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Antigua and Barbuda

0.020

0.002 0.003 0.001 50.0%

Argentina

4.900

0.969 0.956 -0.013 -1.3%

Bahamas

0.070

0.012 0.013 0.001 8.3%

Barbados

0.080

0.009 0.010 0.001 11.1%

Belize

0.030

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Bolivia

0.070

0.008 0.009 0.001 12.5%

Brasil

8.550

2.390 1.523 -0.867 -36.3%

Canada

12.360

2.558 2.813 0.255 10.0%

Chile

0.540

0.212 0.223 0.011 5.2%

Colombia

0.940

0.201 0.155 -0.046 -22.9%

Costa Rica

0.130

0.020 0.030 0.010 50.0%

Dominica

0.020

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Ecuador

0.180

0.025 0.019 -0.006 -24.0%

El Salvador

0.070

0.018 0.022 0.004 22.2%

Grenada

0.030

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Guatemala

0.130

0.027 0.030 0.003 11.1%

Guyana

0.020

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Haïti

0.070

0.002 0.003 0.001 50.0%

Honduras

0.070

0.005 0.005 0.000 0.0%

Jamaica

0.180

0.004 0.008 0.004 100.0%

México

6.080

1.086 1.883 0.797 73.4%

Nicaragua

0.070

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Panamá

0.130

0.029 0.019 -0.010 -34.5%

Paraguay

0.180

0.016 0.012 -0.004 -25.0%

Perú

0.410

0.118 0.092 -0.026 -22.0%

República Dominicana

0.180

0.023 0.035 0.012 52.2%

Saint Kitts and Nevis

0.020

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Saint Lucia

0.030

0.002 0.002 0.000 0.0%

St. Vincent and Grenadines

0.020

0.001 0.001 0.000 0.0%

Suriname

0.070

0.002 0.001 -0.001 -50.0%

Trinidad and Tobago 

0.180

0.016 0.022 0.006 37.5%

United States

59.470

22.000 22.000 0.000 0.0%

Uruguay

0.260

0.080 0.048 -0.032 -40.0%

Venezuela

3.200

0.208 0.171 -0.037 -17.8%

Sum 98.76 30.05 30.11 0.07 0.2%

Cuba 1.24

0.030 0.043 0.013 43.3%

Total 100.00 30.08 30.16 0.08 0.3%

* Source: United Nations, Scale of assessments for the apprortionment of the expenses of the

United Nations, Report of the Fifth Committee, Fifty-eight session (3 March 2004), document

A/RES/58/1B, pp. 2-6.

EXHIBIT II

UN Quotas 2003 and 2004-2006*



Country

Current OAS

UN quotas for 

2004-06*

UN quotas for 

2003

Difference

% Increase / 

Decrease


PROPOSAL OF THE WORKING GROUP ON A SCALE OF QUOTA ASSESSMENTS

PROPOSAL OF THE WORKING GROUP ON A SCALE OF QUOTA ASSESSMENTS

Background

The purpose of this proposal is to advance the debate on the most suitable methodology for calculating the scale of quota assessments by offering a simplified computation scheme with the objective of facilitating a speedy consensus among the member states.

So far, the member states have considered other methodologies, of varying degrees of technical complexity, which required them to make a political assessment of their appropriateness as well as acquiring an understanding of their technical details and their impact on the overall quota policy. Their technical complexity also required the member states to make additional political decisions regarding the parameters used to define the final formula. The political considerations surrounding each methodology can be summarized as follows:

1. The Traditional Methodology, albeit the simplest one, resulted in a number of member states paying below the minimum. Even with an adjustment to bring their quotas to the minimum level, it resulted in a scale that violated the “ability to pay” principle stated in Article 55 of the Charter, since some member states that paid more at the UN would pay the minimum at the OAS.

2. The alternative methodology overcame the shortcomings of the Traditional Methodology, but resulted in a scale that placed a far greater burden in the smaller contributors, while significantly reducing the quota of the larger contributors to levels well below their present ones.

3. The Hybrid Method provided a distribution that more closely resembled the preferences of the member states with regard to the ideal distribution, but it requires fixing the quota of the second-highest contributor to a pre-determined level. This would entail further negotiations and reaching a political agreement with the second-largest contributor to accept the assessment of a fixed quota at an arbitrary level and for an indefinite period.

4. The Logistic Method provided a scale that most resembled the preferences of the member states, while minimizing the variations between their current and proposed quotas. However it required the member states to reach an agreement on the value of a single parameter that would regulate whether the larger or smaller contributors would bear a greater share of the overall quota assessment. The technical complexity of this formula, and the need for the member states to review the appropriateness of the impact of a particular value of the parameter applied, would be likely to result in protracted discussions and negotiations.

For these reasons, the present methodology has been developed with hopes of facilitating a consensus agreement on a scale of quota assessments. A simplified methodology could allow the member states to agree to a calculated scale, adopt it in principle, and move forward with negotiations on its implementation.

Political Elements of this Proposal

As the discussion on the methodology moves away from the technical evaluation of a computation methodology, a number of other political aspects have been taken into account in the process of developing a new quota scale. These political elements may be summarized as follows:

a) Increase the minimum quota from 0.020 to 0.025. Some member states have expressed their agreement with an increase in the minimum quota to signal their commitment to contribute in a larger measure to the expenses of the Organization.

b) A voluntary commitment by all member states to maintain their current level of funding. The Chair of the Working Group has asked those member states whose nominal quotas would be reduced under the new scale to formally indicate whether they would continue contributing towards the expenses of the Organization at the levels established by AG/RES 2157 (XXXV – O/05). Several member states have expressed their willingness to maintain their quota contributions at present levels.

c) The target implementation date for the new scale has been tentatively set for 2007 to be the fiscal year in which the new scale would become effective.

d) This proposal has been prepared using a one-year transition period. Although the first year of implementation would be 2007, this would also become the year in which some abatement measures would be applied to the quota scale in order to minimize the impact of steep increases or reductions to the quota assessment of the member states. 

e) The element of automaticity is an essential part of this proposal. Should this methodology be approved by the member states, it would be automatically applied every time the Scale of Assessments for the Apportionment of the Expenses of the United Nations is changed by the UN General Assembly, and the resulting scale would become part of the approved budget of the OAS.

The Methodology

The proposed methodology is based on the Traditional Method previously presented to the Working Group, with minimal modifications.
/  These modifications consist of dividing the OAS and UN quotas of all member states into two components: a minimum component, and a marginal component. Subsequently, an adjustment factor, called the Gradient, is calculated and applied to the marginal component of the UN quota to obtain the marginal OAS quota. This may be expressed as the following formula: 
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UN - 0.001

Marg. UN x 

4.885

Marginal + 

Minimum

Belize

0.030

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 22.4 $          

18.7 $             - $               

18.7 $            

Dominica

0.020

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 14.9             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

Grenada

0.030

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 22.4             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

Guyana

0.020

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 14.9             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

Nicaragua

0.070

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 52.3             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

Saint Kitts and Nevis

0.020

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 14.9             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

St. Vincent and Grenadines

0.020

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 14.9             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

Suriname

0.070

0.001 0.025 0.000 0.000

0.025 52.3             

18.7                -                  

18.7               

Saint Lucia

0.030

0.002 0.025 0.001 0.005

0.030 22.4             

18.7                3.6                  

22.3               

Antigua and Barbuda

0.020

0.003 0.025 0.002 0.010

0.035 14.9             

18.7                7.3                  

26.0               

Haïti

0.070

0.003 0.025 0.002 0.010

0.035 52.3             

18.7                7.3                  

26.0               

Honduras

0.070

0.005 0.025 0.004 0.020

0.045 52.3             

18.7                14.6                

33.3               

Jamaica

0.180

0.008 0.025 0.007 0.034

0.059 134.4           

18.7                25.5                

44.2               

Bolivia

0.070

0.009 0.025 0.008 0.039

0.064 52.3             

18.7                29.2                

47.8               

Barbados

0.080

0.010 0.025 0.009 0.044

0.069 59.7             

18.7                32.8                

51.5               

Paraguay

0.180

0.012 0.025 0.011 0.054

0.079 134.4           

18.7                40.1                

58.8               

Bahamas

0.070

0.013 0.025 0.012 0.059

0.084 52.3             

18.7                43.8                

62.4               

Ecuador

0.180

0.019 0.025 0.018 0.088

0.113 134.4           

18.7                65.6                

84.3               

Panamá

0.130

0.019 0.025 0.018 0.088

0.113 97.0             

18.7                65.6                

84.3               

El Salvador

0.070

0.022 0.025 0.021 0.103

0.128 52.3             

18.7                76.6                

95.2               

Trinidad and Tobago 

0.180

0.022 0.025 0.021 0.103

0.128 134.4           

18.7                76.6                

95.2               

Costa Rica

0.130

0.030 0.025 0.029 0.142

0.167 97.0             

18.7                105.8              

124.4             

Guatemala

0.130

0.030 0.025 0.029 0.142

0.167 97.0             

18.7                105.8              

124.4             

República Dominicana

0.180

0.035 0.025 0.034 0.166

0.191 134.4           

18.7                124.0              

142.7             

Uruguay

0.260

0.048 0.025 0.047 0.230

0.255 194.1           

18.7                171.4              

190.1             

Perú

0.410

0.092 0.025 0.091 0.445

0.470 306.1           

18.7                331.9              

350.5             

Colombia

0.940

0.155 0.025 0.154 0.752

0.777 701.7           

18.7                561.6              

580.3             

Venezuela

3.200

0.171 0.025 0.170 0.830

0.855 2,388.9        

18.7                619.9              

638.6             

Chile

0.540

0.223 0.025 0.222 1.084

1.109 403.1           

18.7                809.6              

828.2             

Argentina

4.900

0.956 0.025 0.955 4.665

4.690 3,658.0        

18.7                3,482.6           

3,501.3          

Brasil

8.550

1.523 0.025 1.522 7.435

7.460 6,382.8        

18.7                5,550.3           

5,569.0          

México

6.080

1.883 0.025 1.882 9.193

9.218 4,538.9        

18.7                6,863.1           

6,881.8          

Canada

12.360

2.813 0.025 2.812 13.736

13.761 9,227.1        

18.7                10,254.6         

10,273.2        

United States

59.470

22.000 0.025 21.999 59.445

59.470 44,396.0      

18.7                44,377.4         

44,396.0        

Sum 98.76

30.114 0.850 30.080

98.920 99.770 73,727.1 $    634.5 $           73,846.4 $       74,481.0 $     

Cuba 1.24

0.043 0.025 0.042

0.205

0.230

925.7           

18.7                153.2               171.8             

Total 100.00

30.157

0.875 30.122 99.125 100.000 74,652.8 $    653.2 $           73,999.6 $       74,652.8 $     

* Source: United Nations, Scale of assessments for the apprortionment of the expenses of the United Nations,

Report of the Fifth Committee, Fifty-eight session (3 March 2004), document A/RES/58/1B, pp. 2-6.
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Modified Traditional Methodology

EXHIBIT I

Modified Traditional Methodology

Based on approved U.N. quotas for 2004-06

Minimum Quota = 0.025%


i. Minimum and Marginal Components

The total quota equals the simple aggregate of both components:

Quota = Minimum Component + Marginal Component

The minimum component is a number, expressed as a percentage, which is equal to the minimum quota. The minimum quota is a fixed number that is determined by a common agreement among the member states. For purposes of the calculations presented herein, the minimum OAS quota equals 0.025% (but it may be changed by the member states if they are inclined to do so). The minimum component of the UN quota now stands at 0.001% and has been established by the UN General Assembly.

The marginal component is the amount in percentage points that a member state is assessed in excess of the minimum. For example, if a member state’s OAS quota is 0.060%, then its minimum component is 0.025% and its marginal component is 0.035%. The marginal component of the OAS quota is capped at 59.45%, so that the sum of the minimum plus the marginal may not exceed 59.47%. In equivalent terms, the marginal quota at the UN is capped at 21.999%, so that the maximum quota does not exceed 22%. 

ii. The Gradient

This is a unique number that allows the sum of all quotas to add up to 100%, and it is calculated in the following manner:



The Gradient, therefore, is merely the ratio of the sum of the marginal quotas of the OAS member states (less the maximum) to the sum of their marginal UN quotas (less the maximum).
/ Using the values in the 2004-2006 UN scale, we obtain that the sum of the UN quotas of all the OAS member states is 30.157; therefore, the corresponding value for the Gradient would be:













/

Obtaining the value of the quota of any OAS member state is a matter of simply applying the first formula defined in this document. For example, a member state whose UN quota is 0.030% would have marginal UN quota of 0.029%. The calculation of this member state’s OAS quota is, then:

OAS quota = 0.025 + (0.029 x 4.885) = 0.025 + 0.142 = 0.167% 
/
Exhibit I, attached to this document, shows the resulting scale with the results of the step-by-step calculations.

This methodology shows some advantages in relation with the other four methods currently under consideration. Of particular significance is that the new OAS scale can be calculated and applied with ease, while meeting all the required constraints (i.e., it adds up to 100% and reflects a direct proportion with the UN quotas, thus complying with the ability-to-pay principle stipulated under Article 55 of the Charter). It also minimizes the number of political decisions, whereas other methodologies require the member states to reach consensus on other technical details, such as the “c” parameter of the logistic function, or the quota for the second-highest contributor as required when using the hybrid method.

Automaticity

In keeping with previous proposals considered by the CAAP in prior years, a critical element is the automatic recalculation of the quota scale. Changes to the scale would be triggered by any adjustments to the Scale of Assessments for the Apportionment of the Expenses of the United Nations as approved by the UN General Assembly. This element is essential to the consistent application of Article 55 of the Charter of the OAS, which requires that member states’ quotas should be fixed on the basis of their ability-to-pay. This is also in accordance with the mandates of the General Assembly, which have sanctioned the use of the UN quota scales as the appropriate gauge to be used to measure the member states’ ability-to-pay. From a pragmatic point of view, automaticity is advantageous to the Organization because of its efficiency: it eliminates the distortions created over time by the dynamic conditions that affect the economies of the member states, thus eliminating the need for periodic reviews of the quota scale.

Transitional Scale and Abatement Measures

In consideration of the concerns expressed by some member states regarding the large variations in current and proposed quotas, this proposal introduces an additional element that would significantly alter, albeit temporarily, the first scale of quota assessments adopted under this methodology. The matter of large variations in assessments from one period to the next has been the subject of discussion at the UN, and continues to this day. The fact that these variations are still a matter of debate in New York indicates that further refinements to the methodology may be forthcoming. In time, the UN will eventually arrive at a scale that can better provide an objective measure of each member state’s ability to contribute to the maintenance of the Organization. It is also reasonable to conclude that, given the resources of the UN, it is perhaps more appropriate to encourage the member states to pursue this debate at this forum than at the OAS. Yet, it is not the intention of this proposal to completely ignore what may be legitimate objections to a methodology that, even if accepted by consensus, ostensibly affects the interests of the member states in an adverse manner. There is also the urgent matter of reaching an agreement on the OAS quota scale prior to convoking a Special General Assembly, as mandated by AG/RES 2157 (XXXV – O/05).

These large variations that occur from one triennium to the next have significantly affected some OAS member states. Mexico’s assessment at the UN rose by 73.4% from 2003 to 2004. The first report of the Committee on Contributions of the United Nations Contributions Service showed that the initial calculations for the assessment of Costa Rica would have risen by 95%, from 0.020% to 0.039%. The resolution adopted by the 58th session of the UN General Assembly, however, set Costa Rica’s assessment for 2004-2006 at 0.030%. Although the Committee appears to have reconsidered the assessment for this particular member state, the approved scale of assessments still shows a 50% increase over the previous year. Jamaica’s assessment was doubled, going from 0.004% in 2003 to 0.008% in 2004. Brazil’s assessment, on the other hand, declined in the same period by 36.3%, from 2.390% to 1.523%. Exhibit II shows the assessment changes and their corresponding variations between 2003 and those approved for the 2004-2006 period.

In an effort to provide some measure of relief to the most affected member states, as well as to pave the way for a consensus, this proposal offers to temporarily relax the application of the 2004-2006 UN scale, and introduce some abatement measures that would be applicable to the 2007 scale of quota assessments of the OAS.
/
During the transition period, quota reductions and increases would be limited to no more than fifty-percent of the difference between their current levels and the levels resulting from the application of the new scale. For example, a member state whose quota is going up from 1.000% to 1.500% in the new scale would be assessed no more than 1.250%; on the other hand, a member state whose quota goes down from 1.000% to 0.500%, would be assessed no less than 0.750%.  These abatement measures, however, should not prevent a member state from voluntarily making higher contributions towards the maintenance and other expenditures of the General Secretariat. Any member state whose quota assessment is going up may choose to waive its right to abatement and pay its full quota, while a member state whose quota is going down is encouraged to maintain its present level of contribution. Exhibit III shows the comparison between the “actual” 2007 scale and the “transitional” 2007 scale that result from applying the abatement measures.
/  These procedures would be in place during the 2007 fiscal year, and will no longer apply in the calculation of the OAS quota scales for the 2008-2010 period.

Issues for consideration by CAAP:

This proposal has been submitted for consideration to the Working Group on Quota Assessments, but its members have not reached consensus on a number of issues. The members of the Working Group have expressed their willingness to continue their efforts until a final agreement has been reached, but would welcome any guidance given from CAAP that would help further resolution on the following issues:

i. Whether to accept the Modified Traditional Methodology proposed in this document as the methodology that CAAP deems to be as the one best suited for computing the scale of quota assessments of the Organization

ii. Whether to raise the minimum quota of the member states from 0.020% to 0.025%

iii. To define the manner in which the UN quota scale may be taken into account in determining the basis for measuring the capacity to pay of the member states

iv. To consider the period of  review for changes to the scale of quotas assessment 

a. every three five years

b. every five years

v. To adopt the scale that would result from the application of the modified traditional methodology beginning in fiscal year 2007 or 2008

vi. To adopt the abatement measures proposed in this document, and to apply them to the 2007 scale of quota assessments

vii. To apply the modified traditional methodology, without abatement measures, to the 2007-2009 scale of assessments approved by the UN General Assembly. The resulting scale would become effective in the 2008 fiscal year. Subsequent scales would be recomputed automatically as the UN General Assembly approves changes to the Scale of Assessments for the Apportionment of the Expenses of the United Nations.
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Belize

0.030

0.028

0.025 22.4 $             20.5 $             18.7 $           (1.9)              

Dominica

0.020

0.025

0.025 14.9                18.7                18.7              3.8               

Grenada

0.030

0.028

0.025 22.4                20.5                18.7              (1.9)              

Guyana

0.020

0.025

0.025 14.9                18.7                18.7              3.8               

Nicaragua

0.070

0.048

0.025 52.3                35.5                18.7              (16.8)            

Saint Kitts and Nevis

0.020

0.025

0.025 14.9                18.7                18.7              3.8               

St. Vincent and Grenadines

0.020

0.025

0.025 14.9                18.7                18.7              3.8               

Suriname

0.070

0.048

0.025 52.3                35.5                18.7              (16.8)            

Saint Lucia

0.030

0.030

0.030 22.4                22.4                22.3              -               

Antigua and Barbuda

0.020

0.027

0.035 14.9                20.4                26.0              5.5               

Haïti

0.070

0.052

0.035 52.3                39.1                26.0              (13.2)            

Honduras

0.070

0.057

0.045 52.3                42.8                33.3              (9.5)              

Jamaica

0.180

0.120

0.059 134.4              89.3                44.2              (45.1)            

Bolivia

0.070

0.067

0.064 52.3                50.0                47.8              (2.3)              

Barbados

0.080

0.074

0.069 59.7                55.6                51.5              (4.1)              

Paraguay

0.180

0.129

0.079 134.4              96.6                58.8              (37.8)            

Bahamas

0.070

0.077

0.084 52.3                57.3                62.4              5.0               

Ecuador

0.180

0.146

0.113 134.4              109.3              84.3              (25.1)            

Panamá

0.130

0.121

0.113 97.0                90.7                84.3              (6.3)              

El Salvador

0.070

0.099

0.128 52.3                73.8                95.2              21.5             

Trinidad and Tobago 

0.180

0.154

0.128 134.4              114.8              95.2              (19.6)            

Costa Rica

0.130

0.148

0.167 97.0                110.7              124.4            13.7             

Guatemala

0.130

0.148

0.167 97.0                110.7              124.4            13.7             

República Dominicana

0.180

0.186

0.191 134.4              138.5              142.7            4.1               

Uruguay

0.260

0.257

0.255 194.1              192.1              190.1            (2.0)              

Perú

0.410

0.440

0.470 306.1              328.3              350.5            22.2             

Colombia

0.940

0.859

0.777 701.7              641.0              580.3            (60.7)            

Venezuela

3.200

2.028

0.855 2,388.9           1,513.7           638.6            (875.2)          

Chile

0.540

0.825

1.109 403.1              615.7              828.2            212.6           

Argentina

4.900

4.795

4.690 3,658.0           3,579.6           3,501.3         (78.4)            

Brasil

8.550

8.005

7.460 6,382.8           5,975.9           5,569.0         (406.9)          

México

6.080

7.649

9.218 4,538.9           5,710.3           6,881.8         1,171.4        

Canada

12.360

13.061

13.761 9,227.1           9,750.1           10,273.2       523.0           

United States

59.470

59.470

59.470 44,395.9         44,395.9         44,395.9       -               

Sum 98.76

99.275

99.770 73,727.1 $      74,111.4 $      74,481.3 $    384.3           

Cuba 1.24

0.735 0.230 925.7             

548.7             

171.7           

(377.0)          

Total 100.00

100.010

100.000 74,652.8 $      74,660.1 $      74,653.0 $    7.3               

Country

Current 

OAS

Current OAS 

Nominal 

Quotas

2007 Nominal Quotas

(Based on $74,652,800)

2007 Quotas



Nominal 

Change 

During 

Transition

EXHIBIT III

Transitional Scale Using Modified Traditional Methodology

Based on approved U.N. quotas for 2004-06



Minimum Quota = 0.025%











OAS quota = minimum OAS component + (marginal UN quota x Gradient)








		  Sum of non-capped OAS Marginal Quotas


Gradient =


		Sum of non-capped OAS/UN Marginal Quotas 





		   100 – 35 x (0.025) – 59.445		   39.68


Gradient =					       =   	      =	4.885


		30.157 – 35 x (0.001) – 21.999	   8.123
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	�.	 As the member states may recall, the Traditional Method merely consists of applying a constant of proportionality to UN quotas of OAS member states (except to those that would pay the minimum and maximum quotas)  in order to arrive at a new scale. This methodology fails to yield an appropriate scale because it results in more member states paying the minimum quota than the constraints permit, thereby violating the ability-to-pay principle stipulated by Article 55 of the Charter of the OAS.


	�.	In general, the marginal component of the quota of an OAS member state equals the marginal component of its UN quota multiplied by the Gradient. The only exception is the quota applied to the United States, whose marginal component is capped at 59.45%.


	�.	Although not immediately evident, the numerator and denominator are derived as follows:


The sum of all OAS quotas should add up to 100% at the OAS and 30.157% at the UN


At the OAS, the sum of non-capped marginal quotas equals the total quota (100%) minus the sum of all minimum quotas (35 x 0.025%), minus the marginal quota for the US (59.445%) = 39.68%


At the UN, the sum of non-capped marginal quotas of OAS member states equals the total quota (30.157%) minus the sum of all minimum quotas (35 x 0.001%), minus the marginal quota for the United States (21.999%) = 8.123%


	�.	It clearly follows that one of the immediate implications of this formula is that a member state that pays the minimum quota at the UN, would also pay the minimum at the OAS. This is because the marginal UN quota for these member states would have a value of zero, resulting in an OAS quota = 0.025 + (0 x 4.906) = 0.025%


	�.	As noted in previous documents presented to CAAP, the 2007 quota scale would be based on the UN scale of assessments approved for the 2004-2006 triennium. The quota scale of the OAS would always have a one year lag with respect to that of the UN, due to the difference in the timing of the formal approval of the scales by the General Assemblies of the UN and the OAS.


�.	The scale has been prepared using $74,652,800 as the base for the calculation of the nominal amounts. Because of the abatement rules described above, four member states would pay the minimum quota of $18,700 and would not be eligible for quota abatement during the transition. These member states are Dominica, Guyana, Saint Kitts and Nevis, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. This results in a slight increase of about $7,300 to the overall quota, and in a scale that would temporarily add up to 100.010%, or $76,660,100 during the transition period.





