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I.  BACKGROUND 

1. The current External Auditor of the OECD has, on three occasions, made 

observations on the OECD’s mission expenses for 2009, 2010 and 2014 respectively. 

2. No anomalies were observed during these verifications. The Audit Committee 

asked the External Auditor to conduct a new audit of the OECD’s mission expenses in 

2018. 

1. Scope of audit 

3. After consulting the members of the Audit Committee, the scope of the present 

verification covered three topics: 

‒ An analysis of changes in mission expenses in recent years; 

‒ For financial year 2017, an in-depth statistical review of the use made of missions 

according to several criteria, with a particular focus on the officials and the 

Directorates which travel the most, and taking into consideration the share of 

expenses borne by Part I and Part II appropriations, assessed and voluntary 

contributions; and 

‒ Cost comparisons with other international organisations. 

2. Purpose 

4. The purpose of this audit was to identify, using an exhaustive statistical approach, 

possible inefficiencies related to missions, and to make any necessary recommendations 

with a view to avoiding such inefficiencies. 

5. Beyond this general objective, however, it had been agreed, at the request of the 

OECD Audit Committee, to further investigate three specific issues: 

‒ the annual level of daily allowances received by staff on assignment; 

‒ for air transport, compliance with the rules on class of transport with particular 

vigilance regarding the use, in principle forbidden, of first class travel; 

‒ finally, the case of trips being undertaken simultaneously by several officials for 

the same mission. 

3. Method 

6. The External Auditor has proceeded to establish: 

‒ data to measure the change of the amount and structure of mission funding since 

2013 (file hereinafter referred to as "Global Summary"); 

‒ two spreadsheets for 2017 presenting, on the one hand, an exhaustive list of staff 

on mission ("Missions Statistics"), and on the other hand, an exhaustive list giving 

the details of the missions ("Missions by Country"). 

7. With regard to the various specific situations emerging from this comprehensive 

analysis, the external auditor has always been careful to maintain the anonymity of the 

officers concerned.  
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Observation. To carry out an in-depth audit of the missions, the External Auditor requested the Services 

produce documents listing the information as needed. The establishment of these files required the Services 

to consolidate and aggregate some data which were not centralised nor able to be extracted automatically 

from the systems. This is due to the fact that the Organisation follows its activity by results and not by 

nature of expenditure and the responsibility for the latter wrests with each Director. Manual research has, 

in many cases, required a significant amount of time. Recommendations 1 and 2 are intended to streamline 

the collection and use of certain mission data in the future. 

II.  MAIN OBSERVATIONS 

8. The main observations resulting from the audit of OECD missions are the 

following: 

 The growth in mission expenses in the last five years has mainly been driven by 

the increase in voluntary contributions; 

 The benchmarking carried out by the External Auditor of 24 other international 

organisations reveals that when comparing mission costs as a proportion of total 

expenditure, the OECD ranks in the middle of the field, which suggests that there 

is no striking anomaly in the OECD’s mission costs; 

 Despite the fact that owing to the highly decentralised management of missions, 

the relevant data and source documents are filed in different places, tests of detail 

did not lead the External Auditor to detect any violations of the rules approved by 

Council or the provisions of the Secretariat designed to implement them; 

 Most of the tests of detail carried out by the External Auditor concerned missions 

with the greatest deviations from the norm (in terms of duration, number of 

officials on the same mission at the same time, the amount paid out in DSA and 

level of DSA compared to remuneration); it transpired that these missions were 

connected to specific programmes, often Part II and financed by voluntary 

contributions; 

 Special attention was paid, at the request of the Audit Committee, to the ban on 

first-class air travel; barring a single exception (which turned out to be justified), 

the External Auditor found that this ban was adhered to.   

III.  LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation No. 1 (priority 1). In order to strengthen through simplification the 

traceability of classes of plane transport, the External Auditor suggests two possible 

solutions, either: 

 in what would be the best solution, envisage the systematic input into the SAP-

Missions data processing module, regardless of the purchase method of the tickets 

(through an agency or directly), of two fields which can guarantee the direct 

traceability of the class of air travel used, i.e. the IATA code of the airline and the 

fare code on the ticket. Instructions to this end would be given to the Selectour Bleu 

Voyages agency for centralised purchases, as well as to the Directorates’ 

Management Support Units, for both direct purchases and purchases through the 

agency Selectour Bleu Voyages for centralised purchases. This solution would 

nevertheless require modifying the SAP-Missions module; or 
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 ask service providers for a systematic annual spreadsheet file containing the airline 

code and the fare code of each ticket purchased through them. This second solution 

would not, however, cover tickets purchased directly by OECD officials and 

reimbursed by the Organisation for which the risk of non-compliance with internal 

procedures would remain limited in any case, given that any irregularity regarding 

the class of transport would be punished by an almost definite refusal for 

reimbursement. Under this solution, the service provider’s file would have to 

include each traveller’s identification number, which is not currently the case, in 

order to facilitate reconciliation with the SAP-missions file. 

Recommendation No. 2 (priority 1). The External Auditor recommends that key 

performance indicators be drawn up every year concerning the Organisation’s “missions” 

activity and presented to the Secretary-General as an additional management tool. It is also 

recommended that on this basis and in compliance with the principles of results-based 

management, the Secretary-General report on this activity to the Member countries by 

including it in an existing annual report. 

IV.  OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  Changes in mission expenses between 2013-2017 

1. Number and annual cost of missions 

Table 1. Changes in the number and cost of missions over the last five years 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 % change 2013/2017 

Total annual number of missions 9 825  10 217  11 188  11 880  12 663  28.89 

Annual global DSA cost 5.24 5.49 5.92 6.29 6.45 23.09 

Annual global Transport cost 10.49 11.55 13.04 13.79 13.77 31.27 

Annual global cost of Other Expenditures 0.32 0.38 0.47 0.55 0.33 n.s. 
Annual global cost of missions 16.05 17.42 19.43 20.63 20.55 28.04 
Total OECD expenditure 484.29 494.15 516.57 556.25 554.13 14.42 
Ratio of missions/total expenditure 3.31% 3.53% 3.76% 3.71% 3.71% 

 

Source: “Global Summary” file 

9. There is a slight difference between the data in the “Global Summary” table (12 663 

missions and a cost of EUR 20.55m in 2017) and the data in the “Missions Statistics” table 

(12 654 missions and EUR 22.75m) which was used as the basis of the other figures in the 

present report. The difference in the number of missions (nine missions more) is explained 

by the fact that the “Global Summary” table also includes nine missions started in 2016. 

The cost difference (EUR 2.2m less) is explained by the fact that the “Global Summary” 

table records various DSA deductions (for example when the official on mission is invited 

to dinner, is provided free accommodation, etc.), as well as certain costs borne by the 

OECD on behalf of officials on mission, which are not taken into consideration in the 

“Missions Statistics” table, as the following table reveals. 

Observation. The change in mission costs over five years shows a high stability of mission expenses 

within the budget executed by the Organisation, and therefore does not call for a recommendation on the 

part of the External Auditor. 
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2. Structure of mission financing 

a. Respective share of assessed and voluntary contributions 

Table 2. Share of assessed/voluntary contributions (in EUR million) 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 % change 2013/2017 

Missions financed by Assessed Contributions 7.53 8.17 8.07 9.93 9.29 23.37 

Missions financed by Voluntary Contributions 8.52 9.25 11.35 10.71 11.26 32.16 
Overall annual cost of missions 16.05 17.42 19.43 20.63 20.55 28.04 

Source: “Global Summary” file 

10. In 2017, over half of OECD missions (54.79%) were financed by voluntary 

contributions. The prevalence of voluntary contributions being used to finance missions 

has increased over the past five years, as missions financed thereby rose by around a third 

over the period (32.16%) whereas missions financed by assessed contributions rose by only 

around a quarter over the same period (23.37%). 

b. Respective share of Part I and Part II appropriations 

Table 3. Share of Part I/Part II financing (in EUR million) 

  2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 % change 2013/2017 

Missions financed by Part I 11.49 12.44 13.52 14.24 13.98 21.67 
Missions financed by Part II 4.56 4.98 5.91 6.39 6.57 44.08 
Overall annual cost of missions 16.05 17.42 19.43 20.63 20.55 28.04 

Source: “Global Summary” file 

11. In 2017, the proportion of missions financed by Part II of the OECD budget 

represented one third of all missions. Nevertheless, this Part has risen the most over the 

past five years (+44.08%). 

Observation. The External Auditor observes that growth in missions has notably been 

driven by programmes in receipt of voluntary contributions over the past five years, in 

particular Part II programmes. This observation does not call for a recommendation. 

c. Consideration of mission reimbursements by third parties 

Table 4. Mission reimbursements by third parties (in EUR million) 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

-0.80 -0.86 -0.78 -0.74 -0.74 

Source: “Global Summary” file 

12. The amounts corresponding to mission reimbursements by third parties are stable 

and marginal. Accordingly, they do not call for any particular comment. The third parties 

can be Member countries, non-Member countries, and various donors, especially 

international organisations. 

3. Benchmarking 

13. In order to be able to situate the OECD’s mission expenses in relation to other 

international organisations, the External Auditor referred to Annex I of the latest report by 
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the United Nations Joint Inspection Unit on the subject of missions within 24 organisations 

of the UN system, published in 2017 but reporting data from 2015. Accordingly, the 

comparison proposed below by the External Auditor focuses on figures for 2015, even for 

the OECD. 

14. The amounts appear in different reference currencies. The UN data are in United 

States dollars (USD) whereas the OECD data are in euros (EUR). That said, the currency 

is less important than the comparison of the weight of the mission expenses, i.e. the ratio 

of mission expenses to the organisation’s total expenditure, which this document duly 

establishes. 

15. The statistics produced by the Joint Inspection Unit only cover trips undertaken by 

air travel. They nevertheless incorporate all the trips related to “statutory travel” (initial 

appointment, home leave, etc.) and trips by some consultants, unlike the tables above given 

that these areas are not covered by the scope of the present audit. The External Auditor 

asked and obtained from the Services that they adjust the OECD data to be consistent with 

the data used in the report by the UN’s Joint Inspection Unit. This adjustment explains the 

difference which could be observed between the cost of missions per this data and the cost 

of OECD missions in Table 1 above.  

16. Based on this information, the OECD ranks as follows in comparison with the cross 

section used by the UN Inspection report: 

Table 5. Weight of mission expenses in total expenditures (2015 financial year) 

(in thousands of USD) 

Organisation Mission expenditures Total expenditures % 

IAEA 69 269  570 544  12.14 

FAO 113 200  1 219 235  9.28 

UNIDO 17 538  244 141  7.18 

UNFPA 69 251  977 376  7.09 

ICAO 13 000  194 804  6.67 

WTO 1 490  27 014  5.51 

WHO 226 342 4 117 982  5.50 

WIPO 19 242  351 840  5.47 

ILO 29 751  659 747  4.51 

ITC 4 538  102 654  4.42 

IMO 2 722  68 055  4.00 

OECD(EUR) 19 872  516 565  3.85 

ITU 7 152  191 833  3.73 

UNAIDS 9 846  293 937  3.35 

UNICEF 150 200  5 077 602  2.96 

UN-Women 9 100  314 974  2.89 

UNOPS 35 682  1 523 600  2.34 

WGP 113 299  4 893 472  2.32 

UNESCO 16 857  762 491  2.21 

UPU 1 418  79 266  1.79 

HCR 55 997  3 278 872  1.71 

UNODC 4 388  278 919  1.57 

UN excl. Headquarters 73 775  5 613 140  1.31 

UNDP 19 818  5 057 414  0.39 

UNRWA 3 021  1 333 775 0.23 

Source: External Auditor based on the 2017 report of the United Nations Joint Inspection Unit on missions.  
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Observation. In 2015, the OECD’s mission expenses represented 3.85% of total 

expenditures. The OECD is in the middle of the table, ranking 12th in the cross section of 

24 organisations analysed by the UN’s Joint Inspection Unit. Nevertheless, this 

benchmarking exercise compares organisations with specialisations and types of activity 

which are variable and not readily comparable, and this also applies to their requirements 

in terms of missions. This comparison, therefore, merely permits the observation that there 

are no blatant anomalies in the levels of mission costs observed at the OECD, and this 

observation does not call for a recommendation. 

B.  Analysis of missions in 2017 

17. The External Auditor carried out comprehensive analysis of the missions 

undertaken in 2017 based on four categories of criteria (with each category containing 

several analytical sub-categories, making a total of around 20 different criteria1): 

 Mission locations; 

 Mission durations; 

 Traveller profiles; 

 Three areas of particular interest to the Audit Committee: DSA, class of air travel 

and simultaneous trips to the same place. 

1. Mission locations 

18. Setting aside the cost of missions, the External Auditor obtained comprehensive 

data enabling it to identify the most frequented mission destinations in 2017. 

19. Whether for destination countries or cities, the External Auditor retrieved data 

using two criteria: the number of missions, and the total cost of missions (by country and 

by city), based on the fact that these were two fundamentally different criteria from a 

management standpoint: 

 The choice of destination should be dictated purely by the Organisation’s 

operational needs and obligations; whereas 

 The cost of transport, and therefore of missions, depends on the distance to the 

mission location. This second criterion is not linked to the operational interest of 

the mission but to budget constraints and therefore also deserves to be taken into 

consideration, from a management perspective. 

20. The available data does not allow for missions to multiple destinations to be broken 

down by the cost of missions by destination; in this case, the data presented below (cost 

per country, cost per city) only cover missions to a single destination, taking into 

consideration the following breakdown of the two types of mission: 

                                                      
1 Number and cost by country and city, overall number and individual number by Directorate, 

average and highest numbers by official, by level of seniority, by gender, by nationality (globally 

and individually), highest levels of DSA, highest DSA/salary ratios, number of exemptions to DSA, 

class of air travel, simultaneous trips. In addition to these criteria for the analysis of missions in 

2017, other criteria were used to analyse changes over the 2013-2017 period: number and cost, 

breakdown of cost by method of financing (Part I/Part II, assessed/voluntary contributions), ratio of 

the cost of missions to total expenditures. 



10 │ C(2018)94/PART2/ADD2/VOL2 
 

AUDIT OF THE MISSION COSTS OF THE OECD 
For Official Use 

Table 6. Breakdown of missions by number of destinations 

Type of mission Number of missions % 

Single destination  11 063 87.43 

Multiple destinations  1 591 12.57 
Total 12 654 100.00 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet 

21. Subject to this reservation, the spreadsheet of missions by destination was used to 

draw up the tables of the most common destination countries and cities in 2017 based on 

the two aforementioned criteria (most frequent destinations, highest costs). While it is 

naturally not for the External Auditor to exercise a general judgment on the choice of 

destinations, it did however transmit these data to the OECD in order to obtain comments 

and explanations from the Services concerned, which are provided hereafter. 

a. By country 

22. The table of the 20 countries which were the destination of the most missions in 

2017 appears in Annex 1. For the purposes of this table, it was necessary to take into 

account the fact that of a total of 12 654 missions in 2017, 11 063 were to a single 

destination whereas 1 591 were to multiple destinations. 

23. As shown in Annex 1, the top 20 destination countries are for the most part OECD 

Member countries, and represent almost two-thirds of the total number of missions. Most 

missions to partner countries are financed by voluntary contributions. 

24. Regarding this table, the Services pointed out that the number of missions to a given 

destination depended heavily on the OECD’s agenda, and in particular that:  

 Germany’s position in second place could be explained by the fact the OECD was 

involved in the G20 in 2017 (over the first six months of 2017). Similarly, given 

that the G20 in 2018 was taking place in Argentina, it was normal that this country 

featured among the most visited destinations in 2017 (the G20 lasts one year, 

spanning two calendar years); 

 China has been one of the Organisation’s Key Partners since the Ministerial 

Council Meeting. 

25. The ranking of the top 20 countries in terms of mission costs is different from the 

top 20 countries in terms of volume of missions. Indeed, the distance to the mission location 

is a decisive factor in explaining this change. The ranking by cost concerns only missions 

to a single destination, which represent 87.43% of total missions and 75.33% of total costs, 

as the spreadsheet does not allow for a breakdown of costs by destination for missions to 

multiple destinations. The table of the 20 most costly countries for missions is shown in 

Annex 2. 

26. In the two tables concerning the missions by country (Annexed 1 and 2), the top 20 

destination countries concentrate over 60% of both the number of missions and the cost of 

missions carried out in 2017. The External Auditor considers that these data, even when 

reduced to a cross section of only 20 destinations, are representative of the Organisation’s 

main centres of interest in 2017. 

27. The Services explained that the high costs of the missions shown in the table in 

Annex 2 were the result of the combination of two factors: 
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 First, in terms of destinations requiring travel time of over six hours, it was no 

surprise to see so few European destinations, as the trips to these are shorter and 

much cheaper, or involve train travel (United Kingdom, Belgium, Switzerland, 

Germany); 

 Secondly, the fact that day trips to some of the destinations at the top of the table 

are impossible (United States, Mexico, Japan and China) inevitably increases the 

duration of the mission. The DSA, whose cost is proportional to the length of the 

mission, is consequently higher for these destinations than for destinations in 

Europe, to where it is easier to make day trips, or overnight trips. 

28. The frequency of missions to Costa Rica reflects the fact that this country is 

following the roadmap for accession to the OECD as adopted by the Member countries in 

July 2015. 

b. By city 

29. The table of the number of missions by city (Annex 3) differs significantly from 

the table of the number of missions by country, insofar as, in some countries, as many as 

fifty towns and cities can be mission destinations (such as France, the United Kingdom, 

Germany, Italy, United States, etc.), whereas in others, only the capital and on occasion 

one or two other cities were visited by OECD officials on mission in 2017. Given that this 

table includes missions to multiple destinations, the total number of destinations is by 

definition higher than the total number of missions, which is why the ratio has been 

calculated on the basis of 15 034 missions rather than 12 654 missions. 

30. The top 20 cities only represent 42% of the total number of missions, which shows, 

from a purely quantitative point of view, that the frequency of missions is not concentrated 

on a limited number of destinations. 

31. Moreover, regarding the mission costs per destination city, the distance to the 

destination is a major factor, for the same reason as for the destination countries. The 

ranking by cost for the cities, as for the countries, could only be based on missions to single 

destinations. The results of this ranking are shown in Annex 4. 

32. Per the table in Annex 4, in 16 cases out of 20, the capital cities appear for the 

countries which appeared in the list of the most costly mission destinations. In only one 

case do three cities from a single country appear in the list (New York and San Francisco, 

in addition to Washington D.C., in the United States). Moreover, the list contains the capital 

of Chile, whereas the country does not feature in the top 20 most costly countries for 

missions. Conversely, there are no cities from Canada, France, Spain and Brazil in the list, 

even if all four countries feature in the list of the most costly mission destinations. 

33. Moreover, the top 20 cities only represent under fifty percent of the total in terms 

of both the number of missions and their cost. 

2. Mission duration 

34. The average duration of the 12 654 missions listed in 2017 was 3.52 days, excluding 

the day of departure except in the event of day returns. 

35. The table in Annex 5 lists the 20 longest missions undertaken in 2017. It only 

contains missions for which transport costs and/or DSA were paid, excluding paid leave 
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taken by officials at the mission location.2 Trips based on invitations, missions without 

transport expenses, missions co-financed with external bodies, and missions without DSA 

were excluded, given that on the whole the corresponding expenses were covered within 

the framework of Memoranda of Understanding (MoU)3 or invitations. 

36. Taking into account these exclusions, Annex 5 shows that the longest mission 

lasted 36 days and concerned the ITF, while the shortest of the 20 longest missions lasted 

18 days (and concerned DAF and SLA).  

3. Traveller profiles 

37. In 2017, 2 182 different officials carried out a total of 12 654 missions. 

38. For the same year, document C(2018)55 (Staff Profile Statistics 2017) recorded 

3 486 members of staff. Nevertheless, the files used for the present audit indicate that the 

number of natural persons in 2017 corresponded to 3 259 FTE (Full-Time Equivalent) 

officials. The External Auditor used this figure to establish the ratios relating to total OECD 

headcount. 

39. On this basis, the External Auditor can make three observations regarding the 

officials who carried out missions in 2017: 

 Almost two-thirds (62.59%) of OECD staff undertook a mission away from their 

place of work, which is a significant proportion; 

 Officials sent on missions went on an average of around six trips (5.81) during the 

year; 

 On the basis of all FTE officials, this ratio falls to around four trips (3.89) per 

official. 

40. The External Auditor used the two general spreadsheets prepared by the Services 

to draw up a standard profile of OECD travellers in 2017 based on four criteria 

(Directorate/programme worked for in the OECD; seniority; gender; nationality). 

a. Relationship between the Directorate/programme worked for and the overall and 

individual number of missions 

41. The data extraction by the External Auditor generated the following information: 

Table 6.  Ranking of Directorates/programmes by total number of missions in 2017 

Directorate 
Number of 
missions 

Directorate 
Number of 
missions 

Directorate 
Number of 
missions 

1. GOV 1 199 10. ECO 527 19. SDD 321 

2. IEA 1 181 11. SGE 517 20. EXD 319 

3. DAF 1 061 12. STI 498 21. PAC 293 

4. CTPA 818 13. DCD 492 22. ISRP 108 

5. ELS 797 14. SIGMA 455 23. SAH 78 

6. EDU 641 15. NEA 439 24. ADP 9 

7. CFE 595 16. TAD 427 25. SLA 
(EXD/CSI)* 

3 

                                                      
2 The “Missions by Country” spreadsheet contains 305 missions with zero total cost; 622 missions 

with zero transport cost, and 573 missions with zero DSA. 

3 Memorandum of Understanding 
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8. GRS 575 17. DEV 420 26. AAPOCAD** 1 

9. ENV 530 18. ITF 332 Not allocated*** 18 
TOTAL 12 654 

*SLA is the German Linguistic Section which is attached to EXD/CSI and is a very small unit. 

**AAPOCAD is the association of the OECD’s pensioners, and their single mission is their assistant’s travel to their 

General Assembly. 

***BIAC, SLI and TUAC 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet 

42. Using this table, and taking into consideration staff numbers in each Directorate (in 

FTE), it is possible to rank the latter by the average number of missions per FTE in 2017, 

which reflects the propensity of officials to travel depending on the Directorate for which 

they work. 

43. The ranking of Directorates in terms of the average number of missions per FTE in 

2016 is shown in Annex 6, and warrants several comments: 

 SIGMA, with by far the highest number of missions per FTE of the OECD 

Directorates/programmes in 2017, is a special case. It is a joint initiative of the 

OECD and the European Union created in 1992, whose original mission was to 

help countries in Eastern Europe transition to democracy. However, over the past 

ten years, its mandate has extended to countries in the Western Balkans, to Turkey 

and, more generally, 19 partner countries with ties to Europe. Its main purpose is 

to provide these countries with technical assistance, and to co-ordinate its action 

with the European Union (in 2017, 18% of its missions were to Brussels). This 

explains why most of SIGMA’s everyday work takes place in the field, away from 

Paris; 

 Apart from this exception, 13 Directorates are above the average and 13 are below 

the average, with no excessive deviations from the average (3.88 missions/FTE in 

2017) in either case. Accordingly, this observation does not call for any particular 

comment; 

 There is a clear gap separating the four Directorates at the bottom from the rest. 

This is notably the case for the largest (the Executive Directorate (EXD) with 495 

FTE staff in 2017) which is essentially the one that travels the least, consistent 

with the tasks undertaken by officials in a Directorate tasked with general 

administrative and financial management.  

 This also applies to the other Directorates/programmes at the bottom of the list 

identified by the External Auditor: the Public Affairs and Communications (PAC), 

the Staff Association (ADP4), the Association of Pensioned Staff of the Co-

ordinated Organisations and of their Dependants (AAPOCAD), SLA and to a 

lesser extent ISRP (given that the latter, despite its mainly “in-house” role at the 

OECD, is involved in a fair amount of international activity with regard to 

assessments of long-term employee benefits). With regard to the specific case of 

PAC, whose missions only represent around 1.67% of total expenditures, its 

managers stated that they rely on the four centres abroad (in the United States, 

Europe, Asia and Latin America). They also specified that when PAC is asked to 

                                                      
4 The Staff Association’s missions concern Co-ordination sessions and occasional legal conferences. 
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assist Directorates with press campaigns, the cost of the corresponding missions is 

covered by the Directorates concerned, and therefore not charged to PAC. 

b. Officials who carried out the most missions in 2017 

44. The following table, which was requested by the Audit Committee in the terms of 

reference of the present audit, contains the 20 OECD officials who carried out the most 

missions in 2017. They have been divided into two categories of grades in order to protect 

their identity. 

Table 7. The 20 officials who carried out the most missions in 2017 

Grade No. Average 

A7, ED & S (14 officials) 510 36.43 

A3 to A5 (6 officials) 204 34.00 
TOTAL 714 35.70 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet 

45. In 2017, it was the Organisation’s senior managers who travelled the most on 

mission (14 out of 20 cases), which is consistent with this level of responsibility in an 

international organisation. 

46. These high-level missions accounted for 510 trips, or 4.0% of the total number of 

missions by OECD staff. 

47. For a more general picture, and taking into consideration all the 12 654 missions 

recorded in 2017, it is possible to observe a very strong correlation between an official’s 

grade and the fact of being sent on missions, as the following table shows. It measures the 

average number of missions per grade (i.e. the total number of mission for a given grade 

divided by the total number of officials at the said grade on 1 January 2017). 

Table 8. Correlation between level of seniority and number of missions carried out in 2017 

Grade Number of missions 

S3 40.00 

S2 19.25 

A7 22.21 

A6 15.17 

A5 12.00 

A4 8.33 

A3 5.90 

A2 4.80 

A1 3.71 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet 

48. The table reveals an almost automatic correlation between the level of seniority and 

the number of missions, reflecting the fact that the purpose of missions is more to ensure 

the high-level international representation of the OECD than to serve as a tool for carrying 

out the studies produced by Organisation. This means that: 

 On the one hand, it is probable that the missions will be increasingly relationship 

oriented and less and less operational, given the growing use of electronic channels 

to exchange documents and information; 

 On the other hand, videoconferences are probably not an appropriate substitute for 

this form of contact. 
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c. Breakdown by gender 

49. The following table shows the breakdown of missions by gender: 

Table 9. Breakdown of missions by gender (in EUR m) 

Type 
Number of 

officials 

Number of 
trips 

Average 

Total net 
DSA  

(EUR m) 

Total 
transport 
(EUR m) 

Total 
cost 

(EUR m) 

Average 
cost 

Women 1 029 5 018 4.88 2.61 5.18 7.79 EUR 1.55k 

Men 1 152 7 636 6.63 3.84 8.59 12.43 EUR 1.63k 

TOTAL 2 181 12 654 5.80 6.45 13.77 20.22 EUR 1.60k 

Proportion of 
women (%) 

47.18% 39.66% - 40.46% 37.60% 38.52% - 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet 

 

50. This table can be used to establish that: 

 Almost the same number of women as men travelled in 2017.  

 Women who went on mission went on fewer trips than men, at slightly fewer than 

five over the year compared to almost seven on average for men; 

 The average cost of missions for women is comparable to that for men; 

 The total cost of missions by women based on these two aforementioned factors, 

(number of trips and average cost) represents a little over one third of the total cost 

of missions.  

51. These data call for no particular recommendation on the part of the External 

Auditor. 

d. Breakdown by nationality 

52. The following table lists the eight nationalities which travelled the most in 2017 

and combines all the others (including trips by non-Member country officials paid for by 

the OECD): 

Table 10. Overall ranking of trips by nationality in 2017 

Nationality Number of trips  Number of travellers 

France 2 293 469 

Germany 1 272 179 

United States 1 213 210 

Italy 1 161 170 

United Kingdom 1 123 182 

Canada 676 117 

Australia 518 88 

Spain 487 88 

Others 3 911 678 
Total 12 654 2 181 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet 

53. It can be observed that this ranking, which represents almost 70% of total missions, 

does not completely mirror the breakdown by nationality of OECD staff. For a more 

accurate picture, the average number of missions per official in 2017 needs to be taken into 
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account, which results in a visibly different ranking by nationality. In order to avoid 

statistical bias due to the insufficient size of the cross sections, which are therefore not 

particularly meaningful, only nationalities with, in 2017, at least 60 officials in grades A to 

S at the OECD5 were taken into consideration, as represented in the table below. 

Table 11. Breakdown by nationality of officials in grades A to S in 2017 

Country No. of officials from grades A to S % of total A to S 

France 373 20.94% 

United Kingdom 161 9.04% 

United States 153 8.59% 

Italy 150 8.42% 

Germany 142 7.97% 

Canada 91 5.11% 

Japan 78 4.38% 

Spain 70 3.93% 

Australia 64 3.59% 
TOTAL 1 282 71.98% 

Source: “Staff Profile 2017” 

54. The nine countries thus selected represent almost 72% of officials in grades A to S. 

55. For these nine countries, the number of officials in grades A to S who went on 

missions in 2017, as well as the number of trips per official in the same year are as follows: 

Table 12. Individual breakdown of trips by nationality in 2017 (grades A to S) 

Nationality No of travellers  Number of missions Trips per official 

Germany 179 1 272 7.11 

Italy 170 1 161 6.83 

United Kingdom 182 1 123 6.17 

Australia 88 518 5.89 

Canada 117 676 5.78 

United States 212 1 215 5.73 

Spain 88 487 5.53 

France 471 2 295 4.87 

Japan 79 321 4.06 
Total 1 586 9 068 5.72 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet 

56. In the case of four nationalities (Germany, Australia, Canada and the United States), 

the number of officials in grades A to S who travelled in 2017 is higher, sometimes 

significantly so, than the number of officials in grades A to S recorded at 31 December 

2017. The difference is most likely due to the staff rotation among these nationalities over 

the year, but it also reveals that there is a particular concentration of officials from these 

nationalities in positions requiring mobility. 

57. Generally speaking, the table shows that the spectrum of the propensity to travel of 

officials of grade A to S based on the nationality of the traveller is relatively narrow. The 

table reveals that the average number of trips per official sent on mission in 2017, based on 

nationality, varies from just over four to just over seven. Given that no major distortions 

                                                      
5 Below 60, there is a sudden drop in the number of nationals by country. 
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were observed in the balance of nationalities sent on mission for the OECD, the External 

Auditor did not proceed with its analysis. 

4. DSA, class of air travel and simultaneous trips 

58. The Audit Committee highlighted three factors which represented a recurring 

concern, and which the External Auditor analysed, namely:  

 The Daily Subsistence Allowance (DSA);  

 The class of air travel used; 

 Simultaneous trips by several officials to a single destination. 

a. DSA 

59. The scale of the Daily Subsistence Allowance (DSA) is set by the Co-ordinated 

system, and is similar to the scale in place at the United Nations. Accordingly, the scale is 

not the outcome of a specific decision by OECD Member countries. For this reason, the 

External Auditor is not in a position to form any judgment or issue any recommendations 

on DSA levels as this is an issue outside of its remit.  

60. The table shown in Annex 7 lists the 20 officials who received the highest total 

DSA in 2017, alongside the corresponding number of missions. In order to protect their 

anonymity, the managers in  grades S, ED (IEA), A7 and A6 appearing in the list of the 20 

highest DSAs– i.e. nine individuals who carried out 327 missions for a total DSA of 

EUR 202 963.31 – were placed in a single category. 

61. This table, inserted in response to a specific query by the Audit Committee during 

discussions on the terms of reference of the present audit, does not call per se for any 

comment by the External Auditor. 

62. Given the lump-sum nature of the DSA, it is impossible for the External Auditor to 

evaluate, even very approximatively, any possible DSA “surplus” compared to the actual 

costs which, with the exception of hotel receipts, are not documented and which in any case 

differ significantly from one individual to the next. 

63. However, the External Auditor is in a position to show that the DSAs received by 

some OECD officials are not of the same order of magnitude as their salaries. To emphasise 

this point, the External Auditor retrieved from the database the DSAs received by the 1 042 

OECD officials whose budget cost in 2017 was in excess of EUR 120 k.6 The table below 

presents the 20 highest average ratios observed 2017, which have been presented by grade 

for the sake of anonymity, and also provides the upper and lower limits for each category. 

 

                                                      
6 Below this level, it may more often be the case that the officials concerned are not on full-time 

contracts at the OECD, which would distort the reasoning (one example being a contract worker 

recruited for a long mission abroad). The threshold chosen is not excessively discriminatory, as in 

2017 it allowed for 1 042 officials. Given the close relationship between level of seniority, salary 

and the number of annual missions (see above), the DSA/salary ratios which can be generated from 

them are therefore, a priori, representative of the situation. 
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Table 13. The 20 officials with the highest Net DSA / Budget cost in 2017 

Grade Average number of missions 
Average ratio  

Net DSA / Budget cost 

A3/A4 (14 persons) 17.79 9.98% (from 8.30% to 16.23%) 
A5 (3 persons) 22 9.54% (from 8.81% to 10.70%) 

A7 and over (3 persons) 35 9.96% (from 9.09% to 11.70%) 

Source: “Mission Statistics” and “Missions by Country” spreadsheets 

64. This table shows that: 

 The DSA / Budget cost ratio of the top 20 cases ranges from 8.30% to 16.23%—

since DSAs are calculated to reflect actual costs as closely as possible, if there 

were a DSA surplus in some cases, it would only represent a limited percentage of 

the annual budget cost of the official concerned, and not an amount comparable to 

their salary7; 

 But on average, the DSA/budget cost ratio is 2.6% for all of the 1 042 officials 

with the highest budget costs. 

65. Considering, conversely, that the level of DSAs could, in some cases, be 

insufficient to cover the actual costs, the structures governing the United Nations and the 

Co-ordinated Organisations have put in place system of special authorisations for 

reimbursing the actual costs of spending on accommodation in excess of 60% of DSA, 

within a limit of 30% of the daily allowance.8 

66. This is therefore a specific authorisation which is substantiated by the approver of 

the mission (i.e. by delegation from the Secretary-General, the Director and his/her deputy). 

The “SAP missions” IT system contains two alerts at this level, one at the 60% threshold, 

and the other at the 30% threshold. In accordance with financial instruction 17/3.16, any 

excess must be substantiated. 

67. Hotel supplements are generally approved in advance, when the travel request is 

drawn up. In some cases, by way of exception, the expenses are specified when the mission 

is liquidated. In all cases (whether there is a hotel supplement or not), a receipt for 

accommodation must be submitted and kept on file by the Directorates. 

68. The External Auditor was therefore able to establish that, in 2017: 

 720 officials who carried out a total of 7 347 missions were granted these 

authorisations for reimbursement, for an amount totalling KEUR 406.64; 

                                                      
7 There are two additional provisions on DSAs paid to the Secretary-General and the Deputy 

Secretaries-General. They were not set under Co-ordination, but have been regularly approved by 

Council. Resolution of the Council on the Regulations concerning the Secretary-General 

[C(2006)90/FINAL], Article 4; Resolution of the Council on the Regulations concerning the Deputy 

Secretaries-General and the Assistant Secretaries-General” – C(2006)91/FINAL 

8 It stipulates in Article 17/3.16 of the Staff Rules (“Staff regulations, Rules and Instructions 

applicable to Officials of the Organisation”) that “If under certain circumstances the expenditures 

for accommodation (bed, breakfast and taxes) exceed 60 per cent of the daily subsistence allowance, 

the Secretary-General has the discretion to reimburse the excess amount partially or totally on 

presentation of vouchers and sufficient proof that the additional expenditures were unavoidable. This 

reimbursement should normally not exceed 30 per cent of the daily subsistence allowance.” 
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 The situation of the top 20 officials in terms of authorisations obtained in 2017 is 

shown in Annex 8. 

69. This table in Annex 8 includes 13 officials from top management (grades A6 to 

S3), six grade A5 officials and one grade A4 official. The External Auditor observed that 

the highest number and highest percentage of authorisations to exceed DSA concerned the 

officials with the highest grades. 

b. Class of air travel 

70. In 2015, after carrying out numerous tests of detail on air journeys, the External 

Auditor had concluded in part two of its report on the administration of the 2014 budget 

that, “Mission rules are described under Rules 17/3.8 to 17/3.21 of the Staff Manual and 

FI2.19 to 2.21 of the Financial Instructions. There are also procedures relating to travel 

costs, which concern the choice of class of travel and how to calculate daily subsistence 

allowances, any increases thereto and terminal charges […] The auditors found no 

violations of these instructions, such as use of first class or business class for flights of 

shorter duration than the minimum number of hours recommended by the Organisation's 

intranet.” 

71. Nonetheless, at the Audit Committee meeting on 27 June 2018, it was asserted that 

some OECD officials travelled in first class at the expense of the Organisation. 

72. The External Auditor therefore repeated this inspection. 

73. The main obstacle to a systematic and comprehensive verification in this area is the 

reliability of the manual input of data of the classes of air travel, which the External Auditor 

had to request for all the missions carried out in 2017. Indeed, the main vocation of the 

“SAP-Missions” module is to guarantee the separation of functions and the exactitude of 

the accounting of mission expenses, but it records no data relative to classes of transport. 

74. Columns were added to the “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet drawn up at the request 

of the External Auditor for the manual insertion of indications on the classes of air travel 

used in 2017, both globally and for each official It reveals that in 2017: 

 No first class tickets were purchased by the OECD, with one exception9; 

 2 732 business class tickets were purchased10; 

 6 760 tickets for lower classes of transport were purchased (premium and 

economy, depending on different pricing scales). 

75. These data were provided by the Conference, Security and Infrastructure Service 

(CSI), which is responsible for checking operations carried out for the OECD by the agency 

Selectour Bleu Voyage (which has a similar contract with both the OECD and UNESCO). 

The summary statements submitted by the agency, however, needed some restating in order 

to identify the class of travel, which was not always referred to explicitly. 

                                                      
9 The only first class ticket purchased in 2017 was for the guest of a Directorate (and therefore not 

for an official on a mission), and it was part of a promotional offer. The same ticket in business class 

would have been EUR 230 more expensive. 

10 For flights which last longer than six hours, or night flights longer than five hours, staff are allowed 

to fly in business class. In no event can any cost savings be credited to an official or used to cover 

the travel costs of an individual not authorised to travel at the expense of the Organisation. 
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76. They nevertheless remain a reliable source, even if they only cover in scope, by 

definition, the tickets purchased through them, which amounted to a total of 

EUR 13 770 610 in 2017 for 9 492 tickets issued. 

77. Moreover, the officials purchased directly 1 133 plane tickets, under the 

decentralised supervision of the administrative services of their respective Directorates. 

The direct purchase of plane tickets in 2017 represented a total amount of EUR 471 090, 

i.e. an average of around EUR 416 per ticket. This average would suggest that officials are 

only prepared to pay for tickets out of their own pockets when the amounts involved are 

relatively limited, which corresponds more to short-haul and medium-haul flights, which 

do not have a first class section. The risk for an official of being refused a reimbursement 

by the Central Management Unit of his/her Directorate in the event of an irregularity related 

to class of transport acts as a deterrent. 

78. Overall, with the exception of one first class ticket purchased in 2017 under the 

conditions referred to above, the External Auditor considers that it has reasonable 

assurance, based on its analysis of the internal control structure implemented by the OECD 

that no first class plane tickets were purchased by the OECD in 2017. 

79. Detailed testing of the 40 most expensive airline tickets purchased by the OECD 

has reinforced this assurance.  

Observation. The Audit Committee attaches great importance to transparency with regard 

to the classes of air travel used. The complicated nature and constant amendments to the 

pricing methods used by airlines are not an impediment to direct and easily verified 

traceability. It would only be necessary to insert two fields alongside the cost of the tickets 

in the central “SAP-Mission” module for each ticket purchased: the airline’s IATA code 

and the fare code on the plane ticket.11 Neither is the principle of the decentralised 

verification of tickets purchased at the level of the Directorates an irremediable problem. 

The first level of control of compliance can still continue to be carried out by the 

Directorates, while it is technically possible for the two fields required to identify the airline 

and the fare class to be transmitted and registered centrally, in the same manner as the price 

of the ticket. 

Recommendation No. 1 (priority 1). In order to strengthen through simplification the 

traceability of classes of plane transport, the External Auditor suggests two possible 

solutions, either: 

- in what would be the best solution, envisage the systematic input into the SAP-

Missions data processing module, regardless of the purchase method of the tickets 

(through an agency or directly), of two fields which can guarantee the direct 

traceability of the class of air travel used, i.e. the IATA code of the airline and the fare 

code on the ticket. Instructions to this end would be given to the Selectour Bleu 

Voyages agency for centralised purchases, as well as to the Directorates’ Management 

Support Units, for both direct purchases and purchases through the agency Selectour 

                                                      
11 In principle, this code appears in zone 20 of standard plane tickets (but also appears on their 

substitutes in sous pdf and gif format). The main airlines use the following codes: Y – Economy 

class; F – First class; C – Business class; B L K Q T and W – Economy class with special fares. 

While it is the case that some airlines do not respect this convention, it is however very easy for an 

auditor to obtain the fare codes for a given airline in a given year. There are therefore no grounds to 

objections of complexity and variability, and total transparency could be guaranteed by entering 

these two text fields (IATA code + fare code). 
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Bleu Voyages for centralised purchases. This solution would nevertheless require 

modifying the SAP-Missions module; or 

- ask service providers for a systematic annual spreadsheet file containing the 

airline code and the fare code of each ticket purchased through them. This second 

solution would not, however, cover tickets purchased directly by OECD officials and 

reimbursed by the Organisation for which the risk of non-compliance with internal 

procedures would remain limited in any case, given that any irregularity regarding 

the class of transport would be punished by an almost definite refusal for 

reimbursement. Under this solution, the service provider’s file would have to include 

each traveller’s identification number, which is not currently the case, in order to 

facilitate reconciliation with the SAP-missions file. 

c. Simultaneous trips 

80. The External Auditor carried out an in-depth inspection of simultaneous trips in 

2015 (with regard to missions linked to “major events” in 2014). The inspection led the 

External Auditor to formulate an observation, the follow-up of which is presented in the 

first part of the report on the implementation of the 2017 budget and performance audits 

(setting up a monitoring system for this type of mission at the level of the Secretary 

General). 

81. The External Auditor was nevertheless invited to re-examine this issue, which was 

once again raised at the meeting of the Audit Committee on 27 June 2018. 

82. In order not to restrict itself to missions linked to major events, as was the case in 

the previous inspection, the External Auditor sought to establish a comprehensive list of 

“simultaneous missions” to a same destination. To this end, it used the “Missions by 

Country” spreadsheet which lists, for 2017, all the mission dates and mission destinations 

by mission. 

83. The External Auditor retrieved from this spreadsheet: 

 For all trips: the missions with exactly the same destination cities, departure dates 

and return dates; 

 For trips which lasted longer than five days: cases of missions where the median 

mission dates were no more than two days apart. Indeed, the presence of a weekend 

falling at the departure date or return date of the mission can result in early 

departures or delayed returns. It was therefore necessary to neutralise the 

differences between dates which could result from this situation.  

84. As this method of detection relies exclusively on dates, it naturally can only be used 

to list the “coincidences” of trips to a same destination at the same time. Only a test of 

detail, based on a case-by-case review of documentation could distinguish cases of pure 

coincidence between several independent missions, and cases of missions voluntarily 

associating several participants. The overall figures in the following table therefore 

represent a maximum assessment of cases of “grouped trips” with the same purpose, as 

they also probably include some simultaneous trips with different objectives. The Services 

therefore narrowed down the results extracted by the External Auditor in order to eliminate 

all but situations corresponding to actual group missions.  

85. The table below lists simultaneous trips to a same destination in 2017. 
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Table 14. Simultaneous missions to the same city in 2017 

Number of participants Number of cases Number of missions 

32 1 32 

29 1 29 

25 1 25 

17 1 17 

14 1 14 

13 1 13 

10 2 20 

6 11 66 

5 3 15 

4 38 152 

3 3 9 

2 384 768 
TOTAL 447 1 160 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet 

86. If this is compared to the total number of officials who travelled to the same place 

at the same time as at least one other OECD official in 2017, the ratio is 8.89%. If two-

person trips, which are relatively frequent, are excluded, the ratio falls to 2.84%. 

87. The External Auditor isolated simultaneous trips by at least 10 people. The Services 

narrowed down the results extracted by the External Auditor in order to retain only 

situations corresponding to authentic group missions and not mere coincidences. The result 

was the following table of eight cases, representing 2.35% of the total cost of missions in 

2017: 

Table 15. Simultaneous missions in 2017 involving 10 or more travellers (in euros) 

City No. of participants Directorate(s) Cost 

Buenos Aires 32 DAF/FATF 157 411 

Valencia 29 DAF/FATF 39 658 

Almaty 25 GRS 47 321 

Hamburg 17 10 directorates 41 506 

Yaoundé 14 CTPA-GF 53 358 

Panama City 13 CTPA-GF 67 067 

Nha Trang 10 5 directorates 41 125 

San Francisco 10 3 directorates 36 272 

TOTAL 150 
 

483 718 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet.  

88. The cases of simultaneous trips regrouping at least 10 individuals from a single 

Directorate which were identified by the External Auditor (in descending order of cost: 

Buenos Aires, Panama City, Yaoundé, Almaty and Valencia) were subject to detailed 

testing, the results of which are presented in the next chapter. 

Observation. Trips bringing together several officials in the same location over the same 

dates represented 8.89% of all missions in 2017. Cases involving groups of at least ten 

officials represented 1.19% of the total number of missions, and 2.35% of their total cost. 

This general observation does not call for any particular recommendation. 
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C. Tests of detail 

89. The tests of detail carried out by the External Auditor were based on the analysis 

of cases which deviated the most from the statistical average, in order to detect situations 

which had either not been justified or were poorly justified.  

90. In order to select the extreme cases for testing, the External Auditor used the 

following criteria: 

 Number of trips in 2017; 

 Amount of DSAs received in 2017; 

 Level of DSA/budget cost ratio per official; 

 Cost of plane tickets in relation to the distance travelled; 

 Simultaneous trips bringing together over ten participants from the same 

Directorate. 

91. In each case, the external auditor verified the situations that exceeded the overall 

average. With regard to the price of air travel, it was a matter of checking the invoice to 

ensure the 40 most expensive tickets did not correspond to travel in first class. 

92. The details of the results of these tests, which answered questions specifically asked 

by the Audit Committee, were communicated to the Member States: in all cases, in light of 

the explanations provided by the Directorates concerned, the External Auditor did not 

identify any anomalies. 

Observations. Concerning the two issues which the Audit Committee considered to be 

particularly sensitive, namely classes of air travel and group missions, no anomalies were 

detected as a result of the review of internal controls and the tests of detail. Questions 

repeatedly raised by the Audit Committee suggest, however, that increased transparency 

over missions would generally be desirable. 

Recommendation No. 2 (priority 1). The External Auditor recommends that key 

performance indicators be drawn up every year concerning the Organisation’s 

“missions” activity and presented to the Secretary-General as an additional 

management tool. It is also recommended that on this basis and in compliance with 

the principles of results-based management, the Secretary-General report on this 

activity to the Member countries by including it in an existing annual report. 
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V.  CONCLUSION 

93. As in the three previous audits of OECD missions, the External Auditor found no 

anomalies concerning changes in the cost and number of missions from 2013 to 2017, and 

no irregularities concerning the missions undertaken in 2017, which were subjected to a 

comprehensive review. 
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End of Auditor’s observations. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex 1- The 20 most visited countries in 2017 

Country Number of visits  

Belgium 1 435 

Germany 1 095 

United Kingdom 975 

United States 838 

Italy 692 

Switzerland 574 

France 479 

Spain 406 

Mexico 370 

China 295 

Netherlands 290 

Portugal 282 

Austria 251 

Korea 248 

Canada 243 

Japan 235 

Morocco 228 

Sweden 203 

Luxembourg 196 

Argentina 184 
Total top 20 countries 9 519 

Total 173 countries 15 034 

% of total top 20 to all countries 63% 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet  
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Annex 2 - The top 20 most costly countries for missions (in EUR k) 

Country Cost  

United States 1 600.63 

Mexico 777.76 

Germany 687.52 

China 615.63 

Japan 587.29 

United Kingdom 526.46 

Belgium 515.46 

Argentina 504.59 

Korea 465.75 

Italy 403.06 

Switzerland 387.21 

Costa Rica 309.87 

India 308.36 

France 302.80 

Kazakhstan 270.00 

Brazil 262.94 

Indonesia 255.05 

Thailand 233.11 

Spain 232.88 

Canada 230.59 

Total (top 20 countries) 9 476.96 

Total (156 countries) 15 528.47 

Top 20 vs. all countries (%) 61.03% 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet 

  



C(2018)94/PART2/ADD2/VOL2 │ 27 
 

AUDIT OF THE MISSION COSTS OF THE OECD 
For Official Use 

Annex 3 - The 20 most visited cities 

City Number of missions  

Brussels                 1 402  
London                   716  
Berlin                   467  
Geneva                   381  
Rome                   349  
Washington D.C.                   342  
Vienna                   233  
Lisbon                   225  
Mexico City                   225  
New York                   219  
Seoul                   213  
Beijing                   204  
Tokyo                   197  
Madrid                   197  
Luxembourg                   196  
Buenos Aires                   164  
Bonn                   160  
Tunis                   159  
Rabat                   157  
Paris                   154  
Total top 20 cities                 6 360  
Total 839 cities                15 034  
% of total missions 42% 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet 
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Annex 4 - The top 20 most costly cities for missions (in EUR k) 

Location Cost  

Washington D.C. 684.55 

Mexico City 594.03 

Tokyo 523.83 

Brussels 505.91 

Beijing 487.81 

Buenos Aires 473.39 

Seoul 416.17 

New York 406.08 

London 391.60 

San José 309.87 

Berlin 293.63 

Geneva 267.72 

Jakarta 236.61 

Bangkok 233.11 

New Delhi 229.47 

Rome 226.41 

Astana 192.23 

Santiago 190.89 

Vienna 171.73 

San Francisco 170.01 
Cost of the top 20 cities 7 005.05 

Cost of 478 cities 15 528.47 

% top 20 45.11% 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet 
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Annex 5 - The 20 longest missions in 2017 

Directorate Country 
Duration in 

days 

ITF United States 36 

GRS Indonesia, Philippines, Myanmar, Singapore, Laos 28 

IEA New Zealand, Australia 27 

GRS Indonesia, Philippines, Laos, Myanmar, Singapore 27 

GRS Indonesia, Myanmar, Cambodia, Vietnam, Malaysia 24 

TAD Australia, Singapore 22 

TAD France, United States, Netherlands 21 

TAD Australia, Singapore 21 

DAF Mexico 20 

DAF Mexico 20 

CTPA Italy 20 

IEA Argentina 19 

EDU United Kingdom, United States, Singapore, Malaysia, 
China 

19 

GOV Canada 19 

DAF Portugal 19 

GRS Thailand, Indonesia, Vietnam, Cambodia, Malaysia 19 

IEA Australia 19 

DAF Saudi Arabia, Oman 18 

DAF Panama, Costa Rica, Colombia, Panama 18 

SLA (EXD/CSI) Germany 18 

Source: “Missions by Country” spreadsheet 
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Annex 6 - Ranking of Directorates by average number of missions per FTE in 2017 

Rank Directorate Number of missions FTE Missions/FTE 

1 SIGMA 455 40 11.31 

2 CFE 595 79 7.53 

3 GOV 1 199 182 6.58 

4 ITF 332 58 5.71 

5 CTPA 818 146 5.60 

6 ELS 797 156 5.11 

7 DAF 1 061 211 5.02 

8 GRS 575 115 4.98 

9 IEA 1 181 242 4.89 

10 SAH 78 16 4.87 

11 SGE 517 108 4.77 

12 DCD 492 121 4.06 

13 ENV 530 133 4.00 

14 STI 498 127 3.93 

15 NEA 439 114 3.85 

16 DEV 420 115 3.66 

17 TAD 427 121 3.53 

18 SDD 321 93 3.44 

19 EDU 641 191 3.36 

20 ECO 527 171 3.09 

21 ISRP 108 39 2.75 

22 PAC 293 162 1.81 

23 ADP 9 8 1.19 

24 AAPOCAD 1 1 1.09 

25 EXD 321 495 0.65 

26 Not allocated* 18 15 1.22  
TOTAL 12 654 3 259 3.88 

*BIAC, SLI and TUAC 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet and “Staff FTE” file.  
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Annex 7 - The 20 highest net DSAs in 2017 (in euros) 

Position Grade Number of missions Directorate Net DSA 

Economist A3 29 DAF 27 348,31 

9 senior managers* A6 to S3 36.33 ns 22 551,48 

Regional co-ordinator  A3 15 SDD 17 712,86 

Project manager A3 16 ITF 16 910,91 

Head of division A4 18 DAF 19 497,21 

Deputy head of division A4 19 CTPA 17 795,07 

Senior policy advisor A4 31 SIGMA 16 008,99 

Head of unit A5 24 SGE 21 310,99 

Head of division A5 22 NEA 18 063,80 

Head of division A5 21 GOV 17 799,33 

Head of division A5 13 NEA 16 079,88 

Executive Secretary A5 20 DAF 15 951,03 
TOTAL 

 
555* 

 
407 441,69* 

*The figures for the 9 senior managers combined are an average. The totals, however, take into account the 

total number of 327 missions and corresponding DSAs of EUR 202 963.48. 

Source: “Mission Statistics” and “Missions by Country” spreadsheets 
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Annex 8 - The 20 highest number of authorisations granted in 2017 

(in euros) 

Number of 
missions 

Directorate Reimbursements  
Number of 

authorisations 
% of 

cases 

45 SGE 7 652 26 57.78 
40 SGE 10 222 24 60.00 
35 IEA 8 821 23 65.71 
30 NEA 5 956 22 73.33 
47 CTPA 3 802 21 44.68 
24 SGE 7 290 18 75.00 
30 DEV 3 057 17 56.67 
25 GOV 2 785 17 68.00 
21 ECO 1 984 17 80.95 
38 ECO 4 368 16 42.11 
45 EDU 2 896 15 33.33 
29 GRS 5 760 15 51.72 
24 STI 1 003 14 58.33 
22 IEA 1 868 14 63.64 
19 GRS 1 885 14 73.68 
24 GOV 3 164 13 54.17 
20 DAF 3 673 13 65.00 
25 GOV 637 12 48.00 
23 CTPA 1 824 12 52.17 
22 NEA 2 374 12 54.55 

588 
 

            81 021 335 56.97 

Source: “Mission Statistics” spreadsheet.  

 


