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The meeting was called to order at 10.20 a.m. 

  Draft report of the Commission on the work of its seventy-sixth session (continued) 

Chapter IX. Non-legally binding international agreements (A/CN.4/L.1012) 

 The Chair invited the Commission to begin its consideration of chapter IX of the 

draft report (A/CN.4/L.1012). 

  A. Introduction 

Paragraphs 1–3 

 Paragraphs 1–3 were adopted. 

  B. Consideration of the topic at the present session 

  Paragraph 4 

 Paragraph 4 was adopted. 

  Paragraph 5 

 The Chair, supported by Mr. Mavroyiannis, said that the Commission had 

established a working group of the whole, not an open-ended working group, to study the 

topic. The term “an open-ended Working Group” in the second sentence of the paragraph 

should therefore be replaced with the term “a Working Group of the Whole”. 

 Mr. Akande said that he would be grateful for clarification of the difference between 

open-ended working groups and working groups of the whole. 

 Mr. Pronto (Secretary to the Commission) said that working groups of the whole 

involved all members of the Commission; participation in open-ended working groups was 

optional. 

 Paragraph 5, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraphs 6 and 7 

 Paragraphs 6 and 7 were adopted. 

  C. Report of the Working Group 

 Mr. Forteau (Special Rapporteur) said that paragraphs 8 to 23 of the report were 

intended to reflect the oral report he had delivered on the topic (A/CN.4/SR.3718). However, 

the summary of his remarks, delivered in French, had been prepared in English, and some 

inaccuracies had arisen in the translation process. He would submit corrections to the 

secretariat in writing. 

  Paragraphs 8–11 

 Paragraphs 8–11 were adopted. 

  Paragraph 12 

 Mr. Savadogo said that the opening phrase of the French version of the text, which 

read “Les membres ont dans l’ensemble bien accueilli le deuxième rapport”, was not 

equivalent to the opening phrase in the English version, which read “Members further 

expressed general appreciation for the second report”. The phrase “dans l’ensemble” could 

be construed as implying that some members of the Commission had expressed differing 

views. 

 Mr. Forteau (Special Rapporteur) said that the French text accurately reflected what 

he had said in his oral report. 

 Paragraph 12 was adopted. 

https://docs.un.org/en/A/CN.4/L.1012
https://docs.un.org/en/A/CN.4/L.1012
https://docs.un.org/en/A/CN.4/SR.3718
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  Paragraphs 13–16 

 Paragraphs 13–16 were adopted. 

  Paragraph 17 

 Paragraph 17 was adopted with minor editorial corrections to the French text. 

  Paragraph 18 

 Paragraph 18 was adopted. 

  Paragraph 19 

 Mr. Forteau (Special Rapporteur) said that the second sentence of the paragraph did 

not accurately reflect his oral report. It should be amended to read “Des membres ont jugé 

utiles l’analyse et les suggestions d’indices permettant d’établir la distinction entre les traités 

et les accords internationaux juridiquement non contraignants” [Members found useful the 

analysis and suggestions of relevant indicators that could be used to distinguish between 

treaties and non-legally binding international agreements]. 

 Paragraph 19, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraphs 20 and 21 

 Paragraphs 20 and 21 were adopted. 

  Paragraph 22 

 Mr. Lee said that, in the third sentence, the word “reserved” in the phrase “as they 

were reserved for the work of the Commission related to sources of international law” was 

too limiting and could be construed as prescriptive. A more appropriate alternative would be 

“generally used”. 

 Mr. Forteau (Special Rapporteur) said that the word “reserved” accurately reflected 

the language he had used in his oral report. 

 Paragraph 22 was adopted. 

  Paragraph 23 

 Mr. Sall said that, in the final sentence of the paragraph, the distinction between 

“preliminary” views expressed in the Working Group and the “substantial” views to be 

expressed by members when the second report was discussed was unclear. Some of the issues 

discussed in the Working Group were substantial. A simple solution would be to delete the 

adjectives “preliminary” and “substantial” and state only that the views expressed in the 

Working Group were without prejudice to those that would be expressed during the 

consideration of the second report. 

 Mr. Forteau (Special Rapporteur) said that the adjective “preliminary” was intended 

to convey the idea that the views referred to could change. It did not imply that those views 

were not substantial. Owing to the time constraints of the current session, only a preliminary 

consideration of the topic had been possible. It was important to clearly communicate that 

fact to Member States. He therefore proposed retaining the text as originally drafted. 

 Paragraph 23 was adopted. 

 Chapter IX of the draft report as a whole, as amended, was adopted, subject to minor 

editorial changes for consistency. 

Chapter VI. General principles of law (A/CN.4/L.1009) 

 The Chair invited the Commission to begin its consideration of chapter VI of the 

draft report (A/CN.4/L.1009). 

https://docs.un.org/en/A/CN.4/L.1009
https://docs.un.org/en/A/CN.4/L.1009
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  A. Introduction 

  Paragraphs 1–3 

 Paragraphs 1–3 were adopted. 

  B. Consideration of the topic at the present session 

  Paragraph 4 

 Paragraph 4 was adopted. 

  Paragraph 5 

 Paragraph 5 was adopted, subject to its completion by the secretariat. 

  Paragraph 6 

 Mr. Forteau said that, at the end of the final sentence, the Commission should echo 

the wording used in paragraph 10 of chapter V of the draft report, on immunity of State 

officials from foreign criminal jurisdiction, by referring to the unavailability of time not only 

for the preparation and consideration of the commentaries, but also for their translation. 

 Paragraph 6, as amended, was adopted, subject to its completion by the secretariat. 

  1. Introduction by the Special Rapporteur of the fourth report 

  Paragraphs 7–11 

 Paragraphs 7–11 were adopted. 

  Paragraph 12 

 Mr. Akande said that it should be explained in paragraph 12 that the term 

“community of nations” was used in article 15 (2) of the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights, in order to provide context for the discussion in paragraph 27 of the 

negotiating history of the Covenant. Accordingly, the first sentence of paragraph 12 should 

be amended, after the comma, to read “the Special Rapporteur noted the use of the term in 

article 15, paragraph 2, of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights”. A full 

stop should be inserted, after which the rest of the sentence would become a new sentence 

beginning with the words “He stated that the main question”. 

 Paragraph 12, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraphs 13–19 

 Paragraphs 13–19 were adopted. 

  Paragraph 20 

 Mr. Forteau said that, in the final sentence, it was stated that the Special Rapporteur 

had called for caution in employing the expression “subsidiary source”. However, there was 

no indication of who had used that term. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that his call for caution in the use 

of that term, which was also reflected in paragraph 199 of his fourth report (A/CN.4/785), 

was a general reflection that was not to be attributed to any particular member of the 

Commission. 

 Mr. Forteau said that, in the French text at least, the phrase should be amended to 

read “l’utilisation par certains de l’expression”, to avoid giving the impression that the term 

had been used in one of the draft conclusions. 

 The Chair suggested that the opening part of the sentence should be amended to read 

“The Special Rapporteur urged the Commission to avoid using the expression ‘subsidiary 

source’”. 

https://docs.un.org/en/A/CN.4/785


A/CN.4/SR.3725 

6 GE.25-08337 

 Paragraph 20, as amended, was adopted. 

  2. Summary of the debate 

  (a) General comments 

  Paragraphs 21–24 

 Paragraphs 21–24 were adopted. 

  (b) Draft conclusion 1 (Scope) 

  Paragraph 25 

 Paragraph 25 was adopted. 

  (c) Draft conclusion 2 (Recognition) 

  Paragraph 26 

 Mr. Forteau said that he had some concerns about the wording of paragraph 26, 

which, in the first sentence, mentioned the use of the term “civilized nations” in 

Article 38 (1) (c) of the Statute of the International Court of Justice, and then went on, in the 

second sentence, to explain that some of the norms considered as general principles had 

originated in “other regions, such as Latin America”. The implication was that Latin America 

had not been civilized at the beginning of the twentieth century. 

 Mr. Lee said that he agreed with Mr. Forteau. The term “other regions” was perhaps 

intended to refer to non-European regions. In any case, the second sentence was unnecessary 

and should be deleted. 

 Mr. Akande said that he had intended to make the same proposal as Mr. Lee for the 

same reasons as Mr. Forteau. It should not be implied that Latin America, at a certain point 

in time, had not fallen within the scope of the term “civilized nations”. Furthermore, the 

opening sentence should be amended to state that it had been “generally agreed” that the term 

“civilized nations” was problematic, as all members of the Commission had agreed with that 

view. 

 Mr. Forteau, supported by Mr. Ruda Santolaria, said that he was in favour of 

retaining the second sentence, which reflected an important element of the debate. However, 

the part of the sentence starting with “had originated” should be amended to read “had 

originated in some regions only, the use of the term ‘civilized nations’ would have excluded 

the consideration of contributions from other regions”. 

 Ms. Oral said that she was in favour of deleting the second sentence in the light of 

the comments made by Mr. Akande and Mr. Lee. The language of that sentence, in particular 

the phrase “it was suggested”, was weak and unclear, especially since many views had been 

expressed on the issue in question. Focusing on just one view did not add much clarity to the 

text. 

 Mr. Grossman Guiloff said that the second sentence should be reformulated in 

stronger language to emphasize that the use of the term “civilized nations” had expressly 

excluded the consideration of contributions from certain regions. 

 Mr. Akande said that Mr. Forteau’s proposed amendment would alter the original 

meaning of the second sentence. The sentence should simply be deleted; there was no need 

for the Commission to justify its view that the term “civilized nations” was anachronistic. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that he welcomed Mr. Akande’s 

proposal to amend the first sentence to begin with the words “It was generally agreed”. He 

was willing to accept the proposal to delete the second sentence. 

 Paragraph 26, as amended, was adopted. 
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  Paragraph 27 

 Paragraph 27 was adopted. 

  Paragraph 28 

 Mr. Savadogo said that the second sentence of the paragraph was unclear and would 

benefit from redrafting. 

 Mr. Forteau said that the sentence was an incomplete reflection of a comment he had 

made in the plenary debate. The words “et non l’inverse” [and not the other way around] 

should be inserted at the end of the sentence. The point was that when a principle existed, it 

could be recognized, but its recognition was not a requirement for its existence. 

 Paragraph 28, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraph 29 

 Mr. Forteau said that the phrase “the act of recognition”, in the third sentence of the 

paragraph, should be amended to read simply “recognition”, since there was no reference to 

“acts” of recognition in the draft conclusions. 

 Paragraph 29, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraphs 30 and 31 

 Paragraphs 30 and 31 were adopted. 

  Paragraphs 32 and 33 

 Mr. Galindo said that, in the first sentence of paragraph 32, it was stated that support 

was voiced by “some members” for including a “without prejudice” provision as contained 

in the newly proposed draft conclusion 12, while in the first sentence of paragraph 33, it was 

stated that “other members” did not favour a new provision. However, the majority of 

members had shown support for the new draft conclusion. Either the first sentence of 

paragraph 32 should be amended to indicate that many members had voiced support for the 

new draft conclusion, or the first sentence of paragraph 33 should be amended to state that 

only a few members had not favoured the new provision. 

 The Chair said that the Commission’s usual practice was to refer to the support of 

“several”, rather than “many”, members. 

 Mr. Forteau said it was not his understanding that many members had taken a 

position on draft conclusion 12. Perhaps the first sentence of paragraph 32 could be amended 

to read: “Members supported the inclusion of a ‘without prejudice’ provision as contained in 

draft conclusion 12 proposed in the fourth report.” 

 Mr. Galindo said that he supported Mr. Forteau’s proposed amendment to the first 

sentence of paragraph 32. However, he maintained his proposal regarding the first sentence 

of paragraph 33, which was necessary to ensure that the text accurately reflected the plenary 

debate. 

 Mr. Forteau said that paragraphs 32 and 33 related to draft conclusion 12. However, 

paragraphs 77 to 81 of chapter VI, too, pertained to observations made with respect to draft 

conclusion 12. It was unusual for the summary of a debate on a particular provision to appear 

twice in the same report. He therefore proposed that a footnote should be added, which would 

read: “For detailed observations on draft conclusion 12, see paras. 77–81.” The footnote 

call-out would appear after the side heading “Newly proposed draft conclusion (draft 

conclusion 12)”. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that, in the light of the discussion, 

he wished to propose that the first sentence of paragraph 32 should be amended to read: 

“Members generally supported the inclusion of a ‘without prejudice’ provision as contained 

in draft conclusion 12 proposed in the fourth report.” The first sentence of paragraph 33 

should begin with the phrase “Some members did not favour a new provision”. He supported 

the addition of the footnote proposed by Mr. Forteau. 
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 Paragraphs 32 and 33, as amended, were adopted. 

  Paragraph 34 

 Mr. Grossman Guiloff said that the second sentence, which indicated that further 

research on the matter of the persistent objector rule had been deemed necessary, should be 

moved to the end of the paragraph. Otherwise, there was a non sequitur between that sentence 

and the first, which concerned the view expressed by several members that the suggestion of 

some States to apply the persistent objector rule to general principles of law had no basis in 

practice or the jurisprudence of international courts and tribunals. 

 Mr. Forteau said that Mr. Grossman Guiloff’s proposed amendment would change 

the meaning of the text. The first sentence addressed the persistent objector rule, and it was 

the application of that rule that was deemed to require further research, as noted in the second 

sentence. The third sentence addressed another matter, namely the view that the principle of 

consent was itself a general principle of law. 

 Mr. Akande, supported by Mr. Grossman Guiloff, said that it was perhaps an 

overstatement to say that “several” members had stated that the suggestion had no basis in 

practice or jurisprudence. It would be more appropriate to use the words “it was stated that”. 

In addition, it should be made clear that “some members suggested that” further research was 

necessary. If those changes were made, Mr. Grossman Guiloff’s proposal would not alter the 

meaning of the text, since the third sentence also addressed the topic of the persistent objector 

rule. 

 Mr. Forteau said that he could support Mr. Akande’s proposed amendments provided 

that the second sentence, which would become the final sentence, was amended to read: 

“Further research on the matter of persistent objection and clarification in the commentary 

were deemed necessary.” He preferred the term “persistent objection” rather than “persistent 

objector rule”, as it would be inappropriate to prejudge the existence of such a rule in the 

context of general principles of law. 

 Mr. Jalloh said he did not recall that significant support had been expressed for 

conducting further research on the matter. The overwhelming view had been that persistent 

objection was not relevant to the topic. 

 Mr. Cissé said that he agreed with Mr. Jalloh’s point. Moreover, the term of art was 

“persistent objector rule”; it was unclear why it should be replaced with “persistent 

objection”. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that he agreed with Mr. Jalloh’s 

general assessment of the views expressed on the matter. It was true that, in general, members 

had voiced the opinion that the persistent objector rule was not relevant. The best way to 

capture the spirit of the plenary debate would perhaps be to indicate that “A view was 

expressed” that further research on the matter was necessary. 

 Mr. Lee said that he supported the Special Rapporteur’s proposed amendment, which 

faithfully reflected the views expressed in the plenary debate. The same matter was addressed 

in more detail in paragraph 73 of chapter VI of the draft report. 

 Mr. Cissé, supported by Mr. Forteau, said that more than one member had expressed 

the view that further research was necessary. The wording should therefore be “The view 

was expressed”, rather than “A view”. 

 The Chair said he took it that the Commission wished to adopt paragraph 34 with the 

amendment proposed by the Special Rapporteur, as modified by Mr. Cissé. 

 Paragraph 34, as amended, was adopted. 

  (d) Draft conclusion 3 (Categories of general principles of law) 

  Paragraph 35 

 Mr. Jalloh proposed inserting a new sentence at the end of the paragraph, to read: 

“Some members considered that the Commission should refrain from classifying draft 
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conclusion 3 as codification or as progressive development since, based on its 

well-established practice, the draft conclusion could fall into either category.” 

 Paragraph 35, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraphs 36 and 37 

 Paragraphs 36 and 37 were adopted. 

  Paragraph 38 

 Mr. Lee, supported by Mr. Galindo, said that the words “their counterparts” should 

be replaced with “other domestic legal systems” to enhance clarity and ensure the consistency 

of the English text with the versions in other languages. 

 Paragraph 38, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraph 39 

 Paragraph 39 was adopted. 

  (e) Draft conclusion 4 (Identification of general principles of law derived from national 

legal systems) 

  Paragraphs 40 and 41 

 Paragraphs 40 and 41 were adopted. 

  (f) Draft conclusion 5 (Determination of the existence of a principle common to the 

various legal systems of the world) 

  Paragraphs 42–45 

 Paragraphs 42–45 were adopted. 

  (g) Draft conclusion 6 (Determination of transposition to the international legal system) 

  Paragraphs 46–48 

 Paragraphs 46–48 were adopted. 

  (h) Draft conclusion 7 (Identification of general principles of law formed within the 

international legal system) 

  Paragraph 49 

 Mr. Forteau said that a new paragraph should be inserted after the heading to draw 

readers’ attention to the fact that many elements of the debate on draft conclusion 7 had also 

been raised in relation to draft conclusion 3. The new paragraph could read “A number of 

observations were made by members on draft conclusion 7, in addition to those formulated 

on draft conclusion 3 (b)”, and could be accompanied by a footnote referring to paragraphs 36 

to 39 of chapter VI. 

 Mr. Galindo said that, in the interest of readability, the word “drafting” in the phrase 

“the drafting of draft conclusion 7” in the last sentence of paragraph 49 should be replaced 

with “wording”. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that he had no objection to the 

amendment put forward by Mr. Galindo. He did not see the need for the Commission to refer 

back to draft conclusion 3 (b), since there were many interlinkages among the draft 

conclusions. He was willing, however, to accept the addition of a footnote to the heading of 

subsection (h). 

 Mr. Forteau proposed that the footnote should read: “See also comments concerning 

draft conclusion 3, subparagraph (b), in paras. 36–39 above.” 
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 Paragraph 49 was adopted with those amendments. 

  Paragraph 50 

 Mr. Savadogo said that, in the French text, the expression “mette en avant” should 

be replaced with “souligne” as a translation of the word “underscore”, as it was less colloquial 

and had already been used several times in the text. He also proposed replacing the word 

“element” with “criterion” in all language versions of the text. 

 The Chair said that the word “element” appeared in other paragraphs of the chapter, 

which meant that, if approved by the Commission, the amendment proposed by 

Mr. Savadogo would have to be made throughout the text for the sake of consistency. 

 Mr. Forteau said that, in view of the Chair’s comments, the word “element” should 

be retained in order to avoid situations in which the meaning of other paragraphs might be 

altered by the use of the word “criterion”. 

 Paragraph 50 was adopted with Mr. Savadogo’s first proposed amendment to the 

French text. 

  Paragraph 51 

 Mr. Sall said that a new sentence should be inserted at the beginning of the paragraph 

to remind readers of the two categories of general principles of law to which the Commission 

was referring. That sentence could reproduce the wording of draft conclusion 3, to read: “Two 

categories of general principles of law were highlighted: general principles of law derived 

from national legal systems, on the one hand, and general principles of law formed within 

the international legal system, on the other.” 

 Mr. Forteau said he feared that the proposed amendment would interrupt the logical 

flow of paragraphs 50 and 51, both of which concerned only the second category of general 

principles of law. An alternative solution might be to insert the phrase “as identified in draft 

conclusion 3” after “the second category of general principles of law” in the first sentence. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur), supported by Mr. Lee, said that his 

preference would be to insert the sentence proposed by Mr. Sall, since it would remind 

readers that two categories had previously been distinguished by the Commission. 

 Mr. Ouazzani Chahdi said that the addition put forward by Mr. Sall could be inserted 

as a footnote after the reference to the second category of general principles of law. 

 Mr. Forteau said that he supported Mr. Ouazzani Chahdi’s proposal, as the insertion 

of a footnote rather than a new sentence would avoid giving readers the impression that the 

focus of paragraph 51 was on the two categories of general principles of law, when in reality 

it was on the distinction between general principles of law formed within the international 

legal system and customary international law. 

 Paragraph 51, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraphs 52–54 

 Paragraphs 52–54 were adopted. 

  (i)  Draft conclusion 8 (Decisions of courts and tribunals) 

  Paragraph 55 

 Mr. Jalloh said that, in the first sentence, the phrase “the retention of which some 

States had questioned” should be inserted after the reference to draft conclusion 8. In the 

third sentence, the words “from the present topic” should be inserted after the comma. It 

would then be necessary to replace the word “topic” in the phrase “since the topic was being 

addressed separately by the Commission” with “issue”. The final sentence should also be 

amended to read: “It was further proposed that the Commission should align its treatment of 

decisions and teachings from the study of subsidiary means to ensure strong consistency 
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between the two outputs, including by adding further details to draft conclusion 8 of the 

present topic to mirror the parallel draft conclusion in the subsidiary means work.” 

 Mr. Lee said that he supported Mr. Jalloh’s proposed amendments, since they 

provided more context and made the paragraph more readable. 

 Mr. Grossman Guiloff said that the qualifier “strong” should be deleted; the use of 

the word “consistency” alone was sufficient to convey the Commission’s point. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that it might be helpful to insert 

the sentence “There was general support for draft conclusion 8” at the beginning of the 

paragraph to give readers a general view of how the draft conclusion had been received by 

members. The rest of the paragraph could then continue as amended by Mr. Jalloh and 

Mr. Grossman Guiloff. 

 Paragraph 55, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraph 56 

 Mr. Savadogo said that, in order to reflect the content of draft conclusion 8, the phrase 

“for the determination of general principles of law” should be inserted after the reference to 

subsidiary means at the end of the first sentence. 

 Mr. Forteau proposed inserting the words “requirement of” before 

“representativeness” in the third sentence. 

 Paragraph 56, as amended, was adopted. 

  Paragraph 57 

 Mr. Savadogo said that, as had been done in paragraph 56, the words “for the 

determination of general principles of law” should be added after “subsidiary means” in the 

first sentence. 

 Paragraph 57, as amended, was adopted. 

  (j)  Draft conclusion 9 (Teachings) 

  Paragraph 58 

 Mr. Jalloh said that he wished to propose a number of amendments to ensure that the 

paragraph more accurately reflected members’ discussion of draft conclusion 9. In the second 

sentence, the words “the treatment in this topic of” should be inserted before “the 

Commission’s ongoing work on subsidiary means for the determination of rules of 

international law”. In the third sentence, the expression “It was suggested” should be replaced 

with “Other members suggested” and the phrase “and the result could be different once it 

reached the stage of second reading” should be deleted. In the final sentence, the words “The 

view was expressed” should be replaced with “Some members expressed the view”, and the 

wording that followed “should not be retained” should be replaced with “in this topic, as 

some States had suggested in their written observations”. A new sentence could then be added 

at the end of the paragraph, to read: “It was also recalled that setting aside the issue to be 

addressed in the subsidiary means topic is consistent with the practice of the Commission 

when dealing with overlapping topics.” 

 Mr. Sall said that, in the first sentence, the words “la référence à la représentativité 

dans le contexte de l’examen de la doctrine” [the reference to representativeness when 

assessing teachings] should be replaced with “la nécessité de la représentativité de la 

doctrine” [the necessity of representativeness when assessing teachings]. In the final 

sentence, it might be helpful to move the words “it would be premature to prejudge the 

outcome” so that they preceded the phrase “since the work of the Commission on subsidiary 

means for the determination of rules of international law was not yet finished”. 

 Mr. Vázquez-Bermúdez (Special Rapporteur) said that, to ensure consistency with 

the approach taken in paragraph 55, the sentence “Members generally supported draft 

conclusion 9” should be inserted at the beginning of paragraph 58. The paragraph would then 
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continue with the amendments proposed by Mr. Jalloh and Mr. Sall. With regard to the two 

differing proposals for the final sentence, he was more inclined to accept the suggestion put 

forward by Mr. Sall, since it was closer to the original wording, which more closely reflected 

the Commission’s debate. The proposed reference to what States had suggested was 

unnecessary, as such a reference already appeared in paragraph 55. 

 Mr. Cissé said he considered that the formulation proposed by Mr. Sall was more 

precise and provided readers with more context. 

 Mr. Jalloh said that he had some difficulty with Mr. Sall’s proposal. His proposed 

amendments to the final sentence accurately reflected the Commission’s debate and would 

make the paragraph more readable by breaking up the sentence. 

 Paragraph 58 was left in abeyance. 

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m. 
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