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SIXTH MEETING 

Friday, 16 May 1980 at 9h30 

Chairman: Dr E. M. SAMBA (Gambia) 

1. TRANSFER OF THE REGIONAL OFFICE FOR THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN: Item 42 of the Agenda 
(Document WHA32 /1979 /REC /1, decision (19); document EВ64 /1979 /REC /1, decision (1); 

document ЕВ61980 /REC /1, decision (10); documents А/33 Аdd.1 -2, A33/42, 

A33 INF.DOC. 7,9,10 and 11, and A33 /Conf.Paper Nos.6 -8) 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that in May 1979 the Thirty- second World Health Assembly, in 
decision (19), had decided to request the Executive Board to undertake a study on the question 
of the transfer of the Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean, and to report its 

findings to the Thirty -third World Health Assembly. The Board had set up a working group for 
that purpose, which had reported back to the Board at its sixty -fifth session in January 1980. 
The Board had decided to transmit the report of that Group (document ЕВ65/19 Rev.1 and'Add.l, 
annexed to document A33 19), together with the summary records of the Board's deliberations 

(document EB65 /1980 /REC 2, pp. 254 -258), to the Health Assembly for its consideration and 
decision. The Committee also had before it document А33/42, a memorandum submitted by the 
delegation of Egypt; documents A33 /INF.DOC. /7,9,10 and 11, submitted by the delegations of 
Saudi Arabia aid Egypt and by the Director -General; and three draft resolutions circulated 
as conference papers. 

Dr GALEGO FINENTEL (representative of the Executive Board) said that the question of the 

transfer of the Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean had its origin in a request 
made by Sub -Committee A of the Regional Committee, meeting in special session in May 1979; 
that request had been forwarded to the Thirty- second World Health Assembly, which had asked 
the Executive Board to study the effects of its implementation. The Board had entrusted the 
study to a Working Group composed of members from all the Regions, and the Group's report, 

endorsed by the Board at its sixty -fifth session, was now before the Health Assembly for 
consideration. 

The report dealt first with the legal and administrative implications of a decision to 
move the Office from its present location, regardless of what new location was chosen. It 

then covered questions relating to the choice of a new location. A total of 10 countries of 
the Region had offered to act as hosts to the Regional Office should a transfer be decided on, 
and all those countries had been visited by members of the Group to enable them to ascertain 
what facilities were offered by the governments concerned and what were the local conditions 
under which the Office would operate. The information obtained was set out in as objective 
a manner as possible in a comparative table contained in Annex 4 to the Group's report; 
the table covered such matters as office space, communications, transportation, staffing, 
logistic support, conferences, and privileges and immunities. The most essential points, 
namely the type of premises offered and the local availability of suitably qualified general 
service staff, were summarized in the body of the report. 

The main part of the report (document EB65/19 Rev.1) covered nine of the 10 potential 
host countries. The findings with regard to the tenth country were contained in a 

supplementary report (EB65/19 Add.l), to which was attached in Annex 2 a table giving 

information on the estimated costs of a transfer to any one of the 10 host countries under 
consideration. All figures in that table were based on the United Nations system's rates of 
post adjustment and on local salaries applicable in the countries concerned as of January 1980. 

The Executive Board, when considering the question in that month, had permitted 

representatives of potential new host countries to participate without vote in its 

deliberations. It was gratifying that all those who had spoken had commended the study for 
its thoroughness and objectivity. Some additional details supplied by certain representatives 
concerning the facilities offered by their countries had been incorporated in the revised 
version of the report. 
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There had been a general consensus in the Board that a decision on a change of location 

of the Regional Office could only be taken by the Health Assembly itself. The Board had 

therefore deliberately refrained from making any recommendation, and had decided to transmit 
the Working Group's report to the Assembly. 

Dr ТАВА (Regional Director for the Eastern Mediterranean) said that a special session of 

the Regional Committee to discuss the question of the transfer of the Regional Office from 

Alexandria had been called in accordance with Rule 6 of the Committee's Rules of Procedure 

following a request by a number of countries. Sub -Committee A of that Committee had met in 

Geneva on 9 May 1980, and had considered the Working Group's report in detail. It had been 

the view of some delegates that in line with the decision of principle already taken the 
previous year, and following the study made by the Group, it was time for the Regional 

Committee to determine a suitable alternative location for the Regional Office, and submit 

it to the Health Assembly for consideration. Since a number of Arab countries had offered 

to act as host, the Arab group, in order to facilitate the Sub -Committee's work, had agreed 

to suggest a single candidate, namely Jordan. However, that did not mean that potential host 

countries from the non -Arab countries of the Region were excluded, and thus offers from Cyprus, 

Iran and Pakistan had also been discussed. Following that discussion, the representatives of 

Iran and Pakistan had withdrawn their candidatures and Cyprus, as it had not been represented, 

could not be consulted. However, it had later indicated informally that it would have no 

objection to the view of the majority. 
The delegate of Egypt had stated that he considered that the request for transfer would 

undermine both international and regional collaboration in the health field. He had urged 

that temporary political crises should not be allowed to interfere with WHO's essentially 

technical and humanitarian work. He saw the proposal for transfer as a purely political 

solution to a problem which ought to be capable of discussion aid settlement through dialogue 

and on an amicable basis, and had stressed that the WHO Constitution and Agreements should be 

respected. However, another delegate had observed that the Regional Office could not carry 

out its work effectively in a country with which certain other countries had broken off 

diplomatic relations. Following further discussion, a draft resolution had been adopted by 19 votes 

tolto the effect that the Regional Office should be transferred to Amman, Jordan, as early 
as possible and that the full cost of the transfer, including the recurring annual costs for 

a period of five years, would be met by voluntary contributions from Member States of the 

Region. 
Sub -Committee B had met on 14 May 1980. At that meeting, the Israeli delegate had 

informed the Regional Director that he opposed the proposed transfer, and had passed a 

resolution to that effect. 

Dr GEZAIRY (Saudi Arabia) recalled that decision (19) had been adopted by the 

Thirty- second World Health Assembly in response to a request from countries of the Eastern 

Mediterranean Region for the Regional Office to be transferred from Alexandria on the grounds 

that the new political stance adopted by the host State had made it impossible for the Office 

to carry out its activities. On 9 May 1980, Sub -Committee A of the Regional Committee had 

considered the study carried out by the Executive Board Working Group on the subject, and had 

then adopted a resolution deciding on the transfer of the Office from Alexandria to Amman. 

In so doing, it had taken into consideration the need to ensure effective technical cooperation 

between the countries of the Region in order to enable them to attain the objective of health 

for all by the year 2000. 

Many countries of the Region had expressed their willingness to act as host to the 

Regional Office, and Amman had eventually been chosen by the majority decision of 20 out of 
the 21 Member countries. Account had been taken of the need not to overburden the 
Organization's budget by additional costs, and thus the countries concerned had agreed to 
meet not only the cost of the transfer but also any recurring additional costs for the next 
five years. 

With regard to the legal implications of the proposed transfer, the Organization's 
Legal Adviser had indicated that the Regional Committee was entitled to adopt such a 
resolution, though from a procedural point of view it would need to be referred to the Health 
Assembly for eventual approval. 

The countries of the Region, in adopting the resolution in the Sub -Committee, had acted 
in the best interests of the peoples of the Region by ensuring that they would be able to 
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derive maximum benefit from the services provided by their Regional Office. Moreover, 
they had acted in accordance with the Constitution of the Organization, which provided in 
Article 50(a) that one of the functions of the Regional Committee was to formulate policies 
governing matters of an exclusively regional character. The resolution was also in accord 
with WHO's new orientation towards greater decentralization and towards the giving of 
increased responsibilities to the Regions. Although some had feared that the process of 
transfer would hamper some of the Office's activities, he pointed out that those activities 
had already been adversely affected by the decision of many countries to boycott the 
Regional Office, and if the Office remained in its present location its work would eventually 
be completely paralysed. 

It had been claimed that the decision taken had been politically motivated, but as he 
saw it, it had been a purely practical solution to a problem that had arisen as a result of 
certain political actions taken by the host country. To insist on retaining the Office in 
its present location would in fact amount to a political gesture since it would be in 
opposition to the legitimate desires of the overwhelming majority of Member States of the 
Region. To oppose such desires would be contrary to democratic principles, which were based 
on respect for the wishes of the majority. He stressed that the countries of the Region were 
united in their determination to see the Office transferred, and that their decision in that 
respect was irrevocable. Should it be decided to retain the Office in its present 
location, the countries concerned would consider it as non -existent and refuse to cooperate 
with it. That situation would be an unfortunate one, since it might lead some Arab countries 
to reconsider their relations with the Region and with the Organization as a whole. 

Speaking on behalf of all countries which had endorsed the resolution in Sub -Committee A, 
and on behalf of the Council of Arab Ministers of Health, he hoped that the Committee would 
approve the following draft resolution, which was proposed by the delegations of Algeria, 
Bahrain, Democratic Yemen, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, 
United Arab Emirates and Yemen: 

The Thirty -third World Health Assembly, 
Recalling the decision of the Thirty -second World Health Assembly concerning the 

wish of the majority of Members of the Eastern Mediterranean Region to transfer the 
Regional Office from Alexandria, Arab Republic of Egypt, to another Member State in 
the Region; 

Having reviewed the detailed and objective information provided in the report of 
the Working Group established by the Executive Board; 

Taking into consideration the decision of Sub -Committee A of the Eastern 
Mediterranean Region at its special session contained in its report and resolution 
EM/RC- SSA2/R.1; 

Considering that nineteen out of twenty Member countries attending the said 
special session decided to transfer the Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean 
to Amman, Jordan; 

Bearing in mind that this matter is surely of a regional nature and concerns 
essentially the Member countries of the Region; 

DECIDES: 

(1) to transfer the Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean from 

Alexandria to Amman, Jordan, as soon as possible; 

(2) to cover through voluntary contributions from the Member States of the 

Eastern Mediterranean Region the full cost of the transfer of the Regional Office 

to Amman, and the increased recurring annual costs for a period of five years. 

Mr EL- SHAFEI (Egypt) recalled that despite the objection of a number of delegations, 

including his own, the question of the transfer of the Regional Office for the Eastern 

Mediterranean, had been included in the agenda of the Thirty -second World Health Assembly. 
During the discussion in Committee B, strong considerations of principle had been raised 

against the Office's possible relocation. It had been emphasized that the request was based 

on purely political considerations and on transitory political differences. Delegations had 

reminded the Committee that the only criteria for selecting Egypt as the site for the Regional 
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Office 30 years before had been technical considerations and the availability of the necessary 

facilities. That had been the case for all other WHO headquarters, and the Interim Commission 

studying various possible locations for the original WHO headquarters, in view of the 

essentially technical purpose of W10's work, had felt bound to exclude all political 

considerations. It had further been stated that the question of relocation was of great 

importance for the future of the Organization and should not be considered on the basis of 

reasons alien to its Constitution, if the integrity of WHO was to be maintained. International 

cooperation in public health was a permanent necessity based on a complex network of 

international agreements, common programmes of work and technical assistance; those were 

basic principles of the WHO Constitution and should not be unnecessarily upset in a humanitarian 

and technical body. The attempt to transfer the Office would also create a dangerous precedent 

in disrupting the regional arrangements of WHO and other specialized agencies. 

It had also been reiterated that the Regional Office was functioning efficiently, with 

meetings being held at all levels and programmes continuing without interruption. The delegate 

of Saudi Arabia had then stressed that the request for a transfer had not been based on any 

suggestion that Egypt had failed to meet its commitments as host country. In reply to the 

Saudi Arabian delegate at the present meeting, who had suggested that it was the essentially 

practical reason that Member States were no longer able to cooperate with the Office which had 

prompted the request for a transfer, Mr El- Shafei quoted a number of examples of meetings and 

training courses that had taken place in Alexandria during the past year with participants 

from countries throughout the Region. He could therefore hardly believe that the reasons 

put forward for a transfer of the Office were of a purely practical nature. 

The many legal, administrative, technical and financial implications of a transfer were 

outlined in the report of the Working Group of the Executive Board, which had been requested 

by the Health Assembly to undertake a study on the effects of the implementation of a decision 

to transfer the Regional Office and to report its findings to the Health Assembly. The study, 

carried out by representatives of all six Regions, had shown that the legal implications 

of denouncing the existing Host Agreement concluded between WHO and the Government of Egypt 

in March 1951 and the question of the applicability of Section 37 of that Agreement were still 

far from being resolved. Section 37, whose purpose was to protect both WHO and the Host 

country, provided that the Agreement could be revised at the request of either party. In that 

event the two parties should consult each other concerning the modifications to be made in its 

provisions. If the negotiations did not result in an understanding within one year, the 

Agreement could be denounced by either party giving two year's notice. Section 37 corresponded 

to Article 29 of the Headquarters Agreement concluded in 1948 -1949 between WHO and the Swiss 
Government, an Agreement which in turn had been based on the Agreement of 11 March 1946 between 

the Swiss Federal Council and the International Labour Organisation concerning the legal status 

of the ILO in Switzerland. The Working Group had specified that the host agreements for the 
other regional offices of the Organization similarly incorporated the clause first introduced 
by WHO in its Headquarters Agreement and that consequently the clause would have to be 
interpreted in the same manner for the Headquarters Agreement and all the host agreements for 

regional offices. 

The Working Group had further stated, in part IV, sections 4.2 and 4.3, of its report, 
that "the preparatory work for the two headquarters agreements (ILO and WHO) does not shed 

any direct light on the meaning of the renegotiation and denunciation clause here under 
consideration "; that "There is no specific comment on Section 37 in the preparatory work on 
the Host Agreement concluded by WHO with Egypt in March 1951 after approval by the Third 
World Health Assembly "; that "Contrary to the Headquarters Agreement with Switzerland, 
which does not specify the location of the WHO headquarters, the Agreement with Egypt mentioned 
expressly, in Section 1 (v) the location of 'the Regional Office in Alexandria "; and that 

"In the absence of any indication in the preparatory work of Section 37 of the Host Agreement 
which could help in its interpretation, subsequent practice with regard to the application of 
this and other analagous agreements would be particularly important. However, no case has ever 
occurred in WHO or in ILO in which the renegotiation and denunciation clauses of the respective 
headquarters and host agreements have had to be put to a practical test ". 

In view of the above, the Group had come to the conclusion that "it was not in a position 
to decide whether or not Seсtion 37 of the Agreement with Egypt was applicable. The final 
position of the Organization on the possible discrepancies of views would have to be decided 
upon by the Health Assembly. Should the opinion of the Assembly not be agreeable to the 
Government of Egypt, it would be possible to have the question submitted to arbitration under 
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Section 34 of the Host Agreement; the International Court of Justice could also possibly be 
requested to provide an advisory opinion under Article 76 of the WHO Constitution ". 

Mr El- Shafei shared the Working Group's view that any decision to transfer the Regional 
Office would have major and - in his opinion - adverse repercussions on the Office's activities 
for quite some time, in terms of efficiency first of all. Work would be disrupted during the 
interim period, the valuable experience acquired by general service staff over the past 30 
years could not be replaced in a short time, and there was a lack of qualified secretarial and 
clerical personnel with the required linguistic skills in most countries of the Region. The 
Office currently employed high- quality international and local staff, the team spirit was 
excellent and its work was most efficient. The financial and operational implications of a 

transfer had not yet been precisely determined, but the report indicated that the increased 
costs of a new location for the first year alone would range from a minimum of US$ 1 361 000 
to a maximum of US$ 4 493 000. The members of the Working Group had not been able during 
their short visits to examine in depth all the requirements for the establishment of a 

regional office in the potential host countries. 

An objective analysis of those facts indicated the following. First, there were no 
technical or operational grounds that could justify a transfer of the Regional Office in 
Alexandria. Secondly, the legal issues emanating from the Host Agreement still required 
in -depth study before the Health Assembly could take a final decision. As stated in the 
Director -General's report entitled "Outline of a ossible study on the feasibility of 
relocating WHO headquarters" (document ЕВ65/1980/RREС/1, Annex 10), any feasibility study would 
have to "consider the legal interpretation of the terms of existing agreements, the nature of 
consultations to be undertaken between WHO and the present host country Government, and the 
question of whether and when to give advance notice ". Thirdly, according to Rule 13 of the 

Rules of Procedure, the Health Assembly was not in a position to take a decision on a 
possible transfer, since the precise technical and financial implications of such a decision 
were not known. Fourthly, such a political move would disrupt the programmes and activities 
of the Office, increase the costs to be borne by Member States, and deal a heavy blow to the 
spirit of cooperation. 

There was thus no justifiable reason for introducing political considerations to disrupt 
regional technical cooperation and cause irreparable damage to the basic purposes and principles 
of the Organization. Article 1 of the Constitution defined the objective of WHO as "the 
attainment by all peoples of the highest possible level of health ". That objective could only 
be achieved through cooperation, compassion and understanding, and not through friction and 
enmity. He therefore urged all Member States to work together to achieve that target. 

The draft resolution introduced by the delegate of Saudi Arabia implied that there was a 

dispute between one State and 19 others, rather than a conflict between two different points 
of view. The undeniable political differences in the Region were regrettable, but they were 
of a temporary nature. In any case, they were essentially concerned with relations among 
Arab States and should not be superimposed on the work of specialized agencies. 

The Saudi Arabian delegate had said that the reasons for moving the Regional Office from 
Alexandria were not political. He could not agree with that view, since not a single complaint 
had been made that the host Government had acted in violation of the Host Agreement or had in 
any way impeded the work of the Regional Office. Neither could he agree that the matter was 
a purely regional one. The mere fact that it had been discussed at the Thirty- second World 
Health Assembly and was again being discussed at the present Assembly indicated that that was 
not so. 

As far as the procedures for deciding upon the relocation of a regional office were con- 
cerned, Article 44 of the Constitution seemed rather incomplete and might need to be 
reconsidered, in as much as it contained no provision relating to relocation and did not specify 
what kind of majority would be required. In his delegation's opinion, relocation should be 

decided by consensus among all the Member States of each Region, so as to avoid' situations 
like that now being faced. 

In the final operative paragraph of the draft resolution introduced by the Saudi Arabian 

delegate, reference was made to voluntary contributions to meet the full cost of the transfer 
of the Regional Office to Amman. That matter would appear to be governed by Article VII, 

paragraph 7.2, of the Financial Regulations, which stated that gifts or bequests, whether or 
not in cash, might be provisionally accepted by the Director -General, subject to the provisions 

of Article 57 of the Constitution. Article 57 of the Constitution stated that the Health 

Assembly or the Board acting on behalf of the Health Assembly might accept and administer gifts 
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and bequests made to the Organization provided that the conditions attached to such gifts or 

bequests were acceptable to the Health Assembly or the Board and were consistent with the 
objective and policies of the Organization. The question arose as to whether voluntary con- 

tributions to cover the cost of the transfer to Amman and the increased recurring annual costs 

for a period of five years were consistent with the objective and policies of the Organization, 
and whether they could not be more advantageously used for other ends. The Organization was, 
of course, in need of funds for many beneficial purposes; voluntary contributions were welcome, 
but not for the purpose of relocating an existing office which was functioning perfectly. 
Furthermore, it was unclear who was going to cover the increased recurring annual costs after 
the five -year period had expired. He wondered whether Members would be willing to increase 
their contributions to the Organization after five years in order to cover the additional costs 

involved. 

He went on to introduce the following draft resolution: 

The Thirty -third World Health Assembly, 
Recalling its decision at its thirty - second session to request the Executive Board to 

study the effects of the implementation of a decision of the World Health Assembly to 

transfer the Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean from Alexandria, Arab Republic 

of Egypt, to another State in the Region and to take the necessary steps for its imple- 

mentation; 
Taking note of the study transmitted by the Executive Board to the Health Assembly on 

this question for its consideration and decision; 

Considering that the members of the Working Group established by the Executive Board 
were not in a position, during their relatively short visits to the potential host 
countries, to examine in depth all the requirements of the establishment of the Regional 

Office in the countries concerned; 
Considering further that the legal aspects of the question have not been resolved and 

that the Working Group was not in a position to decide whether or not Section 37 of the 

Agreement with Egypt is applicable; 

Mindful of Rule 13 of its Rules of Procedure, which states that "the Director- General 

shall report to the Health Assembly on the technical, administrative and financial impli- 

cations of all agenda items submitted to the Health Assembly before they are considered by 

the Health Assembly in plenary meeting. No proposal shall be considered in the absence 

of such a report unless the Health Assembly decides otherwise in case of urgency "; 

DECIDES to request the Executive Board at its forthcoming session to continue its 

study of all aspects of the question and report its findings to the Thirty- fourth World 

Health Assembly. 
He said that it would have been easy for his delegation to submit a draft resolution 

rejecting outright the idea of a transfer of the Regional Office. However, it had not done 

so because it realized that there was another point of view to be taken into account. His 
delegation had therefore adopted a spirit of conciliation and cooperation and hoped that 
Members would understand that a broad range of issues had to be settled, as the Board's study 
had revealed. In any case, no hasty decision should be taken. His delegation remained open 
to other ideas and wished to preserve cooperation in the Region, without any ultimatums. 

It had been asserted that there was no political motivation in the move to transfer the 

Regional Office from Alexandria and that only practical considerations were involved. Yet 

in March 1980 the Council of Arab Ministers of Health, meeting in Tunis, had called for the 
exclusion of Egypt from meetings of the Regional Committee. A similar decision had also been 
adopted by the Council of Ministers, the political organ of the same States. Any decision 

to prevent a Member from attending meetings of a body established by the Organization would 
pose a serious problem for the Health Assembly since, inter alia, the question of the 

constitutionality of such a decision would arise. 

He noted that a third draft resolution circulated to the Committee, sponsored by the 

delegation of the United States of America, was concerned solely with the legal issues and was 
in keeping with the view that the Health Assembly should proceed cautiously in the matter. 
It was therefore not in conflict with the Egyptian draft resolution. 
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Mr HELMAN (United States of America) introduced the following draft resolution: 

The Thirty -third World Health Assembly, 
Having regard to proposals which have been made to remove from Alexandria the 

Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean of the World Health Organization, 

Taking note of the differing views which have been expressed in the World Health 
Assembly on the question of whether the World Health Organization may transfer the 
Regional Office without regard to the provisions of Section 37 of the Agreement 
between the World Health Organization and Egypt of 25 March 1951, 

Noting further that the Working Group of the Executive Board has been unable to 
make a judgement or a recommendation on the applicability of Section 37 of this 
Agreement, 

DECIDES, prior to taking any decision on removal of the Regional Office, and 

pursuant to Article 76 of the Constitution of the World Health Organization and 

Article X of the Agreement between the United Nations and the World Health Organization 
approved by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 15 November 1947, to submit 
to the International Court of Justice for its Advisory Opinion the following questions: 

(1) Are the negotiation and notice provisions of Section 37 of the Agreement of 

25 March 1951 between the World Health Organization and Egypt applicable in the 
event that either party to the Agreement wishes to have the Regional Office 
transferred from the territory of Egypt? 

(2) If so, what would be the legal responsibilities of both the World Health 
Organization and Egypt, with regard to the Regional Office in Alexandria, during 
the two -year period between notice and termination of the Agreement? 

Over the past few years, the United States Government had followed with close attention 
the discussions in WHO regarding the possibility and advisability of transferring the Regional 
Office for the Eastern Mediterranean from Egypt to another country. Considerable study had 
been made of that emotive issue, which remained complex in its administrative, financial and 
legal aspects. 

At the present stage his delegation saw no advantage in going into the political 
background of the question, which was well known to all Members. Instead, it would be best 
to assume good faith on the part of all and a general interest in assuring the satisfactory 
functioning of WHO health programmes in the Eastern Mediterranean Region - programmes which 
his Government supported and wished to see continued with his country's cooperation. 
Accordingly, it behoved all Members to demonstrate restraint, to avoid threats regarding 
consequences, and to look carefully at the range of issues involved. Against the sense of 
urgency expressed by governments of the Region - which his Government did not share - there 
had to be set the administrative, financial and legal questions of concern to the Organization 
as a whole and to each of its Member States. Against the views of the countries of the 
Region - views which were entitled to great weight - there had to be placed the views and 
interests of the Organization as a whole and of its Members, all of which had a stake in the 

administration and effective functioning of all elements of WHO and in the precedent which 
a move from Egypt would set. 

His delegation would go further and would argue that at least the legal issues involved 
went beyond WHO and related to the obligations and duties of international institutions to 
their Member States, and in particular to those Member States which acted as hosts to 

international institutions and their constituent units. 
The report of the Executive Board answered some of the administrative and financial 

questions involved in a transfer of the Regional Office. There were, however, other issues 
which still required further careful study. Among them the legal question should be of 
greatest concern to States Members of WHO. For that reason, his delegation had submitted a 

draft resolution which defined with precision the legal issues involved and which requested 
the International Court of Justice to rule on them. It focused on the key legal question of 
whether the removal of the regional headquarters from Alexandria would be tantamount to 
denunciation by WHO of its Agreement with Egypt of 25 March 1951, Section 37 of which provided 
that the Agreement might be denounced by either party giving two years' notice. 
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Egypt maintained that, if WHO was to deprive the Agreement of its object and purpose by 

removing the Regional Office from Alexandria, then the Organization must give two years' 

notice of what would amount to denunciation. Other Members apparently maintained that 

Section 37 of the Agreement applied only to negotiation over revision of the Agreement and 

failure to reach agreement by such negotiation, and that it did not apply to a decision by 

the Health Assembly to move the Regional Office. Thus there was clearly a genuine and 

important legal difference on which the Organization should have authoritative and impartial 

advice before it took a decision on whether or not to remove the Regional Office from Egypt. 

The United States delegation contended that the best way to obtain such advice was to request 

from the International Court of Justice an advisory opinion on the questions cited in its 

draft resolution. In a world where all too often legality, international law and international 

standards were flaunted, it was essential that WHO, being dedicated to human welfare, should 

insist that its actions should be above reproach and in full accordance with international 

law. After all, if an international organization violated its agreements with a Member 

State, what could be left of the fabric of international law on which all governments so 

profoundly depended? How secure could be the headquarters and regional offices of WHO 

and of other international institutions if WHO opened itself to the accusation, plausible on 

its face, that it had arbitrarily violated a headquarters agreement with a Member State? 

His delegation's draft resolution was directed against no one. The Regional Office and 

its programmes continued to function. At all events threats should be avoided, and in the 

meantime WHO should insist that its actions should be legally, administratively and 

financially beyond reproach. Adoption of the draft resolution would enable the Organization 

to assure itself that it was proceeding properly and in full accordance with international law. 

It would also establish a standard of integrity in relations between an organization and its 

Member States, as well as a precedent for the conduct of other international institutions and 

their constituent members which would be a credit to WHO. 

Dr NSOLO (Nigeria) believed that the transfer of a purely technical institution from one 

country to another for political reasons would create a dangerous precedent. It would more- 

over be an expensive and wasteful move, which would adversely affect the services which the 

Organization was called on to provide. His delegation could not therefore support the 

proposed transfer of the Eastern Mediterranean Regional Office from Alexandria. He believed 

the problem to have arisen as a result of a passing political crisis; the present proposal, 

which was of a permanent nature and also appeared to be a punitive measure, could, if adopted, 

seriously strain relations and leave lasting scars. 

Dr MALHAS (Jordan) said that the question before the Committee was quite simple and had 

been clearly set out by the Regional Director. The Region could only operate effectively on 

the basis of mutual cooperation between its Member countries. Twenty out of 21 Member 

countries in the Region wished to see the Regional Office transferred from Alexandria to Amman. 

The legal aspects concerning the Agreement on Privileges and Immunities and the formal 

Agreement between the host country and the Organization were of secondary importance compared 

with the expressed will of the Member countries in the Region and could certainly be settled in 

a manner satisfactory to the majority. 
The financial aspect had already been covered by the willingness of the Member countries 

to meet certain items of expenditure, especially recurring expenditure. The World Health 

Assembly was in his view committed to a particular course of action by the expressed view of 

the majority of countries in the Region. 

The necessary capacity to receive the Regional Office would shortly be available in Amman. 

Valuable experience had already been gained during three regional meetings held in Amman during 

1979 and a further meeting was to be held there shortly. His country was ready and willing to 

act as host to the Regional Office, and would provide all necessary facilities, privileges and 

immunities in the same way as Egypt under the 1951 Agreement. Although his words should not 

be construed as a threat, his country would be unable to cooperate with the Regional Office in 

the future if it remained in Alexandria. It would also be bound to look closely at its links 

with the Regional Office and the Organization, if the Health Assembly refused to respect the 

wishes of the majority. 

Mr CORDERO DI MONTEZEMOLO (Italy), speaking on behalf of the Member States of the European 

Economic Community, said that the removal of the Regional Office from Alexandria involved a 

whole range of problems at different levels, the magnitude of which should not be underestimated 
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but which could nevertheless be solved if there were urgent and valid grounds for doing so. In 
the event, however, the Regional Office in its present location was staffed by highly qualified 
and experienced personnel and had operated during the past 30 years without any complaint 
against it. There were a number of legal implications of the change to be considered, which 
the Working Group had merely listed without going into details. The financial consequences of 
the move, as set out in the report, were striking indeed. The table in Annex 2 of the 
document ЕВ65/19 Add.l showed the estimated costs to vary between US$ 1 million and US$ 4 
million, excluding the loss on the capital expenditure incurred at Alexandria over the past 
years. Even if those expenses were to be met by voluntary contributions, they could hardly be 
regarded as priority items, compared with the implementation of health programmes. 

A further aspect to be considered was the effect of the move on the work of the Regional 
Office. The report by the Director -General on the study of WHO's structures in the light of 
its functions (document А33/2) had emphasized the increasingly important role of regional 
offices. None of the documents submitted to the Health Assembly contained any reference to 

special circumstances applicable to the Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean alone, 
which had apparently worked effectively throughout 1979, like all the other Regional Offices, 
and Member countries in the Region had continued to derive benefit from its activities. The 
moment when the Organization was faced with extremely demanding commitments and when the 
programme for health for all by the year 2000 required the concentration of all technical and 
financial resources in order to achieve positive results hardly seemed the best time to inter- 
rupt the functioning of one of the regional offices for an indeterminate period. He could not 
share the views of those who wished to exchange the reality of a virtually fault -free operation 
for the hope of a satisfactory adaptation in another place. 

His Government had given careful consideration to all the political aspects, while 

regretting, like many other delegates at the previous World Health Assembly and members of the 

Executive Board, that the Assembly should be required to consider a question so far divorced 
from the important and fundamental problems with which the Organization was faced. He 

believed strongly that any decision should be deferred. His Government would support any 
draft resolution in favour of deferment, to permit further and more far -reaching consideration 
to be given to the legal and administrative aspects of the question. 

Dr VENEDIKTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, in the view of his 
delegation, the transfer of a Regional Office from one country to another - in the same way as 
changes in the boundaries of Regions, the transfer of countries from one Region to another, the 
setting up of subregions etc. - was largely a matter for Member countries in the region, both 
in the present and any future cases. It was evident from the report of Sub -Committee A of the 
special session of the Regional Committee that 19 out of 20 countries in the Region had been in 
favour of transferring the Regional Office from Egypt to Jordan. He pointed out that the so- 
called Sub -Committee B had not met for many years nor submitted any resolutions to the 

Executive Board or Health Assembly; the resolution submitted by that Sub -Committee could 
hardly therefore be regarded as a proper resolution. The Health Assembly had always followed 
the recommendations of the Regional Committee on matters of regional concern and there appeared 
to be no reason for departing from that principle in the present case, which had already been 
considered at great length by the Executive Board. 

It had been objected that the proposal to transfer the Regional Office was the result of 
a political decision. The real political decision, however, would be for the World Health 
Assembly to refuse to accede to the recommendation of the great majority of members of the 
Regional Committee. Once the decision of principle had been made, any financial, legal, 

administrative, personnel and other details could be settled later. His delegation had no 
objection to the proposal to transfer the Regional Office from Alexandria and would support 
the draft resolution introduced by the delegate of Saudi Arabia. 

The meeting rose at 11h15. 


