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15 April 2005
APPOINTMENT OF THE NEXT DIRECTOR-GENERAL 

INFORMAL MEETING OF HEADS OF DELEGATIONS

Friday, 15 April 2005

Chairman's Introductory Remarks
I would like to welcome delegations to this meeting, and to thank you for attending at short notice.
The purpose of this meeting is to allow me and my colleagues in this exercise –  Amb. Glenne (Norway), Chair of the Dispute Settlement Body, and Amb. Stephenson (Canada), Chair of the Trade Policy Review Body, acting as Facilitators – to report to the membership on the outcome of the first stage of consultations regarding the selection and appointment of the next Director-General, as required under paragraph 18 of the Procedures for the Appointment of Directors-General.
Let me recall that these Procedures were formally agreed by you, the Members, in December 2002 following lengthy and detailed consultations.  From the beginning of the process for the appointment of the next Director-General, we have been applying these Procedures to the letter, and we intend to continue to do so, as I am sure all Members do.  
You will recall that, in keeping with these Procedures, the process was started on 1 December 2004 with a notification from the General Council Chair to the membership.  Following the close of the one-month nomination period on 31 December 2004, the candidates nominated were invited to meet with Members at a formal General Council meeting held on 26 January 2005.  They were also allowed a three-month period, i.e. until 31 March, to make themselves known to Members and to engage in discussions on the pertinent issues facing the Organization.  Finally, as I announced at an informal meeting of Heads of Delegation on 31 March, the Facilitators and I have been conducting a first round of consultations with Members since 4 April.
Under the Procedures, this process is to conclude with a General Council meeting convened not later than 31 May 2005, at which a decision to appoint a new Director-General must be taken.  We remain firmly committed to meeting this deadline.
At the meeting of Heads of Delegation on 31 March – when I announced how my colleagues and I intended to conduct the further process in keeping with the Procedures – I also made clear, in the interests of transparency, that the arrangements for managing the next steps in the process had been discussed with the representatives of the four candidates, who had agreed to abide by them and by the assessment that the Facilitators and I would make based on the information we received.
The agreed Procedures require us to consult with all Members, including non-resident ones, and we have made all possible efforts to do so.  In the Fax convening the 31 March Heads of Delegation meeting, I set out the dates and times of our availability, and urged all delegations wishing to meet with us to fix an appointment.  In particular, I invited all non-resident Members attending the Geneva Week programme in the week of 4 April to use that opportunity to meet with us, and I renewed this invitation in my address to the Geneva Week delegates at the beginning of their programme.
Further, in my Fax of 7 April I strongly urged all who had not yet come forward to consult with us to seek an appointment without delay, and invited those non-resident Members who had not been able to consult with us in person to communicate their preferences in writing to me at a private and confidential fax line.  This message was repeated subsequently both by telephone and by Fax to those non-resident delegations who had not yet contacted us.  The Geneva-based delegations who had not yet contacted us were also reminded again to come forward to consult with us. 
By the end of the first round on Wednesday, we had received views from 142 Members out of the total membership of 148.  Of these, 120 are Geneva-based, and 22 are non-resident delegations.  Of the 6 delegations who had not expressed their views by the end of the day on Wednesday, 13 April, 1 is non-resident.
The consultations we have held have been conducted on a strictly confidential basis, and I and both Facilitators – and only we – have been present at all the consultations.  We have also jointly received and reviewed the inputs faxed in confidentially by non-resident delegations.  We have consulted with Members individually, in their capacity as representatives of Members and not of country groupings, regarding the views of their respective authorities on the candidates nominated for the post.  All delegations were invited to respond to the question: "What are your preferences?"  
As set out in Paragraph 18 of the 2002 Procedures, we are accordingly reporting on this first round of consultations to Members at this open-ended meeting of Heads of Delegation.  Our intention today is simply to inform delegations of the outcome of the consultations, and of our assessment.
In keeping with the process announced on 31 March, the Facilitators and I have already informed the representatives of the four candidates of our assessment before communicating this to the Membership today.
As I indicated on 31 March, in assessing the information we received, and in reporting to Members, we have been guided strictly by the elements set out in paragraph 17 of the 2002 Procedures, which require us to assess Members' preferences and the breadth of support for each candidate.  Paragraph 17 goes on to say, and I quote, that:  
"the ultimate aim of the consultation process shall be to identify the candidate around whom consensus can be built.  In order to do this, it may be necessary to conduct successive consultations to identify the candidate or candidates least likely to attract such a consensus".  
At this point, I would also like to recall the provisions of Paragraph 18 of the 2002 Procedures, which read as follows:
"The outcome of the consultations shall be reported to the membership at each stage.  It is understood that the candidate or candidates least likely to attract consensus shall withdraw.  The number of candidates expected to withdraw at each stage of consultations shall be determined according to the initial number of candidates, and made known in advance.  This process shall be repeated in successive stages on the basis of a revised slate of candidates each time, with the aim of establishing consensus around one candidate."
In this connection, you will recall that on 31 March I had stated that since we had four candidates, three would be expected to withdraw over the course of the process as a whole, and that this meant that at least one candidate would be expected to withdraw after each successive round of consultations.  
Let me begin my report on our assessment by saying that it was clear from our consultations that Members considered all of the four candidates to be highly qualified and respected individuals.  All are worthy and credible candidates, and Members informed us that it had not been easy to choose from among them.  At the same time, Members noted that the Procedures required them to select from among these excellent candidates by consensus.  I and the Facilitators wish to thank you all for your clear and constructive responses. 
In assessing the preferences expressed by Members, we were guided, as I have said, by the provisions of Paragraph 17.  Preferences were weighed both in the rankings, if any, given by Members, and as a whole.   Our assessment was the same, whichever way the preferences were examined.
As regards the breadth of support, we considered the distribution of preferences across geographic regions and among the categories of Members generally recognized in WTO provisions:  that is, LDCs, developing countries and developed countries.  Other criteria were considered and rejected, including political groupings or any measure of the size of individual Members, whether in terms of trade, or population or territory.  These criteria are not recognized in WTO provisions, or were discussed and rejected by Members in the formulation of the Procedures in 2002.
On the basis of all of the above, and in keeping with the Procedures, our assessment from the information provided to us during this stage of consultations is that the candidate from Brazil, Mr. Luiz Felipe de Seixas Corrêa is the candidate least likely to attract consensus.    
For the sake of transparency, I would also like to inform the membership that the candidate from France, Mr. Pascal Lamy enjoyed the highest level of support from Members, both in terms of preferences and breadth of support.  The candidate from Mauritius, Mr. Jaya Krishna Cuttaree enjoyed the second highest level of support, and the candidate from Uruguay, Mr. Carlos Pérez del Castillo the third highest level of support.  All three of these candidates enjoyed broad support among the Members.  However, a very small number of Members expressed concern over the candidacy of Mr. Lamy and his ability to lead this organization.
On this basis, therefore, we intend to begin a second round of consultations starting on 21 April, which will be based on a revised slate of three candidates, as follows:  Mr. Carlos Pérez del Castillo, Mr. Jaya Krishna Cuttaree and Mr. Pascal Lamy. 
My colleagues and I, jointly, will be available to meet with individual delegations in my office at the WTO, for 5 minutes each, at times to be specified by Fax as soon as possible.  
These consultations will continue to be at the level of Head of Delegation.  We will consult Members individually, in their capacity as representatives of Members and not of country groupings, regarding the views of their respective authorities on the revised slate of candidates.  As we have been doing during the present round of consultations, all the information we receive from you will be treated by me and the Facilitators in strict confidence.  I must emphasize that the information we received from Members in the first round of consultations will no longer be valid and therefore will not be used in the second round.  I would therefore urge all Members once again to come forward to meet with us and to express their preferences on the basis of the revised slate of candidates.  We will, as before, make arrangements for non-resident delegations to contact us.  
As per paragraph 6 of the procedures, our aim continues to be to encourage and facilitate the building of consensus among Members, and to assist in moving from the initial field of candidates to a final decision on appointment.  With this in mind, we shall once again invite delegations to respond to the question: "What are your preferences?".
As I have done today, we will report back to the membership at the end of the second round of consultations, which we aim to complete as soon as possible, keeping in mind that a final decision is to be taken by 31 May at the latest.    
Copies of the statement I have just made will be made available to delegations, and circulated subsequently as a Job document in the three official languages.

__________

