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CHAIR’S NOTE
ON THE PRIORITY SETTING PROCESS
1. The Chair’s note CAAP/GT/RVPP-126/11 “Comments on the consolidated schedule of meetings of the CAAP and of the Working Group on the Review of OAS Programs (GT/RVPP)” indicated that, with a view to continuing the analysis of mandates and the priority setting process, with less than six months left before the next General Assembly scheduled for June 3-5, 2012, the Chair proposed initiating a pilot review and clean-up of mandates attributed to the pillars for which the Secretariat for Administration and Finance (SAF) is responsible. The idea would be to establish a methodology that could be applicable to other pillars, including priority selection criteria. This note will further elaborate on this proposal. 
2. Analysis of the mandates presented by the delegation of Mexico at the meeting of the GT/RVPP of December 13, 2011 revealed the complex structure of OAS mandates. It also enabled delegates to view, for the first time in a single document, the mandates consolidated by year, origin, subject matter, and financing. That constitutes an indispensable technical tool for preparing inputs for the subsequent phase of policy conclusions. Furthermore, the document presented by the delegation of Mexico enabled delegates to see how much additional work is required to reach an overall and integral understanding of the heterogeneity and diverse nature of the mandates that the OAS Secretariat has received from member states during the decades in which resolutions have been adopted and new legal instruments created. Over the years, this “process of attrition” has generated duplication, overlapping, and superseding of mandates in all areas of OAS activity. Since no review has been carried out of ongoing mandates in an attempt to replace or consolidate those with similar, or even identical, objectives, they have simply accumulated. At present, they are somewhat of a mess, difficult for any delegate to untangle and difficult for the Secretariat to implement in full.
3. Furthermore, mandates pursue different objectives and are expected to produce varying results, ranging from providing specialized training to public policy alignment, including all the nuances of activities or subjects that member states have chosen to address collectively. This creates a top down political decision focused on prioritizing mandates as well as choosing which to put on a slower track and which to eliminate. As member states, it is particularly difficult to compare and assess the value added of radically different topics covered by the approved mandates, like the old adage in economics, it is like “comparing the value of butter and cannons”. Therefore it becomes essential to identify a common set of criteria, compare mandates, and assess their value added.

4. The Chair thus proposes a pilot process that would essentially achieve two goals: 
· First, look over the compendium with a view to “cleaning up” the mandates, under the eight pillars identified therein, in order to identify a limited number. 

· Second, establish a set of criteria that could be agreed upon by member states for identifying the comparative advantage and value added of those mandates, underscoring the main priorities for the OAS and thus establishing an order of precedence for the selected mandates. Once this pilot phase has been completed for one pillar, the method would be extended to the remaining seven.

5. The “clean up” process would consist of reviewing all the mandates in a pillar (or group of pillars), identifying, as the work of the Mexican delegation has shown, which ones are not mandates, are superseded mandates, duplicated mandates, mandates that have exceeded their deadline or ongoing mandates The funding of the mandates and their source would also be analysed. Subsequently, member states should agree on the consolidation of mandates and, if needed, a draft resolution that places and consolidates the mandates within the chosen pillar(s) will be prepared for the next General Assembly in June. 
6. In parallel, work has to be done to establish the criteria for priority setting. Recognising that each mandate has a technical component and a political dimension, the work would concentrate on establishing criteria for the technical components of the mandates, leaving the political question to higher authorities to decide. GT/RVPP could adapt the tools already widely used in economics to study public policy choices between differentiated public activities, especially when establishing the comparative advantages and costs/benefits of mandates.
7. For practical reasons, the Chair proposes that the pilot project should first review the pillars associated with the SAF, specifically the administration and infrastructure pillars. 
· First, the number of mandates is limited (some 94 for both pillars combined). 

· Second, they are mostly under the responsibility of the CAAP. Otherwise, a joint working process would need to be established with the other Committees of the OAS responsible for the other pillars, making the process more complex as, in this pilot phase, much uncertainty remains and involving other committees would entail bringing them up to speed in a process that has been ongoing in the CAAP for nearly three years. Finally, the administrative and infrastructure pillars will present particular challenges as they cover cross-cutting issues such as human resources as well as essential activities for which mandates are either indirect or non-existent. The fulfillment of these requirements would be very useful as a practice in methodology for future work on all pillars.

8. The Chair also proposes that an informal working group be created to coordinate the pilot project and report on its progress to the GT/RVPP, at the February 21, 2012 GT/RVPP meeting. As this will be time consuming, the approach of the informal group will allow the delegates to participate according to their individual work schedule. 
9. Once the informal group reports significant progress, a presentation will be made to the CAAP; then to the Permanent Council. This will open a discussion that will hopefully result in an endorsement of the method proposed by the GT/RVPP. Once we have the approval of the Permanent Council, the GT/RVPP will make arrangements with each of the committees responsible for the remaining six pillars to expand the methodology and to start the mandate “clean-up”. The discussion at the PC will add to the political dimension of the priority setting process.
10. Finally, once the “clean-up” is completed for all pillars, the tools for making the political decision on priority setting will be in the hands of the delegates at the Permanent Council.
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