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1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND ALLOCATION OF ITEMS TO THE MAIN COMMITTEES (continued) 

Inclusion of a supplementary item in the agenda (document А32/Gc/3) (continued)

The CHAIRMA.N, after reminding the General Committee that it had decided on the previous 
day to adjourn the discussion on the item in question to the present meeting, said that the 
members of the Committee were not required to take a decision upon the substance of the 
question, but only upon whether or not it wished to recommend that the Assembly place the 
proposed item on the supplementary agenda.

Dr ABDULHADI (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), referring to the previous day's discussion on 
the interpretation of Rules 11 to 13 of the Rules of Procedure of the Health Assembly, 
considered that the supplementary item it was proposed should be added to the agenda could 
not be regarded as a new activity within the meaning of Rule 11. He agreed that a question 
such as the transfer of a regional office ought to be the subject of previous study, but it 
was for the Assembly itself to take a decision in the matter. He accordingly invited the 
Committee to approve the request for the inclusion of the supplementary item in the agenda.

Dr BFYANT (United States of America) disagreed. In the view of his delegation it was a 
question of a new activity liable to involve additional work and expenditure that would 
affect WHO's resources ; Rule 11 of the Rules of Procedure therefore, in its opinion, was 
applicable. That article provided that proposals involving new activities must be received 
at least six weeks before the date of the opening of a session, except in an emergency. In 
the present case it was not a question of an emergency, at any rate one affecting the health 
of peoples• Transfer of a regional office was an important undertaking, having substantial 
administration, technical and financial implications. To decide hastily on such a matter 
would set a regrettable precedent. He accordingly considered the Committee ought to 
recommend that the Assembly should not add the item to the agenda.

Speaking at the invitation of the CHAIRMAN and as the author of the request for 
inclusion in the agenda of the request contained in document A32/GC/3, Dr AL-AWADI (Kuwait) 
said that the new situation to which Dr Abdulhadi had referred on the previous day called for 
urgent action, and it was for that reason that Sub-Committee A of the Regional Office for the 
Eastern Mediterranean was going to hold an immediate emergency meeting. Owing to the recent 
events in question, collaboration of the Arab countries with the Regional Office established 
at Alexandria, in Egypt, would become increasingly difficult.

Regarding procedural matters, he considered that Rule 11 and 13 did not apply in the 
present case, and that it was Rule 12 that was applicable. If the General Committee agreed 
with that view and recommended the Assembly include the item in question in the agenda, there 
was nothing to prevent the Regional Committee and the Director-General from studying in the 
appropriate manner the consequences of transferring the Regional Office and reporting on the 
matter. In conclusion, he appealed to the General Committee, in the interests of efficiency, 
to recommend inclusion of the supplementary item in the agenda.

Speaking at the invitation of the CHAIRMAN, Mr EL-SHAFEI (Egypt) reminded the Committee 
that at the end of the procedural discussion on the previous day, the Director-General, 
following the statement by the delegate of Mozambique, had summed up the position by enumera
ting the three proposals submitted to the General Committee (see document А32/Gc/SR/1, page 3). 
He suggested that the Committee adopt the proposal made by the delegate of Mozambique to 
refer the matter to the Health Assembly for the Assembly itself to take the decision which the 
General Committee was not in a position to make• Should the General Committee however decide 
to vote on those proposals, in his opinion it should consider that it was a matter of an 
important question within the meaning of Rules 72 and 73 of the Rules of Procedure, and should 
furthermore vote by secret ballot.
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The DIRECTOR-GENERAL understood that although members of delegations 
in the General Committee could take part in its deliberations, under Rule 
of Procedure, only members of the General Committee were entitled to make 
At that morning's meeting, two proposals had been submitted by members of 
Committee :

not represented 
32 of the Rules 
formal proposals, 
the General

1. the delegate of Libya had asked the General Committee to recommend that the Assembly 
include the proposed supplementary item in the agenda ;

2. the delegate of the United States had asked the General Committee to recommend that 
the Assembly should not do so.
The delegate of Mozambique had not repeated at the present meeting the proposal he had made 
the previous day.

Dr MARTINS (Mozambique), Chairman of Committee В , wished to maintain that proposal.
Since there was apparently no concensus on the question in the General Committee, the members 
of the General Coiranittee might find themselves voting on different sides, and he considered it 
preferable to refer the matter to the Assembly without any recommendation by the General 
Committee.

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL, summing up the position, said that the General Committee had thus 
before it three formal proposals. If it decided in the absence of a concensus to vote on 
those three proposals, the vote would be subject to the provisions of Rule 68 of the Rules 
of Procedure. Those provisions required the General Committee first to vote on the proposal 
furthest removed in substance from the proposal first presented. He considered that it was 
the proposal of the delegate of Mozambique (to refer the matter to the Assembly) which 
corresponded with that definition.

Dr SENIIAGAKALI (Fiji) , observing that the Committee had no alternative but to proceed 
to the vote, formally requested that the vote be by secret ballot.

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the matter had been 
sufficiently discussed and the choice was clear : since it seemed to him hardly possible to 
hold that the Committee should not take a decision, a vote ought in his opinion to be taken 
only on the first two proposals. Regarding the voting procedure, he reminded the Committee 
that the decision whether or not to vote by secret ballot could only be taken by a show of 
hands. The Committee would accordingly have to vote in that manner on the advisability of 
voting by secret ballot or otherwise. Since that seemed to him unnecessary, he wondered 
whether the delegate of Fiji would be willing to withdraw his request for a secret ballot.

Dr HARRIS (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) had another proposal to 
make, in a spirit of compromise and to avoid undue waste of the Health Assembly's time : 
namely, that the General Committee invite the Director-General to make a thorough study and 
then submit it to the Executive Board. There would be nothing unusual about such a step 
because the matter obviously came within the General Committee's terms of reference and it 
would be in accordance with the final provisions of Rule 11 of the Rules of Procedure 
(referral to another organ of the Organization for examination).

The DIRECTOR-GENERAL considered that since the General Committee was required, not to 
decide upon the substance of the matter, but just to make a recommendation on the procedural 
question of placing an item on the agenda, it could not request the Director-General to make 
a study. The most it could do, if it decided to recommend the Assembly place the supple
mentary item on the agenda, was to recommend also that the Assembly make any study it saw 
fit.

Following a further procedural discussion in which Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics), Mr RIVASPLA.TA HURTADO (Peru), Vice-President, Dr DLAMINI (Swaziland), 
Dr MARTINS (Mozambique), Chaiman of Committee В , Dr SENILAGAKALI (Fiji) and Dr STIRLING 
(United Republic of Tanzania), also the DIRECTOR-GENERAL and Mr VIGNES (Director of the Legal
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Division) , took part, putting forward various explanations as to the interpretation of the 
relevant Rules of Procedure, the position was as follows :

The following three proposals remained before the General Committee:
1. recommendation that the Assembly place the supplementary item on the agenda;
2. recommendation that the Assembly should not place the supplementary item on the 

agenda;
3. referral of the whole matter to the plenary Assembly;

the proposals being voted upon in the opposite order to the order of this enumeration.
In addition the General Committee was required first of all to decide by show of hands whether 
or not it wished to vote by secret ballot on the matter submitted to it， in accordance with 
the formal request to that effect made by the delegate of Fiji.

The General Committee took a vote by show of hands to decide if it wished to vote by 
secret ballot on the matter under consideration.

The result of the voting was as follows :
in favour of a vote by secret ballot 10 votes
against a vote by secret ballot 10 votes
abstentions 2

In accordance with the provisions of Rule 84 of the Rules of Procedure, which provided that 
"If the votes are equally divided • • •， the proposal shall be regarded as not adopted", the 
proposal was rejected.

A second vote by show of hands was then taken on the proposal of the delegate of 
Mozambique that the matter be referred to the plenary Assembly,

The result of the voting was as follows :
in favour of the proposal 7 votes
against the proposal 8 votes
abstentions 5

The proposal was accordingly rejected.

A third vote by show of hands was then taken on the proposal of the delegate of the 
United States of America that it be recommended that the Assembly should not place the supple
mentary item on its agenda.

The result of the voting was as follows :
for the proposal 4 votes
against the proposal 9 votes
abstentions 8

After the DIRECTOR-GENERAL had thereupon, in view of the result of that vote, asked the 
Committee whether, having regard to the final provisions of Rule 68 of the Rules of Procedure, 
it thought it necessary to take a vote on the still outstanding proposal, Professor SENAULT 
(France) ， Chairman of Committee A, requested that a vote should also be taken on the last 
proposal•
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A fourth vote by show of hands was therefore taken on the proposal of the delegate of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya that it be recommended that the Assembly place the supplementary item 
on its agenda.

The result of the voting was as follows :
for the proposal 
against the proposal 
abstentions

The proposal was accordingly adopted.

In view of the decision just taken, the CHAIRMAN felt that the Committee would wish to 
propose that the plenary meeting refer that supplementary agenda item to Committee В for 
consideration.

9 votes 
4 votes 
8

It was so decided.

Explaining their vote, Mr DE OURO PRETO (Brazil) , Dr CAMPO (Argentina) and Miss BETTON 
(Jamaica) said that their votes in no way prejudiced their respective delegations' decision on 
the substance.

Mr RIVASPLATA HURTADO (Peru) ， Vice-President, made a similar statement. In addition, he 
wished to reserve his delegation's position on the proposal of the delegate of the United 
States of America, and could not agree with the interpretation put forward during the 
procedural discussion to the effect that that proposal was an independent proposal ; in his 
delegation's view it was just a counter-proposal• He warned the Committee against the 
precedent such an interpretation could constitute: to regard as an independent proposal any 
counter-proposal made during a discussion inevitably favoured the latter procedurally, in as 
much as it would have to be voted on first. He was unable to agree with such an interpreta
tion.

2. PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE HEALTH ASSEMBLY

The General Committee drew up the programme of meetings for the 
following day, adjourning discussion of the items which had still to 
meeting on account of the lateness of the hour.

afternoon and the 
be considered to its next

The meeting rose at 12h55,


