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Mr BAVAITD (Iren) aigo expresse& support for the first Fpanish amendment.

My, BEESLEY (Canad L} said he was perturbed by the nresent trend of the
discussion, It was perfectly clear that. as the report now stood., naragraph L
reflected the views of one group of States, whereas paragrach 5 reflected the views
of another group. Weither paraszrsph was, or was intended to be, comprehensive: for
instance, no mention was made ir parssranh b4 of such guestions as scientific
researeh or the definition of international straits, topics which had been raised
during the general debate. It sppeared that the Committee was at present attemnting
to make paragraph 4 comprehensive, but by so doing it was distortine the basic plan

of the report.

Mr. CUENCA (Srain) said that, on that point, it was not a question of
reflecting opinicns expressed in the Committee. The mnaragraph was supposed to be
objective and it required a more objective statement than the nresent one, which
was unacceptable. He appesled to the delerations of the United States and Argentina

to withdraw their objections to the Spanish amendment.

Mr, WOLDE--GIORGHIS (Fthiopia) pointed out that his”delepation's views on

the subject of innccent passaze had nét been reflected in the repcrt. He therefore

favoured the Pirst Spanish amendment, which left the whole issue cpen.

a balance between the two princival points of view,

My, STEVENSON (United States of America) said that in =a spirit of

accomodation he was ﬁrepar ed to accept the first Spanish amendment Certain
difficulties mighﬁ be overcome it the words '"the rirht of transit through and
over" were retained.

yg:ngggggﬁ;gr(Mezico) drew attention to o new element in the discussgion.
The representative of Argentina had szid that the words in paragraph L which would
be deleted by the first Spanish amendwent were actually the reflection of a view
expregeed in the reneral dehate, The purnose of the rararrarh was not to renroduce
the terms used in nast resolutions. but rether to reflect views which had been nput
forth by delepations, He therefore suprortsd the Arcentine vosition, without

comnittine himgelf on the subgtance of the issues involved.

/oo
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The CEATRMAN said that the omission of the words in cuestion would not
prevent any delepation from having its views expressed, since the phrase as amended
would allow for the broadest interpretation., He appealed to the Argentine

delepation to accept the first Spanish amendment.

Mr, CARASALFS {Argentina) said that, in order not to prolong the debate

any further, his delegation would accept the Chairman'’s suggestion. Fowever, he
wished to place on record that, as the Canadian and Mexican representatives had
said, the fundemental purpose of paragraph 4 was not to surmerize the entire

debate but to reflect the views .of certain delegations.

yg;_ggﬂig_(Ceylon) pointed out that é naragraph which was intended to
reflect the views of certain delepations could not be neutral, The neutrelity of
the Committee itself was adequately reflected in paragravh b, 1f thelarguments
advanced for supporting the first Spanish amendrent were to be applied throughout
the paragraph, the penultimate sentence, for example, wouléd have to be amended to
resd: "Reference was alsc made to the qﬁestion of accession by States to the 1958
Geneva Conventions...”. Such an amendment could provide a neutral wording but
would not serve the purpose of paragranh b,

The CHAIRMAN pointed cut that the report was not meant to be a
reproduction of the summary records. It was necessary on some occasions to find
"umbrellsa phrases”. Since the Argentine revresentative had accepted his suggestion,

he felt that no further discussion was necessary.

with those expressed by 'the delegations of Cevlon, Mexjco and Argentina.

The CHAIRMAY said that, if he hesrd no objection, he would take 1t that
the Commitiee approved the first Spenish amendment (A/AC,138/L.7, para. 1).

The first Spanish amendment weg apoproved.

The CHAIRMAN said that, if he heard no objection, he would take it that
the Committee approved the second Spanish smenduent (A/AC.138/L.7, para. 27,

The second Spanish amendment was anproved.
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Mr. POLLARD (Guyana) proposed that paragraph 4 should begin with the
words "In noting that..." and that the words "and seeking” in the fifth line should

be replaced by "while seeking”.

The Guyanese oral amendments were approved.

Mr, BONNICK (Jamaica) suggested that in the third line of paragraph b,
the word "various" should be replaced bty some”.

The Jamaican oral amendment was approved,

The CHATRMAN said that, if he heard no objection, he would take it that

the Committee approved the United States smendment whereby the words "as well as”,
in the seventh line of paragraph 4, would be replaced by "making".

The United States oral amendment was approved.

Mr. VELLA (Malta), Rapporteur, introduced the USSR amendment to
paragraph 4 (A/AC.138/L.5).

Mr. GALINDO POHI (E1 Salvédor) said he had no objection to the inclusion

of the USSR amendment, since it reflected the views of some delegations., However,
other delegations had held a diametrically opposed viéw; if* the balance of the
report was to be maintained, the latter delegations would have to submit an
amenément offsetting the Soviet one. In order not to make the report too lengthy

1/

and repetitious, he proposed an abbreviated amendment.=—

Mr. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said his delegation

did not object to the Salvadorian amendment, provided such views had actually been
expressed in the Committee, He would not agree with its substanée, of course: in
particular the last sentence was inaccurate, since the developing countries had
participated in the Geneva Conference and the Conventions reflected their

interests as well as others.

Mr, DE S0TC (Peru) said that 211 the views expressed in the USSR amendment
had already been adequately covered in paragraph i, If the USSR amerdment was to be
included, he. and other representatives would have to submit a corresponding
arendment such as that suggested by El Salvador, which was, however, too moderate to
offset the USSR amendment. Since time was of the essence, hé appealed 1o the USSR

representative not to press his amendment.

1/ Subsequently issued as document A/AC,138/L.8. /o
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Mr. VALLARTA (Mexico) pointed out that during the general debats, three

positions regarding the Geneva Conventions had emerged. Scme delegatlons had beerw
totally cpposed to the Conventions, which they considered cbzelete. OUOther
delegaticng had held that the Conventions represented an important step in the
codification and development of the law of the zea and took into account the
views of developing countries, but thal they should be revised and updated.
4111 snother group had held that the Conventions were gquite adeguate and that
the question of the breadth of the territorial sea was the only unresolved issue.
Paragraph & alveady contained the latter view, as did the USSR amendment.
Paragraph 5 refiected the views of the delegations which opposed the Geneva
Conveuntions., whoée views were also reflected in the Salvadorian smendwent. Hé
proposed an-oral amendment, which reflected the views of his delegation and should
be inserted after the USSR amendment.gj

Mr. KANIARU {Kenya) said he agreed with the Peruvian representative that
the report already adequetely reflected the views expressed in the general desbate.

If the USSR representative did not respond to the appeal pade by the Peruvian
representative there would be ne alternative but to overhaul paragraphs L and 5
drastically. He did not ses how the amendments which had beer submitted could bve

superimposed'on the existing paragraphs without detriment tc the balance and siyle

of the report.

Mr. BONNICK {Jamaica} agreed tha® the amendments proposed would destroy
the neutrality of paragraph 4. However, he could agree to their inclusion

provided certain changes were made. In the first place, he did not agree with

the USSH representative’s request that bis amendment should be inserted after the

second sentence of pasragraph 4. That would give undue emphasis to a minority view,

pzrticularly since most of the Soviet points had already been covered in

parzgraph 4. The amend

ent should instead he included after the Tirst sentencs

also asked the USSR representative to delete the first

of that paragrapyh. He als

sentence of his smendment and reword the end of the last sentence to reazd
¥i

"... the perticipation of & mumber of States, inciuding a few developing countriss’,

2/  Subsequently issued as document ASAC.I38/L.9
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Mg;_;ggggg_(Japan) thought that the report tended to favour the
position of coastal States who were endeavouring to expand the ares of their
economic operations and to limit certain activities which had traditionally been
unimpeded on the high seas. There was merit in the USSR propesal, vhich improved
the balance of the text. Paragraph H had been discugsed at length and the wisest
course would be to incorporate the USSR amendment after the first sentence and

also to include the Mexican smendment together with the views of the delegation of
Jamaica.

ggimgg_(Sudan) 583i1d that whereas the contention in the USSR anendment
was that proposals to revise the Geneva Conventions were not well-founded other
States had misgivings based on the fact that the Conventions did not answer the
needs of the developing countries, which had not all participated in their
elaboration. IHe therefore gsupported the Liberian proposel for the deletion.of
the final sentence of the Soviet amendment. The reference to seeking solution of
cutstanding preblems that had not been settled at the Geneva Conferences would

cater for the views of other delegations.
A"

Mr. LOOMES (Australia) said that he tended increasingly to agree with
the representatives of Peru and Kenya that paragraph 4 should be retained as it
stood; it was a valid attempt to give general views and was balanced by
paragraph 5. He appealed to delegations which had submitied amendments to

consider whether they were really necesgary.

E@h_géﬂgg‘(Philippines) pointed out that the document before the
Committee was to be read in conjunction with the part of the report which had
already been adopted. Taken together, the two parts would provide the Gemefal
Assembly with a comprehensive idesa of what the Committee had accomplished in
1971. Information on the substance of the debate would be available to the
Assembly in the reports-of the three Sub~Committees. All that was required was
for vhe Committee to inform the Assembly that it had identified and clarified
the issues before it. He shared the views of the representatives of Canada and

Ceylon and he, too, urged delegations which had gubmitted amendments to reconsider

their approsach.
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My Repubiics) said that the
parpose of the report was not meraly to inform the General Assembly of the
guestions that had been discussad, bul to present the views of narticular sroups
of He thersfore ssw nc objiection to incinwding his own ameniment,
Logetiier with the texts prqpcsad by the representatives of Hexico and Bl PBalwvador,
uit in a properiy balanced account of the general debate. FHe

would resz
therefore could not agree to withdraw his
proposal to change its rvosition and

countries”. In view of the Chairman's

4

to delete the fourth sentence of his
third and fifth sentences.

Mr, DE S0TO (Peru) urged the US
amendment .

Mr, GALTHDO POHAL {El Salvsdor)

dependent on the UISR amendment.

amendment would be withdrawn tco.

to add the words
plea for brevity, however,

amerndment ,

vointed out

If the latter was

1

emendnent 5 0T the Jamaican

Tinclinding s few dsveloping
he was ready

which would entail transposing the
representative to withdraw

that his own amendment was

withdrewn, the Salvadorian
.

The meeting rose at 6.30 p.m.

/oo.
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. - BUMMARY RECORD OF TEE SIXTY-NINTH MEETING

Held on Friday, 15 October 1971, at 11.10 a.m.

Chairman: _ Mr. AMERASINGHE Ceylon
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as they fell that they did act adeguately probact rights of new Etates. I the

At

1zt sentence of the Soviet amendmeﬂt ware deleted, he would not nesd to submit an
. .

anendment of his own to re Lect that peaition.

of the Clected the interests of @

misority of States, and of the fact that many Stetes had not signed the Conventions
or participated in Traming thew, It also referred to the importance of ensaring
that the law be eguiiable.

M. SMIRHGER (U r P Eoviet alist Republics) said ke was surprised

Mt . obiL

However, in a syirit of ¢ o b 14 reluctantly agree to delete the words

"major’ and Mincluding devel from the last sentence of hisz

amendment to paragraph k.

dendam 2z a whole

M. de SUTC

ghoulid he well balanced, balonee in =zach

the Commitiee attempied to put too mony deitsils in .ok paragraﬁhﬁ it might

manage to adopt a report st all. He therefore suggested {hat parspraphs 4, O aud
%, which appeared to he the most overaial, should he considered together,
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{Mr. de Boto

and B over-all balance should Tz achieved cmong them. That neant that 1if the

{

Soviet Union 4id not press its amendzment to paragrarh &, bis delegaticon could taks

a much more flsxible position with r

My. PALLAM {fvinidad and

smendments that had hzen vroposed., an nis ion. was prepared Lo approve the

addendum as it stood, with only minoy chang

He wighed rather Lo maks A

procedural proposal. Perhaps the Committee cownld adeopt a practice that was used

in Genevs, and selsct "friends of the Rapporteur’ from smong interested delegations

o meet 23 a working group and consider the various sgendments in detail, H’“

-

delegation had some sug t%cns to make question of sei “ulflﬂ 3b3

technological trainlng and “ﬂsecrch apd he would bhe ziad Yo submit them to such
a working group.
The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was a reference to scientific and

technological training =08 regearch st the end of varagraph

¥r, SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)y, referring to the

Peruvian representative's statement, said that while paragraphs b and 5 were
interrelated, parasgraph € deslt with s different subject, namely the suggesiions
that had been made as to what shoulid energs from the new Conference on the Law of
the Sea. Thse provo"*Tv listed were not exheustive, and it was only fair to
suppienent the list with & number of pd ts that had been raised by his and other
delegations. \

Mr. de SOTC (Peru) said that in order to save 4ime, he would withdraw
his proposal snd support the sound procedural propesal made by the representative

of Trinidad and Totago.

¥r . JAYAKUMAR {Singapore) =aid he alszo supported the Trinidad and Tobago

proposal. VWhen there were many amendmawbs before 2 Committee3 g small working
group was often in a much better positicn to sort then out quickly. He feli tha

ag group should be allowed to do so.

any delegations which wished o join the wor

/o



1Gm AJAC 138 /SE .

supported the Trinidoad and Tobsgo proposal.

interrelated and that the group

ve the

!v-h

of America) cuaid that in order to gi

dance ; del

working group mors fui

hbfTV on bthe amenduents that had been prorosed

satd he thoughi it would be useful if the working groun

to 81l paragraphs of the sddendum, so that the Committes

would not have to establish grouapr later.

{Mexico) said that the Cenadian subsmendment to the

amendment his delegation was entirely acceptable. The Canadian

propossl was genuinely couﬁﬁructive; on the other hand, proposzals by one

delegation to amend texts submibtted by another delegetion with which it disagrazed
23

wended only to rebard the work of the Jommittee.

Mr. STEVENSON (United States of America) said that his dzlegation would

be willing to accept the Brazilian amendment to paragraph 6 (A/AC.138/L.6, pora. 1)

ag a legitimate reflection of the views of certain delegaticns, provided the

refersnce in the originsl text of the paragraph to fresdon of scientific research
was T ined.
Turning to the amendment submitted by Spein (A/AC.138/L.7, vera. 4) which

would state, in paragraph 6, 4hat the concept of innocsnt paseage requ*red "nore

precision” rather than “review™, he felt that the broader term used in the

Rapporteur’s hext could legitimately be applied to the visws of many delegations,
2] g ¥

ineluding that of Spain, anl that the proposed amerdusnt would not be as widely

acceptable.
17 should be glightly amended

Be proposed that 1
by inseriting the phrase 'ag well as a re international convention and an

opinicn of the Intern

Mr ., THOMPSOK- B3 (Brzzil) assured the United States represeantative

he reTerence to Treedon of

selentific resesyrch in paragraph A el & reference in paragraph b,

/o..
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emerndmne
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it supported the tewd of paragraphs ¥ and 5 as subaitted bWy the Rapporibeur., It
would, however, be willing to accaept soms of the amendments to parsgraph & under

certain conditionz. He would be prepared to sccept the Soviet avendment to that

varazrapn {A/6C.138/1.5, para. 1) T the words "not well-founded” at the very end
of the a&enam\ut were replaced by the word "insprroprizte”. If the Soviet
apendment was retained, it chouvld be valanced by the text proposed by the
delegation of ©1 Salvador {A/AC.138/L.B}, which reflected a point of view which

v
had received much wider support in the Committee. In order to maintain the
appropriate belance, however, the word "some' at the beginning of the Salvadorian
amendment should be replaced by ths words "an overwhelming zumber of™. In |

sddition, the text proposed by the delegation of Ecusdor for insertion at the end

of the Balvadorian anmerndwent should be preceded by a full-stop
ad

with the words "Furthermore, some delegetions denied that...".
LEY {(Zanada) == b oseemed to over-emphasize the

schism between the highly imdustrisiized sl aad the developing countries,

whereas the real conflict was hetwsen thoss countries which sdhered to traditicnsl

concepte of the law of the sea and those which desgsired to introducs s new conespt

e therefore proposed that, in order to reflect the situation more nccurstely, the

H T

vled to read ... hebween

end of +tihe first septence of the parsgraph should be o

the mincrity consistiag of certaln highly indusirialised countries and “he

ority made up mainly of developing countries'.

proposed that the words "Soms members expressel the

tre bezinning of the second sentence of peragrarh

view that" zhould e inserted
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raspactively renresented three

k. N

of paragraph b oor o identily those delegations which felt shat those issues were

the only ones remalning unresolved,

1JOUEL {Morocec) proposed that the word Peertain” be inserited

pefore the wordszs "developing countries™ in the last sentence of the Soviet
= ey

n
amendment te paragraph 4. e further proposed that the word “asny” be replaced
by the word 'some" before the words "developing couptries” dn the amenduent
summitted by the Hexicen delegation {(A/AC.138/L.9) and that the word "certain”

ve substituted for the word Tthose” immediately efter the semicolon in the sane

amendinent .
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Mr. GALINDO POHL (¥l Salvador) proposed the insertion of the following

sentence at an appropriate point in the text of paragraph 6: "It was stated that
many criteria had o be taken into account in considering the particular
zeographle, ecenomiec and human situation of countries and regions, including
their situation with regard to the territorial sea and the outer limits of the

continental shelf.”

Mr. VALLARTA {(Mexico) proposed that the phrase ; that unanimous

agreement should be reached on the definition of the territorial sea” should be

inserted after the word "naticnals" in the sixth line of peragraph 6.

After a procedural discussion in which My, VALLARTA (Mexico),

SEATON (United Republic of .

Mr. ZOTIADES (Greece), Mr. BEESLEY (Conada), Mr.

Tanzania), Mr, BALLAH (Trinidad and Tobago), Mr. EVENSEN (Worway),
Mr. THOMPSON-FLORES (BrdZAl), e, AGUTLAR (Vepeyuela), Mr, | HOLDER {Liberi a)

My. MAEJOUBT {Morocco) and Mr. VEQ§§.(Malta) Rappovteur, participated,

the CHAIRMAN suggested thet the Commitiee should consider the proposal made by
the representative of Trinidad and Tobagc to establish andnformal working group
which would assist the Rapporteur in considering amendments to the draft addendum.

The proposal was sdopted.

Thne CHATRMAN suggested that the working group should cencentrate on

varagraphs b, 6, 7, 9, 10 and 13, as well as any other paragraphs to which
amendments were suimitted. He further suggested that the representatives of
Brazil , Canada, Ceyloa, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Jamaics, Kenya, Mexico,

i osad the United fevublic of YWenzonds be Cesisnatel

Morocco, Torway, Spain, toe U
to purticipate in the working group, which weuld, however, be open to any other
representatives vho wished 4o attend.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m.

Jous
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SUMMARY RECORD OF TEHE SEVENTIETH MEETING

Held on Friday, 22 October 1971, at 3.35 p.m.

Chairman: Mr. AMERASINGHE Ceylon



A/AC.138/8R.TO

CONSTRERATTON OF THE DRAFT ADDENDUM TO THE REFPORT OF 1E
(A/AC.1368/L.5/A34.2%/Rev.1 and Corr.l) (concluded)

The CHAIRMAN thanked the informal drafting group for assisiing the
He stressed the necessity

Repporteur with the amendments to the draft addendum.
current meeting so that it could be submitted to the

(B

of adopting the report at th
General Assembily.

Mr. VELLA (Maltal, ﬁenﬁ yeteur, observed that the report hed grown in size

tut its substauce remained the szwe. He expressed the hops that the efforts of the

drafting group to reasch a compyromise which reflected the amendments proposed at th

UJ
0
b
'r-'-
d-
o]
or
ru

sixty~ninth FeCulng would fa adoption of the repnort by the Commities. Th

first two paragraphs, although reproduced in the ¥ext distributed to delegations,

had already Teen approved ond nesd not be discussed further.

Mr. HALL (Secrstary of the Committes) drew sttention to some inconsisfencies
between the original English versicon and the translated wversions of various parts of

the revised draft addendum. The Inconsistencies would be corrected when the final
versiom wae prepared. -

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to take a decision on the paragraphs of
the revised draft addendum to the report (A/AC.138/L.L/AG4.2%/Rev.l) which had not

vet been approved.

Paragraphs 3-10 .

-Paragraphs 3-10 were approved.

Paragraph il

My, WEHRY {Netherlands) thought that, in view of the declarestion of

principle contaivned in paragraph 18 of the revised draft eddendun sand taking into

acccunt the wish of the Genersal Azsembly to raticnalizs its procadures and reduce
expenses, the Committee should have avoided a long drawn out discussicwe in the
hope of producing a text with perfectly balanced wording.
The foot-note at the bottom of page © nf document A/AC,138/L.4/43A.2%/Kev.
should be delet since in the sbsence of similar foct-unotes
t

which were still undefined, the reader could gain the migtalken

!
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(Mr. Wehry, Netherlands)

impression that the meaning of such terms was guite plain, although in many cases
that wag not true., For fhe benefit of those members who were uncertain about the
meaning of the term "shelf-locked”, he offered the following tentative definition:
"A Tshelf-locked' State is a State whose continental shelf is limited by the

competing rights of surroundine States,”

Mr. VELLA (Malta), Rapporteur, replying to the representative of the
Netherlands, seid that the difficulty of clarifying the meaning of the term
"shelf-locked"” had led to a compromise solution, namely full reproduction of the
foot-note to the term in Sub-Committee's I report. As an alternative he suggested
that only a reference be made here to the foot-note in the report of

Sub-Committee I.

Mr. JAYAKUMAR (Singapore) requested that the words "reference was made” in

the first line of the English text be put in the plural. He considered that the
explanation given in paragraph 18 made it superflucus to reproduce the foot-note
from the Bub~-Committee's report. The purpose of the Geneva Conference had been to
clarify a large number of issues; thus a single foot-note ;bout a single term would
give the unfortunate impression that every other issue had been clarified.
Furthermore, the foot-note was so worded that the reader might be misled into

believing that all the members of the Committee felt that the term needed to be

-

defined.

Mr. AL-SABAH (Kuwait) asreed with the views expressed by the

representative of the Netherlends and 8ingapore. If the foot-note were not to be
deleted, it should be modified as follows: "Scme delegstions emphasized the

necessity of defining the term ‘shelf-locked'.”.

The CHAIRMAN observed that the term "shelf-locked" had been used for the

first time during the current session, which might explain the inclusion of the

foot-note.

Mr, BAVAND (Iran) said that he too was in favour of deletine the foot-note.

Yr. TRAORE {Ivory Coast) said that it was regrettable that » mere foot-note

should hold up the work of the Cormittee so leng. He wns opposed to its deletion;

its purpose was officially merely to show that no reliable definition existed,

foen
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{Mr. Treore, Ivory Coast)

a fact which readers of the French text certainly required to know, since if the
term was obscure in Baglish it was even more so in French.

IICK (Jawaics } ngreed with the representstive of the Iveory Coast.

The Cﬁ' ITRMAN said that the Toct-note merely constituted & stabement ol

fact and not a conclusion of the Committee,

Mr. WOLDE-GIORGHIS (Pthicpia), addressing in particuler the representatives

who had not taken part in the work of the drafting group said thal agreement had

-

been reached on a French translation, i.=. "Btats enferméz dans leur platesu

continental®, which would be followed by the original term "sheif-locked”, in
brackets and inverted commas. He dould not undersiand why the Secretariat had not
put that recommendation into effect and had inglesd praferred the temm "Etats sans

accés & la haute mer {¥shelf-locked!])?”.
My, HALL {Secretary of the Commitiee) sald that the matter just referred
to was one of the inconsistencies he had drawn sttention to at the beginning of the

i

meeting and had said would shortly be rvectified.
My, TRAGRE (Ivory Coast) s2id he would not raise any more objections to
the French translation vrovided it was adopted once and for all.
Mr. AGUTLAR {Venezuela) sala,bh 1t he was in favour of retaining the
foot-note either in its pressnt form or in the form proposed by the representative of

Kuvwait.

Mr, de S80T0 (Peru) said he was opposed to deleting or changing the

Footwnote because it was baken from the report oF Sub-Committee I wiich it had been
decided would be rveproduced in the plenary-Committee‘s revort., As the teorm

"shelf-locked” had Been the subject of muck discussion in the Sub~Committee, the
dralfting group responsible for the draft report had decided that the bhest way of

avoiding further controversy was to reproduce the text airveady apprOVQi. However,

land-locked countriecs were now placed in the zame category as shelf-locked countries,
L SO
which had not been the case in the Sub-Committes's report. The idemtity ¢

interests of those two categorics of countrics was noh at @

fovs
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Mr, PROHASKA (Austria) pointed out that the First Sub-Committee had

heard statements according to which the interests of land-locked countries were
similar to those of the shelf-locked countries, and vice verss. The foot-note-

in the report of the First Suwaommittee showed that members of that Sub-Cormittee
had had doubts concerning the definition of the term "shelf-locked”. At present
the Committee was considering the draft report reflecting the debate which took
place in plenary. Inclusion of the foot-note in that part of the report would
give +the impression that the other terms listed before and after the term
"shelf-locked" had all been clearly defined, whereas that was by no means the case.
As a compromise he suggested that the foot-note should be changed to read:

"The meaning to be attached to several of the terms has still to be defined.”.

The CHATRMAN vointed out that the reservation jJjust expressed had been

made already in paragraph 10, which stated that "these matters involved delicate

and often controversial issues of definition™.

Mr, SEATON (United Republic of Tanzania) observed that the purpose of
the drafting group had been to prepare a compromise text-which the mlenary
Committee could adopt without any lengthy discussion. Yet the Committee was
apparently retreading the ground already covered in the Sub-Committee. It would
come up against the same difficulties as the latter and would only waste time,
He urged members who saw further flaws in the report to approve it in the form

proposed by the drafting group and to defend their views on another occasion.

Mr. SMALL (New Zealand) said it would be well tc know whether the term
"shelf-locked” had been the subject of discussion in the plenary Committee, TIT
1t had, the foot-note should be retained in the report; if not, it should be
deleted.

Mr, AL~SABAH (Kuwait) said that if the Sub-Committee's decision to

include the fooi-note in its report turned out to be mistakeﬁ, the plenary
Committee should not necessarily follow its example blindly. The text proposed
could give the reader the wrong idez and should therefore bhe chaneed. A suitable

text might be: "Some delegaticns felt that the term 'shelf-locked' had still to

be defined,"”

Mr. JAYAKUMAR (Singapore) supported the Kuwait representative’s proposal.

foes
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CA {Spain) pointed out that in the Spanish text of the draft

Hr.
report the temn "shelf-locked” was over-sgimplified in translation, as "Dstados
encerrados”. lHe noted the promise made by the Secretary of the Comittec that

the transiationsg of the draft report of the plenary Commitiee would be brouzht

inte lins with those in the Sub-fommitiee’sz renort.
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The CHAIPMAN suggested that, as the represesntati
proposed, the words "reference was made” in the first line of the English text
should he repiaced by “references were made", and that the Foot-nobe to the draft

report should e replaced by a relerence to the corresponding foot-note in the
Sub=-Committee’s repurt.

It was S0 decided.

Paragraph 11, as amended, was adopted

Parsgravh 12

Mr. AGUILAR (Venezuela) proposed that in the Spanish text the words

"legislacidn existente” should be replaced by “derccho vigénte", the term used:

in the Sub-Committee’s repowrt.

It was sco decided.

Parograph 12, az miended, was adonted.

Parszraph 13

The pa¢az aph was adopted,

Paragraph 1h

lir. WOLDE-GHIORGHIS {ithicpisa) said that his delegstion reserved the

;

an i

right to raise at later sessions of the plenary Committes the position of States
vhose accéss_to certzin parts of the hich seas wae eat L”e]y depende nc, ceause of
their peculiar geographical situation, on passoge through straits situated close to
their coasts. -

E@lﬂﬂéﬂn’“ﬁl (HMororoco) pointed ot
which

“innocent passage”,

it had been decided to follow, the term used

Jeeas
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tir., CUBNCA (Spsin) soid he was prepared to accept the ﬁayngraph on the
comdition thet the Spanish text was amended to matelh the ccrrespénding paragraph
in the report of Sub-Committee II,

Mr. HALL {Secretary of the Committee} confirmed that the translations
into all the working langunres would be brought into line with the text already
adopted fur the report of Sub-Committee II {L/AC,136/61].

Subject to thnet undevstonding, porsgraph 18 was adopted.

The paragranhs wers adopted,

il

Mr., AGUILAR (Venezuela) said he nad taken note of the statement by the
Secrstary of the Committes that changes would be made where necessary in the
French, Spanish and Russisn versions of document A/AC,138/L.4/Add,2%/Rev.l, to
bring them inte line with the English original, He wished in that connexion to
dravw the attention of the Committee secrebariat to the fact that on the 2ist line
of paragraph 17 of the Spanish text there was a discrepancy between the Spanish
translation and the criginal text; his delegatiorn hoped the error would be

corrected.

Mr, de S0TC {Peru) endorsed the comments made by the representative of
Venezuela. He ghought that changes should alsc be made in the penultimate

sentence of the Spenish text of paragraph 17.

The CHATRMAY said that the Committee seeretariat would take due note of

those comments; in any case, paragraph 17 was already the subject of o corrigendum,
issued as document A/AC.138/L.4/7A4a8.2%/Rev,l/Corr.l. Additional changes would
be made 1 rnecesgsary. '

ir, BEESLEY (Canade) said that s drafted, paragraph 17 reflected
certain speeific proposals nade by members of the Committee, concerning inter alis
the question of the continental shelf, ¥is delegation too had made certain

suggestions, which had not been teken into account in the paragrarh, For that

Jooo
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(Mr. Becsley, Canada)

reason, while wishing fto avoid disturbins in any way the delicate compromise of
which paragraph 17 was the result, his delegation wished to propose the addition
of two passages. First, a phrase reading "that an over-all sccommodaticn on
this issue would be facilitaeted if every coastal State asgreed that a percentage cof
its revenues from areas within rpatiocnal Jjurisdiction be contributed to the
international community" could be inserted in the 1hth line of the paragraph.
Second, the following phrase could be added after "accommodation" in the 18th line
of page 81 "it was also suggested that present state practice raises the

5ibility of an accommodation on the question of continental shelf limits,
States having the choice of a distance criterion or the outer edge of the

continental margin'.

Mr. SEATON (United Republie of Tanzania) said that since paragra ph 17
wag intended to reflect the variety of the proposals made by delegations, there
could be no oppeosition in prineciple to the insertion of new proposals;
nevertheless, it would be desirable to refrain from making too many insertions,
;n order not to overload the text of the paragraph. If the Cocnmittes accepted
the second suggestion made by the Canadisn delegaticn, he proposed the addition

t

" of the words "by one delegation”,

after "it was alsoc suggested

The CBATRMAN said that it might perhaps be possible to use a phrase

i

such as "in the view of one delegation’

Mr. BEESTEY (Canada) said he was prepared to agree toc that,

Mr, BOMNICK {Jamaica) said he understocd the concern of the Canadian
delegaticn to see its views reflected as accurstely o8 possible in the report.
Wevertheless, he felt that the insertion of those proposals uight reise serious
problems and affect the over-zll bslance of the paragraph. Moreover, it should
be pointed oul that the question of State practice was already dealt with in
detail in parsgreph 8. He therefore urged the Canadian deleration to withdraw

its proposals,

_ The CHAIRMAN asked the representative of Cshads if, as = compromise, he
would be satisfied to have his pronosals reflected in the summary vecord of the’

meeting,

/ao's
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Mr. BEESLEY (Canada) agreed to the deletion of the reference to "State
practice”, but said he wished e retain the reference to "the possibility of
accommodation”, which in his view was more important. He was prepared to consider
amending his propocsal to read "... the possibility of an accommcdation on
continental shelf limits based on a combination of & distance criterion coupled
with geomorphological criteria’,

Mr. BONHICK (Jamaica) said he ecould not support that wording, since
paragraph 17 already contained a list of the eriteria applicable to the concept

of the continental shelf,.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that instead of inserting the full text of the

Canadian proposal, the text in brackets on the 16th and 17th lines of page 8
should simply be amended to read: "based, for example, on depth, distance or
gecmorphological factors or & combination of these factors". He also proposed
in the absence of cbjections, that the first Csnadian suggestion be adopted,

It was so decided,

Paragraph 17, as smended, was adopted, w

Paragraphs 18 and 19

The paragraphs were adopted,

, The CHAIRMAN noted that the revised drafi addendum to the report
(A/AC.138/L.4/A3d.2%/Rev.1) had been adopted by the Committee on the understanding

that paragraph Z0, for which there was no longer any reasch, would be deleted.
He proposed that the draft, as adopted, should bé incorporated in Part I of

the Committec's report to the General Asgsembly as adopted at Ceneva on

27 August 1971, Consequentially, certain minor technical changes would have to
be made in Part I of that report, and it would beé the Rapporteur's task to

make themn.

It was so decided,

The meeting rose at 5.25% p.n.
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