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DRAF? LEPTER FROM THE CEAIRMAN OF THE COMIMITTEE. ON THE PEACEFUL USES OF THE SEA—BbD
AND TLE OCEAN FLOOR BEYOND [iE LIMITS OF NATIONAL JURISDICTION TO WHE SECRETARY-GENERAL,
oF ”1E INTEBGOVDRLMAH”&L MARITIME CONSULTATIVE ORGANIZATION (IICO) POR TRAWSMITAAL TO
THE INTERWATIONAL COFFERENCE OF MARINN POLLUTION ' : :
Tir. KATEKL (Tenzenia) snnounced that the drafting sroun which Had been ~77
requested Yo prepare the letter to the Secretary-General of IO had agreed upon the
following text, which would e accompanied by exirazels Lyon the summary recerds of
the meetings of the plenery Committee and of Sub-Committee ITIL:
_ "Phe Comnittee on the Peaceful Uses of .$he See wbeé and the Ocean Floor
Beyohd the Limits of Netional Juflsdlo+ion at the conclusion of its
July/ﬁuvust 1972 session has agked me to trensmit to you, for Lne Anfeormation
of del@matlons attending the International Conference on ilzrine Pollutlon, the
attached document, which reproduces rele?ant parss of cervaln suwmery records
= P its meinCommittee and its Sub-CommitteeTIT.,-—Phe subjechts deallt with by
Bub~Commnittee TIT in some areas are interrelated with those with vhich the
Conference will be concerned. Such aress may inciude the sébting up of standards
fox the prevention of vessel source pollution, enforcement. of such standards
and intervention following e maritime casualty involving a grave end imminent
threat of pollution. v
"The Committee would be grateful if this Jetter and its attechment couwld .
be reproduced and cirvculsted as a conference document. Alse I am sending fdr
reference, with this lettsr, & copy of a1l documents of the 1973 secsion of
the Committee concerning the protection of the m@rlne environmert."

lir. de FIGURIREDQ BUSTANI (Brazil) expressed his regret that the mco

Conference .in Getober would be tzking place only =a few months before the Santiago
Conference on the Law of the Sea, which unlike the THCO Conference, would hte
cotinetents to deal with the full range of problems involved. His delegation hoped
that the decisions of the London Conference would in ne vay prejudge those of the
Santiago Conference, to which they should be summitied. He therefore proposed that.
the following peragraph should be inserted‘ﬁetween the firgt and sscond paragraphs of
the present text: '
"In addition, Mr. Chairman, some delegailons request@c-ﬂe pO inform
you that they consider that those items wvhich f2ll within ube comeatence

of the Conference on the Law of the 3ea should be left open for further

decigicon by that Conference.”



-3 A/RC.150/8C.ITT/SR. 47

Mx. BRIGGTCCEE (Unlted Kingdom) caid it wao essential that nothing should be

done to discourage or hamper the work of the Conference on Maxine Pollution, one of &

veries of conferences extending over nearly 20 years in which valusble progress had
been made in the altemnt to develop international rules %o protect the merine
environment. It would be extremely harmful if the.ﬁarticipants in the Conference on
Marine Pollution were to abandon fhéir work on the preparation of standards, and the
means of applying them, cimply because a convention on the law of the zea might be
concluded at s later ctage. The Sea-bed Committee could not ask them to hold up their
work until it had completed its own....His delegation thex refore took thé view that if -
any letter vag to be pent to the Conference on Marine Poliution, it mas it be drafted in
ouch a way as not to have a discouraging effect of that kind. It did not ceem
appropriate, moreover, for one United Hationc body to tell another how to conduct its

busineszs. The Governments attending the Conference on Marine Pollution would hardly be

“unavare of the work of the Sea-bed C_ﬁmlttee, since all of them would either be
represented in'ﬁhat'dommittee or would be aware of ito activities. To that extent the
letter appeared to be strictly UNNecessary. However, the text ac prepared by the
draftlng group wag not prejudicial to the work of the Conference on Marine Po]lutlon and
wag therefore acceptable to hic delegation. The Brazilian amendment, on the other
hand, was unacceptzble. ’

Mr. ZEGERS (Chile), supporting the Brazilian amendment, said that his
delegation had already expressed its views on the relative competence of a United

Nationg conference convened to deal with the whole of the law of the gea and =
He pointed

-

conference of a gpecialized agency concerned. onlv wi thfparticular sopecto.
out that the Brazilian amendment referred only to "come deleﬂaulon“” and thus need not
include that of the United Kingdom. , B

It chould be borne in mind that, wheras the United Nations nad pome 140 members,
TMCO had only 70, and that whereas the United Nations adopted deciﬁions by a majority
vete, in IMCO deciciong muct have the cupport of the big maritine Powérsﬁ He was
therefore strongly cpnosed to thérUnited,Ringﬂom’s_interpretation of the situation. 'He
alco proposed that in the first paragraph the word "inter-related" should be chaﬁged to
"related” and that the word "may" should be deleted after the words "such areas", with
the addition of the worde "inter slia" after the word "include".

The CHATEMAW zaid that he wondered whether a letter should be sent at all.
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Mz BACOU (Conada) said that his delegation was, in principle, in Tavour of
the Brazilian proposal. IT the disputed words could be amended o read "the items
within the competence of the Conference on the Law of the Sea chould be treated in such
a manner at the International Conference on Marine Pollution az to leave them open for
regolution at the Conference on the Law of the Sea', the parasraph might perhaps be
acceplable %o the United Kingdom delegation. The amendments proposed by Chile vewe
aceeptable to hic delegation.

The CHATIRIIALY arked the United Kingdom representative whether he could agree
to the Brazilian smendnent am'amendeﬁ”by‘the Canadian repregentative. . . :__. .

Mr. BRIGOTOCKE (United Kingdom) repiied that he could not do mo, Both the

Brazilian and the Canadian delegations had atiended the meeting of the drafting group.

The text already represented a compromise, and it would be unfaiy to other delegations
if it warp smended.

The CHATRMAI! suggested that, since the draft letter was not genérally
acceptable o the Sub-Committée, it should be referred back o the drafting group.

It wag Bo decided. . ‘ :
CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE TII (continued) (A/AC.158/8C.IXI/L.51)
The CHATRHAL invited the Sub-Committee to resume congideration.of the draflt
report paragraph by paragraph. | -

Paragrarh 31

Paragravh 31 wag adopied.

Paragreph 32 ‘ .
Mr. MBOFE (Xenya) prowosed that in the firct cemtence the wordc "and the

3urisdictional zones of the coagstal State" chould be added after the words "herritorial

ceal. .
My, METALSTTIOY (Unioﬁ of Soviet Socialict Republicu) said that he preferred

the text as it stood, zince the paragraph expresced his own delegation's oninion.

The Kenyan delegation's views on fthe jurisdiction of cecagtal States had already been
fully reflected in other paragrephs, and there vwas no need to vepeat them vhenever the
territorial pes wan nentioned.

Mr. MBOTH (Kenya) saldé thiat he caw no harm in referring to the jurisdictional
zones of coactal Sitaten. The Soviet delegation might, if it wiched, nropooce the
addition of a refewvence %o the terriforial ses in the third sentence.

Mr. METATITIOV. (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) renlied that, if the

rocedure suggected by the Kenyan delegation wao sdopted, his delegaticn weuld
[ o o e A S o

regretfully be obliged to propose guch an addition whenever mention was made of areas

under naticnal Jurindiction.
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Iigs MARTANT (France) said that the report was intended to reflect the

views of delegations without mentioning their names. In recording those views, the
Rapporteuf had sometimes referred to the territorial sea, and sometimes to the zones
wnder national Jurisdiction, because there was a difference between them, especially
in regard to research. Paragraph 32 expressed the view of the Soviet Union; the
Kenyan delegatioh’s views could be expressed elsewhere. A matter of principle was
iﬁvoived; each delegation should.be entitled to the use of its own terms.

Mr, BOHTE'(Yugpslavia) sald that he saw no objection to the inclusion of a
reference to é;gqsmgnder national jurisdiction, given that—paragraph 47 contained an
appropriate reservation in that respect. Moreover, he wondered why the texrm
"ferritorial sea" alone had been used, since it was his understanding that, in the
view of the Soviet Union, the continental shelf was also involved.

Mr. SEYTFU (Bthiopia) said that his delegation recognized the right of
began with the formula "it was said that", which was rather sweeping.

Mr, TGUCHI (Japan), Rapporteur, said tha® a number of the comments made
had been inappropriate beéause the speakers concerned had not viewed paragraph 32 in
the light of the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. He fherefore_urged the
Sub-Committee not to read each paragraph in isolatiom. Paragraph 32 dealt with the
view that the consent of the coastal State was required in the territorial sea.
Paragraph 31 reflected the view that the congent of the coaztal state was required
not only in the territorial sea, but also beyond, which was why the words "areas under
its jurisdiction" had been used. The Kenysn vepresentative's view was therefore
already covered. Paragraph 32 dealt with the view of another delegation, which
treated the terriforial sea, on the one hand, and the continental shelf and the
economic zone, on the other, in different ways. That difference of approach had 4o
be reflected.

- Ie agréed with the Ethiopian representative's comment on the opening words of
the paragraph. Perhaps the words "it was said" should be replaced by the words "there
was a vievw"; the words "there was a view fhat" could then be deleted at the beginning
of the second sentence.

‘ Ifiss CASKEY (Canada) agreed with the Rapporteur that the report should
aécurately reflect the balance of the debate within the Vorking Group, in which a
majofity view regarding consent had emerged. Her delegation was therefore disturbed
by the Soviet representative's insistence that, whenever mention was made of the

limits of national jurisdiction, reference should also be made to the territorial sea

and to the continental shelf. .
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Mr. HUSSAIN (Pakistan) noted that parsgraph Bi reflected one %ieﬁ. ' He
therefore proposed that peragraph 32 should begin with the words “Aceording to another
view", . o
Mr, W WANG (Chlna) paid that the limits of The territorial ses were\
escabllshed not by international agreement but by the country covcexned., Hia _
delegation therefore supported the Kenyan reprssentative’s propoaal ooncern1n° the
inclusion of the words "and the jurisdicticnal zones of the coastal State”.

_ M, METAINIKOV (Union of Soviedb Socialist Republlcs) said that if

parsgraph 32 was left in the form in which 1% had been drafted by the Rapporieur, hls

delegation would not press for the inclusion of its views on the territorisl sea and{.
continental shelf in those paregrephs in which ref erence vas made to areas undery |
national jurisdiction. He therefore urged that the paragréph shbuld be laft as it
stood, with *hAe mirior modifications proposed by the—Rapporteﬁr.and the représentative
of Pakigtan. :

Mr, ISEII {Japan) supported the proposal by the representative of Pakistan;
He thought. that the ides raised by the Chinese representatbive ooul& be dealt with
elsewhere in the dral'it report.

Mr. BURCHAK (Ukrainiem Soviet Scocielist Republic) thought that the _
Bub--Committee would meke greater progress if members adhered to the prlnclple that
every delegation liad the right to ensure that its views were reflected in the report
‘but not to modify the account given of other delepations' views. Par arraphs 31 and 32
prasented a balanced picture of the views expreséed in the Sub-Commitiece. Consequently,
the present wording of paragraph 32 should remain unchanged. _

Mr. IMBOTE (Kenya) said that he had no objection to the amendment pronosed by
the representabive of Pakisten. iz aelegailon belleveq that there were oglJ two areas
of Jurisdiciion, that of the coastal State concerned sznd that of the high‘seas, What
he wag proposing was nobt the omission of any reﬁerence-ﬁo the terriﬁoriaiqsea but
merély:die addition of the words 'in the jurisdictional zones of the cogstal Statel,
which. would ensure the desired balance in the sentence in question.

Mr. BOHTE (Yugoslevia) said that, in his delej atlaa'“ onlnlon, paragreph 31
did not represent the views of States that favoured cconsent.

Mr., de T"IGURTHEDO BUSTANT (Brazll) sgreed with the Yugbsiav-representative,

With regard to paragraph 32, he proposed that the begimning of the third sentence

should bhe amended. to read "According to the szeme view, it was also suggested ...7.
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In response to a point raised by Mr, YTURRIAGA (Spain), Mr. METALNIKOV
(Union of Soviet Socislist Republics) suggested that, in the first sentence of the
paragraph, the word "general™ should be replaced by the word "fundamental”.

The CHAIRMAN said that if he heard ne furiher commenis, he would take it

that the Sub-Commitiece decided to adopt the paragraph as proposed by the Rapporteur
and amended by the representative of Brazil, with the purely drafting changes which
had been suggested.

Paragraph 32, as amended, wag adopted.

Paragraph 53 . | |
- Mr. YTURRIAGA (Spain) suggested a number of drafting changes in the

Spanish text.
 The expression "under some form of national jurisdiction' in the penultimate
gentence was not clear and a more precise wording should be uvped. With regard fo
- the.last sentence, his delegation suggegted the insertion of the words "caused by
then" between ithe words "damages'" and "to the'.
The amendment propoged by the representative of Swyain waé adopted.
Mr. PARDO (Maita) said that the paragraph reflected his delegation's

position end suggested a number of drafting changes in the text.

Referring to the fourth éentenoe, he proposed the insertion of the words "for

- ocean space" between the words "insgtitutions" and "to regulate". The fifth sentence

should be amended to read as follows: MAccording to this opinion, an international

register would he ﬁaintained within the framework of the institutions which would
indicate who was entitled to undertake scientific research, even in some areas wder
national jurisdiction'. Lastly, he proposed the addition at the end. of the sixth
gentence of the words "and could be deléted from the register if they abused the

privileges which they enjoyed'.
The amendments propesed by the representative of Malia were adonted.

M, METAINIEOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that his
It therefore wished to. propose

delegation had some dirfficulty with paragraph 33.
the addition of a sentence which could be inserted at the end of -the paragraph or
elsevhere in the report and which would resad as follows: "However, .other delegations
did not agree that it would be degsirable to set up an international orgenization
governing scientific research'.

Mr. PARDO (Malta) said that his delegation was not advocating the
establishment of an international institution to govern scientific regcarch but of a
comprehensive intormational ingbitution for ocean space, one of the functions of which
would be to regulate such reseérch, If the USSR representative wishéd o express
digserrt with his delegetion's view; then he would wish to express dissent with the
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Soviet delegatidn{s view and insist on the addition of a sentence indicating that
some delegations disagreed with the USSE posifion,

My, BOHTE {Yugosiavia) said, with regard to the USSR proposzl, that it was
not correct to say "other delegations. He therefore suggested the use of a formula
such -as "the view was expressed ...",

The CHATRMAN gsuggested that the USSR proposal night more appropriately be

ingerted in paregraph 42.
Mr. METAINIKOV (Union of Soviet Socialiet Republics) said that that would be

acceptable to his delegation. :

Mr. MoXKERHAN (United States of America) said that his‘delegation objected to
the adoption of & procedure whereby delegations which did not agree with the view ‘
expresged in a particular paragraph insisted on the insertion of a sentence to that
effect iﬁ the paragraph in question. It seemed to his delegation that the USSR's view
was adequately expressed in ﬁarﬁgraph 32 There were a number of paragraphs o which
his own delegetion objected. Its view was adequately reflected in the report as a
whole, however, and 8o 1ong”€éj£here-w35'a balance between the various viewsy there
was no need for delegations to press for the inclusion of their particular position

in each paragrapi.
Paragraph 33, as amended, was adopbed,

Paragraph 34 ' v
My, BURCHAK (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that the substance of

the paragraph referred to questions already examined within a wider framework. IHie

delegation considercd that there was another view on the subject which should be

recorded, and it therefore proposed two amendments. In the first sentence, the words

"wviews were expressed to the effect” should be replaced by the words "several
delegations expressed the view'". Secondly, the following sentence should he added.
at the end of-thﬁiparagfaph: "Mowever,-- i the view.of obher delegations, this
solution should be adopted only if it related to scientific research in the territorial
sea, or on the continental shelf or the subgoil thereof, and not in the high seas'.

Mr. de PIGUBIREDO BUSTANI (Brazil), speaking on a point of oxder, gaid that

it had been agreed that opposing views should not be included in individual paragraphs.
Paragraph 34 reflected the view of the latin Anerican délegations.

Mr. BURCHAK (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that his delegation
had proposed its amendments tc paragraph 34 because the Brazilian delegation had
proposed s modification to ?aragraph 30, which had reflccted the position of the’
Usrainian delégation. The Brazilian representative had deemed it necessary o insert
his view in paragraph 30 and the situation was now reversed., The Ukrainian delegation
had prbposed its amendments to paragraph 34 out of a desirve for consistency and

halance,
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Mr. CASTITLO (Peru) said that the third sentence of the paragraph should be
redrafted to take account of the points ralsed in sub-paragraphs 4(a) to (e) of
document A/AC.138/SC.TIT/1.45. '

| Hr. de :TGURIREDQ BUSTANI (Brazil) said +hat his delegation had proposed an

amendment to paragraph 30, because, in its opinion, it reflected two positions: the

Ukrainian view that scientific research in the territorial sea and the continental
shelf should be regulated and the other view that such research should be reguwlated in
areas under the sovereignty and Jurlsdlctlon of the coastal State. He considered that
there was no imbalance between paragraphs 30 and 34.

Mr. MBOTE (Kenya) said that %he present text of paragraph 34 reflected his
delegation's views.. The USSR had objected to the addition he had proposed to
paragraph 32, and he would find i{ difficult to accept the Ukrainian emendment to
paragraph 34 unless certain paragraphs already agreed upon could be reconsidered in

the llght of that amendment. , I

Mz, RDLCHAKOV'(Bulgarla) suggested thgt a new paragraph expressing the

opposing view should be inserted after paragraph 34.

The CHATIRMAW pointed out that the discussion onr the report was not 1ntend°d
to repeat the general debate. The report was merely supposed to record the various
views expressed. All points of view shouwld have been cleaxly expressed during the

debate, which could not be ‘reopened at the present stage.

Mi, BURCHAK (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said he did not uwnderstand
-the objection to his proposal, the purpose of which was to ensure balanced ‘
representation of the wviews expressed in the Sub-Committee. During the discussion on
paragraph 30, which reflected his delegation’s opinion that the .coastal State's consent
should only be required in the case of scientific research conducted in its territorial
gsea or on its continental shelf, the Ukrainian SSR had agreed to the Brazilian
proposal that a relerence to.areas under the coastal State's sovereignty and
jurisdiction should be included. In paragraph 34 the Brazilian view was presented in
more detail and the Ukrainian SS5R wished to add a separate sentence indicating that,
in the opinion of other delegations, the coastal State's consent should be required
for scientific research only in its territorial séé and on its centinental shelf, but
not in the high éeas. Hach delegation was entitled tc have iis views reflected in the
manner it considered appropriate. A reference at the end of paragraph 34 to the view

held by the Ukrainian SSR would give a more balanced picture of the discussion on

that point.
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~ Mr. SEVIFU (Bthiopia) said that, since each paragraph usually presented the
views of & particular delegation or group of delegatlons, the 1ncluslon of the
-oppesing view should only be necessarv where the WOfdlng of the paragraph mlght
otherwise give the impression that +the view presented wak gejarally accepted
Mr, VARGAS SILVA (beaco) suggested that 1n paragraph )4, the word "zone"
in the first Iine should be amended to read ”zones”' the words ”by other States”

lnserted after the word ”or“ in the thlrd line and the word ”zones” 1n the flfth llne

replaced by the word "areas'. .

Mr. ZEGRRS (Chlla) pointed out that paragraph 39 to some axtent reflected
the opp031te §01n% of view to that expressed in paragraph '34. Chile shared the 1atter
point of view ana hopca that paragraph 34 would be retained in its present form. The
Ukrainian 38R obv1ously made a lera1 dlstlnctaon between the. concepts of the '
terrltorlal sea an& contlnental shelf on the one hand and those of the economic zone
and patrlmonaal gea on the other. Its views on the legal aspect of those concepts
could be stated in a aeparate paragraph although that seemed unnecessary in the
present context. He supported the amendments suggeSued by Mexico. o

. Mr. de PIGUEIREDO BUSTANT (Brazal) endorsed the views expressed by the o
representatlves of Ethicpia and Chile. If paragraph 30 a8 orlganally drafted had
represented only the view subscrlbed o by the Ukralnlan S5R, ‘he would be prepared to

withdraw the amendment he had proposed. He had no objection to the amendments
proposed by Mexico to paragraph 34, aithough in the fire® line the word "zone" in the
singular more accurately reflected the position heldrby,the Latin Ameritan cowntries.
Mr, YTUﬁRIAGA‘(Spain) gaid, that he sup@orted the smendment suggested'by
cefer to iéplaca_the word "and" in the first

Mexico to the-fiwvst sentencs, but would p
line by the word "ox", The words “in those arzas" should perhaps be inserted after

the words "scientific research”, le suggested that the words "Serritorial seas” in

the seconi senlence should 1"e aune nded 1o read “terrltorlal aea" and supported the
Mexican proposal that the word "zones" in the 41ftb line should be replaced by the

He was no® sure what was neant hy.the term "sclentific research proper’

word "areas".
in the last sentence, and suggested that the end of the sentence should be amendad to

read "... between pure scientific research and econonic, including military,

exploration',
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Mr., VARGAS STLVA (Mexico) said that, in view of the objection raised, he

would withdraw his proposal to amend the word "zone" in the first line to "zones".
The CHATRMAN asked whether the Sub-Committec accepted the Mexican proposal

that the words "by other States" should be inserted afber the word "or" in the Ffirst

sentence, and the Peruvian proposal that a reference should be made to the

information which “he scastal State should be giveﬁ by those wishing to conductrr

solentific vesearch in the zoné under its jurisdiction, as listed in paragraph

4 (2)-(e) of document A/AC.138/5C.I11/L.45.

It was so decided. - : -

The CHATRMAN aSkéd vhether, in view of Brazill's offer as a compromise, to

withdraw its amendment %o paragraph 30 for the sake of reaching agreement on
paragraph 34, the Ukrainian SSR would agree to the original text of paragraph 30
and withdraw its amendment to paragraph 34= | '

M, BURCHAX (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said his delegation

had not been satisfied with the original draft of paragraph 30, as the reference to

areas under the coastzl Stabels jurisdiction was not in accordance with its belief

in the principle of the freedom of scientific research in the high seas.
Mr, KOLCHAKOYV (Bulgaria) said that he too could not accept the phrase

"in areas under ite Jurisdiction”, which would have to be\feplaoed by the words
"on its continental shelf" if paragraph 30 was o represent the view to which
Bulgaria subscribed. . ' ' .
Eggagﬁégﬁﬁﬂﬁ gaid that if the compromisé was not accepted, the amended
version of paragraph 30, as approved by the Sub-Committee, wowld have to gtand.
Mr. MoK¥RWLY (United Stétes of America) reminded the Sub-Committee that

the acceptance of paragraphs 29 and 30 had been made condiiional upon a satisfactory
text being found fdf ﬁaragraphs 27 and 28, which reflected the views of his own and
other delegationg and whidh had not yet been agreed upon. He suggested that
raragraphs 27, 28, Y0 and 34 should be lelt unchangéd, thereby preserving the
balance which the Papporteur had tried #o establish.

Mx. AZCHER (United.Kingdom) said that no-one disagreed with the principle
t2at the views expressed by delegations should be represented in the weport, but.
it was unnecessary for each paragraph tc give a balanced picture of the debate.
Unless the introductory words of the paragraph indicated that there was agreement on
a certain view, it should be taken as implicit that some delegations disagreed. The
introductory words were the key to the stabtus of the statement made. His delegation

was satisfied as long as its views were reflected in some part of fhe report.
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Mr. METALNIKOV (Unlon of Soviet Hocialist Republics) said Lhat 1f the

orlglﬂal draft of parabraph 30 was reinstated it would reflect more Lhan one p01pt of
VlLW by viritue of its rveference ﬁo areag under the coastal State’s jurisdiction.
The Ukrainian S8R would therefore stlll be Justified in seeking to introduce another
point of view into peravrqph %4,

My, de FIGU“ThEDO BUSTANI (Brazil) said Lhat altrough paragraph 27, which

reflected the Unlted Stales point of view, bLad not been amended, Brazzl had proposed

an addiilon to paragraph 28, which teook for granted the eXLStence of the freedom of
scientific research. I therefore could not agree to the LompromLSQ suggested By
the United btauos, although.w111ing to dlsouss the matter informally. He proposed
that paragraph 34 should be retained in its present form and that, as a compromise,
the phrasé "in areas under its Jurisdiction' in paragraph 3G should be replaoed,b& ﬁhe

words Yon 1ts continental shelf“ - 3

Mr. NETALWIKOV (Unzon of Soviet Socialist Republlcs) said that would be

acceptable if the amendment read "ita contlnental ghelf sea~bed and uub—8011"

Mr., de FIGUEIREDO BUSTANT (Brazil ) acreed.
Mr. MBOTE (Kenya) said that the compromise wourld be acceptable if that view:

had actually been expressed at the present sessicn, since the report Drenared by the
Rapporteur should faithfully record what had been said in the 5ub~Comm1ttee. Otherw1se
he would suggest that the Rapporteur chould consult the Ukrainien delegaulon tQ, .
ageertain what terms had been used. In principlte the Sub-Commitiee should not g0

back on texts already agreed upon. .

My, SALAT ROEMER (Venezuela) said he objected to the amendment by two

countries of a paragraph prev1ously adonted by the whole Hub-Committee. The phrase
"in areas under its Jjurisdiction" had been in the text adopied by the Sub~Committee
and itg delet;on would have ‘o be approved by all members.

The CHATIRMAN pointed out that, in going back on the previous decision, the

Sub~Committee had adopted an exceptional procedure to break a deadlock.

The meetins yose at 6.10 p.m,
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