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The scale of assessments is applied to the regular budget, the capital master plan
and half of tEe~6udgets "oTfheTwb" "international"tribunals - for Rwanda and the former
Yugoslavia. Rates of assessment for peacekeeping operations and the other half of the
Tribunals' budgets are~B"ased on the scale and a system of adjustments established by
General Assembly resolution 55/235. The current scale of assessments runs ^nly^tojhe
end ofJ2006 and the General Assembly will_thereforeJiave to adopt a. new scale for the
period 2007-2009 during the main part of its sixty-first session in the autumn.

In considering the scale, thejGeneral Assemply will^haye before it the report of
the Committee on_Contributions (future A/61/11). Although the Assembly failed to
provide specific guidance for tlie Cornmitfee's work on the scale, the Committee decided
to review the matter under its terms of reference in rule 160 of the rules of procedure of
the General Assembly and an earlier resolution. In doing so, the Committee reviewed
and agreed on a number of issues - including the data to be used for the scale and a few
cases for which IMF/official exchange rates should be replaced.

The Committee looked at a number of alternative approaches for the next scale,
including the methodology used in preparing the current scale, but did not recommend
any of them. The Committee's report does, however, include for information a table of
scale rates based on the data that it reviewed (for the period 1999-2004) and the current
methodology.

Any approach will have "winners" (those with rates going down) and1 \osers''
(those with rates going up) - although increased assessment rates generally reflect
relative economic success. Proposed changes to the methodology can, however, mitigate
or reinforce increases/decreases caused by changes in relative economic performance.
Earlier this year, the Fifth Committee considered a number of proposals for
methodological changes - but could not agree to forward them to the Committee on
Contributions.

The General Assembly generally accepts the data agreed on by the Committee on
Contributions - but there may be some controversy over the Committee's decision not to
adjust the exchange rate for Argentina. Under the current methodology, using the heavily
devalued rate leads to a decrease in Argentina's rate of over 60 per cent.

A major factor in deciding winners and losers is the base period used. A shorter
base period tends to be more advantageous for countries whose economies did relatively
badly recently, while being less advantageous for those which did relatively well. It is
noteworthy, for example, that a number of European countries that have traditiohally
argued for a shorter base period are revising their position.
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Among the other elements of the methodology, the ceiling of 22 per cent involves
the largest shift of points between Member States. A number of proposals that have been
floated would involve abolishing or raising the ceiling - but that seems unlikely to be
agreed.

The second largest number of points is shifted by the low per capita income
adjustment. Several proposals that were floated would either raise or lower the
adjustment or apply it in a more restricted fashion. Again, a major change seems unlikely
to find consensus.

The other elements of the methodology are much less significant in the aggregate
but can still be important to individual Member States - e.g. the LDC ceiling for
Bangladesh and the debt burden adjustment for several countries. There have been some
suggestions that the floor rate (currently 0.001 per cent) should be further reduced - but
the countries affected do not tend to be very active in the Fifth Committee and there does
not seem to be much support for the idea.

Proposals floated earlier also included some major innovations - both very
controversial. The United States proposed using purchasing power parity rates, instead of
IMF/official rates of exchange. This would drastically change the scale, with developed
countries generally paying much less and a number of developing countries paying much
more, and seems unlikely to garner much support. Japan proposed that there should be a
minimum rate of assessment of 5 or 3 per cent for permanent members of the Security
Council. Not surprisingly, the two countries that would be affected - China (currently
2.053%) and the Russian Federation (currently 1.1%) - oppose the change strongly. In
addition, the current methodology applied to the new data would reduce Japan's rate
substantially, from almost 19'/2 per cent to a little over 16'/2 per cent. As a result, it is not
clear how much support Japan will be able to gather.

No doubt other ideas and proposals will be floated when the report of the
Committee on Contributions is issued (some time in August) and the Fifth Committee
begins its work in October.
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