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REVISED DRAFTS SUBMITTED BY THE DRAFTING SUB-СШМГГТЕЕ 

1. ANNEX A - Sanitary Control of Pilgrim Traffic approaching or leaving the 
Hedjaz during the Season of the Pilgrimage (continued) 
(Dobument A3-4/SR/60, Annex A) 

Article 6 » 

After Dr. EL-FAR, Bey (Egypt) had expressed the wish that his delegation's 

objections to the substance of Article 6 should be recorded, the Article was 

adopted without further comment. 

Article 7 

At the suggestion of the CHAIRMAN, the word "revaccinated" in paragraph 4 was 

deleted, and the Article .adopted. 

Article 8 

The Article was adopted without comment. 

Article 9 

At the suggestion of Dr. RAJA (India), the words» "prescribed in these 

Regulations" were inserted after "measures" in the third line of sub-paragraph (a). 

At the suggestion of the CHAIRMAN, sub-paragraph (b) was amended to read» 

" I f there is a case of typhus or relapsing fever on board, every suspect shall 

be disembarked and they and their baggage disinsected and, if necessary, disin-

fected". 

The Article, as amended, was adopted. 

Article 10 

The Article was adopted without comment. 



Dr. MCLEAN (New Zealand) proposed that the opening sentence of paragraph 1 

should be amended to readi "Any aircraft conveying pilgrims returning from the 

Hedjaz and wishing to land in Egypt . . . " . His amendment would make it clear that 

the provisions of the Article applied to aircraft and not to pilgrims. 

Dr. HAIAWiNI (Egypt) agreed to the suggested wording on the condition that 

the words "except as provided in Article 29 of the Regulations" were deleted. 

Mr. STOYiMAN (United States of America) objected to the proposed wording as 

being unclear, and liable to hinder regular international airlines and services. 

He proposed an alternative clause as follows» "Any aircraft returning from the 

Hedjaz and wishing to land pilgrims in Egypt . . . " , 

Dr. RA.JA (India) agreed to the deletion of the words "except as provided in 

Article 29 of the Regulations". The point at issue was whether the Article 

applied to pilgrims or to aircraft. 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) was for the retention of the Article, He 

was opposed to any change of substance at the present stage of the proceedings. 

Dr. HnlAWANI (Egypt) maintained that the Regulations contained no provision 

whereby measures could be taken in the event of an epidemic in the Hedjaz itself. 

A sentence should be added, similar to the provision made for infected ships, to 

show that in the case of an epidemic in the Hedjaz, aircraft should first land at 

El Tor. 

The CHAIRMAN explained the Egyptian thesis: any aircraft wishing to land in 

Egypt must first land at El Tor in order to make sure that no infected pilgrims 



were on board. The point was a reasonable one. If aircraft were not required to 

land at El Tor how could they be declared free from infection as described in 

Article 7? 

In reply to A point raised by M. КШЖСНЕТ (Saudi Arabia), Dr. HaIAWANI 

(Egypt) explained that El Tor was a national port applying international regula-

tions. He assured the meeting that there was no intention to interfere with 

regular international airlines or services. He was only concerned about the 

danger of the spread of diseases. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the point was covered under, paragraph 3 of 

Article 27. 

Dr. MAMOEN (Indonesia) described - in order to clarify the discussion - the 

usual procedure followed during the pilgrimage season in the•case of pilgrims 

returning by air from the Hedjaz to Egyptt (1) pilgrims were only flown by 

Egyptian aircraft; (2) one aircraft carried pilgrims to El Tor and returned to 

Jeddah; (3) another aircraft took pilgrims from El Tor to Egypt; (4) non-

pilgrims were flown by special plane direct to Cairo, 

After a further exchange of views, the CHAIRMAN read the wording of the 

Article as amended during the course of discussion! 

"1. Any aircraft conveying pilgrims returning from the Hedjaz and wishing 

to land pilgrims in Egypt, shall first call either at the sanitary station 

at El Tor, or at some other sanitary station appointed by the health admini-

stration for Egypt, 

2. No sanitary measures other than those provided for in the Regulations 

shall apply to other aircraft returning from the Hedjaz," 



No objections were raised, and .article 11, as amended above, was adopted. 

Article 12 

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) proposed that throughout the Regulations the words "the 

Regulations" be replaced by "these Regulations". 

Decisioni The proposal of the delegate of Pakistan was adopted and article 

12 was submitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee. 

Articles 13. 14 and 15 

Decision» These articles were adopted without comment. 

2. ANNEX Bl STANDARD OF HYGIENE ON PILGRIM SHIPS AND ON AIRCRAFT CARRYING 

PILGRIMS (Document A3-4/SR/60 - Annex B) 

Articles 1 to 7 

Decisión» These Articles were adopted without comment, 

rticle 8 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) thought that the Special Committee had 

agreed that Article 8 be deleted and that a sentence be inserted somewhere in the 

main Regulations to the effect that articles 2 to 7 of ¿innex В prescribed minimum 

and not maximum requirements. 

The CHAIRMAN agreed. He thought that the required reference could best be 

inserted in article 96, which might be amended to read» "In addition to these 

Regulations, Annexes л and B, which prescribe minimum requirements, shall apply to 

the Pilgrimage". 
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Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) was not sure that the deletion of Article 8 had been 

decided by vote. If not, its retention would be harmless and perhaps even useful 

since many persons concerned in applying the provisions of Annexes A and В would 

not take the trouble to read the main Regulations. 

M. MÚSPETIOL (France) recalled that the committee had in fact decided to 

transfer the provisions of Article 8 to Article 96 of the main Regulations. 

Nevertheless, he thought that there was considerable point in the remarks of the 

delegate of Pakistan. He therefore proposed that an insertion on the lines sug-

gested by the Chairman be made in Article 96 and that Article 8 of the .annex be 

retained at the same time. It might add something, both for the reason given by 

the delegate of Pakistan and because it laid down clearly that the provisions of 

Articles 2 to 7 had equal force for all Member States, 

Decision» The proposal of the French delegation was adopted. 

Articles 9 and 10 

Decision» These Articles were adopted without comment. 

article 11 

Professor DUJARRIC de la RIVIERE (France) pointed out that the last word in 

the first paragraph of article 11 should be replaced in the French text by 

"suivant". 

Decision» Article 11 was remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee, 

.articles 12 and 13 

Decision» These Articles were adopted without comment. 



Article 14 

The CHAIRMAN, supported by the French delegation, thought that the word 

"other" in paragraph 2 should be deleted. The Drafting Sub-Committee had appa-

rently considered that entries made under the provisions of paragraph 1 constitu-

ted an alteration of the document. 

Dr. RAJA (India) observed that paragraph 1(b) suggested that it was the 

health authority for each port which was to make the entry in question. Surely 

that should be the task of the ship's surgeon. The sub-paragraph might be deleted 

and a new paragraph inserted providing that the health authority should be respon-

sible for ensuring that anything that had happened at sea affecting the health of 

persons on board was entered on the document. 

Dr» JAFAR (Pakistan) thought it would be 3nough to delete the sub-paragraph; 

there was no need to insert.any new provisions. What happened at sea must in 

any case be entered on the document before putting in ât the port. Actually, 

no entries at all were to be made during the voyage, since the document was merely 

completed by each health authority for the benefit of the next, and he therefore 

also supported the proposed deletion of the word "other" in paragraph 2. 

Decisioni It was agreed to remove sub-paragraph 1(b) and to delete the 

word "other" in paragraph 2, Article 14 was remitted to the Drafting Sub-

committee. 

Articles 15 to 19 

Decision; These Articles were adopted without comment. 

Article 20 

See below, 
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Articles 21, 22 and 23 

Decisions These articles were adopted without comment. 

Articles 20 and 24 

> 

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan), in a?:.:<wer to a question put by the CHAIRMAN, said that 

he took it that the words "prophylactic measures" in Article 24 meant measures 

taken after the occurrence of a case of disease, for example inoculations. 

Dr. RAJA (India) thought that the measures in question should rather be 

entered in the record to be kept by the ship's surgeon under the provisions of 

paragraph 4 of Article 20. Since inoculation, if that was what "prophylactic 

measures" meant, was an occurrence relating to health, it seemed illogical that 

it should not be entered for the benefit of health authorities in the same record 

as other such occurrences. 

The CHAIRMAN felt that, apart from such major events as death, the master 

of a ship should not be required to copy every detail from the surgeon's log into 

his own, since the former could be regarded as part and parcel of the latter. 

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) thought that, though Article 24 might perhaps provide 

for some duplication of work, it was necessary to retain a clause providing for 

the supervision of prophylactic measures by the person who was, after all, 

permanently responsible for the ship and for all that happened on board. 

Г.Г. MACLEAN (New Zealand) thought that Article 24 should not be retained 
> 

unless the .committee was absolutely certain of the meaning of "prophylactic 

measures", which might well be taken to include, for example, latrine cleaning. 

If the interpretation of the delegate of Pakistan was correct, perhaps the words 

"after the occurrence of cases of disease" should be inserted after the word 

"taken". 



Dr. PADUA (philippines) suggested that the word "prophylactic" be replaced 

by "preventive". 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the two words meant much the same. If the commit-

tee did not wish to delete Article 24, it might agree to replace "every prophylac-

tic measure" by "any major health measures" or something to that effect. 

Dr. HALAWANI (Egypt) agreed with the Indian delegation. Article 24 should 

be deleted and a reference to prophylactic measures should be inserted in para-

graph 4 of Article 20. 

Dr. MCLEAN (New Zealand) wished formally to propose the deletion of Article 

24. Paragraph 4 of Article 20, as it stood, was sufficient to ensure that the 

ship's surgeon entered all that was necessary in his records, 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) agreed with the New Zealand delegate. 

He noticed that Article 24 was based on Article 125 of the International 

Sanitary Regulations of 1926, where the word employed was "preventive". In reply 

to a question put by the Indian delegate, he said that the 1926 Convention 

contained nothing corresponding to the detailed provisions of Article 20 and laid 

down the duties of the surgeon only in general terms. 

Decision! It was agreed to delete Article 24. 

Dr, JAFAR (Pakistan) thought that, in view of the deletion of Article 24, 

the provisions of paragraph 4 of Article 20 should be strengthened. 

Professor DUJARRIC de la RIVIERE (France) wondered whether the surgeon's 

record had to be counter-signed by the master. If so, the guarantee required by 

the delegate of Pakistan was already provided. 
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The CHAIRMAN, during his own period as a ship's surgeon, had had to present 

his records to the master of the ship every day. If the committee wished to make 

that practice obligatory on all pilgrim ships, the words "which shall be counter-

signed by the master" might be inserted after the word "record" in the first line I 

of paragraph 4. ' i 

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) insisted that some reference to preventive measures 

should be included in the paragraph. 

Dr. MCLEAN (New Zealand) thought that the record should be counter-signed 

daily, 

Mr, HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) thought that the words "He shall produce 
i * 

the record for inspection" should be replaced by "The record shall be produced 

for inspection", since it was not entirely certain who would produce the record. 

Decision} The following text was adopted for paragraph 4 of Article 20, and 

remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committeei "The ship's surgeon shall keep a 

day-to-day record, countersigned daily by the master, of every occurrence 

relating to health, including preventive measures taken, during the voyage 

and, if so requested by the health authority for any port of call or for the 

port of destination, the record shall be produced for inspection", 

Articles 25, 26 asd 27 

Décisions} (1) These Articles were adopted without comment. 

(2) Annexes A and В were remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee. 

The meeting rose at 4.10 p.m. 


