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Delete the fifth and seventh paragraphs (decisions)

and replace by a single decision at the bottom of the

page reading:

Decision: (1) It was agreed to refer Article 29

to the Drafting Sub- Committee for amendment alc'ng

the lines suggested by Mr. Hostie.

(2) A vote was taken and the Australian proposal

to add "except as designated by a Member State"

was rejected.

Delete "that to delete "including vaccination" would

mean ", and substitute "that the intention of Dr.

Padua's proposal appeared to be ".

Page 10, line 4: Delete "and submitted" and substitute "then submitted

a proposal ",
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1. WELCOME TO REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED N..TIONS

The CHAIRNAN welcomed M. de Bellaigue, representative of the United Nations,

Division of Transport and Communications.

M. de BELL/IGUE (United Nations) thanked the Chairman for his welcome and

on behalf of the United Nations wished the Special Committee success in its

important work on the draft Regulations, which after adoptions by the Health

Assembly, would mark a decisive stage in the campaign against the spread of

epidemic disease.

2. CONSIDERATION OF DRAFT INTERNATION::L SANITARY RÉGULATIONS - "ARTICLES IN THE

MAIN BODY OF THE REGULATIONS (continued) (Item 5 of the Agenda)
(Document A3- 4 /SR /1)

Chapter III - Sanitary Measures Applicable between Ports or Airports
of Departure and Arrival (continued)

Article 28 (continued)

Dr. HEMMES (Netherlands) suggested that it was necessary to determine whether

or not a medical examination was to be considered as a sanitary measure.

Articles 28 and 35 for instance appeared to be in contradiction on that point.

He proposed that it should not be so considered, though he was chiefly concerned

with consistency.

The CHAIRM:'.N drew attention to Article 32, according to which a health

authority at the place of arrival might, whatever was laid down in other :Articles,

require medical examination.

Mr, BRILLIANT (United Kingdom), pointing out that inspection of a vessel was

included in the definition of "medical examination", suggested that such
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examination should not be regarded in its narrowest sense but should for the

purposes of the Regulations be considered a sanitary measure,

Dr, HALA INI (Egypt) wished Article 28 to be so worded as to leave no doubt

that when a ship passed through a maritime canal the health authority sh(ruld first

carry out an examination to determine whether it was healthy or infected and then

apply the appropriate sanitary measures,

Dr. RAJA (India) wondered whether, unless medical examination was considered

a sanitary measure; Article 32 would be rightly placed in Chapter IV.

Decision; It was agreed that medical examination should be regarded as
a sanitary measure, the Drafting Sub -Committee to make the necessary
adjustments in the relevant Articles.

Article 29

Definition of "Direct Transit Area

The CH2:IR1v N. informed the committee that the definition of "direct transit

area" had been drafted in close collaboration with ICAO.

Decision: The definition was adopted without discussion,

Dr. DUREN (Belgium) said the word "segregation ", which was not defined in

Article 1. had a derogatory sense in French. He interpreted the paragraph as

meaning that sanitary measures would not be applied to passengers and crew who

had not left a specified area fixed by.the health authority of the airports.

Decisions It was agreed to refer Article 29 paragraph (b) to the Drafting
Sub -Committee for rewording on the lines suggested by the delegate of Belgium.

Dr, EL- -FAR, Bey (Egypt) proposed the addition after "vicinity" in the

penultimate line of Article 29(b) of "of the same city ".
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'.'r BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) thought that the provision referred to the

vicinit of the airport at which the persons had arrived.

Dr. DOWLING (Australia) suggested that, as a result of the decision just

taken to regard medical examination as a sanitary measure, even medical

examination would be precluded under Article 29. His Government was anxious that

more liberty of action should be allowed. He therefore suggested adding after

"vaccination" in the second line "except as designated by a Member State ",

Dr. BELL (United States of America) said that, in order to determine whether

or not an aircraft was healthy, a medical examination must be carried out.

The CHAIRMAN thought the point might be met if the words in paragraph (b)

"passengers and crew on a healthy aircraft" were amended to read "passengers and

crew on an aircraft found to be healthy on arrival ".

Decision: It was agreed to refer the opening words of Article 29
paragraph (b) to the Drafting Sub -Committee for amendment on

the lines suggested by the Chairman.

Mr, HOSTIE, Chairman, Legal Sub -Committee, Expert Committee on International

Epidemiology and Quarantine, said that, since Article 32 applied only to measures

on arrival, and since paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 28 applied to healthy ships,

it might be argued that medical examination was not permitted under the terms of

Article 28. Since the intention was to permit medical examination, express

provision therefore should be made, both in Article 28 (preferably in paragraph 1)

and in Article 29.

Decision: A vote was taken and the Australian proposal to add
"except as designated by a Member State" was rejected.
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A discussion took place on the proposal of Dr. PADUA (Philippines) to

omit the words "including vaccination ". 'His country required certain

vaccination certificates, for the passengers and crew of aircraft even if only

transferring from one airport to another.

Mr, BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) stressed that to delete "including

vaccination" would mean that a person travelling on a healthy ship, who did not

disembark, would be liable to vaccination - a requirement which he held to be

utterly unreasonable. So far as passengers by aircraft were concerned, the

whole purpose of instituting direct transit areas was to avoid the necessity

el subjecting to such measures persons who only went from one airport to

another in the vicinity.

The CHAIRMAN said that he had been advised that from the legal point of

view it made no difference whether the words "including vaccination" were

included or not. He put to the vote the proposal to delete those words.

Decision: The proposal was rejected.

Chapter IV - Sanitary Measures op Arrival.

Article 30

Dr, HEWES (Netherlands) thought that, in the light of the decision that

medical examination was a, sanitary measure, Article 30 could not be applied in

practice,

Mr. HOSTIE thought the point could be'met by placing Article 32 before

Article 30 and amending Article 30 to read "Bbrther sanitary measures......"
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Mr, STOdMAN (United States of America), seconded by Dr. van de CALSEYDE

(Belgium) suggested adding "primarily" after "determined" in the second line

because, although the main emphasis was on the conditions on the ship, certain

measures to be applied depended on the place of departure of the vessel, for

instance in the case of a yellow -fever area.

Mr. BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) said the proposed addition would destroy

the whole certainty of the Article by allowing the health authority to take

into consideration any conditions it chose. Medical examination as defined

(page,8) included inspection of the vessel or aircraft and he felt strongly

that if the measures to be applied were not to be determined from the conditions

which existed on board throughout the voyage, wherever the vessel or aircraft

came from and from those revealed by examination on arrival, the whole Article

might as well be suppressed.

Replying to the CHAIRMAN who asked whether Mr. Hostie's proposal would

meet his point, Mr. STUMAN (United States of America) said that it would be

helpful. Realizing the misuse that might occur from the insertion of the word

"primarily" he suggested as an alternative "unless permitted elsewhere in these

Regulations ".

Dr. DaddLING (Australia) considered that the words "which exist at the time

of the medical examination" were ambiguous, since medical examination of

passengers and inspection of the ship might not be carried out at the same time.

Suggesting that, in certain, circumstances, the Article might be too rigid,

he referred to the recent threat of infantile paralysis in the South Sea islands.

Those islands constituted an isolated community free from that disease and in

the absence of knowledge of suitable scientific measures to combat the spread
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of infantile paralysis, their only defence was to exclude people coming from

infected areas.

Decision: It was decided by vote that Article 32 should be placed before
Article 30, and that the Drafting Sub -Committee should be asked to revise
the: text of both Articles in order to clarify them.

HASELGRD VE (United Kingdom) referring to the remarks of the delegate

of Australia, did not personally consider that any difficulty arose in the

English text over the expression "at the time of the medical examination ".

A possible alternative would be "during the medical examination" but that

could be left to the Drafting Sub- Committee.

With regard to the second point, he recalled that the Drafting Sub -

Committee had been asked to clarify Article 24. But that Article did not

impose restriction on the health authority concerning inspection and quarantine

of.persons who might constitute a danger from the point of view of communicable

diseases not specifically dealt with in the Regulations.

The CHAIRMAN thought the change of position of Article 32 would meet the

points raised by the Australian delegate,

Dr. HENNINGSEN (Denmark) raised the question whether "train or road

vehicle" which appeared in Article 32 should not be included in Article 30.

Decision: A vote was taken and it was decided to add "train or road vehicle"
after "aircraft" in Article 30.

Dr. DUJAi.iIC de la N.IVIERE (France) suggested that the various points raised

during the discussion would be met by wording on the following lines, which

would cover any incident that might have occurred: "The Sanitary conditions

.which may be applied to a vessel or aircraft shall be determined by the
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conditions which existed during the voyage or which exist on board at the time

of the medical examination ". (Original Prencht unofficial translation).

Dr. van de CALSEYDE (Belgium), said that it should be made clear that the

definition of "arrival" referred to arrival in a port in another territory from

thaii of the place of departure. He suggested the addition of "on an inter-

national voyage" between "vehicle" and "means" in the second line of the

definition, or the addition of "in another territory" at the end of paragraph (a).

The point raised by the delegate of Belgium was referred to the Drafting

Sub -Committee.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that acceptance of the proposal (made earlier by

the delegate of the Uztited States) that the area from which the ship or air-

craft came should be taken into consideration, would be a retrograde step. He

recalled that under the 1926 Conyention a ship or aircraft could not be con-

demned because it had left an infected area.

Dr. BELL (United States of America) replied that, even if there were no

case of illness on board, there might be persons who had arrived from an

infected area and were still in the incubation period. He reiterated his

request for the addition either of "primarily" or "except as provided else-

where in these Regulations ".

Mr. BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) objected to the use of the word "primarily ".

He suggested some such words as "or which are permitted by these Regulations to

be applied to a ship or aircraft arriving from an infected local area ".

Decisions. A'vote was taken and the United Kingdom proposal was accepted.
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Dr. DOTiLING (Australia) wished it to be made quite clear that the provisions

of the Article applied to the ship or aircraft, and not to passengers. He

proposed the insertion of a new Article to cover the protection of isolated

communities and, at theCHAI:N1s request, agreed to submit a draft to the

Committee.

Article 31

Mr. HASELGiJVE (United Kingdom), referring to the footnote, thought that

the Legal Sub -Committee's difficulties had been disposed of by the adoption of a

revised definition for "infected local area" and that reversion could be made to

the original text circulated to governments before the last session of the Expert

Committee on International Epidemiology and Quarantine. He therefore proposed

replacement of the present text by the following:

"1. The application of the measures provided for in Chapter IV and V
shall be limited to arrivals from an infected local area.

2. This limitation is subject to the condition. that the health aiùthori:ty

of the infected local area is taking all measures necessary for checking
the spread of the disease and is applying the measures provided for in
paragraph 2 of Article 25."

Dr. DUirEN (Belgium) said that the proposal of his own delegation was

similar to that of the United Kingdom delegation and was as follows:

where measures provided for in Chapters IV and V a vessel, aircraft,
person or articles depend on having arrived from an infected local area,
the health authority may, if it so desires, not apply the measures
provided for. in Chapter V if the State in whose territory that area is
situated has actually applied the measures provided for in paragraph 2
of Article 25 and has notified the health authority of the port, airport
Jr station of arrival." (Original French - unofficial translation)

The CHATh.MAN thought that the proposal of the delegate of Belgium although

in the-negative form, contained more elements than that of the United Kingdom

and included a requirement that the port of arrival be notified, There was
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also the question of whether responsibility should lie with the health

authority of the local area or with the health administration.

Dr. BELL (United States of America) asked for the revised text of

this' Article. and submitted by his delegation to be considered with the other.

amendments.

Dr. BiiAVO (Chile). proposed that the words apolitical limits" be

substituted for "geographical limits" in the present text.

The CHAIiNANEs suggestion that further consideration of Article 31

be deferred until the proposed amendments and the new definition of an

"infected local area "' had been circulated was approved,

Article 32.

Decisions Article 32, having already been fully discussed, it was
adopted subject to the insertion of a comets. before and after the words
"as well as any person ", as proposed by Dr. BELL (United States of
America)-

Articlé 33

Definition of "ispigtion!'
`

The definition was accepted withoút amendmént.

Definition of an "infected person"

At the request of Dr. GEAit.(Union of South Africa), who considered that

this definition must be read in conjunction with that of a "suspect", the

latter definition was considered first.

Definition of "suspect"

Dr. BELL (United States of America) proposed that, as there were sources

of infection other than by an infected person, the words "an infected person"

be replaced by "a source of infection "..
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Mr. BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) thought that the words "or who otherwise

is considered by the health authority as having been under such risk" would

meet the wishes of the United States delegation.

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium) thought that, notwithstanding the definition of

"an infected person ", the definition of "suspect" could be dealt with simply

by saying: "'Suspect! means a person who, for whatever reason, is considered

by the health authority as having been exposed to the risk of infection" -

(Original French - unofficial translation)

Dr. DO`,'LING (Australia) proposed: "'Suspect' means a person who has been

exposed to the risk of infection by an epidemic disease ".

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand), who thought that some discretion should be left

to the health authority, proposed: ".... a person who, in the opinion of the

health authority, had been exposed to the risk of infection by an epidemic

disease."

Dr. DLING and M. GEERÁERTS accepted this amendment of their respective

proposals.

Dr. GEAR (Union of South Africa), whilst he had no alternative wording to

suggest, thought that the proposed amendments would confer too wide powers on

the quarantine administration. He made that remark in line with the general

statement he had made at the first meeting.

Dr. RAJA (India), thought that, as it would be difficult for a health

authority to declare that a person had actually been exposed, it would be better

to say: "... is likely to have been exposed ..."
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Dr, BELL (United States of America), suggested a further limitation by

adding: "in such a manner as possibly to become infected".

Mr. BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) felt that all the additions suggested had

clouded rather than d°larifted the matter, All that was necessary was to give

discretionary powers to the health authority. He therefore supported the proposal

of the delegate of Australia, as amended by the delegate of New Zealand.

Dr. BELL (United States of Lmerioa) said that certain persons, such as those

immunized against yellow fever, even if exposed to infection, would not be

capable of spreading it - his proposal had been intended to cover that point.

Dr. DUJL ?RIC de la RIVIERE (France) said that, whilst it was obvious that,

from a scientific point of view, conditions of contamination could vary con-

siderably,, a general regulation could not go into details.

The CI-L'.IMAN then proposed the following wording:

";;7132 means a person who, in the opinion of the local health
authority, has been exposed to the risk of infection by an epidemic

disease and is capable of spreading the infection".

Dr. RAJA (India) still felt that the amendment proposed by the delegate

of the United States was more direct and took into account the possibility of a

person being completely immunized and therefore not capable of transmitting

infection to others.

Dr. PADUA (Philippines) preferred the text proposed by the Chairman but

without the words: "and is capable of spreading the infection."

Ids. BRILLIANT (United Kingdom) whilst maintaining his preference for the

Sirnp1e ^ +, rCeBirle wordjrti said that, after hearing the remarks of the delegate
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of the United States, there was justification for the words "and is capable of

spreading the infection ". He therefore proposed that the definition be re- drafted

on the following lines:

"¡Suspect* means a person who, in the opinion of the health
authority, has been exposed to the risk of infection by an

epidemic disease and is capable of spreading the disease."

Decision: The above text, on being put to the vote, was adopted.

Definition of "infected person"

Dr. GEAR (Union of South Africa) proposed that the words: "or who is other-

wise considered to be capable of transmitting the infection" be deleted, as they

had been included in the definition of "Suspect ".

Professor CANAPERIA (Italy) did not understand why cholera was specifically

mentioned. He proposed the deletion of the rest of the defintion from the words:

"in the application of this definition ".

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) supported the proposal of the delegate of Italy.

M. GEERAER.TS (Belgium) thought that the words "pending bacteriological

confirmation" could be deleted but not those referring to the presentation of

clinical signs of cholera.

Dr. HAL1 UANI (Egypt) said his delegation considered it important that the

phrase referring to clinical signs of cholera be retained.

Dr. DOMING (Australia) agreed with the delegate of Italy. On the other hand

he did not agree with the proposal of Dr. Gear to delete "or who is otherwise

considered to be capable of transmitting infection" as this had been included to

deal with "carriers ".
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the respective proposals of Dr. GEAR and

Professor CANAPERIA, as follows:

Decisions:

1. Dr. Gearts proposal to delete the words "or who is
considered to be capable of transmitting the infection"

2. Professor Cahaperia's proposal to delete the words
the semi -colon was adopted by 12 votes to 6.

Article 33

otherwise

was adopted

following

Dr. DI,ING (Australia) proposed deletion of the second sentence because, in

his opinion, the decision as to removal should rest with the health authority.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the provision had been inserted to prevent the

use of the vessel, etc. as an isolation hospital.

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) proposed the addition of a clause stating that "The

vessel, etc. carrying such a person shall not be used as an isolation hospital ".

Dr. GEAR (Union of South Africa) considered that, although an infected

person on board a vessel, etc, in transit should be removed, there might be circum-

stances in which the local health authority might not wish to remove such person.

The sentence had been included in order to make it possible for the person in

charge of the means of transport to obtain the removal of an infected person.

Dr. DUJARRIC de la RIVIERE (France) thought that the present text did not

sufficiently stress the twó aspects of the problem: (1) removal at the request of

the person in charge of the means of transport, and (2) acceptance by the health

authority of the removal and isolation of the infected person. He suggested that

the Article be re- drafted by the Drafting Sub -committee.
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Mr, HLSELGROVE (United Kingdom) considered that the second sentence shóuld

be retained.

Decision: On a vote being taken;.. it was decided to retain
the second sentence, and that the Drafting Sub -committee
should' incorporate the addition proposed by Dr., Jafar.

R

Article 34

The :,rticle was adopted without discussion.

Article 35

Mr, HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) proposed that the Article be amended to

read as follows:.

"Except as provided under paragraph 2 of,Article 71, any sanitary
measure other than .medical examination which has been applied at
a previous port or airport to the satisfaction of a health authority
of a subsequent port or airport shall not be repeated at that port
or airport unless, After the departure of the ship or aircraft, etc."

He thought it unreasonable to suggest that countries should ha, :e the right

to repeat sanitary measures previously taken at another port, but, on. the _ other

hand, there might be cases where there was reasonable cause for doubt about the

measures already applied; in such cases the health authority should be given

discretion to take such measures as it considered necessary,

Dr, van de CALSEYDE (Belgium) called attention to Article 95.', Acceptance

of the United Kingdom proposal could lead to the discrimination which it had been

desired to avoid in the Sanitary Regulations,

Mr, MOULTON (ICAO). submitted that the United Kingdom proposal would invite

duplication of measures, If health authorities did not trust each other,
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transport enterprises would be faced with an unwarranted amount of duplication

of effort. The Article was important from the standpoint of avoiding such

duplication.

Dr. BELL (United States of America), whilst agreeing with the substance of

the United Kingdom amendment; suggested that a simpler and more restrictive form

would be that proposed in the amendments circulated by the United States

deleiation in document A3- 4/SR/27, as follows: to insert in the last line, after

the word "aircraft ", the words "or unless there is definite evidence that the

measures riere not substantially effectively;

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the question of whether some discretionary

power should be given to the health authority.

Decision: The Committee agreed that some discretionary power

should be given to the health authority.

Mr. HASELtOVE (United Kingdom) proposed that his amendment be combined with

that of the United States Delegation.

Decision: On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, the committee accepted
the United Kingdom suggestion in principle, leaving it to the
Drafting Sub -Committee to draft a text incorporating the United
Kingdom proposal and the United States amendment (document .13- 4/SR/27)
and the addition suggested by Dr'. DAENGSVANG (Thailand) of the words
"train or road vehicle".

3. APPOINTMENT OF LEGAL .7ORKING PARTY TO CONSIDER THE ARTICLES IN PARTS IX AND X

On the proposal of Dr. van den BERG (Netherlands) it was agreed that a legal

working party (the composition of which would be decided later) be appointed to

consider the problems connected with Parts IX and X of the Regulations.

e meeting rose at 12.25 Rim.*


