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1. PROGRAMME nND BUDGET FOR 1951: Item 18 of the Agenda (Official Records, No.25,

page 21, item, 7.1.4.4 No 26, nage 3, item 8 and page 4,:ite 12;'Documents .

A3/48, A3 /48'eorr.i-,'A3 /74 and A3/79) (Continuation)

Dr. GF'R, representing the Executive Board, informed-the committee that the

budget and programme for 1951 prepared by the Director -General in accordance with

the provisions of the Constitution had been considered by the Executive Board at

its fifth session (Official Records No. 26). Aereas the Director- General had

originally recommended a budget of $7,981,000 and laterreduced it to $7,600,000

the Board had requested him to prepare a statement on how expenditure for 1951

could be kept within the level of 1)7,300,000. Document A3/48 had been prepared

accordingly. In taking that, decision the Executive Board had been guided by

two principles; first, the need to ensure
.
that the budget was financially sound -1

and in conformity with the understood wishes of the nations; secondly, the

importance of ensuring, whatever budget was adopted, that the programme for 1950

was maintained in 1951. The Board had also asked the Director -General to make

the necessary adjustments. The committee had before it the Board's resolution

set out on page 1 of document A3/48. The committee's decision on that resolution

would be placed before the joint meeting of the Committee on Programme and the

Committee on Administration and Finance and Legal Matters where a final decision

would be taken.

Mr. HILL (Australia) said that in the prevailing financial situation of the

Organization most careful consideration should be given to the question of its

financial stability. The Australian delegation fully appreciated the health needs

of the world but these could only be realistically considered in the light of the

Organization's financial resources. It was equally imperative to bear in mind

the world economic situation and the financial difficulties of some countries.
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It was in fact his delegationts belief that the size of the budget for 1951

was closely dependent upon the scale of assessments for that year.

In that connexion, three important factors had to be taken into account:

in the first place the ceiling of the United States contribution which Congress

had fixed at $1,900,000; secondly, the likklihood that certain countries would

not pay their contribution; and thirdly, the percentage limit for the

contribution of the highest contributor and the clause relating to the maximum

individual contribution.

Taking the three points seriatim, Mr. gill paid tribute to the generous

attitude of the United States of America with regard to the improvement of the

standard of living throughout the world. However if the United States contribution

to WHO was to be limited to $1,900,000, it would be necessary to give serious

consideration to the need for a drastic reduction of the budget and a consequent

limitation of the programme for 1951.

As for those countries that would default or that had withdrawn from the

Organization, a total of $1,100,000 or 15% of the budget would not be colle ctable

if the same situation prevailed in 1951 as in 1950. The question was how could

the budget recommended by the Executive Board be financed if it were decided not

to assess those countries. Such a situation would only lead to a su1lstantial

increase in the assessments of other Members, create a burden which might be too

heavy for the smaller countries and might even result in a larger number of defaults.

If those countries that had intimated their withdrawl from WHO were not assessed

it would be only logical to reduce the budget. On the other hand, should it
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be considered desirable to assess them in the hope of their return to the

Organization, the Health Lssembly would have to decide which *arts of the pro-

gramme should be carried out.

j

With regard to the United States' contribution, he submitted thát if the

.present circumstances continued, the budget ceiling had already been fixed on the

_basis of the largest contribution and the ceiling of `1,900,000 imposed by the

United States Congress. His delegation took the view, how.ver, that the budget

must not be too small if WHO was to nrovirie any worthwhile health services.

His d ;legation honed that sme means would be found of overcoming the -

difficulty without imposing too heavy a burden on the smaller countries. With "1

that in mind he suggested that if the United States' contribution were limited

to :4,900,000 and the countries that had withdrawn were not as- ,essed, the budget

ceiling should be set at -.6,250,000. Should that be agreed, consideration

would then have to be given to the adjustment of programme such a reduction

would entail.

Should, however, the United States' contribution not be so limited and no

assessment made for the countries that had notified withdrawal from the.

Organization, he believed the budget could be fixed at 6,300,000, always

assuming an equitable distribution of the load.

gain if it were decided to asses, those countries that had withdrawn

and the ceiling for the United States.' contribution were raised, a budget at the

figure of X7,300,000 might be acceptable provided expenditure during 1951 did

not exceed *6,300,000 since it was certain that a number of contributions would

not be received during the roar. Thy raising of the United States ceiling

would assuredly make things very much easier.

-
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His delegation would bring up two further points when the question of 1951

contributions was discussed, namely, the desirability of increasing the minimum

contribution percentage to .012% and the question of the assessment of non-

members of the United Nations.

In the light of those remarks he submitted the following proposal:

The Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters

DECIDES to recommend to the Joint Meeting of the Committee on Programme
and the Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters that the
regular budget of the World Health Organization for 1951 be fixed at

$5,250,000.

Dr. DUREN (Belgium) said that he had nothing to add to the admirable and

detailed, analysis presented by the delegate of Australia except to second the

Australian proposal. It would obviously be abnormal to vote a budget of $7,300,000

when income would not even reach $5,500,000.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) submitted and the CHAIRMAN agreed that, as the

delegate of Australia had suggested that in certain circumstances a Midget

approximating to that proposed by the Executive Board might be adopted if the

Assembly required expenditure to be limited to a lower figure, it would be

advisable to deal first with resolution 7.1.9 of the Executive Board (Official

Records No.26, page 4, item 12), in which the Executive Board recommended to the

Third World Health Assembly the adoption of a resolution authorizing and directing

the Executive Board to establish late in 1950 or early in 1951 the level of

expenditure to be maintained during the first six months of 19511 it being left to

the Fourth World Health Assembly to consider the level of expenditure for the

last six months of 1951.

Dr GEAR, representing the Executive Board, explained that the Board in
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examining the budget estimates for 1951 as proposed by the Director -General, had

taken into account all the factors mentioned by the delegate of Australia, as

would be seen from perusal of Official Records Nos.25 and 26. The Board had been

guided by decisions. of the Second World Health Assembly (Official Records No.21),

had taken into account the question of the scale of contributions, had felt it had

the important responsibility of maintaining the programme at the 1950 level and

had proposed a method of ensuring a satisfactory level of expenditure (vide part

II of resolution 7.1.9).

Mr. HILL (Australia) accepted tae suggestion of the delegate of the United

Kingdom since the terms of that resolution applied irrespective of the budget

.ceiling adopted.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) proposed the adoption of the Executive Board's

resolution 7.1.

Dr. HYDE (United States of America) agreed with the principle in Part II

of the resolution but. considered that the proposed mechanism was too complex and

that the Executive Boardndght have been over -cautious in suggesting reference to

the Assembly in mid -year. He consequently proposed amending Part II of the

resolution to read:

The Third World Health Assembly

Considering that the budget for 1951 has been established at $

Recognizing that expenditure should not exceed the funds reasonably
expected to be available for the financial year 1951;

AUTHORIZES the Executive Board at any session to establish and
adjust the expenditure level as it may consider desirable on the basis
of significant changes in the financ i1 position of the Organization,
giving due consideration to the administrative problems created by
fluctuations in the authorized level of expenditure,
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Adoption of his suggestion would be to place the responsibility on the Executive ,

Board and to follow the action taken on the 1950 budget.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) seconded the United States' proposed

amendment.

Replying to the delegate of Australia, Dr. HYDE. (United States of America)

said this proposal did not contemplate any additional meetings of the Board..

He felt it would be highly undesirable to.modify the level of expenditure more

frequently than twice a year,

Decision: The United States' amendment to Executive Board resolution
7,1.9 was adopted by 29 votes to 4 with 3 abstentions. '

Decision: The Executive Board resolution 7.1.9 as amended was adopted
by 27 votes to 4 with 3 abstentions.

2, SECOND REPORT OF THE WORKING PARTY ON LEGAL MATTERS (document A3 /AFL /5)

M. GEERAERTS.(Belgium), in presenting the second report of the Working

-Party on Legal Matters and confining his remarks to the first item - absentee .

members. of the Executive Board - stated that he would present the point of view

. of the majority in the Working Party - and request the Chairman to give the 'floor

later to a spokesman of the minority group.

The majority group had based its resolution on the following considerations.
e

Rule 87 of'the Rules of Procedure laid down that if any Member failed to be

represented at two consecutive meetings of the Board the Director -General

. should report the circumstance to the next session of the Health Assembly.

There was, in that Rule, a legal basis for action, whatever form it might take.
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The majority group also considered that the principles contained in Rule 84

of the Rules of Procedure imposed an obligation to elect a new Member when one

of the Members entitled to designate a person to serve on the Board had not

fulfilled its mandate. Again, the majority felt that it could not but take

into account Article 24 of the Constitution which was sufficiently mandatory

to impose a duty of attending meetings of the Board. Having considered the

situation arising out of the letter addressed by Byelorussia to the Director-

General intimating its withdrawal from membership.of the Organization the

majority believed it undesirable to make any reference whatsoever to that

situation in the draft resolution to be submitted to the Assembly.

Sir Dhirei MITRA (India) said that the text of the minority resolution

had been prepared by the Norwegian delegation and accepted by the other

members of the minority group. That resolution asked for Rule 84 to be

invoked; that rule provided for withdrawal and was quite distinct from Rule

87. In view of the words "for any reason withdraw" in Rule 84, there must

be a withdrawal and there must be a reason. It was to be expected that the

withdrawal would be by the withdrawing party and the reason would be that of

the withdrawing party and not that of the Health Assembly. It could be pre-

sumed that a Member had withdrawn for a certain reason, but Rule 84 did not

say that. If it had been stated there: "or in the circumstances it could

be presumed that a Member intends to, withdraw ", there would have been some

justification for the majority proposal, but it would be stretching the law,

in his opinion, merely to say that a Member had withdrawn.
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If the committee took into accountthe times in v,.:ich they were living and the

fact that it would not be a catastrophe if Byeldrussia¡s seat on the Executive

Board were left vacant for the year which remained, he thought there would be no

necessity for taking what would amount to a doubtful legal step"

The CHAII&AN thanked the members of the working party for the work accomplished

and the excellent presentation of the report.

wr, STAMPAR (Yugoslavia) sympathized with the minority proposal but wished up

draw attention to the Constitution, which set out clearly the conditions govern:=_ag

;election to the Executive Board and also provided for.the settlement of disputes,

To the beet of his recollection, the Second Health Assembly had taken a

position in regard to the intention of certain Members to withdraw from the -0rg<,:

ization and had not recognized the telegrams which had been sent by these Member,

indicating that they no longer regarded themselves as Members of the Organization;

on the contrary, it had clearly stated that the Constitution did not provide for

z Withdra ial of Members and that they were still considered to be Members, Th, se

Members were also assessed for contributions.

Rule 84 of the Rules of Procedure clearly provided for.replacement of the

Executive Board of a Member who withdrew. The Constitution, however, could not t

changed by an internal rule,

Dr. Stampar stressed the fact that every possible effort was being made to

bring back into the Organization the Members who had wished to withdraw and he
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thought that they would come back eventually. As it was only a question of one

year in the case of Byelorussia, he thought the committee should not seek to add

to the difficulties which already existed. He also pointed out that, according i;o

the Rules of Procedure, a Member who was elected to fill the vacancy for one yer.r

would be entitled to ask for re- election for a three -year tern4

In order to adhere to the Constitution and to do everything possible to bring

the Members concerned back into the Organization, his delegation supported the

majority resolution

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) recalled that during the discussion in the

4

working party it had been pointed out that the committee was not being asked to

take action in connexion with a specific country but to establish and apply gen :ral

principles; he regretted that the majority group had not taken that line.

As the delegate of India had said, the basis of the majority proposal was ''that-

the repeated and continued absence of a person designated to serve on the li a_.r4, ;

could give rise to the presumption that the Member designating that person had

renounced this right.fr It might have been that it was a generally recognized

principle in inte- nat±fonal law, or that it was an accepted principle in the

Organization that, if a certain country had not .sent a representative to three

e.,IlNecutive meetings of the Executive Board, it meant that the Member wished to

witndwawr

Luiiiig the Interim Commission there had been several cases of Members beirç.

L.bsent from three consecutive meetings but attending the following meeting;  in

those cases it had not meant that the countries wished to withdraw
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In the opinion of the Netherlands delegation, there was no legal basis at alp.

for the majority proposal and it would be an unhappy decision if, in such a delicate

matter, the committee were to act without there being a generally recognized legal

basis.

Mr. COTE (Canada) said he was surprised to hear jurists making an emotional

appeal. Those delegates who had been present at the International Health Conference

in 1946, where the Constitution was drafted, would recall that Article 24 had

caused considerable difficulty. It had been made mandatory that the Executive

Board should consist of 18 members. The difficulty arose in regard to what would

happen if a Member were consistently absent, and Rule 84 of the Rules of Procedure

had been drafted to tie in closely with Article 24 of the Constitution. Rule 84

clearly stated that the Health Assembly could elect another Member for the unexpired

period. The only problem, in his opinion, was whether it was to be presumed, in

the present circumstances, that a Member had withdrawn. In the light of all the

facts, and their knowledge of international affairs, the Canadian delegation took

the view that Byelorussia had indicated its desire to withdraw from the Executive

Board.

Dr. TABA (Iran) agreed with the delegate of Yugoslavia. He saw no clear ruling

in the Constitution or the Rules of Procedure which would force the committee or

the Health Assembly to exclude Byelorussia. There was therefore no need for haste

in excluding Byelorussia from the Executive Board and he supported the minority

recommendation.

Dr. BJORNSSON (Norway) agreed with the delegate of Canada. His

delegation took the view that, if the Health Assembly had
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not recognized the withdrawal of certain countries from the Organization, their,

withdrawal from the Executive Board could not be recognized. That was why the

minority group. had felt that Rule 84 should not be applied in the case of

Byelorussia.

Mr. CALDERVOOD (United States of America) agreed that the question under

discussion was not that of membership of the Organization but that of attendance at

meetings of the Executive Board. If the Health Assembly were to take no action

after almost two years in respect of a Member who had not sent a representative to

meetings of the Board during that period, Rule 84 would have no meaning.. He

therefore supported the majority view.

Mr. BALLARD (Australia) said the views of his delegation on the

constitutional issues involved had been stated fully during the working partyts

discussion and were reflected in the majority resolution. He confined his

remarks to two other points. First, reference had been made to the bad habits

of certain nations, but the non -attendance of the country concerned was not due

to bad habits; the reason for non -attendance of its representative had been stated

and it would be only sensible for the committee to adapt its conduct to what was

known. Secondly, if the Health Assembly adopted the majority resolution, it

would not be initiating action against any Member of the Organization but it

would be taking action tc preserve the integrity of one of the organs of the

Organization.
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M. GEER AE RTS (Bale rim ), replying.,,tc -'th 2t7gumeTt' at, it t ..

`Organization had not been accepted, said it was precisely because Byelorussia was -

still a Member of the Executive Board that the question of replacement had arisen.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the majcrity resolution, contained on pages 2

and 3 of the working partyts report.

Decision: The resolution was adopted by seventeen votes to twelve,
with four abstentions.

Dr. VOLLENWEIDER (Switzerland) proposed that the third paragraph of the

resolution (page 3 of the report) should be amended to read: "Deems that the

Byelorussian SSR has withdrawn from the Board, and, considering, etc." It seemed

tc him that such an amendment would give effect to the spirit of the majority

resolution.

It was agreed that the Rapporteùr cf the committee and the Rapporteur cf

the working party should make the necessary revision.

The committee adopted section'1 of the working party's report and agreed to

defer discussion on the remainder until the members had had an opportunity to

consider its proposals,

The Vice -Chairman, Dr. Togba_(Liberia) took the Chair.

3, PROGRAMME AND BUDGET FOR 1951 (Continuation)

The CHAIRMAN read the proposal submitted earlier by'the delegate of

Australia, recommending that the regular budget for 1951 should be fixed at

$5C2049C; ., .
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Mr. COTE (Canada) said his delegation supported the action taken by the

Executive Board and wished tc commend the thorough examination of the budget

proposals undertaken by the Standing Committee en Administration and Finance. His,.

delegation agreed with the reduction from $7,981,000 but had some misgivings

regarding the level of $70300,000, which arose from the fact that the anticipated

revenue would only be $6,300,000. If the United States of America should not be

able to make its full contribution, that amount would fall to '.5,700,000.

It seemed tc his delegation that the position in regard to the figure of

*6,30MOZ7L was that, if assessments were made on all Members on that amount, it

would mean that Members other than the United States would have to assume

additional assessments totalling about 1300,000, If,, however, the budget figure

remained at $7,300,000 and assessments were made on that basis, the United States

would be absorbing the difference of $300,000, Admittedly, when certain countries

purporting to withdraw from the Organization had given notice as late as the

present month, it would take time for ether countries to adjust their position in

regard to their contributions to the new situation which had arisen. The Executiv:

Bcard had agreed to keep the level of expenditure at about $ 7,300,000 and, if the

assessments were made on that figure and the United States generously agreed to

prevent dislocation by providing the additional .$300,000, which otherwise would

fall on the rest of the Members, that would be extremely helpful. But the

possibility of such action should not blind Members to their responsi '7ilities.
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It seemed to the Canadian delegation that it would be for the other Members

to assume their fair share cf the burden. Milst the issue might be postponed for

the 1951 budget, it would have to be faced. fcr the 1952 budget. There would

certainly not be mere than 6,300000 in 1951 and any considerable increase in

the revenue for 1952 could not be expected, which meant that Members would have to

assume a larger -percentage cf the assessment, In that spirit, the Canadian

delegation wished to scund a word cf warning in regard to fixing a budget at a

high level, in the knowledge that the anticipated revenue would be much below that

level. It might be done for one year by a generous gesture to prevent lack of

confidence in the Orgañizaticn, but the situation would.have tc be faced. sooner or

later and, in their view, the latest would be in 1951 for the 1952 budget.

Mrs. TNIE1ITEHURST (United States of America) said her delegation believed that

the budget presentation for 1951 shored an improvement over the previous year;

they hoped the improvement roui .:s continue and that next years s budget would include'

a statement of progress a.n(' acccm iishment te date in relation te the funds

requested. In 1951 VtiHQ' would be spending the final portion cf the funds remaining

from UNRRA; and the fact that the 'United States was willing to suppert the

Executive' Bcardts rec ^mmendaticn cf
.

x,3009000 for the 1951 budget did not

commit the United States tc supoort a similar level for 1952.

The United States delegation was concerned about the amount cf staff

travel proposed fcr 1951,
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The United States Delegation agreed to the budget of $7,300,000 with

assessments of $ 7,100,000, for 1951, but recalled that United States legislation

permitted a maximum contribution of 01,920,000 to AEO for thé regular annual

budget. The executive branch of the United States Government had presented

legislation to Ccngress which would authcrize a larger United States contribution

to WHO: they hoped this legislation would be passed but could not guarantee it,

Her delegation could not agree with the proposal cf the Australian delegation

to limit the budget to $5,250,000, because of doubts as tc whether about 15% would

be collected cr whether the United States ceiling would be raised. They had already

said that they expected the ceiling would be raised, so as tc permit, the. United

States tc share fully in a 1951 assessment cf $7,100,000, with an expenditure

level of $ 6,300,000, as proposed by the Executive Board. It seemed to the

United States delegation that it was no less than WHO should do and as much as it

could dc, in all the financial circumstances, in 1951. The'Ùnited States

delegation supported the proposal of the Executive Board for a budget of

$7000y000:

The CHAIRMAN thanked the delegate of the United States for her Dtatement

and hoped that the United States Government would be able to raise the United

States contribution to the 1951 budget.

Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand) said he could support the Executive Bcardls

recommendation on two conditions; first, that the limit of actual expenditure f r

for 1951 be retained at $ 6,300,000, or such other figure as might be decided
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by the Executive Board in the light of the income anticipated, and, secondly,

that there should be no substantial increase in the scale of assessments for

1951 as compared with 1950 (a) if it should be decided that certain countries

were no longer Members of the Organization and (b) by changes in the assessment

of contributions for any one country.

The New Zealand delegation could support the United States amendment to the

Australian proposal only on the assurance that, if it were decided tha,: certain

countries should be considered as having withdrawn from the Organizations the

contributions they would have had to pay would not be levied against the

remaining Members, thus substantially increasing their contributions.

The CHAIRMiN said he would consider the delegate of New Zealand as

supporting the United States proposal and his remarks would be t.dçen into

consideration when item 11 of the agenda - Scale of assessments for 1951 --

was reached,

Dr. BRADY (Ireland) congratulated the Director- General and the Executive

Board on maintaining their budget proposals at substantially the same level as

for 195Ot their good sense had been confirmed by the deplorable record of

unpaid contributions over the last two years.

The delegation of Ireland was substantially in agreement with the New

Zealand delegation.

In view of the possible re- assessment following the withdrawal of certain

couhtries from the Organization, the delegation of Ireland was prepared to

support a budget not exceeding $7,300,000, representing a net assessment on

Members of $7,100,000; on condition that the level of expenditure was maintained

at a figure equivalent to the expected revenue. In no circumstances would they

be prepared to support a budget of $7,300,O0í; if that involved increasing the
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assessment of the other Members.

There was no reason for pessimism regarding the attitude of the United States

Congress. He thought that in accordance with their usual record, the United

States would meet their liabilities and raise the ceiling which had embarrassed

previous Health Assemblies.

Mr. TALJAARD (Union of South Africa) supported the amendment proposed by

the United States delegation.

Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) agreed with the delegates of New Zealand

and Ireland.

Sir Dhiren MITRA (India) agreed with the delegate of the United States.

He shared the optimism of the delegate of Ireland but emphasized that the

possibility of finding fresh sources of revenue, without increasing assessments,

should be explored.

Mr. HILL (Australia) stressed the fact that Congressional action to raise

the ceiling on the United States contribution to the budget could not be

guaranteed. In view of the statement by the United States delegate, he re-

emphasized what he had said at the beginning of the debate.

He found some confusion in the position taken by the delegates of New

Zealand and Ireland. If the committee recommended a budget figure of

0,300,000 to the joint meeting and it was subsequently decided, during

discussion of the scale of contributions, not to assess the countries which had

signified their withdrawal, it was obvious that the worst fears of the delegates

of New Zealand and Ireland would be realized and the burden would be thrown on

countries which could least afford to pay. More consideration should be given

to the question of whether or not the countries in question were to be assessed.
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He supported the cautionary remarks of the delegate of Canada in regard to

fixing a budgetary limit.

In view, of all the considerations which had been put forward, the

Australian delegation pressed their proposal for a budget figure of -$5,250,000

and for an immediate decision as to whether or not the countries which had

indicated their intention to withdraw were to be assessed for contributions or

for a nominal sum which would not affect the contributions of other Members.

In reply to a question by the CHAIRMAN, Mr. HILL (Australia) said he had

not intended to move suspension of the debate in favour of a discussion of items

11, 19 and 19.1 of the agenda but he wished to emphasize that the committee

could not decide on a budget ceiling without being clear on the attitude it

proposed to take on the scale of assessments for 1951.

Mrs. WHITEHURST (United States of America) said that her delegation

supported the budget figure recommended by the Executive Board.

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) said he was in sympathy with the opinions

expressed by the delegates of Canada, New Zealand and Ireland. With regard to

the point raised by the delegate of Australia, he thought there was no danger of

countries which were not formally considered as having withdrawn from the

Organization not being assessed. Article 56 of the Constitution stated "...and

shall apportion the expenses among the Members ... "; it did not say "some

Members ".

Dr. BJORNSSON (Norway) moved the closure of the debate.
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Mrs DAVIN (New Zealand) opposed the motion and Mr. HILT (Australia) also

opposed the motion for closure.

Decision: The motion for closure was rejected by seventeen votes to six.

Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand) proposed that .the fo],low:i g amendmeiyt aprlied e_quallytco

the resolution submitted by the Executive Board and supported by the United States.

delegation;

(1) CONSIDERS that a budget of 0,300,000 is financially sound for 1951
and would allow the programme to be continued in 1951 at the level approved,
for 1950 by the Second World Health Assembly, provided that this figure
shall be reduced by the total of contributions which would otherwise have
been assessed against any Member whose resignation from the Organization
has been accepted.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) seconded the New Zealand amendment.

Mr. HILL (Australia) agreed that the point raised by the delegate of the

United Kingdom was important. Article 56 of the Constitution was quite clear,

but he asked the delegate of the United Kingdom whether it would not be pre-

judging the result of the debate on item 19 of the agenda, if a budget of

0,300,000 were accepted and the assessment of contributions arranged on the

basis of all the Members of the Organization including those who claimed to

have withdrawn,

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) admitted that he had been making certain

assumptions as to the result of the debate on item 19 of the agenda, which he

was probably not entitled to do.

Mro COTE (Canada) submitted that if those countries that claimed to have

withdrawn from the Organization were not assessed, the contributions i:f A?actrlfa,

Canada, Sweden and New Zealand would not be affected, since the Second Health,
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Assembly had laid down that no state should contribute a per capita amount more

than the per capita assessment of the maximum contributor. Any increase would

be borne by the other States and might give rise to further default. His

delegation would, therefore, vote against the New Zealand amendment.

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) could not accept the New Zealand amendment since it

had the effect of pre -judging a situation on which the Assembly had still to

decide, namely, whether or not to recognize the withdrawals notified.

The Australian proposal for a budget of 5,250, 000 was put to the vote and

rejected.

Mr. HILL (Australia) questioned the wording of the New Zealand amendment.

Some alternative phrase should be used for the words "whose resignation has been

accepted ", for so far no resignations had been accepted.

Mr. DAVIN (New Zealand) suggested the phrase "whose resignation might be

subsequently accepted" were used.

Mr. BRADY (Ireland) and Mr. HILL (Australia) accepted that modification.

Dr. MAKARI (Lebanon) proposed a further amendment by adding to the New

Zealand amendment the words "unless the deficit is covered otherwise".

M. GOMES (Brazil) enquired whether the New Zealand amendment involved any

increase in the contributions of other States.

Mr. SIEGEL, Secretary, explained that if the Assembly did not accept the

withdrawals of countries claiming to have withdrawn, the New Zealand amendment

would have no effect on assessments.. If those withdrawals were not accepted
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and the Assembly decided not to assess such Members in 1951, the effect would i3e

the same as if the Assembly had accepted their withdrawal. Should the Assembly

decide to accept the withdrawals and no other change occur in the scale of

assessments all the other Members would be affected for the following reason:

The United States' contribution was fixed at 36% of the 1950 budget; if,

therefore, the budget figure for assessment purposes was Ñ7,100,0c0 the United

States' contribution would amount to 2,556,O00; if, on the other hand, the lower

figure were adopted, namely 56,100,000, the United States' contribution would

amount to ;:2,196,000, thus leaving a difference of 060,000 to be met by the

other Members.

On being put to the vote, the Lebanon amendment to the New Zealand amendment

was defeated by 2 votes to 2 with 22 abstentions.

On being put to the vote, the New Zealand amendment was rejected by 16

votes to 10 with 1 abstention.

Decision: On being put to the votes the resolution of the Executive Board
contained in Official Records No. 26, page 4, ítem 12, part I was approved
by 18 votes to 2 with 6ssabstenticns,

The SECRETARY proposed, in order to facilitate the work of the Health

Assembly, that the report to the joint meeting that afternoon should state that

a budget ceiling of x,7,300,000 was financially sound for 1951 and recommend that

the regular budget for 1951 should be so established.

Mr, COTE (Canada) urged that the Committee on Programme should be notified

of all the factors involved in establishing the expenditure level. It was unfair

for that Committee to continue under the impression that the ' bud. o t ceiling would

be X7,300,000 when it wás'well. known that the level would be in the neighbourhood
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Mr. COTE (Canada) urged that the general opinion of the present committee

should be clearly expressed in its report, namely (1) that the budget ceiling

should be .,;7,300,000; (2) that s,200,000 (to be applied to special health

projects) should be deducted from the amount of s'7,30O,000; (3) that the

anticipated revenue for 1951 would be about x'6,300,000.

Sir Dhiren MITRA (India) maintained that the basic factors referred to had

not been fully discussed and the report should state that the delegate for

Canada wished to bring them to the notice of the Committee on Programme.

Decision: On the proposal of the Secretary, the committee agreed to
instruct its Rapporteur to prepare a draft report on the lines of the
discussion for submission to the joint meeting with the Committee on
Programme.

M. GEERAERTS. (Belgium), seconded by Mr. HILL (Australia), proposed that the

joint meeting should be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the General Committee's decision to convene the

joint meeting that afternoon was a formal one with a view to expediting the

work of the Health Assembly.

Suspension of Financial Regulations 13 and 16,e) with regard to unused 1949

Dr. GEAR, representing the Executive Board, thought that the proposal of

the Executive Board, with the amendment suggested by the Director -General

(document A3/74) would be acceptable to the committee in that, failing

suspension of the Regulations in question, a fictitious situation would arise
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because the balances were not available in cash.

Mr. COTE (Canada) asked for further details regarding (1) the unused

balance of the 1949 appropriations; (2) the total cost of the, new building after

approval of the amount of. 5233, 646 to be placed in a separate building fund,.

The SECRETARY explained that the amount of 603,256 represented the unused

balance of the 1,949 appropriations.. He recalled that a !ertain part of those

appropriations had not yet been received in contributions, and since that

amount was not available in cash, the Executive Board had recommended to the

Third Health Assembly that the balance should not be transferred as a deduction

against the budget for 1951 but be placed in a suspense account.

With regard to the building, the resolution of the Executive Boárd

(Official Records No. 25, page 23, item 7.2) referred to the following points:

(1) the estimated cost óf the building was Swiss francs 4,Q00,000; (2) out of

that estimated cost, Swiss francs 3,000,000 were being contributed by the Swiss

Government; (3) the balance of Swiss francs 1,000,000 should be provided by

the Organization and taken from the unused balance of appropriations for 1949.

It was for those reasons that the Director -General had suggested a.slight

amendment to the resolution of the Executive Boards

Mr. LINDSAY (United Kingdom) felt that the point raised by.the delegate

of Canada also related to the working capital fund and general cash position.

He suggested that.. the committee should confine itself to a recommendation on

the first part of the resolution in document A3/74, leaving-the second part to

be discussed in connexion with the working capital fund.

1



A3 /AFL /Min /5

page 25

Decision: On the proposal of the delegate for Canada, the committee

agreed to notify the Committee on Programme that it approved, in principle,
the first paragraph of the resolution of the Executive Board, as amended
by the Director- General (document A3/74), but reserved its decision on

the second paragraph.

The meeting rose at 2 p.mc
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Page 11, line in:

Delete "absent" and substitute "unrepresented ".

line 15:

Delete "knowledge of international affairs" and substitute

"understanding of the international situation ".

Page 14, line 5:

After "$7,300,000" insert "of the 1951 budget ".

line 10:

After "United States" insert "Australia, New Zealand, Sweden and Canada ".

line 11:

Delete "$300,000" and substitute "$350,000 ".

line 12:

Delete that basis" and substitute "the basis of $7,100,000 ",

line 13:

Delete "$300,000" and substitute "i350,000 ".

line 17:

Delete "0,300,000" and substitute "$6,300,000 ".

line 19:

Delete " 310,000" and substitute n 350,noo".

Page 15, line 9:

Delete "to prevent lack of" and substitute "of the USA in order

to prevent a decline in"


