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CHAIRMAN’S NOTE ON THE PRIORITY SETTING PROCESS
1. Priority setting in one of the four original work package of the OAS program review agreed on March 2009. This work package had three activities: a) Establishing a compendium of existing mandates; b) Establishing a relevance test; c) Prioritization decision. Significant progress has been made on all three activities but we are behind the very optimistic calendar we had initially set for ourselves. The February meeting will take stock of where we are on each of the three activities and look at option for the next steps to be undertaken to move ahead in this work package. 
2. Under activity 1, establishing a compendium of existing mandates, the Secretariat had produced a monumental work in the compendium of mandates at the pillar, sub-pillar and group of mandates level.  This is a forensic work that allows us to see how much funding is assigned to each of the 100 plus group of mandates. The compendium would need to be updated to incorporate the last mandates generated, but the tool is nevertheless available to help the Working Group move to the next step, which is analysing which mandates are funded and which mandates are yet to receive funding. This would allow us to move towards activity 3, Prioritization decision. Beyond, this next step, we can see further steps in establishing a correlation between sector work plans, budget attributions and reporting on results, which will bring us towards Results Based Budgeting.
3. Under activity 2, establishing a relevance test, we have launched last year a priority questionnaire. Most members have answered and we will conclude the exercise this month. The next step is to analyse the results and decide how we should use them to help determine a prioritization process that can help us breach the gap between the extensive activities of the OAS generated by the numerous mandates and the limited financial resources. 
4. As we have seen from the previous paragraphs, activity 3, prioritization decision, will be the most difficult part of our work. Although there is a broad consensus that the OAS must prioritized its activities to attain financial sustainability, there is no clear consensus on a) the order in which activities should be undertaken (from the highest priority to the lowest), b) what should be done with the least priority activities (should they be eliminated, reduced in scope, postponed until funding becomes available, etc. etc.). c) how to shift the current budget structure to reflect the eventually agreed order of priority. 
5. It is the view of the Chair that the decision on priorities remain a political decision but, that political decisions can be enlighten by the provision to decision makers of relevant information on the opportunity cost of their decisions. 
6. Therefore, the Chair suggests that this WG should concentrate its work in the short term in establishing a solid information base on the opportunity cost of the current mandates of the Organization through further work on the compendium if mandates. We should now focus on comparing the cost of mandates group, which will help us identify the cost drivers within the Organization (e.g. which mandates are the costliest to implement) then rank the group of mandates by cost. Once we rank the mandates by cost we will be able to analyse the opportunity cost of mandate implementation and draw the pertinent conclusion. 
7. Once we complete the opportunity cost analysis, depending on the conclusions, the WG could discuss how to bring our finding to the political bodies of the Organization. 
Pierre Giroux

Chairman – CAAP Working Group on the Review of OAS Programs
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