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P~ouANT TO OPERATIVE PA~GRAPH$ 5 AND 4 OF GKN~2J~L ASS~-F.~LY CONSIDERATION, ~Y 
• o ~ " : r C "  . . 

~SOLUTION 2467 A (XXIII) OF 21 DEC~I~BER 19i%8~ OF THE RES~VATIO~ ~Jx~LUSIV_~LY 
FOR PEACF~JL PURPOSES OF THE SK&-BED .AI~ THE OCEfff~ F.~.0:R~ TAKING i N~i9 _ACCOUNT. 

DIS ARMAM~IT (A/7741) .. 
.. 

The CHAIR~AN informed the Committee that it had been convened Under 

operative paragraph } of its terms of reference in General Assembly resolution 

2~67 A (XXIII)~ in order that it might be informed of the results of the 

negotiations which had taken place at the Geneva Conference of tile Committee on 

Disarmament. The Co~nittee might wish to take note of the draft Treaty on the 

Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other Weapo~:.~ of Mass 

Destruction on the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Sub-soil Tiqereof 

(A/7741, annex A)~ and to consider the possible effect of t~e proposals made 
.. 

therein on its mandate regarding the disaz~.ament of the sea.-bed and ocean floor 

beyond the limits of national jurisdiction. He hoped that the discussion would 

not be unduly ~.eta:[led, as the subject of disarman~nt per se did not come within 

the Committee's terms of reference. 

Mr. M.&LIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that~ in 

resolution 2467 A (kT~II), the General Assembly had called upon the Committee 

to take account in its work of the studies and international negotiations being 

undertaken in the field of 8isarmament. The Committee now had an opportunity to 

take account of the fact that a draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement 

of Nuclear Weapons and other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-bed and the 

Ocean Floor and in the Sub-soil Thereof (A/774i, annex A) had been prepared within 
the framework of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. Although at 

present the Treaty existed only in draft form, some members of the Sea-bed Co~nittee 

felt that it might be useful even at the present stage to have an exchange of 

views on the possible ~onsequences of the conclusion of the Ti-e:-~ty on the 

committee's future work relating to the reservation of the sea-bed and ocean floor 

exclusively for peaceful purposes. 

The Soviet Union's position on the question of preventing the arms race 

from spreading to the sea-bed and ocean floor was that the use of that area for 

military purposes should be prohibited. That position had been made clear in 

the memorandum of the Soviet Government dated 8 July 1968 (A/7154-), and it was 

... 
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based on several considerations. The first and most important was the growing 

danger that the arms race~ particulsrly the nuclear arms race~ might extend to 

the sea-bed and ocean floor. It was therefore urgently necessary without further 

delay to prohibit the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on ~She sea-bed 

and Ocean floor. The second consideration was the Soviet Union's desire to 

Create the most favourable conditions for the peaceful use by States of the 

resources of the sea-bed and ocean floor and the sub-soil thereof. In that 

connexion, the Soviet Union believed that the Treaty should be<.the first, not 

the last, major step toward the complete exclusion of the arms race from the 

sea-bed and the ocean floor. The third preambular paragraph Of the draft Treaty 

contained a provision to that effect. 

In his view, the draft Treaty was a significant ac~hievement in the . 
- . 

limitation of the nuclear arms race. In its pr.esent form, it took account °f many 

of the observations and proposals made by members of the Committee on Disarmament. 

The changes made in the Treaty to tske account of those views defined more 
b 

precisely the scope of the Treaty~ the arrangements for its implementation and 

the review procedures. 

Under article I, paragraph l, the States parties u~ndertook not to emplant 

or emplace on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the sub-soil thereof beyond 

the maximum contiguous zone provided fox' in the 1958 Geneva Convention on the 

Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone any objects with nuclear weapons or any 

other types of weapons of mass destruction, as well as structures, launching 

installations or any other facilities specifically designed for storing, testing 

or using such weapons. That prohibition, which applied to all weapons of mass 

destruction~ was to be extended to the whole contiguous zone of any coastal state, 

In other words~ only the coastal State itself would retain its rights in regard 

to activities in its own contiguous zone. 

The provisions of the draft Treaty referred only to the specific purpose which 

it was designed to achieve. The draft therefore contained a special reservation, 

in article II~ paragraph 2, to the effect that-nOthing in thelTreaty sho~id!~be 

interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the position of any State party with 

respect to rights or claims which such party might assert~ or with respect to 

recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any other State, 

related to waters off its coasts~ or to the sea-bed and the ocean floor. 
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The draft Treaty would have a significant effect on the Committee ~s future 

work. First and foremost, after its conclusion, States would undoubtedly find it 

easier to reach ag~eement on the principles and rules governing activities 

connected with the peaceful uses of the resot~ces of the sea-bed, inasmuch as 

military activities involving the use of weapons of mass destruction would be 

prohibited. The drafting of those principles and rules was one of the most 

important tasks of the Legal Sub-Commlttee. 

Secondly, conclusion of the Treaty would facilitate the activities of States 

in the use for peaceful purposes of the sea-bed and ocean floor. At present, 

navigation was impeded by the presence of military bases and o~h.~ ~ilitary 

installations in the sea lanes; even greater difficulties wot~id al~ise if military 

equipment, especially weapons of mass destruction, were also emplaced on the sea- 

bed. Moreover, weapons of mass destruction would be located primarily in those 

areas of the sea-bed which were technically most accessible - in other words, 

precisely in those areas where prospects for the peaceful uses of the resources 

of the sea-bed were most favourable. Conclusion of the Treaty would remove those 

dangers and create favourable prospects for the development of international 

co-operatlon in the peaceful uses of the resources of the sea-bed; and that, in 

turn, was one of the main tasks of the Economic and Technical Sub-Committee. 

Thirdly, the Treaty would help to diminish the threat of pollution of the 

marine environment; and measures to prevent pollution were one of the main concerns 

of the Committee itself. 

Lastly, the conclusion of the Treaty would give a new impetus to the 

Commlttee's practical work, as it would remove one major obstacle to the successful 

completion of the tasks entrusted to the Committee. The Committee should therefore 

be interested in ensuring that the Treaty was signed and brought into force as 

soon as possible. 

Mr ,_ PHIL~LIP S (United States of America) said that his delegation firmly 

believed that the appropriate time and place for detailed consideration of the 

provisions of the draft Treaty was during the debate on the disarmament item in 

the First Committee. However, he had no objection to a preliminary discussion of 

@@0 
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~ results of the Genev~ negotiations, since the General Assembly in resolu~~ 

~67 A (XXIII) had called upon the Committee to take account of tl~e studies az~ ~, 

i~rnatlona! negotiations being undertaken in the field of disarmament. 

He believed that a treaty along the lines of the bext coutained in do~~ 

~~41o would~ at such time as it became effective, materi~.ly assist the ~i~~~tee 
• .. 

i~n the discharge of its task of reserving the sea-bed and the ocean floor 

exclusively for peaceful purposes~ and furthering the use of the resources ~ .the 

~ea for the benefit of mankind. He was not suggesting that the draft Treaty, 

together wltl~ suggested changes, constituted a reservation of any area of the sea- 

bed ~ snd ocean floor exclusively for peaceful parposes. Nevertheless, a Treaty °~ 

• whic h would effectively ban the emplacement of nuclear or other weapons of sass .. 

~estructlon on the sea-bed would be a step towards the exclusion of that e~ from 

the arms race and the conclasion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. : 

It would in fact assist in the reservation of the ares ezclusively for peaceful 

purposes by preventing certain specified types of military activity which, once 

started, would make the reali zation of ~hat goal diffic ult, if not impossible. 

In March 1969~ his delegation had presented its views ~on what was meant by 

the principle of peaceful uses - namely, that the criterion for judging such uses 

was whether they were consistent with the Charter of the United Nations alnd with 

other obligations of Internation~l law; and it had noted that the Treaty on 

Principles governing theActivities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer 

Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial BOdies~ carefully delineated ~hich 

specific military activities were prohibited in order to ensure that the moon and 

other celestial bodies would be used by all States parties to that Treaty 

exclusively for peaceful purposes. 

He now wished to call the attention of representatiwes to the precise wording 

of article 4 of that text. In March 1969, also, President Nixon had instructed 

the United States delegation to the Geneva Committee on Disarmament to seek an 

agreement which, llke the Antarctic and Outer Space Treaties, would prevent an arms 

race before it had an opportunity to start. 

The United States representatives who had worked on the draft had been gulded 

by the principle that the Treaty should facilitate in an important way the task of 

ensuring that the sea-bed and its resources were reserved exclusively for peaceful 

j,, 
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purposes, but that it should not and coul~ not be more than a disarmament measure. 

It could not become a vehicle for resolving the many unsettled questions relating to 

the sea-bed and the oceans themselves. For example, it could not be used to solve 

questions regarding the extent of a State's territorial waters, nor could it help 

to establish a more precise definition of the continental shelf. The co-sponsors 

of the Treaty and the participants in the Geneva negotiations had focusedo thelr~ 

efforts on ensuring that the draft Treaty would not lend itself to abuse for the 

purpose of supporting or prejudicing any particular position with regard tothose 

complex questions of the law of the sea. The draft ~Jas designed to be neutral on 

such matters. For that reason~ article II, p~'agraph 2, contained what was termed 

the "disclaimer clause" - the best that the authors of the present draft had been 

able to devise, and one which he thought to be a fairly comprehensive statement. 

It would be most regrettable if any cou~itry considering the Treaty failed to accept 

the disclaimer clause as meaning exactly what it said. The provision would, in 

effect, prevent any party to the Treaty from arguing that acceptance of the Treaty 

or action taken under it had somehow Created or implied an acceptance of new or 

different positions regarding the ]aw o ~ the sea, except fo9 the limitations 

established by the Treaty with respect to weapons of mass destruction. In 

particular, he wished to emphasize that j although the draft Treaty referred to the 

1958 Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone in defining 

treaty basellnes and the outer limit of the exempted coastal zone, that reference 

in no way implied that any party to the Treaty which was not a party to the 

195.8 Convention would find itself bound by that Convention. 

He hoped that, as a result of the various suggestions which would be made as 

the draft Treaty was discussed in the First Committee, it would be possible to 

register significant progress in the form of a valuable arms control measure; and 

he was sure that the Treaty ~hich finally emerged would assist the Committee in 

the discharge of its responsibilities. 

Mr. deARAUJO CASTR0 (Brazil) said that his delegation had always 

felt that, before any measures relating to disarmament or arms Control on the 

sea-bed or ocean floor were endorsed by the General Assembly, they should be 

given thorough study by the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-bed and 

/.~o 
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the. ocean floor in accordance ~ith pa~- .agraph 3 of Gm~eral Assembly resolution 

~.2~7 ~ (XXIII), Indeed, the Commitgee could hardly evade responsibility fer 

• ~~ ~ study, Clearly, under .the tea-ms of %.hat resolution~ the Co~:~,.Y'..ttee ~ - 

~ended to be a focal point for the consideration of the diverse a~speats .~ ~e " 

• .qmOstion o f  the  seo,-bed, i n c l u d i n g  the  ques t ion  of  i t s  r e s e r v a t i o n  c x c l u . s i . ~ ~  ", 
. .  

.f~ peaceful purposes,. By giving two bodies parallel competence, the Oene~ 

A~.~e~bly had undoubte&~ sought  t o  complement t h e p u r e l y  mi l i t a :L3r - s t r a t eg tc  " 

~pproach of the Conference of the Co~...ittee on Disarmament with a more comprah~m.sive 

aP.pr0ach that ~ould relate the question of the military uses of the area to i~m.. • 
• . ~. 

~.e~eeful uses, particularly the exploration and exploitation of its reso~, es~. 

• .~equently, .far from giving rise to a jur±sdlctional conflict, the Gener~ - 

• Assembly-would be able to benefit, in matters concerning tI~e disarmament of %.he... 
• • . 

se~ ,bed ,  from two rec lp~ :~ca l ly  enrlei~.ng approaches .  

The Brazilism delegation .had examined tlle draft Treaty on the Prohdb±tlon of 

the.Empl.acement of Nuclear ~'.Teapons an~ other:. ~ ~eapons of Mass Destruction on. the 

Sea-t~ed and the  Ocean F l o o r  and. i n  th.,~ .S~S0-soil ~.hereof from the  s~dpo- :kn t  .of 

the peaceful uses of the sea-bed, As a member of the Conference of the Committee 

on Disarmament, B r a z i l  had s ~ a r i z e d  i t s  views on t h e  c o n t r o l  p r o v i s i o n s  of  t h e  

draft Treaty in document ENDC/264 (A/7~,l, ..amaex C) and had put fo~rard some 

guggestlons on the settlement of disputes arising from the implementation of such 

a treaty.in doctment CCD/267 (.~_bi~do, annex C), Unfortunately the objections raised 

by. B r a z i l  a n d - o t h e r  d e l e g a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  the  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t he  s o v e r e i g n  r i g h t s  

of eo.astal States on their continental shelves in co~mexi.on ~rith the Treaty's " 

v e r i f i c a t i o n  p rocedures  had no t  been taken  i n t o  accoun t  by the  Uni ted  S t a t e s  and 

the. Sovie~ Union, and his delegation had therefore formally reserved its position 

on t he  d r a f t  Treaty. .  

In his delegatlon' s vicar, the draft" Treaty ~as inadequate in ..several respects, 

In  t h e  course  o f  i t s  ~ork ,  t h e  Committee had a r r i v e d  a t  an agreetnent on the  need 

for the establishment of a r~gime as ~ell as on the use of the resources for the 

benefit of mankind irrespective of the geographical location of States and taking 

i~to account the special interests and needs of the developing countries (A/T622, 

part II, par&, 93). However, the draft Treaty disregarded that very signlfieant 

~8ult, preferrlug i~t~ad. t~-~~~.~.z~ "t~.e commo~ ..i~ter~st of msn~Lud in the 

./.e -~ P 
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progress of the exploration and use of the sea-bed and ocean floor for peaceful 

pUrposes r' to which reference was made in the first pre~jnb~.ar par~.graph In 

his delegation's view, the paragraph ~Lould have stated that the ~ea of the 

sea-bed envisaged in that context was the one ~hich ~:~s beyond the 1L~Ats of 

n@tional Jurisdiction. The progress achieved by the adoption cf a Ceneral 

As.sembly resolution should not be discarded in favour of a phr~.e giving an 

unqualified endorsement to the exploration and use of the sea-bed. The first 

p~eambular paragraph of the draft Treaty did therefore not express the consensus 

of the General Assembly. 

Time and again the General Assembly had stressed the need to rese~re the 

sea-bed exclusively for peaceful purposes, a:~d indeed the sharp incoz~.patibility 

between any military use of the area beyond national jurisdicticn and the character 

of that area as the common heritage of mankl.nd was a principle ~fhich had received 

Ne, v. tne~e~s, the almost unanimous support of the Assembly° , .~' ~ " ~- the co-:-sponsors of 

the draft Treaty refused to commit themselves to negotiations aimed at a more 

comprehensive prohibition of the use of the sea-bed for military purposes and, 

instead of concrete commitments, the ~raft ~-~ • r~aty expressed~only vague wishes made 

still more vague by their inclusion in bhe pream~ble. 

Similarly, his delegation could not ~Iderstand why the reference to the 

twelve-mile maritime zone, contained in article i of the original draft treaty 

submitted by the Soviet Union on 18 Narch 1969 (A/7741, annex C, document ENDC/240), 

had been replaced in the y resent draft by a mention of the maximum gontiguous zone 

provided for in. the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea and the 

Contiguous Zone. His delegation felt that the delimitation of the zone of 

military exemption should be stated without reference to the limits of other zones 

over which coastal States enjoyed rights or exercised competence. The recognition 
.i 

that the military uses of the sea-bed made some of the old categories of the law 

of the sea obsolete was an additional reason for referring to the zone of 

military exemption separately; by linking that zone to the maximum contiguous 

zone defined by the Geneva Convention, the draft Treaty gave grounds for the 

conclusion that the wording of article I sought to give the provisions of a 

Convention which had been ratified by less than one-third of the members of the 

• . . 
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internetionai community, the status .of legal rules binding on third parties. His 

m,.,..,hoG, for delimiting the maritime space delegation believed that the proper o~ 

concerned was to convene an internation~.l.conference to settle that and other 

related questions of the law of the sea., 
: 

~e main difficulties raised by the draft 'iT eaty, ho~¢ever, c oncei~ned the .. 

verdfication procedures described in article III. If paragraph i of that . 

articleapplied exclusively to the area beyond national jurisdiction - ~ithough " J::"~ 

• it would naturslly have to be revised later in order to harmonize it, with the 

fut~ international r@glme- there would have been no problem; but the provlsi~ns 

of the paragraph also applied to the con~inei~tal shelves over which coastal States 

enjoyed sovereign rights recognized, first, by Customary international law and, 
.. 

secondly, by the Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf, p~rticularly . . .  

article 2, paragraphs:.'1 and 2 and article 5, paragraph 8 thereof. These rights : ..... ~: 

kad been completely ignored by article III of the Treaty, which contained no 
• . 

mention of the continental shelf. 

In the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, his delegation had made 

a detailed .analysis of the serious implications of article III on the rights of 

coastal States, and had submitted proposals for correcting the inadequacy of the 

verification procedures. In particular, it had stated that article III amounted, 

for all practical purposes, to an alteration and expansion of the present legal 

framework regulating the continental shelf, and created a contradiction between 

existing rights under international law and the ne~ right conferred under ~he 

draft Treaty. His delegation had also stressed that the established rights of 

coastal States could not be Jeopardized through an international agreement for 

collateral disarmament; it had argued that the e~ntrol provisions of such a draft 

T2e~y ~hould be clearly formulated in order to prevent situations in which, under 

the pretext of verifying compliance, operations would be deployeg that couid 

threaten, the security and sovereignty of the coastal State and its interest in the 

resources of the continental shelf; and ~t had.:iproposed:.tbmt::-theseoastaLS.tate 

itself should participate in control operations on its continental shelf. Those 

views were set forth in document ENDC/264 (A/~_41, annex C)0 The fact that the 
., 

• . . . . ~ , - . .  

Brazilian reservations on article Ill were shared by other members of the 

@ D e  
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Conference ~ of~the Committee-on DiSarm~~t @x~e~ ~~ the draft Treaty ha~ not 

obtained the approval of that body. In his view, the Canadian working paper 

submitted in document CCD/270 (A/7741, annex C), particularly parag~ph. 6, 

provided an acceptable answer to the difficulties raised by article !II. 

' In  c o n c l u s i o n ,  he hoped t h a t  t h e  Committee would u n d e r t a k e  a t h o r o u g h  ~-'l~ 

detailed appraisal of the draft Treaty in order to present to the General Assembly, 

When it came to exam~e the text, a broad spectrum of opinion among the Members of 

t~e- United Nations. 

Mr. PARD0 (.Malta) said that since he had not had time to study the 

Treaty in depth or to consult his GoveE~mr.ant, his comments would be of a purely 

tentative nature. - 

HIS delegation believed that the revised draft Treaty wasan improvement on 
.. .; 

previous drafts, including those submitted individ:ually by the United States and 

t h e  S o v i e t  Union.  However, t h e  s p e c i f i c  d a n g e r - t o  which t h e  T r e a t y  a d d r e s s e d  .. 

itself was somewhat remote, since a cost-strategic benefit analysis would reveal 

t h a t  mob i l e  n u c l e a r  sys tems  Were s n p e r i o r  t o  f i x e d  s y s t e m s  i n  t h e  ocean and. i t  
• . 

was therefore probable that States with the technical capability of conducting a 

n u c l e a r  arms r a c e  would p r e f e r  t h e  f o r m e r .  

The preamble did not lay sufficient emphasis on the concept of the 

reservation of the sea'bed exclusively for peaceful purposes. It: m-~.~ht therefore 
- 

be useful to insert an additional article along the lines proposed by-Sweden in : i~ 

document CCD/271, With regard to article I, paragraph l, the meaning of the. 

phrase "other types of weapons of mass destruction": in the context of the marine 

en~ronment should be •clarified. If chemical and biological weapons were included, 

it Was necessary to establish whether the phrase related both to those which were 

noxious and lethal tom an and to those Jwhich were lethal to fish and plants. It 

should also be made clear whether the prohibited structures and other facilities 

mentioned in article I would include facilities for servicing nuclear submersibles 

for storing spare parts for their weapons or disassembled parts for. nuclear weapons, 

With regard to article I ., paragraph 2, it would • be preferable to replace the word 

"shall" in the last line by the word "need" • , so as not to give the impression that 
. .. 

coastal States might be expected .to emplace nuclear installations within the 

contiguous zone. Article III dealt with the procedure for observation, ... 

e 0 t  
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veriflcetlon and inspection. Verifleat~on and inspection in different degrees 

required the participation of the coastal State in respect of activities undertaken 
.. 

within the limits of the continental she3zf. Furthermore, in view of the opaque 

nature of the marine environment, access to and inspection of in s~,a ...... ~ ~ 

be essential in order to ascertain their purpose. ~..e ~0rding of article IIi 

m~t also be thought to prejudice the international machinery to be decided upon 
. . .  

by the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor. 

~. He commended the suggestions made by Canada in document CCD/R70, although 
• .. 

some refinement might be ~ecessary. if a permanent international institution 

w!%h competence over the sea-bed were established, it might be appropriate to 

entrust it with the functions which Canada suggested that the Secreta~/-Genera ! 

m i ~ t " . e x e r c i s e °  On the  o~;her hand, h i s  d e l e g a t i o n  had c e r t a i n  r e s e r v a t i o n s  - 

regarding the specific suggestions put forward by Brazil in document CCD/~°67 as 

they did not sufficiently take into account the need for rapid and certain 

resolution of doubts relating to activities on the sea-bed. Lastly, the value 

of the draft Treaty would be enhanced by inclusion Of a provision concerning the 
b 

t e s t i n g  and use of  n u c l e a r - d e v i c e s  f o r  t he  purposes  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  e x p l o r a t i o n .  

Mr? CHAleT (France) said that his delegation had expressed its 

preliminary views on the non-milltarization of the sea-bed during the Committee' s 

third session, 

The draft Treaty before the Committee did not constitute ai~Ismzmmm~nt 

measure since, regardless of whether the Treaty was or was not in force, the 

nuclear threat would continue to exist. 

France had developed atomic weapons solely in order to defend itself against 

that threat, it would welcome any genuine disc -rmament measure which would eliminate 

the threat and the need to-guard against it. In the meantime, however, it found it 

difficult to accept any agreement which limited the defence capacity of a State 

without altering the offensive capacity of potential aggressors. The provisions 

in the draft Treaty relating to supervision would actually give de facto 
. . . . . . . .  

advantages to the super~Powers~ 

M_r. KAPLANN (Canada) said that his country had been one of the first 

to call for the reservation of the widest possible area of the sea-bed for . 
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peacefu!.i°purposes ,• and it therefore welcomed the fact that the draft Treaty was to 

apply.:..to c e r t a i n  a r e a s  o f  i .~e  c o n t i n e n t a l  s h e I ~  o v e r  which S t a t e s  had so~.ere i . .~  

rlghts.. His delegation als0 welcomed the draft Treaty as the first step to'~rfls • 
m m 

a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  arms c o n t r o l  t r e a t y  f o r  t h e  s e a - b e d j  
• , 

• . . , .  

He shared Brazil,s concern regarding the need for adequate verification 
o 

procedures. .~ 

; ~., K~~.. (Libya) Wished to know whether the draft Treaty would be put 

to the vote during the current ~-i~ of meetings or at the Committee's next 

s e s s i o n ; ,  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  s h o u l d  b e ~ r  in  mind t h a t  t h e  F i r s t  c0mmi t t ee  ~:~u.l.d 

shortly be called upon to discuss the ~,-~~-+~e~ s ...... ~ ,~ ,~ .~  of the draft Treaty Furthermore, 

in view of its terms of reference, the See.-i~ed Committee was not competent to 

discuss those provisions of the Treaty which related to areas within the limits of 

natlona! jurisdiction, and should therefore refrain from doing so. 

Mr. OIJI.~D DADD_~A.~ ( M a u r i t a n i a )  a sked  ~ h e t h e r  t h e  pu.~ose?." o f  t h e  

Committee,s present series of meetings was to prepare a report which would be 

annexed  t o  t h e  . r e p o r t  o f  t h e  C o n f e r e n c e  o f  t h e  Commit te~ on Disa~m~.~a~ento In  h i s  

view, the Colmittee did not at the.present stage have enot~ time to consider the 
• 

d r a f t  T r e a t y  i n  d e p t h .  

Mr. SPACIL (Czechoslovakla) recalled that in the First Committee his 
.: 

d e l e g a t i o n  had expresse~,  t h e  v i ew t h a t  t h e  Commit tee  on t h e  P e a c e f u l  u s e s  o f  t h e  

Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor should indeed be Info~.~ned of the results of the 

n e g o t i a t i o n s  a t  G e n e v a ,  b u t  t h a t  i t  would be o u t  o f  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  Commit tee  t o  .. 

discuss the substance of the draft Treaty on the denucle~rizatlon of the sea-bed. 

He t h e r e f o r e  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  Commit tee  shou ld  c o n f i n e  i t s e l f  t o  a g e n e r a l  

evaluation of the draft Treaty. Substantive suggestions made during the 
• 

Committee,s discussions might, subsequently be incorporated in amendments to the 

draft Treaty when it came. before the First Committee: 

In  o r d e r  t o  a v o i d  d u p l i c a t i o n  , members shou ld  c o n f i n e  t h e m s e l v e s  t o  msak~g 

general statemants, since the substance of the matter was to be considered in the 

o First Committee.. 

• • o ~ S @  
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' Mrs_ d e:~UJO C~..TR0(Brazil) s~id that his delegation ~s glad that the 
• . 

Committee had been co~vened to discuss the draft Treaty. The C0n~.ittee should not 

evade its re. sponslbi!itSes, and ~ny ct-:rta~unent of the debate would therefore :be 

undesirable ~ ~ 

• • .... .~r: pAN YAP~CHUN ~ (Thailand.) was not convinced of the ur~;~o3 need to hold 

• an extraordinary series of me,tings. • 0nly those members of the Co~nittee who had 

p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t he  work o f  t h e  Conference  o f  t he  Committee on Disa, x'mament had. had. ' 

• the opportunity to formulate their views on the draft Treaty. Furt~erm0re~ in 
- . • . 

Vie.w o f  t he  heavy work- load  f a c i n g  de . l ega t ions  d u r i n g  t h e  s e s s i o n  o f  t h e  General. 

..Assembly, members might not be able to gi-ze the draft Treaty the attenblon it 

. ~ r r a n t e d °  I t  would t h e r e f o r e  be u n d e s i r a b l e  f o r  t h e  F i r s t  Core~ttt~ee t o  t a k e  
• , . . .  . . 

aUy:flnal decision on the draft Treaty during the current session° 

~ .The Committee might consider recommending that the First Committee should 
• .. 

-" h a v e  a p r e l i m i n a r y  d i s c u s s i o n  on ly  on t h e  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  C o r f f e ~ c e  o f  t h e  

C o ~ n i t t e e  on Disarmament,  b e a r i n g  in~;mind t h a t  t h e  Colz~it tee on t h e  P e a c e f u l  Uses 

Of the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor ~s, in opers.tive paragraphs 3 and 4 of Gener~ 

Assembly r e s o l u t i o n  246 7 A (XXII I ) ,  c.~.~led upon t o  c o n s i d e r  t h e  ~ a t t e r  f u r t h e r ,  
• . . ~ .  - . .  

Mr. ZEGERS (Chile) said that his delegation had supported the ide~ of 

convening, the present meeting as it had felt that the Committee, under its terms 

of reference, ~r~s fully competent to deal with the item now before it. The draft 

Treaty did not relate to disarmament in the proper sense of the term, but to the 

prevention of the .emplacement of nuciear and other weapons of mass destruction on 

the sea-bed and ocean floor. Consequently, the Committee would have to ,.~.t:~nm 

how the relevant provisions would affect the question of the reservation of the 

area exclusively for peaceful purposes and it would have to formulate appropriate 

recommend.a.tions; and it Should for that purpose hold as m~ny meetings as " 

necessary. The First Committee could not tak. e amy final. decision concerning the 
. • 

d r a f t  T r e a t y  u n t i l  t h o s e . r e c o ~ e n d a t i o n s  were b e f o r e  i t . .  
• . 

Mr, KIKHIA (Libya) observed that if, in accordance with operative 

p a r a g r a p h  .3 o f  General. Assembly r e s o l u t i o n  2467 A (XXIII ) ,  t h e  Committee ~ 

merely required to ta~e note of international negotiations in the field of 

disarmament, it had done what ~s required of it. No further meet~s were .~?.-.....o 

~ " / U r n @  
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needed, and the matter would be discussed in the First Committee. On the other 

hand, i t  appeared f rom the  agenda item tha t .  the  Committee was i n v i t e d  " to 

consider" the draft Treaty- a task which would take some time. Accordingly, a 

d e c i s i o n  shou ld  be t aken  as to. the  exact  purpose of  the  meet ings .  

Mr. de ARAUJ0 C~TRO (Brazil) thought that the Committee should continue: 

its discussions, not only to comply with its instructions but also out of courtesy' 

to mambers who had not had time to express their views° He could not agree that 

debate on problems of International importance was an obstacle to their solution. 

A procedural decision at the present stzge would be premature. 

~' ~GO (Cameroon) said that the item before the Committee was one of 

the utmost importance, and it would therefore be inadvisable to consider it in 

haste. He had been interested to hear the statements by the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics and the United States, which might be regarded as the main 

architects of the draft Treaty. However, the sm~er delegations had great 

difficulty in attending the meetings of all Committees, snd they should be given 

an opportunity to examine the ftuILl i:~plications of the document, in vie~-of the 

bearing it might . . . . . .  have on the establishment of the r~gime governing ~ the uses of 

the sea-bed. In his opinion the Committee, after hearing all delegations which 

wished to speak at the present series of meetings, should inform the General 

Assembly that it had been unable to study the draft Treaty in detail and that it 

would pursue the matter further in 19?0. 

Mr. CULD.D~D~: (Mauritania) noted that some delegations had not been 

consulted a~out the need for a special series of meetings. He considered that 

it was essential to define the purposes of the present discussion. If the .aim: ~as 

to study the draft Treaty in depth, it should be remembered that delegations 

were hard pressed by the demands of the calendar of the General Assembly. On the 

other hand, if the purpose of the meeting was merely to exchange information, 

no further action was required. In fact, it would be difficult to submit a 

report at the present time. Moreover, the Committee would be holding two sesslons 

in 19TO, when it would have more time to examine the draft Treaty. He felt that 

the draft Treaty should not be considered by the First Committee until the 
.. 

Sea-Bed Committee had been able to study it in depth. 
. . 

/... 
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The CHAIRMAN said that t&e nature of the Commlttee~s task w~s clear 

fram the wording of the agenda item. There was no justification for ass~ing 

t t ~ t  t h e  Commit tee  would have  n o t 2 ~ . g  t o  r e p o r t  o r  no r ecommenda t ions  t o  make,. 

~ ' }  ; ~  . . . s~aee that would depend entirely on ~.~ course of the discussions~ ~ 
• .o . • 

: .~. 

.. 

..- 

• The meeting rose at 6.10 p,m, t . 

• ° 

• o 
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