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Summary of the meeting of March 4, 2010


The Committee met under the chairmanship of the Permanent Representative of Guatemala, Ambassador Jorge Skinner-Klee, to consider the items on the order of business, document CP/CAJP-2806/10, which was adopted without amendments. 

The delegations of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, the United States, Uruguay, and Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) were present. 

1.
Procedure for calculating costs related to draft resolutions to be presented for consideration by the General Assembly at its fortieth regular session: implementation of the templates adopted by the Permanent Council in resolution CP/RES. 965 (1733/09) (AG/CP/doc.773/10)



The Chair of the CAJP explained that the Committee was preparing a work plan and methodology for negotiation of the draft resolutions to be submitted to the General Assembly at its next regular session, to be held in Lima, Peru. 

He reminded the Committee that, on December 16, 2009, the Permanent Council had adopted resolution CP/RES. 965 (1733/09), “Templates to Be Used by the Permanent Council for Resolutions to Be Referred to the General Assembly for Consideration.”

Additionally, on Monday, February 22, the Preparatory Committee of the General Assembly had considered, among other issues, the use of those templates for calculating the cost of draft resolutions and had presented a flow chart to explain what the plans were for implementing the mechanism established in the aforementioned resolution of the Permanent Council, published as document AG/CP/doc.773/10.
The Preparatory Committee had decided at that time to approve the procedure presented for use of the templates.  In addition, the alternate delegate of Canada, Mr. Pierre Giroux, was entrusted, in his capacity as the Chair of the Working Group on the Review of OAS Programs of the Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Affairs (CAAP), with presenting the agreed-on procedure to each of the committees and working groups of the Permanent Council to facilitate its application in their work.
The Chair also mentioned that at the meeting on February 23, the CAJP had conducted a preliminary analysis of the possible impact of those new procedures on their work during the period leading up to the General Assembly session in Lima.  It had been emphasized at that meeting that the CAJP had the greatest number of resolutions to negotiate:  32 in total, without counting the new issues that might be raised.  The Committee had reviewed the Permanent Council resolution and the flow chart:  the resolution defined what: it adopted templates and indicated what each should include; and the flow chart attempted to explain how, which had not been defined either by the CAAP, when it presented this proposal, or by the Permanent Council, when it adopted it through resolution CP/RES. 965 (1733/09).  The Committee had therefore sought clarity regarding how: how to implement that Permanent Council resolution and the templates, in particular template A, which applied to those resolutions authorizing specific projects and other activities that required OAS financing.
The Chair noted that a series of questions had been raised at the meeting which would be presented at the next meeting. Those questions are summarized below:

1. Who determines whether a draft resolution requires OAS financing and should therefore use template A

· The proposing delegation or delegations?

· The area responsible for implementing the mandates?

· The budget area?

· All of the above?

2. What criteria will be used to evaluate the cost of the draft resolution: costs for meetings at which the issue will be considered, sessions, paper, documents produced on the issue, person hours...?

3.
At what point does the process of calculating the cost of draft resolutions begin?

· When the draft resolution is presented?

· At the end of negotiations when all the terms have been agreed on?

It is important to note here that the cost of a draft resolution may be very different at the start of negotiations than at the end, when the final version contained the agreed-on amendments.

It is also important to note that negotiations on draft resolutions normally extend right up to the start of the General Assembly.

4. What is the timeframe for calculating the cost of draft resolutions?
5. If a draft resolution is rejected due to a lack of resources, how can this situation be resolved?

6. The flow chart states that the CAAP identifies financial discrepancies or deficits. What happens in such cases? Does the CAAP return the resolution to the originating committee for renegotiation?

7. What happens with those resolutions that remain “open” and whose cost may vary substantially in the final version?

8. How and when will the resolutions submitted directly to the General Assembly be evaluated?

9. What will be done by other bodies, such as CICTE, the CIM, CIFTA, REMJA, etc., that submit their drafts to the General Assembly through the Permanent Council?
10. Have the secretariat, the technical areas, and the delegations themselves received the required training on implementing these procedures?

11. Is it realistic to think about implementing this mechanism a month and a half before the next session of the General Assembly, or instead should a plan be worked on that would allow the mechanism to be tested and observed in action sufficiently well in advance of a session of the Assembly?

At the current meeting of March 4, the Alternate Representative of Canada, Pierre Giroux, in his capacity as Chair of the Working Group of the CAAP, gave a PowerPoint presentation, which was distributed during the meeting, on the procedures for calculating the costs of the draft resolutions to be presented to the General Assembly at its fortieth regular session for consideration: Implementation of the templates adopted by the Permanent Council in resolution CP/RES. 965 (1733/09) (AG/CP/doc.773/10).

The Chair of the CAJP thanked the Alternate Representative of Canada and noted that the presentation had given rise to a number of questions.  He gave the floor to the delegates, who raised questions and concerns.  After additional explanations by the Chair of the Working Group of the CAAP, the following conclusions resulting from the debate were emphasized:

· All delegations emphasized the efforts being made to achieve financial sustainability in the long term and administrative rationalization of the Organization, expressed their support for this process, and commended the work of the alternate delegate from Canada, Pierre Giroux, as Chair of the Working Group of the CAAP. 

· It was clear that the proposing delegation, together with the technical area(s) responsible for implementation of the respective resolution and the Secretariat for Administration and Finance, is responsible for conducting a cost analysis before presenting its draft resolution to the respective committee or working group.

· The mechanism for implementation of resolution CP/RES. 965 (1733/09) has only just been initiated: a little more than a month and a half (in terms of working days) before the close of the Council’s preparatory work for the next regular session of the General Assembly. 

· There is a procedure to determine priorities in process, which, according to the Chair of the Working Group of the CAAP, will be presented next Tuesday. It would be advisable for this analysis to be considered and clarified before subjecting the delegations to an a priori application of the same.

· Applying this mechanism on the eve of the upcoming General Assembly in Lima is not viable in light of the limited or total lack of preparation for its implementation:

· The procedure (how) has not been defined or explained, nor have the delegations or the technical areas been consulted.
· The delegations have not been informed of what evaluation criteria will be used to calculate the cost of a draft resolution: costs for meetings at which the issue will be considered, sessions, paper, documents produced on the issue, person hours...?

· The technical areas of the Secretariat responsible for implementing resolutions have not been informed of or trained in the new processes.
· Putting a price on political issues is damaging to the interests of the states. 

· Concentrating the power and authority to decide in one area of the General Secretariat infringes on the prerogative of the states to present initiatives.

· Subordinating the decisions of the other committees to the CAAP will lead to clashes between the different committees of the Permanent Council.

· There were no answers to the majority of the questions raised by the states in that CAJP meeting. Those questions include:

1. At what point does the process of calculating the cost of draft resolutions begin?

· When the draft resolution is presented?

· At the end of negotiations, when all the terms have been agreed on?

2. What is the timeframe for calculating the cost of draft resolutions? 

3. Does this time frame take into account the actual time needed for negotiating resolutions in the committees?

4. If a draft resolution is rejected due to lack of resources, how can this situation be resolved?

5. The flow chart states that the CAAP identifies financial discrepancies or deficits. What happens in such cases? Does the CAAP return the resolution to the originating Committee for renegotiation? Who decides if the resolution continues or not once it has been “rejected” by the CAAP?

6. What relevance do the decisions of the SFA have if in the end the CAAP is the body that decides whether or not there are funds for a resolution?

7. What happens with those resolutions that remain “open” and whose cost may vary substantially in the final version?

8. How and when will the resolutions submitted directly to the General Assembly be evaluated?

9. What will be done by the other bodies, such as CICTE, the CIM, CIFTA, REMJA, etc., that present their drafts to the General Assembly through the Permanent Council?
10. Have the technical areas responsible for implementing the resolutions and the delegations themselves received the required training and information for implementation of these procedures?

11. What happens when, during the implementation of a resolution, the final cost is not in line with the initially calculated cost?

12. What is the role of the different areas of the Secretariat in the implementation of these new processes?

13. Does this mean that the order in which resolutions are presented will determine which receive funding?

14. When countries present a greater number of resolutions, are there any criteria for the “equitable” distribution of funding?

15. What happens in imponderable cases in which resolutions are issued, for example, by special sessions of the Assembly, Meetings of Consultation, and meetings of the Permanent Council itself, which entail costs?
16. How will the mandates of the Summits of the Americas be evaluated?

It was finally agreed that the Chair of that Committee, acting on behalf of the CAJP, would conduct consultations with a view to presenting to the Permanent Council a report with the conclusions arrived at by that Committee on the issue “Procedure for calculating costs related to draft resolutions to be presented for consideration by the General Assembly at its fortieth regular session: implementation of the templates adopted by the Permanent Council in resolution CP/RES. 965 (1733/09) (AG/CP/doc.773/10).”

2. Continuation of the planning of meetings of high-level authorities and special meetings: 

· Draft agenda for the special meeting of the Permanent Council on “Human Rights and Older Persons” [AG/RES. 2455 (XXXIX-O/09)] (CP/CAJP-2801/10 rev. 1)


With regard to this item, the representative of the Department of Special Legal Programs of the Secretariat for Legal Affairs presented the document “Background on the Issue Human Rights and Older Persons” [AG/RES. 2455 (XXXIX-O/09)] and the revised draft agenda for the special meeting of the Permanent Council CP/CAJP-2801/10 rev. 1.


The delegations expressed thanks for the presentation and adopted the draft agenda with the amendments proposed at the meeting, which would be reflected in the next revised version. The Committee then proceeded to change the date of the meeting, in consultation with the concerned areas and in view of the request made by the delegation of Argentina. 

3.
Other business
The delegation of Colombia asked to know the dates for presentation of the annual reports of the bodies of the inter-American system of human rights, the Court and the Commission, and of the dialogue between the member states and said bodies. 

The Secretariat explained that the presentation of the annual report of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights was confirmed for March 18 and the dialogue for March 19. The annual report of the IACHR would be presented at a later date.

The delegations agreed, on the initiative of the delegation of Costa Rica, that the presentation of the annual report of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights would remain scheduled for March 18, as initially planned, and that the annual dialogue between the member states and the bodies of the inter-American human rights system would only take place once the annual reports of the two bodies of the system, the Inter-American Court of Human Rights and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR), had been presented. 

The Chair reported that at the meeting on March 26, Dr. Douglas Cassel, from the University of Notre Dame, would be in attendance to make a presentation on the Inter-American Democratic Charter. 

There being no further business, the meeting was declared closed.
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