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1. AMENDMENT TO RULE 67 OF THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE HEALTH ASSEMBLY
(Documents AII/AFL/3 and All/L/faP/l)

The CHAIRMAN drew the Sub-Committee's attention to the Secretariat’s proposed 

wording of the amendment to Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure, which consisted in 

adding to that Rule the following paragraphs

The decision on the amount of the effective working budget shall
be taken by a two-thirds majority of the Members present and voting.

Mr PASTINEN (Finland) said that he thought the wording proposed by the 

Secretariat was satisfactory. It might however be better to have the word "decision" 

in the plural, since there were several decisions connected with the budget. An 

alternative solution might be to insert the word "annual" before the word "effective" 

He stressed that he was not making a formal proposal but merely a suggestion for the 

consideration of the Legal Adviser.

Mr SIEGEL (Assistant Director-General, Department of Administration and 

Finance), agreed with the delegate of Finland's suggestion to insert the word 

"annual" in the proposed additional paragraph to Rule 6 7. He thought, however, that 

the word "decision" should be left as it was.

Mr CALDERWOOD (United States of America) recalled that the question of biennial 

Assemblies had again been raised. If the word "annual" were inserted in the 

proposed amendment, it might prejudice that question in advance, since, in the 

event of biennial Assemblies being approved, there was a possibility that there 

might also be biennial budgets.

Mr KITTANI (Iraq) said that, although the approval of the budget was not a 

matter which belonged to the category of questions which, under the Constitution,
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were to be decided by a two-thirds majority, but was a specific question in its own 

right, it would nevertheless be better, in amending Rulo 67, to add the approval of 

the budget to that category of questions. He also supported the suggestion to put 

the word "decision" in the plural. He proposed that the end of Rule 67 should be 

amended to read: ". • .in accordance with Articles 69, 70 and 72 of the Constitution} 
amendments to the Constitution; and decisions on the amount of the effective working 

budget".

Mr PASTINSN (Finland) said that he had not forgotten that the question of 

biennial Assemblies had been raised. It would nevertheless be better, at the 

present stage, to insert the word "annual" in the proposed addition to Rule 67. If 

the idea of biennial Assemblies were adopted, the word could subsequently be 

changed at the same time as all the other changes which would be necessitated by 

such a decision.

Mr CALDEEWOOD (United States of America) supported the proposal of the delegate 

of Iraq.

Mr ZARB (Chief, Legal Office), Secretary, said that Article 60 of the 

Constitution laid down that certain questions should be decided in the Health 

Assembly by a two-thirds majority of the Members present and voting. It also 

provided that other questions, if the Assembly considered them of sufficient 

importance, could be decided by a two-thirds majority.

Thus, the Constitution seemed to envisage three categories of questions - the 

important questions which it enumerated, ordinary questions which were to be 

decided by a simple majority and, within that category of ordinary questions, the 

third category of questions which the Assembly considered sufficiently important to 

be decided by a two-thirds majority.
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Therefore, if the question of the decision on the budget were simply to be 

added to the list contained in Rule 67, it might appear that that question, for 
which the two-thirds majority procedure had only been authorized by a vote of the 

Assembly, was regarded as belonging to the category of important questions listed by 

the Constitution. It would thus be better to amend Rule 6? by means of a separate 

additional paragraph, as the Secretariat had proposed, since that would ensure that 

the amendment to the Rules of Procedure could not be taken as in any way affecting 

Article 60 of the Constitution.

Mr KITTANI (Iraq) pointed out that Article 6o(a) of the Constitution said that 

the important questions to be decided by a two-thirds majority "shall include" the 

questions which it then went on to enumerate. That surely implied that other 

questions could be added to the list.

However, there was no question of amending the Constitution. When the 

Committee on Administration, Finance and Legal Matters had adopted the United States 

resolution, it had decided to add another question to the category of important 

questions listed in Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure, which was itself, under 

Article 60(b) of the Constitution, a matter which could be decided by a simple 

majority. The category of questions in Rule 67 could thus be added to without there 

being any question of adding to the category of questions in Article 60 of the 

Constitution.

Mr SIEGEL (Assistant Director-General, Department of Administration and Finance) 

said that if the words "decision" and "amount" were to be put into the plural in the 

proposed amendment to Rule 67, the same should apply to the word "budget".



Mr BOUCHER (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland) said that, from the 

point of view of good English, it would be better if the words "amount" and "budget" 

were kept in the singular and the word "decision" put into the plural.

It was so agreed.

Dr BOERI (Monaco) said that the text of Rule 67 seemed too rigid, in that it 

restricted the number of important questions to be decided by a two-thirds majority. 

He therefore suggested that the list of important questions should be preceded by 

the words "in particular". That would enable the Assembly, if it were faced with 

other questions which it considered important, to have them more easily voted on by 

a two-thirds majority under Rule 67.

The SECRETARY said that if the suggestion by the delegate of Monaco were 

adopted, it would lead to greater confusion among the categories of questions 

envisaged by the Constitution. The Assembly always had to decide whether a question 

was of sufficient importance to be decided by the exceptional two-thirds procedure 

provided for in Article 60 of the Constitution. The addition of the words "in 

particular" before the list of important questions in Rule 67 would open the door 

to a variety of interpretations of what was meant by Rule 67, which as it stood 

reflected the clear procedure laid down in the Constitution.

Dr BOERI (Monaco) said that he was not entirely convinced by the Secretary’s 

explanation, since there was no need for Rule 67 to be an exact copy of Article 60 

of the Constitution as far as the list of important questions was concerned. The 

object of his own remarks had been to clear up the doubt in the minds of delegates 

as to whether or not other important questions could be added to the list given in 

Rule 6 7.
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Mr af GEIJERSTÁM (Sweden) said that he preferred the Secretariat's proposal of 

an additional paragraph for Rule 67 to the proposal of the delegate of Iraq. However, 

since the matter was not of vital importance, he was prepared to support the proposal 

of the delegate of Iraq.

Mr PASTINEN (Finland) proposed the adoption of the separate additional paragraph 

to Rule 67 proposed by the Secretariat, with the change which had been adopted by  ̂

the Sub-Committee to the effect that the word "decision" should now read "decisions".

Decision: The proposal of the delegate of Finland was rejected by 6 votes 
to 3  with 1 abstention.

Décision: The amendment to Rule 67 proposed by the delegate of Iraq was 
adopted by 11 votes to none, with 1 abstention.

2. ADOPTION OF THE SECOND REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE (Document All/L/2)

Dr EL WAKIL (United Arab Republic), Rapporteur, presented the second draft 

report of the Sub-Committee (All/L/2),

(
Decision: The report was adopted unanimously.
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The meeting rose at 1.15 P«m«


