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A.  Budget Cycle

Issue:  Which timeframe is more effective for the budget formulation and approval cycle?

Background:  The General Standards to Govern the Operations of the General Secretariat (the “General Standards”) require submission of the proposed budget at least ninety days prior to the next regular session of the General Assembly, which takes place the first week of June of each year. As such, the Secretary General must present the proposed program-budget to the political bodies no later than early March.
This requires the General Secretariat to begin gathering data and prepare the document at least six months in advance. Typically, the process would start in September or October of the previous year and continue for another five to six months in order to have the budget document ready by early March.
Analysis:  Over the years, both the General Secretariat and the member states have noted that many resolutions with budgetary implications are approved at the General Assembly without providing CAAP an opportunity to review their budgetary impact. This is a crucial step towards identifying the resources that must be set aside, or appropriated, to fund the activities that are to be carried out in fulfillment of any mandate.
This sets the budget process “out of sync” with the cycle of decisions and resolutions of the General Assembly. The fact that new mandates are approved simultaneously with a budget that could not include them means that those new mandates will possibly be reflected in the next budget cycle, and that the activities related to the new mandates will start 18 months later.  
Recommendation:  The General Secretariat considers that the more effective budget cycle is the one that allows the shortest gap between mandates approval and their actual implementation through proper activities. Based on the shared technical advice from the Department of Planning and Evaluation (DPE) and Department of Financial and Administrative Management Services (DFAMS), the General Secretariat recommends that the annual General Assembly consideration and approval of the Proposed Program-Budget be deferred until late September of each calendar year.  This would provide an opportunity for the General Secretariat to reflect decisions taken at the regular General Assembly and to submit its Program-Budget proposal for the upcoming year by July 1, preserving the 90-day timeframe required by the CAAP to consider and review the budget proposal.
This initiative may be just a formality in the short term, but can become critical once the OAS had effectively moved to a results-based budget formulation. From a reengineering perspective, this modification of the budget cycle that shortens the gap between new mandates and their actual implementation does not imply a costs reduction, but improves the performance of the OAS.
Action Required: This change to the budget review and approval calendar would require a modification in the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly. The CAAP would need to prepare and submit a recommendation to the Permanent Council for approval. 

B.  Fiscal Year 
The Secretariat for Administration and Finance (SAF) is currently studying the practicality of shifting the OAS fiscal year from a January-December timeframe to an April-March period.  Currently, the CAAP Working Group is scheduled to consider this item in early May, at which point the GS/OAS will submit a detailed recommendation.  Nevertheless, a preliminary joint analysis by DPE and DFAMS indicates that shifting the budget formulation cycle will be optimal with a concurrent shift in the fiscal year. This shift in the fiscal year, with the execution starting just six months after the budget approval and nine months after the approval with new mandates resolutions, allows both the technical areas and SAF to match their original plans to the approved budget, and to make the necessary arrangements in the accounting systems to reflect the changes linked to the new budget.
C.  Multi-year Budget  
A related topic is whether to consider moving from a single year budget cycle to a two- or more year cycle.  The proposal would be that the first year be treated as any other previous budget, where member states commit to the budget ceiling and financing sources.  For the second year (and beyond, if agreed on more than two years), member states would agree to forecast anticipated budget ceilings and proposed financing sources, without formal approval.  

The GS/OAS has often encountered problems securing approval of budget increases because many Member States approve their intended contributions well in advance of our own budget formulation cycle.  Allowing the General Secretariat to develop a more than one-year horizon would allow member states to more adequately program their quota contributions.  Additionally, member states would be able to approve mandates for which there exists insufficient financing in one fiscal year, with the intent that these be included in the forecasted figures for the subsequent budgets.
� FILENAME  \* MERGEFORMAT �CP23869E01�








