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exploitation of fishirig grounds which, if unchecked,
Would lea to qomplete exinction1 of the fish concerned
an theey consti1tute a loss to ail maclin.

~IÇr~ ,The draft articles ar also open to objection
..1n ote gruds n pome was tkiey are more restrictive
than existing stance ±~r I refer to the first

... sennc of Artile 1. Does thi.s men as it appears to
dm .an,. tha for' ay purpose ôther tha ýP1rYPflt±Q1 Iagainst

-wate or *eterzinÈtioPfl" a state coiuid no regulate Lts
QWn Inatio .als whare oxlly its own nationas are involv3ed
li a fishe'r?¼ Again ArticleO 2) as i~t now reads, would

g iveris r4oean tunesirrble situation~ whereby two
countries,sitatd~ se by sideý coul4 fot nma1k reg 1 ations

affetin ony thir wn ationals in1 preaa where fishing
is dne oly'yth natonas ofne r the otber> country.

ract4..a or & 'progres>sive provision.

TMxese ar QXI1y so1e of the more obviouspqints
whchinthe opinÎon.f thbe Canadian dlgatio give jrise

On-P ser4es. Thy are points whsLch requ4re 'urther study
and~ Q1a'ee ei48flPiti by government8 befqr they cari be

peiikentpaithe ar9U!r to1 mWQ$y of ±flse question wOilsion

deerind nl a areul o frxithOZ p ti e,

tat relat to te beneficial use and control of

TT,.4.~ M.4-,~~iii hie in a flQitiQfl to coser the

experlefice ui ttLut -,Livwe
,Id ~ ar es ade~ by gradually and4prog *±svely

To sum Up the Canadian Delegatio cannot support
ndatiofl of the InternatoalLw omiso
neral Assembly at this ssinàôl dp

:eaure, mus-uP uu ujiwu uy Dlu"
as possible and perticularly by t:
t direct interest in 1isheries, if
;to achieve its objectives.


