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}GENEBAL STATEMENTS (coutinued)
Mr. STEVENSON (Unlted States of Amerlca) said that now that the Commi $tee

}had reached lts final’ week the question was how the many important interests 1nvolved

lln the negotlatlons for each country could be- accommodate& within a framework of broad
fagreement among States ‘on-the law of the sea: It was v;@al_that the proposed conference
Lshould,meet, and should succeed. Ag ocean uses intensifled "the'potential for conflict:

There was a rlsk of confllct whenever a State or a group of: States

iﬁéreased.
;attempted to alter legal rlghts that another State belleved 1t had; there was also a
sk of confllct if the law dld not respond W1th reasonable promptness to changing needsg
the proposed treaty musi be

'o_av01d those risks, it was not enough to seek =z treaty
dely'acceptable to all segments of the 1nternatlonal communlty.
;ctony“‘of one or more -groups of 1nterests,‘even by a substantlal magorlty, would not
Both the proce&ures adopted and the substantlve poeltlons ’

A mere voting

duce such a result.
vocated mst be formulated 80 as to ensure unlversal acceptance of the treaty.

Delegatlons should certalnly arrive at the oonferenoe well prepared, but that did

meen that the conference ‘should be delayed. The negotiations of the present-sesslmﬁ
sgested that many States would postpone until'the conference'itéelf the -hard deelslonm
1 Poetponlng the conferents

f'pollcy wnlch could alone afford the ba51e for negotlatlons.
Pressurﬁ

d delay the start of effective negotlatlonss'and Jeopardlze their sucCees.

unllateral action mlght mount in some. countrles, and reglonal and other inferest

roups mlght also harden thelr positions. ‘Far from postponement of the conference, the

1m.should,be for the conference to seek means to ensure the 1mmed1ate 1mplementatlon

;of some parts of the future treaty on the law of the sea.
If the conference achieved broad agreement that adequately accommodated the 1ntereé§

1nvolved it should be possible to consider provisional appllcatlon of the new treaty

'not only with respect to the parts deallng w1th the deep seabeds, as. proposed by the

ﬁUﬁlted States in March but also, for other sectlons.u For- example, soms countrles

'conSLdered the need for = new reglme on flsherles as equally urgent, if not more 0.
Tt would be unfortunate indeed for dlsputes to continue while the ratlfloatlon process

was belng completed.- The Unlted States was prepared to support prov1510nal appllcatlon

for both the articles on the deep seabeds and those on fis sheries, and to consider

provisional application for other articles as well.
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If there was to be agreement at the conference, there must first be agrecment

as to the major elements of a successful conference. The United States congidered
thau major issues Fould noet be resolved by relying on coastal States alone %o
'exer01 e their rlghte Wn a memmer consigtent with the 1ntereets of others. In other -
vords, no such rlghts should exist without correspondlng enforceable duties related
“to the exercise of thoee rights.. Every State Tepreeented in the Comitteé was a

party fo treatles and thus subJect ta rules of 1nuernatlonal law that, 11m1ted the
exercisg of its rlghts efen in its own terrltoryn The same vag true of +he'

relatlonehlp to be establlshed between the States and the new interngtional machlnery _

to Be set up. 1f States were to agree to lee it elgﬂlflcant pOWETSsy they mist At
the sane tlme ensure thai the treaty clearly deflned the llmlts of lts mandate, and
-also uhat the lnterests of all States were reflected in the de0151on—mahlng prooess
and in the rule—maklng system. .
o The United States apprec;ated the fact that ﬁhe proposals of States wers . .
-intended for necotlatlon._ Nevertheless, while it had attemnted to adgust its own’
;prObosals to accommodate fhe views and lnterests of others, there had been. 11ttlu
;qlﬁn of, the same attltude on the part of some other countrles. If thet-approach o
:per51sted at the conference, the- pOSSlbilltJ‘Of reachln agreement migh vanisgh. -~
‘The negotiations would fall if Statee attempted to solve all problems “through’ concept:
of absolute rlghte and absoluhe freedoms.‘ The Uhlted S ates regarded as lnadequate
'arﬂuments that a proposal was unacceptable because lt was 1ncon51stent with. certaln,
;abstract general concepts such as '"nmaticnal’ soverelgnty" or ”excluslve economlc
‘Zone". Nevertheless, the resulte ofisthe substantlve negotlatlons gould be expressed
fln treety language thai took acceunt of polltlcal and Ju 1dlcal sen51t1v1t1es and -
ithe need for maximun acceptance of the treaty.” . _

 In the future negotlaulons States would have to reduoe thelr claims, in the '
“interest of av01d1ng lnternatlonal confiict 1n the oceansq. But in doing so the
Anited States had no de81re o, repeat the mleiakes of 1958, Uben it had compl"omlsed

With States that ultlmately had not become partles %o the treaty, and when no

imechanlsm had been ESbabllShed to ensures that confllet could be aveided o resolved

‘ﬁS a-result, dleavreement nad contimued as to both,the legal rules governing the usé

gof the oceans, and their interpretation and application. The United States regarded, 3

. gystem of incentives to ensure ratifieation and & system of peaceful end compulsory

isettlement as essential to a comprehensive law of the sea.
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The United States view on settlement procedures was that 2 system was needed
" %hat ensured, to the maximum possible extent, wniform interpretation and immediate

- access to dispute—settlemeut machinery in urgent situations, while leaving it open

to States to agree to resolve their disputes by a variety of means. Many States

e wished‘to resolve dlsputes_through regional procedures. The Uhlted States favoured.

- the idea of diepute settlement by general, regional or special agreement but with

“.a law of the sea trlounal available when States failed to agree to settle the

'dlspuﬁes through cther procedures. ' The United Stateo ‘had Just submltted draft

: .erflcies on the subject (A/AC 138/97), and hoped that in the comlng months it could
E discuss them w1th other delegations, obtain their comments, . make amendments :
: respons;ve to their suggestions and, it was t0- ‘be hoped, galn their supporu.

He did not belleve thau the substantive articles of the treaty emerging from
The artlcles would

“the conference would make it p0381b1e o av01d all confl;cts.

help to reduce them, But - they would not ellmlnate the need for means to ensure the

;peaceful settlement of dlsputes that were bound to arlse. - The Unlted States premlse

”for achieving a broadly ratlfled treaty was that coastal State or flag State
uflsdlctlon should be aocompanled by spec1flc duties for the State exerclslng
Since those -duties were de51gned to ensure protectlon for the

that those duties would be falrly observed was . llkely
The

.such Jurlsdlctlon.
: ulnterests of.others, confidence:
;:{to ‘spell the’ dlfference ‘between a successful and unsuccessful conference.h
="'-.-‘Unl‘i:eél States delegatlon had to say. that it could not ~agree o many of the thlngs 1t

U had itself proposed for a new 1aw of the sea conventlon, in the absence of a general

'V:system,of compulsory dispute settlement’ for ocean uses.  In concluslon, he called

; 'for negotlatlng procedures de51gned to produce awreed ureaty texts- accommodatlng all
- points of vaew, rather than documents reflectlng all the dlfferences.' The Uhlted
f uStates was prepared to negotiate a treaty on the Jaw. of the. sea at Santlago, and |
" “hoped that other delegations would be attending in the same_splrl R ' ‘
L - Mr, WﬂRIOBA,(United_Republicrof-Tenzania);‘in'assesSing the Committee's _'
'uork, sald that the session had at least made it possible 1o iéeutify the probiens,
. set out the issues and define positions. With respect to draft articles, he
observed that only Sub-Committee IIT had produced.some.completed texts, together

with others including some alternative wording; Sub-Committee I had produced some

texts with alternative wording, while Sub-Committee IT was still coping with a
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muititvude of different texts. As a result seme delegetions, including hi
had niggivings 2bout the possibility of the conference being held ot the proposed

tory sessions, or at least vithout Ffurther

Cate withoul any further preparaztory

negotiations in some other form.

It must be recomized that althoush the Committee hed not succeeded in producing

draft articles, the reason wae not lack of time but unwillinmess to negotiate.

Tenzania had come to the present session with the intention of negotiating as a

member of the African group that had defined ite vosifion in the OAT declaration

adonted at Addis Ababa (A/AC;158/89). The mein stumbling block in the negotiations
theti had been criticized

was the question of the exclusive economic zone, a concept

by certain States. The African group had teken those criticisms into sccount, and

envisaged the possibility of negotiating on the gquesiion of the breadth of the

Territorial ses — which should be as narrov as possible — and on the question of

straits. Thus the African couniries had azreed to = breadth of twelve miles for

on condition that the concept of the economic zone was zccepted.
African

the territorial sea

VWith respect to the special situation of some States, he said that the

comtries had recognized their right of access tc and from the gea, and were prepared

to bursve negotiations on the subject. The guestion of a regional sconomic zone was
8till on the CAU agenda.

Unfortunately the African delegations hed not met with the same readiness to

negotiste in other delegationz. The African delesations had bheen accused of "zone

locking" some Stztes, and also of threatening sea~bed investments, for vwhich

safeguards were being asked. Some States refused to accent the concent of an

sconomic zone, and would recognize only the territorial ses and the continental shelf.

It zppeared that the aim was to preserve the existing lew, since acouired positions

vers being defended becsuse they were enshrined in constitutions. The African

to repret the concessions they had made, particularly on

delesations were beginning
the question of straits, vhere they found thal others had meds no concessions, and
vhey were considering reverting to their originsl position.

It would be too difficult to change the Comiittee's terms of reference or prolong

ite work and its negotiabions, and consequently Tanzania would make its pre
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b0 participate in the conference, zlthough without gilving up the
consultations in the meantime with sther delegations. Tanzanie ves prevared o take

view to closing the gaps between the various positions.

[ab)

Part in any consultations with



Vir. ZULETA {Colombiz) said he would underiske an objective apnraissl of the
results of “he session now coning to en ond, with particular roference to the jucstjon
of the palrimoni zea, O #CONROMLC which had becwr given congiderable attention.

Al gl niricz:  the Declareiion of Santo Domingo and the
conclusicns of Yaoundé hed brought cut that naew develovment in international law vhich

raflected the needs of the developing countries wighing to ensure access to the

resources of the sea. Grodually the nsv move had acquired a certain momentum, and

had received the suvnort of other. more developed countries situated in other regions
3 I ?

very different from one another, vith the result that it had been supported by a group

of countriszs thet represenizsd = certain mejority in the Committe

[

That description of the nature of the consensus of the sconomic sone did net
Tor 211 the

1y delegation other than his own.

o

necessarily reflect the viewnoint of =

countries that advocated the concept of a petrimonial sea or economic mone, that notion

ct

sovereianty -of-the cozgial-3tate heyorid its

wags clogely. linked fto the
territorial sea or its inbernal or archipelagic waters, zs the case might Ye, over an
patrimonial sesz, vhose breadth could not exceed 200 nautical

miles. Beyond the territorial sea the ceoastal Stafe would exercise sovereign Tights

adjacent zone called the

n

&
le

with respect to the exploratici and exnloitation of the renewabie and non —-rehewvab

regsourceg of the sea-bed, I1ts sub-solil and its swperjacent waters. Those soversign

rights neceggarily implied duties and powers for the coastal +aLo with respect to the

rly ceoncerning the preservation of the marine

internationsl commuwnity, DmLthﬂlg e
environment and gcientific research.
The maximum limit of 200 miles was not arbitrary; it corresponded to a distance

that made 1t poseible to correct the inegualities baotween States arleing from the

allowing all States to expleit the living
resources of the =sza and to have accesa to the resources of the sea-bed and the
sub-geil cf 2 zope of the sen adjacent to thelr coast. The developing countries had

duty to nreserve o sourcs of the livelihood of thedir pomulation now and for the

T the Committae
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Gnited States delegation had not miiold cut the 7 conztructlve negotiations,

g
:nd the Chinese delegation haed given ife unhesi upnert. O tre cther hand,
ather Povers, elcned countries that claimad gpnary, hat noet vished o
recognize the obvious fact thot the new lotsrnatior the gea must tske into

fiter the present sesgsion, 2 pericd which would be devoted to 2 procsss ol assimilation

and synthesis and which might contimue until the twenty-eighth session of the
General Assembly. As the representative of Tanzania, among others, had suggested,

congsultations could be contimied informally among the delegations which had defected

In conclusion, he said that although

2 certain measure of agreement among themselves.
ach representative sat on the Commitiee on behalf of his country and his neople in

S e L

srder to defend the legitimate interests of a.State, he must not forget, if he wighed
to contribute to the conclusion of construciive agreements, aind o the achisvement of
2 hetter balance between the different regions of the world, that he was also the
representative of mankind as & whole tolis fellow-countrymen.

Mr. KOLESNIK (Unicn of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the session of
the Commitiee was drawing to a2 clese but his delegation did not feel a sense of

setizfaction either about the session itself or about the Committes's preparatory work

for the Conference.

The Commititee had not carried out the instructiong it was given by the

Coreral hassembly in resclution 2750 ¢ (V). No draft articles or other document

txd heen prepared to serve as o basis for discussion at the Santiago Conference. In

ta questions of great importance: the breadih of

inteynational

the continerntal

and so on. Failure to mske progress on such key guestions prevented others

1rom being dealt with.
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In the circumgtances the Soviet delegation was moot peccimictic ebout the drafting
Cof a convention. The situation in which the Committee wac row placed waz abnormal
 and probably unpr@cederlted° with the ccheduled date of the Conference on the Tiaw of -the
{Sea only a feW'month” awaJ, and after siy sesciono totalling thirty weeks, nothing
{declulve had been done. That was becauce there wac no splrit of co~operation'of

twillingness to geek concerted colutions. Many delegations ¢id nothing but present

}extreme demandg and ultlmatumu, vhich other delegationz were cimply cupposed to accept.

Thau wa a mis gulded vieu and o cause of failure. ,

With regard to rlqht' of fich beyond the 12-mile limit, certain délegaﬁionS'had,
.se“ﬁioﬁ affer ces 10n, argued that there chould be a 200-mile zone within which the
ocastal State would have excluzlve rlghtu.' Advocates of that formula.did.ndt ceem to
ailze that the 1egal status of such a zone would not guarantese. the coastal States '
he-economlc reﬂult expected. Tﬁé USSE had propoced that developing countries chould.
:e}uhe rlght to regerve 1or themgelves the quantities of fich- they worc capable - of
atchlng" It had been obaected that that wao not endiigh since the developing countrle~
hing=capab111ty was srlll limited. The creatlon of a EQOumlle.zone‘would not‘:-
'feéﬁe that aapability, however., The quettion was, thérefore,zwhat would happen o
‘potentlal yleld of the zone Droposed for the coautal State. What"wcﬁid becomé of

7QHant1tle whlch,the coa,Jta'I State was unable to fish up to. the authorlzed catch

=.:l.ta?_", There waL aldo the que tlon of reupect for the rlghtu of other utate,.~

. dow would the ﬁtatuJ of 1nternatlona1 fl”hlng in cuch a zone bhe defined?  Would it
detnrmlned 1nternatlonallf or by fne coa~ta1 State? What rules would -apply'tb~
érelgn fiching fleet ? Vhat about international tandards? Those werertﬁe‘iSSues
alged but they had ucarce7y been,uouched.upon. They must be examined ifﬁthere was o
"é "olutlon whlch tooL into actount the'interesis of all Statew, including thone
Vengaged ln dlutant—water flunlng and the landlocked ‘States. The deiet delégation wal
iready to examine . thoue questions with-a view to arr1vzng at agreed uolutlonu and it

fhoPea ‘that the advocater of a 206-mile zone would adopt a similar attitude.
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Lack of a opirit of compromise had also prevented progress on the question of

Etraitoc uced for international navigation. On that question the USSR position, which

was well known and had been ciearly stated, tcok into account the wiches of other

States and cuch factors ac the security of the coastal Stateg, the protection of their
interests in the fight against peollution, overflight, and so on. There too the Soviet

ﬂnlcn wag qulte prepared to move towards the views of other delegations, but could the

game be caid of them? At the Commlttee 5 previous session delegations which for four

sescions had insis sted on abolition of the precent regime had proposed that otraitc used
for international navigation chould be part of territorial waters and that the regime
That would mean disregarding the

wf innoccent passage should a@ply‘in such straitg.

gatter of existing treaties. The USSR had pfoposed a formula which would strengthen

fhe requlrement that inmocent pagsage be accorded in those straltu; it had thus gone
part of the way towards agreement and expected other delegations to do co as well.

Bome countrieﬁz however, had gohe‘sb far ag %o say that therquegtions of concern to the
But it would be-il?usory to think that the questioﬁ'of

ﬁSSR_did not arise in reality.
gtraito coulé Yemain uﬁsolﬁed. If i% could, then such questionc ac that of zone~ of
@urludlctlon beyond 12 mllep might alco rema;n_unﬁolved. '

‘No draft article wvag ready, either on fi cherien or 6n ctraito.
El1 that was needed for progress wag a small chift by sone delegations away from their
In that_connex1on,'he recalled the dispute that had exigted from
: Scme delegations wanted

It appeared that

gxtreme poultlonu._
the beginning over the quéqtion of rights to exploit rescurces.
£o glve that rlght to utate 55 otherr to an 1nternatlonal authorltJ. At fi‘ﬂt the

Soviet Unlon had taken the view that uuch rlghtu ghould be given to the Stateu'and had

@pposed thelr belng'exercl sed by an lnternatlonal agency. However, at the snring 1973

Béacion, the SOVLet Union, notlng that a number of countries favoured zn international-
mnthorlty approach, hadrguggeuted thaﬁ regources might be exp101ted both by States and

it 1 .
By an international agency. It had fhuz ‘chown a uplrlt of compromlﬂe. However, some

#ountries, although unable %o conclude a
ggubbornly refuged to feoognlve States' rightc to ex?loit resources.

treaty without the congent of others,
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He expressed the hope that a spirit of compromise would eveniuslly prevail and
enable solulions to be feaohed on all the quﬂSilOﬂs mentioned in General stembly
regsolution 2750 C (XXV) '

A1 the moment, howeveri the Conference on the Law of the Sea had not been
adequately prepared. Notﬁa_singie article wés ready. That being the case, the
USSR found it hard to see hoﬁ;fhe Conference could succeed. The diffioulties
encountered in the Committee had caused some States to wish to go on to the Conference
- stage. But that was the easy way out. The Conference must be preceded by efficiens
preparatory'work, including the neceésary consultations on all-queétionsg if it was
"fo be able to bring Torth internationél'standards that would be observed.

My, OLSZOWKA (Poland) said that the time had arrived for the Commiftee to

make a gereral evaluation of the preparatory work it had been instructed to do.
- Uhlle recognizing the wseful. work done by the Committee; the Polish delegatlon doubted
whether the worl was Sufflclently advanced o enable_the Conference to fulzll 1ts
task in the short time available to it.  The Committee's_mandate had been to draw up-
a list of subjects and issues to be dealt with by fhe Conference and 1o prepare dralt
articles on them. Both from the technical and from the gubstantive point of view,
::thau task had not been completed. It was clear from the explanatory note in the
.amnex 'bo the Teport of Sub-Committee T (a/AC. 158/04/Add 1) that some tex‘ts had not

been glven a second reading and might not necessarily reflect with accuracy uhe
varicus views w;thln the Worilnﬁ'Group. Thus, from the technical standpoxnt thei'
_.preparatlon of draft articles was not flnlshed is to substanoe, it was obVlous,“'“
. for 1nstance, that Sub-Commitiee T Had been unablé to arrive at clear polltlcal
' optlons or to narrow the dlffefenoes 1n polnts of view. The Polish delegatlon fel%,3
: therefore, that the preparatory work done by the Committee was insufficient to enable
the Conference to fulfil the erncymous bask 1t had been given, which*was to draft aﬂd
' adopt a convention coverlng all the questlons relatlng to the 1aw of the seas

_ Sub~Comm1ttee II, vhoge mandate wds partlcularly important, had been wnable to
gat Deyond the stsge of preparing comparative tables of a purely anslytical Character.
It wes thereforse difficult to see how the Conference could, w1th1n a reasonable period
Of'timé, adopt provisions constituting a new law of the sea. The 1958 Conference had

had; as the basis for its work, texts carefully drafted by the International Taw
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Comeission which had béen submitted to governments and had been commented on by them.

In his delegation’s view, the forthcoming Conference should concentrate on those

problems which remained to be resolved. Even then ifs task would be difficult and

EompliCated.
' The guestion was vhat were the necessary prerequisites for the drafting and

iédoption, by the Conference, of a new set of viable rules. First of all, those new

rules of law must be universally accented. That idea had already been emmeciated in

the Declaration of Principles governing the Sea-Bed and its subsoil (General Asgembly
resolution 2749 (XXV)) Such universality could only be achieved if the interests of
;the various States and groups of States were taken into consideration and if the new
;iaw struck a.pfoper*balance'between the interests and needs of all. lo groﬁp of -
fStaxes'Should he alloﬁed'to impese i1ts will on‘others. The achievement of a
reasonable compromise was therefore the first prerequlslbe The.Polieh deiegation

had demonstrated its readiness to take into consideration the legitimate interests’ and
gneeds of other countries, especially those of the developing counurles. It was
%nrepared to co-operate with a view to finding reascnable sOlutions‘and hoped that
other States would do the same. - Unfortunaﬁely; not all'States had been.willing fdl'_
glve consideration to the views of other States. ' '
He wished to make -some remarks on the legal situation in which the Conference
would undertake its tasks of elaborating new “rules or adapting the existing law to a
In 1ay1ng down new rles it would have to teake .

changing lnternatLOQal situation.
FExisting general rules could only be modified

existing customary rules 1nto account.
by common consent, through conventions or tfeaﬁies agreed upon and ratified by the
interested States. A mere resolution adopted by a majority of States or by & group
of countries could obvlously not bhe olndlng on all States. Revisgion Ol the existing
rules of the law of the sea or the drafting of new rules must be carelully Drepared
50 a5 to satisfy certain objective criteria. If those criteria were not satisfied
and if the necessary preparatory work was not done, there could be no hoﬁe of
achieving satisfactory results or of ensuring universal acceptance of the new rules.
An unfortunate situation might develop in which ne one Imew what the law was, and
that would not serve the interests of any State. © That was why the Polish delegation

believed that the vreparatory work should continue.
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The CHATRMAN said that the questions raised by the representative of:
Poland had already been discussed at length. Opinion on the matter was deeply
divided and it was now for the General Assembly fo defermine whether sufficient
progress had been made in the preparatory work.
CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT OF SUB-COMUIFTEE IIT (A/AC.138/96)

The CHATRMAN invited the Rapporteur of Sub~Committee III to introduce the
Sub-Committee’s report. ‘ - o

M&. IGUCHL (Japan),‘Rapporteur of Sub-Committee ITI, said that the
Sub-Committee's report contained three sections. First, a review of the work done
between 1971 and 1973: - secondly, a summary of the general debate on scientific
research, in New York in-April 1973, and con the transler of technology, at Geneva in
July-August 19735 and thirdly, a section divided into two parts:-part A containing
the report of Working Group 2, which dealt with marine pollution, containing twb
notes by ite Chairman, one.on the work done in March - April in New York,; and the
other on the work done at Geneva in Jﬁly—ﬁugust; both describing the progress achieved
in the task of preparing draft articleé; and part B, containing a noté from
W6rking Group 3, which.dealtwith scienfific research and the transfer of technology.
There were two annexes at the end of the report of Sub-Committee III, onercontaining_ 
an index of the proposals submitted fo the ‘Sub-Committee from 1971 to 1973, and
the other.ian index of +the statementsrmade in the Sub-Committee from 1971 to 1973.
The two annexes would be brought up to date at the end of the session.

. In addition, Sub-Committee IIT had proposed fhat a letter from_the Chairman
of_the Sea~Bed Committee should be sent to the Sescretary~General of the
Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organizaticn, for transmittal to the
International Conference on Marine Pollution.. The pfoPoéed letter read:

"The Committes on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea~bed- and Ocean Floor Beyond
the limits of National Jurisdiction, at the conclusion of its July/August 1973
session, has asked me to iransmit to you, for the information of delegations
attending the "International Conference on Marine Pollution", the attached
document which reproduces relevanlt parts of certain Sumpary Records of the
Main Committee and Sub-Committee IIT. The subjects dealt ﬁith by

Sub-Committee IIT in some areas are related to those with.which the Conferencer
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will be concerned.  Such areas include, inter alia, the setting of standards
for the prevention of vessel-source pollutioh, eﬁforcement of Suoh'standards
and intervention lDllOUlng a marltlme casualtj involving a grave and imminent
threat of pollution.

Phe Committee-hasfnoted Articlé 9,2 of the draft text of the proposed
international corverbion on péllutibn:from ships, 1973. While not questioning
the mandate of the "Tnternational Conference on Marine:Pollution“ the Committee
has asked me to Inform you that the Conference on the Iaw of the Sea would not
con51der 1tse1f 1imited by any de0151ons uaken on these matters by the Marine
Pollution Conference.

The Committee would be grateful if this letter and its atbachments could
be reproduced and circulated as a conference document. Also T am sending for
reference, with thls letter, a copy of all documents of the 1573 session of the
Commlttee concerning the protection of the marlne ‘environment.! ‘

Mlss MARIANI (Franoe) gaid that in her delegation's view the words

“the settlng of standards for the prévention of vessel-source pollution® should be
deleted from the letter to IMCO. That was a matter outside the purv1ew of the o
Conference on the Iaw of the Sea.  Such standards should be set by IMCO.

. ‘Mr. SEYTFU (Ethlopla) expressed regret that paragraph 51 of the report
Ead been amended at the request of some delagatlons. " The words "avallable to
all countries on the basis of equality.” originally in the first gentende of the -
;paragraph, had been replaced by ”avallable to all of the international scientific
%ommunlty.” That would be tantamount BO form_lno an exclusive club and would
be prejudicial ‘to the interests of developing countries. He wished to have the
orlglnal wording restored.

: Mr. MBOTE (Kenya) said that there was no reagon to reopen the debate

on the report of Sub-Committee III. The points raised by the representatives of

Erance and Ethicpia had been discussed and settled in the Sub-Committee.
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« The CHATRMAN CHATRMAN p01nted out that the repert had been adopted by -
Sub-Committee III and "could not be amended by:the plenary Committee. The.remarks
made by the representatives of France and Ethiopia would appear .in the summary-record,

Mr. BOSTANI (Brazil) pointed out that during Sub-Committee IiI‘s
congideration of its draft report it had decided 1o delete the words "to regegnize

theffreedom of States J..F in the second line of paragraph 44.  The text should be

correcied accordingly. ‘
The CHATRMAN -szid that the Secretariat would review -the text _
MT._BEESLEY (Canada) drew the Committee's attention to a werking papsgr:
(4/A6.138/5CIIT/L. 56) .which had been submitted by a number of delegations too late
to be 'referred to in thé report, and he reguested that reference to the, paper be5made
in the gummary record of the meeting. : S
Mr. MOORE (United States:of America) said that as he had not had an -
opportunity to examine the document, he. reserved his delegation's: rlght to submit
working papers on 'the same guestion,. on the understanding that- they $00 - would be; o
mentioneéd in the summary records. ' '
The CHATRVMAN stuggested that the Commitiee should adopt the report of
Sub-Committee IIT (A/AC.138/96)& including the draft letter to IMCQZ;;EThQHf?POTt

would fdrm an. annex to the report offthé Committees

It was go decided. . ' S

VThe.meeting rose at'12545 0.1 '
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