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Purpose of the document 

1. The 2008 MCM Resolution of the Council on the Financing of Part I of the Budget of the 

Organisation (hereinafter “the Resolution”) set the basis for the financing of the OECD from that moment 

onwards. The Resolution is intended to last indefinitely. However some of the measures agreed in 2008 

have a 10 year phase-in period that ends in December 2018, which are: 

 The base fee for Part I assessed contributions which is to reach its final share (30%) in 2018; 

 For Members that joined the Organisation between 2009 and 2016 a fixed contribution to the Part 

I Budget was set.  From 2019, these Members’ contributions will be determined in the same 

manner as that of other Members.   

 

2. The purpose of this document is to provide an overview of: 

 the Resolution and its impact on the evolution of the budget; 

 the treatment of contributions of Members which joined during the 2009-2016 period; 

 the treatment of contributions of new Members which may join the OECD in 2019 and beyond.  

 

3. The Council is invited to request the Budget Committee to examine the possible level and 

treatment of contributions for new countries after 2018 and to provide recommendations to the Council no 

later than at its meeting of October 2017, in order for them to be factored in to the preparation process for 

the next PWB.    
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Executive Summary  

 The Resolution has been decisive in the functioning of the Organisation.  The Budget situation 

prior to the Resolution was unsustainable, as recognised by Members who decided to maintain the 

real level of resources of Part I of the Organisation in the long-term; 

 

 Zero Real Growth (ZRG) is essential to secure the long-term financial sustainability of the 

Organisation;  

 

 In 2008, the Council decided that Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia, which joined the 

Organisation in 2010, would make a fixed contribution which was determined by a 

2004 Members’ Technical Task Force. In 2016, the Council decided to apply the same treatment to 

Latvia (which joined in 2016). From January 2019 these Members’ contributions will be 

determined in the same manner as that of other Members; 

 

 New countries joining in 2019 and beyond will be integrated to the Scale unless decided otherwise 

by Council. This implies that smaller countries joining the Organisation will not be covering the 

estimated cost of adding a new country to the Organisation as defined by the Members’ Task 

Force; 

 

 Members may wish to consider more largely the issue of new countries joining in 2019 and 

beyond and consider possible options, including the continuation of a fixed contribution for a 

determined period of time for those countries, as was the case for Members which joined in 2010 

and 2016; 

 

 The Council is invited to request that the Secretariat develops proposals for discussion in the 

Budget Committee, on the contributions of future new Members that cover the operating costs of 

integrating a new Member and preserve the capacity of the Organisation to deliver its work 

programme.   
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Background 

4. Prior to the mid-1990s, the OECD Part I budget was adjusted on the basis of ‘Zero Volume 

Growth’ (ZVG).  Essentially, this was a mathematical adjustment that reflected the increased costs of 

inputs (staff and non-staff) so that the Organisation could maintain the same volume of outputs.  The 

evolution of the OECD’s Part I Budget since 1995 (in constant value – base 100 in 1995) shows 

three distinct phases as seen in the chart in Annex I. 

5. The first phase, covering the period 1996 to 1999, was marked by a budget crisis, with a 

reduction of more than 20% in real terms, with the enlargement of the Organisation during this period from 

25 to 29 Members but with related contributions added to the Budget for only three of them, in 1997 

(Hungary, Korea, Poland). 

6. The second phase, from 2000 to 2008, was a period of budget uncertainty during which budget 

adjustments were negotiated each biennium and settled somewhere between Zero Nominal Growth (ZNG) 

and Zero Real Growth (ZRG). The overall consequence was a continued slow but steady erosion of 

resources in real terms for the OECD. There was one accession (Slovak Republic) during this period, but 

the Part I Budget was not increased to reflect this.  

7. The unsustainability of this budgetary situation was recognised by Members.  The prospect of 

further new Members, and the appropriate budgetary treatment of these, was another important 

consideration.  After lengthy negotiations Members agreed at the 2008 MCM to the general principle of 

maintaining the real level of resources of Part I of the Organisation in the long-term, as follows: 

 

“1. Members undertake to provide a strong and sustainable financial foundation for the 

Organisation, both now and in the long term, that will allow it to maintain at least the quality and 

volume of outputs, while adapting to changing priorities. This will require strict prioritisation by 

Members, budget transparency, efficiency savings by the Organisation and maintenance of the real 

level of Part I Budget resources taking into account the rate of inflation.” 

 

1)  The Resolution and implementing Rules 

Members’ contributions 

8. The Resolution provides that the assessed contributions of Members to the Part I Budget be 

composed of two elements:  

 a base fee of 30% of the Part I Budget to be shared equally among all Members,  

 a principal contribution based on relative adjusted national income for the 70% remainder of that 

Budget. 

9. The base fee is being phased in to reach 30% over a 10 year period, that is by December 2018. 

10. In November 2008, the Council adopted the “Decision on the 2008 Principles and Rules for 

Determining the Assessed Contributions by Members to the Part I Budget of the Organisation”, (hereafter 
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“the 2008 Part I Rules”)
1
. This decision provides the detailed legal framework to determine the assessed 

contributions to the Part I Budget both over the longer term and for the phase-in period. 

11. The compromise in the Resolution on the base fee and the principal contribution was the result of 

complex discussions and was achieved only by agreeing on several transition measures to smooth the 

effects of the reform for Members.  The two main transition measures are the phasing in of the base fee and 

the requirement of a minimum year on year increase of 0.3% in the total assessed contributions of any 

Member.  The latter measure has applied mainly to the United States (US) 
2
contribution.  As a result of 

these measures: 

a) the decision to phase in the base fee component over ten years has mitigated the impact on the 

smaller countries that were the most affected;  

b) another important smoothing effect for the smaller countries was the provision that the total 

assessed contribution of any pre-2008 Member is to increase by at least 0.3% compared with its 

previous year’s total assessed contribution and that, if this is not the case, a complement 

corresponding to the gap is added to the assessed contribution of such Member for the year at 

stake.  This minimum increase, can be abated where there is a decrease in a Member’s share in the 

scale used to determine principal contributions due to a decline in its relative GNP;
3
  

12. The minimum increase of 0.3% referred in b) above was an important compromise on the part of 

the larger Members, in particular the US.  Since 2009, the US percentage share of Part I Budget has been 

decreasing steadily, but has been moderated by the 0.3% minimum increase, which has been applied every 

year to the US contribution. The minimal 0.3% increase in the US contribution will continue until it is 

phased out by Budget increases higher than 0.3%.  It will take some years (7 years if the ZRG budget is 

adjusted for 2% inflation and proportionately longer for lower rates of inflation) for the annual adjustment 

to phase out, at which point the US will benefit from the full effect of the funding reform (with an 

estimated share of the Part I budget at 17.8% in 2025 compared to 20.4% foreseen in 2018
4
. 

13. Other mitigation elements of the Resolution are:   

 the provision that the total assessed contribution of any Member will not increase by more than 

15% year on year; and 

 the provision that total assessed contributions of any pre-2008 Member will not increase by more 

than 300% of its adjusted 2008 contribution. 

14. As per the compromise reached in 2008, the 300% maximum increase of total assessed 

contributions of 2008 Members referred to above, this limit would likely not be reached until about 2021 

for the three smallest 2008 Members.  The 0.3% minimum increase also referred to above, will continue to 

                                                      
1
 C(2008)144/REV1; C/M(2008)19/PROV. 

2
   The measure also applied to other countries during the phase-in period but will apply only to the US after 

the phase-in period. 

3
  This measure continues to apply after the ten-year phase-in period until the complement reaches zero for 

those countries subject to the minimum increase. 

4
  When voluntary contributions are taken into account the US share of overall Part I resources is expected to 

be 16% in 2018.  This is expected to decrease to an estimated 14.75% in 2025. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2008)144/REV1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2008)19/PROV
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apply to the US until about 2025 to 2030 depending on future increases in the Part I Budget due to 

inflation and/or new Member contributions. 

15. Prior to the final proposed Resolution being agreed, a detailed simulation was provided to all 

Members illustrating its functioning (see Annex IV).  Each Member’s share was shown starting with 

the 2008 approved Part I scale and projected for the years 2009 through 2019 (inclusive) to show the 

impact, including upon completion of the phase-in of the base fee period. The simulation used national 

income data from the actual 2008 Part I scale held constant and a 2% inflation rate each year. The actual 

contributions differ from this simulation by the annual changes in national income data and the difference 

between expected and actual inflation rates. However, the simulation figures are very close to the actual 

figures, especially for the United States, which is concerned by the 0.3% minimum increase, and for the 

smallest countries, which are limited by a 15% annual increase in their total assessed contributions. 

16. Annex III provides an overview of the history of the principles used to determine the assessed 

contributions of Members to the Part I Budget and the long process that led to the 2008 Part I Rules. 

17. The Resolution and the 2008 Part I Rules apply only to the Part I Budget – General Expenditures. 

The “Decision on the Revised 2004 Principles and Rules for determining the assessed contributions by 

Members other than for the Part I Budget of the Organisation” 
5
(old Scale Rules), also adopted by Council 

in November 2018, apply to Part I Annex Budgets: Investment, Pension Scheme and Publications.  This 

Decision basically provides that assessed contributions are determined in line with relative adjusted 

national income and does not feature any base fee.
6
 Many Part II programmes also apply the old Scale 

Rules.  

18. The current Resolution is a result of many compromises taking into consideration the different 

sizes of Member economies and their different views on how the Organisation is to be financed. The 

methodology has built in elements of flexibility that allow it to address evolving circumstances without 

requiring any change in the 2008 Part I Rules, most importantly by adapting annually to the changing 

capacity of Members to pay. Every year, each country's contribution is impacted by its economic situation 

and by those of others. 

Impact on the Budget  

19. The provision for ZRG was the key element of the compromise in 2008 in order to ensure that the 

Organisation would be in a position ‘to maintain at least the quality and volume of outputs, while adapting 

to changing priorities’.    

20. The Resolution provides a clarity, certainty and basic stability that have brought tremendous 

benefits to Members, as well as reassurance to the Organisation and its staff.  The process of establishing a 

budget and work programme each biennium since then has focussed on relative priorities rather than on 

issues around the overall envelope.     

21. The Resolution thus establishes a sound budgeting basis for the OECD, while maintaining 

pressures for efficiencies by linking Budget increases to host country inflation (ZRG) and not to the cost 

of inputs.  The Graph in Annex I shows that the Resolution stabilised the budget and allowed for further 

enlargement of the Organisation. Other benefits of the Resolution are shown in Annex II. 

                                                      
5
  C(2008)144/REV1; C/M(2008)19/PROV. 

6
 The substance of the old Scale Rules was only marginally amended by Council in November 2008. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2008)144/REV1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2008)19/PROV
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22. There are signs of emerging inflation across OECD Members. During much of the period of 

transition following the Resolution, inflation has been subdued.  Thus the difference between ZNG and 

ZRG has been limited. During the phase-in period the Organisation has been able to maintain the volume 

and quality of outputs and has successfully reallocated funds responding to priorities.  The provision for 

ZRG in a period where there is a clear risk of rising inflation will continue to ensure that the 

Organisation can continue delivering on Members’ priorities.   

2)  Treatment of new Members 

New Members that have joined since 2008  

23. Prior to 2008, the cost of participation of new Members was discussed over several years. In late 

2004, the Council established a Technical Task Force on Cost Implications of Enlargement.  Its 

assessment, as set out in C(2005)87, estimated the recurring cost of an anonymous generic country in the 

range of MEUR 2.4 to MEUR 5.7 based on country characteristics and institutional cost elements.   

24. A summary of the basis for the Council decisions on new Members’ assessed contributions and 

the cost of new Members were provided in November 2010 to the Budget Committee (EDG no. 81 set out 

in Annex VI). 

25. The Resolution provides that the annual assessed contributions of Chile, Estonia, Israel and 

Slovenia (2010 Members) are fixed at 2.4 MEUR each upon their joining the Organisation and that the 

Part I Budget is increased accordingly.  These amounts correspond to the minimum cost of a new 

Member, as estimated by the 2005 Technical Task Force. The Resolution establishes that the fixed 

contributions apply throughout the ten years and these contributions are adjusted annually to take into 

account nominal increases in the Part I Budget over the period.
 
These adjustments have been applied in line 

with the above, thus bringing the assessed contributions for Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia to 

2.8 MEUR in 2017 and 2018. 

26. In May 2016, Council decided to apply the same assessed contribution to Latvia (2016 Member) 

as that paid by the 2010 Members and to add this contribution to the Part I Budget, for 2016 to 2018 

[C(2016)77/REV1].   

Impact of recent new Members integrating the Part I Scale in 2019 

27. The four 2010 and the 2016 Members pay these fixed assessed contributions up to 2018 

inclusive, as agreed by the Council.  The amount, fixed as part of the Resolution
7
, was based on the 

estimated recurring cost of anonymous generic country, defined in 2004 by the Council’s Technical Task 

Force on Cost Implications of Enlargement (for details see Annex III).   As per the Resolution, the fixed 

contributions of the 2010 Members were added to the Part I Budget and allocated to Part I Output Groups 

from the 2011-12 PWB. They were also added in the case of Latvia, for the 2017-18 PWB as per the May 

2016 Council Decision.   

28. The fixed assessed contributions will no longer be applicable to end of the phase-in period (i.e. 

end 2018), as provided for in the Resolution. As from 2019, all Members will be integrated into the base 

fee system to fund 30% of the Part I Budget and scale for determining the principal contributions to fund 

the remaining 70%. Given the relative size of the 2010 and 2016 Members, their projected 2019 assessed 

contributions are expected to be less, to varying degrees, than the fixed assessed contributions paid during 

                                                      
7
 Confirmed for Latvia in the Council decision of May 2016. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2005)87
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2016)77/REV1
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the phase-in period.  This reduction in their assessed contributions will be distributed among the 

membership in line with the 2008 Part I Rules.   

29. Table 1 below updates the simulations provided in 2008 (reproduced in Annex IV) and shows a 

simulation of the contributions payable by the 2010 and 2016 Members as from 2019.  As shown, for all 

five Members, the simulated contributions will be lower than the amounts currently paid by them. The 

difference is estimated at MEUR 3.5 or 1.9% of the total Part I Budget. To assess this adjustment in 

context, it should be recalled that variations in scale shares are a regular occurrence
8
, reflecting changes in 

the relative national income of Members.  Over the last three years (2015 – 2017), impacts on Members’ 

contributions due to ‘normal’ impacts of exchange rate changes and relative national incomes averaged 

MEUR 2.4 per year. Annex V sets out for 2017 the difference between the 2008 simulation and the actual 

percentage share. 

Table 1 

 

 

3)  The level and budgetary treatment of the initial contributions of future new Members 

30. Consistent with the precedents since 2010, if a new Member accedes before the end of 2018, it 

would be appropriate to treat that Member in the same way as Latvia (which followed the treatment of 

Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia) for the remainder of the phase-in period. 

31. More generally, in the interest of maintaining a sound and sustainable approach to the financing 

of the OECD, the assessed contribution of any new Member joining the Organisation should be added to 

the Budget. This should hold true for countries joining before the end of 2018 and any future Members 

joining as from 2019. 

                                                      
8
 For example, in the 2017 Part I scale, three Members saw decreases in their shares compared with 2016, 

resulting in a total decrease of MEUR 2.73.  This amount was redistributed as an increase in the shares of 

other Members except those already subject to a fixed increase or limit (see below). 

in KEUR

Contributions 

with ZRG

Contributions 

with ZRG

Contributions 

with ZRG

2019 in 2018 

Value

2016 2017 2018 2019
Difference 

2018-2019

PART I  - Assessed Contributions

  . 2008 Members 182,416 183,362 185,025 188,523 3,498

  . Chile (joined 2010) 2,778 2,794 2,821 2,528 -293

  . Estonia (joined 2010) 2,778 2,794 2,821 1,781 -1,040

  . Israel (joined 2010) 2,778 2,794 2,821 2,649 -172

  . Latvia (joined 1 July 2016) 1,389 2,794 2,821 1,799 -1,022

  . Slovenia (joined 2010) 2,778 2,794 2,821 1,851 -970

194,919 197,330 199,130 199,130 0

INCOME FOR FINANCIAL YEAR 

TOTAL Assessed Contributions
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32. There is a question, however, regarding the level of the contributions of new Members joining 

after 2018, since their contributions should be calculated as for any other Member. The assessed 

contribution (as calculated by the 2008 Part I Rules for the post phase-in period) of a new Member which 

has a large economy, will be near or above the average marginal costs of a new Member to the 

Organisation (e.g. the estimated assessed contribution for Colombia is MEUR 2.7 whereas the average 

marginal costs of a new Member is currently set at MEUR 2.8).   

33. However, this would not be the case for a new Member with a smaller economy (e.g. Costa Rica 

and Lithuania, whose contributions as calculated by the 2008 Part I Rules for the post phase-in period are 

estimated around MEUR 2.0 a year).  The question arises as to whether these new Members should be 

asked to provide an assessed contribution, during an integration period, closer to the estimated average 

marginal costs of a new Member as was done for new Members in 2010. 

34. This (or another alternative) treatment for new Members acceding after 2018 would be justified 

to cover the higher marginal operating costs of integrating a new Member, those costs being even higher in 

the first years of integration and preserve the capacity of the Organisation to deliver its work programme.  

Members may consider a phase-in period before integrating new Members into the scale determined by the 

2008 Part I Rules. 

Proposed Action 

35. In the light of the preceding, the Secretary-General invites the Council to adopt the following 

draft conclusions: 

a) noted document C(2017)73 presenting the 2008 Financing Resolution and 

treatment of New Members; 

b) invited the Secretariat to develop proposals for discussion in the Budget 

Committee, on the level and budgetary treatment of assessed contributions of 

new Members which may join the OECD after 2018, so as to cover the average 

marginal costs of integrating a new Member and preserve the capacity of the 

Organisation to deliver its work programme;   

c) invited the Budget Committee to provide recommendations to the Council on the 

matters referred to in paragraph b) no later than at its meeting of October 2017. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2017)73
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ANNEX I 

 

Evolution of OECD Budget over time 
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ANNEX II 

Benefits of the 2008 Resolution: Strict Prioritisation, Budget Transparency and Efficiencies 

 

1. In addition to Zero Real Growth, other ‘elements’ of sustainability were identified in the 2008 

Resolution. They have been met in full. 

‘Strict Prioritisation’ 

2. Beginning with the Medium Term Orientations survey each two years, a clear, almost continuing, 

iterative process is in place to establish priorities. From the Secretary-General’s initial views, to the Heads 

of Delegation input (strengthened over time) and the SG’s Strategic Orientations, through the work of each 

individual Committee and the consolidation of these ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ elements into a proposal 

which is reviewed twice by Members, the prioritisation of resources is established and refined over a 

period of 18 months before the start of each biennium. In other words, all but the first six months of a 

given biennium (which are dedicated to conducting a monitoring and evaluation of the previous 

biennium’s results) are dedicated to preparing for the priorities the following biennium.  

3. Long-Term Reallocations have totalled MEUR 10.9 since 2009 and the Central Priorities Fund 

has been increased from an annual level of MEUR 3.1 in 2009 to the current MEUR 5.7 each year. The 

Secretary-General’s Allocation Fund has remained stable at MEUR 0.8 a year over this period. Overall, the 

flexibility in the financial management of the Organisation to meet Members’ identified priorities has 

grown from 2.9% in 2009 to 7.8% in 2018. 

‘Budget Transparency’ 

4. The above description of the PWB development process applies also to the issue of budget 

transparency. Each Output result is identified and costed in advance, whether it is financed by assessed or 

voluntary contributions, or by a mixture of both. No changes to the approved Work Programme can be 

made without Members’ approval. In addition, Progress Reports, by Output Area, are provided to each 

Committee on its Programme of Work implementation and on spending against estimated costs. The 

Budget Committee is provided with a range of reports on quarterly, biannual or annual basis. 

‘Efficiency’ 

 

5. In addition to the measures set out in paragraph [22]  above, major efficiency gains have been 

achieved each biennium and have been reflected in two “Efficiency Reports’ in 2010 and 2012 

(BC(2010)32; BC(2012)28). In 2014, the Secretary-General launched the Value For Money (V4M) Project 

(C(2014)84) which was a major corporate undertaking and which developed over 70 items into an Action 

Plan for implementation over the period 2015-16. The commitment from staff to the project is high and 

V4M has become a part of the Organisation's culture.  The final report of this important project will be 

presented in April 2017. Many of the Action Plan items are of a recurring nature, that lock in continued 

efforts to improve value for money. For example, V4M Biennial Reports now provide summaries of efforts 

made across Directorates and Programmes to improve V4M in the current biennium, and plans to do more 

in the next one, as an integral part of the PWB preparations every two years. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=BC(2010)32
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=BC(2012)28
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2014)84
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6. Some examples of efficiency improvements include: 

 Avoidance of cross-subsidisation, and savings for the Part I budget of MEUR 4.6, thanks to the 

implementation of cost-recovery mechanisms (recurring); 

 Savings of MEUR 1.7, as the average staff costs have been reduced over time (recurring); 

 Absorption of the 2017 salary increase: MEUR 1.2 (recurring); 

 Limiting increases in non-staff budgets: MEUR 1.1 (recurring); 

 Allocating annual efficiencies in corporate services to fund Class 2 assets in CIBRF: MEUR 1.2 a 

year since 2011 (recurring); 

 Meeting major project costs without calling for additional budget contributions from Members: the 

office space project (MEUR 250 over 12 years); reinforcing security in 2017-18 (MEUR 3.0); and 

the move to accrual accounting for publications income (MEUR 4.0). 
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ANNEX III  

 

Original Scale Rules 

1.  The principles and rules for the OECD scale of contributions date back to those adopted by the 

OEEC in 1953, and are based on the capacity of Member countries to contribute
1
. While other bases 

existed in the practice of other international organisations, capacity to contribute was (and still is) used by 

the United Nations system and had been used by the League of Nations.  

2. “Capacity to contribute” is calculated by the Statistics Directorate using the average of the last 

three years of the country’s GNP, reduced by 10% and adjusted by applying a per capita deduction to 

arrive at each Member country’s “taxable income”. This per capita deduction was 20 USD for the OEEC, 

increased to 100 USD at the inception of the OECD in 1963. 

3. The OEEC scale principles prescribed that a country’s contribution could not be less than a fixed 

floor, set at 0.10% of the Organisation’s total budget.  In addition, no Member country’s contribution as a 

percentage share of the Budget could be increased in one year by more than 10% (supplemented in 1987 by 

an annual increase limit of 0.75 percentage points in absolute terms).   

4. When the OECD constituted its scale with the United States as a Member, it amended the OEEC 

principles in one important respect only:  the introduction of a 25% ceiling on any Member’s contribution 

as a percentage of the total budget
2
. At the time, Members also considered increasing the minimum 

contribution to at least 0.25%, but in the end the 0.10% OEEC rate was retained.  While there was no 

change at that time in the minimum share in the scale, this issue remained one of the main topics of later 

reform discussions. 

5. A single methodology was therefore applied to determine the scales of contributions for Part I 

and most Part II programmes. This methodology calculated each Member’s share based on the Member’s 

adjusted relative national income in a percentage scale adding to 100%, with the application of a ceiling 

and a floor.  These basic principles are still relevant to a large extent to this day. 

New Members Joining in the 1990s 

6. Six new Members joined the OECD between 1994 and 2000. Annex A sets out a table 

summarising their contribution shares and treatment in the Budget.  This enlargement of the Organisation 

had no recent precedent as the previous Member accession dated back to New Zealand in 1973. 

7. When a new Member joins the OECD or one of its Part II programmes at some point in the year 

other than 1 January and has not been included in the scale of contributions for that year, the standard 

practice is that their contributions in the year of entry are determined by reference to their hypothetical  

                                                      
1
 See Volume 13 of the Acts of the OEEC, Act No. 1070, p. 61. 

2
 The original rules for establishing the OECD scale of contributions are laid down in a Resolution adopted 

in 1963 [C(63)155(Final), OECD Acts, Vol. 3 p.398-403], amended four times: 1987 [C(87)63(Final), 

OECD Acts Vol. 27 p.412-415], 1991 [C/M(91)17/PROV, Item 161 c)], 1999 [C/M(99)9/PROV, Item 

104] and 2004 [C(2003)263, C(2003)263/CORR1 and C/M(2004)1/PROV, Item 6 confirmed in 

C/MIN(2004)1 and C/M(2004)12/PART1/PROV, Item 164 e)]. These original principles were replaced by 

the 2008 Part I Rules  [C(2008)144/REV1, Annex I] and by the Revised 2004 Principles and Rules for 

determining the assessed contributions by Members other than for the Part I Budget of the Organisation 

[C(2008)144/REV1, Annex II] and [C/M(2008)19/PROV, Items 261b) and c)]. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(91)17/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(99)9/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2003)263
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2003)263/CORR1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2004)1/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/MIN(2004)1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2004)12/PART1/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2008)144/REV1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2008)144/REV1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2008)19/PROV
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share in the scale pro-rated for the remainder of the year in which they join. Normally these additional 

contributions are treated as a supplementary Budget without any impact on the contributions of the existing 

Members. 

8. Mexico joined the OECD in May 1994 and the approach outlined above was applied. Its 

pro-rated contribution of 1.4 MEUR was added to the Budget in 1994 with no impact on the contributions 

of existing Members in that year. In 1995, Mexico was included in the scale and its full year contribution 

share of 1.65% (2.4 MEUR) was added to the Budget. This budget increase did not affect the contributions 

of Members, except for those impacted by the 25% ceiling or 0.1% floor. Although total contributions 

increased, the percentage shares of Members not impacted by the ceiling/floor were proportionately 

reduced by Mexico’s percentage share added to the scale, thereby offsetting their nominal increases; the 

nominal contributions of those countries at the ceiling or floor increased in line with their fixed percentage 

share of the total budget.   

9. The Czech Republic joined in December 1995 and there was no increase in the Budget in 1995 or 

in the following year. The 1996 scale integrated the Czech Republic’s share of 0.15% with the result again 

that most Members’ percentage shares and contributions were reduced, while the percentage shares and 

contributions of those at the ceiling or the floor remained the same. Budget resources were effectively 

reduced by 1.6 MEUR (1996 euros) to absorb the recurring activities devoted to integrating the Czech 

Republic into the Part I Programme of Work. 

10. Three new Members joined in 1996 and their shares were calculated using the 1996 scale: 

Hungary (0.19%) joined in May; Poland (0.40%) joined in November; and South Korea (1.77%) joined in 

December. Pro-rated contributions were invoiced for a total of 0.4 MEUR for 1996 but the 

Secretary-General’s proposal
3
 to add these contributions as a supplementary Part I Budget expenditure 

authorisation, as had been accepted in the case of Mexico, was not accepted. Instead, the contributions 

collected were returned to all Members as an income surplus.   

11. In 1997, a total of 3.6 MEUR, representing the full year assessed contributions of these three new 

Members, was added to the Budget. To provide the resources to cover the additional work associated with 

these new Members, Directorates requested a total of 5.3 MEUR of recurrent funding: the difference of 

1.7 MEUR represented an effective decrease in resources for the Programme of Work on top of the 4.5% 

Part I Budget cut that year. 

12. Each new Member’s accession incurred non-recurring costs for pre-accession studies and initial 

costs of integration into the Programme of Work. The Secretariat estimated these non-recurring costs in 

1996 at an average of 1.6 MEUR for pre-accession and 1.7 MEUR for integration. For the new Members 

joining in the 1990s, these non-recurring costs were financed in various ways: 

 Initial assessed contributions added to the Budget (in the case of Mexico); 

 Voluntary contributions from the relevant new Member country; 

 Year-end budget surpluses carried forward and earmarked for pre-accession financing; 

 Costs absorbed by reallocation of existing budget resources. 

 

                                                      
3
  C(96)48/ADD1, Annex 2 and C/M(97)2/PROV, Item 21. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(96)48/ADD1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(97)2/PROV
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13. This last source of financing was by far the largest and reduced the resources for the Programme 

of Work dedicated to the existing Members. This pressure added to the cuts that were made to the 

Organisation’s Budget from 1996 to 1999. 

14. As shown by the above cases, there was no consistent budgetary treatment of the assessed 

contributions made by new Members in the 1990s. These contributions generally did not cover the 

significant increase in costs in the Programme of Work that resulted from each accession. In addition, the 

new Members’ contributions had a different impact on the contributions of existing Members depending 

on whether or not they were at the ceiling or floor.  

Part I Scale of Contributions Discussions from 1996 to 1999 

15. From 1996 to 1999, the issue of how the accession of new Members should affect the scale was 

discussed extensively. The United States proposed that it share in the benefits of integrating a new member 

by reducing the ceiling in the same proportion as the reduction in the shares of other existing Members. 

Those paying the minimum later proposed that the floor be reduced by the same proportion.  

16. The Secretary-General prepared a proposal designed to increase the Organisation’s Budget by the 

amount of a new Member’s assessed contribution while avoiding an increase in the nominal amount of the 

contributions of those Member countries for which the contributions are a fixed percentage because they 

are at the ceiling or floor.
 4
 He proposed that these fixed percentages be proportionately reduced so that the 

nominal amounts paid by existing Members remain unchanged rather than increasing when new Members 

join and their contributions are added to the Budget.  

17. In the absence of a consensus on his proposal, the Secretary-General proposed an alternative 

method for handling new Members’ contributions. Under this proposal, the contributions of Hungary, 

Korea and Poland to the Part I Budget were established on the basis of the 1996 scale data and isolated in a 

separate Budget income chapter. Other Members’ contributions were calculated on the basis of the existing 

scale rules and the 1997 scale data, which had the effect of reducing the United States’ share below 25% of 

the total.  This proposal served as a basis for the 1997 budget decision taken in February of that year with 

the Part I Budget cut by 4.5%.
5
 However, this ad hoc solution could not be translated into a scale that could 

be revised annually according to changes in economic data. 

18. In 1998, Council decided to open a new discussion on the scale of contributions. Unable to reach 

consensus on the ceiling in the scale, Council decided in September 1998 that Part I contributions for 1998 

would be based on 1997 contributions with a 3.5% cut to the budget proportionately applied between all 

Members.
 6
 The Part I scale of contributions was effectively frozen with no change in the percentage shares 

of Members from 1997 to 1998 for changes in economic data.  

19. Finally, in April 1999, to bring a very difficult process to a close, Council agreed to the 

1999 scales, with the ceiling and floor remaining unchanged at 25% and 0.1% respectively. Council also 

                                                      
4
  A Proposal on how to Deal with the Budgetary Impact of the Accession of New Members (Note by the 

Secretary – General) [C(96)227], 12 November 1996. 

5
  C(97)22/REV1 and C/M(97)4/PROV, Item 44 f). 

6
  C(98)171 and C/M(98)19/PROV, Item 243. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(96)227
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(97)22/REV1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(97)4/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(98)171
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(98)19/PROV
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agreed to reduce the ceiling and floor proportionately when future new Members acceded, but not to fall 

below 24.250% and 0.097% respectively.
 7
 

Accession of Slovak Republic in 2000 

20. The Slovak Republic joined in December 2000.  No increase was made in the Budget for its 

contributions that year or the following year. In 2001 its contribution was at the minimum share of 0.10% 

provided under the scale rules at that time. This additional contribution of 141 KEUR reduced the 

contributions of all other Members. The ceiling of 25% was proportionately reduced to 24.975% but there 

was no reduction in the floor of 0.100% due to rounding limits. 

Minimum Share Adjustment Agreed in 2004 

21. In 2003, Council again considered adjustments to the Scale Rules.
8
 Japan had previously raised 

concerns regarding what it considered to be its disproportionate share under the existing scale. In 2003, 

Japan’s share of the Part I budget contributions was 23.128% while its national income was less than half 

as much as that of the United States, whose 2003 share was at the ceiling of 24.975%. Japan argued that it 

was “unhealthy” to have “two member countries shouldering almost half of the burden” and proposed that 

each Member contribute a minimum fee reflecting the marginal cost of membership. 

22. In January 2004, after considering several proposals and simulations, Council agreed to amend 

the Part I scale rules. The main components of the change were as follows: 

 A Minimum Share Adjustment (MSA) of 0.128% was added to the shares of Members whose 

share was below 1.5%. It was understood that the MSA would reduce but not eliminate the gap 

between what the smallest Members pay and what they cost; 

 The MSA was used to reduce the shares of Members whose share was above 1.5% (other than the 

United States share which was subject to the ceiling); 

 A redistribution cap was introduced to limit the shares reallocated as a result of the ceiling. This 

cap was used to redistribute the difference between the United States’ theoretical share calculated 

by national income statistics and the ceiling of 24.975%; 

 The per capita adjustment was revised upwards to 875 USD to account for changes in GNP and 

inflation since it had last been adjusted in 1991 (when it rose from 100 USD to 450 USD). This 

adjustment provided some relief to Members with large populations but relatively less prosperous. 

23. These changes were phased in over two years starting in 2005. The modifications to the Part I 

scale were considered to be a partial step as the Council “agreed to return urgently to the questions of 

i) changes in the scale of contributions to help accommodate budgetary pressures from accession of new 

Members and ii) a contribution by new Members to the cost of integrating them into the Organisation and 

of the Organisation’s accumulated intellectual and material capital, for decision at the Meeting of the 

Council at Ministerial Level in May 2004 in the context of consideration of enlargement strategy”.
 9
 

                                                      
7
  C(99)62/FINAL and C/M(99)9/PROV. 

8
 C(2003)61, C(2003)61/CORR1 and C(2003)61/CORR2 and C/M(2003)6/PROV, Item 98 c) and d). 

9
 C(2003)263 and C/M(2004)1/PROV, Item 6. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(99)62/FINAL
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(99)9/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2003)61
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2003)61/CORR1
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2003)61/CORR2
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2003)6/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2003)263
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2004)1/PROV
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Enlargement Strategy and Evaluation of New Members’ Assessed Contributions 

24. From November 2002, discussions among Members about the OECD reform process had already 

made clear that if the Organisation was to play an increasing role in setting the international economic 

architecture and to enjoy greater visibility in capitals, an enlarged OECD membership was inevitable.  

Thus, a strategy to achieve that end was necessary. A “Working Group on the Enlargement Strategy and 

Outreach” was created to consider the nature and functioning of the Organisation arising from a possible 

enlargement and the implications of such an accession process. 

25. Council then adopted in April 2004 the Report by the Chair of the Heads of Delegation Informal 

Group on a Strategy for Enlargement and Outreach
10

 that contained the following conclusions: 

 agreed that the budget envelope could be increased to reflect the assessed contribution of 

each new Member, provided that a solution acceptable to all existing Members was found 

regarding the implications for their assessed contributions; 

 requested the Executive Committee to look into the question of how to accommodate 

budgetary pressures from the accession of new Members, including changes in the scale of 

contributions; 

 agreed that the non-recurring costs of accession should be covered by new Members and 

requested the Budget Committee to propose a start-up fee scheme; 

 confirmed that new Members should contribute to the Organisation’s Pension Budget and 

Reserve Fund, in accordance with the assessed scale of contributions used for the Fund. 

26. In October 2004, Council established a Technical Task Force on cost implications of 

enlargement
11

 with a mandate to provide an estimate of the potential gap between the envelope required to 

meet recurring costs in the Part I Programme of Work and Budget and the envelope from adding assessed 

contributions from new Members to the Part I Budget.  The Task Force was composed of eight Member 

country experts working with cost data supplied by the Secretariat. 

27. This Task Force prepared cost estimates for a group of anonymous and hypothetical countries 

using a statistical cost simulation based on then-current information, and integrated these parameters into 

the overall Budget. 

28. The Report by the Technical Task Force on Cost Implications of Enlargement
12

 estimated that the 

average recurring annual cost of an anonymous “generic” country would be 3.5 MEUR (ranging from 2.4 

to 5.7 MEUR, based on country characteristics and institutional cost elements). Non-recurring costs were 

estimated at an average of 3.8 MEUR for a generic country (ranging from 2.6 to 6.0 MEUR). 

29. The Council at Ministerial Level agreed in May 2007 that during the interim period until a new 

financing reform agreement could be reached, new Members would pay an annual amount to cover the 

                                                      
10

 C(2004)60 and C/M(2004)10/PROV, Item 143 section II. 

11
 C(2004)143/REV5 and C/M(2004)23/PROV, Item 293. 

12
 C(2005)87 and C/M(2005)22/PROV, Item 295. 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2004)60
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2004)10/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2004)143/REV5
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2004)23/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2005)87
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2005)22/PROV
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costs of their participation in the Part I Budget, including transition costs. This amount would range from 

2.4 to 5.7 MEUR, which would be paid annually
13

. 

30. In October 2007, Council at Ministerial Level agreed on the interim assessed contributions for 

new Members: for Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia, between 2.4 and 3.5 MEUR; for Russia between 

4.6 and 5.7 MEUR, with the exact amounts that each candidate would pay upon becoming a Member to be 

determined later.
 14

 

  

                                                      
13

  C/MIN(2007)4/FINAL, Section II. 

14
  C/M(2007)14/PROV, Item 190 ii). 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/MIN(2007)4/FINAL
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2007)14/PROV
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ANNEX IV 
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ANNEX V 

 

 

Part I Budget Percentage Share - Comparison between 2008 Simulation and Actual Scale

For the Year 2017

Percentage Share of Contributions

Year 2017 from 

2008 Simulation  

(based on 2004 -

2006 national 

income data)

Year 2017 Actual 

(based on 2013 -

2015 national 

income data)

Member Percentage Share Percentage Share

UNITED STATES 20.309            20.583 0.27

JAPAN 13.016            9.426 (3.59)

GERMANY 7.494              7.393 (0.10)

UNITED KINGDOM 6.112              5.457 (0.66)

FRANCE 5.634              5.400 (0.23)

ITALY 4.706              4.126 (0.58)

CANADA 3.245              3.645 0.40

SPAIN 3.224              2.966 (0.26)

KOREA 2.447              3.074 0.63

AUSTRALIA 2.268              3.093 0.82

MEXICO 2.250              2.757 0.51

NETHERLANDS 2.228              2.200 (0.03)

SWITZERLAND 1.786              2.075 0.29

BELGIUM 1.632              1.641 0.01

SWEDEN 1.581              1.627 0.05

NORWAY 1.470              1.613 0.14

AUSTRIA 1.464              1.452 (0.01)

DENMARK 1.349              1.336 (0.01)

POLAND 1.339              1.542 0.20

TURKEY 1.316              2.005 0.69

GREECE 1.310              1.124 (0.19)

FINLAND 1.228              1.200 (0.03)

PORTUGAL 1.170              1.111 (0.06)

IRELAND 1.158              1.129 (0.03)

CZECH REPUBLIC 1.044              1.077 0.03

NEW ZEALAND 1.001              1.067 0.07

HUNGARY 0.991              0.955 (0.04)

SLOVAK REPUBLIC 0.738              0.778 0.04

LUXEMBOURG 0.601              0.610 0.01

ICELAND 0.482              0.488 0.01

CHILE ( Member from 2010) 1.351              1.416 0.06

ESTONIA ( Member from 2010) 1.351              1.416 0.06

ISRAEL ( Member from 2010) 1.351              1.416 0.06

SLOVENIA (Member from 2010) 1.351              1.416 0.06

LATVIA (was not included in simulation) -                  1.416 1.42

Total 100                 100 0

Notes:

1. Variations result primarily from the relative changes in national income compared to all

other Members with currency variations being the main driver of the changes

2. The simulation in 2008 has no changes in national income and varies each year

only for the phase-in of the base fee subject to mitigation limits of 15% maximum and 0.3% minimum increases

3. The actual scale for 2017 reflects economic data averaging the years 2013 - 2015

The 2008 simulation used data for averaging the years 2004 - 2006

Percentage 

Variance Increase 

/ (Decrease) 

4. The actual contribution amounts of the US, Slovak Republic, Luxembourg and Iceland equal those in the 2008 simulation.  This is 

because the United States has fixed 0.3% increases, and the other three countries are limited by a 15% annual increase in their assessed 

contributions.  Their actual percentage shares in 2017 are higher than the shares in the simulation due to a lower rate of actual inflation 

applied than was used in the simulation. These increases are offset by other countries' actual shares being lower than their shares in 

simulation. 
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ANNEX VI 

Budget Committee EDG No. 81 

15 November 2010 

This note is in response to a request from the Chair and shared with the membership in case of wider 

interest as to the background on how the cost of enlargement was discussed. 

HISTORY OF THE ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW MEMBERS’ ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS 

1. At the November 2002 retreat of OECD Heads of Delegation, the discussion on the OECD 

reform process made clear that if the Organisation was to play an increasing role in setting the international 

economic architecture and to enjoy greater visibility in capitals, an enlarged OECD membership was 

inevitable and a strategy to that end necessary.  In the wake of that meeting, a “Working Group on the 

Enlargement Strategy and Outreach” (HOD/IG4) was created with a mandate to review the questions 

related to the nature and functioning of the Organisation arising from a possible enlargement and the 

implications of the accession process. 

2. The Report by the Chair of the Heads of Delegation Informal Group on a Strategy for 

Enlargement and Outreach [C(2004)60)] was presented to Council and the draft conclusions were adopted 

whereby the Council: 

 agreed that the budget envelope could be increased to reflect the assessed contribution of 

each new Member, provided that a solution acceptable to all existing Members is found 

regarding the implications for their assessed contributions; 

 requested the Executive Committee to pursue its deliberations on the question of how to 

accommodate budgetary pressures from accession of new Members including changes in the 

scale of contributions, with a view to reaching a solution before a new accession process 

begins; 

 agreed that the non-recurrent costs of accession should in principle be covered by the new 

Members and requested the Budget Committee to propose a start-up fee scheme to be agreed 

by the Council before a new accession process begins; 

 confirmed that new Members should contribute to the Organisation’s pension budget 

including the Pension Reserve Fund, in accordance with the assessed scale of contributions. 

3. On 22 April 2004, Council “requested the Executive Committee to pursue its deliberations on the 

question of how to accommodate budgetary pressures from accession of new Members including changes 

in the scale of contributions, with a view to reaching a solution before a new accession begins” 

[C/M(2004)10, Item 143, Section II h)];  and on 28 October Council established a Technical Task Force on 

cost implications of Enlargement [C(2004)143/REV5] with a mandate to provide an informed estimate of 

the potential gap between the envelope required to meet recurring costs of the present Part I Programme of 

Work and Budget and the envelope from adding assessed contributions to the Part I Budget resulting from 

an enlargement by a hypothetical and anonymous group of new Member countries. 

4. In addition, the mandate requested an estimate, based on historical experience, of the 

non-recurring costs of a new Member as well as an estimate of the capital contribution which a new 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2004)60
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2004)10
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2004)143/REV5
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Member might reasonably be asked to contribute to investments made by existing Members in the Site and 

other facilities of the Organisation. 

5. The Technical Task Force elaborated cost estimations simulated for a group of anonymous and 

hypothetical countries based on a statistical cost simulation for anonymous countries based on then current 

information, and integrated parameters of uncertainty in the case of enlargement. 

6. The Report by the Technical Task Force on Cost Implications of Enlargement [C(2005)87] 

estimated that the recurring cost of an anonymous generic country would be 3.5 MEUR with a range of 

variation from 2.4 to 5.7 MEUR, based on country characteristics and institutional cost elements.  

Non-recurring costs were estimated at an average of 3.8 MEUR for a generic country, with a range of 

variation from 2.6 to 6.0 MEUR. 

7. Council never formally endorsed these amounts, but “noted that the report by the Technical Task 

Force is a valuable basic element for further consideration at the relevant time” [C/M(2005)22/PROV]. 

8. The Council Resolution on Enlargement and Enhanced Engagement adopted at ministerial level 

on 16 May 2007 agreed that “during this interim period, upon joining the OECD, new Members would pay 

an annual amount to cover their costs, including transition costs, arising from their participation in the 

activities covered by the Part I budget of the Organisation.  This amount would range from 2.4 to 

5.7 MEUR, which would be paid annually until a reform of financing of the Organisation for all Members 

has been fully implemented.  This range only applies to new Members and is without prejudice to any 

future decisions on financing.  The precise amounts to be paid by each new Member will be agreed before 

the adoption of the first “roadmap” for accession and will be adjusted in line with the level of adjustment 

of the Part I budget and in the light of the reform of financing to be agreed” [C/MIN(2007)4/FINAL].  This 

range was in line with the conclusions of the Technical Task Force. 

9. On 15 October 2007, Council agreed the interim assessed contributions of new Members in the 

following range:  Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia between 2.4 and 3.5 MEUR and for Russia between 

4.6 and 5.7 MEUR, and that “during the accession process further work will be undertaken to determine 

the exact amount within the respective ranges that each candidate will pay upon becoming a Member” 

[C/M(2007)14/PROV]. 

10. Finally on 5 June 2008, Council meeting at ministerial level (MCM) agreed the Resolution of the 

Council on the general principles for the financing of Part I of the Budget of the Organisation; that upon 

joining the Organisation and through-out the ten-year phase-in period the total Assessed Contributions of 

Chile, Estonia, Israel and Slovenia will be fixed at 2.4 MEUR each and that of the Russian Federation at 

4.6 MEUR;  that the Part I budget will be increased accordingly;  and that these contributions will be 

adjusted to take into account nominal increases in the Part I Budget over this phase-in period. 

[C/MIN(2008)6/FINAL].  These changes agreed by the MCM have been integrated into the Decision on 

the 2008 Principles and rules for determining the assessed contributions by Members to the Part I Budget 

[C(2008)144/REV1]. 

 

http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2005)87
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2005)22/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/MIN(2007)4/FINAL
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/M(2007)14/PROV
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C/MIN(2008)6/FINAL
http://www2.oecd.org/oecdinfo/info.aspx?app=OLIScoteEN&Ref=C(2008)144/REV1
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