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Summary of the meeting of April 5, 2010

The Chair, Ambassador Virgilio Alcántara, Permanent Representative of the Dominican Republic to the OAS, declared the Committee meeting open and submitted the order of business, document CP/CAAP-3050/10 rev. 1, for consideration.  There being no comments by the delegations, the order of business was adopted without changes.
1. Election of the Second Vice Chair of the CAAP

The Alternate Representative of Uruguay to the OAS put forward the candidacy of Minister Alberto del Castillo, Alternate Representative of Mexico, as Second Vice Chair.  The delegation of Nicaragua seconded the nomination.  The election was by acclamation and ad referendum of the mandatory quorum.

Minister del Castillo thanked the Committee for electing him and the confidence deposited in him.  He stressed that any achievements would depend on all the member states and asked all the delegations to collaborate in the tasks that lie ahead.
2. Presentation by the President of the Administrative Tribunal, Judge Andre Surena

The Chair informed the delegations that on March 15, 2010, the President of the OAS Administrative Tribunal, Judge Andre Surena, presented the 2009 Annual Report of the Administrative Tribunal to the General Committee of the Permanent Council.  Also presented at that meeting was the draft resolution on amendments to the Statute of the Administrative Tribunal.  On that same occasion, before the General Committee, the President of the Administrative Tribunal also brought up the subject of regularizing the position of personnel in the Administrative Tribunal Secretariat. 

During the meeting of the General Committee, some delegations suggested that, given the possible budgetary implication of that organ’s petitions, they should be forwarded to the Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Affairs (CAAP) for its consideration.  For that reason, it was placed on the CAAP agenda.
Judge Andre Surena, President of the Administrative Tribunal, presented the draft resolution, “Amendments to the Statute of the OAS Administrative Tribunal” (document CP/CG-1814/10 rev. 1) and gave a brief presentation on the budgetary implications of regularizing the situation of personnel working in the Administrative Tribunal’s Secretariat (document CP/CAAP-3049/10 corr. 1).  The President of the Administrative Tribunal pointed out the draft resolution on amendments to the Statute of the Administrative Tribunal had no budgetary implications.
The delegations exchanged comments and observations on the subject and agreed on the need to analyze the situation and request in greater depth.  Such an analysis would also look into the Tribunal’s workload, bearing in mind financial considerations.  Some delegations suggested that the draft resolution and the other requests regarding Administrative Tribunal personnel be considered during the special session of the General Assembly scheduled for September 2010 to review and approve the program-budget of the Organization for 2011.
The delegations also agreed that it was premature to approve changes to the Administrative Tribunal Statute, considering that they might impact the budget.  Some delegations also pointed out that, in light of the Organization’s current deficit, it was not the right time to request the creation of a new position for the Administrative Tribunal Secretariat.  Some delegations mentioned the already existing P-4 position and the request that it be transferred from the Department of Special Legal Programs and placed within the Administrative Tribunal structure.
The delegation of Colombia requested further information regarding the estimated reduction in costs associated with the proposed amendments to the Statute of the Administrative Tribunal. The delegation of the Dominican Republic emphasized that the Administrative Tribunal ought to be used as a last resort and that it was necessary to devise other ways of solving problems, including, for instance, the services of an Ombudsman.
The President of the Administrative Tribunal said that preferably the members of the CAAP should separate consideration of the proposed amendments to the Statute from the requests for personnel for the Administrative Tribunal Secretariat.  He also provided clarification and further details regarding the Administrative Tribunal’s request for staff, both with regard to the request for a new position and the request to transfer the P-4 staff member currently acting as both Tribunal Secretary and Senior Legal Officer in the Secretariat for Legal Affairs.  In response to a question by a member state regarding the number of cases handled by the Administrative Tribunal every year, the President of the Tribunal said that the inevitable cut in the 2011 budget would result in a reduction of staff of the General Secretariat, which in turn could soon generate an increase in the Tribunal’s workload.
The chair of the CAAP said that the Committee would have to make the necessary inquiries to ascertain whether the amendments presented have budgetary implications.  The Chair of the CAAP stated, furthermore, that a reduction in the budget would not invariably mean a staff reduction, as that was something that the CAAP and the General Secretariat were working on in order to be able to make the required savings and take the decisions needed to be able to balance the budget.
To conclude consideration of this item, the CAAP decided: (1) to take note of the presentation by the President of the Administrative Tribunal, Judge Andre Surena, and of the comments and observations of the member states; (2) to take note of the draft resolution “Amendments to the Statute of the OAS Administrative Tribunal”; (3) to request that a study be carried out in April to determine whether the proposed amendments to the Statute do or do not have budgetary implications, and that the Chair of the CAAP report to the Permanent Council on the findings of that study so that appropriate decisions can be taken; and (4) to take note of the request by the President of the Administrative Tribunal regarding the staffing needs of the Administrative Tribunal Secretariat.  The CAAP will take those considerations and requests into account during consideration of the program-budget of the Organization for 2011, approval for which has been postponed to September of this year.
3. Presentation of the strategy for raising external resources to promote and prioritize support for the implementation of General Assembly mandates. 

Resolution AG/RES. 1 (XXXVIII-E/09), adopted last September instructed the Secretary General, in operative paragraph III.A.4.a, “to promote and encourage, through the Secretariat for External Relations and as part of its fundraising efforts, support for implementation of the mandates of the General Assembly, and to submit a report to the CAAP on an annual basis on the results of these efforts.” Pursuant to that resolution, Ambassador Adam Blackwell, Secretary for External Affairs, presented the CAAP with the Resource Mobilization Strategy, which was subsequently circulated as document CP/CAAP-3051/10 rev. 1.
The delegations exchanged comments and observations on the presentation by the Secretary for External Relations regarding the Resource Mobilization Strategy.  The delegation of Panama made some specific comments regarding the need to make the Organization and its impact on the countries of the region better known and pointed to the role of the media in publicizing the Organization’s work.

The delegations of Brazil, the United States, Ecuador, Uruguay, Jamaica, Argentina, Venezuela, Guatemala, and Chile referred to the presentation and pointed to the need to re-think the Organization and engage in a political debate about the way it is financed and the sources of its funding.  The delegations also voiced their concern regarding the approach being adopted in relation to the Resource Mobilization Strategy, as that approach could undermine the multilateral nature of the Organization and could lead to the funding priorities for OAS projects and programs being determined by the donors and not by the member states themselves.  The delegations also addressed the matter of the Spain Fund and how its resources are used to finance projects in different areas.  The number of projects financed by that Fund in the integral development area was raised, which, it was pointed out, might not necessarily reflect the priorities of the member states.  Similarly, some delegations asked for an explanation regarding the funds that the Organization receives for “Plan Mérida.”  Delegations also mentioned and stressed the need to focus on all the “pillars” of the Organization, given that sometimes some areas are promoted at the expense of others.  The delegations further pointed out that, given the challenges of financing the Organization’s activities, perhaps it was necessary to consider reducing mandates and revising programs in order to be more efficient.  The delegations stressed that the Organization’s “stakeholders” are its member states and that its activities and programs must reflect the interests of its member states, not those of donors. Agreement was reached on the need to reflect on the role that external funds play in financing the activities of the Organization and the possible adverse effect they may have on directions that the member states wish to pursue.
Some delegations also recalled the eminently political nature of the Organization and the difficulties associated with it when it comes to measuring outcomes, because the political dialogue carried on by the Organization is hard to quantify and measure.  The Ecuadorian delegate suggested working more closely with universities in order to trigger a multiplier effect on OAS activities.  As an example, he cited the possibility of persuading some universities to award credits for courses on the inter-American system. 

Regarding the meetings held with members of the United States Congress, the delegations asked to be enlightened as to the purpose of such meetings.  They also inquired whether meetings are also held with members of Congress in other member states. 

The delegation of Canada said it supported the work of the Secretariat for External Relations and indicated that the Organization was quintessentially dependent on its ability to raise funds.  The Canadian delegate emphasized the following:  (1) on the question of competition, the need to identify the functions that could be carried out by other organizations; (2) as for finding donors, our region had strong competition, as Africa and Asia also needed funds; (3) on results and accountability, it was necessary to convince the governments of member states to increase funding for the OAS; (4) the need for the Organization to have a single message and to speak with one voice, and to eschew multiple OAS ideas and messages.
The delegations of Brazil and the United States indicated that they would send the Secretariat for External Relations requests for additional information and queries to be answered, so that the delegations would receive the appropriate explanations.  The delegation of Jamaica asked for an explanation and further information about the Donors Conference to be held in 2010. 


The Chair pointed out that the OAS needed to position itself and for that it needed a message.  The Chair also said that the Organization did have clearly defined challenges, objectives, and a plan for achieving them, but that, to make the goals measurable, it was necessary to know in what time span they would be achieved. 


The Secretary for External Relations explained that that strategy had been developed pursuant to the resolution on the 2010 budget and that the same presentation had been developed to support fulfillment of the Organization’s mandates, which had been approved by the member states.  Mr. Blackwell also explained that the “stakeholders” were the member states themselves. He mentioned that, as for the reference to working with Congress, it was not just about working with the U.S. Congress. Work was also being done with other groups and Congresses in the countries of the Hemisphere.  As for the Plan Mérida funds, Mr. Blackwell explained that some of the money was being executed with the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security (approximately US$3 million) while the rest was being handled with the Trust for the Americas. He added that the Quarterly Management Report included information on those funds.

Regarding the value added of the Secretariat for External Relations, Mr. Blackwell pointed out that the Secretariat offered all member states, donors, and all the other organizations wishing to work with the OAS the same window of access.  Mr. Blackwell also addressed the subject of the Organization’s real estate strategy and said that the strategy would be presented to the CAAP in the next few weeks. The Secretary for External Relations pointed out that Spain was an exceptional partner of the OAS and that all the programs financed with Spanish funds were implementing the Organization’s mandates. The Secretary said that the Quarterly Management Report detailed the use of those funds.  Finally, Mr. Blackwell stated that the projects carried out with specific funds were there to help the member states and could not be executed were it not for the outside donors who provide the funds. He added that in one way or another all the projects were in line with mandates approved by the member states. 


To conclude the debate, the delegate of Brazil said she recognized that funds were collected as a function of mandates. Nevertheless, she said, it was necessary to identify which mandates were being implemented and whether they reflected the interests of all the member states or just the interests of the large-scale donors.  


The CAAP decided to take note of the presentation by the Secretariat for External Relations on the strategy for mobilizing external funding in order to promote and prioritize support for implementation of General Assembly mandates and of the comments of the member states. 

4. Progress report of the Working Group on the Review of OAS Programs

The Chair of the Working Group on the Review of OAS Programs, Counselor Pierre Giroux, Alternate Representative of Canada, gave a brief summary of the Group’s activities and of what it had achieved so far. The Chair detailed each of the sets of tasks in the Working Group’s Work Plan (austerity measures, prioritization, realignment, review of resolutions) and indicated what progress had been made with each.  On the subject of the review of resolutions, the Chair pointed out that the Permanent Council, through resolution CP/RES. 965, had approved the use of templates and that that process was being evaluated and considered by the member states during the implementation phase of resolution CP/RES. 965.  On the subject of realignment, it was pointed out there were still two meetings scheduled for the month of April:  Financing of the Inter-American Human Rights System and Real Estate Management.  As for prioritization, the Chair of the Working Group said that that was a more complex issue and one that merited ample debate.  He availed himself of the opportunity to call upon member states that had not yet done so to hand in the results of the prioritization exercise as soon as possible.  The Chair said that neither the debate nor analysis could begin until all the country results were in, as the member states had stipulated that it was necessary for all countries to participate.
Accordingly, the Chair of the Working Group recommended that the CAAP act as follows: hold the two meetings still pending of the Working Group on Alignment (real estate and financing of the inter-American human rights system); focus on negotiation of the resolution to be submitted to the General Assembly in Lima on the budget ceiling and level of financing; and continue with the prioritization process once agreement had been reached on the terms to be submitted for discussion in Lima and after results had been received from all the member states.
The delegation of the United States expressed its interest in discussing the issue of a results-based budget as one of the realignment topics.  The delegate of Mexico said he understood the need for all member states to take part in the prioritization exercise, but that it was advisable to process the data obtained during the exercise so as to have an initial idea of the results.  The delegate said it might be useful to take that information into account in the budget process and in the discussions leading up to the General Assembly, in determination of the budgetary ceiling, and then in preparation for the special session in September.  The delegate of Mexico also broached the topic of the costing of resolutions and of the importance of their costs being estimated–either before or after the Assembly–so that those costs could be borne in mind for discussion of the budget.  The delegation of Guatemala agreed that it was necessary to have a projection of the results of the prioritization exercise. 


The delegate of Canada and Chair of the Working Group said that the Group would continue its work on realignment and prioritization after the regular session of the General Assembly in Lima. On presentation of the results of the prioritization exercise, the information and data were being used, but some member states had expressed reservations about the distribution of those outcomes. 

The CAAP decided to take note of the comments of the Chair of the Working Group and of the comments of the member states.  The CAAP also decided to agree to the following recommendations of the Chair of the Working Group: hold the two meetings still pending of the Working Group on Alignment (real estate and financing of the inter-American human rights system); focus on negotiation of the resolution to be submitted to the General Assembly in Lima on the budget ceiling and level of financing; and continue with the prioritization process once agreement had been reached on the terms to be submitted for discussion in Lima and after results had been received from all the member states.
5. Other business

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

6. Delegations

Argentina

Barbados

Bolivia

Brazil

Canada

Chile

Colombia

Costa Rica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Guatemala

Jamaica

Mexico

Nicaragua

Panama

United States

Uruguay

Venezuela
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