
REGIONAL COMMITTEE Provisional Agenda item 7.2 

Fifty-eighth Session SEA/RC58/12 
Colombo, Sri Lanka  
6-10 September 2005 29 July 2005 

REVIEW OF DETAILED WORKPLANS FOR  
PROGRAMME BUDGET 2006-2007 

The Regional Committee, at its fifty-seventh session, reviewed and endorsed the 
Proposed Programme Budget 2006-2007 and adopted a resolution (SEA/RC57/R2) to 
that effect. 

It will be recalled that Supplementary Intercountry Programme (ICP II) will cease to 
exist at the end of the 2004-2005 biennium. Accordingly, the Regional Director, in 
August 2004, established a Regional Working Group (RWG) on Programme Budget 
Development and Management comprising representatives from all Member States in 
the Region. The terms of reference of RWG included recommending ways and means 
of replacing the existing ICP II mechanism while, at the same time, protecting the 
ability of the Regional Office to discharge its normative functions and technical 
cooperation vis-à-vis Member States in the Region. The RWG recommended that 
multi-country initiatives would continue even after ICP II is phased out at the end of the 
2004-2005 biennium. The RWG further concluded that future multi-country initiatives 
would be managed by WHO’s country offices through joint planning and workplan 
development with Member States. 

This subject was deliberated at the 42nd Meeting of CCPDM which recommended 
that the proposed ICP II successor mechanism be pursued for 2006-2007. Documents 
SEA/PDM/Meet.42/4 and SEA/PDM/Meet.42/4.1 relating to the subject and presented 
at the meeting are attached. It was recommended that at least 5.35% of country budget 
should be earmarked for multi-country activities. Furthermore, CCPDM recommended 
that the Regional Office draw up and disseminate guidelines regarding multi-country 
activities and identify and disseminate the list of such activities which could be taken up 
in the 2006-2007 biennium. 

The total budget for the Region for 2006-2007 is US$ 357 million, compared with 
US$ 285 million for the 2004-2005 biennium, representing a 25% increase. However, 
72% of the total budget for 2006-2007 would come from Voluntary Contributions or 
extrabudgetary resources. 

The Regular budget allocation for Programme Budget 2006-2007 has been 
increased for the first time in a decade. The Fifty-eighth World Health Assembly 
approved a 4% increase in the Regular budget for 2006-2007 and, out of this budget 
increase, US$ 5.797 million will come to the South-East Asia Region. This is an 
increase of about 6.2% from the previous biennium. 
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This issue was discussed during the 42nd Meeting of CCPDM which emphasized 
that allocation of additional funds under the Regular budget should be to countries in 
greatest need. The document presented at the meeting (SEA/PDM/Meet.42/5) is 
attached. 

Significant participation by, and inputs from, the Member Countries were taken into 
consideration in formulating the detailed workplans, through detailed consultations 
between national counterparts, the WHO country offices and the Regional Office. The 
highlight was the introduction of parallel sessions during the 42nd Meeting of CCPDM 
to take forward the process of joint planning for 2006-2007 for the detailed country 
workplans. Based on these discussions at the parallel sessions, the WHO country 
offices, in consultation with ministries of health, have now further refined the country 
workplans. 

The expected results and products of the Regional Office workplans for 2006-2007 
were noted by the 42nd Meeting of CCPDM. 

The detailed workplans for the countries and the Regional Office are a culmination 
of recent developments mentioned above. Furthermore, the workplans for 2006-2007 
have been prepared in line with the strategic framework containing objectives, 
strategies, and Organization-wide Expected Results. For the first time, Regional 
Expected Results were developed and introduced within the workplans to show what 
the Region is doing for each Organization-wide Expected Result, thereby facilitating 
technical and financial support for work in countries of the Region. A special effort has 
been made in the workplans to integrate Regular budget and Voluntary Contributions. 

The detailed workplans for 2006-2007 are placed before the Regional Committee 
for its consideration and noting. 
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Agenda Item 3.1 SEA/PDM/Meet.42/4 

2 June 2005 
 

ICP-II SUCCESSOR MECHANISM 

The Supplementary Intercountry Programme (ICP II) ends in the 2006-2007 
biennium. The Director-General has taken this decision since the current 
mechanism of moving funds from countries to the Regional Office goes against 
WHO’s decentralization policy. 

On the recommendation of the 41st meeting of the Consultative Committee for 
Programme Development and Management, the Regional Director, in August 2004, 
established a Regional Working Group (RWG) on Programme Budget Development 
and Management comprising representatives from all Member States in the Region. 
The terms of reference of the RWG were confirmed by the 57th Session of the 
Regional Committee. It included recommending ways and means of replacing the 
existing ICP-II mechanism while, at the same time, protecting the ability of the 
Regional Office to discharge its normative functions and technical cooperation vis-
à-vis Member States in the Region. 

The RWG recommended that multi-country initiatives would continue even if ICP II 
is phased out at the end of the 2004-2005 biennium. The RWG further concluded 
that future multi-country initiatives would be managed by WHO’s country offices, 
through joint planning and workplan development with the Member States.  

The challenge now is to see how the WHO country offices identify the multi-country 
activities through joint planning with Member States in order to reflect them in the 
country workplans for 2006-2007. The Secretariat, based on the recommendations 
of the Working Group, have developed guidelines for the ICP II successor 
mechanism to generate ideas for multi-country activities and their planning and 
monitoring mechanisms. 

Recommendations are sought from the delegates on the guidelines for the  
ICP II successor mechanism. 

Forty-second Meeting of the Consultative Committee 
ffoorr  PPrrooggrraammmmee  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  aanndd  MMaannaaggeemmeenntt,,  

DDhhaakkaa,,  BBaannggllaaddeesshh,,  55--77  JJuullyy  22000055 
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1. Background 

The ICP II mechanism, first initiated in the 1996-1997 biennium, currently covers 14 content 
areas with an overall budgetary allocation of $3.62 million. During the last few biennia, ICP II 
has provided the main source of funding for programme activities at the Regional Office level. 

Notwithstanding the fact that SEAR already has 75% of its regular budget allocated to countries 
(the highest among the six WHO regions), the Director-General stated that the ICP II 
mechanism must end since moving funds from countries to the regional level goes against 
WHO’s decentralization policy. 

On the recommendation of the 41st meeting of the Consultative Committee for Programme 
Development and Management (CCPDM), the Regional Director established, in August 2004, a 
Regional Working Group (RWG) on Programme Budget Development comprising 
representatives from all Member States in the Region.  The terms of reference of the RWG were 
confirmed by the 57th session of the Regional Committee. It included, recommending ways and 
means of replacing the existing ICP II mechanism, while, at the same time, protecting the ability 
of the Regional Office to discharge its normative functions and technical cooperation vis-à-vis 
Member States in the Region. 

Since then, the Working Group has met three times. 

2. Conclusions of the Regional Working Group 

The Working Group concluded that the criteria currently guiding multi-country activities would 
continue to apply and they should: 

• Reflect a high priority health problem of common concern and build upon priorities noted 
in the Country Cooperation Strategies; 

• Provide benefits to two or more countries; 

• Develop partnerships, build institutional capacity and promote networking; 

• Facilitate technical cooperation; 

• Facilitate and assist in the formulation of national policy; 

• Help mobilize additional resources; 

• Be complementary and provide synergies with country programmes; 

• Not overlap (duplicate) with other regional/intercountry initiatives. 

It further concluded: 

• That the Regional Director’s decision to replace ICP II should be seen as an opportunity 
to strengthen countries’ capacity. 

• That some form of intercountry facility was still required to address issues of regional 
solidarity and for the purpose of improving the health situation in the Region. 

• That the main difference between the existing ICP II mechanism and its future 
replacement was one of country implementation. 

 

 

 



SEA/PDM/Meet.42/4 
Page 2 

 
3. Recommendations of the Regional Working Group 

The Working Group’s recommendations to the Regional Director were as follows: 

• That the percentage reserved within each country budget for multi-country activities 
should be at least at the current level of 5.35%, possibly higher. 

• That future multi-country activities could be managed through WHO’s country offices, in 
consultation and agreement with ministries of health, and through joint planning and 
workplan development. As such, a certain freedom should be given in deciding from 
where technical services should be provided during implementation (e.g. from the 
Regional Office, collaborating centres, national institutions or from external experts). 

• That the decision on which country, or the Regional Office on request from countries, 
should take lead responsibility for a certain initiative would depend on several factors, 
e.g. willingness to assume responsibility; expertise of the country; its capacity; and 
equity in the distribution of projects. 

4. Terminology and Definition for the New Mechanism 

Multi-country activities (MCA) are activities that benefit two or more countries such as 
intercountry meetings, a common assessment and training sessions involving multiple countries 
or a consultant to provide services to several countries.   

Implementation of MCAs involves several WHO offices working together to implement activities 
more efficiently than each doing them separately.  This includes activities conducted in the 
Regional Office but benefiting several countries such as the development of a protocol, 
operational guidelines or survey instrument to be used by several countries.  A more ambitious 
set of MCA might be a series of cross-border activities involving two or more countries with 
specific objectives, possibly forming an expected result. 

MCAs do not include activities commonly referred to as ad hoc, horizontal collaboration where 
staff from one country visits another country for a special assignment.  It also does not include 
fellowships where national officials from one country attend a fellowship programme in a second 
country.  It also does not include study tours unless these are in the context of a common 
objective benefiting several countries.  For example, several countries might develop an MCA 
programme for strengthening district health systems.  In the context of implementing this 
programme, there might be exchange visits to see developments in another country.  

The use of WHO collaborating centres is strongly encouraged in the implementation of MCAs.  
However, the basic principle of more than one country benefiting should be preserved.  For 
example, if a collaborating centre from one country were asked to assist another country, this 
would not benefit both countries and thus not be a MCA.  However, if the collaborating centre 
were participating in activities benefiting several countries, this would be an MCA. 

The use of MCA activities outside of SEAR can only be done with special permission and in 
unusual circumstances.  MCA with countries in other regions would include activities among 
Mekong countries or between DPR Korea and its neighbours.  Special permission from the 
Regional Office is needed for MCA with countries outside SEAR.  
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5. Guidelines for Multi-country Activities (MCA) 

Development of Multi-country Activity Proposals 

All MCAs must be budgeted in country workplans, not in the workplans of the Regional Office, 
since funds for the same are from country budgets.  The expected results, products and 
activities of MCAs can be noted in Regional Office workplans without budgets.   

While countries fund MCA in their workplans, MCAs are developed in two ways.  First, countries 
communicate with one another to develop a common programme of joint interest.  In the 
example shown in Figure 1, cross-border activities are developed among three countries.  
During this process between countries, Regional Advisers can be brought in to assist as shown 
in the second path in this figure. 

The second major approach is for the Regional Advisers (RAs) in SEARO to develop possible 
MCAs and present these to interested countries.  For example, the RA might propose a multi-
country meeting on a particular topic of interest to countries, develop a training course for 
country participation or employ a consultant to provide services to several countries.  The 
Regional Expected Result (RER) matrix, showing the results from each country by Area of 
Work, should be used to identify common results in the countries.  An example of this approach 
is shown in Figure 2. 

Whichever approach is used, those countries and RAs who develop innovative and attractive 
MCA proposals and effective ways of negotiations are likely to receive most of the MCA funds.  
MCA topics and proposals should be discussed during regional consultations or country visits, 
in order to facilitate the negotiation process with countries. 

Countries are encouraged to give priority to MCAs in respect of AOW that have limited access 
to voluntary contributions. 

Inclusion of Multi-country Activities in Workplans 

MCAs must be included in the country workplans as activities, products or office-specific 
expected results (OSER) depending on the MCA proposals.  As with all elements of workplans, 
MCAs must be put in the appropriate AOW to which they will contribute.   

There are two general mechanisms for including MCAs in workplans.  The first involves the 
countries working together to divide up the costs of a specific MCA.  The actual travel cost of 
the country participants, plus an agreed organizational fee to cover common costs, are 
budgeted in those counties attending a regional meeting.   For more complicated MCAs (such 
as a series of cross-border activities), activities implemented by each country are included in 
their workplans.  In this way, the costs of an MCA are assigned to workplans in several 
countries.   

A second mechanism is to put the detailed workplan in one country or the Regional Office.  For 
example, five countries want the Regional Office to develop guidelines for district surveillance 
systems.  Once the participating countries agree to the details of the MCA and the cost to each, 
all activities are shown in the Regional Office workplans under the appropriate AOW, noting that 
this is an MCA.  Each country then shows this as one activity, such as “MCA activity to support 
the development of guidelines for district surveillance systems by the Regional Office”, along 
with the budget showing its share of the regional costs.  The same type of budgeting could be 
used for one country to include the entire workplan for an MCA with participating countries 
showing their contribution with a one-activity line in their budgets. 
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For both mechanisms, those participating in an MCA will select one person, either a WR or an 
RA, to lead this MCA.  The budget details should appear in the workplan of the appointed WR or 
RA. 

Figure 1: Example of a multi-country activity developed between country offices 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MMyyaannmmaarr  ooffffiiccee  wwaannttss  ccrroossss--bboorrddeerr  
aaccttiivviittiieess  wwiitthh  TThhaaiillaanndd  aanndd  BBaannggllaaddeesshh  

TTrriippaarrttiittee  ccoonnttaaccttss  bbeettwweeeenn  WWRR  TThhaaiillaanndd,,  WWRR  MMyyaannmmaarr  aanndd  WWRR  
BBaannggllaaddeesshh  ttoo  eessttaabblliisshh  aa  jjooiinntt  pprrooggrraammmmee  oonn  ccrroossss--bboorrddeerr  iissssuueess  ––  

sseett  oobbjjeeccttiivveess  aanndd  bbrrooaadd  aaccttiivv iittiieess  oouuttlliinneedd  

The three WRs mutually decide who should take the lead in this initiative –  
(i) Either a WR is identified to take the lead, or  
(ii) SEARO is requested to identify a Regional Adviser 

The selected WR will coordinate in 
• Developing a joint programme 
• Finalizing the activities 
• Identifying the budget 

The three countries mutually decide how 
the overall budget is to be distributed 

Each of the three countries includes 
products and activities (noted as MCA) in 
their workplans related to common project 

document. Funds are shown as RB. 

Funds will be blocked for this MCA and the 
selected WR will coordinate implementation 

and monitor the programme. 
 

RA is identified and he/she will 
• Develop a joint programme 
• Finalize the activities 
• Identify the budget 
• Suggest apportionment of the 

budget to the three WRs 

Once agreed each of the three 
countries includes products and 
activities (noted as MCA) in their 

workplans related to common project 
document. Funds are shown as RB. 

Funds will be blocked for this MCA 
and RA will coordinate implementation 

and monitor the programme. 



SEA/PDM/Meet.42/4 
Page 5 

 

 

Figure 2: Example of a multi-country activity developed by a Regional Adviser 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

RRAA  nnootteess  ffrroomm  tthhee  RREERR  mmaattrriixx  tthhaatt  sseevveenn  ccoouunnttrriieess  hhaavvee  
rreessuullttss  rreellaatteedd  ttoo  NNaatt iioonnaall  HHeeaalltthh  AAccccoouunnttss  ((NNHHAA))  

RRAA  pprrooppoosseess  aa  ppoossssiibbllee  MMCC AA  ttoo  tthheessee  sseevveenn  ccoouunnttrriieess  iinncclluuddiinngg::  
((11))  TTrraaiinniinngg  oonn  pprriivvaattee  sseeccttoorr  ddaattaa  ffoorr  NNHHAA,,  

((22))  CCoonnssuullttaanntt  ttoo  aassssiisstt  wwiitthh  pprriivvaattee  sseeccttoorr  ddaattaa  aanndd  NNHHAA,,  
((33))  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  gguuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  ccoolllleeccttiinngg  pprriivvaattee  sseeccttoorr  ddaattaa  ffoorr  NNHHAA  

CCoouunnttrriieess  sseelleecctt  gguuiiddeelliinneess  aass  tthhee  bbeesstt  MMCCAA..  RRAA  
ddeevveellooppss  pprrooppoossaall  aanndd  bbuuddggeett  ffoorr  ddeevveellooppiinngg  

gguuiiddeelliinneess  aanndd  ccoosstt  ppeerr  ccoouunnttrryy  

SSiixx  ccoouunnttrriieess  aaggrreeee  ttoo  ffuunndd  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  
gguuiiddeelliinneess  aanndd  iinncclluuddee  tthhiiss  aass  aann  aaccttiivviittyy  iinn  
tthheeiirr  wwoorrkkppllaann  wwiitthh  bbuuddggeett   nnootteedd  aass  MMCC AA..  

TThheeyy  aaggrreeee  tthhaatt  RRAA  wwiill ll  ccoooorrddiinnaattee  tthhee  
iimmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  ooff  tthhiiss  MMCCAA..  

RRAA  ppuuttss  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  gguuiiddeelliinneess  iinn  RROO  wwoorrkkppllaann  
nnoottiinngg  iitt  iiss  aann  MMCCAA  aaccttiivv iittyy  ffuunnddeedd  bbyy  ccoouunnttrriieess..  NNoo  ffuunnddss  

aarree  sshhoowwnn  iinn  RROO  bbuuddggeett  ffoorr  tthhiiss..  
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Budget for Multi-country Activities 

In the past, each country turned over 5.35% of its country regular budget to the Regional Office 
to implement the ICP II projects.  Automatically, this 5.35% will now revert to the countries.  The 
actual amounts are shown in Table 1 with a total of $3,734,000 available for ICP II during the 
2004-2005 biennium. 

Table 1: Net country budgets (RB) and amounts contributed 
by countries to ICP-II, 2004-2005 

Country  
Net country 

Budget 
ICP II at 

2004/2005 level 

Bangladesh 10,502,000 594,000 

Bhutan 2,051,000 116,000 

DPR Korea 3,064,000 173,000 

India 12,995,000 736,000 

Indonesia 9,362,000 530,000 

Maldives 1,953,000 111,000 

Myanmar 6,871,000 389,000 

Nepal 7,976,000 451,000 

Sri Lanka 4,556,000 258,000 

Thailand 5,234,000 296,000 

Timor Leste 1,420,000 80,000 

Total 65,984,000 3,734,000 

 

As noted in the background to the working paper, the Working Group recommended that multi-
country activities receive at least as much funds as ICP II.  Therefore, this is the minimum total 
for each country in the Region.  As pointed out, funds for MCAs cannot be used for other 
activities, thus each country should budget the amounts shown here or higher if they want.  
Funds should be shown in the RB column of the workplan but clearly marked as MCA activities 
in the workplans.  In addition, each country should prepare a summary sheet (Annex 1) listing 
the MCA by each area of work. 

As can be seen from Table 1, there is great variation in the amounts for MCA in each country.  
For example, Timor-Leste has only $80,000 to budget for MCA while India has $736,000.  In 
some cases, small countries might not have staff available to participate in MCAs such as 
intercountry meetings, but they may need more funds for MCAs within the country.  In the spirit 
of solidarity, MCA plans involving several countries might divide costs to favour countries with 
limited budgets rather than by actual cost.  These mechanisms will help avoid a shortage of 
funds in some countries and surplus funds in others.  The Planning Unit in the Regional Office 
may also adjust the distribution of MCA costs between countries to balance overall budget 
surpluses and shortages. 
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Mechanism for Implementing Multi-country Activities 

One person (WR or RA) will be appointed to manage each activity, even though several 
countries participate.  This person is nominated by the group and is responsible for all aspects 
of implementation, including the release of funds for any obligation, unless actual country costs 
are budgeted separately in several countries.  In this case, the responsible person will 
coordinate country implementation.   

The responsible person will monitor MCA implementation, initiative programme changes and 
prepare final implementation reports.  The Regional Office will be developing a facility to monitor 
MCA in the Activity Management System. 

Evaluating Multi-country Activities 

The MCA mechanism will be reviewed in early 2007 to see how procedures are working in order 
to make provisions for MCAs in the 2008-2009 workplans.  In early 2008, there will be an overall 
assessment of MCAs with particular focus on results.  This assessment should also look at the 
efficiency gains resulting from countries working together, rather than by themselves, as this is 
the major justification for MCAs.  
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Annex 1 

MCA COUNTRY SUPPORT SHEET 

 

MCAs in Country Workplans for 2006-2007 
Country: Myanmar 

AoW S.No. 
Country 
OSER 

Number 

Description of multi-
country activity 

Amount 
(US$) 

Responsible 
Officer 

(RA or WR) 

Other 
countries 

participating 
in MCA 

CSR 1 OSER 3 Develop an integrated 
approach to manage avian 
influenza epidemics in the 
Region 

15,000 CDC/SEARO IND, THA 

 2 OSER 6 Sustain surveillance for 
SARS across the affected 
countries 

20,000 CDC/SEARO All SEAR 
countries 

Sub-total of the AoW 35,000   

MAL 1 OSER 1 Developing inputs from SEAR 
countries for the proposed 
bi-regional strategy for anti-
malarial drugs in the Mekong 
Region 

40,000 WR India BAN, IND, 
NEP 

Sub-total of the Aow 40,000   

EDM 2 OSER 4 Collaborate with other SEAR 
countries in developing a 
pharmacopoeia for traditional 
medicines 

25,000 WR 
Indonesia 

NEP, IND, 
INO, BAN, 

THA 

Sub-total of the AoW 25,000   

Total for all MCAs 100,000   

 
 




