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1< CONSIDEPATION OF DRAFT INTEFNATIONAL SANITtiRY REGULATIONS - WHO
REGULATIONS No, 2 (Item 5 cf the Agenda) (Documents A3-4/SR/1,

A3-'4 /SR/14, A3'--4/in/24; and A3-4/SR/26)

Articles in the Main Body of the Regulations (Item 5,1 of the Agenda)
Part IV, Chapter V
Article 4!

Dr. DOWLING (Australia) said that his delegation had the same objection

to the present drafting of Article 41 as to that cf the previous article.

Apparently all measures of disinfection or disinsecting with regard to d.sea:es

other than the six epidemic diseases with which the draft Regulations were

concerned were to be specifically forbidden,

Dr. DUJARRIC de la RIVIERE (France) thought that it had been decided once

and for all that as the Regulations were to apply only to six diseases, national

authorities w.muld be free to make what arrangements they chose with regard to

ether diseases.

Dr- RAJA (India) agreed with the delegate of France,

As he saw it, the word ''only" in Article 41 was to be taken in connexion

with the words person`' and not with the words "an epidemic disease", The

sense was that the measures precoribed were t.7. be carried out only in the case

a person carrying infected material or insect vectors of an epidemic disease,

and not only if the dieea.se of l i _h ha carried infective material or insect

vectors was "epidemic.

The countries represented at the present conference had assembled to give

up part of their sovereignity in respect of the six diseases enumerated; at

the same fine, Article 21, if adopted; would provide that no action beyond that

was to be taken. Against that background it was clear that governments
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were limiting their freedom of action only in respect of-the six epidemic

diseases and within the scope of the Regulations.

Mr. HASELGRO VE (United Kingdom) thought that the Australian dei._,gatcn

had been right to bring up in connexion with Article 41 the same point which

the committee had had to settle in connexion with Article 40. The po .nt would

come up again in Article 42, and rather than deal with it separately for each

article, the Committee might prefer to modify the chapter headings on the

following lines: "Measures under these Regulations concerning the International

Transport of Goods, Baggage and Mail ".

The CHAIRMAN, after some further discussion, said that he agreed with the

representative of India. The sense of the article was that as long as a.shi.p

and the persons on board were healthy, national authorities were not tc: resort

to wholesale disinfection and disinfecting except in the case of persons carrying

infective material or insect vectors of an epidemic disease,

Dr. DOWLING (Australia) was prepared to accept the interpretation of the

Indian delegation if it was to be expressly stated in the Regulations and not

left to be understood.

The CHAIRMAN thought that a matter for the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Mr. HENNINGSEN (Denmark) thought that no change in drafting could meet a

case; a separate article would be necessary,

The CHAIRMMAN regretted that the suggestion for a separate article must be

ruled out of order as the United States proposal for an additional article

specifying the Articles applicable to communicable diseases other than the six
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epidemic diseases (document A3-4 /SR,/Hin /26) had already been rejected.

Dr. BELL (United States of America) suggested that the article be re- drafted

so as to specify what measures were permissible with regard to three classes of

baggage, namely baggage free from infective material or insects, baggage carrying

infective material or insect vectors of an epidemic disease and baggage carrying

infective material or insect vectors of other diseases.

Dr. DUitEN (Belgium) formally proposed that Article 41 be left unchanged.

Decision: The proposal was adopted by 21 votes to 7.

Article 42

Mr, HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) proposed that paragraph 3 of Article 42 be

deleted.

Professor CANAPEdIA (Italy) agreed that paragraph 3 served no purpose.

Instead it might be stated that infection laboratory material was to be entrusted

to the person in charge of the ship, aircraft or train.

Decisions It was unanimously agreed to delete paragraph 3.

Dr. DOWLING (Australia) proposed that in the first line of paragraph 2 of

Article 42, after the word "only", be inserted the words 'cif designated by a

Member State or ".

Decision: The proposal was rejected unanimously.

Dr. PADUA (Philippines) proposed that paragraph 1 of Article 42 be redrafted - ,o

permit the disinfection of bags containing mail, newspapers, books, and other
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printed matter (the contents would of course remain untouched). That would

bring paragraph 1 into harmony with paragraph 2.

Dr. DUJArthIC de la AIVIEiiE (France) said that experience had shown that

infection was not carried with printed matter. The danger of newspapers did

not lie in the microbes they carried.

Decision: The proposal of the Philippines Delegation was rejected by
20 votes to 2,

Part V, Chapter 1

Dr. BICA, Observer, Pan -American Sanitary Bureau, said that Part V,

Chapter 1, of the riegulations appeared to be based on the assumption that rats

were the main agents in the spread of plague, whereas except in the case of

pulmonary plague transmission was actually by fleas, which could be more easily

exterminated, temporarily at least) than rats. Some provision should there-

fore be inserted for the use of insecticides, particularly in cases where cargo

distribution made deratting impracticable.

Article 43

Decision: Article 43 was adopted.

Article 44

Dr. HALAWANI (Egypt) proposed the deletion of Article 44.

Dr. RAJA (India) thought that the article should be retained as certain

countries in the past had in fact demanded plague vaccination certificates as

a condition of admission..

Decisions Article 44 was adopted.
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Article 45

The CHAIRMAN suggested that in Article 45 the objection of the

representative of the Pan -American Sanitary Bureau regarding the deficiency

in Chapter 1 of Part V of provisions regarding the use of insecticides might

be met by inserting the words "and their ectoparasites" at the end of the first

sentence.

Dr. DUJARRIC de la AIVI& E (France) supported the Chairman!s suggestion

particularly as it would bring the first sentence into harmony with the second.

Dr. BELL (United States of America) proposed that Article 45 be amended,

firstly, by the insertion of the words "or airport" after the word "port" in the

last line and secondly by the addition of a second paragraph laying stress on

measures to be carried out in ports of embarkation, as opposed to ports of

arrival, and reading: "Prior to departure from a port or airport infected with

plague, vessels or aircraft shall b3 inspected for rats and fleas and measures

for their destruction shall be taken if necessary. During the stay in such a

port or airport special care shll be taken to prevent rodents from boarding the

vessel or aircraft ".

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the first part of the United States proposed

amendment, namely the insertion of the words "or airport ", which was adopted.

With regard to the second part of the amendment, he wondered whether the

United States delegate would agree that it was sufficiently covered by

paragraph 2(b) of Article 25.

Dr. BELL (United States of America) thought that since throughout the draft

regulations the practice was, in addition to laying down general provisions such
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as those of Article 25, to specify in detail what measures were to be taken

in respect of each of the six diseases, the same should be done in respect of

measures against plague in ports of departure.

Mr. BAILLETT (United Kingdom) thought that, in view of the provisions of

Article 25 and of Article 13, the measures prescribed in the additional proposed

paragraph would be a further and unnecessary imposition.

Dr. BELL (United States of America) did not feel that the purport of the

additional paragraph he proposed was properly understood. Since the first

Sanitary Regulations had been drafted, conditions had changed considerably, and

at the present day there were very few plague -infected ports in the world.

The adequate application of measures at such ports would make quarantine

unnecessary elsewhere.

The draft Iegulations contained specific provisions for measures to be

taken in respect of each disease at ports of arrival and during the voyage.

Similar provisions for ports of departure would provide a sound epidemiological

basis for the control of disease.

In reply to a question by the CHAIL.MLN, he added that the proposed provisions

would apply to vessels with cargo in situ.

Mr. HASELGAO VE (United Kingdom) said that since the recognized procedure

for keeping a vessel free from rats was complete fumigation, the United States

proposal as he understood it would provide, whenever a vessel visited an infected

port, for a fumigation in addition to that provided for in Article 76. Either

the cargo must be removed or the ship must be fumigated with the cargo still

inside; and that, as his delegation had maintained, would be an additional

imposition.
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Dr. iAJA (India) thought that Article 25 already provided for inspection.

If the inspection showed the presence of rats, then presumably deratting must

follow.

Dr. BELL (United States of America), replying to the United Kingdom delegation,

pointed out that his proposal provided for destruction of rats "if necessary ",

or in other words if there were rats aboard. In that case, it would make no

difference whether the inspection was carried out at the port of arrival or at

the port of departure; vessels with or without cargo were in any case being

inspected for rats everyday.

Moreover, fumigation was not the only method of destroying rats.

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan), in the light of his own experience, was of the opinion

that fumigation was in fact the only satisfactory method of deratting. He had

known cases where ships from the East had asked for deratting certificates without

unloading the cargo. The requests had been refused and traps set without result.

Later fumigation had revealed the presence of up to 100 rats.

It would therefore be unrealistic to insist on inspection in ports of

departure except where results seemed likely. However, he saw some point in

the United States proposal and thought that the chapter on plague shoùld contain

some specific provisions with regard to the prevention of the boarding of vessels

and aircraft by rats.

The CHAIRMAN raised the point as to whether the United States proposal, if

accepted, might not properly be included in Article 51.

Mr. HASELG O VE (United Kingdom) maintained that the proposed new paragraph

introduced an entirely new element which, in his view, was completely impracticable
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from the point of view of shipping. The wording - although not implicit -

implied that a health authority had the power, in its discretion, to require all

cargo to be unloaded.

Dr. DOWLING (Australia) failed to understand any objection to the proposal

which concerned measures to be automatically applied in all circumstances whether

a ship was loaded or not.

Decision: The United States proposal was adopted by12 votes to 4 and the
text referred to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Article 46

Mr. HASELGiQVE (United Kingdom) recalled his delegationts proposals

(d.ocument A3-4 /Sit /14) in regard to new definitions of approved ports for the

issue of deratting ¿ertificates.

Professor ALIVISATOS (Greece) proposed the deletion of paragraph 1(b) of

Article 46 owing to the difficulty, even impossibility, of interpreting the word

"negligibly;" in connexion with the number of rats on board a ship. The only

effective means, in his view, was periodical deratting.

The CHAIdMAN agreed that it was not easy to lay dawn any simple standard

for the interpretation of "negligible ". Different conditions applied as between

the number of rats found in a circumscribed area and the same number distributed

throughout the whole ship.

Professor CANAPExIA (Italy), agreed that the new definitions proposed by the

United Kingdom delegation should be considered before any decision was taken on

the first sentence of paragraph 2.
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He was of the opinion that the period of one month for prolongation of a

deratting certificate was not always sufficient. A longer period might be

required for a ship to reach a po*bwhere effective deratting could take place.

The paragraph should, moreover, indicate that deratting had to be effected

after a ship had been unloaded.

deferring to the footnote to Article 46, he was oppoSed to the designation

of approved ports on the grounds that in the case of unsatisfactory results, it

would be a simple matter to send an inspector from a large port to inspect

deratting operations.

Dr. DOWLING (Australia) preferred the text as it stood. He was in favour

of the United Kingdom's suggestion regarding definitions of approved ports for

the issue of deratting and deratting exemption certifications. Practical con-

siderations of distance should not be overlooked in regard to the suggestion of

sending an inspector from a large to a small port.

Dr. HEMMES (Netherlands), referring to his delegation's proposals

(document A3- 4/Sí./24) concerning paragraph 4(a), suggested that the words 'rand

shall not take longer than twenty -four hours" should be replaced by "and shall not

take longer than is absolutely necessary." '

Dr. MAMOEN (Indonesia), in supporting the above proposal explained that

deratting in his country could not be carried out by means of cyanic acid but only

by sulphur gas owing to climatic conditions: this generally took about two to

three days.

Mr, BEHGMAN (Sweden) likewise supported the Netherlands proposal, pointing

out that the time before the ship became free from the effects of cyanide depended
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on to r_ :craturc and cli:_iste which, in northern countries, often took loner

than 24 hours.

Decision: On a vote being taken, the proposal of the Netherlands delegation
to amend the wording of paragraph 4(a) was adopted.

Mr. HASELGiiOVE (United Kingdom), referring to the proposal of the Netherlands

delegation to delete paragraph 5, said that his Government was responsible, at

an earlier stage, for suggesting the inclusion of the paragraph, in order to

cover the case where renewed deratting was considered necessary. He submitted

that that was a useful measure which gave shipping companies - which could not

always unload cargoes at will - a reasonable procedure, leaving it to the health

authority to decide the situation to which it would apply.

Dr. JAPALL (Pakistan) supported the proposal for deletion. The issue of a

modified deratting exemption certificate would lead to complications for port

administrations, and there was nothing to prevent a ship from resorting to

subterfuges. No certificate should be issued unless deratting had been satis-

factory.

Mr. HASELGi,'.OVE (United Kingdom) suggested, in order to avoid p.ny possible

confusion, that it might be possible issue a special form of certificate for

the purpose. He maintained that paragraph 5 served a useful purpose.

Dr. DUiEN (Belgium) said that, under the terms of Article 20, a deratting

certificate could be requested, if deratting had been carried out even in cases

where the deratting operation was incomplete.
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The CHAIRMAN agreed with Dr. Jafar about the loose wording of paragraph 5,

and also that no modified type of provisional certificate should be issued. He

suggested the following wording for the consideration of the Drafting Sub -Committee:

"If conditions in a port are not suitable for obtaining a satisfactory result from

deratting, a statement to that effeot shall be made on the existing deratting

certificate ". The paragraph provided a reasonable procedure by which ports could

not rigidly enforce deratting even on unloaded cargoes.

Decision: Article 46 was referred to the Drafting Sub -Committee for
consideration in the light of the discussion.

Article 47

Dr. RAJA (India) proposed the deletion of the words "In exceptional circum-

stances".

Dr. de TAVEL, Observer, International Civil Aviation Organization, explained

that the words had been included to avoid any routine deratting of aircraft, which

would delay international traffic.

Dr. BELL (United States of America), seconded by Dr. GEAR (Union of South
of.

Africa), agreed that the provision was too broad and should be limited to air-

craft coming from places infected with plague.

Dr. BARRRETT (United Kingdom), while agreeing with the point of view of the

delegate of the United States preferred to retain the safeguard implied in "In

exceptional circumstances" on the grounds that aircraft, to be economic, must be

flown during the whole time they were airworthy.
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The CHAIiMAN suggested that the words "such as the risk of transmission of

plague" should be inserted after "circumstances ".

Decision: The Chairman's suggestion was approved and Article 47 was

referred to the Drafting Sub -Committee,

Article 48

On the proposal of Dr. RAJA (India), supported by a number of delegations,

the committee agreed that the isolation period of five days should be amended to

six days, to bring the wording into line with Article 43.

Decision: Article 48 was approved, subject to the amendment of the period
of isolation from five to six days.

Article 49

Dr. RAJA (India), and Dr. DUJARRIS de la RIVIEFE (France), queried the

need for paragraph 1(a). Human plague was bubonic plague which he understood

was not a serious infection.

Dr. HALAWANI (Egypt), proposed the insertion in paragraph 2, after the word

"embarkation" of the clause "or if the ship has arrived within six days of

leaving a plague infected port "

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) thought that the point was adequately

covered by the provisions of paragraph 3.

Dr. DUREN (Belgium), asked for clarification of the second paragraph. For

a ship to be regarded as suspected only, the case of human plague on board would

be either deceased, cured or dis -embarked.



A3 -4 /SA/Lin /10

page 14

Professor CANAPEAIA (Italy) observed that the essential point was there

should not be a case of plague on board at the time of arrival of the vessel.

Dr. DOúWLING (Australia) interpreted paragraph 2 to mean thatif them: trece n case of

human plague on board - whether within the first six days or after embarkation -

the ship would be regarded as infected. If, on the other hand, the case occurred

within the first six days and had either died, or was cured, then the ship would

be regarded only as suspected.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the opening clause of paragraph 2 should be

amended to read: t "A vessel shall be regarded as suspected if there has been a

case of human plague on board, within the first six days after embarkation ".

Dr. DUREN (Belgium) while agreeing with the Chairman's proposal, suggested

the addition of the words: "and if that person is deceased, cured or disembarked".

Dr. BELL (United States of America) thought there was no need to distinguish

between an infected and a suspected vessel or aircraft since measures provided

for in Article 50 were the same in both cases.

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the reason for the differentiation had been to

allow more stringent measures to be taken in the case of infected vessels.

He asked whether the committee wished to eliminate paragraph 2 of Article 49 with

the consequential deletion of the word "suspected" in Article 50. In that case

the only distinction would be between a healthy vessel and an infected vessel.

Dr. DOú;fLING (Australia) thought that Article 50 did draw a distinction between

the measures to be applied to infected and suspected vessels.

Further discussion was postponed until the following meeting.

The meeting rose at 4.10 p.m.


