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CILHRI.'Ll1.N': Mr. SUNNANA.A (Norway), Chairman of the Conference 
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Mr. HERRINGTON (United Stat0s of 
..ii.merica) 

Mr. PEDROS~, replacing 
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Hr. Diaz de Espada (Spain)" II " it " 

M:r. Bl1.STER Ex0cutive SGcretary 

1 • CONSIDERii.TION OF THE REPORT OF DR; ... FTDW SUB-C0!-{1UTTEE III TO THE 
GEN:SRJ.,,L CO]/f.MITT1!]E ON TifE CONSENSUS OF TR8 CONFER,JHCE ON ITEM 
12(a) OF THE l.1.GENDl1. (:.;conF.10/Gc.5/R0v.1) 

, I ; 

The .CHAIRllAN thought paragraph 1 of tho r oport did not provide a sufficiontly 
general picture of th0 situation in the various r 0gions and undertook to submit 
an alternative draft. 

Mr. WALL (Uni tod Kingdom) pointed out, with reference to paragraph 2, that 
the 1946 Perman~nt Coil:.Illission bas ed its regulation activities on extensive sci0ntific 
and technical research and it was therefore incorrect to classify it in category b. 
of paragraph 1 • 

· .11.lso the Convention ref0rr ed to in paragraph 2 as applying to the North S1;;a 
and adjacent waters in actual f act covered the North Sea and the entire Northeast 
.f1.tlantic. The paragraph should be ar,1ended accordingly. · 

The CIL'.IRM.AN had misgivings about tho wording of paragraph 3 and undertook 
to submit a revised draft at a l a tdr stage . 



\ . 

;,./conF. 1 o/ac/sR .12 
Page 3 

The CHl~IRii1AN and :,u< ;;!ALL (Uni tad Kingdom), ref orring to paragraph 4, 
pointed out that in a number of countries measures for enlisting pub.lie· 
interest and support had not b0sn restricted to the setting up 9f advisory 
committees. 

Mr. HERRINGTON (United States), speaking a.s Rapporteur of Drafting 
Sub-Committee III, said the report.dealt with the provisions of existing 
conventions only. It would be difficult to broaden its scope and include 
othe~ measures at that stage. 

Mr. i'i.b.LL (United Kingdom) pointed out that in paragraph 6, line 2 the 
reference should be to the "International Commission for the Horthwest 
Atlantic Fisheries". 

The CHAIRMAN thought paragraph 6 did not give the correct reason 
for the sub-division into smaller areas and proposed that it be redrafted. 

Mr. FUJINAGA (Japan) explained that his ~ountry w.3:s in the posi tio·n 
of having abstained from fishing in the North Pacific under certain specific 
conditions laid down in the International Convention for the lforth Pacific 
Fisheries. It was importa1,t that those conditions should be brought to 
the notice of the international bodies concerned. In that connection he 
proposed that paragraph 8 be amended in · accordance with the proposal of 
the Japanese delegation contained in document A/CONF.10/Gc.9. 

Mr. CHOPRA (India) could not agree to the inclu.sion, in paragraph 8, · · 
of any phrase which was not contained in the international convention in 
q_uestion. 

Mr. FUJINAGA (Japan) agreed to withdraw from the proposed Japanese 
amendment the last sentence beginningg "The quest:ion of "coastal State" •••• " 

Rear-Admiral LLOSA (Peru), referring to paragraphs 9~ 10 .and 11, 
requested that . reference be made, on a level with the other two conventions 
mentioned there, to the P.erman,"nt Commission for the .C:xploi tation of the 
:Jaritime Resou.rces of the South Pacific. In paragra-ph f1, line . 4 the word 
"convention" should be replaced by "Commission" and "activities" by "deliberations". 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom) thought paragraph 11 should be re-drafted-' to 
avoid giving the impression that the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Fishing 
Conve,ntion was the only convention open to all countries exploiting·a given . ' . 
resource~ 

The CHAIRIMN proposed that Section E of the report be reconsidered 
since it touched upon the problem of the coastal State. 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom), supported 'by the CHAIRNlAJif, proposed that 
paragraph 13 on the sharing of the cost of international conventions be 
omitted. 
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Mr. CHOPRA (India) said that since the report was intended to be 
a mere statement. of fact, ·the phrase "Conventions should be capable of 
adjustment" at the beginning of paragraph 14, should be deleted. 

The CHAIID/[AW felt that the same remark· applied to the first sentence 
· of paragraph 12. 

Mr. D'ANCONA (Italy) thought the comment in paragraph 17 was unnecessary 
as it was already contained in the heading. 

The CHAIRIWif thought that the part of the report dealing with i tern 
·12(a) of the Agenda was on the whole incomplete and suggested tha t further 
consideration of it be postponed. 

It was so agreed. 

2. COHSIDERATION OF TH.J RJPORT OF DRAFTING SUB-COT.'.lMITT:JE III TO TR~ G.GlJ:GRAL 
COUMITTEE Cl~ TH3 CONS£:1rnus OF TH:S COlJFGR-2fC': OE IT ":M 12 (b) OF TH:8 AG.ci:ITDA 
(A/CONF.10/Gc.6/Rev.1) 

It was agreed that the word "future" be deleted from the fourth line 
of the · report of Dr.afting Sub-Cammi ttee III on i tern 12 (b) (A/C01.JF. 10/GC. 6/Rev. 1). 

~:r.· TSURUOKA (Japan) proposed that paragraph 1 be completed by the 
followingg 

"Howevar, a large number of countries are opposed to the iclea of 
.granting coastal States the right to regulate the conservation 
of the stock in question unilaterally. In their opinion, such 
conservation 'Should be regulated through agreement between all the 
Stat~s 6oncerned ; research is not necessarily less aavanced in 
non-coastal States than in others 1 if the agreement referred to 
cannot be reached in a particular case, provision would have to 
be made for action by an appropriate international organization 
in order to find a practical solution." 

The CHAIRTiAH invited members to state their views as to whether or 
not questions pertaining to coastal States came within the Conference's 
terms of ref 0.: rence as laid down in the General Assembly Resolution 900 (IX). 
He himself considered such matt ers as belonging to the "related problems 
m,-ai ting consideration by ·the General Ass0mbly 11 mentioned in the first 
operative paragraph of the resolution. 

Mr. BABAIAJ."l (Union of Soviet Socialist Ra:publics) a.6 r eed with the 
Chairma.n 1 s interpretation. 

Mr. GARCIA-A~ .. •ADOR (Cuba), was of the opinion that the "related problems 
11

, 

as defined in the fourth paragraph of the preamble. to the Assembly resolution, 
did not include those pertaining to coastal states. Since ninety per cent of 
all fisheries were situated near those States 1 it was only just that their 
position should be consid~red and that there shoulQ be no discrimination 
between them and non-coastal States in relation to any given fishery. 
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Such a,distinction would introduce the very legal aspect which members were 
1 

t so anxious to a\-oidt> It vvas not necessary to examine the rights and' obligations .. 
of coastal States, but their interests should be taken into account in the same 
way as .those of other nations; It would be most unrealistic for.the Conference 
to ignore the question, particularly as new problems were arising from the fact 
that coastal States wei'e beginning to resort to unilateral action. 

The CHAIR:IIAN said that his Government's understanding of the Assembly· 
rasolution was that all problems having a particular bearing upon coastal 
States, whether of an economic, social or juridical nature, were outside the 
scope of the Conference. Accordingly, his delegation was composed of fishery 
scientists who were not competent to discuss other than technical matters. 

Mr. HERRINGTON (United States of America) said that his delegation 
was in the same position as the Norwegian deleg~tion. 

Rear-Admiral LLOSA (Peru) felt that the Conference would be misinterpreting 
both the spirit and text of the Assembly resolution if it did not assist the 
International Law Ck'.l"mmission in solv:i.nc; technical problems which might be indirectl;y 
related to the legal aspect of conservation. The question had been raised for 
purely technical and scientific reasons. If the depletion of stocks which had 
occurred in other regions became evident in coastal waters, the coastal State, 
would be required to co-operate in enforcing conservation measures. 

Mr. CHOPRA (India), refe:'ring to _paragraph 1 of the Assembly resolution, 
-s w no reason to exclude coastal waters and to confine the Conference's work 
to the high seas. 

Mr. PJ.!IDROSA (Spain) recalled the inaugural statements of the Chairman 
and of the Socretary-General's representc;i,tive in which they had emphasized the 
technical and scientific character of the.Conference. In all the subsequent 
discussions, the c'.:lnsensus h2,el bean in accordance vii th that view, which correctly 
interpreted the terms '.:lf the reference, although the inter-relationship of juridical 
and technical questions could not be.denied~ If special interests were to be 
considered, then other factors besides geographical position, a~ch as intetisity 
of fishing effort, etc., must be ta}cen into account. In that case, however, 
the General Assembly should convene another conference to deal with practical 
rather than scientific q_uestio;.1s. · 

. Mr. ALVAR.,i;Z DEL VILLAR (Mexico) felt that, besides biology, the economic 
a:'.ld social sciences werG extremely important in fishery -conservation. 

Mr. ANDJ2JRSON (Australia) did not believe that the Chairman's view was in 
accordance vri t"'l the wishes of the General Assembly. The discussions which had 
finally r<rnul ted in the adoption of Resolution 900(IX)brought out the fact that 
the General Assembly, realizing that the preparation of draft_ articles for 
the international regulation of fisheries might take a number o:f years and· 
that meanv,hile fishery disputes would remain .unsettled, had decided t0 convene 
an international meeting, composed largely of techni(),;,l experts, to study certain 
basic aspects of the international reuulation o:f fisheries, as mentioned in 
the preamble of the resolution. Clearly) those ba'sic aspects included economic_ 
as well as biological questions. 
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Ur. GARCIA-AlviADOR (Cuba), Deputy Chairman·, - thought it was clear from 
the records of the discussions which haQ led up to the convening of the Confor .;nce 
that, except for t:1e juridical regulation of fisheries, all questions, inulud.ing 
'?Conomic development, ·were to be considered by the Conference. 

Mr. WALL (United Kingdom) Talt that v!i thin the scientific and technical 
~ontext of conservation the co~stal State shoulu receive full consideration. 
It should have the .right to participate fully in preliminary investigations 
and in regulatory action, and should have the assurance that all countries 
would be bound by such reJulations. Arbitration of disputes mi 6ht also be given 
an international aspoct within_ that context. It wa~; very difficult, hovrnver, 
to differantiate between the technical and economic sides of the question, and 

-~~ might be difficult to apply the economic concept within the t0chnical fiel~, 
which was that assigned to the Conference. Therefore, although it might be 

, feasible to make some statement on th~ economic and social implicutions of 
- fisheries, anything more was a matter for govarnments rather than technical 

experts. 

;lf_r. ALVAREZ DEL VILLAR (I.foxico) considered that the Conference was less 
-concerned vii th the pure than vii th the ap1iiied sciences. It was quite in oro.er 
therefore to examine the economic and social aspects of securing the maximum 
supplies of nutrients for the world's population. 

Mr. D'AWCONA (Italy) f0Jt that the discussion had shown how difficult it 
would be for the Conference to reach any kind of agreement if it dea lt 0ith the 

· question of coastal States. 

Mr. CHOPRA (India) held that the introduction of conservation measures 
in any sea area was basically an economic problem, although there were s cientific 
reasons for it. Why then ·,vas a distinction mado botween coastal wators and other 
areas? 

The CH.11.IRMAN said that the juridical aspect was inherent in any question 
of preferential treatment. The problem of coastal Stateswas outside the scopG 
of the Conference,_ and he accordingly could not participate in any such discussion. 

}k. ALVARiZ DEL VILLAR (Hexico) emphasized that no priority had been 
' requested for coastal States; all that was proposed was that their interest 
in conservation and _ its effects upon their economy should receive due consideration. 

l[r. HERRINGTON (United States of America) suggested that in deciding 
whether questions relating to coastal States came within the terms of reference 
of the Conference, the·Committee might be guided by three criteriai 

1) Could such questions be regarded as conservation problems? 

2) Did they prejudge the-related problems awaiting c0nsideration by the 
General Assembly? 

3) Were they of a scientific and technical nature? 

At the CHAIRHAi"lf's suggestion, it was agreed to place -:Mr. Herrington's 
proposal before the Conference in plenary session. 

The Meeting rose at 1.25 p.m. 




