TEXT OF STATEMENT BY MR, J,A, BEESLEY, REPRESENTATIVE OF CANADA TO THE
UNITED NATIONS XXVTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, FIRST COMMITTEE, 16 December 1970
NEW YORK, N,Y,

I wish to explain my vote and the vote of the other
itelezzliont that are sponsors of the draft resclution in document
AfC.lfL.ﬁﬁE on the amendments contained in decuments Afﬂ.lfL.ﬁE},
4/C.1/L.56% and 4/C.1/L,565. I shoald make it clear, however, in the
light of the comments I have already made that in so dolnz I may e
ovlized to stray slishtly from an explanation of wote in the strict
sense, oJecause of the possibllity which has arisen that some of the
anendments —ay be withdrawn,

Dealing first with the amendment in document ./C.1/L,533,
thls amendment, in the view of the sponsors of document AfC 1/l 552,
adiresses iiself to a problem which does not exist or which, in any
event, the sponsors did not intend to raise, Uperative parazraph 3
of draft resolition +/C,1/L,552 nakes clear, -as a number of its sponsors
said in thelr statements introducing the draft resolution, that the
precise azenda of the conference will be deternined at the XAVIth and
XXVITth sesslons of the Generzl assemuly. .o pat it differently, 1t
is the clear position of the sponsors that the position of no
delezation concerning the exclusicn or the inclusion of any item on
the agenda of the 1973 Conference should be prejudiced, or will be
prejudiced, by the essentlally procedural drafi resolutlon in document
ASC:1/L, 562,

With respect to the ecually important guestlon of prioritles
to whieh a nuimber of delesations have referred, it 1s also the clear
inteniion and anderstanding of the sponsors that all urszent questlons

on the law of the ses shall receilve attention commensurate with thelr
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urmency in the preparatery work undertaken by ihe comnittee,

With respect to the anmendments in dozuient SO w5k,
the sponsors of document 4/C,1/L.562 consider once again that there
is ne susstantive issue ralsed by these amendments that cannot be
resolved, To put it precisely, the sponsors intend, by thelr
reference in operative paragraph 2 to the preferential fishing rizhts
of coastal states, that the question of such rights be ralsed at the
conference, There Was no intention to prejudge the substance of this
{ssue, 7Thus, the following words should have been included in the
draft resolution and I now include them, at the request of the sponsors,
as a drafting chanze. I might mentlon that these words, in any event,
do oceir in the French version of the draft resolition, I refer to
operative paragraph 2, the tenth llne, the phrase contalned within orackets
or parentheses, The change is to insert, after the word "including", the
words "the question of", Decause of this drafting change and for the
szke of consistency, a further drafting change has also 2een azreed to
nvy the sponsors, and that is at a point two lines above, Where We also
see the word "inclading", followed by the words "its oreadth and the
question of international straits”., le would insert, after the word
"including", the phrase "the question of”.

I will repeat the phrases as amended, Taking the first one that
one reaches in reading the paragraph, it will read: “including the
auestlon of its breadth and the question of international straits"; and
the second one will read: "including the question of the preferential rights
of coastal states".

Une other draftingz point involves an error of the sponsors
and certainly not of the Jecretariat., It is that the phrase in the eleventh
1ine of operative paragraph 2, "lncluding inter alia the prevention of
pollation”, should also be enclosed in round brackets, or parentheses, as
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ihe case ray be,

I miznt mention further that there are certzin under-
standinzs amonzs delesgations reflected in these comments that I
nave macde, CThe sense of the arrangement is that the sponsors
consider that, because of the nmisunderstanding that nay have enisie!
il in the lisght of the clarlfication I have jist made, ii should
be possible for the amendments in documents 4/C,1/L.563 and
4/C.1/L,565 to be withdrawm,

I turn now to the third amendment, that of '.alta and Tuzkey
in cocument 4/C,1/L,55%, This presents a more difficult series of
problems for the sponsors of the draft resolition and their opinion,
as expressed by the rep&&sentative of Peru yesterday, is that, although
it may well be that we have settled the misunderstanding on the
guestlon of linits -- and certainly it is the intention of the sponsors
that the guestion of linites be not only 2 su>ject for the conference but
a2 s11ject for the preparatory commitiee as well —- in any event, in
spite of this misunderstanding, there are other polnts raised in that
series of amendments which the sponsors of the draft resolution do not
accept; for this reason there iz no change in the position of the
sponsors concerninz the amendments containe’ * lozi.ent 0,10,
= ovllizm owords, il soaisars oonsider that they have met the problems
raised by the Japanese amendment, A/C.1/L.555, and also the earlier
anendments raised by The lletherlands and the United Kingdeom 1n decument
4/C,1/L,563; bt with respect to the [altese amendment appearing in

document A/C,1/L.564, it appears necessary that we proceed to a vote,




TEXT OF STATEMENT BY MR, J.A, BEESIEY, REPRESENTATIVE OF CARADA TO THE
UNITED NATIONS XXVTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, PLENARY SESSION, 17 December 1970

NEW YORK, N.Y.

T wish to speak in erplanation of vote on draft resolutlon
II C contained in docuament ﬁfSD??. Z should make clear, however, that
I am sopeakinz neot -erely for the Janadizn delezation in thie explanation
of voite, but alse for all the countries that sponsored that drafi
resolation in the First Commitise, namely, Canada, Jhile, Jolem:ia,
Dominican Republic, Ilcuador, 1 Salvador, Ghana, Guyana, Haitl, iceland,
Indonesia, Jamaica, ilenya, fizeria, llozway, Peru, Genezal, Clerra weone,
veden, Trinidad and Tobazo, Tunisia, the United Ctates of anmsrice,
Yuzoslavia, The Thilippines and the United depublic of Tanzanla, with
respect to ceriain understandinzs that I shall read into the recorc,

"he posiiion and voies of a nunber of delegations which
sapported that 2ra’t resolntion in the First Jomnittee were otased on 2
ninber of understandin<s placed on record 3y the co-sponsors, in
expination of their voie., I have been asked to repeate those under-
standinzs in explanation of vote of the co-sponsors prior to our vote
today. I will confine ny comments te those issues on which those
uncerstandings have been reached,

frat, it will 5e noted that operative paragraph ° deciles to
convene a conference on the law of the sea in 1973, Ii declides that
that conference shall be convened in accordance with the provisions of
the succeeding paragraph, namely, operative parazrazh J, and it seis 0%
the ranse of the guestions to he dealt with at tne proposed confersnce,
I mizht say that in reaching the azreed text on this drafi rescl:tion
the co-sponsors of three different draft resclutions nmet together in
lengthy negotiatlons in order to reach a common text, Two polnts in

particular should be noted, First, the drafi resolutlon propotes a



conference which is broad in scope, and 1t also draus attentlen o
partipilar irsues requiring consideration., 1t was ithe view of the co-
sponsors that those questions to which significant nimders ol
delezations attach importance shoild e inclided in the agenda znd that
a nore restiriciive approach to the azenda could zive rise to serxious
difficulties for many delegations, I shall return to this point in a
ninute,

Secondly, operative paragraph 2 attempts to take a balanced
approach to the guestions set out for consideration 2t a2 conference, in
adorting a neutral for-ulation on the relationship of the various issues,
without attenpting to prejudze the relationship between issues, -he
draft resolution does not attenpt to predeternine, for example, which
issunes shall .e considered tozether at the conference or in the preparzfox;:
conmitiee, I mizhi say that this formulaiiorn was also the resuli of
lonz and extensive negotlation and it reflects a genuine spirit of
compronise on the part of the supporters of all of the three draft
resclutions In gquestion,

I should now like to state on 2ehalf of the co-sponscors that
the reneral formilations used in operative paragraphs 2 and  of thils
drafi resolitlon in no vay prejidice the position of any delezation as
rezards any proposal for the inclusion of any particilar topie on the
law of the sea in the preparatory work of the sea-bed Commlitee, earing
in nind that operative paragraph ? does not dsternine the precise agenda
of the conference on the law of the sea, which remains to be determined
by the General Assembly in future sessions, in accordance with operative
paragraph 3.

I should like to draw attention to the seventh paragraph of
the preanvyle and operative paragraphs 2 and £ with respect to the giestlon

of priorities, Thoze paragraphs taken together imply a certain priorlity
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Ffor the =fzine in the sense 1n which the ter: is ised L ihe

2t
Internailicnzsl w27 = imsien. T oultt s =T 2lezr, hovevao, o
ghq T e {he egesaennoTy Latde the dnlemilon nehind operative

paragraph & was not to imply that detailed preparaiory work stould
not commence on other topics, such as the precise delinitation of
the seabed ares or other law of the sea subjects, until work had
been conpleied on the dralting of the seabed régime, J1th Tespeci
to other law of the sea subjects, 1t is the elear inteniion of the
co-sponsors that all urgent cuestions on the law of the sea

cho11ld receive attention commensurate with their urgency in the
preparatory work aindertaken by the Comnittes, and the votes of the
co-sponsors should be understood in this sense.

On another matter, the draft resolution is also intended
to make clear -- and in the view of the co-sponsors it so does - that
wlth respect to all subjects listed for consideration at the
conference, the draft resolution does not prejudge the subsiance on
any issie, Certaln drafting chanzes were introduced in operatilve
paracraph 2 in order to malke that intenticn abundanily clear.

une final polnt: I should like to draw attention to
operative parazraph & on draft resolution II I, recommended dy the
Firs: Conmittee, on the two sesslons to be held in Gensva by the seabel
Committee, The text as it stands refers to sessions in ..arch-april
and .umzast 1971, It is our anderstanding that there is no Tixel
nosition on this question on the pari of delegitlions, 1%, after
cons:liing with other sponsors of this gropa;al, which was then
recoiended to the Jeneral isesensly in this draft resplition, 1 2id
ipdicate in the First Comaittes on ehalf of the co-sponsors that we
envisa-ed a four-week session in sareh 1971 and & six-week sesslon in
July and August. It should be noted that it was on that asis that
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the financial inplications of the rirst Committee's decision in this

respect were brousat to that Committee's attention hy the Secretariat,
Since this approach appears to e generally satisfactory, the General
assenbly may now wish to formalize this polnt in the draft resolution
by having 1t refer to ".arch" instead of ".arch-April"”, znd to "Jaly-

august” instead of "August" alone.
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