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1. Priority setting is a process of ranking activities of an Organization and hence making choices which lead to the allocation of resources to selected programmes. It therefore includes the values, preferences, rationales and constraints that underline those decisions.
2. The inter-governmental nature of the OAS implies that priority setting is essentially a political process, as Members have to find a compromise in trying to reconcile necessarily divergent interests. Moreover, priority setting at the OAS is a particularly complex matter in view of its regional coverage, the breadth of areas it works on, the types of products/results that it provides to member countries, and the difficulty of measuring their impact. The wide variety of funding sources contributing to the budget of the Organization also adds to the complexity of the exercise.
3. While the OAS has an extensive regional mandate and strives to meet the needs and expectations of all its member states, it has limited resources and is often faced with hard choices on what activities to pursue and what to forego. 
4. In developing its budget and work programme, the OAS Members have to decide on the relative emphasis it places on competing goals, competing objectives, competing outputs, and competing regions. A priority setting framework and questionnaire should assist the Organization to objectively assess the trade-offs involved and to make informed choices. This will not alleviate the need for a political decision on allocations at the end of the process but will provide deciders with a factual basis on which to make their decision.
5. The proposed process asks each Member to assess its own perception of the relative value of the activities undertaken by the OAS by allocating points, from a limited pool of points, to the activities they deem most important or relevant, thus ranking the activities from the most important to the least important.  In our case, we would use the Compendium of Mandates by sub-pillars as the unit to be ranked. 
6. In ranking the 33 sub-pillars of the OAS Compendium, a pool of 165 points would be allocated to each Member, based on an initial attribution of 5 points by sub pillar. The Members would then redistribute the points to their preferred sub-pillar, up to an agreed level (25 points, as an example) for each pillar. The result of this process will be to leave some pillar with a low level of points or no points, thus revealing the least important sector of activity according to the Member’s perception. 

7. It is to be noted that, should we prefer to have more precision in our ranking, we could decide to use the group of mandates of the Compendium, comprising a little less than 100 units. This would make the exercise more complex but would allow the Members to be more precise in their expression of preference.  
8. The Members could use several criteria to help themselves determine priorities, such as:

· relevance to the OAS Charter and/or relevant strategic document  

· expressed priority by a broad spectrum of the stakeholders or by a specific group of interested parties

· OAS’s comparative advantage with other multilateral or other Institutions

· quality of programme design and the extent to which achievement can be measured through indicators 

· probable cost efficiency 

· likelihood of achieving the desired major output outcomes and objectives, etc.

9. In order to help Members, Annex I provides a multiple choice questionnaire which help scores each Unit (sub-pillar in our case) in terms of the degree to which it meets the criteria listed in (8). The multiple choice questions can be answered for each sub-pillar being appraised and help the Member assess the relevance of the sub-pillar. The higher the score of the sub-pillar, the more relevant it would be according to the list of criteria. However, the assignment of points to the sub-pillar is a policy decision of the Member country. The questionnaire is simply a tool to support the policy decision. 
10. At the end of the ranking exercise by each member, the results are transmitted to the OAS Secretariat. A compilation of the results will then allow identifying which is the overall ranking of each sub-pillar, thus permitting the Members to see which sectors of activities are deemed the most important by Members. From this ranking, scenarios for reordering of priorities, with the corresponding budgets can be made, allowing the Members to start a debate on cost cutting knowing the Membership’s priority preferences, as the least preferred sectors of activities will by then be clearly revealed.  This allows the debate to focus on these least preferred areas and facilitates the necessary arbitrages. 

ANNEX I

Criteria Analysis

ASSESSED UNIT XXX
NOTE: the answers are listed from least relevance/impact to most relevance/impact
a. Conformity to the Organization’s mandate and relevance to the strategic objectives of the Organization as specified in the Charter and other Strategic Documents 

	In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of the sub-pillar being appraised:
□
	inside OAS mandate but poorly focussed on the Strategic Objectives (claims to address more than three Strategic Objectives)

	□
	making a significant contribution to one or two Strategic Objectives

	□
	making a very substantial contribution to one or two Strategic Objectives

	□
	focussed on a single Strategic Objective and an absolute priority without which it cannot be adequately implemented


b. Expressed priority and usefulness to a broad section of the membership or to special groups identified by the Governing Bodies,

In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of sub-pillar being appraised: 

Expressed priority and usefulness to a broad section of the membership
	□
	useful to only a few countries (e.g.1-4 countries)

	□
	useful to a sub-region or equivalent (e.g. 5 to 20 countries)

	□
	useful to a very broad section of the membership 

	□
	useful to all or almost all members


Expressed priority and usefulness to special (i.e. vulnerable) groups identified by the Governing Bodies

	□
	not applicable or relevant to any special groups of vulnerable countries

	□
	equally relevant to vulnerable and non vulnerable countries

	□
	relevant only to special groups of particularly vulnerable countries


c. OAS’s comparative advantage in terms of potential for synergies through collaboration with partners, track record, avoidance of duplication with the work of other institutions and internal capacity 

In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of sub-pillar being appraised: 

	OAS’s comparative advantage in terms of potential for synergies through collaboration with partners and avoidance of duplication with the work of other institutions
□
	OAS providing these outputs in strong competition with other, further advanced or leading development partners

	□
	others seeking to compete with OAS on a par

	□
	partners look to OAS for a significant contribution in this area

	□
	OAS is regarded as a leader in this area

	□
	OAS the sole significant player

	
	


OAS’s comparative advantage in terms of track record and existing internal capacity
	□
	OAS working in this area for less than 5 years, and proposes to develop capacity

	□
	OAS working in this area for less than 5 years, but some level of internal capacity has already been developed

	□
	OAS working in this area for 5 to 10 years with some level of internal capacity (at least one fully qualified staff member)

	□
	OAS working in this area for more than 10 years with adequate internal capacity (involving several professional staff)

	□
	OAS working for more than 10 years, with a proven track record of achievements and/or an established role as repository of information with an extensive internal capacity (e.g. a service or equivalent)

	
	


OAS’s comparative advantage in terms of the need for neutrality and regional outreach
	□
	OAS strengths in terms of neutrality and/or regional outreach not helpful for this particular work

	□
	OAS strengths in terms of neutrality and/or regional outreach moderately helpful

	□
	OAS strengths in terms of neutrality and/or regional outreach clearly helpful

	□
	OAS strengths in terms of neutrality and/or regional outreach will be of real advantage and brought to bear significantly

	□
	OAS strengths in terms of neutrality and/or regional outreach are critical to the successful completion of this particular work


d. Quality of programme design, including clarity of the causal link between the inputs provided and planned outputs and objectives 

In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of the sub-pillar being appraised: 

Quality of programme design: Rationale including statement of the problem, the benefits to be created and the beneficiaries concerned concentrating on the ends-means structure
	□
	problem is either minor in nature or largely undefined

	□
	problem is defined but the benefits and beneficiaries are unclear as is the means to ends linkage

	□
	problem, benefits and beneficiaries are clearly defined but means to ends linkage is unconvincing

	□
	problem, benefits and beneficiaries are clearly defined and means to ends linkage is clear but there exist doubts about credibility

	□
	problem is clear and severe and its resolution in terms of benefits and beneficiaries is entirely credible


Clarity of definition of programme entity objective including expected benefits for beneficiaries and timing for their delivery
	□
	objective not stated in terms of expected results and secondary users not defined

	□
	while objective is stated there is a lack of clarity in the expected results and/or secondary users

	□
	entity objective clearly defined as are the secondary users but the timescale for their delivery unclear

	□
	entity objective clearly defined with a time specific statement for the delivery of expected results to defined secondary users


Clarity of major output definition including products of services to be produced, the users and the outcome and timing
	□
	major outputs not defined as products or services

	□
	major outputs defined as products or services but users and their use of the outputs as well as the timeframes unclear

	□
	major outputs defined as products or services as are users but their use of the outputs as well as the timeframes are unclear

	□
	major outputs defined as products or services, users and timeframes clear but the outcome (i.e. their use of the output) is unclear

	□
	major outputs defined as a product or a service, outcome (i.e. what the output will be used for) and users and timeframes clearly stated


e. Extent to which the achievement of Objective (Outcome) can be evaluated through the criteria and indicators proposed 

In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of sub-pillar appraised: 

	Extent to which achievement can be evaluated through the indicators and targets proposed: programme element objective
□
	indicators, means of verification and targets undefined

	□
	indicators defined but not directly pertinent to the objective

	□
	pertinent indicators defined but unconvincing means of verification and/or unstated targets

	□
	pertinent indicators defined, means of verification and targets stated but not sufficiently specified

	□
	realistic indicators defined, credible and practical means of verifications stated, and quantitative targets established


Extent to which achievement can be evaluated through the indicators and targets proposed: major output outcome
	□
	indicators, means of verification and targets undefined

	□
	indicators defined but not directly pertinent to the outcome

	□
	pertinent indicators defined but unconvincing means of verification and/or unstated targets

	□
	pertinent indicators defined, means of verification and targets stated but not sufficiently specified

	□
	realistic indicators defined, credible and practical means of verifications stated, and quantitative targets established


f. Probable cost-efficiency of the programme entity in mode of operation, including the use made of internal and external partnerships 

In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of sub-pillar being appraised: 

Probable cost-efficiency of the programme entity in mode of operation, including the use made of internal and external partnerships with respect to a) clear and efficient managerial arrangements; b) least-cost resource mix; c) leveraging through use of partnerships; d) concentration of effort/critical mass/fragmentation
	□
	weak on all factors

	□
	weak on any three of the factors or particularly weak on two factors

	□
	weak on any two of the factors or on leveraging through use of partnerships

	□
	could be improvement but all factors efficient


	□
	all factors very efficiently designed

	
	


g. Likelihood of achieving desired Objective (Outcome) and substantive and sustainable impact 

In the following table, please tick the line which best reflects the case of the sub-pillar being appraised: 

Likelihood of achieving desired Major Output Outcomes and Programme Objectives in a substantive and sustainable manner
	□
	very high risk that one or more of the desired outcomes/objectives will not be achieved

	□
	there are a number of unknowns/uncertainties which give rise to doubts about achieving outcomes/objectives

	□
	at least a substantial part of the outcomes/objectives are likely being achieved. Alternatively there are a number of unknowns/uncertainties which give rise to doubts about achieving outcomes/objectives, but the action is justified by the importance of the problem

	□
	there is full expectation the planned outcomes/objectives are very likely to be achieved
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