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1, CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES OP PROCEDURE OP THE HEALTH ASSEMBLY} 
Item 7.2,6 of the Agenda (Official Records No. 46, page 7; documents Аб/19, 
A6/19 Add.1 and Аб/19 Add.2) 

The CHAIRMAN observed that the sub-committee had to consider whether to recommend 

the adoption of amendments that had been proposed to Rules 51, 60, 79, 81, 82 and 106 

of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, First he invited attention to the 

proposed amendments to Rules 51 and 106, which were to be found in Official Records No.4 

pages 7-8. 

Mr. ZARB, Secretary, said that the proposed amendment to Rule 51 таз intended to 

put into effect the frequently expressed desire of the Health Assembly that its sessions 

should be shortened to save the time of delegates called away from their national duties. 

Decisiont It was agreed to recommend the adoption of the proposed amendment 
to Rule 51. 

The SECRETARY explained why it was proposed to delete the words "on the conditions 

existing at the date of admission" in Rule 106. As it stood the Rule implied that, if 

there was any change in the conditions that had existed at the time any Associate Member 

was admitted, that Associate Member could immediately be released from its acceptance of 

associate membership. Thus Associate Members had a right that no full Member possessed. 

Decision; It was agreed to recommend the adoption of the proposed amendment to 
Rule 106. 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to document Аб/19 Add.l, containing the proposed amend-

ments to Rules 79, 81 and 82. 
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The SECRETARY said that a few days before the Health Assembly had held its first 

private meeting, and for the first time since the Rules of Procedure had been drafted 

tt had been necessary to consider the practical application of the rules relating to 

private meetings. They had proved to be in need of amendment. In the first place, it 

was proposed to modify Rules 79 and 81 so that the representatives of the Associate 

Members, who under Rule 18 could attend plenary meetings even when they were private, 

and the representatives of the United Nations, which had a special agreement on the 

matter with WHO, could have access to the verbatim records. 

In the second place, it was proposed to amend Rule 82 so as to remove a contra-

diction with Rule 79. Rule 79 provided that the verbatim records of private meetings 

should not be available to the public unless so decided by the Health Assembly, but Rule 

82 provided that the verbatim records of all plenary meetings - public or private » 

should be published in the Official Records. 

Decision> It was agreed to recommend the adoption of the proposed 
amendments to Rules 79, 81 and 82. 

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to document A6/19 Add.2, containing the proposed 

amendment to Rule 60. 

The SECRETAR! observed that the English text of the proposed amendment was not an 

accurate translation of the French original. The words to be inserted at the end of 
1 

Rule 60 should be corrected to read} 

unless the President, at his discretion, decides that the result of 
a vote on a proposal makes unnecessary any other voting on the 
proposal or proposals still outstanding. 
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The reason for the proposed amendment was that, according to the letter of the Bule 
' I 

as it stood, the President might be considered under the obligation to put to the vote 

all the proposals before the Health Assembly on a given question even after the adoption 

of one of them had clearly settled the question definitively. 

Mr. de VILLEGAS Y UEZAIZ ( Spain) while agreeing that the rule needed amendihg, 

thought that it might be desirable to provide for the possibility that the opinion of 

the President might not be that of the Health Assembly. He therefore thought that 

after the words "at his descretion" the words "and with the consent of the Health 

Assembly" should be added. 

The SECBETABY thought that the proposal of the delegate of Spain might tend to 

complicate the task of the President. There were a number of cases in the Bules of 

Procedure where the President had to take the responsibility of deciding; for example, 

when the question arose which of a number of proposals was the furthest removed in 

substance from the original proposal. In such cases the President was said, in English 

to make a ruling, or, in French, to exercise his "pouvoir discrétionnaire". The 

president could always be overruled by the Assembly; to make the additional provision1; 

proposed by the delegate of Spain would be contrary to the purpose of the proposed 

amendment, which was to simplify the procedure. 

Mr. de VILLEGAS Y UBZAIZ (Spain) said that the Spanish word he had used, which 

could be rendered in English by "consent", implied tacit consent. There would be no 

need for the President to consult the Health Assembly each time. 
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Mr. EUEDI (Switzerland) supported the proposal of the delegate of Spain. In the 

past the Health Assembly had been lucky in its Presidents, but that might not always 

be so, especially if delicate points arose. It would be well to make clear that the 

President's decision was subject to the approval of the Health Assembly, though of 

course a case where discussion was necessary would rarely arise. 

Mr. CAEDEEWOOD (United States of America) pointed out that the right of the Health 

Assembly to challenge and reverse a ruling of the President was implicit in all the 

Eules of Procedure. To state that right expressly in one of the rules might throw 

doubt on its existence in all other cases. 

Mr. PEOSPERI (Italy) supported the proposal of the delegate of Spain. He felt 

that, even if it complicated the voting procedure, it would _e inconsistent with the 

spirit of the Eules of Procedure not to provide for the possibility of a vote on any 

question. 

The SECRETARY agreed with the delegate of the United States of America. Even if 

the President decided that a decision already taken nade it unnecessary to vote on 

another proposal before the Health Assembly any delegate could indicate his disagreement 

and it would then be for the Health Assembly to decide who was right. The right of a 

Member State to require that a proposal should be put to the vote was absolute, and it 

was not necessary to state it expressly in any one of the Eules of Procedure; indeed, 

to do so would weaken it in other cases. 

Mr. BOUCHER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) found himself 

in agreement with the United States delegate and with the Secretary. However, he thought 
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that the views of all delegations might be met by deleting the reference to the discretion 

of the President, so that the words to be added would read simply: 

unless the result of a vote on a proposal makes unnecessary any other 
voting on the proposal or proposals still outstanding. 

Decision: It was agreed to recommend the adoption of the proposed amendment 
to Pule 60, as modified by the proposal of the delegate of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

The meeting rose at 9-У} a.m. 


