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1. SPECIAL REVIEW OF THE INTERNATIONAL SANITARY REGULATIONS: Item 2.8.2 of the Agenda 
(Document А22 /P &B /3) (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN said that at the end of the fourth meeting the delegate of the United Arab 
Republic had been discussing Article 11. He called upon the delegate to continue his statement. 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) said that when he asked for the floor, he had intended to 

support the view that Article 11 paragraph (3) should state that the Organization may, with 
the consent of the government concerned, investigate an outbreak of a disease, and that there 
was no need to say that it should be authorized to do so. His general view was that no more 
authority should be given to WHO than it was granted by its Constitution. 

The CHAIRMAN asked if there were any further comments on Part II. 

Dr GIANNICO (Italy) wondered whether there was any point in including the reference to 
plague in wild rodents in Article 7.2 (c) (ii), since very few countries were interested in 
plague introduced in that way. 

The CHAIRMAN said that it had been suggested that plague should not be subject to the 
Regulations. It had, however, been agreed that it should and that there should be some refe- 
rence to sylvatic plague as well as to plague in domestic rodents. 

Dr LEMBREZ (France) and Dr KIVITS (Belgium) agreed with the delegate of Italy that there 
was little danger of sylvatic plague in international ports and airports. 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) did not agree with the delegates of Italy, France and 
Belgium. There were many foci of plague, especially in Asia, which caused disease in various 
countries and could endanger adjacent countries and international ports and airports. 

Dr RАgКA, Director, Division of Communicable Diseases, said that natural foci of plague 
could also occur near ports and airports. In addition, when active foci of plague appeared 
in frontier areas, neighbouring countries should be informed of its occurrence. He mentioned 
Madagascar, where rats, normally synanthropic rodents, were reservoir animals in persistent 

natural foci of plague. Therefore both forms of plague should be considered. 

Dr Wynne GRIFFITH (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) agreed in principle 
with the delegate of Italy but thought that in practice that particular article would not often 
be invoked. Since the Article as it stood would enable the plague situation to be defined 
accurately from time to time, it deserved to be retained in full. 

Professor KOSTRZEWSKI (Poland) agreed with the delegate of the United Kingdom. It seemed 
to him that the wording of the Article was in accordance with epidemiological principles, and 
it would enable an epidemiological evaluation to be made taking into account the ecological 
situation in an area. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) said that his country had had an unpleasant experience in 1947 and he 
was therefore in favour of retaining the reference in the Regulations to plague in wild rodents. 

Dr ТАТО ЕNKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the text of Article 7 

should remain as it was. If plague in wild rodents was a reason for considering an area as 
infected, then health administrations needed also to know when it could be considered free 
from infection. On the other hand, if the opinion prevailed that wild rodent plague did not 
constitute a danger, then not only Article 7, but also the article providing that it should 
be notified, should be amended. 

Dr GIANNICO (Italy) said that he had failed to make himself clearly understood. In his 

view it was not wild rodents that were likely to enter transport vehicles such as aircraft, 
but domestic rodents. 
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Dr Wynne GRIFFITH (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that, 
under Article 4, health administrations were required to distinguish wild rodent plague from 
domestic rodent plague. Under Article 7, an infected area could be considered free from 
infection, in the case of wild rodent plague, when three months had elapsed without evidence 
of the disease in sufficient proximity to ports and airports to be a threat to international 
traffic. It seemed to him that the two Articles were essential in dealing with the threat 
of plague. 

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as delegate of the United States of America, said that sylvatic 
plague also posed a threat, as had been found in his country in 1968 when the disease was 
detected in squirrels near an airport. He therefore thought that the provision should be 
retained. 

As there were no more comments on the provision, he said that there appeared to be a 
consensus in favour of its retention. 

He asked whether there were any comments on Part III of the Regulations. The most 
significant section in Part III was concerned with the improvement of sanitation in ports 
and airports, as shown in Article 14. Since there was considerable variation between 
countries, that article laid down in paragraph 2 that the recommendations set forth in 
guides published by WHO should be applied as far as practicable. 

Dr GONZÁLEZ (Venezuela) thought that it would be desirable to retain the words "as far 
as practicable" in 'paragraph 1 of Article 14 since, as the Chairman had said, there was 
considerable difference between countries in their ability to fulfil the requirements laid 
down. Without such an addition, paragraph 1 of Article 14 would be mandatory, and not all 
countries would be in a position to carry out its provisions within the near future. 

Dr Wynn GRIFFITH '(United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) agreed that the 
Article was expressed rather too strongly. He therefore suggested the use of a formula which, 
while less strong than the present wording, was nevertheless stronger than the wording in the 
present Regulations. Paragraph 1 of Article 14 might perhaps read: "Each health administration 
shall use its best endeavours to ensure... ". 

Dr GERId (Yugoslavia) thought that the wording of Article 14 was perfectly adequate and 
gave no impression that it was mandatory. Indeed, the words "as far as practicable" appeared 
in paragraph 2. 

Dr GIANNICO (Italy) was pleased to see detailed provisions on the general hygiene of 
ports and airports. He therefore favoured the retention of the new text. 

Dr JITSUKAWA (Japan) was also in favour of retaining the text as suggested by the Committee 
on International Quarantine. As an example of what could happen when insufficient attention 
was paid to hygiene in airports, he said that examination of the drinking -water at Tokyo 
Airport on one occasion had shown that 25 per cent. of the samples taken were contaminated by 
colibacilli, not because of the water itself but because of the containers in use. 

The CHAIRMAN said that it was quite clear that not all governments could ensure that ports 
and airports in their territories were fully equipped with pure drinking -water and wholesome 
food immediately. He felt, however, the views of the members of the Sub -Committee should be 
expressed in its report and not by an amendment to the Article. 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) asked for 'clarification of the words "laboratory 
examinations" in paragraph 2 of Article 14. Would it not also be preferable to use the term 
"health" instead of "sanitary" in the last sentence of that paragraph, as had been done 
throughout the Regulations? 
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Dr Wynne GRIFFITH (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) and 
Dr KOSTRZEWSKI (Poland) agreed that "health" was preferable to "sanitary ". 

Dr KAUL, Secretary, said that there were various routine laboratory examinations of food. 
The term "sanitary" had been left because the subject was the hygiene of ports and airports. 

After some discussion, in which a reference was made to Article 19, which dealt with 
the designation of a sanitary airport, the CHAIRMAN said that the general consensus appeared 
to be that the word "sanitary" should be retained, in spite of its imperfection. 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) objected to Article 22, paragraph 3, on the ground that 
the certifications should not be subject to periodic review by WHO without the permission 
of the governments concerned. 

The SECRETARY pointed out that WHO had done similar work on behalf of governments at 

their request, as, for example, in relation to malaria eradication. 

Dr GERM (Yugoslavia) agreed with the delegate of the United Arab Republic that certifi- 
cation should not be subject to periodic review of WHO unless the governments gave their 
permission. Otherwise, WHO would be exceeding its prerogatives and trespassing on the 
authority of governments. 

it VIGNES (Legal Office) pointed out that WHO, under paragraph 1 of Article 22, would 
arrange to certify that a sanitary airport fulfilled the conditions required by the 
Regulations, but only at the request of the health administration concerned. It followed 
logically that, to ensure that the required conditions continued to be fulfilled, WHO 
should be able to review the certifications periodically. 

Dr Wynne GRIFFITH (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said that the 
whole point of Article 22 was to enable WHO to make an independent assessment of an airport 
at the request of a government. Such an independent assessment would have great authority 
when countries were dubious about the designation of a sanitary airport made by the country 
itself. He therefore felt that the proposed wording of the Article should be retained. 

Dr LEMBREZ (France) asked how many airports had been designated as sanitary airports 
and whether there was any guarantee that they fulfilled the conditions laid down in 
Article 19. Certification by WHO would reassure other health administrations. 

Professor KOSTRZEWSKI (Poland) pointed out that, according to the provisions of para- 
graph 1 of Article 22, airports would be certified as sanitary by WHO only at the request 
of health administrations. That would mean that in future there would be two groups of 

sanitary airports, although it might be expected that most health administrations would 
request certification. 

The SECRETARY stated that, as already indicated by the delegate of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the intention was to secure an independent assess- 
ment of whether the airport fulfilled the requirements of Article 19. Certification would 
be of help to the health administrations of other countries wishing to know whether an 
airport was up to standard. Since that was a new provision, the Organization was not able 
to say how many requests would be received and it might not be able to deal with too many 
requests immediately. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) thought that Article 22 was quite consistent with the objectives of 
the Organization as set out in Articles 1 and 2 of the WHO Constitution. 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) wished to know whether health administrations that did not 
request certification by WHO could undertake certification themselves. 
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The SECRETARY replied that health administrations had the power to designate airports as 
sanitary and, if they so desired, they could in addition request certification by WHO. 

Dr HOWARD (United States of America) pointed out that there was an excellent precedent in 

the malaria eradication programme. Although there were more than twenty countries from which 
malaria had been eradicated, only about ten had been certified as free from malaria by the 
Organization, because the others had not requested certification. He favoured retaining 
Article 22 as written. 

Dr GERIC (Yugoslavia) thought that the responsibilities of the Organization in regard to 
the periodic review of certifications remained a little vague. He proposed the addition of 
the words "with the agreement of the health administration" after "These certifications shall" 
in paragraph Э of Article 22. 

Mr VIGNES (Legal Office) doubted whether the proposal was acceptable. If WHO took res- 
ponsibility for certifying that an airport fulfilled the requirements of Article 19, it also 
had the responsibility to verify the continuing validity of the certificate. When a health 
administration requested certification by the Organization it would also have to accept perio- 
dic review of the certification by WHO. 

Dr ТАТО EN О (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, since Article 22, paragraph 
З, referred to periodic review in connexion with certification, it should also stipulate the 

period for which the certificate would remain valid. Otherwise the paragraph might give the 
impression that WHO, once it had been asked to make a certification, could make its review, at 

the end of any long, undetermined period without the agreement of the health administration. 
He supported the proposal of the delegate of Yugoslavia. 

Dr GONZALEZ (Venezuela) considered that paragraphs 1, 2, and З of Article 22 were intimately 
related and that the procedure of certification would not work satisfactorily if any one of 
these provisions were changed. He believed that it was the duty of the Organization to review 
periodically the certifications it had delivered to make sure that the airport continued to 

satisfy the requirements of Article 19 and that the certification remained valid. He was in 
favour of retaining Article 22 unchanged. 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) said he would be satisfied if it were clear that no action 
could be taken without the agreement of the health administration. In a document having legal 
force he did not consider it right that authority should be given to the Organization to take 

any action unless requested to do so by a country. 

Dr LEMBREZ (France) was worried about the creation of two classes of sanitary airports, 
those with and those without certification. He thought that it should be made clear in the 
report of the Sub -Committee that it was desirable for all countries to request certification. 

Dr KIVITS (Belgium) shared the concern of the delegate of Yugoslavia in regard to the 

periodic review of certification by the Organization, but he thought that if the validity of 

the certification were limited countries would automatically request review. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) asked whether the Committee on International Quarantine had in mind any 
particular period for the validity of the certification when the Article was drafted. 

The SECRETARY replied that no definite period had been envisaged because at the present 

stage it was difficult to say how long the assessment of an airport would take, how many 

governments would request certification, and what organization would be needed. Thus it was 

impossible to know how frequently the Organization would be able to review certifications with 

the resources available to it. It therefore seer.'ed preferable to leave the question opened 

for the time being. 
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The CHAIRMAN emphasized the necessity of considering Part III as a whole and especially of 
considering Article 22 in relation to Article 21, which placed on the Organization the respon- 
sibility for informing health administrations concerning sanitary airports. If the Organization 
accepted the responsibility for certifying airports as sanitary, it also had to accept the 
responsibility for ensuring that the certification remained valid, but he assured the delegate 
of Yugoslavia that the concern he had expressed over the need to obtain the agreement of the 
health administration would be taken into consideration in redrafting paragraph 3 of Article 22. 

Dr GIANNICO (Italy), referring back to Article 19, subparagraph (e), asked why a differen- 
tiation had been made between vaccination against smallpox and vaccination against cholera and 
yellow fever. Did the expression "within the airport or available to it" mean that facilities 
could also be available in the nearest town, which was sometimes many miles away? It would 
not be easy for health administrations to arrange to have facilities for vaccination available 
at two different places. 

Dr RASKA, Director, Division of Communicable Disease/ replied that that provision was 
intended to make it easier for health administrations to provide the necessary facilities for 
vaccination, especially in regard to yellow fever vaccination, which presented special problems. 
It existed as a footnote to the present Article. 

Dr ALAN (Turkey) drew the attention of the delegate of Italy to the fact that whereas 
smallpox vaccination was a routine procedure that could be required by a health administration 
even for travellers coming from territories free from smallpox, vaccination against cholera and 
yellow fever was required only in special cases. It was not reasonable therefore to ask health 
administrations to have facilities for vaccination against those two diseases available at all 
airports, but there should be a centre where travellers who needed to be vaccinated against 
yellow fever could obtain such vaccination. 

The CHAIRMAN, summarizing the discussions that had taken place on Part III of the 
Regulations, emphasized that certification of airports would be undertaken by the Organization, 
within the limits of its resources, solely for the purpose of improving health conditions and 
should not be thought of as a policing measure. 

Passing on to Part IV, he stated that there were no substantial changes in Chapter I, with 
the exception of the addition to Article 26 of paragraph 3 which provided that the procedures 
or methods recommended by the Organization for disinfection, disinsecting, and deratting should 

be employed where they exist. In Chapter II the only substantial change was that a footnote 

to the Third Annotated Edition of the present Regulations had been incorporated into paragraph 
4 of Article 31. That stated "The health authority shall, in accordance with Article 28, 
notify by the most expeditious means the health authority for the place to which he is 
proceeding." 

Dr OMAR (United Arab Republic) thought that paragraph 2 of Article 31 was in conflict with 
paragraph 1 of Article 73. The former stated "the health authority in an infected area may 
require a valid vaccination certificate from departing travellers." The latter stated 
"vaccination against yellow fever shall be required of any person leaving an infected area on 
an international voyage." 

Professor KOSTRZEWSKI (Poland) pointed out that Article 31 was a general statement relating 
to vaccination while Article 73 referred specifically to yellow fever. That was the 
reason for the difference -in wording. 

The CHAIRMAN indicated that Chapter III was virtually unchanged and in Chapter IV the only 
change in substance was the provision in Article 39 that an infected person might be removed 
from a means of transport by the health authority, rather than by the person in charge of the 
means of transport. It had been thought more appropriate that that removal should be effected 
under health supervision. 
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Dr ALAN (Turkey), referring to paragraph 3 of Article 37, suggested that in the circum- 
stances covered by that paragraph it would be desirable to require the traveller to state where 
he had been during the fourteen days preceding arrival in addition to giving a destination 
address. 

Dr Wynne GRIFFITH (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) said he was unable 
to see what use could be made of such information. If the traveller held a valid vaccination 
certificate, he could not be placed under surveillance and if his vaccination certificate was 
not valid he would be placed under surveillance anyway. The purpose of the Regulations was to 

enable health administrations to trace persons who might have been in contact with an infected 
person during a voyage, as for example, when a passenger in a jumbo jet aircraft was discovered 
two days after arrival to have developed smallpox. 

The meeting rose at 11.5 p.m. 


