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1. Following the March 11, 2011 Chair’s note on Funding the OAS, managing the specific funds and the discussions and comments at the March 15 meeting of the Working Group on the OAS Program Review, the Chair has prepared an additional note that combines elements from the previous note and new elements that enriched the discussion. 
2. The notes wish to set the conceptual framework on which the Members could base themselves to analyse this complex issues. The conceptual framework is based on an analysis of the specific funds funding cycle and the introduction of the notion of entry point defined as an opportunity propose a course of action or to take a decision. The annex will provide examples of entry points, as proposed by the Delegation of Brazil. 

3. In elaborating our conceptual framework, the Working Group should recall that the management of the specific funds goes through a cycle with both an annual and a continuous component. This cycle offer Members several possible points of entry to address the four points mentioned in the previous note: information, decision, planning and reengineering. The note will schematize the several steps of the specific funds management cycle and note as we go through them the possible entry points for the Members. 

4. The first step of the cycle is the establishment of the annual regular program-budget of the OAS, where some, but not all, the mandates given to the Secretariat receive funding from the regular program-budget. This is the pre-planning phase for the specific funds. As the budget ceiling is insufficient to cover all mandates, as Members have not agreed on substantial budget ceilings increases to cover the ever increasing number of mandates, some mandates are left to be covered by voluntary contributions, which in turn generate the specific funds for the Organization. This was 47% of the total 2011 program-budget but reaches 80% of the budget of sectors such as Political Affairs and Multidimensional Security but can be as low as less than 1% for the Office of the Assistant Secretary General which essentially covers the Conference management and the National Offices. The first step is therefore linked with the budget process itself, and the decision on what gets funded by the Regular Budget. The absence of consensus on the ranking of priorities between Members has left the Secretary General with the difficult task of balancing all the Member’s divergent interests and aspirations, which results in the compromise represented by the program-budget. As this could be the subject of several Chairs notes, suffuse to say the existence but the point of entry for Members is to better define the ranking of priorities.   
5. The second step is the selection which one of the unfunded mandates will be the object of a search of funding from voluntary sources. This is the planning phase. This is currently a thankless task for the Secretariat. On one hand, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, in the absence of an agreed ranking of priorities by Members, all mandates are equal. On the other hand, the Organisation has more than 1800 active mandates, most of which could benefit from voluntary contributions. Furthermore, mandates fall in several categories: some are very specific (e.g. organise a meeting for purpose X), some are much general (provide technical assistance to Members to contribute to the elimination of illiteracy) or come from the overall OAS responsibilities under its Charter or under several Declarations of other joint commitments taken by Members.  The Secretariat has therefore quite a broad responsibility in interpreting this mass of mandates and transforming them in specific activities formulated in terms of fundable projects or programs. 
6. The forensic work now being done by Secretariat in identifying which mandate is currently being funded and by which source is a fundamental contribution that will allow Members another point of entry to do two things. On one hand, this will allow to clear up the mandate compendium, terminating mandates that are out of date. On the other hand, Members will able to analyse and identifying why some mandates remains unfunded, thus giving the opportunity to update and/or reformulate these mandates in a way to better promote their funding. The creation of a sub working group of the CAAP to review the existing mandates and identifying the limitation of their current formulation could be a practical way forward.
7. Another point of entry for Members at this stage is linked with information and forward planning. As a list of unfunded reviewed mandates emerges from the previous work, Members could have the opportunity to define a basket of unfunded mandate or a priority framework which funding should be actively sought by the Secretariat. This is linked to providing preferred actions to be the object of the funding strategy of the Secretariat. This would be different from a ranking exercise as it would simply list all the preferred projects and sectors of activities without establishing a preference of one over the other. This would help the Secretariat circumscribe it search of funding efforts and give the Members an opportunity to express their preferences without having to choose one over the other. Finally, this would give a reporting base where the Secretariat can inform the Members on the progress on their search for funding efforts. 

8. The planning phase also gives us yet another possible point of entry.  Some other multilateral organizations currently prepare a combined multi year budget, where the budget coming from assessed contributions, voluntary contributions and needed supplementary funding needed to implement the planned activities are presented and approved in one single document. A pre requisite for such a combined budget is a multi year strategic plan, where the expected activities of the organisation are defined and compared with the existing available funds, thus defining the new and additional resources needed. 
9. Another planning phase point of entry for the Members, once they agree on an improved specific funds management model, is the modification of the General Standards articles pertinent to specific funds. This would allow ensuring continuity over time in the management of the specific funds. The Chair would comment that agreement on a model is a pre requisite of a successful modification of the Standards as the Standards are but a reflection of an agree management model.   

10. The third step is the monitoring phase. This is the phase that sees the implementation of the planning phase through the follow up of the funding strategy and the reporting on which project where selected for funding and their execution. This phase offers many points of entry. Reporting by the Secretariat on the progress of the strategy, the project funding and the regular disbursements with results progress is quite evident. The Members would have to decide on their preferred reporting format. 
11. Another point of entry is the participation of Members in the project definition. This is to be distinguishes from the mandate basket of the planning phase as it involves the technical discussion of the proposed project by the Secretariat experts and the decision to present them to potential donors. Although it would appear appealing for Members to be involved in that activity, the Chair would caution the Members on the risks this involves. Technical analysis of projects would imply a substantial amount of technical expertise and available time from the delegates involved. This would represent a significant challenge for smaller Missions. It might also result is a participation in these works by only the few larger Missions, which would results in unbalanced representation. Finally, it runs the risk of politicising the technical analysis of projects, creating gridlocks and ultimately, reducing the capacity of the Organisation to capture substantial voluntary contributions. The Chair would advance that reporting of the proceeding of the project selection committee to the CAAP would satisfy the needs of the Members without generating adverse effects.
12. One could also look at standardised auditing of projects as a point of entry of Members, so that comparable rules are followed throughout the organisation. Defining such standardised rules, based on the rules followed for the Regular Budget, could be elaborated by a sub committee of the CAAP. 
13. The fourth step is the reporting on result and the stock taking of lessons learned. This step has a pre requisite. In order to report on results and extract the lessons learned, one needs to measure the results, and in order to measure the results, one needs to define the results in the planning phase, so that the unit responsible for the execution.  If one assumes results can be obtained, an evaluation and lessons learned sub committee of the CAAP could review the results of the specific funds and prepare good practice guidelines, to be used for future mandate and project/program planning. 
14. One way of defining specific actions linked to the points of entry is to consider the proposals presented in the annex.  

15. In conclusion, the reengineering of the specific funds offers a rich opportunity for innovative thinking and reformulation of practices to reinforce ownership of specific funds management by Members, better align specific funds on Member’s priorities, harmonise funding policies and practices, reinforce managing for results and  mutual accountability between Members, the Secretariat and donors. 
P.Giroux

Annex

1. To support realignment initiatives that strengthen the commitment both to transparency and to multilateral definition of the Organization’s priorities, which helps to augment the willingness, on one hand, of member states to put up resources for strengthening the Regular Fund and, on the other, of donors in general to provide resources for specific funds;

2. To discuss, either separately or in conjunction with the Quarterly Report on the Management of OAS Resources, in the framework of the CAAP, with periodic reports presented to the Permanent Council, all projects approved with specific funds in the respective quarter, together with a description of the project, including the amount, donor, beneficiary, timeframe, area of the Secretariat involved, and mandate fulfilled, by pillar and sub-pillar; 

3. To introduce an integrated budgeting process for the Regular Fund and the specific funds, with details of the budget assumptions for all funds, with a view to a global analysis of the Organization’s funding (Comprehensive Program-Budget);

4. To include the member states, through the CAAP, a working group, or a specific subcommittee, in the work of the Project Evaluation Committee (CEP) (Executive Order 05-11 rev. 1) and, as appropriate, reactivate the Resource Mobilization Committee (Executive Order 05-14 corr. 1) of the General Secretariat, through the establishment of an “ex ante” coordination mechanism;

5. To undertake a comprehensive review of the General Standards to Govern the Operations of the General Secretariat, in order to remedy the shortcomings as regards member state participation, particularly with respect to the budget, mobilization of external funds, and capacity for initiative of the General Secretariat [for instance, Articles 74 (“Specific Funds”) and 83 (“Effective Period and Scope of the Program-Budget”)]; 

6. Determine if specific funds are subject to the same budget execution and audit rules as the Regular Fund, and carry out a revision of the appropriate provisions in the Budgetary and Financial Rules. According to Chapter VIII.5 (“Accounting”) of that document, the Department of Financial Services (DFS) shall keep the appropriate accounting records of Specific Funds and Trust Funds “in accordance with the General Standards and the specific requirements of the donor agreements and agreements with the settlor, as applicable;”

7. Determine if there is a need for the General Secretariat to review the Financial Handbook for Specific Fund Agreements (EOSAF/012-08), so as to apprise member states of the financial management process for Specific Fund Agreements in the OAS; 

8. Coordinate with the General Secretariat to fulfill the mandates from the fortieth special session of the General Assembly held on September 30, 2010 [meeting scheduled for April 5]:

“4.
Fundraising 

a.
To instruct the Secretary General, as part of his fundraising efforts, to promote and encourage through the Secretariat for External Relations, in coordination with member states, support for implementation of the mandates of the General Assembly, and to submit a report to the CAAP on an annual basis on the results of these efforts. 

b.
To instruct the General Secretariat to prepare and present to the Permanent Council, through the CAAP, before the next General Assembly, a comprehensive fundraising strategy for the OAS, including fundraising for addressing building issues, including urgent repairs and preservation of historic buildings, as indicated in paragraph III.B.18 of this resolution, that responds to the Organization’s mandates and priorities.”
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