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1. HEALTH ASSISTANCE TO REFUGEES AND DISPLACED PERSONS IN THE MIDDLE EASТ: Item 3.10 of 
the Agenda (Resolution WНА23.52; Document Á24/B/19) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to continue its consideration of item 3.10 of the 
agenda. 

Dr SACKS, Secretary, called the attention of the Committee to a corrigendum to the draft 
resolution proposed by the delegations of Ghana, Lebanon and Norway which had been put forward 
by the delegation of France and accepted by the sponsors of the original draft resolution 

(A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.6 Rev.1). It was stated in the corrigendum that the fifth preambular 
paragraph should read as follows: 

"Noting with appreciation the report of the Director -General contained in 

document Á24/B/19 and the comments he has supplied on the means of financing which 
might be used; ". 

Dr STEINFELD (United States of America) said that he wished to clear up a misunderstanding 
which apparently existed about the draft resolution that had been put forward by his delegation 
(A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.7). 

The United States delegation had stressed on several occasions the importance of the 
Health Assembly's devoting its attention to health matters and leaving consideration of 
political issues to other bodies. 

The United States was deeply concerned with world health and humanitarian problems such 
as the plight of the refugees in the Middle East. His Government had demonstrated its 

interest by the attention it had devoted to those problems and by financial and other support 

which it had given, and he added that the United States provided over 50 per cent, of the 

contributions to UNRWA. 

The draft resolution proposed by the delegations of Ghana, Lebanon and Norway 

(A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.6 Rev.1) was clearly concerned with the health and humanitarian aspects 

of the problem in the Middle East. He wished to emphasize that his delegation supported 

that draft resolution subject to the explanations given by the Director -General at the 

previous meeting on the financing of contributions outside the regular budget. 

The draft resolution proposed by the delegations of Afghanistan, India, Kuwait, Lebanon, 

Mauritania, Pakistan, Somalia and Yugoslavia (A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.5 Rev.1), however, dealt 

with political issues and with allegations which were not the concern of WHO. He appreciated 

the fact that the draft resolution also contained certain humanitarian provisions of which his 

delegation was in favour. 

He wished to avoid the possibility of increasing the difficulties of the debate and he 

therefore proposed to withdraw the United States draft resolution. In accordance with 

Rule 64 of the Rules of Procedure of the World Health Assembly he called for the draft 

resolution proposed by the delegation of Afghanistan and seven other delegations to be voted 

paragraph by paragraph, so that his delegation could show its support for all those para- 

graphs which related to health and humanitarian matters. 

Mr LAPOINTE (Canada) said that his delegation was grateful to the delegations of Ghana, 

Lebanon and Norway for drawing the Assembly's attention to the financial difficulties facing 

UNRWA. His country had often manifested its interest in the work of the Agency and had 

recently decided to increase its contribution to UNRWA by US$ 360 000, bringing the total 

Canadian contribution for 1971 to US$ 1.3 million. 
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The wording of the draft resolution proposed by the delegations of Ghana, Lebanon and 
Norway (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.6 Rev.') unfortunately did not make it clear Whether the intensi- 
fication of the Director -General's efforts to assist the refugees in the Middle East involved 
an amendment or addition to the regular budget. His delegation was glad that the Director - 
General had explained the position in his statement at the previous meeting so that it could 
support the amendment proposed by the delegate of France. He considered that there should 
be a reference in the text of the draft resolution to the fact that the item fell outside the 
regular budget. 

He had some doubts as to the validity of setting a target of US$ 1 000 000, a figure 
which had been questioned by other speakers who had said that it was too low. He felt that 
the draft resolution might more easily gain unanimous support if it were couched in general 
language to the effect that the Director -General should intensify his efforts to the greatest 
extent possible and reference to a specific figure were omitted. If, however, other dele- 
gations wished to retain mention of a target figure, his delegation would raise no objection. 

With regard to the draft resolution proposed by the delegation of Afghanistan and seven • other delegations (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.5 Rev.1), although his delegation was in sympathy with 
the references to the plight of the refugees in the Middle East, it regretted that some para- 
graphs contained political and legal implications which would oblige it to abstain on the 
whole of the resolution and to indicate its objections if the draft resolution were voted 
paragraph by paragraph. 

Mr ABSOLUM (New Zealand), commenting on the draft resolution proposed by the delegations 
of Ghana, Lebanon and Norway (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.6 Rev.1), said that in his opinion the 
relationship between operative paragraph 1 and the fifth preambular paragraph as amended by 
the delegate of France was not sufficiently clear. He proposed to the sponsors of the draft 
resolution the following amendment to operative paragraph 1: 

REQUESTS the Director -General of the World Health Organization to seek and pursue ways 
of achieving an expansion of its programme of health assistance to the refugees and 

displaced persons in the Middle East (as outlined by the Director -General during relevant 

discussions at the Twenty- fourth World Health Assembly) to the amount of at least one 

million dollars. 

He felt that the amendment would remove any remaining doubts of the sort referred to by 

the delegate of the United States and Canada. 

Dr TARCICI (Yemen) said that the draft resolution (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.7) proposed by 

the United States delegate to defer consideration of the issue raised in the draft resolution 

proposed by the delegation of Afghanistan and seven other delegations (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.5 

Rev.1) constituted an injection of political issues into the problem, as other speakers had 

already pointed out. At the previous meeting, the delegate of Kuwait had reminded the 

Committee of the plight of the refugees in the Middle East by quoting official statements 

from the reports of the Director -General of WHO and the Director of the health services of 

UNRWA. The problem was urgent and could not be deferred for another year and he was 

therefore glad that the United States delegate had withdrawn his draft resolution. 

His delegation would vote for both the draft resolution proposed by the delegations of 

Ghana, Lebanon and Norway (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.6 Rev.1) and for that proposed by the delegation 

of Afghanistan and others (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.5 Rev.1). 

Mr ROFFEY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland), referring to the 

amendment put forward by the delegate of France and accepted by the sponsors of the draft 

resolution proposed by Ghana, Lebanon and Norway (A24/B/Conf.Doc. No.6 Rev.1), said he 

formally proposed a modification of that amendment by the insertion of the phrase "outside 

the regular budget" after the word "financing" so that the fifth preambular paragraph would 

read: 
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NOTING with appreciation the report of the Director -General contained in document 
А24 /B /19 and the comments he has supplied on the means of financing outside the 
regular budget which might be used. 

He hoped that his proposal would command support, since it would meet the point raised by 
the United States and Canadian delegates, without the necessity of amending operative para- 
graph 1. He hoped that it would also be acceptable to the sponsors of the draft resolution, 
which his delegation would support. 

Professor SAI (Ghana), Dr ANOUTI (Lebanon), and Dr MELLBYE (Norway) accepted the amend- 
ment proposed by the delegate of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

Mr GEORGIEVSKI (Yugoslavia) said that he would insist on maintaining the entire text of 
the draft resolution proposed by the delegation of Afghanistan and other delegations, including 
his own. (А24 /В /Сoпf.Dос. No.5, Rev.l). The draft resolution contained demands which had been 
made in previous years in the Health Assembly and in meetings of other specialized agencies, in 

particular that the refugees in the Middle East should be allowed to return home. That was an 
essential prerequisite of living a normal life and enjoying good health. The draft resolution 
also asked that a government which remained on territory which did not belong to it should 
respect the provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949. It appealed to Israel to 
support the International Committee of the Red Cross and requested the Director -General to 
take appropriate measures. The draft resolution was concerned with the health and not with 
the political aspect of the problem. 

Mr EL REEDY (United Arab Republic) said that his delegation greatly appreciated the con- 
structive step taken by the delegate of the United States of America in withdrawing his draft 

resolution (A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.7). 

He would like to reassure those speakers who had expressed fears that some of the para- 

graphs contained in the draft resolution proposed by the delegation of Afghanistan and seven 

other delegations (A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.5, Rev.l).had political connotations; that was far from 

being the case. No reference was made to the political aspects of the occupation; the draft 

. resolution concerned itself with two humanitarian aims: the right of refugees to return to 

their homes and the application of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949. 

The right of refugees to return home was purely a humanitarian and public health question: 

men, women and children were living in tents and their right to live and enjoy good health 

was being jeopardized. The Fourth Geneva Convention was part of international humanitarian 

law; 20 of its articles related to health and between 30 and 40 of its articles related to 

the provision of relief and assistance to populations in occupied territories. 

If the delegate of Israel had stated categorically that his Government would implement 

resolutions adopted by the United Nations, by allowing the refugees to return to their homes, 

and that it would apply the Fourth Geneva Convention to which it was party, it might have been 

possible to withdraw the draft resolution and record and publish the undertaking made by Israel. 

How was it possible for WHO to remain silent when the conditions under which the populations 

were living in the occupied territories were well known? The Government of Israel had replied 

to a request for information from the Director- General by promising to send reprints from 

liaison health officers with the military authorities (document А24 /B /19, Annex C), but it had 

not done so. Only WHO had the right to make inquiries on health matters about a population 

deprived of its rightful authorities. 

His delegation would support the resolutions proposed by the delegates of Ghana, Lebanon 

and Norway (A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.6, Rev.1), as amended, and the draft resolution proposed by the 

delegation of Afghanistan and others (A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.5, Rev.1). 
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Dr BRACHOT (Israel) considered that the resolution proposed by the delegation of Afghanistan 
and seven other delegations (document A24 /В/Conf.Doc. No,5, Rev.1) was a deplorable document, 
the adoption of which would cast no credit on the World Health Assembly. The text was no more 
than an exercise in political propaganda. The facts were that the health conditions of the 
refugees in the Israel -held territories were far superior to those in the Arab host countries. 
The standards of medical care, sanitation and hygiene were generally superior in Israel, a 

fact amply attested by the records of the World Health Organization, the Director of Medical 
Services of UNRWA and the International Committee of the Red Cross - and he cited the 

International Review of the Red Cross, September 1970, page 490. 

Surveys carried out by delegates of the International Committee of the Red Cross found 

that hospitals and polyclinics had never ceased their activities, that medical staff were able 

to work without hindrance and that no epidemics had been observed. Supplies of medicaments 
had been found inadequate and the Israeli Government had authorized the distribution of medica- 

ments by the International Committee of the Red Cross. In 1969 the delegates had found that 

the situation had not only returned to normal but had improved following certain measures 

carried out by the occupying power. Those had included the return of nine Palestinian 

doctors, an increase in doctors' salaries to meet the rise in the cost of living, weekly visits 

by teams of Israeli doctors to El Arish hospital and the provision of a helicopter for trans- 
porting emergency cases to hospitals in Israel. A new polyclinic and a nurse training school 

had been opened in Gaza, and over 30 000 people had been vaccinated in 1968 and 1969. 

The delegation of Israel felt that the complaint about refusal to accept medicaments from 

the International Committee of the Red Cross should properly be addressed to the Government of 
Pakistan - one of the sponsors of the resolution - which no doubt had its own good reasons for 

its recent decision in that respect. Much had been made of the alleged difficulties to which 

the Red Cross was subjected in Israel, but the report of the International Committee of the Red 

Cross stated that it had obtained the effective application of the Geneva Convention in the 

occupied territories, which disposed of the prevarication contained in operative paragraph 4 

of the resolution. Paragraphs 1 and 3 were an attempt to tie the health conditions of the 

refugees to the political objectives of the Arab States - a political manoeuvre not relevant 

to the work of the World Health Assembly. The delegations that had expressed such concern 

about the health conditions of the refugees in the territories under Israeli control had been 

'silent about the bloodletting and destruction that had taken place in the refugee camps in 

Jordan in 1970, when, according to Mr Yasser Arafat, 3440 refugees had been killed and 10 840 

wounded by the Jordanian army. 

Dr AL -AWADI (Kuwait) challenged the assertion that refugee camps were better in Israeli - 

controlled territory. The facts and figures, he claimed, said otherwise. The report of the 

Director -General of UNRWA showed that there had been 109 cases of cholera among the 270 000 

people in Gaza, while among the 225 000 on the East Bank there had been only 45 and among the 

473 000 people on the West Bank there had been only three. Among 152 000 people in Lebanon 

there had been seven cases and among 143 000 people in Syria there had been 13 cases. The 

International Committee of the Red Cross had had difficulty in investigating cases in Israel, 

and he wondered how many had not been detected. He asked the delegate of Israel to say openly 

that his Government would accept the Geneva Convention and that it would allow the people of 

Palestine to go back. His delegation would then withdraw the resolution. 

Dr OLGUIN (Argentina) said that his delegation shared the unanimous concern regarding the 

health situation of the refugees in the Middle East, of which the Director -General's report 

(document А24/В/19) gave a clear picture. His delegation would support the resolution proposed 

by the delegations of Ghana, Lebanon and Norway (document A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.6, Rev.1), and 

in doing so attached importance to the statements of the Director -General regarding the manner 

in which assistance would be financed. With regard to the resolution proposed by the delegatior 

of Afghanistan and seven other delegations (document A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.5, Rev.1), he supported 

the request of the delegation of the United States of America that the voting be paragraph 

by paragraph. 
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Dr ВEDAYA -NGARO (Central African Republic) expressed his appreciation of the action of 
the delegation of the United States of America in withdrawing the resolution it had submitted 
at the previous meeting. He suggested that the French text of the resolution proposed by 
the delegations of Afghanistan and seven other countries (document A24/В /Conf.Doc. No.5, Rev.1) 
should be brought into line with the English text by substituting the word "porter" for 
"signaler" in operative paragraph 6(d). Following the arguments advanced by the delegations 
of Nigeria and Yugoslavia, the delegation of the Central African Republic would support both 
of the resolutions before the Committee. 

Dr BRACHOT (Israel), replying to the statement on the incidence of cholera in Israeli - 
controlled territories made by the delegate of Kuwait, said that the number of cholera cases 
did not reflect the overall health conditions in a population. In Jerusalem, where the level 
of health care was very high, there had been 250 cases of cholera. Furthermore, it was well 
known in the World Health Organization that Israel reported every single case that occurred, 
while cholera cases were not notified by many of the countries whose delegations were accusing 
Israel. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he would now put the resolutions to the vote, and asked the 
Secretary to summarize them. 

Dr SACKS, Secretary, said that two resolutions were before the Committee. The resolution 
proposed by the delegations of Ghana, Lebanon and Norway (A24 /B /Conf.Doc. No.6, Rev.1) had been 
subject to two amendments - one by the delegation of France and one by the delegation of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland - both of which had been accepted by the 
sponsors. In addition, the Committee had before it a suggestion by the delegation of 
New Zealand, which the sponsors could not accept. 

The resolution proposed by the delegations of Afghanistan, India, Kuwait, Lebanon, 

Mauritania, Pakistan, Somalia and Yugoslavia (document A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.5, Rev.1) had not 
been amended but the French text had been brought into line with the English text by the sub- 

stitution of the word "porter" for the word "signaler" in operative paragraph 6(d). The 

delegation of the United States of America, supported by the delegation of Argentina, had 
formally requested a vote on that resolution by paragraph under Rule 64 of the Rules of 
Procedure of the World Health Assembly. 

Mr MALIK (India) said that, in the resolution of which his delegation was co- sponsor, the 

word "attainment" should be substituted for the word "restoration" in the first paragraph of 

the preamble, in keeping with the Constitution of WHO. He was speaking on behalf of all the 

sponsors of that resolution. 

Mr AВSOLUM (New Zealand) said that, in view of the amendment proposed by the United Kingdom 

delegation, he withdrew the amendment suggested by his own delegation. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in the absence of objections, the Committee would vote first on 

the draft resolution proposed by the delegations of Ghana, Lebanon and Norway (document 

A24 /В /Conf.Doc. No.6, Rev.1) as amended by the delegations of France and the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

Decision: The draft resolution, as amended, was approved by 73 votes to none, with 

3 abstentions. 

Dr CAYIA (France) said that his delegation had voted for the resolution solely for 

humanitarian reasons, in spite of the precise sum of $ 1 million indicated, which he would 

have preferred not to see in the resolution. He added that his delegation's affiriative note 

should not be construed as implying any commitment in respect of a supplementary contribution. 
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Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) said that his delegation had also voted in favour of the resolution 

but would have preferred to avoid all reference to the sum of $ 1 million. His country would 

not consider that figure as a limit for future voluntary contributions. 

Miss SIMBOLOTTI (Italy) said that her delegation had been happy to support the resolution, 

including the amendment made by the delegation of France, but would have preferred to see the 

figure of $ 1 million deleted from the resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would now proceed to deal with the resolution 

proposed by Afghanistan, India, Kuwait, Lebanon, Mauritania, Pakistan, Somalia and Yugoslavia 

(Document A24/B/Conf.Doc. No. 5 Rev. 1), incorporating the change proposed by the delegation 

of India. He asked if there were any objections to the motion of the delegation of the United 

States of America to vote on the resolution paragraph by paragraph. 

Dr AL -AWADI (Kuwait) suggested that the Committee should vote on that question. 

The CHAIRMAN then asked the Committee to vote on the proposal to consider the resolution 

paragraph by paragraph. 

Decision: The voting was 31 to 31 with 14 abstentions; the proposal was therefore not 

adopted. 

Dr STEINFELD (United States of America) requested an interpretation of the vote. He 

believed that the vote had been taken on the proposal of the delegation of Kuwait to consider 

the resolution as a whole and that the result of the vote represented a victory for the proposal 

to consider the resolution paragraph by paragraph. 

Mr GUTTERIDGE, Director, Legal Office, said that the question was dealt with by Rule 64 

of the Rules of Procedure. The motion before the Committee had been on the division of the 

resolution and this motion had not been adopted by the Committee. 

Dr STEINFELD (United States of America) said that Rule 64 said that if objection was made 

to the request for division the motion for division would be voted on. 

The CHAIRMAN said that Rule 64 and the last sentence of Rule 81 were applicable, and he 

would not put the draft resolution, as amended by the delegation of India, to the vote as a 

whole. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved by 37 votes to 4, with 37 abstentions. 

Dr CAYLA (France) said that his delegation would have preferred to vote paragraph by 

paragraph, because it would then have been able to approve certain paragraphs. Being unable 

to vote in that way his delegation had abstained. There were statements in the resolution 

that were not within the competence of the World Health Organization and some that seemed to 

require verification. 

Mr STANCA (Romania) said that his delegation had voted in favour of the resolution. His 

Government took the view that to restore lasting peace in the Middle East it was necessary to 

take into account the national aspirations of the peoples in the region. It also wished to 

reserve its position with regard to the application of Article 7 of the Constitution. 

Mr CHISALA (Malawi) said that his delegation had abstained from voting on the resolution 

because it believed that the work of the World Health Organization was humanitarian, while the 

wording of the resolution was political. 
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Dr GUEYE (Senegal) said that his delegation had voted in favour of the draft resolution 
sponsored by the eight delegations, although it was not in favour of the application of 
Article 7 of the Constitution. 

Dr BARRAUD (Upper Volta) explained that, in reading that draft resolution, his delegation 
had seen no elements in it that were other than humanitarian, which was why his delegation, 
taking the same stand as in the previous year, had wished to confirm the vote it had then cast, 
since the terms of the draft resolution were similar to those of the resolution voted in 1970. 
For that reason his delegation also asked that the necessary means be found of providing 
increased assistance for the refugees and displaced persons in the Middle East. 

Miss SIMBOLOTTI (Italy) said that her delegation would have liked to have supported the 

draft resolution and, if the vote had been taken paragraph by paragraph, it would have been 
able to support most of them. Her delegation appreciated the need for providing adequate 
health assistance to the refugees and appreciated the importance of ensuring, for that purpose, 

full respect for the Geneva Convention and for the work of the Red Cross under international 
humanitarian law. However her delegation had had to abstain from the vote on the resolution 
as a whole firstly because it referred to resolutions with which her Government did not agree 
and, secondly, because it contained statements and assertions which were contestable from the 
international point of view such as those contained in operative paragraph 3. 

Dr CASTILLO (Venezuela) said that his delegation had abstained in the vote, because, in 

its opinion, the contents of the draft resolution went beyond the purposes and objectives of 
WHO. 

Dr ADESUYI (Nigeria) said that he had been glad to vote in favour of the draft resolution, 
but he had not supported the decision to vote on the resolution as a whole. He would have 
preferred a vote paragraph by paragraph, since he had two reservations which he would have 
made, had he had the opportunity. 

The first concerned operative paragraph 3, where his delegation could not support the 

application of Article 7 of the Constitution in the circumstances. 

The second reservation related to operative paragraph 4, which his delegation could not 
have supported since his Government considered that every government had the right to decide 
which organizations were to be allowed to operate within its territory, or any territory that 

it controlled. There were genuinely international organizations, which everyone respected 

and which were welcomed, but there were certain others which were international in name only, 
and not in constitution or operation and which, for that reason, governments might wish not 

to accept. 

Dr DE CONINCK (Belgium) joined previous speakers in expressing regret that the vote had 

not been taken paragraph by paragraph because, as in the case of the delegations of Italy and 

Nigeria, his delegation also would have been able to support certain paragraphs. 

However, his delegation considered that Article 7 was not at all applicable to the country 

in question and so could not support operative paragraph 3. 

As regards operative paragraph 4, his delegation felt that the International Committee 

of the Red Cross, which was totally independent of WHO and the United Nations, would be 

hampered rather than helped by the resolution as voted. 

Mr EL REEDY (United Arab Republic) expressed the gratitude of his fellow citizens in the 

occupied territories of Egypt and of his brothers in other occupied territories and in the 

refugee camps for the approval of the draft resolution. That was a humanitarian gesture on 

the part of the highest organized body of the medical profession. He also wished to thank 



А24 /B /SR /а 

page 9 

many of those who had abstained because he was sure that, although the draft resolution had not 
received their votes, it had received their private approval. 

Dr OLGUfN (Argentina) said that his delegation had abstained in the vote on the draft 

resolution because it considered that some paragraphs contained political elements which went 

beyond the health and humanitarian purposes of the Organization. He regretted that the vote 

had not been taken paragraph by paragraph because his delegation would then have been able to 

support the paragraphs dealing only with humanitarian and health matters. 

Dr STEINFELD (United States of America) said that his delegation would also have liked to 

have had an opportunity of voting in favour of the humanitarian aspects contained in several 

paragraphs of the draft resolution. However, several paragraphs had implications going beyond 

the special purview and responsibility of the Organization, in particular operative paragraph 
3, and therefore his delegation had had to vote against the draft resolution. Like previous 

speakers, he would have appreciated the opportunity to express his delegation's opinion in 

greater detail, by means of a vote paragraph by paragraph. 

Professor SAI (Ghana) thanked the Committee for its almost unanimous approval of the 

draft resolution of which his delegation was one of the sponsors. 

His delegation had regretfully abstained from voting on the draft resolution sponsored by 

the eight delegations as he had said at an earlier meeting, in public health matters, the 

realities of politics had to be taken into consideration but in so doing at the international 

level value and moral judgments should be avoided as likely to confuse the issue. Had the 

draft resolution been voted paragraph by paragraph he could have supported the provisions which 

he considered would help to foster international collaboration. 

Dr MIKEM (Togo) said that his delegation had been unable to vote for the draft resolution, 

despite the humanitarian aspects dealt with in certain of its paragraphs because it contained 

provisions which went beyond the scope of the Organization's work. He too would have been 

able to vote in favour of certain paragraphs, if they had been voted upon separately. 

Mr KANDEMIR (Turkey) said that his delegation had voted in favour of the draft resolution 

for the sake of the humanitarian aspects of the problem, and because they were well acquainted 

with the difficulties currently facing UNRWA. However, his delegation reserved its position 

concerning operative paragraph 3. 

The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion closed and thanked members of the Committee for their 

co- operation. 

2. ASSESSMENTS FOR 1971 OF NEW MEMBERS; Item 3.11.2 of the Agenda (Document Á24/B/26) 

Mr FURTH, Assistant Director- General, introducing the item, outlined the situation 

regarding the assessment of the Sultanate of Oman as described in sections 1, 2 and Э of the 

Director -General's report (document Á24/B/26). He suggested that, in the light of those 

considerations, the Committee might wish to recommend that the Sultanate of Oman be assessed, 

for the years 1971 and 1972, at a rate to be fixed by the Twenty -fifth World Health Assembly; 

that the assessment be at the provisional rate of 0.04 per cent, for those two years, to be 

adjusted to the definitive assessment rate when that was established by the Twenty -fifth World 

Health Assembly, and that the contribution of Oman for 1971 be reduced to one -third of 0.04 

per cent. A draft resolution to that effect, for possible consideration by the Committee, 

was contained in section 4 of the Director -General's report. 

Decision: The draft resolution was approved. 

The meeting rose at 11.50 a.m. 


