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Geneva Conference on the Law of the Sea [stamp — illegible]

Minutes from the morning meeting of the delegation
Friday 28 March 1958.

Present: Gundersen, C. Stabel, Dalsto,
Seyersted, Lund, Rasmussen,

Overa, Knut Rasmussen, Opsahl

og Bugge

As regards the Fourth Committee, C. Stabel reported that the committee would
today vote on art. 68. He wished to report the following in connection with this
provision:

(1) The description of the entitlements of the coastal state as “sovereign rights”. In
numerous quarters a more restrictive term had been proposed, either “exclusive
rights” or “jurisdiction and control”.

Stabel considered, in agreement with the previously expressed Norwegian point of
view, that it would be preferable to avoid any allusion to sovereignty in this
connection. He would have preferred one of the other terms (either of the two),
although neither was particularly clear. If “sovereign rights” were to be agreed, this
would, however, in his view not be so important as to merit Norway abstaining from
voting for art. 68 in the final vote.

(2) Definition of “natural resources”. Norway was in this connection one of the
proposing states, together with the United Kingdom, India and three other states
(doc. C. 4/L..36), which were proposing a definition that would encompass certain
biological phenomena which have a permanent connection to the sea-bed, such as
e.g. oysters and mussels, but not however crabs etc. This definition, which had
been developed in consultation with Dr. Rasmussen, seemed to be well founded
scientifically and it drew a clear and unambiguous line around the entitlements, all
the while having good chances of gaining a majority in the committee.

The original Swedish proposal, which had been taken up by e.g. Greece, to
limit the entitlements to
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“mineral resources”, did not in Stabel’s view have good chances of winning
approval. He would suggest that Norway abstained from voting over such a
proposal.

If, however, the result of the vote over art. 68 were, against Norway’s vote, to
be that certain species of “bottom-fish” and other species too were covered by the
definition, he would ask the delegation to consider whether Norway should not, in
the final vote on the continental shelf, vote against the coastal state having any
rights over the shelf, or at least to abstain from voting.

(3) There was a new proposal from the United Kingdom to introduce a limit of the
entitlements of the coastal under art. 68 state at 550 meters below sea level. As was
well-known, this depth limitation had already been discarded by the committee in
the vote on art. 67 — the very definition of the shelf — and Stabel thought there was
little chance of re-introducing it in art. 68. Norway ought nevertheless in the first
instance to support this proposal.

The delegation expressed its agreement with this.

Translated by Professor Eirik Bjorge
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