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WHO Executive Board 130th session 

Agenda point 5: WHO Reform - Governance 

Final 17-01-2012 

 

 

 

I am speaking on behalf of the EU and its Member States. 

 

Let me start by thank the WHO Secretariat for the work done to further the important debate on 

governance, which is central to the reform agenda. At the EB Special Session a number of im-

portant decisions concerning governance were taken. We would like to stress the agreed princi-

ples on the strategic role of the Executive Board with regards to limiting the number and 

strengthening the content of resolutions. This should be done by developing and using a stand-

ard framework and replacing formal resolutions where appropriate, with a summary of discus-

sions or by agreed conclusions etc. There seemed to be support among member states to further 

explore these options. We would like this to be included in our further reform discussions  

 

Now let me provide you with some specific comments. 

 

Firstly, concerning the revised terms of reference for the PBAC. At the EB Special Session we 

agreed that the PBAC should be strengthened, in order to oversee the monitoring and evaluation 

of programmatic and financial implementation at all three levels of the Organization. We are not 

convinced that the proposed slightly revised terms of reference will be sufficient to achieve this. 

 

We would like to see a number of amendments to the terms of reference, including a more spe-

cific definition of the objective of the committee, criteria and rules for selection of members 

which could possibly also include non EB members, guidance for new members and interactive 

dialogue between PBAC, IEOAC and audit bodies. Including non EB-members would require a 

change of the EB rules of procedure.  

 

Further, we would like to stress the importance of improved quality and timing of reports to 

enhance the role of PBAC.  

 

Secondly, concerning the revised timeline for meetings of the governing bodies we support the 

idea of separating PBAC from EB in order to give sufficient time for adequate consideration of 

the work of PBAC.  

 

The EU thinks that we might consider a more radical approach to the question of timelines that 

not only focuses on rescheduling the PBAC and EB meetings, but which looks at the timing of 

all government body meetings to enable both the Secretariat and Member States to prepare for 

the meetings in an optimal way and with a view to enable a consistent budgetary and planning 

cycle. An option might be to start with meetings of the Regional Committees in January which 

would have a first debate on the proposed budget. This could be followed by meetings of PBAC 

and EB during the spring. The final adoption of the budget could then be at the WHA in autumn 

which could be followed by a substantive EB session. This sequence would allow for the adop-

tion of budgets closer to the implementation date.  

 

Considerations should be given to the overall Geneva schedule when deciding upon a specific 

timelines. 

 

The EU is ready to consider a more substantive agenda for the EB Session following the WHA 

– be it in May or in the autumn – if the session is adding meaningful content and remains effi-

cient. We suggest that this EB session could focus on monitoring and oversight giving adequate 
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consideration to progress reports, follow up on evaluations and dialogue with key partnerships. 

This would leave the first EB session with a more strategic focus. 

 

Thirdly, we welcome the proposals for increased alignment between regional and global levels 

and harmonization between Regional Committees. We are concerned, however, that more is 

needed in terms of addressing organizational alignment. We would like to see more proposals 

on organizational alignment particularly with regard to regions.  

 

Finally, the EU welcomes the proposals to review and update the principles governing relations 

with NGO’s as well as the development of a framework to guide interaction with the private, 

for-profit sector and non-for profit philanthropic organisations.  

 

As regards the involvement of civil society and NGO’s both at national level and with the Sec-

retariat we encourage WHO to work on guidelines for relations with NGO’s and civil society 

which set clear and undisputable principles for involvement. In the further reform work we 

would ask for this issue to be looked at bearing in mind the 2002 Civil society report. We 

should at the same time keep in mind the importance of protecting the credibility and independ-

ence of WHO. 

 

As regards partnerships, we support involving the Executive Board directly in the oversight of 

partnerships as this would bring significant improvements in relation to clarity and transparen-

cy.  

 

Mr. Chairman, 

We attach great importance to an inclusive process on governance. These were our overall re-

marks on the proposals presented to us on this issue. In light of the comments made by other 

member states on these important issues the EU is ready to engage in constructive dialogue on 

how to further our work and reach good and consolidated decisions.      

 

Thank you. 
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