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NINTH ITEM ON THE AGENDA 

Reports of the Programme, Financial and 
Administrative Committee 

Addendum and Corrigendum 

Programme and Budget 
(First item on the agenda) 

(c) Programme and Budget for 2008–09: 
Treatment of the net premium earned 

1. The Chairperson introduced the item, which was a continuation of the discussion from the 

previous sitting.  

2. The representative of the Government of Australia, speaking on behalf of the Asia–Pacific 

group (ASPAG), did not support the point for decision but presented an alternative 

proposal for consideration by the Committee. He noted that there was general support in 

ASPAG for the proposal. Other Government members had expressed support for the 

proposal but had not had sufficient time to obtain approval from their capitals. He 

suggested that in order to allow time for further discussion, his proposal should be 

submitted to the Finance Committee of the International Labour Conference at its meeting 

in June 2010. This would allow time for member States to consult with their capitals so 

that they would be in a position to finalize the proposal.  

3. The basis for the proposal, which had been circulated to regional coordinators and to the 

Workers‟ and Employers‟ groups, might offer a practical way to reach consensus on the 

issue. The amount of the net premium earned was significant and many Governments had 

expressed the opinion that the proposal was not sufficiently justified in the absence of a 

comprehensive plan to redevelop the headquarters building, a complete plan for financing 

the renovation and a long-term strategy for maintaining and renovating all ILO properties 

around the world. ASPAG could conditionally support a derogation from the Financial 

Regulations for the proposed transfer to the Building and Accommodation Fund if certain 

conditions were considered to have been met by the Governing Body during its March 

2011 session. If the proposed conditions were met, the approved derogation would remain 

effective. If, in the opinion of the Governing Body, the conditions were not met, then the 

approved derogation would automatically be revoked and funds returned to member States 

in accordance with the Financial Regulations.  
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4. The proposed amended point for decision would read: 

The Committee may wish to recommend that the Governing Body propose to 

the 99th Session (June 2010) of the International Labour Conference that, in 

derogation of article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations, the 2008–09 net premium 

earned of CHF29,739,934 be credited to the Building and Accommodation Fund 

to finance partially the refurbishment of the headquarters building, subject to the 

following conditions: 

(a) that the Office prepare a comprehensive plan, including all aspects and time 

frames for the redevelopment of the ILO building; 

(b) that the Office prepare a comprehensive plan, including consideration of 

risk management, for the financing of the redevelopment of the ILO 

building; 

(c) that the Office develop a long-term strategy for the financing of future 

maintenance and redevelopment of ILO buildings and properties, based on 

funds accumulation to avoid any future ad hoc call on funds from member 

States; and 

(d) that the plans and strategy referred to in (a), (b), and (c) be submitted to and 

approved by the Governing Body in November 2010 (or March 2011). 

Should the Governing Body determine that the abovementioned conditions are 

not satisfied, the derogation of article 11.5 referred to above is revoked and the 

funds will be credited to member States in accordance with article 11.5, within 

one month of the Governing Body decision. 

5. The speaker observed that minor drafting adjustments might be required to the text to meet 

legal requirements and further proposed that consideration be given to the use of the word 

“endorsed” rather than “approved” in subparagraph (d) of his proposal. He said that the 

proposed amended point for decision called for a full plan on all aspects of building 

redevelopment for consideration by Committee members. The financial plan should set out 

all options, including using the net premium earned, any surplus, sale of land, renting of 

properties, etc. Given the size of its property portfolio, the Organization needed a robust 

long-term strategy which considered needs, time frames, and financing for maintenance of 

all of its buildings to ensure that Government members knew in advance what they would 

be expected to pay.  

6. The representative of the Government of South Africa, speaking on behalf of the Africa 

group, reminded the Committee that most countries were just emerging from a financial 

crisis. The process of recovery was incomplete and extensive demands were still being 

placed on the ILO to support the recovery. He said that the goal of the Organization was to 

seek to achieve social justice for all and that objective entailed both obligations and 

sacrifices. The speaker stressed the importance of providing a conducive work 

environment. He supported the point for decision in the Office paper.  

7. The representative of the Government of Austria reminded the Committee that many 

member States were suffering from budget deficits. She said that any derogation from the 

Financial Regulations required adequate justification. The justification offered by the 

Office for the proposed transfer had not been convincing. She did not want a repetition of 

the 2008 decision to derogate from the Financial Regulations, nor did she wish to see a 

precedent established. She said her Government did not support the point for decision and 
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suggested that the budget surplus for 2008–09 be transferred to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund.  

8. The representative of the Government of the United Kingdom expressed disappointment 

that there was no useful new information in the informal paper provided by the Office. The 

paper speculated on possible income but the figures provided were, in his view, neither 

factual nor risk assessed. He said that the March 2009 financing plan should not be cast 

aside until problems in the plan were revealed and other options could be evaluated. The 

speaker said it was important for the Office to maximize the resources it could obtain from 

the sale of land or rental income. 

9. He reminded the Committee that a similar derogation had been previously approved, and 

expressed concern that a second derogation would set a precedent. The Office had not 

guaranteed that another derogation might not be proposed again in the future. He was 

concerned that the proposal to transfer the funds earmarked for the Incentive Fund placed a 

higher burden on a limited number of member States. The Incentive Fund served an 

important purpose in encouraging member States to pay as early as possible. Those early 

payments were important to the financial health of the Office.  

10. All constituent groups should play their part and an unusually high burden should not be 

placed on loyal contributors and donors. He did not support the point for decision and 

suggested that the income surplus from 2008–09 be transferred to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund. 

11. The representative of the Government of Brazil highlighted the growing importance of the 

ILO and the increasing demands on the Governing Body and the Office, in the face of 

which the Organization must adapt continuously in terms of both working methods and 

resources. The proposed cost of transferring the net premium to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund seemed a small price to pay in the circumstances, and he therefore 

expressed support for the point for decision contained in paragraph 9 of the Office paper, 

without excluding the possibility that other proposals might achieve consensus. 

12. The representative of the Government of the United States did not support the point for 

decision. She underlined the importance of renovating the headquarters building and 

supported the ongoing negotiations for the financing options approved by the Governing 

Body. She said that if the Office wished to mitigate risks in financing, article 11.9 of the 

Financial Regulations could provide a mechanism. Therefore, she supported the use of the 

Special Programme Account to finance those important renovations. 

13. The representative of the Government of Nigeria supported the statement made by the 

Africa group. Though fully aware of the previous decision in March 2009 on the financial 

plan for renovation of the headquarters building, he believed the net premium should be 

used quickly in order to avoid losing it altogether. He said that both risk assessment and 

risk aversion should be considered. He said the present was the best time to decide to use 

the net premium, in view of the urgency of the building renovation. He supported the point 

for decision. 

14. The representative of the Government of Germany stated that she had already given her 

Government‟s position but she welcomed the proposal from ASPAG. She wished to 

discuss the amended point for decision with her Government. She recognized the pressure 

of time and the need for the Office to have some security in its planning, as delays led to 

increased cost. She supported the need for a master plan, a long-term strategy and a full 

evaluation of the associated risks. She suggested that the Office take time to prepare a first 

draft of the master plan incorporating risk management.  
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15. The representative of the Government of France said that the current Financial Regulations 

protected the Organization from risk, encouraged States to pay their assessed contributions 

promptly and ensured that the Office had sufficient flexibility to manage funds effectively 

and implement programme activities as planned. The Office proposal, however, entailed a 

collective risk for the sake of a project that had yet to be approved. The Financial 

Regulations were very clear. It was inconceivable that retroactive changes should be made 

to the rule that had prompted States to decide when to pay their assessed contributions for 

2008–09. The derogation approved in 2008 should remain an exceptional measure. In the 

face of the current economic crisis, priority should be given to social considerations, not to 

buildings. He asked what would happen to the 50 per cent of the net premium for 2006–07 

that had been treated as an advance payment against possible calls for assessed 

contributions from member States if no such calls were made. 

16. While expressing support for the renovation of the headquarters building, he maintained 

that more time was needed to study the various options available. There was no call for 

hasty decisions to be made on the basis of alarmist scenarios. Although the costs of the 

project might rise, the potential income from selling land or rents would also increase. 

Land prices had continued to rise even during the economic crisis. 

17. The proposed renovations raised the issue of building maintenance. The Office should 

make it a priority to ensure that sufficient funds were allocated in the regular budget for the 

upkeep of buildings, and States should not be expected to contribute if that had not been 

done. Other avenues, including using the 2008–09 regular budget surplus to fund the 

renovation, should be explored before a decision was taken that might discourage donors 

from making voluntary contributions to the Organization. Recalling that the net premium 

consisted of two halves allocated separately, he asked why the Office‟s proposal dealt with 

both parts together. 

18. The Incentive Fund was an exemplary mechanism. Derogating once more from the 

Financial Regulations with regard to the Incentive Fund would mean amending the 

Regulations in all but letter and would pose a real risk to the Organization‟s financing. The 

Organization should not go down that route, and he therefore opposed the point for 

decision. 

19. The representative of the Government of Argentina, welcoming the additional information 

provided by the Office, expressed support for the proposal made by the representative of 

the Government of Australia, even it was not the optimal solution. The issue should be 

debated further before a decision was taken. 

20. The representative of the Government of Canada expressed the view that the Financial 

Regulations should not be set aside for reasons of convenience, but only in truly 

exceptional situations. The proposed derogation gave cause for concern on two accounts. 

First, it was unfair and financially short-sighted to effectively eliminate the early payment 

incentive, which could result in fewer early payments and additional financial burdens for 

the Organization. Without an incentive for prompt payment, some member States, such as 

Canada, might choose to re-examine their long-standing practice of providing early 

payment to the ILO. She suggested that consideration should be given instead to 

transferring the surplus from the 2008–09 Programme and Budget to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund. Using the Incentive Fund as a windfall, thereby placing the burden 

on the largest and most responsible donors, was unacceptable. 

21. Second, the current proposal was an example of poor financial planning. A well-developed 

and elaborated renewal plan, approved by member States, should be put in place before 

allocating funds, especially when those funds were the collective resources of member 

States, not the Organization. The exceptional nature of the current situation, which would 
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justify a second derogation from the Financial Regulations, had not yet been demonstrated. 

Article 41 of the Financial Regulations stipulated that they could not be amended except 

where an alteration or addition was urgently required. The fact that the value of the net 

premium could not have been foreseen did not constitute an exceptional or urgent 

circumstance. The uncertainties and lack of thorough or sound analysis with respect to the 

2009 funding plan also demonstrated poor financial planning, which should be addressed 

systematically, not through ad hoc approaches. 

22. While fully supporting efforts to plan for the renovation of the headquarters building, she 

expressed strong concern at the disregard for sound financial management practices and 

donor countries‟ views. Financing decisions must be based on a comprehensive capital 

master plan and financial risk assessment, and any potential shortfalls must be properly 

dealt with through the regular programme and budget process. The net premium should be 

returned to contributing governments; however, the proposal made by the representative of 

the Government of Australia went a long way to addressing one of her fundamental 

concerns. 

23. The representative of the Government of India underlined the importance of respecting 

financial regulations, but also expressed the view that such regulations should be flexible 

enough to cater to emerging needs and priorities. Transferring the net premium to the 

Building and Accommodation Fund would avoid having to use funds earmarked for 

important ILO programme activities. Delaying the urgently needed renovation of the 

headquarters building could lead to further costs in terms of cancellations and added 

expenditure. He expressed support for the point for decision, but requested that a plan for 

the renovation of the headquarters building, indicating works to be carried out, time-lines, 

total requirement of funds and current fund availability be prepared by experts and placed 

before the Governing Body for the information of all member States. 

24. The representative of the Government of Sweden, speaking also on behalf of Denmark, 

Finland and Norway, endorsed the statement by the representative of the Government of 

the United Kingdom during the Committee‟s previous discussion of the agenda item, and 

reiterated that the Nordic countries were not in a position to support the point for decision. 

25. The representative of the Government of Italy did not support the point for decision but 

could support the proposal made by the representative of the Government of Australia, on 

the clear understanding that it would be recommended to the Finance Committee of the 

International Labour Conference in June 2010. That would allow more time to consider the 

proposal and for the Office to provide the required information. 

26. The representative of the Government of Mozambique acknowledged the efforts made by 

many countries to pay their assessed contributions to the ILO promptly, but emphasized 

the importance of ensuring security and physical well-being of those in the headquarters 

building, particularly in view of the ILO‟s role in societies in his region. He supported the 

proposal to transfer the net premium to the Building and Accommodation Fund, in 

derogation of the Financial Regulations.  

27. The representative of the Government of China voiced concerns about the derogation from 

the Financial Regulations but expressed support for the proposal made by the 

representative of the Government of Australia, given the urgency of renovating the 

headquarters building. 

28. The representative of the Government of Panama said that the use of the net premium was 

a financial decision to be taken by the Governing Body and presented to the Conference. 

He expressed support for the Office proposal, which would ensure that the headquarters 
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building could be renovated promptly and avoid future calls for assessed contributions by 

member States.  

29. The representative of the Government of Uruguay echoed the view that the Financial 

Regulations should be applied in all but exceptional circumstances. In the current case, 

however, although the net premium could potentially be used for ILO activities aimed at 

improving quality of life at country level, Uruguay stood ready to make an exception to its 

own financial rules and agree to the transfer of the net premium to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund. If funds were not made available now, governments might be asked 

to contribute much more in the future. 

30. The representative of the Government of Mexico expressed support for the proposal made 

by the representative of the Government of Australia. 

31. The representative of the Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran endorsed the 

statement made by ASPAG. Referring to the need to uphold the important role of the 

Organization in the world of work, he supported the amended point for decision as 

proposed by ASPAG. 

32. The representative of the Government of the Czech Republic said that, for the same 

reasons as those set out by the representatives of the Governments of Austria, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom, he did not support the point 

for decision.  

33. The representative of the Government of Pakistan supported the proposal to transfer the net 

premium to the Building and Accommodation Fund. 

34. The representative of the Government of Côte d‟Ivoire endorsed the statement by the 

Africa group and supported the point for decision.  

35. Sir Roy Trotman, speaking on behalf of the Workers‟ group, expressed sympathy with 

many of the comments made by Government representatives. From the perspective of 

workers and taxpayers, the Governing Body should guide the Organization towards greater 

efficiency in carrying out its standard-setting and supervisory roles. He therefore supported 

the proposal made by the representative of the Government of Australia, although the 

conditions set might require slight adjustment. He urged the Committee to support the 

proposal. 

36. The representative of the Director-General (Mr Johnson, Treasurer and Financial 

Comptroller), responding to questions asked, confirmed that the proposal made by the 

representative of the Government of Australia, if approved, would be submitted as a 

recommendation to the Conference and discussed by the Finance Committee of 

Government Representatives, at which all member States were represented. The Finance 

Committee would then report to the Conference in plenary sitting.  

37. In response to the question asked by the representative of the Government of France 

regarding the net premium for 2006–07, he explained that, in the absence of a direct 

assessment on member States for the renovation of the headquarters building, no refund of 

the advance payment was envisaged. He said that, as had been suggested in the Office‟s 

information paper, the proposed point for decision could be amended to the effect that, if 

the net premium were to be transferred to the Building and Accommodation Fund and 

there were to be a surplus of funds available at the end of the renovation project, the 

surplus could be returned to member States, taking account of advance payments made by 

those who had contributed their shares from the Incentive Fund. 
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38. In response to comments concerning lack of sufficient detail or technical studies on the 

renovation project, he recalled that a comprehensive, independent study had been carried 

out in 2006, setting out time-lines, cost estimates and work schedules, although they would 

now need to be updated. 

39. Mr Julien, speaking on behalf of the Employers‟ group, made a number of points. First, the 

discussion under way was providing almost mathematical proof that the Governing Body 

had a real need to redefine the demarcation lines between the mandates of its committees 

and the way in which it organized its work.  

40. Second, the Employers‟ group noted that the issue of the renovation of the building was 

the source of major differences in viewpoint among governments, particularly with regard 

to the urgency, estimated cost and extent of the work. It seemed difficult to adopt any 

position on the matter in view of the uncertainty surrounding the project as presented. 

41. Third, the handling of the matter had dragged on, which only added to the degree of 

uncertainty. He was aware that the delay could not be ascribed to the Office, which was 

endeavouring to resolve the situation, but was due to reasons that had nothing to do with 

the Organization. He considered that a set of complete scenarios on the whole of the 

updated renovation project would have facilitated discussions. 

42. Fourth, he stressed that a political commitment was needed from the States at the present 

stage so that a technical solution of some kind could be contemplated. However, the 

economic and financial scenarios relating to the renovation of the building displayed too 

many areas of uncertainty to enable that kind of political commitment to be made. 

43. Fifth, the Employers observed that the ILO was increasingly reliant on voluntary 

contributions. They considered it important not to deprive the Office of the revenue 

possibilities provided by prompt contributors and not to break the key relationship of trust 

between the member States and the Office, that being the cornerstone of the system of 

voluntary contributions.  

44. Sixth, the question of the net premium should be discussed in conjunction with that of the 

budget surplus. He recalled that the object of the discussion was primarily the financing of 

the building renovation work and he felt that the issue of the budget surplus was central to 

that discussion. 

45. Seventh, governments which paid their contributions on time should not be penalized. The 

need to add to the Building and Accommodation Fund was widely recognized but the 

question of the use of the first instalment of the net premium needed to be examined in 

greater depth in the weeks ahead through a political dialogue between the Office and 

governments. 

46. Eighth, if the Governing Body failed to reach an agreement, it was unlikely that the 

Conference, with three times the number of participants, would find a solution. 

47. Finally, tripartism presupposed an agreement among the three groups. However, the 

Government group, the most important with regard to budgetary matters, was unable to 

reach an agreement on the issue. It therefore seemed to make more sense to invite the 

Governments and the Office to continue their discussions. The Employers‟ group could 

make no further comments in the current context. 

48. The Chairperson thanked the Committee for the frank and open discussion, during which 

all the groups had clearly expressed their positions. She said it was important for the 
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decision to represent a tripartite consensus. She deferred further discussion of the agenda 

item to allow for further consultations on the proposed amended point for decision. 

49. At its next sitting, the Chairperson reopened discussion on the item. 

50. The representative of the Government of Australia, speaking on behalf of ASPAG, 

explained that the intention behind the proposal he had made at the Committee‟s previous 

sitting was to improve the planning processes within the ILO relating to the maintenance 

and development of ILO properties and to develop a comprehensive plan for financing 

such work in both the long and short term. While the issue was being discussed in terms of 

the possible use of the net premium, his proposal was in fact much broader in scope. With 

regard to planning, it envisaged a comprehensive plan for the immediate redevelopment of 

the headquarters building and a longer term strategy for the maintenance and possible 

redevelopment of all ILO properties. Concerning financing, all sources and mechanisms 

for funding the immediate work should be considered, while for the longer term strategy a 

range of financial options would be required for consideration. The fundamental aim of the 

proposal was to ensure that sufficient time was available to make decisions about the 

renovation of the headquarters building and to guarantee proper planning in current and 

future maintenance and development work. The Office had indicated its support for the 

approach proposed. Unless agreement could be reached, the ILO would have to rely on 

additional loans to fund building work, which would cost more in the long run. 

51. Speaking on behalf of the Government of Australia, he reported that following 

consultations among Committee members, various amendments had been suggested to the 

proposed point for decision, and he understood it now enjoyed wide support. The text of 

the revised point for decision, incorporating those amendments, had been circulated. He 

added that, in paragraph (c) of the amended point for decision, the words “this amount” 

should be altered to “the amount not required”. He concluded by calling on the Office to 

ensure that appropriate project management skills be engaged to oversee the development 

and implementation of the building and financial plans and strategies. 

52. The representative of the Director-General (Mr Johnson, Treasurer and Financial 

Comptroller), advised the Committee that owing to the short period of time available to 

prepare and translate the documents, the point for decision had not followed the normal 

legal review process. That would be undertaken immediately and the final report of the 

Committee would ensure that the French and Spanish texts were aligned to the English 

text. 

53. The representative of the Government of Tunisia, speaking on behalf of the Africa group, 

said that, although the group had not had the opportunity to hold consultations, its prime 

objective was to support the Director-General and achieve consensus on the issue. 

54. The Chairperson expressed gratitude to all those who had facilitated agreement on the 

issue, particularly the representative of the Government of Australia.  

55. The Committee recommends that the Governing Body propose to the 

99th Session (June 2010) of the International Labour Conference that: 

(a) in derogation of article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations, the one half of the 

2008–09 net premium earned, amounting to CHF14,869,967 that is not 

distributed through the Incentive Fund, be credited to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund to finance partially the renovation of the 

headquarters building, subject to the following conditions: 
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(i) that the Office prepares a comprehensive plan for the renovation of the 

ILO building, including financial and technical aspects, risk 

management and time frames, leading to a capital master plan;  

(ii) that the Office develop a long-term strategy for the financing of future 

maintenance and renovation of ILO buildings and properties, based on 

an accumulation of funds to avoid any future ad hoc call on member 

States; and 

(iii) that the plans and strategy referred to in (i) and (ii) above be submitted 

to the Building Subcommittee of the Programme, Financial and 

Administrative Committee, and endorsed by the Governing Body in 

March 2011; 

(b) should the Governing Body determine that the conditions are not satisfied, 

the derogation from article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations referred to in 

paragraph (a) above be revoked and the funds be credited to Members in 

accordance with article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations; 

(c) should the Governing Body determine, on the basis of the financial plan, 

that the amount of the 2008–09 net premium transferred to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund is not fully required for the funding of the renovation 

of the headquarters building, the amount not required be returned to 

member States; 

(d) it adopt a resolution in the following terms:  

The General Conference of the International Labour Organization, meeting in its 99th 

Session, 2010, 

Noting that the operation of the Swiss franc assessment system has resulted in a net 

premium earned of 29,739,934 Swiss francs in the 2008–09 biennium, 

1. Decides, in derogation of article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations, to transfer the one 

half of the net premium earned, amounting to 14,869,967 Swiss francs that is not distributed to 

the Incentive Fund, to the Building and Accommodation Fund of the International Labour 

Office to finance partially the renovation of the headquarters building subject to the following 

conditions: 

(a) that the Office prepares a comprehensive plan for the renovation of the ILO building 

including financial and technical aspects, risk management and time frames, leading to a 

capital master plan; 

(b) that the Office develops a long-term strategy for the financing of future maintenance and 

renovation of ILO buildings and properties, based on an accumulation of funds to avoid 

any future ad hoc call on member States;  

(c) that the plans and strategy referred to in (a) and (b) above be submitted to the Building 

Subcommittee of the Programme, Financial and Administrative Committee, and 

endorsed by the Governing Body in March 2011; and  

2. Further decides that should the Governing Body determine that the conditions are not 

satisfied, the derogation from article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations referred to in 

paragraph 1(a) above be revoked and the net premium be distributed to Members in 

accordance with article 11.5 of the Financial Regulations. 

3. Further decides that should the Governing Body determine, on the basis of the 

financial plan, that the amount of the 2008–09 net premium transferred to the Building and 

Accommodation Fund is not fully required for the funding of the renovation of the 

headquarters building, the amount not required be returned to member States. 
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56. The Director-General welcomed the consensus achieved, which demonstrated the 

commitment of all groups and governments to the building renovation project. The 

approach chosen would protect the Special Programme Account and safeguard the interests 

of those States that benefited from the Incentive Fund. He expressed appreciation to all 

those who had supported the Office proposal as well as those who had worked to find a 

solution. 

Other financial questions 
(Seventh item on the agenda) 

(b) Use of the Special Programme Account 

57. The Chairperson introduced the item, which was a continuation of the discussion from the 

previous sitting.  

58. Mr Julien, speaking on behalf of the Employers‟ group, supported the point for decision, 

while recalling the request of his group for the Office to clarify its strategy on statistics. 

59. Sir Roy Trotman, speaking on behalf of the Workers‟ group, reiterated his support for the 

point for decision. 

60. The Committee recommends that the Governing Body authorize the Director-

General to use US$1.3 million of the Special Programme Account, as proposed 

in paragraphs 4 and 5 of document GB.307/PFA/7/2. 

Pension questions  
(Eleventh item on the agenda) 

(c) Appointments to the ILO Staff Pension 
Committee (United Nations Joint Staff  
Pension Board) 

61.  The Committee had before it an Office paper 
1
 on the proposed appointments to the ILO 

Staff Pension Committee, in accordance with article 6(c) of the Regulations of the United 

Nations Joint Staff Pension Fund.  

62. Mr Julien, noting that Mr Michel Barde would be leaving the Staff Pension Committee, 

expressed appreciation to Mr Barde for his excellent work in the Committee, as well as in 

other committees of the Organization.  

63. Sir Roy Trotman was pleased to announce that Mr Marc Blondel had agreed to continue to 

serve for another three-year term. 

64. The Committee recommends to the Governing Body that it submit the following 

resolution to the Conference at its 99th Session (June 2010): 

The General Conference of the International Labour Organization, 

 

1
 GB.307/PFA/11/3. 
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Appoints to the ILO Staff Pension Committee (United Nations Joint Staff Pension 

Board), for a period of three years until 8 October 2013, the following members and alternate 

members: 

Members: 

Mr D. Willers (Government) 

Mr J.-P. Bernard (Employers) 

Mr M. Blondel (Workers) 

Alternate member: 

Mr T. Montant (Switzerland) 

Corrections 

65. The following corrections to the reports are circulated. 

First report: Financial questions 

66. Paragraph 5 (in the French only): replace the words “à un débat tripartite” with the words 

“à une consultation entre le Bureau et les mandants”.  

67. Paragraph 18: The first sentence should read: “She expected the Office to prepare a 

document giving more accurate information on the situation, to provide a risk assessment 

and to elaborate why the case for derogation seemed to be compelling.”  

68. Paragraph 24: The first sentence should read “The representative of the Government of 

Australia noted that the basis for their non-support of the decision point was the lack of a 

detailed plan and an overall long-term strategy for financing renovations of the ILO 

headquarters.” This sentence is followed by “She advised that, if these plans were 

provided, Australia would be willing to consider support for transfer of the net premium to 

the Building and Accommodation Fund.” 

69. Paragraph 47: The final part of the second sentence should read: “at the national, regional 

and international levels and within the UN system”. Insert the following after the second 

sentence: “He underlined the importance of also integrating decent work into the agenda of 

the international system as a whole, including financial institutions, in a „One International 

System‟ approach.” The last sentence should end with “as well as on measures to 

implement strategies involving international and regional financial institutions, which went 

beyond the enhanced dialogue mentioned in paragraph 243 of the report.” 

70. Paragraph 93: The last sentence should end with “and their contribution both to countries 

of origin and of destination.” 

71. Paragraph 144: Replace the figure “350” with “530”. 

72. Paragraph 162: After the words “implementation of each recommendation,” insert “means 

of their implementation,”. 

73. Paragraph 169: After the words “ASPAG and the Government group,” insert “also 

supported the view of the Chief Internal Auditor, noted in the report, that the Office should 

develop guidance so that workplans in the regions would be based on results-based 

management principles,”. 
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74. Paragraph 171: The last sentence should read: “With respect to risk management, she 

recommended that an individual or a unit should be designated to coordinate office risk 

management, and to create and update a risk register of key risks including strategic, 

political, legal, and operational risks.”  

75. Paragraph 204: (in the French only) replace the words “au Centre qu‟au Bureau” with the 

words “par le Centre que par le Bureau”. 

76. Paragraph 217: The paragraph should read: “The representative of the Government of 

Germany welcomed the document and the incorporated proposals. She asked for more 

information about the expenditure that had been set aside as a short-term measure. That 

was only postponing costs. She called on the Centre to accompany measures focused on 

the staff with consultations with the staff union and a coherent human resource strategy. As 

for the medium-term measures, she was satisfied to learn that training and educational 

components were part of the 19 outcome-based workplans. It was good that RBSA 

resources were also being used in the consolidation of training and learning components. 

She thanked the Office for including, where appropriate, partnership agreements with 

donors as a component for the Turin Centre.” 

Second report: Personnel questions 

77. No changes. 

 

 

Geneva, 25 March 2010.  

 

Points for decision: Paragraph 4; 

Paragraph 55; 

Paragraph 60; 

Paragraph 64. 

 


