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I am speaking on behalf of the EU and its Member States.
[Alignment paragraph]

The EU and its Member States thank the Secretariat for the proposed programme budget.

The Programme Budget is the key accountability tool to hold the WHO leadership to account, and to set out clearly the rationale for resourcing decisions.
We support the new format, namely the focus on measurable impacts, the departure from a disease-specific approach to a more integrated approach as well as the aim to align and build synergies in delivering the work of the three levels of the Organization. The monitoring framework may, however, require some more discussion and additional detail.
Regarding the overall budget, we note the proposed 8 per cent increase and the substantial increase for the base budget by 13 %. These increases are to be fully funded by voluntary resources.
We would like to raise the following four issues:
We note that there is still a lack of clarity with regards to funding for polio and costs linked to eradication and transition. It is unclear to us where costs lie and who is responsible for resource mobilisation. We therefore request that the Director-General provides a paper/detailed budgetary annex to the polio/budget reports for the May 2019 WHA. This document should be produced in collaboration with Gavi and GPEI and we ask that it sets out all financing sources, fundraising responsibilities and intended uses of funds devoted for these purposes.
Second: The 13 % increase in the base budget is being explained partly as a result from the reinvigorated UN Resident Coordinator System and the reform is based on the principle of no additional costs for the UN MS and of unlocking synergies, hidden reserves and efficiencies. Therefore, we would like to see more information how WHO is going to achieve further efficiency gains including to provide its share to the new Resident Coordinator cost-sharing formula. The current version foresees a major shift of resources to the countries and argues, that the costs of strengthening the capacity of WHO to deliver in countries is estimated at USD 132 million. We would like to better understand on what basis WHO comes to this assessment. The EU as many others has frequently urged the Secretariat to bring the issue of WHO’s operating model in countries to the debate in the Geneva governing bodies. As already clarified on various occasions, in order to be able to approve this substantial financial shift, we would need to have an adequate and well informed discussion in the governing bodies on WHO’s current role and function in countries.
Third: We take note of the fast growing proportion of financing for health emergencies, with almost a 50% increase, and would welcome more information on the reasons of this evolution with regard to / in respect of the other triple billion goals, as well as how WHO intends to allocate these additional resources. It is important to consider emergencies in terms of their link to preparedness. Can WHO clarify how they will balance resourcing specific emergency response with supporting countries to strengthen their preparedness and compliance with the IHR?
Fourth : we want to highlight that it is not possible to take into account a projected inflation rate for a raise of the program budget because such a thing is not allowed in the UN system

Regarding the realism of the budget proposal, we take note of the confidence of the Secretariat that it will be able to raise the needed funds. However, we would like to know how much of the needed funding can already be projected now.
Finally, we wonder whether this current set of proposals, given the need for further detail we highlighted above, address recurrent financing challenges WHO has faced in the past? How does this programme budget prevent us from facing the same situation as currently, that funds are not evenly distributed between major offices and programme areas because of earmarking of voluntary contributions and internal mechanisms for distribution of funds?

Thank you
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