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"Í ' RÏd^Ts'ANË' OBLIGATIONS OF ASSOCIATE MEMBERS IN REGIONAL X I /, A 3 И : « 

ORGANIZATIONS: ITEM 9.11.1 OF THE AGENDA (continuation) 

-f- Rajkumari AMRIT KAUR (India) proposed that" the ' working party 
which the committee had decided to set up for the consideration of 
item 9.11.1 in all its aspects should be limited to the following 
seven members: Brazil, Czechoslovakia, France, India, Iran, Mexico 
and the United- Kingdom.~ - • • 

4 Dr. SCHOBER (Czechoslovakia) thanked the delegate of India for 
proposing his country for membership on the working party, but stated 
that as his .delegation was too small to attend all meetings it would 
prefer to stand .down .in favour of Bulgaria. ... 

Rajkumari AMRIT KAUR (India) replied that she would have no 
objection to the Czechoslovak proposal. 

V Dr. RAMOS (Mexico) stated that his delegation would also be unable 
to accept nomination for the same reason. 

y Dr. VAUCEL (France) noted that there was no representative from 
the African continent on the list submitted by the delegate of India, 
and proposed that it should include the Union of South Africa. 

Decision: The committee decided to dispose of the question 
of the size of the working party before nominating its members. 

X Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) pointed out the danger of deciding 
in advance on the size of the working party without first being 
certain that it would ensure a well-balanced representation. ' 

yMr. BANDARANAIKE (Ceylon) stated that the item under discussion 
was of vital importance to the efficient operation of the regional 
organizations. The committee should therefore be careful not to 
restrict arbitrarily the size of the working party, thereby excluding 
members directly interested in the question. He would prefer it to 
consist of at least nine members. 

y. Dr. TOGBA (Liberia) felt that it would be difficult to achieve, 
balanced representation even with a working party of nine members. 

XMr. KAZI (Pakistan) and Dr.'PANTALEONI (Italy) both agreed with 
the delegate of India that the working party should be restricted 
to seven members. 



/ Dr. ALLWOOD-PAREDES (El Salvador) proposed that it should 
consist of three representatives from each geographical region. 

^ Mr. MORETON (United Kingdom) considered that the working party-
should be kept to manageable proportions and felt that seven was 
a reasonable number. 

/ Mr. PEREIRA (Portugal) pointed out that Portugal by her history 
and geographical position was fully qualified to participate in 
such a working party, since it was to deal with highly specialized 
matters. He would therefore strongly advocate that his country be 
represented on it. 

. Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) asked what precisely was meant 
Г by the term "region" in the proposal of the delegate of El Salvador. 

Dr. MANI (Secretary) replied that the regions referred to were 
the six geographical areas as delineated at the First Health 
Assembly. The acceptance,of that proposal would entail a working 
party of eighteen members. 

Decisions: 
The proposal of the delegate of El Salvador was rejected. 

The amendment,to the proposal of the delegate of India that 
the working party should consist of nine members was 
rejected.. 

The proposal of the delegate of India that the working party 
should consist of seven members was adopted. 

^ Dr. VILLARAMA (Philippines) suggested that the Chairman should 
be asked to appoint the working party. 

% Dr. SCHOBER (Czechoslovakia) considered that it would be more 
expeditious to adopt the list suggested by the delegate of India, 
with certain alterations. 

j. Mr. MORETON (United Kingdom) felt that the Committee would be 
more likely to achieve balanced representation in the working party 
on the basis of the Indian,list rather than by asking each delegation 
to present its nominations. 



tsM.r. RAMOS (Mexico) stated that contrary to his earlier statement,, 
his country vrould now be prepared to serve on the working party. 

Mr. BANDARANAIKE (Ceylon) pointed out that it could not be 
taken for granted that the Indian list had been accepted by all 
members. It was important to achieve as representative a composition 
as possible so that the decisions of the working party would be 
acceptable to the committee as a whole; that would avoid the danger 
of reopening the whole discussion at a later stage. The best 
procedure would be to request the Chairman to nominate members of 
the working party, taking into account the Indian proposal and the 
views expressed in the course of the discussion. 

V Dr. STAMPAR (Yugoslavia) proposed the closure of the debate. 

Decisions : 

The motion for closure of the debate was carried by 24 votes 
to 8. 

The proposal that the Chairman be entrusted with the task 
of the final selection of the seven members of the working 
party was adopted by 34 votes to 10. 

Dr. Vollenweider took the chair. 

2 AGREEMENT WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA : ITEM 9.7 OF THE AGENDA 

Document A2/51 was adopted without amendment. 

3 AGREEMENT WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF EGYPT: ITEM 9.8 OF THE AGENDA 

Document A2/50 was adopted without amendment. 

4 AGREEMENT WITH THE PAN AMERICAN SANITARY ORGANIZATION: ITEM 9.9 
OF THE AGENDA (Official Records 17, Section 6.4) 

y Mr. HALSTEAD (Canada) requested that the item be deferred until 
the next meeting of the committee, as his delegation was still in 
consultation on the subject. 

Decision: The proposal of the delegate of Canada to defer 
consideration of the item was adopted by 32 votes to 2, 

5 REPORT ON SITUATION WITH REGARD TO ОПЕР: ITEM 9.12 OF THE AGENDA 
(Official Records 17, Section 8.7; document A2/$2) 

V Dr. VILLARAMA (Philippines) asked if the transfer of the 
functions of OIHP would involve additional expense for WHO, and, if 
so, to what extent. 



SCRS'i'ARY asked Dr. Morgan, observer for OIHP, to reply. 

'ROAN (Observer, OIHP) stated the only expenses involved 
• ... ? connected with the study-group work being undertaker 
, .„id possibly 1950. He was not avra.re of further 
. "part from the actual winding-up of the Paris Off ico 
oJ' 1950. 

'•'••"....LilONI (Italy) asked if paragraph 10, sub-paragraph О 
тле English text) of document A2/52 should be interprete-: 
1. ."t the Bulletin, previously published by OIHP, would b<. 

EGBiiARY replied that all the information formerly contained 
л tin. was already split up among the appropriate publication. 

',V7.гч (Wew Zealand) suggested that some provision should bo 
o,..;re in the assets of OIHP by those nations which were 

>0 denounce the 1907 Rome Agreement. 

""CEL'TARY stated that this matter was exclusively withir 
л; cf OIHP and the Secretariat of WHO could only bring 
лЛ' .e of the Paris Office. 

"'".'4 (New Zealand) withdrew his amendment in the light of 

The report in document A2/52 was adopted unanimously 
л" amendment, 

CV THE FIRST REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL 
л- {'Jccument A2/CM/1) 

. don BEitG (Netherlands) suggested that the resolution 
paragraph 2 of the report, A2/CM/1, be amended to read 

ins.s the principles to govern,,," instead of "which defines 
inciplcs to govern.,," 

«LL"i.f,VXD (United States of America), Rapporteur, said he 
od со accept the ammendment. 

. j\T;,1.t>„:\|A1KE (Ceylon) said the words "regarding the principle 
jhz B o a r d c o n t a i n e d in the following paragraph covered 

raised by the delegate of the Netherlands, and he proposed t 
f the report without amendment. 



У Dr. FROES (Brazil) seconded the proposal of the delegate of 
Ceylon. 

»/ Dr. KAZI (Pakistan) supported the proposal to adopt the report, 
but pointed out that the amendment of the delegate of the Netherlands 
had already been accepted by the Rapporteur. 

The RAPPORTEUR asked if the delegate of the Netherlands were 
willing to accept the original wording in the report, to which 
Dr. van den BERG agreed. 

I Decision: The report, document A2/CM/1, was adopted 
unanimously without amendment. 

The meeting rose at 11.30 a.m. 


