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FIRST MEETING 

Tuesday, 4 May 1993, at 14H30 

Chairman: Mr В.М. TAITT (Barbados) 

1. ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIRMEN AND RAPPORTEUR (Rule 36): Item 21 of the Agenda (Document 
A46/38) 

The CHAIRMAN expressed gratitude for his election and welcomed all present, in particular the 
delegates of new Member States. He drew attention to the third report of the Committee on Nominations 
(document A46/38) in which Dr N. Iyambo (Namibia) and Mr Mya Than (Myanmar) were nominated for the 
offices of Vice-Chairmen of Committee В and Dr M. Hamdan (United Arab Emirates) for that of Rapporteur. 

Decision: The Committee elected Dr N. Iyambo (Namibia) and Mr Mya Than (Myanmar) as Vice-
Chairmen and Dr M. Hamdan (United Arab Emirates) as Rapporteur. 

2. ORGANIZATION OF WORK 

The CHAIRMAN, emphasizing the large number of items on the Assembly's agenda, urged members to 
be brief in their statements. Statements by representatives of other organizations of the United Nations 
system and nongovernmental organizations would be heard only after those made by delegates of Member 
States. Reminding delegates of the problems created by late submission of draft resolutions, he said it would 
be desirable for all proposals to reach the Secretariat by the end of the first week of the Health Assembly. 

Referring to the role of the representatives of the Executive Board who would participate in the work of 
the Committee in accordance with Rules 44 and 45 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, he 
emphasized that they would be conveying the views of the Board only on items dealt with by it, not those of 
their respective governments. They would notably explain the rationale behind any recommendations made by 
the Board for the Health Assembly's consideration, and provide any clarifications that might be called for in 
the course of the Committee's deliberations. 

Rules 34 to 91 of the Rules of Procedure of the World Health Assembly would govern the Committee's 
work; and he suggested that, in accordance with the Health Assembly's earlier decision, the working hours of 
the Committee should normally be from 09h00 to 12h30 and from 14h30 to 17h30. 

It was so agreed. 

3. REVIEW OF THE FINANCIAL POSITION OF THE ORGANIZATION: Item 22 of the Agenda 

INTERIM FINANCIAL REPORT ON THE ACCOUNTS OF WHO FOR 1992 AND COMMENTS 
THEREON OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD TO CONSIDER CERTAIN 
FINANCIAL MATTERS PRIOR TO THE HEALTH ASSEMBLY (Article 18(f)； Financial Regulations 
113 and 12.9): Item 22.1 of the Agenda (Resolution EB91.R21; Documents A46/16 and Add.l, A46/33 
and Corr.l and A46/34) 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the fact that item 22.1 covered both the Interim Financial Report of 
the Organization for the year 1992 and the Report of the External Auditor to the World Health Assembly 
concerning Allegations of Possible Financial Irregularities during 1992. In accordance with the General 
Committee's recommendation, he invited the Committee to consider the latter report first. 

Mr MILLER (representative of the External Auditor) said that following reports by the Organization's 
internal auditor of possible financial irregularities in the granting of contracts in the latter part of 1992，the 
Chairman of the Executive Board had called for a special report by the External Auditor to the World Health 
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Assembly on the matter. The External Auditor had consequently carried out a special audit and his report was 
contained in documents A46/33 and A46/33 Corr.l. 

Part 1 of the Report set out the specific terms of reference of the audit, which covered technical service 
contracts, computer systems control and access and travel expenditure. Part 2 gave details of the audit 
approach adopted, which had been essentially selective in nature. Regarding contracts, the examination had 
covered: non-statistical samples of contracts, both with Member States represented on the Executive Board 
and with other Member States; contracts before and after 1 June 1992, in the light of concern expressed by 
the internal auditor and the Chairman of the Executive Board; contracts with individual members of the 
Executive Board, their alternates or advisers. The audit had looked at more than 100 contracts, in order to 
reach conclusions on the circumstances of contract letting, compliance with rules and regulations, and value for 
money. Concerning computer systems control and access, the security and integrity of financial data held by 
WHO on contracts had been examined, as well as the circumstances of the restrictions on access to certain 
records imposed by the Director of Budget and Finance. Expenditure patterns on travel in general and travel 
by the Director-General had also been examined. Parts 3 to 5 of the Report set out detailed findings on all 
three issues. 

As required by the Financial Regulations, the External Auditor had sought comments and explanations 
regarding the proposed report from the Director-General, who had agreed the factual statements contained 
therein. 

From the sample examined, it had been found that six contracts (five of them with individuals or 
institutions in Member States represented on the Executive Board) showed shortcomings sufficiently serious to 
call in question the value for money obtained. Those cases had all been proposed to WHO by the contracting 
parties. Five had been funded from contributions by one Member State to WHO，s Voluntary Fund for Health 
Promotion; five cases were the responsibility of the same WHO allotment holder. A number of shortcomings 
in contract letting had been detected: inadequate scrutiny of need; lack of consideration given to alternative 
contractors; failure to establish contractors' bona fides; inappropriate forms and terms of contract; lack of 
critical review of levels of remuneration; and absence of requirements for accounting and reporting. The 
External Auditor recommended more rigorous requirements for critical scrutiny of contract proposals, 
especially those emanating from outside the Secretariat，to ensure consistency with WHO's needs and aims. 
He also recommended that WHO critically review and record the justification for expenditure in support of 
activities by an outside organization; and that it review budgets and require full income and expenditure 
statements for joint conferences, so as to assess the value of the Organization's contribution. Attention was 
drawn to the substantial and increased level of contracting with Executive Board members, alternates or 
advisers in the latter part of 1992. 

WHO traditionally followed the practice of approving temporary adviser projects proposed by the 
participants, without detailed scrutiny and without requiring reports of results as long as the applicant was of 
good standing. The External Auditor, who recommended that tight controls be established to rectify the 
weaknesses identified, had noted that the legal advice given in 1984 not to employ Executive Board members 
and to be cautious over their use as temporary advisers had not been followed, despite the acknowledged risk 
of conflict of interests. Welcoming the intention to reflect that advice in the Organization's regulations, he 
recommended that the policy be extended to include Executive Board alternates and advisers as well as 
members. In view of the importance and sensitivity of the matter, it was further recommended that contracts 
with Executive Board members be approved at Assistant Director-General level; that Board members be asked 
to register a declaration of relevant financial interests; and that payments to individual Board members be 
noted in WHO's published accounts. 

Having noted confusion and management failings in contract letting procedures and practice, resulting in 
a lack of proper controls as well as shortcomings in contract records, the External Auditor recommended the 
review and simplification of contract types and improved evaluation of contractors, with increased involvement 
of the Personnel Division in the selection and evaluation of consultants. 

Following a greatly increased incidence of contracts for media services in the latter part of 1992，it was 
recommended that a policy and strategy on media matters be established to underpin future contracting in that 
area, and that all such contracts be subject to Contract Committee review arrangements, with tendering 
wherever appropriate. 

Until now, all research contracts，whatever their size, had escaped the Contract Committee scrutiny to 
which other large contracts were subject. While welcoming WHO，s plan to improve control by setting up 
ad hoc committees to review research projects，the External Auditor's report expressed concern that 
programme managers had wide authority in the disbursement of their budgets without sufficient accountability 
to senior management; the External Auditor therefore recommended that programme managers be made 
directly accountable for their operations to their Assistant Directors-General. It was also recommended that 
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stronger arrangements be made for review and approval of contracts, for example by lowering the level at 
which contracts were referred to the Contract Committee for review. 

Regarding computer systems control and access，the External Auditor had found and had removed 
restrictions on audit access to certain computer records and inquiry facilities. He was satisfied from detailed 
checks and reconstructed data that the accounting records were reliable for auditing purposes. Expressing his 
continuing concern that applications programmers and the data base administrator had unnecessarily wide and 
unsupervised access to live data, the External Auditor recommended that WHO establish and document a 
proper security policy for its computer operations. 

From the examination of travel expenditure, the External Auditor was satisfied that staff travel patterns 
did not vary significantly from year to year. The Director-General's travel costs, however, had consistently and 
over several years risen significantly in excess of the approved programme budget. It was recommended that 
more realistic and justified budgeting be applied，to ensure travel commensurate with WHO's needs and 
priorities. Regarding Executive Board travel, the audit had revealed that resolution WHA30.10 on the class of 
travel to be reimbursed had not been observed in all cases, and more specifically that using contributions to its 
Voluntary Health Fund, WHO had reimbursed special, more generous than normal, travel arrangements for 
some Executive Board members travelling to the International Conference on Nutrition in Rome in December 
1992. It was therefore recommended that resolution WHA30.10 be adhered to. 

In summary, the External Auditor's report showed that there had been a lack of accountability of WHO's 
programme managers to top management, and an absence of policy or clear direction for dealing with 
important and sensitive issues of contractual relations with Executive Board members. That, together with 
laxity in contract letting and control, had created a situation permitting a number of contracts to be let (notably 
in the latter part of 1992 and using contributions from one particular Member State to funds administered by 
particular allotment holders), where proper procedures were not followed and where value for money was in 
doubt. The External Auditor strongly recommended that WHO address those important issues and the other 
detailed recommendations in the Report, to avoid recurrence of such problems. In that respect, he welcomed 
the recommendations made by the Assistant Director-General for Administration in his report on that subject. 

The External Auditor would continue closely to monitor WHO's contracting and the Secretariat's 
response to his recommendations. His report in 1994 on the 1992-1993 accounts would include his 
observations on developments and on the adequacy of action taken to rectify the weaknesses identified. 

Mr KAWAI (Japan), welcoming the Director-General,s response to the request by the Chairman of the 
Executive Board for an external audit of the finances of the Organization and commending the intensive 
investigation that had been carried out, said that the report made it clear that despite some shortcomings with 
regard to a few contracts no fraud or serious violation of the relevant financial regulations had been found to 
have taken place; that the internal auditor's allegations relating to four contracts, denial of computer access 
and manipulation of documents for cover-up purposes had been found to be unsubstantiated; and that the 
concerns raised by a Geneva-based mission relating to travel by the Director-General and reallocation of 
resources to countries represented on the Executive Board had been unfounded. 

That being said, his delegation had some concerns about the manner in which the external audit had 
been conducted and the purpose for which it had been intended. Firstly, it was seriously disturbed by a 
targeted investigation that clearly focused on the use of financial contributions from one particular country and 
made general, but seemingly negative, comments without citing specific violations of existing regulations. That 
lack of specificity could lead to a misunderstanding of the report. A clear statement as to whether existing 
rules had or had not been violated should have been given. If the use made of voluntary contributions was the 
issue, then the voluntary contributions of all Member States should be investigated. Cooperation between 
multilateral agencies and bilateral donors was becoming increasingly important for the effective delivery of 
assistance to developing countries; Japan's cooperation with multilateral agencies, including WHO, had been 
appreciated by many developing countries. 

Further, his delegation found attempts to use an administrative process as a political tool unacceptable. 
Despite the fact that no fraud or significant violation of the rules had been found by the External Auditor, 
some Member States persisted in their efforts to link the contents of his report to the appointment of the 
Director-General. Since there was no factual evidence to substantiate that linkage, such efforts were improper 
and unjust. Dr Nakajima had been nominated for a further term as Director-General by legitimate and 
constitutional process. He had been supported by a great number of Member States, especially developing 
countries. That was, Japan believed, the result of his hard work to improve and solve the health problems of 
the world, especially the developing world and it would continue to welcome and support Dr Nakajima,s 
efforts. 
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Undue attempts to overturn majority decisions were inadmissible, and could create a precedent allowing 
some vocal parties to attain their objectives by other than democratic means. Furthermore, it was not fair 
practice repeatedly to feed "rumours" and attempt to instill "doubts" about a legitimate process merely because 
of dissatisfaction with the results. Some delegates might claim that the doubts had been raised by the media. 
However, media reports did not appear by magic; they were often the fruit of information, true or false, from 
other sources. Transparency was critical for the conduct of WHO's business, but facts must prevail over 
unsubstantiated allegations circulating in other forums. Discipline and a refusal to compromise the 
Organization's constitutional principles were called for. 

The recommendations made by the External Auditor in response to shortcomings identified in the 
present Financial Regulations, which had served for many years spanning several different administrations, 
offered the Secretariat an opportunity to review the Organization's regulations and to enhance both 
accountability and transparency. Japan welcomed the Director-Generars commitment to improve and 
strengthen relevant procedures, taking those recommendations into account, hoping that improvements would 
indeed be made where appropriate and that they would be successfully implemented as soon as possible. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it was considering the report of the External Auditor. 
Statements should therefore be confined to that topic and not touch on the appointment of the 
Director-General, which was the business of the plenary meeting. 

Professor GIRARD, rising to a point of order, observed that it was customary practice in Committees A 
and В for a subject for discussion to be introduced by a representative of the Executive Board. In view of his 
responsibilities as Chairman of the Board and with respect to the present topic, he felt he had a duty to 
provide some background to the subject. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, as he had noted with respect to the organization of work, representatives of 
the Executive Board would explain any point requiring clarification. Since the introduction by the 
representative of the External Auditor had been clear and straightforward, clarification was not immediately 
necessary. It would therefore be preferable to keep to the current list of speakers in their order of 
notification. 

Mr BROADNAX (United States of America) said that the Clinton Administration was unequivocally 
renewing the United States' long-standing and historical commitment to the United Nations system. The 
United States had never been so heavily involved in the support of international organizations as it was at 
present. It was a matter of pride that in less than a decade, its contributions to the United Nations system had 
increased more than tenfold. Maintaining Congress support for that funding was, however, dependent on the 
Administration's ability to ensure that it was well and properly utilized. The United Nations system had 
become of increasing importance to all the world's, and especially the developing world's people. If it was to 
fulfil all that was expected of it, however, it must meet the highest standards of accountability. Public 
institutions had to retain public trust; that was an even more critical requirement for international institutions, 
which had to compete for funding with domestic priorities. 

All health and political leaders knew that the ability to obtain resources was conditional on effective 
management. It was the need for accountability and transparency that had led to the concern his delegation 
had expressed with regard to the report under consideration. Serious questions were involved; the consensus 
compromise offering the opportunity to raise those questions and place on record the responses of the 
Director-General and his Secretariat was therefore welcomed. The United States Government, and 
undoubtedly the governments of many other nations，could not justify requesting its legislature and people to 
funds for WHO without the assurance that steps were being taken to correct any actual or apparent 
misconduct. The allegations that had been made about WHO funds were serious, no matter what sums were 
involved. Those monies had been allocated to WHO from Member States' collective treasuries for specific 
purposes. Evidence of any misuse or misallocation of funds called all expenditure into question. As the 
stockholders of the Organization, it was incumbent upon delegations at the Health Assembly to clear the air 
and to ensure that Member States' funds were being used in the proper manner. Their governments and 
public expected accountability and deserved to have it. 

In their initial comments, some delegations had disclaimed any linkage between the External Auditor's 
report and the appointment of the Director-General. The United States, however, believed that there was at 
the very least the appearance of a linkage, which called the credibility of WHO managerial practices into 
question. The central concern in the report was that contracts had been signed with and funds provided to 
various members of the WHO Executive Board immediately before its Ninety-first session in January 1993, at 
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which it was to nominate the next Director-General. WHO's funds, namely Member States，collective funds, 
might thus have been provided to members of the Board in order to influence their vote. As he understood it, 
those allegations had led to the decision for an external audit to review contracts and other disbursements of 
funds between WHO and Board members during all of 1992. Notable among the External Auditor's findings 
was the fact that of a total Board membership of 31, 22 Board members, or their alternates or advisers, had 
been recipients of 62 WHO contracts. In comparison with the last six months of 1991, the contracts awarded 
to Board members at the end of 1992, just before the nomination, had doubled in number and trebled in value. 

One contract with one Board member had accounted for US$ 500 000 of WHO money, to be 
supplemented from other sources to reach a combined project budget of US$ 555 300. WHO records, 
however, showed no evidence that collateral funding was available for a project to describe the historical 
lessons learned in the health department of one Member Government. The External Auditor had questioned 
the need for that project and whether it and four others were good value for WHO's money. Another contract 
had provided travel and expenses for six members of the Executive Board to attend a one-day seminar in 
December 1992, four weeks before the nomination. Again, two officials of the country of one Board member 
had been given business class travel to undertake a 17-day study tour of health programmes just before the 
nomination. As indicated by the report, the original plan had been to visit health programmes in Asia, but 
ultimately two European cities had been visited; no evidence had been found by the audit that any health 
institutions had been seen there. Those examples suggested a disturbing pattern rather than isolated instances. 
Although WHO had many health priorities, monies had been allocated for travel and contractual benefits to 
members of the Executive Board expected to vote in early January. Such use of funds was unwise and in his 
Government's view unjustifiable. Although some delegations had claimed that those contractual relationships 
had been entered into innocently and without the knowledge of the senior staff of the Organization, they had 
in fact been approved by the Director-General's closest staff. Because the External Auditor found contractual 
irregularities in only five of the contracts, Member States were being asked to assume that there was nothing 
wrong with the other 57 contracts involving Board members. Such a conclusion, however, ignored the main 
point. The point was not whether the contracts were technically within the rules, but whether WHO should 
have been letting contracts at all that involved benefits to members of the WHO Executive Board just before 
an important vote. 

The External Auditor strongly advised against a policy of WHO contracts with members of the Board, 
their alternates and advisers, citing legal advice to WHO staff in 1984 counselling against employment by 
WHO of Board members, their alternates and advisers. Surely it should be further specified that no WHO 
funds should be directed towards any member of the Executive Board at any time for any purpose except to 
support attendance at official meetings of the Board. Those concerns were expressed not in criticism of the 
Organization or the Director-General but because the Member States of WHO had a special interest in 
protecting the Organization's integrity and reputation. Behaviour by any staff member that tended to put the 
Organization at risk could not be condoned. He would therefore be glad to hear the Secretariat's response to 
his observations, and in particular to know what the Organization planned to do and when to deal with the 
implications of the report. For example, there should be information as to who signed the contracts, whether it 
was usual for such an individual, or individuals, to approve contracts, whether any disciplinary action had been 
taken with regard to those activities, why management had closed the records to the internal auditor for two 
months, what the internal auditor had found, and what rules WHO would change. He further requested the 
Secretariat to report to the Ninety-third session of the Executive Board in January 1994 and to the Forty-
seventh World Health Assembly on the corrective action it had taken. That would go a long way to help each 
Member State to develop its national support for the agencies of the United Nations system. What was 
needed was an efficient and well managed Organization that was fully transparent and accountable to its 
Member States; one that would once again justify its erstwhile reputation as the jewel in the crown of the 
United Nations system. He looked forward to that day. 

Professor GIRARD, speaking in his capacity as Chairman of the Executive Board, regretted that he had 
had to raise a point of order earlier. He had thought that the statement he was about to make had its place at 
the outset of the discussion, or at least before any intervention that went beyond the issue of transparency that 
was his principal concern. His wish to speak first had been dictated by the sequence of events, the work of the 
Executive Board, and his duties in January 1993, when，on the basis of specific information transmitted to him 
officially by the Legal Adviser and later confirmed in writing, he had felt obliged to take action and request 
that every effort be made to bring the truth to light, and an internal audit carried out so that all information 
on the subject might be made available to the President of the Assembly. He was happy that that process had 
culminated in the External Auditor's report but regretted that the internal auditor's findings were not available 
as material for discussion. 
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The first point he retained was that 23 out of 31 members of the Executive Board had benefited from a 
contract during the past year. Since no regulation prohibited that practice, the question was not one of 
legality, but rather one of propriety - itself no small matter. There was a moral dimension to the relation 
between two parties to a contract. It was noteworthy that eight Board members had not received a contract; 
some, to his knowledge, had refused one. From a moral standpoint, therefore, which in no way impugned the 
honour of the Organization, he felt there was a need to scrutinize the responsibilities of different parties and, 
as the External Auditor had suggested, to take action on findings made as long ago as 1984 by bringing 
regulations and morals into line with each other. 

Secondly, he noted what the External Auditor had called irregularities in relation to the financial 
regulations. The facts were clear, comments had already been made on a lack of accountability at the highest 
level alluded to. The Organization was honour bound to draw conclusions from perceived weaknesses, both in 
the regulations, which were perhaps not perfect, and in the individuals involved. 

His third remark concerned restrictions on access to information. Undoubtedly, the information had 
been obtained eventually but he was astonished at a practice which clouded the waters still further and 
comforted those who had their suspicions. 

The three groups of findings seemed sufficiently precise to justify the request for the report and to judge 
that every implication must be drawn from them. The worst thing that could happen would be the 
establishment of transparency - or at least some measure thereof - and failure to act in consequence. 

In saying that and while remaining strictly within his prerogative as Chairman of the Executive Board, he 
was convinced that he had done his duty. It only remained for him to urge the Organization to pursue in the 
courageous course it had adopted by throwing open the matter for debate. 

Dr SHAMLAYE (Seychelles), after voicing satisfaction at the timely distribution of the External 
Auditor's report to Executive Board members, said that initially he had been surprised at the heavy emphasis 
laid on the investigation of contracts with members of the Executive Board but that having heard a previous 
speaker, he now understood that a certain suspicion had arisen and votes might have been in some way 
influenced in January, Nevertheless, to him that still did not explain why the 18 people who had voted for one 
candidate should be considered as having been more vulnerable to influence or less honourable than the 13 
who had favoured another. 

Noting that a corrigendum had been issued, he wondered whether the report might not contain other 
incorrect statements or misinterpretations. Indeed, on the basis of information in his possession concerning 
the contracts allegedly concluded with the Board member from Seychelles, he had the impression that further 
corrections were called for. In that connection, he asked whether the Secretariat had made available to the 
External Auditor all the relevant documents and circumstantial information, which he resumed in some 
considerable detail, adding that the same question might be asked with regard to other contracts listed in the 
table. 

Mrs NORDBO (Norway), speaking on behalf of the Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, 
Sweden and Norway), noted that the External Auditor's report described a very undesirable and worrying 
situation. It was unfortunate that there was a need in WHO for a report of that kind, which indicated a lack 
of confidence on the part of Member States in the management and leadership of the Organization, whose 
task it was to provide guidance to the Secretariat, reliability, and to inspire confidence in Member States so 
that WHO could fulfil its function as a global lead agency in health. 

There were a number of interesting findings in the report: what had struck her first was the remarkable 
increase in the number of contracts awarded to Executive Board members during the last six months of 1992 as 
compared with the same period in 1991; in fact, the number of contracts had doubled and their value had 
trebled during that decisive period. It was also substantially higher than during the first six months of 1992. 

Appendix E of the report showed that both WHO headquarters and the regional offices had entered into 
contracts with a large number of Executive Board members, alternates and advisers, a most unfortunate 
practice since it inevitably raised questions as to the integrity of the Executive Board members as well as that 
of the WHO leadership. 

Member States had had ample time to study the report and she presumed that the Secretariat had 
likewise studied the recommendations contained in it. In a WHO press release dated 2 April 1993, the 
Director-General had committed himself to taking appropriate actions to reestablish confidence in the 
Organization and to making the necessary changes in personnel to ensure that such regrettable actions were 
not repeated. She asked what kind of action the Director-General intended to take to follow up the External 
Auditor's recommendations, and considered that an answer to that question was warranted before the Health 
Assembly pursued its agenda. 
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In commenting on the External Auditor's report, the Nordic countries were moved by a desire to 
strengthen the credibility of WHO. 

Firstly, the governing function for which Member countries were responsible should not be tarnished by 
actions compromising that function; Member countries should rectify that situation. 

Secondly, the report showed faulty judgment on the part of the leadership of the Organization; a code of 
conduct, as had been suggested, could help in that regard. Indeed, the Nordic countries considered that such a 
code was absolutely essential. 

Another point that she felt had to be mentioned was the Director-Generars extensive travel schedule. 
While pursuing that schedule, the Director-General must have been aware that he was exceeding the approved 
expenditure by 25%. Moreover, extensive travelling easily led to neglect of the decision-making and other 
important tasks that would ensure that WHO made progress in achieving its goal of health for all. 

While she appreciated the British tradition of understatement, it was clear from the report that there had 
been breaches of the Financial Regulations. The Chairman of the Executive Board had wanted to investigate 
whether possible financial irregularities had taken place and, in her view, that had been proved by the report. 
In its very subtle manner, it gave an insight into a culture that seemed to lack any understanding of good 
management and how to make the best use of the scarce funds available. 

For several years, the Nordic countries had advocated improvements in management in WHO, and the 
External Auditor's report confirmed their concerns. 

Mr MILLER (Canada) said that his delegation had read with considerable interest the report of the 
External Auditor and all owed thanks to him for the care and thoroughness with which he had discharged his 
mandate. He also thanked the Chief, Office of Audit and Administrative Management, for his involvement in 
the study and emphasized that the Canadian Government had expressed its complete confidence in his work. 
It also stressed the importance of the independence of his office and of the full access to information which in 
his judgement was necessary. 

Governments, treasuries and taxpayers provided the funds with which contributions to WHO were paid 
and they demanded the highest standards of accountability and transparency in international organizations. At 
that point, the distinction between appearances and realities, of necessity, became blurred and it was therefore 
important not only to have reassurance that no irregularities had taken place but also that that was perceived 
by all and that the necessary control structures were in place and were respected so as to ensure that 
irregularities did not occur. 

Regrettably, the External Auditor's report made it clear that such structures were not in place at the time 
that the contracts which he had reviewed were awarded; that had led to serious deficiencies, which the 
External Auditor had spelled out in detail in his report. 

It had come, moreover, as a considerable surprise to the Canadian delegation to learn that the advice 
offered by the Legal Counsel in 1984, that from an ethical point of view，it would not be advisable to recruit 
members of the Executive Board as short-term consultants or short-term professionals, as in that capacity they 
would become staff members, which would be incompatible with their status and could generate a conflict of 
interest, had not been acted on. 

The Canadian Government considered that that advice of the Legal Counsel embodied self-evident 
principles which it was essential to incorporate as rapidly as possible into the regulatory structure of the 
Organization. He therefore recommended that the Committee should adopt a decision requesting the 
Director-General to submit to the Executive Board at its ninety-third session in January 1994 proposals for 
mandatory disclosure of all contracts involving members of the Board, or their alternates and advisers, or even, 
and that would be his preference, amendments to the Financial Regulations to prohibit outright such practices. 

Although they were outside the mandate of the External Auditor's review, he considered that any such 
proposals should also make recommendations on the introduction of a waiting period between the expiry of the 
term of office of a member of the Executive Board and that person's engagement as a staff member of the 
Organization. 

Mr MKHONZA (Swaziland) said that the table on page 32 of the External Auditor's report entitled 
"Contracts for services with members, alternates or advisers of the Executive Board, July to December 1992" 
gave the impression that his country had entered into contractual agreements with WHO, which was not in fact 
the case. He would appreciate some clarification from the External Auditor on that point. 

Mr BONNEVILLE (France) paid particular tribute to the Chairman of the Executive Board, who had 
had the courage to take the initiative in asking for a report on the serious irregularities to which his attention 
had been drawn during the previous session of the Executive Board to be prepared by the External Auditor. 
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He regretted that the procedural point of order raised at the beginning of the meeting might have given 
the impression that the correct procedure had not been followed, but hoped that that was only an impression. 

With regard to the External Auditor's report, he emphasized that it highlighted certain important points: 
the number of contracts awarded by the Organization to members of the Executive Board had nearly doubled 
in the second six months of 1992 as compared with the equivalent period in 1991, and, over the same period, 
their value had tripled, while the Director-General's travel expenditure had greatly exceeded the amount 
approved in the programme budget. Furthermore, the Legal Counsel's advice in 1984 that, from an ethical 
point of view, it was inadvisable to recruit members of the Executive Board or their alternates or advisers as 
short-term consultants or short-term professionals as in that capacity they would become staff members, had 
been ignored. That was the substance of the question which the meeting would have to debate today, namely 
whether the Financial Regulations and the appropriate procedures had been infringed in spirit if not in letter. 

In an Organization such as WHO, such practices were unacceptable as they cast doubts on the quality 
and integrity of its leaders. Furthermore, he considered that a number of questions had not been answered 
satisfactorily. Which staff member of the Organization had signed the contracts in question in the report? 
Was it possible that such contracts could have been concluded without being reviewed by senior staff? What 
had happened to the computer system between 28 December 1992 and 9 February 1993? How could it be 
explained that such incidents were repeated and that the facts which now had to be faced had coincided with 
faults in the computer system, and how could it be proved that the data had not been manipulated? 

Why had the External Auditor restricted himself to the second semester of 1992? While he appreciated 
that that was in accordance with the terms of reference, it was now clear that it would have been preferable to 
carry out the same type of investigation for the first half of 1992 and the first quarter of 1993, since other 
irregularities might have occurred during those periods. 

He would also like to know why the advice given by the Legal Counsel in 1984 on the question of 
recruiting members of the Executive Board by the Organization had not been heeded. 

The recommendations of the External Auditor should be implemented in full. The report highlighted an 
important fact, on which several delegations had already commented, namely that nothing in the Constitution 
of WHO nor in the Financial Regulations covered irregularities of the kind that had been revealed; that was a 
serious shortcoming in the legal machinery intended to ensure that the work of WHO was carried out in 
accordance with the rules. 

He would therefore like the External Auditor's investigation to be extended to cover the periods he had 
indicated and regulations to be adopted which would impose penalties in cases of financial irregularities. 
Member States needed to be assured that the advice given by the Legal Counsel in 1984 not to award contracts 
to members of the Executive Board would be effectively applied. 

It was not a matter of blaming a particular individual; rather, what was at stake was the whole future of 
the Organization, its place in the United Nations system, and its good name. That was why his delegation 
found it a matter for serious concern that such practices should have been permitted to occur. 

Mr OSMANY (Bangladesh) said that it would appear that some were trying to politicize what was 
essentially a technical report. He would like to know what person or body, under WHO regulations, was 
authorized to request an external audit, and also what person or body was authorized to extend the External 
Auditor's mandate. 

Dr ТАРА (Tonga) said that his delegation fully accepted the External Auditor's report, and in particular 
the conclusions and recommendations set out in paragraphs 6.1 to 6.16. 

Count VON WESTPHALEN (Germany) noted from the report that, of 43 contracts let in the latter part 
of 1992 with individuals or institutions in Member States represented on the Executive Board, five offered 
questionable value for money, and one should not have been let at all. In one case, a contract had apparently 
breached proper procedures, and in another - a contract with an intergovernmental organization - the External 
Auditor had expressed serious concern. 

Deficiencies identified included inadequate scrutiny of need; insufficient consideration of potential 
alternatives; inappropriate forms of contract; lack of any critical review of levels of remuneration; and no 
requirement to provide a completion report. What effect would contracts giving only questionable value for 
money have on managers responsible for the budgets of programmes under their control? Did the 
recommendation in paragraph 6.11 of the report that all programme managers be made directly accountable 
for their operations imply that hitherto managers had not in fact been accountable, and if so, why not? 

He was concerned at the extent to which Executive Board members or their alternates acted as 
consultants or temporary advisers, because of the risk of conflicts of interest. He would like to know how 
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WHO intended to amend the Staff Rules in order to prevent such practices in future, and in particular whether 
it intended to implement the recommendation in paragraph 6.7 of the report. 

He fully supported the conclusions and recommendations on control, access to computer systems, and 
travel set out in Part 6 of the report, and would be glad if, in a year's time, the Organization could submit a 
written report on what measures had been taken to implement them. 

Dr FRITZ (Austria) also endorsed all the conclusions and recommendations in Part 6 of the report, and 
agreed that it was essential that a written report should be compiled on what had been done to implement 
them. There was a danger that such irregularities might damage WHO's reputation as an independent 
organization. 

Dr NABARRO (United Kingdom) said that his Government was deeply concerned at the findings of the 
External Auditor's report. The misuse of the Organization's funds and the laxity in its procedures had 
seriously damaged WHO's reputation, and could not be allowed to continue. 

The report, though clear and comprehensive, left certain questions unanswered. Why had the External 
Auditor not been able to obtain all the information he required at the time he required it? Had there been 
other instances of irregularities that had not been covered in the report? Certain staff members whose 
performance had given cause for concern had been identified: were they the only ones responsible for the 
irregularities? Were their superiors not aware of their shortcomings, and had they now been moved to other 
jobs? Why had the legal advice given in 1984 that members of the Executive Board should not be employed by 
WHO, and that caution should be exercised over their use as advisers, not been followed? 

His Government, as a significant provider of supplementary resources, particularly for the Organization's 
work in developing countries, was committed to a strong WHO. It therefore requested the Organization to 
improve its accountability, and to ensure that all funds received were used with probity, effectively, and in such 
a way as to provide good value for money. All WHO's activities should be carefully appraised, have clear 
objectives, and should be regularly monitored and evaluated. His delegation endorsed all the report's 
recommendations, and urged that they be implemented without delay. 

The Organization was now in some sense on trial, and the world's eyes were upon it. It should take 
advantage of that experience, and should emerge strengthened, with a renewed determination to continue its 
vital mission. 

Mrs BAUTISTA (Philippines) said that she felt compelled to speak as a matter of honour. Her country 
welcomed transparency and endorsed any measures that might improve the efficiency of the Organization. 
However, it resented the insinuation by some delegations that action taken by her Government had been 
linked to a contract of which it had only recently been made aware. Recent newspaper and television reports 
had tended to malign an independent decision taken by a sovereign State on an issue of considerable 
importance to the Organization: those reports had insinuated that her Government's support for 
Dr Nakajima's re-election to the post of Director-General had been linked to the decision to finance a 
research project proposed by a private non-profit-making foundation in the Philippines. 

Her Government deplored those insinuations; it shared the growing perception that they were part of a 
vicious and malicious campaign to smear the electoral process that had begun in January 1993. Her 
Government�decis ion to support Dr Nakajima had been taken long before the foundation had submitted its 
proposal. A letter dated July 1992 provided proof of that fact. 

A member of the WHO Executive Board, who was also an officer of the private foundation and a 
proponent of the project in question, had issued his own statement on that matter, which she could make 
available on request. In that statement, the Executive Board member asserted that it did not fall within the 
competence of the External Auditor to determine whether or not the project was worth funding; that 
responsibility belonged rather to WHO technical officials. 

Her delegation hoped that its clarification would dispel any lingering doubts that delegates might still 
have concerning that unnecessarily sensationalized but understandably emotional issue. 

The CHAIRMAN, speaking in his personal capacity, said that some delegates might question the 
previous speaker's use of certain language. In his view, the speaker had intended her words to refer to the 
media; in particular, he did not believe that she had used words like "vicious" and "malicious" in reference to 
the actions of any particular delegation. 
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Mr AL BADI (United Arab Emirates) said that a lengthy debate on the External Auditor's report was 
probably appropriate, since it could potentially have a negative effect on the Organization and on all the 
countries which it served, in particular the developing countries. 

The report indicated that there had been an increase in the number of contracts awarded to members of 
the Executive Board or to Member States represented on the Board. It did not, however, make clear the 
reason for the disparity between the number of such contracts and those awarded to other Member States. 
The report further stated that there had been irregularities in five of the 43 contracts examined, but did not 
give any indication as to the causes of those irregularities. Those shortcomings were a cause for concern, 
especially at a time when WHO was greatly in need of support and resources. 

The External Auditor's report also raised questions with regard to the practices of the Director-General, 
in particular the trips taken by him and by Executive Board members. Were such a large number of trips 
necessary? 

One of the five cases of concern to the External Auditor involved the engagement of an Executive Board 
member as an adviser for discussions relating to sports medicine. Did delegates to the Health Assembly agree 
that sports medicine was an important priority? 

The External Auditor had called for stricter control of WHO activities and programmes. He hoped that 
the Health Assembly would endorse that recommendation. A more efficient Organization stood a better 
chance of receiving greater support from the international community. 

How much had it cost to prepare the External Auditor's report? The money might have been more 
effectively used to fund programmes of direct benefit to developing countries. 

The questions he was raising had nothing to do with the fact that he had been Chairman of the 
Forty-fifth World Health Assembly. It was incumbent on all delegates to the Health Assembly to reflect on the 
External Auditor's report. 

Mr LAMBA (India) said that the External Auditor had prepared a comprehensive report which had 
rightly highlighted certain shortcomings that had to be addressed by the Organization. At the same time, the 
report had not uncovered any serious financial violations or fraud. With that in mind, the Health Assembly 
should view the affair in its proper perspective and refrain from exaggerating its importance. 

The report had suggested various remedial measures designed to improve the Organization's 
effectiveness. He was glad that the Director-General was already taking action to implement such measures 
and that there had been no attempt to ignore the report's recommendations. 

Constructive debate was possible only if a balanced view was taken; delegates should take due cognizance 
of the shortcomings cited and should endorse the steps already being taken to implement the report's 
recommendations. 

Dr OKOJIE (Nigeria) said that, having heard a great deal about the External Auditor's report, he had 
read it with great interest. Nigeria had always had a very positive image of WHO, considering it to be the 
most efficient organization in the United Nations system. WHO had from its inception focused its energy and 
resources on helping the most needy and had greatly assisted his own country in its struggle against ignorance, 
superstition and disease. 

As noted by the External Auditor in paragraph 6.16 of his report, two particular factors had contributed 
to the shortcomings in contract letting. Firstly, WHO programme managers were given wide authority in 
operational matters, without adequate accountability to top management. Secondly, the Organization had not 
established a policy for dealing with the sensitive issue of the awarding of contracts to Executive Board 
members. The External Auditor had therefore strongly recommended that WHO should address those 
important questions as well as the detailed recommendations made in the report, so as to help to ensure that 
such problems did not recur. His Government fully endorsed that proposal. 

Ms WOLTERS (Netherlands) said that her delegation was concerned by the conclusions of the External 
Auditor's report. While there was no evidence of fraud, a number of financial irregularities had undoubtedly 
occurred during the period under investigation. 

Of particular concern were questions relating to the awarding of contracts, the control of and access to 
computer systems, and the reimbursement of travel costs. The Organization should take immediate action to 
improve its management in those areas and to avoid any further irregularities. 

Her Government considered it important that steps be taken to implement as rapidly as possible the 
recommendations of the External Auditor and urged the Director-General to inform the Executive Board at its 
next session of measures taken and progress made in that respect. 
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Dr YADAV (Nepal) said that it was regrettable that circumstances should have been such as to require 
the External Auditor's investigation. 

Although comprehensive, the report did not identify any substantial cases of fraud or misappropriation of 
funds. It was unfortunate that much of the report had been made public before it had been distributed to all 
Member States, which were as responsible as its leadership for any shortcomings; they should have been able 
to discuss the matter fully beforehand, since the public debate had done a great deal of harm to the 
Organization's image. Note should therefore be taken of the circumstances under which the report had been 
made public. 

The report made reference to the legal advice given in 1984 not to employ Executive Board members. 
His Government did not agree with the views expressed by other delegations in that regard. While 
industrialized countries usually had no difficulty in finding skilled personnel for particular posts, that was not at 
all the case for the developing countries. Prohibiting Executive Board members from undertaking certain 
activities on behalf of their countries could have serious consequences for those countries. He saw no 
impropriety in awarding contracts to responsible authorities who, by virtue of their expertise, were also 
members of the Executive Board. Furthermore taking measures which might cast doubt on the integrity of 
Executive Board members might be considered by govenments as an affront. 

The question whether contracts provided value for money was an important one. However, it should be 
examined not simply in terms of the previous year but by looking at the Organization's entire history. 

Attention should certainly be paid to the suggestions made by the External Auditor. In addition, it would 
be appropriate to develop a system of regular reporting to the Executive Board and the Health Assembly to 
ensure that such lapses did not occur in future. 

Mr RUKEBESHA (Rwanda) welcomed the rapidity with which the Director-General, in response to the 
Executive Board's request, had arranged for the preparation, publication and timely distribution of the External 
Auditor's report. He noted with satisfaction that the Secretariat, the Executive Board and the External 
Auditor had made a collective contribution to the report. In his view, working together to improve the 
Organization's efficiency was in itself a mark of success. 

While it had highlighted certain shortcomings and made several recommendations, the report was on the 
whole positive. The Secretariat was already taking steps to resolve the problems that had been noted. In that 
connection, he endorsed the remarks made by the delegate of the Seychelles. It was incumbent on members of 
the Executive Board to develop a better understanding of global health issues and of WHO and to make use of 
that knowledge afterwards; it was for that purpose that Board members participated in certain technical 
missions. There was thus no reason why WHO should not use the expertise of its Board members, but such 
services should not be provided under individual contracts. 

The publication of the External Auditor's report represented a historic event in the life of the 
Organization. The Director-General and the Secretariat should be congratulated on such transparency, which 
could only strengthen the dignity and credibility of WHO. There was no reason to dramatize the contents of 
the report. It had demonstrated the existence of certain shortcomings, but no fraud had been uncovered and 
no management rule breached. 

The report should not become a source of conflict between Member States, but should serve to improve 
the Organization's performance. There was no relationship between the report and the nomination of the 
Director-General and any attempt to establish one was without legal foundation. 

The meeting rose at 17H40. 


