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from New York that he did not consider it necessary
to include a reference to the competence of the organi-
zation, first, because the wording might create a number
of problems of interpretation and, secondly, because
the idea was already covered by article 3 (Relationship
between the present articles and the relevant rules of
international organizations).9

59. The Special Rapporteur had proposed two alter-
native texts for a second paragraph, concerning the role
of the organization. The first alternative read: "The
Organization shall render the assistance necessary for
the performance of the functions of the permanent
mission", while the second read: "Paragraph 1 shall not
affect the obligation of the Organization to assist the
permanent mission in obtaining the facilities required
for its functions". He proposed that the Commission
adopt the first alternative.
60. Mr. USTOR said that the Drafting Committee had
considered the Special Rapporteur's suggestions, but had
finally decided that the second sentence, including the
reference to facilities "within its competence", was
really necessary.
61. Sir Humphrey WALDOCK said he could accept
the text proposed by the Drafting Committee, but sug-
gested, purely from the standpoint of English drafting,
that the second sentence be amended to read: "The
Organization shall assist the permanent mission in
obtaining those facilities and shall accord to the mission
such facilities as lie within its own competence".
62. Mr. ROSENNE said it was not clear to him why
the first sentence of article 22 should not follow the
text of article 22 of the draft on special missions and
provide that: "The host State shall accord to the per-
manent mission the facilities required for the perform-
ance of its functions, having regard to the nature and
task of the permanent mission".
63. With regard to the second sentence, he thought
it might be removed from article 22 and embodied in
article 23 bis, amended to read: "The Organization
shall, where necessary, assist the sending State, its per-
manent mission and the members of the permanent
mission in obtaining the necessary facilities and in
securing the privileges and immunities provided for by
the present articles".
64. He suggested that the words "if requested" be
inserted after the words "The host State shall", in
paragraph 1 of article 23. Paragraph 2 of that article
was unnecessary, since the idea it contained was already
covered by article 23 bis.
65. Mr. USTOR said that the Drafting Committee had
adopted the wording of the first sentence of article 22
because it considered that the permanent mission should
not be accorded any less facilities than were accorded
to a diplomatic mission under article 25 of the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations.10

66. With regard to the second sentence, he could

accept the amendment proposed by Sir Humphrey
Waldock, but believed that some reference to the
facilities which could be accorded by the organization
was important and should be retained.

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.

1031st MEETING

Wednesday, 30 July 1969, at 3.5 p.m.

Chairman: Mr. Nikolai USHAKOV

Present: Mr. Bartos, Mr. Castren, Mr. Eustathiades,
Mr. Jimenez de Arechaga, Mr. Kearney, Mr. Reuter,
Mr. Rosenne, Mr. Ruda, Mr. Tammes, Mr. Tsuruoka,
Mr. Ustor, Sir Humphrey Waldock, Mr. Yasseen.

9 See Yearbook of the International Law Commission, 1968,
vol. II, Report of the Commission to the General Assembly,
chapter II, section E.

10 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 500, p. 108.

Relations between States and international
organizations

(A/CN.4/218)
[Item 1 of the agenda]

(continued)

DRAFT ARTICLES PROPOSED
BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE

ARTICLE 22 (General facilities) (continued)

ARTICLE 23 (Accommodation of the permanent mission
and its members) (continued) and

ARTICLE 23 bis (Assistance by the Organization in
respect of privileges and immunities) (continued) 1

1. The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to con-
tinue consideration of the Drafting Committee's texts
for articles 22, 23 and 23 bis. Four amendments to those
articles had been submitted.
2. Sir Humphrey Waldock had submitted the following
wording for the English text of the second sentence of
article 22: "The Organization shall assist the permanent
mission in obtaining these facilities and shall accord
to the mission such facilities as lie within it own compe-
tence". The purpose of that amendment was to bring
the English version into line with the French and Spanish
versions.
3. Mr. Rosenne had proposed three amendments. The
first was the deletion of the second sentence in article 22.
The second was the insertion of the words "if requested"
after the words "the host State shall" in paragraph 1
of article 23. The third was the insertion of the phrase
"in obtaining the necessary facilities and" after the
words "members of the permanent mission" in
article 23 bis, so that the article would read: "The Orga-

1 For texts see previous meeting, para. 54.
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nization shall, where necessary, assist the sending State,
its permanent mission and the members of the permanent
mission in obtaining the necessary facilities and in
securing the enjoyment of the privileges and immunities
provided for by the present articles".
4. Mr. USTOR pointed out that the amendments
proposed by Mr. Rosenne to articles 22 and 23 bis
would alter the arrangement adopted by the Drafting
Committee, which had disposed the provisions of those
articles to deal first with facilities and secondly with
privileges and immunities.
5. Mr. ROSENNE said that his amendments were
indeed intended to change the arrangement adopted by
the Drafting Committee and to deal first with the
host State and secondly with the organization; but he
did not think they should cause undue difficulties.

6. Mr. JIMENEZ DE AR^CHAGA said that there
were certain facilities, such as protection against picket-
ing or unauthorized entry, which could be guaranteed
only by the organization. If the text proposed by
Mr. Rosenne were adopted, such facilities would not be
covered.

7. Mr. CASTR^N said he was opposed to Mr. Ro-
senne's text for the reasons given by Mr. Jimenez de
Arechaga.
8. Mr. ROSENNE said he agreed with the Special
Rapporteur's view, to which Mr. Ruda had referred
at the previous meeting,2 that it was unnecessary to
include the phrase "which lie within its competence",
first, because it might give rise to difficulties of inter-
pretation, and secondly, because the purpose of that
proviso was already covered by the general saving clause
in article 3. The Special Rapporteur had preferred to
deal with that point in the commentary.
9. Protection against picketing was a matter for the
local police, and the normal procedure at United
Nations Headquarters in New York was therefore to
approach the United States Mission. Entry into, and
activities in, the building itself would be covered by
article 3.3

10. The articles under consideration should group the
general duties of the host State and those of the organi-
zation. In that connexion, the order of article 23 bis
and 22 might even be reversed.

11. Mr. JIMENEZ DE AR^CHAGA said that picket-
ing inside the building would not be covered by
article 3. The issue was whether or not the organization
should be required to accord to the mission the facilities
which lay within its own competence.

12. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as a member of the
Commission, said he supported Mr. Rosenne's amend-
ment to article 23 bis, though he though it would be
preferable to deal with "facilities" and "privileges and
immunities" separately, as had been done in other
conventions.

2 See para. 58.
3 See Yearbook of the International Law Commission, 1968,

vol. II, Report of the Commission to the General Assembly,
chapter II, section E.

13. The idea that the organization should help the
permanent mission to obtain certain facilities and accord
to it those which lay within its competence should
be retained in article 22. If, for example, a per-
manent mission needed accommodation in the organi-
zation's own building, it was the organization that would
be competent to obtain it.
14. With regard to article 23, paragraph 2, it was
going too far to impose the same obligation on the
organization as on the host State. The host State was in
a better position to find accommodation for members
of permanent missions. The second sentence in article 22
already stated the organization's obligation to assist the
permanent mission in obtaining facilities for the perform-
ance of its functions and that obligation should
extend to obtaining accommodation. He therefore
suggested that there should be no reference to the
organization in article 23, paragraph 2.
15. Speaking as Chairman, he suggested that the
Commission should take a decision on the amendment
to article 23 bis proposed by Mr. Rosenne.

16. Mr. JIMENEZ DE ARfiCHAGA proposed that
Mr. Rosenne's amendment to article 22 should be voted
on first, since the result might affect the vote on his
amendment to article 23 bis.
17. Mr. ROSENNE said that the two amendments
should be regarded as a single entity and voted on
together.
18. Mr. USTOR agreed. The two amendments would
alter the arrangement adopted by the Drafting Com-
mittee, since they would divide the articles according
to the entities responsible, instead of according to the
subject-matter.
19. The CHAIRMAN read out rule 130 of the rules
of procedure and suggested that the Commission should
vote on the motion that Mr. Rosenne's proposals be
put to the vote separately.

The motion was carried by 10 votes to 1, with
2 abstentions.
20. Mr. ROSENNE said he saw little point in voting
on a truncated version of his proposals, and requested
that they should not be put to the vote. He would have
to vote against the texts for articles 22, 23 and 23 bis
proposed by the Drafting Committee.
21. Sir Humphrey WALDOCK said that the issue of
principle could be decided by the vote on article 22.
If Mr. Rosenne's amendment to that article was adopted,
the Commission could proceed to consider his amend-
ment to article 23 bis in the light of that decision.
22. Mr. ROSENNE agreed that his amendments
could be put to the vote on that understanding. He
proposed that, in order to simplify the procedure, the
two sentences of article 22 should be put to the vote
separately.

// was so agreed.

23. The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to vote
on the first sentence of article 22.

The first sentence of article 22 was adopted by
12 votes to none, with 1 abstention.
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24. Mr. ROSENNE explained that he had abstained
from voting because he would have preferred the
Commission to follow the text adopted by the Sixth
Committee for article 22 of the draft convention on
special missions.4

25. The CHAIRMAN, passing on to the second
sentence of article 22, invited the Commission to take
a decision first on the amendment to the English text
proposed by Sir Humphrey Waldock.

The amendment to the English text was adopted.
26. Referring to a question by Mr. RUDA as to
whether Mr. Rosenne's proposal for the deletion of
the second sentence was still before the Commission,
Mr. BARTOS asked the Chairman to follow the
practice whereby members who voted for the second
sentence would be voting against Mr. Rosenne's pro-
posal, and vice-versa.
27. The CHAIRMAN put the second sentence of
article 22, as amended, to the vote on that understanding.

The second sentence of article 22, as amended, was
adopted by 11 votes to 2.
28. The CHAIRMAN put article 22, as a whole, to
the vote.

Article 22, as a whole, as amended, was adopted by
11 votes to 1, with 1 abstention.
29. The CHAIRMAN, passing on to article 23,
invited the Commission to vote on Mr. Rosenne's
amendment inserting the words "if requested" after the
words "the host State shall" in paragraph 1. Although
the paragraph had already been approved by the Com-
mission, it could be amended by a two-thirds majority.

The amendment to article 23, paragraph 1, was
rejected by 5 votes to 4, with 4 abstentions.
30. The CHAIRMAN put article 23, paragraph 2, to
the vote.

Article 23, paragraph 2, was adopted unanimously.
31. The CHAIRMAN put article 23, as a whole, to
the vote.

Article 23, as a whole, was adopted by 12 votes to
none, with 1 abstention.
32. Mr. ROSENNE said he withdrew his amendment
to article 23 bis. He could not vote for the text proposed
for that article by the Drafting Committee.
33. The CHAIRMAN put article 23 bis to the vote.

Article 23 bis was adopted by 12 votes to none, with
1 abstention.

ARTICLE 24 (Inviolability of the premises of the per-
manent mission)5

34. The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to
consider the Drafting Committee's new text for
article 24, which was as follows:

Article 24

Inviolability of the premises of the permanent mission

1. The premises of the permanent mission shall be inviol-
able. The agents of the host State may not enter them, except
with the consent of the permanent representative. Such consent
may be assumed in case of fire or other disaster that seriously
endangers public safety, and only in the event that it has not
been possible to obtain the express consent of the permanent
representative.

2. The host State is under a special duty to take all appro-
priate steps to protect the premises of the permanent mission
against any intrusion or damage and to prevent any disturbance
of the peace of the permanent mission or impairment of its
dignity.

3. The premises of the permanent mission, their furnishings
and other property thereon and the means of transport of
the permanent mission shall be immune from search, requisi-
tion, attachment or execution.

35. Mr. USTOR, explaining the changes introduced by
the Drafting Committee in article 24, said that the third
sentence of paragraph 1 had been largely modelled on
the Argentine amendment to article 25 of the draft
convention on special missions,6 which was a compro-
mise adopted by the Sixth Committee at the twenty-
third session of the General Assembly. The Drafting
Committee had not been particularly satisfied with that
wording and he himself had been definitely opposed to
it, but the Committee had failed to find anything better.
36. In the French version of paragraph 3, the word
"biens" had been substituted for the word "objettr", as
being a more accurate rendering of the word "property".
37. Mr. ROSENNE observed that an issue of subs-
tance had arisen over the term "property". During the
discussion of articles 24 and 30, some members had
pointed out that the draft failed to provide for pro-
tection of the permanent mission's property;T he wished
to know whether the Drafting Committee had consi-
dered that point, and if so, what conclusion it had
reached.
38. Mr. USTOR acknowledged that the matter had
been discussed in the Commission, but had been over-
looked by the Drafting Committee.
39. Mr. ROSENNE said that, in that event, he would
like to suggest that paragraph 3 be modified by inserting
the words "and other property wherever situated" after
the word "transport", so as to give such property the
same measure of protection as means of transport, which
would not necessarily be in the permanent mission's
garage.
40. Paragraph 1 raised some doubts in his mind. His
understanding of the Commission's discussions had been
that there was a consensus in favour of a text on the
lines of the Argentine amendment to article 25 of the
draft on special missions, mentioned by Mr. Ustor. The
Drafting Committee's text, however, contained nothing
corresponding to the final phrase of the Argentine

4 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-
third Session, Annexes, agenda item 85, document A/7375,
annex I.

5 For previous discussions, see 1015th meeting, para. 20.

6 See Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-
third Session, Annexes, agenda item 85, document A/7375,
para. 190 (d).

* See 1015th meeting, para. 50 and 1018th meeting, para 6.
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amendment "or, where appropriate, of the head of the
permanent mission", which recognized the possible
function of a diplomatic mission in a situation of the
kind that article 24 was intended to cover. In order to
take account of two of the cases mentioned during the
Commission's discussions, such a phrase might be added
at the end of paragraph 1.
41. The Commission had also discussed a third case,
namely, that in which the offices of a permanent
mission were situated in the headquarters building of an
international organization. It had learnt, however, from
the Secretariat study on the practice of international
organizations,8 that there were only two instances of
such an arrangement—at the headquarters of UNESCO
and ICAO—and it therefore seemed unnecessary to
provide for it in paragraph 1.

42. Mr. TSURUOKA, referring to Mr. Rosenne's
suggestion regarding paragraph 3, said that article 24
was primarily concerned with the mission's premises.
It might be necessary to deal with the question of the
mission's property and archives, but it would be better
not to put too much in article 24.

43. Mr. EUSTATHIADES observed that two special
cases had to be taken into consideration: the permanent
mission might be accommodated in the premises of an
international organization or in the premises of a diplo-
matic mission. The first case seldom arose, and it could
be dealt with in the commentary so as not to overload
the text of article 24. The second case raised a substan-
tive question with which the Commission must concern
itself. The situation was not the same as in the case of
a special mission, since there was no real connexion
between the permanent mission and the diplomatic
mission: they merely happened to be in the same place.
In the case of the permanent mission, it seemed doubtful
whether the consent of the head of the diplomatic
mission was necessary, but since paragraph 1 provided
that intervention was possible when the express consent
of the permanent representative could not be obtained,
the present wording seemed adequate. It would be too
complicated to provide for all possible cases in the
text of the article itself. If it was considered that the
consent of the head of the diplomatic mission would be
sufficient, that could be stated in the commentary. What
was important was to reach agreement on the substance.

44. Mr. ROSENNE agreed with the previous speaker
that the problem was a delicate one. He had had in mind
the case of a small permanent mission occupying say one
or two rooms in an embassy. The permanent mission
might consist only of the permanent representative, his
other staff being supplied by the embassy. The Com-
mission would need to consider further the whole ques-
tion of the position of individuals coming within the
scope of the draft articles on representatives of States
to international organizations, when they also came
within the scope of the Vienna Convention on Diplo-
matic Relations or the Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations. That task should be undertaken at the next

stage of the work on Mr. El-Erian's report. In view of the
difficulties of the subject, it would be wiser to leave
article 24, paragraph 1, as it stood, not to expatiate on
it at great length in the commentary and to await the
comments of governments.
45. In reply to Mr. Tsuruoka, he said that unfor-
tunately article 24, paragraph 3, specifically mentioned
means of transport. He thought that the wording of
article 25, paragraph 3 of the draft on special missions,9

namely "other property used in the operation of the
special mission" would meet the point he had in mind.
Thus, if the Commission concluded that the phrase
"and other property thereon" was too restrictive,
broader wording to cover all property could be found
without undue difficulty.
46. Mr. RUDA said that the Drafting Committee's
text was acceptable. The wording of the Argentine
amendment to article 25, paragraph 1, of the draft on
special missions had been prompted by the fact that
special missions were often situated in premises occupied
by diplomatic missions or consular posts, so that it was
natural to model the provisions concerning the inviol-
ability of premises on the corresponding article 22 of the
Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations.10 But
particularly complex problems arose in the case of per-
manent missions, so that it would be preferable to leave
the Drafting Committee's text for article 24, para-
graph 1, as it stood until government comments had
been received.
47. The Drafting Committee's text for paragraph 3
was satisfactory and correct because it did not purport
to deal with property outside the premises, to which
the general rules of international law relating to im-
munity and to foreign property would apply.

48. Mr. BARTOS said there was no juridically
recognized connexion between a permanent mission and
a diplomatic mission, except where the permanent mis-
sion was a small one sharing the diplomatic mission's
premises. Hence it would be preferable not to refer to
the consent of the head of the diplomatic mission in that
case. A situation in which the permanent mission was
accommodated in the building and premises of the
diplomatic mission constituted a special case, and it was
obvious that the consent of the head of the diplomatic
mission would then be requested. In his opinion the
Drafting Committee had found the best possible
wording.
49. Mr. USTOR said he thought that the Drafting
Committee's text for paragraph 1 could be left as it
stood, because both the second and third sentences
contained references to the consent of the permanent
representative. A legal rule of the kind under considera-
tion must be drafted in general, not in exhaustive terms.
If it failed to meet a particular case, its wording would
have to be interpreted. If the Commission wished to be
explicit, it would need to insert some proviso such as
"except with the consent of the permanent represen-
tative or, in his absence, of his deputy or, in the absence

8 See Yearbook £>f the International Law Commission, 1967,
vol. II, p. 154,

9 Ibid., p. 360.
10 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 500, pp. 106-108.
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of his deputy, with the consent of any other person who
may be entitled under the law of the sending State". To
take the example of a permanent mission to United
Nations Headquarters in New York, it was possible that
a permanent representative or his deputy might be
absent, but that the foreign minister of the sending State
might be present as head of the delegation to the General
Assembly and might be entitled, on behalf of the sending
State, to give agents of the host State permission to enter
the premises.
50. Although the Drafting Committee had not dealt
with the point mentioned by Mr. Rosenne in paragraph 3,
the Commission should note that the wording was based
on article 22, paragraph 3, of the Vienna Convention on
Diplomatic Relations. The insertion of a reference to
property other than that found on the premises would
constitute an undue extension of the immunities of per-
manent missions.

51. Mr. JIMENEZ DE A R I I C H A G A said that, to his
recollection, the Drafting Committee had discussed the
question of property when dealing with paragraph 3,
but had decided to retain the wording of article 22, para-
graph 3, of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, even though that instrument provided no defini-
tion of "premises". He himself had proposed in the
Drafting Committee that the matter should be mentioned
in the commentary, so that the defect could be remedied
by the Commission at its next session. The premises,
including the residence of the head of the permanent
mission, ought to be defined, but at that stage the
Commission could do no more than accept the Drafting
Committee's text. To insert a phrase such as "wherever
situated" would be going too far.

52. Mr. ROSENNE said it was generally agreed that
the word "thereon" in the expression "other property
thereon" was misleading. Article 31, paragraph 4, of the
Vienna Convention on Consular Relations n contained
the phrase "the property of the consular post" and
article 25, paragraph 3, of the draft on special missions
contained the phrase "other property used in the opera-
tion of the special mission". While the Commission
might feel that his suggested wording, "wherever
situated", was too broad, he did not think it would be
entirely satisfactory to rely on the general rules of
international law regarding immunity. Not all the pro-
perty of the permanent mission would necessarily be
situated on its premises. In view of the conflicting
accounts of the discussions in the Drafting Committee,
and since he understood that the meaning of the word
"premises" was to be clarified at a later stage, he could
support the Drafting Committee's wording for para-
graph 3 on a purely provisional basis.

53. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as a member of the
Commission, said he had already stated that he did not
approve of the last sentence of paragraph 1. For para-
graph 3, the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations
might be taken as a model, and the words "other pro-
perty thereon" be replaced by the words "the property
of the permanent mission", which would show clearly

11 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 596, p. 288.

that what was meant was all the property of the per-
manent mission, wherever it was situated. It was self-
evident that all the property of a permanent mission was
inviolable.

54. Mr. CASTRliN said he was in favour of the text
submitted by the Drafting Committee.
55. Mr. EUSTATHIADES observed that if Mr. Ro-
senne's proposal concerning the property of the per-
manent mission was adopted, the title of article 24
would no longer quite fit the content. It would perhaps
be preferable to substitute the title: "Inviolability of the
premises and property of the permanent mission".
56. The CHAIRMAN pointed out that article 31 of
the Convention on Consular Relations was entitled
"Inviolability of the consular premises", though para-
graph 4 referred to "The consular premises, their
furnishings, the property of the consular post and its
means of transport". Similar titles were to be found in
other conventions and draft conventions, and it would
probably be better to keep the title of article 24 as it
stood; otherwise, there might be some danger of con-
fusion, which could lead to differing interpretations.

57. Mr. BARTOS observed that the expression "pro-
perty thereon" had certain practical advantages. It
showed clearly that everything situated on the premises
of the mission belonged to or was used by the mission,
and would make it impossible to claim that such pro-
perty belonged to other persons and must be withdrawn
from the permanent mission for that reason. It would
therefore be preferable to retain that wording.

58. Sir Humphrey WALDOCK said that he, per-
sonally, would have had no objection to the phrase
"their furnishings, and other property and means of
transport of the permanent mission", which would have
been a correct statement of the law. Most members of
the Commission agreed that identifiable property of the
permanent mission outside the premises was State pro-
perty and thus came within the general principle of
immunity. The small gap that existed in paragraph 3
could be regarded as similar to that in article 31, para-
graph 4, of the Vienna Convention on Consular Rela-
tions and covered in the same way by the general
principle of immunity.
59. The second sentence of the Drafting Committee's
text for paragraph 1 was acceptable and he was in
favour of its inclusion, particularly in the light of the
compromise reached in the Sixth Committee with the
adoption of the Argentine amendment to article 24 of
the draft on special missions.
60. Mr. EUSTATHIADES said that the text of para-
graph 3 as it stood gave the impression that all the pro-
perty on the premises of a permanent mission must be
protected, whether it belonged to the mission or not,
whereas the intention was probably to protect only pro-
perty belonging to the mission. The words "of the per-
manent mission" should in fact qualify both the property
and the means of transport. The phrase might read:
"the premises of the permanent mission, their fur-
nishings and the other property and means of transport
of the permanent mission".
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61. The CHAIRMAN observed that a question of
substance was involved. The best course would be to
model the text either on article 22 of the Convention on
Diplomatic Relations or on article 31 of the Conven-
tion on Consular Relations. It would be better not to
try to draft a new text which might be open to different
interpretations.

62. Mr. ROSENNE explained that he had not made
any formal proposal concerning paragraph 3, but only
a suggestion. The ensuing discussion had tended to
obscure the meaning of the article. If the premises of a
permanent mission were inviolable, how could they be
subjected to search, requisition, attachment or execu-
tion? Surely the Commission's intention must be to
confer inviolability on all property on the premises in
order to deny the host State any pretext for violating the
immunity of the premises on the ground that some non-
immune property was on those premises. The Com-
mission should perhaps leave the Drafting Committee's
text as it stood, but during the second reading it might
consider formulating an article dealing exclusively with
the premises, including the residence of the head of the
permanent mission, and a separate article on movable
property, the most obvious example of which was means
of transport. The French version of paragraph 3 had
been framed in such terms as to make it plain that the
provision could not possibly be confined to property on
the premises.

63. Mr. RUDA said he agreed with Mr. Rosenne. For
the time being the Drafting Committee's text should be
left as it stood: it clearly dealt with inviolability of the
premises as such. The problem of property and the use
of that word in the English text had given rise to some
confusion. The property of the mission, whether inside
or outside the premises, should be dealt with in another
article.

64. Mr. CASTRfiN said he did not think the text of
paragraph 3 ought to be amended. In his opinion, it dealt
not only with all property of the permanent mission, but
with all property situated on its premises. The premises
were inviolable and immune from requisition.

65. Mr. JIMENEZ DE ARF.CHAGA said that the
scope of article 31, paragraph 4, of the Vienna Con-
vention on Consular Relations was not as broad as that
of paragraph 3 of the Drafting Committee's text for
article 24, so that the analogy drawn between the two
provisions was not valid. It might prove undesirable
to grant excessively wide immunity to all property of
a permanent mission, and the scope of the corresponding
provision in the draft on special missions had delib-
erately been restricted. For that reason, he was opposed
to changing the Drafting Committee's text.

66. Mr. ROSENNE pointed out that there was a
discrepancy between the English and French versions
of paragraph 3, which would at least be reduced by
inserting a comma after the word "furnishings" in the
English text. It would then be clear that the words
"and other property" meant the same as the words "et
les autres biens".

67. Sir Humphrey WALDOCK said that although he

had not interpreted the English version in the same
way as Mr. Rosenne, the French version was undoubt-
edly clearer. Perhaps the difficulty was not as serious
as might appear and the meaning would be correctly
understood, since the object of the provision was plainly
to prevent an investigation of the contents of the per-
manent mission's premises by agents of the host State;
for unless that was prevented, the principle of inviol-
ability would be destroyed.

68. Mr. EUSTATHIADES said that in view of the
differences of opinion on paragraph 3, he would be in
favour of approving the text proposed by the Drafting
Committee. The matter warranted further study,
however. It might perhaps be possible to replace the
words "ainsi que les moyens de transport" by "et les
moyens de transport" in the French text. The gram-
matical construction was bound up with the substantive
issue.

69. Mr. TESLENKO (Deputy Secretary to the Com-
mission) explained that the expression "ainsi que les
moyens de transport" had been used in the French text
to show that the means of transport were protected
wherever they were situated, which was logical, since
cars were not usually kept on the mission's own premises.

70. Mr. TSURUOKA said he was in favour of
retaining the text proposed by the Drafting Committee.

71. The CHAIRMAN said he understood that the
members of the Commission were in general agreement
that the text prepared by the Drafting Committee should
not be amended. He suggested that the Commission
should vote separately, first on the first two sentences of
paragraph 1 and then on the third sentence. He did
not think it was necessary to vote on paragraphs 2 and 3.

The first and second sentences of paragraph 1 were
adopted unanimously.

The third sentence of paragraph 1 was adopted by
10 votes to 2, with 1 abstention.

Paragraph 1 was adopted unanimously.

Article 24, as a whole, as adopted unanimously.

The meeting rose at 5.30 p.m.
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