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DF~T LETTER FROIi TI~ CBL%IPd'~_N OF TBE ~,~ ~r ~ TI-E CO~-~i!~i~:OfT PEACEFUL USES OF THE SEA-BED " 

i~ ~ .... ~01~ T}m SEC~TARY~G~RAL ~ OCEan\ T FLOOR BEYOND Ti~ LIMITS OF NATIOI~L&L JURISD!CT T ~~ TO 
• . .  r , ~ - . ,  ' ~ T  'n . -  OF TI-E INTERGOVEPffZ':~NTAL !,~_RITIME CONSULTATIVE '0RGA~iZAT!OiT (Ii!CO) FOR ~~SI, l!~A;lJ TO 

TI~ ~TEP~ATIONAL COI,TF~~,tC~ ON I ' . ' ~ ~  POLLUTiO!~ 
• . . . .  . .  

.... i ~ .  •t(ATEI~" (Ts2_zs~%is;) szmounced t h a t  t h e  d r a f t i n g  droup which ~ad been . . . . . . . . . . .  

requested to prepare the letter to She SecretazV-Genel~al of ~,ICO had agreed upon the 

- ! -  ~ . ~ - -  ~ ' -  ~ .  " - ,  - ~ x  f o l l o w i n g  oezt~ wh ich  would be accomosmied by  e ~ t r a c t s  -r,-_,.~ the o~mua~y reco rds  o f  

the meetings of the plenary Co~ittee and of Sub-Cormui%tee IIl" 
• . . 

"The Conm~ittee on the " ~ Peacezul .Uses of .the See,-bed ~ud the Oces~ Floor 

Deyond the Limits of National Jurisdiction .... at the conclusion of its 
.. 

July/Aug~usI! 197~ session has o~ ..... a~,~ed me to transmit to you~ for %he information 
• . 

of dele@ati0ns at%ending the International Conference on i~arine Pollution, the 

• ~ . .U ~ " s, ttache8 docum~ent, which reoroduces re!eyelet parts of cer~,mn s~_max~ records 

oT-i~~s~in Committee stud its Sub-Committee~l-I.L-~--=The-s~tbjects dealt ~rith by ...... 

Sub-Committee III in some areas are interrelated ~,.rz'~~on those ~rith ~T!~ioh,,. the 

Conference will be concerned. Such areas ms~j include the Setting. up of standards 

for the prevention of vessel source pollution, enforcementl.of such st~udards 

stud intervention following a maritime casualty involving a grs, ve s;nd ~_m~inent 

threat of pollution. 

"The Committee would be grateful if' this le-~ter stud its attac~.~en% could. 
.... 

be reproduced saud czrcu! .... ~ed as a conference docu~*~en% Also ! sm sending for 

reference, with this letter, a copy of all doctuuen-bs of the 1973 session of 

the Cozm~it%ee concerning the protection of the .marine envirormaen%." 

f i r  . de FIC-UEI~DO>UST_~,II ( .B raz i l )  exqoressed h i s  regreu£ ' tha% the ~..;~CO 

Co_~_ference . i n  October  would be refining p l ace  o n l y  a few months b e f o r e  the San t i sgo  
.. . 

Conference on the Ls, w of the Sea~ which ua~iike the ~,ICO Conference, ~,zould be 

competent to deal with the full range of problems involved. His delegs, tion hoped 

that the decisions of the London Conference would in no ray prejudge those of the 

S~tia~o Conference~ to which they should be sv~mibted. He therefore proposed that. 

the fol!owin~ paragrai~h should be inserted .between the first sad secona ~ar~_aphs of 

the present - l ~ e : : - [ ~ :  . .  

"In addition~ i~. Chairm~ some dele&ffsj~$o~ns r.equested.me to .inform 

you ~uha~' they consider that those items ~;,hich fall ~.,~h~, ........ %he competence 

of the Conference on the Law of the oea should be left open for further 

decision by °that Conference." 
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• . . . 

NI ~. BR._!C~C'jfOCI~jL (United Kingdom) ~aid i% was essentis~l ths/~ nothing should be 

done to discourage or hsunper the work of the Conference on Ms, fine Pollution, one of a 

series of conferences e_-,~'tending over nearly 20 years in which valusJ~!e progress had 

been made in the attempt to develop international rules to protect the marine 

environment. It would be e~tremely harmful if the participants in the Conference on 

Marine Pollution were to abm%don their work on thepreparation of stands~rds, and the 

means of applying them9 simply because a convention on the lay of the sea night be 

concluded at a later stage. The Sea-bed Committee could not ask them to hold up their 

work until it had completed its o%a% .......... His delegation therefore took the view that-i-f ...... . 

any letter was to be sent to %he Conference on Msmine Pollution~ it must be.drafted in 

ouch a way as not to hs.,ve a discouraging effect of that kind. It did not seem 

appropriate9 moreover~ for one United l~ations body %0 tell another ho~," to conduct its 

business. The Governments attending, the Conference on Marine Pollution ~-.Tould hardly be 

~naware of the work of .the sealbed--Committee~ since all of them ~ould eithei ~. be 

represented in that Commdttee o r  would be aware of its activities. To that extent the 

letter appeared %o be strictly ~n%neceosary. However~ the te~% as prepared by the 

drafting group was not i~rejudicial to the work of the Conference on Marine Pollution and 

was therefore acceptable to hi, ~- delegation The Brazilisa% 8e~enc.unent~ on the other 
b 

hand~ was unaccepts, ble. 

M_r. ZEGEP~ (Chile)~ supporting the Brazilian amen~ent~ said. ths~t Iris 

delegation had &Ireac!y expre[~sed it[.~ views on the relative competence of a United 

Nations conference convened, to deal with the whole of the l a , w  of the sea a~%d a .- • 
• 

conference of a specialized agency concerned 0nly with p~%rticuis~r r~spects. He pointed 
• . 

out that the Brazilian ~:x.lendaentreferred only to "some delegs, tiono" sm0. thus need not 

include that of the United ![ingdom. 

It should be borne in r, mind %hat, wheras the United Nations hs~d Some 14.0 .members~ 

I.~[CO had only 70~ end that ~herea,~ the United Nations adopted decisions by a majority 

vote, in ~,iCO decisions must have the support of the big msmitime Po~,rer,s. He was 
. . 

therefore strongly op~posed to the United Kingdom's interpretation of the situation.' He 

onou~d be changed to also proposed that in the first pema~raph the wo_~-d "inter-reiated '~ ~ 

"related" and ths, t the ~.~ord "may" r~hould be deleted after the words '~such s,~-'eas"_ ~ with 
- ~! 

the addition of the words "inter alla after the word "include". 

The CH, A!.P.~Y~:[ s~td that he wondered whether a letter ~hould be sent at all. 
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- . F~:' BAC0iT (Cs~._ada) rJaid %hat his delegation ua~.J~ in principle~ in favour of 

the Brazilianpropos.alo If the di,spu%ed wor&s couid be mnended ~o read!. "the items 

( ~ . .,l . within the competence of.the C~nzerence on the Law of the Sea, snou!d be treated in such 

a manner at the International Conference on Narine Pollution a~.' %o leave them open for 

resolution . . . . . . .  at the Conference on the Law of the Sea", the paragraph might perha.ns_ . be 

acceptable to ~he United. Kingdom delegation. The amendments- proposed by Cl~ile were 

acceptable to his ¢l.elegation. 

- - . . ~  " • ~'.' A~ The CHAII~.~. asked the United .Kingdom rep~:esentative ~,.rhether he could agree 

%o the Brazilis~-~ amendment as .... amended-by the Cm~adian representative ............................ 

Mr. BRIGSTOCI.~ (United Kingdom) replied %hat he could not do so. Both the 

Brazilian and %he Csmadian delega%ions had aiiended the. meetin{F of the drafting .@roup.. 

The text already represented a compromise, and i% would be unfair %o other delegations 

if it was mnended 

The CHAIPd-_~/[ suggested that, since %he draf.% let%or ~.,~as no% gene~zl!y 

acceptable to the Sub-Co1~mliit@e~ i% should be referred .back %o %he drafiing. @roup.. 

I% was So decided. . 

CONSIDEPATION OF T ~  DRAFT ~SPOP~T OF SUB-COI',2,r~TTEE I l l  (con~inued)  (A /AC.138 /SC, I I . I /T , .51 )  

The CHAIP~-£%i~ invited the Sub-Commiitee to resume consideration...of %he drs~% 
b 

report paragraph by para~ra~h. : ....... 

Paras. ~ h  5! . . .  

• . • 

:Para~ram~l wa, s a~o!..ted. . 

P a r  a~rs.,:)oh:_ 5 2, .. 

• " lvi-,-. I.iBOTE (l(enya) proposed thai in. %he first ,.sentence the words "s~d the 

jurisdictional zonesof %he coastal State" should be..added after the words. "territorial 

sea ~ . 
.. 

_ . ~fA~,.~I,[Gv (Union of Soviet .Socialir;% Republics) ~;sid ths, i he preferred 

%he %e~t as.it, s%ood~ since %he psa:adraph ezp:ressed his o~,m.delegation's opinion. 

. " ,_,t a% e s h a d  alread.y .b.e e n .  The I(enyan delegation's views on %-i-;e jurisdiciion of coastal ~ 

fully re~fleo%ed in:. other p~.~-~-~-,~'~~.~. ~.pn,~ ~' ~ s~d there was no need.., to repeat them ~rhenever %he 

territorial sea wa~ mentioned.. 
4 ~ . ~  - Mr. ]v~OTE (Kenya) said ~h~:o% he saw no harm in referring, %0 the jurisdictional 

zones of coastal States. The Soviet delegation ,~zi.g..,h%~ if it .wi~;hed~ propose %he 

~ _ addition of a re,.erence %o the %erri%oria! sea in the third sentence. 
:. 

1 ,~ . ~ . m  T T _ ~: I:~___.. }~]___~j.I~j~,Ii{.O"::, ~- (Union o-r oovie% Sociaiic:% Republics) replied %b.a%~ if the 

procedure su@£ested by %he Kenyandelegation-vas a.dop%ed~ his delegootion ~..-~ould 

regretfully be obliged %o propose such an addition. ~.,.~henever mention ~,..m.s made of areas 

under national jurisdiction° 
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i'.~ss MARIANI (France) said that the report was intended to reflect the 

views of delegations without mentioning their names In recording those views, the 

Rapporteur had sometimes referred to the territorial sea,~ snd sometimes to the zones 

under national jurisdiction, because there was a difference bet~.~een them, especially 

in regard to research. Paragraph 52 expressed the vie,,,~ of the Soviet Union~ the 

Kenyau delegation's views could be expressed elsewhere. A matter of principle was 

h~volved: each delegation should be entitled to the use of its o~m terms. 

}~r. BOHTE (Yugoslavia) said that he saw no objection to the inclusion of a 

reference .... tg_ ar_eas_under nations/ jurisdiction, given tha~-paa~agraph 47 contained an 

appropriate reservation in that respect. Moreover, he wondered why the term 

"territorial sea" alone had been used, since it was his understanding that, in %he 

view of the Soviet Union~ ths continental shelf was •also involved. 

~.~. SEYIFU (Ethiopia) said that his delegation recognized the right of 

each delegation~o--h~ Tts own particular view reflected. Paragraph 52, however, 

began with the formula "it was said that" which was rather sweeping 

i_i£r. !GUCHI (Japan), Rapporteur, said that a ntunber of the comments made 

had been inappropriate because the speakers concerned had not viewed paragraph 32 in 

the light of the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. He therefore urged the 
'b 

Sub-Committee not to read each paragraph in isolation. Paragraph 52 dealt with the 

view that the consent ~ of the coastal] State was required in the territorial sea. 
.. 

Paragraph 31 reflected the viewer that the consent of the coastal 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 I~enysn representative's view was therefore 

already covered. Paragraph 52 dealt with the view of snother delegation, which 

treated the territorial sea, on the one hand, and the continental shelf and the 

economic zone~ on the other, in different ways. That difference of approach had to 

be reflected. 

He agreed with the Ethiopian representative's cormment on the opening ~rords of 

the paragraph. Perhaps the words "it was said" should be replaced by the words "there 

was a view"~ the words "there was a view that" could then be deleted at the beginning 

of the second sentence. • 

I~liss CAS__ KEY (Canada) agreed with the Rapporteur that the report should 

accurately reflect the balance Of the debate within the Working Croup, in which a 

majority 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 aiso be made to the territorial sea 

snd to the continental shelf. 



47 ~ 6 ~ 

:? . ... 

l~r. HUSSAIN (Pi~istsn) noted~ that pars,grapi% 51 reflected-o~le Vie~i~. He 

thereforeproposed that pars~Traph 32 .should begin ~i)ith ~he ~,.~ord_s '!According to snother 

view". " . 

s~a.a, that the ]traits of %h.e territorial ses were'. 
. . . . .  

established no% by in%erna%ionel 8~reer.~en% but by %he Comn_t-_~ concez~ed, His 

delegation therefore supported the Kenyan repr. esentative's proposal concerning" the 
. . . .. 

inclusion of the words "and the jurisdictional zones of the .coastsl State':° 

............ }~r ...... I~iETAZ~II{OV (Union of' Soviet Socialist Repub!ics) said %hat i f  

pom~6raph 32 was left in the fo_qn in which i% had been drogted by the Rs:ppor%eur~ his 
. . . .  . 

delegation would not press for the inclusion of its vie~.~s on 9he territorial sea end... 

continental shelf in those pe:ragrs,phs in which reference }~a.s made %o ~reas under 
.. 

national jurisdio. ~on, He therefore urged that the parag~raph should be left as it 
.. 

St0b£~-w!i-%h--~.h-~ mznor modifications propos.ed by %he-Rappor~eur__snd the representative 

of Pakistan. 

3{r, ISHI_I (Japan)supported theproposal by %he represen.ta%ive of Pskis%an, 

He"though.%. %ha% the lo.e~, raised by the Chinese representative could be dealt with 

elsewhere in %he draft report, 

~h". BURCI~/( (-Olcrainisn Soviet Socialist Republic) %houg'nt~ ~ that the 

Sub-Committee :~ou12d m~ke g'rea%er progress if merabers adhered %o %he principle %he,% 
• . 

every delega%ion.~&d %he right 9o ensure that its views were refiected in %he report 

..bu.t not to modif.y %he account  given of other deleg'ations' views, Paragraphs 31 and 52 

presented a balanced picture of the views expressed in bhe tub-Committee. Consequentiy~ 

the present ~ording of pe, ragraph 52 should remain unch~ng'ed. 

~{r, I~OTE (Kenya) said that he ha.d no objection %o the smendment proposed by 

the representative of Ps.l<istsn° Iiis deleg'ation believed that there were only %~,~o areas 
.. 

of jurisdiction~ %hat of %he coastal State concerned sx~d. t h a t  of %he n~h seas What 

he was propoa~n~,~ was no-'-,~ the omission of smv~. r~erence %o the terri;gori~_ ..sea but 

merely., the ad.dition of the ~,.~ords "~n~ %he jurisdictional zones of the coastal State" • - 9 ° 

which, would ensure the desired b,~%Isnce in the ~ ~- sen uence in question. .. 

)~r, BOHT.'E (Yug-os!r/~ia) said %ha.t~ in his dele6"ation's oDinion~, para<Traph 5i 

did not represent %he views of States %ha% favoured consent, • 

. .  };Lr de FIGiZE!P~EDO ~USTJ~.g!j (:Brazil) ag'reed with the Yu.g~oslav representative, 

With regard to paragraph_ 52~ he proposed that the h~irm~ncr, o~c~ ~ o of %he third sentence 
.. 

should be eauended, to read ':According" %0 the stone vie~,:~ i% ~,eos also suggested ...'~. 
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In response to a point raised by I{r~ YTURRIAGA (Spain), },Jr. I,~T~:L!TII{OV 

(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) suggested that~ in the first sentence of the 
. . . .  

paragraph~ the word "general 'I should be replaced by the word "funds~lental". 

The CHAIP~ said °that if he heard no further conm~ents~ he would take At 

that the Sub-Conm~ittee decided to adopt the paragTaph as proposed by the Rapporteur 

and amended by the representative of Brazil~ with the purely drafting changes which 

had been suggested. 

Para~aph ~2:~aS ~menaed~ was aaopted. 

_para~aph 33 

Nr. YTUPlliAG__A (Spain) sugges%-ed a number of a r a f t L u ~  o chanCes  n~ the 

Spanish text. 

The expression "under some form of national jurisdiction" in the penultLmate 

sentence was not clear and a more precise wording should be used. With regard to 

the last sentence~ his delegation suggested the insertion of the words ',caused b~y 

them" between the words "damages" and "to the". 

The _amendment PrOposed by. the rePresentatixe of .... Spain was ~aJppted. 

~ . ~ P A ~ O  (Malta) sa ia  that the paragraph r e r l e c t e a  h i s  delegation's 

position and suggested a number of drafting Changes in the text. 
.. 

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

ocean space" between the words "institutions" and "to regulate"° The fifth sentence 

should be amended to read as follows: "According to %his opinion, an in%ernational 

register would be maintained withJ~ the framework of the institutions which would 

indicate who was entitled to undertake scientific research~ even ~] some areas under 

national jurisdiction". Lastly, he proposed the addition at the end of the sixth 

sen%ence of the words "and could be deleted from the register if they abused the . 

privileges which they enjoyed". 

Thej amendments proposed ,b[~ _%t~e rePresentative~of .Malta were adopted. 

Fir. NETAff,T!K_0V (Union of Soviet  S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l i c s ) s a i d  tha t  h i s  

delegation had some difficulty with paragraph 33. It therefore iwish.ed topropose 
• ~. . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . . . .  

the addition of a sentence which could be inserted at the end of the paragraph or 

elsewhere in the report sued which would read as follows ° "However, .other delegations 

dad not agree that it would be desirable to set up an international organization 

governing scientific research ~'. 

Mr. PARDO (I~Ita) said that his delegation was not advocating the 

establishment of ~ ffntemuational Lustitution to govern scientif'ic research but of a 

comprehensive Luternational ffnstitution for ocesn space~ one of the fm~ctions of wh±ch 

would be to regulate such research. If the USSR representative wished to e~qoress 

dissent with his delegation's v iew~ then he would wish to express dissent with the 
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Soviet delegati0n's view and insist on the addition of a o.~nte~_,Je~ - ~ indicating-that 

some delegations disagTeed with the USSR position. 

}~r. BOHTE (Yugoslavia) said~ with regard to the USSR proposal, that if, was 

• ~ ~ted the ~se of a ~ormula not correct to say "other deiegations" He therefore surge. °, ~' 

such as "the view was expressed ... ". 

The CHAIPJ~_~{ suggested 9hat the USSR proposal might more appropriately be 

ins err ed in paragraph 42. 

Fir. ]~I~T.AI~IKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ~ said %.hat thai would be 

acceptable to his delegation. ..... 

~{r. N o__~P/,IAI{ (United States of /h~~erica) said that his :del:egation objected to 

the adoption of a procedure whereby deleg~ations which did not agree with the view 

expressed in a particular paragraph insisted, on the insertion of a sentence %o that 

effect in the paragcraph in question. It seemed to his delegation that the USSR's view 

was adequately ex~ressed in paragraph 32. There were a nmmber of paragraphs to which 

his own delegation objected. Its view was adequately reflec-bed in the report as a 
_ 

whole~ however~ and so long as there was a bals~ce between the various views,, there 

was no need for delegations to press for the inclusion of their particular position 
. .  

in  each parag~ai~h. 

ParagraPh 3~ ~as amendef~ was adpptled. 

P~ar_agr~ aph  3_4 ~ 

~2r;~ BURC~:~K ( U k r a i n i a n  S o v i e t  S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l i c )  s a i d  t h a t  t he  s u b s t a n c e  of  

the paragraph referred to questions already examined within a wider _¢ra~lework. His 

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

reoorded~ and it therefore proposed two amen~h~_ents. In the first sentence~ the words 

"views were expressed to the effect" should be replaced by the words "several 

delegations expressed the view". Secondly~ the followh~g sentence should be added 

at the end of t~e p~rag<raph~ "However~ ~,-~ She view of o:~her~ de!egations~ this 

solution should be adop'~ed only if it related %o scientific research.hl the territorial 

sea, or on the continental shelf or the subsoil thereof~ ~d not J~ the high seas". 

I{r. de FIGUE!REDO BUST~u~[I (Brazil)~ spe~cing on a point of order~ said that 

it had been agreed that opposing views should not be included[ in individual paragTaphs. 

Paragraph 34 reflected-the view of the Latin }m~erics~n delegations. 

N:r. BURCHAK (I~craJ~uism Soviet Socialist Republic) said that his delegation 

had proposed its a men@m~ents to paragraph }4 because the Brazilis~ delegation had 

proposed a modification %o paragraph ~0~ which had reflected the :position of the 

If~rainiar~ delegation. The BraZ_i].is~ representative had deemed itnecessary to 2,~sert 

his view i~. paragraph 30 and thesituation was now reversecl. The D]~ra:inism delegation 

ha@. proposed its am._endments to paracraph ~( out of a desire for consistency aud 

b al am c e. 
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}~. CI~STILL_q (Peru)...said that .the third sentence of the .paragraph should, be 

redrafted to take account of. the points raised-in sub-paragraphs 4(a) to (e) of 

document A/AC. 138/SC° IIi/L. 45. 

~ir. de. i.IG_~!RED. . 0 USTANI (Braz~l) said that his delegation had proposed sa~ 

amendment to paragraph  30, b.ecause~ in  i t s  opinion,  i t  r e f l e c t e d  t~o . p g s i t i o n s :  the 

Ukraihian view that scientific research in the territorialsea mad the continental 

shelf should be regulatetl and the other view that such research should be regulated in 

areas under the sovereignty and jurisdiction of the coastal State.. He considered..that 

there was no imbalance between paragraphs 50 sa~d. 54. . 

_Mr~--~4BQTE<(Kenya). said that the present text 0f Pa-9-a@raph 34 reflected his 

delegation's views.. The USSR had objected to the additionhe had proposed to 

paragraph 32, m~d he would find it difficult to accept the .Ukrainian amendment to 

paragraph 34 unless certain-paragraphs already agreed-upon could be reconsidered in 

the light of that s~nendment. 

Ivkr. KOLCHA~COV (Bulgaria) suggested that a new paragraph expressing the 

opposing view should be inserted after paragraph 34- . 

The CHAIR}~9~_ pointed out that the discussion on the report was not intended 

to repeat the general debate. The report was merely supposed to record •the various 

views expressed. All points of view shotdd have been clear~ly expressed .during the 

debate, .~.~hich could not be reopened at the present stage. 

" . ' I~r. BURCHAK (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said: he did not understand 

.the.objectiom to his...proposal, the purpose of which was to ensu1~e baianced 

representation of the :views expr...essed in the Sub-Committee. Dur..ing the discussion on 
.. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

paragmaph 50 7 which reflectedhis delegation's opinion that the coastal State's consent 

should only-be required in the case of scientific research conducted in its territorial 

sea or on its continental.shelf, the Ihcrainian SSR had agreed to the Brazilisa.~ 

proposal that a reference to..areas under the coastal State's sovereignty s~d 

jurisdiction Should be included. In paragraph 34 the Brazilian view was presented in 

more derailand the .~rainian SSR. wished to add a separate sentence ind.icating that, 

in the Opinion of other delegations~ the coasts~i State's consent should be required 
.. 

for scientific research only in i.t.s territorial sea and on its Continental shelf, but 

not in the high seas. Each delegation was entitled to have its views reflected in the 

ma~Iner 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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.. 

~Ir. SEYIFU (Ethiopia) said that, since each paragraph usually presented the 
: . .. 

views of a particular delegation or group of delegations, %he inclusion of the 
• . . . . .  

-opposing view should only be n e c e s s a r y  where the wording of. the. Parab~aph might 
- .  . . 

othe~¢ise give the impression that the vie,~ presented was ge.terally accepted. 
• . :. • . . 

}~r. V~GGAS Si_LVA (Mexico) s~ges%ed %ha{~"in pai-a~raph ~4 ;" .... %he w0rd "zone" 

in the first line should, be ~mended to read "zones 'r._. the Words i'by other States" 
• . 

.. 

inserted after the word "or" in the third line and the word "zones" in the fifth line 
. 

.. 

r ep l aced  by the word " a r e a s " .  
• . .  . . . 

• . 

Mr,, ZEGERS (Chile) pointed out that paragraph 59 to some extent refiec%ed 

the opposite point of view to that expressed in p ar~'raph ..... 34' Chile shared:the latter 
... .: 

p o i n t  of  view and hoped, t h a t  paragraph  34 would be r e t a i n e d  in  i t s .  p r e s6n t  form. The 

Ukrainian SSR obviously made a legal distinction between the concepts of the 
• . . .  

t errit0rial sea and continental shelf on the one ha nd~ and those of the economic zone 
• .: ". . . .  . . • 

and patrimonial--sea on the other. Its views on the_legal_asp_ect of those concepts 

could .be...stated in a separate paragraph, although that seemed unnecessary in the 
• . 

• . • 

• . ~ .  . 

present context. He supported %he amendments st~Tgested by Mexico. 

- . .i--Mr._.~ae FIGUEIP~EDO BUSTAI, II (Brazil) endorsed the views expressedby the 

representatives o.f Ethiopia and Chile. If paragraph 30, as originaiiydrafted, had 
... 

represented only the vie~ subscribed to by the L~rainian SSR, ~e would be prepared.to 
. . . . . . .  

.. 
• . 

withdraw the amendment he had proposed. He had no objection to the amendments 
• . 

p~0posed byMexico to paragraph 34~ although in the first line the word "zone 'i in the 
.. 

singular more accurately reflected the position held by the Latin In~eri6~an coum_tries. 
. .  

}-{r. YTiU~RIAGA (Spain) said that he supported the amendment suggested by 
. . . . .  

Mexico to the first sentence, but would p:'~fer to replace the word "and" in the first 
• . 

. 

line by the word "or". The words "in those areas" should perhaps be inserted after 
> 

the words :'scientific research".. He st~'gested that the words "territorial seas" in 

the secon& sentence should be amended %o read "territorial sea" and supported the 
. -  . 

Mexican proposal that the word "zones" in the fifth line should be replaced by the 
.. 

.word " a r e a s " .  He was not  sure what was mem~.t by the term " s c i e n t i f i c  r e s e a r c h  p roper"  

in the last sentence, and suggested that the end of the sentence should be s~nended to 
• . 

read "... between pure scientific research and economic, including milital~r, 

exploration". 
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_£_ i~ro VARGAS SILVA (Mexico) said that~ in view of the objection raised; he 

would withdrawhis proposal to amend the word "zone" in the first line to "zones". 

The C K.~.i~fliAN asked whether the Sub-Cormmittee accepted the Mexican proposal 
.. 

that the words '"by other States" should be inserted after the word "or" in the first 

sentenoe~ and the Peruvian proposal that a reference should be made to the 

information which i:he coastal State should be given by those wishing to conduct 

scientific research in the zone under its jurisdiction~ as listed in paragraph 
• 

4. or 4/ c.' 38/s0. Z Z/T,,45. 
. .  

l! was s______o_cle>_~._ ae~. 

The CHA!P~N asked whether~ in view of Brazil's offer as a compromise, to 

withdraw its &~eno~nenb bo paragraph 30 for the sake of reaching agreement on 

paragraph 54, the Dq<rainian SSR wouid agree to the original text of paragraph 30 

and withdraw its amezz~nent to paragm-aph 34. 

................. _Mr, B~_~RC.}L.~,K (Ukrainian-Sovi-e-t-So~ialist Republic) said his del@gation 

Aad not been satisfied with the original draft of paragraph 30~ as the reference %o 

areas under the coastal State's jurisdiction was not in accordance with its belief 

in the principle of the freedom of scientific research, in the high seas. 

I_'..t~, KOLCH.,%T£OV (Bulgaria) said that he %oo could not accept the phrase 
b 

"in areas under its jurisdiction"~ which would have to be replaced by the words 

"on its continental shelf" if para~o<raph 30 ~¢as to represent %he view to which 

~ulgaria subscribed. 

_.___u~_~A!.-~li_ ! said that if the compromise was not accepted, the amended 

version of parag~caph 30.~ as a.pproved by the Sub-Committee~ would have to stand. 

~)ir. MoY~.T~I[ (United States o f  America)reminded the Sub-Oo~nittee that 
• . . .  . 

~,he accepta~_ce of parag~2aphs 29 and 50 had been made conditional upon a satisfactory 

text being found for paragraphs 27 2rod 28~ which reflected the views Of his oval and 

other delegations and. whi6h ] ~ na~ not yet been a~eed upon. He suggested that 

p&ragr_aphs 27~ 2S~ ~?0 ~-~nC_ 34 should be left unchanged~ %hereby preserving the 

bal~ce whic~ the _P.s/pporteur had tried to establish. 

Mr. IL,.~I~_~L~'~'~ - o (United ,Kingdom) said that no-one., disagreed with the principle 

io_at the views expressed by delegations should be represented in the report~ but. 

it was unnecessary for each paragraph to give a balsmced picture of the debate, 

Unles= 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 status of the statement made. His delegation 

was satisfied as long' as its views were reflected in some par% of the report, 
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. Mr, ~TAI~IKOV (Union of Soviet Sooia!is% Republics) said %ha% if the 
: .,.. ... :. - - .  

original draft of paragraph ~0 was reinstated i% would reflect more than one point of 

view by virtue of its reference to areas under %he coastal State's jurisdiction. 

The Ukrainian $SR would therefore still ..be justified in seeking' to introduce another 

point of view into paragraph 34. 

Mr de IiIGD.,=_BED0 BUSTANI (Brazil) said %hat although paragraph 27~ which 

reflected %he United ~ " orates point of view~ had not been amended~ Brazil had proposed 

s.n aad~..,mon 9o paragraph 28~ which took ~br granted the existence of the freedom o~ 

scientific research, it therefore could not agree %o the compromisq sugges%ed~Tby ............ 

the United Sta%es~ although willing %o discuss the matter informallY. He proposed 

%ha% Paragraph 54 should be retained in its present form and that, as a compromise, 

%he phrase "in areas under its jurisdiction" in paragraph 50 should be replaced by the 

words "on its continental .... shelf" 
.. 

Mr. }~TALNIKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said %hat woL~id be 

acceptable if %he mnendmen% read "its continental shelf sea-bed and sub-soil". 

Mr. de FIGUE, IRE__D0 ~USTAN ! (Brazil) agreed. 

Hr. MBOTE (Kenya) said that the compromisewould be acceptable if' that view 

had actually been expressed at the present session~ since the report PrePared by the 
: .. 

Rapporteur should faithfully record what had been said in the Sub-Committee. Other,rise 

he would s~ggest that the Rs:pporteur should consult the Ukrainian delegation .to 
., 

ascertain what terms had been used. In principle the Sub-Committee shot~!d not go 

back on texts already ag~reed upon. " 

Mr. SA ,LA[!] ROEME_RR (Venezuela) said he objected to the smen~en% by two 

countries of a paragraph previously adopted by the ~Thole Sub-Committee. The phrase 
• . 

"in areas under its jurisdiction" had been in the text adopted by the Sub-Committee 
• 

and its deletion wo~.~Id have %o be approved by all member,s. 

The CHiiP~{iN P0in%ed out that, in ~oing back on the previous decision, the 
. 

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

The meeiin6~ rose at 6 I0 i~, m_. 


	MAIN MENU
	PREVIOUS MENU
	---------------------------------
	Search CD-ROM
	Search Results
	Print

