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What Can Parliamentarians Do? 
 
 
1.  The WHO's dra/ Pandemic Agreement of October 30, 2023 and the two later versions 
aBempt to globalize the US' 2005 PREP Act.   
 
The PREP Act created a new pathway for the use of experimental products, without formal 
informed consent, without the approval of an InsNtuNonal Review Board, and with the removal 
of due process so that parNes injured by such experimental products had no means to sue 
anyone for their injury. This law is what enabled the COVID vaccines to be used on the enNre US 
populaNon despite minimal true tesNng.  We believe it to be unconsNtuNonal but it has not yet 
been successfully challenged. 
 
The Pandemic Agreement demands that naNons create a legal and administraNve pathway to 
enable the use of unlicensed drugs and vaccines for their ciNzens, and further demands that any 
liability resulNng from such poorly tested or untested products be "managed" and that liability 
be waived, and that a "no-fault" compensaNon mechanism be created.  In the US only 11 of 
12,000 applicants have so far been compensated for COVID vaccine injuries with a total payout 
for all of $45,000. 
 
Inves&ga&ng whether similar laws exist in your country, and if so, how they came about, or if 
they are planned, may be producNve.  Here are screenshots from the dra/ Pandemic 
Agreement, aka Treaty.  While this is from the October 30, 2023 dra/, later dra/s say the same 
thing.

 

https://www.hrsa.gov/cicp/cicp-data
https://www.hrsa.gov/cicp/cicp-data
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2.  In the US, many laws were enacted in the wake of the 9/11/2001 events and anthrax leBers 
that gave state and federal officials new powers when emergencies were declared by a variety 
of different officials (the President, the HHS Secretary, governors, the FDA Commissioner).   
 
Other naNons may want to invesNgate whether such laws were passed in their countries and 
whether they need to be revoked or whether the powers conferred should be limited in scope 
or duraNon, and whether the standards for declaring and maintaining emergencies need to be 
modified. 
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3.  In ArNcle 36 of the exisNng IHR, state parNes are called on to raNfy IHR amendments.  In the 
US there has not been formal raNficaNon by the Senate, only an "execuNve agreement" and a 
government official's signature for past amendments.  Did your country formally raNfy the IHR 
and its amendments in the past?  If not, is it a legal treaty to which your country is bound? 
 
4.  The UK Health Minister said on December 13, 2023 in Parliament that prior amendments to 
the IHR have been approved at the WHO by "consensus" rather than a formal vote of members 
of the World Health Assembly (WHA).   
 
There is a video showing that "CommiBee A" of the WHO used a Consensus procedure 
regarding the 2022 IHR amendments, but no evidence that the full World Health Assembly 
(WHA) (194 naNons) or parNes to the IHR (196 naNons) voted on the proposed amendments in 
2022. 
 
Twelve Members of the European Parliament wrote to the WHO on November 28, 2023 asking 
for evidence that a vote of the full WHA was in fact conducted to approve the amendments that 
were "passed" in May 2022.  They requested a response in 48 hours. They have received no 
response. 
 
If no actual vote by the WHA membership took place regarding new amendments in 2022, 
should these amendments be considered to be null and void, since there was no formal vote of 
the WHA as required for amendments to regulaNons by the WHO ConsNtuNon and the IHR 
itself? 
 
5.  The EU has acknowledged that it is negoNaNng the IHR/Treaty for (some of?) its member 
states.  Did your Parliament give it permission to do so?  There are quesNons regarding whether 
the EU legally has the competence in public health to do so.  It is seeking to claim a higher level 
of competence in health right now.  Can you challenge this?   
 
The EU is not a party to the IHR and is not a member of the WHO.  While the EU and WHO staff 
claim they have the authority to negoNate these two treaNes (the amended IHR and Pandemic 
Agreement) together, have the members of these two organizaNons given them the authority to 
do so? 
 
6.  The WHO tries to avoid formal votes. It o/en fails to use the electronic voNng devices built in 
to members' desks, which would provide a "roll call" of recorded votes. 
 
It also likes to conduct secret ballots, and to carry the ballots outside the voNng chamber to be 
counted.  Demand a formal, roll call vote on the Treaty and the Amendments by the full WHA. 
 
7.  Ask for a formal accounNng of what benefits the WHO has provided to your country.  Ask for 
the amount of funds your country has provided in dues and in donaNons to the WHO.  Ask for 
what specifically those sums have been spent on.  Do the benefits (to your country or anyone 
else) jusNfy the costs involved? 

https://merylnass.substack.com/p/how-the-whos-rules-embedded-secret
https://merylnass.substack.com/p/how-the-whos-rules-embedded-secret
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8.  Ask for more Nme to review the negoNated Amendments and a delay in the May votes unNl 
2025.  The WHO did not make the current IHR amended dra/ available by its own 4-month 
deadline before the May 2024 vote (see ArNcle 55 of the current IHR).  The treaty dra/ relies on 
the IHR so a vote on it should be delayed as well. 
 
9.  Point out that the WHO ConsNtuNon restricts the scope of regulaNons that the WHO can 
issue, and the proposed regulaNons far exceed this scope.  Therefore, many of the IHR 
Amendments really need to be moved into a treaty or agreement, and will therefore require a 
2/3 vote of the full WHA.  Here is the delineaNon of what regulaNons are allowed to cover: 
 
hBps://merylnass.substack.com/p/the-who-consNtuNon-is-at-odds-with 
 

 
 
 
10.  If your naNonal consNtuNon guarantees free speech, then the IHR and treaty (both of which 
demand that naNons perform surveillance of their ciNzens' speech and censor it) are both 
unconsNtuNonal. 
 
11. The removal of human rights in the IHR goes against most naNonal consNtuNons and against 
the Universal DeclaraNon of Human Rights and the InternaNonal Covenant on Civil and PoliNcal 
Rights, which almost every naNon has signed. 
 
Furthermore, the EC's formal response to quesNons posed by Door to Freedom and IusNNa 
claimed that:  
 

https://merylnass.substack.com/p/the-who-constitution-is-at-odds-with
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a) "ArNcle 3 of the proposed IHR respected dignity, human rights and fundamental 
freedoms of person"--even though this language was crossed out in the amendments 
available to the public. 
 
b) "... the EU proposes to insert a specific arNcle on human rights in the pandemic 
agreement, sNpulaNng that the implementaNon of the agreement "shall respect, protect 
and fulfill the human rights and fundamental freedoms of persons, and be in full 
compliance with internaNonal humanitarian law and principles.'"  Professor Francis 
Boyle notes that humanitarian law is about protec&ng civilians during war&me and is 
very different than human rights law and does not provide human rights guarantees. 
 

Parliamentarians might challenge the WHO documents on the basis of human rights.  It should 
be noted that language guaranteeing human rights was just introduced in the March 7, 2024 
version of the treaty aka Pandemic Agreement.  Human rights guarantees have been moved in 
and out of prior dra/s. 
 
12.  The WHO proposed in its February 2023 amendments to gain the power to restrict 
medicaNons or other health measures if they were deemed "disproporNonate or excessive." 
 
RestricNng medicaNons from paNents and doctors is unethical and illegal.  There exists no 
jusNficaNon for the WHO to take on such an unethical and inhumane power.  

 
 
Door to Freedom hopes this informaNon is helpful to you.  Please let us know if we can be of 
further assistance. 
 
Meryl Nass, MD 


