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SECOND MEETING 

 

Thursday, 19 May 2011, at 09:20 

 

Chairman: Dr M.T. VALENZUELA (Chile) 

 

 

 

1. FIRST REPORT OF COMMITTEE B (Document  A64/55 (Draft)) 

Mr TUITAMA LEAO TUITAMA (Samoa), Rapporteur, read out the draft first report of 

Committee B.  

The report was adopted. 

 

 

 

2. FINANCIAL MATTERS: Item 17 of the Agenda 

Appointment of the External Auditor: Item 17.8 of the Agenda (Documents A64/35 and A64/35 

Corr.1) 

At the invitation of the CHAIRMAN, who said that she took it that the Committee wished to 

proceed as in previous elections of the External Auditor, Mr BURCI (Legal Counsel) outlined the 

process of presenting candidatures and voting by secret ballot. 

 

The CHAIRMAN noted that, as indicated in document A64/35 Corr.1, the Auditor-General of 

Ghana had withdrawn his candidature for the post of External Auditor. The five remaining candidates, 

nominated by France, Germany, Malaysia, the Philippines and Spain, were to be considered by the 

Health Assembly for the position of External Auditor.  

Mr PELLET (France) drew attention to Attachment 3 of document A64/35 Corr.1, which 

contained an updated version of Annex 8.In order to ensure a fair comparison, it should be noted that 

the offer of the French Court of Audit included 36 auditing months at WHO headquarters, regional 

offices and associated entities and an additional 30 months at the Court of Audit in Paris, which were 

not mentioned in the Annex. Thus, the total offer consisted of 66 auditing months.   

The CHAIRMAN invited the candidates to make their personal presentations to the Committee. 

Mr PICHON (France), on behalf of the First President of the French Court of Audit, Mr Didier 

Migaud, presented his proposal for the post of External Auditor. Mr Migaud's extensive experience in 

public financing had given him a clear understanding of WHO Member States' expectations with 

regard to the work of the External Auditor, which included the principle of sincerity in accounting, 

financial control and measures to ensure more efficient management. Such understanding would be 

pertinent in view of WHO's double challenge: to meet the growing global health needs and to 

guarantee funding for its priorities. 

The judicial status of members of the Court of Audit guaranteed the independence of their 

audits and recommendations. The Court intervened extensively in the health sector and certified the 

accounts of the social security administration. Its mandate had been extended following the budgetary 

reforms of 2001, which bore certain similarities to the Director-General's reform programme for 
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improving WHO’s management. The Court's role as External Auditor would be to promote reform, by 

verifying procedures, ensuring the sincerity of the accounts, providing accurate information on the 

financial state of the Organization, conducting risk assessment and, where necessary, giving advice.  

Although the Court would remain totally independent and would not seek to interfere with the 

day-to-day running of the Organization, it would nevertheless maintain dialogue with the Secretariat. 

The Court’s extensive experience with other international organizations would enable it to make a 

significant contribution to modernizing the Organization, sharing best practices and ensuring 

compliance with the strictest international standards. The Court complied with international auditing 

standards, such as those set by the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions, and 

played an active role in developing those standards. The Court had also been involved in setting the 

International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS), with which WHO would have to comply 

as of 2012. The Court's candidature took into account the difficulties that WHO would face during the 

transition to that system, and the Court would assist WHO in making the necessary changes, as it had 

done for other international organizations. The Court would ensure continuity through close contact 

with the outgoing External Auditor. It had a large, well-qualified staff and maintained close links with 

other supreme auditing institutions. Experienced colleagues from Bangladesh, Indonesia, Morocco and 

Tunisia regularly collaborated with its teams of auditors. 

The French proposal represented particularly good value for money and a high-quality service, 

as the audit fee covered only the Court's costs for audits carried out on-site at WHO headquarters and 

did not include the supporting work in Paris, estimated at about 30 auditing months per year.  

Mr HAUSER (Germany) said that one of the merits of the German offer was the long track 

record of the Supreme Audit Institution (Bundesrechnungshof) in auditing United Nations 

organizations, with field work in many parts of the world. Members of the Institution had chaired the 

United Nations Panel of External Auditors and its technical group since 2008. 

He recalled that the term of office of the current WHO External Auditor would end just before 

the accounts were to be certified under IPSAS for first time. The Institution's staff was experienced in 

making such transitions. It had invited key IPSAS staff from India to join the German team during the 

first year, in order to guarantee a smooth handover. The staff of the Institution understood the 

challenge for WHO of implementing both its reform programme and the changeover to IPSAS and 

proposed to meet that challenge jointly with the Organization. 

The proposed German audit approach was proactive, going beyond compliance and value for 

money. It would also include constructive recommendations to prevent unnecessary expenditure and 

to meet goals more efficiently. The aim was to ensure that savings were made before any money was 

spent, by examining auditing issues before projects and programmes were implemented. The approach 

depended on an excellent working relationship with the client, which was based on trust and respect 

for the client’s concerns, and included extensive reporting. 

The auditing team consisted of an Audit Director, who had been part of the United Nations 

IPSAS Task Force, three audit managers and about 20 auditors, providing expertise in the fields of 

law, accountancy, economics, information technology, and engineering; it would therefore be able to 

cover all WHO activities. As the team was based in Bonn, it could carry out regular missions at WHO 

headquarters, with some members operating in Geneva. In order to add value to the proposal, the 

Institution had also submitted an application to audit PAHO. 

The German proposal was comprehensive and based exclusively on the recovery of direct costs. 

In addition to 54 auditing months in Geneva or in the field, it offered an additional 20 months for 

analytical and preparatory work in Bonn, for a total of 1480 auditing days per year.  

Dr CHONG Kee Kheong (Malaysia), speaking on behalf of Mr Ambrin Buang, the Auditor-

General of Malaysia, described his qualifications for the post of External Auditor. He had extensive 

experience in the public sector, including as Secretary-General of the Ministry of Education. Having 

been appointed Auditor-General of Malaysia in 2006, he had introduced several changes, including the 
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introduction of a special audit sector within a departmental restructuring programme in 2008 and a 

"financial management accountability index" for ministries, departments and agencies responsible for 

managing public funds. He had been a member of the Governing Board of the Asian Organization of 

Supreme Audit Institutions and was involved in the work of the International Organization of Supreme 

Audit Institutions.  

Ms PULIDA-TAN (Philippines) described her current role as Chairperson of the Philippine 

Commission on Audit, an independent constitutional body, as well as her previous experience as 

Commissioner of Good Government, Under-Secretary of Finance and consultant to development 

agencies and other partners. She also described the professional experience and core competences of 

her two commissioners, who had worked for many years in both the public and private sectors and 

with United Nations agencies.  

The Commission on Audit had extensive experience in auditing international bodies. It also had 

close links with other auditing bodies, as a member of the Panel of External Auditors of the United 

Nations, the specialized agencies and IAEA and the International Organization of Supreme Audit 

Institutions, and was a founding member of the Asian Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions. The 

Commission's collaborative activities with those bodies included standard-setting and exchanges of 

best practices. 

The Commission would put together an audit team comprising highly qualified auditors who 

were fluent in both spoken and written English and had training and experience in working with the 

United Nations system and international development agencies. It would therefore be familiar with the 

resource planning systems of United Nations agencies. As State-run companies in the Philippines 

already used IPSAS, the auditing team would also be familiar with the International Financial 

Reporting Standards and IPSAS systems. 

The Commission’s auditing approach consisted of four stages. The first involved defining 

expectations, in order to achieve established goals in line with the mandate and vision of WHO. The 

preparatory work would involve collaboration with the Internal Auditor. The planning stage involved 

understanding WHO and its operations, processes and information systems in order to identify and 

prioritize risks; that analysis would define the types of audits required. The implementation stage 

included continuous assessment of risk management strategies, managing residual audit risks and 

reducing them to an acceptable level, and assessing the vulnerability of programmes. The final stage, 

the communication of audit results and follow-up, would go beyond the submission of audit reports: 

the Commission would prepare specific risk-mitigation measures, provide other value-added 

recommendations, measure satisfaction and ensure the follow-up of audit recommendations.  

The scope of the proposed external audit services would conform with that defined in WHO's 

Financial Regulations and other relevant documents. The risk-based audit approach of the 

Commission on Audit complied with standards set by the International Organization of Supreme Audit 

Institutions and constituted best practice with regard to value-for-money audits. WHO could be 

confident that the approach would not only be in line with its reform agenda but would also include 

steps to track the mobilization and implementation of resources and recommendations on measures to 

mitigate risk. 

The proposal represented good value for money. It included 21 auditing months at the 

Commission’s headquarters in Manila, covering a multi-level review and a range of other services.  

Ms DE LA FUENTE and Ms FERNANDEZ ESPINOSA (Spain), on behalf of Mr Manuel 

Núñez Pérez, President of the Spanish Court of Audit, jointly presented his proposal for the post of 

External Auditor. Both the Court of Audit and its President were committed to serving the field of 

health, Mr Núñez Pérez having served as Minister of Health and having attended many WHO 

meetings.  
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One of the Court’s main assets was its independence, which was vital to ensure impartial, 

objective work. The Spanish Constitution had granted the Court of Audit a broad mandate, covering 

accounts for the entire public sector, and it undertook all types of auditing, including compliance, 

performance and management systems. One of the Court’s seven departments, which dealt exclusively 

with health, had submitted some 15 reports on health-related issues in the previous year. The Court of 

Audit had highly qualified staff and a strict code of professional ethics. The institution’s procedures 

complied with the standards set by the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions. The 

Court recognized the importance of establishing a good relationship with the auditee and had extensive 

experience of reporting, which involved providing not only opinions on the financial state of a body, 

but also recommendations for improving administrative and legislative practices. 

The Spanish Court of Audit had a wealth of experience at the international level, within the 

framework of the International Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions, the European Organization 

of Supreme Audit Institutions and the Organization of Latin American and Caribbean Supreme Audit 

Institutions. It was also involved in the setting of both national and international auditing standards 

and had carried out audits for several international organizations 

In the Court’s view, the main aim of the audit and subsequent recommendations was to improve 

the administration of the Organization. Its offer comprised 82 auditing months, 26 of which would be 

spent at WHO headquarters and the regional offices, covering all six offices over the course of four 

years. The Court considered that 82 auditing months would be sufficient for an organization the size of 

WHO. The team would consist of 10 highly qualified auditors, with wide international experience and 

knowledge of languages, managed by a coordinator and supported by officials of the Court with 

respect in particular to information technology.  

The proposal was highly competitive and concordant with WHO's Financial Regulations. The 

focus of the proposal was risk analysis, and it would be based on an audit plan that would provide 

sufficient flexibility to address unforeseen contingencies. As the Court of Audit was not a profit-

making institution, no additional daily expenses would be claimed for work done at the Court’s 

headquarters. 

The CHAIRMAN, in accordance with Rule 78 of the Rules of Procedure of the World Health 

Assembly, invited the Committee to proceed to a secret ballot to appoint the External Auditor. She 

proposed that, in order to save time, the Committee should use ballot papers on which the names of the 

countries presenting candidates were already printed in alphabetical order. 

 

It was so agreed. 

 

Ms Creelman (Australia) and Mr Van Schalkwyk (South Africa) were appointed as tellers. 

Mr BURCI (Legal Counsel), responding to a request for clarification from Dr REN Minghui 

(China), explained that ballot papers were distributed only to delegations represented at the Health 

Assembly and entitled to vote. Those Member States whose voting rights had been suspended or that 

were not represented at the current Health Assembly were Antigua and Barbuda, Belize, Central 

African Republic, Comoros, Dominica, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau, Kyrgystan,  Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 

Niue, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Seychelles, Somalia, Suriname and Tajikistan. 

 

A vote was taken by secret ballot.  

 

The result of the secret ballot was as follows: 
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Members entitled to vote 177 

Members absent 42 

Abstentions 0 

Papers null and void 0 

Members present and voting 135 

France 29 

Germany 32 

Malaysia 24 

Philippines 41 

Spain 9 

Number required for a simple majority   68 

Mr BURCI (Legal Counsel) said that, as no candidate had obtained the required majority, in 

accordance with Rule 79 of the Rules of Procedure, the second ballot to appoint the External Auditor 

would be restricted to the two candidates who had obtained the largest number of votes in the first 

ballot: those nominated by Germany and the Philippines.  

A second vote was taken by secret ballot.  

The result of the secret ballot was as follows: 

Members entitled to vote  177 

Members absent 39 

Abstentions 0 

Papers null and void 2 

Members present and voting 136 

Germany 62 

Philippines 74 

Number required for a simple majority 69 

Having obtained the required majority, the Philippines' candidate for the position of 

External Auditor was elected.  

The draft resolution contained in paragraph 8 of document A64/35, completed in 

accordance with the result of the secret ballot, was approved.
1
 

The meeting rose at 12:50. 

=     =     = 

                                                      

1 Transmitted to the Health Assembly in the Committee’s second report and adopted as resolution WHA64.23. 




