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PRESENTATION

The two main documents already submitted on this
occasion fulfill different but interrelated objectives in so
far as the national plaunning bodies are concerned., The
document relating to the VI Conference (NTI/G.3), closed with
a full list of tasks which the NPBs could assume, either in
conjunction with each other or individually withia each
country thereby opening the way for joint co=operation with a
large number of international bodies, including ILPES. The
second document, which was prepared for this {the Seventh)
meeting of the Technical Committee (NTL/F.VIL.3) provides a
new conceptual framework with regard to planning, on the
basis of which other functions related more specifically to
ILPES c¢ould be defined and then provides a list of tasks
which the Institute might undertake in 1987,

This third document, is highly important from both
points of view: in that the spectrum of functions to be
carried out by the Iastitute in the future ~-from those which
are highly general (in npature and arise out of the Sixth
Conference), to those established at the seventh meeting of
the Technical Committee~— and relate to more specific matters
will be determined by the success of the Institute”™s own
"project" as a permanent Institute and iantergovermnmental
service agency. This document provides information on the
state of this "project" and proposes concrete measures for
its consolidation in the near future (1987-1990), There are
proposals which must still be examlned and accepted by the
office of the Executive Secretary of ECLAC and the UNDP
Bureau for Latin America, which will also be represented at
this meeting.

The Institute takes this opportunity to convey its
gratitude 1n advance to the member governments represented
here for their understanding of the problems to be discussed,
their support of the solutions suggested and for other
contributions they may make to this proposal when it becomes
the official project for the next four years. It also
reiterates its gratitude to ECLAC and UNDP for their constant
co—~operation.



I. BACKGROUND TO THE "NEW INSTITUTIONAL PROJECT"
Since several members are attending this Meeting for the first time, this
document briefly sets out part of the versions presented to governments in

previous years, lu keeping with this aim, members are reminded that since it
was established (June 1962) the Institute has been conceived as an

autonomous and permanent body, linked to the United Nations Regional System

for Latin America and the Caribbean (known as the "ECLAC system")., As of
that date, the member governments determined to exert routine technical
control over the Institute and to provide it with regular financial
support.l/ Later, with the approvél. of the Conferences of Ministers and
Heads of Planning (Caracas, April 1977) ILPES was designated as the
Technical Secretariat of this new System of Regional Co-operation.2/ With
the creation of the Technical Committee (1974), the Ministers or Heads of
National Planning Bodies 3/ became the supreme collegiate body of the

Institute, as an intergovernmental agency.

1/ This was formalized by the Resolutions of the member countries of
ECLAC: 199/IX of 30 May 1961, 219/AC.50 and 220/AC,52, both of 1962, This
latter Resolution laid down the organization of ILPES, established a
Governing Council and the post of Director-General. The Governing Council
was later replaced by a "Technical Committee" (resolution 340/AC.66, January
1974).

2/ SCCOPALC: System of Co-operation and Co—ordination among Planning
Bodies of Latin America and the Caribbean. (Ratified by Resolution 317,
Seventeenth Session of ECLAC, May, 1977).

3/ Traditionally, NPB or National Planning Body is used to designate the
highest national body which is the representative of the member government
in the Institute”s collegiate organs, regardless of its official name:
Ministry, Secretariat, Council, Office, etc,
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This intergovernmental agency assumed responsibility for providing the
Institute with overall guidance and for approving its Programme of Work,
which was to be reviewed every two years; in order to provide supervision
during the interim period, the Technical Sub-committee was established (see

table 1). Both of these collective bodies reinforced the Imstitutes dual
nature: that of a permanent multilateral organism within the United Nations
System and a multilateral service ageocy, directly managed and controlled by

the member Governments,4/

The “New Institutional Project” ﬁas been taking shape over a four-year
perlod, and is marked by greater direct support from member Governmeats and
the withdrawal of UNDP as a regular source of finance for the Institution.3/
An effort was made to begin a new stage in the history of ILPES” financing
which had hitherte been marked by a certaln incongruity which could be
expressed as: "PERMANENT INSTITUTE ~ PROVISIONAL FUNDS".6/ In other words,
ILPES had reached a critical stage in so far as it depended on irregular

funds, to maintain a regular activity, (see table 2).

éj It 1s possible to observe a growing conviction in the region that the
terms "committee" and "technical subcommittee™ signify 1ittle. In order to
reflect the new nature of these bodies it would be desirable to rename them
as "Regional Planning Council” and "Presiding Officers" of the Council (or
some similar term); the actual terms were adopted when the Institute had
been set up as a finite project (compare note 1 with table 1, line B).

éj UNDP“s collaboration remained and has continued to remain an essential
factor in funding only specific projects, in which the Institute is involved
ag executing agency. Moreover, the network of Resident Representatives of
UNDP provides ILPES with valuable and irreplaceable support; in Santiago
UNDP“s Liaison Office provides decisive support.

6/ In this respect, see, in particular, paragraph 76 (p.41), of document

I-1, IV Conference, May 1983.



It should be remembered that the "New Institutional Project 1984-1986" was
proposed and unanimously adopted in Buenos Aires (Fifth Technical Committee,
May 1983), with as its basis three principles: "austerity”, "a multi- annual
limitation on government pledges" (which 1t was understood would be reviewed

at the end of 1986), and the understanding that national contributions would

be compensated by regular services of all kinds, provided to all

goveroments, i.e.: the contributions of a single country were mot to be

subject to the volume of the institutes bilateral activities (in other

words, those activities carried out therein as part of a relationship
between the Institute and a member Goverument, with or without the
collaboration of other bodies)., It was also acknowledged that ILPES should
malntain a stable technical staff, capable of providing coverage for the

whole of the Reglon, and be financed on a regular basis (see table 3).



6.

I1. THE NEW INSTITUTIONAL PROJECT AT THE BEGINNING OF 1987

In accordance with past practice, each component of the "New Institutional

Project" as presented has been updated. The layout is now divided into three

parts: first, that relating to Demand, Organization, Locatlon and Size; the

second, concerns the stabilization plan for the Regular Budget; and the

third, the Sources and Use of Funds.

A, The Institute: demand, organization, location and size

From the institaotional viewpoint, the nature of ILPES as a permanept
mnltilateral body, linked with the ECLAC system and directly managed by the
NPBs of Latin America and the Caribbean is confirmed. Complete control over
its administrative and financial management by the relevant United Nations
bodlies 1is also maintained. ILPES alsc continues to provide the Technical
Secretariat for SCCOPALC (System of Co-operation and Co-ordination among

Planning Bodies of Latin America and the Caribbean).

With regard to the demand for work by ILPES, a number of changes which have
been observed in recent years became more pronounced., First of all, the
persistence of the international econonic crisis increased the need for
technical co-operation in the reglon. Secondly, the reduction in the

operating level of a number of major agencies in the field of techmical co-
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responsibilities borne by National Planning Bodies led to a continued
expansion in the demands made on the Institutes services. Generally
speaking, the volume of demand has grown more than threefold since 1982;
this involves a level of operational expenditure in excess of that which the

Institute is capable of meeting, unless the undertakings to stabilize its

regular budget are carried out.

With regard to admimistrative and techuical orgamization, it is proposed

that the Institute continue to operate under a Director-General, and
maintain its Advisory and Training activities, and that the remaining
internal technical areas be reorganize{ in accordance with the new
requirements of its activities (for further details, see Doc¢. NTI/F.VIi.3, in
particular, Section III A and B). As had been previocusly planned, the
exlsting posts were reviewed in order to ensure greater management
efficiency, and to individualize those functions which will exclusively
correspond to the new Principal UNDP/ILPES project for 1987-1990 (see Doc.

NTI/E.IX.5 and Section III.D.l of Doc. NTI/F.VII.3). As far as personnel
policy 1is concerned, these changes improve internal career praspects.
Moreover, the "standard services" which are provided in three basic foras,

are maintained: "regular generic", '"regular on request" and "specific

subject to agreement”.7/

7/ For a detailed presentation of the "standard services” and their "modes
of access”" by countries, see Document I-1/ILPES, May 1983 (Fourth
Conference, Buenos Aires). As far as other management details are concerned,
see the document NTI/F.VII.3, Chap. II.
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As for the location of its activities, the majority of them are performed at
Headquarters in Santiago, Chile, while, at the same time, the unit in

Trinidad and Tobago has been in operation since September 1985. A decision
is now being taken concerning the proposal to give more direct and intensive

attention to the Central American Isthmus by establishing specific technical

representation in that subregion.8/ On the other hand, the Institute’s

activities are now distributed more evenly among the country members, and

priortty is given, dn 8o far s possible, to the relatively less doveloped

countries. In this connection, consideration is being given both to the
rotation of the site of some of the training activities (regional and
national) and to the decentralization of some research work by articulating

the activities with some reputable centres in the member ¢ountries.

As for the general characteristics of the reglon in which it operates, ILPES
provides various types of service to 37 member governments with a total
population of nearly 400 million inhabitants of various ethnic origin,
distributed over 20.4 million square kilometers (27%Z of the area covered by
the Third World). The product generated by the region comes close
to US$ 720 billion (in 1984), and its average per capita income is about

USS 1 800 a year.
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As for the declsion concerning the Institute”s size and performance
capacity, consideration should also be given to the complexity and high
degree of responsibility of the jobs performed by the national planning
bodies (NPBs) in the region, which are the main direct beneficiaries of the
Institute”s work, In at least half of the 37 member governments, these
bodies have ministerial rank, and a large number of them play significant

roles in the design and implementation of development strategies.3/ The
tiversity of toples included fn the ILPES programe of work 15 due

primarily to the role played by the NPBs., In addition, the Institute”s field
of action 1g broader than its area of jurisdiction =—=the number of countries
with which it works usuvally exceeds 50 (nearly one third of che Member

Governments of the United Nations).l0/

Obviously the indicators concerning the Institute size depend on the
criteria by which it 18 measured (its "product", its "inter—agency links" or
its "taputs"); if it is measured on the basis of inputs) a distinection could

be drawn between its material and human resources and its financial

9/ It should be noted that three main criteria usually determine whether
an NPB 15 considered to have ministerial rank, First, the official heading
nmust report to the President or Prime Minister of the country; second, he
must have membership In the ministerial councils and in the highest
interministerial bodies and, third, his duties wust involve lnterministerial
co~ordination, and he must have a say 1in decisive matters, including, at
least, those relating to the national investment budget.

10/ Thus, the Institute 1is under the obligation of working in foor
languages in the following proportions (percentage of speakers in the total
population): Spanish, 63%; Portuguese, 347%; English, 1.6% and French, 1l.4%.
At this meeting (the seventh meeting of the Technical Committee) it will be
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resources, If it is measured on the basis of "production”, it would be
necessary to take into account the fact that in 1985/1986 the Institute
provided advisory services directly to 16 countries in the region, organized
some 34 events relating to training (in which it dealt with at least 1 200
senior professionals from 28 countries) and carried out continual research

activities in connection with nine major toplcs, the findings of which are

usually reported in the various serles of publications issued by the

Totitate {§n 05 years, orer 11 publations Bave been fssued each year, o

average). These figures give a rough idea of the quantity of technical

results shown by the Institute every year.

In second criterion of measurement, relating to the "“inter—agency relations”
maintained by ILPES, these relations must be viewed in two perspectives:
first, from the point of view of the bodies making up its "clientele" (which
purchase or receive the services offered by the Institute) and second, those
bodies with which the Institute 1s assoclated for purposes of promoting or
implementing joint activities. ll/ To give a rough idea of the extent of
these relations, it may be noted that ILPES is in regular contact with 78
ministries in 1its member governments; close to 30 UNDP national offices; 26
universities and research centres and another 70 lnternational or national

institutions working in the fields of planning and development policy.




14,

12

In addition, its work is co-ordinated with that of 20 substantive divisions

and projects within ECLAC and that of 7 subregional offices., As has already

been noted, it works with a number of departments in other technical or
economic co-operation bodies with which it maintains co-operation
agreements., All in all, ILPES maipntaips a diversified and full gamut of

international relations, both in its capacity of provider of services and in

fulfillment of its function of working in co-ordication with other bodies,

so that it must be constantly engaged in the performance of its technical

contact and management tasks, both of which are very intensive.

As for the size indicator based on inputs, it should be borne in mind that
the Institute has always worked with a small staff, In order to describe its
real working capacity, it must be borpe in wmind that it is required to
co-ordinate a diversified set of technical resources of various origins,
including the Institute”s own small internationally and lecally recruited
technical staff (30, on average); experts and specfalists taken on in the
course of each year (about 50, on average); "senlor" staff gathered from
other international bodies (between 80 and 100, each year, most of tﬁem from
ECLAC); a few experts at the highest level, who are mobilized through
inter—agency agreements or agreements with non-member governments
(approximately 10 a year); experts who may be associated with the Institute
for variable periods of time (six months to three years) from international

bodies, non-member governments or national bodies; and, finally,
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counterpart staff recruited from national projects (for advisory services,

training or research), who work with ILPES in the field.12/

This diversified staff totals over 200 professionals a year, which 1s some
Indication of an impressive overall technical working capacity.}_ﬁi/
Nevertheless, the core technical staff at Headquarters is the most important
factor. At recent intergovernmental meetings (Technical Committee and
Technical Subcommittee meetings), it has been unanimously recognized that

there 1s need to halt the outflow of technical resources which has affected
the Institute In recent years and is reflected in the reduced size and lack
of "seniority'" of its technical staff (see table 3), The only way to do
this, however, is by taking a decision as to the amounted (sufficiently
large) the regular resources needed to finance the Institute”s current

activities,

12/ 1In the case of training, the member governments usually provide between
three and six local teachers for each professional assigned by the
Institute, thereby participating in a very effective and low-budget form of
co—operation.

13/ This number of professionals does not refer to man—-years =-three are
people working under contract or recruited for the short term (one or two
weeks) along with others who have longer contracts (two or three years or
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This point concerns a final indicator of size: that relating to the volume
of financial resources available to the Institute on a year-to-year basis.

The "New Institutional Project", envisaged stabilizing it during the period
between 1987 and 1990 at a level of US$ 4.5 million per year, the minimum

necessary to maintain the level that had originally been envisaged.l4/

B. "Stabilizing the regular budget": lack of consensus ?

It may be recalled that, from the ocutset, the financial bases of the "New
Institutional Project", were established with a view to stabilizipg the
regular budget of ILPES (See table 4). This was to be achieved through two
main sources of finance: the regular budget of the United Nations (items

under the so=called "100 Series") and direct contributions from member

governments.l5/

14/ Various deflationary factors determined this level of US$ 4.5 million
annually over the next four—year period, although it may be slightly less
—==in real terms—— than the original level set in May 1983, The annual
levels from 1987 onwards were unanimously approved in previocus meetings
(see, in particular, document ST-VIII/4, VIII Technical Subcommittee,
Bogota, January 1986, paragraph 23, p. 13 and Doc. E.IX.6, Lima/December
1986, paragraph 16). In fact, the principal limit refers to the "regular
budget™ as indlcated below.

15/ Since January 1987, UNDP contributions have been directed to the
financing of speclal projects (see the documents referred to in footnote 14/
above). The new Principal Project (document NTI/F.3, Section D.l)



18,

19.

15

The total budget 1level, unanimously adopted inm the "New Institutional

Project” (US$ 4,5 million annually for the three-year period 1987-1990),
requires considerable effort by the Institute to procure additional

regsources by its own means in order to make up the necessary financing.

However, although it had been fully and unanimously agreed as far back as

May 1983 (V Technical Committee, Buenos Aires) that regular expenditure

should not remain dependent on non-regular resources;l6/ and that it was

therefore 'necessary to reduce the dependency of the basic functioning of
ILPES on resources obtained from special and occasional services", this has
not been put into effect. The Institute”s accounting still has some very
curious features: the expenditure column has a strong stable component while
the receipts column is largely characterized by constantly changing figures,
This affects the proper organization of its own iInternal activities: in

fact, expenditure is reprogrammed upon receipt of each new inflow of income.

In this regard two principal arguments were advanced to justify an adequate

regular budget:

;gj The natural 1limitation of the Institute to generate its own resources
was also recognized; this is due in part to the many restrictions on the use
of resources provided by the United Nations system (permanent staff or UNDP)
or under special agreements and projects. Government coantributions were
conslidered to be irreplaceable (together with the reconstitution of its own
mintouom reserves), These two sources are currently still the only ones
available to meet various types of expenditure, (including expenditure
incurred in recruiting personnel whose salaries are met from other United
Nations sources) and to undertake most operational activitles, On the other
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- firstly, that the duration of the contracts and the technical skills of
the professional staff assigned to such "special project” as are

undertaken (arrangements between the Institute and member governments)
are inappropriate to the needs of the permanent central staff; and

- secondly, that the resources generated from "special projects” are
always insufficient to finance the central staff.l7/

It was therefore with a view to regularizing the budgeted income of the

Institute that this very Forum unanimously provided for a larger fixed

contribution from member governments, jointly distributed among all

governments without disproportionate contributions from a few. In no case--
however acute the external or internal resource c¢risis of the country—— is
this small payment to the Institute such as to have any significance in
macroeconomic or macrofinancial terms, neither as a percentage of
contributions to international organizations nor even less so as a

percentage of aggregate public expenditure,

17/ In fact, out of the 13% of the maximum overhead covered by the United
Nations, the Institute receives 66%, 34%, or nothing at all, as the case may
be, since it must be transfered to the ECLAC system. The remaining
resources procured by the Institute are usually much lower tham the real
cost of technical or administrative backstopping, which each project
requires from its headquarters in Santiago. In fact, in the "Conceptual
Dictionary" of financial flows, "overhead" does not have the same meaning as
"grant"; at best it would be similar to a "credit supplier"; it is commonly
used with the same meaning as "reimbursement". On the other hand, in the
United Nations, "overheads" are only credited subsequent to the effecting of
the expenditure to which it corresponds in theory (in other words, although
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There is no simple answer to the question that serves as the title:

"Regularizing the budget: lack of consensus?”. While we welcome the
increase in direct government contributions (which approached one million
dollars in 1986, see table 5), we must at the same time note that only a
small number of countries have ratified the agreement adopted in May 1983

(V Technical Committee) and have fully implemented it {see tables 6 and 7).

The Institute is very grateful to all those countries and is forced to renew

its appeal to the other countries to re-evaluate their financial situation

on the basis of the information presented hereafter, and to adopt positions

that are more favourable than those hitherto adopted.

C. Basis and characteristics of the 1987/1990 financial proposal

As 1s well-known, 1982 was adopted as the base year in redefining the "size"
of ILPES as far as the uses and sources of funds are concerned; the overall
budget was then US§ 4 483 300 and the "regular" budget US$ 2 032 900;
consequently, they were similar in nominal terms to those proposed for 1987.
Any increase in "size™ would be unsuited to the period of austerity which
the region is living through and any smaller size would require 1;creased
direct support from the governments. In other words, the Institute would be
s0 limited in size that it would be unable to obtain, by its own means,
sufficient additional resources for its upkeep, Whatever the case, in order

to maintain the regular budget at this level (1982) a new source of funding

was necessary, since UNDP was to withdraw its direct institutional support

17
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As part of the New Institutional Project, the number of "basic technical
staff” was set at approximately 30 professionals (a2 minimum of 25
international personnel and the remainder local staff); the number finally

adopted was 34, including a small quota of "non-permanent contracts" which
were nonetheless continuous, at headquarters, Together with the
adninistrative staff, the total number would be approximately 50 (see

table 3),

During the 1984-1986 period ——despite the fact that a certain amount of
"regular" funding was still available from UNDP, (see table &)~ the
Institute was obliged to operate with a 317 lower average annual level of
resources for the regular budget; it also possessed 254 fewer technical
staff and spent 38% less on operating expenditure, These circumstances are
in c¢lear contrast with the Institute”s techmnical achievements (see document
NTI/F.VII.3/A); however, this possibility has been exhausted: it was based
on the "consumption" of reserves and brutal cutbacks in essential

expenditure.

The following minimum guidelines for the coming four—year period have been

established (Ninth Technical Subcommittee, Lima, Peru, November 1986):

i) To maintain the principles underlying the NIP (see paragraph 4);
1i) To adopt the period 1987-1990 as the basis for the new programme;

ii1) To stabilize within the previously adopted limits (NIP/1984-1986)
tha size of the basic technical staff and the budeetarv
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iv) To re-define the internal relationship between ILPES and ECLAC,
and request that the latter maintain its policy of refunding to
the Institute the "overheads" charged on the direct government
contributions;

v) To enter contributions from the Principal Project or from other
agreements with UNDP as items under "specific projects" which are
consequently outside the regular budget;

vi) Recommend that expenditure on the Principal UNDP/ILPES Project
(within the provisions of the relevant budget} would only concern
Institutional operations whose total cost did not exceed ILPES”

own maximum contribution to the project, in the form of costs
shared in cash.

In accordance with the mandates then given, the Institute examined these

guidelines one by one and drew up the set of proposals presented below.

Maintenance of the primciples of the MIP (paragraph 25, item 1). These
guldelines should be interpreted in two ways: firstly they confirm the three
"principles" mentioned above (paragraph 4); secondly, they update the
tripartite "agreement" iwplicit in the financial proposal; 1i.e., the
combination of funds from the United Nations, from member Governments and

others carried by the Institute itself.
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L. Austerity" - Maintenance of the policy pursued since 1982, 18 In line
with this a Regular Budget 15X lower than at the time is being
proposed; consequently, it is 15% lower than that in the first version
of the New Institutional Project (May 1983); US§ 2 050 000 per year
during 1987/1990 (table 5, line A, Column 1),

2, "Tripartite funding”" = The proposal provides for a contribution of 11X
by the United Nations !?, 331 by governments and 56% in the form of
other funds obtained by the Institute outside the regular budget

(percentages in respect of the Overall Budget), The first version of

the NIP provided for 204, 40k and 407 respectively, The overall
governnent contribution =-saintained in nontnal terms at the level of
051500 000 per year (see table 6, Coluan T)= yould provide the

Institute with lower gross income (see table 7, Column I) 11% in real

terms, than the figure given in the initial version of the NIP (May,
1983).

3. "Counterpart contributions”. A further principle involves acknowledging
that the contributions by member governments (while they are officially
considered to be "voluntary"), constitute a regular source of financing
for the Institute’s "multilateral activities™ (see paragraph 4). In
this respect, the following propositions are put forward:

18  some examples of austerity follow: the Institute occupies modest
premises, the area of which has been reduced by half over the last 15 years
in the ECLAC building; its lecture rooms are not in keeping with the status
of its alumnii; it possesses only one vehicle for transpert and has never
received "representation expenses'. The reduction 1in the duration of the
Forums {(the conference has been shortened from 15 days to 3 or 4 the sub~
committee from 6 days to 2) also represented an austerity measure. The
same austerity policy has 1In recent year led to the adoption of more
economical means of recruiting personnel, and has even involved the
replacement of "fixed-term" contracts by tightly controlled "special
services", although this measure does not contribute to the maintenance of a
reliable and stable technical staff. Simtlarly, over the coming four years,
sub-contracting of specific tasks with governmental or non—governmental
bodies should be adopted, within the norms allowed by the United Nations.
Steps forward in this field would make it possible to advance in the use of
“"centres of excellence" which exist in the countries themselves,

N
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3.1, To establish a new inter-governmental agreement based on the
proposed distribution (table 7, Column I);

3.2, To retain 31 March and 30 June as the two deadlines for
payment each year; (in accordance with the unanimous
agreement reached at the last two meetings);20

3.3. The contributing member Governments should make an effort to
"regularize™ from a legal and procedural angle, the

fornalities for the payment of its contribution to the
Institute;21

3sbs To naintaln the possibility of one payment or the other befng

made In national eurreney, but to abolish part-payments of
each annual contribution; In other words, each contribution
should be made once a year {as far as exchange losses are
concerned, see table 6, Column H);

3.5, To agree, on a case-by-case basis, the most suitable means
for countries to make their payments, endeavouring to ensure
that the Institute actually receives the contribution as
rapidly as possible.22

20 yithin the ILPES Institutional Project for 1987/1990, government
contributions are linked to expenditure in the year itself; should
contributions be made In the second semester or even later, this in
particular upsets the hiring of personnel {(see table 3, Column J).
Moreover, 1t 1is well-known that a new procedure has been introduced to
United Nations: "expenditure can only be made once the relevant funds have
been received as cash in hand". -

2l gn average 9 formal bills were issued for each contribution made in
1986 (although it 1is true that some contributions were made without it
having been necessary to request them). This is a disquieting feature for
both sides in the relations between the Institute and its member
Governments; motreover, it consumes a <considerable amount of the time of
authorities or professionals who are involved in these steps on both sides.

22 In 1986 delays of up to 90 days were recorded between the moment when
the contribution was paid by a national body {the NPB, Ministry of Foreign
Relations or Ministry of the Budget) and its actual payment to the
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27. Four-year programming (paragraph 25, item ii). This in fact represents one

of the initial "principles" of the New Institutional Project (paragraph 4),
drawn up in 1983. As the project is now being remewed, this implies the

following:

4, The development of the New Institutional Plan for the 1987-1990

at an annual figure of approximately US$ 4 500,000. 23 This
proposal involves:

4.1. Updatiog the schedule of the project”s dates in accordance
with the timetable of the Institute”s supervisory Forums
(Technical Committee and Sub~committee), held during the
four~year period;

4,2, Revise the inter-goverumental agreement relating to the
Project up to 1990, with a view to the 19%1-1994 four-year
period.

5. Repercussions " of this programming for member Governments. The
comeitments in respect of funding agreed upon as part of this
propoesal would need to be established, by each member government,
on the basis of 2 minimum deadline corresponding to the same
four—year period.

28, Maintenance of limits on size (paragraph 25, item {1). In this respect, the
characteristices of this proposal have already been set out. To sum up, thelr

implications are twofold:
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Confirmation of the consensus as to the need for a stable minimum
basic staff, with implications of a quantitative nature and for
e

professional senlority” (see Columns D, H and J and lines L6/DI,

L5/P5 and L&4/P4, in table 3, which compare 1982 with the
present);2

Stabllize the size of the Institution on the basis of its regular
budget, since the overall budget may vary (favourably or not)
depending on the existence of contracts for new services or the
establishment of agreements with non-member countries, without
there being in either case any change In the commitments to

contributions by member Governments.

Relations between ILPES and ECLAC (paragraph 25, item iv). In addition to

the point mentioned at the previous Forum (Lima, December 1986), subsequent

events linked to the United Nations financial position in 1987 (and to its

prospects for 1988) make it advisable to consider the following further

suggestions:

8.

Refund of "overheads" on contributions. In addition to renewing
the commitments to refund 137 of government cootributions received
by the Institute under the heading of "overhead" for the coming
four-year period, it would be highly desirable to review the
system of refunding, as the present system has an unfavourable
impact upon the Institute’s liquidity (see the end of note 17).

Restore the quota of funds associated with permanent posts. For
more than 10 years, since the General Assembly approved the
creation of 16 permanent United Nations posts for ILPES (including
the "frozen" post), the small quota of funds linked to these posts
for "expenditure by experts" (travel, per—diem expenses, etc.),
has never been paid to the Institute, and has been to the direct
benefit of other units within the System. Although the sums
involved are not large, it would be desirable if, in the future,
the Institute could be guaranteed access to them funds;

24
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Complement the support provided by the Executive Secretariat with
regard to personnel. In view of the internal crisis affecting the
United Nations, the highly significant support received by ILPES
from the Executive Secretary of ECLAC could be complemented in
several ways with regard to: 1) the lmprovement of internal
conditions to allow the Institute to carry out its role as

"executing body" for those projects in which it has been so
designated; 11) more expeditious treatment of internal adminis-

trative matters, in particular n g0 far ag persounel are

concerned; 1i1) due consideration should be glven by the
administrative sectors of ECLAC to the specific nature of the
Institute as an inter-governmental agency, directly and regularly

maintained by member Coveraments: iv) the provision of facilities
to strengthen the Institute”s technical and administrative staff
by means of "reassignments".

Relations between ILPES and UNDP {paragraph 25, items v and vi). Finally,

this is a suitable point to stress the quality of the support provided by

the UNDP Liaison Unit with ECLAC/ILPES (which to a large part involves

direct collaboration by the Operations Division}). It will be vital to

majintain these c¢ontacts on a continuous and flexible basis in order to

implement this proposal, in so far as UNDP 1s concerned. The following

propositions are made in this respect: -

11.

12,

Consider the financial support from UNDP to be exclusively for the
purpogse of "specific projects”; and, as a temporary measure, to
only support any institutional expenditure up to a maximum of the
Institute”s financial contribution to joint projects (transferred
to UNDP in the form of "cost sharing” in cash). These propositions
were already approved in Lima;

Encourage UNDP to envisage other projects with the Institute, of
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Relations between ILPES and other International Organizations and between
ILPES and non-member Governments. Further to the principles laid down in

Lima (December 1983, summarized in paragraph 25) it would be necessary to
add two further proposals, which to a certain extemt reflect previous

Resolutions taken by both ILPES”s Forums:

13, Support from International Organizations, particularly in the
financial field: if medium-term agreements (three to four years)
relating to joint inter-imnstitutional and multilateral
co-operation were sigoed with ILPES this would have a strong
stabilizing effect, with regard to the budgetary problem which is
the subject of this document. These would make it possible to
nobilize technical personnel to strengthen the Institute”s basic
staff, either at its headquarters or in decentralized units,

14, Moreover, the progress made in c¢o-operation with non-member
Governments, depends almost exclusively on iInitiatives taken by
the Institute iltself: in this respect too, it Is suggested that
this Forum provide greater support, by encouraging other
governments to sign pluri-annual agreements making it possible to
strengthen ILPES” capacity to provide services in areas of
multilateral interest in Latin America and the Caribbean.

On the basis of these principles, this proposed financial programme, a
summary of which 1s provided in table 5 (with greater details in tables 8
and 9) has been drawn up. As 1s now traditional, the presentation made by
the Director General of the Institute before the Seventh Technical Committee
will provide details of these suggestions, in response to any request for

further informatlion made by member Governments.



ILPES: SCHEDULE OF (QULLECTIVE DELIBFRATION BODIES

Table 1

A. SOXPALC / Conferences of Ministers and Heads of Plarming

Cicy Country Date ] Chairmanship
ce -~ Caracas - VENEZIELA 1316 April 1977 - Venezuela 1977-1978
ce - Lima - PER)) 15-18 November 1978 — Peru 1978~1980
ce - Guatemla - GUATEMALA 26~29 November 1980 — Guatemala 1980-1983
ce ~ Buenos Alres ~ ARGENTINA 9-10 May 1983 - Argentina 1983-1985
ce - Mexico City -~ MEXIQD 15=17 April 1985 - MExico 1985-1987
ce - Havana -~ CUBA 23=26 March 1987 - (Ad-hoc) 1987-1989
ce — (To be defined on 1987) - (Idem) (1° trimester) 1989 a/ - (Ad-hoc)  1989-1991
B. IPES / Technical Committee and Subcomnittee

' City Country Date Camuittee City Country Date

- - - 1 ~Port of Spain ~TRINIDAD & TOBAGO 7 May 1975
—Contadora Island =PANAMA 2 November 1975 - - - - -
-Bogota ~COLOMBTA 12 September 1976 11 =Caracas “VENEZUELA 15 April 1977
—Panama =PANAMA 21-22 April 1978 111 =Lima =PERD) 16 Nov. 1978
—Sant iago -CHIIE 14~15 February 1980 v =Guaterpala =-GUATEMALA 29 Nov. 1980
=San Jose =COSTA RICA 2930 Novesber 1982 v =-Buenos Alres =-ARGENTTINA 10 May 1983
“Mexdico City =ET 0 28-29 November 1983 VL ~Mexico City =METOO 16 April 1985
~Brasilia ~BRAZTL 3-4 November 1984 Vil =Havania =CUBA 24 March 1987
~Bogota ~COLOMBIA 2021 Jamuary 1986 VIIL —(to define) ~(to define) (I Trim) 1989a/
=Lima ~PERU 1-2 December 1986 - - -
=Caracas ~VENEZUELA March 1988a/

to be confirmed. Some suggestions have been registered in order to change Conferences to a regime of ordinary sessions every 4
ling to 9 the number of countries in the Technical Subcommittee and creating in it an stable subregional representation.

L2
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Table 2

ILPES: SUMMARY OF MAIN SOURCES OF FINANCING

Main sources of regular Percentage share in total
Order Period financing (average)
A 1962-1973 a/ United Nations Special Fund,
UNDP and IDB b/ 97
B 1974~1976 UNDP ¢/ 96
C 1977-1983 UNDP and the United Nations df 90
D 1984-1986 e/ Member Governments £/, UNDP and
the United Nations 51 g/
E 1987-1990 Member Governments and the
United Nations (permanent budget) 44 (proposed)
g_/ In the first five years direct contributions from member governments were recorded

g/

{less than 3% of the total); these contributions were resumed in 1978 (less than 10%
of the total).

The IDB contribution grew in absolute terms between 1962 and 1968 (amounting to
between 20% and 25% of the total), falling later until in 1973 it amounted to 7% of
the total and ceasing to be a regular component of the Institute”s budget in 1974,

During this short period, the Institute was virtually a UNDP project. The technical
structure it is proposed to change in 1987 dates from this period.

The General Assembly earmarks 16 permanent ordinary budget posts for ILPES (six of
which are intended for technical staff and the rest for administrative staff). The
share of these posts in the total ordinary budget of the Institute fluctuated between
25% and 35% in the period under review (representing 28.5% in the period 1984=1986).
One professional post (whose costs represents 16.6% of the cost of the permanent
staff) has been empty and frozen since 1985.

In April 1983 there was a 33% reduction in the UNDP"s budget in respect of ILPES;
thus, 1984 began with the new system of financing mentioned in this report.

In May 1983 the New Institutional Project was unanimously adopted at the fifth meeting
of the Technical Committee held in Buenos Aires and went into effect the following
year thereby strengthening the intergovernmental aspects of the Institutes. The share
of government contributions to the total budget was close to 30% in 1985 and 22.5% in
1986.

This 1s a critical figure and will be difficult to sustain unless the contributions it



Table 3
LPES: SMMARY OF ILPES PERSONNEL DATA AT HFADQUARTERS

1982 (Jawary) | Approved "W.I.P."a/ Situation at 28/2/87

. Category U.N. | WDP | Others| Total | UN. | O.Rs. | Total | U.N. | UNDP | O.Rs. | Total
@ [® | © | O (® | @ @ [ @ [ (1@ [ Ky

|
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S.E. .

Local Technicians
G.8

G.7

G.6
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"New Institutional Project.”

S.S. correspords to two diferent special situations: contracts "per product” (“special service agreement”

in U.N. terminology ) or contracts "per projects” (“Short term” or "Special Service') linked to field occasionmally and
activities of persomel acting occasionally and provissionally at Headquarters.

Includes in "E" and excludes in “F'' a proposal of extension of U.N,. chart, already presented, based on paragraph 10.
Resolution 467 (XX) of April 1984 (4 posts).

Obs. Colum I includes technicians of an specific project (therefore 'non regular’).

62
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Table 4
ILPES: EVQLUTION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY UNDP g!
1962 - 1986
% of estimate
Phase Period Estimated Actual actually
received
(4) (B) (C =B/A)
1 June 1962/January 1967 3 154.1 2 862.9 90.8
11 June 1967/January 1971 4 537.1 4 315.9 95.1
111 July 1971/June 1974 4 272.7 4 036.3 94,5
v July 1974/February 1978 5072.1 4 211,8 83.0
v March 1978/December 1979 1 956.0 18343 93.8
VI January 1980/December 1981 2 536.2 2 425.8 95.6
VI January 1982/December 1986 3 547.9 b/ 3 161.7 89.1
1982 1 032.6 1 049.9 101.7
1983 926.0 784.5 84,7
1984 860.8 646 .9 75.2
1985 728.5 360.4 49,5
1986 - 320,0 100.0
a/ The figures shown for percentages actually received were higher than they should be
because, generally speaking the US dollars shown in column B are received when their
purchasing power has already dropped from the values shown in column A. The table
does not show data for individual country projects which the Institute has carried out
in conjunction with the UNDP Division for Country Programmes. B
b/ Amount corresponds to original figures shown for project RLA/81/013. 1In April 1983,

UNDP rescheduled its budget for that year and the following two years in the amounts
of US$ 960 000, US$ 450 000 and US$ 450 000, respectively. In 1984, it allocated an
additional US$ 200 000, half of which was taken from the 1985 contribution. In 1986,
UNDP allocated US$ 320 000, which represented a substantial reestablishment of
resources, still within Phase VII of its support to ILPES. The final figure shown in
line VII (89.1%) represents the final balance for the five year perlod which
constitutes phase VII (excluding preparatory assistance project RLA/86/013 which does
not belong to phase VII).
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ILPES: SOURCES AND USE OF FUNDS 1982-1987
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iIn thousands US$)

NIF/ |984-1984

i
}
|

|
t
1
1

I ] ] ]
t ] ] 1
Ref. Itea 1982 1983 1 1994 1983+ 19B4 1986 ! !o19@7
Actual  Actual 1 Actual  Actual | Flamned  Actual | Actual  Planned | Proposal
&) 0 Rt 11) I {3 (F} &+ {p=CeDHF)  {HY 3 (I}
. L — : . i . L
) [ ! I
i | H 1
[ | I I
| ] | 1
| | t i
] 1 ] t
i + | ; Y
1, TOTAL SOURCES LAY LBLEY L0 3200 LEEG L4540 G040 B0 4.500.0
i ! ; ; '
! ! : :
A. REGULAR BUDGET 2,032.% 1,575 0 LSM,1 1,745.0 0 2,350.6  1,56%.7 0 5,048 7,653.0 1 2.050,0
B. NOW REBULAR SOURCES 1.709.6 1,3B0.0 3 887.5 ¥54.% ¢ 1,152.0 1,485.7 7 3,328.1 3,290 % 2.000.0
C. OTHER FUNOS 740.8 439.6 433.2 433.0 | N0 330,60 + L3bZ 89,0 4590,0
! i ’ : i
Ii. IDTAL EYPEWDITURES 4,483.3 3,3%t.1 0 3,3t0.B  3,152.90  3.B2L.6 3,485,410 B M9t 11,820.0 0 4.500.0
0, REGULAR OPERATIONAL EXPENDITURE 2.%76.5 1.,7%0.4 ¢+ 2,01B.1 1., 720.0 ¢ 2,100.0 L, 772.¢ % 5,510.1 8,33B.0 f 1.7%0.0
E. RELATED EXPENDITURES 157,46 123.3 | 197.4 299.5 ) 225.0 48,1 ¢ 205.¢ 425.0 } 180.¢
F. SPECIFIC PROJECTS 857.1 7.2 f 578.4 5.6 3 632.0 705.3 0 1.628.% 1,472,001 1.300.0
i &. EQUIPMENT 3B.6 4.7 1 32.2 I 4.0 36.7 191.6 96.0 ) 50.0
H H. OBLIGATED FUMDBS 206.5 130.0 } 78.1 H4.3 0 53,0 102.7 ¢ 535.1 g3z2.¢ i 4G0.0
' [. DTHER EXPENGITURES AND/OR 157.4 764,59 1 130.0 728.0 1} 140.0 217.2 & 575.2 - 120,04
i COMMITHENTS H d H H
t J. TRANSFER TD FOLLOWING YEAR 28%.46 %6.6 3 276.4 214,04 12,6 203.4 | 693.8 8546.0 206.0

COLUMNS
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ILPES: FINAL BALANCE OF COMTRIBUTIONS FHASE 19B4-1%85

)

{In thouzands LSS}

v : LN

' i RELATIVE POSITIONS (X) +CONTRIBUTIONS: ABSOLUTUTE/RELATIVE © INCONES 1 ESTIMATED

I : £ 10 1LPES !

1 E0B, 4 i : : i i I v 1987

) | hccorded | Adooted | Pavaents i Adopted | Pavments | Perceataoe iTriennium |

O Y T () S () T (T A | 2 O U1 At | I T 1

E ] : i i l : l l

| : : : : ! | |

P e ALY BB BSE0 M000 M8t S8 2850
EGE LM 6.58 ) .74 240,00 140.0% 58,3 4 1287} a0.0

; {17 ; B.94 ; 1,31 ; 0.07 ; B10.0 ; 1.8 ; 2 ; 1oé ; 20,6 {a}
; am ; 63.18 ; .70 ; 68.4 ; 25%3.0 ; 1693.4 ; 63,3 ; 1311.7 ; 845.0

; ------ T ;"-iéﬁiﬁﬁ';"-"--__'-"-'"-'_"E'--Eiiiri S5.0 (b}L 2080.9 1500,¢ -

1
1
]
1

{Ei- According to the original version of the New [nstitutional Plan {Buencs Aires, Nav 19831,
(F}- &s of 2B February 1987 (includes a contribution wnder nenotiatiost.

{H)- Represents the figure in coluen {F} minus exthange rate losses and overhead.

{1j- Treble the asount shown in (E). For the figure for the for vear period 1987-1990. aultiply

hy four.

{a}- Should be replaced by direct support from soee economic co-operation bodv generating

a reoular incose in an equivalent asount.
(bt- Falls to 45.B% in teres of net incose.

(I/EWUCE)
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{In thousands of US$)

Table 7
ILPES: FINAL BALANCE OF CONTRIBUTIONS OF PHASE 1984-19B4
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6.1 i
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0.0 ¢
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3k
ILPESs SOURCES OF FUNDS 1982-198% {a)
{In thoucands of USH}
}“- ------- o ' o H : --.:
iCod, Ret/ites 1982 1983 1 1984 1983 1 198 1986 +19B4-1786 |
TILPES Actual Actual 1 Actual  Actusl 7 Budoet  Actual o fctual )
: 1R} ) I (W m 7 tE) {F} 1 ta=CaDeF) |
s o ; ; I
)] 1 L ] ]
] 1 1 1 )
: ] i ' 1
' A. REGULAR BUDGET 203,y LAILS Y LM 178500 2.380.6 LBAR.7 Y B304
i [} : : 1
: E : : 2
15100 4.1 Peraanent Posts U.N. 128.2 969.2 4 383,40 445,93 130.4 3.7 0 L8460
1 1 1 1 ]
16100 7.2 VII Fhase Incose/UNDP 1.130,4 800.0 1 444,% LY I 320.0 3200 F 1.328.0 4
) ' { i ]
13200 A3 Contributions from aeaber 173.3 202.3 738.2 §38.0 ¢ 1.500.9 186.0 (b)) 2.462.2 1
: countries ! , | !
; B. RON REBULAR SDURCES 1.70%.6 1,380.9 ¢ B87.3 954.9 3 1,152.0 1,485.7 v 3328011
: _ : : | :
16200 B.1 UNDP Supoart to ILPES Project - - 4 15.7 7.6 8¢, 0 125.9 ()i 176.8
16300 B.2 Financing other projects 1,251.4 11515 0 467.2 5759.3 4 b3, 0 1.136.6 18 2.17%.1 %
16400 : H | }
164800 ' : d :
: E.3 Bilateral Aoreesents 76,3 60.5 | 276.4 175.1 3 180.0 0.0 {g)i 401.7 4
16500 B.4 Aoreesents with non-meaber 181.% 150,0 178.0 186.% 3 150,40 208.6 {£)1 353.5 1
countries
17320 B.D Differed Incomes (g} G0 0.9 .0 0.0 1 142.0 5.0 ! 15.0 1
; L. OTHER RESDURCES 740.8 396 453,2 433.0 1 J21.4 30,0 {(hht 136,24
12100 .l Dwn resgurces in the vear 198.% 150,0 1 156, 4 156.6 | 170.0 216.0 d 329.2 4
17200 \ ] i :
19100 €.2 Balance from orevious vear 341.9 289.4 1 2%6.6 276.4 | 191.9 2140 787.0 4
21,7 TOTAL FUNDS (GENERAL=A+B+L) WAES3 3,381 % 3,310.8  3,152.9 0 3,823.6  3.485.4 3 9,98%.1
i- B.2 Financing other projects (1,251, 4} {41.131.,51 {367.2) {575.113 (630,00 (1.136.8)  © (2.17%.10¢

1
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“able ¢

ILPES: USE OF FUNDS 1982-1%86

{In thousands of US$)

i : i i ;
tEnd, Ref/itea 1982 1993 & 9@ 1985 1 1964 1984 | 1984-1%66
ILPES fictual fctual | Actual fctual  (Flanned fctual v fctual !
i < &) 1] SR {4 {0 1 {E} (F) VOG0B
' i ] ' !
c T T ! -'-I '-»{ “--l
! [, REGULAR DPERATING EXFENDITURE .976.5 L7904 1 2,018.1 17200 1 2,100.0 1.072.0 ST [ 2
H ' i { i
1100 D3 Staff 2326 L3S 130 LBk T 1480.0 1,504,2  1 LULES
NZ00 0.2 Fellosshios 3.5 i1l 2383 (25,41 260.0 9.7+ 556.b
HW0 D3 Travel 169,0 Wb 188 LY R K 0 0 W
400 0.4 Hiscellaneous LY I S 7 S S Ty IR VX B5.5 i)l 1524
700 0.5 Publications . - 0.0 0.0 3 40,6 .9 3.9

11800 .4 Meetings and Seminars - -1 4.0 0.0 1 0.0 3.7 0 RAT AR
[ E. RELATED EXPENDITURES 157.6 125,30 197.4 259.5 ¢ 225.0 MEL 1 905.0
13206 E.1 Dbliatorv transfers 157.4 1253 1821 1790 ¢ 200.0 395.4 (il 796.6
13300 : : : !
114620 E.2 Foreign exchange losses iroa - -1 153.3 80.4 | 23,4 52,7 ki 146.4 1
H contributions H i : :
: F. SPECIFIC PROJECTS 857.1 77920 518.6 5.0 1 32,0 705.3 ()1 1.628.%
12100 G, EDUIFMENT B 071 32.2 32,1 40,0 %7 1 1000
12200 : : ! :
12306 | : : :
: H. DBLIGATED FUNDS 206.5 130.0 ! 78.1 LI 650 1027 ! 535.0 %
4300 W.1 Project comnitments 206.5 130.0 2.2 §3.3 0 130.0 206 4 1025 !
: H.2 Other coseitaents - - 48.9 178.0 | 226.0 70,8 ()l 297.7 !
141006 H,1 Reserves and contingencies - -1 0.0 123.0 1 298.0 11.9 i 134.9 !
; ; ! : :
: I. OTHER EXPENDITURES AND/OR 157.4 2.9 0 130.9 228.0 ¢ 160.0 7.2 (61 575.2
' COMMITHENTS : ! : ;
13400 ). TRAMSFER TO FOLLOWING YEAR 9.4 6.5 3 27h.4 214,0 ¢ 12,4 203.4 (o)) 493.B !
{11, TOTAL USES (GENERAL=D+...ed)  4.483.3  3,391.1 ! 3,310.8  3,152.9 ¢ 3,823.6  3.485.4 ! 9,94%.1 !
! - F. SPECIFIC PRDJECTS (457.1)  {779.2)0  (57B.6}  (345.001 (8320}  {705.3) ! (1.628.9)!
t " 11°. TOTAL USES (ADJUSTED) i 3.826.2 2.611.89 % 2.732.2  2,807.% ¢ 3.09L.6  2,780.1 1 8.320.2 !
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CONTINUATTON OF NOTES RELATING TO TABLES 8 AND 9

See last entry in table 8.

These figures correspond to the situation on 28 February 1987 and also include a contribution in the
anount of USS 150 000 which has still not been received by ILPES., The figures for 1984 were corrected to
include contributions received as of 31 December 1985, and the figures for 1985 include the contributions
received during 1986,

Includes US$ 100 600 relating to Project RLA/B6/013/A/01/52 carried out at ILPES headquarters.

Includes US$ 88 700 relating to projects conducted in conjunction with the Department of Technical Co
operation for Development, most of which are supported by the Division for Country Programms of the UNDP
Regional Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean.

In 1986 the Institute received no assistance from associate experts; contributions in kind from other
institutions are not itemized in this table of financial sources,

Includes agreements with France and the Netherlands.

Corresponds to balances of US$ 15 000 for 1984 entered in 1986,

Represent a reduction of USS 300 000 in four years; also caused by the non—realization of some of the
vegular contributions envisaged.

Up to 1985 this line included the information entered in lines D.5 and D.6 {publications, meetings ard
seminars),

This amount includes US$ 225 000 transferred to CEPAL as overhead, USS 21.300 transferred to CLADES (in
the form of staff seconded to INFOPLAN) ard USS 143 500 representing an ITPES contribution to project
RLA/86/029/A701/52.

Due to payments in local currency of portions of government contributions set in US dollars; the Institute
covers differences due to the cost of reconversion (see tables 6 and 7),

This amount exceeds the previous estimates reflected in colum E due to the effort made by ILPES to
attract more resources as specific financing (see lines B.l, B.2Z and B.4 in "sources”"; or compare colums
E and F in table 8). On the whole, these "sources" exceed the initial estimate for 1986 by ower 80%.
Please note that some of the expenditure noted in colum F relates to entries made in line D (table 9).

Corresponds to overhead in own resources still mot spent (see note 17),

The financial reserves, with the exception of the amount noted In columm J of table 9 have virtually been
depleted. This figure relates to a mandatory reserve in connection with labour 1iabilities,

left over from varicus project accounts; represent paymemts due to be made In the future,

This figure actually represents the liquid balance transferred on 31 December 1986, In 1982 it amounted
to 7% of the total used; at the end of 1986 it dropped to 5.8% of that total; thus it may be considered to
be another critical figure relating to the present financial situation in that, ideally, it should amount
to about 15% of the total spent.



