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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1. During the 135th Session of the Executive Committee of the Pan American
Health Organization (PAHO), held in September 2004, the Work Plan of the Working
Group (WG) on PAHO in the 21st Century was adopted.

2. On that occasion it was agreed that the WG would hold its fourth meeting in
December in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, at the invitation of that country’s Ministry of Health,
in coordination with the Osvaldo Cruz Foundation (FIOCRUZ).

3. In addition, the Secretariat was asked to prepare a consolidated document
integrating the available documents and comments sent by the countries, which would
serve as reference for the deliberations of the Group.

4. As agreed with the Chairman of the WG, this consolidated document would cover
the items discussed up to September 2004. Documents submitted after that date would be
taken up during the Rio de Janeiro Meeting and subsequently integrated into that
meeting.

5. During the 4th Meeting of the Working Group in Rio de Janeiro in December
2004, it was agreed that the 5th Meeting would be held in Washington, D.C., at
Organization Headquarters. This was stipulated in the agenda of the next steps agreed
upon at the time.

6. It was also agreed that the Secretariat would prepare a second consolidated
document containing all the contributions made at the 4th Meeting. Furthermore, at the
request of the Working Group, the Secretariat committed to presenting two additional
documents: Organizational Change Agenda of WHO and PAHO and Relationship and
Mechanisms of Coordination between PAHO and WHO.

II. REPORT ON THE DELIBERATIONS. MAIN ITEMS ADDRESSED

a) Report of the 4th Meeting of the Working Group (Rio de Janeiro, Brazil,
December 2004)

7. The members of the Working Group generally expressed their agreement with the
content of the Report and congratulated the Secretariat on its efforts to implement the
steps agreed in Rio de Janeiro. They also mentioned that the Report covered all the points
discussed on that occasion.

8. The Delegate from Cuba had only one comment, mentioning page 8 of the
Spanish version and suggesting that the word ‘tracking” be changed to “monitoreo”
(monitoring).



b) Report of the Regional Consultation on the Eleventh General Program of
Work 2006-2015 of the World Health Organization (Washington, D.C., 14-16
February 2005)

9. The Secretariat briefly mentioned that a full report on this regional Consultation
was in preparation and would be made available to all participants during the meeting.

10. Dr. Lamy, in turn, added that all the documents and presentations made during the
Consultation could be accessed at the PAHO website.

11.  Dr. Lamy gave a detailed presentation on the main points and issues discussed
during the six plenary sessions of the Regional Consultation on the Eleventh General
Program of Work of WHO. He stated mainly that this is the first time that a General
Program of Work covers a 10-year period (2006-2015) and that it is closely linked to the
attainment of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), which are also projected to
2015.

12. Similarly, he mentioned the critical issues for WHO for the period 2006-2015,
especially matters related to global health, governance, and definition of the roles and
responsibilities of WHO. He also emphasized the debate surrounding the different
approaches to the concept of health, especially its link with development, as a global
public good related to collective and individual security, human rights, and social justice.
He discussed the debate on the recommendations of the United Nations High-level Panel
on Threats, Challenges, and Change, indicating that the Panel had raised many questions
related to health. (For further details on this presentation, see Annex).

13. The Delegates of Costa Rica, Cuba, Barbados, and Mexico underscored the
importance of the regional consultation process that is under way, noting that many of the
contributions and debates are closely allied with the aspirations of the Working Group on
PAHO in the 21st Century. The areas under debate coincide with those that the WG has
been examining. There is a clear parallel between the two processes.

14. The Delegate of Costa Rica pointed out that while the process is a positive thing,
the impact that it will have on the countries must be determined. The process is still in the
macro phase. Later on, however, it will be necessary to have a more in-depth debate at
the country level. She mentioned, for example, that the entire debate on “Roles and
Responsibilities of WHO for the Next 10 years” during the fourth plenary session is very
important for the countries. It involves visualizing what functions and new roles WHO
will assume, and this will have a considerable impact on the countries.

15. She also pointed to the debate in the fifth plenary session, especially on matters
related to the distribution on information and knowledge. This is a key area, she stressed,
especially since many of the Latin American countries are faced with the existing gap
between knowledge generation and the use of the information. She indicated that
progress is needed in this regard, not so much in the generation of information as in its
utilization.



16.  Finally, the Delegate expressed concern about the mechanism that will be set up
to receive the countries’ comments during this consultation process.

17. The Delegate of Mexico asked whether there is a timetable of steps to follow and
if there will be opportunity to send contributions or comments prior to the Directing
Council. It also voiced concern about the process after the Directing Council—i.e.,
whether there will be a virtual forum, what monitoring mechanism will be used.

18. The Secretariat had three comments in response to these concerns:

- Regarding the convergence of the two processes: Regional Consultation on the Eleventh
General Program of Work and PAHO in the 21st Century, it emphasized that it had
considered holding the two meetings during the same week, given the close link between
them and the importance of being able to use inputs from the Regional Consultation for
the deliberations of the Working Group. In addition, there is a timetable for the next steps
to be taken by WHO. It also reiterated that all the documents from the Regional
Consultation, as well as Dr. Lamy’s presentation, are available on the Web.

- Regarding the definition of functions (concerns expressed by Costa Rica and the United
States) and its potential impact on the countries, the Secretariat recalled that the main
functions are those established in the Tenth General Program of Work. They are
summarized in the working documents prepared for the Regional Consultation. It also
mentioned the importance of bridging the gap between the supply of knowledge and its
use, an issue that was also discussed in the Regional Consultation.

19. - Finally, the Secretariat referred to some matters related to process. There is a
schedule of Regional Consultations for February and March. The annotated scheme of
the General Program of Work will be reviewed in May after the World Health Assembly
and the round of regional consultations. A series of consultations with NGOs, academia,
etc. is also anticipated. The formal occasion for discussion and contributing to this debate
will be the Directing Council, scheduled for September 2005. The first draft of the
General Program of Work will be submitted to the Executive Board in January 2006 and
will receive final approval at the World Health Assembly that same year.

20. The Secretariat noted, as stated by the Director of PAHO/WHO and the Delegate
of Brazil during the Regional Consultation, that this process can be enriched with
discussions in the countries themselves. This, of course, is left to the discretion of each
country, but it would be very valuable to the process. These discussions will also take
place at the ministerial meetings scheduled for 2005, among them: the Inter-American
Meeting, at the Ministerial Level, on Health and Agriculture (Mexico, April), the
Hemispheric Meeting of Ministers of Health and Environment (June, Argentina), the
Meeting of Ministers of Health on the MDGs (June, Argentina), and subregional
meetings of the Ministers of Health of MERCOSUR, the Andean Community, SICA, and
CARICOM, as well as the People’s Health Assembly (Ecuador).



c) Introduction to the item: Relationship and Mechanisms of Coordination
between PAHO and WHO, document prepared by the Secretariat

21. The Secretariat stressed that this document was being included in the
deliberations of the Working Group at the request of the Working Group in Rio de
Janeiro.

22. It described the nature of the relationship between PAHO and WHO, emphasizing
aspects of a legal nature and policy and policy-making implications, given the close ties
between the two Organizations--especially the dual nature of the Organization as an
agency of both the Inter-American system (PAHO) and the United Nations system
(Regional Office for the Americas of WHO).

23. It also noted the interdependence of the two agencies and the different
mechanisms for coordinating program management and administration. Special mention
was made of paragraph 22 in the Spanish version, on the unified program budget of
PAHO and WHO.

24.  Another matter that it emphasized was the Country Cooperation Strategy and
PAHO/WHO participation in extraregional initiatives and the global coordination
activities and mechanisms of WHO.

25. The Delegate of Mexico thanked the Secretariat for its efforts in drafting this
document and requested a change in the text of paragraph 23 on the Country Cooperation
Strategy, specifically the phrase “...de modo que las necesidades y oportunidades de los
paises coinciden con las prioridades mundiales y regionales” [so that the needs and
opportunities of the countries coincide with global and regional priorities--unofficial
translation] In their view, the phrase should be inverted—that is, “so that global and
regional priorities coincide with the needs of the countries.”

26.  In this regard, the Secretariat stated that there was a problem with the translation
into Spanish, and that indeed, the text should have the sense that Mexico suggested,
which corresponds to the original version in English. The key point is the adaptation of
regional and global mandates to national priorities.

217. The Chairman thanked the Secretariat for preparing this document and indicated
that it would be taken into account in formulating the recommendations.

d) Introduction to the item: Organizational Change Agenda of WHO and
PAHO, document prepared by the Working Group

28.  The Secretariat introduced this document, noting that the issue of organizational
change had been taken up in the Governing Bodies of PAHO as well as WHO in 2004.

29. It also stated an annex to this document is a detailed road map for change in
WHO, which is being discussed in various global and regional bodies. The Secretariat



also mentioned that PAHO is an active participant in this global process, mentioning the
Leadership Training Workshops that are being held within the framework of WHO, in
which senior PAHO staff, including Representatives, Center Directors, Unit Chiefs, Area
Managers, and Executive Management are actively participating.

30. Referring specifically to the document, the Secretariat mainly emphasized
paragraph 17 of the Spanish version, which spells out the five key areas of interest in
management, as well as Figure 1, which is a diagram for improving management to
enable WHO to better fulfill its mandate in global public health. The Secretariat also
noted the mention of human resources in paragraphs 43 to 45 of the Spanish version.

31. In general terms, the Secretariat indicated that this process of change is a
continuous process that is currently under way, emphasizing that the Secretariat is fully at
the disposal of the Member States for any further information that they may require.

32. The Chairman stated that these documents would definitely be considered in
formulating the recommendations for inclusion in the consolidated document.

33. The Delegate of Mexico reiterated his thanks for the Secretariat’s efforts in the
preparation of the two documents and offered two general comments:

a) He emphasized the close links and interdependence between the two documents
prepared by the Secretariat and congratulated the Organization on defining the five
objectives listed in Organizational Change Agenda of PAHO and WHO (paragraph 33 of
the Spanish version), because it prevents dispersion.

b) As to the document on the relationship between PAHO and WHO, he noted that it is a
very clear document that describes the historical context and, especially, the legal
framework governing relations between PAHO and WHO, especially in matters related to
the budget. He pointed out that this document is not exhaustive, but it can be improved by
adding more specifics about processes, especially information flows between the two
secretariats.

34. The Delegate of Cuba also congratulated the Secretariat on its work in the
drafting of these documents. He recalled that the milestone year of 1949 was key in
defining PAHO identity with respect to WHO.

35.  He also expressed concern, stating that the relationship between PAHO and WHO
should not be confined solely to relations with Headquarters but to relations between
regions as well. This point was also underscored by Costa Rica, Argentina, and Brazil.

36. The Delegate of Costa Rica mentioned that the document on [the Relationship]
and Mechanisms of Coordination between PAHO and WHO was excellent in terms of
aspects related to structure, although the relationship with the countries is not clear.



37.  Regarding the document on organizational change, the Delegate of Costa Rica
mentioned that it does not define the issue of monitoring and the construction of
indicators to measure the impact of these policies on the countries. Mention should also
be made of the cost implications of this process of change for the Organization.

38. The Delegate of Argentina indicated that the topic of PAHO’s identity vis-a-vis
WHO is a strength, according to the FODA analysis. He also mentioned that
Organizations change when faced with challenges, and thus, if the Organization does not
take up these challenges, it could turn into a threat, also according to the FODA analysis.

39. The Delegate of Brazil also congratulated the Secretariat on the integral vision of
the relationship between PAHO and WHO. He agreed with Mexico about the paragraph
on the Country Cooperation Strategy (paragraph 23). He also mentioned Figure 1 on page
5 (Spanish version) and the need to strike a balance between technical and administrative
personnel.

40. Concerning technical cooperation, he recalled that the countries are still having
difficulties managing TCC projects. It will be necessary to invigorate the process and
encourage joint efforts between the countries and the Secretariat. This is key to the future
of the Organization.

41. The Delegate of Brazil also commented on the need to intensify the
decentralization of decision-making to the country offices, putting control and audit
instruments in place.

42. The Delegate of Costa Rica also referred to the issues included in the road map
for change, indicating that it was important not to mix categories and to maintain a
balance between indicators and expected results. These expected results should be geared
to health.

43. The Delegate of Peru remarked that the text of the document on institutional
change should be clearer and more specific about the transparency of the processes.
Returning to the issue of monitoring and following up the process of change, he noted the
need to identify who would be responsible for this, commenting that it might be useful to
consider external inspectors or ombudsman for these purposes.

44. The Secretariat thanked the delegates for their comments and, responding to the
questions raised, indicated that:

- it is certainly necessary to adapt the changes at the different levels to national
priorities.

- itis also certain that the dual nature of PAHO is a strength.

- there are processes for consultation between PAHO and WHO in each of the 36 areas
of work; this should perhaps be thoroughly examined in the analysis.



- the dialogue between PAHO and WHO on budget and resource mobilization has
intensified: for example in the last biennium, extrabudgetary funds from Geneva
totaled US$ 12 million, while to date in the current biennium (one year) the figure is
already $16 million.

- there is no parallelism in budget policies.

- relations between regions exist; the Director of PAHO endorses this idea, and a clear
indicator of this is the visit of the new Director of AFRO to PAHO and the exchanges
with EURO

- regarding the indicators for the road map that WHO has constructed, the comments
made earlier will be forwarded to WHO.

- regarding the issues raised about Technical Cooperation among Countries, it should
be recalled that a document on this issue will be presented at the next PPO.

- regarding decentralization, we should not forget that work is under way in this regard,
in both resource mobilization and aspects of technical cooperation; the Country
Cooperation Strategy exercises are a clear example of this.

- regarding transparency, a report has also been submitted to the Executive Committee,
and the Director will report to the PPO on this point, emphasizing the progress made
in implementing the recommendations of the external auditor’s report.

- the road map for organizational change in PAHO would be presented to the PPO in
greater detail.

IIILREVIEW OF THE “PRELIMINARY CONSOLIDATED DOCUMENT ON
THE DELIBERATIONS OF THE WORKING GROUP OF THE EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE ON PAHO IN THE 21ST CENTURY (CONTRIBUTIONS AS OF
31 JANUARY 2005)”

45. The Secretariat gave a brief introduction on the document and its structure, noting
that all the suggestions of the Group in Rio de Janeiro had been taken into account.

46. The Chairman thanked the Secretariat for its efforts in the drafting of this
document and reviewed some of the matters discussed in Rio de Janeiro:

- there was agreement on the inclusion of the new documents discussed in Rio de
Janeiro.

- the comments in Rio de Janeiro on financial aspects should be incorporated in the
document presented by the Secretariat on that occasion.

In specific regard to the preliminary consolidated document:

- the acronym PAHO/WHO has been used. In his view, only PAHO should be
mentioned



- paragraph 32 of the English version should be clarified or even eliminated.
- the same holds true for paragraph 60 of the English version

- the document should include a compilation of only the contributions and inputs that
have been discussed in the Working Group.

- paragraph 110 of the English version was not a item discussed in the Working Group.
- the same holds true for paragraphs 118 to 123
- paragraph 125 reflects what the Secretariat has been doing in the area of transparency

- paragraph 148 diverges from what was stated by the United States of America.

47. The Delegate of Canada thanked the Chairman for his comments and pointed out
that this document contains a great deal of information and goes beyond the Group’s
deliberations.

48. The Delegate of the United States voiced concern, stating that the document
covers many issues that were not discussed in the Working Group. She also noted that the
acronym used should be PAHO, not PAHO/WHO. The references to the MDG should be
eliminated, since they were not discussed in the Working Group.

49.  Finally, she commented that the members of the Working Group have not had
time to review the document thoroughly and that the document presented in Rio de
Janeiro was better.

50. The Delegate of Cuba also mentioned that he had received the document late. The
document presented in Rio de Janeiro represented progress; this one, on the other hand,
deals extensively with many issues. Synthesis is needed. The chapter on challenges is
very long and repetitious--for example, technical cooperation appears in two chapters.
The Delegate of Cuba felt it was necessary to return to the structure of the Rio de Janeiro
document and to add the new documents that were discussed. Concerning the use of the
acronym PAHO/WHO, it stated that it should not be forgotten that this document will be
submitted to the Governing Bodies and in any case, the Directing Council would make
the final decision in this matter.

51. The Delegate of Costa Rica said that she felt the Group is constantly taking one
step forward and one step back. She urged the Group to remember its origins and
mandate. There has been little participation on the part of Ministers, which in Costa
Rica’s view, has led to difficulties in reaching a consensus on certain issues. She made a
number of comments:

Challenges:

- the section on challenges is very long; matters have been included that are
unnecessary, since they refer to philosophical issues in public health. On the other
hand, there is no mention of the important challenges of human rights and climate
change, as well as research and the use of information and international cooperation.



Emphasis on cooperation among regions is lacking. Page 18 of the Spanish version is
an extremely long list that should be pared.

Relationship between PAHO and WHO
- simply the acronym “PAHO” should be used, since the Group’s mandate is from the
Pan American Sanitary Conference, not WHO.

FODA Analysis:
- this was not discussed in the Working Group. It was an analysis conducted in Peru
but not discussed in this Group.

Rio de Janeiro Document:
- the Rio de Janeiro document should be used after incorporating the necessary inputs
for its improvement.

52. The Delegate of Peru emphasized how to approach the analysis in the document,
suggesting that should go from the general to the specific. This document mixes
diagnosis with methodology. The recommendations should be in a separate chapter at the
end. Concerning use of the acronym “PAHO/WHO,” she felt that this was an existential
problem.

53. The Delegate of Brazil also thought that the time allotted for the analysis had been
very short and that they had reviewed the document very superficially. However, he
noted that this document is better organized than the Rio de Janeiro document. He also
brought up the issue of human resources (pages 39 to 48 in the Spanish version). The
contributions of the United States, Brazil, and the Secretariat itself are included. He
suggested that it would perhaps be advisable to conduct a separate study on this issue, for
which a subgroup could be created.

54. The Delegate of Antigua and Barbuda stated that the document needs to be
shortened. For example, paragraph 102 of the English version could be eliminated. This
document does not look like a consolidated document; it is very lengthy. Concerning the
acronym ‘“PAHO/WHO,” he indicated that paragraphs 111 and 112 of the English
version could be mentioned at the beginning of the document. There, the relationship
between PAHO and WHO is clear. Thereafter, one could use simply PAHO. The United
States endorsed this idea.

55. The Delegate of Mexico also voiced concern about the length of the text, stating
that it looked like a new document compared to the one presented in Rio de Janeiro. He
noted that some issues had been left out: for example, environmental health, transborder
matters, and risks involved in the export of medical technology; while other issues were
included that had not been discussed in the Group. He reminded the WG that this was
supposed to be a background paper, a general diagnosis that leads to recommendations.

56. The Secretariat reviewed the agreements reached in Rio de Janeiro and reiterated
its willingness to comply with the mandates reached in the Group, stating that it might



be necessary to have more clarity in the Group’s proposals. In this regard, the Secretariat
had some comments:

- regarding the deadlines stipulated:

in Rio de Janeiro the agenda of “Next Steps™ was agreed upon; this appears as an annex
to the report of the 4th Meeting and states that the consolidated document should be
ready and up on the Web by 14 February. This was fulfilled by the Secretariat.

- regarding the recommendations:
in Rio de Janeiro it was agreed that the consolidated document would not include
recommendations, since these would be discussed at the Group’s 5th Meeting.

- in regard to the structure and content of the new consolidated document:

90 percent of the content in this consolidated document is identical to the consolidated
document presented in Rio de Janeiro, simply restructured as agreed in Rio de Janeiro. It
is lengthy, it said, because we must not forget that it includes more than 300 pages of
reports presented at the four meetings of the Group.

- regarding use of the acronym PAHO/WHO

it can be changed simply to PAHO, but it should be recalled that PAHO cannot be
studied in isolation. In one way or another, the recommendations made will impact the
PASB as the Regional Office of WHO for the Americas, due to the nature of the
relationship between PAHO and WHO, detailed above. We must not lose sight of this
interdependence. The Secretariat furthermore recalled that the document on the
relationship between PAHO and WHO was included at the request of the Group, because
it was felt that the members of the group needed additional clarification of these issues. It
also stated that by acknowledging this interdependence, it is by no means the intention of
the Secretariat to limit the scope of the Group’s recommendations, but the contrary.

- regarding human resources

the Secretariat included factual information on the existing realities. If the Working
Group considers this excessive, it can be eliminated; however, the Secretariat feels that is
its duty to report on what is actually taking place. If preferred, this could be part of a new,
separate information document.

57. The Chairman insisted that the document should be revisited, with new
contributions incorporated. The chapter on challenges should be shortened and the
environmental change issues suggested by Mexico and Costa Rica incorporated.

58.  The acronym PAHO, not PAHO/WHO, should be used. The preparation of a
separate document on human resources can be considered.

59. The Delegate of Brazil commented that this document is more logically structured

than the one presented in Rio de Janeiro. The challenge chapter can be shortened by
introducing bullets.
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60. The Delegate of Cuba insisted that this document should serve as a foundation, a
diagnosis so that recommendations, which are the main object of this debate, can be
made.

61.  The Secretariat agreed to prepare a shorter version of the consolidated document
at the beginning of March

IV. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF
THE MEMBER STATES:

62. It should be noted that the Chairman of the Working Group mentioned that he was
concerned about the format and publication of the recommendations. The Working Group
endorsed the idea of creating a common format, and Canada offered to prepare some
guidelines for compiling the recommendations and avoiding repetition and unnecessary
duplication.

63.  The Chairman of the Working Group reminded participants that all
recommendations submitted would be reviewed by the Member States, noted the absence
of the delegation from Peru, which is why it presumed that it had no recommendations,
and stated that, due to the absence of Nicaragua and Paraguay, their recommendations
had not been presented orally.

a) Recommendations of Argentina on Global Public Goods.

64. The Delegate of Argentina detailed the content of the document on the
recommendations presented to the Group.

Main comments:

65. The Delegate of Cuba: the concept of global public goods should be better
developed. PAHO can contribute to this debate. There should be some mention of
facilitating access....without inequities.

66. The Delegate of Argentina stated that continuing the debate indefinitely is not
helpful. A position should be taken on the concept in order to move forward with the
debate. In health, more services than goods fall under the category of global public
goods, and most of the goods in health are valuable. Overall, a better approach to the
issue is needed. The Organization has an opportunity to move toward the prioritization of
some goods.

67. The Delegate of the United States noted that her country was having trouble with
the definition of the concept of public goods. There is no global definition and she needed
more time to prepare her comments. She indicated that she could not make a specific
recommendation in this regard at the present time and requested that the discussion of
this item be moved to the next day.



68.  When the discussions resumed the next day, the Delegate of the United States
stated that her country had no intention of setting a precedent in the United Nations
regarding the term “global public goods” and therefore presented “new language” on the
topic that would be delivered to Argentina. Finally, it accepted Argentina’s
recommendations, because it agreed with their spirit, except for the first one in which
express mention is made of “global public goods.”

69. The Delegate of Argentina stated that this discussion should have taken place at
the beginning and not at this time, but nevertheless accepted the input from the United
States.

70. The Delegate of Antigua and Barbuda requested a more precise definition of the
term.
71. The Delegate of Costa Rica recalled that a consensus had been reached in the

Working Group on definition of global public goods. The Organization certainly has a
role to play in the road toward the formulation of this definition. She had two comments:

- The first was related to point c) of the document presented by Argentina. The
agreements should not only be related to agreements in health but to agreements that
are health-related. She cited the example of the Customs Union in Central America.

- The second was related to point g) of the document and the definition of priority
countries. New ways of grouping the countries should be found; GDP should not be
the only factor considered, for it impedes the access of middle-income countries to
international cooperation. PAHO should not endorse criteria that exclude some
countries from international cooperation.

72. The delegate also commented that one can think globally but should not forget to
act locally.

73. The Secretariat reminded participants of the distinction between global and
regional public goods.

b) Recommendations of Barbados

74. The Chairman of the Working Group submitted the recommendations, noting that
they needed modification and editing, especially in light of the review of the document
on the relationship between PAHO and WHO.

75. The Delegate of Cuba suggested that in Item 1 of the recommendations of
Barbados, “Improving Communication in the Governing Bodies and among the Member
States,” the creation of a virtual forum for prior consultations between Member States
could be considered.

76. Concerning Item 1 Point 4 (representation of the subregional political integration
organizations), he stated that these organizations can participate as observers. Finally, he
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indicated that he would submit his comments in writing to the Chairman of the Working
Group.

77. The Delegate of Argentina endorsed the idea of an informal forum to permit the
discussion of items and documents prior to the meetings of the Governing Bodies. He
cited the example of CARICOM, which customarily meets prior to the Directing Council.

78. Concerning Item 3 “Evaluation of the Pan American Centers,” the Delegate of
Antigua and Barbuda commented that there is agreement that the work of these regional
centers should be aligned with national programs. Greater priority should be given to
national needs and to how the centers are linked with the countries, especially small
countries. PAHO can play an important role here.

79. The Delegate of the United States pointed out that it is certainly very useful to
discuss items and documents prior to the meetings. The Secretariat should ensure that the
documents are published on the Web with sufficient lead time, but it is not the role of
PAHO to stimulate debate among the States.

80.  The Delegate of Costa Rica mentioned the existing forums that offer an
opportunity to discuss issues prior to the meetings of the Governing Bodies. She cited the
example of Central America and the health bodies COMISCA y RESSCAD.

81.  Referring to Item 3 “Evaluation of the Pan American Centers,” the Delegate of
Brazil indicated that the Representative Offices and Pan American centers are
fundamentally different. Thus, it would be better to analyze the Centers under the Item
“functions” (Item 3, point B).

82. The Delegate of Cuba remarked that the regional centers and the collaborating
centers should play a more active role in scientific research, and this is closely allied to
the document submitted by Brazil and Chile.

83.  Referring to Item 2, “Organizational and Budgetary Structure to Fulfill the
Mission of the Governing Bodies and Meet the Needs of the Countries” the Delegate of
Mexico remarked that this a central theme and recommended the integration points 5 and
6. He suggested, moreover, the creation of a Committee on Transparency.

84. The Secretariat pointed out that the PPO in March is going to discuss the future of
the regional centers and that it would be useful for the Group to see the relevant
documents on this issue to extract additional inputs for their recommendations. It
endorsed the idea that the countries meet prior to the meetings of the Governing Bodies,
reiterating that this would depend entirely on the countries and that, in fact, some forums
already exist, such as the Caucus of Ministers of Health of the Caribbean. There are also
other bodies, such as GRULAC and GRUA. The Secretariat indicated its availability for
further information exchange, if necessary.



85.  In regard to the creation of a new audit mechanism, the Delegate of Cuba
mentioned that it would be necessary to study the additional cost that this would entail,
since the Organization already has an external audit mechanism.

86.  In this regard, the Secretariat referred to the audit report submitted to the WHO
Executive Board and noted that it had been agreed that the report would be submitted to
PAHO’s Governing Bodies. These processes are already in place, a fact that should not
be forgotten.

87. The Delegate of Costa Rica thanked Barbados for drafting these
recommendations, since they served as an input for those of Costa Rica.

88.  St. Lucia joined Costa Rica in congratulating Barbados on its document and,
referring to section C “Processes involved with Relations with Direct Stakeholders”,
especially Item 2, point 3 “Reaffirming the Commitment as Member States of the
Organization,” and relations with the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, noted that it should
be written more clearly, since the health agenda cannot be negotiated by the Ministries of
Foreign Affairs.

89. The Chairman replied that this section entire section should be eliminated.

90. The Delegate of Argentina reminded the Members that the issue of relations with
the Ministries of Foreign Affairs is a very important one. Health should not be separate
from the global agenda and multilateral negotiation channels. Here the role of the
Ministries of Foreign Affairs is key.

91. The Delegate of Brazil indicated that this depends on how each country manages
its technical cooperation.

92.  The Delegate of Cuba declared that health is an international matter and that the
way in which this issue is dealt with in the Barbados document is inadequate.

93. The Delegate of Costa Rica recognized the need to strengthen integration in
health activities. She endorsed the remarks of Cuba in this regard and recalled that the
Country Cooperation Strategy is a key instrument.

94. The Delegate of Mexico also noted the importance of international health and
stated that each country defines the mechanisms that it considers appropriate for dealing
with it.

¢) Recommendations of Brazil and Chile.

95.  Following presentation of the document by Brazil, the Delegate of Costa Rica

congratulated Brazil and Chile for drafting these recommendations, since they revisit
issues taken up in other Research and Technology forums in connection with reducing
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the gap between the production and use of technology and information. She also
mentioned the eHealth forum and proposed sharing the results with Brazil.

96. The Delegate of St. Lucia expressed concern about omission of the behavioral
science perspective in health analysis. Brazil and Cuba agreed.

97.  Furthermore, the Delegate of Cuba suggested modifying point b) on page 1 of the
document containing the recommendations of Brazil and Chile: substituting “the need to
improve conditions...” with “the need for research that will make it possible to improve
conditions....” Moreover, concerning point e): to “the speed of discoveries,” he
recommended adding the phrase “...which should be within the reach of all.” On page
3, point 4: “propose guidelines...,” it is necessary to indicate who these guidelines
should be proposed to.

98. The Delegate of Canada endorsed St. Lucia’s proposal on the behavioral sciences
and suggested clarification of points 4 and 5 on page 3 of the document, especially the
text on the role of PAHO vis-a-vis the drug industry and national legislation.

99. The Delegate of the United States shared Canada’s concerns about points 4 and 5.
Regarding point 6, on procurement, development, and technology, she noted that the term
“economies of scale” should perhaps be included.

100. The Delegate of Brazil indicated that it has a vision of health as a public good and
that it is fitting that PAHO develop guidelines in certain areas. Points 4.5 and 6 are based
on the understanding that health is a global public good and not merchandise.

101. The Delegate of Costa Rica added that WHO and the WTO already have
regulations in this field. PAHO should assist the countries in commercial aspects from the
perspective of the Ministries of Health.

d) Recommendations of Canada

102.  This document contains recommendations taken from the documents presented by
the members of the Working Group and analyzed separately. Canada therefore did not
consider it necessary to give a presentation on the document.

103.  In this regard, the Delegate of Brazil commented about the recommendations that
its country presented to the Working Group. Only the recommendations from the second
document prepared by Brazil were included. The topic of human resources is missing
(which was included in the consolidated document, pages 10 and 48 of the Spanish
version).



e¢) Recommendations of Costa Rica

104.  After the presentation on this document, for which the Delegate of Costa Rica was
responsible, it was mentioned that recommendation 4 could be consolidated with the
recommendations of Brazil and Chile.

105. The Delegate of the United States requested clarification of the meaning of
recommendation 3. Number 4 could be consolidated with the proposal of the United
States and could be included in the document on human resources. Some elements of the
document on the relationship between PAHO and WHO could also be included.

106. The Delegate of Canada thought that recommendations and actions should not be
combined. She stated that the guidelines that she would prepare would have the following
format: she proposed the inclusion of a paragraph with general recommendations and
then suggestions for specific actions for each recommendation. Cuba, Costa Rica, and the
United States also noted the need for an organized for the recommendations.

107. The Delegate of Mexico commented that recommendation 4, bullet 2 mentions
“counterparts,” but it should be clear that the counterparts in this case are the national
authorities.

108. The Delegate of Antigua and Barbuda stated that recommendation 1, bullet 1 is
very important. Country-focused Cooperation should be intensified.

109. The Secretariat reiterated that many of the processes touched on in the
recommendations are already under way, especially the Country Cooperation Strategy
and Country-focused Technical Cooperation. It added that CCS exercises have been
conducted in more than seven countries and eight are programmed for 2005.

f) and g) Recommendations of Nicaragua and Paraguay

110.  As explained earlier, there was no oral presentation on these documents.

h) Recommendations of the United States of America

111. The Delegate of Antigua and Barbuda mentioned that bullet 4 on the first page is
very important (the country approach and the hiring of stafY).

112.  The Delegate of Mexico recognized that there is a link between recommendation
4 of Costa Rica and the document of the United States. It added that clarification of the
term “increase in capacity” in bullet 2 is needed.

113. The Delegate of Brazil mentioned that the document of Barbados, Costa Rica, and

the United States and the one presented by Brazil would have to be combined into a
single proposal on human resources.
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114. Regarding the “Evaluation of PAHO Staff Members” and bullet 3, which
mentions “drawing up a list of competencies...,” the Delegate of Costa Rica stated that it
should not be a list, but a competency map or profile. She endorsed Brazil’s proposal and
emphasized that the competency profiles should be developed in relation to country
needs.

115.  The Secretariat pointed out the following:

a) in the area of human resources, the Secretariat commits to the preparation of a
separate information document.

b) action is already under way on some issues mentioned in the discussions. For
example, competency maps have already been prepared and the Secretariat can
provide this information.

c) Post descriptions are being prepared in terms of these core competencies

d) A staff performance evaluation mechanism is in place, as are orientation sessions
for new staff.

116. The Delegate of the United States reminded the Members that this is a draft of
recommendations based on the perceptions of the delegates and that it would review the
language. It would also consider the processes that are under way and have been reported
by the Secretariat.

V. DEFINITION OF THE NEXT STEPS FOR 2005
117. An agenda of “Next Steps” was agreed upon, which appears as an annex to this

report. It was agreed that the next meeting of the Working Group would be held in
Barbados the week of 11 April.

Annex



Session 2: Health Situation, Challenges and
Opportunities

The main challenges and opportunia¢global and national levels, are
identified in the background paper.

Power of data for understanding dapan’s health and highlighting
health inequities, to better geithe setting of health policies.

Strengthen of national health information systems and assessment of
the impact of health interventions.

Setting priorities at global levekticould be useful at other levels:
regional, sub-regional or national.

Need for WHO to play a leadingirogtrengthening partnerships in
international health issues to aekl more effectively its distinctive
challenges and opportunities.

Enhance the consultative procesthinicountries and with other
stakeholders, including civil society.
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