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I. TINTRODUCTION

1. The Committee on Relations with the Bost Country was established pursuant to
General Assembly resolution 2819 (XXVI) of 15 December 1971. At its fortieth
gsession, by resolution 40/77 of 11 December 1985, the Assembly requested that the
Conmittee "continue its work, in conformity with General Assembly resolution

2819 (XXVI)*®, and decided to include in the provisional agenda of its forty-first
session the item entitled "Report of the Committee on Relations with the Host
Country”. The Committee's recommendations and conclusions are contained in
chapter IV of the present report.



II. MEMBERSHIP, TERMS OF REFERENCE AND ORGANIZATION
OF THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE

2. In 1986 the Committee was composed of the following Member States:

Bulgaria iraq

Canada Mali

China Senegal

Costa Rica Spain

Cote 4'Ivoire Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Cyprus United Kingdom of Great Britain and
France Northern Ireland

Honduras United States of America

3. Throughout 1986, Mr. Constantine Moushoutas (Cyprus) continued to serve as
Chairman, the representatives of Bulgaria, Canada and C6te d'1Ivoire as
Vice-Chairmen and, as Rapporteur, Mrs. E. Castro de Barish (Costa Rica).

4, The list of topics adopted by the Committee in May 1982 was retained in 1986
and is as follows:

1. Question of the security of missions and the safety of their personnel.
2. Consideration of, and recommendations on, issues arising in connec“ion
with the implementation of the Agreement between the United Nations and
the United States of America regardina the Headquarters of the United
Nations, including:
(a) Entry visas issued by the host countrvs
(b) Acceleration of immiaration and customs procedures;

{c) Exemption from taxes;

(d) Possibility of establishing a commissary at United Nations
Headquarters to assist diplomatic personnel and staff.

3. Responsibilities of permanent missions to the United Nations and their
personnel, in particular the problem of claims of financial indebtedness
and procedures to be followed with a view to resolving the issues
relating thereto.

4. Housing for diplomatic personnel and for Secretariat staff.

S. Question of vrivileges pnd immunities:

(a) Comparative study of privileges =nd immunities;

{b) Convention on the Privileges and Immunities of the Uniced Nations
and other relevant instruments.

6. Host country activities: activities to assist members of the United
Nations community.

~2-



7. Transportations use of moto- vehicles, parking and related matters.
8. Insurance, education and health.

9. Public relationa of the United Nations community in the host ci’ ad the
quention of encouragina the mass media to publicize the functions &nd
status of permanent missions to the United Nations.

10. Consideration and adoption of the Committee's report to the Generai
Assenmbly.

5. In addition, the Committee considered at a number of meetings an agenda itew
entitled "Notes verbales dated 11 March 1986 from the Permanent Misslons of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, and letter dated 11 Marcn 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, respectively, addressed to the
Secretary-General® (A/41/207, A/41/208 and A/41/209), and an agenda item entitled
*Letter dated 24 October 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addresseé to the Chairman of the
Cormittee on Relations with the Host Country” (A/AC.154/267).

6. During the period under review, the Committee held nine weetings, as fcllows:
the 1l4th meeting on 22 January 19863 the 115th meeting on 13 March 19863 the
116th meeting on 18 March 19863 the 117th meeting on 21 March 1986; the

118th meeting on 4 June 19863 the 119th and 120th meetings on 30 October 19863 the
121st weeting on 31 October 19863 and the 122vi mesting on 18 November 1986.

7. The Bureau, which is charged with the consideration of all the topics before
the Committee, with the exception of the auestion of the security of missions and
the safety of their personnel, which is kept under permanent review by the
Coumittee as a whole, :21d one meeting during the period covered by the pressent
report.



III. TOPICS DEALT WITH BY TH® COMMITTEER

A. Question of the security of missions and the safety
of their personnel

1. Communication received

8. By a note verbale dated 11 February 1986 {(A/AC.154/262, annex), the Permanent
Mission of Viet Nam to the United Nations lodged a protest with tl.+ Permanent
Mission of the host country concernina acts of violence carried out against the
Permanent Mission of Viet Nam and its staff by what was characterized as a group of
hooligans and anti-Viet Nam <lements. The note requested that those quilty of such
acts be brought to account and punished by the American authorities.

2. Consideration in the Committee of the question of security

9. At its 114th meetiig, on 22 January 1986, thea Committee resumed consideration
of the question of the security of missions and safety of their personnel. The
representative of the United States reiterated his Government's pride in being the
host to the United Nacions community. He stressed the role of the relevant Inited
States authorities, and in particuiar the New York City lolice Department, in
gecuring the safety of delegations during the fcrtizth session of the General
Assambly. The implementation of new United States leqislation relating to the
United Nations had encountsred some rough s.ots, but he expressed the hope that
they would be overcome with the necessary patience and co-operation.

10. The r~presentative of the Soviet Union commended the work of the New York City
Police Department and Mre. Sorensen, New York City Commissioner for the United
Nations, for having tat appropriate measures to protect diplomzts durina the
fortieth session o the General Assembly. There were difficulties in the relatior-
between the United Nations and the host countrv, but he sharea the hope that it
would be possible to eliminate the "rough spots” referred to by the representative
of the United States.

11. At the 117th meeting, on 21 March 1986, the observer for Viet Nam drew the

_ Commjittee's attention to a violent attack carried out against his Permanent Mission
and its staff on 8 Februarv 1986 by a group of hooligans and snti-vViet Nam
elemen*s. A complaint had been lodged wi*h the Permanent Mission of the host
country requesting that those quilty of such acts be brouaht to justice and
runished.

12. 1In reply, the representative of the United States expressed his distress about
~ the incident and said that the matter would receive his prompt personal attention.

. 13. The representative of the Soviet Union supported the demand of Viet Na» that
. the criminals involved in that incident should be punished.

‘ 14. The representative of Bulgaria shared the view expressed by the Soviet

i representative. He pointed out that the Committee had yet to see the host onuntry
! tuke effective action to ensure the proper functionina of permanent missions.

-4-



15. The Chairman of the Committee referred to a recent meeting held between the
United Statas authorities and members of the Permanent Mission of Viet Nam, in
which he had participated, and said that it had been one of the most constructive
meet:ings in which he had participated.

16. The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
expressed his gratitude to the authorities of the hoat country for the assistance
that his Mission has received from them.

17. At the 118th meeting, on 4 June 1986, the representative of the United States
reported to the Committee on a regrettable incident concernina tne wife of the
Ambassador of Viet Nam whose purse had been snatched. The victim's willing
testimony before a grand jury led to the conviction of the Aslinquent. The United
States was most gqrateful for that co-operation and hoped more missions would
participate in the judicial system.

B. Consideration of, and recommendations on, issues a ising in
connection with the implementation of the Agreement between
th: United Nations and the United St tes of America
regarding the Headquarters of the United Nations

1. Letter dated 8 January 1986 from the representatives
of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland and the German
Democratic Republic to the United Nations addressed
to the Secretary-General

18. At its 1l14th meeting, the Cowmmittee considered the decision by the host
country to impose regulations reaarding travel within the United States of Awerica
of the members and their dependants of the missions of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
Poland and the German Democratic Republic. By a note verbala of 13 December 1985,
the United States had advised the missions concerned that the arrangements for
travel of members and dependents of those missionas outside a 25-mile radius of New
York City requiring the use of com .n carriers or rental automobiles or public
overnight accommndation wculd have (. ue made through the Office of Foreign
Missions. In a letter dated 8 Januarv 1986, the representatives of the missions
concernad brought that matter to the attention of the Secretary-General and
requested that the contents of the lstter also be brought to the attention of the
Conmittee.

19. "he representative of Bulgaria stated that the travel restrictions which had
been placed on the travel of Bulgarian personnel, as well as personnel of several
other missions, were unlawful and discriminatory in nature and in contravention of
international law and the legal obligations of the United States under the
Her»Avy:anrters Agreement. It was also noted that a selective approach based on
rec: - azity was prohibited accordina to Article 105 of the Charter of the United
Nations. Such measures ware unprovoked, juridically unfounded and unwarranted. 1In
a note verhale of 3 January 1986, Bulgaria had insisted that the United States
revoke those restrictions, but the United States had refused to delay the
imposition of those measures. Bulgaria fully supported the view of the
Secrwtary~General and felt that he should be asked to become fully involved in

seekinag a solution that was in accord with the Headquarters Agreement and took into
consideration the views expressed.
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20. The representatives of the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Poland, the Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic and Viet Nar, speakina as observers, expressed their serious snd
continning concern regarding the travel restrictions thich were, in their view,
discriminatory and in contravention of the Charter of the United Naions, the
Headquarters Agreement of 1947, the Convention on the Privileqges and Imsunities of
the United Nations of 1946 and the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations of
196). They called upon the host country to rescind the travel restrictions.

21. The representative of the United States stated that the travel requlations in
question were not discriminatory or restrictive. In adopting such requlations, the
United States simply wished tuose concerned to make travel arrangements through the
relevant United States Go rrnment office. The relevant prograsme was not foundad
on the reciprocity principle, but was based on national security considerations.

22. The representative of the USSR saié that the Ccomittea should consider the
question of whether the host country could estsolish measures which introduced
differences in the status of the missions to the United Nations. All missions
represented sovereiqgn States, but the United States action discriminsted between
the missions. International lejal norms required the United States to approach
such issues in a most delicate manner. The United States could noc*: discriminate
between missions using the issue of “national security” as a pretext.

23. The representative of Bulgaria expressed the hope that the matter was not
closed, that a dialoque would be masintained and that a satisfactory solution could
be reached.

24. The representative of the United States, at the conclusion of the debats at

the 114th meeting of the Committee, noted that the United States Government
believed it had the right to take the actions which had been taken.

2. Entry visas issued by the host country

25. At the 118th meeting of the Cowmittee, the observer of Afghanistan drew
attention to the fact that, for more than five years, United States embassies znd
consular offices abroad had denied requests of Afghan diplomats accredited to the
United Nations for multiple re-entry visas, requiring them to apply for a re-entry
visa each time they departed from the United States. That practice created undue
complications and wasted time and money for diplomats returning to their duty
station in New York. A case in point had occurred on 21 May 1986 when difficulties
had been created for the Permanent Representative of Afghanistan to the United
Nations when he had apilled to the United States Consulate at Geneva for & return
visa, notwithstanding the fact that he had submitted the necessary documents. He
wished, on behalf of his Government, to Adraw the attention of the Unit~d States
authorities to their responsibilities under the Headquarters Agreement, which
prohibited, inter alia, any measure by the host country that would hinder the
smooth functioning of the United Nations and of the permanent missions.

26. In reply, the representative cof the United States stated that therax had been,
in that case, a good faith effort on the part of the United States to provide
extraordinarily good service. It was untrue that the Uni%ed States had
deliberately created difficulties in issuing the visa. The difficulties had arisen



from the fact that the date and place of issuance had been changed by the
raguusting party without adequate notification to the United States.

3. Acceleration of immigration and customs procedures

27. At the 117th meetina of the Comwmittee, the representative of France said that
some members of the immiqration and cuatoms authorities at John F. Kennedy
International Airport at New York City seemed unaware of the measures introduced to
accelerate the procedures. He requested the approvoriate autnorities of the host
country to inform airport officials about the matter.

28. The representative of the United States expressed the hope that immigration
brocedures at John F. Kennedv International Afirport would improve so as to
fsilicate the passage of diplomats, and assured members of the Comwmittee that
evervthing pcssible would be done to help the proper functionina of missions.

29. At the 118th meetina of the Committee, the observer for the Ukrainian SSR
raised the quegtion of the undue time required to clear shipwents through customs.
A minimum of four weeks seemed to be necessary and resulted in the payment of
costly storage fees b wissions. He proposed that airline authorities, upcn
receipt of a shipment, inform the miassions concerned bv telephone of its arrival.
Such a procedure would facilitate acceleration of documents processina and would
help in avoidina undue ravment of storage fees.

4. BExenption from taxe3

30. At the 117th meeting, the representative of France reauested information on
the timetable for introducing the new tax exemption procedure introduced in the
states of the host country. The representative of the United States said that
these new procedures miaht take some time.

31. At the 118th meeting of the Committee, the representative of the host country
announced that a positive solution had been found to the problem caused by a change
in the billina procedures of the Con Edison Company that had obliged diplomats to
pay sales tax and later apply for a reimbursemert. The utility had agreed to
reinstate the pravious procedure wherebv sales tax is automatically deducted.

C. Notes verbales dated 11 March 1986 from the Permanent Migsions
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Bvelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, and letter dated 11 March 1986 from
the Permanent Representative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, respectively, addressed to the Secretary-General

1. Communications ceceived

32. On 11 March 1986, the Permanent Missions of the USSR and the Bvelorussian SSR
and the Ukrainian SSR addressed notes verbales and a letter to the
Secretarv-Genaral (A/41/207, A/4 ‘208 and A/41/209), annexina coples of notes
addressed to the Permanant Missi ) of the United States, in which the three
missions concerned vigorously protested against a demand by the United States



Government for a reduction in the statf of their missions. The notes verbales and
the letter requested the Secretary-General to circulate the texts as official
documents of the General Assembly and to brina them to the attention of the
Committee on Relations with the Host Country. On 13 March 1986 the Deputy
Representative of the "nited States Mission to the United Nations addressed a
letter to the Chairman of the Committee, enclosinag the text of the notes verbales,
dated 7 March 1986, from the United States Mission addressed to the permanent
missions of the USSk, the Byelorussian SRR and the Ukrainian 8SR concerning
staffing needs, with a request that those notes be circulated as documents of the
Committee (A/AC.154/263, annexes I~-III).

33, 1In the notes of 7 March 1986, the United States had informed the misrions
concerned that it had concluded that those wissions had together reached a size
that far exceeded the staffina needs arising from the pursuit of United
Nations-related businc3is. ™he United States had from time to time made known its
concern about inapprorriate activities of the personnel of those misaions. The
United States had, therefore, decided to reduce the collective size of the staff of
the missions concerned to 170 permanently asasigned personnel by 1 April 1988. To
facilitate the smooth achieverent of thcse reduciions, the United States proposed
that they be effected in four stages beginning on 1 October 1986. Personnel
assianed on temporarv duty status were not included in the announced ceilinas.

34. 1In response to that note, the missions concerned described the United States
action as arbitrary, aroundless arnd a flagrant violation of the host countrv's
obligationa under the Headauarters Aqgreement. Nothing in any existing
international agreements, including the Headquarters Agreement, gave the United
States Government the right to impose numerical limits on the staff of permanent
missions of Menoer States who were accredited not to the United States but to the
United Nations. 1In the view of the missions concerned, the imposed reductions were
incompatible with international law and generally accepted practice and constituted
interference in affairs which lay exclusivelv within the competence of &tates in
their relations with the United Nations.

2. Consideration in the Committee of the aforementioned
notes verbales and letter of 11 March 1986

35. The issues raised by the notes verbales and letter of 11 March 1986 and the
letter dated 13 March 1986 referred to above were discussed at the 115th, 116th,
117th and 118th meetinas of the Committee.

36. At the 115th meeting, on 13 March 1986, the representative of the USSR said
that his country had called for an urgent meetinag of the Commjttee in connection
with the wrongful action taken by the United States against the wmissions of the
USSR and other States. He rejected the assertion by the United States that it had
the right to determine the size of missions to the United Nations. Nothing in the
existing acreements gave that right to the United States. The presence of the
United Nations in New York was based on the Headquarters Aareement which was being
flaarantly violated by the United States. Only the States Members of the United
Nations had the right to determine the size of their missions. Comparisons between
the number of staff in t.'» ° ,ited States and the Soviet missiong were wrong because
the United States could Graw on the State Department and other n: “ional
orqanizations, while the Soviet Union must be totally gelf-suffi—-iont. The
wrongful action by the United States, if not resisted, would create a highly



unfavourable precedent. The Soviet Union hoped that the United Nations would take
& position in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, the Headaquarters
Mreement and the norms of international law.

37. The revresentative of the United States said that it had been recognized by
all concerned that there were some limits to the riaht to send a diplowatic mission
and to the obligation ( * a receiving State to accept it. That question had been
raised in 1946 when the Headquarters Aqreement was being neqotiated. At that time
it was recoqnized that, for reasons of security and otherwise, there were such
limits. That was the purpose, inter alia, of the foliowing phrase in the
Headquarters Aareement: "Such resident members of their staff as may be agreed
upon”. No receiving State should be forced to tolerate a situation where a
particular mission reached a size that was larger than that of the two next largest
misaions combined. That was Cleariv unreasonable and abnormal. To require a
phased reduction over a period of more than two vears did not work a hardship or
decrease the ability of a migsion to conduct its official business. The action of
the United States in the present case was reasonable and consistant with its
responsibilities.

38. In response to a reauest mwade by the representative of the Soviet Union, the
Leaal Counsel noted that, in the hiatory of the Oraganization, no case had arisen
where the host State had called for ceilings on or reductions in the size of
missions accredited to the United Nations. That appeared also to be true with
respect to the specialized agencies. Thus, the matter had, in the abse.ce of
practice, to be considered purely in the light of relevant rules and principles of
international law. 1In bilateral diplomatic relations, in the absence of a mpecific
aareement between the sending and the receiving States, it was for the receiving
State to determine the size of a diplomatic mission which it was prepared to accept
from a sendina State. In wakina a determination to that effect, national security
and other factors were taken into account and the governing principle wis one of
reciprocity. However, other consideraticns and procedures alsc had to be taken
into account where missions to international oraanizations were concerned in view
of the fact that such missions were not accreditad to the host country and that
conseauently reciprocity was not possible. The tast, which was embodied in

article 14 of the 1975 Vienna Convention on the Representation of States in their
Relations with International Organizations, was an objective one. The Lagal
Counsel cited article 14 of the 1975 Convention, which provided that the sixze of
the mission should not exceed what was reasonable and normal, having regard to the
function of the Organization, the needs of the par..cular mission and the
circumstances and conditiona in the host State. While the Convention was not yet
in force, that particular provision reflected a consensus on the matter. The
determination of what, in any particular case concernina missions to international
orqanizations, miaht be reasonable and normal did not depend on the considerations
of the host State alone. If the host State had & -y reservations regarding the size
of a mission, such reservations had to be resolveu through consultations and, if
they failed, dispute-settliement procedures. The Headguarters Aareement of 1947 4id
not provide anythina different. Section 15 (2) of the Agreement foreazaw saresment
among the Secretary-General, the United States Governwent and the Governmert of the
Merber State concerned c¢n staff to be assianed to missions. The legislative
history of that provision indicated that it related not only to the categories of
staft concerned, but also to the sire of the mission. Neither implicitly nor
explicitly did gection i5 (2) abandun the principie of proceedina coliactively in
resolving specific situations which mioht arise under tha* secticn. In accordance
with that legal analysis, the Legal Counsel concluded that, under the applicable
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law, the matter was one which reguired conaultations. The Secretary-Genei al had
expressed his readiness to be of assistance in reqgard to such consultations.

39, The representative of Bulgaria aualified the United States reauest for staff
reduction as a hostile and arbitrary act which was not consistent with its
obliaations as host country. He stated that each Member State had a sovereign
right to determine the size of its own mission to the United Nations dependina upon
the work-load and the duties to be performed.

40, The representative of Iraq stated that the matter affected the rights of all
Member States as well as the proper functionina of the United Nations. The matter
was also important because it was the first case of a host State attempting to
limit the size of a mission of a sending State and would thus set a precedent.
Since the matter was not merely one of bilateral relations, he called for
consultations to be held between the receivina State, sending States and the
Secretary-General.

41. The representative of France said that it was generally aqreed under
international law and usual practice that the number of representatives sent to
serve in a permanent mission should be normal and reasonable. The host countrv had
the right to refuse to aqree that the size of the misasion exceed the limits of the
normal and reasonable limits, and that members of the mission conduct activities
extraneous to their official functions of representation to the Organization. He
supported the call for consultations among the parties concerned.

42. The representative of the United Kinadom said that no country had a right to
increase its representation bevond all ressonable limita. The United Staces
actions could not be described as arbitrary, and the Soviet Union had not fullv
explained how those actions viclated its obligations under the H.adquarters
Agreement and international legal norms.

43. The representative of Honduras said that the matter was not one of bilateral
relations but rather a trianaular matter involving the host countrv, the
Organization and the sending State. The call for consulta.ions was consistent with
the general spirit of the HerAquarters Agreement of 1947, and the Secretary-~General
should provide the appropriate basis for such consultations among the parties
concerned.

44. The representative of Spain noted that the Headquarters Agreement did not
contain a specific provision to requlate the size of missions. The Vienna
Convention stated that the host State should require a mission to be within normal
and reasonable limita. 1In the absence of a specific agreement, the host State
could propose limits on the size of missions provided that 1t was done on a
non-discriminatory basis and through consultations.

45. The representative of Canada expressed the opinion that it was recasonable that
the number of members assianed to a permanent mission should not be unlimited, that
the size of a mission should be consistent uvith the functions of the Orqanization
and that, consistent with international law, the host country could take measures
to assure its national security. The parties concerned should use the good offices
of the Secretary-General to resclve the problem through consultations. A decision
on that matter would have important implica‘ions for all host countries.
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46. The representative of Seneas]l recalled that the Comsittee was not a tribunal
but an organ established to asmist in finding rolut’.ons to disputes with the host
country. He asked the parties to continue their dialogue through the
Secretarv-General of the Organizaticn.

47. The representative of China said that there was no precedent for the dispute
in aquestion. The 1947 Headauarters Aareement provided an important juridical basis
for the functioning of the Organization and the permanent missions of its members,
but it did not set out a specific limit on the size of missions. However, it could
not be assumed that a mission could expand its staff indefinitely. The size of a
mission should be regulated in accordance with its ressonable raeds. The problem
was that it was unclear who shculd decide what constituted a reasonable level. The
parties concerued should resolve the probles through consultations.

48. 1In exercise of the riaht of reply, the representative of the Soviet Union
stated that no existing international convention, including the 1947 Headquarters
Aqreemert, contained any orovision giving the United States the right to fix the
s’ze of missions to the United Nations. The Uanited States act was in violation of
international law. He agreed that there must bu reasonable liwmits and criteria for
the size of missions to the United Nations.

49. At the 116th meeting of the ~umittee, the observer of the Syelorussian SSR
stated that the United States dem. .4 to cut thy staff of his countrv's Permanent
Mission as well as the permanent missiona of the Soviet: Union and tha Ukrainian
SSR, was arbitrary, unjustifiable and constituted & flagrant violation of the
international oblications assmed bv the host country. He expressed his resolute
protest in connection with the unlawful action of the United States Government and
demanded that it be rescinde unconditionally.

50. The observer of the Ukrainian SSR said that the demand of the United States
Government for reduction in the staff of the tnree missions concerned, ircluding
that of the Ukraine, was illeaal. Attempts ol the host country to impose numerical
limits on the staff of missions were legally groundless and created a negative
precedent whose implications could qo far beyond the context of those missions.

Not a single international legal document aave the host country the riaht to
determine unilaterally and arbitrarilv the size of missions.

51. BAlso at the 116th meeting of the Committee, the observers for a number of
Member States took issue with the United States decision to reduce the size of the
tnree missions. The observers for the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland,
Mongolia, Viet Nam, Afghanistan, the Libyan Arab Jamshiriys, Cuba, the Syrian Arub
Republic and the Lao Fanple's Democratic Republic considered the demand to reduce
the staff of missions to be a violation of international agreements, including the
Charter of the United Nations and of the Headgquarters Agreement, arbitrary and
digcriminatory in nature and substance and an interference in the internal atfairs
of the States Members of the United Nations. It was also pointed cut that the
action by the United Sta.es was of concern to all Member States and the
Organization and not only those whose missions were airectly atfected. The
neaative precedent established by the action had wide implicationr. The United
States was called upon to rescind the measures.

52. In exercise of the right of replv the representative of the United States

assured the Committee that the actions taken by the host countrv regarding the
missions concerned were reasonable, prudent and Deasured. The phased reduction
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would not casuse a hardship in the legitimate work of those missiona nor was it
directed at other Members of the United Nations.

53. 1In exercise of the right of reply, the representative of the Soviet Union said
that the United States continued to attempt to justify the action directed not only
against the Soviet Mission but practically against all Member States of the
Organization. He stated that the United States position was provocative and
aqgqressive.

54, At the 117th meetina of the Committee, the observer for Czechoslovakia said
that the decision of the host count:y gradually to reduce the size of the permanent
missions of the Soviet Union, the Dyelorussian SSR and the Ukrainian SSR was
illegal. It violated general norms and rules of international law. No provision
of any existing international instrument gave the host country the right to
establish unilaterallv the number of personnel in individual missions of Member
States. PBach Member State had the scle right to decide on the size of its
representation at the United Nations. The arqument of “"national security” was
based on an artificial construction that had no leqal backaround. 1In substance it
wag a decicion to reduce the statf of mirsions which had been workina hard to
achieve the burposes of the Charter. He regarded the decigion as null and void and
called on the United States Government to reconsider its decision.

55. The representative of the Soviet Union noted that the question before the
Committee affected the basis of the United Nations and concerned the future of the
Orqanization. The United States action was not a minor provocation similar to
those repeatedly practised by the host country authorities, but amounted to
political sabotage of the United Nations. The host ccuntry was violating its
obligations under international treaties and agreements. He recalled that the
permanent missions were accredited to the United Nations, not to the United

States. The attempts to ignore and violate the rights and privileges of the United
Nations and its Member States had to be regolutely condemned and rejected.

5€. In reply, the representative of thes United States restated the position of the
host country that the size of the missions in question was abnormal, unreasonable
and unjustifiable.

57. At the 118th meeting, the representative of the Soviet Union recalled that a
number of delegations in their statcments before the Committee had condemned the
arbitrary, illeqal and discrimin2tory action by the United States as incompatible
with its obligations under the Chavter, the Headquarters Agreement and other
international documents. He said that the United States arqument that the number
of personnel of Soviet missions had exceeded United Nations requirements was not
consistent. The assumwption by the United States of the right to estahlish the
number of personnel of missions accredited to the United Nations contradicted the
Charter and the internztional ~bligations of the United States. The United States
demands were inadmigsible and incompatible with international pi.actice and
constituted interference in affairs within the exclusive competence of States in
their relations with the United Nations.

58. The representative of Bulgaris restated the position of his Government and
expressed regret that the host country had not taken steps to solve the problem
under consideration to avoid violating the Charter and the norms of international
law.
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59. The representative of Canada noted that various leqal, adwinistrative and
political aspects of the problem had been discussed in order to find a solution.
He was not sure that the hostile climate in New York had anything to do with the
size of missions to the United Nations, but the represen ative of the Soviet Union
had put forward arquments that seemed to be relevant where he cited the need for
Soviet teachers ar! additional security arranaements. He said that attempts to
find a solution should be made in a swmaller aroup.

60. The observer of the Byelorussian SSR restated the position of his Government
that the United States action was unfounded and arbitrary and expressed the hope
that the Committee would reject attempts by the host country to impose its demands
on other States Mewbers of the United Nations.

D. Question of privileges and immt:nities

61. At the 114th meeting of the Committee, the Chairman drew i - attention to the
pendina consideration of information prepared by the host count: reaarding
immunities of members of missions to the United Nations participating in criminal
proceedings (A/AC.154/257). The annex to that document contained (esponses of the
relevant United States suthorities to a questionnaire prepared by 'he open-ended
contact group.

62. The representative of the United Kinglom thanked the representative of the
United States for a comprehensive and coherent response tc that complex matter,
which related, in particular, to a possibility for a diplomat to give evidence in
court as a witness,

63. The representai ive of the Soviet Union said that information presented by the
competent United States authorities was useful. At the same time, he wished to
raise a number of questions regarding federal and New York state leaal procedures.
What d4id "federal offence®" and "felonies® mean? He believed that there was a
substantial difference in emphasis between federal and state leaal procedures.
Federal procedure was more comprehensively directed towards the protection of
diplomats who might be victims of crime than that of the state of New York.

64. The representative of France also pointed out differences in the existing
procedures. He reminded the Coemittee that the 1961 Vienna Convention on
Diplomatic Relations explicitly prcvided, in article 31, paraqraph 2, that a
diplomat was not obliged ‘o give evidence as a witness. A diplomat could not waive
his diplomatic status and, in particular, imnunity from jurisdiction. The immunity
from the jurisdiction of the receivinag State could be waived only by the sending
State. The representative of France stated that appropriate provisicns regarding
the possibility for a diplomat to give evidence as a witness in court was contained
in the code of procedures of France.

65. The representative of the United States, referring to a meeting with the
United States Attorney for the Southern District of New York, Mr. Rudolph Giuliani
with the United Nations diplomatic ~ommunity. which had taken place in

February 1984, expressed the hope that the United States response entitled
*pParticipation by persons enjovring diplomatic status in criminal proceedings®” would
lead to greater participation of the diplomatic community in the United States
system and more successful prosecutions. The existing constitutional guarantees
provided for fair and just adjudications of cuilt and innocence, resulting in
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reliable, consistent and honest legal precedent. Those auarante s ultimatelv
ensured the Government's efforts to prosecute crimes against the diplomatic
community.

66. The representative of the Soviet Union noted a lacuna in the procedure whicl:
Aid not provide for diplomats being the victims of crimes and, therefore,
underlined the necessity to find an appropriate solution for protectina diplomats.

67. In connection with the problem raised by the representative of France, the
Legal Counsel clarified that it had been already addres: ad in paraaraph 13 of the
annex to the letter dated 9 July 1985 from the United States Mission to the Uni*ed
Nations addressed to the Chairman of the Committee (A/AC.154/257), concerning
indirect testimonv by diplomats in criminal proceedings.

E. Letter dated 24 October 1986 from the Permanent Representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United
Nations addressed to the Chairman of the Committee on
Relations with the Host Country

1. Communication received

68. On 24 October 1986, the Permanent Representative of the USSR addressed a
letter to the Chairman of the Committee (A/AC.154/267)* requesting an urgent
meetina of the Comrittee to consider the auestion of the violation of the 1947
Hedaquarters Agreement resulting from the action of the United States Government to
reduce the staff of the Permanent Missiorn of the USSR. The letter stated that the
Committee had the duty to take urgent and effective steps to ensure the strict
implementation of the 1947 Headquarters Agreement and the creation of conditions to
perwmit the work of the permanent missions accredited to the United Nations to
proceed normally.

2. Consideration in the Committee of the letter
of 24 October 1986 (A/AC.154/267)

69. The reauest contained in the letter to the Chairwan of the Cowmittee from the

Permanent Repregentative of the USSR, dated 24 October 1986 was discuss =t the
119¢th and 120th meetings of the Comimittee, on 30 October 1986.

70. At the 119th meetina, the reoresentative of the USSR said that the United
States actions to reduce the staff of the Permanent Mission of the Soviet Union
were in violation of the 1947 Headauarters Aareement. The host country was
creating artificial obstacles to the work of the missions accredited to the United
Nations in its efforts to brina the Oraanization under its diktat. The ultimatum

* At its 121st meeting, the Committee decided that this question as well as
the question of thi notes verbales and letter of 11 March 1986 (see chap. IT,
sect. C of the present report) should hencefor.h be considered under item 2 of the
Committee‘'s aaenda entitled "Consideration of, and recommendations on, issues
arising in connection with the implementation of the Acreement between the United
Nations and the United States of America reaarding the Headquarters of the United
Nations”.

-14~



demanded by the United States on 17 September 1986 for 25 staff members of the
Soviet Mission to leave under the threat of deportation was an unprecedented
example of crude arbitrariness by the United Statea. The Legal Counsel of the
United Nations had previously stated that tiue host country's demands were
untenable, and the Secretary~General had said that its actions were in
contravention of the Headquarters Aqreewent. The Soviet Union had indicated its
readiness to accept the gqood offices of the Secretary-General, but the United
States had rejected the Secretary-General's proposals to mediate, thus evadina the
relevant procedures for dispute settlement in violation of the Headquarters
Agreement. He said cthat United Nations missions were accredited to the United
Nations and not to the United States, which had no right to determine the numbers
of staff members of United Nations wissiona, which would run counter to the Charter
of the United Nations and the Headauarters Aqreement and would place the missions
of other States in subordination to the United Ststes Administration. 1In
accordance with Article 2 of the Charter, the Organization was based on the
principle of sovereiqgn equality of all Member States. Furthermore, the host
country was obligad to respect the privileges and immunities of Member States, as
provided in Article 105 of the Charter. He ssid that the comparison of the numbers
of staff of missions of the United States and other Members was inapprooriate. The
United States Miss’ion is located in its own country and relies on a huge network of
nuserous United States governmeantal agencies and organizstions in Washington and
New York. The United S.ates way even reduce almost to zero the size of its wission
by replacing its activities with those of various agencies in New York and
Washington. The Soviet Union was obliged to maintain a large number of technical,
security and administrative staff and the United States had included those workers
in its computation of the staff members of the Soviet Mission. Neither would
suffice a purely arithemetic comparison of the quantitative sizes of the missions
of different States because the scope of their tasks and activities in the United
Nations would vary. The gquantitative size of the Soviet Mission is destermined
entirely by the tasks of ensuring an effective representation of the Soviet Union
in the United Nations and by the expansion of these tasks due to the gqrowing and
expanding activities of the Organization itaelf. Tha host country's actions
directed at individual missions and the United Nations as a whole reauired dacisive
condemnation. It must cesse its intervention in the normal activities of the
United Nations. He hoped that the Committee would consider the issues and take
measures to halt the illegal acts of the United Btates against the Mission of the
Soviet Union and call for a strict adherence to the Charter and the 1947
Headquarters Aareement.

71. The representative of Bulgaria said that the riqhts, privileges and imwunities
of the Soviet Mission were being violated by the arbitrary acts of the host
country. Those actions were a violation of the Headquarters Agreement and were
unprecedented. The size of the staff of permanent missions to international
oraanizations was determined by conditions in the host countrv and each sovereian
State had the right to deterwine for itself its staffinu needs in view of its
requirenments and the prevailing oonditions. Nothing in the 1947 Headquarters
Agreement allowed the hoat covntry to set limits on the staffing of United Nations
missions. Unpredictable and far-reaching consequences were possible if such
actions were allowed to contiiue. The United States actions should be revoked and
the Committee should recommend measures to facilitate the normal functions of
missiono.

72. The representative of Coata Rica indicated that, although there were no
provisions reqgarding a limitation of the size of p+« rmanent wissiona in the 1947
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Headauarters Aareement, it was necessary for the Sec.etarv-General, the State
accreditinag a mission and the host country to decide jointly on an appiopriate
number of representatives. The representative of Costa Rica stressed the
importance of recoqnizina that, in accordance with the relevant leaal instruments
and the opinioa of the United Nations Lejal Counsel, both the accrediting State and
the receiving State <hould be entitled to their views regarding the number of
representatives who shonld make up the mission of a Member State of th United
Nations. If there was n - agreement between them, it was essential that they should
both consult the Secretary-General, who represented the international community,
since the matter was a multilateral and not 4 bilateral issue, and Member States
were concerned by it. The representative of Costa Rica added ihat the factor of
good faith should he relevant to the interpretation of treaties, since that factor
and common sense regarding the number of representatives accredited to the mission
of a Member State cf the United Nations were essential in ensuring that the mission
was of an appropriate size. The Legal Counsel of Costa Rica referred in that
Connection to paragraph 3 of the statement on the subject made by the United
Nations Legal Counsel in March 1986. For all those reasons, it was very important
that both the delegation of the host country and that of the accrediting State,

te er with the Secretary-General, should undertake broad consultations within

ti rawework of a constructive di~logue in order to alleviate the current
dlrticulties and produce an aareement which would be satisfactory to everyone. The
representative of Costa Rica believed that that was the most appropriate means of
aolving the dispute and hoped that a positive sc” i1ticn would so.n be found to the
auestion.

73. The representative of the United States said that his delegation had already
stated that there had to exist a reasonable limit to the size of missions. During
neqotiation of the Headquarters Aqreement in 1946, it had been recognized that
ther: were such limits. The Secretariat, in a report on privileges and immunities
@wade in 1967, had also confirmc3 that it had been generallv assumed that some upper
limit did exist. The Legal Counsel, in his statement to the Committee in

March 1986, had said that there was a common consensus that the size of missions
should not exceed what was reasonable and normal, having reqgard to the functions of
the Oraanization, the need of the particular mission and the circumstances and
conditions in the host country. When his delegation had first raised the isaue,
the size of the Missions of the USSR to the United Nations had clearly exceeded the
staffing needs required for the conduct of United Nations business; their size was
unreasonable by any standard and constituted an s-.se of the right of
representation. Past efforts to secure voluntary co-operation to correct that
problem had been unavailing. The personnel schedule announced in March 198
allowed the missions sufficient support to conduct United Nations-related
activities but would limit opporcunities for unrelated activities damaging to
substantial United States interests. The United States was as sensitive to the
respounsibilities and honour of being host country as it had ever been. It was
absurd to siagaest tha* applving standards foreseen as n« essary in 1946, and
endorsed in 1967 and subse Jently, stemmed from sowme new policy of hostility to the
Organization. The United States was legally justii.ed in seeking to correct that
situation and the measures required were reasonable. Reither the Headquarters
Agreement nor the General Convention on Privileges and Immunities permitted the
size of mt sion s8.2ff to increase clearly and demonstrably beyond that which was
7arrantea bv repredentation reauirements. The Soviet Mission had nct responded to
United States init.atives to discuss the matter, and therefore his country had made
a determinatic concernina those who had been asked to leave.
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74. The representative of Canada said that, in the settlement of the matter, three
woints should be paramount: that the size of wissions should not be unlimited;
that it should be reasonable and normal; and that the host country should be
antitled to agsure 1lts security in accordance with international law. He fully
endorsed the recommendation made in March by the Legal Counsel to the effect that
the host country and the Soviet Union should avail themselves of the good offices
of the Secretary-General in order to settle the problem. iiis delegation hoped it
wag nat yet too late to follow that advice.

75. The representative of Iraq said that the matter hefore the Committee was of
concern to every Member of the United Nations. No one had disputed the statements
that the size of any mission should be reasconable and normal. The question was who
decided what was reasonable and normal and what happened if the decision was not
accepted by the parties involved. The principle of freedem in deciding the
composition and number of staff must be recognized, he said. Remedies against
misuge of that freedom must be sought through consultation and mediation
procedures. He regretted that the good offices of the Secretary-General had not

been used and he hoped that the parties to the dispute would avail themselves of
the Secretary-General's offer.

76. The representative of Senegal said that it was necessary to avold having the
isgue jeopardize the United Nations or the relations between the countries
concerned. While he could understand the concern of the Soviet Union, he believed
that the host country was acting with qcodwill. The Secretary-General could be
involved in the process of facilitating a solution to the problem.

77. The representative of China said that there was no specific limit on the size
of permanent missions in the Headgquarters Agreement, but that their size should be
reasonable and warranted in the light of their duties and responsibilities. Strict
"adherence to the spirit of the Headquarters Aqreement and other international legal
instruments was required for a solution to the problem. Consultations and dialogue

between the parties, with the participation of the Secretary-General, would
hopefully resolve the matter.

78. The representative of C8te d'Ivoire said that there were relevant points made
in both of the statements by the United States and the Soviet Union. There was a
substantive as well as a legal problem reflected in the dispute. 1In the view of
his delegation, consultation and conciliation were required. The parties should
avail themselves of the assistance of the Secretary-General in this matter.

79. The observers of the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Mongolia, Poland and
the Ukrainian SSR said that the actions of the United States towards certain Member
States were discriminatorv and had no basis in the practice of States. On the
basis of the Charter of the United Nations and the 1947 Headquarters Agreement, the
United States had no right to introduce numericsl limitations on the size of
missions. The United States actions were in clear violation of existing
international principles and norms. In particular, they were incompatible with the
Charter which specified the principle of sovereign equality of States snd the
principle of non-discrimination, which was the cornerstone of diplomatic law, as
reflected in article 47 of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations,

80. The Committee continued its consideration of that question at its
120th meeting. The representative of Spain said that his delegation believed that,
in sccordance with the Headquarters Agreement and other international instruments,
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there was no established limit with regard to the size of misaions, but neither was
there recognition of an absolute right to an unlimited nunber of mission staff.
According to those international instruments, the number of staff of miusions
should be set in accordance with the criteria of what was customarilv taken to be
reasonable, normal and non-discriminatory. His delegation aareed with the views
expressed by the Legal Counsel in his statement (A/AC.154/264), and considered that
the parties, including the Secretsry-General, should initiate consultations in
order to settle the question.

81. The reoresentative of the United Kingdom said that no useful purpose would be
served by again going over the legal arguments in the case. The purpose of
permanent wmissions was to conduct their Governments' leqitimate business at the
Inited Nations and wissions should@ not have more staff than was needed to carry on
such function:. He assocliated his delegation with the calls for consultations
between the parties as a means of reaching a solution to the probiem.

82. The representative of France said that, in accepting an internatioral
orqanization, a country showed ite dedication to the Organization and acreed to
abide by obligations to ensure the proper functioning of the Oryanization in
question. There was sgreement within the Commwittee that the host ._.ountry should
respect the privileqees and immunities of missions accredited to the Organization,
but also that it could refuse to accept ataff ia numbers going beyond normsl and
reasonable limits without thereby celling i:..to question the riahts of the sending
State. When there were doubts ceqarding what should be understood bv “"normal and
reasonable®, a criterion of which use could be made in that respect was that of
comparison. The dispute which was befor« the Committee should be settled by mweans
of consultationa. It was regrettable in that connection that one of the parties
had apparently avoided such consultations.

€3. The ohservers of Afahanistan, Cuba, the German Democratic Republic, the Lao
Penple's Decocratic Republic, the Libvan Arab Jsmahiriva, the Syrian Arab Republic
and Viet Nam expressed the view that the size of permanent missicns depended on the
functions and needs of those missior: and said that the freedom of the sending
State to determine the composition of its mission must be observed. Under the
Charter, the Headquarters Aqreement of 1947 and other international instruments,
the host country had no right to set “"quotas”® or numerical resti.ictions on the
personnel of other wigsions. In keeping with the principle of sovereign equality
of States, each State had the right to decide for itself on the needs of its
represantation to and participation in United Nations activities. If the host
country had reservations reqarding the size of a particvlar mission, they should be
renolved thi.ough dispute settlement procedures and not through unilateral action.

84. In a concluding statemen®, the representative of the Soviet Union said that,
in the light of the discussion in the Comwmittee, It was obvijcus that the matter
under consideration was of oconcern to all Members of the United Nations. He had
hoped to see sowme signs of movemen. in the position taken by the United States but
had been greatly disappointed. No one would dispute the fa-c¢ that the size of
wmissions should be subjected to ressonable limits, but the host country did not
have the right to set limitg unilaterally or deterwine arbitrarlly what size is
reasonable and necessary. Negotiation and consultation was the way to resolve such
disputes. The question was whether the host country was ready to engage in a
dialoque with the Soviet Union on this matter. The United States representative
had said that the Soviet Union had not responded to a United States of“er to
discuss the matter. That was not the case, becsuse it had been made clear that the
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fiqurea quoted by the United States were not negotiable and the United States
unilateral demands and action by form and substance were undertaken as an
ultimatum. The United States Adeliberately cut off all possible routes for seeking
compromise solutlon and understsanding. Instead of consultations, the United States
requested the departure of 25 members of the Soviet Mission and rej~cted the qood
offices of the United Nations Secretary-General to which the Soviet Union bhad
aqgreed. Bv such an action, the American side ignord the numerical size of the
Soviet Migsion which was below even the numerical limit set by it. He said that a
numher of deleqgations had referred to the negative attitude of the United States as
the host country and the expulsion of the Soviet staff had been only one link in a
chain of events which demonstrated that negativity. The attacks against the United
Nations and missions were co-ordinated with the political practices of the United
States in delaying pavment of its financial contribution and pulling out of some
international oraanizations. The preparation to show a defamatory television movie
against the United Nations is something that should be of concern to all of its
members. The time has come for the United Nations to study the question of where
and under what circumstances the United Nations could function better in a more
quiet and safe atmosphere than in the United States.

85. The reoresentative of the United States, in reply, said that the attacks on
the United States as host country were sad, and he emphasized that his delegation
did not come to this meeting to discuss the United States press and media which
enjoys full freedom from censorship. The United States had been curious to learn
of the "urgent” nature of the meeting. Rather than receiving confirmation of the
urgency, the Unitesd States lelegation had again listened to repeated statements of
the views of the foviet Union. The United States believed that there existed a
reason to place a limit on the size of missions to the United Nations and welcomed
the calls by the Ledal Counsel to the United Nations for consultations. His
deleqation stood ready to engage in such consultations,

86. In summing up, the Chairman of the Committee said that the Committee had now
devotad a total of five meetinga in 1986 to a discussion of the issues arising from
the reductions imposed on certain missions by the host country. There had been 2
thorough discussion and an exchange of views among members of the Committee as well
as observers, and while the particuler issue under discussion concerned three
Member States, there was no doubt that the question of the size of missions was a
general one of concern to all Members of he Organization. It was slso clear that
the question should be considered under the relevant rules of international law.

In that reaard, he considered the statement made by the Legal Counsel ¢t the

115th meeting of the Committee to have been very helpful. The Legal Counsel had
stated that it was the view of the Secretary-General that, in accordance with the
relevant rules of international law, the matter was one which should be settled by
consultation between the parties concerned, and the Secretarv-General was ready to
be of assistance to the parties in that matter if they should so desire. The
atatement of the Legal Counsel had been echoed by virtually all the members of the
Committee and he believed that it was the sense of the Committee that the parties
were urqed to follow the path of consultation: with a view to reaching a solution
to that problem.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSTIONS

87. At it8 122nd meeting, on 18 November 1986, the Committee approved the
following recommendations and conclusions:

(1) Considering that the security of the missions accredited to the
United Nations and the safetv of their personnel are indispensable for iheir
effective functioning, the Committee notes the as~urances given by the
competent authorities of the host cor *ry and the constant need for effective
preventive actions.

{(2) The Committee urges the host countrv to take all necessary measures
without delay in order to continue to prevent any criminal acts, including
harassment and activities violating the security of missions and safety of
their personnel, or inviolabhility of their property, for th. existence and
functioning of all missions.

(3) The Committee urges the host country to continue to take measures to
apprehend, bring to justice and punish all those responsible for committing or
congpiring to commit criminal acts against missions accredited to the United
Nations as provided for in the 1972 Federal Act for the Protection of Foreign
Officials and Official Guests of the United States.

(4) The Committer -onsidered the issues raised by certain States Members
of the United Nations response to the request and action by the host
country to reduce the size of their missions. The Committee urges the
parties, in accordance with the suqgestion contained in the statement by the
Legal Counsel (A/AC.154/264), to follow the path of consultations with a view
to reaching solutions to this matter in accordance with the Headquarters
AqQreement.

(5) The Committee calls upon the host country to avoid actions not
consistent with meeting effectively obligations undertaken by it in accordance
with international law in relation to the privileges and immunities of Member

States, including those relevant to their participation in the work of the
United Nations.

(6) The Committee, with a view to facilitating the course of justice,
calls upon the missions of Member States to co-operate as fully as possible
with the federal and local United States authorities in cases affectina the
gsecurity of those missions and their personnel.

(7) The Cowmmittee notes with concern that there have been difficulties
concerning unpaid bills for goods and services rendered by private persons and
orqanizations to certain missions accredited to the United Nations and certain
individual diplomats attached to those missions, and suggests that the
Secretpriat and others work together to solve these outstanding difficulties.

(8) The Committee appeals to the host country to review tlhie measures
relating to diplowatic vehicles with a view to facilitsting the needs of the
diplomatic communit' and to consult with the Committee on matters relating to
transportation.
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(9) The Committee stresses the importance of a positive perception of
the work of the United Nations. The Committee expresses concern about a
negative public image and, therefore, urqes that efforts be continued to build
up public awareness by explaining, through all available means, the importance
played by the United Nations and the missions accredited to it for the
strengthening of international peace and security.

(10) The Committee wishes to express its appreciation to the New York
City Commission for the United Nations and the Consular Corps and those
bodies, particularly the New York Citv Police Department, which contribute to
ite efforts to help to accommodate the needs, interests and requirements of
the diplomatic community, to provide hospitality and to promote mutual
understanding between the diplomatic community and the people of the City of
New York.

(11) The Committee welcomes the participation of the Members of the

United Nations in its work and feels that it is of great importance that ways
and means of strengthening its work should be considered.
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ANNEX

List of documents

(8 January 1986-27 October 1986)

Letter dated 8 January 1986 from the representatives of Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Poland and the German Democratic Republic to the
United Nations addressed to the Secratary-General

Note verbale dated 11 March 1986 from the Permanent Mission of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed
to the Secretary-General

Note verbale dated 11 March 1986 from the Permanent Mission of the
Bvelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic to the United Nctions
addressed to the Secretary-General

Letter dated 11 March 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic addressed to the
Secretary-General

Letter dated 17 March 1986 from the Permanent Representative of
Czechoslovakia to the United Nations addressed to the
Secretary-General

Letter dated 17 March 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Cuba
to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General

Letter dated 26 March 1986 from the Charqé d'affaires a.i. of the
Permanent Mission of Bulgaria to the United Nations addressed to the
Secretary-General

Letter dated 4 June 1986 from the Permanent Representative of
Afghanistan to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary~General

Letter dated 11 February 1986 from the Acting Representative of Viet
Nam to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General

Letter dated 13 March 1986 from the Deputy Representative of the
United States Mission to the United Nations addressed to the
Chairman of the Committee

Statement made by the Legal Counsel at the 115th meeting of the
Committee, held on 13 March 1186

Letter dated 23 June 1986 from the Counsellor for Host Country

Affairs of the United States Miss n to the United Nations addressed
to the Chairman of the Committee
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A/AC.154/266 Letter dated 18 Auaust 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the

Islamic Republic of Iran to the United Nations addressed to the
Secretarv-General

A 'AC.154/267 Letter dated 24 October 1986 from the Peimanent Representative of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nationfr
addressed to the Chairman of the Committee on Relations with the
Host Country
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world. Consult your bookstore or write to: United Nations, Sales Section, New Yoik or Geneva.

COMMENT S PROCURER LES PUBLICATIONS DES NATIONS UNIES

I ¢« publications des Nations Unies sont en vente dans les librairies et les agences dépositaires
du monde entier. Informez-vous auprés de votre libraire ou adressez-vous A : Nations Unies,
Section des /entes, New York ou Gengve.

KAK TIOJIYMUTE UIAHUS OPIAHWALIMA OBBEANHEHHAIX HALIMA

Wananus Opranniaunn O6benuennbix Haunft MOXHKO KYyNHTb 8 KHHXHbIX MaraiuHax
W ArenTC FBAX BO BeeX PaloHax Mupa. HasosMTe cnpasi 06 WiAaHHAX B BALIEM KHIKHOM
Maraimie wiM nHBTe 1o aapecy: Opranwrauus O6renunennsix Haunft, Cexunn no
npoaaxe witanuf, Hewo-Popk win Heuesa,

COMO CONSEGUIR PUBLICACIONES DE LAS NACIONES UNIDAS

L.as publicaciones de las Naciones Usidas estdn en venta en librer(as y casas distribuidoras en
todas partes del mundo. Consulte a su librero o dirfjase a: Nucionies Unidas. Seccidn de Ventas,
Nueva York o Ginebra.
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