:45 p.m.  

IV. THIRD PLENARY
This plenary began at 8:32 am on March 25, 2011 and it considered, respectively, agenda items 6 and 7: Panel II on Indicators on Violence Against Women and comparative analysis of the initiatives supported by intergovernmental institutions – Evaluation of the Existent Ones in International Organs, Conclusions and Recommendations and Panel III: Violence Against Women from a Citizen Security Perspective.

The Moderator was the First Vice Chair, Aparecida Goncalves and the presenters were Sonia Montano, Director of the Division of Gender of the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC); and Monica Orozco Corona, General Director of Statistical Evaluation and Development of the National Institute of Women of Mexico (INMUJERES). 

Ms. Montano noted that ECLAC has had long experience and expertise in developing indicators and was recognized for its gender statistics - among them being violence against women statistics. ECLAC welcomed collaboration with MESECVI, CIM and state parties to improve statistics since it is important for the harmonization of processes, as is being done by global alliances. She cited how methodological and technical objections were raised in trying to measure the extent of violence against women but that the death of any woman as a result of gender-based violence should be an important political event. From ECLAC’s work, a primary lesson learnt was the need to utilize the information available as it seeks to strengthen data collection, especially for gender mainstreaming in statistics on violence. Ms Montano also noted the importance of having realistic and relevant indicators that data can be fed into, for better quality information. MESECVI was also encouraged to develop widely applicable basic indicators for use in surveys. In terms of sexual violence, indicators have already been by the Group of Friends of the UNECLAC Statistical Commission and governments have approved these indicators, so MESECVI should not seek to reinvent the wheel but use applicable indicators. Femicide is a new phenomenon, which should be isolated with a specific focus as ECLAC is doing. ECLAC welcomed the opportunity to cooperate with CIM and MESECVI in developing the latter’s indicators. Another important area was in the management of records. Peru was cited as a best practice where collaboration between the gender mechanisms and other key stakeholders was emphasized as being important for a standardization of procedures. Ms Montano closed with a final recommendation that a work plan be set up which is focused on the medium term.

The next presenter, Monica Orozco Corona shared on Mexico’s experience with working on the standardization of international indicators for country relevant indicators produced from surveys. She noted how non-statistical indicators could be used as markers, despite their limited operational aspects. Data must be reliable on the national level, but able to be benchmarked with international standards and this data should be available for use by state entities which feed into the national registry and records. A Mexican best practice is that each office has to be able to generate statistics, using the National Institute of Women’s guidelines so that statistics are regularized. Ms Corona informed about a pilot project in Mexico coming out of a 2010 survey to produce indicators on sexual violence, economic violence, physical violence and psychological violence. By February 2012, guidelines will be provided on the production of statistics for violence against women. Mexico is also developing recommendations for indicators based on administrative records as opposed to surveys, and developing procedures within this system. Administrative records provide valuable information on subgroups of populations and complement data collection, but cannot be used to determine the scope of the phenomenon. Lastly, there is need for institutions to have evaluation surveys conducted on them and on policies on violence against women. Ms Corona’s closing recommendations focused on identifying and addressing gaps in violence against women and designing surveys help to close these gaps and provide a mapping of what exists and what does not by way of information. She closed by elaborating on two important types of indicators: Results indicators and Process indicators.

Interventions from delegations focused on the importance of proper data collection and national experiences with this and producing indicators. 
The second panel of this fourth plenary moderated by the delegate of Chile, Claudia Valenzuela, introduced the topic of: Violence against Women from the Point of View of Citizen Security. Presentations were received from Ana Carcedo, President of the Feminist Center of Information and Action in Costa Rica; Amber Elizabeth Denoon, Criminologist and Director of Corporate Services, in the Special Anti-Crime Unit of Trinidad and Tobago and Claudia Paz y Paz, Prosecutor General f the Public Ministry of Guatemala.

Ana Carcedo noted that it has been a challenge getting states to view violence against women as part of Citizen Security, since historically violence against women was not conceptualized as a human rights violation and was viewed as a private issue. Therefore, states, institutions and lawmakers have found it hard to accept that violence against women comes from unequal relations of power that exist in the societal hierarchy. While progress has been made, states are still reluctant to view violence against women as a specific form of violence, even with the passage of second generation laws to address this. However, the state is obligated to guarantee security and justice to women, which requires that violence against women becomes a transversal issue. The lack of consensus on a definition of citizen security problematizes violence against women within the realm of crime - and this has not been criminalized in many societies. The UN definition on citizen security is seeking to broaden the vision and approach to gender discrimination, as part of the universal protection of citizens from violent and predatory crimes. Ms Carcedo noted that violence against women is a main problem of citizen security as the most prevalent aspect of crime - even surpassing drug-related crime. Yet, while there are advantages (resource-wise for one) for locating Violence against Women solely within the discourse of citizen security; there are also risks in doing so since there are aspects of this form of violence which are not crime-related. Ms Carcedo posited that the best approach to take would be from a security and justice perspective which will address violence against women. This approach will also strengthen state response, which is currently seen to be minimalist, giving low-tier priority to women’s security. However, part of upholding women’s human rights is to provide security for women. Yet, women are facing escalating levels of violence in the Americas with soaring rates in Guatemala and El Salvador due to femicide; all because they are trying to renegotiate power differentials so much so that women’s greatest risk was no longer in the homes. They were being killed by strangers and were in high risk scenarios as a result of trafficking in persons and also as migrants. Ms Carcedo also addressed hate crimes against women (especially for their sexual choices) and concluded with the recommendation for strong advocacy for the criminalization of femicide as part of implementation of the Convention of Belem do Para.

Amber Denoon presented empirical data on domestic homicide in the Anglophone Caribbean with a focus primarily on Trinidad and Tobago and Jamaica, where homicide rates were high and domestic homicide was on the increase. She noted, however, that the numbers were still manageable although Haiti, Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago, respectively were the top countries for homicides in the Caribbean. Domestic Homicides make up 4-5% of all homicides in the two countries under review. Mrs. Denoon called for interventions to come at the first act of domestic violence since it exists on a continuum from this to domestic homicide. Women, adolescents and children were the most vulnerable in the Caribbean and the main victims of domestic homicide. Statistics provided on Domestic Homicides in several Caribbean countries from 2005-2009, showed that sharp instruments followed by firearms, were most commonly used in these gender-based deaths. Female victims comprised 15% of homicides and fell in the 16-50 age range. In her recommendations, Mrs Denoon called for the criminalization of domestic violence and a comprehensive legal framework to address this. She also recommended training of policemen as the first line of contact but the approach to the problem needed to be multidisciplinary for maximum effectiveness. Lastly, she called for harsher penalties for criminals and the swift use of justice.

The final presenter, Claudia Paz y Paz focused on victims’ rights in Guatemala. She noted that sexual violence produced the highest number of crimes and that 60,000 cases had been brought to court on violence against women. While the numbers have dropped for 2009-2010, they are still high and violent female deaths have been over 2000 in number. It is important to produce evidence-based interventions to determine the magnitude of the problem of Violence against women. Historically in Guatemala, domestic violence was seen as the only area where violence against women occurred and the focus was solely on the intimate and family sphere, which made state-structured violence invisible (e.g. sexual violence used as a weapon against women). However, there is also need to address violence against women as it relates to organized crime (drugs and arms trafficking) noting that the greatest incidence of sexual violence recorded is in response to organized crime. The passage of the Law against Femicide in Guatemala gave symbolic weight to other forms of violence and strengthened work in this area. Ms Paz y Paz argued that violence against women must be viewed as public action crimes where victims cannot withdraw the accusation so that the criminal process continues. In terms of bringing perpetrators to prosecution, she informed that the state response had fallen short in excess of 10% of cases. She argued that based on her work in Guatemala state commitment was paramount so that no woman becomes a victim of violence. Part of this commitment was for more effective prosecutions to occur, even if this would swell the penitentiary population by 5 times its number and it was also important to ensure disarmament as part of protecting women’s security.           

This session was adjourned at 12:33p.m.
V. FOURTH PLENARY

This plenary began at 2:33 p.m. to consider agenda 8 and 9 items: The Adoption of the Agreements of the Third Conference of States Parties to the Mechanism to Follow-Up on the Implementation of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence against Women, “Convention of Belem do Para”(MESECVI-III/doc.59/11 rev. 3) and the Offer to Host the Fourth Conference of State Parties 
The Chair opened the floor for comment on the Draft Agreements of the Third Conference of States Parties to the Mechanism to Follow-Up on the Implementation of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence against Women, Convention of Belem do Para. The delegation of Colombia then proposed to adopt the entire text with the exception of those clauses for which delegations had amendments to propose. This proposal was accepted and the Chair requested that delegations with proposals for amendments take the floor for this purpose. Amendments to the Agreements were then proposed by the delegations of Mexico, Grenada and Antigua and Barbuda. The delegation of Guatemala also made a proposal which it later withdrew.

The Agreements were adopted with modifications proposed by Antigua and Barbuda, Grenada and Mexico and revised as follows: 
AGREE:
2: “Make efforts to improve the status and resources of the national mechanisms responsible for implementing, applying and monitoring the Convention of Belem do Para to prevent, punish and eradicate all forms of violence against women.” 
 

19: “To request that the Presidency of this Conference propose, on the occasion of the Forty-First OAS General Assembly, the inclusion in the ‘Declaration of San Salvador on Citizen Security in the Americas’ of actions for the elimination of violence against women, with emphasis on the situation of vulnerability of migrant women, femicide, trafficking in and smuggling of women and girls, sexual violence and sexual harassment as a problem of citizen security. 
 

FORMULATE THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES:

2: “To request that the Technical Secretariat promote dialogue between the Competent National Authorities and the Committee of Experts; convening an annual meeting.” 
 

THE STATE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION WISH TO THANK:

1. “The Government of the Republic of Guatemala, the Presidential Secretary for Women and all the staff of SEPREM for hosting this Third Conference of States Parties to the Mechanism to Follow-Up on the Implementation of the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence against Women, Convention of Belem do Para.”
At the Third Conference, it was decided that No. 2 would be deleted since no offer had been received to host the Fourth Conference of States Parties. However, the original number 3 then became number 2 with no amendments proposed. A new No. 3 was proposed which was as follows:

3: “The Executive Secretary of the CIM and international organizations such as UN Women, UNFPA, PAHO and other agencies, for sourcing of resources for participation of a larger number of delegations in this Conference..”
Since there were no offers to host the Fourth Conference of State Parties, the Chair informed delegations that they could sent in their offers in writing to the CIM Secretariat.

Finally, the Rapporteur wishes to thank the delegations for their contributions, to thank the Technical Secretariat for its efforts, to note the generosity of UN Women’s Caribbean Office in sponsoring the delegates of the OECS member states: Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines to attend this Third Conference; and to express special recognition for the excellent work of the President in directing the work of this Commission.
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� Note of the Secretariat: The delegate from Grenada requested that the recommendations of the CEVI to the Governments, made in the document MESECVI-III/doc.57/11, should be integrated to the Agreements of the Conference as Annex I. 


� Note of the Secretariat: On March 25, 2011, the delegate from Argentina communicated the Secretariat of the withdrawal of her observations to Follow-Up Report on the CEVI Recommendations to the governments.





