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1. ··· · The · CHAIRMA.N· (Mexico) (translation from Spanish): I declare open the 

44lst plenary meeting of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. 

2. Mr. IGNAT1EFF (Canada); First of all I should like to express the pleasure 

of the Canadian delegation at the return of our old friend and colleague, 

Mr. Kazimierz Zybylski, and to express our regrets that other ministerial duties have · 

necessitated the departure of another old friend, the Right Honourable Fred Mulley, 

whose contribution to the work of this Committee has been so outstanding and whose 

message of farewell to disarmament was read out at the last meeting (CCD/PV.44Q,para.39). 

3· Toda:y I · should like to introduce a C~nadian working paper, which has been 

distributed as document CCD/270. This paper sets out specific proposals as to the 

procedures which we believe should be considered as a reasonable basis for the 

implementation of the "right to verify" in article III of the co-Chairmen's joint 

draft on the sea-bed, which was circulated at the last meeting as document CCD/269. 

4. In an earlier statement I referred to the need for all of us here to seek 

common purposes on each issue which came before us before freezing that agreement 

in treaty language. We are pleased that, with regard to arms control on the sea-bed, 

the co-Chairmen have apparently found this common ground, and indeed have gone on to 

produce an agreed draft treaty. Its tabling follows a long and obviously difficult 

period of negotiations, primarily between the two co-Chairmen. Their success in 

achieving agreement represe.nts a vital step forward, which augurs well, I hope, 

for the eventual conclusion of an arms control treaty for the sea-bed and for progress 

on other issues before this Committee. It now falls to other members of the Committee 

to see how much coi!IDlon ground we can all find in e:xamining the draft put before us by 

the co-Chairmen. 

5. The scope and geographic limits of the treaty, which have been the main focus of 

attention on the part of the representatives of those Governments which at this time 

have the capability of emplacing the weapons to be prohibited if this agreement comes 

into effect, will obviously be the subjects of further debate both here and at the 

United Nations General Assembly. A matter of special concern to all other potential 

adherents to such a treaty, however, is the assurance that whatever may be agreed upon, 

both as to the categories of weapons to be prohibited and as to the geographic scope, 

will be complied '\-lith. 



CCD/PV.L:-41 
6 

(l1r. Ignatieff ~ Canada) 

6. iJe believe that the ver:!.fication procedures, to be generally acceptable as giving 

such an asS1JXance, should be based on two criteria: first, they must, to the 

satisfact5.on of all signatories, detect any significant breaches of the trea-ty with a 

minimum of delay, providing iu the last analysis incontrovertible evidence; and 

secondly, they must be in accord with and support the existing Law of the Sea as it 

affects the interests of coastal States. 

7 , .. From the .. draft presented to us by the co-Chairmen we know the engagements which 

their Governments are willing t o accept in prohibiting the extension of the nuclear 

ar:ns race to the sBa·-bed. 'VTI1at wo want to know now is, what engagements are the two 

Powel~s willing t o accept in relation to othors, especially the many coastal states, that 

these engagements i-Till be kept' and what proc <3dure s are they \o.1.lling to agree to in the 

e7Emt "j:.hat any St ate has reasonable concern that · a threatening installation may have been 

observed on the sea-:bed clearly within its jurisdiction as defined under the existing 

Law of the Sea? In ot her words, what we •..rant to know is just how the "right to verify" 

speoi£'ied in article III of the co-Chairmen's draft is to be exercised. 

3. It has been the view of some delegations that, if this treaty is to be truly 

rm~.tilateral in nature and to achieve widespread adherence, it must contain more than a 

-rsrification clause .adequate for a limited number of signatories, even if those 

signator~_es .are the most in1portant signatories. The Canadian delegation suggests that, 

in order to meet the basic criteria to •..rhich I have referred, there are three important 

aspects of the verification problem which mus t receive more detailed treatment in any 

article •rhich might ultimately be accepted by this -Committee. 

9. In the first place, there must be some ·mechani sm to ensure that, in the final 

ana l ysis, di spute s regm:·ding vorification can be resolved once the concern of · a State 

is engaged that t he treaty is not be ing fully complied ' with. 

10. There must als o be provisions in the article which would guarantee the ability of 

f'.ll signatori es t o shar e in the verification procedures, either independently or in 

co-opera·0ion with other pa:>.·ties, so · that signe.tories should not be at any unfair 

(iisaC:.vantage owing t o lack of the nece s sary technology or skill. 
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11. The other main concern is that there should be a clear re-statement of the 

pertinent r~ghts of coastal States under existing international law, so that these 
. . 

States may be assured that th~se rights are fully protected under the treaty now under 

negotiation. When the subject matter of such a treaty deals specifically with areas 

of vital interest to States expecteg to become parties, States are unlikely to accept 

wording which leaves thes~ issues unclear, or which is claimed to provide protection by 

indirection. Broad acceptance c~ be achieved only by ensuring that the draft 

treaty is clearly fitted into the totality of the existing framework of international 

law. Viewed against these criteria, the provisions in the draft treaty submitted by 

the co-Chairmen require, in the view of the Canadian delegation, careful examination. 

12. Bearing in mind these considerations, I should now like _to turn to a very short 

explanation of the specific points in olli'. working paper. 

13. Paragraph 1, which seeks to impose on parties the obligation to recognize existing 

ri~hts, is in keeping with the proposition that the relevant rights of States under 

international law should be re-stated and taken fully into account in this treaty. 

It also provides specifically for wha:t ~~--~lear~;y- th_e fi~st -~~:!.' __ ~~.~~~ ~~~i_fi?at~.:'!l... 

article of the joint draft co-sponsored .bY thE:l co-Chairmen: r·the··right .T o ob·~-~~~. 
. .. ----------~-- ·---~---- ~· · · ·-........... ._ -------

14. Paragraph 2 provides an outline of what would be the second st3?_ ... ~!:L~ ... Y.:l3Yj,_f.'~g.?~1.9.~ 

::~-~.?.:t -- the right of ?-1~ :P.a.!~ies ~() consl,ll t . a.Il.d @. ~g.!:l;t_~.ld,~g -~9 co::-C>PE?r_ate ~E 
attempting to resolve difficulties which might arisa. 

•. . · II 

"'·· 
15. Paragraph 3 is the point at which o~ proposal begins to go 

verification article put forward by the co-Chairmen. While the 

beyond tl1~ 

co-Chairmen have 

provided indirectly for observation and consultation, the phrase "right to verify" is 

open to several interpretations, some of which are not very reassuring. 

16. It is our view .that this concept of verification stops short of providing 

precisely how the concern of a State is to be adequately met if the second step of 
). . . 

bilateral consultation and co-operation fails . Tl_:~ _ _procedure envisage~ ~~- our wrking 

paper is that tr1e State or States controlling the installation or facilities in question 

~~- be ~iven notice of the desire to carry out verification by inspection, without --

I emphasize "without11 -- interfering with the activities involved. 
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17. Paragraph 4 vrould provide f or ultimate recourse to the Security Council, if the 

necessary co-operation ofsuch States were not forthcoming. It can. be ar gued t hat 

parties already have the right, under the Charter, to raise such i ssue s in the Security 

C01.li'1Cil. But '\-Fe believe that specific reference to this right will serve to provide 

assurance that complaining States r t:ltain the right of having r ecour se to the· Secu.:ri t y 

Council if the suspected non-coMpliance giv8s suf ficiently serious concer n . 

18. It is also in this paragraph that the question of "access" i s raised . Such access 

as an ultimate recourse rnust be provided, we believe, in order to ensure cr edibil ity 

for the whole verification process. l.Je cannot emphasize too strongl y , however, that 

this provision ~~uld be activated only as a l ast r esort, should all other attempts to 

resolve the point at i ssue fail, and should be in accordance w'i t h the· existing La1,.r of 

the Sea. Otherwise, hoH can we speak of a cr edible "right to verif y"? 

19. In paragraph 5 an attempt i s made to meet more fully ~he concer n of the less 

technologically devel oped Stat es _that verification should be availabl e to allay any 

doubt:s they might have about specific event s . Sub-paragraph 5 (a ) provides for third

party assi stance , ei ther bil ater ally-- a pr ovi sion whose i nclusion i n the co- Chairmen's 

draft the Canadian del egation welcomes -- or thr ough t he good offices of the Secretar y

Gener al of the United Nati ons . Sub-par agr aphs 5(b) and ( c) set out suggesti ons 

regarding details of the procedures and obligations surroundi ng a r eque ;3t for · assi s tance 

in carrying out necess2ry verification inspecti on pr ocesses , t o be channel l ed through 

the Secretary-Gener al . 

20 . In paragraph 6 He have sou~ht to point up as fully as jJOSsible the right s of 

coastal States under i nt ernational l llw, and par t icularly under the 1958 Geneva Convention 
. 11 

on the Continental Shelf . Thr ough the pr ovision for pr ior notification to coastal 

States regarding possible verif ication on their continent al shelf and for their 

associ ati on in a manner acceptabl e t o both parties in the actual vorification , the treaty 

would ensure that the r eleve.nt rights · of coastal States under i nter national l aw could 

be fully protected. 

21. Paragr aph 7 of our paper i s a rout ine , al t hough i mportc:nt, clause under which nll 

parties t'o :the 'treaty undertr:Uce t o co-oper ate to implement t he article on verifice.tion . 

1/ United Nations Treaty Seri es, Vol . 499, pp . 311 et seq" 
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22. Paragraph .8, Which envisages incl~sion of review provisions in the final treaty, 

confirms that the procedures of verification, Which will obviously have to be altered 

in the light of 8xperience and changing technology, should be one of the subjects of 

a.1y such review conference. 

23. In cc.ncluding, I would make the more general remark that modern technology, with 

its 1·estless urge for constant innovation, is hardly consistent with such static 

concepts in the co-Chairmen's draft as the veto power .on the right to amend the treaty 

and the lack of provision for review. ·· 

24. In submitting these prnposals regarding verification, the Canadian delegation 

approaches the problem with no sense of finality or infallibility, still less of 

inflexibility. Francis Bacon wisely said: "If a man will begin with certainties,. he 

shall end in doubts; but if he will be content to begin with doubts,. he shall enq in 

certainties." So with the contents of this paper: we seek to establish certainties 

only in respect of· principles and of' the l nw, allowing for flexibilit y as to the language 

end the means, until we are agreed on the objectives. 

25. If the contents of our working paper on verification seem ·long in relation to the 

co-.Chairments draft treaty, or excessively detailed, I would point out that the concept 

of the 11 right to verify" requires clarification in some detail, point bypoint, if the 

result is tb be regarded es effective by the many governments which will wish to be 

assurad about 1 compliance with the t erms of tne treaty before they decide whether or 

not to sign it. 

26 . P.s to form, our working paper att empts a cer t ain pr ecision of language as . an aid 

to further consultations bElcause, a s· I am sure we are all agreed, the time for 

generRlities is past and the time for negotiation is at hand. It i s not an amen~ent 

at this st age, · but r ather a checklist of verification procedures directly r elated to 

the implementation of t he right to verify contained in the co-Chairmen ' s draft treaty. 

Our working paper, therefore, Whicl1 trie s to cl arify and define the procedures which 

would be open to the signatories of the treaty under the right to verify, should, I 

suggest , be exc..rnined by this Cmmni ttee along vii th article III of the co-Chairmen 1 s dr aft . 
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27. Our aim is to seek to strengthen the draft .treaty by helping towards the 

broadest possible consensus. This would not only redound to the credit of this 

Committee as a negotiating body; it would also help to meet the concern of 

coastal States, which represent an important part of the international community. 

28. Mr. CARACCIOLO (Italy) (translation from French): I should like 

to associate myself with my Canadian colleague in expressing the regret felt 

by my delegation of the departure of Hr. Fred Mulley, Minister of State, to whom · 

we are grateful for enhancing by his presence the prestige of our work over a 

long period of time. we wish him all possible success in his new and important 

task in the Government of his country. 

29. I should like also to welcome the new representative of Poland, 

~~. Kazimierz Zybylski, on his return to our Committee. 

,30. One of the problems most discussed during the present session of the Confe-re-nce 

of the Conunittee on Disarmament -- that is, the elaboration of a treaty on the 

denuclearization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor -- is now entering a crucial 

phrase. The Conference now has available a text which is the fruit of long and 

difficult negotiations. On behalf of the Italian delegation, I should like 

first of all to thank the co-Chairmen for the efforts which they have made, and 

to congratulate them on reaching agreement on a joint text. This is a good augury 

for the development of negotiations betwe en the two nuclear Powers and, at the 

same time, further evidence of the importance of the role played by the Committee 

on Disarmament as an indispensable point of convergence in the negotiations which 

should lead to the establishment of lasting peace throughout the world. 

31. In my statement today I should like to express the first reactions of my 

delegation to the text before us, and to comment on certain problems already 

mentioned in my statements of 13 May (ENDC/PV.410) and 29 July (I':;NDC/PV,423) and 

in whose solution, unfortunately, hardly any progress has been made. 

32. I shall therefore begin with a first examination of article III, and I should 

like to say immediately and very frankly that _it appears to us inadequate in its 

present wording·. VJe think indeed that the problem of control constitutes a 
., 

complementary and necessary aspect of disarmament measure, without any exception 
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whatsoever, and that it assumes a substantive character as the applicatio11 of a 

general principle. The joint declaration made by the United States and the Soviet 

Union on the principles agreed in 1961 for negotiations concerning general and 

complete disarmament leaves. no room for doubt in. this respect; paragraph 6 of 

the ·agreed statement says that aAll disannament measures should be implemented from 

beginning to end under ••• strict and e:ffect;~ve international control ••• 11 (ENDC/5) 

33 • . There is no need for a lengthy demonstration to recall that the same problem 

of control was the crucial point in all the negotiations leading to the conclusion 

of the non-proliferation Treaty (ENDC/226* ). During the discussic:ms prior to its 

approval article III was the one that gave rise to the most discussion and controversy. 

The serious. commitments undertaken by the non-nuclear States with r egard to control 

are undoubtedly one of the fundamental characteristics of that important insti'll;ffient 

for peace and international co-oper a tion. . It should .also be r ecalled t hat the 

discussions on the drafting of a treaty for the discontinuance of underground 

nuclear tests which were carried on in this Committee during several s essions, and 

be came highly technical, have s o. far fo:undered on the fundamental problem .o[ setting 

up control machinery capable of providing the neces_sary guarantees of compliance 

with the provisions of the treaty. 

3L~ . In one. of my previous statements I asked: 
11why ••• the need for an international control body has been .so strongly 

~ . ·~ ·•-

felt in t he cas~ of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear ~Jeapons , 

why it is so laboriously sought with a view to t;he conclusion of an 

.agreement on underground nuclear explosions o+ an agreement on the 

limita tion of the production of fissionable mat erials, while it is 

rejected in the case of the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the 

ocean floor." (ENDC/ PV.4lO, .Para. 53 ) 

35. According to thes e general cons iderations and i n .conformity wit h the principle 

which requires that any disarmament measure , to be effective, must create identical 

rights and duties for all signatories , the Italian delegation ha9 constantly 

affirmed the necessity of establishing aqequate international machinery t o guarantee 

compli ance with t he provisions of the treaty on the denuclearization of the sea-bed 
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and the ocean floor. If we have not proposed rigid formulas or complicated 

solutions, it is because we are perfectly aware of the delicate and complex aspects 

of the problem and the cost of setting up new and cumbersome international structures. 

36. However, we wish to stress once again that it is essential t hat the principle of 

international responsibility in the matter of control should be recognized in the 

provisions of the treaty. In other words, an adequate procedure introducing -

t!J.rough machinery to be determined -- recourse to international organizations must 

be established; and this both on account of the principles I have mentioned and 

because of the legitimate concern of States with very long coastlines at seeing 

certain of their inalienable sovereign rights such as that concerning the 

continental shelf, which is recognized by the Geneva Convention of 195B1/ -- threatened 

by unjustified verification operations which might be carried out by other States. 

37. In this connexion we listened with interest to the delcar ation made by the 

representative of the United States of America at the meeting on 7 October, when 

he said: 

" ••• legitimate activities on t he s ea-bed would not be subject to 

inte rference . For exruaple , the provision does not imply the right of 

access to sea-bed installations or any obligation to disclose activities 

on the sea-bed that are not contrary to the purposes of the treaty." 

(CCD/PV.440, para. 32) 

38. We consider tha t this declara tio11 is particularly helpful. However, it seems 

t o us necessary tha t this concept shoul d be made mor e precis e and complete in the 

actual text of the treaty. Moreover, if the States which adhere to the agreement 

now under discussion consider themselves to be threatened by the r eal or suspected 

activities of othe r St at es , they mus t be able t o avail themselves of the guarantees 

pr ovided by the treaty without t he need to have r ecourse. t o the optional assi s tance 

of the t e chnologically more· advanced States . 

1/ Unit ed Nations Tr eaty Ser i es , Vol. 499, -pp. 311 et seq. 
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39. Against these :::-equirements it might of course be objected that in fact the 

treaty to be conclt1.ded on the basis of the joint draft of th<3 co-Chairmen concerns 

nuclear weapons exclusively, and the. t c.:onsequently only ·che nuclear Powers are 

affected by the problem of the control relating thereto. We cannot accept that 

thesis. In the first place, the treaty cert::~.inly refers to nuclear weapons, but 
.,. .... . , 

it refers CJ.lso to all weal:)ons of mass destr_~<::t~on~ and we cannot be certain 

t od.ay that in the future this expression wiil continue to indicate only nuclear 

weapons. ]ut there seems to be c:.nother reason for not accepting that thesis. 

The prea~ble to the draft treai~y in f~wt says explicitly that '~This Treaty 

consti tc::.te:J a step towards a Treaty on Genel·al and Complete Disarmament under 

stric.:·~ ani effective internc:.tional control ... " ( CCD/269). Therefore this 

concept should logically, in our opinion) and even from the strictly legal point 

of vievr, find its concrete ap;;lica tion in the oj)erative part of the treaty. 

40. For all the reasons I have just explained we consider that the working 

ducurnt:nt (CCD/270) sub~itt~d todc:.y b;y the Canadian del .3gation contains extremely 

int•3rcs~ing and useful sugges tions~ and that consequently it deserves the fullest 

ati;ention of this Committetj and commends itself most particularly to the 

con :: iJ.e:r:a tion of the Go-Chairrllen. 

!j.l. Filcal2.y, i 0 seems to us tha t the suggestions formuli;J,ted by the delegation 

of ~raziJ. in its ~orking document of 1 Septe~ber last (CCD/267) concerning the 

E:et-!>lewent of disputes to vrhici.~ the application of the k·eaty might give rise 

e.lso deserTe cJose s tud.y. 

42. Having set forth the point of vievr of my delegation on the problem of control, 

Hhich is now the most delicate part of the treaty on the denuclearization of the 

sea-ued and the ocean floor, I BhouJd like to make a few brief comments on other 

pO.:Ln ts in the draft before USe 

Ll3. I shall begin with the preamble. We were pleesed to no te the introduction 

of the fourth paTagraph wh:ich aims at integrating this agreement within the wider 

framawoJ:k of general ano. con1plete disarmament. This is a. very positive 

dec~aration of principle. It must oe noted, however, that such an agreement 

does not diminish i:rJ any vmy th c3 military pow·er of the opposing "blocs; therefore 

c~.'u::::r concret::J disa:C'maruent agreements will be necessary before we can tc:.lk about 

reo.l p1·ogress a2.ong the r oad t o gener2.l and complete disarmament. Obviously 
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vre hope that this concrete progress will be achieved as rapidly es possible. 

To this end, it seems to us that it would be advisable to improve the text in 

question so ths.t it becomes an incent ive to the conclusion of other agreements 

aiming at the reduction of nuclear vreapons, in accordance with article VI of the 

non-proliferation Treaty. 

44. On the other hand, the third par 2.graph of the preamble seems t o cause a 

certain amount of perplexity. Certainly it is drafted in extremely general 

terms and there can be no do~bt thc~t the objective of excluding the sea-bed and 

the ocean floor from the arms race is highly commendable. Nevertheless, since 

the drafting of this paragraph leaves open the possibility of concluding 

agreements of wider scope as regards the ~emilitarization of the marine depths, 

I wish to reaffirm clearly what I have a lready said in my sta tement of 29 July 

(ENDC/PV.423, para.33)g it is quite true thc. t, within the present framework 

of an agreement providin5 f or the prohibition of weapons of mass destruction 

only, Italy is ready to acce j) t the proposed twelve-mile limit. Hovmver, if 

other agreements were t o envisage extending the prohibition t o other weapons, we 

should be compelled, by virtue of the requirements of our national security, to 

r econsider completely the question of the geographical limits relating to any 

new prohibition. 

45. I now tuxn to article IV. The text of this article, and more particularly 

the clause under which amendments to the trea ty mus -t be a:;:;proved by a majority 

of the parties to the trea ty, including all the nuclear Powers, rais es , in oux 

opinion, a serious problem, because this is tantamount to establishing a right 

of veto in a n ew intern~ tiona.l inc trum,:·nt of particular importance . The fact 

that the United N~tions Charter admitted the necessity of a qdalified majority in 

regard to decisions where internati ona l peace and security are at stake recognized 

at the time the existence of certain rela tionships of pov1er and could therefor e 

be justified. Also, while it is true that paragraph 2 of article VIII of the 

non-proliferation Trea ty r ecognizes the principle of a qualified majority including 

the nuclear Powers, it is equally true tha t this paragraph introduces an important 

modification to an exclusive right of ve to by including in this majority all the 

States members of the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy 

Agency. 
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46. On the other hand, in the treaty on the denuclearization of the sea-bed and the 

ocean floor, the codification of the right of veto would introduce an eiement of 

discrimination between the signatories which seems to us to be quite unjustified, even 

for ree.sons of security, because each State is free, under article V, to withdraw from 

the treaty if it considers that its supreme interests are jeopardized. de consider 

therefore that the discrimination proposed in this draft treaty should be done away 

with. 

47. Before concluding, I venture to make a brief corrnnent on article I of the treaty, an 

article which we know very well to have been the subject of particularly difficult 

negotiations between the two co-Chairmen. However, I c2,nnot help remar~dng that it 

would have been desirable to m<'lke it clear in that article that within the contiguous 

zone the coastal State fully retains its power of decision regarding the· setting up of 

any military installation, and·to makeit clear dso that it retains the right to 

conclude agreements with third States for the setting up of any military installation. 

48. Thgt is the substance of my preliminary remarks on the new text which has been 

submitted to us and I reserve the right to revert to these problems, if necessary, in 

the course of our forthcoming discussions. 

49. Mr• FRAZAO (Brazil): I should like, first of all, to add my voice to those 

which have expressed regret at the departure from our midst of the Right Honourable 

Fred Mlllley. IVrr. IVlulley w2,s a brilliant representative, whose statements and proposals 

aJ.ways contributed to the progress of the work of the Committee. I also vvant to a.dd 

Brazil's welcome to that already expressed to the new Polish represente,tive, 

Mr. K. Zybylski. 

50. I shall be very brief in stating wha.t I have to say today. The Brazilian 

delegation supports in principle the concepts and ideas included in the working paper 

(CCD/270) submitted this morning by the delegation of Canada. We are also in agreement 

in general terms with the explanations given by rvJ"r. Ignaticff in introducing this 

working paper. In tote1 accord with our previous statements, we are prepared to 

submit in due time modified langu.nge for pe,r2cl:,Taph 1 and sub-paragraphs 6(a) and 6(c), 

which in their present v1ording still do not meet our views on the subject. We hope 

that our modifications will be 2.cceptable to the delegntion of Canada and to all 

delegations which share our appros,ch to these questions of verification Emd control, 

bearing in mind the inherent rights of the coc-,stal St<:~t8s. 
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The Conference decided to issue_i~e following co~munigue~ 

"The Conference of the Commi tt;;;e on Dise,rmament today held its 44lst plen2TY 

meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneve,, under the chairmanship of 

J.VTJ.ss Elis2- Aguirre, rcpresE:ntative of Mexico. 

"Statements VJere made by the reprc sente.ti ve s of Canada, Italy and Bra zil. 

"The delegation of Canada submitted a world.ng paper on article III of the 

co-Chairmen's drccft tree,ty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear 

vreapons and othe r weapons of mas s c~estruction on the sea-bed and the oce2..11 floor 

and in the subsoil ther eof (CCD/270 ). 

"The next mee ting of the Conference will be he ld on Tue: sd2,y, 14 October 1969 , 

at 10 . 30 a.m . '1 

The mee ting rose at 11.20 a . m. 




