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REPCRT OF COMMITTEE II

1. Mr, ARCHIBALD (Trinidad and "I‘oba'go), speaking on a point of order, said
that the press release issued on 9 May had stated that, at the previous meeting of
the Doard, the report of Committee II had been adopted by 44 votes to l. Sinoa
his delegation, for one, had nct voted in favour of the adoption of the report,

he would be grateful if the Secretariat would issue a correction.

2. The PRESIDENT said that that would be done.
3. Mr. TELL (Jordan) said that he did not understand why it hacd been found

necessary, in the same press release, to mention the Jordanian delegation by name
as the delegation which had voted against the report, Since the normal voting
procedure had not been followed and there was some doubt as to the number of
members who had voted in favour, he proposed that the vote should be taken again.

4. In reply to a question from the PRES , Mr. ABDIEL-RAHMAN (Exscutive
Direotor) said that press releases, as was indicated at the top of each releass,
were intended for the use of information media and were not official records,

5e My, FORTHOE (Belgium) felt that the difficulty in the present instance
had arisen because there had been a departure from established United Nations pro-
cedures. He urged that, in future, the Board should adhere to the Rules of
Proocedure.

6. Mr. BITTINCOURT (Brasil) obaoerved that not only had the normal voting
proosdure not been followed, but no opportunity had been provided for mesbers to

explain their votes in acoordance with Rule 51 of the Rules of Procedure,

Te Ny, BEECROFT (Nigeria) said that the vote in question, in his undar-
standing, had been on a proposal by the Pakistan delegation that the report should
be adopted and that the comments of the Jordanian delegation or any other dele-
gation should be recorded,

8. i’ter a procedural discussion, the PRRSIIENT said that he would ask the
Board to vote again on the proposal made by the Pakistan delegation at the
previcous meeting. He asked the representative of Fakistan to re-state his
proposal.
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%e ., AWAN (Pakistaxn) suid thul his delegation had proposed that the
Boaird should approve th: report cof Committee I as o~ whole; it hnud also suggested
that the reservation entered v one delegation should be reflected in the Board's

report,

10. The Pakistan proposal w:s adopted Ly 4u yoleS 19 1 witi 1 abstention,

CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT RLGOLITTONS (contirued)

Draft resclution ID(3L.40 :ng AdlY sontinued)

1i. Mr, BLAIGSE (detherlanc:) said that the name of Austria should be
added to the liet »U spensces of i drait resolution. The sponsors also wished
to make two changns 1. bhe tait:  suL—paragrapdl (a) of the second operative para-
grapa would be reviseu to iead "eyaminlig tha repcr* or the past activities, the
current programme and the propcses UNIDO work programme”, the word "further" in
the third operat.ve pa: wraph would he deleted, and there wculd be a fourth opera-

tive paragraph reading: "fyrtbeg dgc.dec to review “he composition of the working
group -t its third session 1. the 1izht nf the expe.ience gained™.

12. . SIERRA Csoarn) men o that he agzeed with the idea behind the draft
resolution bt nad doubte ~egardiy the coursa pro posed. In practice, it would
amount to an artenei a f *he weseicr of the Buned. All members of the Board
would wieh to pa~ticipote in ihe . TRiW #T Up, and its discussions would be
repeated in the Board . .self, He wm telt tbnt the membership proposed in the
first operative naragraph #as not fully in line with Rule 62, paragraph 2, of the
Board's Rulee of Procedu~e, He wmiid therstore be obliged vc abriain from voting
on the draft resoiuticn e it ctood,  Ferhaps the Secretariat oould prepare a
paper summarising the vieu.s a.d ngrertione made by various delegations on the
sub ject.

13. M, ANGER (Swewen triouzat that the propoeal for a working group open
to all Deard mpembers wvas sensible, apd felt that wuch a working group could assist
the Board greatly in ir advisor: cepacity. Its open membership would enable as
many members a8 possible .o Zuin experierce in matters of budgeting and oo-
ordination, and that was particularly important at the present stage in UNIDO's

existence. It would also allo« those with oonsideTable experience in suwh matters
to take an active part. He therefcre supported the revised draft resolution.
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14. Mr, SOLARI BOZZI (Italy) said that he favoured the establishment of a
working group, but felt that = group of only fifteen members would be more effi-
cient and easier to organize. He also thought that the group should meet more
than two weeks prior to the Board's session, so that Governments would have time
to consider the results of its work. He therefore supported the suggestions made

by the reprecentative of Turkey at the previous meeting.

15. Mr., VARATHE (India) and Mr. TIBULEAC (Roinania) said that they could
support the revised draft resolution.

16. Mr, BITTENCQURT (Brazil) said that his delegation was in favour of
improving UNIDO‘s procedures, and agreed with the general idea underlying the
draft resolution., He thought, however, that the measure proposed was unduly
timid and would be of little value to the Board. Illembers of the Board should play
an active role not mly i guiding the Secretariat in its executive functions but
in studying sclutions to problems arising in all fields covered by UNIDO and in
formulating a strategy of industrial development., He doubted that the proposal
contained in the draf* resolution would help the Board to accomplish its tasks

better, and he would therefore abstain from voting on it.

17. Mr, KAKITSUBO (Japan) said that be would be in favour of the establish-
ment of a working group to consider the documentation prepared for the Board and
to prepare a digest for the Board. He was awzre of the difficulties of estab-
lishing a group with a restricted membership, and he welcomed the new operative
paragraph introduced by the sponsors. He hoped that, at its next session, the
Board would consider making the group ermaller and more manageable. With that

comment, he would support the revised druft resolution.

18. Mr, DJEENGUE-NDOUMBS ((ameroor) said that he had some reservations
regarding the draft resoluticn, since some States would not be able to afford to
prrticipate in the working group as well as in the Board session. He would also
suggest that there should be more time between the session of the working group
and that of the Board, so that the group's observations could be submitted to
Governments prior to the Board session. He thought that a working group with a
small membership would be preferable; however, if it was considered preferable to
keep the membership open, the countries of a particular region oould still, if

they wished, designate one representative to represent the whole regioix. He oould
support the draft resolution as a whole.
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19. Mp. STIBRAVY (United States of America) said that his delegation

attached great importance to 7ihe reviewing ot UNVIDJ's work programue; only such
a review could suide ihe Secretariat in determin_ng the priorities to be given

to the different aspects of industrial development. He therefore warmly sup-
ported the aims of the draft resolution, znd hoped that the procedure propcsed
would assist the Board in discharging 1ts respor.sibilities. He would have pre-
ferred a small working 3roup, but aporeciated the difficulties presented by such
a solutisn. On bclance, he thought that the proposals in tue draft rasolution
were useful, and ne could tupnort 1t. ile aiso welcomed the addition of the new
operative paragraph prorcsec by e SpUNSOIs. He fel: that 1t would be preferable
for the group to meet more ilan two weeks prior *o ihe Board sessionj however, he
assumed that the Board ziuld conrider a change in the timing in future years if

that proved desirable in the light of experience.

20, Mr, AUAN (Pakiston) reczlled that a number of suggestions had been

made during the sescion fer the estaplishment of subsidiary organs to ensure the
effective functicning of UNIDO. T% had been pointed out that the servicing of
such organs might plecs ar undue burden on the Secretariat; however, the working
group proposed 1in draft resoiution 10/F/L.40 vould have a limited task to perform.
Jith regard to the duraticn of the working ¢roup 3 ses3ion, he thought that it
would probably be two weeks. ‘The nroposal for an open membership was designed to
avoid objoctions from couatries which might feel excluded. .lith regard to timing,
the proposal to hold the session of tha working group immediately vefore the

Board session was designed to avoid unnec..iiry oxporditures for delegations

which had to travel long distances.

2], He fel tha* tie course proposed in the éraft resolution was worth trying,

at least as an experimant.

22. I, SCHULZ (Federal Republic of Gormany) supnorted the draft resolution.
The experience of tha iHvard gt 1tc preser.t session had shown the need for some
attempt to facilitate its woik, and the entablishment of the working group would
be a step in tha* direction. He would have preferred the working group to meet
four weeks o:- Bix weeks pr.or to the Board sessinn, so that delegations parti-

oipating in its work cculd report to their Governmonts before the Board met,
and so that the Secretariat coculd take into account the comments of the working
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group in prepariny for the Board sussion. Hc was awarc of the difficultics in

that regard, however, and could support the reviscd draft resolution.

23. Mr. MOWTAN] TUJELA (Poru) said that he approvued of the idea behind the

draft resolution but would have to abstain from voting on the resolution as it
stood. The draft had cortein failings which might hamper the cofficicncy of the
proposed group. Moreover, som. countries mi ht not b able te afford to parti=

cipiatc in such a body.

24. Mr. PETROV (Bulgaria) considercd that, as tho Bocrd had to accomplish
complex and declicate tasks, @ subsidiary organ should bc established, not only to
shorten the session of the Doard but also to make it more cfficicnt.  The working
group should muet onc month bufore the session provided that documents werc rcadye.
With regard to the composition of tho group, all members should bc invited to

participatc, but thu geographical groups might designate represcntatives.

5. Mr. SERRANO (Chilc) thought that the working group would in fact be
resiricted in sige as some countrics would only be able to send represcntatives
to the session of the Boarde. He would not cpposc the resolution becausc it was

good in principle but ho would abstain from voting.

26. Mr. RwAnAKUBA (Rwanda) said that he had some rescrvations about the

proposal, althouh h. thought that the idea underlying the resoluticn was
interesting. It had been said that thc group should be restricted in size to
increasc its c¢fficiency and the specd of its work, but who would sclcct the members
and what would bLe the objective criterie for the choice? If the working group
were to comprise all mumbers of the Doard and mect for two wocks before the

session, it would amount to a Board scssion that lasted not four but six wecks,

27. Mr. RakIRO (Philippincs) supportcd the draft resolution.
28. Mr. VOGELDAHL (Finland) cxpressed his support for the draft resolution

and his gratitude to thc Nctherlands delegation for the work it had done.

29. Mr. WARSaMA (Somaliz) thought that two weciks would be too long a period
for the scssion of the working group and suggestcd that the scssion should last
not more than cight or ninc days. He did not scc the nccassity for adding an
operative paragraph on reviewing the composition of the group, as had been proposed
by the Nctherlands delegation.
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30, ir, SUARNASACH (Thailund) wholeheartedly supported the draft resolution

in its revised version. Tt would make it nossible to avoid nroblems that had

arisen at the second session.

3. .r. ToLL (Jordan) wished to suggest some amendments, which would nct
affect the functions of the vroposcd body. Tirst, he sugzested that the words
“working groun" in the headiny should be replaced by the werd "Comnittee'. Uecondly,
the sixth preambular puragraph referred to rule 52 of the Rules of Procedure
concerning the establishment of subsidiary organs of the Board; it was illogical

to spealk, in the first onerative saragraph, of convening a working group that

had not been formally established.

32, He therefore suggested that the following texi should be inserted before the
first operative paragraph: ~Decides to establish a Committee on Programme and
Co~ordination composed of government representatives, open to all members of the
Board". Acoordingly, another operative raragraph should also be inserted, namely:
"Requests the “yecutive Director to provide the required arrangements to facilitate
the work of this Committee”. That micht entail minor changes in the introductory
wording of subsequent overative paragrophs. He thought that the changes mentioned
by the Netherlands delegation were excellent and that the draft resolution was a

step in the right direction.

33, Although delegations from the poorer countries might not be able to attend
the sessicn of the propjosed body, its role was merely ito make recommendations so
that any member not represented on it could later gtate his views at the Board
session. llembers of the committee would represent not only their own qountries
but also their regions. The committee would increase the effectiveness of the
Board and no extra work would be entailed for the Seoretariat as documents had to
be prepared six weeks in advance in any case. iloreover, the establishment of the
committee would avoid the oreation of sub~committees so that countries would need

to send only one representative to Board sessions.

34, The PRISIICHT, summing up the discussion, noted that a large measure of
agreement existed on the establishment of a vorking committee but that there were
differences regarding timing and oomposition.

35. e, SOLAZI BOZ2I (Italy) supported the proposals made by the Jordanian

delegation and suggestod thot the first aperative parcgraph should be amended to
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read: ‘llequests the Executive Director to convene 2 working group of fifteen
representatives of those Governments whose terms of office cxpire in the current

year'.

36. .r, BLAISSE (Netherlands) said that the resolution was the result of
long and complicated negotiations. Iie had originally been in favour of a res~
tricted group but had deferred to the views of other members. The resolution
before the Board was a first step and would make it possible to gain experience.
He agreed with the representative of Pakistan concerning the experimental nature
of the working group; depending on how it worked it could be kept on, disoone
tinued or changed in structure. Therc had been some differences of opinion with
regerd to the duration of the working group's sessions but, after discussions
with the Zxecutive Director, the sponsors had felt that the formula "about two
weeks" would be sufficiently flexible., Documents should be ready at least two

1igeks or one month in advance.

37. He asked the Txecutive Director to provide information on the financial im~
plioations of the proposal and also nointed out that it might result in a saving
as the Board's sessions might be shortened by one wesk. He hoped that the draft
resolution could be adopted with the changes proposed by the sponsors.

38. lrs RALIRO (Philippines) said that the sponsors of the draft resolution
had been aware of the alternative between an open and a restricted group. A
group of forty-five would, ot course, be very large, but on the other hand the
selection of a restricted number of representatives would create difficulties.

The simplest solution would be to have an open group.

39. lfr, AUAN (Pakistan) supported the remarks made by the representatives of
the Netherlands, Ghana and the Philippines. The wording of the draft had been
arrived at after long negotiations, so that new amendments would cause rather
serious oomplications. He therefore honed that the draft resolution would be
adopted with the amendments proposed by the representative of the Netherlands.

40, Mp, ORTIZ de ROZAS (Argentina), also speaking as a sponsor of the draft
resolution, agreed with the representatives of the Netherlands, Pakistan, the
Philippines and Chana. A considerable effort had gone into the drafting of the
proposal and he hoped that it oould be adopted as it stood.
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41. r. BEBCROFT (MNiperi.) ondursed the remarks made hy thc ropresenticivive of

the Netherlands. Thc effect oi the proposal would be to shorten the Doard's
eeesion by more than one week, if the working group functioned smoothly. The
changes mantioned Ly thc Netherlands' renrcesentative, and particularly that
providing for a review o1 the jroun's composition should make the draft gencrally

acceptable.

42. Vp, LOP3Z JULSC {Cuba) felt that he should explain why he had not spoken

sooner. He had originally objerted t. the idea of an inter-sessional comaittese,

feeling that it would be a bureuucratic ohstacle to the work of the .xecutive
Director. However he Lod changed hiis opinicn and now thought that a working group
or working committee might be useful. He would thersfore suprort the draft re-

solution,

43, lrs, SAILCR (Ausiria) soid that while she saw the merit of the proposals
made by various delegations, she was not in favour of changing the draft. The
present wording should meet with general acceptance.

44. ¥r, SIBI (Ivory Coast) eupported the revised draft, especially as it
provided for e review cof tha compnsiticn of the working group. He would urge the
Italian delegation to withdrew its amandments, as it might have a restrictive
effect.

45. ire_TCLL (Jordan) pointed out that his amendmerts related to form only
and should not jeopardize the draft resolution. They were in line with the rules
of procedure, from which it would be dengerous to depart, There were precendents
for using the term "committee'" in nreference to ~‘woriking group"; there was, for
example, the Committce for Programme and Co-ordination, ostablished by the Loonomio
and Jocial Council. The vsual terminology rhould be applied. Furthermore it was
impossible to convene a body that hed not been formally established.

46. The Board should vots on the amendments, according to the rules of procedure,
and then on the drsft resoclution as a whole. He asked for a roll=oall vote m
each of the amendments he had suggeated.

47. lir, ARKADIWV (Union of Toviet Socialist Republics) thought that the
ropresentative of Jordan was right in many respects. However, since much work
had gone intq the production of a compromise draft, there might be some difficulty
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in wvinning accentance for his amendments. 'ight not consideration of such
questions Le nostnoned urntil the third session?” He appealed to the renresentative
of Jordan to rerard the matter from the proctical noint of views, The USSR dele-~

sation supported the draft resolution as it stcod,

48. i'r. BITTTNCOURT (3razil) felt that the amendments proposed by the

representative of Jordan did not affect the substance of the draft, The amend-

ment proposed to the first operative naragrash was in accordance with ruls 62
of the Rules of Procedure, while the :mendment whereby the Ixecutive Director
vwould be requested to nrovide the required arrangements to facilitate the work
of the Committee was in accordance with rule 29. It was difficult, therefore,
to see vhy there was so much opposition to the amendments. :reover, under
rule 52 of the Rules of Procedure, any renresentative could request that narts
of a pronosal or amendment should be voted on separately. He wondered why that

rule was not lLeing folloved,

49. .. BLAISSC (iletherlands) said that if the amendments nronosed by the
representative of Jordan vould have so little effeot on the substance of the
draft, it wvas hard to see thec reasons for pressing them.

50. JR. ORTIZ de ROZAS (Argentina) said thet he felt that the draft reso-
lution was entirely logical and coherent in its present form and that the Board
should vote immediately on the amendments and on the draft as a whole.

51. Jr. VAVASSIUR (France) considered that the amendments proposed by the
representative of Jordan were not of a substantive nature, and he agreed that the
rules of nrocedure should be strictly adhored to in dealing with them,

52. lir, SIERRA (Spain) recalled that he had stated at the previous meeting
that, while he supnorted the idea behind the draft resolution, he would abstain

from voting om it., Subsequent discussions in the Doard confirmed his view that

the drait was not yet ripe for adoption. PFor his nart, he found the distinoction
made by the representative of Jordan between establishing and convening the pro-
posed working groun perfectly logical.

53. ‘Ir, FRY™R (United Kingdom), speaking on a point of order, drew attention
to rule 31 of the Rules of Procedure. Before any proposal which involved expendi-
ture from United Nations funds was approved by the Boerd, the Ixeocutive Director
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should circulate to 21l member: of the Board & report on the estimated costs

involved.

54. lire ABDEL~.aHiuJ: (vecutive Director) said that the Secretariat had
already eatimateé the financial implications of draft resolution ID/B/L.40. ihe
extra cost to UNIDU cf estallishing the proposed working group, estimated on the
assumption that ihere woull %» no more than twe consecutive meetings a day, with
summery records end intiespre.at.on ints four languages, would amount to approxi-
mately &5,000 for a two-wees sesaloa. .hat Tigure excluded the cost of any
special docwants or repouits requested Ly the workiag group, and it also excluded,

of course, rvepresentatives travel and per dier cocts,
) P

55 Lir £01B.AVY (Uniied Ltotee of America), speaking on a point of order,
formally requesied the c.rcuiation of the Executive Cirector's estimates as an

official document.

56. hr. BLAISSE (Netherlands) thought that the Ixecutive Director should
also take accouni, in hi:. estimaies, of the raving which would be achieved as a
result of the shorter Bnard sessicn weds possible by the efforts of the proposed
working group.

ST. Fr, SOLARI BCrZI (Italy) onquired whether the cost of servicing the
proposed workirg group would ro* bz less if the working group itself were made
smaller.

58. Nr. ABDEL-RAHIAN (Ixe~utive Jirector) said that if the Board's session

were shortened by onc week, thot wouid repr2sent a saving of approximately #15,000.
Tho cost of servicing the prorose? working group would not be reduced, however, if
the group were made smaller.

59. Kr, WaiSAl# (Somelia) said that, cn the bacis of the figures provided by
the Executive Dircctor, he celevleated that a two-week session of the proposed
working group would cost abcur $2,500 per day. Fe therefore felt that the session
of the group should e kept ar sucrt as possible, as each day by which it was
shortened represented a very considerable saving.

60. ki, 4BLEI-BAINAL (Fxecit_ve Direcior) obeerved that the draft mentiomed
& session of "about two wesks". ‘'he Secretariat would naturally make every effort
to keep .the session .as short as possible,
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61, Mr. [ELL (Jercaa) snad tiet the words ‘Roquests ithe Exccutive Dircctor
to convenu o workin. ,royp® in the dreft could only be interpreted as meaning
that the working group was ne.tin, ot the roquest of tue Or.nization and that
all the expenscs of deley, tes would thercfore be paid by Ui IDO. The werd

“"convene® should therefore clizrly be amended ns he had suggested.

62, Mr. G iz dc ROLA (Arges tine) formelly moved the closurc o f the debate

on draft rcsclution ID/B/L.dO undcer rule 41 of the nules of Procedurce

63, hr. aSai ik (Ghana) cnd kr. VaVaScsUl (Frai.ce) spoke against the motion,
64. the PueS1DonT invited the Board te vote on the motion of the represcnta-

tive of Arguntina.

65. fhe motion to close the dcbate wos cnrricd by 30 votes to 10, with

4 gbatent;ona.

66. The PRESIDEFHT invited the Boord to votce on the amendments and the

drift resolution as a whelo, He recellecd that the represcntative of Jordan had

requestced o rollecall vote on e-ch of the amendmente submitted by him.

67. Mr, TELL (Jordan) said that thc first vote should be on the amendment
furthest from the tcxt of the draft, that is, un the sct of amendments submitted

by the rcpresentative of lurkey.

68. Mr. TURElwii (Turkey) soid that in the coursc of the discussions he had
notcd that there was considerable support for twe ideas: th.t the membership of
the propoucd working group should be limited, anw that the scesion of that group
should be hela some time in advance of the Bo.rd scssions  According to the
Turkish amendment, the threc oper: tive peragraphs of the dr ft resolution, would
rcad: '"Requests the Exceutive Director to convenc a working group of 15 Board
members who are in the last and third yecars of their tcnure"; "Docides that the
functions of thc working group, which will clect its officers in accordance with
the principles governing the Burcau of the Board, shall be to consider s.vee

(thc remainder of the parsgraph being unchanged); "PFurther decides that, beginning

in 1969, thc¢ working group would mcet at the scat of the Organigation annually at
such a date as would allow & margin of at lcast onc month between the closure of
the working group session and the opening of the Board session, so as to allow

adequate study by Governments concerned of the report of the working group‘.
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69. ‘r. SIB1 (Ivory Coast), suprorted by 'ir. JAVASSIUR (France), pointed

out that the Turkish ~mendments had not been suomitted ot ieast one day vefore
the vote, as was rejuired by rule A4 -of the rules of procedure, nor were they

available in all the official larguases, as wac stinulated in rule 66.

70, (re ABDEL-RAHIAN (Zxecutive rector) said that the amcndments proposed
by the representative of Turkey would substantially increase the cost of servicing
the pronosed working grouv, and would also make i:¢ necessary to accelerate pre=-

paration. of the documenration..for. the subsofuent Doard -session - a cestly and

difficult undertakirg. EE TR Tr e
71, ., TURZILN (Turkey) said that in view of the Ixecutive Director's

statement he would irithdraw his emendmente:; . however, he would like them to be

placed on record.

T2. The PRISIDTHUT anrvealed to the renresentative of Jordan not to insist

on roll-call votes for hir amendments as representatives were shortly due to
attend a reception given by the Austrian Federal Tconomic Chamber and he under-
stood that the roll-call votes would take one and a half to twc hours to oomplete.

73. irs TILL (Jordan) said that he felt bound to heed the President's
appeal, although nis owm view was that substantive work was infinitely more im-

portant than any reception.

14. The PRESIDENT invited the Board to vote on the Jordanian proposal to
amend ‘‘Yorking Group” to "Ccmmittee" in the title of draft resolution ID/B/L_.40.

75. The amendment was rejected by 21 votes to 11, with 12 abstentions,

76. The PRESIDLNT invited the Board to vote on the Jordanian amendment
providing for the insertion, before the existing operative paragraph 1, of an

operative paragraph reading "Decides to establish a Yorking Group on Programme
and Co~ordination composed of Government representatives, open to all members
of the Board",

77. The amendment was Tejected by 16 votes to 19, with 11 abstentions.

718. The PRUSIDENT invited the Board to vote on the Jordanian amendment
providing for the insertion of an operative paragraph reading "Requests the

Zxecutive Director to nrovide the required arraagerents to fécilitate the work
of this llorking Group'.
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79. "ies ROC3AD (Indonesia), speaking on a point of order, questioned the
need to vote on the amendment in view of the fact that the other nroposed amend-

ments had been rejected and its raison d'8tre had thus disappeared.

80. ¥, ToLL (Jordan) withdrew the amendment in question.
81. The PRESIDENT invited the 3oard to vote on the draft resolution as a
whole, a8 revised by its sponsors.
82. vised draft re tion as a whole was adopted b votes to wit
S sbstentions.
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