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1 . WORDING POR ARTICLES 75, 76 AND 77 OF THE DRAFT INTERNATIONAL SANITARY 

REGULATIONS SUGGESTED BY THE UNITED KINGDOM AND UNITED STATES DELEGATIONS 

(Documents A3-4/SR/61 and A>4/SR/63) 

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Drafting Sub-Committee urgently required 

instructions concerning Articles 75, 76 and 77 so that it could produce the 

second part of its revised draft of the Regulations. He drew the attention of the 

Special Committee to documents A3-4/SR/61 and A3-4/SR/63 and called upon the 

United States delegation tc explain whether the wording it proposed for the 

three Articles differed in substance frcm that proposed by the United Kingdom 

delegation. 

Article 75 

Dr. BELL (United States of America) thought that the two drafts were more 

or less parallel exeept that there was nothing in the United Kingdom draft 

corresponding to the last sentence of the second paragraph of that of his own 

delegation. Since both drafts left the application of the measures prescribed 

to the discretion of the Health authority, the stipulation was perhaps necessary 

if vaccination certificates were not to come into disrepute. 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) agreed that the main difference between 

the two drafts was that indicated by the United States delegate. Another 

difference was that the first paragraph of the United Kingdom draft contained no 

provision for the vaccination of persons not in possession of a certificate, but 

that was mainly a point of drafting, since it had been assumed that the health 

authority would vaccinate if necessary. His delegation had in fact adhered more 

closely to the original wording of the Article, but he saw no objection to the 

addition proposed by. the United States delegation. 



Dr. RAJA (India) thought that some form of words similar to the last 

sentence of the United States draft should be adopted. At the same time perhaps 

the period necessary for the development of immunity should be stated, as had 

been done in the case of the other five diseases. 

Dr. JAFAR (Pakistan) agreed with the delegate of India, recalling that a 

proposal on the same lines made by his own delegation had been rejected at an 

earlier meeting. The words "in due time" were inadequate, and i f the committee 

had in the first place laid down the period for the development of immunity in 

the case of smallpox as of other diseases it might have avoided all the drafting 

and re-drafting to which Article 75 had been subjected. 

Decision: It was agreed by 12 votes to 6 that .the final draft of 

Article 75 should contain a provision on the lines of the last sentence 

of the United States draft for that Article. 

Article 76 

Dr. BELL (United States of America) observed that the only essential 

difference between the two drafts was that the United Kingdom draft provided for 

a separate category of suspected ships, whereas the United States draft spoke of 

suspect persons on board a healthy ship. 

Dr. RAJA (India) preferred the United States draft except in one respect; 

the words " i f a case of smallpox has occurred on board" should be replaced by 

the words " i f it has or has had a case of smallpox on board", the wording 

employed in the United Kingdom draft. 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) said that his delegation did not insist on 

the category of suspected ships and was agreeablo that the final draft should 



refer only to suspect persons. 

It was so agreed. 

Article 77 

Dr. BELL (United States of America), in reply to an observation by the 

Chairman that the United States draft did not provide for the offer of vaccination 

to all persons on board who seemed insufficiently protected against smallpox, 

said that his delegation had considered the point covered by paragraph 1(c) of 

the draft in document A3-4/SR/61. It would not, however, object to the 

insertion of a more specific provision. 

He noted that the United Kingdom draft did not provide for the isolation of 

infected persons. 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) pointed out that the isolation of infected 

persons was provided under Article 33 of the Regulations. 

Dr. BELL (United States of America) observed that the provisions of Article 

33 were permissive; isolation of infected persons should be mandatory so that 

disinfection could be carried out and the ship allowed to proceed. 

Decision: Documents A3-4/SR/61 and A3-4/SR/63 were remitted to the 

Drafting Sub-Committee. 

2 . DRAFT INTERNATIONAL SANITARY REGULATIONS AS REVISED BY THE DRAFTING 

SUB-COMMITTEE (Document A3-4/SR/60) 

Article 13 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) proposed, to meet a point raised by the 

Netherlands delegation at the time when the United Kingdom draft for Article 13 

had been submitted, that the words "for collection and examination of rodents for 



plague infection" be inserted after the word "investigation" in the fourth line. 

Decision: The proposal was adopted and Article 13 was remitted to the 

Drafting Sub-Committee. 

Article 16 

Mr. HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) pointed out, in reply to an observation by 

the delegate of India, that a provision for the mosquito-proofing of direct 

transit areas had been included in the new Article 17A. 

Decision: Article 16 was adopted. 

Article 17 

Decision: The Article was adopted without comment. 

New Article 17A 

The CHAIRMAN thought that, though it was outside the terms of reference of 

the Drafting Sub-Committee to give guidance to the committee, the footnote to the 

new Article 17A was highly pertinent. 

Professor DUJARRIC de la RIVIERE (France) proposed the deletion of the words 

"runways and landing". 

Dr. BARRETT (United Kingdom) supported the proposal, pointing out that in 

the case of a two-mile runway airport authorities would be required, if the words 

were retained, to keep an additional five square miles free from Aëdes aegypti, 

including the perimeter. 

Dr. RAJA (India) recalled that the words had been inserted on the proposal 

of his delegation, which he was prepared to withdraw. He believed that the 



length of flight of a mosquito was about two miles. Probably the provision for 

keeping free of mosquitos a protective area extending for 400 metres around 

the perimeter would be sufficient even i f that perimeter did not include 

runways and landing. 

Dr. HALAWANI (Egypt) gave details of the flight ranges of various species 

of mosquito. In the present case the distance provided for should be about one 

and a half miles, the flight range of tropical mosquitos. 

After some further discussion, the CHAIRMAN pointed out that the question 

of the inclusion of the words "runways and landing" had been re-opened by the 

withdrawal of the Indian proposal. 

Decision: It was unanimously agreed to delete the words "runways and 

landing" and the new Article 17A was remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee. 

New Article 17B 

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) proposed that the word "immediately" in paragraph 3 

be replaced by "promptly" so that the organization might be permitted at least 

to collect sufficient information to make it worthwhile sending it out. 

It was so agreed. 

Professor DUJAHRIC de la RIVIERE (France) recalled that the United Kingdom 

delegation had wished for a definition of "sanitary airport" in Part I I of the 

Regulations. Admittedly "sanitary airport" was defined in Article 17, but a 

suitable definition in Part II might consist simply of a reference to that Article, 

On the CHAIRMAN1з expressing the opinion that such a reference would not 

constitute a definition, he said that he would not press the proposal. 



Decision; The new Article 17B was remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee. 

Article 18 

Decision: The Article was adopted without comment. 

Article 19 

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) recalled that since preparation of document 

A3-4/SR/60 it had been agreed to transfer Articles 19 and 20 to Part IV. 

Mr, HASELGROVE (United Kingdom) remarked that the heading of Part IV had 

also been changed. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that in sub-paragraph 1(a) of Article 19 the words 

"on board", for which, incidentally, there was no equivalent in the French text, 

should be deleted as persons on the quay-side might also be subject to discomfort 

or injury through the operations in question. 

It was so agreed. 

An objection raised by the delegate of India to the wording of sub-paragraph 

1(a) led to a discussion. 

Decisionst (1) Sub-paragraph 1(a) was reworded as follows: "not to cause . 

undue discomfort to persons nor injury to their health". 

(2) Article 19 was remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee. 

Article 20 

The Article was adopted. 

Article 21 

The consideration of Article 21 and document A3-4/SR/62 was deferred 



pending the submission of a report by the Drafting Sub-Committee. 

i..rticle 22 

Consideration of the Article was deferred pending the submission of a 

report by the Juridical Sub-Committee. 

Article 23 

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) thought that the last sentence of Article 23 

was too vague i the words "and that health authority may similarly require the 

person to report to it at specified intervals and to submit to medical investi-

gation or enquiry" should be added. 

Mr. STOWMAN (United States of America) thought that the words "which may 

continue the surveillance" would be sufficient. 

Dr. MACLEAN (New Zealand) did not think that the notion of surveillance 

included medical investigations and enquiries. 

Dr. HALAW-'NI (Egypt) thought that the reference to Article 62 in the third 

sentence of article 23 precluded medical investigation in the case of one of 

the most dangerous of all epidemic diseases. 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the delegation of Egypt bring up the question 

during discussion of Article 62. 

Decision; Article 23 was remitted to the Drafting Sub-Committee for 

incorporation of the New Zealand suggestion. 

Article 24 

Consideration of the Article was deferred. 



Dr» -BELL (United States of America) explained that under existing 

legislation the United States health authorities were not empowered to impose all 

the measures stipulated in the Article, A request would, however, be made for 

the enactment of the necessary legislation-, 

Decision г Article 25 was adopted. 

Article 26 

At the suggestion of M< MASPET'IOL (France) the words "laisser choir" in the 

French text were replaced by "laisser tomber". 

Article 26 was adopted. During discussion of Article 28, it was agreed to 

add a second paragraph to Article 26 as follows! "A health authority may take 

all practical measures to control the discharge of refuse and sevrage which might 

contaminate the waters of the canal or waterway." 

Decisions Article 27 was adopted without comment. 

Article 28 

Dr, BELL- (United States of America) pointed out that sub-paragraph (b) had 

been wrongly incorporated in paragraph 2„ The right to prohibit the discharge 

of refuse and sewage was not dependent on the place from -which a ship came or by 

the presence of certain persons on beard» He proposed that sub-paragraph (b) 

be deleted and the matter be covered in a separate paragraph in the Article. 

Mr. KASELGROVE (United Kingdom) raised a technical point in connexion with 

the word ;|prohibition" in sub-para :raoh (b) . He had sought technical advice as 

to how far it was possible to prohibit the discharge of refuse and sewage from a 



ship, and understood that it was not generally practicable even in the case of 

ships fitted with sanitary tanks. He proposed that "prohibition" should be 

replaced by: "control as far as prac tic able l'. 

Dr. BELL (United States of -America) agreed to the United Kingdom proposal. 

After a further exchange of views, agreement was reached on the following 

wording: "A health authority may take all practical measures to control the 

discharge of refuse and sewage which might contaminate the waters of the canal 

or waterway." It was further agreed that the clause would be more appropriately 

placed as a second paragraph to Article 26. 

Decision: Article 28, as amended, was adopted. 

Article 29 

M. GEERAERTS (Belgium), referred to the doubts expressed during a discussion 

of Article 67A in the Drafting Sub-Committee as to whether the Special Committee 

had intended to use the term "isolation" or "segregation". T/ihich term did the 

Special Committee wish to use? 

Dr. RAJA (India) thought that segregation and isolation had a similar meaning 

under the definition approved at the previous meeting. Segregation in Article 29 

was for the purpose of protecting a country against any possible introduction of 

infection. 

Dr. BARRETT (United Kingdom) mentioned another point in favour of the word 

"segregation". Persons in a direct transit area were segregated, not so much from 

the inhabitants of a country but from other passenger loads going to other 

countries. 
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On a vote being taken, it was agreed to retain the word "segregation" in 

i Article 29. 

, Decision: Article 29 was adopted. 

New Article 30 was adopted without comment. 

Article 31 (formerly Articles 30 and 32) was adopted. 

New Article 32 

kr. HOSTIE, Chairman, Legal Sub-Committee of the Expert Committee on 

International Epidemiology and Quarantine, replying to requests for clarification 

frcm a number of delegations, explained that the text of the Article as 

reproduced in Document A3-4/SR/60 was inexact. He read out the correct wording: 

"The application of the measures provided in Part V which depend on a 

ship, aircraft, persons or articles having arrived from an infected local 

area, shall be limited to arrivals from that area, provided that the health 

authority for 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." 

Further discussion was postponed pending the circulation cf the correct 

text. 

The meeting rose at 5.15 p.m. 


