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1. Priority setting is a process of ranking the activities of an Organization according to a set of criteria and hence making choices leading to the allocation of resources to preferred selected activities. 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 divergent interests. Furthermore, priority setting at the OAS is a particularly complex matter in view of its regional/sub-regional coverage, the breadth of areas it works on, the types of services/results it provides to Member countries and the difficulty of measuring their impact. Finally, 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 sub-regions. A priority setting framework and questionnaire can assist the Organization in objectively assessing the trade-offs involved and in making 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 more solid factual basis on which to make their decision.

5. The proposed process has three steps. First, Members would determine their national  priorities according to their own perception of the relative value of the activities undertaken by the OAS. A ranking methodology is proposed to establish a factual base on which each Member’s preferences can be measured  Members would disposed of both a Compendium of all the mandates given to the Organization and a shorter Compendium of current active, cost generating mandates. These mandates would be regrouped according to thematic commonality, for which a cost estimate would be provided. This proposed methodology will be described further in Annex I.

6. The second step would consist in comparing the results of each Member’s ranking exercise. This would allow to identify if some collective preferences (all Member’s results put together) emerges for specific sectors of activities for which a vast majority of Members would have expressed a high priority. There will likely be a second group of activities for which the preference of Members are more evenly spread, a fair portion of Members expressing positive preference but a matching proportion of members expressed less interest. Finally, a third group will emerge for which only a few members have expressed interest. At this point, views of Members will have been clearly expressed. Technical scenarios can then be elaborated, exploring and comparing the impact of possible options for restructuring the activities of the Organization and meeting the budget constraints. 
7. The Scenario Building can be done in several ways. A possible Scenario Building approach would be to retain the high preference sectors of activity and look at the financial effort needed in reducing the least preferred sectors of activities in order to produce a balanced the budget. In this approach, the CAAP Working Group could make various regrouping of preferred activities, taking the less preferred sectors of activities and looking at which reduction of sectors of activities could produce the needed cost reduction goal. Another approach would be to ask each Committee of the Permanent Council to make proposals for cost cutting according to set norms for the activities in which a low level of preference was expressed. For example, each Committee could be asked to identify reduction of their activities by 5%, 10% or 15% of their allocated budget.   Once again, at this point, no activity is eliminated. The Members would only consider what would be the financial impact should some activities be reduced in order to meet the budget balance imperative.  This second step allows each Member to fully understand the effort in reduction of activities needed to balance the budget and what could be the alternative ways to meet this objective. 
8. The third step is the political decision making step. At this point, Members would discuss the various scenarios and try to reach a consensus on which scenarios for cost cutting they could possibly be agree at the General Assembly of the Organization Most likely, several visions on the nature of the OAS and its desired activities would emerge, leading to one group of countries preferring one set of scenarios, and others preferring another set of scenarios. The political debate on scenarios would move from the CAAP to the Permanent Council. This debate would consist in choosing a set of two of three scenarios to be submitted for consideration of the General Assembly of June 2010, and prepare a corresponding resolution for discussion by Ministers. Ministers would then debate and make the needed political decision. 
9. Once the decision at the Ministerial level has been made, the 2011 budget can be finalized. 

ANNEX I

1. The first step of the priority setting process consists in a ranking methodology in which each Member would be allocating points, from a limited pool of points, to the activities of the Organization they deem most important or relevant, thus ranking the activities from the most important to the least important. It is important to underline that no choice is made at this point to eliminate any activity.
2. To facilitate the ranking of activities, we suggest using the both the Compendium of Mandates recently produced by the Secretariat, in which some 1700 mandates have been  identified, and the shorter Compendium of cost generating mandates, in which only the mandates currently generating costs have been retained. Both Compendiums, regrouping mandates according to thematic commonality, in three levels of aggregation: 8 pillars, 35 sub-pillars and over more than 100 group of mandates. We suggest using the regrouping of mandates by sub-pillars as the unit to be ranked. Although less detailed than the Group of mandates level, the sub-pillar level of regrouping expresses a sufficient differentiation of activities to allow the expression of preferences.  In ranking the 35 sub-pillars of the OAS Compendium, a pool of 200 points would be allocated to each Member, based on an initial attribution of 5 points by sub pillar, for a total of 175 points, to which we would add a bonus of 25 points for political considerations, for a total of 200 points. The “bonus” is provided to Members in order to emphasize some of their top priorities. . 
3. The point attribution process for sub-pillars starts with an initial equal value of 5 points for each sub-pillar. The Members would evaluate each sub-pillar using a provided questionnaire (see below). The evaluation would give a differentiated result for each sub-pillar. As the results for each sub-pillar would vary from 0 to 5, the summation of the results for the 35 sub-pillars will leave some residual points that can be redistribute the points to the preferred sub-pillar, up to an agreed level (25 points, as an example) for each sub-pillar. The final point of the attribution process would be to redistribute the 25 bonus points to the preferred sub-pillars, up the agreed maximum The end result of this process will be to underline the most preferred sub-pillars as well as leave some pillars with a low level of points or no points at all, thus revealing they are deemed a less important sector of activity according to the Member’s perception. Once again, at this stage, no activity is eliminated. Activities are simply put in a ranking order. 
4. The process provided Members with the possibility of using a questionnaire reflecting several criteria, in order to help themselves determine priorities, such as:

a. relevance to the OAS Charter and/or relevant strategic document  

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

c. OAS’s comparative advantage with other multilateral or other Institutions

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

e. probable cost efficiency 

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

5. In order to help Members, Annex II provides a multiple choice questionnaire allowing to give a score to each sub-pillar in terms of the degree to which it meets the criteria listed in (4). The multiple choice questions can be answered for each sub-pillar being appraised and help the Members 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 state. The questionnaire is simply a tool to support the policy decision. 
6. 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 II
Criteria Analysis

http://scm.oas.org/pdfs/2009/CP23288E-1.xls
ANNEX III

http://scm.oas.org/pdfs/2009/CP23288E-2.xls
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� 	During the meeting of the Working Group on the Review of OAS Programs held on October 27, 2009, delegations agreed that this process will also be discussed simultaneously at the level of the Permanent Council. 





