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introduced o proposal of its own f'or n 6-milc territorviol nca
vith an additionzl Lishing zone. The fishing zone in the United
stetes proposal, however, was nol exclusive because it pranted
so-called traditional rights in pevpetwity in the 6-mile zone.

The Unitcd Kingdom hod introduccd ecarlier o 6-mile
territorial sca proposal which was in reality a 3-milc tcorritorial
sea with an addition 3-mile {ishing zone. The Canadian
Delegation nade every efforf to accomnodate these two important
and friendly partucrs. As o matter of fact, it was very nuch be-
caune of our coucern over the defence aspeclts so far as the

United Kingdom and the United 3tates were concerncd that we

originally introduced the proposal tor a 3-mile territorial
sea and 9-mile fishing zone instead of a straight 12-mile
territorial seca. : _

It was very disappointing when first the United Kingdom
and then the United States abandoned the 3-mile rule after we
had made such efforts to accommodate them, and after this
developuent the Canscdian Delegation felt justified in converting
1ts proposal into a 6-mile territorial sea with an additional
6-mile fishing zonc, the form in which it received a majority
in the committee vote, in an effort to reach general agrecment.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker,  in the final analysis the central issuc
before the Conference was not whether there should be a
Tishing zone but vhether it should be subject to existing
traditional righls as proposed by the United States or whether
it should be cxclusive and without impediment as proposcd by
Canada. i '

It is quite evident that the Canadian proposal had a
tremendous lmpact on the Confercnce. Without this colicept there
would have bech no hope whatever of agrecment beczuse of the
basic conflict between those states interested in coastal
fishing rights and those iunterested in maintaining the mastimum
freedon of the high seas. This question. remaing unsettled {or
the moment, but it has 1ot been forgotten and is still under
very active International consideration. I might point out
in this comneccbion that the Coiference adopted & resolution
put forwarvd by Cubs in these vords:

--to requeat the General Assembly to study at its
thirteenth scasion (1998) the advisability of convening o
second intcrnational couference of plenipotentiaries for further
consideration oi' the question left unscitled by the present
conference.

It is felt in new York, lr. Spcaker, that the Canadian
Delegation will press for ¢ second comierence to be held at
the earlicst possible dote to caryy o the consideration of this
uestion. I think it is safe to assuwe that any solution
Wtinately arvived at will incorporate the Canadian fishing zone
Coierpt in one Lovm or apothcr. At ony 12te, the Cancdicn
POsition remaias that the concept of an euclusive fishing zone
should e adopicid, and our ciforts will be directed to this
tuds Agrenwent on o regivs of lav i3 vexy luportant to us,




