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Iceland: proposal

Where a people is overwhelmingly dependent upon its
coastal fisheries for its livelihood or economic development
and it becomes necessary to limit the total catch of a stock
or stocks of fish in areas adjacent to the coastal fisheries
zone, the coastal State shall have preferential rights under
such limitations to the extent rendered necessary by its
dependence on the fishery.

In the case of disagreement, any interested State may
initiate the procedure provided for in . . .

COMMENTARY

1. During the general debate the Icelandic delegation drew
attention to the special case of a people dependent upon
coastal fisheries for its subsistence. It was there shown that
as far as Iceland is concerned the country is very barren. No
minerals or forests exist there and most of the necessities of
life have to be imported. These imports have to be financed
through the exports, 97 % of which consist of fisheries pro-
ducts.
2. The importance of sea fisheries in the economy of a coun-
try may be judged in a variety of ways. In a memorandum
entitled " The Economic Importance of the Sea Fisheries in
Different Countries ",10 prepared by the Food and Agricul-
ture Organization of the United Nations for the first United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, this problem is
extensively dealt with. In this memorandum it is pointed out
that the most general statistical indicator of the importance
of the fisheries in the economy of a country is the portion of
the national income derived from the fisheries. From the
table attached to the memorandum it will be seen that as
far as those few nations are concerned who are fishing in
Icelandic waters and who have objected to the present Ice-
landic fishery limits it is clear that their income derived from
fisheries constitutes less than 1% of their national income.
For Iceland on the other hand the fisheries constitute a matter
of life or death.
3. A zone of twelve miles from the baselines goes a long
way in taking care of the Icelandic requirements. It is, however,

[Original text: English]

[6 April 1960]

necessary to keep open the possibility for further action in
Icelandic waters when experience demonstrates the necessity
thereof. In that respect the policy would be to satisfy the
Icelandic requirements on a priority basis as far as fishing
in the coastal area is concerned. It should be emphasized
that the exercise of such coastal jurisdiction would not at
all mean that foreign nationals would be driven away from
Icelandic waters or that they would suffer hardship, because
they could still share in the utilization of vast fishing areas.
Any assertions to the contrary are misleading and without
foundation.
4. The first United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea adopted a resolution on special situations relating to
coastal fisheries.11 In this resolution it is recommended that
when, for the purpose of conservation, it becomes necessary
to limit the total catch of a stock or stocks of fish in an area
of the high seas adjacent to the territorial sea of a coastal
State, any other States fishing in that area should collabo-
rate with the coastal State to secure just treatment of such
a situation, by establishing agreed measures which shall
recognize any preferential requirements of the coastal State
resulting from its dependence upon the fishery concerned
while having regard to the interests of the other States. It
is submitted that this system should be reinforced in two
respects. On the one hand the resolution only amounts to
a recommendation, whereas a specific article in a convention
is called for. On the other hand, under the terms of the resolu-
tion all measures to be taken are subject to the approval and
consent of those very States whose nationals are fishing in
the area concerned and might be reluctant to implement the
priority position of the coastal State in that area. Therefore
a more effective procedure is proposed.
5. Any difference of opinion concerning the interpretation
of the present proposal would be settled by the procedure
indicated in article 9 of the Convention on Fishing and Con-
servation of the Living Resources of the High Seas adopted
by the first United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, or any other procedure which might be adopted at this
Conference. This would be a matter of drafting.

10 Official Records of the United Nations Conference on the Law
of the Sea, vol. I, p. 245.

11 Ibid., vol. II, annexes, document A/CONF.13/L.56, resolu-
tion VI.
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