— 214 EX/5.111.C Add.
unesco

United Nations
Educational, Scientific :
and Cultural Organization Executive Board
Two hundred and fourteenth session

PARIS, 25 March 2022
Original: French

Item 5 of the provisional agenda

FOLLOW-UP TO DECISIONS AND RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED
BY THE EXECUTIVE BOARD AND THE GENERAL CONFERENCE
AT THEIR PREVIOUS SESSIONS

PART Il
HUMAN RESOURCES ISSUES
ADDENDUM
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SUMMARY

C. Report on the geographical distribution of the staff of the
Secretariat

Pursuant to item 9.2.7 of the UNESCO Human Resources
Manual, the International Staff Association of UNESCO
(ISAU) submits its comments on human resources issues
(document 214 EX/5.111.C).

1. The International Staff Association of UNESCO (ISAU) is pleased to note that document
214 EX/5.11I.C, containing the report on the geographical distribution of the staff of the Secretariat,
engages in an in-depth methodological reflection on subjecting to geographical distribution posts not
financed by the regular budget. This has been the subject of a long-standing request repeated over
the years, particularly with regard to international Professional-level Project Appointments (PAs).

2. We would like to begin by pointing out that ISAU’s reason for requesting that these posts be
subject to geographical distribution has less to do with their source of funding than with the concrete
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fact that they are staff posts, and that it is logical that they be subject to the principle of staff
geographical diversity, which constitutes an essential aspect of UNESCO's work.

3.  As for the details of the method proposed by the Secretariat, ISAU must nevertheless express
its wariness with regard to the principle of taking into account only PAs on projects of a minimum of
four years. While it is indeed appropriate to adopt criteria which enable consistent analysis over the
years, it bears recalling that professional posts are financed on the basis of the regular budget, which
is adopted every two years. We would therefore like to consider having PAs on projects of a minimum
of two years included in the calculation, which would but increase its transparency and better reflect
the Organization's geographical distribution.

4, ISAU would also like to draw Member States’ attention to the current practice at the World Health
Organization (WHO), where an integrated budget allows all professional posts, regardless of their
source of funding, to be subject to geographical distribution. The suitability of such an option for
UNESCO should be discussed.

5. ISAU notes with interest the results of the Secretariat’'s simulation. It is good to see that the
number of countries represented increases from 78% to 80% when all staff posts are taken into
account. However, ISAU wishes to draw Member States' attention to the fact that this new calculation
method shows that the number of overrepresented countries increases from 11% to 15%, with a
differential which is not negligible and which should ultimately emphasize the importance of the efforts
necessary for improving geographical distribution in the Organization.

6.  Availing itself of the opportunity afforded by this effort to better integrate PAs into UNESCO'’s
regular procedures, ISAU wishes to point out that the tools established to improve the recruitment
process cannot be effective without the close involvement of the Bureau of Human Resources
Management (ADM/HRM). This is especially relevant when it comes to the recruitment of PAs, to
which, we feel, ADM/HRM is not at all committed. In addition, ISAU again requests that recruitment for
these posts be submitted to the Appointment Review Board (ARB).
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Project Appointments (PAs) on multi-year projects of more
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financed by revenue-generating funds. It also includes a
comparison with the practices adopted regarding long-term
posts funded by voluntary contributions in other agencies of
the United Nations system with geographical quotas.
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INTRODUCTION

1.  In accordance with the resolution adopted by the General Conference at its 41st session
concerning the examination of the recommendations of the Executive Board on the report of the
working group on geographical distribution, this document presents a simulation of the geographical
quotas for each Member State in the event that the following categories should be subject to
geographical distribution: international Professional-level Project Appointments (PAs) on multi-year
projects of more than four years; fixed-term posts financed by the Special Account for Management
Costs (MCA); and fixed-term posts financed by revenue-generating funds. This report also includes a
comparison with the practices adopted regarding long-term posts funded by voluntary contributions in
other agencies of the United Nations system with geographical quotas.

2. The principle of geographical distribution applies to professional staff occupying geographical
posts, that is, established posts financed by UNESCO’s regular programme budget. The methodology
for calculating geographical quotas was adopted by the General Conference in 2003" and has not been
revised since then.

3. In 40 C/Resolution 78, the General Conference addressed the matter of methodology, inviting
the Director-General to revisit the basis on which geographical posts were determined and inviting her
to report on the possibility of subjecting temporary posts and project appointments to equitable
geographical distribution. Pursuant to this resolution, the Secretariat presented options for revising the
methodology at the 209th and 211th sessions of the Executive Board. In accordance with the
corresponding decision adopted by the Executive Board at its 211th session, the report on geographical
distribution submitted at the 212th session presented an option including a category of international
Project Appointments concerning multi-year projects exceeding four years?.

Option including international Project Appointments concerning multi-year projects exceeding
four years, established posts financed by the Special Account for Management Costs and
established posts financed by revenue-generating funds (Annex 1)

4.  Asrequested by the Executive Board, Annex | presents a simulation of the geographical quotas
for each Member State in the event that the above posts should be subject to geographical distribution.
This option is based on the current methodology: the base figure at 850 — the Member State factor at
65%, the contribution factor at 30% and the population factor at 5%. In addition to the geographical
posts as defined by the current methodology, this option therefore includes the following items:

o Twenty-three posts financed by the Special Account for Management Costs (these are
established posts with permanent programme-management support functions which
belong to the Bureau of Strategic Planning (11) and to the Sector for Administration and
Management (9), mainly in the Bureau of Financial Management; there are also two posts
in the Internal Oversight Service (10S)).

o Three posts financed by revenue-generating funds which, like the above posts, have
long-term programme-support functions (these posts are in the Division of Conferences,
Languages and Documents (ADM/CLD)).

o One hundred and seven international Project Appointments for multi-year projects of
more than four years, at Headquarters and in the field, excluding category 1 institutes. This
option includes all staff members who have been hired for projects with an expected
duration of four years or more, regardless of their time-in-post. A number of these staff
members thus have fewer than four years of accrued service on the project (51; 48%). The
majority of these PAs work on projects in the Education Sector (48), including: the
HIV/AIDS (acquired immunodeficiency syndrome) project; the Global Education Monitoring
Report; Capacity Development for Education (CapED). They also work in the Culture

! 32 C/Resolution 71, Report by the Director-General on the situation concerning the geographical distribution of the
staff.
2 Document 212 EX/5.1V.C.|
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Sector (23), mainly at the World Heritage Centre. Seventy-seven of them are at
Headquarters and 30 are in the field offices.

Impact of the simulation on quotas

5. As at January 2022, 78% of UNESCQO’s Member States are represented; 35% are adequately
represented countries, 32% are underrepresented countries and 11%, overrepresented countries.

6. The inclusion of the only 23 posts financed by the Special Account for Management Costs and
the three posts financed by revenue-generating funds would have a positive impact on geographical
representation, with two Member States becoming represented (Andorra and Bahamas) and one
Member State becoming adequately represented (Sierra Leone). However, three countries would
become overrepresented: Congo, Kenya and Ukraine.

7.  The inclusion of the 107 international Project Appointments on multi-year projects of more than
four years, plus the 23 posts financed by the Special Account for Management Costs and the three
posts financed by revenue-generating funds, which makes for a total of 133 additional geographical
posts, would have the following impact:

. Three Member States would become represented at UNESCO: Andorra, Bahamas and
Tajikistan. Overall representation would thus improve, going from 78% to 80%.

o Six Member States would become adequately represented: Costa Rica, Kyrgyzstan, New
Zealand, Russian Federation, Sierra Leone and Trinidad and Tobago. However, the
percentage of adequately represented countries would decrease (from 35% to 34%) on
account of the increase in overrepresented countries.

o Eight (adequately represented) Member States would become overrepresented: Australia,
Congo, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Romania, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, and Ukraine. The percentage of overrepresented countries would increase from
11% to 15%.

Table 1, below, presents the situation by representation category.

Table 1: Comparison between current geographical distribution and simulation

UNESCO’s . .
Simulation

current

methodology (107 PAs + 26 Difference

(January 2022) MCA and RGF)

Member |, Member |, Member |,

States % States % States %
Adequately 68 35% | |66 34% | |-2 1%
represented
Overrepresented 21 11% 29 15% +8 +4%
Underrepresented 62 32% 59 31% -3 -1%
Member —— States| sy |78, | [154  |80% | |+3 +2%
represented
Unrepresented 42 22% 39 20% -3 -2%
Total 193 100% 193 100%
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Impact of the simulation on methodology

8. Inclusion of the posts financed by the Special Account for Management Costs and those financed
by revenue-generating funds as geographical posts would be apt, as today the Special Account for
Management Costs includes both geographical posts (financed under the regular programme) and
former FITOCA (Funds-in-Trust Overhead Costs Account) posts which were not geographical.
However, when the Special Account for Management Costs was created within the framework of the
integrated budget, the posts which were transferred to it retained the (geographical or non-
geographical) character associated with them before the account was created. Therefore, categorizing
all these posts, which are similar in nature, as geographical would ensure consistency and would
eliminate the artificial distinction between former FITOCA posts and other programme-support posts.

9. Project Appointments are financed by voluntary contributions. However, the option as presented
only takes into account Member States' contributions to the regular budget at the rate of 30%, in
accordance with the current methodology. Consideration should be given to including in the
contribution factor voluntary funding for these projects from Member States or international
organizations. A new methodology would be needed to take this funding into account. This would be
complex, considering that this type of funding fluctuates regularly, as projects are time-bound and can
vary from one year to another. This may also require a regular review of the base figure, and hence
would result in a regular revision of quotas.

Comparison of the methodology of other agencies of the United Nations (Annex Il)

10. The General Conference requested a comparative study of the practices of the United Nations
Secretariat and of other agencies of the United Nations system with regard to the geographical nature
of long-term posts funded by voluntary contributions.

11. In the Report of the International Civil Service Commission (ICSC) for the year 20213, the ICSC
provides information on its monitoring of geographical diversity in agencies of the United Nations. It
notes that most United Nations agencies have not established formal guidelines for geographical
distribution. Only six United Nations entities have a formalized system of geographical quotas: the
United Nations Secretariat, the World Health Organization (WHO), the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAQ), the International Labour Organization (ILO), the International
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and UNESCO.

12. Of the six entities mentioned above, the majority do not consider posts financed by voluntary
contributions to be geographical posts. The comparative table in Annex Il details the methodologies of
the entities cited. Only the WHO, which has an integrated budget, considers all professional posts as
geographical, regardless of their source of funding. These are established, long-term posts and not
project-based posts such as the Project Appointments which exist at UNESCO.

Proposed draft decision

13. Inlight of the above, the Executive Board may wish to adopt a decision along the following lines:

The Executive Board,

1. Recalling 41 C/Resolution 64,

2. Having examined document 214 EX/5.1I1.C,

3.  Takes note of the information provided by the Director-General on the option including
international Project Appointments (PAs) for multi-year projects of more than four years,

8 A/76/30.



214 EX/5.11I.C — page 4

established posts financed by the Special Account for Management Costs and established
posts financed by revenue-generating funds;

4.  Also takes note of the comparative information on the methodology used by agencies of
the United Nations system for the calculation of geographical quotas;

5. Requests the Director-General to submit to it at its 215th session a report on the situation
concerning the geographical distribution of staff.



ANNEX |

(+...) : Number of staff add to the simulation and not included in Current UNESCO's formula
[ m— Change in the geographical situation of the Member State

SIMULATION
(a) | Base Figure 850

(b) Widen type of posts to include :established posts funded from the Special Account for Management Costs
and from Revenue Generating Funds
-- and international project appointments (PA) for multi-year projects of more than four years

Current UNESCO formula
Base Figure 850
Quotas 2022

Change between current
UNESCO formula and
simulation

Member States Sigle | Group | DDG | ADG | D2 D1 P5 P4 P3 P2 P1 L‘t);af‘fl Max. | Min. | Situation Ts‘t);?fl Max. | Min. | Situation Max. | Min. | Situation
Afghanistan AFG Grl‘\’/”p 1 1 +1) 2 (+1) 4 2 = 2 4 2 =
Albania ALB Grﬁ”p 1 1 4 2 = 1 4 2 3

; Group 1 4
Algeria DZA Vb (+1) (+1) (+1) | 5(+3) 4 3 + 5 4 3 +
Group (+1
Andorra AND I (+1) SAMC) 4 2 - 4 2 (0] 0to -
Angola AGO G{;’:p 4 2 o) 4 2 o)
Antigua and Barbuda ATG Grl‘l’l“p 1 1 4 2 - 1 4 2 -
Argentina ARG GFI‘I’IUP 1 3 3 3 1l ey | ey | 7 4 + 1 7 4 +
Armenia ARM Grﬁ”p 4 2 o) 4 2 o)

. Group 1 3 1 1 _ _
Australia AUS v 1 (+1) +1) (+3) +2) 7 (+7) 12 7 + 7 12 7 = =to+
Austria auT | Group 1 2 (+11) a#+1) | 6 4 - 4 6 4 -

Azerbaijan AZE Grﬁ”p 1 (+21) 3 (+1) 4 2 = 3 4 2 =
Group (+1
Bahamas BHS i (+1) SAMC) 4 2 - 4 2 o Oto-
Bahrain BHR G(;’l;‘p 4 2 o 4 2 o
Bangladesh BGD Grl‘\’/“p 2 1 3 5 3 = 3 5 3 =
Barbados BRB Grl‘l’l“p 4 2 o) 4 2 o)
Belarus BLR Grﬁ”p 1 1 4 2 - 1 4 2 -
. Group 3 3
Belgium BEL | 4 (+1) (+2) (+1) 1 11 (+4) 7 4 + 11 7 4 +
Belize BLZ Grl‘l’I“p 1 1 4 2 = 1 4 2 .
Benin BEN G(;’a“p 2 +2) 3 5 (+2) 4 2 + 5 4 2 +
Bhutan BTN Grl‘\’/“p 4 2 o) 4 2 o

| Xauuy
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Ef(;hwa (Plurinational State BOL Grltl)lup 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Bosnia and Herzegovina BIH Grﬁup 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Botswana BWA G(;’a“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
) Group 2 4
Brazil BRA 0 D | wgy | e 9(+4) | 13 8 9 13 8
Brunei Darussalam BRN Grlt\)/up 4 2 4 2
Bulgaria BGR Grﬁ”p 1 3 4 2 3 4 2
Burkina Faso BFA G{;’;p 2 4 4 2 4 4 2
Burundi BDI G{;’;p 3 1 4 4 2 4 4 2
Cabo Verde CPV G(;’a“p 4 2 4 2
Cambodia KHM Grl‘\’/“p 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Group 1 .
Cameroon CMR Va 4 2 (+1) 1'(+1) 4 2 10 4 2
Group 5 2
Canada CAN | on | o2 3 17@+3) | 15 9 17 15 9
Central African Republic CAF G{;’;p 4 2 4 2
Chad TCD G{;’”p 4 2 4 2
a
Chile CHL Gr|<|>|Up 2 1 4 5 3 4 5 3
. Group 3 2
China CHN v 5 03 | (+3) 13(+6) | 77 | 46 13 77 | 46
Colombia coL | Group 3 (+21) +1)| 6¢+2) | 5 3 6 5 3
Comoros COM G(;’:p 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Congo COG G{;’:p +1) 1 1 4(+1) 4 2 4 4 2 =to+
Cook Islands cok | Crowp 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Costa Rica CRI Grl‘l’lup 1 +1) 1(+1) 4 2 1 4 2 ~to=
Céte d'lvoire civ G(;’a“p 3 3 4 2 3 4 2
Croatia HRV Grﬁ“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Cuba cuB Grl‘l’I“p 2 1 4 4 2 4 4 2
Cyprus cYP Gr‘l’”p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Czechia CZE Grﬁ”p 2 1 3 5 3 3 5 3
Democratic People's Group
Republic of Korea PRK IV ! 2 & 2 2 & 2
Democratic Republic of the cob Group 1 3 6 4 3 6 4 3
Congo Va
Denmark DNk | CGroup 2 5 6 4 5 6 4

Z obed — | xauuy
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Group

Djibouti DJI Va 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Dominica DMA Gr|<|>|Up 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Dominican Republic DOM Grl‘l’I“p 4 2 4 2
Ecuador ECU Grl‘l’I“p 2 1 3 4 2 3 4 2
Egypt EGY G(;’l;‘p 1 1 1 (+1) 3 (+1) 5 3 3 5 3
El Salvador SLV GFI‘I’IUP 4 2 4 2
Equatorial Guinea GNQ G{;’;p 4 2 4 2
Eritrea ERI G{;’”p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
a
Estonia EST Grﬁ“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Eswatini swz G(;’a“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Ethiopia ETH G(;’a“p 1 4 3 8 4 3 8 4 3
Fiji FJI Grl‘\’/”p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Finland FIN Gr‘l’”p 2 3 +1) 1 6 (+1) 5 3 6 5 3
France FRA G“I’“p 1 1 (12) (1‘;) (+96) ( +11 ) (+5222) 22 13 52 22 13
Gabon GAB G(;’a“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Gambia GMB G{;’;p 2 2 4 4 2 4 4 2
Georgia Geo | Grove 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Germany DEU Gr‘l’”p 6 4 9 2 22(+2) | 29 18 22 29 18
(+1) (*+1)
Ghana oHa | COUP 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Greece GRC | Grow (+1) 2 4 2 g+1) | 5 3 8 5 3
Grenada GRD Grl‘l’I“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Guatemala GTM GFI‘I’IUP 4 2 4 2
Guinea GIN G{;’;p 2 1 3 4 2 3 4 2
Guinea-Bissau ons | CouP 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Guyana GUY Grl‘l’I“p 4 2 4 2
Haiti HTI Grl‘l’I“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Honduras HND Grl‘l’I“p 1 2 3 4 2 3 4 2
Hungary HUN | Group 1 2 5 3 2 5 3

¢ abed — | xoauuy
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Iceland ISL | 4 2 4 2
. Group 1

India IND v 2 | by | 42 1 7(+3) | 18 1 7 18 1
Indonesia IDN Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 1 3 8 5 3 8 5
Iran (Islamic Republic of) IRN Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 2 6 3 2 6 3

Group
Iraq IRQ Vb 1 1 4 3 1 4 3
Ireland IRL Gr‘l’”p 1 2 (+1) 3 (+1) 5 3 3 5 3

Group 6 8 7 3 29
Italy ITA | e | o | o5 | oz | 4] @2 17 10 29 17 10
Jamaica JAM Gr|<|>|Up 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2

Group 14 2 _
Japan JPN v 3 15 | o) | ) 37(+3) | 38 | 23 37 38 | 23 =to+
Jordan JOR G(;’l;‘p 2 +2) 1 4(+2) 4 2 4 4 2 =to+
Kazakhstan KAZ Grl‘\’/“p 2 2 4 3 2 4 3
Kenya KEN G{;’:p 3 1 +2) 4(+2) 4 2 4 4 2 =to+
Kiribati KIR Grl‘\’/”p 4 2 4 2
Kuwait KWT G{;’g’p 5 3 5 3
Kyrgyzstan KGZ Grl‘\’/”p 1 +1) 1(+1) 4 2 1 4 2 ~to=
Lao Pegple’s Democratic LAO Group 2 2 4 2 2 4 2
Republic \Y
Latvia LVA Grﬁ“p 2 2 4 2 2 4 2

Group 2
Lebanon LBN Vb 2 1) 5 (+1) 4 2 5 4 2
Lesotho LSO G{;’;p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Liberia LBR G{;’;p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Libya LBY G{;’g’p 2 2 4 2 2 4 2
Lithuania LTU Grﬁ“p 2 1 3 4 2 3 4 2
Luxembourg LUX G“I’“p 4 2 4 2
Madagascar MDG G(;’a“p 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Malawi MWI G{;’;p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Malaysia MYS Grl‘\’/”p 1 2 3 5 3 3 5 3
Maldives MDV Grl‘\’/”p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Mali ML | Group 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2

Va

Malta ML | Group 4 2 4 2
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O'Nre/Xavie



Marshall Islands MHL v 4 4
Mauritania MRT G{;’g’p 1 1 4 1 4
Mauritius MUS G(;’a“p 1 1 2 4 2 4
Mexico mex | Grou 1 4 (+21) 12(+1) | 10 12 | 10
Micronesia (Federated Group
States of) FSM W £ £
Monaco MCO Gr‘l’”p 4 4
Mongolia MNG Grl‘\’/”p 1 1 2 4 2 4
Montenegro MNE Grﬁup 1 1 4 1 4
Group 2
Morocco MAR Vb 2 (+1) 2 7 (+1) 4 7 4
Mozambique MOZ G(;’a“p 3 4 3 4
Myanmar MMR Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 4 1 4
Namibia NAM | Group 1 1 4 1 4
Va
Nauru NRU Grl‘\’/”p 4 4
Group 3 1
Nepal NPL Y (+1) (+1) 1 6 (+2) 4 6 4
Netherlands NLD Gr‘l’”p 3 7 9 7 9
Group 1 _
New Zealand NZL Y, 1 (+1) 2(+1) 5 2 5 -to=
Nicaragua NIC Grl‘l’I“p 1 1 4 1 4
. Group
Niger NER Va 2 4 4 4 4
Nigeria NGA G{;’;p 1 1 2 6 2 6
Niue NIU Grl‘\’/”p 4 4
North Macedonia MKD Grﬁ”p 1 4 1 4
Norway NOR G“I’“p 2 3 6 3 6
Group
Oman OMN Vb 1 1 4 1 4
Pakistan PAK Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 2 | ¢+ | 5¢+1) 6 5 6
Palau PLW Grl‘\’/”p 4 4
Palestine pse | Cowe 1 1| ¢ 2¢41) | 4 2 4
Panama PAN Gr|<|>|Up 4 4
Papua New Guinea PNG Group 1 1 4 1 4

G abed — | xauuy
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Paraguay PRY 1 1 1 2 4 4
Peru PER Gr|<|>|Up 1 1 4 4
Philippines PHL Grl‘\’/“p 2 2 5 5 5
Poland POL Grﬁ“p 1 1 3 7 7
Group 1
Portugal PRT I 1 +1) 3(+1) 5 5
Group
Qatar QAT Vb 5 5
Republic of Korea KOR Grl‘\’/”p 1 4 1 7 15 15
Republic of Moldova MDA Grﬁ”p 1 1 2 4 4
" Group 1 -
Romania ROU I 2 1 (+2) 5(+2) 5 5 =to+
Russian Federation RUS Grﬁup (+21) 2 6 (+1) 12 12 -to=
Rwanda Rwa | Group 1 1 4 4
Va
Saint Kitts and Nevis KNA GFI‘I’IUP 2 2 4 4
Saint Lucia LCA GFI‘I’IUP 2 2 4 4
Saint Vi_ncent and the vCT Group 4 4
Grenadines 11l
Samoa WSM GT\)/UP 4 4
San Marino SMR GFTUP 4 4
Sao Tome and Principe STP G(;’a“p 1 1 4 4
Saudi Arabia SAU G(;’l;‘p 1 2 9 9
Group 3 1
Senegal SEN Va (+1) +2) 1 6 (+3) 4 4
Serbia sk | Group 1 1 4 4
Seychelles svc | Grp 1 1 2 4 4
Sierra Leone ste | Gl 1 (+1) 1#1) | 4 4 o=
Singapore SGP Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 6 6
Slovakia SVK Grﬁ“p 1 +1) 1(+1) 4 4
Slovenia SVN Grﬁ”p 2 2 4 4
Solomon Islands SLB G'](\)/UP 4 4
Somalia som | Grow 1 1 4 4
a
. Group 1 1
South Africa ZAF Va 1 (+2) (+1) 7 (+3) 5 5
South Sudan ssp | Group 4 4

g abed — | xauuy
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Spain ESP Gr‘l’”p 6 2 (+61) (+12) 15+3) | 13 8 15 13 8
Sri Lanka LKA Grl‘\’/”p 4 2 4 2
Sudan son | Coup 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Suriname SUR Grl‘l’I“p 4 2 4 2
Sweden SWE G“I’“p 1 1 1 4 7 4 4 7 4
Switzerland CHE Gr‘l’”p 1 1 +1) 2 (+1) 8 5 2 8 5
Syrian Arab Republic SYR G{;’;‘p 1 1 3 4 2 3 4 2
Taijikistan TIK Grﬁ”p +1) l(,::) 4 2 4 2 Oto-
Thailand THA Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 6 3 1 6 3
Timor-Leste TLS Grl‘\’/“p 4 2 4 2
Togo TGO G(;’a“p 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Tonga TON Grl‘\’/”p 4 2 4 2
Trinidad and Tobago TTO Grl‘l’lu" 1 +1) 1(+1) 4 2 1 4 2 -to=
Tunisia TUN G{;’;‘p 2 ( +41) 1 10#1) | 4 2 10 4 2
Turkey TUR Gr‘l’”p 1 +1) 1 3 (+1) 8 5 3 8 5
Turkmenistan TKM Grl‘\’/“p 1 1 4 2 1 4 2
Tuvalu TUV Grl‘\’/“p 4 2 4 2
Uganda UGA G(;’:p 4 4 4 2 4 4 2
Ukraine UKR | Group (+31) 1 ary | 4 2 4 4 2 =to+
United Arab Emirates ARE G{;’;‘p 6 4 6 4
united Kingdom of Great | ggR | Group (+62) (+31) ( +43) 2 | en|een| 22 | 13 16 | 2 | 13 e
United Republic of Tanzania | TZA G(;’a“p 2 2 4 2 2 4 2
Uruguay URY Grl‘l’I“p 1 1 2 4 2 2 4 2
Uzbekistan uzB Grﬁ“p 2 2 4 2 2 4 2
Vanuatu vUT Grl‘\’/”p 4 2 4 2
\':\/,enef)ll{elaf(Bolivarian VEN Group 1 2 5 3 2 5 3
epublic of) 1]
Viet Nam VNM Grl‘\’/”p 1 2 1 4 5 3 4 5 3
Yemen YEM | Group 1 1 4 2 1 4 2

Vb

) obed — | xouuy
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Zambia ZMB G{;’:p 1 (+1) 1 2 (+1) 2
) Group 2
Zimbabwe ZWE Va (+1) (+1) 2 (+2) 2
35 108 173 169 116 3 626
TOTAL 8 | 13| (1) | (+6) | (+23) | (+58) | (+35) | (+7) | (+130) e
SAMC = Staff on established posts funded by Special Account for Management Costs
PA = Project Appointment
Israel ISR G“I’“p 1 1 1 3 3
. } Group 4 5 1 16
United States of America USA I 1 5 (+1) (+1) (+1) (+3) 16

g obed — | xouuy
olre/xXavie
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UN Secretariat UNESCO I1LO (2003) ICAO (1981 rev 1991)
(1988) (2004) (2003 % 2013) (2003)

Geographical *  Professional
posts and above (P/D)
e RegularBudget
*  Excluding
language posts
Base figure 3,604 posts
(GA Resolution
65/247)
Membership 40 %
factor
Contribution 55%
factor
Population 5%
factor
Upper and 15%

Lower limit of  (min 4,8 — 14 posts)
the range

Annexe 3 EB 214

Professional and  *

above (P/D)
*  RegularBudget .
*  Excluding 0

language posts

ANNEX II

Professional and above
(P/D) (fixed-term)

All sources of funds
Excluding language
posts

Professional and above
(P/D)

Regular Budget
Excluding language
posts

¢ Professional and
above (P/D)

¢ RegularBudget

e Excluding language
posts

1,399 posts 1,800 posts 850 posts 780 (in Dec. 2020)
(updated on a
biennial basis)
40 % 45 % 65% Nil* *Minimum range of
[1-2] Posts for member
States whose assessed
contribution <= 0.20% of
the ILO budget.
55% 45% 30% 100 %
5% 10% 5% Nil
15% 25% 25 % (except forlarge
(min 2,03 -7,53 Minimum upper limit based contributors , only minus
posts) on population 25 % applies)
Source: Benchmark and ICSC Report on Monitoring of geographical diversity in the UN common system -2021

Professional and
above (P/D)
Regular Budget
Excluding
language posts

275

47 %

53 %

Nil
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