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(Chair)

Good

morning

I now declare open the 894th meeting of the
Legal Subcommittee of the Committee on the Peaceful
Uses of Outer Space.
I have the request from one delegation to reopen
briefly the agenda item 9, “Capacity-building in space
law”. If there are no objections, and I see none, I would
like to see the floor to the distinguished delegate from
France. You have the floor.
Ms. C. Lombard (France, interpretation from
French) Thank you Mr. Chairperson. Distinguished
delegates, dear colleagues. France of the view that
space law capacity-building is crucial and we actively
support research and teaching in this area via our
Ministry of Education, university education and
research and also via our space agency, the CNES. In
this connection, the University of Paris Sud has a very
high performance research institute, known as the
Institute of Space and Telecommunications Law
(IDEST). It is led by Professor Philippe Achilleas.
IDEST works in close cooperation with
professional bodies. It runs PhD courses and organizes
international colloquia and publishes articles and works
on all kinds of matters related to space law. The
University of Paris Sud and IDEST have also
organized a Master’s programme on the law of space
activities and telecommunications and we recently
celebrated the 10th anniversary of that programme. The
programme, on an annual basis, trains around 20 legal
specialists from all different countries in these
two different areas. It is a unique programme in the
sense that it is a dual programme in the law of space
and the law of telecommunications. It is a specialized
Master’s programme. For more than 10 years now we
have had more 250 students from 50 different countries
meeting the needs of stakeholders in the sectors of
space and telecommunications. On an annual basis we
train student who can readily fine jobs in the French
and international markets. The degree programme is

one of the top programmes for people seeking to begin
or advance a career in space and telecommunications.
France’s research capacity in the area of space
law are continuing to expand. In 2013 we saw the
establishment of 2 complementary university chairs
which are financed by public and private bodies from
the space and telecommunications sectors in France.
The first chair is located at the University of Paris Sud.
This is the chair of space and telecommunications law.
And the second chair is located in the University of
Toulouse Capitole, and this is the serious chair for law
and management in space activities. The purpose of the
2 chairs is to strengthen knowledge in the area of space
activities so as to meet the needs of the market and the
needs of space sector stakeholders. The chairs will
enable the creation of future knowledge laboratories
and the performance of scientific benchmark works
and the organization of international colloquia.
I would like to add that the legal director of the
CNES — France’s space agency — actively supports
these initiatives. They provide experts and practitioners
for the purposes of the training programmes and they
also conclude studies, contracts and research contracts
and they sponsor colloquia and provide grants. The
legal department of CNES cooperates on a regular
basis in an increasingly form of manner with the legal
departments of other space agencies so as to try and
achieve a common understanding of general matters
related to space law beyond the classical discussions
and deliberations that we have with respect to
cooperations on space projects. Among the
programmes that we have ... we have programmes on
space legislation and on the law of telecommunications
and frequencies. This is organized on an international
basis with our European partners in ESA and the
European Union. My delegation welcomes the fact that
these academic initiatives have been put in place but
they are contributing to the strengthening of
understanding of space law and the adoption of best
practices in line with the work that we carry out here
within the Legal Subcommittee. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) ... of France for her
statement. And with this, I close again agenda
item 9.
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COPUOS
Page 2
Now, this morning, we will continue and
hopefully conclude our consideration of agenda
item 14, “Proposals to the Committee on new items for
consideration by the Subcommittee”.
I will then suspend our meeting so that the
Working Groups on the Status and Application of the
Five United Nations Treaties and on Matters related to
the Definition and Delimitation of Outer Space can
hold their final meetings with the view to adopting
their reports.
Distinguished delegates, I would now like to
continue our consideration of agenda item 14,
Proposals to the Committee on new items for
consideration by the Subcommittee.
I would like to continue and hopefully conclude
our considerations of this item by considering first the
proposals for new agenda items.
Discussions have been held regarding agenda
item 12 which is “General exchange of information on
practices in relation to non-legally binding instruments
for outer space activities” and the supporting Japanese
contribution contained in conference room paper
No. 29.
Yesterday we had a longer list of delegations
who had requested the floor and I had to terminate the
session. Can I now reopen the speakers list and ask
delegations to who want to speak under this topic.
I see none ... the Russian Federation.
Mr. Gudnov (Russian Federation, interpretation
from Russian) Thank you Chairman. Now, following
from yesterday’s discussion on this item of the agenda,
I would like to request, distinguished delegates, to ask
themselves one question — a very simple question —
what is the purpose of our presence here? it seems to
me this body — its purpose — is not just to have
discussions to talk. As far as I understand it, this body
is a body that is supposed to come up with some kind
of decisions — solutions — it is supposed to carry out
analyses, analyses of international space law. Now,
perhaps I am not being very diplomatic here but, really,
look around the room. Our Governments are spending
large amounts of money in order to enable us to get
together to have a better understanding of each other’s
positions and to make some kind of decisions. And I
would not like for this body to somehow turn into a
place where there is no proper discussion. And it is for
this reason that I ask — or I would ask you — to think,
for delegations to reflect ... rather than expanding item
12 to try and have a proper understanding of what
item 12 is. That the exchange of views is not just
statements on how each State is implementing various
mechanisms but it should also involve analysis of

various proposals, analysis of their applicability, their
effectiveness and the applicability of such mechanisms
for other States. I don’t think anybody would like it if
the opinion of one of us — even if it is a good opinion
— based on best practices was to be deemed as the
only possible instrument for regulation or as a solution.
So, we consider that this exchange of views that we
have under the existing mandate should include an
exchange of opinions on the understanding that that
exchange of opinions would include analyses and
proposals. The fact that in the document under this
item, that it is not a closed list. It is not a closed list, it
is an open — it is an unlimited list. And proposals that
seek to develop and expand upon the existing
mechanisms — non-legally binding mechanisms —
should also be given consideration. Now, perhaps this
might increase the workload on the distinguished
delegates, but if we delete from the agenda the
exchange of views — this lengthy exchange of views
and reports — at the current level of development of
technology, the reports which are published on the
websites of almost every space agency of every State,
and people can read them if they want at any time, you
can look at the best practices and the practices of
implementation of these mechanisms — but this forum
is the proper place for us to have an exchange of views
on the effectiveness and applicability and ways of
expanding upon those mechanisms. So this is probably
the only true international forum where proposals can
receive universal support and not be just made in the
corridors or in the margins — something that many
representatives are afraid of. Let me ask, distinguished
delegates to, once again, act on the Chairman’s request
and pay more attention to the existing mandate. We
have professionals here and if you look closely at the
language in the mandate and document L.291, which
was first introduced by Japan as to the […] of the work
on this issue. Our mandate includes discussions,
analysis and proposals.
Here is what I suggest — unless there are
objections. I think the existing mandate allows us, not
just to present reports, but also to have discussions as
to the feasibility, acceptability and effectiveness of
these mechanisms as well as new initiatives developing
them further. If we agree on that, we can retain this
item as written at present and that was our suggestion:
to make sure that the understanding of this agenda item
should not be limited to reports or reports only. That is
why, we thought maybe it could be reported slightly to
make that more explicit. If this view or this position
does, not in the opinion of delegations, fit within the
existing mandate, then, maybe we could think about
possibly introducing an item that would state: analysis
of non-legally binding instruments and initiatives for
their development. And place that under item 9. And, if
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necessary, make that a formal proposal in the course of
our discussion of agenda item 14 today. It is not by
chance that I asked you when I first started to look at
the room here — look around the room — a lot of
empty seats here. And there are two things that truly
concern me. Many initiatives seem to come out of
individual groups of countries without a broad
discussion in the plenary here, by all participants in
space activities. The second thing that somewhat upsets
me is the following: if our forum, and again I apologize
for being non-diplomatic here, but if our forum turns
into a lot of hot air, we will lose the trust and respect of
people and there will be more empty seats in the room.
At the risk of going off on a tangent, let me recall
something from my childhood. When I was kid, the
words UN — sounded like something supreme —
exalted. Somewhere just below God. A body whose
decisions reflected the views of the international
community. I would really like that status to stay and
our Subcommittee to have it as well. And again, if we
limit ourselves to reports, we will lose a lot of the trust
and respect that we have. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman. Thank you distinguished delegates.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) I thank the distinguished
delegate from the Russian Federation for his statement.
Next on my list is the United States.
Mr. B. Israel (United States of America) Thank
you Mr. Chairman and I thank the distinguished
delegate of Russia for his most thoughtful intervention
and also for his evident concern about the effectiveness
of our work. Given that he was talking about the scope
of the existing agenda item that we have had at session
of the Legal Subcommittee, I thought I would recall
that the statement my delegation made, which
embodies our interpretation of what could be discussed
under this agenda item.
The statement my delegation made under agenda
item 12 was not limited to a report on legally
non-binding mechanisms and what we do with them,
but contained analysis about the efficacy — the
effectiveness — of legally non-binding mechanisms as
a tool for international cooperation, as a tool for
governance, and also about the importance of
international lawyers in understanding when legally
non-binding mechanisms such as those adopted here in
COPUOS and by the General Assembly, are actually
the most apt mechanisms for cooperation and thus the
importance of our work here. I also recall that, though
we focused on a certain UN non-binding instrument, as
an illustrative example, in this case it was the remote
sensing principles developed here, we also talked about
the disaster charter — the charter on space and major
disasters — which is not among the UN instruments
listed here, but we think has related to the remote

sensing principles and was a way of illustrating the
effect — our analysis of the effectiveness — of a given
UN instrument. So, I would just offer that ... the room
for discussion is perhaps broader than appears and we
certainly welcome this discussion. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you United
States. China is next on the list.
Mr. Z. Shang (China) Thank you Mr. Chairman.
We are happy to see other delegations working under
this agenda in a cooperative and compromised spirit.
Mr. Chairman, the importance of non-legally binding
instruments — the so-called soft law — is highly
recognized by the China delegation as we have stated
in our former statements for several times. The soft law
plays a significant role in accommodating emerging
issues in outer space. In this regard, the soft law
complements the treaty law — or hard law. We believe
that soft law reflects the endeavours of the international
community to promote the rule of law in outer space
and a sustainable use of outer space.
Having said that, Mr. Chairman, we support this
Subcommittee to discuss soft law issue. We have to
clarify, because we as was pointed out yesterday, we
have to clarify. We are not blocking anything. We are
here to work in the spirit of cooperation and
compromise to clarify what we have discussing under
this agenda item in a constructive way to make it an
efficient and practical manner. In this way,
Mr. Chairman, in order to facilitate the discussion
under this item we believe an efficient and feasible and
working matter should be deliberated. We are happy to
say that many delegations are talking about this. As far
as we know, it is not necessary nor appropriate to
discuss the same thing under different agenda. For
example, we just take the space debris mitigation
matters for example. It is very hard for us to
distinguish the objectives and scope of item 12 and
item 11 because it is all involved with space debris
issues. In our Japanese colleagues’ questionnaire, we
are encourage to share the experience about the way to
take matters related to UN space debris mitigation
guidelines. However, a lot of this has been covered by
the compendium co-sponsored by our distinguished
delegations of the Czech Republic, Canada and
Germany. Besides, if we look through the list of
11 June soft law instruments under this agenda, we are
facing the same challenges. For example: we have now
agenda item 10, “Review and possible revision of the
principles relevant to the use of nuclear power sources”
as a single item. We have the agenda item 13, “Review
of international mechanisms for cooperation in the
peaceful exploration and use of outer space” as a single
agenda item. So, as mentioned in the statement by the
distinguished delegate of Japan yesterday, this agenda
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item is not for Japan’s interest only. It is for the interest
of all Member States. We also believe this agenda ...
everything discussed, in agenda item 12 is not only for
item 12, it is for the whole agenda of the Legal
Subcommittee. Mr. Chairman, in this regard, we are
happy to say we are really focusing on the objectives
and scope of agenda item 12. So regarding the
objectives: many delegations under this agenda have
showed their strong interest in this item and we
discussed comprehensively what is the objective of this
agenda item. Also for the scope we have diverging
views on the scope of this agenda item. The Chinese
delegation is quite open to discussion. We believe we
can achieve all fruitful outcomes through our
discussion. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you China. Next
on my list is Brazil.
Mr. Rypl (Brazil) Thank you Mr. Chairman for
this opportunity to address the Subcommittee. Well, it
is a challenge to improve on the contributions of our
distinguished Russian colleague who has, in my
delegation’s view, addressed issues of fundamental
importance to the work of this Subcommittee. Many
delegations have over the session expressed their view.
There are a number of issues that are not yet fully
addressed — effectively and efficiently addressed —
by the Subcommittee. Having had the opportunity to
reflect on what was said yesterday when we were
discussing agenda item 12, I should like to say that my
delegation feels that expanding the discussions on
agenda item 12 would provide us with a momentous
opportunity to make progress. The profitable
discussions we had under this agenda item this year
clearly indicate that there is a need to review and
discuss non-legally binding instruments from a national
perspective. This is a need that must be addressed and
it must be addressed by this Subcommittee.
I also appreciate what has been said about the
way that the discussions on agenda items have been
conducted historically. However, we are dealing with
space science, which is all about innovation, and we
can’t innovate as long as we do not bend any rules.
And my reading is that this is precisely what has been
proposed — you know — when we think of
broadening the discussions under agenda item 12. By
expanding the current scope of this agenda item, we
will be contributing to the strengthening of this
Subcommittee, in addition this would allow different
delegations to express and their discuss concerns
about non-legally binding instruments. I can give
one practical example, that would be the proposal for
the international code of conduct, which was
mentioned yesterday. Brazil has been actively
participating in the consultation process leading to the

code. However, apart from references that can be made
under agenda item 4 “General exchange of views”, we
find that we do not have an opportunity to review this
proposal here, discuss it and make recommendations
on how such an instrument can contribute to the
advancement of space law over all. We cannot outline,
for instance, domestically, our constraints that would
prevent Brazil from adopting the code. I think it is fair
that other delegations would have their own specific
comments to make and this “Exchange of views” can
be an invaluable contribution to the advancement of the
aims of this Subcommittee. And as our Russian
colleague so aptly stated, we have to think of these
aims — we have to think of the aims of the Legal
Subcommittee. And it seems to be a contradiction that
when we have an opportunity to deepen our
discussions under specific agenda items, as we have
now, we are denying ourselves this opportunity. I
therefore hope that delegations can come to an
agreement on retaining agenda item 12 on the agenda
in the understanding that this item would allow us to
further our discussions and analysis on non-legally
binding instruments that are not restricted to the
11 United Nations instruments. This is in our view, a
logical development and is in line with the role that
COPUOS must play. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Brazil. I have
in my list Venezuela and Cuba and then I would
possible ... I see Japan ... any other delegations before I
would then make proposal for procedure ... Republic of
Korea ... OK — these four delegations and then I
would make a proposal for how to proceed. Next on
my list is Venezuela.
Mr. C. Parra (Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela, interpretation from Spanish) Thank you
Chairman. Our delegation has followed with great
interest the way various issues, various items, have
been discussed here in this plenary. A few days ago we
witnessed one of the delegations complaining that
some of the discussions were not productive enough,
that there were few results and in this regard, what we
expected was to see some kind of flexibility. When
items, subjects are introduced for the agenda of the
Subcommittee, to make sure that different views — the
views of other delegations can be heard as well — and
could be integrated within those discussions — become
a part of those discussions. We have seen, for example,
how the proposal of the distinguished delegate of Japan
— and we are grateful for that proposal — in some
ways excludes a possible analysis of the safety
framework for the use of nuclear power sources in
space, which is a subject that seems to be extremely
important to us and that touches upon various entities
or could have implications for various entities for the
United Nations and issues such as the proliferation of
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nuclear power sources. In February, for example, we
had an excellent presentation from the UK on the use
of an element called americium, which, as far as I
understood, has far greater — is far more radioactive
— than plutonium. So, in that regard, we have some
questions. For some delegations it seems alright and
proper to talk about some subjects, but other subjects
are put to one side due to various reasons, and in that
regard, we feel concerned about the selective nature of
some of the discussions. In fact, that might be one of
the reasons why some delegations here are of the view
that the committee — the Subcommittee — is not
making progress.
We have also seen that none of the delegations
object to exchanging views or information regarding
non-binding instruments in outer space. What we did
observe also is that there is a need for those type of
initiatives to be flexible because this type of discussion
could incorporate other issues and other subjects, and
that is the reason why we proposed changing the
wording of the item. For our delegation, it is extremely
important to refer to the links between non-binding
instruments — whatever they are — and those that are
binding. To conclude, we would like to ask all
colleagues to show flexibility, a spirit of compromise,
to pay attention to subjects that — for a number of
delegations — are very important. Thank you
Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Venezuela.
Next on my list is Cuba.
Ms. I. Cabanas (Cuba, interpretation from
Spanish) Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. Our
delegation has also followed with great interest the
discussion under this agenda item and we think that
aspects touched upon here are important, but we should
not limit ourselves to a mere exchange of views, but
also engage in analysis of the various instruments, be
they binding or non-binding, and recommend possible
modifications or inclusion of new instruments. For that
reason we believe that the discussion should not be
confined to the 11 instruments mentioned in the
document — it should be open to more initiatives —
either instruments that come up in the international
arena or might come up in the future — that might
make our contribution to what this committee is all
about: the peaceful use of outer space. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Cuba. Next
on my list is Japan.
Mr. H. Hamada (Japan) Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman, good morning. I have a very carefully
followed all the statements made by the other
delegations this morning. And, first of all I would like
to express high appreciation to the delegation of China,

showing its understanding and flexibility, and we do
need to note what he said: saying that they would like
to clarify the certain points. I think we should duly take
note. Also, we very carefully followed the statement
made by the Russian delegation. For the Russian
Federation, what he said is: even without changing the
wording of the currently existing mandate of the
existing agenda item 12, all he wants is just, not
necessary 11 UN related documents, but other possible
documents — discussion on these documents should
not be excluded. I took note of this important
statement. He said, reiterated, that he is not claiming to
change the mandate itself. And also, in this regard, the
US delegation also made their position very clear,
saying that, as his colleague delivered yesterday
afternoon, saying that we should be very careful about
the scope of the possible discussion of the ... this
discussion mandate, this agenda item — they clearly
said that it has not been […] exclusive. And I surely
think that, as the Russian delegation mentioned, that
discussions that relate to the other documents,
eventually could contribute to the discussions as we are
focusing on the UN charter-related documents because
it is very difficult to make a clear-cut distinction to
what extent we can talk about and then we shouldn’t
talk something else. So this is, I am sure, that certainly
coincides with our good tradition and history of
COPUOS discussion and in this regard, I would like to
concur the opinion of the Brazilian delegation, which
he clearly, in an emerging consensus, and that is — and
I also concurring this opinion — I would like propose
that the Committee would eventually agree on the
following: we would not change the mandate and the
framework of this agenda item 12 but at the same time,
by consensus, we will agree upon the point that other
matters — matters that should be taken up — be left to
the reasonable interpretation of other delegations ... so
long it is reasonable and also would eventually
contribute to the goal of this agenda item, then all
delegations would confirm that the reference would be
loud and accepted within the course of this discussion,
which may not be necessary focusing on the
11 enumerated UN created documents. I think there, as
the Brazili colleague rightly mentioned, we can see the
clear cut consensus. So, I would propose the committee
would follow in this line. Thank you very much.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Japan. Next
on my list is the Republic of Korea.
Mr. Y. Lee (Republic of Korea) Thank you
Mr. Chairman. Good morning everybody on this
forum. Mr. Chairman, concerning the agenda item 12
“General exchange of views on non-binding
international instrument”. My delegation doesn’t
oppose to retain this item of agenda. However,
Mr. Chairman, my intervention will be very brief, we
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have still some ways and means of the working method
for this item of agenda. I expressed some concerns on
the method expressed in the CRP.29 suggested by the
Japanese side, which would be used as some gathering
information by one country for another country and
analyse that. So, […] we wish to […] of some
applications and the implementation of the
non-binding international norms. The applications and
implementations of such non-binding international
norms totally rely upon by each Member State
authorities. My country […] as appropriate […] reflect
on this norm, these non-binding international
documents on our practise of space activities. This is a
very important report. Mr. Chairman, this COPUOS
Legal Subcommittee — I believe — should be at the
centre of our discussions, on the progress and
development of international law, among which is
spatial law, should be discussed for the future
development of space law. However, as so these items
are very important in furthering progress of
international space laws. On this perspective, I would
like to [...] the view expressed by the distinguished
delegate of China and the Russian Federation on the
future work. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Republic of
Korea. Very last on my list is Mexico.
Ms. M. Ramirez (Mexico, interpretation from
Spanish) Thank you Mr. Chairman. Item 12 says
“General exchange of information on United Nations
instruments regarding outer space”. You asked that
Member States should consider whether they want to
retain item 12 of the agenda. The reply of this
Subcommittee is that, yes, we want to retain it. Some
delegations, including Mexico, made a proposal that
there be included in item 5 of document L.228. This
issue will continue being on the agenda so that the
Subcommittee can make progress by considering new
possible issues involved under the same item. The final
paragraph of ... paragraph 5 L.228 should mention that
this Legal Subcommittee will study the feasibility of
establishing a working group that will be asked to
define in greater detail activities included under this
agenda item. Mr. Chairman, if we limit this to reports
only, then, of course, a working group would be
redundant. But other delegations believe that we should
widen the scope of agenda item 12 — and we agree
with that, with the condition that this does not include
issues that are a problem for some Members and that
are discussed in other forums. The item should remain
but it should be confined to non-binding instruments
such as those maybe that come out of ITU. This forum
of the United Nations COPUOS is the most important
forum for space activities — activities carried out in
outer space, obviously. If we look at the ITU rules,
they deal with binding instruments but also resolutions,

recommendations and decisions of different kinds. And
here we talk about non-binding instruments. A lot of
them are worthy of being studied very carefully.
Mexico suggests, Sir — and the distinguished delegate
of Japan has just mentioned it — I will also take into
account what was said by China and the Russian
Federation — we want to keep this item open so that
we might under that item analyse, not only existing
reports or the listed instruments — that will be limiting
— but keep it open-ended so that we might take up and
discuss all instruments that have to do or touch upon
activities in outer space. Thank you very much.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) I thank the distinguished
delegate from Mexico for her statement. I would now
like to propose a way forward. Now, as we have seen
and as has been emerging in the discussion, there is a
growing and almost unanimous understanding that this
agenda item has been useful, the discussions under this
agenda item have been useful and that these
discussions should continue. This is, I think, a common
understanding. Nevertheless, we have to find a
consensus — a real formal consensus — on a formal
decision we have to take for this agenda item. Now, we
can go through very methodologically.
The first question I would ask is: is there a
consensus that we continue our deliberation of this
item as another single issue item — discussion item —
in 2015 under the mandate comprised or contained in
L.288 as it is. Would there be a consensus that we do
this? I see ... you say no. I just want the indication ...
no. Good.
Let me continue with the way I would propose
then the way forward. Could we ... the second question
is: could we reach a consensus if we start formulating a
new — a completely new mandate — for this agenda
item with a different title also, opening up the area of
deliberations and then developing a completely new
mandate? Would this be a road to consensus? Please
indicate ... no, it would not. Okay. I just want to see
how we could proceed in an efficient way before we
try to go into one direction and then have to stop at the
last one metre before we reach an agreement.
Now this opens and shows us that we have to
find a compromise and I think the compromise for that
is, in my view, very clear. Building on this common
understanding that everything what we have been
discussing here has been fruitful and that the mandate
as such has proved to be of use for this session but
could be elaborated, could be explained, could be
added by the one or the other provision for next year.
So, my next proposal would be: could we reach
consensus and work on such a way if we say we keep
the item as it is with this title on the agenda of 2015 as
a single issue item — discussion item. We keep also
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L.288 as our mandate, but we work on one paragraph
which would explain and take into account the use of
delegations that have participated in the debate. I first
would like to have your agreement on that before we
the start — or would start — with our considerations
and development of such a paragraph. Would that be a
way we should try to follow? I want to see strong
objections — really strong objections.
I see none.
So I would like here to say that we have reached
an understanding, that we can — as a Subcommittee —
accept this item as a single issue item in 2015 on the
basis of L.288 but, of course, only if we now come to a
conclusion in drafting a paragraph which reflects the
interests expressed by the Member States.
Cuba.
Ms. I. Cabanas (Cuba, interpretation from
Spanish) Thank you Mr. Chairman. We are thankful
for the proposal but we understood that other
delegations have other proposals that would modify the
wording, not just the contents. Thank you. The title.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Cuba. This is
why I am asking. Would they still have strong
objections or would they join in such a compromise
because it is a compromise which would request from
all delegations who have participated in the debate and
have diverging views, would not be able to completely
get what they originally wanted. That is the idea. I try
to find out whether all delegations would join in such a
compromise, of course, provided that we are now able
to draft such a paragraph, and I think this is the case.
I see China.
Mr. Z. Shang (China) Thank you Mr. Chairman.
We just believe that we need more clarification
because you mentioned we maintain the previous
mandate in the understanding there will be new
paragraph, so we don’t know where is the new
paragraph. Is it in the report of this LS Committee or is
it to be developed? Do we have such kind of example
before because we — and since we have a mandate and
are we are talking at the same time — we are talking at
the same time we are going to change the mandate. So,
we really don’t know what is the mandate. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you China.
Venezuela.
Mr. C. Parra (Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela, interpretation from Spanish) Thank
you Mr. Chairman. If I understood your proposal
correctly, we are going to start a drafting exercise on
document L.288. My question is, and I also understood
that you called for an exchange of opinions, I am the

same as my distinguished colleague from China, I
wonder where this paragraph will be placed within the
document. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Distinguished delegates.
In responding to the question just raised, I would
suggest the following and clarify in the following way.
The decision would be that we will, in the report of the
Legal Subcommittee under agenda item 14, where we
currently discuss the new agenda, we have a wording
that the committee accepted or decided to continue
deliberations on the agenda item so and so and so ... as
a single issue in 2015 based on the mandate provided
by L.288 additional paragraph. At the same time the
Subcommittee agreed that in the deliberations and then
we will have to draft that paragraph. So we decide on
keeping it, having L.288 as the basic mandate, but we
are adding an additional provision which takes into
account what we have been discussing here. And we
will now, immediately work on that and only accept
everything as one package — full transparency here in
the committee.
Brazil has the floor.
Ms. V. Loss (Brazil) Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Thank you for your proposal to move forward in this
agenda item and finding a way to find a consensus. We
could go along with this proposal of drafting a new
paragraph — a paragraph for the report — provided
that it can include the Japanese proposition of widening
the interpretation of the examination of non-binding
instruments. We think that maybe Japan could
contribute to drafting this paragraph so that it goes in
this direction. Then we think we can find a consensus
and move on with this item. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you. Russian
Federation.
Mr. Gudnov (Russian Federation, interpretation
from Russian) Thank you very much Mr. Chairman.
Well, the proposal that we seem ... that we have made
ourselves is the only possible compromise. We would
be willing to accept that and to work on the language
for the report of the Legal Subcommittee.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Russian
Federation. I see France.
Mr. Clerc (France, interpretation from French)
Thank you Mr. Chairperson. Thank you very much for
the efforts that you are making to enable us to come to
a compromise and consensus. Now, based on today’s
and yesterday’s deliberations, we — well, we’ve had a
very wealthy/rich discussion and this really does
contribute to the efficiency of our work. The proposal
that is being made is a very good one. We support it. It
will enable us to preserve what we have achieved
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already because effectiveness also means working step
by step and building on what we have already achieved
within the Legal Subcommittee, so we would not lose
what we have already achieved if we work on the basis
of the mandate contained in L.288 — and this is very
important. All of us have made great efforts last year,
both within the joint committee and the Legal
Subcommittee ... a lot of efforts made since last year.
So, it is very important that we should be able to
preserve the mandate. Now, the proposal is also
interesting because it reflects the diversity of
viewpoints and we should take it up. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) ... France for his
statement. And in one moment we will in a position to
project my proposal for such a paragraph taking into
account the views by delegations. Before doing that I
have the request for the floor from Venezuela.
Mr. C. Parra (Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela, interpretation from Spanish) Thank you
Chairman. With regards to proposal that the text be
projected onto the screen, we believe that it is also
imperative that it should be distributed — at least the
first version of the text — should be circulated among
the delegations so that we can work on that basis.
Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Venezuela.
Delegations, can you read the text proposal? so I
read it out: “the Subcommittee agreed ...” so this,
again, this paragraph will come right after the
paragraph that we says: “The Subcommittee has agreed
on the extension of the item and to have L.288 as the
basis for the mandate ...”, then it would be followed by
this sentence: “The Subcommittee agreed that in the
deliberations, under this agenda item, member States
could, as appropriate, also take into consideration the
discussion of other non-legally binding instruments on
outer space and the relationship between binding and
non-binding instruments”.
I don’t think that I have to read it out again.
Please have a look and then we can start our
considerations on this text proposal.
[Microphone switched off]
Mr. Z. Shang (China) Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Just a simple question. First one: according to what
was read out by the distinguished Mr. Chairman, the
previous paragraph the committee decided to “consider
agenda item ...” but this paragraph starts with “The
Subcommittee agreed”. So what is the difference
between decided and agreed? Does this mean it is a
new interpretation of a previous mandate? Or are we
requesting a new mandate because it is totally different

between “decided” and “agreed”. I don’t know what is
the difference.
The second one according to this new paragraph,
if we didn’t understand it wrong, it tries to expand two
things: first thing is the list of the non-legally binding
instruments. The second one is we are going to expand
from “General exchange of views” to “Other issues”,
for example, the relationship. Am I right? Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you China. Your
first question: “agreed” is indeed the usual UN
language and the previous paragraph — the one before
— might also be starting with “agreed”. So, this will be
brought in line by the Secretariat so that there is no
difference in the wording.
The second point is that indeed we tried here to
— in a comprised and very compact format — put in
what we have heard from delegations and what we
thought were issues and statements made, which
should be considered for that purpose.
Any other delegation wishing to speak or have
any further questions?
I see none...first Venezuela and then the Russian
Federation.
Mr. C. Parra (Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela, interpretation from Spanish) Thank you
Mr. Chairman. We are thankful for the proposal. Still,
we would like to ask for a little more time to analyse
the implications of that type of decision. First of all, I
wonder where this would be in the report — this
paragraph — and should it be linked to the proposal of
the distinguished delegate of Japan. Thank you
Mr. Chairman.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Venezuela.
Russian Federation.
Mr.
Kornatskiy
(Russian
Federation,
interpretation from Russian) Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Bearing in mind that the discussion we have today on
the documents that we adopted a year ago, we would
like to see the language here — to see it as readily
understandable as possible — to ensure that in the
future, that there will not be different interpretations of
this language. So, we would like to have the
opportunity to reflect a little on this language. We have
some concern with respect to the word “discussion” as
it stands in the paragraph. What we mean by
“discussion” and what we understand by the
“discussion”, it could be construed as just an exchange
of statements or reports, or does this mean — this word
means — that we will not just providing information
but also discussing and possible analysing too these
non-legally binding instruments — will we be making
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conclusions as to what they are and the extent to which
they are applicable and feasible. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Russian
Federation. Let me first come to the point where we
will find this paragraph together with the other
paragraph in our report. If you take the report of the
last session, you will find that there is, under roman
twelve (XII), capital a (A), listed the proposals to the
Committee for new items to be considered by the Legal
Subcommittee and then this reads at its 53rd session. It
is page 26. So there you will find all what is related to
the agenda. You see there are 10 or so paragraphs
which relate to specific agenda items and explains
mandate, content, procedure also with regard to these
agenda item — specific agenda items. And this will be
exactly the same case for this paragraph, it would have
in our report under this item, these two paragraphs as I
just indicated under this section. And then, following
this, the agenda is spelled out. So it is rather straight
forward.
The second point on the wording — on the time
which is required for looking into that ... I would
suggest that we try to find here a kind of agreement
that this in fact is the basis for a consensus that only
marginal elements might be changed — the one or the
other little explanation in a half sentence or the one or
the other word might be exchanged — but that this is
the basis so that we can also — we are one day to the
closing of our session — so that we can also prepare
the documents for the decision taking, which is the
report of the Subcommittee. So I would try to seek now
an understanding that we can take this paragraph, draft
the other paragraph as I outlined, put them in our draft
report, which we will then discuss tomorrow and where
we still can make the one or the other small change.
But we cannot continue with the elaboration of the
completely different way of approaching it. If we really
have the feeling and the understanding that this
constitutes a very closed type of compromise, then I
suggest that we ask the secretariat to put that in our
draft report, which we will discuss tomorrow and
where we still have the complete freedom then to work
on that, if necessary.
Can we continue like that?
Since I see no objection, we can proceed like
that.
It is decided.
We have a very good basis, I think, and we are
very, very close to a compromise tomorrow.
Thank you very much delegations for that spirit
of compromise.

Let me now turn to the second point under
item 14 and this is the “Organization of the work of the
Committee” and I give the floor to the German
delegation.
Mr. P. Wennholz (Germany) Thank you very
much Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, distinguished delegates, the
German delegation would like once again like to thank
for all the valuable feedback received in the course of
what we believe was a very substantive and
constructive discussion following the presentation of
our proposal for renewal of the structure of the agenda
and organization of work in the Legal Subcommittee
under this item. We appreciate and thank for the many
encouraging expressions of support for this proposal.
However, we also note the concerns and reservations
expressed by a number of delegations and we are
mindful of the fact that some delegations may need
more time to study this comprehensive proposal. Our
proposal has been the result of a process of extensive
consultations with interested member States, initiated
one year ago, and the German delegation is firmly
committed to continuing its efforts to promote and
explain our approach through consultations, that is also
by means of intersessional consultations.
As announced on Tuesday, we have been
working on a conference room paper, distributed to all
delegations just this morning, as conference room
paper 30. You will note that this conference paper that
we intend to also circulate as a conference document
in all languages after the session, does not contain
substantial changes to the proposal and that it is
based on the latest version of the proposal as in
document L.293/Rev.1. The new element is a part
entitled “Basic procedures inter-relation and interaction
between plenary and the preparatory and working
groups”. This new element is largely explanatory in
nature and elaborates on central points of concerns
voiced by delegations in order to facilitate better
understanding of what we are proposing. I will not
repeat this explanations now since they were in large
part already given in the course of our presentation on
Tuesday. We invite all delegations to study this paper
and we’ll use it as a basis for upcoming consultations.
Allow me to just briefly elaborate on
one important aspect of the proposal, that has probably
raised the most concerns among delegations and that is
the status and nature of the preparatory groups under
the phased approach. Preparatory group discussions
would, under this proposal, remain an integral part of
the Legal Subcommittee session. They would be open
for all members of delegations — of course, including
Government representatives. The advantage of the
preparatory groups does not lie in having deliberations
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conducted by different persons but in creating the
opportunity to elaborate on specific important subjects,
including the views of technical experts in a
concentrated manner. These deliberations would
remain an integral part of the session and would take
place one after another in this very room or whatever
room other session may take place in the future, with
all conference services, including interpretation and
recording available. Preparatory groups will not be
detached from but closely interrelated with the plenary.
That would not only include Government
representatives but also receive precise mandates from
the working groups and the plenary so that full
respective control would be guaranteed. The
preparatory groups are an important element of our
comprehensive proposal aimed at making more
efficient use of the time and resources available for the
Legal Subcommittee, thereby maintaining and
strengthening the Legal Subcommittee as the main
intergovernmental forum to develop space law. We are
looking forward to further discussions and
consultations with delegations within and beyond this
week. Thank you very much for your kind attention.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) I thank the delegation
from Germany for his statement explaining the status
of that initiative and I think I can thank you also for the
efforts the German delegation has put into this
initiative so far. As you have heard, the German
delegation does not think that there is a consensus to be
reached at this session and therefore would conduct
further consultations in intersessional period until
2015. What we could do is that, we as a Subcommittee,
take note of the proposal, that we encourage and
request the German a delegation to conduct further
consultations on that, in using in particular the
meetings of the main Committee and the Scientific and
Technical Subcommittee next year, in order then to
reach a conclusion — a consensus — an agreement —
by next year, if possible, and if delegations are ready
join in in such a an agreement.
Is that what we then can, as a Subcommittee,
regard as a conclusion of that issue, we would then
draft a respective paragraph which would also be found
under roman twelve (XII) or eleven (XI) — whatever it
is — and we will put that before you for adoption also
tomorrow under the agenda item “Adoption of the
Committee’s report”. Is that acceptable?
I see two delegations requesting the floor. United
States first.
Mr. Hodgkins (United States of America) Thank
you Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, my delegation
appreciates the effort that the delegation of Germany
has put in into this proposal and we will certainly CRP
and we will certainly study CRP quite closely, but I do

want to just clarify a point: our delegation does not
believe that this proposal should be the sole focus of
how we improve our work in the Subcommittee.
Secondly, there are many elements of this proposal that
we believe need further consideration. So, this is not a
simple task of making a few changes here and there
and saying we reached consensus on this document.
So, I just want to be clear that, as we proceed with
intersession discussions — this paper can serve a basis
for some discussion — but it should not be the sole
focus of our attention. Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you US. Mexico,
please.
Ms. R. M. Ramirez (Mexico, interpretation from
Spanish) Thank you Mr. Chairman and I would like to
thank the distinguished delegation of Germany for their
work and their efforts in preparing this document on a
very complex subject. Everything changes but every
change creates a certain discomfort, goes against
inertia and, of course, not everyone accepts. In my
Government’s opinion, it is important to revise the
organizational work of this Legal Subcommittee and
also for the main Committee — COPUOS — and the
Scientific and Technical Subcommittee, with a view to
improving their methods of work. It is important,
Mr. Chairman, to also review, or as appropriate,
establish the rules of procedure. What are the methods
that would be acceptable to the majority? Should
everything be adopted by consensus? Mexico in many
United Nations forums has been proposing a review of
the right to veto, and this is something that we should
consider. Should everything be thrown out just because
there is one delegation opposed, for example. The
secretariat should perhaps conduct consultations with
member States, on the one hand with regard to
Germany’s proposal, but also consult all members and
encourage them to express their views regarding the
methods of work adopted in this Legal Subcommittee,
with regards to the adoption of tis decisions,
resolutions, conclusions and so forth — the procedure
whereby they are adopted. Yes, it would break the
inertia and the comfort that goes with it, but it is
important to embrace change some times. Clearly,
COPUOS has in the years since its inception as the
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, lived
through many changes. The conditions now are entirely
different compared to where they were when the
Committee was set up. So let’s embrace change —
let’s break the comfort and the inertia that exists on
some issues in particular, for example, with regard to
the delimitation or definition of outer space. The first
time I came here, in the 1980’s, we approached this
view in one way — and also that of the geostationary
orbit, for example. Some of these items have remained
in the agenda for years if not for decades, but things
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have changed. There are new subjects now and the old
changes have also changed — the perspective has
changed. So, once again, in our opinion, it is very
important for the secretariat to prepare a document
asking member States to express their opinions
regarding the methods of work of the Legal
Subcommittee: how they view these methods at
present? What they suggest in terms of improving these
methods, the rules of procedure? and that is the
Mexican proposal. We should include it in the report.
Thank you.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Mexico. Are
there any other delegations wishing to make a
statement on proposals for new agenda items and
organization of work.
I see the Russian Federation.
Mr.
Kornatskiy
(Russian
Federation,
interpretation from Russian) Thank you very much
Mr. Chairman. I would like to support our Brazilian
colleague — I apologize [says the speaker] — our
Mexican colleague. We share that understanding. We
must move, we must change, we must discuss new
methods of work, new procedures — but approach all
of that with a certain degree of caution — not to do
more harm than good — not to break what we already
have and what is working. Today, tomorrow and
during the intersessional period, the Russian
delegations would be happy to participate in this work,
and if we continue discussion the matter, we would be
contributing in a very decisive and very in-depth way.
Thank you very much.
Mr. K. Schrogl (Chair) Thank you Russian
Federation. Are there any other delegations wishing to
speak? So before I go into the agenda for next year, I
can say that we will take duly note in the report on the
proposals which have been made under this item. So,
for you information, I will now read out the agenda
items as we would deal with them in 2015. The
classification under which I will read that out is the
following:
Regular items will be the “General exchange of
views”; “Information on the activities of international,
intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations
relating to space law”; “Status and application of the
five UN Treaties on outer space”; “Matters relating to
(a) the definition and delimitation of outer space (b) the
character and utilization of the geostationary orbit,
including consideration of ways and means to ensure
the rational and equitable use of the geostationary orbit
without prejudice to the role of the ITU”; “National
legislation relevant to the peaceful exploration and use
of outer space”; and lastly, “Capacity-building in space
law”.

We would have the following 3 single issues
items for discussion. First, “Review and possible
revision of the principles relevant to the use of nuclear
power sources in outer space”; second, “General
exchange of information and use on legal mechanisms
relating to space debris mitigation measures, taking
into account the work of the Scientific and Technical
Subcommittee”; and three, “General exchange of
information on practices in relation to non-legally
binding instruments for outer space activities”.
We will have the following items under
workplans: “Review of international mechanisms for
cooperation in the peaceful exploration and use of
outer space: work for 2015 as reflected in the multiyear
workplan in the report of the Legal Subcommittee on
its 51st session, para. 179” ... where it is? ... here it is ...
“The proposals to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses
of Outer Space for new items to be considered by the
Legal Subcommittee at 54th session”.
So these will be agenda items, which we will be
discussion in 2015 and they will be put forward for
adoption when we discuss the report of the
Subcommittee.
With this we have concluded our consideration of
agenda item 14, “The proposals to the Committee on
new items for consideration by the Subcommittee”.
Distinguished delegates. I will now adjourn this
meeting so that the working group on the status and
application of the five UN treaties can conduct its final
meeting with a view to adopting its report. This
meeting will be followed by the final meeting of the
working group on the definition and delimitation of
outer space, with a view to adopting its report. This
afternoon, at 3 pm, we will reconvene in order to give
the working group on international mechanisms the
opportunity to hold its last final meeting in view of
adopting its report. Following that, the plenary will
reconvene in order to endorse all 3 working group
reports.
As you know, the chairman of the working
group, Mr. Jean-François Mayence had to leave Vienna
and he asked him to assist him in the adoption of the
report of the working group, which was prepared
during his work and presence here, and I would then
present this report now, when we reconvene, for
deliberation and endorsement.
I think we make 5 minutes break so that
everybody can be sure that the delegation has the
report in front of herself or himself. It is contained in
L/AC.105/C.2/2014.TRE/L.1.
The meeting ended at 11.36 a.m.

