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1. CREDENTIALS OF THE AUSTRIAN DELEGATION

The Committee formálly approved the credentials of Dr. Strobl (Austria) -

examined and found in good and due form by the Secretariat.

2. ARTICLE 2, PARAGRAPH 2 - PRIVILEGES FOR EPIDEMIOLOGICAL TELEGRAMS AND TELEPHONE
COMMUNICATIONS IN INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC (Document L3- 4 /SR /50)

Dr. BIRAUD,'Secretary, introducing document A3- 4 /SR /50, recalled that some

difficulties had arisen from the fact that certain rights inherited by WHO from

OIHP and UNRRA concerning the transmission of epidemiological data by telegram and

telephone had not been respected by inclusion in the International Telecommunication

Convention of 1947. He had presented the WHO's case to the Administrative Council

of the International Telecommunication Union. The Council had unanimously agreed

to recommend to the Members of the Union that the revised ITU Convention (to be

discussed at a conference in Buenos Aires in 1952) should include specific pro-

visions for urgent epidemiological telegrams and telephone calls from ViHO and

accord them the priority treatment granted to meteorological communications

affecting the safety of life.

Accordingly he suggested that paragraph 2 be amended to refer only to the right

of WHO epidemiological notifications acknowledge by ITU to priority; the addition

of a third paragraph to the effect that "Telegraphic and telephonic epidemiological

notifications under the Regulations shall enjoy the privileges granted by the

International Telecommunication Union to telegrams and telephonic communications

affecting the safety of human life ".
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Pending the revision of the ITU Convention of 1947, he hoped that some

privileges would be granted by governcnts at the request of the ITU Administrative

Council and that from 1952 onwards 7HO would enjoy the priority referred to on the

basis of the amended ITU Convention.

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) expressed the committee's gratitude to ITU for

its willingness to grant substantial privileges and paid a tribute to Dr. Biraud

for so ably presenting the case of WHO. He doubted, however, whether the matter was

one for legislation by WHO., cr, whether it was proper for WHO to include any pro-

vision in its permanent Regulations on the basis of resolutions adopted by ITU.

Paragraph 2 of Article 2, in his view, should merely state that telegraphic and

telephonic communications sent to or from 77H0 should be transmitted by the quickest

available means.

Replying to a point made by the Chairman, he said that 1HO should be left free

to arrange with ITU the best possible means for the purpose.

The SECRETARY explained that the amondriente he proposed merely- x.ecugnicted that

ITU had a moral engagement in the matter of privileges for epidemiological communi-

cations. From the psychological point of view, he submitted that it was useful

officially to recognize the good intentions of ITU.

M. MI.SPETIOL (France) considered that the text proposed by the Secretary was

not open to the criticisms raised by the delegate of the United Kingdom and agreed

that official recognition should be given to facilities offered by another

organization.
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Mr. STO2AAN (United States of America) believed that paragraph 2 might be

dangerous since it might raise the question of rates of payment. It was in any

case redundant.

The SECRETARY, replying to a question put by Dr. RAJ! (India) explained that,

while no official pledge could be given by the ITU at the present stage concerning

the adoption by its General Conference of the recommendations of its Administrative

Council, he believed there could be little doubt as to the outcome of the discussion

in view of the unanimity of those recommendations. Ioreover the Administrative

Council included representatives of the most important countries of the world from

the point of view of volume of telegraphic communications.

Dr. RAJA (India) agreed with the delegate of the United Kingdom, if there

were any possibility of the recommendation of the Administrative Council of the ITU

being modified, paragraph 2 would best be drafted as suggested by the delegate of

the United Kingdom, further negotiations should be left to WHO and ITU, and the final

decision communicated to governments.

The SECRETARY said that he would not press for the inclusion of this suggestion.

He repeated that ITU had pledged themselves to the fullest possible extent pending

the 1952 Conference, and no further negotiation was necessary.

The CHAIRMAN put the United Kingdom proposal to the vote; namely that

paragraph 2 should be deleted and replaced by: "Any such notification or information

received or sent by the Organization by telegram or telephone shall be despatched

by the most rapid means possible".

Decision: The United Kingdom proposal was adopted by 12 votes to 3,
and Article 2 referred to the Drafting Sub-Committee.
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The SECRETLRY hoped that the Secretariat would not be obliged to interpret

.-
the text adopted as implying that all epidemiological data should be despatched

by means of priority telegrams. Obviously, until ITU had granted special treatment

in that connexion, WHO was obliged to continue to despatch priority material at the

normal rate, namely three times as high as the ordinary tariff.

3. REPORT OF THE JURIDICAL SUB -COMMITTEE ON ARTICLE 8 OF ANNEX B AND ARTICLE 4
OF ANNEX A (Document J.3- 4 /SR /51)

Article 8 of Annex B

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) said that Article 8 as reworded should be

omitted, since Annex B referred to minimum standards of hygiene ,in regard to the

pilgrimage. There should be no provision in Annex B which would seem to nullify

those minimum standards. It was perfectly clear that a State, in so far as its

jurisdiction extended, could impose such additional requirements as it thought fit.

M. MASPETIOL (France) explained the reasons for the wording suggested by the

Juridical Sub -Committee.

Owing to the fact that the majority of the provisions in the Regulations

covered maximum measures, (vide Article 21) it seemed necessary to state that such

was not the case for Articles 2 to 7 of Annex B. The very fact that some doubt

on the point had been expressed in the Juridical Sub - Committee proved the need for

clearly stating that Articles 2 to 7 referred to minimum measures. Accordingly,

he considered that the text should be completed as proposed by the Juridical Sub -

Committee. Indeed, under the terms of Article 8 as amended by the Committee, for

example, a State might be able to discriminate between the requirements applicable

to ships of other nations and those applicable to its own national ships employed
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for pilgrim traffic. In order to avoid such discriminatory action that the

Juridical Sub -Committee, although agreeing on the need for a'definite statement

that Articles 2 to 7 were minimum measures, had submitted the wording for Article 8

proposed in their report.

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) believed that the purpose of the Article - to permit

better hygienic standards on pilgrim ships - would be better achieved by an addition

to Article 21 making it clear that the requirements in Articles 2 to 7 of Annex B

were minimum requirements.

The CHAIRMAN said it was essential to make it quite clear that only Articles

2 to 7 were minima and nct the whole of the Articles in Annex B.

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) said his proposal was exactly that of the New

Zealand delegation, namely that Article 21 should make it clear that Articles 2 to

7 of Annex B referred to minima and not maxima requirements.

Decision: The United Kingdom proposal was adopted by 12 votes to 2 and

Article 21 referred to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Article 4 of Annex A

M. KHANACHET (Saudi Arabia), recalling his earlier statement that the

Government of Saudi Arabia had no intention of exceeding the provisions either of the

Regulations or of their annexes, proposed adding to his earlier amendment the words

"within the limits stipulated in the Regulations%.

Dr. RAJA (India) feared that addition of such a clause might give Saudi Arabia

the right not to comply with mandatory provisions.
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Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) suggested that the Juridical Sub -Committee should be

requested to give an opinion on the need for the proposed addition. In his opinion,

the point was already covered and the Article should remain as drafted.

The CHAIRMAN proposed an alternative wording: "in conformity with these

Regulations ".

M. MASPETIOL (France), said that, legally, under the first amendment ("within

the limits stipulated by these Regulations "), Saudi Arabia could not be required to

apply the whole of the mandatory provisions. On the other hand, the second amend -

ment("in conformity with these Regulations ") served no useful purpose. The first

formula was dangerous, the second useless.

M. KHANACHET (Saudi Arabia), replying to the delegate for India, said that

until VTHO had machinery at its disposal for the effective control cf the application

of the Regulations, countries should be trusted to apply the measures laid down.

Saudi Arabia, for its part, was prepared loyally to implement the Regulations

after signature thereof.

Replying to the delegate for France, he failed to see why Saudi Arabia should

be deprived of the right of taking measures in certain circumstances. His Govern-

ment was not asking for concesions, but simply for the possibility of taking

action - should the need arise - considered necessary for the protection of its

own territory and in the interest of those countries from which vast numbers of

pilgrims came each year.

He was prepared to accept the alternative wording proposed by the Chairman

so that his amendment would read: "The Saudi Arabian Government shall decide the

quarantine measures to be applied to pilgrims disembarking on its territory, in

conformity with these Regulations."
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Decision: (1) The amendment of the delegation of Saudi Arabia was adopted
by 12 votes to 3.

(2) Document A3- 4 /SR /51 was referred to the Drafting Sub -Committee

for alternatior:in the wording of Article 96 as proposed by
the Juridical Sub -Committee.

4. REVIEW BEFORE SUBMISSION TO DRAFTING SUB -COM ITTEE OF' ARTICLES AMENDED BY
THE SPECIAL COIITTEE (Working paper MH.460.51)

Article 53

The Article was adopted without comment.

Article 54

M. KHANACHET (Saudi Arabia) proposed that the word "surveillance" in paragraph

3 (a) should be replaced by 'tisolationtt.

Dr. RAJA (India) agreed that isolation might be enforced as a special measure

in connexion with the pilgrimage, although the right to impose such a measure should

not apply to international traffic as a whole.

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) supported the inclusion of such a measure in Annex A.

The CHAIRMAN rules as out of order any proposal in regard to Annex A on which

a decision had already been taken.

He noted that nothing similar to the provisions of paragraph 4 of xlr ,icie 54,

which empowered health authorities to refuse admission to a territory to a person:

who refused to submit to surveillance or isolation, had existed previously in

international conventions relating to quarantine.

In reply to a question put by the delegate of Egypt he said that the validity.

of a vaccination certificate was governed by the date of vaccination.
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Dr. de TAVEL, (Observer, International Civil Aviation Organization) referring

to the Chairman's remarks on paragraph 4, said that if a person's state of health

was such as to justify refusing him admission to a territory, his presence in the

confined space of an aircraft would be equally undesirable; and yet if the territory

of destination refused to receive him the airline by which he travelled might be

required to return him whence he came.

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) thought that, as paragraph 4 introduced an entirely

new concept, and in view of the difficulty pointed out by the ICAO representative,

it might be best to delete the paragraph and to insert at the beginning of

paragraph 3 the words "Subject to the conditions laid down in Article 29 ".

The CHAIRMAN observed that Article 29, whether referred to or not, would

apply in the present case, as to many other articles.

Dr, MACLEAN (New Zealand) had suggested the reference only in order to make

the meaning of the article clearer to a local quarantine officer.

Yr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) agreed that paragraph 4 could be deleted and

noted that the difficulty raised by the ICAO representative would apply also to

vessels. As to the suggestion of the delegate of New Zealand, there was always a

difficulty that a reference in one particular place to an article raised doubts

as to its general applicability.

Dr. PADUA (Philippines), supported by the delegations of Egypt and Saudi

Arabia, proposed that the words "or in isolation" be inserted after the word

"surveillance" in paragraph 3(a).



A3 -4 /SR /Main /24

page 10

Dr. RAJA (India) thought that the insertion of such a provision admissible,

in his opinion, in the case of draft Annex A but ruled out of order,, would be

quite unjustifiable in the case of an article dealing with international traffic

in general.

Decisions: (1) The Philippines proposal was rejected by 11 notes to 4.
(2) It was agreed by 17 votes to 6 to delete paragraph 4.

Mr. STOTHAN (United States of America) observed that the provisions of

paragraph 5 would make it impossible for the health authority of an area where

two cases of cholera had occurred to require persons arriving to produce certi-

ficates of vaccination.

After some discussion, he proposed that the paragraph be deleted.

Decision: The proposal was adopted by 22 votes to 1.

Dr. P' CLEAN (New Zealand) pointed out that the difficulty to which the

United States delegation had called attention also arose in connexion with

paragraph 3. He therefore proposed the deletion of the words "which is not

infected".

Decision: The proposal was adopted unanimously and Article 54 was remitted

to the Drafting Sub-Committee.

Article 55

Dr. T.ENTJES (Netherlands) proposed that the words "the last ten days of"

be inserted after the word "during" in the second line of paragraph 2.
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Dr. HALAWANI (Egypt) thought the original text preferable.

Decisions: (1) The Netherlands proposal was adopted by 17 votes to 2.
(2) Article 55 was remitted to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Article 56

Dr. DUREN (Belgium) thought that the meaning of paragraph 1(c) in the French

text was not entirely clear as it suggested that the containers were to be

refilled with water at the time of disinfection. Perhaps the word. "ensuite"

should be inserted. In the last sentence of paragraph 2 the words "bonne

exécution de ces mesures" would be preferable to "toute évacuation de cette nature ".

The CHAIRMAN agreed that if the second suggestion of the Belgian delegate

was adopted the French and English texts would accord better. With regard to the

first suggestion, since it was presumably not intended that there should be any

compulsion to refill the containers, but merely that, if they were refilled, it

should be with wholesome water, he suggested that the word "shall" be replaced

by "may".

Dr. RAJA (India) proposed that the word "other" in the second line of

paragraph 2 be deleted since it suggested that dejecta of healthy persons, for

example, were contaminated.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the words "on board who wished to disembark" should

be inserted at the end of sub -paragraph 1(a) to make it clear that persons wishing

to stay on board were not to be isolated.
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Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) suggested that the point raised by the

Chairman might be better met by substituting the word "disembarkation" for

"arrival ", so making it clear that the whole sub -paragraph concerned only persons

who wished to disembark.

Decision: Article 56 was remitted to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Article 57

The SECRETARY pointed out that since paragraph 4 of Article 54 had been

deleted, the reference thereto should also be removed.

Mr. . HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) noted that since paragraph 2 of Article 57,

like sub -paragraph 1(a) of Article 56, should be applicable only to persons not

remaining on board, the words "any passenger or member of the crew" should be

replaced by "any person disembarking ".

Decision: Article 57 was remitted to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Article 58

Decisions The Article was adopted without comment.

Article 59

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) observed that his remark on Article 57 applied

also to Article 59.

Decision: Article 59 was remitted to the Drafting Sub -Committee.
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Article 60

The SECRETARY, noted that the reference to paragraph 4 of Article 54 should

be deleted.

The CHAIRMAN noted that there was no point in using the word "carriage"

rather than "train" in sub -paragraph (b) (ii).

Decision: Article 60 was remitted to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

Article 61

The SECRETARY, noted that in the sixth line of the French text the word

"faire" should be replaced by "ttre ".

The CHAIRMAN recalled that United States amendment to Article 61 had

been adopted. He wondered whether the United States delegation was satisfied

with the new text which the Drafting Sub -Committee had produced.

In reply to a question put by the United Kingdom delegation, he recalled

that the words "in a hold of a ship or a freight compartment of an aircraft"

had been inserted because; as the delegate of India had remarked, deck cargo,

for example, might be accessible to passengers.

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) believed that the original United States amendment

had referred to sealed containers and he thought it might be better to retain that

reference since the present wording might leave the way open to disputes as to the

meaning of "completely protected from contamination ".
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After some discussion, Mr. STOUMAN (United States of America) suggested that

the words "or beverages which are not completely protected from contamination or

which the health authority has reason to believe are contaminated" be replaced

by "unless such fruits or beverages are in sealed containers and the health

authority has no reason to believe them contaminated ".

Decision: The wording suggested by the United States delegate was adopted,

Article 62

Professor ALIVISATOS (Greece) thought that the text of paragraph 2, for

reasons which he had already put before the committee, provided insufficiently for

protection against cholera infection; he therefore proposed its replacement by

the following text: "A person presenting clinical symptoms suspected of being

those of cholera and arriving from an infected local area within the incubation

period of the disease provided under Article 53 may be required to submit to

stool examination" (original text in French - unofficial translation).

Dr. HAL1 ANI (Egypt), while disliking Article 62 as a whole, particularly

objected to the word "clinical ", which he thought suggested bedridden cases and

therefore excluded all provision for ambulatory cases.

Dr. RAJA (India) thought that the whole question of the importance of the

cholera carrier and its implications with regard to stool examinations had been

discussed to exhaustion and that the decisions of the committee could not be

reversed. He saw, however, no special objection to removing the word "clinical ".
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Dr. BELL (United States of America) fully agreed with the delegate of India

and recalled that his amendment to Article 62, which had been adopted, had not,

as he had himself worded it, included the word "clinical ".

The CHAIRMAN thought that full satisfaction could be given to the delegate

of Greece and partial satisfaction to the delegate of Egypt by employing the words

"symptoms indicative of cholera" in place of "clinical symptoms of cholera ". That

form of words had been employed in an earlier draft but had been removed by the

Drafting Sub- Committee, which had been unable to find a satisfactory French

equivalent for "indicative ". He was sure that such an equivalent would be found.

A proposal by Dr. DAENGSVANG (Thailand) to delete the words "within the

incubation period" in paragraph 2 was rejected.

Decision: The Chairman's suggestion was adopted and Article 62 was remitted

to the Drafting Sub -Committee.

The meeting rose at 12 noon


