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The Chair of the Informal Working Group to Evaluate the Special Committee on Migrations Issues (CEAM), Mr. Pierre Giruox, Alternate Representative of Canada, presented on April 20, 2010, the following information on the evaluation process carried out by member states.

Second report on CEAM Working Group on Evaluation

1. On March 29, 2010, the Working Group on Evaluation met for a fourth time and discussed the first report of the Chair, summarising the three anterior meetings. (see attached report)

2. On the Relevance issue, participants suggested eliminating the sentence “CEAM’s should not be involved on politicised debates on migration issues”. There was a debate on whether to add the word “and regional” after the words national in the sentence “that theme of migration was highly relevant in national context and should be part of OAS’s agenda”. All participants agreed that is had the CEAM has a relevance for national migration issues. Most agreed that there was a regional relevance of the CEAM but a minority argued that regional dimension would be better discussed in other existing forums. However, all agreed that this difference of view should not impede migrations issues being discussed in the OAS. 

3. On the Effectiveness and Efficiency issue, all participants agreed that there no duplication of migration activities in the OAS, although there was a duplication of reporting structures. Most participants agreed that a consolidation of reporting structures would increase effectiveness and efficiency of migration work in the OAS, participants could not agree on how to consolidate these activities. Some argued to keep the migration issues under a PC Committee to give the issues a proper profile, which was opposed by others on the ground it gave too much political profile to an issue that was better discussed at a more technical level. This brought the counter proposal to bring the migration issues under CEPCIDI, which would it align the migration activities with the CIDI structure, which in fact provide the Secretariat support for migration issues, but this was opposed on the ground that migration issues would loose its profile and it would not sufficiently underline the essential Human Rights dimension of the issue. A third idea was advanced to consolidate under CAJP, which was opposed on the basis that CAJP already had a too heavy workload. This in turn brought the proposal to create a special sub committee on migration, by which time for the meeting had run out for further debate.

4. On the impact issue, participants suggested eliminating the word “anecdotal” and use the word “partial” instead.

5. No comments where made on the sustainability issue.

6. Comment from the Chair: Clear progress where made on all issues but a strong divergence remain on the extension of the CEAM mandate for a further two years as a Special Committee of the Permanent Council, where although a strong majority of participants support the extension, a minority of participants would want to fist resolve the consolation issue.  

ANNEX

Report on CEAM Working Group on Evaluation

(Presented to the Committee at it meeting held March 17, 2010)

1. WG met 3 times to discuss evaluation methodology and possible conclusions. Four topic where discussed:

· Relevance

· Effectiveness and Efficiency

· Impact

· Durability

2. Relevance: Participants agreed: 

· that theme of migration was highly relevant in national context and should be part of OAS’s agenda

· CEAM’s value added was greater as support of information and expert’s network and exchange of good practices

· CEAM’s should not be involved on politicised debates on migration issues

3. Effectiveness and Efficiency: Participants agreed: 

· Although migration related activities did not present duplication in the OAS, reporting structures (CEAM and CAJP) where duplicated

· The duplication of reporting structures constituted an obstacle to an overall and  integral view of migration of migration issues at the OAS and reduced the effectiveness of OAS’s action in this area

· Some participants expressed worries about duplication of activities with other multilateral or international bodies dealing with migration issues

· Consolidation of the reporting structures was seen as desirable, thus creating an entity X responsible for receiving reports on all migration related issues at the OAS

· However, divergent views persist on the nature and organisation of Migration entity X: one option is incorporate CAJP Migration related reporting function into the current CEAM under the Permanent Council; another option is to incorporate CEAM activities into CAJP; another options is to add Migration activities into CEPCIDI’s work program; other options could also be contemplated

4. Impact: Participants agreed: 

· Anecdotal evidence on positive impact of CEAM’s programs at national level could be identified, but no systematic evidence could be gathered due to the short time frame in which CEAM has been active and the longer term in which such effects could be felt

· Should CEAM (or Migration Entity X) see its mandate renewed, effort should be made to identify on the onset expected impacts or results  and means of measuring them

5. Durability: Participants agreed: 

· The Regular Budget covered minimal personnel and cost to ensure the functioning of CEAM and its program of meetings, thus providing durability

· However, the cost of program activities of CEAM are essentially covered by Specific Fund, which are now assured for two years, thus presenting a durability challenge

· This challenge militates in favour of maintaining a two year sunset clause to CEAM ( or Migration Entity X), and reviewing the situation at the end of the two years

6. Conclusion: 

· General view is that Migration activities should continue for the time being in the OAS but should be consolidated under one reporting structure, but that the nature and organisational structure of such a body need to be defined

· At least one more session of the Working Group would ne needed to reach a consensus on the parameters for the consolidated structure
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