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BUSINESS PERTAINTNG TC THE SEA-BED TREATY REVIEW CONFEREHCE

Agenda and duration {SBT/PC.I/CRD.4) (agenda item 1 (f))

1. 'The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to take up the suggested draft agenda for the
Review Conference of the Parties to the Sea~Bed Treaty (SBT/PC.I/CRD.4) which he had
briefly introduced at the previous meeting.

2, Mr. van der KLAAUY (Wetherlands), proposed the inclusion of an item reading
"Relevant technological developmenis! before item 12; in his view, it would be
appropriate to receive information on any nev developments of that kind before revisvwing
the operation of the treaty, which was the subject matter of item 12. He would be glad
to learn whether other representatives considered the existing wording of the title of
item 12 sufficient, ox whether they thought that it might be subdivided so as to specify
discussion according to article or groups of axrticles. o
{

-

3. Mr. TUDOR (Romania) thought that real progresc could be achieved on the bagiaz of the
suggasted draft agenda. In the opinion of his delegation, the main purpose of the
review conference, which was to review the operation of the treaty, had become rather
lost among the other agenda iteums. He believed that useful guidelines could be

provided for the debate in the Conference by making item 12 wore detailed. If the draft
agenda were submitted o the Conference in its present form, there was a danger that
there would be a long discusaion on the scope and direction of the debate on item 12.

Hisz delegation accordingly wished to propose a number of amendments to items 12, 14 and
15, which read as feollows:

m12. Review of the operation of the Treaty as provided for in its article VIE.
A. Tmplementation of the provisions of the Treaty as a step towards general
and complete disarmament; role of the Treaty in strengthening international peace
and security. ;
B. Operation of the Treaty from the point of view of the fulfilment of its
objective of the exploration and use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor for
peaceful purposes.”
"1i4. Other matters, including the question of another Revieu Conference."
5. Preparation and adoption of final documents.”

4. His delegation supporied the Hetherlands representative's propogal to include an

additional item in the agenda. The Romanian delegation's amendments were equally
pertinent and he hoped they would be reflected in the agenda.
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5 Baron HAMIITON (Sueten) sadd dhat, unen the Jea-led Treaty had been-drafted, his
Government had e coped bhe view dhat it w o very limited in scope, pariicularly
a
2

riicles V and VIL. Tiie Rewiev Cuaieveunce joule provide an cpportunity for a thorough
xamination of the sifmetion vith a view to extending the secope of the treaty or
prowoting 1ts purposes. Al 4noagh the Svedish Government had not yet determined its
position on that matter of substance, vhich vas not of course under discussion at present,
the organizational voxrlk of the Conference and questions of substance were to a pgreat
extent interrelat=d. His delezation had come to the conclusion that the best
procedure for revieving the Treaty ' as thut adopited ot the Non-Proliferation Treaty (wpT)
Review Conference, nwaelr, Lo discuns it article by srticle. There wos & relationship
hetieen the subjcct matiter of maiy of ihe articles. For instance, technological
developnents coéuld be discussed wnder articles I, III, V and VII, but that would not
preclude an article-~by-article revieu. Thae discuzsion would undoubtedly foous on
article I, dealing with implementaticn, teclnological developments and fundamental
questions of broadening the scope of the Treaty %o include other weapons and military
equipment in addition to weapons of hass demtruction.

6. In his delegation's view, a recommendation should be made to the Conference not to
prolong the general debate (item 11 of the sugrested draidb agen&a) unduly. Tuo days
would perhaps be sufficient. As regards agenda itew 12, the Swedish delegation would
like to propose the inclusicn of tvo sub-itewms, entitled "(a) Articles T to XI' and

"(b) Preambular parvagraphs and purposes of the Treaty™. That would facilitate the

work of ithe Conference and give the drafting committee time to accomplish its task.
Issues involving the law of the sea could be discussed under each relevant article.
Iikevwise, the question of whether to hold a further veview conference could be discussed
under article VII.

7. Mr. JAY (Canada) said that it might be difficult to implement the Swedish proposal
Lo shorten the general debate in a Conference atiended by anproximately 60 delegations,
without rendering such debate ineffectual by placing a time limit on statements. His
delegation considez:d that the matter needc ! further discussi nj but otherwise it had

no objection to items 1 to 11 of #he sugger ed dralt agenda.

8. The.CBAIRMAN'suggeﬂted that the Suedish proposal on the general debate could perhaps
be discussed wnder item I (g) of the Committee's agenda (SBT/PC.I/CRD.l); but he had
nc objectisn to its being discussed immediately if that vas the Committee's wish.

2. Mr. van der KLAATM (ifetherlands) soid that the gquestion of the general debate
raised by the Canadian representative uas very important. He wondered whether the
gsolution might not be bo wake the general debate a sub-iten {a}) under item 12 of the
suggested draft agenda. - That might help to shorten the debate, in that general remarks
could be made at that voini, after vhich the Coaference would go through the Treaty
article by article.

10. Baryon HAMILTON (Sueden) said he fully supported the Metherlands represeﬁtative‘s
suggestion.

11, The CHATRUAN suggested that the Committee should adopt items 1 - 10 of the
sugsested draft agende.

19, Tfems 1 — 10 of the draft ependa (SBT/2C.1,/C2D.4) vere adopted.
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13. The CHAIRMAN ipvited comments on the proposals wade by the representatives of
Romanid, Sweden and the Netherlands on items 11 and 12 of ithe suggested draft agenda.

14. Mp., DAVIS (Australia) said there was much %o be said for the proposal to delefe item 1
and to include a sub-item "(a) General Debate” under item 12. That would have the

effect of limiting the general debate and concentrating discussion on the main purpose

of reviewing the Wreaty. The Swedish proposal had the merit of simplifying the agenda,
wheresas the Romanian proposal for item 12 would have the opposite effect. Discussion

of the treaty article by ariticle would be the most effective way of making any necessary
clarifications of the wording of certain articles. Por instance, some of the provisions
on the territorial sea and the contiguous zones might be found to be out of date in the
light of amendments to the law of the sea. He fully supported the Bwedish proposal,

15. The CHATRMAN read out an amended propesal by the Swedish representative, which read:

"Delete item 11 of the suggested draft agenda. ¢
Item 12 to read:
Review of the operation of the Treaty as provided for in its article VII:
A, Generzl debate
B. Articles I -~ XI
C. Preambular paragraphs and purposes of the Treaty".
16. Mr, van der KIAAUW (Wetherlands) supported the Swedish representative!s proposal.
He understood the concern of the Romanian representative, but he thought that the subjecis

referred to in the Romanian amendment to itenm 12 could be discussed under the new sub-
item 12 C.

7. Mr. SCH@N (Denmark) expressed his support for the statements made by the representé J
of Sweden, the Netherlands and Australia. The wain purpose of the Review Conference

was to review the operation of the Treaty and the best course was %o follow the procedure
adopied for the NPT Review Conference. S8ince the Sea-Bed Treaty Review Conference

would only last two weeks, it was important that the general debate should be shortened

as much as possible.

18. Mr. LIE (NWorway), Mr. MEYERS {(United States of America), Mr. FERRETTL (Italy),
Mr. LIKHACHEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), Mr. GAYNOR (Ireland), '
Mr. ULUGEVIK (Turkey) and Mr. SCHNEEBERGER (Svwitzerland) supported the Swedish proposal.

19. Mr. TUDOR (Romania) said that, although his delegation appreciated the Swedish
proposal, he would like the text of that proposal to be circulated before a decision was
taken on it. :
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20. 'The CHATRMAW said that the text of the provosal would be circulated as soon as
possible. .

21. He invited the Committee to comment on item 13 of the suggested draflt agenda.
22. UMr. DAVIS (Australia) pointed out that item 15 might relate only to the Drafting
Committee, since it was possible that the credentials commitiee, and possibly other
committees, would have reported earlier.

2%. The CHAIRMAN suggested that, for the time being, item 13 should be approved in
principlie.

24, It was so agreed.

25. The CHATRMAW invited the Commiiiee to congider item 14 in the light of the
Romanian representaiive's proposal relating fo it ' '

26, Mr. JAY (Canada) vondered vhat gquestions could be discussed under item 14 other
than the guestion of another Review Conference.

27. Mr. di BERNARDO (Italy) said he supported the Romanian proposal to include a
specific reference to another Review Conference. o

28, . Mr. MEYERS (United States of America) said it was clear from the Swedish proposal
that there obviously would be another Review Coanference; he guestioned, therefore,
wvhether it was really necessary to refer to that Conference in item 14.

29, Mr. van der XLAAUW (Wetherlands) said that the guestion of holding another
Review Conference should obviously be left open until the end of the discussion.
(onsequently, he agreed with the Romanian proposal that it should Dhe mentioned under
item 14.

30. The CHATIRMAIN suggested that the Romanian proposal relating to item 14 should be
adopted.

3Le It was so agreed.

%2, The CHATRMAN asked the Committec for its views concerning the Romanian proposal
to remove the brackets from the vord ‘Document{s}’ in item 15.

33, Mr, van der KLAAUW (Netherlands) said it vas difficult to decide at the present
stage whether therc would be more than one final document. The inclusion of the
brackets would leave the Conference free to decide that guestion itself.

34. Mr. TOUDOR (Romania) said that the use of the word 'Documents" in the plural was
fully justified by precedent and would give the Conference the necessary latitude.
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55. [DThe CHATRMAN seid that the officers of the Committee had not wished to prejudge
the issus ond hod t en dnbo ceceount the nosuibiiity thet there amight be one or more
final documents. 1l suggested, thercfore, that the brackets sheuld be retained in
order fto leave the matter onen.

3G, It was so asread,

37. The CHATRIAN eaid that, pending circuletion of the Svedigh proposal in writing,
the Commitico ¢ nlf% wlgh ho ﬁwpalde_ the propuesal on finencing submitied by a number
of delegations ’%rf PC.I/CHD.Y) end to tele ws other matiers.

38. ir. GAVIOR (Ireland) ha

gaid his C(elegntion vished %o be added 4o the list of
sponsors of doc documon1 sBr/ 20,1/

e
u
-

39. My, DAVIS (fustralia) sald that, as a matter of form, the Committee should give ,
the Secr teriat the necessary ingtructions concerning notifications to the participants |
and signatories, the Sceretary-General of the United lations, non-governmental

org n¢zatLous, gtc., concerning the date of the Conference and the last date for.

giving notice of their intenlion to attend it.

40, The CHAIRMAN, weferring to the aveilable precedents concerning the question.of
participation, said that paregreph 13 of the {inal revort of the Hon~Proliferation
Treaty Preparatory Commitiee {(MUPT/COUTF,/3) rcad as follows: "The Commibttee also decided
that invitations to States which, in accordance vith the decision on participation,
vere entitled to participate in the Conference, as well as to the Secretbary-Genersl of
the United Hations and the Divector General of the IALA, should be issued by the
Chairman of the third session. It wee alsc decided that, for practical reasons, the
Covernmentbs of States intending fo participate in the Conf@rence should be requested to
so notify the Provisional SucretaIJMCPHE‘ﬂl before 15 April 1975." He suggested,
therefore, that the Secretariat should be requested Lo nropose an approrriate formula
for invitations to particinate in the Confersnce.

41, With regard to press and publicity arrongements, paragraph 23 of the same report

read: "At its third session, the Committee approved certain press and sublicity

arrangements suggested by the Office of Public Information of the United Fations."

He guggested that the Committee might also wish to aslk the Cifice of Public Information
Lhe United Hations fto suggest the necessary arvrangements for the Review Conference.

Ef necessary, tne Commitltec could meet again before that Conference for the purpose of

examining those suggestions.

A2. Pr. ALLE (United Fingdom) said that his delegation hoved that it would be
posgsible for any such arrangements Lo e conuldered at the present meeting of the
Preparatory Commitiee, sc that it would not De necessary to hold another meebing before

the Review Conference,

45. The CHATRMAN suggesbed that the Commitltes should reguest the O0ffice of Public
Information, throvgh the Secrefariat, to submit the necessary pronosals, bafore the end
of the present session.

44. T} wvas so decided.
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45. The CHAIRMAN said that another question which would have to be decided by the
Preparatory Committee was vhether it wished to have its summary records distributed to
the parties to the Treaty as an annex to its report. That hrd been done in the case of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty Preparatory Comnittee. If there were no objections, he
would take it that the Committee wished that course to be adopiéd.

46. It was so agreed.

47. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to examine the text of the Swedish proposal
(SBT/PG.I/CHD.G) relating to agenda items 11 and 12 of the draft agenda for the Review
Conference,

48, lr. TUDOR (Romania) said he would like certain aspects of the Bwedish proposal to
be clarified., First, with regard to the articles to he examined, he wondered whether it
was intended that article VII should be considered separately because it involved the
guestion of technological development and the convening of an additional review
conference. Secondly, the preambular paragraphs of the Treaty had not been linked to
the operative part. In the WPT Preparatory Committee, a more logical division of the
work had been achieved by combining part of the preamble with the operative provisions;
that arrangement could be followed in the present case. Thirdly, he wished to know
whether the Swedish delegation would agree to put sub-headings in sections B and C.
Fourthly, as the order in which the different parts of the Treaty were to be examined had
been laid down in article VII precisely to ensure that the purposes of the preamble and
provisions were being realized, the same sequence should be followed in the present case.

49. Baron HAMILTON {Sweden) said that article VII would be discussed as part of

section B and taken up again when other questions arising under il vere discussed, such
as the place and date of a further review conference. His delegation thought it was
more logical to consider the individual articles first and then to return to the preamble
and purposes of the Treaty. In the case of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, part of the
preamble had been closely linked to the operative provisions but there was no such link
in the Sea-Bed Tr:aty.

50. He wondered if it was really necessary to have sub-headings for sections B and C.
In his opinion, the more condensed wording of hiz delegation's proposal was clearer.

5l. The CHATRMAN suggesited that the meeting should be suspended for consultations on
the Bwedish proposal.

52. The meeting vas suspended at 12,05 p.m. and resumed at 12,45 p.m.

5%. Wr. TUDOR (Romania) said that, although he could see the merits of the Svedish
proposal, he continued to have reservations about the vay in which the debaie would be
conducted; there should be refersnces to the relevant articles, and to the order in
vhich the various articles and paragraphs would be taken up. If the Committee followed
the guidelines in article VII, matiers arising from the preamble should be dealt with
first, before those arising from the articles themselves.

54, In a spirilt of compromise, his delegation would accept the Swedish proposal, on
the understanding that the order of the sub~items in item 11 did not prejudge the order
in which discussion would take place at the Review Conference itself, and that his
delegation's ideas would be reproduced in *he Preparatory Commitiee's report, so that
the Review Conference could take them into account.
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55, The CHATRMAW suggested that the Comnitiee should agree that the order of the gub-
items in item L1 wenld not wrajndee the decision of the CTonferencs eon the opder-ofl
debate; that the lomanian delegation should submit a working paper with its ideas

on the matter, to be appended to the veport of the Propavatory Commitiee; and that the
Romenian representaiive's statemont should be reflieccted in the summar records of the
Commit$es. If there were no obisclions, he would take it that, with those »rovisos,
the Committes approved the Swedish owvoposal.

56. It was_so amreed.

e meeting rose at 12.50 w.m.




